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Homosexuality poses a challenge to evolutionary science. It appears to undermine
the logic of reproductive success as the ultimate source of human psychological
traits. This challenge rests on four observations: (1) homosexuality is heritable
(Mustanski et al. 2005; Pillard and Bailey 1998), (2) homosexuality reduces fe-
cundity (Bell and Weinberg 1978; King et al. 2005), (3) homosexuality is prevalent
(Bagley and Tremblay 1998; Johnson et al. 1992; Sell et al. 1995), and (4) homo-
eroticism is ancient (Crompton 2006). A heritable trait that reduces fecundity is a
trait that usually experiences negative selection, eventually being removed from the
population. In this chapter, I present two mutually exclusive behavioral hypotheses
for the maintenance of male homosexuality in the human population, following an
introduction to the psychological study of male homosexuality.

Choosing an appropriate operational definition for homosexuality has challenged
researchers for decades (Sell 1997), but three metrics are most often employed:
sexual attraction, sexual behavior, and sexual orientation identity (Savin-Williams
2006). Comparing across these metrics and across time, sexual orientation in
both sexes is more fluid than the common perception of fixed identities suggests
(Diamond 2014; Savin-Williams 2006). In studies that attempt to quantify homo-
sexuality, many respondents report overlapping and inconsistent sexual identities,
behaviors, and attractions (Bogaert 2004; Wells et al. 2011; Santtila et al. 2008;
Savin Williams 2006). For example, the majority of same-sex attracted individuals
in the USA do not identify as homosexual (Laumann et al. 1994). Sixty percent of
self-identified homosexual men report experiencing sexual attraction to the oppo-
site sex in the past 12 months, and 25 % of heterosexuals report experiencing same-
sex attraction in the past 12 months (Diamond 2014). In a longitudinal interview
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study of 13,305 high school students, of the boys who reported exclusive same-sex
attraction in the first year of the study, only 11 % reported exclusive same-sex at-
traction in the second year, while 48 % reported exclusive opposite-sex attraction
and 35 % reported no attraction to either sex (Udry and Chantala 2004).

The history of homosexuality as we know it in the West as a distinct and visible
identity is only about one and a half centuries old, with the coinage of the term “ho-
mosexual” and the emergence of a large-scale cultural movement in protest of Ger-
man anti-sodomy statutes arriving in 1869 (Beachy 2014). If psychological science
allows the modern cultural categories of sexual identity to dictate theory, we will
be ill-equipped to probe the ancestral functions and contexts that underlie the traits
associated with homosexuality. By analogy, it would be unsatisfactory to “explain
the Caucasian” without direct reference to the individually heritable, functional, and
continuous traits associated with Caucasoids (e.g., reduced pigmentation, straight-
ened hair, lengthened nose, etc.). The homosexual construct (like race) is a cultural
heuristic, not a precise diagnostic. Replacing categorical notions of sexual orienta-
tion, the term androphilia will be used to describe sexual attraction to adult men and
gynephilia will be used to describe sexual attraction to adult women (VanderLaan
et al. 2013). Most sexual orientations can thus be defined as some combination of
androphilic and gynephilic interests, the majority of which skew gynephilic in men
and androphilic in women. Using this definition, asexuals possess neither andro-
philia nor gynephilia, and bisexuals possess some degree of both.

Relative to heterosexual men, self-identifying homosexual men demonstrate
reduced gynephilia, in both self-reported and physiological measures of arousal
(Cerny and Janssen 2011; Lippa 2013). Most evolutionary perspectives on this fact
regard it as the inalienable reproductive cost associated with the genetic benefits
of feminization (see Miller 2000). For example, the female relatives of androphilic
men show greater fecundity than the female relatives of gynephilic men, in some
samples (Camperio-Ciani et al. 2004). This work suggests that the genes that pro-
duce androphilia in men facilitate greater fecundity in the women who carry those
genes. In this view, called sexually antagonistic selection, that men carry and ex-
press these genes is a nonadaptive byproduct of selection for genes that build ad-
aptations in women. Alternatively, overdominance describes the possibility that
homosexuality is reported by men who carry homozygous-recessive alleles, which
when expressed in the more common heterozygotic form, confer selective advan-
tages (e.g., more cooperative, more lingual, and less aggressive traits) (Gavrilets
and Rice 2006; Zietsch et al. 2008). Here, androphilic men represent the tail of
a distribution experiencing selection for feminine traits. Lastly, kin selection al-
lows androphilic men to facilitate the transmission of the genes that contribute to
homosexuality by providing alloparental care to close relatives who share those
genes (Vasey et al. 2007). By improving the reproductive success of kin, the andro-
philic man may recoup the cost of their reduced participation in reproductive sex.
Yet, reduced gynephilia again represents a significant and unexplained sacrifice of
reproductive potential attached to an ancestrally adaptive advantage. These views
assume a stable linkage between reduced gynephilia and ancestrally advantageous
traits, ignoring the possibility that reduced gynephilia itself provides reproductive
advantages.
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Evolutionary science offers explanations for the presence of increased andro-
philia in some men (same-sex affiliation and sperm competition are two examples;
Baker 1996, 1997; Kirkpatrick 2000; Muscarella 2000), but the relative absence
of gynephilia is rarely addressed explicitly. Same-sex behavior has been report-
ed in hundreds of nonhuman species, from birds and mammals to fish and insects
(Bagemihl 1999). However, abstinence from heterosexual contact is rare among
nonhumans; instead, bisexuality predominates (Bagemihl 1999, p. 50, 53). The re-
ported absence of gynephilia in a majority of adult men who identify as homosexual
(Gebhard 1972) does not align with our understanding of male reproductive strate-
gies. In the logic of Trivers (1972) and Buss and Schmitt (1993), the maximum
possible male reproductive success is achieved through reproductive frequency,
because the minimum necessary investment in each offspring is nearly negligible.
Taken in its simplest form, this logic predicts the continual escalation of male gyne-
philic attraction and intrasexual competition. No obvious reproductive benefits are
gained through a relative or total disinterest in reproductive sex. The two arguments
outlined below build from an adaptive de-escalation of direct intrasexual competi-
tion, such that men with reduced gynephilia have reduced motivation to partici-
pate in direct competition for sexual access to women. The first strategy follows a
slow life-history marked by mate choosiness and committed parenting. The second
strategy follows a fast life-history involving sneak copulations and elevated sperm
competition. Throughout the discussion, it is essential to keep the ancestral human
environment in view—the arguments made herein describe two possible evolution-
ary histories of homosexuality.

Paternal Investment Hypothesis

Gynephilia motivates heterosexual copulation in men. The more powerful an in-
dividual’s gynephilic sexual arousal, the more frequently he can be expected to
reproduce, all else equal. I speculate that reduced gynephilia in men facilitates more
deliberate long-term mate-choice, while signaling heterosexual fidelity and long-
term mate quality to women. In other words, men who find women less attractive
will be less motivated to enter into frequent, hasty sexual relationships with women.
Simultaneously, women will find those men who display reduced gynephilic inter-
est to be more attractive as long-term partners, as it suggests low heterosexual pro-
miscuity and the possession of long-term mate qualities (e.g., willingness to invest,
parenting ability, low aggression). The primary prediction of this hypothesis is that
men will be disinterested in sex with women to the extent that they are predisposed
to high levels of paternal care and long-term mate investment. Men who are predis-
posed to committed investment in offspring cannot afford to be as gynephilic as men
who are less disposed to such commitment. Powerful gynephilia motivates men to
acquire new sexual relationships, and their ability to invest in any single offspring is
reduced with each new reproductive partner. Reduced gynephilia thus complements
a long-term, slow life history strategy, marked by reduced fecundity and increased
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offspring investment. The presence of androphilia in these men and the potential for
homosexual infidelity may serve other purposes, but more importantly it does not
entail the same dangers as heterosexual infidelity. First, the possibility of extra-pair
offspring is removed, freeing the man to enjoy sex without parental consequences.
Second, the probability of successfully concealing the affair is improved by the
assumption of heterosexuality; the partner is less likely to suspect a homosexual
infidelity and perhaps less likely to leave the man if it is discovered (Baker 1996).

To some extent, this strategy undermines the default heterosexual strategy, as
the presence of men willing to commit to high paternal care in communities where
women have control over their sex lives would draw women'’s attention away from
men pursuing short-term strategies. In this and the following hypothesis, homopho-
bia is interpreted as a cultural adaptation among masculine heterosexuals attempting
to identify and degrade men pursuing sexual strategies that would disrupt male-
dominance strategies. This will be discussed in greater detail in the final section.

Sex-atypical behavior, personality traits, and physical appearance are closely
associated with homosexuality in men (Bailey and Zucker 1995; Lippa and Arad
1997; Udry and Chantala 2006). Consequently, the present hypothesis predicts
that women will prefer sex-atypical (feminine) traits in men in long-term con-
texts. There is evidence that this is the case. Men with feminine facial features are
perceived to be warm, kind, honest (Perrett et al. 1998), good long-term partners
(Little et al. 2002), and good parents (Kruger 2006). Women have been shown to
find men with androgynous personalities (i.e., both highly masculine and feminine)
most attractive in all contexts, with feminine characteristics being more attractive
than masculine characteristics in long-term mating contexts (Green and Kenrick
1994). There is also evidence that women who choose more feminine men sub-
sequently benefit from improved offspring care. Psychologically feminine men in
heterosexual couples spend more time, and a higher percentage of total parenting
time, performing day-to-day care and engaging in play with their children than psy-
chologically masculine men (Russell 1978). Gay men anticipate being better fathers
than do heterosexual men, and gay men report more rapid gains in parenting skill
when they become fathers than do heterosexual men (Goldberg and Smith 2009).
Finally, adoptive gay fathers report lower levels of depression and parenting stress,
and towards their children they are more interactive, express more warmth, are
more responsive, and demonstrate less disciplinary aggression than do heterosexual
adoptive parents (Golombok et al. 2014). The present hypothesis implies that free-
dom from the short-term, high gynephilia mating strategy allows men to be choosey
in mate selection and more dedicated, effective fathers.

For this hypothesis to work, the possibility of a sexual relationship between a
man with reduced gynephilia and a woman will eventually depend on his interest
in heterosexual copulation. The data on sexual fluidity presented in the introduc-
tion suggests that this shift is not unlikely. Diamond (2003) offers reason to believe
that sexual activities do develop out of platonic friendships of this kind. She points
to the chemistry of affection, noting that oxytocin informs the positive feelings of
both mutual friendships and sexual bonds, making the introduction of sex into a
friendship a matter of escalation rather than renaissance. Once trust is established,
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copulation can become an open possibility. Diamond (2014) reports that 78 % of
adult men who initially come out as homosexual subsequently change their sexual
identity (to bisexual, pansexual, unsure, etc.). Accordingly, 20 % of white American
men who identify as homosexual report having been married to a woman at some
time in their life, and 50% of white American men who identify as homosexual
report having produced at least one child (Bell and Weinberg 1978). The present
hypothesis considers the assumption that self-identified homosexual men abstain
from reproductive sex to be unwarranted.

One of the most robust correlates of homosexuality in men is the number of older
brothers in the family; each older brother, but not older sister, increases the prob-
ability of an individual man identifying as homosexual by about 33 % (Blanchard
and Bogaert 1996). This is referred to as the fraternal birth order effect. The mecha-
nism of this effect may involve a reduction in prenatal androgen exposure (Hines
2011) or a maternal immunological response (Bogaert and Skorska 2011) producing
changes in the developing brain. Regardless of the mechanism, mothers effectively
feminize later-born sons. This effect may be explained by the ancestral reproductive
futility of later-born boys who practice a highly gynephilic, intrasexually competi-
tive strategy, as they are likely to compete with older, stronger brothers for sexual
access to local women. A more effective strategy for a later-born boy may be to
exercise a less immediately competitive, long-term strategy, experiencing relatively
low gynephilia and thus allowing older brothers to pursue local mating opportuni-
ties uncontested. The proposed adaptation for diversified sexual strategies between
brothers resides in the mother’s prenatal environment—it is ultimately her inclusive
fitness that benefits from the reduced gynephilia of later-born sons. In other words,
the mother benefits from attenuating the degree to which her sons directly compete
with one another for sexual access by predisposing them to differently-timed repro-
ductive careers.

Sneak Copulation Hypothesis

Sperm competition research in humans provides a growing body of evidence for
adaptations in human mating psychology and morphology designed to augment
the probability of fertilization in multiply-mated females (Baker and Bellis 1995).
Here I offer the hypothesis that reduced male gynephilia corresponds with a sexual
strategy marked by sneak copulations and enhanced sperm competitive physiology.
Reduced gynephilia and elevated androphilia may complement an ability in some
males to find high-risk, low-cost reproductive opportunities through their associa-
tions with other males, by discretely inseminating females who affiliate with these
target males. Reduced gynephilia would allow the male to enter into these rela-
tionships without being quickly motivated to compete for sexual access with local
females; he is instead perceived by the target male(s) to be sexually nonthreatening,
perhaps subordinate. Furthermore, in the effort to parasitize mating opportunities,
increased androphilia benefits the male by motivating him to seduce and stimulate
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the target male, who will be more likely to tolerate his presence and less likely to
inseminate his female partner (being sexually satisfied by the male). By sexually
preoccupying the target male, he reduces the degree of sperm competition he will
need to overcome to fertilize the female. The finding that self-identified homo-
sexuals prefer sex-typical same-sex partners (masculine men and feminine women)
may be explained by the greater likelihood that these partners can connect them to
opposite-sex partners than more sex-atypical same-sex partners (feminine men and
masculine women) (Bailey et al. 1997). More than the paternal investment strategy,
this strategy undermines the common, competitive, gynephilic strategy. The sneak
copulater has the opportunity to inseminate one or more females and escape, letting
the target male invest in offspring that he incorrectly believes to be his genetic off-
spring. The pattern of feminized male sneak copulaters who engage in homosexual
sex and circumnavigate the costs of direct competition is observed in several other
species (see Oliveira et al. 2008, for review). To provide perspective on this hypoth-
esis, one example is provided.

Among males of the lekking Ruff shorebird, there are three permanent morphs:
independents, satellites, and faeders (female mimics). Independents are large and
directly compete to dominate the lek territory. Satellites are moderately sized, orbit
the lek, and attempt to copulate with incoming females without directly compet-
ing with independents. Faeders are small and resemble females; they enter the lek
and allow themselves to be mounted by independents and satellites, while covertly
mounting and inseminating females drawn to the lek (Jukema and Piersma 2006).
This homosexual activity serves several purposes. On the one hand, it causes inde-
pendents and satellites to spend reproductive effort on the faeder, directly reduc-
ing their reproductive success at the lek; the sexual activity serves to attract more
females to the lek, as lek commotion and popularity stimulates female attention; it
also allows faeders to remain on the lek, without being ousted by the dominant in-
dependents, granting them continued sexual access to arriving females (Jukema and
Piersma 2006). The same adaptive logic that builds categorical strategic polymor-
phisms, as in the Ruff, can build continuous polymorphic blends, as may be pres-
ent in humans; the major difference is in the number of genes involved (Gavrilets
and Rice 2006; Maclntyre and Estep 1993). The purpose of the Ruff example is to
affirm the logic of alternative strategies, not to suggest a discrete dimorphism or
trimorphism of sexual strategies in humans. In species for which mating strategies,
like sneak copulation, are permanent (nonconditional), the population distribution
of individuals practicing these alternative strategies exhibits negative frequency-
dependent selection (Dominey 1984). This means that an individual pursuing sneak
copulations is the most successful when sneak copulaters are uncommon, becoming
less successful as the strategy becomes more common. This results in a stable equi-
librium point, a balanced polymorphism at which the average reproductive success
of sneak copulaters matches the average reproductive success of more common
strategies. The persistent, low rate of homosexuality across cultures might qualify
as just such an equilibrium. Although self-identified homosexuals represent a mi-
nority of individuals who ever engage in sneak copulation, this hypothesis suggests
that they are genetically equipped to specialize in this form of reproduction.
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Because they do not defend mates and secure long-term access to mating op-
portunities, facder Ruffs are under greater pressure to fertilize females in the few
mating opportunities they have. Additionally, they can expect to be inseminating
females who will be concurrently inseminated by other males in the lek. Because
of this, faeders have testes that are 2.5 times the size of the testes of other males,
allowing faeders to produce larger, higher-quality ejaculates to outcompete local
rivals in the race for fertilization (Jukema and Piersma 2006). Larger testes and
higher-quality ejaculates correspond with ancestrally heightened risk of sperm
competition, between species with different mating systems and within species
containing different sexual strategies (Dixson and Anderson 2004; Simmons et al.
2004). If men who possess reduced gynephilia and increased androphilia have larg-
er testes, it may suggest an evolutionary history of heightened sperm competition
associated with these traits. Additionally, there is reason to believe that penis size
and shape reflects sperm competitive demands, as the penis can effectively displace
and remove rival semen from the vagina (Gallup 2003). Larger penises among self-
identified homosexuals have been documented (Bogaert and Hershberger 1999),
but only one analysis of testes size has been published, conducted on a small clini-
cal sample of 30 self-identified homosexual men (several of whom were azoosper-
mic; Kolodny et al. 1971). The report found these men to have testes within the
normal size range for heterosexuals. Baker (1997) has produced data demonstrating
that men with homosexual experience produce smaller ejaculates than men without
homosexual experience; however, the sample of men with homosexual experience
consisted of just five men. At this time, there is very little data available to directly
test the primary prediction that men with low gynephilia have enhanced sperm
competitive traits.

It is possible that the two strategies outlined above are not mutually exclusive;
in fact, they may represent conditional strategies, activated in the contexts that best
facilitated ancestral reproductive success. If both hypotheses generate predictions
that find empirical support, the present framework allows for a more nuanced in-
terpretation of the traits associated with homosexuality. For example, it may be
that in higher population densities with higher quality of life, the sneak copulatory
strategy delivers a greater reproductive payoff, whereas in smaller communities
with limited resources, the paternal investment strategy delivers a greater payoff.
These context-dependent strategies may be settled during development or in the
course of adult life; testes size is a relatively inflexible trait but the activation or
deactivation of paternal investment may depend on proximal factors. Fathers of any
sexuality with larger testes are, in fact, found to report lower levels of parental care
and also show reduced brain activity in regions linked with nurturance and proac-
tive care when viewing images of their own children (Mascaro et al. 2013). The
negative correlation between testes size and parental care matches the predictions
of life-history theory and suggests that sperm competitive physiology and paternal
investment may be distinct developmental pathways. It remains to be seen if the
same relationship holds in a nonheterosexual sample.
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Identity and Exclusivity

On the seven point Kinsey scale (0= exclusively heterosexual and 6= exclusively
homosexual) the majority of unmarried men expressing predominant homosexual
attraction (scoring 4—6) consider themselves exclusively homosexual (scoring 6)
(Gebhard 1972). In other words, men’s reported sexual orientations skew towards
exclusivity. Without invoking reporting bias or scale inaccuracy, this finding is dif-
ficult to integrate into the present framework of homosexuality as a heterosexual
strategy; i.e., exclusive homosexuality is never an effective reproductive strat-
egy. My response to this criticism is to make note of the cultural influence of the
categorical sexual identity. I hypothesize that the high rate of reported exclusive
homosexuality is an artifact of cultural pressures levied against androphilic men
to practice and espouse exclusive homosexuality. These pressures may originate
from adaptations in heterosexual men targeting men who practice mating strate-
gies that undermine common heterosexual strategies, i.e., strategies not predicated
on high gynephilia and direct intrasexual competition (sneak copulation, paternal
investment, or otherwise). Almost nowhere in the nonhuman literature is it found
that homosexual activity elicits the special attention, condemnation, or segregation
demonstrated in humans (Bagemihl 1999, p. 54). The elaborate culture surrounding
sexuality in humans has had a unique effect on how sex is perceived and practiced.
I will argue that it is responsible, in part, for the reported exclusivity of gay men.

The common public perception of nonexclusive sexuality (bisexuality) is that it
represents an immature stage in the progression towards exclusivity, with bisexual
men more often perceived to be “really homosexual” and bisexual women more
often perceived to be “really heterosexual” (McLean 2007; Yost and Thomas 2012).
The process of “coming out” is a well-studied rite of passage among Western homo-
sexuals (Mosher 2001; Vargo 1998). A number of models propose a linear, staged
process of overcoming fear, guilt, and doubt, culminating with a public declaration
of one’s new identity as a homosexual (this is sometimes called the “disclosure
imperative”; Cass 1979; Coleman 1982; Dank 1971; McLean 2007). These models
include an early recognition of attraction followed by a period of uncertainty and
questioning, after which the individual must decide if they are homosexual. The
linear progression from questioning to identity confirmation implies a fixed sexual-
ity trajectory, set off in men by the experience of androphilia. Several studies report
that bisexuals are perceived more negatively than homosexuals—as more promis-
cuous, dishonest, and immature (Eliason 1997; Herek 2002; Steffens and Wagner
2004; Yost and Thomas 2012). Heterosexual men show low tolerance for bisexual
men and homosexual men, yet bisexual women are more tolerated (in part because
they are sexualized). Heterosexual women show low tolerance for bisexual men
and women, yet homosexual men are more tolerated (Eliason 1997; Steffens and
Wagner 2004). It may be that heterosexual women feel that they can better trust ho-
mosexual men than bisexual men, as homosexual men disavow heterosexual inten-
tions. I propose two mechanisms by which these common sentiments influence the
sexual self-identification of androphilic men: homophobic bullying and the lesbian
gay bisexual transgender queer (LGBTQ) movement.
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Bullying is consistently linked with homophobic epithets and violence (Espelage
and Swearer 2008; Poteat and Espelage 2005). One study reported that 26 % of bul-
lied boys in a sample of 251 high school students indicated that they were abused
by their peers for being perceived as gay. These boys received more severe and
frequent bullying and experienced greater psychological distress than peers bullied
for other reasons (e.g., getting good grades, wearing certain clothes, etc.; Swearer
et al. 2008). A review of 28 school shootings between 1982 and 2001 indicated
that the majority of gunmen (always young men) experienced intense, homophobic
bullying, yet “from all available evidence, none of the school shooters was gay”
(Kimmel and Mahler 2003, p. 1449). Espelage et al. (2008) found that students
who were sexually questioning received the highest rates of bullying; they were
more likely than self-identified heterosexuals and homosexuals to be teased and
experience suicidal thoughts, abuse drugs and alcohol, and negatively rate their
social environment. One interpretation of this form of bullying is that it assigns a
homosexual identity to these young men. By labeling his sexually-questioning or
bisexual peers as gay, the bully may influence their sexual self-perceptions, pushing
them to publicly identify as exclusively homosexual. Supporting this interpretation,
adults with more severe childhood histories of homophobic bullying (precipitating
PTSD symptoms) “came out” at younger ages and grew up to be more accepting of
their homosexual identity than less abused individuals (Rivers 2004). Rivers argues
that the peer reinforcement of homophobic teasing encourages identity acceptance.
I speculate that coming out as homosexual may be protective against the threat of
bullying; it may placate the aggressive young men who would benefit from the
social castration of their sexual rivals. The psychological and physical violence di-
rected at young androphilic men by bullies may be alleviated with the avowal of
homosexuality, the declaration of categorical noncompetition in the heterosexual
marketplace.

Another possibility is that the LGBTQ community places a premium on what
is anecdotally referred to as a “gold star gay,” an individual who has never had
sex with the opposite sex and promises that he or she never will (Queen 1999).
Self-identified homosexual men who score high on scales measuring LGBTQ com-
munity involvement and identification report fewer sexual experiences with women
in the past 6 months than self-identified homosexual men who report low com-
munity involvement and identification (Vanable et al. 1998, p. 408). This suggests
that greater immersion in the LGBTQ community causes men to practice more ex-
clusive homosexuality or bias their reporting to appear more exclusive. Of course,
it may be that men who are more exclusively androphilic simply identify more
strongly with the LGBTQ community, as they fit less comfortably in the larger
heterosexual culture.

I submit that the discrediting of nonexclusive homosexual attraction and the spe-
cial enmity and distrust targeting bisexual men motivates androphilic men to sub-
due and conceal their gynephilic tendencies and announce exclusive homosexuality.
Men who advertise their homosexuality, who are “out and proud,” will be loath
to practice the heterosexual mating strategies that would otherwise undermine the
predominant heterosexual strategy of direct intrasexual competition. If androphilia
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aligns with a sneak copulation strategy in men, for example, a culture celebrating
conspicuous gay pride and abstinence from heterosexual contact, while cautioning
against the dishonesty of bisexuals and unidentified nonheterosexuals, would ef-
fectively disarm potential sneak copulators. The homosexual identity may act as
a reputational passport, with the relief and psychological benefits of coming out
(Juster et al. 2013) coinciding with an escape from the obscurity and intolerance
of mere nonheterosexuality, into a welcoming community of sexual refugees who
promote identification and solidarity. It would not be controversial to suggest that
the LGBTQ community established itself in response to the homophobic forces that
perpetrate violence and discrimination against nonheterosexuals (Beachy 2014).
What I am suggesting is that the homosexual identity was invented to placate these
destructive social forces, that many exclusively homosexual men are the product of
an androphilic genetic profile combined with a heterosexual culture that does not
tolerate alternative sexual strategies.

A man who considers himself a homosexual today, had he lived in an ancestral
environment, may have never applied such a label to himself, nor advertised it to
his family and friends. Do we expect that he would have suffered from an inability
to mature sexually? Would he be stunted in his sexual expression, stifling a deeper
identity? I argue that he would have no need for an intellectually imposed sexual
schema, living contentedly with his natural androphilic and gynephilic arousals and
repulsions. In many such modern men, low levels of gynephilic interest may be sub-
limated in the cultural process of homosexual identity formation. Likewise, among
heterosexuals, low levels of androphilic interest may be sublimated in the process
of heterosexual identity formation (Adams et al. 1996).
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