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Abstract The term hypersexuality was introduced to describe

excessive sexual behavior associated with a person’s inability to

controlhisorher sexualbehavior.Themainaimof thepresent

study was to investigate the impact of different personality traits

on the degree of hypersexual behavior as measured by the Hyper-

sexualBehaviorInventory(HBI).Afurtheraimwastoevaluate the

association between sexual inhibition and excitation [as described

in theDualControlModel (DCM)]andhypersexualbehavior.

Asampleof1,749participantscompletedaninternet-basedsurvey

comprised theHBI, the short formof theSexual Inhibition/Sexual

ExcitationScales(SIS/SES-SF)aswellasmoregeneralpersonality

measures: theBehavioralInhibitionSystem/BehavioralActivation

System-scales(BIS/BAS-scales)andashortversionoftheBigFive

Inventory (BFI-10). Using the recommended HBI cut-off, 6.0%

(n=105) of the present sample could be categorized as hyper-

sexual,which iscomparable to the resultsofpreviousstudiesabout

the prevalence of hypersexual behavior in the general population.

The results provided strong support for the components of the

DCM—sexual excitation and inhibition—to explain hypersexual

behavior,irrespectiveofgenderandsexualorientation.Someofthe

generalpersonalitytraitsalsoshowedsignificantrelationshipswith

hypersexual behavior. Taken together, the results of the present

studyprovidefurthersupportfortherelevanceofresearchaboutthe

relationships between sexual problems and disorders, the DCM,

and personality variables.

Keywords Hypersexuality � Dual Control Model �
Sexual Excitation � Sexual Inhibition � Big Five �
Hypersexual Behavior Inventory

Introduction

Excessive sexual behavior associated with a person’s decreased

ability to control his or her sexual behavior has a long history in

research and clinical practice. In the nineteenth century, people

who had problems controlling their sexual behaviors were

characterized with labels such as satyriasis, nymphomania or

DonJuanism(Levine,2010).Someofthepioneersofsexresearch,

von Krafft-Ebing (1893/2005) and Hirschfeld (1921/2012), clin-

ically documented case studies about patients whose sexual

behavior seemed excessive and led to personal distress and

social problems. Since then, other types of clinical labels have

been applied, including sexual addiction (Carnes, 1983), sex-

ualcompulsivity (Coleman,1990),sexualdesiredysregulation

(Bancroft, 1999), andparaphilia-related disorder (Kafka,1994;

Kafka & Hennen, 1999).

Kafka (2010) proposed Hypersexual Disorder as a new psy-

chiatric disorder for consideration in the sexual disorders section

for the fifth revision of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of

Mental Disorders (DSM-5). According to this proposal, Hyper-

sexual Disorder is described by the following five diagnostic

criteria,whichhavetoapplyoveraperiodofat least6 monthsand

be recurrent and intense enough to lead to clinically significant

personal distress or impairment in social, occupational or other

importantareasoffunctioning(Kafka,2010). Inorder tomeet the

proposed diagnostic threshold, an individual has to show at least

four of the following five criteria:

1. Time consumed by sexual fantasies, urges or behaviors

repetitively interferes with other important (non-sexual)

goals, activities, and obligations.
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2. Repetitively engaging in sexual fantasies, urges or behav-

iors in response to dysphoric mood states (e.g., anxiety,

depression, boredom, or irritability).

3. Repetitively engaging in sexual fantasies, urges or behav-

iors in response to stressful life events.

4. Repetitive but unsuccessful efforts to control or signifi-

cantly reduce these sexual fantasies, urges or behaviors.

5. Repetitively engaging in sexual behaviors while disre-

garding the risk for physical or emotional harm to self or

others.

Recently, the American Psychiatric Association (2013) deci-

ded to decline the inclusion of the Hypersexual Disorder in the

DSM-5. However, hypersexual behavior is nevertheless rele-

vant in clinical practice and many research efforts have been

undertaken to understand and treat patients who may not be

able to control sexual behavior appropriately (e.g., Briken, Hill,

& Berner, 2005; Kaplan & Krueger, 2010; Marshall & Briken,

2010;Rettenberger,Dekker,Klein,&Briken,2013).Despitethe

long tradition of clinical descriptions and empirical research

about hypersexual behavior in clinical samples as well as in the

general population, there are still many uncertainties about the

etiology and psychological correlates of hypersexual behavior

(Bancroft&Vukadinovic,2004;Walters,Knight,&Långström,

2011; Winters, Christoff, & Gorzalka, 2010).

One reason for these desiderata is that the above-mentioned

diagnostic labels—including hypersexual behavior itself—are

based frequently on atheoretical compilations of diagnostic cri-

teria based on clinical observations. This reliance prevents an in-

depthunderstandingoftheetiologyanddevelopmentalpathways

ofhypersexualbehavior.Thelackoftheory-basedconsiderations

is in part due to the fact that not only research about hypersexual

behavior but the majority of sex research in general is charac-

terized by a lack of theory, and even if various theoretical models

of relevance exist, they are seldom used (Bancroft, Graham,

Janssen,& Sanders,2009; Weis, 1998). Furthermore, even if

hypersexual behavior is conceptualized on the basis of com-

prehensive theoretical models, the application of these models

to the field of sexuality-related research and clinical practice

lacksadequateempirical support.Forexample, the termsexual

addiction points to the fact that some clinicians have observed

anddescribedsimilaritiesbetweensubstance-relatedaddiction

andsexualaddiction(Brikenetal.,2005;Carnes,1983),but the

transfer of an addiction-based theoretical model seems to be

still premature (Kingston & Firestone, 2008).

In the present study, we tried to embed hypersexual behavior

intoabroadercontextofpersonalitymodelsandconstructswhich

in turn were conceptually and empirically related to different

kinds of sexuality-related behavior problems and dysfunctions:

the Dual Control Model (DCM) of sexual behavior, the concepts

of approach and avoidance, and the Big Five model of person-

ality. In the following, we would like to present a brief overview

about these models and concepts and explain why and how they

could be relevant for an understanding of hypersexual behavior.

Dual Control Model

One of the most important theoretical developments in the last

decades in the field of sex research was the introduction of the

DCM (Bancroft&Janssen,2000; Janssen &Bancroft, 1996).

TheDCMpostulates that thedegreeof sexualarousaldependson

the individual responsiveness of two distinct neurophysiological

systems:sexualexcitationandsexual inhibition(Bancroft,1999).

The internationally most common used and best psychometri-

cally investigated instruments for measuring the individual pro-

pensitiesofsexualinhibitionandexcitationaretheSexualInhibition/

SexualExcitationsScales (SIS/SES; Janssen, Vorst, Finn,&

Bancroft[2002a,b]).Thisquestionnairecontainsthreescales,one

measuring Sexual Excitation (SES) and the other two measuring

Inhibition Due to Threat of Performance Failure (SIS1) and Inhi-

bition Due to Threat of Performance Consequences (SIS2). The

developers of the DCM propose that individuals vary in their

propensity forexcitation and inhibitionpronenessand it is further

postulated that excitatory and inhibitory responses are mostly

adaptive and functional (Bancroft et al., 2009). This assumption

is supported by the fact that research results have shown close to

normalvariabilityinsexualexcitationandinhibition inbothmen

and women (Carpenter, Janssen, Graham, Vorst, & Wicherts,

2008; Graham, Sanders, & Milhausen, 2006).

However, the DCM also makes predictions about dysfunc-

tional and pathological conditions depending on particular mani-

festationsofsexualexcitationandinhibition(Bancroftetal.,2009;

Bancroft&Vukadinovic,2004).Forexample, itwaspostulated

that individuals with a relatively low propensity for sexual exci-

tation and at the same time a high propensity for sexual inhibition

aremorelikelytoexperienceproblemsofreducedsexualdesireor

impaired sexual response compared to individuals whose pro-

pensity for sexual excitation and inhibition lies within the normal

range. On the other hand, individuals who have a high propensity

forsexualexcitationandalowpropensityforsexual inhibitionare

more likely to show problems in terms of hypersexual behavior

(Bancroft et al., 2009). More precisely, the likelihood of hyper-

sexual behavior is particularly high in individuals with a combi-

nation of high SES and low SIS2 propensities (Bancroft &

Vukadinovic, 2004).

Previous research at least partially supported these assump-

tions by providing evidence that hypersexual individuals scored

higher on SES, whereas the relationship between sexual inhibi-

tion and hypersexual behavior was somewhat unclear (Bancroft

et al., 2004; Bancroft, Janssen, Strong, Carnes, & Long, 2003; Ban-

croft&Vukadinovic,2004;Wintersetal.,2010). Indeed, some

researchers reported a positive correlation between SIS1 and

riskysexualbehavior,safesexassertiveness,andsexualsensation

220 Arch Sex Behav (2016) 45:219–233

123



seeking(e.g.,Bancroftetal.,2003,2004;Muise,Milhausen,Cole,

& Graham, 2013; Nguyen et al., 2012). One possible explanation

for thiscounterintuitive relationship could be thatpersons scoring

high on SIS1 might engage in more risky and more sensationally

experienced sexual behavior because of the fear of otherwise

losing one’s sexual arousal.

Approach and Avoidance

In recent years, the research interest in the impact of general per-

sonality traits on sexual problems and risky sexual behavior has

substantially increased (Bancroft et al., 2009; Pinto, Carvalho, &

Nobre, 2013). One of the oldest and to date still one of the most

influential personality-based theories about motivation and emo-

tionisthedistinctionbetweenapproachandavoidancedispositions

(Elliot & Covington,2001;Elliot& Trash,2002).Elliot (2006)

definedapproachmotivationas theenergizationofbehaviorby

positive stimuli, whereas avoidance motivation can be defined

as the energization of behaviorbynegativestimuli. Basedon the

seminal work of Gray (1970, 1982), researchers have proposed

theexistenceof twoconceptualnervoussystems, theBehavioral

Activation System (BAS) and the Behavioral Inhibition System

(BIS), which describe individual differences in the propensities

ofapproachandavoidancemotivation(e.g.,Brenner,Beauchaine,

& Sylvers, 2005; Carver & White, 1994).

Trying to transfer this research perspective to the field of sex

research, some authors suggested, first, that individuals use sex-

ual activity usually to achieve certain goals and, second, that

people can differ in the nature and quality of these goals and their

underlying motivational structure (Cooper, Shapiro, & Powers,

1998). Third, the individual differences influence substantially

the experiences and the expressions of sexual behavior (Cooper,

Talley,Sheldon,Levitt,&Barber,2008;Impett,Peplau,&Gable,

2005).Theapproach-avoidance model is regardedas the most

fundamentaldimensionthatdistinguishessexualbehaviorsrelated

to approach (e.g., in order to achieve intimacy or enhancement)

fromsexualbehaviors insupportofavoidantgoals(e.g., inorder to

avoid negative moodstatesordisapproval from others; Cooper

etal.,2008). Ingeneral,approachgoalsareusually related toan

increaseofsexualactivity,whereasavoidancegoals frequently

leadtoreducedsexualinterestandexpression(Cooperetal.,1998;

Impett et al., 2005).

Even if there are some theoretical similarities between the

DCM and the more generally conceptualized activation-inhibi-

tion models, it is proposed that sexual and generally behavioral

motivational systems work independently from each other (Ban-

croftetal.,2009;Rettenberger&Briken,2013). Inorder totest this

hypothesis, Janssen et al. (2002a) investigated the relationship

between BIS/BAS and SIS/SES and predicted only modest

correlationsbetweenthescales.Theirpredictionswereconfirmed,

with the exception of a surprising finding of a positive correlation

between BIS and SES. Carpenter et al. (2008) corroborated these

findings and also reported only small to moderate relationships

betweenBIS/BASandSIS/SESthatweregenerallyslightlyhigher

formencomparedtowomen.Giventhefact thatpreviousresearch

has documented a stable relationship between the propensity of

BIS and BAS and sexual behavior (Cooper et al., 2008; Impett

et al., 2005) as well as with different kinds of addictive behavior

(e.g., Franken, 2002; Franken, Muris, & Georgieva, 2006; Pardo,

Aguilar,Molinuevo,&Torrubia,2007;Parket al., 2013), it canbe

hypothesized that hypersexual behavior is also related to general

behavioral inhibition and activation systems.

The Big Five

Another popular approach to identify the basic structural

dimensions of personality is the Big Five model, composed of

Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness to Experience, Agree-

ableness, and Conscientiousness (McCrae & Costa, 1987). In

the last two decades, several theorists have tried to find concep-

tual connections between the components of the Big Five model

and the above-mentioned approach-avoidance concepts of per-

sonality (see, for example, Elliot & Trash, 2002, or Larsen &

Augustine, 2008, for overviews). Specifically, stable positive

relationships between Neuroticism and BIS (e.g., Ball & Zuck-

erman,1990;Fruyt,vandeWiele,&vanHeeringen,2000)aswell

as between Extraversion and BAS (e.g., Carver & White, 1994;

Gomez, Cooper, & Gomez, 2000) were reported. Together with

previous findings about the relationships between common per-

sonality traits and addictive behavior in general (Coëffec, 2011;

Terracciano & Costa, 2004; Zargar & Ghaffari, 2009), as well as

riskysexualbehaviorandhypersexualbehaviorinparticular(e.g.,

Pinto et al., 2013; Reid, Garos, & Carpenter, 2011a; Schmitt,

2004), the overlaps between these different personality theories

(e.g., Elliot & Trash, 2002; Smillie, 2008) also indicate concep-

tual connections between the Big Five components and hyper-

sexual behavior. For example, Neuroticism and Extraversion are

usually positively related to approach or appetitive goals and to a

higher sensitivity for reward cues, which leads to the assumption

that these personality variables are particularly relevant for the

explanation of sexual excitation and higher levels of hypersexual

behavior(e.g.,Cooperetal.,2008;Gray,1970;Larsen&Ketelaar,

1991; Reid et al., 2011a; Smillie, 2008), whereas Agreeableness

and Conscientiousness were usually deemed as negatively cor-

related with avoidant or aversive goals as well as with behavioral

and sexual inhibition (e.g., Impett et al., 2005; Janssen et al.,

2002a; Pinto et al., 2013; Reid et al., 2011a; Schmitt, 2004).

The Present Study

In the present study, our understanding and definition of hyper-

sexual behavior was based on the proposed DSM-5 criteria for
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Hypersexual Disorder (Kafka, 2010), which were also the theo-

retical and empirical basis for the development of the Hypersexual

Behavior Inventory(HBI;Reidetal., 2011a).Besidean increase in

definitional clarity, this conceptualization offers the opportunity to

differentiate between hypersexual behavior in the narrowest sense

of the term and sexually deviant behavior associated with other

disorders (e.g., with neurological pathology, see Kafka, 1997). We

formulated the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis1:Hypersexualbehavior,dimensionallymeasured

using the HBI, is positively correlated with Sexual Excitation

(SES) and negatively correlated with Sexual Inhibition Due to

Threat of Performance Consequences (SIS2). According to

previous studies which have investigated the relationship

between Sexual Inhibition Due to Threat of Performance

Failure (SIS1) and risky sexual behavior, safe sex assertive-

ness, and sexual sensation seeking (e.g., Bancroft et al., 2003,

2004; Muise et al., 2013; Nguyen et al., 2012), a significantly

positive correlation between SIS1 and hypersexual behavior

was expected.

Hypothesis2:Hypersexualbehavior is relatedtohigherscores

on BAS-related scales and lower scores on the BIS-scale.

However, the relevance of the BIS/BAS-scales is weaker

compared to SIS/SES which were developed particularly to

predict sexual response patterns. Therefore, it was hypoth-

esized thatSIS/SES providean incremental contribution beyond

what was captured by BIS/BAS alone in the explanation of

hypersexual behavior.

Hypothesis 3: Hypersexual behavior is related to lower levels

of Agreeableness and Conscientiousness and higher levels of

NeuroticismandExtraversion.However, likefortheBIS/BAS-

scales, it is assumed that the relationships between the Big Five

personality dimensions and hypersexual behavior are weaker

than the relationships between SIS/SES and hypersexual

behavior. No significant relationship between Openness to

Experience and hypersexual behavior was expected.

Given the discussion about differential effects of gender and

sexual orientation on sexual arousal and behavior in general and

on hypersexual behavior in particular (e.g., Briken, Habermann,

Berner, & Hill, 2007; Janssen, 2011; Kafka, 2000; Klein, Retten-

berger,&Briken,2014;Långström&Hanson,2006),weanalysed

the possible moderating effect of gender and sexual orientation on

the relationship between the components of the DCM, sexual

excitation and inhibition, and hypersexual behavior. Because

previous studies have not yielded a clear pattern about these

relationshipsand possiblemoderating effects (e.g., Bancroft

et al., 2003; Muise et al., 2013), we refrained from formulating

explicithypothesesanddecided to investigate the relationships

in an explorative manner.

Method

Participants

The data of the present sample were collected by means of an

online survey sent to 624 e-mail addresses of students’ faculty

councilsfrom49Germanuniversities.Furthermore, thelinkwas

sharedviasocialnetworks(e.g.,Facebook).Thestudywasapproved

by the ethics committee of the Hamburg Psychotherapist Chamber

(Hamburg,Germany).Thesurveywasaccessedby2,229people

between May 15, 2012 and June 15, 2012. The data of 458

persons (20.5 % of the initial sample) were excluded from fur-

theranalysesbecauseofmissingdata thatprecludedmeaningful

data analysis. Additionally, 22 participants (less than 0.01 %

of the initial sample) had to be excluded because of obviously

impossible and/or answer patterns suggesting faking (e.g., the

stated age at first sexual intercourse was higher than current

age).

Of the remaining sample (N=1,749), 56.5 % (n=988) were

female, 42.9 % (n=750) male, and 0.6 % (n=11) described

themselves as neither male nor female (e.g., transgender). The

mean age at the time of participation wasM=24.42 (SD=4.37,

range 18–62). The majority of the sample were students (85.8 %,

n=1,501), 10.5 % (n=184) were regularly employed, 1.5 %

(n=26)wereunemployed,and 2.2 % (n=38) indicatedanother

employment status (e.g., other educational institution than uni-

versity).Morethanhalfof thepresentsample(59.6 %,n=1,043)

were married, engaged, or lived with their partner at the time of

thesurvey.Mostoftheparticipants(83.6 %,n=1,462)described

themselves as exclusively or predominantly heterosexual, 3.6 %

(n=63) as exclusively or predominantly homosexual, 4.2 %

(n=73) as bisexual, and 8.6 % (n=151) described their sexual

orientation with other labels or gave no answer to this question.

Only a very small minority (4.0 %, n=70) often or very often

experienced problems with sexual functioning in the 6 months

prior to survey participation.

Measures

The survey consisted of some single items about basic demo-

graphic and sexologic characteristics of the participants and the

Germanversionofthefollowingstandardizedquestionnaires:the

Hypersexual Behavior Inventory (HBI; Reid et al., 2011a), the

Sexual Inhibition/Sexual Excitation Scales-Short Form (SIS/

SES-SF; Carpenter, Janssen, Graham, Vorst, & Wicherts, 2011),

theBehavioralInhibitionSystem/BehavioralActivationSystem-

scales (BIS/BAS-scales;Carver&White,1994),and the10-item

short version of the Big Five Inventory (BFI-10; Rammstedt &

John,2007).Sexualorientationwasmeasureddimensionallyusing
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anadaptationoftheKinseyscale(Kinsey,Pomeroy,&Martin,1948),

ranging from 0 (exclusively heterosexual) to 4 (exclusively

homosexual).

Hypersexual Behavior Inventory (HBI)

TheHBIisaself-reportmeasureandconsistsof19itemsallocated

to three different factors: Control, Consequences, and Coping

(Reid et al., 2011a). All items are rated on a five-point Likert

format(1=neverto5=veryoften),withpossiblescoresranging

from19to95points.TheHBIincludesitemsabout theindividual

propensity of engaging in sexual behavior in response to stress or

dysphoric mood states, as well as questions about previous

unsuccessful attempts to control sexual behavior and potential

impairments in different areas of functioning.

Previous research confirmed the 3-factorial structure of the

HBI,supporteditsreliabilityandvalidity(Reidetal.,2011a;Reid,

Carpenter, & Lloyd, 2009a; Reid, Harper, & Anderson, 2009b),

and provided evidence for the clinical relevance of the measure

(Reid, Garos, Carpenter, & Coleman, 2011b; Reid, Karim, McCr-

ory,&Carpenter,2010).TheGermantranslationoftheHBIhasalso

showedgoodreliabilityandvalidity(Klein,Rettenberger,Boom,

&Briken,2013a;Klein,Rettenberger,Turner,&Briken,2013b).

Inthepresentstudy,theinternalconsistencyoftheHBIwasa= .90

and the mean total score was 33.90 (SD=10.46, range 19–91).

Previous investigations recommended classifying respon-

dents with HBI scores of 53 or above as hypersexual (Reid et al.,

2011a). The authors proposed that individuals meeting this thresh-

old experienced hypersexual behavior in a way that implicated

clinically significant personal distress or impairment in impor-

tant areas of functioning (Reid et al., 2011b). Using this cut-off

score, 6.0 % (n=105) of the present sample could be catego-

rized as hypersexual, which is comparable to the results of pre-

viousstudiesabout theprevalenceofhypersexualbehavior inthe

generalpopulation(Kafka,2010;Kinseyetal.,1948;Långström &

Hanson, 2006; Rettenberger et al., 2013).

Sexual Inhibition/Sexual Excitation Scales-Short Form (SIS/

SES-SF)

TheSIS/SES-ShortForm(SIS/SES-SF)wasdesignedbyselecting

items from the original 45-item version of the SIS/SES (Janssen

etal.,2002a,b)thatrepresentedthethree-factorstructureequally

well for women and men (Carpenter et al., 2008). This research

yielded a 14-item short version that has similar psychometric

properties for women and men. Correlations between the original

SIS/SES and the new SIS/SES-SF (for SES r= .90, for SIS1

r= .80, and for SIS2 r= .80) showed that both versions obtained

comparable results in most cases (Bancroft et al., 2009). Addi-

tionally, both versions exhibited similar test–retest reliability as

well as convergent and discriminant validity (Carpenter et al.,

2008). The German version of the SIS/SES-SF also showed

good reliability and validity (Rettenberger & Briken, 2013;

Turner, Briken, Klein, & Rettenberger, 2013). The internal con-

sistencyinthepresentstudywasa= .76forSES,a= .60forSIS1,

and a= .66 for SIS2. The mean total score for SES was 15.75

(SD=3.14, range, 6–24), for SIS1M=8.98 (SD=2.31, range,

4–16), and for SIS2M=10.70 (SD=2.70, range, 4–16).

Behavioral Inhibition System/Behavioral Activation System-

Scales (BIS/BAS-Scales)

The BIS/BAS-scales consist of 20 self-administered questions

scored on a 4-point Likert scale from ‘‘totally agree’’ to ‘‘totally

disagree’’.Seven items areallocated to the BIS scaleand13 items

to the BAS total scale, which can further be subdivided into the

following three subscales: Fun-Seeking (BAS-fun; four items),

Reward Responsiveness (BAS-reward; five items), and Drive

(BAS-drive; four items). The BIS/BAS-scales were also trans-

latedintoGermanandyieldedgenerallyacceptablepsychometric

scores, although the German cross-validation study indicated

onlya two-factor-solutionconsistingofoneBISand oneBAS

factor(Strobel,Beauducel,Debener,&Brocke,2001).Inthepresent

study, themeantotalscoreswere20.02(SD=3.03,range,8–28)

for BIS,M=11.48 (SD=2.12, range, 4–16) for BAS-fun,M=

16.05 (SD=2.17, range, 4–16) for BAS-reward, andM=11.46

(SD=2.19, range, 4–16) for BAS-drive. The internal consisten-

cies werea= .58 for BIS,a= .78 for the BAS total scale,a= .65

forBAS-fun,a= .59forBAS-reward,anda= .74forBAS-drive.

Short Version of the Big Five Inventory (BFI-10)

The BFI-10 is a 10-item short version of the original Big Five

Inventory (BFI-44), which consisted of 44 items rated on a 5-

point Likert scale from‘‘disagree strongly’’ to ‘‘agree strongly’’.

The BFI-44 was also translated into German and had psycho-

metric properties similar to the originalversion (Lang, Lüdtke,&

Asendorpf, 2001). For the development of the 10-item short ver-

sion, two BFI-items for each Big Five dimension (Extraversion,

Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Openness)

were selected following predefined criteria (Rammstedt & John,

2007). In the developmental study, the first validation data indi-

cated good test–retest reliability, convergent validity (as mea-

sured with correlations between the BFI-10 and the subscales of

theNEO-PI-R;Costa&McCrae,1992),andexternalvalidityusing

peer ratings (Rammstedt & John, 2007). In the present study, the

mean total scores were 6.6 (SD=2.10, range, 2–10) for Extra-

version, M=6.36 (SD=1.61, range, 2–10) for Agreeableness,

M=6.59 (SD=1.71, range, 2–10) for Conscientiousness, M=

6.04 (SD= 1.98, range, 2–10) for Neuroticism, andM= 7.60

(SD=1.86, range,2–10)forOpenness.Theinternalconsistency1

1 Because there are only two items for each subscale, we additionally

provided the correlation coefficients between these two items for each

subscale.
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of each subscale was for Extraversion a= .80 (r= .67, p\
.001), for Agreeableness a= .19 (r= .11, p\.001), for Consci-

entiousness a= .52 (r= .34, p\.001), for Neuroticism a= .64

(r= .47, p\.001), and for Openness a= .54 (r= .39, p\.001).

Statistical Analysis

All statistical analyses were performed using PASW Statistics

18.0 (SPSS Inc.,Chicago, IL,USA).First,Pearson’scorrelations

were calculated for all (sub-)scales. According to Cohen (1992),

coefficients of 0.1 indicate a small effect, coefficients of 0.3 a

medium effect, and coefficients of 0.5 and above are classified as

large effects. Second, ANOVAs were calculated to compare the

scores between individuals with a HBI total score of 53 or above

andparticipantswith lowerHBI total scores.Cohen’sd-valuesof

0.2 were classified as small, of 0.5 as medium, and of 0.8 as high

(Cohen, 1992). Third, stepwise multiple regression analysis was

used to determine the most effective predictors of dimensionally

measuredhypersexualbehavior; that is, thedependentvariable in

this setof regressionanalysiswas the total scoreof theHBI. In the

fourthstep,sequentialmultipleregressionanalysiswasperformed

in order to test the possible moderating effects of gender and

sexual orientation on the relationship between sexual excitation

and inhibition andhypersexualbehavior,by including interaction

terms of the previously centered variables in the regression

equations.

Results

Table 1 summarizes the zero-order correlations between hyper-

sexual behavior, sexual excitation, sexual inhibition, behavioral

activation and inhibition as well as the Big Five personality

dimensions. Hypersexual behavior was significantly and posi-

tively correlated with the Sexual Excitation Scale (SES), the Fun

Seeking-subscale of the Behavioral Activation System (BAS-

FS), the Behavioral Inhibition System-subscale (BIS), and Neu-

roticismandshowednegativecorrelationswithSexual Inhibition

Due to Threat of Performance Consequences (SIS2), the drive-

subscale of the Behavioral Activation System-scale (BAS-D),

Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness.

Table2showsthedifferencesinthepersonalityvariablesbetween

105 individuals with a HBI total score of 53 or above and 1,644

participants with lower HBI scores. Individuals classified as

hypersexual had significantly higher scores on sexual excita-

tionandontheBAS-FS,aswellassignificantly lowerscoreson

SIS2 and on Conscientiousness.

As can be seen in Table 3, the most important predictor of

hypersexual behavior was SES, followed by Conscientiousness,

Neuroticism, the fun-seeking-subscale of the BAS-FS, SIS1,

SIS2, Extraversion, and the Reward Responsiveness-subscale of

the BAS-scale (BAS-RR). Overall, 21.1% (adjustedR2= .207) of

the variance in hypersexual behavior was explained by these

personalityvariables.WhileSES,Neuroticism,BAS-FS,andSIS1

were positively related to hypersexual behavior, Conscientious-

ness, SIS2, Extraversion, and BAS-RR were negatively related to

hypersexual behavior. However, the relationships of Neuroti-

cism, SIS1, SIS2, Extraversion, and BAS-RR with hypersexual

behavior as measured with the HBI were generally quite small,

with rsB .10.

In the next step of the data analysis, the incremental contri-

bution of SIS/SES beyond the more general BIS/BAS scales was

investigated. In the first block, the BIS/BAS scales were entered,

followedbyasecondblockwithsexualexcitationandbothsexual

inhibition factors. As hypothesized, the results in Table 4 show

that the sexuality-specific SIS/SES provided an additional con-

tribution to the explanation of hypersexual behavior over and

above the BIS/BAS.

In the next step of the analyses, we investigated whether

genderandsexualorientationmoderatetherelationshipbetween

sexual excitation/sexual inhibition and hypersexual behavior.

Women showed significant lower scores than men on sexual

excitation (t[1,736]=-10.37, p\.001, d= .50) and hyper-

sexual behavior (t[1,736]=-8.98, p\.001, d= .44) and sig-

nificant higher scores on both sexual inhibition dimensions (for

SIS1 t[1,736]=13.84, p\.001, d= .67 and for SIS2 t[1,736]=

11.57, p\.001, d= .56, respectively). The scores on the Kin-

sey scale were significantly positively correlated with hyper-

sexual behavior (r= .09, p\.001) and sexual excitation (r=

.08,p\.001),whereasbetween theKinseyscale scoresand the

sexual inhibition dimensions no significant correlations were

found(forSIS1: r= .02,p= .379, forSIS2: r=-.05,p= .054).

Table 5showsthesequentialmultipleregressionanalysiswith

dimensionally measured hypersexual behavior as the dependent

variable and gender, sexual inhibition and excitation as well as

various interaction terms as independent variables. In the first

block, only gender was entered, followed by a second block with

gender as well as sexual excitation and both sexual inhibition

factors. The increase of the proportion of explained variance

betweenthefirstandthesecondblockshowsthatthecomponents

of the DCM are significant predictors of hypersexual behavior

beyond the explanation of variance captured by gender alone.

Gender, SES, and SIS1 werepositively related tohypersexual

behavior, meaning that male participants showed higher HBI

scores and that higher scores on SES and SIS1 were related to

higherHBIscores,whereasSIS2showedanegativerelationship

with the HBI scores which means that the lower the SIS2 scores,

the higher the propensity of hypersexual behavior measured by

the HBI. In the third block, interaction terms between sexual

excitation,sexual inhibitionduetothreatofperformancefailure,

sexual inhibitiondue to threatofperformanceconsequencesand

hypersexual behavior were included. None of the interaction

terms reached statistical significance, indicating gender did not

moderate the association between sexual excitation, sexual inhi-

bition, and hypersexual behavior. In other words, the previously

reportedrelationshipbetweensexualexcitation,sexualinhibition,
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and hypersexual behavior applies to women and men in a similar

way.

A quite similar pattern was found for sexual orientation.

Table 6 shows the sequential multiple regression analysis pre-

dicting hypersexual behavior by sexual orientation, sexual inhi-

bition, sexual excitation, and interaction terms between sexual

inhibition, excitation, and sexual orientation. Again, SES and

SIS1 were positively and SIS2 negatively related to hypersexual

behavior. Sexual orientation showed a positive but small rela-

tionship with the HBI indicating that the higher the score on the

Kinseyscale(i.e., themorehomosexuallyoriented), thehigher

the degree of hypersexual behavior. As for gender, sexual ori-

entation did also not serve as a moderator between sexual inhi-

bition,sexualexcitation,andhypersexualbehavior,i.e.,theexamined

impactof sexualexcitationandsexual inhibitiononhypersexual

behaviorwasduetoheterosexualaswellashomosexualparticipants.

Discussion

Sexual Excitation and Inhibition

The main aim of the present study was to investigate whether hyper-

sexual behavior measured dimensionally by the Hypersexual

Behavior Inventory (HBI) could be predicted by the compo-

nents of the DCM, sexual excitation and inhibition, by general

behavioral activation and inhibition variables, as well as by

commonpersonality traitsderived fromtheBigFivepersonality

model. The first hypothesis was that hypersexual behavior

should be strongly positively correlated with the SES and to a

somewhat lower extent positively correlated with SIS1. Fur-

thermore, a significantly negative correlation between hyper-

sexualbehavior andSIS2 wasexpected. The results provide strong

support for thesehypothesizedrelationships,particularlyforsexual

excitation.First,thecorrelationbetweensexualexcitationandhyper-

sexualbehaviorwasbyfarthehighest,withamoderatetolargeeffect

size. Second, sexual excitation was identified as by far the most

importantpredictorofhypersexualbehaviorinthestepwisemultiple

regression analysis. Third, individuals classified as hypersexual

according to theirHBI total scoreof53orabove (Reid et al., 2011b)

showed significantly higher scores on SES than participants with

lower HBI total scores.

The prominent role of sexual excitation in the explanation of

hypersexualbehaviorwasindicatedinpreviousstudies.Forexample,

Muise et al. (2013) examined the relationship between sexual exci-

tation and inhibition and sexual compulsivity in a sample of hetero-

sexualmarriedadultsusingdifferentsubscales fromtheSexual

Excitation/Sexual Inhibition Inventory for Women and Men

(SESII-W/M; Milhausen, Graham, Sanders, Yarber, & Mait-

land, 2008) and the Sexual Compulsivity Scale (SCS; Kalichman

& Rompa, 1995). Higher scores on sexual excitation were asso-

ciated with higher levels of sexual compulsivity in both men and

women. Furthermore, sexual excitation was by far the most

important predictor of SCS scores (Muise et al., 2013).

Incurrentresearchthequestionwhetherhypersexualbehavior

can be understood as expression of high sexual desire was dis-

cussed(Steele,Staley,Fong,&Prause,2013;Wintersetal.,2010).

Winters et al. have hypothesized that dysregulated sexuality—a

more general term for sexual compulsivity, sexual addiction,

sexual impulsivity, and hypersexual behavior—is simply an

Table 1 Zero-order correlations between hypersexual behavior, sexual inhibition and excitation, behavioral inhibition and activation, and the Big Five

personality traits

Measure HBI SES SIS1 SIS2 BAS-D BAS-FS BAS-RR BIS EXTRA AGREE NEURO CONSC OPEN

HBI – .39** .04 -.13** -.09** .17** .01 .06* -.06* -.05* .07* -.22** -.03

SES – -.04 -.17** .00 .20** .14** .03 .01 -.02 -.01 -.12 .04

SIS1 – .37** .09** -.03 .11** .26** -.04 .04 .21** .10** .00

SIS2 – .08* -.14** .05* .20** -.06* -.01 .16** .15** .04

BAS-D – .27** .52** .01 .31** -.01 -.04 .44** .12**

BAS-FS – .37** -.10** .33** .04 -.17** -.12** .17**

BAS-RR – .21** .27** .06* .06* .19** .19**

BIS – -.16** .06* .60** .00 .03

EXTRA – .12** -.20** .14** .17**

AGREE – -.02 .07** .03

NEURO – .01 .03

CONSC – .07*

OPEN –

HBI Hypersexual Behavior Inventory, SES Sexual Excitation Scale, SIS1 Sexual Inhibition Due to Threat of Performance Failure Scale, SIS2 Sexual

Inhibition Due to Threat of Performance Consequences Scale,BAS-DBAS-subscale Drive,BAS-FSBAS-subscale Fun Seeking,BAS-RRBAS-subscale

Reward Responsiveness, EXTRA Extraversion, AGREE Agreeableness, CONS Conscientiousness, NEURO Neuroticism,OPENOpenness

*p\.05; **p\.001
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indicator of elevated sexual desire in conjunction with the dis-

tresswhich isbasedonthese increasedsexual thoughts, feelings,

and needs. They examined a large sample of more than 14,000

participants, some of whom had sought treatment because of

dysregulatedsexualitysymptoms.Theauthors foundthat for the

totalsampleaswellasfordifferentsubsamples(e.g.,participants

who have sought treatment vs. those, who have not) dysregu-

lated sexuality was systematically associated with increased

sexual desire. Furthermore, factor analytical investigations were

conductedwhichindicatedthatvariablesmeasuringdysregulated

sexuality loaded together with items capturing the degree of

sexual desire onto a single underlying factor. Winters et al. con-

cluded that the results support their hypothesis of dysregulated

sexualityasanexpressionofan increasedsexualdesireand,at the

same time, challenge the view of hypersexual behavior as a dis-

tinct phenomenon because the conceptualisation as a disorder

would make only sense if the construct is empirically and theo-

retically more than only high sexual desire (Winters, Christoff, &

Gorzalka, 2009). Steele et al. (2013) confirmed this point of view

by providing neurophysiological data where individuals who

self-identified as having problems with regard to sexual self-

regulation viewed sexual and non-sexual visual stimuli while

electroencephalographydatawerecollected.BecauselargerP300

amplitude differences to pleasant sexual stimuli were only neg-

atively related to measures of sexual desire but not to measures of

hypersexual behavior, the authors concluded that hypersexual

behaviorshouldbeinterpretedasanexpressionofhighdesirerather

thanasexualdisorder.BuildingonthefindingsreportedbyWinters

et al. (2009, 2010) and and considering the conceptual similarities

between high sexual desire and increased sexual excitation, the

results of the present study could be interpreted as an additional

indicator for the remarkable importance of increased sexual exci-

tation as represented in the construct of high sexual desire in the

explanation of hypersexual behavior and put further the concep-

tualization of hypersexual behavior as a distinct psychopatholog-

ical category into question.

In the previous reported studies conducted by Winters et al.

(2010)andMuiseetal.(2013),sexualcompulsivityandincreased

sexual desire were related to lower scores on sexual inhibition.

Winters et al. used only SIS2 in their study which was signifi-

cantly negatively correlated with all measures of sexual desire as

well as with sexual compulsivity. Muise et al. examined the role

of two different components of sexual inhibition for the predic-

tion of SCS-scores by extracting two subscales of the SESII-W/

M,InhibitoryCognitionsandRelationshipImportance.Different

results for men and women were identified: For women, sexual

compulsivity was negatively correlated with Relationship Impor-

tance;however,theyfoundnosignificantcorrelationbetweenSCS-

scores and Inhibitory Cognitions in the female subsample. Fur-

thermore,formen,InhibitoryCognitionswerepositivelycorrelated

with sexual compulsivity, whereas Relationship Importance

showed again the hypothesized negative association with sexual

compulsivity (Muise et al., 2013). The negative or missing rela-

tionship between Inhibitory Cognitions and SCS-scores is coun-

terintuitivebutconfirmspreviousempiricalfindingsabout the

relationship between sexual inhibition, risky sexual behavior

and sexual sensation seeking (Bancroft et al., 2003; Nguyen

etal., 2012).Apossibleexplanation for this relationshipcould

be thatpersonswhoareprone to inhibitiondue toperformance

failure might engage in more risky and more sensationally

Table 2 Differences between individuals regarded as hypersexual as defined by an HBI Score of 53 or above (n=105) and individuals with lower HBI

Scores (n=1,644)

HBIC53

M (SD)

HBI\53

M (SD)

Comparison Effect size (d)

SES 17.92 (2.86) 15.29 (3.09) F (1, 1,747)=72.48** -.86

SIS1 9.01 (2.16) 8.98 (2.33) F (1, 1,747)= .02 -.01

SIS2 9.76 (2.58) 10.76 (2.69) F (1, 1,747)=13.55** .37

BAS-D 11.25 (2.36) 11.48 (2.18) F (1, 1,747)=1.08 .11

BAS-FS 12.23 (2.30) 11.43 (2.10) F (1, 1,747)=13.98** -.38

BAS-RR 16.18 (2.38) 16.04 (2.15) F (1, 1,747)= .40 -.07

BIS 20.55 (3.39) 19.98 (3.00) F (1, 1,747)=3.49 -.19

EXTRA 6.67 (2.35) 6.67 (2.08) F (1, 1,747)= .00 .00

AGREE 6.17 (1.67) 6.38 (1.61) F (1, 1,747)=1.58 .13

NEURO 6.40 (2.17) 6.02 (1.97) F (1, 1,747)=3.70 -.19

CONSC 5.59 (1.73) 6.65 (1.69) F (1, 1,747)=39.00** .63

OPEN 7.67 (1.90) 7.59 (1.86) F (1, 1,747)= .17 -.04

HBI Hypersexual Behavior Inventory, SES Sexual Excitation Scale, SIS1 Sexual Inhibition Due to Threat of Performance Failure Scale, SIS2 Sexual

Inhibition Due to Threat of Performance Consequences Scale,BAS-DBAS-subscale Drive,BAS-FSBAS-subscale Fun Seeking,BAS-RRBAS-subscale

Reward Responsiveness, EXTRA Extraversion, AGREE Agreeableness, CONS Conscientiousness, NEURO Neuroticism,OPENOpenness

*p\.05; **p\.001
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Table 3 Stepwisemultipleregressionanalysisexaminingtherelationshipbetweenhypersexualbehaviorandsexual inhibitionandexcitation,behavioral

inhibition and activation, and the Big Five personality traits

Variable R2 (adjusted R2) b SE b b

Step 1 .153 (.152)

SES 1.30 0.07 .39**

Step 2 .184 (.183)

SES 1.24 0.07 .37**

Conscientiousness -1.09 0.13 -.18**

Step 3 .190 (.189)

SES 1.24 0.07 .37**

Conscientiousness -1.09 0.13 -.18**

Neuroticism 0.41 0.11 .08**

Step 4 .198 (.196)

SES 1.18 0.07 .36**

Conscientiousness -1.04 0.13 -.17**

Neuroticism 0.49 0.12 .09**

Fun seeking 0.45 0.11 .09**

Step 5 .201 (.199)

SES 1.19 0.07 .36**

Conscientiousness -1.07 0.13 -.18**

Neuroticism 0.42 0.12 .08**

BAS-FS 0.44 0.11 .09**

SIS1 0.26 0.10 .06*

Step 6 .206 (.203)

SES 1.15 0.07 .35**

Conscientiousness -1.03 0.13 -.17**

Neuroticism 0.45 0.12 .09**

BAS-FS 0.41 0.11 .08**

SIS1 0.38 0.11 .08**

SIS2 -.31 0.09 -.08*

Step 7 .209 (.206)

SES 1.14 0.07 .34**

Conscientiousness -0.97 0.14 -.16**

Neuroticism 0.41 0.12 .08**

BAS-FS 0.50 0.12 .10**

SIS1 0.38 0.11 .08**

SIS2 -0.31 0.09 -.08*

Extraversion -0.28 0.12 -.06*

Step 8 .211 (207)

SES 1.16 0.07 .35**

Conscientiousness -0.90 0.14 -.15**

Neuroticism 0.45 0.12 .08**

BAS-FS 0.59 0.12 .12**

SIS1 0.39 0.11 .09**

SIS2 -0.30 0.09 -.08*

Extraversion -0.25 0.12 -.05*

BAS-RR -0.24 0.12 -.05*

Included variables showed an independent contribution beyond previously entered variables

SES Sexual Excitation Scale, SIS1 Sexual Inhibition Due to Threat of Performance Failure Scale, SIS2 Sexual Inhibition Due to Threat of Performance

Consequences Scale, BAS-FSBAS-subscale Fun Seeking, BAS-RR BAS-subscale Reward Responsiveness

*p\.05; **p\.001
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experienced sexual behavior because of the fear of otherwise

losing one’s sexual arousal. Thus, sexual sensation seeking and

anincreaseinriskysexualbehaviorcouldbeinterpretedasaform

ofbehavioral self-medication, inorder toavoid theexperienceof

repeated sexual performance failure.

Theresultsofthepresentstudysupportthesepreviousfindings

abouttherelationshipsbetweenthedifferentcomponentsofsexual

inhibition and dysregulated sexuality and problematic sexual

behavior. Sexual inhibition due to performance consequences

showed a weak but stable negative association with hyper-

sexual behavior, whereas proneness to sexual inhibition due to

performance failure was a significant but weak predictor of

hypersexual behavior in the regression model. Comparable to

the above-mentioned findings about the relationships between

risky sexual behavior, sexual sensation seeking, and SIS1, the

positive correlation between hypersexual behavior and SIS1

couldbeinterpretedasanotherkindofself-treatmentof thefear

of sexual performance failure.

In order to trying to avoid further negative experiences about

sexual performance failure, hypersexual behavior might be used

as a maladaptive coping strategy. Kafka (2010) as well as Reid

etal. (2011a)definedhypersexualbehavioramongotherswithan

individual’spropensityofengaginginsexualbehavior in response

tostressordysphoricmoodstates(Schultz,Hook,Davis,Penberthy,

& Reid, 2014). The underlying reason of this stress is initially

not relevant for the diagnostic process (see, for example, the

proposal of the DSM-5 criteria for hypersexual disorder; Kafka,

2010), so it could be assumed that stress triggered by sexual

performance failure experiences might serve as one concrete

source of stress and of a dysphoric mood state which leads to

hypersexual behavior.

Another possible explanation for this result could be that

hypersexual individuals need more stimulation in terms of risky

sexual behavior to be sexually aroused, that is, excessive sexual

behavior could be used to counteract sexual performance failure.

AfurtherreasonforthisfindingissuggestedbyDSM-5fieldtrials

about theprevalenceandmanifestationsofhypersexualbehavior

which showed that pornography consumption (usually accom-

panied by masturbation) was the most prevalent expression of

hypersexual behavior (Reid et al., 2012). Therefore, it could be

hypothesizedthat individualsareengagingin(solo)hypersexual

behavior like excessive masturbation and pornography use

becauseofanxietyandrefusalof relational sexualactivitydue to

performance failure concerns.

A further aim of the present study was to investigate whether

the influence of sexual excitation and inhibition on hypersexual

behaviordifferssystematicallyasafunctionofgenderandsexual

orientation.Forexample,Muiseetal. (2013)reportedthatgender

Table 4 Sequential multiple regression analysis examining the incre-

mental contribution of sexual inhibition and excitation beyond behavioral

inhibition and activation in the prediction of hypersexual behavior

Variable Change Regression coefficient

R2 change F change b SE b b

Block 1 .052 23.97**

BIS 0.29 0.09 .08*

BAS-D -0.66 0.13 -.14**

BAS-FS 1.07 0.13 .22**

BAS-RR -0.06 0.14 -.01

Block 2 .137 98.13**

BIS 0.25 0.08 .07*

BAS-D -0.43 0.12 -.09*

BAS-FS 0.69 0.12 .14**

BAS-RR -0.30 0.13 -.06*

SES 1.20 0.08 .36**

SIS1 0.39 0.11 .09**

SIS2 -0.33 0.09 -.09**

Included variables showed an independent contribution beyond previ-

ously entered variables

BAS-D BAS-subscale Drive, BAS-FS BAS-subscale Fun Seeking, BAS-

RRBAS-subscale Reward Responsiveness, SESSexual Excitation Scale,

SIS1 Sexual Inhibition Due to Threat of Performance Failure Scale, SIS2

Sexual Inhibition Due to Threat of Performance Consequences Scale

*p\.05; **p\.001

Table 5 Sequential multiple regression analysis predicting hypersexual

behavior with gender, sexual inhibition and excitation, and interactions

between these variables

Variable Change Regression coefficient

R2 change F change b SE b b

Block 1 .048 87.68**

Gender 3.74 0.40 .22**

Block 2 .135 96.21**

Gender 2.49 0.40 .15**

SES 1.16 0.08 .35**

SIS1 0.54 0.11 .12**

SIS2 -0.31 0.09 -.08*

Block 3 .003 1.96

Gender 2.50 0.43 .15**

SES 1.15 0.08 .35**

SIS1 0.54 0.11 .12**

SIS2 -0.32 0.09 -.08**

Gender9SES 0.04 0.13 .01

Gender9SIS1 0.32 0.17 .04

Gender9SIS2 0.17 0.17 .02

Included variables showed an independent contribution beyond previ-

ously entered variables

SES Sexual Excitation Scale, SIS1 Sexual Inhibition Due to Threat of

Performance Failure Scale, SIS2 Sexual Inhibition Due to Threat of Per-

formance Consequences Scale

*p\.05; **p\.001
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moderated the relationship between sexual inhibition and sexual

compulsivity: For women, sexual compulsivity was not signifi-

cantly related to the Inhibitory Cognitions subscale of the SESII-

W/M, whereas for men, Inhibitory Cognitions were positively

correlated with the scores on the SCS. From a theoretical point of

view, representatives of the DCM would propose that the pro-

pensity of sexual excitation and inhibition per se would be more

importantthangender(Janssen&Bancroft,2007).Evenifprevious

studies found small but stable differences, for example, between

women and men in the degree of sexual excitation and inhibition

(e.g.,Bancroftetal.,2009;Carpenteretal.,2008),proponentsofthe

DCM would assume that the variability of sexual excitation and

inhibition within women and men is higher—and therefore psy-

chologically more relevant—than between both sexes (Janssen &

Bancroft, 2007; Rettenberger & Briken, 2013).

The same conclusion can be drawn with regard to the rela-

tionship between sexual orientation and the components of the

DCM: Even if there is some empirical evidence for significant

differences in the propensities of sexual excitation and inhibition

between groups with different sexual orientations (e.g., between

heterosexualandhomosexualmen;Bancroft,Carnes, Janssen,&

Long, 2005), the propensities of sexual excitation and inhibition

should be more important than the classification into sexual ori-

entation categories.

In order to examine these assumptions, a possible moderating

effectofgenderandsexualorientationontherelationshipbetween

sexual excitation and inhibition and hypersexual behavior was

analyzedinthepresentstudy. Incontrast toMuiseetal. (2013),

therewerenosignificant interactionsbetweensexualexcitation

and inhibition with genderandsexualorientation. These results

can be also interpreted as a further support for the conceptual

foundation of the DCM and its assumptions and implications

(Bancroft et al., 2009; Janssen & Bancroft, 2007).

The differences in the results between the present study and

the study published by Muise et al. (2013) might be explained at

least to some extent by sample differences. Muise et al. used a

sampleofheterosexual,marriedadultswhowererecruitedfroman

electronicmailinglistofaninternet-basedsexualenhancement

productcompanybecause theyhadpreviouslypurchasedsexual

enhancementproducts.Also, theMuiseetal. (2013)samplewason

average substantially older than the sample of the present study.

Differentmeasureswereusedaswell: subscalesof theSESII-W/M

in the study of Muise et al. versus SIS/SES-SF in the present study.

Approach and Avoidance

We expected that hypersexual behavior was related to higher

scores on BAS-related scales as well as to lower scores on the

BIS-scale. The results indicate that our expectation was only

supported for the Fun Seeking-subscale of the BAS (BAS-FS).

TheBAS-FS-scoresweresignificantlypositivelycorrelatedwith

hypersexual behavior, indicating that a higher propensity of fun

seeking is weakly related to hypersexual behavior. Similarly,

personsclassifiedashypersexualdue to theirHBI total scorehad

significantly higher scores on BAS-FS than individuals with

lower scores.

In consideration of the stable relationship between BIS and

BAS and different kinds of addictive behavior (e.g., Franken,

2002; Franken et al., 2006; Pardo et al., 2007; Park et al., 2013),

the relationship between the BAS-FS and sexual addiction-like

behavior seems to be self-evident. Further support for the rele-

vance of more general activation and inhibition mechanisms on

sexualbehaviorcanbederivedfrompsychophysiologicalstudies

about sexual risk taking behavior (Janssen, Goodrich, Petrocelli,

& Bancroft, 2009) and from conceptual similarities between the

constructs of fun-seeking, general and sexual sensation seeking,

and hypersexual behavior (Kalichman & Rompa, 1995; Winters

et al., 2010; Zuckerman, 1994, 2007).

Inlinewithourexpectations, therelevanceoftheBAS-FSwas

lower compared to sexual excitation and inhibition as indicated

by the regression coefficients. However, contrary to our hypoth-

esis, the other BAS-subscales as well as the BIS-scale provide no

significant additional association with hypersexual behavior

beyondtheotherpersonalityconstructs. Inlinewithconceptual

assumptions about the DCM (Bancroft et al., 2009; Bancroft &

Janssen, 2000; Janssen et al., 2002a), the sequential regression

Table 6 Sequential multiple regression analysis predicting hypersexual

behavior with sexual orientation, sexual inhibition and excitation, and

interactions between these variables

Variable Change Regression coefficient

R2 change F change b SE b b

Block 1 .009 13.92**

Sexual orientation 0.97 0.26 .09**

Block 2 .162 105.20**

Sexual orientation 0.57 0.24 .05*

SES 1.26 0.08 .38**

SIS1 0.40 0.11 .09**

SIS2 -0.38 1.00 -.10*

Block 3 .000 0.29

Sexual orientation (SO) 0.57 0.24 .05*

SES 1.26 0.08 .38**

SIS1 0.40 0.11 .09**

SIS2 -0.38 1.00 -.10*

SO9SES -0.04 0.07 -.01

SO9SIS1 -0.08 0.12 -.02

SO9SIS2 -0.02 0.10 -.01

Included variables showed an independent contribution beyond previ-

ously entered variables

SES Sexual Excitation Scale, SIS1 Sexual Inhibition Due to Threat of

Performance Failure Scale, SIS2 Sexual Inhibition Due to Threat of Per-

formance Consequences Scale, SO Sexual Orientation

*p\.05; **p\.001
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analysis show that SIS/SES yielded an independent explana-

toryvalue overand above BIS/BAS, supporting the hypothesis

that the two systems are distinct. Furthermore, these findings

provide additional support for the development of sexuality-

specific constructs and measures.

Big Five

We also hypothesized that hypersexual behavior was associated

with lower levels of Agreeableness and Conscientiousness and

higher levels of Neuroticism and Extraversion. No significant

relationship was expected between Openness to Experience and

hypersexual behavior. The intercorrelations confirmed these assump-

tions, with the exception of the suggested relationship between

Extraversion and hypersexual behavior.

However,thecorrelationbetweenNeuroticismandhypersexual

behavior found in the present study was substantially lower

than the results of previous studies would indicate. For example,

Reid et al. (2011a) investigated the relationships between dif-

ferent facets of Neuroticism (e.g., anxiety, depression, or vul-

nerability) and hypersexual behavior and reported correlations

that were considerably higher than in the present study. Possible

reasons for these inconsistent results could be differences in the

sample composition (Reid et al. recruited treatment-seeking

patients,whereastheparticipantsinthepresentstudywererecruited

from the general population) and/or in the selection of different

measures (theNEO-PI-RinReidetal. vs. theBFI-10 in thepresent

investigation).

One reason for the missing association between Extraversion

and hypersexual behavior might be that we did not investigate

which kind of sexual behavior lay behind the self-experienced

hypersexual behavior. Because authors of previous studies have

suggested that there is a distinction between dyadic and solitary

sexual desire (e.g., Spector, Carey, & Steinberg, 1996)—a dis-

tinction which might be of particular interest when investigating

dysregulated sexuality (e.g., Reid et al., 2012; Winters et al.,

2010)—one possible explanation could be that, for example,

higher Extraversion is particularly related to increased dyadic

sexualdesire,whereasa lowerpropensityofExtraversionwould

lead rather to increased solitary sexual desire.

Limitations

The current study has several limitations. First, the internal con-

sistencies of the BFI-10-subscales were relatively low. Even if

Cronbach’sadependssubstantiallyonthenumberofscale items,

the value for the subscale Agreeableness in particular was obvi-

ously too low for meaningful interpretation. Second, online sur-

veys can suffer generally from methodological problems which

could limit the informative value of a scientific investigation

(Blank,Fielding,&Lee,2008).Wintersetal. (2010)pointedout

thatexclusivelyinternet-basedsamplesusuallyconsistofrelatively

young, urban, and sexually liberal participants. In the present sam-

ple, a comparatively high number of participants had a higher than

average education, which leads to limitations in the generalizability

of the present findings. In addition, sexual activity and frequency is

influencedbyage,soyoungerparticipantsareprobablymoresexual

active than older individuals (Laumann, Gagnon, Michael, &

Michaels,1994).Thepresentsampleconsistedofalargenumber

of college students at young age, so the results need to be inter-

preted with caution. However, even if there is until now no direct

scientific evidence that the data of exclusively internet-based

surveys about sexual experience and behavior can be transferred

totheclassicpaper-and-pencildesign(Wintersetal.,2010), there

is some evidence that internet-based data collections are com-

monly able to produce generalizable results (Best, Krueger,

Hubbard, & Smith, 2001).

Despite these limitations, the findings of the present study

contribute to the knowledge about the relationships between

sexualexcitation, sexual inhibition,andthepersonality-related

proneness to hypersexual behavior. Even if it is obvious that

sexually dysregulated behavior cannot be explained by per-

sonalityvariablesalone, the resultsof thepresent studyprovide

further support for the relevance of research on the relation-

ships between sexual problems, sexual disorders, and person-

ality (Bancroft et al., 2009). Furthermore, the present findings

indicate that elevated sexual desire—as, for example, mea-

sured by high scores on SES—is clearly a particularly relevant

variable for the explanation of hypersexual behavior, but

additional risk factors and circumstances must be considered in

ordertoprovideacomprehensivemodelofhypersexualbehavior.
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