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A faithful country?

Lesbianism and polyamory in Italy

Polyamory has been theorised and experimented first as an heterosexual practice in the anarchist movement, following Fourier and the others that did not restrict the concept of “free love” only to the refusal of marriage, but refused the concept of couple, too. Nevertheless the practice seems easier in same-sex relationships and in relationships between bisexuals: two people in these relationships can be attracted by the same person (even if this doesn’t occur in every case of polyamory, defined as a constellation where at least one person has two relationship, openly, at the same time).

In this paper I will discuss polyamory among lesbians in Italy, as an ideal and as a practice. The paper is divided in three parts: the first is a contextualization of the theme in contemporary Italy, describing the general orientation about homosexuality and sketching the current political debate, very much centred on recognition of same-sex couples; in the second part the qualitative material from 7 interviews with lesbians about multiple relationships among women is presented; in the third part polyamory as an ideal is analysed with the help from data from three quantitative surveys carried out in recent years (1995-2001) among lesbians and gays, especially a national survey of lesbians carried out by the lesbian group Gruppo soggettività lesbica based in Milan.

A country torn between social progress and political regress

The Italian paradox is that society evolves in the same direction, although more slowly, of the other developed countries –  secularization of social life, increase in the number of consensual unions, children born out of wedlock, civil marriages, divorce, growth of social acceptance of same-sex relationships – while politicians, not only on the right side but also in the centre, try to drag it backwords, speaking of things that are very much present in society, like homosexual unions, children born or growing up with homosexual parents, new technologies to help procreation, as something they would be able to stop by decree
. 

Therefore I would speak now of Italy as a “divided country”, between a secularized society and a political class that looks to the Vatican and to the neocons in power in the U.S. to be legitimized, and does not listen to the voices of its citizens
. Let us therefore start with some indicators of the secularization of Italian society.

	
	Italy
	E. U. (15 countries) 
	Year and source 

	Rate of heterosexual consensual unions to married couples
	2% (3,6%)
	9%
	Eurostat 1998
 (Istat 2003)

	Same rate among young people between 16 and 29
	11%
	33%
	Eurostat 1998

	Rate of children born out of wedlock
	10,8%
	30,6%
	Eurostat 2002

	Rate of divorce per 1000 inhabitants
	0,7
	1,9
	Eurostat 1998


Table 1: Some social indicators of a “modernized” Italian society
The rate of civil marriages to church marriages is 28,1% (Istat 2002); a recent European mean is difficult to calculate because in Central Europe civil marriage is the only recognized form (it was introduced by the French revolutionaries), while in Northern Europe (Britain, Ireland, Scandinavian countries) and in Southern Europe (Italy, Portugal, Spain, Greece – where the orthodox marriage was the only form until 1982) church marriages are recognized by the state. Religious marriage is nevertheless declining in all the 15 countries belonging to the European Union before May 2004. Data from 1990 show that in France only a little more than 50% of the marriages were performed also in church, about 55% in Austria, 59% in Belgium, less than 60% in either Protestant or Catholic church in West Germany and less than 20% in the Netherlands; in Britain religious marriages were about 65% in Ireland 96.5%, while in Southern Europe Portugal had 72% church marriages, Spain 80% and Greece 90% (Dittgen 1997).

All the rates presented in the table have growing trends, and they are more pronounced in the big cities and in the North of Italy: in Milan and Bologna civil marriages surpass religious marriages since 2002. 

Seventy-nine percent of Italians declare to be members of the Catholic church; on paper it is a very high percentage, but only one third of the population declares to go to church at least once a week,  while 24% never or almost never goes. Half of the self-declared Catholics affirm that it does not exist just one true religion (Pisati 2004)
. 

A survey among 4500 Italians aged 18-74, commissioned by the Catholic University in Milan (Cesareo 1995)
, reveals that even among Catholics, the creed is very much tailored to personal convinctions.

	
	Mean
	Female
	Male

	I believe in Christ and in the teaching of the Catholic church
	53,5
	59,8
	47,1

	I believe in Christ but only partly in the teaching of the Catholic church
	30,5
	28,5
	32,6

	I believe either in God or a superior being, but do not belong to any religion
	6,4
	5,3
	7,6

	I believe there is no God or superior being
	2,8
	1,5
	4,2

	I am searching
	2,7
	2,1
	3,3

	I believe, but not in Catholicism
	2,2
	1,8
	2,7

	I never thought about it, I don’t care, I don’t know
	1,8
	1
	2,6


Table 2: Answers to the question: “Do you consider yourself a believer?” (Source: Cesareo 1995, 318).

The sample responding not to believe, or to believe little, in the immortality of the soul was a good 33,8%, in resurrection 46,2%, in Hell 47,8%, in Paradise 25,8%, and those believing that the Catholic church is an organization wanted and assisted by God are 35,3% of the whole population.

	
	Degree of

condemn  (%)
	Mean
	Female
	Male

	To divorce
	None or little
	63
	62,6
	63,3

	
	Fairly
	16,9
	16,5
	17,4

	
	Much
	20,1
	20,9
	19,3

	To have homosexual experiences
	None or little
	38,2
	40,8
	35,6

	
	Fairly
	14,8
	13,9
	15,8

	
	Much
	46,9
	45,3
	48,6

	To have sexual relationships without being married
	None or little
	69
	66
	72,1

	
	Fairly
	14,6
	13,7
	15,6

	
	Much
	16,3
	20,3
	12,3

	To live together without being married
	None or little
	64,5
	62,6
	66,5

	
	Fairly
	14,5
	13,6
	15,3

	
	Much
	21
	23,8
	18,1


Table 3: Answers to the question: “We will present you a series of behaviours that some people consider morally unacceptable. How much do you condemn them?” (Source: Cesareo 1995, 314-316) 
.

In sum, more than 60% of Italians does not condemn or condemns little (the tables presented in tehe book do not distinguish between the two things) aspects of heterosexual relationships that are more and more strongly condemned by the Church
, while homosexual behaviour remains more strongly condemned.

Since the Eighties the homosexual movement has asked, among other things, for the official recognition of same-sex relationships. Arci Gay, founded in 1981, started to talk about “civil unions” for same-sex partners, and in 1988 a socialist MP, Alma Cappiello, presented the first bill in parliament. Now there are three types of bills presented in the XIV legislature: 

· marriage under a different name (MP’s from many parties of the left and centre-left)
;

· Pacs, i.e. “civil pact of solidarity” for two cohabiting people, like the one approved in France (also by MP’s of the left and centre-left);

· private contracts with no influence on family law (MP from Forza Italia). 

A fourth position says that things should stay as they are.

Since 2006 is the scheduled time for renewing of both Chambers, we are currently witnessing an awkward pre-electoral debate in the centre-leftist coalition about whether to put in the electoral program the recognition of same-sex partnerships (Rossi Barilli 2005). Catholic oriented politicians belonging to the centre-left, like Rutelli (Margherita party) are proposing the third solution: just a private “solidarity contract” with no change in public law and therefore no relevance in the public sphere. Prodi, former president of the Commission of the E. U. and probable leader of the centre-leftist coalition, has given his approval to the Pacs. Cardinal Ruini, president of the Italian bishops’ conference, has intervened in the debate, even declaring the Pacs to be uncostitutional
. This interference has been mainly accepted by politicians, who condemned the group of 40 students and young people who contested Ruini while receiving the prize “Liberal Siena 2005” by the Liberal Foundation (in spite of its name a right wing institute). The group was carrying banners with slogans like “Free love in a free state” and “We are all homosexuals”, and interrupted the ceremony for about a quarter of an hour
. Some days later Piero Fassino, the head of the Leftist Democrats (DS), publicly declared that he is a believer (adding that he considers it a private matter...)
 and Fausto Bertinotti, head of Communist Refoundation (RC) participated in a conference on Christ and the religion, and hit the press, with an interview titled: “I am continously in in search of God”
.

Italians in these decades have instead been showing a growing favour for recognition of same sex couples, thanks to the growing visibility of gay and lesbian people at all levels: in the daily life as much as on the media, and to the establishment of national associations like Arci Gay, Arci Lesbica, Agedo (for parents of homosexuals), and recently, this year, Famiglie Arcobaleno for homosexuals with children, together with a network of more radical local circles like Circolo Mario Mieli in Rome, Circolo Maurice in Turin, Azione gay e lesbica in Florence (who expresses a position in favour of individual rights in order not to exclude people who are not in a couple but have other kind of affections). But in recent times, last July, now that the theme of the public debate has been moved from Pacs to homosexual marriage approved in Spain, a curious inversion in the positive trend has occurred. Polls have ceased to ask about Pacs, or rather “civil unions” (the theme of the Nineties) and the popular favour that was gained for the recognition of heterosexual and homosexual cohabiting couple alike seems superseded by an opposition to gay  marriage.

	Percent in favour
	Italy
	E. U. (15 countries) mean
	Year and source 

	Marriage for persons of the same sex
	47%
	57%
	Gallup 1993

	Adoption for same-sex partners
	25%
	42%
	Gallup 1993

	Resolution of E. U. Parliament asking for marriage or an analogous form for persons of the same sex
	37% 
	Now legal in all countries except Greece (and Italy)
	Doxa 1994

	Adoption for same-sex partners (women)
	37%
	Legal in the Netherlands and Spain (parental responsibility in other countries)
	Doxa 1994

	Adoption for same-sex partners (men)
	23%
	
	Doxa 1994

	Civil marriage for same-sex partners
	51,6%
	Legal in the Netherlands, Belgium, Spain 
	Eurispes 2003 (June)

	Adoption for same-sex partners
	36,6%
	
	Eurispes 2003

	Homosexual marriage (total)
	31,6% (61% contrary)
	
	Demos-Eurisko 2004 (November)

	Homosexual marriage (18/24 years)
	40,2%
	
	Demos-Eurisko 2004 

	Homosexual marriage (55/64)
	17%
	
	Demos-Eurisko 2004 

	Adoption for same-sex partners
	21,2%
	
	Demos-Eurisko 2004 

	Marriage for persons of the same sex
	37%
	
	Ipsos 2005 (July)

	Adoption for same-sex partners
	26%
	
	Ipsos 2005 

	Registered unions for heterosexual partners
	64%
	
	Eurisko 2005 (September)

	Registered unions for same-sex partners
	31%
	
	Eurisko 2005

	Marriage for same-sex partners
	29%
	
	Eurisko 2005


Table 4: Polls on recognition of homosexual partnerships

The Gallup poll about gay marriage and adoption by homosexuals in 2003 was surprising, given that the question of gay marriage was not on the political floor at that time not only in Italy, but anywhere in Europe: only in the Netherlands homosexual activists and politicians were working in this direction; the response were opinions formed in relation to the heated debate in the United States. In the Gallup survey women, as usual, declared to be more in favour of homosexual rights, and so did the more educated, the leftists and the young. This positive result was replicated, among the others, by a poll of 2000 Italians by the institute Eurispes in 2003, when the percent in favour of marriage and adoption had grown to an absolute majority (even if the detach was only of 3,2%), confirming the trend of growing acceptance among the young traced by the surveys of the Iard institute.

The Iard study of the young has gathered data from 1983 to 2000 in five waves (Iard 2002). The young (15-24 years old) keep on showing a high acceptance of homosexual relations: 47,3% thinks it is admissible to have homosexual experiences. The highest point was in 1996 with about 49,5%. A good 82,9% of the sample in 2000 perceived homosexuality as criticized by society. The trend is declining. Nevertheless it is something the young usually do not project on themselves: 9.5% only think that an homosexual experience could happen to themselves. The trend is now positive after some years of decline: in 1992 it touched the lowest point (4,4%) while the maximum point was in 1983 with 10,8% responding positively.

These findings are consistent with the following qualitative interviews, showing a much more “liberated” social environment among young people at the beginning of the ‘80es than later on. The fall in the positive opinion about homosexuality is very likely connected with the Aids crisis, now perceived (rightly or wrongly) as less of a threat.

The percent of young people declaring a Catholic faith is the same as in the general population: 80%, while 16% declares not to be a believer
. For 20% religion does not have importance, or has little. Only 41% go to Mess at least once a month (close to the 42,8% of the whole population), and 27,4% goes 2 or 3 times a month. 

The young Catholics approve of having sexual relationships without being married: 77,2%, against 94,2% of non Catholics. The difference among the two groups regarding acceptance of same-sex relations is 38,4% to 68,8%, of divorce 63,4% to 88,8%, to have a relationship with a married person 32,6% to 63%, to have an abortion 32,5% to 74,2%, to authorize death of a member of the family seriously ill without hope for recovery: 35,4% to 69%, to use artificial techniques to have children 84,7% to 90,3% (Iard 2002). The difference is biggest for abortion and very low for A.I.

Also in the Demos-Eurisko poll (November 2004) differences in opinions are explained mostly in terms of religiosity
. This poll reveals a marked fall in approval of gay marriage. It has been taken after Zapatero’s victory with a program that included the opening of marriage to homosexual couples, and the results do not confirm the previous polls that had about 50% of approval. The percentage in favour of gay marriage remains though a consistent minority of 31,6%, growing to 37% in July 2005, when this part of Zapatero’s program was definitively approved in parliament.

The most recent survey, just before the pronouncement of “anticostitutionality” by cardinal Ruini (but in the middle of a raging debate, when the Pacs was equated by Ruini again with “little marriage” in a speech to the Italian bishops
 showed a reversal of the trend of approval even for Pacs: while consensus for heterosexual Pacs was large, only a minority would extend these rights to same sex couples. This minority, 31%, is not much different from the minority accepting homosexual marriage: 29%. The sociologists commented: “Pacs and marriage, in this case, look (in the eye of the public opinion) as perspectives that nearly overlap, refused by two interviewee out of three. (…) The low level of information on the theme seems clearly to matter, and brings many interviewees to confuse the extension of the Pacs to homosexuals with the institution of gay marriage in Italy” (Biorcio and Bordignon 2005). And on this confusion, the authors conclude, opposers of the Pacs are thriving: not casually in the same week of the survey
 they repeatedly equated Prodi’s position with Zapatero’s. 

The features of the group that are more favourable to recognition of the (heterosexual) Pacs are the same as of the supporters of gay marriage: 80% among people with a degree, 73% among voters for centre-left (87% among Communist Refoundation’s voters), but even 55% among right-wing voters and a majority of 51% among practising Catholics, i. e. people who go to church nearly every week.

The interpretation of these data is difficult: it could undermine my description of a divided country, showing that in fact Italians are becoming more and more obedient to church’s indications, or it could show the reverse influence of a very backward public debate (on papers and especially on tv, that is dominated by the right wing) on the public opinion, who now could feel intimidated by the violence of the opposition to Pacs and gay marriage. Time will tell: a single poll rejecting Pacs can simply be expression of an unlikely sample (in statistical terms) or of a peculiar week.

“I am too curious of this world to be faithful”

Lesbian activists have generally been less enthusiastic about Pacs and more oriented towards either a more radical form of recognition of the couple, i. e. marriage itself
, or towards the abolition of privileges for couples and the recognition of rights for singles: for example the possibility of choosing a friend as one‘s closest person for assistance in prison or in hospital, having the same possibility as married public employees people of changing workplace, or the possibility to leave possessions to any people of choice, with the same taxation as the members of the family
. The alternatives were clear already in 1981, when the second national lesbian convention, called “From desire to desire”, was held in the city of Impruneta:

“1) [we can] choose to search for lesbian utopia, meaning the refusal of every dealing with the patriarchal system, a total revolution in values and non-values of contemporary society without negotiation

2) or to demand equality of rights as persons, extending norms regulating heterosexuality to lesbians, too, asking for the possibility of creating social groups with rights comparable with those of the family founded on marriage between people of different sex (...)

3) or impose rights specific for our condition. We talk about a CHARTA OF THE RIGHTS OF THE LESBIAN WOMAN” (Vivere lesbica 1982, 8-9).

The points of this Charta, that was much talked about in the media at that and at later time, were: the transmission of the maternal surname to children (if the mother wants it), the assignment of council houses also to women not married nor living together with a man, the possibility of obtaining allowances and health assistance if the lesbian has dependents, the survivors’ pension (note that it was not specified that the partner should be the beneficiary), the possibility of leaving one’s possessions to anybody of choice, except for the legal quota for first degree relatives but only if they are in need. Then: lesbianism should not be a cause of assignment of guilt in cases of divorce and child custody, nor of discrimination in the workplace, nor of offence to common decency.

The fact that this list was thought of as special rights for lesbians reflects the disinterestness of the lesbian movement of that time in the “neutral” idea of law (i. e. same rights to every citizen, non discrimination, non distinction between the sexes), which in turn was a reflection of feminist separatist ideas - and of the disinterestness in connecting with the gay movement.

Those times were different, interviewees who were young at the beginning of the Eighties recall: in the long wave of  ’68, the idea of couple was still in discussion. Two of my interviewees recall that not to form couples was taken as granted among “hippies with a culture” in different parts of Italy. The interviewees had sexual relationships with friends (male and female, but predominantly female) as a part, a special part, of their friendship.

Jealousy was often a problem: “If she slept with other girlfriends, too, it meant that the ‘special’ relationship with one of my friends was not special anymore”; “To jump from one bed to another was a sort of obligation to prove friendship. It never crossed anybody’s mind to demand an exclusive relationship, so the conflict [jealousy] was transformed into other conflicts”. The latter interviewee was nevertheless in a known couple relationship with another woman. She says that there was a sort of challenge between them: “If she had another encounter I had to have one too”. 

The assessment of the experience of multiple sexual relationships in a friendship circle by both interviewees is absolutely positive. The first one says that it is something she later found descripted in “Practice of love”, the book by Teresa De Lauretis, and namely: “The investigation of your own body through the other woman’s body, where you discover that the other woman’s body is different, and therefore it attracts you even more”.

The multiple relationships in one ended case when the woman moved to another town (Bologna) “And I met the bigoted lesbians living there…”, in the second case when the other women fell in love with men and started couple relationships with them. The interviewee, instead, kept on considering sex as an expression of special friendships: “I would call this ‘polysexuality’, that is: I am sexual with anybody I want to. To me the reading of ‘Our body, ourselves’ was illuminating. I call it ‘the Bible’: I read it when I was 9 years old, I already liked girls and adult women, and the part about ‘Us lesbians’ in the book reassured me. I did not learn anything, I felt legitimized”. She concludes: “I am really aware that monogamy is a social construction. One can live monogamic phases, but people are not monogamous. Sexual liberation is about finding the natural desire you already have”.

Later on, the atmosphere changes. Another woman who in 1997-8 had a two years’ relationship with a woman who lived with her partner says that: “It was heavy to face the negative judgment of the community. My friends were telling me: what’s the sense of what you are doing? look at the situation in which you put yourself! while I had no problem in seeing a woman who was with someone else. There was moralism in the Nineties, but now it is much better, lesbians are more open”. Jealousy became a problem later, when the primary partner felt threatened, and that she could not control what was going on anymore. The centrality of the cohabiting couple was put into question: “My lover’s partner tried to get into our relationship, wanted to become my lover, too, but I wasn’t interested. It was already complicated enough. And I think it was a way to control things, she was ready to be with me in order not to be excluded”. She thinks that only people with a great capacity for detach can make work this kind of relationships with primary and secondary partners, and in these multiple relationships, she notices, the primary tie is usually with friends, not with the lovers.

Polyamory seems to have been a phase for another interviewee, younger (around 30) and with a very recent experience of multiple relationships remaining single. After having been married, she discovered to like women and for a couple of years refused to settle down in a couple. She had different relationships, in her words “leaving dead and wounded behind”, because of the expectation that arose in her partners of starting a relationship with her. “Then I fell in love”, she adds, “cannot think of anybody else”. What she laments. With a striking difference with older interviewees, is the lack of rules in the lesbian world: “It is a mess, it is never ‘clean’, always a mixture of friendhip and courtship. Women are capable of horrible things. The worst that can happen in heterosexual couples is trite: the man goes with a transexual prostitute, this is the maximum he can think about to be wild, but among women everything happens. Here there is sheer horror: in some situations I wished for the social workers to step in, but we were all of age... In couples I see a continuous play: the third one arrives and one plays to discover how far one can go without endangering her position. And it is too much of a small village (in Milan): ‘May I introduce you to a friend?’ – then you discover they are exes. When I am in a difficult situation [regarding sentimental relationships] I  ask myself: what would I do if it was a heterosexual situation?”. Jealousy is less of a problem if the three women all like each other: “I met a woman I liked and then her girlfriend, and I felt like in a movie, because the girlfriend started to court me. It developed in a multiple relationship, that lasted for one and a half years, a few years ago. I really enjoyed seeing their love for each other, and as first thing I did not want to spoil their relationship, which still continues. There was always much negotiation going on, but I felt it suited me, also not to be in the primary relation. When the system of permissions, of never being the first one, started to be a burden, I left the relationship, but there were also other problems started. The end of the relationship, as the beginning I must say, has been more painful for them. One started denying that she was feeling good at the time where we were together, the other still wanted us to come together again. My position was simpler”. Another woman who had a similar relationship in the same position as third with a couple for 15 years agrees: not to be in the original couple lessens the stress and spares some problems of negotiation. This constellation however seems unlikely: other interviewees talked about their feeling of being rival towards the other women that their partner were seeing, with absolutely no possibility of feeling attracted to them, and one told about the strong feeling of being betrayed when her female partner had a relationship with a man who both her and her partner liked (they nevertheless identified and were known as lesbians).

Even nowadays some people have polyamory as an ideal and want to live it, but in my interviews (just one case where the interviewee was the third woman this did not find acceptance by the primary partner: “I did not stop the relation with (a woman theorizing polyamory) when the other woman, whom I didn’t realize to be her fiancée thinking they were just close friends, suffered for our relationship. The reason why I stopped seeing her was that my lover showed too much attachment, treating me as if I was her girlfriend, always wanting to be with me whenever I was alone, and so on”. She didn’t want to know anything about the dynamics between the couple, and felt that could be in that situation only because she was not entirely involved with her lover.

The community at the moment is scarcely thematizing this issue, that to my knowledge was most recently debated as “Polyfidelity” only at a local level around 1998 by Arcilesbica in Milan. It is not infrequent to hear people being very judgmental of couples who have openly relationships with others (“I felt admired, then utterly disappointed: they say to be together since 20 years, but then they go with others…”). The impression about younger lesbians and the climate of the moment, according to one interviewee (who does not assume a moralistic stance, but considers the couple as something “where we inevitably fall, even if we do not like it”), is that: “Multiple relationships are claimed as a choice of freedom, but to me it seems just a consumeristic stance of the young. There is a diffuse antiromanticism, but it is not much thought of, it is superficial”. Another interviewee connects a strongly perceived interest and practice of polyamory in the heterosexual world of politically active, 20-30something women, with the uncertainty and precariousness of contemporary lives in the work sphere: “I know many single women, prevalently in feminism, who have lots of male lovers but rely on their female friends”.

The Italian surveys on homosexuality 

There are some quantitative data that can be used to explore how polyamory is sought after, judged and lived
 in the lesbian community in recent times. In the period 1995-2001 three surveys have been carried out among homosexuals in Italy. The samples have been convenience samples, the settings in which questionnaires were handed out for self-compilation were gay and lesbian gatherings, meeting places, even demonstrations for gay rights. The final numbers are quite high: 702 for the national lesbian survey (included some bisexuals, as we shall see) (Gruppo soggettività lesbica 2005)
; a total of 3502 subjects, among which 580 lesbians and 2189 gays for the national survey on homosexuality (Barbagli and Colombo 2001); 251 women and 260 men for the survey in Turin and its province on people who have, had or would like to have an homosexual relationship (Saraceno 2003). A fourth survey that must be recalled is the work inspiring the Gruppo soggettività lesbica: the “Collegamento lesbiche italiane” (Cli) group based in Rome distributed with their publication La bollettina del Cli a questionnaire in two waves: 1985 and 1995. The number of answers was rather small: 70 in 1985 and 134 in 1995 (Cli 1985 and 1997).

Let us start with the analysis of the question debated in the first part of this paper: the demand for recognition of same-sex couples: in the national survey the approval for civil unions is very spread: only 1,4% is against and 6,2 is indifferent, in the national lesbian sample 63,5% approve the law proposals for the recognition of same-sex couples, 1,9% does not approve them, and 18,5% answers to approve them partly.

This reflects also the fact that the relative majority of Italian homosexuals has currently a relationship: 60,9% of the women and 42,3% of the men in the national sample is currently in a stable relationship, 61,9% of the national lesbian sample is, while in Turin 55% of the women and 50% of the men are. Nationally, the proportion of the sample who lives together with the partner is 10,4% for men, 16,6% for women; 21,2% in the national lesbian sample; while in Turin 21% of the lesbians and 13% of the gays live with their partner.

The questions asked relevant for an analysis of polyamory are different in the three surveys, and this difference reflects very much the eye of the researchers. It is not accidental that only the Lesbian subjectivity group, based in Milan, who has designed and carried out the lesbian national survey, has used formulations that gather data usable for analysing polyamory as an ideal, while the heterosexual sociologists in charge of the other surveys clearly had “matrimonial lenses” on. The questions on the preferred form of relationship distinguish between (respecting the order of the original formulation of possible answers):

1) stable couple relationships (91,5% among women, 88,2% among men) or relationship with casual partners (85% women,11,8% men) (Barbagli and Colombo 2001);

2) stable couple relationships (80% women, 71% men), relationship with casual partners (4% women, 5% men) or stable couple relationship without excluding casual partners (16% women, 24% men) (Saraceno 2003);

3) open couple (13,3%), closed couple (80%) or multiple relationships (2,7%), with 3,9% of no answers (Gruppo soggettività lesbica 2005).

The difference are that the first survey does not even give the possibility of not preferring to be single nor to be in a couple. The wording of the question suggests that preference for open couple relationships brought the respondents who preferred them to answer “stable couple relationships” instead, given that the alternative was being single. In the second survey this possibility was explicit: “stable couple relationship without excluding casual partners” is spelled out and a notable portion of the sample chooses this modality, and the result show that men are always more open to multiple relationships than women. But this does not equate polyamory at all: “couple relationship with casual partners” of the second survey is not the same as “open couple”, because the latter implies an agreement between the primary partners, but the former does not. Nevertheless the results for women of the surveys 2 and 3 are very close. We will analyse the data form the lesbian sample in great details later.

Age is associated with the preferences different from the “traditional” couple: the older the respondent, the less enthralled they are by couplehood. One exception appears only in the Turin data: the category of women 44-65 years old is more traditional in their preferences than the 39-43 years old (Saraceno 2003, 118). This datum points to a cohort effect on this preference for non traditional forms of relationship (by the way on the same generation who concretely experimented with more open forms of relationship, as they were young around ’68), beside the life-cycle effect that appears to be the strongest: older women are much more sceptical than younger women about the possibility to find a life partner (the respondents of the national sample living with the partner has been living together in mean three years and a half for women and a little under five years for men). Among women in a couple relationship 86% prefers it, among men the percent is lower: 67%. 

	
	Total %
	Up to 29 years
	30-39
	40-49
	50 and over

	Women: Stable relationships
	91,9
	91,7
	91,2
	95,3
	100

	Women: Casual partners
	8,1
	8,3
	8,8
	4,7
	0

	Women: Total number
	741
	410
	261
	64
	6

	Men: Stable relationships
	88,3
	90,1
	88
	84,1
	72,1

	Men: Casual partners
	11,7
	9,9
	12
	15,9
	27,9

	Men: Total number
	2270
	1141
	861
	207
	61


Table 5: Preferred form of relationship (national sample)

	
	Total %
	Up to 29 years
	30-39
	40-49
	50 and over

	Women: Stable relationships
	81
	77,8
	82
	84,3
	83,3

	Women: Casual partners
	3,6
	7,8
	1
	0
	16,7

	Women: Stable and casual partners
	15,4
	14,4
	17
	15,7
	0

	Women: Total number
	247
	90
	100
	51
	6

	Men: Stable relationships
	71,1
	75
	72,7
	68,6
	53,8

	Men: Casual partners
	5,1
	3,1
	4
	5,7
	15,4

	Men: Stable and casual partners
	23,8
	21,9
	23,2
	25,7
	30,8

	Men: Total number
	256
	96
	99
	35
	26


Table 6: Preferred form of relationship (Turin sample)

When we try to understand whether this preference is lived out, the data do not help us in any of the three surveys because the questions about whether the respondent had other relationships beside the couple relationship did not ask whether these relationships were known by the primary partner. Only in the lesbian survey we find a question that identifies women who are in multiple relationships, but only if they are single. 

The surveys asked about the practice of other relationships than the faithful couple. The question revealing whether the respondents had other sexual partners was answered positively by 43% of the national sample (one third of the women and a little less than the half of the men), while 11,3% of the national lesbian survey had another a sexual or loving relationship; in the Turin survey less than a quarter of the women and more than the half of the men who are in a couple since more than a year, have declared to have had in the last year at least another partner. But we do not know anything more about the kind of relationship (just sexual?) nor, as said, whether it was known by the primary partner.

	
	Total %
	Up to 29 years
	30-39
	40-49
	50 and over

	Closed couple
	83,6
	84,7
	83,3
	84,1
	76,7

	Open couple
	13,7
	13,8
	12,6
	14
	20

	Multiple relationships
	2,7
	1,6
	4,1
	1,8
	3,3

	Total number
	629
	189
	246
	164
	30


Table 7: Answers to the question: “Which kind of love relationship seems more responding to your desires?” (national lesbian sample)
Jealousy is a little more a cause of discussion in lesbian than in gay couples (40,8% against 37,2%), though the difference is not significant. In Turin jealousy is the primary cause of conflict for lesbian couples (23% of the respondents) while in gay couples only 15% indicates it: for them the major cause of conflict is the too little time spent together.

Data from the national lesbian survey show that 10,6% declares not to be jealous, a percent that grows with age (from 8% of those under 30 years old to 13,5% of those above 40 years old).

Let us now look at some data about the population in general (Censis 2000)
: 2,8% answered to have had multiple partners; 25% of married men and 12,3% of married women have betrayed their partner: women primary because they fell in love (39,6%, for men only 18%) men to fight against routine (27,2%, against 13,3% for women); 66% of the women have had in their life sexual encounters with only one person
, while sexual relationships with more than one partner have been experienced by 1,7% of the sample. The opinion of unacceptability of adultery by the wife is shared by 53%, while 44,6% think that the husband’s adultery is unacceptable. Adultery, by the way, was depenalized in 1981, but it is still a requirement of marriage.

Lesbians who dream it

Now let us take a closer look at the lesbian national sample: about 650 have answered the questions relevant for an analysis of polyamory. Overall the demographic variables of the national sample show a good geographical distribution all over Italy, both for current place of residence and for place of growing up; the level of education is quite high (only 8,4% completed just the compulsory education – or less - while 55,9% have a secondary school diploma, and the rest has at least a degree); the great majority is unmarried and there are only 8 cases of married women, of which only 3 (and no one else) declare to be living with the husband or male partner; there is quite a big spread regarding age: respondents vary from 17 to 72 years old (though only 30 respondents are above 50 years old). The majority identifies as lesbian; there are 62 bisexuals, while 84 women refuse every label (there was a codified answer for this possibility: I have excluded them from the analysis of differences between lesbians and bisexuals). 

Let us take a closer look at the portion of the sample that interests us: an absolute majority of 80% (553 women) prefers the traditional, faithful couple; 13,3% of the sample, namely 92 women, prefer to be in an open couple, i. e. to have a primary relationship but seeing also other persons; those who would like to have multiple relationships without a primary partner are few: 2,7% (19 women)
.

For analytical purposes we have to put together those who prefer an open couple with those who prefer multiple relationships, because the absolute number of 19 is too small to consider those who prefer multiple relationships as a separate category. After all, open couples and multiple relationships are both expressions of polyamory.

The subdivision of the sample is then: 16,3% of the respondents (valid answers) aspire to polyamorous relationships (let us call them “Poly”) while 83,3% considers the couple as the form most responding to their desires (let us call this group “Marriage”).

There are very few differences between these two groups: whether they grew up in the north, center or south of Italy, in a big city or in a small village, whether they reside in this different places it does not matter, nor their level of education does (there are more “Poly” with a degree, but the difference is not significant), their professions do not differ, the income does not differ, they have the same mean age, the same age when they discovered that lesbians existed (13-14 years old, with large standard deviations: 5-6 years), the same age at the first lesbian relationship (21 years), the same number of relationships: in the overall sample 44% has had between 1 and 3 relationships with a woman, while one fourth has had 3 to 5 and the last fourth more than 5, and there are no differences between the “Poly” and the “Marriage” groups.

The number of flirts/adventures is different, though: in the overall sample nearly 20% has not had a single one, 31% has had 1 to 3, while and a somehow bigger group, 33,5%, has had more than 5. In this respect there are significant differences in the two groups: less “Poly” have had no flirt, and more have answered the maximal category (46,4%), as showed by the table. This difference is significant only at the 0,06% level, measured by the chi-square
.

	
	Poly
	Marriage

	No
	10,9
	21,9

	1-3
	31,8
	32,8

	3-5
	10,9
	12,2

	More than 5
	46,4
	33


Table 8: Number of flirts 

There is no difference in satisfaction for one’s sexual life, nor significant differences in the frequency of orgasms. Sex life of the “Poly” and of the “Marriage” do not differ: the total percentage who finds it “satisfying”is 51,1%, “improvable” 38,4% and “not satisfying” 7,8% (the women in the Censis survey who answered that their sexual life was unsatisfying or very bad were 13,2%). In the overall sample 88,8% reaches the orgasm always (48,4%) or often (37,5%).

There is no difference whether the women in the two groups preferred not to be a lesbian, nor whether they had ever desired to be a male, or to change sex (respectively 12%, 46,2% and less than 10% of the overall sample have answered yes to these questions).

Perhaps surprisingly, there is a difference in the proportion in which they answer positively to the question whether they are feminist: 65,8% of the “Poly” against only 57,9% of the “Marriage”, but the difference is not significant. I would have expected feminism to comprise an adhesion to openness and multiple love among women, and more experimentation, but this is not the case. The proportion of feminist per se can be considered very high, since in Italy feminist groups are very much on the demise. 

There is no difference in belonging to lesbian groups: slightly less than a half does.

Bisexuality is significant, too.

	
	Poly
	Marriage
	Total % (absolute number)

	Lesbian
	81,1
	90,9
	89,3% (518)

	Bisexual
	18,9
	9,1
	10,7% (62)


Table 9: Preferred form of relationship among lesbians and bisexuals

Some differences emerge in an analysis of with whom the two groups are living,too. The following table shows the overall percentages (4,9% has not answered). “Poly”’s tend to live less with the family of origin (but not because they are in mean younger: mean age is the same) and more with friends (4 women in each group are living with husbands).

	On one’s own
	30,8

	Family of origin
	28,6

	Female partner
	21,2

	Friends
	9,2

	Children
	2,3

	Husband 
	1,2

	Else
	1,7


Table 10: Cohabitation (percentage)

The next table shows the professions of the overall sample (no answer is 13,2%). The differences are that in “Poly” there are more students and less teachers, and in “Marriage” the employees are present in a higher percent.

	Employee
	29,5

	Self employed
	13,9

	Student
	10,4

	Teacher
	8,4

	Unemployed
	6,1

	Nurse
	3,5

	Worker
	3,3

	Social worker
	3,2

	Manager
	2,3

	Artist
	1,7

	Retailer
	1,2

	Entrepreneur
	1

	Artisan
	0,9 

	Pensioner
	0,7

	University teacher
	0,6

	Housewife
	0,1

	Farmer
	0,1


Table 11: Profession of the overall sample (percentage)

There are no differences whether the women in the two groups have a stable partner at the time of the interview (61,9% yes and 38,1% no). But then the question about whether they, at the same time, have a sexual/loving relationship with another woman gives us a surprise: 8,1% of the women who prefer the couple, declare to have more than one relationship, though it does not necessarily be sexual, at the same time (43 women in absolute number).

	
	Poly
	Marriage
	Total

	Yes
	27,6
	8,1
	11,3

	No
	72,4
	91,9
	88,7


Table 12: Answer to the question: “Do you have at the same time a loving and/or sexual relationship with other women?” (percentage)

It is a group of 43 women, larger than the “Poly” in a couple who are having more than one relationship, which in absolute number are 29, while 76 are really not having another relationship. We will analyse the groups living multiple relationships in detail in the next chapter.

Jealousy is asked about only in the form of whether the respondent finds that infidelity is a problem in a relationship. There are notable differences between the two groups: infidelity is much less a problem for “Poly” while pushiness and the establishment of roles are considered by this group more as a problem.

	
	Poly

number of answers
	Poly

percentage
	Marriage

number of answers
	Marriage percentage

	Infidelity
	12
	 4,2%
	296
	21,4%

	Lack of verbal communication
	51
	18%
	265
	19,2%

	Closure to social life
	47
	16,6%
	198
	14,3%

	Lack of sex
	46
	16,2%
	170
	12,3%

	Lack of affectivity
	32
	11,3%
	169
	12,2%

	Pushiness
	49
	17,5%
	138
	10%

	Establishment of roles
	41
	14,5%
	131
	 9,4%

	Else
	5
	 1,7%
	16
	 1%


Table 13: Answer to the question: “What causes you more problems in a relationship?” (maximum 3 answers)

A slight majority of the sample feels unease or dissatisfied in lesbian groups (50,3%), with no difference between the two groups. The reasons have been freely written as open answers and coded with the following labels by the primary analysts: more than 30% (overall sample) finds them too sectarian; around 30% finds that there are problems in communication; about 15% finds them too competitive; about 5% finds them too little politicized.

Good and bad things about lesbian premises have also been asked as open questions: good thing for 60% of the sample is that they allow for free expression of oneself while 30% values the possibility of meeting other lesbians; bad things are that they are ghettos (27,6%), groups are too closed (18,6%), behaviour is stereotypical (9,3%), there is too much noise and smoke (8,6%), and too much aggressiveness (6,3%). A small group answers that there are no bad things (6,7%).

In the question of recognition of same-sex couples, a significant difference emerges: the “Poly” group has more doubt and answer “partly” much more frequently than the “Marriage” group.

	
	Poly
	Marriage
	Total

	Yes
	66,7
	78
	75,9

	No
	1
	2,4
	2,1

	Partly
	32,4
	19,7
	21,9


Table 14: Percentage in favour of law proposals recognizing same-sex unions

Lesbians who live it

The question whether beside the primary relationship the respondent is involved in other relationships (not strictly sexual) traces different groupings in this sample. The biggest is made by those who are in a couple and declare that this is their preferred mode of relationship: 317 out of 657. But then there are those who aspire to couplehood but are not in a relationship at the moment: their total number is 189. The next group in terms of numerousness is made by the 46 women who are in a couple relationship, but prefer open couples. Less numerous are the 25 who are single preferring to be in a couple, then the 22 who are single but would prefer an open couple, and the 15 who are in a couple, preferring an open couple. The other crossings have less than 10 women in them.

This is shown in two following tables, where single women are divided from women in a couple relationship.

	
	Preference of women in a couple

	
	Couple
	Open
	Multiple

	Without other loving or sexual relationships
	317
	46
	6

	Column percent
	94,9%
	75,4%
	54,5%

	With other relationships
	17
	15
	5

	Column percent
	5,1%
	24,6%
	45,5%

	Total number
	334 (100%)
	61 (100%)
	11 (100%)


Table 15: Preference and current relationship of women in a couple (total number: 406/657)

	
	Preference of single women

	
	Couple
	Open
	Multiple

	Without loving or sexual relationships
	189
	22
	6

	Column percent
	73,3%
	88,3%
	85,7%

	With relationships
	25
	8
	1

	Column percent
	26,7%
	11,7%
	14,3%

	Total number
	214 (100%)
	30 (100%)
	7 (100%)


Table 16: Preference and current relationship of single women (total number: 251/657)

A question about whether the other relationship(s) is known by the partner has not been asked, so we can say nothing about how many of these multiple relationships are really betrayals. For simplicity, let us call women who have more than one relationship “polyamorous”: I do not want to presume that all this multiple relationships are known by everybody involved (I rather think that the majority isn’t), but nevertheless the respondents who are having more than one relationship are living in a form that is close to polyamory. They are in fact practising multiple relationships and living the experience of loving more than one woman at a time.

A first way to regroup the sample is to build 6 different categories
:

1) Women who live as single or in couple, have no other relationship and consider the couple to be the relationship form more respondent to their desires (“happy in couple”) (n=509);

2) Women who live as single or in couple but have polyamory (which includes both open couple and multiple relationships) as the relationship form more respondent to their desires (the restless and dreaming) (n=82);

3) Women who are single, live multiple relationships but preferred to be in couple (the unsatisfied) (n=25);

4) Women who have a primary relationship and live multiple relationships that suit them (the truly polyamorous with a primary partner) (n=20);

5) Women who live in couple but have more relationships and consider the couple their ideal (probably the unfaithful) (n=19);

6) Women who are single, have multiple relationships and prefer the situation they are living or an open couple (n=9).

We notice that the women believing in polyamory and practising it (in this restricted meaning: knowing nothing about whether the multiple relations are known by all parts involved) are few: only 29. Two thirds of them have a primary relationship, while the others are “single”. The number of women involved in a polyamorous relationship against their will (i. e. believing that couplehood would be more fit for themselves) is 44. Less than 2/5 of them are in a couple. Truly single women (i. e. who have no relationship at the moment) who would better like polyamory are 28, a small minority of 1/8 if compared to the 189 single women who would like to be in a couple relationship.

To proceed further with the quantitative analysis we have to group together some of these categories, because there are too few people in them. My choice is to divide the women in three groups: the (would be) “Happy in couple” (“would be” because among them the singles are many) who are 509, the “Polyamorous” (even those who are not convinced and would prefer couplehood) who are 73, and the “Dreaming about polyamory”, a group that includes both women in a couple relationship and single women who answered that their preferred form of relationship is multiple or is an open couple (82 women).

In other words, the first and the second categories above are kept, while the last four are grouped in the “Polyamorous” category.

A preliminary analysis of the frequencies of answers in the four groups to be put together as “Polyamorous” reveals some differences: especially the group of women who live polyamory but are in a couple shows different distribution of answers from the other groups.

Polyamorou by persuasion never have an education under the secondary school. 

The unsatisfied (living polyamory and wanting the couple) tend to live more often in big towns, as those with multiple relationships who are happy about it, while polyamorous in couple tend to reside less in these areas.

The unsatisfied are more happy about lesbian groups, while the women in a relationship that prefer multiple relationships are more critical about the groups. The participation in groups in itself is not different among the different types of lesbians living polyamory.

“Polyamorous” consider themselves more often feminist, while those who are not satisfied with their polyamory tend to be less feminist.

Those who have a multiple relationship without a primary partner but prefer the couple would rather not be lesbian more frequently than the others (not surprisingly, given their state of unsatisfaction). The truly polyamorous instead show more than the mean proportion of satisfaction with being a lesbian, and are older than the respondents in a multiple relationship both with and without a primary partner.

Opposition to the Pacs comes in 10 cases out of 12 from women in couple who like the couple as an ideal. “Polyamorous” are more sceptical, while the unsatisfied are more in favour.

About sexual life, two categorises of “Polyamorous” are less satisfied: those who would like a polyamorou relationship but are in a simple couple, and those who have no primary relationship, but multile, nevertheless prefer to be in a couple.

Orgasm is also different among “Polyamorous”: the who reach it “always” with more frequency are those in multiple relationship without a primary partner; all the other categories reach the orgasm “always” less than the mean, but only those in multiple relationships that prefer the couple answer “never” more often than the others.

Those in a multiple relationship and happy about it, and those who would like multiple relationships are also poorer, while the richer in the sample are the polyamorous with a primary partner and the unsatisfied of being in a multiple relationship. We cannot establish whether this result is significant because the cells in this crossing are too many.

After having examined the differences within the “Polyamorous” group, now we are able to come back to the differences among the three recodified groups: “Happy in couple”, “Polyamorous”, and “Dreaming” about polyamory.

The proportion of women with or without a stable relationship is about the same in the three groups (60-40%). Let us now look at the results in terms of associations with other variables. 

As before, the place of residence is not significantly different, there is no difference in mean age, in the region where they grew up and where they currently reside, or whether it was a big city or a village, in educational level; the differences in profession are few and not significant (“Polyamorous” are less often students and workers and more often self employed or unemployed), neither are those in income.

Bisexuals dream most about polyamory are (21,4% of bisexuals), while the lesbians are in the same proportion in couple or in polyamory (8-9%). To the question whether the respondents wished to be a man or if they ever thought about a sex change, the answers show no differences among the three groups.

Significantly different is the number of relationships: higher in case of women living polyamory, while those living in couple but aspiring to polyamory have had, perhaps surprisingly, a lower number of partners even than those “Happy in couple”. 

	
	Happy in couple
	Dreaming
	Polyamorous 

	0
	2,2
	1,2
	1,4

	1-3
	46,1
	57,3
	31,5

	3-5
	26,4
	28
	17,8

	More than 5
	25,4
	13,4
	49,3


Table 17: Answer to the question: “How many loving relationships with a woman have you had?” (percentage)

Even more different are the answers on flirts or adventures: while the relative majority of “Happy” and “Dreaming” have had 1-3 flings, the absolute majority of “Polyamorous” have had more than 5 (which also a big proportion of the other two categories have had).

	
	Happy in couple
	Dreaming
	Polyamorous 

	0
	23,2
	12,2
	6,9

	1-3
	34,1
	39
	15,3

	3-5
	12,1
	11
	12,5

	More than 5
	30,6
	37,8
	65,3


Table 18: Answer to the question: “How many flirts/adventures with a woman have you had?” (percentage)

Also significant at the 0,05 level is the judgement about their sex life, which is more satisfying for “Polyamorous”.

	
	Happy in couple
	Dreaming
	Polyamorous 

	Satisfying
	52,4
	42
	52,1

	Unsatisfying
	9
	11,1
	0

	Improvable
	38,6
	46,9
	47,9


Table 19: Answer to the question: “How do you consider your sexual life?” (percentage)

Reaching the orgasm is less “always” for “Polyamorous” and more “sometimes”, while there are no differences among the other two groups.

There are differences in the living arrangement: “Polyamorous” tend to live more often alone, while those in couple live more often with the family of origin and with the partner (also the “Dreaming”) and live less with friends than the other two groups. This is somehow implicit in the fact that less women are in a couple among “Polyamorous” (53,4%, against 62,6% “Happy” and 65% “Dreaming”).

	
	Happy in couple
	Dreaming
	Polyamorous 

	On one’s own
	32,8
	27,3
	44,8

	Family of origin
	32,8
	24,7
	25,4

	Female partner
	23,9
	27,3
	11,9

	Friends
	7,5
	19,5
	17,9

	Children
	3
	1,3
	0

	Total 
	100%
	100%
	100%


Table 20: Answer to the question: “With whom do you live?” (percentage)

It is significant at the 0.05 level whether they belong to groups: “Polyamorous” belong more often (62,5%) to lesbian groups, the other two groups only for 44-47%. Which kind of group (politics, sport, etc) is not significantly different.

More at unease or unsatisfied in lesbian groups are the “Dreamers”, though the result is not significant (62,3% against 43-49% of the others).

Feminism is present without distinction in all the three groups. The “Happy in couple” are more in favour of laws recognizing same-sex unions, but the difference is not significant: the most sceptical of all are really the “Dreamers”.

Conclusion

In conclusion, polyamory in Italy seem to have passed its heyday with the decline of the new social movements of the Sixties and the Seventies. Nowadays the data of national surveys reveal that a small minority of Italian lesbians affirms that polyamory is their preferred form of relationship. But the practice of multiple relationships is less spread than preference alone would imply. 

The fact that demographics do not distinguish between “polyamorous” women and not polyamorous women, both in respect to desire and way of living, can be taken as an indicator in favour of the interpretation offered by one interviewee, namely that this is a personal inclination, or characteristic, not ascribable to a particular social group.

The present political scenario sees a very concrete battle upon the Pacs, spurred by a resurgence of the right in political system, while in society all the changes of a secularized society are happening, with no turning points (up to now). The coalitions for Pacs are trying to make the country move forward under the aspect of guaranteeing social consideration (instead of contempt, very often publicly expressed by MP’s for the right) to gay and lesbian couples, but on the other hand are probably blocking new perspectives in terms of decoupling individual rights from being in a couple relationship, as more radical groups are lamenting. It is going to be a very long a battle.

I would like to thank the collective “Soggettività lesbica” of the “Libera università delle donne” (Free university of women) in Milan who very kindly let me use the data they gathered. For direct contacts, gruppogls@yahoo.it
Thanks also to the two research groups guided by Marzio Barbagli, Asher Colombo and Chiara Saraceno that have shared their data on homosexuals in Italy, too. 
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� One very recent example regards the issue of parenting children not genetically related. To affirm the principle of the Biological Family a law was approved in 2004 about medically assisted procreation (thousands of couples were already using it) forbidding “heterologue” conceptions. Medical services are now regulated in order to obey to the current theological conception of “life”: sperm donations are not permitted, in order to affirm the concept of biological descent, which means that a woman whose husband or concubine is infertile must go through much more complicated techniques than A. I. to have a baby; the number of embryos to be implanted with a in vitro fertilization procedure is officially established (three), pre-implant diagnosis is forbidden, research and use of Italian stem cells is prohibited. The law even states that a “person” exists from the very first day of conception. Heterosexual couples have thus begun to follow the lesbians’ route to Britain, the Netherlands, Belgium, in order to avoid the prohibitions. The new law admits to medical services only heterosexual married or cohabiting couples (same as under previous regulation by the Order of physicians). The Church is very offended by permission accorded to non married couples. Enough signatures were gathered for an abrogative referendum, but the Supreme Court, deciding on its legality, did not even admit the vote on the heterosexuality of the couple. The law has been upheld because the quorum of 50% of the voters has not been reached on 12 and 13 June 2005: the Vatican had launched an abstentionist campaign, that nearly all the right wing and Catholic centre politicians has followed, virtually ignoring the issue on public (and private) television and the other media. It was not so much a victory of the Vatican, as it has claimed, than a sign of the disinterest of the majority of the Italian citizens on this issue, that looked very complicated and relevant only to infertile couples (and lesbians wanting to have children): abortion has not been central to the political discussion. Cardinal Ruini, the president of the Italian Bishops’ Conference, said in the aftermath of the non-vote that “We are not going to change the abortion law, for the moment being”. Might be interesting to know that the prohibition of abortion by the Catholic Church dates back only to 1869.


� Apart of course some exceptions in individuals and parties. Surprisingly, Gianfranco Fini, head of National Aliance (A.N.), voted for the abrogation of the law on assisted procreation and declared to the press to be in favour of the recognition of de facto couples (daily papers of 12.9.2005).


� European Household Panel.


� Quoting data from the book: Un singolare pluralismo: indagine sul pluralismo morale e religioso degli italiani, edited by Franco Garelli, Gustavo Guizzardi and Enzo Pace (Bologna, Il mulino, 2003).


� It is nonetheless the most recent big survey on the issue.


� In this and in all the following tables the percent indicated is column percent.


� In daily papers of 7.10.2005 Cardinal Trujillo has suggested to deny Communion to politicians in favour of the recognition of cohabiting couples.


� Radicals and Italian Communists have declared to agree with the opening of marriage to gay and lesbian couples, in the wake of Zapatero.


� Ansa news 19.9.2005.


� Daily papers of 23.9.2005.


� Daily papers of 28.9.2005.


� Interview to La Repubblica: “Bertinotti: sono alla continua ricerca di Dio”, 29.9.2005.


� Now the percentages are taken from the whole sample, that in the years has been extended  and now comprises 18-34 years old.


� Nevertheless the opinion about assisted insemination in general was: 65% in favour, 24% not in favour; whether unmarried couples could use it: 55% yes 35,6% no. The approval ceases for heterologous insemination: 50,1% no and 38,5% yes, if everybody knew exactly what that means (Bordignon 2004).


� Daily papers of 19.9.2005.


� The survey was made by Eurisko with sample of 1542 persons, the 17th september 2005.


� This quotation is taken from a gay man interviewed by Barbagli and Colombo (2001, 214)


� The first underwriter of the proposal of law C3308 presented in 2002 that creates a “registered union” for same-sex couples (everything that marriage under a different name) is Titti De Simone, MP for Communist Refoundation and former president of Arci Lesbica.


� In 2001 Berlusconi entirely abolished inheritance tax for the members of the family.


� Even though unfortunately the questions about whether the person is living in a multiple relationship does not reveal whether it is clandestine or acknowledged.


� Missing data account for the inferior numbers in my analysis.


� Presumed heterosexuals by the researchers.


� To my opinion this is a quite unbelievable datum. One big survey on sexuality in the Italian population is still under way, coordinated by the sociologist Marzio Barbagli, now in the stage of data collection.


� 28 women have not answered this question, and I have deleted them from the following analysis.


� All the differences that are stated in the paper have been tested with the chi-square, and when not specified they are significant at least at the 0,05% level.


� The source of the tables from now on are my own analysis of the data gathered by Gruppo soggettività lesbica.


� The total is 664 women. Differences from the table above are due to missing answers.
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