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Introduction

   The proposed paper aims to analyze the voting behavior of young Italians by using data from IARD surveys collected between 1983 and 2000. The main question concerns the factors that influence the voting behavior of the young generation in Italy. The project is divided into two stages: first, the relevant independent and dependent variables will be selected; then, a logistic regression model will be built. The variables are divided into four main categories: socio-demographic variables; variables of participation and interest; attitudinal variables and variables in behavior.  The above are the independent variables of the study, whereas voting behavior, focusing on the distinction between center left and center right political parties, is the dependent one.  The logistic regression model will include the independent variables by blocks: in the first block socio-demographic variables are shown, in the second one values, attitudes, interest and participation and finally, in the third, the location of the respondent along the left-right scale. In this way the effect of varying backgrounds can be controlled for each variable. Being a large-n study, the paper will rely on quantitative methods.

Consequently, the following findings can be established: 1) Young Italians in our sample of respondents are not a political generation as defined by Mannheim [1974]; 2) there is a life-cycle effect (and some period effects) which explain the differences in the respondents’ voting behavior; 3) the influence of traditional sociological variables on the vote has decreased in favor of those variables closest to the individual decision to vote, such as attitudes, values, interest and participation; 4) the left-right distinction is beginning to take on new meanings.

1. Literature review
     In the sociological field,  Josè Ortega y Gasset and Karl Mannheim were the first to reflect on the generation theory.  According to Ortega y Gasset (1883-1955), generations represent a social instrument that promotes historical change.  Within a generation as “social body” an elite and a mass are sociologically distinguishable, but, in general, a generation serves as a fundamental hinge which enables change. The Ortegan theory proposes a further classification between cumulative ages, characterized by a perfect tuning between old and new generations, and contentious ages during which, on the contrary, new generations are engaged in the upsetting of the status quo. In the Ortegan vision infancy comprises the first fifteen years of life; youth is the period between 15 and 30 years (a receptive age in which the social actor passively takes in external impulses); initiation covers the period between 30 and 45 years (an age that sees a power struggle with the preceding generation); from 45 to 60 years we see an age where power is managed by those who, in the previous phase,  had fought to conquer it; finally, from 60 to 75 years and above we have old age, where the individual is a mere survivor and is hence excluded from the competition between generations.  Karl Mannheim’s contribution (1893-1957) belongs to sociological thought in a strict sense. The generation theory, developed above all in the text Das Problem der Generationen published in 1928, is, by the author’s own admission, closely tied to the typical dynamics of the political sphere. For the German sociologist it is in the study of politics that the “the structural situation of decisive social impulses and also the differentiation between generations is at its clearest.” [Mannheim 1974, 410, 52]
Mannheim makes a distinction between a concrete group (concrete Gruppe), such as the family, and generic social positioning (soziale Lagerung). The positioning alludes to an objective socio-historical condition, one that is not chosen, that some social actors have in common. Having been born and lived in a particular historical moment constitutes the social tie that joins those belonging to the same generation. Generational positioning, however, is not equivalent to a generational tie.  The latter implies a further and fundamental datum: “this nexus could be defined simply as the socio-historical unit’s participation in common destinies“[Mannheim 1974, 352] particularly, that is, belonging to the same generation. The generational tie means that members of the same generation participate in the political problems of their time; this does not preclude the existence of a plurality of points of view expressed by a plurality of generation units. Mannheim explains the specificity of the concept of a generation unit well:  youth that are oriented on the same historical problematic live in a “generational tie”; the groups that elaborate these experiences within the same generational tie in different ways over the years form various “generation units” within the same generational tie [Mannheim 1974, 353].

The basic intentions (Grundintentionen) and shaping principles (Gestaltungsprinzipen) represent, for generation units, the preconditions for political socialization and the basis of a common Weltanschauung from which coherent political behaviors can derive in order to achieve innovation or conservation.  These active principles are not formed within generation units, but in more narrow spheres like concrete groups, where there is direct interaction; generational dynamics are linked to the historical and ideological conjuncture in which such groups are formed.  In conclusion, in Karl Mannheim’s generation theory: a) age, pure biological data, does not define a generation at all; it is, rather, common experience that characterizes a generation;  b) the cohort, that is those born at the same time, is therefore not sufficient to define a generation, a group conscience is also necessary; c) a political generation, moreover, is also defined in virtue of the possession of a homogenous collective memory filtered by the generational units to which the individuals have belonged [Devriese 1989 materially, 16]. 

     The concept of the political generation of Mannheimian derivation has been taken up by contemporary sociology, in particular by Gianfranco Bettin Lattes [2001] who summarizes the sociological studies around this topic, focusing, in particular, on the relationship between politics and the new generations in Southern Europe. The political generation is defined as “a collection of people of approximately the same age who have gone through some crucial political events” [Bettin Lattes 1999, 23-53].  In the United States Mannheim’s theories resonate in the work of some of his students, like Rudolf Heberle, who emigrated from Germany during the Thirties. In 1951 Heberle takes up the concept of a political generation distinguishing it from a biological generation: 

        “A social generation cannot be defined in biological terms or in terms of groups of defined   ages, but rather in terms of common experiences, feelings and ideas linked to each other. A generation is therefore a new way of feeling and of perceiving life, in opposition with the previous way or at least different from it. A generation is a moral and mental collective phenomenon. The members of a generation feel linked by their shared points of view, beliefs, desires.”[Heberle 1951, 119].

Some recent definitions of a political generation by other authors show additional dimensions and meanings of the concept:   “A political generation is formed by a group of individuals that has had the same fundamental historical experiences in the course of their formative years. Such a generation will find it difficult if not impossible to communicate politically with the previous generations and with the following ones” [Rintala 1968, 93].

“By political generation we mean those members of an age group or cohort that – when confronted with determined key events – have consciously opposed, on the basis of analogous ideas, the guiding principles and typical values of the political order in which they have grown up” [Fogt 1982, 21].    “We have a political generation when a group of the same historical age mobilizes itself in order to produce social or political change […]. A political generation comes about when age is correlated to the collective political behavior” [Braungart and Braungart 1989, 9].

    A common element to all these definitions is the presence of “an historical event” which is meaningful for a given age group that it is organized culturally and acts like a political generation as a result of the social reconstruction of such an event in its collective memory. Different age groups can have different interpretations of the same event, a fact which could carry with it a cultural distance between generations, if not lead to true conflict.  Scholars assert that the period between approximately 17 and 25 years is fundamental for the formation of a social identity and an individual’s political guidelines. Often, an historical event can therefore mark a group of the same age and with a homogenous formative experience. 

    When we want to analyze the differences in political attitudes and values between generations it is necessary to make a distinction between three types of “effects” [Corbetta 2002; Blais 2002, 2004; Franklin 2004]. The first is the “life cycle effect” (or aging): differences in opinions and values among people would depend on the specific phase of life in which they find themselves. According to this thesis, as an example, individuals would have more radical political attitudes at a young age, becoming, over the course of the time, more and more moderate and finally conservative. The second one is the “cohort effect” (or generation): people’s political beliefs would not be influenced by the aging and maturation process, but by the socialization process. According to this thesis, political opinions would be formed at a young age and would be set, more or less, for life.  Therefore, those ideas which are dominant in society and in the youth culture during the socialization years become fundamental for the formation of every individual’s set of values. Finally, the third effect is the so-called “period effect”: individual opinions are in continuous interaction with the political and cultural climate that is dominant in the society. The ideas that characterize each historical period have an influence on all of the generations living in a given period of time. It is not always easy to differentiate between these three types of effects and to understand which is the dominant one.   When we speak of a political generation, we must take into consideration the “cohort effect”.  In fact, the moment of political socialization is crucial to the purpose of differentiating between the generations.

As Blais [2002; 2004] and Franklin [2004] note, the concepts of the cohort effect, life-cycle effect and period effect are essential to the explanation of electoral change. We indeed know that age is the best predictor of voting: the older one is, the more likely one is to vote. The challenge is discovering whether this reflects a life cycle effect, a generation effect, or a period effect. The first step is to clarify the meaning of these concepts. What is the meaning of the life cycle effect? It means that the political behavior of individuals depends on their age. The meaning of the generation effect is that the political behavior of individuals depends on their socialization. Finally we have the period effect whereby the political behavior of individuals is influenced by particular events. These events usually affect everybody, with no distinction between generations.  In this respect, Blais says that, on the one hand, people could become more inclined to vote as they grow older and this would be a life-cycle effect and that, on the other hand, individuals of new generations could be less inclined to vote than those of the previous generations were at the same age and this would be a cohort effect.  If we look at the electorate as a whole, only the cohort effect influences the change in the electorate’s behavior. 

The cultural change that characterized the socialization of young people beginning in the Sixties and Seventies is at the core of the reflections and studies of the American scholar Ronald Inglehart [1971; 1993].  According to Inglehart, youth protest is closely connected to a shift in priorities and values that happened in the post World War II years during a time of economic well-being.  The thesis is that “a society exceeds a meaningful political threshold when the average individual has reached such a comfort level that its increments of yield do not imply great variations in its ability to satisfy its economic needs” [Inglehart 1971, 214]. The unequal distribution of wealth implies that various social groups exceed this threshold at different times: the bourgeois young people who had a pre-eminent role in the Protest Movements (1968) are therefore, for Inglehart, the social layer that first exceeded the threshold.  These new generations, not having experienced periods of economic insecurity during their socialization, take for granted the acquired standards of living and are oriented towards post-materialist or post-acquired values: self-realization, freedom, tolerance, aesthetic satisfaction, and participation in community life. The previous generations, on the contrary, having lived through war and poverty, give priority to materialist or purchasable values: order, emergencies, work as a necessity, economic success
. The origin of intergenerational conflict would therefore reside in this new guideline of values.  In this regard, Inglehart advances the hypothesis of a new political polarization founded on values:    “Based on the Marxist model the key political conflict of an industrial society is of an economic nature, centered on the property of means of production and on the distribution of the yield; moreover, the left has its base in the working class. With the birth of the postindustrial society, the impact of economic factors reaches the point of a decreasing gain.  Problems that are not of an economic nature become more and more important, thereby giving birth to a new axis of political polarization.  Social and political change comes, above all, from a post-materialist base, largely coming from the middle class.” [Inglehart, 1993, 171]. 
    According to the American scholar, in Western countries the majority of traditional parties, born in an age dominated by class conflict, are still aligned along the axis founded on class belonging. However, new movements and new political parties come about like those, for example, such as  green parties, whose electorate is essentially composed of young people and of a post-materialist middle class.  This new political axis, founded on the contrast between materialist and post-materialist values, rises up in parallel with a decline in voting behavior and is based on class belonging. Moreover, Inglehart shows that in addition to these phenomena there has also been a total increase in individual politicization.  This upsurge derives essentially from three factors: 1) the young generation’s increased education level and more exposure to political information; 2) women’s emancipation and a reduction in the politicization deficit; and 3) the spreading of post-materialist values. The combined influence of these three factors happens through the generational change and for this reason, the effects are only felt gradually. This greater politicization, however, introduces a twofold aspect: the electorate of Western countries becomes more and more politicized on an individual level, but, at the same time, there is a decline in those traditional organizations that formerly supplied external mobilization. The decline of partisan fidelities renders the politics of postmodern society less and less institutionalized and predictable and more and more subject to the oscillations of opinion voting.
  From the aforementioned we notice how much emphasis Inglehart places on the role that culture exercises on the analysis of politics. He sustains, in fact, that rational choice models are effective in analyzing the short term fluctuations in a given system and considers constant the institutional and cultural factors. Nevertheless, these factors are constant neither in time nor in space. Political economy research has demonstrated that short term economic changes have important political consequences. Furthermore, the consequences of economic change are also important in the long run.  The data indicates that the birth and duration of a mass democracy are strongly correlated to economic development and that the outcome depends on specific cultural changes. Finally, cultural variables influence economic development, as Max Weber’s early intuition revealed [1958; 1976]. The political culture of a country, however, is a stable enough phenomenon in time.  Individuals, in fact, interpret reality through concepts and visions of the world that are based on past experience.  The prevailing visions of the world change from society to society and represent the diverse historical experiences of different people. The differences between cultures are stable, but they are not immutable. The most important thing, in Inglehart’s eyes, is that cultural change mostly happens through generational change and is therefore a gradual change. The materialist-post-materialist values widen a cultural guideline that also comprises the desire for economic success, political and religious beliefs, attention to the environment, and opinions about gender, homosexuality, abortion, divorce and so on. The fact that all of these aspects are closely correlated with materialist or post-materialist values enables Inglehart to say that there is a cultural change whereby one vision of the world is replaced by another. In this point of view, the traditional political distinction founded on the left-right axis
 also takes on new meanings which are quite useful in comprehending the motivations behind the electoral behaviors of the new generations. In Italy, Carlo Tullio-Altan  adopts Inglehart’s theories [1973, 551-580] carrying out, in the early Seventies, empirical research on the political attitudes of young Italians. An important contribution to understanding the condition of youth in Italy and also therefore the relationship between young people and politics, was provided by the IARD surveys, conducted every five years from 1983 until 2000 (the year of the last survey). The fifth IARD report on the year 2000, and in particular the chapter by Ricolfi on young people and politics [Ricolfi 2002, 259-282], is worthy of note.  The most recent one, published in 2007, is a research project edited by Marco Bontempi and Renato Pocaterra on young people and political participation in Europe.  The survey had a total sample of 8,000 young people between the ages of 15 and 25 who had “face to face” interviews in 8 countries: Austria, Finland, Estonia, Germany, France, Italy, The United Kingdom and Slovakia.

    In light of the phenomenon of Globalization, moreover, Hanspeter Kriesi [2008] asserts that a new cultural cleavage is emerging in Western Europe: one between Globalization’s winners and losers.  We therefore have to redefine the traditional categories of political distinction, also in light of the emerging new populist movements. Wouter Van der Brug [2009] takes into account Kriesi’s research, albeit criticizing some aspects of it. Kriesi, in fact, studies the change of party systems based on the analysis of newspapers. This would allow for the study of changes in political agendas and in the dynamics of electoral campaigns, but not in the ideological positions of parties. On the contrary, Van der Brug studies partisan positions and the attitudes of constituents measured through surveys of experts and opinion polls.  A study of the Dutch case reveals how by now two dimensions characterize the political space: the “traditional” economic dimension and the cultural dimension (represented by attitudes towards immigration). The result of the analysis is that there are many constituents who are not politically represented, in particular those who are on the “left” when there are socio-economic questions at stake and on the “right” when it comes to cultural issues. Therefore, the existing parties could realign themselves or new parties could emerge mobilizing consent on these issues. In conclusion, the meaning of the “left-right” concept is different across countries and across time and such a reformulation of the meaning is likely due to a generational change
.  In other words, political conflicts, according to many empirical analyses, would progressively stop being “distributive” conflicts in order to transform themselves into “identity” conflicts [Taylor 1992]. The left/right distinction is no longer centered around the traditional economic cleavage where the fundamental conflict regards social justice and the control of economic resources, winding up in the form of class antagonism and the contrast between economic liberalism and statism. The ideological contrast between left and right, that is, would no longer exist with the classic criterion of equality vs. social inequality, but with a new criterion based upon which the political guidelines of contemporary society can be summed up as values of “inclusion” and values of “exclusion”[Pizzorno, 1995].  The first ones seek to recognize the greatest possible number of social identities and increase access to social, economic, political, cultural and civil rights to the greatest number of subjects. The second ones, on the contrary, want to diminish access to social resources and not grant legitimacy to minorities.  The left would hence be a carrier of requests of the “inclusive” and “universalist” type, while the right of requests of the “exclusive” and “anti-universalist” type.

2. The research design

The project is divided into two stages: first, the relevant independent and dependent variables will be selected; then, a logistic regression model will be built. The variables are divided into four main categories: socio-demographic variables; variables of participation and interest; attitudinal variables and variables in behavior.  The above are the independent variables of the study, whereas voting behavior, focusing on the distinction between center left and center right political parties, is the dependent one.  Once this selection has been carried out, the problem of recoding all of these variables emerges.  Over time, in fact, the code values of the variables used in the Istituto IARD surveys are not always the same and therefore it is necessary to recode those variables by creating general variables that have the same values. To this end, it is opportune to construct a “continuity guide” which presents sequentially the category of the variable under investigation, the description of the variable, the name of the variable for every year, and its recoding in general variable and eventual discordant formulations. Then, it is necessary to move on to a selection of the independent variables. In order to organize the independent variables, I have decided to follow the “funnel of causality” approach, the theory elaborated by a group of University of Michigan researchers who, in the Sixties, created a model regarding the influences both of sociological factors and of psychological factors on voting behavior [Campbell, Converse et al. 1960; 1966].  This model describes the voting process in terms of a funnel of causality: in the mouth of the funnel, there are the socio-economical conditions that generate society’s main political divisions. These factors influence the structure of the party systems, but they are far from the voting decisions of citizens. Moving along the funnel (on the bottom of which is the voting decision), one sees how socio-economic conditions influence the primary groups and values that are more explicitly tied to political attitudes.  Angus Campbell and his colleagues characterize three main attitudes: party identification, opinions on the issues, and the image of the candidate. These attitudes are closely linked to the voting decision and have a strong impact on voting behavior.  We have to begin, therefore, with the socio-demographic variables, those that are farthest away from the voting choice. After selecting the socio-demographic variables, it is necessary to characterize the other independent variables linked to values, attitudes towards and interest in politics, opinions on some specific issues, and indices of political participation, which are all variables that are closer to voting decisions according to the above cited “funnel of causality” approach.  It is very important to understand the values of the young people in our sample in order to study the political culture of a country. Values are, in fact, relatively stable convictions, that carry out the function of providing a guideline of attitudes and actions in several fields.  For that reason, knowing young people’s values appears to be of some importance in order to know and understand political behavior. Shalom Schwartz [1992; 1994] indicates ten types of basic values
, which can be individual as well as of various cultures, and which derive from fundamental psychological needs. Finally, the last independent variable that must be included in the logistic regression model is the political location of the respondent along the left-right scale, which is also the variable closest to the voting decision. In the model of Campbell, Converse et al, the political location of the respondent along the left-right scale is not, in reality, present but party identification is: in the bipartisan context of the United States, in fact, party identification carries   great weight and is present in the majority of electoral studies. In the European context, it is more useful to insert, replacing party identification, the political location of the respondent along the left-right scale.

3.  Hypotheses.

The following hypotheses can be tested:  1) Young Italians in our sample of respondents are a political generation as defined in Mannheim [1974]. If our samples show similar political views and votes in predominance for a particular political area, this hypothesis is confirmed, otherwise we will not observe a political generation. 2) Depending on how and whether explanatory factors of the vote vary over time, we can speak of the cohort effect, life-cycle effect or period effect to explain differences in the voting behavior of respondents. If the factors explaining voting behavior change over time, there is a cohort effect or a period effect (or both types of effects); if these factors remain constant over time, there is a life cycle-effect; 3) the influence of traditional sociological variables on the vote has decreased in favor of the variables closest to the individual decision to vote, such as attitudes, values, interest and participation. In order to test this hypothesis, it is necessary to build a logistic regression model which includes the independent variables by blocks: in the first block, socio-demographic variables are included, in the second one values, attitudes, interest and participation; in the third, the location of the respondent along the left-right scale. In this way the effect of a varying background can be controlled for each variable. 4) The left-right distinction is beginning to take on new meanings. This can be inferred by seeing if there are new variables that have a high significance in the logistic regression model and thus exert influence on the vote. 
4. Unit of analysis, selection of cases and methodological approach.

    Our unit of analysis will be the electoral behavior of young people in Italy. In order to analyze it, we will use data from IARD surveys conducted between 1983 and 2000.  The time frame goes from the first survey on young people carried out in Italy in 1983 until the 2000 survey. In particular, 1983, 1987, 1992, 1996 and 2000 will be chosen since those IARD surveys include almost the same kind of questions. We will analyze the voting intentions of young people during national electoral processes (parliamentary elections). The cases that will be analyzed are young Italians between 18 and 30 years of age.

   The basis of this analysis is the comparative method. Our goal is to find out the factors which explain the vote of young people in Italy through a diachronic analysis of its properties. Thus, it will be a synchronous and diachronic comparison. Being a large-n study, the analysis will rely on quantitative methods. We will use statistical techniques to achieve inferences: in fact, we will build a logistic regression model in order to test our hypothesis. 

Finally, it is possible to access individual data: opinion surveys. Thus, it will be a second level analysis. 

5.Findings
First of all, as we can see, table 1 shows how across time the young Italian people identified with the (catholic) center have been decreased in favor of those identified with the right. The percentage of the leftish young people remains stable across time (40%). Generally, there is no predominance of a particular political area.
Table 1. Political location of respondent along the left-right scale (%)(only for the years in which this variable was present).
	
	1992
	1996
	2000

	Left (1-4)
	39,2
	39,8
	40,2

	Center (5-6)
	40,4
	24,3
	23,1

	Right (7-10)
	20,3
	35,9
	36,7


  We begin to make a diachronic comparison, stressing how the explicative ability of the model changes and which independent variables show a greater influence on the vote across time. It is necessary to preface this by saying that the independent variables are not always the same ones in each survey year thus rendering the comparisons more difficult. In the first instance, we see the case in which the dependent variable compares the vote for the left with the vote for the moderates regarding the “First Republic” and the vote for the center-left with the vote for the center-right regarding the “Second Republic”. These are, in fact, the main dependent variables of our analysis and they are conceptually comparable between themselves. If the Pseudo-R-squared of the model is considered, it is possible to see increases like this from 1983 to 1992 (figure 1). The result of 1992 is due mainly to the insertion of the political location of respondents along the left-right scale in the model whereas in 1987 the Pseudo-R-squared, with regards to 1983, increases after the insertion of the first block of independent variables as after the introduction of the second block
. In general, however, the second block of variables increases the Pseudo-R-squared of the model, above all in 1987. If we look at the “Second Republic”, it is possible to note how from 1996 to 2000 the Pseudo-R-squared of the model increases after the insertion of every block of independent variables (figure 2). The second block of variables improves the Pseudo-R-squared, but it is, above all, the political location of the respondent along the left-right scale that enables the model to explain better the influence on the vote. As already stated previously, in fact, the political location of a respondent along the left-right scale is the variable closest to the voting decision.

 Figure 1 - Explicative ability of the model (Pseudo-R-squared of Nagelkerke), by blocks, distinguishing between the vote for the left and the vote for the moderates in the First Republic.
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Figure 2 - Explicative ability of the model (Pseudo-R-squared of Nagelkerke), by blocks, distinguishing between the vote for the center-left and the vote for the center-right in the Second Republic.
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If we look at every independent variable: church attendance, employment status, gender, social class, the index of participation in demonstrations, index of interest in politics, the index of post-materialism and opinion on homosexuality, we see that those variables, beyond the political location of the respondent along the left-right scale, serve to differentiate more between the vote for the left and for the moderates in the First Republic and between the vote for the center-left and the vote for the center-right in the Second Republic.  Regarding socio-demographic variables, church attendance, gender and employment are significant in nearly every year of the survey. In particular, church attendance is not of great significance only in the year 2000, gender in 1983 and employment in 1987. From 1992 to 2000, social class also exercises an influence on voting decisions and this fact seems to refute the theory according to which such a variable would have lost its explicative power during the last few years. If we look at the influence of such socio-demographic variables, we note that women, young people, those who rarely go to church, are unemployed (in majority students), and those that belong to the working class, are more likely  to vote for the left than for moderates in the First Republic and for the center-left rather than for the center-right in the Second Republic. 

Regarding the second block of variables, the index of participation in demonstrations shows some significance in 1983, 1987 and 1992 (while in 1996 the index of membership in organizations shows significance), the index of interest in politics is significant in the samples of 1983, of 1987 and of 1996, the post-materialism index is statistically significant in every year in which it is present (1992, 1996, 2000) and, finally, the opinion on homosexuality has a strong significance in every year in which it is present, except for 1992. Young people who participate in demonstrations, show an elevated interest in politics,  have values mostly of the post-materialist type and do not have preconceived notions about homosexuality, vote with more probability for the left than for the moderates in the First Republic and for the center-left rather than for the center-right in the Second Republic. As we have seen, therefore, participation in and interest towards politics are positively correlated with voting for the left much like having values of the post-materialist type and the absence of preconceptions about homosexuality. Let us pause to reflect on these last two factors.  
    The importance of post-materialist values as a means to an end for that which concerns the political division seems to confirm Inglehart’s theories [1971; 1993]. In particular, in this case, an individual who has values mostly of a post-materialist type would seem to have a greater propensity to vote for the left with respect to an individual who has values of a materialist type. The difference regarding what was assumed by Inglehart is that among young people post-materialist values do not prevail (even if they are on the rise), but both types of values are present.  Moreover, according to Inglehart the young people who vote for the left and have values of a mostly post-materialist type, belong to the middle class and not to the lower class. From our results, instead, it turns out, that belonging to the working class is still one of the explicative factors of the vote for the left. Finally, open-mindedness towards homosexuality can be made to re-enter inside those values that indicate a certain degree of Universalism according to Shalom Schwartz’s definition [1992,1994], and it is therefore not unusual that it is positively correlated with the vote to the left.
As example, in the following tables, I show the results of the analysis derived from the data collected in 1987 (First Republic) and in 1996 (Second Republic).
Table 2 – Relationship between the independent variables and the vote, distinguishing between the vote for the left (0) and the vote for the moderates (1), in 1987 (logistic regression model, N=431).
	
	  B
	  S.E
	   P

	Block 1
	
	
	

	Gender


	0,508 *
	0,248
	0,041       

	Age 15-17
	
	
	0,642

	Age 18-20
	0,040
	0,337
	0,906

	Age 21-24
	-0,097
	0,338
	0,774

	Over 25 

	0,613
	0,627
	0,328

	Marital Status (married)


	-0,594
	0,664
	0,371

	Northwest
	
	
	0,332

	Northeast
	-0,915
	0,508
	0,072

	Red Quadrilateral
	-0,261
	0,381
	0,493

	South


	-0,108
	0,272
	0,692

	Father’s Education Level

	-0,035
	0,111
	0,749

	Unemployed
	
	
	0,380

	Self-employed
	-0,010
	0,605
	0,987

	Employees

	-0,472
	0,344
	0,170

	Attends Church 
	0,642 ***
	0,074
	0,000    

	Constant

Pseudo-R-squared (Nagelkerke)


	-0,631

0,292
	0,458
	0,169

	Block 2
	
	
	

	Index of membership in organizations
	-0,677
	0,676
	0,317

	Index of participation in demonstrations  
	-2,119 *
	0,945
	0,025    

	Index of interest in politics
	-0,198 *
	0,098
	0,043    

	Reads newspaper(s)
	0,130
	0,134
	0,332

	Opinion on common law marriages  
	-0,112
	0,315
	0,722

	Opinion on damage to public property
	-0,257
	0,452
	0,570

	Opinion on homosexuality 
	-0,907***
	0,268
	0,001    

	Constant
	0,843
	0,689
	0,221

	Pseudo-R-squared (Nagelkerke)
	0,373
	
	


*p<0,05; ** p<0,01; ***p<0,001.
Table 3 – Relationship between independent variables and voting behavior, distinguishing between votes for the center-left (0) and votes for the center-right (1), in 1996 (logistic regression model, N=1061).

	
	B
	S.E
	P

	Block 1
	
	
	

	Gender


	0,364 **
	0,133
	0,006      

	Age 15-17
	
	
	0,068    

	Age 18-20
	-0,069
	0,208
	0,738   

	Age 21-24
	0,165
	0,207
	0,434

	Over 25

	-0,297
	0,224
	0,184   

	Marital status (married)


	0,509   *
	0,235
	0,031     

	Northwest
	
	
	0,137

	Northeast
	0,195
	0,234
	0,404

	Red Quadrilateral
	-0,365
	0,207
	0,078

	South


	-0,048
	0,161
	0,767

	Father’s Education Level

	-0,068
	0,074
	0,363 

	Unemployed
	       - ***
	
	0,001

	Self-employed
	0,989***
	0,265
	0,000 

	Employee
Working Class
Self-employed upper class 
Middle class employee
Upper class
                                                                                                                               
	0,287

       -***

0,474 **

-0,125

0,547 **
	0,170

0,181

0,208

0,189
	0,092

0,000   

0,009   

0,550

0,004 

	Attends Church
	0,127 **
	0,044
	0,004     

	Constant

Pseudo-R-squared (Nagelkerke)
	-0,551

0,088


	0,311
	0,076

	 Block 2
	
	
	

	Index of membership in organizations
	-1,292 **
	0,490
	0,008 

	Index of participation in demonstrations
Index of interest in politics
	-0,763

-0,140 **
	0,479

0,055
	0,111

0,010 

	Reads newspaper (s)
Post-materialism index
	-0,024

-0,347***
	0,069

0,070
	0,731   

0,000

	Opinion on common law marriages 
	-0,241
	0,213
	0,259   

	Opinion on damage to public property 
	0,165
	0,319
	0,606

	Opinion on homosexuality 
	-0,501***
	0,147
	0,001     

	Constant

Pseudo-R-squared (Nagelkerke)

Block 3

Political location along the left-right scale

Constant
	1,170

0,195

1,342***

-5,585
	0,430

0,085

0,812
	0,007

0,000

0,000

	Pseudo-R-squared (Nagelkerke)
	0,771
	
	


*p<0,05; ** p<0,01; ***p<0,001.
Conclusions

The analysis performed here brings forth a series of results and empirical evidence that enable us to attempt to answer the theoretical questions posed in the first chapters. In fact, I wanted to know: 1) if the young people interviewed in IARD surveys over a number of years were a “political generation” according to Mannheim’s definition [1974]; 2) if the differences in values, attitudes and political behaviors (first and foremost voting choice) of the young people in our samples were due to a “life-cycle effect ” or to a “period effect” or, finally, to a “cohort effect”, according to Corbetta’s distinction [2002].  Finally, I wanted to know what the causal factors of the voting behavior of the new generations were between 1983 to 2000. 

    We can answer the first question in a negative way. If, in fact, “by political generation we mean those members of an age group or cohort  that – by experiencing determined key events – have developed an aware contrast, on the base of analogous ideas, with the ideas and typical values of the political order in which they have grown up” [Fogt 1982, 21], then the young people in our samples are not a “political generation”.  Indeed, they do not have homogenous political ideas which are in contrast with the dominant values of the society, as had been the case with the 1968 generation. If, in fact, we look at voting behavior, in no year of IARD surveys do we see young people voting in a dominant way for a determined political area. Indeed, the difference in terms of ballots obtained by center-right parties and center-left parties is not great. Surely, we can note long period tendencies such as the loss of votes obtained by the Catholic center to the advantage of votes obtained by the right, and generally a greater predisposition on the part of young people to vote for “extreme” parties with respect to the national average. However, we are not in the presence of a prevailing political guideline that characterizes a generation clearly. Also, from the point of view of reference values, we do not find ourselves in front of a homogenous group. It is true that from 1983 to 2000, our samples of surveyed young people show an increased open-mindedness towards issues such as homosexuality, drug use, common law marriage and other issues generally stigmatized by the older generations, along with a greater diffusion of post-materialist values as defined by Inglehart [1977; 1993].  However, we do not witness such an obvious or clear cultural change that we are able to speak of a contrast of values between young people and the society in which they live. As an example, in addition to post-materialist values materialist values still exist and are linked, in the first case, to the issue of security, without any distinction between the older and the younger generations.

    In order to answer the second question, that concerning which of the three effects: “life-cycle effect”, “period effect” and “cohort effect” was prevailing, we have to ask ourselves if the causal factors of voting behavior change across time between 1983 and 2000. We have seen that from 1983 to 2000, even when the sample of interviewed subjects was changed, the main causal factors of voting behavior remain substantially the same. This pushes us to believe that we are more likely faced with a “life-cycle effect” as opposed to a “cohort effect”. Therefore, the differences in opinions and values among people would depend on the specific phase of life in which they find themselves. According to this thesis, for example, individuals would have more radical political attitudes at a young age and over time would become increasingly more moderate and finally conservative. This has been confirmed by the fact that the young people in our samples are more prone to vote for “extreme” parties (on the right or on the left), with respect to the national average. In addition to this sort of effect, we have found a “period effect” for that which concerns 1992: it is, in fact, a transition year for the Italian political system that sees the appearance of new political actors, undoubtedly exercising  an influence on the voting choices of young constituents.

    Finally, in order to answer the third question, we must look at those factors that explain the voting behavior of the new generations. In particular, we have to look at those factors that differentiate between a vote for left wing parties and a vote for right wing parties. 

     Through the model of logistic regression, we have seen in the previous chapters that the explicative ability of sociological variables on voting behavior is smaller compared to the explicative ability obtained after inserting variables that are closer to the voting decision, such as those tied to values, attitudes and political guidelines, in the first instance the political location along the left-right scale. All of this is in line with the theory according to which traditional social variables would have remarkably attenuated their predictive ability on voting decisions in the last few decades as is recently demonstrated by Corbetta’s empirical research [2006, 415-430]. In our model, however, the increase of explicative ability is due mainly to the insertion of political location along the left-right scale. Moreover, within traditional sociological variables, one’s social class of origin, contrary to expectations, continues to have a definite influence on one’s vote (and it is meaningful as in the models constructed for the more recent IARD surveys). Surely, in any case, the socio-demographic variable that differentiates most between a vote to the left and a vote to the right is religious belief. While within the variables that are closer to the voting decision opinions on “a relatively new topic” like homosexuality, are intrinsically linked to the sphere of values, and are the most meaningful and have greater explicative power over the years, beyond  one’s political location along the left-right scale. Moreover, the post-materialism index also has a good explicative power.

    Nevertheless, what distinguishes, in conclusion, young people that vote for the left from those that vote for the right? That is, what are the factors behind the decision to vote for a right or left wing party? As a final result after the logistic regression, we can assert that young people, women, those who rarely attend church, students, those coming from working class backgrounds, those who participate in demonstrations, show an interest in politics, have values of a mostly post-materialist type and do not have preconceived notions about homosexuality, are more likely to vote for the left than for the right.  These last factors would seem to confirm the theory according to which in Western societies there exists a process of redefinition of the meaning of the political left/right distinction. Indeed the left/right distinction is no longer centered around the traditional economic cleavage where the fundamental conflict regards social justice and the control of economic resources, winding up in the form of class antagonism and the contrast between economic liberalism and statism. The left becomes a carrier of requests of an “inclusive” and “universalistic” type, while the right of requests of an “exclusive” and “anti-universalistic” type.  Therefore, the fact that among the young people in our samples the absence of preconceptions about homosexuality moves the vote towards the left, while the presence of preconceptions on the issue moves the vote to the right, is coherent with this new type of political distinction based on the inclusion/exclusion dimension. In reality, obviously, this fact does not signify a linear change in the contents of the left/right distinction but a notable increase in the complexity of the dimensions to which the classic dichotomy refers.
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� This interpretation of Inglehart is based on the theory of needs of the psychologist Abraham Maslow [1954], which envisions a hierarchy of needs in which post-materialist values occupy the highest position. One perceives a lack of these needs only after satisfying one’s basic needs.


� To this end, please see, for the Italian case, Parisi and Pasquino [1977].


� For a definition of the concepts of “left” and “right” please see Bobbio [1994].


� For a redefinition of the concepts  of “left” and “right”, please see Caniglia [2007].  As far as the traditional categories of left and right are concerned, Caniglia characterizes two semantic dimensions based on which the political distinction operates. The first dimension, called equality-inequality, regards the values and attitudes that are typical of the traditional dichotomy (as an example the opinions regarding distributive conflicts). The second dimension, called inclusion-exclusion, is connected to a new thematic which some students call “New Politics” (such as those relative to  conflicts around moral topics).


� These ten types of values are: Achievement, Conformity, Tradition, Self-Direction, Stimulation,  Hedonism, Security, Power, Universalism, Benevolence


� The first block is made up of socio-demographic variables, the second one of variables indicating attitudes, values, interest and participation.
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