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Abstrakt

PSedkl §dang§ dizertal n?2 prsSe ez asmneld $wKkjle§ dnsa zpeS
recentn?2ch evolul n2ch t eos e xus8l nkR anoc ecphtoly,
preferlJemdn?§m se pSedevg2m o koheepti spohbace
strategi? a teorii strategick®he ypYyuhlh&ie,js?
z Triversovyt eori e o asymetricklichbrum&il §8s kIpc
pSibliguje problematiku sexu§l8?2c hp ophrleefdeerr
evolul n?2 ppogihodjogeprl akivthedpomilact Skl &Ad§ se
pSehl edov @k d a ivEieBneyclopedia of Evolutionary Psychological
Sciencea zodbor n®ho | | gmkhu awigpdkiova®imo | a sThep i s e
Jaurnal of Sex Research TSet 2 | §sttefpio § b aniifrep atkvtooSveannal mi
| | §mkSyi | e mnichdnoanent §l nPopt edh&zdoBA*P2en2 m v
zahran | n2 ch i mpaktovanlch | 4sacpipseeh Parpeda
IndividualDi f f erences. Tato | 8st pr8cedilvnud &d|I
rozdxloxi s exus8lred i mken®xurvejiehdemininity-maskulinity,
osobnostn2chntilakidugl a2 méxygiiace a , nhibi
zda u jedhc Dbou pobthS8§pZcrzok nostnz mu zkresl en?
podnRNuditmo tao p o Xarersd £tnr? 2 mZpdre§ vodsdamwdexBatity a t
Visledky tulkatttugSesijocgeé exi stupecionakm8avat
vs e x u g rnefcehr enc 2 c h,i meé 2ir i p dandbibtadvth & Imedhohg

pohl av2 mT (ejakdus & x vsBdtegidudejeinecvk one| n®m dTs | e
ve sv®mupjliatoRdv edyneg&mi :2a | e hzoe ] pn®Pmalaa v 2
individ u 81 mach ket ernaseo ¢ k @k lplrtaddneme kter ®m s e

vhndmg se vyvz2j?2

Kl 2] ov:s BVywolvml n?2 psychol ogi e; P8rovac? str



Abstract

The thesis is divided into three parts. The first part is focused on the main theories of
human mating strategies, such as sociosexual orientation and sexual strategies theory,
which emphasizes intersexual differences as a result from the asymmetry rdalpare
investment, and strategic pluralism theory, which highlights intrasexual variation in
mating behavior. The second part consists of one review article published in the
Encyclopedia of Evolutionary Psychological Science and mignal researclarticle
published in The Journal of Sex Research, a-pmgewed journal. In this part we
explored possible evolutionary origins and adaptive values of paraphilic interests and
their prevalence in the Czech population. The third part consist of one articlshedabli

in the peetreviewed journal Personality and Individual Differences and two research
studies which are currently under peeview in two international journals. The main

aim of this part vasto test whether individual differences in femininarascuinity, Big

Five personality traits, and propensity to sexual excitation and inhibition are associated
with individual sociosexual orientatio®\ further aim was to testvhether attention
towards sexual stimuli i s aéxtaaien@tnand an
by depressive symptomatology. The results of these studies indicated high levels of
variation in mating strategies, sexual behavmmd preferencesot only between but

also within the sexesStrategieswhich wereactually employediepen@d not only on

the sex but also on individual, environnmarandcultural factors.

Keywords: Evolutionary psychology; Mating strategies; Sociosexuality; Paraphilias
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bvod

PSestoge exi gsoporpopubbh®hmedi sek, v r §mci
pr§&§ce mohla bilt zpracovsgna, je ukotvena
psychol ogie a sequwdlvdgieev.ol \Wuddrdkdi®o prsmWc H a It eqg i,
zamNSen® na vizkum o ex wdlch?§ze cpkbomedenvig 2an |
pohlavn2ch rozd2|I T a odlignlich reproduk]| n?

Samotnl text pSedkl 8§dan® diserCalem pr ¢

Yovodn?2 kapitoly (a prvn2 | 8svyol ul®nochrtSee
koncept T, kscex®8Ism2 nvu§ gé& h okv § n 2 a preferen
odbornTch |1 8nc2ch na jejilchprdoesNidkt ePEgT a

kter 8 ®&te Wivodn? kapitole objekdz2g¢hon? ge
pSilogenltch. Vzhledem ke komplexithD popi s
za dTlegit® podrobnhDji rozebrat i v t®to 13

Dal g2 kapitoly se jig vBDnuj?2 konkr ®t n*
sexus8l n? choe8m?2 tao pgrakf eur ehat ehroones> X 8118r 2nc

jedincT. Vgedhrmy ep Siel ozgaem&Buj 2 na m®NN pr o

teoretick® koncepty, kter® ovgem mohou m?2t
viiv. Druh§ | §sd¢ zlamR3ujad nAapegokul n2 koS
preferenc? a chov§gn? (tzv. paraf21li2) a
ASexual Pathology m8& za c21 vysvDtlit, jak je evol

sexu8ln2ch prefefTent? vwuchcSzadv $mg egdreavt u2 me vzo
sexuologie a psychiatrie, cog umogRuje nal
Asexu8l n? vari acen, tedy jako na adaptiv
viozen® predispmajxm,p Padd prisnvhs§hebyorii |

reprodukl|l n2 YsphRch. HI avn2 teoretick8§g vI



vtextu n8slednhD aplikov8ny na vybran® por
sexus8l n2 agr evskapilei | The prévajence of pargphilic interests in
the Czech population: preference, arousal, the use of pornography, fantasy, and

behaviof popisujemej ak 8 j e prevalence poruch sexus§l

viesk® republice. Ve studid. j sme se zamh
zkugenosti u t Singcti vybranTch poruch
voyeuri smus, tug®ti gmamubr ott@rainssuvness,t i t i s
sadi smus, masochi smus, autogynef2lii, zoof

sexus8l n?z agresivitu a agresivn? sadi smus
prozkouman® char ak@& e kiosntcielpy y,a ktteeorr® t imo
sociosexualitu jedincT (tj. t e n Pemke c&i nav e
Asendorpf, 2008fa t 2 m p8dem mohou m8éx wdlinz m ac hvoav
jedincT. IEemininity o Imen amd\masculinity women is positively related

to sociosexualiff s e zamRNSuj e deravouwan/koaformitoledzt sgtevr?  a
dosphDIl osti {mtajs k u Ifiermitna )i t au soci osexual it
homosexu§8l n2 Bhr amikd T ea ag dvkapiol®V .rAtdptiorbBias k vy .

to and Recognition of Sexual Imaflgse pSedstaven experi ment
testovat, zda upmmgifnastiehmdozkBesd| &n2 v T
a zda je toto pozorpmagedloovou gokisg eexsu a&lni2t cow | d vr
deprese. Ak ne| n N, kBhp petsandlity traitsland sdciosexual orientation are

related to the sexual inhibition and sexual excitation scales: evidence from the Czech
Republid se zamlxSuajhe meaz i m2rouseasxx8l8nnzex aih
osobnostn2zmi rysy a sociosexualitou u het

zLesk® r.epubl i ky
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Vizkumy uveden® v t®to prs&§ci pSinggej?
vRDdeckotaki obeo, gir g2 v e Seejdneons@ .s tVugdei ceh nbyy | ny2

souladu s obecnou etikou vhRdecklch vizkum]
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KapitolaliP§8r ovac2? a reproduk| n? strateg

Visledky vIT zkunnal,s ezxaunglSe?nicchhovg&§n2 a prefer
o oblast, ve kter® jgoame®hpbdohhawmpSaoh8§:
Kennair, GrBntvedt, Bendi xen, & Amundsen,
vVysviRDtlit skrze Inddpsilyichok&§gl akhebhtewvpi 2,
p8rovac?2mi strategqiiemi ,f oprSriulleoma!| priving2 Dzar
vri 8 mci sv® tearispepSifi eakgn &hed m@rpahledpBd h | av |
evoluln2 psychologie? pgedvak2zpgTsabeygl bR
druh® i m2ujue dvasnicli2 ,d ok ateachoo t 0§ svilTebddr& v T cho
inveSBwgs & Schmitt, 1993). Jedn8 se tedy
Vyvinuly za Yl el em maxikmManl2i zpdat nosetdi (O BE
Gt Drbovg§ngg&Ded@dyuj2&2 kapitole budou tyto h
p8rovac?2 mi strategi eneiv ozl pbbTyvidehjo?l ,0 gd ckt®e rp@ r\
nast2niny. Jedng§8 se o jibhNezmi RPaawbno, t 886
teorii asymetricklch rodilovsklch invest:i
(Buss & Schmitt, 1993}, e o r i | str at e@angestad B Simgsdn,u2008)lai s mu

koncept sociosexu8ln2 or®9lpntace (Simpson &

1.1. PSirozenT vibnr

HI avn2 myglenkou Darwinovy (1859/2007) t ec
sebou v 8§ mc i dan®mmpedtuhtt » pSegit2 a rozmno
kterT Darwin d8&le rozdnDIlialk nuar VTt mr tpP2erno
Podle teorie pSirozen®ho vIibRruurslei tmeni

vl astnost ecwit gk?t elr8s tjis oduDdzi | n ®, i g2. Tut

12



buN munteadbcoe r Tzn® viivy pr opatbgdry ¢Regr, 2008k o | s
Jedinci, kteS$S2 di spto®@ug 2kompst i noist mi pS&diet
zvihodRuj2, maj2 vygg2? buduvdOpodebnocotbh,N ¢
vDt g2 mnodgstv2 potomkT a td@8w2m sRIighhgem
svich genT 'dé8sbedojdodah generac? prost Se
oproti ostatn2m zvy g4 Pédle Blegm @00G,isto 41pmgohau k o u

bTt pSedmhDtem bi ol é&sxy sctk@mye, D odkcosni@al tpeplonz ¢ A b
vzgjemnl si konkuruj 2 c? prvky schopn® r €

Vpr TbNDhu | asu psayks t m @ e | dlo P gkosunu fr ek

vgenofondu dan®ho druhu. Skrze tenteo pos.
jedincivr 8 mci nhRNj z2sk8vaj?2 takov® vliastnosti,
rozmnogen?2 se. PSirozenl vidwaol paiot oprhotag ¢

pTsoben2m vznikaj2 adaptivn?2 (s¥%lielmo@h)o uv |bal
nejen fyziologick®ho a morfologick®ho r 8§z
(Flegr, 2007).

PSirozenlT vibNDr se d8§8le dnRI2 na vIibDr
V. r&§mci pS2rodn2ho vIibnRru jSsead? nmj.e dSikirczie spes
vibhRr tedy vznikaj? adaptace spojen® s Ys

vibRr pohlavn2, jehodg pTswbBtd?2 msigad m®Isrs2e | z

tedy jedinci, kteS? di sponuj 2 vli astnost mi
konkurent Tm, umogRuj 2 z2skat sexus8ln2ho
2007). SmhRr a intenzita pohlavn2ho vibDru

nN8sl edkek sgkuands8r n2ch pohl avn?2ch znakT a

!Genofond oznaluje soubor vgecdhn@Ilpdpultgci k(omlke gort ,n
2Bi ol ogick8 zdatnost, nebol i fitness, se mnS?2 pol
gener ace DNI 2 na exklunobun?dfirtepeodukt h2 ho S¥mp D¢
inkluzivn?2 fitness (nepS2mou, do kter® se zapol| 2t
reprodukln2 %sphRch jeho pS2buznich jedincT; Flegr,

13



di morfismu (Flegr, 2007) , pSilemg tyto se
nejen morfologick®, al ePrakastv&Mbdgteiro,20d6e havi or §

Pohlavn2 vibBvase bmNge@aodelowni intrase
tak na Yarovni i ntersexus8ln?2 (mezipohl avn?
napS2kl ad sanjeicn Tkno mpseatnocviato spS2stup k pl od
sami cPrm.t oA pr §vhn Domwij 2meazivysaewamd e pSed sa
pTvaby a v2tRDzov® pak pSed®&vajPrarsmi® plBerdln
S . 33) . PSed8&8vE&ny |jsou pak @ttak kvw@npwelta sctin o
us pit a nao ptackr ®v |lydsdotardarsit i (,sed) s vbluddioiul ydo d:
generac? pSed8vsny m®n N | asto (Dar wi n,
vnitropohl avn? kompet8tei .jsbu|l soubbae s¢ge
vnitropohl avn? kompetice vyskytawjtzo jpakd o b
verb8l n2 agrese, pomluv | i fyzick® agresi\

Podl e Darwina (18&%271 2800pe pegtdlD2dalad®

zpTsob soupeSen2, pSi kter®m se satmci ponm
pSi A§kaltent o m2rumilovnNhj g2 zpTsob o0znal uj
VI 8§ mc i nNj g si jedinci jednoho pohl av? (1
pohl av?2z (typicky samce). Tento prefherenl n

viag nost 2 | evdyibnicrea,j 2lgt? e ap@ouhjleavza @gm®dowc 2v,®spr
buNvIkt g2 mu poltu pS2padnich pobomkdgneb®
socik&lan2 t D. Tyto vlIiastnosti zahrnuj?2 znak
za atraktivn2. Mohou to bTlén?2r Tremkét eorrlncahmemt
tak®emi ck® signsgly, kter ® aulg8kv8n 2h npyazt elnic i |
partnerT (Kennair a kol ., 2017) . U |l ovD

znaky ® o j efne®misni ni t ou a maskulinitou jedince,

14



tvar postavy, domi nance, | i & Kordsmeyel) | e s n ®

Hunt, Puts, Ostner, & Penke, 201B;u t s , 2016) . Ni cm®&nnD j e t
pSestogehosue ddobou pSedpokl §dal o, ge mezi
mechani smem, kterl ovlivRoval venikoahlRkdyv
(Saxton, Mackey, McCarty,& Ne av e, 2016) , novDnNjg? vl z

vnitropohl avind mtkoo pmpmBagid®E Nkr 8§t mnohem vIzn
(Hill, Bailey,& Puts 2017).

Podle evoluln2zch psychologT tak skrze
adapt ace vdriangpas$nerkkicahd prlef ekteec® n§sl ednhD ov
sexu8bm&n2ch( Bhnuts 208). Best oge se vhDtgina t
nej vl zdoamvaBjoibdob?2 pltedw.top®ast Sed?2 evol ul
.vobdob?2 | tvrtohori1lO0cc0a0 02,/58 mpid.i omeu Il.et .
Sada &adaptabt @ S2vldmdmsa&k ® p sy dyta adaptacd tedynneolsly
pSingget reprpdokt BedbiNhadekliah aslp®l e mos

jig blTt t oplriok t\Sletd@@eas@llen281§.n ® m

1.2 Triversova teorie asimetricklch rodilc
Mezi pohl avn?2 vibDr bTvg | asto oznalov§n
i ndi kuj e, ge samice blTvaj2 vDRDtginou to po

t omu tak jrocenak?4&ilbrivtB&tile mamde cBNAh.e mJ .s
experi ment u nDmosophdat neelaioda&td§ c Bi ( vgi ml t oho,
existuje mnohem| vDt potomkdT2lney u samic.
samel ci mnDl1 i mnohem vDtg?2 pol et pot omkT,
naopak nlirovmbhegi Samotn®podmiuceost® mkgzi as

fitness) l'igily mnohem m®nih. Tento rozd?2]|

15



samci a samicemi | eanizogamié §amcey Ps$ gbeay gx vol e
druhJou nadr czikdEky!| i mi t ov8ny rychl ost 2 t

n8§kladnlTch a vel klicvhaj polekavnSacnhc i b usniltke di

mnogstva2am mallch a na virobu nen8kladnlc
sper mi 2, ale jsou raownRBgh! ipmihtt aw&dichp blumné
opl odni t. JinT mi slovy, pSestoge je prTm
pohlav2 shodnT, rozptyl celogivotn2ho rep
i git. Pokud rozptyl c ehluo gui vjog chd dhloo re@h loa
rozptyl druh®ho pohl améng?2tnkr ozept yloem P
vyb2zravnDj g2z m. Toto zjigtDhDn2, kter® se uk
octomilka, n8slednhD veglo ve zn8most |jako
Popsah BatemanTyv princip Yaz Cc € Ssouvi s?
rodilovsklch investic. Robert L. Trivers
me z i rodi |l ovskT mi i nvesti cemi a sexus8l n2z mi

(1972, str. 139) jsow odi | ovs k@& alkkBkedtiivcei nvestice ro
pot omka, kter8 zvyguje ganci tohoto potom
Yok or schopnosti rodi | é& ianywedtl awadt, d&d ejri®n @nl
vitg?2, bluzdrea vt tjkg® .vymano mBbpmehrrediv|l ovskl c
d8 pozorovat u vRtginy druhT, pSedevg2m p:
v2ce i1investuj2c?2m pohlav2m pr8vnD samice.
i nvestuj2camcipohbuavamdsbSe pops&na napS2k
Jehl oSyngratbitee .( Sami ce u tRchto druhT blvaj

barevnhj g2 jankmmpsetmjtseamc Tom.p SU sttlucph tko dr L

3Jdeotyp pohl avn2 ho r 8 moendonjgoolvo§ ndtr,ubkudydovch8z2 ke spl yl
bunhDk odlign® velikosti a vliastnost?2. Pakkerng?2 gamety
1972)

16



t2m vyb2raviamcm ,pochdgavéen projevuje t2m,
potomky jen urlitlchviidmin®hypbijanltehlys pnita
reprodukl n2z strategie jedincT jsou odvozo
od pohl av?2 | aeka98bakov®ho (Triwv

Jak byl o pops8no vige, tak se tato asyr
gametU| | ovNRka @gena za cel-b0@Givaj2ldkpgpokuped
oplodnit, kdegto mug za cell ¢gi(Mamkion& ypr od t
Fauser, 1999 . U vDtginy samcT (a tedy i u | 1

i nvestice podobu pouh®ho pohlavn2zho stykt

bT vaj? ale vDtg?2, protoge kromhD samotn®h:
porod, lak a c i a n8slednou p®]| i o dz2tn (Trivers
mugi do potomkT neinvestuj?2 jen zm2nbDn® m
sexu8l n2zho styku), ale pod2lej?2 se i na n

d2tWvestiovat pS2mo (napS2klad ho kojit),
napS2klad poskytovs&n2m rTznlch zdroj T, j a
mat ky. Otcovsk§ p®l e je nav2c pSedevg2m u

ml §Neat | ijdsk® ml 8§dnD jegtnND pomDrnhD dl ouhou

rodi |l ovsk® p®I i a tato postnat 8l n?2 p®l e
(Bjorklund & Shackl ef or d, 1999) . P®l e o pot omka
vel mi rozgz2nSem, | malfee njoen®nut no podot knout,

uni verz8ln2 atwraamiuja® oapiBd? onkigdlolwm 2000,
Kennair a kol., 2016).

Vi ge popsans asymetri e vV e vel i kosti [
rodi |l ovskRath infwd tdindd | ivigmiem irelprodukl| n2n

Sami c?2 m, kter® tedy vDtginou i nvestuj?2 \
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nej kvalitnhDjg2ho samce. Jsou tedy vybzrav
kvalitu potomstva.kvgdmcTm ggeé mnano makng8 |l n?2
i nvestic2m v2ce vyplat? i nvestovat do kve
strategi 2 pro nhN proto blTvg§ oplodnNn?2 co
JinTmi byl swayncia mohl i maxk lmal i ZepRAech sviTakr

orientovat na vDtg? polet sexu8ln2ch part

pl odnDj g?2 sami ce. Samice by mDlIly naopak
mohou zplodit, preferovat bufiz2cshamceye&tidS?
vichovhD potomka, nebo preferovat samce, Kk

U obou pohlav?2 tedy km%§ k oad odnl@azul hi ogdoovbaotu npes:
strateld,? jakou strategi.i el idaRdj ef emri §el
rodi |l ovskTch i nvesti c, kterou mT g e upl at
samozSe®pPmBnyy yRBdom®NDsa tedy o nevhDdom® pr
rodi|lovsklch investic se d&§l e odwBlgstt i p o
sexu8l n2 ho &Sclon, 8993; BUs& Scknst, 2016; Trivers, 1972). Pokud

mugi Azvol 2 kr 8t kodobou strategii, t ak
mi ni mal i zuj 2 sv® rodilovsk® investice, p
partrer ky sp2ge na z8kladnD indi k8torT jejich
napS2klad zdrav?2 a atraktivitu dan® ¢geny
n8sl eduj 2c? p& GBkkdomi t o l, a;19BBY s Geny, kter
p®wvac?2 strategi. se u svlich potencion8l n?
odr §¢g2 napS2klad zdrav2 a atraktivitu dan
maskulinintu) a wS2 padnN dl ouhodob® p§rovac?2 strat

dsponuj2 vlasvyn®§a mis o ¢ in@ae@ I5dommandi, driteligens)t at us ,

18



kter® od&pgauj 3chkopnosti Zzabezpelit nej en
potomky Buss& Schmitt 1993).

Triversova teorie asyme ttakjedndulxkcl h? |roovdiic|ho \

promRnnich, kter &8 m§ viuitvo ntae op o h | avzne2 vwyist
variabilitu me z i genamive af ymudgiki ch, behavior 8l n
charakteristik8ch, j ako napS2kl adow@i Rov

kompl exn?2 formy chovg8n2? jako je sexUubBIln?

pohl avn?2soacizdsteddxyuavl i t D (viz d8§l e)

2.2 Teorie pohlavn2ch strategi 2

Triversovu teorii amsympopsak®chyphieat
rozdaoce) 1993 podrobnDj i rozpracoval evol
svtRe or i i p o h | (8exuakStrdtegisstTheary e @ o d 1 e npircThb Isheu u

evoluce vyvi nSuloynsdkrdarnpd eixenPclpDlt st ® az e gi 2

enyopoa®, jin® se mezi pohlav2m pifThBhD ||

—_ -

idsk® evoluce | elil.@ rozd2l nim selek|lnznm

pojenlch s reprodukc?.

n

Teori e pohl avn2ch shiralt egi ék Tpmm agea f le a vj2

(mug/ genay®lak odu§ | ter vs§ n 2 dan®liod pakrt8mné&osl®]
n8hodnlch sexuBd nédlchulsed dlie dwatgat?) hyoo\d k a p i
nast2greDnsoe mugig2a sqvemi mini m&ln2mi rodil o\
vige zm2nNDnTch minim8ln2ch investic (thhec

pohl avn?2 styk na stranhD mugT) existuj?
pSedepfdmnest 2. @Eylldinolk8, gz2zat mco pl odnost

gen je striktnhD vRDkovhD omezena, zat 2 mco
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omezena jako u g¢gen. Tyto rozdriTyboDbhak | mAdls
evoluce geny a mugi tRmprodpdhhdvmiml ogzd?2|
i strategi cBusp& STIBnittZ90T 80062019. i (

Co se tile d®l ky vztddhw,howolbl§o piBkaovae ?
kter§8 sedle@uhtlymii ck&ml uvami, tpaivbandilgemm p&r o
me z i partnery, z8vazkem VvTIi partnerovil/lc
PSestoge je vznik dlouhodoblTch partnerskl
dal g2ch savcT je vytvsg§Sen2 st abii2l.n2Wkha zpuajre
s e, ge zat2mco wyatpS® &kd m2d sut apbti§8lknT2 cjhe partn
bNgn® (ag 90 % pt §koTu hv@y5/88 Ss?awscttTa BiSP n2p ap § my
dvojice za W elem vichovy ml &8Nat. chig pt §k
pri m8rn?2 reprodukdamie,stsat egivh Ng peevcynss ki yrtku®
vzorce c hovwpdn2el nj8akooc hjransa teritori a, spol
krmen2 a grooming, dnNDl en2 s e& Ichmittol®93;] ov s k G
201 6 ) . U IlovhDka mTgtekmed omtad ®z p,8 rddtvesard® m8 r la:

podobuj ednor 8zov®ho sexu8ln2ho [GSocelzd, 2K1).u | i

Adaptivn?2 probl ®my , kter® musel. mu g i a
z8vi sltoRsttoi dnTal egi t ® | asov® di menzi (trvgn?
d®l ka vztahu tak vytv§Sej?2 matici dvou a

t abul @Bess& Schmitt, 2Q16, str. 3)
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Sexual Strategies Theory, Table 1 Mate selection problems men and women confront in short-term and long-term

mating contexts

Mating type Men Women

Short-term Increasing partner number Immediate resources
Identifying sexually accessible women Evaluating ST as LT mates
Minimizing cost and risk Identifying good genes
Minimizing commitment Mate insurance, backup mates
Identifying fertile women Mate switching

Long-term Paternity probability Men able to invest

Female reproductive value

Men willing to invest

Commitment

Commitment

Good parenting abilities

Good parenting abilities

Gene quality

Gene quality

Relationship load

Relationship load

Longevity probability

Physical protection

Zvigedew® Trivesgsmeyritelbldl

P

P

hypot ®z a

(

o

Table is adapted from Table 1 of Buss and Schmitt (1993), p. 207
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| l ovRkem a to bez ohledapfa CePguéngzi 2Rad
HRghl esen, 2010; Sch¢tzwohl , Fuchs, Mc Ki bb
podpor uj e rt8mczie nkkr,8tgkeodvob® p8rovac?2 strate
na kvantitu neg na kvalitu potencion8ln2zct
Proendy by naopak kvTlIli vysokim invest:i
vihodnnhj g? dl ouhodob8 p8rovac? strategi e
kr8tkodob® vztahy, tak se vystavuje rizikt
pot omka i na pRého po 8 Buss&dSehmitha993] Pr ot o ¢gen
kter® Avol2fA dlouhodobou p8rovac2 strateg
zdroj Tm a jsou ochotni sv® zdroje do n?z
hypot ®zu opRhRt pesdpdru]jekumTk®kmeon® poukazi
uni verzalitu. Geny kladou v prTmRDru ve s
zdroje a na takov® vliastnosti, kter® odKk:
Jedn§8 se napS2kl ad aombscei Sl n@r apcoosvti & voesrt 2,
i nteligenci a p o ldppa, 2007aZerSne& Nitura, 2012).G9®QPuen a
Lamy (2012) seve sv®m experimentu zamRSil,| na

poskytnout neznsg§m®mu mugvnhNDaa® jtedloefnd®A

spolelenskim postaven2m. Uk8zal o se, ge
nezn8&§m®mu mugi sv® telefonn2 | 2s]| o, pokud
Pokud ale ten stejnl mug S2dil awpSeéepadBed:
ge S2dil star® auto, tak na pouhlch 8 %.

dl ouhodobTchprepdretrmugr”rT znakgM2spaj ema@®s ksl ir
vkraniofaci 8l n2melbempked@zd€d, obl albe |Irne2d nk8l emd
typicky o virazn® nadolnicov® oblouky, gi

oblileje. Tyto znaky jmiomg?t og$2gvIiut imweTE 2 s
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meng2 ochotou investovaavdbpopat othkJuhlodolycd

vzt ahy (pro pSehl ed naepvSo.l udinx®s ohni sat okroili. ,mu2sl
l el it p thrany,l a®moto seowcnich y vi nul y preference pro
schopni ji i jej2ho potomkagiokcthVvhtSami S Badl

jedns8 akov® vlIastnfosyzick®'tzd® maktaizug 2s &ho
jako je napS$S2klad vigka a Swutpl|Beunk & Roflet, zd at n
2013.

Kr8tkodob® p8rovac? strategie Dy2 gper o ¢

nN8strrof%snk n2 co nejl epg2ho dlouhodob®ho ¢

ponese vegker® rodilovsk® investice sama,
reputace, | 2mg si mTge zt2¢git budokwi twni2bl
geny jsou, kv Tl mugsk® nejistothD otcovs
partnerky Busche, Marks, & Oate2, 0 1 3 ) . Skrze kr8tkodobou p
gena napS2klad otestovat, zda je mudg ochot
i nvestovat, zZjistit, jak® jsou jehloi vIas:

vymBDni t dosavadn?2 ho p aé& Schmitt, 4993 2016y Bussdan Nj ¢ 2
kol ., 2017) . Vige uveden§ tvrzen2 bDbyla op
rg§gmci kr8t kodob®ho wvztahu geny nap8ekl ad
maskul i nn?2 mi a se symetrickiilmdi k§tsor w kovbd I
genT Gangest&l. & Simpson, 2000; Gildersleeve, Haselton, & Fales, 2014;

Johnston, 2006; Kenrick, Sadalla, Groth,

Lopes (2011) ve sv® studid.i popoo NNl idTd ey
vri 8§ mc i kr8tkodob®ho a dlouhodob®ho vztah

Visledky uk§8zaly, ¢ge na pRtibodov® gk§gle

“Nebol i pomysl n8 hodnot disher Cok, Banrett, & Gaviigd08t ner sk ®m t r |
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3,42 bodu u kr8tkodob®ho vztahu oproti 2
hez k ®ho tNDla na 3,08 bodT oNdYkoteir ® ,s&3u du ed |z«
na vizkum re8l n®ho sejxeusslin2mroo cjhodBanr § zuokve
vyb2zraj? sp2ge symetrhilc& ®GarverApgan Gal§Oo5) ad
sfyzickya r akt i vn?2 mi prothDjgky dosahujRing,l ast D]
Burriss, & Dawood, 2012). .k ud je mug fyzickegnptrakniyg
svolnhDj g2 ke kr8tkodob®mu sexu8l n2zmu vztal
kter ®@B8o gkekana nezn8 (Gu®RgWérmseBAP1201lBal &ck
kol ., 2009) . NDkter® studie nav2c naznalwu
fl uktprruflDhw menstrualn2ho cyklu adamb& por
ovul ace.vogbdwei vNDt g2 pravdidy o dpedndyloes t &€ v gplod le
logiky mDI'y kIl 8st pre§grnwdDt g t?r adkTtriavzit u sv®ho pro
Gangestad, 2008) , cog podporuje zm2nDnou
mTge blt prng peSreyhdwdgtiomkz n alkevzaelnizt npramit ngee
Dal g2 studie gmorukageny mBge ohblt vIihodn§ k
vdobnD, kdy skrze ni mTge ¢gena od muge z2 sk
podpoSil i BuR@@l)a, kltlekztizjistili, ge s
souviRBRem dan®hoe hjoe dsitrucdei.i Vs & 8umk 8 z kIr 8t k@a o
vztahT preferovaly partnery, kt eS2 byl p
preferovali zase partneyk, kter® byly pSiblignn o |ed:
kr8§tkodob® p8§8§rovac2 strategie vIimRDnou za
na dTvody prostituce u gen (Hald, 2006; Jt

Pro muge mTge blt hl avn2? wtlirhotdogi al marha
celogivotn2ho reproduk|ln2ho potenci 8l u par

nejistoty tetnc esdmajvr2i zd kem vIichovy <ciz2ho
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profitovat ze zdroj T &SEhmittyle®rOkBy . a Pir oj enuy er
v kontextu dlouhodob® p8rovac? strategi e
vysokou reprodul8lme? tkko gn ktowdlobVch vztahT

preferovatvgpélgeu geingdmsost 2 (tjo pohetdBpo
kdegto u dlouhodoblch vztahT by mnDI i kl &8s
kter8 zahrnuje vgechmat onpe nj8e balld® ucvulpad et
skryt8&8 a mugi nemohou detekovat kolpdnost
2004), Buss a Schmitt (199Bjotop Sedpok | §daj 2, ge mugi upSe
vli astnosti a znakyj,ejktcérr @ | loadmelsu 22 ap rr8evpl
Vzhl edem k tomu, ge plodnost gen je vira
atr&k t i vn2z fyzi ckf®eminmikryi tsopuo,j ennd® asvZ m a ml 8§«
odkazuj 2 pr8vnNn na gJgeninuppTmdmwsu. dMogho
partnerek kladou vDtg2 dTraz na znaky, Kt
j sou? knlagpd neotoebnlniz2l eznakyplwm® rty, | i stou a
vel k® a ¢girok® ol i, mal ou bradu, dl ouh® a
Schmitt 1993; Kenrick & Keefe 19923ugiyama, 20056 . D8l e na znaky

vysokou hldi nu estrogenu, jako jsou femininn?2

pasu akolb®@7&(ffv. waistto-hip-ratio, WHR)a znaky spojen® se

je n2zk8 m2r a %(lBuwkstsu a8l nSc hansiytnietrd ®3) . Je
tato zjigtNDn2 jsou sice d(onavpeS.k ® uns?sr,y Ip%asn

2007; Zentner& Mi t ura, 2012), ale nhRkter® vige u

5Jleo pomNDr obvodu pasu a bokT, kterT je ukazatel et
rozligit WHR na mugskTlT (tzv. androi dn?2, centr 8l n?2
typu se tuk ukl &8d8&8 v bSi grukIlIrda&j ivhb,blwuasgd e n ssk &hhce nt
indi k8torem zdrav?2 a tak® ukazatelem at®8a0katui vi ty.
mugT me-2,95 @uss& Schmitt 1998

6Jedn8 se o drobn® odchyl kyVznoidk adokkyovnvad dengRe nd[xapvree s8il
pr TbNhu ont og ejadintejtarkb®nhhoe awl.v ojlevoj ov® neatabehTty,
pS2padnh ko nmbHawvalgRludbddg 2o 2009)
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hodnota WHR) se morheaikulturamic aellvy 8imgii t dmej®e rk u |
(pro pSehled napS$S. Brooks a kol ., 2015). I
s e tyto rozd2| n® preference pRNat edlil@h
charakteri st i Kehrcka Keefd1e9n9z2i)v ng @S2kl ad zj i st
vDku 25 | et pr epfrefrmovraul io platrytSierkgkw ml adg
geny ve stejn®m vDku naopak preferovaly mi
ale preferoval:i genygctkten® mdyuldyg2o d&eegt o
muge, kt eS2 ib7ys il evte. vZAXKk8u s6e5, ge mugi tedy
partnerky sp2ge ¢geny, kter® jsou na vrcho
zjigtnNn2 dokresloke a KHal gktivVmk(moOBehNri kt
naopak preferuj?2 partnerky, kter® jsou o r

D2ky tomuov@lka wdoicthrz22muk opl ozen2 a d2k
ovul ace, museli mugi ravcrolgttdv@dti aZ T wdd ®m,
Busse a Schmitta (1993) mugi kl adou u dl ol
sexus8l n?z vDrnost (cog sniguje jejich nej
sdobrTmi rodi | ovakkolmpia tsicbhi osrirrofsiminoicchmrakt er
Ukazuje se, @ge ¢eny stosterore (Barretnakpl2 2008v § g §2 hl a
hladinu estrogenu (Smitee kol . |, 2012) , bT vaj? nej en f
spojovan® s vygag? pl odnosdtll?t,?2 . akkroo mhDe ttodiwh
femininn2 geny hodnoceny jako atraktivnnij
dTvDryhodnnDj g?2 a ochotnhDj g? spolupracovat
2003).

ObecnhD tedy  peloartize, pgoeh| paonhlf € h tma i atiegg
vieperto8ru jak kr8tkodob®, ktoak edlt oulp@d olvy

| l ovDka se proto | asto pougTatoSteoriese tethy N s m?2
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zamNDSuj eposhpl2agvendpd& yowac2ch stoadlgy2mézi tin

genalwi,. kterou strategi.i jedinec zvol 2, |
faktorech, jako nap$S. jedincova mate val uce
vdan® popul aci, viiv rodil|] T stn@eapSb@OBupsar

Shackelford, 2008; Schmitt, 2016).yt o kr 8t kodob® a dl ouhodo
ovliivnDny i intraindividu8ln2 variabilito
faktory, kter® autoSi t ®t op PrraB8waec 2scph? gset rog

obrovskl na nezp®d&hy®nEtBtbhbdvEg]zaamoy.

2.3 Teorie strategick®ho plurali smu

V roce 2000 Gangestad a Simpson postulovadi o r i i strategi ck®h
(tzv. Strategic Pluralism Theory, SPT. PSedchoz?2 studie ukazuj
vp8rovsgn? j sows kuwt d]lnovsit&imc wiktf gd neho pohl a\
pohl av?2 mi (n&pSi.mpGamg e s1t %0 ) . Tato teori
pohl avn2ch strategi? proto klade vDtg?2 dT
jednoho pohlav?2 cplPdgeawmtegdr Thezavanaeg miel Pe | e
hl avn2 p8rovac?2 strategi?2 mugT kr 8t&k odob§
Gt Drbov§g, 2020) . BNDhem | idsk® evoluln?2 hi
pSi vibhRra§wiasloketria2mwd podm2nk&§ch | init r]
tradeoff . Na 2z 8kl adn an abstbzeyn ef ii & Rafkera&Snditlz ry§t (¢
190 proto jemMimda Aevadgun 2vyplat2 volit kK
strategii podle toho, jakjed@n st r ategie vihodn§ za ur]itT:c¢

Vr8§mci vIibRru partnera by geny, podle t

podm2nk8ch dBRDI at kompr omis meodgenegaenmeat i ¢ k 0|

StejnhND jako u teorie pohltavattedi estmeav®lgdi 2naivI)eam
tedy o nevhDdom® procesy.
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jeho schopnost ? zoauocp?aht oS i @ o tjabdnpravidg) Pieiteh o b u ¢
Gangestada a Simpsona (2000) ale jen vel
dobr T mi geny, tak dobrou scpopubsat? pgeaope
kteS2 obhRD tyto podm2nkoy nsdpljRukjo? ,0 npaa r@& nnenroy
vel kT z@€iemawW@uje riziko, mRi bwidenrm? tt adka
partneravy Dt g2 konkurenci, a ge se |j2 jin® ¢geny
Visl edek t ohot ogookl gemgmpgoodpiivedarerme ti v Ruj 2 n8§sl
podm2nky: 1) charakteristiky a vlastnosti
atraktivita, mate value nebo jej?2 zdrav?2,;
ne/ dostatek zdroj Tgelnii nvipsSkeystt upatko greagini nB)
geny, kter® maj?2 dostatek zdrojT (aS vlas
na zdroj2ch sv®ho pS2padn®ho partner a.
Pokud m8 tedy ¢gena dostatel n® mnogst v?
skval igenymi mTge pro ni Dblt vihodnRj g2 kr !
geny svich budawlatcdh kpanpaomkif su upSednost

partnerovimi rodilovskIimi investicemi a s

mTge bit proivgeost Sédhodansg&vygg2m viskytem

smrtel n® nemoci a zvyguj?2z tzm i kojenecko
genhD vypkav®mvprostSed2, ve kter®m je tS
potomka (Gangestad & Simpson,20) . Vel k8 variabilita pro:¢
vprost Sed? evol ul n2 adaptovanost.i nachs§z

p8rovac2ch strategi 2, kter ® kvd ge Iplopv Bloa a
fl exipBirlovealB@2 ho chov§8n?2.
Od d&anistrategi 2 a vRDtg2 vyb2ravosti ge

dl ouhodob8 p8rovac? strategie mugT. Kr 8§t
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pSedevg2m pro muge, kteS2 vykazuj?2 zn8mky
m2r a f | asykrtetdea Mt nal 1T z a, k t erroocue plr9%%8 d M3 | Iv
Thornhill totig uk8zala, ¢ge nigg2? m2ra f|
koreluje s vygg2m reproduk|ln2zm %YspDchem d:
existuj?2 sdamgzSejhmbDakterimugkgiomkimr ®e mHrk
(tj. k e geneti ck® kvalitDnD). Jsou joiomi

vkrani of aci 81 n2 obl aButante, Eastwiak,d-mkeln @angestatl, c h o
& Simpson 2016; Gangestad & Simpo n , 2000) . Pro vidDtginu
kr8tkodob8 p8rovac?2 strategie znamenat nu
pogadavky gen na kr8tkodob® partnery. Ma |
skrze kr8tkodobou strat équi,i auvyeg gpPrhoo vriktpgrio
vihodnnDj g2 dlouhodob8 p8rovac2 strategie,
reproduk| n2ho %spBDchu (nam2sto nul ov®ho).
teori2 (Triversovy teorievmsymestiatd gih2 ) r
jako preferovan8 strategie vyvinout kr 8tk
Kompr omi sy, kter® mugi podl e teorie strat
hled&§n2m novlch sexu8l n2ch emirtder epkot @ mk
(Gangestad & Simpson, 2000).

Obn pohl av?2 podlje tk&tnopr ¢ miosy e me Dil a p

rodi |l ovskimi investicemi. Podle autorT maj
strategi 2, pS2padnh upl atRuategiter ajt @edii hci:
Kombi nuj 2 v z8vislosti na to&omgstenc @ poglee pr o

okoln2ho prostSed2 nejvihodnhDjg2 (Durante
Je ale nutn® podotknout, Jge ck®arot opdleur d i

vysvDtl uj ep raavirggbiicliv tfrednoho pohl av?2, nevy
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teorie p h | avsnt2rcaht e gi 2 , jak dal ¢?2 dTl egit® pro
vliastn?z mate value | soci osexus8ln? ori er

napom8haj?2 udrgovat romantick® vztahy.

1.4 Sociosexu8ln?2 orientace
Term2n sociosexwglimsexmia¢ntade pOluigi I'i prv

mi nul ®ho stolet? Alfred Kinsey a jeho kol ¢

mugT a ¢gen popisoval. me z i respondenty rc
kterou oznaliluaterm2ndmjsobiosekumy uk§gz
signifi kantsnelX ul8il g2 mnejpeorg §w? 2 chl @ TIi vnez§y

(Kinsey, Pomeroy, & Martin, 1948; Kinsey, Pomeroy, Martin, & Gebhard, 1953).
Vdnegn2m pojet?2 t enrtna2cne soodcknadzsug ked BKE h&A 2 mr i o
tendenci navazovat MmegBeanka®&sAxseddo? plzt
Soci osexu8l n?2 orientace je ch8p8na | ako
pSedevwi2gre zpopsan® teor ismu ast k kel ealdiec k ®Tiwa z
pSedevg2m na intraindividu8l n? variabil it
zhl edi ska vT zkumu esveoxluugllnn?2 hpoe rcshpoevk§tni2v v p o v
nejrelevantnhDjg2ch a nej dEldéeddgxkp gt t Dk aKat
a kol., 2017).

Sociosexualitu AproslavilifAa v roce 199
pTvodn®dodedrmi dotazn2k, kterT byl zamhRSen
Sociosexual Orientace Inventory; SOI Binpffol k81 a soci osexual
r est r i(rdsticied sotiosexualitypo ne e s t r isdcibsexuatitd ynresticted
sociosexualityRestr j edi mee& m8 podle autorT tenden

kter® jsou mu ci trimi DordnRtzike®k Ta ewsdtrag® § &v mz
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naopak tendence ke kr8tkodoblm sexu8ln2zm
z8vazkem a nzzkI1 mi i nvesticemiresbr ivkzti avh

sociosexualitdl ojuehosipdj omv E§rmpa8ravaesinr i lsttir\ar

sociosexualita zaseksr 8§t k od o b T mi p8rovac?2 mi strategi
ne estrikdiioomeéxual ity navazuj?2 sp2ge kr 8tko
nar 8§z, m2vaj?2 vDtg?2 pol et sexwm&Ilni2 cehmop aarz-
zainteresovanost | i | §ska t orleiskt r idkTtliewgn I
sociosexualitou. Ti totig | asto ud8vaj?,

bl 2zkost (1 8rs&kmQi jsexpw8l ntldhv aktiywlbaj 3tDh
jednor8zovim sexu8ln2zm vztahTm (Simpson &

Po znaln® kritice byl ale pTvodn? mo d ¢
Gangestad, 1991) , kterl obsahoval di menzi

2008 nahrazenv.nowvewi devarrl, mti nvent §Sem soc

R; Penke & Asendorpf, 2008). Toto nov® po
komponenty: 1) sociosexu8ln?2 chovg8n?2, ted
dl ouhodob® v xtua8H yn;2 2p)o sq @q ieo sve[ | i nez8vaznl
vztahTm, a; 3) soci osexus8l n?z touhy. Sam

ot 8zkami / prloénh &@ e rk?Zanjidou z komponent u t voS$?
Resmndent na nN onpbho?2 dBPvieahadleert ovlD gk§gI
ot §zky dotazn2ku mRS2 aspekt chovg&n2 a | s

Jedn8 se o0 pol et sexu8ln2ch partnerT za

skterT mi mn | respondent sex opdnece [eaj¢d
dotazov§8n, s kolika rTznl mi partnery mDI
dl ouhodobT vztah. Druhg& tSetina& ipmowsemtj&S

Respondemaddmo8t it m2ru ne/ souhl asuOK. fit,vr z e
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ANemNRI|I /a bych probl ®m si wug2t ApS2legitos
sex, dokud si nejsem jist8/1T, ge s partne
| §st dotazn2ku je zamRSena napgypdke veci
opomenuta. Respondent jenMdm dot azov8n na sv® sexu8l n:
jedinc2ch, se kterTmi nem§ partnerskI vzt
cel kov® sk-re sociosexu8lnz orji edn atclei. v IRw
kompore nt y oddnDIl enn. LzZm | e p ak sk-ru vygag?
komponentu), t2Zm m8 spda dbisreexacu 8@ N cHyes/ t8 mi2 K t¢
cel kovhD tendenci navazovat nez8vazn® sexu
ovgem nutn®, pgenamége neg na kraj2ch g¢gk§lI
jej2ho st Sreadaut rdinkXreeem ek &eii omnéxual i tD, pS2p
tendenci ke kombinagi e s t raneteisvm2 kt i v ner 8smcdi o sSex uuavl ei dt
komponent, t. ¢ di nec bude m2tstnapSPebardubdlen? t o
restreshtivaexus8l n? chovgn2. Jer ¢ mR®| iovto8szt
sociosexuality a jej2ch komponent v pr TbDnDI
ukazuj 2, gearfieanboitlyiptoaw 8v soci osexual i thD je
prost Sed2m a nehledhR na pohlav?2 ji t®mnDS
ale rovnhDg se ukazuje, g8&8mociocowsegeméeéze aj
star g? |l cd®sbtivapdkwB&d? Vnd® mladg? (nap ¢
Simpson & Gangestad, 1992).

Soci osexu8l n?z ori emfToddhuspokhgdopgtdniDe
vhodnT ng§stroj v r8&mci vizkumu kr8tkodobl
(Penle & Asendorpf, 2008) . Vel k® mnogst v?
vsociosexualithD dexiyst uki®ky pmdhghiarvma m@moi@ r est

sociosexualitu neg geny, a to nehlednD na |
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Petersen & Hyde2 0 1 1 ; Rodrigues & Lopes, 2017; Sch

ge tyto pohlavn? rozd2ly jsou wuniverz8Iln:

(Lippa, 20009; Schmitt, 2005) . Je ale nutn
existuje mezi jedio vr 8§ mc i jednoho pohl av? obrovsks§
Schmitt, 2007y 8mcityfedmnolzd2 pgphivav2z mohou
me z i ni mi (Gangestad & Simpson, 2000) . €

vizkumu zanal yzovSaclhimidatoas yz (BLOs9s30v ystaudi e
rozdeemgdenci navazovat kr 8t kodob® vztahy
rozptylu. Je proto pravdhDpodobn®, ¢ge na t\
[ dal ¢ ?2 fakt or®, patlgavjze nd abni®hloo gji e&eki nc e . \
vizkumT se proto zamRSila na dal g2 charak
rTzn® i ndi vidu8l n?2 charakteristiky- jedir

maskulinity, osobnonhsatr,akseci etle kg gragpfoidc. k) ®

sociosexualitou Yzce souviset.

Jak jig bylo naznal eno, zd8§8 se, ge sof
vihDkem. Sociosexualita se, podobnhD jako ntr
kterou sooroe@xag8len2souvi s?, Vi z dsgl e) ,

znr estrs &t posOuv s esmBi &S iklnémg se tento p
pSedevg2m u komponent yaBhkoiws-NMdates §dllmez, ho ¢ h
& Randler, 201% . VRDkemrsag 2t al@®estzzZmn2 nNn® pohl avn:
toti g, ge u mugT a ¢gen nsadcidds elxaital j £ 5
signifikaReanlhekK B&eBues, 2001) . KromBbD vDku
t o, zda je jedinec wuvjédloseahodlebPmadalt@rh uv z t
t2hnou repageda&ki oméxual ith, neg jedinci ne

2017; Simpson, Wilson& Winterheld,2 0 0 4 ) . Dal g2 m sociodemogr
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kterT mTge m2t na soekosemuak§tsopBsiakceo
Ssv® mezi kulturn2z studi.] Schmitt (2005) zj |
na muwyslocthl,adu se navrgenou teori? strateg
sp2ge na dlouhodob®mpPplBr omaopakttendgnei K
sm2gen® | i kr§tkodob® gemathgiae,pralsde Spdf,
genderovhD sp2ge md&dwmn apperbyvdny®,t od i kerfy nanl| nr
PSest otgoemtsoe wi zkumu uk8zgkoamiggeermesgst umugpo
(pravdhRDpodobnnD kvTlIi mini m§l n2m reproduk|
Konkr ®t n 2 p8rovac? strategie (a tedy i m
prost Sed?.

VNt g2 mnogstv?2 stuceilZacsesog8lieseamAbil g
charakteristik. Wr i ght a Reise (1997) Zji
neurotici gemMess oIkadiséd&anadxual itou. Dal g2 vizk
jsou impulzivnijsyvlay® bkB8gti ODkiy, vygkazuj 2 r
sociosexualitu a jedinci, kteS2 jsou m®nnh
ochotn2 porugovabcposexkdalist D MWkgntp FRIOK
Vdal g2 studi i eser sudkdSiizaasiéox, u advey § g2 souddde mi ts
ni gg2 otevSenosti vTli novim zkugenostem
bl t propbyenalesnou tri 8dou, cog j he K onc

osobnost n?2 ch achivdliansrku, meismusatpsykhopatie Psychopatie se

vyznaluje bezcitnim pTsoben2m, bezohl edno
nar ci smus s e vyznal uj e domi nanc?2, e X hi
machi avellianismus odkazuj e itostm{Ranlhup& | at i v
Williams, 2002). Vgechny tSi komponenty Te
korelace s reestrsbati oséxual itou a rovrld gdei uk
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indi k8t ory, Kktkerr8t kj osdooub osup op onas@dmaykot. 2089).r at e g
Kobdobn®mu zjigtBhDn? dogel ve sv®m mezi kul
(2017).Zuvedenich vIizkumT se tak zd8&, ge nDhDkt
ng estrijkedivme@Tmim pom&hat upl at Roeahaopkk 8§t k o«
jedi ne3mriskitriavtre2gmn e dl ouhodob® (Si mpson a
M2 rrestriktivnostis oci osexual ity mTge m2t rovni
strategi i (kr8tkodoblT vs. dlouhodedbal vzt
zprvn2chkterg8dise, zamNDSovala na sociosexual.
gen®nN r egtedii tciivmp2ge preferujrestyzktkynt
jedinci vyhl ed8vaj? partnery, kteS:2 j sotL
Gangestad, 1991) Ve sv ® n a vaangestgd 2acSimpsent (L982) potvrdli
pSedchoz? ZjigtnDn?2 a nereosmlY jjeoh iz | ustg

potencion8l n2ch partnerT cenn?2 rseesxtur8ilkntzi vpr

preferoval il ckhr ocnifa ruavketdeern st i k jegthN vNRDrnos
jsou charakteristiky, kter® blvaj?2 oznal o
rodi | e. Her ol d a Mil hausen (1999) se ve

preference JgmnpSealrogiciipapbpBsy potenci §I

j ede typ ponicegyguysa pr o a |debad’lglys Nicg guysbyli

5

popi sovs8ni c h ar apk$teecrhioszt?i ckhaGanigestalautnéangonay
(1991,; 1992) pr efreet opv edincialmat guysmys leix ugd piNs ov
charakteristikami, rtke 2trGedptSieWdZ umneter o\8:
geny nechal. ohdamdmi mugjeak cmo ®l pyj 8t na
SociosexeStm@dd&mypevywd || as tkitggoriecbadugyysa zmu e z
kategorienice guyspovagovaly za nuding® na menaj(2nmeahvic

soci osexual it unce guwsske® w2dc8ev ah @ad?2 ger o dl ouho
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tohoto vizkumu pSi zad§8nz2dag esni§ mv yah 2er a éu p

partnera pro kr8tkodoblT |i dlouhodobl vzt
Campbell (2010) se proto zamRSil i na sou
sociosexualitou a typem aztlhbumalVie ts¥i® tsy
podle m2ry z8vazku: jednor8zovli sexu8ln?

Visledky jejichr $maidi pr wkBzlhatyegagri & (jedr
kKladlyneg est r§ e&ry vthBr az p Se d drakivurl) diud® [kaart tergerr d e
nehl edD na m2srouc iroessetxrui akltiitvyn,osggeny ud8valy,
fyzick8 atraktivita jedince, al e i part ne
neprokgzal viiv soci osexus8ln? orientace
(restridetdsvtnrjitokt vz partnerT pSed fyzickol
ambice.

Co se tl|le sociosexuality a jej2ho vl

partnersk®ho vztahu, vpetedk§asatigjkdinann ukia :

mugi i neyrestiktiviPs oci osexual itou reportuj? ni
(pSedeowhyl2ars tvi sexuality) a tak® v2ce part.
ko. , 2015). MRo®i coesxualkitthaa gém & mod meé Imu jze8
VTl partnemwwiu, amig@@ovanbah?2 a otevSenos

Dal g2 vizkumy se z&wmB@Pihvy se@ ndkaDester NgeiS

sociosexualitou sv® parijtinrelrrgi | @asdgmi po@s
Sabini, 200Ml)eddviajc??2 |pmntDenveyi 81 n2 partnery
tTle poevP$g, ktak maj2 tendenci |ji sp2ge c
se svim nynRjg2m partnerem, silnhN je pSi

part ner Mattinglyanl®lt, 2011( Rodrigues a kol., 2017).
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D8l e se ukazuje, ge nekbédP&kmy vingpn ovzd n
jako fyzicky atHatmkDReBruimeD& gohe(ql6).i Bodtheoyd a

kol ektiv (2008)s ovoyit orest U &lthik Renepsotzriitthgtg v n2 c h

a gen, kter® n8slednhD nechal. ohodnotit.
Ssoci osexus8l n?2 orientace j sou citlivDjgb?
atraktivnhDjgeéstkmoimjpdonzvaya mmekdi vinyl i hodnoc:e
maskulinnhDjgz2, na cog pouk Arnocky & kol 2038] s | e d k
Kruger, 2006) . U gen se korelace mezi m2 r
nepr ok 8rzeasltard kdei v;neéxual ita sioc®i Bt astemaen
rysy, al e visledky nebyly signifikantn?2,
maskulinity a femininity dan®ho jedince (
vgdy ale pS2molar§. NRkter® rpeSdaddhkaz2vnel

di sponuj 2 sp2ge mas kuHowardh&Reléur@017mikacly ( Cl a |
& Bailey, 1999;Ostovich & Sabini, 2004 , cog autoSi vysvDiDtl uj
maskulinn2 pgengt dlyh3ymvi v aktus8lsmmteny obdotk
vDt g2 mu mnogst v? androgenT, cog mTge m2t
(Hampson, Rovet, & Altmann, 1998)Li ¢reépttiktivitavs oci osmasa kUl t An2 ct
gen mTge tak® odr8get tzv. rychlou ¢§givotn
kter&8 je typicks§8 dS2vnjg? reprodukc? dan
partnerT. Dal g?2 studi e rpcuk aaidspX@valitduaa s p o]
femininitou, protoge femininn? rysy jsou

tDmgen8&m v2ce mognost?2 meRiiskhudrt uankolstudi2
kol ektivu (201#¢ s tsrs dudkiiSozsaelxou,alget unevykazova
i femininn2 geny. Maskebt nandqige&andpenyl ruzd Suh

feminn nnNj g2 sociosexu8ln? touhu. U mugT se
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neukgzal a. Souvisl ost sociosexuality a f
mezi kul turn?2 studi e, kde byl y porovnsgy
homosexu8l n2 eBAr azxlpiosmdantLdsk® r&ppbtokwg, | |
V.Vt omt o vIizkumu | sme wa/ zamniShodDtngatewdpie mal
vdosphDIl osti. Visledky ukgzaly, ge vygg? g

femininita mudgT)NVniy ggvi srizersptarziddeiesexuality.

Vzhledem kod!l i gnTm visledkTm vige wuvedenlch

sociosexualitu ovliivRuje u dan®ho jedince
znakT, neg pouze maskulinita |i femmi ni nit
ch8pat j ako expresi maskulinn2ch a fer
mor fol ogickTch, behgwiyeh®llmgik klachkoghat at
Gt Drbov §, & Varella Valentowveast r2dkhcti)v,n? a

di sponuj 2 pomhalpaS2rkld ad ypi c kT mi mo r dinbehzo g i ¢ k 1
kogni-pgswonhlo |l ogi ck® mohou bTlt sp8geovatyphl
strategi2ch mTge zvihodRovwrt].i t Fyzi cfkeymi m
osobnostn2z mi c har akt eavovatt korkbinati charaktdeistkmT ¢ e
poukazuj2c2ch na dobr® geny a i rodi | ovs
potenci on8§Bg8tTtpaBt n &t KByWadptovg Perevaa kolg 2019a |

Co s e tT1 e dal g2 ch aspekt $ ocsieoxsueaxl ui & lyn
ng estrmkgi vn2 geny uv8dhDj2 v prTmRru vygg?
sexus8l n? rozmant e st sogidsenuelgol (Ostavichn& $abing
2004 ; Schmit trestrikid@ostiss)o.ci M8 ernual it wRo@&kt® m
pozornost? zkresl en? v Tl i PraaisexJarsdem & riletreROO8mu | T m
Nov § k, BS§rtovs§, Vagem&aoemhmn2 m &S2Kzleanp?i)l,oVvE:

zamNSi |kiapbilt2oglee VI . V.
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D8l e se ukazuje, @ge socnhoisbeixlunalmit aa keoxrce
faktory teoretick®ho Dmdtanddelsleoxnut8rl o2y odexw
reakce(Dual control model;Janssen a kol., P02 ) . Na bliggta8lsmumi sl
model em Kkontroly sexus8l n? r e akfaktery u soci o

heterosexus8l nEehk @urggp whzlgieklyS z | jis nwee svel zk um

prezentkoavpaintilolvu §l.n2VIimodel kontreolzyal odewmns ||
pSedpokl adu, Jge sexu8lnz vzrugem¢8§ae smezim
sexu8ln2 excitac?2 a inhibic?2. Podl e tohot
sexu8ln? excitaci a k sexu8§ln? i nhi bi ci
znal nou | 8st varualbiitlD t y J avrn slisied)s K& xagnxc r o

du8l n2 ho model u kontropSedpeklu8§dB2 zampake
neurofyziologicklich syst®mT. Prvn? se t11
reakece, podobnhD jako "konceptus8l n? ner vo
Sexu8l n2 erdeyakvcles ljeedktem i nt er akc eosttlhcvhitlo dswe
model na t $Se lansges& Bapcthi?00A: d elc)h Neur obi ol ogi ¢

sexus8l n?z odezvy jsou adaptivn2m model em,

druhT. Sni gwjbem o pr avsEeRPB | n?2 odezvyho a rug
vzrugenz2, pokud se jedinec vyskytuje v

nevihodng§8 nebo nebezpeln§. 2) Jedinci se
i nhibice. Pro vDtgi nulliit® mpSeuexygti ¢t ask! @
bezprobl ®mov ®, nicm®nnN jedinci S neobvykl
m2rou inhibice | astDji vykazuj?2 vysoce ri z
Naopak jedinci S n?tackmebom?2vypsioksoewx u®i méu e
inhibice se Jasto vyznal uj2jsosexuigt n2 mi t da

kontext a kudTtluergni2t Twd zzndarmoyj em exci tal n2ch
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podnhDty jsou zprost Sedk oeurfyziglogits ® r ¢ a Py c $
danlch a ejdsonwc Tproto ovlIivnhRNn® jak genetic
ran®m Rkl ns excitaln?z a i nhi bi | n?2 me C
visledkem mwoHa cei tauavc2 ch majmdg dda@tingn?2f u
excitaln2hopS3ypa®mhunagleezven? vhodn®ho par
kreprodukci . I nhi bil n2 syst®&m pak hraje
(Bancroft, 1999): 1) Pokudes vy s kyt ne n esbee zypesitupg | snproa g d ®
fyzick® ohlrkaidde ns2e) ;obRjgeiv i sl @zma sexus8l n?2

pot Seba sexu8ln2 reakci pot | alaiptS. a napmB8§
pred8§tore®®padd), vie sexu§l n?2 akdTlIve g iat ®hdov
adapti vm2ho ncatpcSv.§ hl edi§tn?a p2dtr,avkdy otkolvn?
potl al en?2 reprodag$nz hede s b a@edojdepdthreanv y) ;
kr8tk® doby k nadmDrn® sexu8l n?2 aktivith
neschopnost sexu8l n2ho styku. Excital n?z i

ot ogeneticky a aozBEBbwuBRpodmmBNmBEd<almxei &

sejedincnachg8z2. VIisledky nageho vizkumu uk§gz.
faktory koPRktej?mijaksesbnostn?2 mi rysy a m?2
souvib?Poliogs ckl msewhglarv2Z morai ent ac? . Konkr

sexu8l nnN excitaln?2 faktor pozitivnD korel:
as extraverz? u heterosexu8ln2ch a hetero
i nhibiln2 faktor negativnhD koreloval s ext
skupi nami s vIijimkou heterosexu§8ln2ch mug
ol ek8v8n?2 pozimiviolRl karceltaVak & o sfaktarkt or u

inhibiln2mi (BS8&KbupfjlrEe®eHkn2WeiSégen2) .
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C21l e prs8ce

PSedl ogen®Nlol§ick mSavn2ch c¢c21T. Zaprv®, sl
thkaj2c2 se sexu8l n2kontcehxotviB név al uplrnef eg seynat
vysvDtlIlit, jak evolul nz payY)khelr ®ink®né 9b
sexus8l n? preference a poruchy sexu8ln2ho
j ej ietaast Wlesk® republice skrze reprezentatdi
prozkoumat individu8ln?2 rozd?|ly kontextaxu8l n-
jejich femininityyma s kul i ni t vy, osobnostn2ch faktorT
inhibice. Aza | tvrt®, testovapopzadmo ut n2endu nzKr ec
sexu8ln2Zm podnDtTm a jestli toto pozorn

jedincom m2ra socioseeptesel ity a pS2padns§

C2le pSilogenich prac?:
l. Kl api |l oB8r Ko {281&Kexual Pathologyln: Shackelford T.,
WeekesShackelford V. (eds) Encyclopedia of Evolutionary Psychological
Science. Springer, Cham. DOI 10.1007/%¢819-169996_3382_1.
C%l Kriticky shrnout a pSedstavilti klolvawnm®h ov
na poruchy sexu8ln2ch pnefeeenetiak8hovVghe:
evol ul n?2 sexuol ogi e, kter® n8slednhD apl:i

preferenc?2.

Il B8rtovs8§,Ankrovil| ov§, R. , Krejl &«v §, L.

(2020). The prevalence of paraphilic interests in the Czech population:
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preference, arousal, the use of pornography, fantasy, and behdher.

Journal of Sex Research-11.DOI: 10.1080/00224499.2019.1707468
C3:l Hl avn2zm c?2| eonisitueli re pryé e stka tAdieevsnk?® v z 0
republ i ky zjistitt§i nj8adki§ia rjTec hp rpeovrad cem cee xuu § |
d8l e u nich pr ozhzesexgatn 2] ezdknuogtel niovs® idi(nper ef e

erotick® fantangeafkenaumacoait epo® chovgn2) .

n. B&rtov§,GtKrbovsg, Z., Varella, M. A.
Femininity in men and masculinity in women is positively related to
sociosexualityPersonality and Individual Differences52, 109575.

C 31 Testovat vztah mezi gdarovou non/konformitou (tj. femininitemaskulinitou) a

sociosexualitou u heterosexu®8rmazéehia Bboma
republiky.
IV. Novg§kB§rO.qy§VaHenknecht, V., & KateSi

Attention Bias to and Recognition of Sexual ImagdZontiers in
Psychology Health Psychology v r ecenzn?2m S2zen?) .
C avi Testovat m2ru pozexudbbhhmmchbtzihuoke$mena?

zda je toto pozornostn?2 7z Hitouveaszlae ndfmauchw®lui v n I

deprese YW astn2kT vizkumu.

V. BS8rtoy8NoKS8Kk, O., Weiss, P. & Klapilc
traits and sociosexual orientation are related to the sexual inhibition and
sexual excitation scales: evidence from the CzeclhuBlepPersonality and

Individual Difference§ v r ecenzn2m S2zen?2) .
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Cal Testovat vztah mezi m2roottacsexud®bobdbnos
rysy a sociosexualitou u heteroslkxsul8®nzc|
republ i kyvzadr &l Retnear osexu8l n2ch laeshko®no s e
republ i ky ovRSit validitu | esk® wvitaceze dot

(SISISES).
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Z8vDr

Jak byl o nparzvima?|l eknapivt ol e, p8rovac?2 strateg
trmv28 a m2ry z8vazku. Na z8kl adhD vBth®o s
mnogstv?2 podalk ahigfxu&Kltrerad®dh mohou variovat o
kontaktT, ag po Vv8gn® dloulWbgeb®opszsanbBy.t
pohl avrnZagh 2stsrea soust Sed2 pSedew@Ermvaa2dhr
strategi 2ch, kter® jsou odvisl® od asymet

Teorie strateginkm®hsop oglenrialniestnoud od osgi c kT Kk

orientace oprot t omu Vv 2 ce ors8nixtil ud een & hooz dd hyl avv 2 . L
al e nemus? nutnhD vylul|l ovat, ale mohou se
dopl RRoanhNg se mTge st§t, ge kr 8t kodob
kdl ouhodobTm vztahThkeaknapo@alstrategi. s e
visledku nevhDdomky klonit, z8vis2 tak pS
i ndi vidu8l n2ch charakteristik8ch, j ako ] e
orientace apod. 3) nahdpzdstaSeah? ,4)v ek uktteaurr
(B8rtovsg8 & GtRrbovg, 2020; Marzoli a kol

nal z%8tr owac?2ch strategi?ch vel k® rozd?2ly n

RovnhDg je dTlegit® si uay DM mv ggecliry nee
aktivity, vedou nutnhD k reprodukci . Ro man
soci 8l n2ch koalic (B8rtoyvi897&%) Valzeantsoevx8, mT]

jedinci poskytnut,doByldi elke®ooeAg@nd &l 6 Hagjmin

cenn® komddB2).tvgv 0 Hul h2 histori.i | l ovDka t al
soci 8ln2 funkci ar JTzallalh seétdgbhjdvohmikosatl e
ultim8tn2 (evoluln2) pS2|lina seau, sktdalgd
soci 81l n2 mi a adaptivn2zmi kdmuelkr@mi d Belxaidl
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| §stzanhN8sl edek vdlikiek ®ma rsieaxkisllintzum whov §r
Znalostt Dchto evolulnhN vyvinutlch strawé&gi 2 a
pokud chceme zjistit,oljroduijs2e mrRktuer ® td exu

a promDkter ® sexu8l n2 c hkbwj8ajit8napabrer ovac?2 st
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Synonyms

Disorders of sexual preference; Paraphilias; Sex-
ual deviation; Sexual variants

Definition

Sexual pathology or disorders of sexual prefer-
ence refer to persistent and intense sexual interests
lasting at least 6 months, where sexual arousal
is in response to atypical fantasies, behaviors,
objects, situations, or partners. These behaviors,
fantasies, or urges can cause distress, interper-
sonal difficulties, or functional disorders and usu-
ally involve non-consenting persons, nonhuman
objects, juveniles, or the infliction of humiliation
and suffering.

(C) Springer International Publishing AG 2017

Introduction

At present, the evolutionary approach is a relatively
common theoretical framework for describing and
interpreting various aspects of human sexuality,
such as differences in sexual behavior between
sexes or common sexual responses in the general
population. This is coherent considering the fact
that the main success criteria are from an evolu-
tionary perspective reproductive success — all psy-
chological, physical, and behavioral traits directly
linked to reproduction are of primary interest, and
the search for adaptations in this area is intuitive.
However, the search for the adaptive meaning of
sexual deviations (paraphilias, disorders of sexual
preference) is more complicated. This text will
introduce the evolutionary approach to the study
of paraphilias (or, using evolutionary terminol-
ogy, “sexual variations”). Firstly, a definition of
evolutionary sexology as a scientific framework
will be given, along with an explanation of the
specifics of the evolutionary frame applied to the
disorders and variations linked to sexuality, and
finally, with the aid of specific examples of para-
philias, an explanation of the ways in which an
evolutionary analysis of particular symptoms in
currently diagnosed disorders of sexual prefer-
ence can be achieved will be given.
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What Is Evolutionary Sexology?

Evolutionary sexology is a specific area of evolu-
tionary psychiatry, which, to quote R. Nesse (2002),
helps one understand why psychiatric syndromes
exist at all and why some of them are so common
today. It focuses mainly on evolutionarily ultimate
sources, (i.e., what given trait was/is adaptive in
the history of evolution for and how it brought
reproductive success to our ancestors and also
to us). According to Bailey (1991), from the
evolutionary perspective, sexual paraphilias are
phylogenetic regressions, updated repressed mech-
anisms, which were adaptive in the past. Evolu-
tionary sexology utilizes a few existing indirect
evidences of adaptiveness (behavior strategies or
cognitive mechanisms):

. High population prevalence. The prevalence
of homosexuality, which was until recently
seen as a deviation, ranges today between 5%
and 6% across the populations (Diamond
1993). Some sexual paraphilias and dysfunc-
tions, which are still psychiatric diagnoses,
have a similar degree of prevalence, for exam-
ple, various fetishes or sadomasochism.

2. Similar prevalence across different sociocul-
tural environments. For example, the sexuality
incorporating the submissive or afflicted posi-
tion of one of the partners and the dominating
or pain-inflicting position of the other is found
in many human cultures and societies across
historical periods studied to date.

3. Existence of complementary (i.e., opposite)
paraphilia in potential or realistic parters.
For example, mutually consenting sadistic/
masochistic practices.

4. Occurrence among different species closely
connected on the phylogenetic tree. For exam-
ple, male and even female sexual behavior
focused on sexually immature individuals is
commonly found in various animal species,
including primates, chimpanzees, and bonobos
(Dixson 1998).

5. Connection between the high prevalence of

a specific sexual strategy and a specific envi-
ronment type that can provide reproductive
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success. For example, the accelerated arrival
of first menstruation has been found to occur
in dangerous, scarcely resourced, low-income
environments, coupled with a high birth rate
and low parental care. First sexual encounters
occur sooner and demonstrably more offspring
are produced. In these types of environments,
greater mating activity is a valuable counter-
measure against a relatively truncated life
expectancy. It is interesting to note that it is
not only a case of adaptation in behavior but
also physiology — a significantly lower age of
first menstruation means that the timing of
biological reproduction forms part of this com-
plex adaptive sexual strategy (Gangestad and
Simpson 2000).

The specifics of evolutionary scope applicable
to disorders of sexual preference and variations
can, therefore, be summarized into the following
points: (1) independence of determining what is
normal from contemporary environment, society,
and culture; (2) emphasis on specific symptoms
and relative independence from presently valid
medical diagnoses; (3) utilizing findings from
classical and human ethology and evolutionary
psychology; (4) acknowledging the fact that
nature and nurture, the innate and taught, put the
finishing touches to the final result of human
sexuality; and (5) taking into account the phylo-
genetic history of sexual behavior, variation, or
deviations (Klapilova et al. 2016; Stevens and
Price 2016).

Determining Sexual Normality and
Abnormality Is Independent from
Contemporary Environmental, Societal,
and Cultural Norms

While a physician may view rarely occurring phe-
nomena as proof of defects and deviations that
are to be normalized or treated, the evolutionary
approach considers the same phenomena as a part
of natural diversity and variation or as a specific
sexual strategy that can, under certain conditions,
be adaptive and bring some evolutionary
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advantages (Nesse 2002). According to the clas-
sical Euro-American medical sexology, sexual
behavior is “normal,” when between consenting,
mature, non-related individuals and when it does
not incur psychological or physical damage to
either partner. When diagnosing sexual preference
disorder, specifying what appears in the sexual
fantasies of a person is crucial, specifically the
object the person presents sexual attraction toward
and who he/she desires to form a partnership with.
A psychiatric diagnosis is only necessary when
the personal orientation causes the individual
(or his/her surroundings) excessive psychological
difficulties or adverse effects to their quality of life

(excessive stress, suicidal tendencies, feelings of

shame and/or guilt) or has led to socially unac-
ceptable or illegal behavior (e.g., the search for
underage sexual partners). In other words, para-
philias become a psychiatric problem only when
society (or the individual) deems them to be so.
It is important to realize that sexuality is not
demonstrated only through behavior, meaning
how and with whom one has sex. It does not
have to reflect internal preference (Laws and
O’Donohue 2008). Apparently, only a minority
of people with paraphilias realize their preferred
sexuality. Likewise, some sexually normal indi-
viduals can engage in deviant behavior, even
though their preference and sexual fantasies fulfill

(in their particular society) traditional concepts of

sexual objectification and activity. Therefore, the
number of individuals in the population with para-
philic tendencies remains unknown. To determine
the prevalence of paraphilic preferences across a
population, it is necessary to research not only
behavioral experience but also thoughts, fanta-
sies, and arousal toward paraphilic material as
well as love emotions toward paraphilic objects.
The Swedish representative research focusing

directly on paraphilic behavior noted that 3.1% of

men confessed at least one exhibitionist and 7.7%
at least one voyeuristic incident (Langstrom and
Seto 2006). Studies targeting pedophile prefer-
ences state a prevalence from 0.3 to 3.8%
(Mohnke et al. 2014). And lastly, the studies
aimed at sadomasochistic experience show, in
the USA and Australia, a prevalence from 2.2 to
11% (Hite-Corrie  2012). The fairly high
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percentage of occurrence detected in previously
published studies and their comparisons across
different nations and cultures indicate that think-
ing about the adaptiveness of these sexual strate-
gies is worthy of research.

Emphasis of Individual Symptoms and
their Relative Independence from
Presently Valid Medical Diagnoses

Another advantage of the evolutionary approach
is the perception of individual symptoms (which
are part of contemporary medical diagnoses)
as independent elements that can have, in different
contexts, differing developments and adaptive
significance. Individual symptoms may have more
adaptive functions, and therefore, it is necessary
to look at them from different angles as to avoid
their misinterpretation. A fitting example would
be that when watching women’s physiological
reactions under laboratory conditions, women with
“normal” sexual preferences (as opposed to para-
philic patients) have been known to react with a
significantly more arousal and vaginal lubrication
to stimuli showing aggressive sexual activities
(Suschinsky and Lalumiére 2011). This, however,
cannot simply be explained by presuming that
most women are sadomasochistic. The evolution-
ary explanation presents a hypothesis of prepared-
ness, which is an advantage whenever there is
an increased chance of forced penetration, lower-
ing the risk of significant genital harm. Lubricat-
ion, therefore, functions as an independent body
expression, a symptom present in more contexts
than simply being reflective of sexual arousal
during intercourse with a preferred partner. It
also occurs as part of a defense reaction to an
expected incident of sexual attack.

The Application of Knowledge from
Classical Ethology, Human Ethology,
and Evolutionary Psychology

In evolutionary sexology, the application of knowl-
edge from classical ethology, human ethology,
and evolutional psychology is a key. Sexual
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behavior in humans is derived from a reproductive
function. However, throughout human evolution,
social groups have gradually grown and gained
complexity, and child-rearing has high demands,
especially in the acquisition of complicated social
abilities. The combination of these factors meant
that, during human evolutionary history, sex took
on a number of social functions and began to show
in different interactive contexts (Thornhill and
Gangestad 1996). It is therefore necessary for
humans to understand sexuality as more than
just a reproductive tool and rather as a collection
of adaptations including mater preferences, mate
choice, courtship, and finally partnership forma-
tion. The ultimate evolutionary function of sex
(i.e., reproduction) is not independent of many
other adaptive and social functions of sexuality.
Sexuality is not only about sex, but a genital
phase, but is also another step forward in
establishing a potential partnership or sexual rela-
tionship. From the viewpoint of basic sexology
research into disorders of sexual preference and
sexual dysfunctions, this forms an important per-
spective. From the evolutionary view, we can
consider them, mainly, as disruptions in partner
selection and partmership formation (i.e., court-
ship disorders) leading to the inability to sexually
function within partnerships (Freund 1990). Sex-
uality can also be looked at as a hierarchal system
of ordered motivational states (SMS, sexual moti-
vation system), a superior brain mechanism run-
ning the functional structuring of fragmentary
phases of sexual interaction, defined by authors
as the potential partner location, non-tactile/
affiliative interaction, tactile interaction, and
genital interaction (Madlafousek et al. 1981).
This theory was strongly inspired by ethological
knowledge of mammals gained in the 1970s,
in which courting was distinguished by three
phases: (1) attractiveness (paying attention to an
object’s sexual stimuli with specific physical
signs), (2) proceptivity (viewing signals of male/
female interest and the attempts at courtship),
and (3) receptivity (viewing signs of a female’s
preparedness for coitus and exercising sexual
intercourse; Beach 1976). Before making the
next step in the motivation system, the lower
motivation level must be satisfactorily completed
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(e.g., before proceptivity, attractiveness must
be established). A male’s sexual reaction must
therefore proceed in this order: recognizing the
female’s attractiveness and her sexual interest
and then interacting with her until after genital
contact. If any of these parts takes place outside
its order or is skipped, sexual excitement will
be reduced (Madlafousek et al. 1981). Apart
from the prioritization of positive patterns that
lead to sexual arousal, every motivational level
has a matching adverse pattern that lowers sexual
excitement and interrupts the transition to the
next phase. The key is therefore emphasizing
the processes around the perception and produc-
tion of nonverbal expressions (both positive/stim-
ulant and negative/inhibit) in different phases
of courtship. People with paraphilia are there-
fore, in some older ethological theories, seen as
individuals who differ from the typical population
exactly in their interpretation of perceived inter-
est/disinterest signals and in their inability to
conduct adequate courtship expressions at the
correct moment (Freund 1990; Money 1986).
This is especially the case with paraphilic individ-
uals who reach sexual arousal and satisfaction
atypically (voyeurism, exhibitionism, frotteurism,
toucherism, and sexual aggression). The sexual
aggressor is able, for example, to perform sexual
intercourse with a woman (genital phase), only if
not subjected to any signs of seduction from her
side. Of course, he himself does not conduct
courting behavior. He skips the pre-tactile phase
straight to the tactile and genital phases and avoids
any interactive synchronization with the woman.

Theoretically, unusual sexual preferences can
also arise from an effect similar to imprinting (i.e.,
an instinctive learning mechanism that takes place
during critical development periods). According
to Aronsson (2011), the intemalization of non-
adaptive preference mechanisms (e.g., shoes or
other fetishes) is analogical to adaptive preference
internalization mechanisms (e.g., our parents’
characteristics). Likewise, according to the erotic
target location errors theory, it is possible to
define some paraphilic groups (especially fetish-
ism and transvestism) as development errors
when determining the sexual (erotic) object.
These errors then lead to a sexual preference for
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an object’s sexually unimportant attributes, for

example, a focus on a woman’s shoes instead of

the woman herself (Freund and Blachard 1993). It
is not clear, though, why some sexual preferences,
such as fetishism or transvestism, occur only in
a small part of the population. The objects pre-
ferred by these people are also, during particular
sensitive periods, subjected to individuals who do
not embody this specific sexual preference. It is
therefore probable that other factors also play
an important role in the development of these
preferences.

Nature/Nurture and the Innate/Acquired
Together Complete the Final Result of
Human Sexuality

To a great extent, innate and universal human-
specific traits are particular signs of attractiveness
(in both genders) that signify genetic quality and
fertility. There are such signs of attractiveness in
which people from all cultures across history,
even across age categories, agree on (e.g., face
symmetry). Perceiving these universal signs is
mainly genetically conditioned (even newborns
automatically give them their increased attention),
though it calibrates during their lifetime. Some
parts of sexual behavior seem to have a strong
innate part, e.g., copulatory pelvic thrusts are
already present at a young age (Yang et al.
2005). In human behavioral displays, however,
it is rarely the case that it would emerge automat-
ically without being activated by an important
stimuli, which must come from an environment
(or fantasy). Contact with the demanded stimuli
is mostly necessary in order to activate the adap-
tive strategy in a given sensitive period of onto-
genetic development. These are seen as relatively
long developmental periods in the individual’s
development when the nervous system is ready
to increasingly react to specific stimuli from an
environment that activates the occurrence of a
given behavior. According to the neurodeve-
lopmental sexual trajectories of Pfaus et al.
(2012), there exist a few basic sensitive develop-
mental periods in which the basic form of sexual
(and partnership) life is constructed and in which
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we leamn who will sexually attract us, with whom
we will want to form a partnership, and what
activities will bring us the biggest sexual pleasure.

Our sexuality is gradually shaped in these sen-
sitive periods, starting with the consolidation of
strongly innate sexual orientation and gender dif-
ferentiation by creating preferences to/aversions
toward sexual partners similar to the preferences/
aversions of the people surrounding us (primary
family), all the way to forming strong individual
preferences for characteristics of a sexual partner,
objects, or favorite sexual activities. This forma-
tion mainly takes place through experiences with
sexual arousal and reward, meaning pleasurable
feelings derived from arousal and orgasmic expe-
rience. The chosen behavioral displays continue
to be reinforced by positive or negative experi-
ence during the following development stages
(Pfaus et al. 2012), and according to recent theo-
ries and knowledge on brain neuroplasticity, these
displays are fine-tuned throughout their life
(Doidge 2007).

This long journey toward an individual’s sex-
ual “maturity” suggests huge variability and flex-
ibility in the forming effects of experience and
environment. Within the scope of innate variabil-
ity, individuals differ precisely in this flexibility.
Genetic predispositions to various paraphilias evi-
dently determine how much an individual is
genetically predisposed to intemalize unusual
objects into their SMS (e.g., in fetishism). Simi-
larly, genetic components can determine the
length of the sensitive period and the degree of
SMS rigidity toward transcripts based on later
sexual experiences. For one person, a fetish can
be the only and necessarily demanded object for
inducing sexual excitement, whereas for another,
its usage by a partner only increases attractiveness
and sexual arousal.

The Importance of the Phylogenetic
History of Sexual Behavior, Variation, or
Disorder

It is important to take into account the phyloge-
netic history of behavior, variations, or deviations,
which, in practice, means to assess whether the



Sexual Pathology

given element appears in other (close and also far
related) species and in what frequency. The
systems clearly linked to reproduction are very

basal and are driven by ancient (in terms of

phylogenesis) parts of the brain. The systems
related to hierarchies appear in species with grow-
ing social groups. The systems and adaptations,
which concern the creation of deeper dyadic links,
whether between partners or between caregiver
(parent) and offspring, are then rather young and
inclined to changes in environment and mutations
(Stevens and Price 2016). All of these systems
use an identical arsenal of neural mechanisms
linked to motivation and perception of reward.
For example, according to evolutionary psychia-
try, sadomasochism has its origins in the link-
age of two phylogenetically ancient adaptive
systems — reproduction and social hierarchy.
They joint to be a part of a specific sexual strategy
losing its original function and together provide a
reward in the form of sexual satisfaction. The key
events in sensitive childhood periods (e.g., phys-
ical punishments or abuse during adolescence)
may activate both these systems simultaneously.
This association via conditioning consequently
strengthens the preferred sexual strategy and
begins to produce sadomasochistic fantasies and
motivate similarly tuned behavior. It is probable,
however, that some people are more genetically
predisposed than others for this bonding (Stevens
and Price 2016). The results of intercultural stud-
ies focused on sadomasochistic practices indi-
rectly support this theory. These practices often
have a strongly ritualized form that obviously
copies phylogenetically ancient forms of ritual-
ized pain-inflicting behavior already present in
lower vertebrates (Stevens and Price 2016). This
genetically affected behavior helps establish
social hierarchy and sustain differences between
dominant and submissive individuals, consisting
in signal use designed to increase one individual’s
status and reduce that of a submissive. The reper-
toire of signals differs between species, but it is
possible to isolate universal patterns in them.
Dominance across species is indicated by erecting
one’s posture and looking at the rival directly,
while in contrast, the submissive will crouch and
avoid eye contact (Darwin et al. 1998). Escalating
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signals during hierarchal battles include using
physical strength and causing the opponent pain.
In terms of human sadomasochistic activities, this
sequence is also kept — the dominant figure
emphasizes his supremacy through signs of social
status, power, or physical size (uniforms, heels),
begins a ritual of verbal aggression (degrading
comments), threatens and intimidates, and even
commits physical punishments and inflicts pain,
with gradual intensification (Kamel 1980).

Zillmann and Bryant (1984) describe how the
connection between hierarchal and sexual sys-
tems can mechanically occur within the frame-
work of the excitement shift theory. According to
which, the connection is possible because, on the
sympathetic nervous system activation level, the
activity is not linked to aggression or distin-
guished by fear and sex, and within the scope of
sex play the two systems can help each other
in escalating physical arousal. It seems that it
is not only a case of hierarchal systems but
any emotion from so-called agonistic systems to
which classical ethology classifies aggression,
dominance, and power, as well as submissiveness,
fear, and flight. Dominance and submissiveness
and aggression and fear are then two sides of the
same coin, which, hand in hand, can be used even
in the sexual context. The connection between
these systems is strengthened, thanks to the secre-
tion of endogenic opiate endorphins, which are
released as a reaction to a threatening stimulation
(pain, fear), reducing the intensity of physical and
mental pain and increasing the feeling of satisfac-
tion. In combination with sexual arousal, it can
multiply the submissive’s postcoital satisfaction.
This theory, though, does not explain why most
sadomasochists describe the occurrence of sado-
masochistic fantasies unambiguously preceding
realistic experiences with these activities. It there-
fore seems that the described linking can occur
beyond being mediated, through imagining psy-
chic pain or causing pain.

Another example can be pedophilia (Seto
2008). For diagnosing pedophilia, constant sexual
interest in prepubescent children is pivotal, being
expressed for at least 6 months through fantasies,
desires, sexual arousal, or behavior and causing
the investigated persona distress. The most cogent



Sexual Pathology

symptom is falling in love with a child object.
As in the case of sadomasochism, the evolution-
ary explanation behind the origin of pedophilia
refers to the fusion of two evolutionarily ancient
adaptive systems — reproduction and nurturing.
Money (1990) states that a pedophile’s relation
ship to a child qualitatively, and also neurologically,
resembles a blend between parental and erotic
love. Likewise, it can be linked to the close cohe-
sion between these two systems that can be
observed also between phylogenetically close
species. For example, baboons create coalitions
between young males and sexually immature
females, even though the males behave sexually
toward them only after they have reached sexual
maturity. The founder of the human ethnology
field, Irendus Eibl-Eibesfeldt (1973), directly
warns about the type of affiliative-erotic relation-
ship that connects to the composition of long-term
partnership, which was developed both in mam-
mals and birds together with nurturing behavior,
and therefore it is not surprising that they are
occasionally mixed in humans. This explanation
corresponds with the ethological viewpoint; there-
fore, it is a case of dysfunctional interaction and
preference of nonverbal behavior that is typical
for children, not of the pedophile’s primary pref-
erence of a child’s bodily figure. It is however
unquestionable that treated pedophiles react with

penile arousal also when seeing static pictures of

child objects.

Conversely, Quinsey and Lalumiere (1995)
presume that the emergence of pedophilia is
related to the displaced mechanism of sexual pref-
erence. According to them, the male sexual pref-
erence system is one of complex modules that
is often tuned to such characteristics that are
important mainly when selecting a partner.
These modules are relatively independent from
each other and serve to detect the object’s gender
and his age (youth), body shape (mainly waist-
hips ratio), and health. Furthermore, the authors
claim that there is a failure of the module detecting
and evaluating body shape, which causes the
module for distinguishing age to malfunction.
This claim is supported also by the fact that
in opposition to non-pedophilic men, there is a
higher percentage representation of homosexual
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and bisexual individuals among pedophiles, i.e.,
individuals who prefer the male figure, whose
shape (waist-hips ratio) resembles prepubescent
individuals (Quinsey and Lalumiere 1995).

The child’s adaptive behavioral function to
demand nurture from adults and his prospective
urge to perform sexual activities is not mentioned
too often. Still, it is a rather widespread behavior
across cultures and historical periods that can help
the child receive extra resources not available
from their own parents. It would therefore be a
complementary strategy — from the pedophile’s
side, there is the eroticization of nurturing behav-
ior and attraction to signalization that encour-
ages caretaking, whereas from the child’s side, it
is a functional, environmentally conditioned strat-
egy that brings benefits in the form of resources
and possibly even acquisition of sexual experi-
ence and calibration of child sexuality (Stevens
and Price 2016). It is then interesting that such
a large percentage of the common population
associates behavior of providing care and signal-
ing need with erotic charge, attaching sexual
practices and fantasy scenarios to them (e.g.,
schoolgirl and teacher).

From an evolutionary perceptive, of course,
there are differences between pedophilia and the
so-called hebephilia (sexual attraction to pubescent
children between 11 and 14) and ephebophilia
(sexual attraction to adolescents between 15 and
19, Blanchard et al. 2009). Despite the unaccept-
able nature of pedophilia, it is necessary to note
that pictures of partially developed pubertal naked
girls can create arousal in non-pedophilic hetero-
sexual males (Blanchard et al. 2009). From an
evolutionary perspective of men’s reproductive
success, it would be illogical to avoid female
objects already able to reproduce, even though
the strongest arousal is present with women
around 25 years old. The occasional pairing with
pubescent girls can therefore fall into the spectrum
of normal variability in heterosexual preferences.

Conclusion

The evolutionary approach allows one to look at
disorders of sexual preference as adaptive
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behavioral strategies, which have an innate ele-
ment. It also suggests that the most important
specifically human adaptation is the ability to
modify one’s sexual preference in relation to
their environment, society, and culture. This
carries, to an extent, the ability to change the
adapted or, in critical periods, taught aspects of
sexual scenarios even in later life, even if these
changes are within inherited predispositions. The
approach facilitates the distinguishing between
parts of a sexually motivated system that are
rigid to modification (and have a strong inherited
component and ancient phylogenetic origin) and
parts of a sexually motivated system dependent on
environment and experiential influences. An
emphasis on ontogenetic development and the
concept of genetically programmed sensitive
periods allow key factors for the forming of sex-
uality described in earlier psychology literature of
different paradigmatic settings to be taken into
account (e.g., repeated formulas of sexual abuse,
physical punishments during childhood).
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ABSTRACT

The number of population-based studies focused on the prevalence of paraphilic sexual interests in men
is very low and for women, the subject remains largely unexplored. The two main aims of this study are
to investigate the prevalence of paraphilias and to explore sex differences in an online representative
sample of Czech men and women using various dimensions of sexual experience. We collected data
about sexual motivations and behavior from a representative online sample of 10,044 Czechs (5,023 men
and 5,021 women). In a standardized online interview, participants answered questions about selected
dimensions of sexual experience within specific paraphilic patterns: sexual preferences, sexual arou-
sal, sexual fantasies in the past 6 months, pornography use in the past 6 months, and experience with
paraphilic behaviors. Our results show that 31.3% of men (n = 1,571) and 13.6% of women (n = 683)
admitted to at least one paraphilic preference. Moreover, 15.5% of men and 5% of women reported
more than one paraphilic preference. Except for beating/torture and humiliation/submission, in terms of
real experience with such behaviors almost all paraphilias were more commaon among men than among
women. Our results indicate that the high prevalence of some paraphilic patterns might render their

pathologization problematic.

Introduction
Prevalence of Paraphilic Interests across Populations

According to the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental
Disorders, 5th edition (DSM-5, American Psychiatric
Association [APA], 2013}, a paraphilic interest can be defined
as sexual interest in an anomalous target or activity. If this
interest is present for 6 months or more, and equal or super-
ior to “normophilic” interest for the achievement of sexual
pleasure, it is considered to be a paraphilia. If it causes
significant distress or disrupts sexual functioning, it is classi-
fied as a paraphilic disorder. Paraphilia, as represented by
recurrent, intense, sexually arousing fantasies, sexual urges,
or behaviors, tends to involve i) nonhuman objects (for
instance, in fetishism or zoophilia), ii) suffering or humilia-
tion of oneself or one’s partner (for instance, in sadism or
masochism), or iii) minors (for example, pedophilia). In this
respect, it should be noted that ICD 11, which will come into
effect in 2022, removes sadomasochism, fetishism, and trans-
vestism from its list of paraphilic disorders. This decision was
based on suggestions of the ICD 11 working group (Krueger
et al,, 2017; Reed et al,, 2016). In comparison to DSM-5, ICD
11 uses absence of consent (regardless of the age of victim) as
the core feature of paraphilic disorders, which implies that
some instances of rape can be classified as manifestations of
a paraphilic disorder. Consensual or solitary behaviors can be
viewed as paraphilic disorders only if they cause substantial

distress or pose a direct risk of injury or death to the indivi-
dual concerned.

Current knowledge of distribution of paraphilic interests
and paraphilias in the general population is biased because the
majority of evidence is based on small samples of psychiatric
patients, criminal individuals, or case studies (Behrendt, Buhl,
& Seidl, 2002; Dunsieth et al, 2004; Federoff, Fishell, &
Fedoroff, 1999; Kafka, 2012; Marsh et al., 2010). In sex offen-
ders, for example, paraphilias were found in 25-74% of cases
(Dunsieth et al, 2004; Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2004;
Raymond, Coleman, Ohlerking, Christenson, & Miner, 1999)
and that figure includes only individuals who were actually
diagnosed with a paraphilic disorder. It is most likely, how-
ever, that in general nonclinical populations the prevalence of
paraphilias is significantly lower (Langstrom & Seto, 2006;
Marsh et al., 2010; Seto, 2008).

As noted above, awareness of paraphilias in the general
population is limited. Nevertheless, recent calls for expansion
of our knowledge of this subject, which come both from
scholars (Briken & Krueger, 2018; Joyal, 2018) and from
public institutions engaged in the management of sexual
violence and/or its prevention (e.g., Rape, Abuse, and Incest
National Network [RAINN], National Sexual Assault Online
Hotline [NSAOH; www.rainn.org]), may soon result in more
focus on these issues.

Current knowledge of paraphilic interests in nonclinical
samples is based on just a few studies of varying quality.
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