Introduction
The Post-Dictatorship Years From
the Perspective of Leisure and Sexuality

Shortly after the collapse of Greece’s dictatorial regime in July 1974, a significant segment of the Greek youth experienced a political fever. Intense
debates in student assemblies and Party1 congresses as well as the distribution
of flyers at factory gates and university amphitheaters were integral pieces of
this puzzle. Youth politics, however, did not revolve solely around manifestos
and speeches at that point. According to H.Z., who was a university student
in Salonica and affiliated with a Communist youth organization in the aftermath of the dictatorship, leisure featured prominently and served as a means
of demarcating left-wingers. He transparently narrated that “watching progressive, high quality films, reading classics, these were among the three or
four habits that distinguished [left-wing] people,” adding that “we sang a lot,
even with our friends in the streets” (H.Z., Interview). In general, the leftwingers under study did not construe “politics” in the narrow sense, namely
confined to elections and protest, but formulated diverse ways in which they
linked these with the behavior patterns they endorsed.2
Assigning weight to leisure was not specific to young Greek left-wingers
in the 1970s, however. Several social and political actors in the “West,” at
least since the Industrial Revolution, have construed leisure as a realm where
“the dominant values” of a particular society are “opposed or reinforced.”3
Relevant activities, such as visiting spas, lying on the seaside, or patronizing an opera house have functioned as a testing ground for a wide array of
norms, which encompass sexual patterns, gender and class relations, as well
as national identities.4 The spread of mass consumption and the growing
internationalization of leisure through developments in the media, communications, and transport in post–World War II Western Europe have further
fuelled reflection on leisure and its potential impact on cultural norms.5 Leftwingers of all stripes have been involved in relevant debates, endorsing, however, differing viewpoints. Some revisionist members of the British Labor
Party, such as Tony Crosland and Roy Jenkins, championed the “expansion
of consumption” in post–World War II Britain and placed a premium on the
spread of styles of living grounded on affluence.6 From the late 1950s onward in West Germany, the Social Democratic Party of Germany joined its
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political opponent, the Christian Democratic Union, in promoting a “liberal
consensus” centering on “free consumer choice,” which also included a tolerant attitude toward cultural imports that reshaped the leisure landscape of
the Federal Republic at that point.7 Communists in Western Europe, such
as in Italy, also began to wrestle with the challenge that the spread of mass
consumption and its impact on youth leisure posed to their cultural politics.
However, according to historian Stephen Gundle, the members of the main
Italian Communist Party, despite the “flexibility” that they demonstrated,
“never really grasped the appeal of either mass culture or the consumer
society.”8
The growing internationalization of leisure, which had also reached
Greece in the 1960s, attracted extensive attention by the Greek Left as well
already during that decade in the framework of its cultural politics. The establishment of the authoritarian regime, which ruled from 1967 to 1974,
brought such left-wing initiatives to an abrupt end. However, youth involvement in left-wing politics, on the rise since the final years of the dictatorship,
escalated after the collapse of the authoritarian regime. This study investigates
the relationship between leisure and left-wing youth politics in the first postdictatorship years, namely until the formation of the government in 1981.
Since young left-wingers in the 1950s and 1960s construed leisure as interconnected with sexuality, it also surveys whether and the extent to which the
Socialist and Communist youth linked both with politics in the mid-to-late
1970s. Moreover, it examines how the interaction of youth leisure and sexuality with the intensifying youth politicization was mediated by the conceptualizations of the “Greek nation” that were espoused by young Communists
and Socialists; it considers whether and how the concepts of “tradition,” “modernity,” “Western,” “European,” and “American” were employed by left-wing
youth organizations, in their pursuit of constructing a normative framework
regulating the politicization of leisure and sexuality.9 The volume probes continuities and ruptures between the 1960s and the 1970s, scrutinizing two
levels: the cultural politics of the left-wing youth organizations in Greece in
that period as well the leisure and sexual practices of their cadres, members,
and sympathizers, analyzing the extent to which the latter were in accordance
with official guidelines, set down by the Party leaderships. In dealing with
those issues, it seeks to provide a nuanced understanding of the first era of
postauthoritarian transformation in Greece and how this period was tracked,
but, also, to an extent shaped by left-wing youth and cultural politics.
In order to illuminate such endeavors, this volume critically interrogates
approaches that define leisure negatively as “non-obligated” time, namely as
an escape from work as well as other categories of experience, such as work,
education, and politics.10 Similarly, it does not fully endorse the argument
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of historian Peter Borsay that leisure “can embrace any experience which is
‘other’ than that conceived of as normal” and the “real world.”11 By contrast,
it seems more promising as a point of departure to probe the issue of whether
and the extent to which those domains are interrelated in the rhetoric and
practice in the modern world. Actually, advocates of the Left in contemporary Greece have openly and consistently striven to discern leisure patterns
that would be conducive to ideological engagement. Their attitude resembled what historian Raphael Samuel mentioned in his account of the “Lost
World of British Communism,” namely that “what we called Marxism …
claimed jurisdiction over every dimension of experience, every department
of social life.”12 Rather than being treated as synonymous with “freedom”
from routine and time apart, its interconnections with politics, sexuality, and
gender, as appeared in the rhetoric and practice of those militants,13 need to
be taken seriously into account.
My research centers on the main Socialist and Communist youth organizations in Greece in the period from 1974 to 1981, since, as especially chapter two of this book shows, right-wing youth groups did not actively engage
in the shaping of leisure activities of their members in that country at that
point. Moreover, while other groups, such as the scouts, sought to influence
the behavior of youngsters in Greece and while it is certainly worthwhile
to examine whether these groups regarded this as a political act, the case of
the Left is distinct due to the fact that it aimed to stir certain forms of mass
mobilization, namely various types of protest, also by encouraging specific
attitudes towards leisure and sexuality. Communist organizations became
legal in 1974 after twenty-seven years of clandestinity. Two very influential
ones were the Communist Youth of Greece (KNE) and Rigas Feraios (RF).14
The former, established in 1968, was affiliated with the Communist Party of
Greece (KKE), whereas the latter, also created in 1968, was affiliated with
the Communist Party of the Interior (KKE Es.); the KKE and KKE Es. had
split in the same year.15 The orientation of the KNE was pro-Soviet, while RF
was Eurocommunist.16 Especially since the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia
in 1968, but mostly in the mid–1970s, a number of Communist parties in
Western Europe, such as the Spanish and the Italian, but also in other continents, as the case of the Australian Communist Party shows, became less and
less influenced by the Soviet regime and embraced the doctrine of Eurocommunism. The student groups, whose members were aligned with or leaning toward the KNE and RF were the PSK (Panspoudastiki Syndikalistiki
Kinisi, All-Students’ Unionist Movement) and the DA-DE (Dimokratikos
Agonas-Dimokratiki Enotita, Democratic Union-Democratic Struggle), respectively; the high-school groups were called the MODNE (Mathitiki Organosi Dimokratikis Neolaias Elladas, Pupils’ Organization of the Demo-
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cratic Youth in Greece) and the DIMAK (Dimokratiki Mathitiki Kinisi,
Democratic Pupils’ Movement), respectively.
Less popular, but still ideologically influential, were the Maoist organizations. The main Maoist (or Marxist-Leninist, as they described themselves)
student and pupil groups were the PPSP (Proodeytiki Panspoudastiki Syndikalistiki Parataxi, Progressive All-Students’ Unionist Movement) and the PMSP
(Proodeytiki Mathitiki Syndikalistiki Parataxi, Progressive Pupils’ Unionist
Movement), which were aligned with the OMLE (Organosi MarxistonLeniniston Elladas, Organization of Marxist-Leninists of Greece), as well
as the AASPE (Antifasistiki Antiimperialistiki Spoudastiki Parataxi Elladas,
Anti-fascist Anti-imperialist Student Movement of Greece) and the AAMPE
(Antifasistiki Antiimperialistiki Mathitiki Parataxi Elladas, Anti-fascist Antiimperialist Pupils’ Movement of Greece), which were affiliated with the EKKE
(Epanastatiko Kommounistiko Kinima Elladas, Revolutionary Communist
Movement of Greece). The EKKE had been created in March 1970 by a
group of Greek students based in West Berlin and appeared in Greece in
1972. Communists who endorsed China as a role model after the ChineseSoviet split in the early 1960s founded the OMLE in the mid–1960s in
Greece; similarly, PPSP was established in 1966. Their student groups were
visible in student assemblies and garnered a significant percentage of votes
in student elections in the mid–1970s, but fell into disarray, as did their
Parties, in the late 1970s, mainly due to escalating internal strife over developments in post-Mao China. The EKKE, in tune with the party line of the
Communist Party of China, chastised the Cultural Revolution. However,
its biggest segment disagreed with its leadership and gradually abandoned
it, accusing it of having become a “mouthpiece” of a Party that no longer
represented Marxist-Leninist values. Meanwhile, the OMLE split in 1976
into the KKE(m-l) and M-L KKE. The former denounced the new leadership of the Communist Party of China as a “revisionist clique,” as terrorism
studies expert George Kassimeris mentions, while the latter continued to
view the Chinese regime favorably.17 Trotskyite Parties also operated in the
1970s Greece. The main ones were the EDE (Ergatiki Diethnistiki Enosi,
Workers’ Internationalist Union) and the OKDE (Organosi Kommouniston
Diethniston Elladas, Communist Organization of Greek Internationalists).
However, they failed to gain significant support from Greek youngsters.
Beyond the Communist Left, the Youth of PASOK (Panellinio Sosialistiko Kinima, Panhellenic Socialist Movement), established alongside PASOK in 1974, was also quite influential. PASOK and its Youth attracted
many members of the PAK (Panellinio Apeleytherotiko Kinima, Panhellenic
Liberation Movement), founded in 1968, which rallied centrist and radical
left-wing militants. The members of the Youth of PASOK were entitled to
participate simultaneously in the activities of the Party. Its student organiza-
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tion, established in 1975, was the PASP (Panellinia Agonistiki Spoudastiki
Parataxi, Panhellenic Militant Student Organization), while its high-school
group was the PAMK (Panellinia Agonistiki Mathitiki Kinisi, Panhellenic
Militant Pupils’ Movement). The PASP has been designated to function autonomously from the Youth of PASOK. The members of the former were
allowed, but not obliged, to be aligned with PASOK and its Youth. Socialist groups endorsed dependency theories that juxtaposed the industrialized
“North” with the dependent “South,” situating Greece in the latter, as analyzed in more detail in chapter two.
After 1978, all left-wing youth organizations suffered from a series of
splinters, which resulted in the formation of a fluid network of autonomous
left-wingers, mainly students, who named themselves Choros (Space).18 Besides B Panelladiki, which split from RF in 1978, another constituent of
Choros was the radical left-wing OPA (Organosi gia mia Proletariaki Aristera,
Organization for a Proletarian Left). In addition, ex-members of the Maoist
groups, the KNE, and the Youth of PASOK also joined. Most, though not
all of them, described themselves as Communists. Choros never acquired a
clear organizational structure, but the common points of the people who
participated in it were the loud critique of centralized Party structures—
which were blamed for fostering bureaucratic relations—the rejection of the
entatikopoiisi (intensification) of university studies, as well as the challenging
of dominant social norms, especially in the domain of sexuality.19
At the opposite end of the political spectrum, Center-Right or rightwing youth organizations failed to gain momentum. ONNED (Organosi
Neon Neas Dimokratias, New Democracy Youth Organization), the youth
group of the governing Center-Right Party, did not attract substantial support at that point, at least in comparison with the Party it was aligned with.
The same was true of Centre-Right student groups, which merged in 1976
and created DAP-NDFK (Dimokratiki Ananeotiki Protoporia-Nea Dimokratiki Foititiki Kinisi, Democratic Renewal Vanguard-New Democratic
Student Movement). Moreover, its activity in student assemblies and cultural societies during those years was rather limited, as shown in chapter two
in more detail. It became influential, mainly among university students, only
after the election of PASOK to power in 1981.20 In addition, extreme rightist
and fascist youth groups remained marginal during those years.

A Social-Cultural History of the Left-Wing Youth
In wrestling with the leisure pursuits and sexual practices of young leftwingers, this book offers a social/cultural history of politics, premised on the
concept of “culture.” Echoing novelist and academic Raymond Williams, I
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treat “culture” as “ordinary,” connected with lived experience. The book also
draws upon an issue that arises in Williams’s work, namely the relationship
between “culture” as a “whole way of life” and forms of signification, such
as films, theatre plays and songs.21 As a swelling chorus of scholars, such as
historian Thomas Mergel and anthropologist David Kertzer, has aptly remarked, symbols and rituals are not merely “accessories,” but played a preponderant role in the formation of political subjects.22
Drawing on the historiography of emotions, the social/cultural history
of politics embraced in this work aims to call into question one factor that
has been depicted as distinguishing the “Old,” “New,” and “Far Left” in the
case of Greece in the 1970s:23 British historian, playwright, and journalist David Caute argues that, in general, membership of the so-called “Old
Left” was “dull,” confined to “occasional demos, [and] sending small cheques
to good causes.”24 However, young Greek left-wingers of all directions construed their political activity as an intensely emotional experience. They
came into dialogue with diffuse descriptions of these emotions in Greek society and in the broader European context.
In approaching emotions, this work draws particularly on the argument
put forth by historians Peter and Carol Stearns, who claim that researchers
should differentiate between “the attitudes or standards that a society, or
a definable group within a society, maintains toward basic emotions and
their appropriate expression,” which they call “emotionology,” and the actual emotions of the subjects they study. They aptly remark, however, that
“emotionology” and “emotions” interact: the former create emotional standards, which affect the latter.25 Similarly, the official texts of Greek left-wing
youth groups often contained comments on the emotions that activism was
expected to instill in their members, statements which tracked and helped
shape the actual emotions of young Communists and Socialists in Greece.
Either “disciplined” or “spontaneous,” militancy won hearts and minds.
In addition, this study indicates internal variations and underlines the
interaction between the groups under examination. A recent book that has
particularly propelled the heterogeneity of Communist organizations into
the limelight is entitled Le Siècle des Communismes. This book was a response
to the Livre noire du Communisme, which linked this ideology in a onedimensional fashion to coercion and violence.26 By contrast, Le Siècle des
Communismes offers a significantly more nuanced understanding of communism. Its authors portray communism as a “plural” phenomenon: it is argued
that people joined a Communist organization for a wide range of reasons
and experienced their membership in diverse ways, depending on factors
such as social class and gender.27 This is certainly true for Greek left-wingers
of all stripes in the 1970s.
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Defining “Youth”: Moving Beyond “Generation”
Not only left-wing militancy, but also “youth” is a culturally provincial category, according to historian Oded Heilbronner. Heilbronner argues that it
is based on particular symbols and practices and does not remain static over
time and in different social and cultural contexts. Prior to the nineteenth
century, “‘youth’ was distinguished by its rites and rituals. In the modern era,
… it was distinguished mainly by leisure, but also by secondary education
and adolescent norms and behaviour.”28
The twentieth century witnessed the emergence of what numerous historians and sociologists have labeled “youth culture.”29 According to historians Axel Schildt and Detlef Siegfried, it was “primarily defined by the
young age of its proponents and by their particular tastes in music, fashion,
hairstyles, political practices etc.”30 Impelling the momentum for its appearance was the increasing capacity of the youth to purchase consumer goods,
which rendered them key players in the dawning era of mass consumption.31
Concomitantly, a consumer market grew, which particularly targeted the
youth. The creation of the miniskirt by the British fashion icon Mary Quant,
in 1964, is perhaps one of the most striking success stories of that market
that addressed the youth. Siegfried and Schildt claim that youth culture appeared in the post–World War II period, albeit not simultaneously throughout Western Europe: it first emerged in Scandinavian countries as well as
in Western European countries, such as France and West Germany. Other
European countries, such as Italy, Portugal, and Ireland, followed the path
later, due to “poorer material and social conditions, lower educational status,
as well as more restrictive religious and family bonds.” However, they argue
that youth culture had spread throughout Western Europe by the end of the
1970s.32 Its emergence in the postwar decades coincided with two more developments: demographic changes, mainly in the case of France and, beyond
Europe, in the United States, usually dubbed as the “baby-boom”;33 and the
vast expansion of the number of university students.34
The concept of “youth culture” has drawn substantial criticism from
scholars. Proponents of cultural studies, such as Stuart Hall, John Clarke,
Tony Jefferson, and Brian Roberts, reject the term, which had become “most
common in popular and journalistic usage” in post–World War II Britain,
as obscuring class differences; they put forward that of “youth subcultures”
instead. Based on the work of Antonio Gramsci, they explore “youth subcultures” as a subset of “class cultures,” but also in relation to the “dominant
culture.”35 Schildt and Siegfried actually offer a nuanced conceptualization
of “youth culture,” which echoes some of those concerns: they stress that
researchers should be mindful of two issues: its heterogeneity, especially with
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regard to gender and class differences, but also its diverse links with the
“larger society” through institutions, such as the educational ones.36 This
study aims to further problematize the concept of “youth culture”: at least
in the case of the left-wing youth in the 1970s, their lifestyles37 were not
necessarily predicated on age-specific leisure activities; their distinctive element was sociality, namely the formation of peer groups, comprised solely
or mostly of young people. The book examines the interplay among diverse
types of the social relationships that those young left-wingers maintained,
ranging from the peer group to the political youth organizations, surveying the specific ways in which they experienced and framed leisure activities
and sexual practices. It echoes anthropologists Nicholas Long and Henrietta
Moore, who suggest complex ways of analyzing sociality, and especially their
argument that “the most productive way forward is not to focus on those
‘ties’ in isolation, but rather to examine the dynamic matrix in which they
are continually made, sustained or dissolved.”38
Although “generation” need not necessarily be young, youth cultures in
post–World War II Europe have extensively been approached through the
use of this conceptual tool. Diverse specialists maintain that the first post–
World War II decades witnessed the formation of a “generation,” often called
the “68ers” or the “baby-boomers,” born after the end of World War II.
Relevant scholarship has mostly relied on the definition offered by sociologist Karl Mannheim: according to him, “generation” is an age group “with a
common location in the historical dimension of the social process,” limiting
its members “to a specific range of potential experience, predisposing them
for a certain characteristic mode of thought and experience, and a characteristic type of historically relevant action.”39 A number of historians, such as
Ronald Fraser and Ingrid Gilcher-Holtey, have scrutinized the “generation of
68ers” in Italy, West Germany, France, and Northern Ireland.40 They argue
that this generation was radicalized, due to the eruption of the anti–Vietnam
War movement and the growing influence of anti-hierarchical ideological
trends,41 stemming from the increasing dissatisfaction with either the Social
Democrats or the pro-Soviet Communists.42 Historian Konstantinos Kornetis employed another version of the concept of “generation” in the case
of Greece. He delineated two age cohorts of left-wing students during the
dictatorship years: people born between 1944 and 1949 and those born after
1949 until 1954. He claims that the latter, in stark contrast to the former,
were influenced by “1968” at least in their lifestyle, developing, for instance,
an informal clothing style.43
Nevertheless, what historian Belinda Davis argues about the “generation
of 68ers,” namely that it is a concept which “must be used with great circumspection,” seems appropriate for the young Socialists and Communists in
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Greece in 1974–1981 as well.44 In general, young activists in Greece did not
depict their collective action in the mid-to-late 1970s in terms of generation,
but, rather, in terms of affiliation to a particular political group. The label of
generation, however, appeared sometimes in the publications of the young
left-wingers in Greece, albeit as a claim for authority: as is mentioned in
the following chapters, the actors that utilized it aimed to ascribe particular
characteristics to the youth of Greece.45
Apart from the emergence of distinct youth lifestyles, the twentieth
century also witnessed protracted discussions about representations of the
“youth.” As historians Luisa Passerini, Efi Avdela, and Richard Jobs convincingly argue, “youth” served as a metaphor for social change in twentiethcentury Europe, such as the “economic miracle” in the postwar period, decolonization, the Cold War, the spread of mass consumption patterns, as well
as urbanization.46 Avdela and Jobs add that “youth” as a metaphor encapsulated the hopes and fears that those transformations generated in the broader
society. Diverse actors, such as the educational institutions, the Church, the
media, the cultural industry, and the political Parties were involved in discussions about what the “youth” represents. Even though “youth” as a metaphor
did not only address “young” people, but, sometimes, entire societies, its use
certainly shaped expectations about the behavioral patterns of the former.
Nevertheless, young people were hardly passive recipients of such representations. In that respect, Heilbronner has argued that the twentieth century
has witnessed a veritable earthquake, namely a transition “from a culture for
youth to a culture of youth.” Heilbronner maintains that there was a shift
from “a culture initiated by a ‘parent culture’ (that of mothers and fathers,
the establishment, state authorities, entrepreneurs and producers of mass
culture) to a culture largely invented, initiated and inspired (with a little
help from the parents) by young people.”47
Defining the “youth” was certainly a major battleground in the initial
post-dictatorship period in Greece. This era is important for the history of
youth in Greece, since, as the book will show, the Left did not repeat some of
the worries that it had raised about the comportment of the Greek youth in
the preceding decades—for instance in relation to rock music, as mentioned
in detail in chapters four and five. However, the post-authoritarian years did
not exactly serve, either, as an era, during which the Greek society in general
“no longer construed youth as a source of concern, but purely as a factor
that helped bring progress and creative renovation to the political, social
and cultural life of the country,” as historian Kostas Katsapis argues.48 In
particular, left-wing Parties and youth organizations elaborated extensively
on the Greek youth, since it embodied both their hopes and concerns, which
derived from the transition to democracy as well as their fears of mass con-
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sumption, which had been spreading in Greece since the 1960s. Meanwhile,
young Greek left-wingers were particularly innovative during those years in
developing conceptualizations not only of “youth,” but also of politics and
culture in general, since the initiatives, in which they participated, did not
solely address issues of the youth.49 Those Communist and Socialist youngsters sometimes challenged and even affected the relevant views endorsed
by their “parent cultures.” They did not initiate, however, a transition from
a culture for youth to a culture of youth. What actually emerged in Greece
in terms of left-wing youth politics, as the 1970s progressed, was a process
of diversification of the politicized youth vis-à-vis parent cultures. The meddling of political Parties was increasingly contested, albeit only by a segment
of the left-wing youth in the late 1970s.

“Americanization” and Its Limits
The history of “youth” in Western Europe since the end of World War II is
connected with the impact of the spread of American cultural patterns—
coined the issue of “Americanization.” This paradigm deals with practices,
objects, and symbols which emanated from the United States and which
are presented as having deeply transformed attitudes in other parts of the
globe. It correctly stresses that since the interwar period the United States has
exported technologies that help increase productivity, such as Taylorism, as
well as spread consumption, such as full-service advertising agencies. These
patterns and objects mainly appeared in Western Europe in the post–World
War II years. The same period witnessed the widespread popularity of American popular cultural products in Europe, such as jazz, rock ‘n’ roll music,
“western” movies, and pulp fiction, particularly appreciated by young people
in Western Europe. The influence of American popular culture in postwar
Europe was so exponential that it caused widespread reflection. Quite notably, the character Robert (Hanns Zischler), from Wim Wenders’s seminal
1976 film Kings of the Road, maintained that “[t]he Yanks have colonized our
subconscious.” Was that true, however?
Up to the end of the Cold War and even into the early 1990s, the concept of “Americanization” usually tended to be defined in a highly polarized
and normative way. One approach, that of cultural imperialism, described the
active imposition of a “false consciousness” of mass consumption on a global
scale by American monopolies, assisted by local “reactionary” elements.50
The other powerful story, which structured the history of “Americanization,”
equated it to “economic modernization” and “political and cultural democratization.”51 Despite these seemingly conflicting arguments, there was a point
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in common: it was usually taken for granted that the receiving end was a passive actor, shaped by American products.52 The 1990s witnessed the emergence of a different approach, which has sought to problematize the form of
transfer of goods and symbols from the United States to other countries. The
common aspect of this paradigm is the emphasis on the selective character of
reception. American studies expert Rob Kroes has asserted that the potential
freedom to “dissect patterns of traditional and organic cohesion” and to “rearrange the components” into “new wholes” has been a major element of the
cultural life in the United States, which has also spread in Europe. Following
a similar approach, anthropologist Kaspar Maase has gone even further to
express his cautiousness toward the very concept of “Americanization”; in the
late 1990s he used it in the form of “grassroots Americanization,” claiming
that social groups in West Germany picked some of the “offers, which were
presented with great economic and media power;” in other words, those
which suited their expectations. In the 2000s, he revised his position to discard the concept and to substitute it with “cultural democratization,” which
he used to describe the emerging youth identities in West Germany since
the late 1950s and their impact on the “flattening of cultural hierarchies.”53
The “selective reception” approach has focused heavily on the making of youth identities and gender relations in Western Europe since the
mid–1950s. The young are argued to have distinguished themselves through
specific symbols and activities, which have a key aspect in common: they
stemmed from American popular culture, which served as a “major vehicle”
for protest against parents. Moreover, in West Germany, Austria, and Italy,
these patterns helped in the formation of postfascist identities among young
people, who aimed at distancing themselves from the recent history of their
country and perhaps their very family and its potential fascist past. An influential cultural product was that of rock ‘n’ roll music, especially the singer
Elvis Presley.54 The first group to appropriate elements of his way of dancing
and his outer appearance was a mainly working-class masculine subculture,
which appeared in numerous different national contexts and was labeled in
a variety of ways: Halbstarken in West and East Germany, Teppisti in Italy,
Teddy-boys in Britain, tentimpoides in Greece, and Hooligans in Austria, to
name just a few.55
The impact of Hollywood movies appears to have been the same, according to relevant research. In the case of Britain, cultural studies expert
Jackie Stacey argues that their consumption served as a means of making of
an “American” feminine identity, which was “exciting, sexual, pleasurable
and in some ways transgressive.” Female Hollywood actors, such as Marilyn
Monroe, were a major source of inspiration for young West German women.
Monroe, according to historian Karin Schmidlechner, was a role model for
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Austrian girls as well, functioning as a symbol of overcoming the “ascetic
morality,” which lambasted sexual relations before marriage and stigmatized
behaviors and clothing styles, which did not conceal feminine sexuality.56
Still, Schildt and Siegfried have raised the concern whether it was not
solely American cultural products that shaped youth cultures in Western Europe in the 1960s–1980s.57 In what follows I argue that “Americanization,”
even if conceptualized as “selective reception,” hardly furnishes a complete
explanatory package for the examination of youth cultures in 1970s Western
Europe. For sure, the appropriation of American cultural products played
a key role in the construction of youth identities in Western Europe in the
1970s, including Greece. Still, the variety of flows within Europe, as well as
the non-Western transfers that shaped the young left-wingers under study,
may require us to avoid defining them simply as “Americanized.” The leisure
patterns of a significant segment of the post-dictatorship Greek left-wing
youth was predicated on representations of the USSR as a role model society,
a phenomenon I would like to name “Sovietism.” The latter gained momentum from 1974 onwards, due to the intensification of contacts between
Greek political groups and Soviet institutions in several domains, such as
youth travel, as analyzed in chapter three. The Sovietism that a segment of
the Greek left-wing youth developed in the 1970s was largely a grassroots
and, to an extent, selective trend: not even the young pro-Soviet Communists in Greece received uncritically the prerogatives of the cultural politics of
the Eastern European and the Soviet regime. Cultural patterns from Western
Europe, especially in cinema, were also an important ingredient of left-wing
youth cultures in Greece in the 1970s. In addition, similar to what happened
in other European countries, such as Sweden,58 the “invention of tradition”
was a key aspect of the tastes of young left-wingers in Greece since the 1960s
and certainly in the early and mid–1970s, particularly in the domain of
music.59 Still, performances of what young Socialists and Communists in
Greece construed as quintessentially “authentic Greek culture” sometimes
involved the appropriation and resignification of cultural imports stemming
from other regions of the globe. The term “glocal,” especially as employed
by sociologist Robert Robertson, according to whom “homogenizing and
heterogenizing tendencies [manifest in transnational flows] are mutually implicative,” is particularly appropriate to describe the latter tendency.60

Rebels With a Sexual Cause?
Regardless whether they can be labeled “Americanization,” significant cultural transformations occurred in postwar Europe. Historian Arthur Mar-
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wick, focusing on Britain, France, Italy, and the United States, has discerned
a process of “cultural revolution,” which unfolded during an epoch he dubs
“the Long Sixties.” He sets out a linear development of this “revolution” from
the late 1950s (c. 1958) until the early 1970s (c. 1974). He insists, however,
that many of the transformations have continued to the present. Marwick
points to “multiculturalism,” “individualism,” and “permissiveness” as key
elements in this progressive subversion of conservative modes of thinking
and acting. He defines this permissiveness as “a new frankness, openness
and indeed honesty in personal relations and modes of expression,” the first
signs of which arose in the late 1950s and which emerged in full force in the
late 1960s, an era when “there was more sex, in more variations and, crucially, there was less guilt, less fear and less furtiveness.” However, he goes
on to argue that “more frequent intimate contact with men created in some
women a very strong reaction against unrestricted male licentiousness in its
predatory, arrogant and inconsiderate aspects”; as a result, the Feminist61
movement of the 1970s appeared, which helped to establish divorce, abortion, and contraception, which again Marwick regards as “elements in the
liberalization projects of the sixties.”62 Historian Konrad Jarausch reached a
similar conclusion in his work on “recivilizing Germans”: he claimed that,
although the late 1960s youth revolt in West Germany petered out rapidly, it
helped unleash a liberalization of “social values,” including “greater tolerance
for unconventional lifestyles” and a “veritable ‘sexual revolution,’” which
lasted throughout the 1970s.63
A dawning “sexual openness,” sometimes labeled as “sexual revolution,”
has been the leitmotiv of many historical and sociological works about
the United States and Western and Eastern Europe since the 1960s.64 The
growing disconnection of sexuality from procreation through primarily the
contraceptive and secondarily the “morning after pill,” the legitimization of
premarital flirting, especially through the close body contact of young men
and women in wild rock dance or during holidays, as well as the “saturation”
of the visual landscape with “nude and semi-nude images,” including sexually explicit advertisements and the introduction of the miniskirt, have been
outlined as factors leading to “sexual emancipation.”65 The rise of actors, such
as the “New Left” in the late 1960s, who addressed sexuality as an explicitly
political issue, was yet another facet of this openness. The “Make Love Not
War” slogan is testament to the belief shared by its advocates that “sexual
liberation” was “politically significant.”66 However, an increasing number of
scholars maintain that changes in sexual behavior from the 1960s onward
were far less “sweeping” than has been hitherto acknowledged.67 Historian
Dagmar Herzog claims that a “sexual revolution” occurred in West Germany
in the late 1960s and the early 1970s. Nevertheless, she is quite steadfast in
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denying that the first six decades of the twentieth century were marked by an
uninterrupted hegemony of conservative sexual norms. By contrast, she has
put forth the compelling argument that the National Socialist regime, while
denigrating “Jewish” sex, tolerated premarital sex for its supporters more
than the Adenauer government and the Churches did in West Germany
during the 1950s.68 In addition, the “sexual revolution” or “liberalization”
argument, in the case of Marwick, has been criticized for one more reason: it
often presents the sexual patterns of young people from the 1960s onward in
an undifferentiated manner—the abovementioned work of historians Josie
McLellan and Dagmar Herzog is a notable exception. Numerous scholars
argue that individuals of differing gender in Western Europe appear to have
experienced transformations in sexual norms and practices since the interwar
period in diverse ways and certainly not always as emancipatory.69
Indeed, “sexual revolution” may become a catch-all concept, lacking analytical utility, unless one probes the precise changes to sexual patterns that
occurred in a particular context and era, the actors that spearheaded them,
and the diverse ways in which individuals of differing backgrounds experienced them. What transpired in Greece was no copycat of sexual transformations that occurred elsewhere in Western Europe and North America at that
point: quite tellingly, the use of the contraceptive pill never gained momentum in Greece. More importantly, this process was neither a story of steady
liberalization, initiated by the Left, nor a process that can be conceptualized
in a triumphalist and uniform manner as “cultural” or “sexual revolution”;
rather, it contained multiple and contradictory sexual transformations, dependent not only on gender, but a wide array of factors, such as ideological
differences, geographical origin, and class.70

The Party’s Over?
The Sixties have not only been described as the beginning of an era of substantial cultural transformations, but also one of intense political activity.
Toward the end of the decade, protests erupted in various areas around
the world. Militants, comprising students, but also workers, acted in close
contact with each other, a phenomenon that has been described as “global
Sixties” or “1968 as a global or transnational phenomenon.”71 However,
various scholars argue that the left-wing political fever that was related to
“1968” vanished in the mid–1970s, giving way to “individualistic” tendencies and the emergence of “neoliberalism.” Historian Gerd-Rainer Horn best
exemplifies this argument. He treats “1968” not as a moment, but as a period lasting ten years, from 1966 to 1976. This era was largely followed
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by the “decline of participatory democracy” and the “deradicalization” of
“personal/political itineraries.”72 Historian Gerd Koenen, who was an activist
in the 1970s, draws almost the same boundaries, discerning a “red decade”
in West Germany, lasting from 1967 to 1977.73 What followed in the late
1970s, according to political scientist Claus Leggewie, was the prevalence of
neo-liberalism; the “New Right” has substituted the struggle of the “New
Left” against the “authoritarian” state, heralding a period of “depoliticized
individualization.”74
Some other scholars working on Western Europe take a similar though
not identical approach. Their point is that individualization and privatization need not necessarily lead away from radical politics. Such an argument
is repeated in the historiography of the cultural politics of the Communist
Parties in postwar Western Europe, especially in the work by Gundle about
the PCI (Partito Comunista Italiano, Italian Communist Party). Gundle
claims that the attempt by the PCI and its youth organization, the FGCI
(Federazione Giovanile Comunista Italiana, Italian Communist Youth Federation), to establish “a new pattern of hegemony founded on frugality and
collective solidarity” in postwar Italy had little if any prospect of success in
the context of the triumph of mass consumption. On the contrary, youth
cultures that combined “postcollective individualism with a rejection of preexisting political mediations,” such as the naturists and alternative medicine
centers, proved much more influential during the 1970s.75
By contrast, an absolutely fundamental contention of this volume is that
the left-wing collective action that intensified after the collapse of the dictatorship in Greece in 1974 endured not only until the late 1970s, but until the
early-to-mid 1980s. The issue whether this perpetuation of collective action
beyond the late 1970s is a Greek exception needs further scrutiny, but the
case study of Greece shows that narratives that depict that point as the beginning of an era of depoliticization in Western Europe should be approached
with caution. In any case, left-wing Parties and their youth organizations featured prominently in mass mobilization in Greece during those years. The
case study of Greece shows that Eurocommunist and pro-Soviet groups were
among the most popular ones in the Greek youth. Their influence, however,
is no Greek exception: Communism in Western Europe in the 1970s was a
palette that featured various shades of red, some of which did not fade during
that decade. While the relatively well-researched “Far Left” largely withered
away toward the end of the 1970s in Western Europe, this is not necessarily
true of pro-Soviet and Eurocommunist Parties and youth organizations in
the same region in general. Their significant and enduring support during
this decade is manifest in the case of the pro-Soviet Communist Party and
its youth wing in the aftermath of dictatorship in Portugal.76 David Gouard
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also demonstrates that in the period from 1974 to 1978 the reluctantly Eurocommunist French Communist Party (PCF) continued to be very strong
in a number of working-class districts in Paris, which was also coined as the
“Red Belt,” until the mid–1980s.77 With regard to Italy, the membership of
the youth organization of the Italian Communist Party, the FGCI, had plummeted in the 1960s: from 240,000 in 1961 to 66,451 in 1970.78 However,
by 1976 it had risen rapidly to 142,790 with 47,641 new members joining in
1975–1976; by 1978 it had fallen to 113,505, but still the figure was almost
double in comparison with that of 1970.79 Meanwhile, the Eurocommunist
youth groups, either by themselves or together with the Communist Parties with which they were aligned, organized festivals and established cultural
societies in various northern or southern European countries, such as Spain,
Italy, Greece, and France in this period. Such evidence suggests something
of a Eurocommunist moment, at least in the mid–1970s. Similar to left-wing
radicals of other stripes, the advocates of the Eurocommunist and the proSoviet Communist Left were conveyors of ideas and cultural patterns that
transgressed national borders. Transnational links among them were quite
strong. Pro-Soviet Communists in Greece and Portugal were in close contact
with their role-model regime in the USSR. In the same way, an aspect of the
Eurocommunist moment of the 1970s was the close contact among Eurocommunist groups, mainly the Italian, Greek, and Spanish Eurocommunists.
In arguing that left-wing Parties played a preponderant role in youth
politics in Greece, this book resonates to an extent with a main argument
of Greek political scientists, such as Giannis Voulgaris, Ilias Nikolakopoulos and Christos Lyrintzis, who have conducted research on the postdictatorship period.80 Those scholars also argue that mass mobilization in
post-dictatorship Greece in general was controlled—or, as Voulgaris puts
it, “colonized”—by political Parties.81 Nevertheless, while this volume acknowledges the dominant role that political Parties played in the political
life of Greece at that point, it simultaneously demonstrates that their prevalence was not uncontested: subjects of protest emerged in the late 1970s in
Greece, as shown in detail in chapters five and six, which were not linked
with any Parties, including left-wing ones, and which loudly criticized the
ways in which those Parties operated. Thus, radical mobilization in post–
1974 Greece should not necessarily be linked with the activities of leftwing Parties and youth organizations. Moreover, the left-wing Parties and
their youth organizations were malleable entities, which became to a lesser or
greater extent involved in experimentations concerning the relationship between the “individual” and political collectivities that occurred in Greece in
the late 1970s. Such reformulations were particularly manifest in the domain
of leisure: Communist and Socialist youth groups began to praise or at least
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tolerate the heterogeneity in the leisure pursuits of their members at the end
of the decade. This was the first time this happened at the level of cultural
politics in the history of the Greek Left.
Again, such experimentation was no Greek exception: For instance,
through their cultural politics, the Italian Eurocommunists growingly accepted and made an effort to cater to a broad range of youth lifestyles.82
Eurocommunist Parties in general also tried, albeit often cautiously, to bring
substantial changes to their apparatus, allowing some initiatives developed
by their members to function with a degree of autonomy from Party structures. In doing so, they responded to the spread of dual militancy during
those years, namely simultaneous participation in a left-wing Party, but also
in novel protest groups, such as Feminist initiatives, which did not follow the
line of that Party. This condition was not atypical for some female members
of RF in Greece, but also of the French Communist Party in the mid-tolate 1970s.83 Mass mobilization may have been an actual condition or an
unrealized goal of diverse subjects of protest in the late–1970s in Western
Europe. Nevertheless, one way or another, the experimentation on patterns
of collective action, in which broad segments of the Left in Western Europe
engaged in the 1970s, is underestimated by approaches that view the 1970s
as the beginning of an era characterized by a “retreat into the private” or, in
a teleological fashion, as a preliminary stage of “depoliticized individualization” that emerged in full force in the subsequent decades. The energy that
left-wingers expended on formulating novel relationships between the “individual” and the “collective” should be seriously considered in its own right.
Even if such initiatives failed to become hegemonic, they were not marginal
phenomena either: they mobilized numerous activists in various Western
European countries, often in collaboration with one another.
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