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Abstract

In recent decades, the progressive decrease inuimper of practicing Catholics among young
Italians has been accompanied by a considerablergsiice of their sexual behavior from the
teachings of the Catholic Church. In this papemnwvaat to verify if even among young Italians who
declare themselves Catholic there has been a depdrom the religious precepts on sexuality, or
if they — becoming a smaller group — have strengtbetheir adhesion to the indications of the
Catholic church. We examine the data of two alnmtesttical surveys on national samples of young
Italian university students carried out in 2000 &@l7 through an analysis of the changes in
opinions and behaviors.

Our results show that the progressive reductioyppahg people adhering to Catholic faith has been
accompanied by opinions and behaviors increasidighant from the norms of the Catholic church,
for example about premarital relations and homoaktyu However, it is still early for an end of
Catholic sexuality, especially for young women é&mdsome specific aspects, such as the growing
value attributed by young people to couple fidelity
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The End of “Catholic” Sexuality?

1. Introduction

Numerous recent documents of the Catholic Churditexhe importance of sexuality within the
marital relationshig.Moreover, as a consequence of the Council Vatic&t962-65), the declared
aims of catholic marriage has deeply changed, asing the importance to the relationship between
groom and bride while decreasing the centralitthefreproductive functiohThis shows that even
within the hierarchies of the Catholic Church ahd Catholic theologians and moralists, there has
been a move towards a change of meaning attritotesgx, oriented in an affective rather than
merely procreative senge.

Despite this important change of perspective, thalic doctrine on sexual, marital and
reproductive behavior is rather stable over thedastury. Sexual intercourses are permitted only
between heterosexual spouses, and in all others cdme chastity is the proposed behavior.
Masturbation, homosexual acts and pornography @msidered sins. Moreover, the catholic ethic
permits only natural family planning, prohibits tbeeakdown of marital bonds, encourages the
catholic couples to have children.

These precepts — that are the same for men and nventave not been able to stop the
spread of alternative behaviors among Catholics. tiile of this article is inspired by the resuifs
a famous research by Westoff and Jones (1979) #fee 1960s, the fertility behavior of US
Catholics has become not much different to thatheir US non-Catholic peers, unlike what
happened in the previous decennia.

The results of Westoff and Jones cannot be autoaligtiextended to other aspects of
sexual, marital and reproductive behavior and tdeatitorial contexts. We focus on lItaly, where
until a few years ago almost all the people wengtibed, belonging to the Catholic Church from
the beginning of their life, and where the influeraf Vatican and local churches was and is intense
for many aspects of social and political life. LBacci (1977) shows that in the long period 1911-
1961 the drop in fertility was anticipated in th@yinces where the proportion of voters in favor of
divorce was greater in the 1974 referendum, andttitestical explanatory power of this indicator is
stronger than other structural variables, as edugasocio economic status (SES) and level of
urbanization. Castiglioni and Vitali (2019) showatha significant territorial connection persists
between some behaviors (as out-of-wedlock chil@msh marital breakdown) and indicators of the
strength of influence of Catholic Church. Istat 80 p. 11) shows that for those who marry in
church, the probability of marital breakdown waw/éo than those who marry in the town-Hall.

! See, for example, the apostolic exhortatanoris Letitia(The Joy of Love) written by Pope Francis in 2Gt6@he
conclusion of the Synod of Bishops on the familspecially points 150-152. See also the referencgsoted in the
same document — to the catechesis on this thensdaged by Pope John Paul Il

2 The 1917 Canon Law (article 1013) states that filiemary end of marriage is the procreation andcatian of
children. Its secondary end is mutual help andathying of concupiscence”. The 1983 Canon Lawidkrt1055)
states that “the marriage covenant, by which a am@ha woman establish themselves a partnershipofwhole life,
and which of its own very nature is ordered to Wedl-being of the spouses and the procreation giatinging of
children, has, between baptized, been raised bigiChe Lord to the dignity of a sacrament”.

% In social research on sexuality, four differentamiegs attributed to sex are established: asqeticreative, affective
and hedonistic (Barbagli et al. 2010, pages 11B&;amater 1981). The ascetic orientation consisthé voluntary
renunciation of sexual activity; according to thegreative orientation, the exclusive purpose oduadity is to have
children into marriage; according to affective ataion, sexual activity is a reciprocal expressidtove between the
two partners, and at the same time serves to ddaselthe relationship between them; finally, fbe thedonistic
orientation the main purpose of sexual activityoisachieve physical pleasure. These orientatioasrdaerrelated and
not mutually exclusive.
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During the first years of the Zkentury the incidence of living together withoeirg married and
having children out-of-wedlock is lower for thoséavregularly attend religious rites (Salvini and
Vignoli 2014). For the male and female cohorts born1937-1988, a whole series of sexual
behaviors — like having the first sexual interceutefore 16 or 18 years of age, having a high
number of sexual partners, having oral and anal.seare less widespread among people closer to
Catholicism (Garelli 2010). Although very few It Catholic spouses use natural family planning,
their contraceptive and reproductive behavior duri®80-2005 is not the same as that of non-
Catholics: coitus-related methods (condom and wétwil are more common among them, they use
less frequently pill and 1UD, they practice voluntabortion less, they have a higher number of
children (Dalla-Zuanna et al. 2005); Finally, Chltno et al. (2006) for a national sample of young
people interviewed in 2000, showed a strong infgeddence between the timing of abandoning the
regular frequency of religious rites and the timaigexual initiation. Even extending our glance in
the Western world beyond Italy, several recentaese contributions show the persistence of the
influence of religiosity on sexual, reproductivedanarital behavior (see e.g. for religion & fettili
Guetto et. al. 2015, Berman et. al. 2018 and H&2@&8; for religion & cohabitatiorPerelli-Harris
and Bernardi 2015; for religious socialization &sal behavior: James-Hawkins 2018; for religion
& pornography: Perry and Whitehead 2019).

As the Catholic morality persists in influencingardifferent way some sexual, marital and
reproductive behaviors, it is important to continieestudy this link as we do in this article,
considering the influence of religion on the sexo@havior of young lItalian students in the early
part of the 2% century, a period in which both sexuality andgielis behavior have had profound
transformations.

The individual relationship with transcendenceamsthing very intimate and very difficult
to define and measure (Berger 1969; Castegnaro 20H0; Pace 2015). However, the quantitative
indicators suggest for the first years of the n@ntary a fast detachment of the Italian population
from the institutional Catholic religion. The peephho never go to Mass increase and those who
go to Mass regularly decrease (Barbagli 2016). Bon&013, p. 40), after a detailed analysis of
different sources, shows thahé average level of participation in Mass at age2# falls from
35% for generations born in 1976-78 to 26% of gatiens born in 1986-89, a decrease of almost
one percentage point per year of birtipeople who claim to believe in God diminisheaople
who pray decreased; people who claim to trust @d@ic Church also diminished (Berzano 2014,
Istituto Toniolo 2014 and 2015; Garelli 2016; Cgsia@ro et al. 2010).

In her Introductionto a recent study on religion of Italian youth, Bus$ (2019, p. 16)
summarizes the recent research on this toj8everal studies have shown that [even in lItaly] the
Millennial generation is characterized by a growidgstancing from institutionalized religion. The
new generations are moving away from the Churcties; struggle to understand the institutional
religious language; they criticize the simple pagsaf norms, rules and religious precepts and the
gap between the original religious message andritidity of religious institutions; they declare
themselves strangers to religious institutions pamed as unjust and hierarchical (...). If the boys
and girls find the Pope credible, at the same tiheeattitude towards the Catholic Church remains
between the prudent and the suspicious

The detachment from the Church could lead — quitgly — to a proportional diffusion of
sexual behavior not in line with the dictates oft@dic morality.

Furthermore, this decrease in the number of thiéftdicould lead to their selection and
“purification”: the passage from “religion of belging” to a “chosen religion” could generate
cohesive communities, composed of faithful morgred to the Church also in sexuality. This

* Impicciatore and Billari (2012) show that the liletween type of union (cohabitation, civil margageligious
marriage) and probability of couple breakdown iytis not causal, but due to unobserved heterdgyergee also
Caltabiano et al. (2006), Craugun (2017) and Maboal.e(2019), who discuss a reverse effect of seatidaudes and
behaviors on religiosity. More generally, the stital link between variables measured by tablesimaple regression
models could always be spurious, due to the inflaeaf variables not considered in the table/model.
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could be in line with what other authors suggesteggmrds other intimate behaviors. McQuillan
(2006) notes that — in contexts of controlled figyti- religious people practice high fertility gnif
religion pervades massively their whole existenfoe, example by participating in strongly
identifying groups.

This possibility, however, contrasts with what dendeduced from other processes, deeply
connected with the revolution of customs that Héected Italy in recent decades. Up to the 1950s a
well defined model of sexuality was proposed byltakan Church almost obsessively. The respect
of de sexto et de non@he Sixth Commandmen¥ou Shall Not Commit Adulteryrhe Ninth
CommandmentYou Shall Not Covet Your Neighbor's Wiégpeared as the key factor to define or
not the closeness to the Church. However, durimgléist decades, with the spread in ltaly as
elsewhere of the sexual revolution, the difficudtl proposing this moral behavior has led to a
growing aphasia of the practical pastoral actiwfythe Catholic Church in the field of sex.
Although the Church’s Magisterium has spoken rdgem these issues (see again note 1), very
little is spoken of sexuality, even within the exsibl groups, with a few circumscribed excepfion.
This aphasia can even lead to full membership @CGhurch while practicing behaviors that are not
in line with Catholic morality. What has happenead still happens) worldwide among most of
Catholics for contraception — and has happened gri& Catholic for fertility — could happen for
sexuality, in Italy as elsewhere. Some authorglsisgghenomenon as a symptom of the strength of
Catholicism, which would prove to be sufficientlgXible to adapt to external changes without
losing the adhesion of the faithful (Garelli 2013he practice adopted by the faithfideqisus
fidelium) would have been silently imposed as the pract@atholic morality, different from the
orthodox one, but not perceived as questioningtolic faith or a full adherence to the Church.
As a result, the relationship between religion ae# could have weakened, and the sexuality of
religious people could be less distinguishable fibwat of their non-religious peers, as shown by
Westoff and Jones for US fertility.

All things considered, it is possible that durimg tlast years the strength of the statistical
links between religion and sex has strengthenesl rémained almost constant or has weakened.
We test these possibilities using two databasesationally representative Italian university
students, sampled and interviewed following idaitjgrocedures in 2000 and 2017. In part 2 we
describe data, also illustrating the statisticathodology. Subsequently, parts 3 and 4 describe the
changes that took place between 2000 and 201 Tigiore sex and the link between them. Part 5 is
devoted to summary of results and discussion.

2. Data and methods
2.1. Data

This study is based on Selfy (Sexual and Emotibtfal of Youth), a survey coordinated by a group
of researchers from the Universities of Florencud and Messina. The survey was carried out in
the first half of 2017 in 28 Italian universitiestivthe aim of drawing an updated picture of sexual
and emotional opinions and behaviours among Italiaiversity students. It reiterates an almost
identical survey carried out 17 years previouslggTSis Survey: Sexuality of Italian Students). In
2000 5,000 students were surveyed and in 2017 880G&ttending undergraduate courses in
economics and statistics in Italian public univieesi The degrees in Economics and Statistics were
chosen because they both have a very high pereeofagfudents attending lessons regularly, and
the numbers of males and females students arelyidaddnced. For both 2000 and 2017, the data

® In a completely different social context and fotally different reasons, this aphasia had alreamtyirred in Catholic
Europe during the first spread of birth controfdve the decisive contrary stance expressed in b93@us Xl with the
encyclical lettelCasti ConnubiiDalla-Zuanna 2011).
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were post-stratified at the macro-region level bbao representative results at the national level
(see Dalla-Zuanna et al. 2019 for further detaitsl @n extended description of the survey
methodology).

The questionnaire was composed of about 200 clgsestions and took around 30 minutes
to be completed. It collected information on respemts’ personal and parental background, the
relationship with parents, religiosity (includicburch attendance of both students and their marent
during adolescence and at interview), participationat-risk behaviours, school performance,
friendship network, first sexual intercourse, rotn@relationships, and living arrangements. A final
section dealt with opinions and attitudes concernuarious aspects of affective and sexual
behaviour. Most information refers to differentgea of adolescence (ages 11-13, 14-15, 16-18).

The questionnaires were filled in during a one-Hesson, under the discreet surveillance of
both the professor of the course and a reseansherpresented the survey and was ready to answer
questions, if any. The researcher informed theesttgdthat the questionnaires were anonymous and
would not be used at an individual level. Afteryhead been filled in, the questionnaires were
sealed in an envelope, recollected and maileddatinvey coordinators. This procedure resulted in
no refusals to fill in the questionnaires in class.

Although students are not representative of Itajianng people as a whole, the direction of
the selection is well-known. A long tradition oludies on the sexual life of students shows that
students usually delay sex more than early worfsas, e.g., Denissenko et al., 1999; Whitbeck et
al., 1999; Kontula, 2004), particularly if — duririgeir lives as students — they live with their
parents (Castiglioni, 2004). In addition, the sdxyaf the students of Economics and Statistics is
in line with, or only slightly delayed and lessense than, that of university students in othddgie
of study (see Dalla-Zuanna et al. 2019 for detasl@thparisons).

2.2. Methods

In part 3 we explore how the sexual behaviour gudions of religious and non religious students
changed during the first part of the®2dentury, separately by gender. We classify therthiae
groups: (1) sexual behaviours that potentiallytla students experienced; (2) sexual behaviours of
non-virgin students (3,086 in 2000 and 6,085 in7N{3) opinions about sex expressed by all the
students. We firstly describe the changes in @hgind sex by the means of descriptive statistics a
proportions and cross-tabulations. All these messsare weighted to make them representative of
Italian university students of economics and diaisaged around 20 at the national level (see
Dalla-Zuanna et al. 2019). These procedures aréedpi the samples of 2000 and 2017 as a
whole, and also on two “extreme” groups of intewees — the most and the less religious — at
2017. To conclude this part, we measure for twaiQdar aspects (the proportion of students still
virgin at the 18 birthday and the opinion expressed on the betraji@h committed by a woman)
the effect of the change in religiosity between @@hd 2017, without taking into account the
possible influence of other covariates.

This first series of elaborations describes thefqumed change in religion and sex of
university students, but they are not sufficientdetermine if the changes in the relationship
between them are due to compositional effects bérotelevant individual characteristics and
experiences — collected in the questionnaire — ¢batd simultaneously influence both of them.
Consequently, we fit some logistic models on thergeé Sis-Selfy databases, modelling 35
different dichotomised sexual behaviors / opinionkgere the key explanatory variable is always
the combinationreligiosity at interviewx genderx year of interview that has eight possible
combinations: (1) Men 2000 not religious (refergn¢2) Men 2000 religious, (3) Men not religious
2017, (4) Men religious 2017, (5) Women not religio2000, (6) Women religious 2000, (7)
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Women not religious 2017, (8) Women religious 20Hére we also include a wide set of
covariates to take into account possible confounéitors

Religiosity is measured by the variable “ImportaméeReligion in your life”, contrasting
None/Little with Quite/Much; we also tested theiahles “Mass attendance at age 13” and “Mass
attendance at interview”, that resulted less strpreglictors, although in the same direction. We
compare the confidence interval (p=0.05) of odd#osa(OR) for religious and not religious
respondents of the same gender and interviewetersame year, verifying if the two intervals
overlap or not. These comparisons between ORs basevo confidence intervals give more
conservative results than those that would be obtiby modifying the baseline modality. In other
words, when the confidence intervals of two ORsndb overlap we are sure that the difference
between them would be statistically significanteither of the two modalities of the object of
comparison were set as a baseline. Comparing thdtseof these logistic models, we carry out a
sort of meta-analysis, going to see if — distinédy men and women — the statistical relationship
between religiosity and sexual behaviors / opiniomtseases, remains constant or decreases in a
statistically significant way between 2000 and 2017

3. Sex and religion of Italian students: a first aalysis comparing Sis 2000 and Selfy 2017
3.1. Sexual behavior and opinions concerning sex

Let us now focus on the main changes between 2686802817 in sexual behavior and opinions
concerning sex of Italian students (see the talilenfAppendix, columns 1-4), briefly summarizing
in five points the results of Sis-Selfy surveyseasively reported in Dalla-Zuanna et al. (2019).
First, the behaviors and opinions of young men istable relationship in 2017 tend to
approach those that in 2000 were typical of a larggority of young women. The first sexual
intercourse occurs more and more often with a sageegirl and within an emotional relationship.
Moreover, once in a couple, boys tend to betrag, lesnverging to the behaviour of girls. This
rejection of betrayal is also manifested in th@in@ns: among boys as among girls, sexual fidelity
is increasingly considered indispensable withimapde relationship. As already reported by Garelli
(2010, p. 289); th fact, it is now becoming common in Italy, foe #amergence of instances typical
of advanced modernity, a vision of affectivity asekuality that enhances the stability and
exclusivity of the couple, the importance of sexamgxpression of the quality of the relationship,
the centrality of the communication between thermas, the exchange of pleasure, the care of the
relationshipg.” This change is not specific of young ltalians, tasy follows patterns already
observed elsewhere, for example among Finnish aitgiByoung people (Kontula 2009, p. 70;
Mercer et al. 2013). Kontula titles the eighth dleaf his book From infidelity to the renaissance
of romanticism.”. These changes are a sign of the ever increadifigsion of the affective
meaning attributed to modern sexuality, and theeelfiave little to do with religion. However, these

® They are: age at interview, area of residencendutéens, population size of the municipality ofidence during
teens, parents’ education, father social classhenotvas working during teens, relationship witthéatand mother,
parents divorced before the respondent was 16tioeaim parents rules during teens, parents allotwedome back
home late on Saturdays nights during teens, bodssrimalex at interview, had at least three healtblems during
teens (eating disorders, insomnia, strong acnelgmh stuttering, serious hearing or vision proldemxcessive
sweating of the hands, enuresis, halitosis), $adisfith own physical appearance during teenspdipl score at junior
and senior high school, type of high school attenéell model estimated are not shown but are aluldlon request.

" There are numerous recent documents in which thgisterium of the Catholic Church exalts the impoce of
sexuality within the marital relationship. See &@mple the apostolic exhortatiéimoris Letitia(The Joy of Love)
written by Pope Francis in 2016 at the conclusibthe Synod of Bishops on the family, especiallypoints 150-152.
See also the references, contained therein, todteeheses on this theme developed by St. JohrdIPaul
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changes mark an approach of the common behaviovards the exclusivity of the couple
relationship, traditionally supported by Catholionality.

Second, when outside a couple, the young womeRQbf 2onverge to sexual behaviors and
opinions that, in 2000, were typical of most of ggumen. There is a net drop in girls expecting
other girls to remain virgin until marriage, ancekithacceptance of casual sex doubled. Moreover,
the average number of girls’ occasional partnecsemsed substantially. In other words, when
outside a couple relationship, even for young wonmeedonistic rather than affective sexual
behaviours and attitudes seem to be increasinglgspread. The negative side of this change is a
marked increase — among boys, but especially angotgy— in unprotected sex with occasional
partners, and in contracting a sexually transmitiedase.

However, even if today Venus and Mars are closan tat the beginning of the century
(Bertone 2010), we have not observed a completdegesonvergence among students. If the early
stages of sexual life (first petting, first relatship, first sexual intercourse) take place atnalar
age and in a similar way between genders, casuabssill more common among boys, who also
use pornography, masturbate, and talk about sdx téir friends more often than their female
peers. The differences between males and femalesnrs of opinions are profound too. Men are
more favourable to casual sex and affairs.

Third, non-heterosexual behaviour and opinions amdsexuality deserve a special
mention. The proportion of young people who had deexual experiences (or felt free to declare
them) increased over time, especially among dinl2017, homosexuality and bisexuality among
Italian university students seems to be more comampong girls. Also acceptance of same-sex
partnerships increased among boys and — againeeialip among girls. This pattern also mirrors
that observed in the UK and Finland during thet fitscade of the 21century (Mercer et al. 2013,

p. 1781; Kontula 2009, pp. 118-121). The pattertikisly to be connected with a new greater
sexual freedom for girls who are not in a couple¢es for them the change is more in behaviour
than in sexual identity.

Fourth, among males the presence of a double sthimdaexual attitudes is still much more
rooted. Although it was less marked in 2017 thaB0A0, there were still many male students who
approved or rejected certain sexual behavioursrmifitly if the protagonist is a boy or a girl.
Among female students, on the other hand, douldedstd was present in 2000, but almost
disappeared in 2017.

The last important result is a ‘closure’ of theriterial differences within Italy concerning
the age at first sexual intercourse for girls. 00@, in the two most southern regions (Calabria and
Sicily) female students’ first sexual intercoursek place three years later than that of their male
peers. In 2017, both Sicilian and Calabrian menwaochen had their first intercourse at the age of
17-18, a figure in line with the national averagis is another part of the ‘catching-up’ by the
south with the conjugal, sexual, reproductive atility behaviour already widespread in the north
of the country (and — before that — in the nortlicafope). This last result is a further confirmatio
of a diffusive process that is also present in&ay data.

3.2. Religion

Traditionally, young Italians were socialized tdig®mn through the imitation of parents’ behavior,
the attendance to catechism and Mass, the weekly bb catholic religion at school, the
participation to recreational activities organizbg the Church. Some, among young people
socialized in this way, developed attachment toGherch continuing to attend Mass when adult,

8 For a possible explanation of the higher diffusiihhomosexual experiences among girls than amayg, bsee
Kimmel (2004).
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and in some cases joining Catholic associationsesoming Catholic volunteers (as animators of
youth catechesis groups, heads of Catholic scospart groups, and so on), initiating in turn their
children to religious socialization. Rarely peoplghout a family religious socialization became
religious adults. The detachment from Catholicigrhich has many faces, has been advancing for
some time, and in recent years has become verjeaatszl: the proposals for religious socialization
are less intense and varied, as the “supply” oiéelacking or very weak, due also to the rapid
decrease of young priests and nuns (Dalla-ZuandaRaimzoni 2003; Diotallevi 2005; Bonarini
2013a, 2013b; Ufficio Centrale di Statistica dé€llaiesa 2019a, 2019b). Moreover, the generational
chain often do not start, due to the growing praporof non-religious parents. Finally, the
religious socialization — when it is present — moaeely results in adhering to the Church when
adult (Ruspini and Nesti 2019).

The rapidity of these processes during the firgtryeof the new century is evident when
comparing Sis with Selfy. The drop in attendanceshgious rites is impressive (Table 1): in 2017,
students who went to Mass at least once a montke Vess than 14% among men, 23% among
women, values more than halved compared to 200% (@@n, 51% women). Compared to what
happened in previous generations (see the quotatiBonarini 2013b in the introductory part), the
detachment from the attendance at the festive Mas#d be accelerated, abundantly exceeding one
percentage point for each annual cohort amongttitests born in 1980-1997. Also significant is
the increase in students who say that religioittie lor not at all important in their lives: in @0
they were a minority (40% among men, 25% among womdile in 2017 they are the majority
(66% among men and 55% among women).

Table 1. Mass attendance and importance of relignolife at interview. Column %.
Gender of the respondent

Man Woman
2000 2017 2000 2017
Mass attendance
Never 28.3 53.9 13.6 36.9
Sometimes during the year 35.7 32.3 35.0 40.0
Once a month 8.4 3.6 9.2 6.4
2-3 times a month 10.3 4.1 13.7 6.5
Once a week or more 17.3 6.1 28.5 10.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Religion importance

None 13.7 31.8 4.6 19.0
Low 25.9 345 19.9 33.6
Quite 42.0 25.4 47.1 35.0
Much 18.5 8.3 28.4 12.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Sis-Selfy data show several clues about changi®iprocess of religious socialization. We
match the young student’s attendance at Mass waifthais/her parents when he/she was that’age.
Table 2 highlights three aspects. First of all, nnenber of parents who — when the boy/girl was 13
— never went to Mass, or went only sometimes duttiegyear, significantly increased: they were
38% in 2000, 51% in 2017 (see last column). Segemull2017 it becomes very rare that a 13-year-
old child attends Mass if his/her parents never gloowing the exhaustion of a religious
socialization that in 2000 persisted even withbetgupport of the family of origin. Finally, in ZD1

® Considering attendance at Mass at age 13 is sibege because in Italy it is very rare that theg® no longer attend
Mass at age 13 then resume during adolescencexbomple, among those who claimed to attend Masdadyg at age
13, the proportion of students attending functiegularly at the time of the interview was 43.7%2000 and 26.8% in
2017. On the contrary, among those who declaredrmevgo to Mass at age 13, the proportion of sitglattending
regularly functions at the time of the interviewsna3% in 2000 and 0.7% in 2017.
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the frequency of transmission of Mass attendantedsn parents and offspring decreased: in 2000
when both parents went to Mass every Sunday, dhio4 did not attend with the same intensity at
13. In 2017 this proportion has risen to 28.0%.

Table 2. Mass attendance of parents and childreensdhild was 13-year-old

Children (Row%) Mass
Sometimes 2-3 Once a attendance of
Parents Never during the (r)nr;\?ha timesa weekor Total parents
year month  more (column %)
2000
Both never 38.5 19.5 6.3 16.1 19.6 100 10
One never, one irregularly 4.6 29.7 13.2 25.9 26.5100 28
Both irregularly 0.5 8.2 11.4 32.2 47.8 100 16
One regularly, one irregularly 3.5 10.3 11.8 24.4 0.05 100 26
Both regularly 1.1 2.5 2.8 10.2 83.4 100 20
Total 6.1 14.5 9.8 22.4 47.2 100 100
2017
Both never 68.8 14.7 5.1 5.2 6.1 100 19
One never, one irregularly 13.8 49.9 115 13.9 10.9100 32
Both irregularly 3.1 14.4 19.6 38.6 24.3 100 15
One regularly, one irregularly 7.8 19.7 16.2 289 7.32 100 21
Both regularly 1.7 4.9 3.8 17.6 72.0 100 13
Total 19.7 26.2 115 194 23.2 100 100

Another aspect of religious socialization is thetipgation in youth groups organized by
the Church during pre-adolescence and adolescdratge( 3)*° Participation in groups between
2000 and 2017 decreases, both for the three agseslaovered by the retrospective question (11-
13, 14-15, 16-18) and at interview, for men as waslifor women. However, this decrease is less
strong than that observed in the participationesigious rites or the importance of religion, also
because it was already small in 2000. For exanapiendance at groups at the time of the interview
decreases from 8 to 5% for men, 12 to 8% for women.

Finally, it is also worth noting that in 2017 theoportion of young people attending groups
is almost the same as those attending Mass evezl, wéhile in 2000 a significant part of those
who went to Mass regularly did not participate iy &cclesial group. These identical proportions
could be a consequence of a further “selectioningppeople attending festive mass in 2017 are
more involved in ecclesial life than those who wewmery week to mass in 2000. Moreover, these
selected students attending Mass and participabir@atholic groups may have “radicalized” their
position, fully embracing Catholic norms on sexlifal

Table 3. Attendance to religious groups at différ@ges (% of often or very often).
Gender of the respondent

Man Woman
2000 2017 2000 2017
11-13 26.3 23.6 37.1 27.7
14-15 17.5 15.3 28.1 20.6
16-18 12.7 9.8 18.9 14.0
At interview 7.6 5.3 12.0 7.8

9 In table 3 we exclude catechism as — in one wagnmther — it is attended between ages 6 and ltBidyarge
majority of Italian children and teenagers, givlattin 1995-2000 more than 90% of the Italian c¢lifdof catholic
parents were baptized, and that around 90% of theysézed children received the First Communion @odfirmation
(Bonarini 2013b, pp. 34-36).
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3.3. Comparing “extreme” groups

We begin the analysis of the relationship betwesdigion and sex studying the sexual behavior of
two “extreme” groups: th€apistsand theNo-God’sin 2017 (Table 4)Papists(126 men and 163
women) think that religion is very important in thdife, go to Mass every week and attend
religious groups often or very ofteNo-Gods (336 men and 173 women) believe the religion is no
at all important and have never gone to Mass, eeitthen 13 nor in the year preceding the
interview, and also their parents never went toMaisen they were 13.

Table 4. Contrasting Papists and No-God studen¢® (the text for definition). % who experienced sa®eual
behaviors, interviewed in 2017

Gender of the respondent

Man Woman
No-God Papist No-God Papist
All
Watching porn on web during the last year (at lsagtetimes) 93.1 73.6 26.8 16.1
Masturbation (at least sometimes) 93.5 76.5 54.8 519
Homosexual attraction (at least once in life) 8.8 14 30.2 6.8
Homosexual experience (at least once in life) 5.9 4 5 28.1 11.3
First sexual intercourse before thé"rthday 25.3 8.6 27.8 6.1
First sexual intercourse before thé"18rthday 54.6 31.6 61.4 37.0
Non virgin

Betrayed the partner (at least once) 26.3 16.2 19.2 6.2
Sex without loving a partner (at least once) 58.4 5.22 42.4 22.7
Had three sexual partners or more (in life) 61.2 532 57.3 16.8
Had only one sexual partner (in life) 25.5 57.4 823. 63.5
The women proposed to have the first sex (at $iex) 155 15.1 8.0 3.2
Occasional partner (at first sex) 41.9 115 24.1 4 4.

The strong differences between these two clustersnathe expected direction. Only two
variables show reduced differences for men: maatimb and women proposing to have the first
sexual intercourse. These data show that also 17 28e sexual behavior of Catholic students
actively engaged in ecclesial groups was diffefemtn that of non-religious students. We can
therefore verify to what extent the rapid detachivadrthe Church between ltalian students in the
2000-2017 influenced the change in sexual behdsew Table 5).

In 2017, 50.1% of male students and 49.9% of feraaldents were no longer virgin at their
18" birthday, with a significant increase compare@®00 (35.8% men, 33.1% women). If in 2017
the distribution of students by importance of relighad remained identical to that recorded in
2000, this change would have been less rapid for #é.3%) but especially for women (44.7%).
Table 5 also shows that the changes have been drasc among religious youth, and thus here
the discriminating force of religion lose strengdihowing at least a partial sunset of Catholic
sexuality. In the second part of Table 5 (opinionfemale betrayal), the increase in disapproval is
slowed by the detachment from the Church, becaeseeligious youth — in 2000 as in 2017 — rate
negatively this behavior, and the variation is #8amamong those more or less religious. Thus, in
this case the change towards the “post-modern roenaouple” is slowed down — and not
accelerated — by the progressive detachment ofgytiahans from the Catholic religion.

Table 5 examines the changes between 2000 and ROXFe relationship between
importance of religion and two variables relatedséx (virginity at 18 years; personal opinion on
“escapade”). In the next section we make this amalgnore extensive and systematic, keeping a

large number of relevant covariates under contndl @onsidering a wide range of sexual opinions
and behaviours.
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Table 5. Measuring the effect of declining impoc&wof religion on early sex and opinion on femadérdyal
Religion importance

None Low Quite Much  Total
First sexual intercourse before thé"I8rthday (%)
Men
2000 49.8 39.1 334 26.3 35.8
2017 54.2 52.0 45,5 39.9 50.1
2017 (Applying the distribution of “Importance aligion” in 2000) 47.3
Women
2000 41.5 41.9 34.6 22.7 33.1
2017 59.0 56.0 43.2 37.1 49.9

2017 (Applying the distribution of “Importance afligion” in 2000) 44.7
A young women has an “escapade” in a couple relstiip (% agree)

Men
2000 25.7 10.5 111 10.7 13.0
2017 10.6 9.5 10.2 6.9 9.9
2017 (Applying the distribution of “Importance afligion” in 2000) 9.5
Women
2000 10.6 6.6 35 2.5 41
2017 6.3 3.9 3.1 1.4 3.8

2017 (Applying the distribution of “Importance afligion” in 2000) 2.9

4. Logistic models

To clarify the mechanism we use for measuring paenee and change in the relationship between
sex and religion, we show detailed results fordémedevant opinions and three behaviors related to
these opinions (Table 6).

The effect of religion on the opinion concerninggimity until marriage loses strength
between 2000 and 2017. In 2017 the confidenceval®rfor the hazard of agreeing with the
statement “a young men/women should stays virgiil orarriage” become overlapping between
religious and not religious respondents both fonraad women. For the hazard of respondents
experiencing of sexual intercourse before age M confidence intervals become overlapping for
men, but not for women, for whom religiosity renmanelevant in postponing first intercourse also
in 2017.

The second aspect we consider is betrayal: heteadhisthe influence of religiosity is
minimal, as the confidence intervals for the odtos always overlap both for opinion and
behavior, with the exception of males opinion i®Q0

Finally, religion keeps its relevance in influerginespondents’ opinion on homosexual
experiences: confidence intervals never overlapvéder, the influence of religiosity is null for
respondents’ homosexual experiences, as confidetergals always overlap.

Extending our analysis to the full set of opinicarsd sexual behaviours, we compare the
confidence intervals for the hazard ratios of aigug&vith a certain opinion or having had a certain
behaviour for religious and not religious intervemsg of the same gender, interviewed in 2000 or
2017 (Table Al in Appendix, columns 5-8). When the intervals overlap, at least in part, we
write NO, showing the lack of connection betwedigien and sex, whereas if the two intervals are
separated we write YES, showing a statisticallyidicant link. Thus, the couple YES/NO means a
decreasing influence of religion over opinion/bebar, the couple NO/YES means an increasing
influence, the couples YES/YES means a permandience, and the couple NO/NO means a
stability in the absence of influence.
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Table 6. Odd ratio and 95% confidence intervalsafaespondents to agree to the following behavigrgender and
year of interview. In bold the OR confidence inede/when religious and non religious people doavetrlap

0, 0,
Gender of Year Religiosity Odd ratio 95% Cl| Odd ratio 95% Cl|
respondent Lower Upper Lower Upper

Opinions (I agree that...)

A young men remains virgin until A young women remains virgin until

marriage marriage
2000 Not rgl!gious 1.000 - - 1.000 - -
Men Rellg!o_us 2.013*** 1.556 2.605 1.918*** 1.523 2.417
2017 Not rgl!glous 0.957 0.735 1.246 0.798* 0.630 1.011
Religious 1.577%* 1.200 2.071 1.344** 1.002 1.720
2000 Not r_eli_gious 1.868*** 1.409 2.478 1.218 0.939 158
Women Rellg!o_us 4.674%** 3.670 5.952 3.438*** 2.765 4.275
2017 Not r_ell_glous 2.022%* 1.557 2.626 1.314** 1.036 667
Religious 2.716*** 2.093 3.525 2.075%** 1.638 2.629
A young men in a couple has an A young women in a couple has an
escapade escapade
2000 Not r_eli_gious 1.000 - - 1.000 - -
Men Rellg!o_us 0.783** 0.622 0.986 0.687** 0.504 0.937
2017 Not r_ell_glous 0.505%*** 0.393 0.649 0.555*** 0.401 ®7
Religious 0.470*** 0.357 0.619 0.433*** 0.299 0.629
2000 Not r_eli_gious 0.093*** 0.059 0.149 0.359*** 0.236 .16
Women Rellg!o_us 0.039*** 0.025 0.062 0.197*** 0.135 0.287
2017 Not rgl!glous 0.079%** 0.053 0.117 0.236*** 0.158 352
Religious 0.042*** 0.025 0.070 0.127*** 0.078 0.207
A young men has homosexual A young women has homosexual
intercourse intercourse
2000 Not rgl!gious 1.000 - - 1.000 - -
Men Rellg!o_us 0.517*** 0.394 0.679 0.479%+* 0.382 0.600
2017 Not rgl!glous 3.112%** 2.480 3.905 2.684*** 2.179 X6
Religious 1.442%* 1.123 1.852 1.386*** 1.108 1.733
2000 Not rgl!gious 2.544*** 1.974 3.277 1.068 0.843 1235
Women Rellg!o_us 1.142 0.909 1.435 0.473%* 0.384 0.583
2017 Not r_ell_glous 13.309*** 10.389 17.048 4.680*** 3.93 5.858
Religious 5.142%* 4.048 6.532 2.052*** 1.649 2.554
Behaviors (Respondent had...)
Sexual intercourse before age 18 Betrayed higplwtner
2000 Not r_eli_gious 1.000 - - 1.000 - -
Men Rellg_lo_us 0.699*** 0.567 0.861 0.945 0.719 1.242
2017 Not religious 1.628** 1.333 1.989 0.878 0.676 1913
Religious 1.263** 1.017 1.567 0.833 0.625 1.111
2000 Not r_eli_gious 1.163 0.922 1.466 0.475%** 0.339 0766
Women Rellg_lo_us 0.651*** 0.533 0.794 0.365*** 0.271 0.492
2017 Not r_el|_g|ous 2.282%* 1.848 2.817 0.559*** 0.418 .16
Religious 1.441%* 1.166 1.782 0.321*** 0.232 0.444
Homosexual experiences at least once
2000 Not r_eli_gious 1.000 - -
Men Rellg!ops 0.975 0.646 1.471
2017 Not religious 1.160 0.794 1.695
Religious 1.464*** 0.968 2.212
2000 Not rgli_gious 0.944 0.606 1.470
Women Rehgpps 0.564*** 0.372 0.854
2017 Not rgh_g|ous 3.662*** 2.544 5.270
Religious 1.992%** 1.352 2.935

Note: The reference category is being male, ingsved in year 2000, not religious. For the list ofittol variables see
note 6. Significance levels: *** 1%; ** 5%; * 10%n bold confidence intervals of Religious that dut nverlap the
confidence intervals of Not Religious.

The results of this sort of meta-analysis is sunedrin Table 7. The influence of religion
on sex was already contained in 2000, as in 32 made of 61 the NO/NO pair prevails. However,
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it is further reduced in 2017, as in 15 modelspghe YES/NO prevails. Only in one case (women

having the first not complete sexual experiencetgel6) the influence of religion is more intense
in 2017 than in 2000. Finally, only in 13 out of &iodels the influence of religion on sex is

statistically significant both in 2000 and in 20Q0Verall, the association between religion and sex
is stronger for women than for men.

Table 7. Overlapping confidence intervals betwesdigious and non religious respondents. Summaryadifie Al, in
Appendix, columns 5-8.

2000 YES NO NO YES Total
2017 NO YES NO YES

Men 11 0 16 4 31
Women 4 1 16 9 30
Total 15 1 32 13 61

For the opinions of young people on sex a cleardtemerges: religion loses influence with
time. At the same time, religion does not influeaog opinion in a stronger way in 2017 compared
to 2000. Religion influences in a significant waylytwo opinions both in 2000 and 2017 for both
men and women: religious people do not approve Isemml experiences and casual sex.
Conversely, differences in agreeing to remain wirgp either to adulthood or marriage lose
importance. This also happens for early sexuatantgse but only for men, whereas women giving
importance to religion in 2017 still have a loweazhrd of approving early intercourse. Finally,
religion does not influence at all the approvalpaftner betrayal, that is viewed negatively by all
groups of respondents.

When comparing young students behaviours, thetseatd even more evident. Among the
young men of 2017, there is no statistically sigaifit difference between religious and non-
religious students: the differences of 2000 disapge in 2017. On the other hand, religion
influences young women in 2017: religious and etigious women differ for masturbation, having
first sexual experiences before 16 and first semitalcourse before 18, having had three or more
sexual partners at interview, having sexual interse without loving the partner. However, even
for young women the religion has partially lostatsility to influence sexual behaviour: in 2017 —
unlike what happened in 2000 — there were no sagmif differences between religious and non-
religious women for having had only one sexual nrtin life and having had first sexual
intercourse before 16.

We conclude with two further examples, that arefulge better clarify the importance of
our results about the weakening relationship betwekgion and sex. Religious respondents, both
male and female, always have lower hazards for srgakarijuana and for getting drunk, and this
difference is not narrower in 2017 than in 2000tgdavailable on request). This means that some
behaviors, in this case transgressive behavioesst@t strongly related to the different profile
religiosity, whereas this is less true in 2017 threB000 concerning sex.

5. Conclusions

In the period 2000-2017, among lItalian studenttheir twenties, the link between religiosity and
sexuality weakened, in the sense that sexual behawnd opinions on sex of religious and non-
religious students are more similar in 2017 thar2@0. This is especially true among men, but
also for women the relationship between sex aridioael had become weaker. From another point
of view, in many aspects of sexuality the gap betweeligious and non-religious students
narrowed during 2000-17, because the detachmemt @€atholic morality has been most intense
among religious students. Therefore, the rapid drophe adhesion to catholic faith does not
correspond to a greater adherence to sexual momaitposed by the Church among the few
remaining faithful. Consequently, our analyses ssgdhat in this first part of the 2Xentury,
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among lItalian university student, an important stegs taken towards “the end of Catholic
sexuality”.

These processes — together with the consideralleease in students who declare
themselves non-religious — has accelerated theisiih of sexual attitudes far from Catholic
morality. However, in our opinion, it would be sufpgal to conclude that, in the Italian context,
the Catholic way of sexuality have lost all of thelevance.

First, at least for some behaviors and opinions,difference between people more or less
close to catholic religion is still relevant amoltglians, especially among women. Young women
adhering to catholic faith are less oriented towanddonistic sexuality, especially outside stable
couple relationships.

Second, the sexual behavior of “extreme” groupsp@adents who declare themselves non-
religious and have not had a religious socializatrersus those who go to mass regularly, had a
religious socialization and attend religious grouizsvery different. The first ones are strongly
oriented towards a hedonistic type of sexualitygpeeially if single — the latter towards a sexyalit
more connected with affectivity, especially if in c@uple. Again, these differences are more
pronounced among women, but they are also evideahg men.

Third, young people closer to religion declare thelves satisfied with their sexual life to
the same extent of those less religiGuhis result could indicate that among the mosgiwis
young people, the adherence to a sexuality leented in hedonistic way is not experienced as a
limit, but contributes to the construction of a sulbture that is still vital. This idea is reinfortéy
some data on couple homogamy drawn from the afareamed 2006 National Sexuality Survey
(Barbagli et al. 2010). Among the cohorts born @372-88, attendance at religious rites diminished
rapidly. Consequently, we should expect that atsgples’ homogamy in respect to the frequency
of mass would decreases over time, because fothdufaif there were no homogamy with respect
to religion, the probability of having a non-faithfpartner would increase cohort after cohort. This
does not happen, meaning a growing tendency fohdlies to look for a partner within their
religious circle*?

Finally, as we pointed out in the introductory maegph, some sexual behaviors that are
becoming widespread — in particular the growingeagrent with the sexual exclusivity in a stable
couple — are objectively close to the model of séxethics proposed by the Catholic Church. This
indicates a progressive prevalence of the affectieaning of sexuality of couples, which however
does not exclude a hedonistic component, but lithigthin the couple. This does not mean that
young lItalians — when orienting their sexualityaasouple — are influenced by the teaching of the
Pope, or more generally by the doctrine of the €huHowever, it is interesting to observe a partial
convergence between tWideltanschauungsf sexuality — the one proposed by the CatholiarCim
and the post-modern one — which are usually coresiidgbsolutely irreconcilable.

1 Regardless of religiosity, what seems to count tnfos sexual satisfaction at interview is to be dncouple
relationship (data available on request).

2 |n the sample of the 2006 National Sexuality Syrtke proportion of respondents attending masslaely is: 44%
(1937-46 cohort), 35% (1947-56), 32% (1957-66), A1U67-76), 17% (1977-88). In the same cohortsptioportion
of respondents attending mass regularly who angwieave had their most important couple relatiomstith a partner
that also attends mass regularly does not varnyifigntly over time, being 65% (1937-46 cohort),9%6{1947-56),
61% (1957-66), 55% (1967-76), 60% (1977-88). Fangarison, we look at a variable that has a sintitae trend.
The proportion of low educated (8 years of schadess) is: 82% (1937-46 cohort), 73% (1947-56%658.957-66),
46% (1967-76), 38% (1977-88). In the same cohthrsproportion of low educated who answer to haag their most
important couple relationship with a partner thoas low educated decreases strongly over tirdéb §1937-46
cohort), 78% (1947-56), 67% (1957-66), 55% (196Y-A6% (1977-88). For a more detailed analysis than US
context — on the subject of homogamy accordingligion, see Braithwaite et al. (2015).
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Appendix

Table Al. Sexual opinions and behaviors (%); sigaifce at 5% level of the statistical relationshiph religiosity

(logistic models). Gender and year.

%

Significant statistical

connection with religiosity

Men Woman Men Woman

2000 2017 2000 2017 2000 2017 2000 2017
Opinions (I agree with....)
A young men has a very early intercourse 50.2 5213.7 21.3 Yes No Yes Yes
A young women has a very early intercourse 28.8 42785 136 Yes No Yes Yes
A young men has an “escapade” in a couple relatipns 260 179 24 29 Yes No No No
A young women has an “escapade” in a couple relslip 13.0 99 41 38 No No No No
Casual sex for a young men without a stable partner 67.4 715 218 243 Yes Yes Yes Yes
Casual sex for a young women without a stable partn 46.1 53.3 16.1 305 Yes Yes Yes Yes
A young men remain virgin at an advanced aged 3538.1 519 483 Yes No No No
A young women remain virgin at an advanced aged 64344.8 59.0 542 Yes No No No
A young men remain virgin until marriage 265 21.370 354 Yes No Yes No
A young women remain virgin until marriage 36.0 ?»5.529 385 Yes No Yes No
A young men has homosexual intercourse 19.0 4241 2895 Yes Yes Yes Yes
A young women has homosexual intercourse 315 52B0 66.7 Yes Yes Yes Yes
Behaviors (all respondents)
Talking about sex with friends (Often or very often 67.1 67.0 483 46.3 No No No No
Masturbating (at least sometimes) na. 87.7 n.a..634- No - Yes
Homosexual experiences at least once in life 642 743 149 No No No No
Homosexual attraction at least once in life na. 7 5.na. 104 - No - No
Homosexual or bisexual orientation na. 30 na7 3. - No - No
Visiting porno web sites (Often or very often) 10895 04 28 Yes No No No
Exchanging sexual material by mobile (Often or veftgn) na. 184 na. 3.2 - No - No
Feeling to be at risk for HIV (Yes) 321 378 242343 Yes No No No
Had a sexual transmitted disease (At least once) 2 470 6.3 116 No No No No
Had first sexual intercourse before thd trthday 358 50.1 331 499 Yes No Yes Yes
Had first sexual intercourse before™iirthday 125 186 9.1 189 No No Yes No
Had first not complete sexual experiences befofe 16 ves No No Yves
birthday 52,5 53.2 421 46.3
Had first steady couple relationship befor&' b&thday 448 475 516 526 No No No No
Behaviors (Respondents who had sexual intercourse)
Condom, pill or IUD at first intercourse 746 79.95.2 785 No No No No
Casual partner at first intercourse 35,5 294 9.11.81 No No No No
Female partner proposed to have intercourse 178.7 198 6.6 No No No No
Having had only one sexual partner in life 38.7 23258.2 423 No No Yes No
Having had at least three sexual partner in life .73037.3 129 238 No No Yes Yes
Paid to have intercourse 82 116 03 04 No No n.a. n.a.
Sex once a month or less (during the last threetimpn 43.8 448 294 309 No No No No
Sex 2-3 times a week or more (during the last thmeaths) 276 259 30.7 340 No No No No
Had sexual intercourse without loving partner éaist once) 47.4 52.7 149 276 No No Yes Yes
Betrayed the partner (at least once) 272 22.7 1227 No No No No

n.a.: not available
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