







The 1972 Munich Olympics and the
Making of Modern Germany


WEIMAR AND NOW: GERMAN CULTURAL CRITICISM
Edward Dimendberg, Martin Jay, and Anton Kaes, General Editors


The 1972 Munich
Olympics and the
Making of Modern
Germany

[image: Image]

Kay Schiller and
Christopher Young

[image: Image]


University of California Press, one of the most distinguished university presses in the United States, enriches lives around the world by advancing scholarship in the humanities, social sciences, and natural sciences. Its activities are supported by the UC Press Foundation and by philanthropic contributions from individuals and institutions. For more information, visit www.ucpress.edu.

University of California Press
Berkeley and Los Angeles, California

University of California Press, Ltd.
London, England

© 2010 by The Regents of the University of California

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Schiller, Kay.

The 1972 Munich Olympics and the making of modern Germany / Kay Schiller and Christopher Young.

    p. cm.

Includes bibliographical references and index.

ISBN 978-0-520-26213-3 (cloth : alk. paper)

ISBN 978-0-520-26215-7 (pbk. : alk. paper)

1. Olympic Games (20th : 1972 : Munich, Germany)—History. 2. Terrorism—Germany—Munich. 3. Athletes—Violence against—Germany—Munich. 4. Germany—Politics and government—20th century. I. Young, Christopher, 1967–II. Title.

GV7221972.S35 2010

796.48—dc22                                                                  2010004934

Manufactured in the United States of America

19   18   17   16   15   14   13   12   11   10
10   9   8   7    6   5   4   3    2   1

This book is printed on Cascades Enviro 100, a 100% postconsumer waste, recycled, de-inked fiber. FSC recycled certified and processed chlorine free. It is acid free, Ecologo certified, and manufactured by BioGas energy.


This book is dedicated to Hans Schiller, who took me as a young boy

to see Klaus Wolfermann win the javelin gold in 1972

(Kay Schiller)

In loving memory to Valerie Young, who first told me about Mark

Spitz and spent many years patiently waiting for me to emerge

from sports matches

(Christopher Young)


CONTENTS

List of Illustrations

Acknowledgments

1. Introduction

2. Urban, State, and National Capital: Buying, Paying for, and Selling the Games

3. The Legacy of Berlin 1936 and the German Past: Problems and Possibilities

4. Germany on the Drawing Board: Architecture, Design, and Ceremony

5. After “1968”: 1972 and the Youth of the World

6. East versus West: German-German Sporting Tensions from Hallstein to Ostpolitik

7. The End of the Games: Germany, the Middle East, and the Terrorist Attack

8. Conclusion: Olympic Legacies

Notes

Bibliography

Index


ILLUSTRATIONS

1. Federal President Gustav Heinemann visiting the Olympic venues

2. Special announcement by the Süddeutsche Zeitung

3. Signing of the consortium agreement on the financing of the Games

4. Former Olympic gold medalists awaiting the arrival of the Olympic flame

5. Design commissioner Otl Aicher

6. Olympic poster

7. Olympic poster

8. Daume and Brundage inspecting the architectural model of the Olympic venues

9. Street view in the Olympic village

10. Detailed view of the Alexandra Young Olympic roof

11. Bavarian folk music at the opening ceremony, 26 August 1972

12. Willi Daume applauding Avery Brundage at the opening ceremony

13. Chancellor Willy Brandt and the painter Max Ernst

14. Locals in Bavarian costume

15. Section of the Spielstraße

16. Heide Rosendahl celebrating her victory

17. GDR team at the opening ceremony

18. Member of Black September commando, 5 September 1972

19. Improvised protest against terrorism

20. Burned-out helicopter at Fürstenfeldbruck airfield

21. German politicians at the memorial ceremony, 6 September 1972

22. Members of the Israeli team at the memorial ceremony

23. Memorial plaque in front of 31 Connollystraße

24. View of the Olympic park and stadium


ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

During the course of conceiving, researching, and writing this book, we have incurred many debts and it is a pleasure to acknowledge them here. It is not possible to record the nature of every assistance offered, but it is true to say that every single person mentioned in the following list combined the giving of their expertise and knowledge with spontaneous acts of generosity and hospitality that added greatly to the enjoyment and fulfillment of completing this project. The brevity with which they are mentioned stands in inverse proportion to the gratitude we owe them and the warmth with which they are all remembered now.

Paul Betts, Erik Eggers, Markus Hesselmann, Manfred Lämmer, Andrei Markovits, Rudolf Spindler, and Alan Tomlinson were there from the beginning, and without their encouragement and support, this work would hardly have stumbled out of the starting blocks. It was funded by the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation, the British Academy, the Arts and Humanities Research Council, the Tiarks Fund in the Department of German and Dutch, and the Fellow’s Research Fund, Pembroke College, University of Cambridge, and the Research Funds of the History Department and the Faculty of Arts and Humanities of Durham University.

Colleagues at the Deutsche Sporthochschule and the University of Cologne made every effort to facilitate research: Carl Lennartz, Walter Borgers, Evelyn Mertin, Heike Kuhn, Sandra Esser, Robin Streppelhoff, Susanne Couturier, Wolfgang Steidlinger, Walter Pape, Ursula Peters, Bernd Bastert, Timo Reuvekamp-Felber, Hans-Joachim Ziegeler, Lorenz Deutsch, Douglas Taylor. In an act of unprecedented magnanimity, Lorenz Peiffer included us in his project on GDR sport as well as welcomed us into his family. Many others helped magnificently along the way: Christiane Eisenberg, Klaus von Lindeiner, Gertrude Krombholz, Werner Rabe, Brigitte Maibohm, Manfred Grape, Lorenz Marold, Robert Ide, Heinz Florian Oertel, Winfried Nerdinger, Jürgen Wolf, Jutta Braun, Gunter Gebauer, Wolfram Pyta, Hubertus Knabe, Bob Edelman, Wayne Wilson, Ed Derse, Barbara Keys, John Efron, Kerwin Klein, Liz Leckie Schlüssel, John MacAloon, Richard Holt, Peter Taylor, Saul Kelly, Jo Whaley, Niklaus Largier, Giselher Spitzer, Dan Alon, Richard Bessel, Chris Brooks, Graham Ford, Mary Fulbrook, Michael Geyer, Neil Gregor, Heinrich Jaeger, Norbert Jaeschke, Gerhild Knopf, Howell Harris, Philip Williamson, Carsten Schiller, Tobias Heyl, Lorens Holm, Hans Holzhaider, Manfred Oldenburg, Heinz Koderer, Ferdinand Kramer, Eckard Michels, Winfried Müller, Ingrid and Rolf Muth, Mike Froggatt, Peter Ramsauer, Gavriel Rosenfeld, Mark Roseman, Michael Schaich, Georg Schönfeld, Rudolf Sottung, Kathrin Stadler. Among the many interviews given, we particularly thank Friedhelm Brebeck, Rolf Müller, Dr. Hans-Jochen Vogel, Werner and Anita Ruhnau, Carlo Weber, and the late Markus Wolf.

Archivists in several countries were unstinting in their help: Albert Knoll (KZ-Gedenkstätte Dachau), Peter Franz and Annegret Neupert (Bundesarchiv Koblenz), Anton Löffelmeier and Ulrike Trummer (Stadtarchiv Munich), Gerhard Fürmetz and Caroline Gigl (Bayerisches Hauptstaatsarchiv Munich), Dagmar Rinker (HfG-Archiv Ulm), Claus Brügmann (Archiv für Christlich-Soziale Politik Munich), Gisela Krause (Archiv der Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, Bonn), Ruth Beck-Perrenaud (IOC Lausanne), Dr. Freifrau von Boeselager (Politisches Archiv des Auswärtigen Amts, Berlin), Andreas Höfer (Deutsche Olympische Akademie), Wayne Wilson, Shirley Ito, and Michael Salmon (LA84 Foundation), and the helpful staff at the Monacensia library in Munich.

In addition to the extremely helpful readers for the University of California Press, friends, students, colleagues, and, in one case, an inspiring teacher from high school read full drafts of the manuscript with a patient and exacting eye: Lukas Werner, Heike Sahm, Klaus Nippert, Christoph Bertling, Allen Guttmann, John Knox, Barbara Koenczoel, Dieter Schulze-Marmeling, Markus Hesselmann. The usual caveat about residual errors applies. Sarah Bowden provided an outstandingly accurate and efficient first draft of the English translations of German quotations. Sharon Nevill managed the printing of multiple versions with characteristic good humor.

We were fortunate to be able to draw on excellent feedback offered at conferences and after invited lectures at the following universities: Leeds (Stuart Taberner), Birmingham (Association of Modern German Studies), Brighton (Alan Tomlinson), Glasgow (Alana Vincent), Lancaster (Student History Society), London, Institute of Historical Research (German History Seminar), Michigan (Andrei Markovits), Virginia, Charlottesville (Alon Confino), UC Berkeley (Anton Kaes, Niklaus Largier), UC San Diego (Bob Edelman, Wayne Wilson), Johns Hopkins (Stephen G. Nichols), Illinois, Urbana-Champaign (C.L. Cole), Applied Arts Vienna (Roman Horak), Liverpool (Andrew Plowman), as well as the German Historical Institute Washington (Uta Balbier, Stefan Wiederkehr).

It is an honor to appear in the series Weimar Culture and Now, and we thank the editors Anton Kaes, Martin Jay, and, in particular, Ed Dimendberg who encouraged submission to the Press when this project was barely a twinkle in the eye and saw it through to contract with consummate professionalism. The same goes for Niels Hooper, Nick Arrivo, Suzanne Knott, and Christopher Pitts at the Press, who nursed the book through to completion.

At no stage would this project have been possible without the support of our families, Uta Papen and Fabian Schiller, and Angela, Alex, and Peter Young, whose love and support was too often repaid by a patiently indulged dereliction of duty. To them we owe our greatest debt.


1

[image: line]

Introduction


Telcon: 12:05—9/2/72

Mr. Kissinger

The President

K: Mr. President.

P: Oh, Henry, I was thinking—you know Fischer will be coming in having won that chess thing sometime. And I want you to see if we can get the other fella to come to [sic].

K: Spassky.

P: Yes, you know what I mean.

K: Right.

P: They have had a long match, etc.

K: No, we better not, Mr. President, because Spassky is thinking of defecting and we better stay away.

P: Oh, is he?

K: Yes.

P: OK. Thanks.1



As Richard Nixon soon learned in this brief exchange with Henry Kissinger on 2 September 1972—one day after Bobby Fischer’s victory over Boris Spassky in the most famous match in chess history, and one week into the Games of the twentieth Olympiad in Munich—the relationship between sport and politics is not always easy. At best—as the president might have deduced had he reflected for a moment on the irony of Fischer’s one-man assault on the Soviet system at the height of East-West détente—it can be slippery.2 At worst, as the world would be forced to conclude just days later, it can prove tragic. By 6 September, the conclusion of the Fischer-Spassky saga had been eclipsed by events in Munich, and Kissinger was pondering the etiquette of changing his plan to combine a meeting with West German government officials in the Bavarian capital with a visit to the Olympic Games.3 He had good reason to hesitate. In the early hours of 5 September, members of the Palestinian group Black September had broken into the Olympic village, shot dead two members of the Israeli Olympic team, and taken nine of their compatriots hostage in a day-long siege that turned Munich into “the cockpit of world events.”4 When this seismic moment of globally televised terrorism ended in a farrago of police errors that led to the death of all the Israeli captives, the bleakest day in the histories of the Olympic movement and the young Federal Republic was complete. As Chancellor Willy Brandt later recalled: “My disappointment at the time was intense [not least] because the Olympics on which we had expended so much loving care would not go down in history as a happy occasion.”5

Brandt’s prediction has proved all too accurate. Sports retrospectives might remind us of the athletic prowess displayed in 1972: Lasse Virén’s double in the men’s distance events; gymnast Olga Korbut (whom Nixon did soon manage to attract to the White House) “playing like a kid in the sun”;6 or Mark Spitz’s colossal, and until Beijing 2008, unsurpassed seven golds in the pool. But over thirty years later, the Munich Games are still dominated by their moment of nadir. Memorialization of 1972 has tended to caricature the Germans as hapless fall guys with a pantomime baddy’s past. Recent cinematic treatments such as Kevin Mac-Donald’s Oscar-winning documentary One Day in September (1999) and Steven Spielberg’s controversial Munich (2006) are but prominent cases in point.7 The aim of this book is to redress the balance and tell the story of Munich from the beginning rather than the end. Late in the evening of 4 September, the Olympic stadium witnessed the “romantic triumph of a slender German schoolgirl in the high jump,” a moment “that united the minds and emotions of spectators from a hundred different nations in a common celebration of unique athleticism.”8 Were it not for events that began just hours later, sixteen-year-old Ulrike Meyfarth’s joyous leap to victory might well have stood as a metaphor for West Germany’s successful rehabilitation on the world stage through the Olympics. This book seeks to examine the significance of those Games to the Federal Republic and explore, for the first time on the basis of extensive archival research, the “loving care” it invested in them.9 With the exception of a few brief essays, this topic, which sheds critical light on West German culture, politics, and society in the 1960s and the early 1970s, remains virtually unexplored.10

It hardly needs stating that the 1972 Olympics were of vital importance to West Germany. Until that point, its international representation had relied upon membership to NATO and the European Communities, as well as the usual forms of cultural diplomacy such as state visits, participation in world fairs, and specific initiatives such as the German Academic Exchange Service (DAAD) and the Goethe Institute.11 By comparison, the symbolic capital on offer via the Olympic Games was immeasurable. As calculated by the organizers, it would have taken thirty-four years of filling the eighty-thousand-person-capacity Olympic Stadium on a daily basis to accumulate the number of worldwide television viewing figures for the opening ceremony alone. This same fact had not escaped the Black September terrorists who, during a pause in their negotiations on 5 September, congratulated the Germans on “produc[ing] an excellent Olympic Games,” which at the same time “offered the Palestinians a showcase where they could bring their grievance to the millions watching around the world.”12 In bringing the Games to Munich in the first place, the West Germans had an equally urgent message to convey. A letter in 1970 from Brandt’s vice-chancellor and foreign minister, Walter Scheel, urging German embassies and consulates around the world to devote the forthcoming Olympics their utmost energies, outlined some of its main components:


More than ever before, the 1972 Summer Olympics in Munich and Kiel [where the sailing events took place] will attract the attention of the world to the Federal Republic of Germany. We must be aware that other nations will be more interested in and critical of us than they have been of other countries that have hosted the Games hitherto. The memory of the Olympics in Berlin in 1936, of our historical past, and not least the awareness of our peculiar political situation will play no insignificant part in this.

IOC statutes might state that cities rather than countries host the Games, but it is on their success or lack of it that the whole country and its population is judged.

This therefore offers us the unique opportunity to use the worldwide interest in sport to draw attention to the portrayal of our development and state and to project to the rest of the world the image of a modern Germany in all its political, economic, social, and cultural facets.13



Bonn’s diplomats would doubtless have sensed the Olympics had more to offer still. When the president of the International Olympic Committee (IOC), Avery Brundage, made his valedictory speech a week before the Munich event, his tour d’horizon of recent host cities provided further insights into the allure and potential of Olympic regeneration:


The Games of the XVth Olympiad in 1956 in remote Melbourne . . . represented the best investment Australia ever made. . . . Four years of positive, world-wide publicity: an enumeration of positive achievements in contrast to the reports of crime, war, political machinations and catastrophes that were disseminated in the news media, led to increased immigration and expanding tourism. The economy and industry were stimulated, and not only Australia, but the lands of the entire South Sea area were increasingly integrated into the modern world of the twentieth century. . . . Tokyo [in 1964] was able to accelerate its urban development by ten years. The city was practically newly built and will thereby always be more attractive and efficient. . . . Japan will one day reap a multiple of its investment in material and intellectual benefits. . . . [In Mexico 1968] the self-assurance of these peoples [sic] was strengthened, and particularly all Latin American countries were proud that one of them was capable of organizing this huge and expensive event just as well as the other capital cities of this world.14



Brundage, like IOC presidents before and since, might have believed his own rhetoric, but the durability and continued desirability of the Olympic brand today speaks clearly of the positive outcomes of investing in and hosting the Games. In 1972, it is clear that the Federal Republic could hope to gain much from its investment: urban regeneration, civic boosterism, increased tourism, economic development, and, of course, the chance to overlay residual images of the recent past with new narratives about the country’s political, economic, social, and cultural acumen. All in all, it was an irresistible opportunity.

The historian, however, must be cautious not to recount the West German Olympic project on such a simple storyboard or reduce it to the one-dimensionality of actor Michael Douglas’s commentary in One Day in September: “The Germans saw the Games as an opportunity to erase the negative memories many still had of the 1936 Berlin Olympics, which had been used for propaganda purposes.” To a certain extent, such statements are true, but they conceal the richly textured and complex tableaux of discourses, ideas, and circumstances against which the 1972 event was developed and played out. The question of how “the Germans” saw the Games or rather which Germans saw the Games in which ways requires considerable teasing out for a start. For one, political power remained far from static in the period, the government changing twice in the six years prior to 1972—from right-liberal (CDU/CSU and FDP) via grand coalition (CDU/CSU and SPD 1966) to left-liberal (SPD and FDP 1969)—in line with the turbulent social climate of the late 1960s (“1968”). For another, the idea for hosting the Games did not originate with the federal government but with an ambitious and opportunistic alliance between two particular individuals: Willi Daume, the head of West German sport, and Hans-Jochen Vogel, the mayor of Munich. Subsequently, Bonn was not solely or even predominantly responsible for their preparation, the Organizing Committee (OC) consisting, rather, of “an unusual and unique grouping” of “the Federal Republic, the Free State of Bavaria, and the State capital Munich” on the one hand and “individual representatives of the world of sport” on the other.15 Finally, in the IOC German officials had to negotiate the traditions and peculiarities of one of the world’s most powerful but idiosyncratic international NGOs. Each of these aspects—the changing social and political climate in 1960s West Germany, the influence exercised on the Olympic project by a determined cluster of individuals, and the nature and agenda of the IOC—must be understood as essential factors in the formation of the Munich Games.

THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC IN THE 1960S: CAUGHT BETWEEN FUTURE AND PAST

As Olympic history has shown, the Games have been used from their inception in 1896 “by host nations both to celebrate an historical legacy and to aspire to the expression of their modernity.”16 In the Federal Republic of the 1960s, this dual focus on the past and the future-orientated present was writ large in debates about policy and national self-understanding. If the past had been repressed in the 1950s, the problematic legacy of Nazism lingering uncomfortably just below the surface, it returned with a vengeance in the 1960s. For whatever reasons the public and politicians let “bygones be bygones” in the first decade of the new Republic, the strategy became unworkable in the long-term. From the late 1950s onward, a complicated interplay between internal and external stimuli led to a change in attitude toward the Nazi past in West Germany. An increased internalization of this history developed because of events at home, such as the Ulm Einsatzgruppen trial in 1958 (when the practice of exterminating Jews on the Eastern Front first came to public attention), the anti-Semitic wave of 1959 and 1960 (which soon encouraged ten Länder [federal states] to make the teaching of German history from 1933 to 1945 compulsory), and the first debate about the statute of limitations for Nazi crimes in 1960. Influences from abroad, such as the media drama of the Eichmann trial in Jerusalem (1961) and the continual waves of the German Democratic Republic’s (GDR) destabilization campaigns, also played an important part. Just ten years after its foundation and anxious not to lose the moral high ground to its ideological rival, the Federal Republic had no option but to treat charges against its citizens with the utmost seriousness. With the clock ticking too on the (later extended) 1965 statute of limitations, war-criminals were increasingly brought to justice.

Remembering, therefore, became less “selective” in the years running up to the mid-1960s as the “burden of the past” took on ever more virulent tones in public debate. The student revolt of 1968, which projected itself as the critical interrogator of the older generation’s past, only radicalized a theme that had already been the subject of public debate for the best part of a decade. Although the eleven years from 1958 to 1969 marked the highpoint of both the public’s demand for reflection on the Nazi past and the juridical activity aimed at punishing its crimes, the 1960s remained a complex prism of perspectives. While the past increasingly featured in public debate about German identity, and its variegated forms of continuity into the present were critically examined, voices stressing German victimhood and the need to bring recent history to a close still retained their vigor. The number of those wishing to draw a line under Nazi crimes rose from 34 percent in 1958 to 67 percent in 1969—a fact exploited not only by the newly formed National Democratic Party (NPD, 1964), whose overall vote potential reached 15 percent in 1968, but also by mainstream politicians such as Franz Josef Strauß, leader of the Bavarian Christian Social Union (CSU). In 1969, Strauß, who chaired the committee responsible for constructing the Olympic venues (Olympia-Baugesellschaft) for three years, felt secure enough to declare: “[A] people that has achieved such remarkable economic success has the right not to have to hear anymore about ‘Auschwitz.’ ”17 A year later, Willy Brandt’s act of penitence, when he famously fell to his knees in the Warsaw ghetto, did not meet with universal popularity in West Germany. Some 48 percent told a Spiegel poll that the chancellor had exceeded his remit, and a few weeks later an assailant protesting the presumption of Brandt’s gesture in the Polish capital punched him to the ground outside the offices of the 1972 OC in Munich.18 Leaving aside Brandt’s extraordinary good humor on this occasion and the lax security that would later mar the Games themselves, the incident aptly summarizes the attitude of West German society to the past in the 1960s.19 This was, in Detlef Siegfried’s words, “strangely ambivalent” and full of “disintegrative moments.”20

By 1965, the year in which the Munich Olympic bid was conceived, a paradoxical mix of heightened sensitivity and moral ambiguity toward the past had clearly been established. The divergence—which was to increase as the decade progressed—between the views and decisions of politicians and public-opinion formers and the attitudes of the general public was also already evident. The Auschwitz trial confronted Germans for the first time with the industrial scale of the Nazis’ destruction of human life. By the time of its conclusion in August 1965, those in favor of dropping such court cases in future had risen to 57 percent (from only 15 percent four years earlier during the Eichmann trial). At the same time, however, the Bundestag voted (in March 1965) to prolong the statute of limitations on war crimes (in the first instance to 1969, for thirty years thereafter, and indefinitely in 1979), despite opposition from 60 percent of the general population. In contrast to 1960, when original calls for an extension had emanated solely from the Social Democratic Party (SPD), the decision in 1965 was supported by the Free Democratic Party (FDP) as well as a significant number of Christian Democratic Union/Christian Social Union (CDU/CSU) members of parliament. But even as mainstream politicians moved closer to each other and away from their respective publics, they would nonetheless continue to exploit the past for party-political purposes. As before in 1961, the CDU made capital in the general election of 1965 out of Willy Brandt’s wartime “desertion” of the fatherland to fight in the Norwegian resistance. In so doing, as Brandt’s advisor Egon Bahr accurately observed, they were appealing to and feeding a significant “nationalistic propensity to prejudice.”21

Soon, however, successive chancellors were attempting to remove the past from the public agenda. In his declaration of government in 1965, just weeks before learning of a potential bid to host the 1972 Olympics, Ludwig Erhard struck a very different chord from the campaign trail when proclaiming the “end of the post-war era.” This topos might have had “the character of an ideology that [was] invoked all the more vigorously the more evident Germany’s entanglement in the Hitler legacy [became],”22 but in the context of a de Gaulle-driven revival of nationalistic rhetoric in Europe,23 it also represented an attempt to overcome the difficulty of establishing a national identity without recourse to a problematic past. The following year, Kurt Georg Kiesinger continued in similar vein at the head of the Grand Coalition, exhorting the nation on the Day of German Unity to turn away from history whose “teaching leaves us in the lurch.”24 By the time of Kiesinger’s own declaration of government in December 1966, the focus had fully shifted toward economic success as the potential bedrock of a new German identity. Rainer Barzel, the leader of the CDU/CSU Fraktion in the Bundestag, invited the country to rejoice in its elevated status in the world ranking-lists for production, trade, and social services.25 These much vaunted achievements might have provided material comfort, but they could not plaster over the ruptures in the social fabric caused by the past. By the time the SPD won power in 1969, the legacy of Nazism had come to the fore again. Although Brandt interpreted the student rebellion in his declaration of government in October 1969 as a sign of the Republic’s maturing democracy, he soon began to worry about the unwillingness of the younger generation to learn from recent history and its subsequent unreflecting flight into radicalism. At the Bundestag’s first official commemoration of the end of the Second World War on 8 May 1970, the chancellor famously noted that no German could consider themselves “free from the history they [had] inherited.”26 From the conception of Munich’s Olympic bid in 1965, therefore, to the moment of the Games themselves in 1972, the past faded out before reemerging in government discourse.

At the same time, the 1960s witnessed the shoring up of a belief in the present and, more importantly, the future. From the beginning of the decade, the idea of planning or steering society lost political stigma. Increasingly, schemes such as Göring’s Four-Year Plan to make Germany fit for war or the economic models of Eastern European socialism were forgotten or ignored, as politicians and publics of every persuasion invested in the optimistic feasibility (“Machbarkeit”) of the future. Planning the future of society in general or the urban environment in particular was reinvested with positive connotations and gained support from the majority of the working class, the main political parties, and the younger functional elites: “politics no longer focused solely on the solution of problems at hand but, from the end of the 1950s, was increasingly directed toward the future; indeed the future itself became the subject of politics.”27 In the 1960s, West German democracy at Land and national levels became characterized by a proliferation of plans—from the Bundesfernstraßenplan (1957) and the “Großer Hessen-Plan” (1965) to the Grand Coalition’s Economic and Stability Law of June 1967, and, in the world of sport, the Golden Plan for Health, Play, and Recreation (1960).28

The Federal Republic was not alone in its desire to turn the future in its hands and shape it with present policy. In fact, as the French government’s efforts at  planification in the immediate postwar era indicate, West Germany was simply catching up with its capitalist neighbors in the 1960s, its planning euphoria merely indicative of the country’s increasing “Westernization.”29 The widespread conviction that the development of society could be reliably predicted via social-scientific means was nourished specifically in the Republic by the experience of the “economic miracle” and underpinned by the belief that the domestic and global economies would continue their steady growth without major long-term shocks or crises. Despite fears of inflation in 1964 and the first recession of 1966 through 1967, West German optimism held firm throughout the 1960s and remained intact until the first dramatic hike in oil prices of 1973.

This common optimism went hand in hand with an increasing conviction, particularly among social-democrat and liberal politicians, that ideological struggle had had its day. Not only had the country’s two main parties drawn closer after the SPD shed most of its Marxist heritage at the Bad Godesberg conference of 1959, but the “end of ideology” was also perceived in an apparent diminishing of differences between the two Germanys.30 The fact that East and West had managed to sustain comparatively rapid economic growth while financing expanding welfare states even raised hopes that the two systems were set to converge. Such beliefs began to ease the “German question” into a new dimension and would eventually frame the changing attitudes of the Federal Republic’s political elites toward the GDR’s unqualified participation in the Munich Games. The motor behind intra-German détente—articulated in Brandt’s “Two states—One nation” theory and culminating in the Ostpolitik treaties with the Soviet Union, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and the GDR from 1970 to 1972—presumed a new understanding of the state that severed its link with the concept of nation: “The state was no longer an ‘ethical idea’ in the Hegelian sense, but a modern organization which had to adapt and transform according to new requirements and demands.”31

This sense of modern organization—a reaching for the future while addressing the issues of the day head-on—set the climate in which a West German bid for the Olympics could be conceived and, indeed, flourish. Paradoxically, while the past increasingly dominated public discourse in the 1960s, it was the Republic’s future-orientation that gave the Olympic project its essential pulse. When planning ahead for 1972, technocratic optimism, economic growth, and the “end of ideology” each played a vital role.

KEY INDIVIDUALS: WILLI DAUME
AND HANS-JOCHEN VOGEL

Yet crucially, there would have been no West German Olympics at all, were it not for two individuals who met for the first time when one walked into the other’s office looking, at the eleventh hour, for a potential city to host the next Olympics but one. When Willi Daume arrived at Munich City Hall on 28 October 1965, he was eager to ride a brief wave of international sympathy that had gathered behind the Federal Republic after a crushing political defeat at the IOC over the controversial status of the GDR (see chapter 6). In Hans-Jochen Vogel, he encountered a politician equally keen to seize the moment of improbable opportunity. Ambitious and opportunistic in equal measure, Daume and Vogel formed a perfect team and went on to exert a formidable influence on the shape of the 1972 Games. Any analysis of West Germany’s Olympic project would be inaccurate if it neglected the crucial role of central individuals and their respective worldviews. The form and content of the Games often owe as much to individual visions, passions, and convictions as they do to local and national circumstances, and Munich was no exception. In 1972, a somewhat unlikely pairing came together at an auspiciously productive moment in the nation’s history.

Both men were firmly established in their respective spheres and appeared to be riding an upward curve. Daume had served as president of the Deutscher Sport Bund (DSB, German Sports Association) since 1950 and in 1961 had secured an unassailable position as “head of German sport” when he was elected simultaneously to the presidency of the National Olympic Committee for Germany.32 A recipient of the Großes Bundesverdienstkreuz (Great Cross of Merit) in 1959, he was held in equal esteem internationally. A member of the IOC from 1956, he was elected its vice president on the eve of the Munich Games in August 1972 and later headed its important admission committee (Commission d’Admission).33 Reputed to have enjoyed great credibility among the athletes themselves,34 he was later voted “Sports Personality of the Twentieth Century” by the German press.35

Vogel was no less dynamic. A talented lawyer, he had become, at the age of thirty-four, the youngest mayor of any European metropolis in the 1960 Munich city elections. Nearly forty years younger than his predecessor and running under the campaign slogan of “Munich of Tomorrow,” he secured some 63.4 per cent of the vote for the SPD. Given this clear “breakthrough for the younger generation,” there is probably some truth to his claim that the Munich victory encouraged Brandt to stand against the elderly Adenauer in the 1961 general election.36 After his spell in Munich, Vogel would spend twenty-two years at ministerial level in Land and national governments, most famously as minister for justice during the “German Autumn” of 1977, when he steered debates away from a possible reintroduction of the death penalty for kidnappers, and later as leader and chairman of the SPD (1983–1991 and 1987–1991 respectively).

Despite conspicuous successes, both men were to miss out on the office that would have crowned their careers. Daume—against an increasing “Latinization” of world sports’ hierarchies in the 1970s and early 1980s37—harbored hopes of becoming the IOC president, until the West German boycott of the Moscow Olympics ruined his chances in the election year of 1980.38 In the same period, Vogel suffered high-profile defeats, losing first as governing mayor of Berlin to the CDU’s Richard von Weizsäcker in 1981 and then to Helmut Kohl in the 1983 general election. In the 1960s and early 1970s, however, Daume and Vogel were enjoying both their best times and an aura of those destined for even greater things. One was the “Bundeskanzler des Deutschen Sports” (Chancellor of German sport),39 the other the “Karajan der Kommunalpolitik” (Karajan of local politics).40
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FIGURE 1. Federal President Gustav Heinemann visiting the Olympic venues with Lord-Mayor Hans-Jochen Vogel and OC President Willi Daume in 1971 (photo: Alfred A. Haase, courtesy of Süddeutsche Zeitung Photo)

These two central figures at the heart of the Munich Games were confident and, indeed, typical representatives of the first two political generations of the Federal Republic—Daume (born 1913) in the vanguard of postwar reconstruction, Vogel (born 1926) in the subsequent wave of ideological skepticism.41 Vogel, in fact, was a typical “1945er” (a generation which significantly shaped the Games).42 As such, both were regarded as above suspicion when it came to the Nazi past. Only thirteen years old at the outbreak of the Second World War, Vogel had benefited from the “Gnade der späten Geburt.” The shock of German defeat and his experiences as a young soldier—who firmly believed in the “Endsieg” and was probably saved by an injury received in Italy in March 1945—converted him into a committed democrat, wary of the dangers of ideology.43 He shared the same attitude to the past as his party leader Brandt. While accepting the illogicality and imprudence of imposing guilt on those born after the fact, he believed nonetheless that “even they [could] not free themselves from the history of the people to whom they actually belong[ed].”44 On his return from a visit to Leningrad in 1966, he reported widely on the open wound the war still caused in much of Europe.45 As his later publications would suggest, he acknowledged and was perhaps even driven by the guilt of having simply “swum along in the general current and . . . only asked questions and expressed doubts to those he trusted.”46

Born thirteen years earlier, Daume’s relation to the past was more complex than Vogel’s. Having played team handball at the highest level (in the Gauklasse with Eintracht Frankfurt from 1934 and once for the national team in 1938) and attended the Olympics both as a spectator (1928 and 1932) and a participating athlete (1936), his later memories of dealing with the Nazis tended to focus on sport and its self-projection as a realm apart, even under threat, from the regime. Reminiscing on the closing ceremony of the Los Angeles Olympics of 1932, for instance, he would recall an “unforgettable melancholy” born of a feeling that “something [was] coming to an end in Germany that would never return. Economic calamity, the Nazis ante portas.”47 His image of the Berlin Games—during which he was removed from the gold-medal-winning team handball squad to join a makeshift basketball team, a sport massively popular in the United States but virtually unknown in Germany—drew from a similar emotional stock: “Athletes who were as active in sport as I was and were competitive sportsmen were all critical. But we avoided the issue more than anything, and sport was a way of doing that.”48

Nevertheless, as recent research has shown, Daume’s past was less clear-cut than he portrayed. A prosperous, middle-ranking industrialist who took over the family’s Dortmund iron foundries on the death of his father in 1938, Daume had joined the party in May 1937.49 After a brief spell in the army, he was granted a uk-Stellung (i.e., classified as indispensable in his civilian job) because of the importance of his factory for the manufacture of tank parts. Much of the war was spent overseeing a company branch in Belgium, where—as he later claimed—under the threat of deportation to the Stalingrad front he wrote spying reports for the SS Security Service of such dubious quality that he was finally left in peace.50 Be this as it may, like Vogel and countless other Germans, Daume had “looked away.” In April 1942, one thousand Jews were held for several days in the sports hall of his local club, TV Eintracht Dortmund, which was under his supervision, before being transported to Zamo near Lublin, a holding point for the death camp at Belzec. In 1944, sixty-five forced laborers kept production at his factory going.51 In the early 1940s he had also penned articles in TV Eintracht’s club magazine and NS-Sport that were infused with “a militaristic understanding of sport charged with [nationalistic] pathos.”52 Nonetheless, as the paucity of documentary evidence gathered against him after the war and the fact that the Stasi’s collaboration with the KGB to find incriminating material against him proved so unsuccessful clearly shows, in the grand scheme of things, Daume was a negligible figure in Nazi Germany.53 Like the majority of his generation, he benefited from his marginality before 1945 and the new Republic’s willful amnesia in the 1950s.

To varying degrees, therefore, Daume and Vogel had both flirted with Nazism but avoided serious indictment. In 1945 Daume, who had begun rising through the ranks as a sports functionary under the National Socialists, found himself in the right place at the right time. At the age of thirty-two, he had a young and apparently uncompromised face that fitted the needs of the moment. With the politically and confessionally divided landscape of pre-1933 sport providing little traction to postwar German needs, the organizational tabula rasa offered considerable opportunity for self-advancement. Under the watchful eye of the Allies, the emphasis in the second half of the 1940s fell heavily on regional and federal development. Much the same as over the previous decade, Daume used the luxury of time and administrative facilities afforded him by a prospering but not over-burdensome business life to maximize his political advantage.54 Continuing at a local level with almost no interruption, he fostered good contacts with the Allies and became chair of the West German handball association in 1947. Soon, there was scarcely a regional or supraregional committee on which he did not sit, and by the end of the decade he had become both vice president of the new-guard Arbeitsgemeinschaft Deutscher Sportämter (ADS, Consortium of German Sports Offices), a forerunner of the DSB, and treasurer of the old-guard National Olympic Committee (NOC)—two rival factions eager to secure complete control of West German sport. In the event, Daume’s interpersonal and negotiating skills saw him elected as the first president of the DSB in 1950—a compromise candidate who was soon to make the post and German sport his own. Aged thirty-seven, he had been placed in charge of an association of some four million members, the largest German “Volksbewegung” since the demise of the Nazi Party.55

The ability to straddle rival factions, make the right move, and assert one’s will against the grain of competition and expectation was a skill that Daume shared with his Munich partner, Hans-Jochen Vogel. Vogel, who came from an educated middle-class family of professors, civil servants, and judges that stretched back several generations, and who had also worked in the Bavarian state chancellery, would have been a natural candidate for membership of the CDU/CSU, like his younger brother, Bernhard, a future CDU minister-president.56 On finding no welcome in the party, however, he joined the SPD—a socially counterintuitive move that he nonetheless carried off with considerable aplomb. He “conducted himself in the artistic circles of Schwabing and public meetings with equal aplomb”;57 practiced the folksy beer-barrel tapping (Bieranstich) that officially opened the Oktoberfest with a Braumeister until he had it off to a tee; and later became the first middle-class, Bavarian, and practicing Catholic chairman of the SPD.58 Daume and Vogel might have been opportunists, but their careers were cemented on a reputation for forthrightness and trustworthiness.59 It was doubtless this combination that made two men pursuing great things—Daume, the world’s greatest sporting event, Vogel, the transformation of his city—into ideal partners.

As Vogel later recalled, there were differences of style and opinion, but these did not prevent the two from developing an excellent working relationship.60 This close and—as the historical record of many hundreds of letters and meetings over six years shows—largely harmonious cooperation was founded on a productive mix of opposite but complementary skill-sets and similar, if not identical, core beliefs. Daume was renowned for his exuberant generosity, flights of fancy, and visionary qualities;61 Vogel, by contrast, for technocratic sobriety, studied parsimony, and exactitude to the point of pedantry.62 If Vogel’s “computer-brain stored data, people, meetings, and events more precisely than almost anyone else could have,”63 Daume—as his partner would remember—regarded the organizational detail of the Games with “bewilderment.” While Vogel kept his eyes firmly on the bottom line, Daume produced results “which an administrative expert would have considered completely impossible.”64 Both men were driven by a strong work ethic fuelled by an awareness of the responsibility placed upon them to improve society.65 A member of the CDU, Daume’s worldview was marked by enlightened-liberal, civil-society thinking. Tolerant and international, he held to a basic Christian-humanist orientation and was conscious of the need to develop new structures within the young Republic.66 As a vital facet of democracy, sport equated to fairness, community, and freedom of choice.67 Christianity and social justice formed the archimedic point of Vogel’s personal convictions too.68 An admirer of Wilhelm Hoegner—the SPD’s Bavarian leader whose speech on the relicensing of the party in November 1945 arguably foreshadowed its seminal Godesberg reforms fourteen years later—he bristled with the “common cause of humanity regardless of religious, national or class differences,” notions of “human dignity,” “freedom,” “justice and . . . solidarity” and believed “passionately” that “every individual, be they the poorest, had the right to expect some modest good fortune in life.”69

For all their differences, Vogel and Daume—two men from moderately conservative backgrounds motivated by moderately progressive convictions—shared enough common ground to form a cohesive unit with a firm will to succeed. Their respective talents as visionary and ruthless pragmatist made them the ideal composite for the “short summer of concrete utopia” that looked to the future with a belief in progress by technocratic means.70 And when it came to persuading the federal government to back the bid, steering their Games through innumerable committees and dealing with the IOC, they knew what had to be done and formed their own Grand Coalition.

THE INTERNATIONAL OLYMPIC COMMITTEE

Vogel, Daume, and the Federal Republic would need to be resourceful, since in the IOC they were engaging not only with “one of the world’s greatest institutions” but one that believed its own hype, clung to traditions, and behaved on occasion with the random unaccountability of a self-electing gentlemen’s club.71 As a West German Foreign Office official witheringly observed on his return from Lausanne in 1969: “The general impression one gets of this IOC conference is of scant organization teetering constantly on the brink of disaster. The IOC consists for the most part of old and very old men, whose independence borders on the unmanageable.”72 The committee’s dysfunctional workings were matched by an increasingly outmoded set of principles. Even in the 1960s it was still largely imbued by the ethos of its founder, Baron Pierre de Coubertin (1863–1937), who had conceived the Games as part of a broad program of educational reform in the wake of the Franco-Prussian War.73 An enlightened reactionary, who embraced the nascent peace movement, de Coubertin developed a set of ideals that shared core values with analogous idealistic and international movements of the time such as Scouting (1908), Esperanto (1887), and the Red Cross (1863).74 Each of these was characterized by a rhetoric of universal membership, “an insistence on political neutrality,” “a professed interest in peacemaking or pacifism,” “a complex and problematic relationship between national and international loyalties,” and “the emergence of a (marginalized) ‘citizen-of-the-world’ style radical supranationalism.”75 Olympism, in particular, sought to transfer the mood and feel of religion, which had lost its function in the modern world, to the domain of sport and aimed to resynthesize body and mind via competitions in music, literature, art, and design. It revered the body as a locus of moral endeavor in the midst of the atrophy and decadence of modern industrial society and maintained the purity of its participants by insisting on their amateur status.76

Despite its fin-de-siècle creed, Olympism proved highly durable and thrived in the twentieth century despite the disruption of two world wars. Governed by a code of such “obvious and banal character” that it found “eager subscribers of every political stripe,” the IOC preached universalism, practiced maximum inclusiveness and resolutely refused to become ensnared in world events beyond its control.77 De Coubertin and his successors had been proselytizingly ambitious about the movement’s global reach and clearly willing to make concessions. While the founder’s early writings concerned themselves primarily with the ideals of the Games, his later output focused increasingly on how to preserve their existence irrespective of “ideological cleavage.”78 In an interview given after the 1936 Games in Berlin, he asked provocatively: “What’s the difference between propaganda for tourism—like in the Los Angeles Olympics of 1932—or for a political regime? The most important thing is that the Olympic movement made a successful step forward.”79 Doubtless de Coubertin would have applauded the irate sentiments of the IOC when several teams withdrew from the 1956 Melbourne Olympics over the Suez crisis and the Soviet invasion of Hungary. As Brundage still maintained in 1972: “The Olympic Games are competitions between individual athletes, and not between nations. . . . In the imperfect world in which we live, precious few international competitions would take place if the participation in sporting events were interrupted every time politicians offend against the laws of humanity.”80 Yet despite such ideals, the movement became increasingly entwined with politics and politicization as the twentieth century progressed: the more political agencies provided the necessary financial and institutional support needed to stage the Games, the harder it became for the IOC to maintain its independence.

In the 1960s, however, politicization was but one of the problems facing the IOC as the world changed and fresh generations of sports functionaries from new nations and ideological alliances began to find their voice. The rise of decolonized nations in Africa led to threats of boycott over the participation of Rhodesia and South Africa; organizers of ambitious regional games flexed their muscles; and the Soviets backed calls for the creation of a transparent IOC parliament to replace the restrictive, self-electing model that had maintained IOC continuities from its inception. The international sports federations had become restless too, demanding fairer representation and annual consultation; athletes and organizers of sports events found it difficult to adhere to the committee’s Victorian code of amateurism and anticommercialism; and the metropolises of Rome (1960) and Tokyo (1964) had taken such a shine to their Olympic projects that many feared the Games’ recent “gigantism” would, if unchecked, damage their ethic and aesthetic beyond repair.81 In short, the IOC was under siege on more fronts than perhaps at any other point in its history. The organization might well have benefited from a forward-looking tactician at the helm, such as Willi Daume. Although somewhat swept along by the “economic miracle” and the technocratic optimism of the 1960s—predicting once, for instance, that in the age of space travel scientists would democratize winter sports by inventing year-round ice—Daume was imbued with a deep sense of realism and responsibility for sport’s role in a changing world. For Daume (with unmistakable echoes of de Coubertin), sport had a vital part to play in easing the mental and physical woes of society, a task it would fulfill, critically, only by focusing on the future.82 In Avery Brundage, however, the IOC was run by a president who still believed in the Olympics as a modern religion, “the like of which,” he claimed in 1967, had “never happened before.”83 As the modernization and professionalization of sport continued apace after the Second World War, Brundage unrepentantly turned his face to the past, seeking to “arrest the decline and to restore and preserve Olympic ideals” before “promoters and the politicians” caused it to “disintegrate and collapse entirely.”84

Brundage was powerful. Coming from a poor background, success in the Chicago construction industry had eased his passage into the higher echelons of the Olympic movement. As president of the U.S. Olympic Committee (1923–53), then vice president (1945–52) and president (1952–1972) of the IOC, he was an uncritical, even fanatical follower of de Coubertin’s ideas. An isolationist by early political conviction—he chaired the Citizens’ Keep America Out of the War Committee—his Olympic heritage also, paradoxically, made him an internationalist. Like de Coubertin, ethics played little part in his outlook. Rather, his behavior was dictated by a rigid cultural code based on an uncompromising understanding of the founder’s principles. In word and deed, Brundage “never understood . . . the profound vulgarity of applying the Olympic outlook to every situation he encountered.”85 Most famously, this attitude caused international outrage at the memorial service held in Munich’s Olympic Stadium the day after the terrorist attack, when any admiration for his impassioned dictum that “the Games must go on!” quickly evaporated over his claim that the Olympics had been the victim of “two great attacks”—the other coming from the enforced expulsion of Rhodesia after the African nations threatened to boycott. Both sentiments originated from a blind adherence to the notion of the Games’ sacred autonomy. To Brundage—and in 1972, as the IOC’s hastily issued apology against their departing president’s wishes show, to Brundage alone—killing Israelis and being pressured to expel a team of any political hue were one and the same affront.

Such obsession with the letter of Olympic law has been cited as one of the motivations behind Brundage’s behavior in 1935 and 1936, when, as president of both the U.S. Amateur Athletics Union and Olympic Committee, he derailed the famous Jewish-led campaign to boycott the 1936 Games. Playing the noninterventionist card and drawing on the widespread belief among U.S. sports functionaries of the interwar years that “sport, American style, could transform other ideologies and social systems,”86 Brundage returned from Berlin insisting claims about Nazi anti-Semitism were massively exaggerated.87 In Germany, he had been chaperoned by IOC member Karl Ritter von Halt, with whom he had maintained a close friendship since the two competed in the decathlon at the 1912 Olympics in Stockholm. His role in keeping the United States in the 1936 Games was duly rewarded with a seat on the IOC at the expense of fellow American and pro-boycott member Lee Jahncke.88 Sports-political convictions, the willingness to show good will, and the desire to progress within elite networks serve only in part, however, to explain Brundage’s actions. Of equal importance was a visceral anti-Semitism that surfaced no later than the 1930s and recurred throughout his life.89 In a speech to the German-American Bund at Madison Square Garden in October 1936, he exhorted his listeners to learn from Germany on how to eradicate the risk of communism.90 Brundage would become a world-establishment figure in the decades following the war, but his dubious proclivities were known to some West Germans, at least, in the 1960s. In an interview given shortly before his death in 1996, Daume revealed that he had been in little doubt as to the president’s political preferences: “He was a Nazi, of course. Some say he would have founded a Nazi party in the U.S.A. I visited him once around that time. At one point, there was a knock on the door, and it opened and there was a real SS-man in a brown uniform with a swastika and armband wanting to collect. He actually supported it all. . . . And—I have to laugh—he showed me all these anti-Jewish newspapers from all over the world, which he loved, it was very odd.”91

Daume’s recollections were doubtless conflated but they reveal that the Munich OC president was aware of the general drift of the American’s views. Certainly, as he also remembered, Brundage ensured that no Jew was ever elected to the IOC despite a range of good candidates during his presidency, and that Jewish descent hampered applicants’ chances of gaining even relatively minor posts within the organization.92 His disdain for Jews was matched only by his admiration for Germany. In 1973 he fulfilled his ambition to marry a German princess and lived out his latter days within walking distance of the site of the 1936 Winter Olympics at Garmisch-Partenkirchen.93 Such Germanophilia would have advantages and disadvantages for the Munich organizers. The fair wind of presidential approval would be cancelled out by his passion to achieve German reunification via sport, an unrealistic but tenaciously pursued ambition that often ran contrary to the mood and policy of the federal government. At the same time, the precarious position in which the president found himself as opposing forces gathered momentum made him vulnerable to self-serving political intrigue. He became a “fellow traveler” with an attraction to strong leaders, especially when they produced, as in the Eastern bloc, magnificent sports displays. As the 1960s wore on, Brundage became a brittle ally and the IOC a tricky forum to read.94

GERMANY AND THE IOC

In the six years between the awarding of the Games in April 1966 and their completion in the late summer of 1972, the structure and power of the IOC would by necessity curtail the organizers’ attempts to frame their own agenda. Since the values and aspirations of Olympism were articulated almost exclusively through the ceremonial aspect and protocol traditions of the Games themselves, the IOC maintained a vested interest in the form and content of each Olympics and ventured to keep local organizers on a short leash. The Games offered immeasurable symbolic capital, but they came at a fixed-rate currency. Olympic Games were not, in other words, based on a straightforward donor-recipient model whereby the NGO handed over ownership of its flagship event for a given period to individual cities and (by extension) states. Rather, it kept at least one protective hand on its precious commodity, admonishing, cajoling, and even threatening host nations whenever its expectations were disappointed or its regulations remotely contravened. The relationship between the IOC and its hosts, therefore, was symmetrical in outcome but asymmetrical in premise. While both partners would enjoy the party and benefit from its legacy, one was left to foot the bill in its entirety.

Such are the parameters within which host cities, at least since the 1930s (see chapter 3), have agreed to play. The Munich organizers were no exception and, as we shall see throughout this book, were often involved in intricate and irritating negotiations with the IOC over matters of taste, vision, and diplomacy. What is intriguing about the 1972 event, however, is the extent to which West Germany’s organizing team staked its claim as an active participant in the Olympic movement, setting itself up as its self-proclaimed savior in its period of greatest turmoil. Time and again, Daume would return to this theme, stressing both the extraordinary trust the IOC placed in Germany and Germany’s responsibility to renew the Games for the present day.95 Admittedly, the archive shows little trace of either the federal government or Munich obsessing over the state of the Olympic movement, but Daume’s convictions and all-encompassing energy meant that his perception of the nation’s function within a larger Olympic narrative would have a significant impact on the eventual shape of the event. If the “Schicksalsspiele” (threshold Games) of Munich sought to portray a modern Germany, they were equally concerned, in the mind of their chief organizer at least, with giving the Olympics “a new self-understanding.”96

This bifocal approach to the Games fits neatly with a general practice in cultural diplomacy, in which—as Johannes Paulmann has shown—West Germany differed markedly from other European states. Unlike its counterparts, which after 1945 continued to rely on nineteenth-century techniques of cultural export for self-representation abroad, the Federal Republic placed its emphasis intellectually and materially on exchange and dialogue.97 Daume’s dual commitment to the national and the international was, therefore, very much in keeping with Bonn’s cultural program. More importantly, however, he was influenced by a deep-rooted historical relationship—on personal, institutional, and ideological levels—between German Olympians and the IOC. The 1972 event was affected by Daume’s close friendship with Avery Brundage and the insipid but pervasive legacy of what we shall term the “German Olympic imagination.”

Despite some differences on matters of principle (see chapter 2), Daume stood firmly in the IOC president’s corner. By the mid-1960s, they had been acquainted for some thirty years, having met at the 1936 Games and again at close quarters when Brundage lodged with the Daumes in Dortmund shortly after war. While recognizing the president’s overt Nazi tendencies in one breath, Daume would admire his grand stature in the next. “He was a great man,” he enthused toward the end of his life: “He was the kind of American who made that country great, a pioneer type.”98 Daume, the middle-class, middle-ranking industrialist from the Ruhr was in awe of the Chicago tycoon and reveled in his company and the glamorous world of the IOC.99 On the invitation of U.S. President Johnson, he flew to Brundage’s eightieth birthday celebrations in 1967, Alt-Nymphenburger porcelain under his arm and a telegram of congratulation from President Lübke in the post.100 When it came to hosting the pampered IOC, nothing was good enough: in 1963, secretary Otto Mayer had to plead with him to curb his spending as he prepared to welcome its session (an annual meeting which dovetailed with the Olympics every four years and took place at other times in different cities around the world) to Baden-Baden.101 Such munificence would later lead to problems with the Munich city representatives on the 1972 OC, for whom the clash of economic cultures (such as an estimated accommodation bill of three million deutschmarks from the Vier Jahreszeiten and Sheraton hotels) sometimes proved too hard to stomach.102

Much of Daume’s determination to regenerate and indeed perfect the Olympic event was fuelled by his obvious pleasure in being a member of an exclusive club. But his passion also stemmed from a long-held devotion to its aims and principles among German sports functionaries in general. The Olympics of the modern era might have been invented by a Frenchman, modeled on English sporting ideals, and celebrated for the first time in their ancient home in Greece, but no other country in Europe took to the Games with such philosophical zeal as Germany. This enthusiasm was buoyed by and displayed certain affinities to the country’s deep-seated philhellenism, but did not, crucially, depend on it. In the first instance, the Olympics became popular in Germany because they represented the de facto world championships of a form of bodily culture, modern sport, that found itself in ideological struggle with an indigenous counterpart, gymnastics (Turnen). The arrival of sport from Britain in the years between the foundation of the Reich in 1871 and the First World War pitted two different forms of citizenship against each other: the newcomer offering the inherent competition of the industrial age as an alternative to the incumbent’s collective mentality and top-down institutional structures. The innate modernity of the import found a natural home in burgeoning urban centers, where it offered alternative loci of sociability and, eventually, mobility for the new service professions such as engineering, sales, and journalism.103 When sport made the dramatic leap in spectatorship and participation in the interwar years that established it as one of the cultural phenomena of the twentieth century, its rise was all the more bitterly contested by the Turner, who frequently condemned the Olympic Games as a pursuit unworthy of German patriots. Within the institutional memory of German sport, therefore, the Olympics became both a cherished ideal and a national preoccupation.

Most of this tradition drew breath from one man, Carl Diem, whose influence spanned the twentieth century until his death in the early 1960s. Born into humble circumstances, Diem latched onto the new phenomenon of sport as a form of social advancement at the end of the nineteenth century.104 By the age of twenty he had become secretary of the Deutsche Sportbehörde für Athletik (1903, German Sports Authority for Athletics), and as a journalist traveled to the intercalendric Games in Athens in 1906. Appointed general secretary of the aborted Berlin Olympics of 1916, he rose to the rank of general secretary of the Reichsausschuß für Leibesübungen (Reich Committee for Physical Education) in 1917, helped found the first sports university in the world (Hochschule für Leibesübungen, College for Physical Education) in Berlin in 1920 and, finally, organized the Games of 1936. After the war, he founded the Deutsche Sporthochschule in Cologne in 1947, where he became rector a year later and established himself as the éminence grise of West German sport. At one remove from the real center of power, now occupied by the young Daume, Diem was nonetheless instrumental in formulating central facets of the Federal Republic’s sports landscape (e.g., Deutsches Sportabzeichen, Bundesju-gendspiele, Deutsche Olympische Gesellschaft).

Despite hefty debate in recent years, the nature of Diem’s relation to National Socialism is still unclear.105 While this is not the place to rehearse well-worn arguments, it would be fair to conclude that Diem, like many of those who worked with him, entered into serious compromises with the regime. Certainly his will requested the burning of all but family correspondence after his death, and the sentiments of his wife, Liselott, who confided these final wishes to Daume, succinctly articulate a life of moral dilemma: “He had to go along with some things, which, deep down, he really didn’t like.”106 In the mid-1960s, though, Diem’s reputation had not yet been exposed to the serious revisions that tainted it in later decades. Immediately after the war, Adenauer and his ministers realized his global connections represented the best chance of expedient reintegration into the conservative world of Olympic (and by extension, therefore, international) sport and were happy to bless a continuity at national level that ensured his survival.

But Diem was more than just a functionary who traded on (and quite possibly believed in) the neutrality of sport. Throughout his prolific career he assumed the mantle of Pierre de Coubertin’s principal exegete.107 In the torch relay, which envisaged human hands transporting a flame from ancient Olympia to the modern metropolis, he invented for the occasion of the 1936 Games a perfect piece of Olympic symbolism. In voluminous writings he championed the thoughts of the founder, inculcating a generation of West German sports teachers on their way through the Sporthochschule with the message of Olympic fundamentalism: sport’s affinity with religious experience; a belief in the ability of massed festivals to express deep human impulses; the paradoxical compatibility of patriotism and internationalist ideals; and above all the neophyte responsibility to spread the word. His influence proved as wide as it was enduring. In 1964—just one year before the Munich bid was conceived—the Japanese, who had commissioned him as their first consultant for the Tokyo Games,108 said prayers for his departed soul at the Holy Temple in Daianji.109 And when Daume presented the Greek Olympic Committee with the official invitation to Munich seven years later, its president exalted his predecessor simply as “der ‘Olympische.’ ”110 The title was apt: together with Brundage (who kept the Diems alive with CARE parcels after the war) and de Coubertin, Diem formed “the great triumvirate of modern Olympic history.”111

Diem’s writings and persona meshed into an “Olympic imagination” that characterized the way in which a certain group of West Germans conceived of the Olympic movement and its Games. This particularly German inflection of Olympism consisted of an uncritical appreciation of the 1936 Games (see chapter 3) and a strong emphasis on the country’s long-standing archaeological contribution to Olympic legacy. After Ernst Curtius’s original expedition to Olympia in the nineteenth century, the site underwent two further excavations, from 1936 to 1943 and in 1961 when the DSB, Deutsche Olympische Gesellschaft (DOG, German Olympic Society), and the West German NOC financed its final clearance. In their enthusiasm for the sacred home of the ancient Games, West German sports functionaries recounted narratives of national philanthropy which glossed over basic historical facts. The fifty thousand reichsmarks appropriated from Hitler’s personal disposition fund to finance the second dig were conveniently forgotten, as were the Nazis’ counterintuitive idea of using the ancient location to commemorate the Games of 1936 and the endeavors of Walter Wrede, the highest ranking member of the NSDAP in Greece, to unearth “new Reich exemplary warriors, unnamed heroes of state [and] Aryan strongmen masquerading as Olympic athletes.”112 In 1961, under Diem’s direction, the West Germans lorded it over the Greeks when “handing Olympia back” after the final dig and moving the casket containing de Coubertin’s heart from one part of the site to another. Throughout the 1960s, they embellished their worldview with institutions such as the Internationale Olympische Akademie (IOA, International Olympic Academy) in Olympia, which—in a manner chiming with Germany’s archaeological guardianship of Greek culture—was founded and run under German auspices (until the Greek military dictatorship removed Prince George of Hannover from the directorship in 1969).113

This form of Olympic imagination did not, of course, sit comfortably with the mood of the 1960s and 1970s, by which time the trope of philhellenism that had dominated German culture for the previous two centuries had run its course. “Demographic, philosophical, and historical trends” and in particular the need to prioritize different school subjects to aid the expansion of higher education meant that the “the singular propaedeutic power of the Greeks,” which had been under siege even before the Nazis came to power, was “decisively . . . broken” by the time Munich bid for the Games.114 But this very particular understanding of Olympism could not go ignored, because its adherents, seeing themselves as the keepers of a pure tradition, remained highly vocal. There were also ties of personal loyalty. Sports representatives on the OC still held Diem in high esteem, and Daume, although never sharing Diem’s vision or regarding himself as a protégé, stayed in close contact until his death in 1962. Diem dedicated his Weltgeschichte des Sports to Daume,115 and Daume called for further excavations in Olympia on the grand old man’s seventy-fifth birthday,116 struggled in vain to secure him an honorary doctorate at a German university,117 and sought his advice on Olympic matters. After his death, he often enlisted Liselott’s help as a ghostwriter for his speeches.

• • •

These were the complicated, overlapping discourses within, around, and away from which the Munich project would unfold over the six years between 1966 and 1972: a political climate that would experience three different governments, social turmoil, and a radical change of policy toward the Eastern bloc; an international NGO buffeted by internal strife, political interference, and institutional intrigue; and an indigenous concept of Olympism that clung to outmoded notions of the classical inheritance and an unfashionable veneration of the 1936 Games. Within and without these coordinates, the Federal Republic, the city of Munich, and the representatives of the West German sports world were faced with the multiple tasks of presenting the world with a new Germany, envisioning and accelerating dramatic urban development, and making the Olympics speak to a new generation. All the while, they would be oscillating between the two conceptual constants that characterize every Olympic Games: historical legacies and visions of modernity.

The problematic nature of the German past, together with the progressive views of the two key organizers, would make for a predominantly future-orientated Games. Munich’s own classical heritage would play a surprisingly minor role. Although nineteenth-century Bavarian rulers, with King Ludwig I in the lead, plundered Greece for architectural ideas and even modeled Munich University’s colonnade on the dimensions of the ancient stadium, the planners aimed instead for a “vision of the future” that would “match the spirit of the age and serve the needs of modern man and the modern Games.”118 The committee may have decided against launching Carl Diem’s torch relay, as initially suggested, into orbit by satellite. But with the help of cutting-edge computer technology and architectural and design experts from the vanguard of the postwar revival of Germany’s Bauhaus legacy, they delivered innovation on a grand scale and created a landscape that was already of tomorrow. When James Caan acted in the 1975 cult sports movie Rollerball, the futuristic world of the year 2018 was shot in the precincts of Munich’s Olympic park. Before Munich, and indeed the Federal Republic, could serve as an imaginative matrix for the modern world, though, six years of extraordinary German endeavor would have to make sense of the past, future, and present.
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Urban, State, and National Capital

Buying, Paying for, and Selling the Games

Hosting the Olympic Games had been a twinkle in Willi Daume’s eye since the early 1960s. The German sports functionary had become a devoted member of the International Olympic Committee (IOC) in 1956, and two events just four years apart must have given him a taste of what it would be like to stage the movement’s premier event. In 1959, Munich, the home city of Avery Brundage’s longtime friend and fellow committee member Karl Ritter von Halt, hosted the IOC session. When Nairobi refused to admit the South African delegation in 1963, the Federal Republic stepped into the breech, offering the spa town of Baden-Baden as an alternative.1 The latter proved a sumptuous occasion with “six princes, one marquis, two counts, three barons, five generals, two sheiks [and] a sprinkling of millionaires” settling into a “casino . . . overlooked by turreted castles.”2

The erection of the Berlin Wall gave political grist to Daume’s private ambition. In the winter of 1962 to 1963, he and the then mayor of Berlin, Willy Brandt, plotted to bring the 1968 Olympics to both parts of the divided city.3 Without troubling to contact the German Democratic Republic (GDR) and ignoring the disapproval of three Western allies4 and a Christian Democratic Union (CDU) and Free Democratic Party (FDP) cabinet in Bonn reluctant to hand political capital to a rising Social Democratic Party (SPD) star,5 Brandt submitted a confidential bid to the IOC.6 Daume worked the committee’s networks, conducting private discussions with the influential Russian member Konstantin Andrianow, who, in the spirit of Khrushchev’s new politics of coexistence, assured him of Soviet support.7 But when news of the secret bid leaked, the Western allies brought the matter to a swift conclusion with an unambiguous call to the West German Ministry of the Interior.

By the time it came to bidding for the next Games in the schedule, disputes between East and West Germany at the IOC had become so heated that the committee would have treated a Berlin proposal as a deliberate act of provocation (see chapter 6). By the same token, the West Germans, and Daume in particular, enjoyed some measure of sympathy among committee members, and after Asia (Tokyo 1964) and the forthcoming foray into Latin America (Mexico 1968) there was a widespread view that the Games should return to Europe in 1972. The decision was due to be made in Rome in April 1966, and after consulting Brandt (who in the meantime had lost the 1965 general election but established himself as the undisputed leader of the SPD) from the IOC session in Madrid in October 1965, Daume had to move quickly to find a German city willing to undertake the task.8

It is not clear whether Brandt recommended Munich. At any rate, the Bavarian capital would have suggested itself for several reasons. First, Munich had made a very favorable impression on IOC members in 1959.9 Second, and more importantly, in Brandt’s party colleague Hans-Jochen Vogel, the city possessed an energetic young mayor who could be relied upon to rise to the challenge. Vogel’s rivals in other potential cities belonged to the prewar generation and, despite their moral standing, risked reminding international voters of the recent past. Arnulf Klett had governed Stuttgart continuously since 1945, and Herbert Weichmann, a former Jewish refugee from Nazi Germany, led Hamburg’s senate. Frankfurt, under Willi Bundert, a former member of the Kreisau circle and the war-time resistance who had spent eight years in a GDR prison on charges of espionage, would have engulfed any Olympic enterprise in East-West controversy. Vogel’s fresh face and dynamism stood out by comparison and offered the possibility, at least, of assuaging residual suspicion abroad of Munich as the former “capital of the Nazi movement” (Hauptstadt der Bewegung).

Third, the fact that Munich was not a capital but only a medium-sized city would offer an antidote to what Olympic insiders had begun to see as the age of “gigantism.” From 1960 to 1968, in Rome, Tokyo, and Mexico City, the Games had sprawled over increasing distances (in Mexico up to 589 kilometers) and aroused fears about the event’s practical and ethical sustainability. As a city renowned for high culture, Munich would allow an ideological rescoping of the Olympics, selling itself as a return to the founder’s belief in the harmony of sport and the arts.10 Finally, unlike comparable cities in the Federal Republic, Munich had not yet built a major stadium such as Frankfurt’s Waldstadion or Hamburg’s Volksparkstadion. Conveniently, however, the city possessed a brown-field site of around 280 hectares (about a square mile) just four kilometers from its historic center. Already approved by the city council for future use as a stadium, it simply awaited funding. Munich, therefore, would not only be in a position to mount a swift bid, but its lack of sporting venues would count in its favor: faced with a tabula rasa, the international sports federations, whose opinions weighed heavily when the IOC made its final decision, would have the opportunity to demand and influence the creation of state-of-the-art modern facilities for their respective disciplines.11

While IOC statues stipulate that Games are awarded to cities, these require the backing of national governments. The only Olympics since 1945 to circumnavigate this condition took place in Los Angeles 1984, when a troubled IOC had only one candidate from which to choose. In West Germany, the federal structure of government potentially complicated matters in that the Land of Bavaria would be required to give its consent as well. In the event, however, the three political agencies agreed almost immediately. Daume put his proposal to Vogel on 28 October 1965; Chancellor Erhard, the cabinet, and the budget committee (Haushaltsausschuß) of the Bundestag consented on 29 November, 2 December, and 8 December respectively; the Bavarian government assented on 14 December, the West German National Olympic Committee on 18 December, and Munich City Council on 20 December. When the application was submitted to the IOC in Lausanne before its deadline at the end of the year, the first stage of Munich’s bid had taken barely three months. The astonishing rapidity with which each party pledged its support is clear indication of what was at stake.

MUNICH

When Daume visited Munich City Hall in October 1965, Vogel was flabbergasted. Folklore has it that he met his visitor’s inquiry with an exclamation of “Sauber!”—a Bavarian term scarcely translatable into High German let alone English, but which revealed his mood to be one of “productive desperation.”12 After consulting widely—with the city’s Council of Elders (Ältestenrat), some fifty-four local institutions, associations, and pressure groups,13 close associates (probably Hubert Abrefß, then head of the city development department, and Klaus Bieringer, head of Munich’s cultural affairs department), and national party-leader Brandt14—Vogel’s shock subsided and his initial concern about costs soon developed into excited cooperation.15 Even in the precommercial days of the 1960s, the Olympics’ effect on civic boosterism was fairly evident. One year earlier, the city’s deputy mayor, Georg Brauchle (CSU), had wistfully remarked at the 1964 Winter Olympics in Innsbruck that Munich would get its long-cherished “Großstadion” (major stadium) much sooner if it were to host the Games.16 Munich, moreover, was in the midst of radical planning. In March 1960, an SPD initiative had led the council to commission a strategy that aimed to produce “desirable order for the city’s urban and traffic development for the [subsequent] thirty years.”17 In keeping with the technocratic spirit of the age, the ambitious young mayor had won his first election the same month on a pledge of “farsighted and efficient city planning” and duly established one of the first specially dedicated groups of its kind on taking up office.18

In 1960s West Germany, however, financial means lagged somewhat behind wishful technocratic optimism. As the population growth of the “economic miracle” years began to outstrip fiscal capacities, communes experienced increasing difficulty. While private consumption and investment continued to rise dramatically, public expenditure on housing and municipal infrastructure remained largely stagnant. Set against dramatic increases in motorization and demands for greater living space, cities struggled to provide an acceptable quality of life. While the communes (excluding the city-states of Hamburg and Bremen) had invested around DM 500 billion in construction between 1948 and 1962, they had done so largely on credit. By 1968, debtor communes owed a total of DM 35 billion, and Munich, whose individual debt had increased ninefold from DM 172 million at the end of 1955 to over DM 1.5 billion in early 1965, topped the table.19 In 1965, the city’s budget had to cover two-thirds of expenditure on roads, housing, schools, and hospitals on credit despite strong advice from the regional government of Upper Bavaria to reduce borrowing.20 By the eve of the Games, the mayor would be openly lamenting a system that required a city to host the world’s largest sports event in order to fund basic public facilities.21

The parlous state of Munich’s finances resulted from a period of accelerated growth after 1945 which led to housing shortages, rising land and property prices and pressure on basic infrastructure and amenities. Having served largely as a regional administrative center, underindustrialized Munich attracted more returnees and evacuees after the war than any other West German city. Its immediate postwar population of 480,000 increased by an average of 24,200 each year from 1950 to 1971, with the growth rate reaching a net gain of almost 110,000 between 1969 and 1971 alone. As early as 1950, it had matched its prewar population of 830,000, crossed the one-million-barrier in 1957, and hit 1.2 million on the eve of the bid in 1965.22 During the Olympic year itself, the population peaked at 1.34 million.23 In twenty years, therefore, both in absolute (462,795) and relative terms (55.7 percent), Munich had grown more than any other West German commune. At the same time, the negative fallout associated with rapid expansion also brought significant economic advantages, as Munich benefited from the relocation of many vital industries. While cities in the Ruhr such as Essen and Dortmund shed more than 40 percent of their industrial employment in the 1960s, and Hamburg, the second-largest city in the Federal Republic, experienced an 11-percent decline, Munich increased its share in the secondary sector by 11 percent.24 The city profited from the Cold War in general, and the marginalization of (West) Berlin and division of Germany in particular. Taking in seventy thousand expellees from the Sudeten region of Czechoslovakia, the area became home to its export-oriented industries.25 The influx of highly qualified refugees from the GDR, too, meant that the printing trade of Thuringia and the textile manufacturing and machine-building of Saxony took hold in Southern Bavaria, while important publishing houses relocated from Leipzig, and the film industry abandoned the UFA grounds in East German Babelsberg. Electrical and, later, communication technology giant Siemens moved its headquarters from Berlin to Munich in 1949, creating fifty thousand work places.26

There was a certain inner logic to the largest center in the south replacing the former capital in the north as the country’s “Olympic city.” Between 1950 and 1970, the population of West Berlin had stagnated, with minor fluctuations, around 2.2 million, its age profile tilting firmly toward the elderly.27 Munich, by comparison, boasted the youngest population in the Federal Republic, a fifth of its residents having been born after 1945 and two-fifths predicted to be under thirty by 1972. When Vogel emphasized this fact in his speech to the IOC in Rome,28 he was doubtless hoping to banish thoughts of the 1938 Munich Agreement and its aftermath.29 But the vital truth behind the mayor’s statistics was that in the mid-1960s, Munich desperately needed to rebalance the positive and negative consequences of its postwar boom. Influenced by prominent critiques of postwar America—John Kenneth Galbraith’s The Affluent Society (1958) and Jane Jacobs’ The Death and Life of Great American Cities (1961, German translation 1963)—Vogel had been concerned for some time about the fabric of modern society. In it he saw a world increasingly defined by a disparity between private wealth and public poverty, spending on trivial consumer needs over vital communal services, and an unnatural functionalist division between work and living spaces.30

For the city administration, this meant solving crucial problems of housing and transport and, as Vogel regularly put it, “adapting communal institutions to the growing and ever-changing demands of [the municipality’s] citizens.”31 In 1963, his chief city-planner, Herbert Jensen, had been given council approval for ambitious plans to “resist [any further] shapeless accidental development and the very alarming dissolution of the city.”32 In late 1965, therefore, it must have been clear that hosting the Olympics would accelerate the city’s cause by many years, and do so largely on someone else’s tab. Indeed, some of Jensen’s grander projects, such as the development of the S-Bahn and U-Bahn, would be completed within five and seven years rather than the fifteen originally anticipated.33 With Land and federal support, the city paid only DM 31 million of the total DM 490 million for the former, with Bonn covering the lion’s share of the latter.34 It is hardly surprising, then, that even before the bid was properly formulated, other communes believed Munich had struck gold, and a conglomerate in the Rhine-Ruhr region mounted a short-lived counter-bid of its own.35

BAVARIA

Despite the strong majorities that secured the SPD’s power in Munich after 1945, Bavaria was a conservative stronghold. Minister-president Alfons Goppel remained virtually unchallenged between 1962 and 1978 and was surrounded by a strong cast of Christian Social Union (CSU) politicians, most notably party chairman Franz Josef Strauß. As a result of the latter’s stints in two Adenauer governments (as minister for special tasks, nuclear energy, and defense), Munich and its surrounding region had cornered a large share of the German aircraft, atomic, and armament industries (e.g., Messerschmitt-Bölkow-Blohm and Krauss-Maffei). Superficially, one might have expected a certain tension between the region’s left-wing core and its right-wing milieu, but an underlying similarity of outlook compensated for the sometimes heated differences. Vogel, after all, might have become a CSU member, and within the SPD he had attached himself to the informal but powerful right-wing, conservative grouping known as the Seeheim circle and stood firmly behind the modernization decided at Bad Godesberg. Pragmatic rather than ideologically obsessed, Vogel shared the same convictions as the CSU leadership when it came to Munich and Bavaria: the imperative of economic growth. His relationship with Goppel and Strauß was cordial enough for them to channel resources to Upper Bavaria, and Munich in particular, as one of the Land’s main areas of expansion.36

Although the bid initially met with opposition from high-ranking civil servants in the finance and culture ministries of the Bavarian government, senior party figures gave it their full support. Strauß, a south German cycling champion in his youth, was a keen sportsman and Goppel—along with the two ministers most closely involved, Ludwig Huber (minister for culture and later an influential member of the Organizing Committee) and Konrad Pöhner (finance minister who later played a key role in the Olympia-Baugesellschaft [OBG], the public corporation entrusted with the construction of the Olympic venues)—understood the potential benefits for the region. While there could be little doubt about the financial strain, many came to agree with the Bavarian minister-president, whom the Spiegel quoted as sighing patriotically: “One has to grasp the nettle.”37 The CSU grandees presumably calculated they had little to lose. If Munich won, the overall gains for the Land would outweigh their own financial outlay and any kudos given to the “red” mayor of Munich. If it failed, the defeat would be Vogel’s alone. When Strauß portrayed the Games in the Bundestag (on 30 November 1965) as a golden opportunity to correct Germany’s “distorted self-representation” abroad, his remarks were doubtless sincere but masked considerable Bavarian self-interest.38

Just as Munich bargained on the Games enhancing financial support for the city, the Land could count on a flow of investment to its designated growth area at only minor additional cost to taxpayers. While Munich would profit most, significant sums would spill over into surrounding CSU strongholds and help counteract the drift of young people, in particular, from the countryside to the cities.39 In this sense, Munich and Upper Bavaria shared common interests and incentives. Unfortunately, no comprehensive economic analysis was conducted at the time, but as a few examples indicate, exposure to international audiences offered Bavarian businesses unprecedented public relations opportunities.

Occasionally, local companies were outbid by international rivals. Coca-Cola, for instance, which had enjoyed a strong association with the Olympics since Amsterdam 1928, out-priced Pepsi and two local firms for exclusive soft-drinks rights on the Olympic sites by guaranteeing the OC at least DM 2 million from its profits.40 Sometimes national competitors with key personal contacts, such as Daimler-Benz, would work themselves into pole position too.41 The Stuttgart company had its Mercedes logo and slogan—“Fair in sports. Fair on the road”—printed on the back of every Olympic ticket for an undisclosed sum, in addition to loaning 1,700 cars, buses, and trucks for the Games, offering 275 middle-of-the-range MB 200s at significantly reduced prizes for the Olympic lottery, and providing drivers, luxury MB 600s, and price reductions for the IOC and other VIPs.42 Without Vogel’s intervention, the Munich-based automobile and motorcycle manufacturer BMW would not have even broken into the Olympic car pool.43

On the whole, however, local firms, if competitive, were given the rub of the green. Siemens, rather than its American competitor IBM, won the contract to supply the data-processing system Golym (in Mexico 1968, the Italian firm Olivetti had been prone to embarrassing glitches).44 Although the DM 22.5 million charged to the OC barely covered a third of the cost, the company’s investment was easily recouped in exceptional profits, long-term research and development advances, and publicity gains.45 Golym held much fascination for those reporting on the high-tech nature of the Games, was discussed extensively in the foreign press, and lingered upon lovingly in the official film. Junghans, a Black Forest firm owned by a Nuremberg holding company, almost lost the timing-keeping contract to a free offer from its Swiss competitor Longines, but various interventions led to both firms sharing the responsibility.46 Local sports-shoe rivals Adidas and Puma were granted contracts to sell and—against strict IOC regulations—give their products away for free in the Olympic village, thus ensuring that athletes’ feet (the only part of the body on which a logo could appear) would be clad for all the world to see in Bavarian brands. Adidas built a hotel to host prospective medal-winners, branched into sportswear, and calculated that 80 percent of competitors chose to wear its shoes at the Games.47 Despite a better offer from foreign manufacturers of tartan tracks, the distinctive Adidas stripes ran and jumped across native Rekortan, Hans-Dietrich Genscher having persuaded the OC that “giving this contract to a foreign company would completely undermine the German manufacturer in the eyes of the world and give the international competitor a worldwide monopoly.”48

The Land would also benefit from the logistical impossibility of hosting every event in Munich itself. Despite disagreements within the IOC, several competitions took place outside the city limits, in some cases even in newly built facilities.49 The opening rounds of the soccer tournament took place in Passau, Regensburg, Ingolstadt, Augsburg, and Nuremberg, with some team handball games being played across the state border in neighboring Baden-Württemberg (Böblingen, Göppingen, Ulm).50 A riding stadium was built east of the city in Riem; and, under pressure from the international rowing and canoeing federations, a luxurious water-sports site was constructed north of the city in Feldmoching at the cost of US$23 million (approximately 5 percent of the final Olympic budget).51 In Augsburg, some eighty kilometers to the north, an “Ice Channel” was commissioned for the Olympic canoe slalom competitions, much to the ire of Avery Brundage who grumbled that this new event had been included in the program for 1972 on the condition that it took place in Munich itself.52 In light of the infrastructural, economic, and sporting boost that would inevitably accrue to the region, it is hardly surprising, therefore, that the Bavarian parliament’s decision to back the bid and bear one-third of the cost was unanimous.53

THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Of the three parties responsible for winning and carrying out the Games, the federal government proved the most difficult to convince. There are different accounts of what happened when Daume, Vogel, Brauchle, and Goppel visited the chancellor’s bungalow on 29 November 1965.54 Least credible is Daume’s claim that Ludwig Erhard was “immediately all for it,” even uttering the phrase synonymous with West Germany’s remarkable postwar rise: “Wir sind wieder wer [We are back]. We are able to do this and we are not that poor.”55 Vogel’s version, in which the chancellor appeared at first to waver, seems more realistic.56 Clearly warned by Ludger Westrick, the head of the Chancellor’s Office, Erhard doubted Vogel’s budget of DM 497 million. A handwritten note from the meeting shows the Munich mayor spinning the deal, pointing out that the Bund, which normally contributed 40 percent of the cost of urban road building schemes, had already agreed the funds for traffic infrastructure.57

Two hours later, however, Erhard consented, supposedly remarking that “one shouldn’t always mope around and give the country unpleasant news.”58 That same day, in fact, he had been forced to announce public-spending cuts in the Bundestag because of slow economic growth in the second half of 1965.59 But in all likelihood, the chancellor’s agreement came from more than a whim or the transient desire to sweeten a bitter pill. As with Vogel a month earlier, the moment of personal opportunity would not have escaped him. Having stepped in as chancellor after Adenauer’s resignation in 1963, Erhard had been granted a popular mandate for the first time in the general election of September 1965. A controversial replacement for the great patriarch and disliked by many in his own party, he nonetheless enjoyed wide popular support for his role as economics minister during the “economic miracle.”60 Arguably the Games offered a chance to follow through on his election campaign and consolidate his image as the “people’s chancellor” (Volkskanzler).61

Ideological reasons, of course, would have featured in Erhard’s thoughts too, not least the notion of a formierte Gesellschaft (“aligned society”), which had been introduced at the CDU’s national conference in 1965. In Erhard’s view, West German society was increasingly driven by the dictates of consumerism and performance, the competition within the pluralist system neither catering for the individual nor contributing sufficiently to the common good.62 As a diffuse concept aimed at recalibrating such developments, the formierte Gesellschaft would wither quickly on the vine but, having been underscored three weeks earlier in his declaration of government, the idea would have been lodged in the chancellor’s mind when the Munich delegation arrived in Bonn. A successful bid would provide the ideal opportunity to stage a grand and dignified occasion that would demonstrate the cohesion of German society, its public spirit and a belief in nonmaterialistic values.63 Furthermore, Erhard would have been keen to capitalize on the noticeable shift that had occurred in West German identity by the mid-1960s—away from the 1950s’ projection of a reunified nation toward an acceptance of the status quo of the Republic’s economic and democratic strength. The formierte Gesellschaft, which breathed contemporary theory’s optimism about technology and social engineering, sought to orientate the Federal Republic firmly toward the future. Hosting the Olympic Games would rearticulate for audiences at home and abroad another major claim of his declaration of government: that the postwar era had now “ended.”

Such was the chancellor’s mindset as he took the matter to the cabinet on 2 December. Although full cabinet minutes have not yet been released for this period, a short protocol affords some insight into how the discussion unfolded. The meeting was certainly not unanimous, opinions—where recorded—splitting along party-political and regional lines. CSU voices (Richard Stücklen, Richard Jaeger, and Werner Dollinger—the first two from the Munich region) backed the chancellor, while CDU and FDP members (Rolf Dahlgrün, Jürgen Seebohm, Hans Katzer) urged caution. Dahlgrün (the FDP finance minister) estimated the cost at DM 1 billion, more than double Vogel’s projection (the final bill would come to twice that again), and Seebohm (the CDU minister for traffic) noted that the Bund faced other pressing infrastructural obligations. Stücklen (minister for mail and communication and MP for Dachau) and Jaeger (minister for justice and MP for Fürstenfeldbruck), by contrast, played the national prestige card, arguing that “cost should not be the main priority” given the “extraordinary political importance” of hosting the Olympics “thirty-six years after the Berlin Games.”64 Just as Strauß had argued two days earlier in the Bundestag, Bavarian politicians in the cabinet pushed the case for Munich, and by extension their region, on grounds of national representation. As the cabinet fell in-line with the chancellor, this particular pattern of influence and loyalties was set for subsequent governments, when strong regional ties would cross party boundaries.

That said, the preparation for the Games would be characterized by a general unanimity of purpose between city, Land, and Bund, despite inevitable and sometimes petty tensions that occasionally arose. Bavaria would seek, largely in vain, to gain advantage over Munich: in early 1966 the names of three CSU MPs—Konstantin von Bayern (a member of the Wittelsbach family), Hans Drachsler, and Franz Josef Strauß (who had just refused a position in Erhard’s cabinet)—were floated as the potential “federal and Bavarian Olympic representative” to serve at the helm of the OC before it was established that IOC statutes gave exclusive organizational rights to the host city and National Olympic Committee (i.e., Vogel and Daume).65 Likewise, Konstantin von Bayern would continue to bait Vogel with independent CSU-driven funding initiatives (the so-called Flammenpfennig) until brought to heel by the overwhelming power of the OC.66 Vogel, for his part, tried to preserve Munich and SPD interests, failing most prominently perhaps to elevate a member of his personal staff in the city hall, Camillo Noel, to head of the Games’ press office against a better qualified and well-connected applicant.67 (The successful candidate, Hans “Johnny” Klein, had worked for a number of newspapers, acted as press attaché at German embassies in the Middle East and Indonesia, and been part of Erhard’s 1965 election campaign and chancellery.) On the whole, however, the Munich Olympics stand as a clear example of “cooperative federalism.”68 Despite a highly decentralized administrative and executive system, the SPD-governed city, the conservative-run Land, and three different federal governments conducted their business largely unswayed by political differences. Technically too, the ten-man board of the OC would be set up so that the political partners assumed a distinct common identity: in a system that required a two-thirds majority, the four votes belonging to those bearing financial responsibility for the Games granted the politicians a “veto-minority” against the six representatives from the world of sport.69 Generally, however, sport under Daume did little to upset the equilibrium between the political camps.70 The 1972 Olympics was a “mega-event” (M. Roche) that none of the three agencies could shoulder on its own or, for that matter, in partnership with only one of the others. Success, from which all of them would benefit, depended on each of them pulling together.

THE BID

Munich’s chances were boosted enormously when Vienna pulled out after the Austrian government refused to underwrite its finances.71 As the capital city of a neutral European country that had yet to host the Summer Games, it would have been the strong favorite. But Munich still faced stiff competition, not so much from ill-starred Detroit, which was submitting its seventh application, but Madrid and Montreal. The former could bask in the reflected glory of Europe’s dominant soccer team (Real Madrid), while the latter enjoyed the prestige and organizational advantages of hosting the upcoming 1967 World Fair. In April 1966, however, the German performance in Rome was a tour de force. Munich’s promise—as originally laid out in its bid document and elaborated over the subsequent months by a small group around Vogel—of spatially compact Games that aimed at a Coubertinian synthesis of culture and sport struck a chord.72 The general desire for a return to “humane Games within reasonable limits,” as Vogel reiterated in subsequent years, seemed acute amongst IOC members.73

Munich ranked top in the IOC’s consultations with the international sports federations and, at a time when technical professionalism had not yet become standard practice, excelled with its presentation.74 Three years previous, Buenos Aires’s bid for the 1968 Games had foundered on basic errors that earned the city a paltry two votes.75 Munich, by contrast, left nothing to chance, all elements coming out “a class ahead” of the competitors.76 On the Foro Italico, the Bavarian capital produced a convincing exhibit of its projected venues. Although these bore only a passing resemblance to what was later built, the fact the council had already passed a development plan and held an architectural competition for a stadium (unlike the Spaniards whose model was a simple replica of Barcelona’s Nou Camp) proved vital in demonstrating the city’s intent.77 The Germans exploited modern methods of communication, investing around forty thousand deutschmarks in a carefully scripted film Munich—A City Applies. For fifteen minutes the inhabitants of Munich, young and old, were depicted as sports enthusiasts with active lifestyles; the city’s rich artistic, cultural, and architectural heritage was highlighted; its love of folkloric traditions such as the Oktoberfest flaunted; and its self-proclaimed image as a “metropolis with a heart” (originally dreamed up for its eight hundredth anniversary in 1958) trumpeted again. Playing on IOC members’ penchant for luxury and scenic locations, the film emphasized the city’s experience in hosting international conferences, blending in the baroque palaces of Nymphenburg and Schleißheim for visual finesse.

After Montreal had overrun, Vogel and Daume ostentatiously shortened their speeches, taking just a few minutes to highlight the main features of the document already sent to committee members in February.78 It turned out to be a convincing effort. Having topped the first round with a good third of the sixty-one possible votes, Munich eased to the total of thirty-one required for an overall majority after Detroit dropped out and its eight votes were redistributed at the second stage. Madrid (sixteen votes in the first round, fifteen in the second) and Montreal (sixteen, then thirteen) failed to pose the serious threat that many had feared.79
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FIGURE 2. Special announcement by the local Süddeutsche Zeitung: “Munich is an Olympic city,” April 1966 (photo: Fritz Neuwirth, courtesy of Süddeutsche Zeitung Photo)

Before the outcome was known, Vogel thanked the rival cities for the fairness with which the competition had been conducted, but the spirit of his remarks was not entirely clear.80 At its 1964 session in Tokyo the IOC had explicitly forbidden applicant cities from making “special approaches to the IOC either in person or through diplomatic channels”; the giving of presents had also been outlawed, not least in reaction to rumors of bribes involving prostitutes that had helped Tokyo itself win the Games at the 1959 session in Munich.81 However, Vogel’s Montreal counterpart Jean Drapeau had conducted a worldwide tour of IOC members and pledged free board and lodging for participants at the Games (as opposed to the subsidized fee of US$6 per day offered by Munich)—a promise, in Daume’s words, that “would have had de Coubertin turning in his grave.”82 And while the Spaniards lacked funds, the shadow of withdrawal having hung over their bid from early 1966, they matched hard currency with political capital. Ironically, given Franco’s dictatorship and the only recently lifted ban on citizens from communist states entering Spanish territory (1962), Madrid portrayed itself “grotesquely” (as Daume later recalled) “as a stronghold of freedom and democracy,” playing on the West Germans’ recent difficulties over East German transit issues (see chapter 6) and guaranteeing free movement to athletes from the GDR.83

Before leaving for Rome, Vogel had stressed that Munich had adhered “absolutely to the letter” of IOC rules.84 But it is clear that the Germans had not been so naïve.85 At the first opportunity, Vogel had written to Brundage stressing that Munich “would make special efforts to ensure that IOC members and their families enjoyed the pleasures offered by [the city] and the surrounding area.”86 IOC dignitaries were duly invited, for maximum discretion by the German Olympic Society rather than the organizers, to stop over before the session in Rome.87 He announced his intention to visit Brundage in Chicago (see chapter 3) and massaged the president’s prejudices, congratulating him for his (even then outmoded) stance against the abuse of the Olympic Games by business interests.88 Despite being an outspoken critic of the IOC’s strict amateur guidelines, Daume went even further. Shortly before Rome, he persuaded figure skaters Marika Kilius and Hans-Jürgen Bäumler to hand back the silver medals they had won at the 1964 Winter Olympics on national television. Darlings of the German public, the skaters had been disqualified by the IOC for signing professional contracts with Holiday on Ice before the Innsbruck Games began.89 By returning the medals of their own accord, the whole affair, which had caused a storm throughout 1965, came to a convenient end.90

Behind the scenes, too, a working party—consisting mainly of city administrators, Walther Tröger (a National Olympic Committee member who later became mayor of the Olympic village) and representatives of the Land and Bund—was set up in January 1966 to “prepare suitable measures for the representation of the Munich bid.” One of its main objectives was to create a positive mood in the international sports press.91 Bruno Schmidt-Hildebrand, a member of the city’s public relations department and head of the Munich-based Association of the German Sports Press (Verband deutscher Sportpresse), exploited his connections in the Association Internationale de la Presse Sportive (AIPS), regaling twenty opinion-makers across Europe with the autonomous sporting aspect of the application and the “dynamic personality” of the young mayor. In a spurious twist to the bid’s major tenet, he claimed the Games were not intended “to show the world the new Germany [or] . . . to present the new German youth.”92 Journalists were invited on three-day information-gathering visits to the city, where they were received by the mayor and other officials and treated to first-class accommodation, tours, and tickets to the opera. In the months leading up to Rome, so many invitations were accepted that the visits had to be staggered to avoid arousing suspicion.

Western journalists featured in the program and those with potentially hostile IOC members were especially courted. Because of concerns about British member and International Amateur Athletics Federation (IAAF) president David Lord Burghley, the U.K. press alone received three invitations. Widely tipped to become Brundage’s successor, Burghley was regarded as a GDR-sympathizer because of the IAAF’s recognition of the East German athletics team in 1964.93 But for obvious reasons, the working party’s main interests lay beyond its natural Western allies. Given that Eastern bloc members were likely to vote against the Federal Republic, great effort was invested in the “Third World.” For although IOC members acted as ambassadors from the committee to their respective nations and not—as in normal international nongovernmental organization practice—vice versa, Daume knew that representatives from developing countries would vote in-line with their government’s wishes.94 Accordingly, West German emissaries were sent around the world with the informal authority to make promises of financial aid to enhance such countries’ preparation for the Games.95 The trips alone cost the Foreign Office Cultural Fund around DM 50,000.96 Nonetheless, the working group was cautious about flaunting its official backing, since exerting influence via diplomats could prove counterproductive. Burghley himself reacted petulantly to an approach on Munich’s behalf by Aubrey Halford MacLeod, British Ambassador to Iceland and former general consul in Munich (1960–65), promptly announcing his support instead for little-fancied Detroit, which had missed out on hosting the 1968 Games by a single vote.97 Naturally, the Foreign Office offered support, embassies and consulates being asked to observe the visits and spy on rivals.98 But in general, high-ranking sports functionaries with untainted political reputations and good contacts in the relevant countries were preferred for the task. Such considerations were particularly important in Africa because of Germany’s colonial past. Surrogate diplomats included Max Danz, the president of the West German athletics federation and a vice president of the West German NOC, and Alfred Ries, a Jew persecuted by the Nazi regime with impeccable credentials for representing the Federal Republic abroad: not only was he president of Werder Bremen soccer club and a board member of the German Soccer Federation, but had served as ambassador to Liberia under Adenauer before becoming general manager of the major German coffee company Kaffee Hag.

Danz concentrated on South America, Ries mainly on Africa. While cultural reasons alone dictated that the eleven members from South America (including Cuba) would probably vote for Madrid, positive responses from the two Brazilian members João Havelange and General Sylvio de Magalhães Padilha gave a glimmer of hope.99 The German embassy in Buenos Aires also brought Bonn good news, reporting that Argentine member Mario L. Negri had expressed “full sympathy” to the cause.100 The prognosis for Africa, however, was much more favorable from the outset. Unlike ten member states of the Arab League (including Syria, Saudi Arabia, and Egypt), Morocco and Tunisia had maintained diplomatic relations with the Federal Republic after its formal recognition of Israel in 1965; and—with the exception of the apartheid regime in South Africa—the poverty of the remaining nations (e.g., Kenya, Nigeria, Senegal, West Sahara) would make them amenable to persuasion.

In the age of decolonization, Africa had rapidly become a theater of superpower struggle over ideological allegiances and the new economic world order. In view of its growing fiscal strength, the Federal Republic was called upon to “accept greater responsibilities and an increased share of the burden for securing the future of the Western alliance. . . and the development of the Third World.”101 In this context, the term cooperation concealed a myriad of intricate and duplicitous power relations between first- and third-world countries, the latter exploiting the former, as much as vice versa, and “demanding ever more [development aid] as the price” for their loyalty.102 The realm of sport was no exception. If in the run-up to the 1972 Games the Federal Republic educated athletes from countries sympathetic to the West—almost 10 percent of students at the Sporthochschule in Cologne came from abroad in 1970—the GDR followed suit at the College for Physical Education in Leipzig; if the Ministry of the Interior sent West German coaches to train soccer players in Senegal, Ghana, Cameroon, Mali, Ivory Coast, Togo, and Uganda, the GDR did likewise by dispatching physical education teachers to the Middle East, Asia, and sub-Saharan Africa.103 If the Soviet Andrianow wanted to expand the power of the socialist bloc by democratizing the IOC and giving representation to all NOCs, Western sport functionaries like Daume did everything in their power to prevent it. Sport, therefore, was a keenly contested subfield of the Cold War “fight for Africa.”

When it came to securing the success of the Munich bid, the Federal Republic’s surrogate diplomats were bolstered by President Heinrich Lübke (CDU), a hard-line opponent of East German recognition.104 Set to embark in early 1966 on a tour of Morocco, Kenya, Madagascar, Mali, Togo, and Cameroon (the latter two with former colonial ties to Germany), the president agreed to canvass the relevant local authorities. Only Morocco had an IOC member, but the Munich team hoped for a ripple effect across an African continent famous in the 1960s for its love of sport. In Morocco, Lübke secured King Hassan’s support against the ongoing GDR campaign to “reinforce the division [of Germany] in the realm of sport” but left the question of the bid open, since the monarch was keen to cultivate equally good ties with Spain.105 However, by the time Danz arrived a week later, Moroccan IOC member and high-ranking Muslim cleric Hadj Mohammed Benjelloun assured him not only of his country’s vote but of his determination to bring his colleagues from Tunisia, Senegal, and Egypt on board.106

While it is impossible to say how individual votes were cast, it is likely that the combination of presidential influence and surrogate diplomacy had a considerable effect on the outcome in Rome. Pressed twice by the Foreign Office in the following months to divulge the secrets of the voting chamber, an initially reluctant Daume “was strongly convinced that all Africans . . . from north to south without any exception whatsoever” had supported Munich. With success, Daume noted, came “responsibilities, the fulfillment of which would be of eminent political value for the Federal Republic.”107 The Foreign Office clearly agreed. In 1969, Daume was able to diffuse Vogel’s fears about threats of an African boycott over the participation of Rhodesia and South Africa in 1972, bullishly assuring the mayor that the Africans had just picked up “a fat check from the federal government” and were turning down invitations from the Eastern bloc.108 Foreign Office figures certainly bear him out. In the run-up to Munich, sport development aid for “third world” countries increased steadily as a part of foreign cultural policy. The total expenditure of DM 685,000 in 1966 rose to nearly DM 1.2 million in 1970 and, including DM 500,000 for the preparation of athletes for the Munich Games alone, DM 1.8 million in 1971. Originally, DM 2.43 million and DM 2.95 million had been earmarked for 1971 and 1972, though these figures were later reduced as part of general cuts in the 1971 federal budget.109

Compared to West Germany’s official development aid, which was funded by the Economics Ministry and ran into the hundreds of millions per year (e.g., DM 600 million in 1965), these were small sums.110 But developing countries sympathetic to the Federal Republic’s representational claims, as Lübke stressed all the way across the African continent in early 1966, could, of course, hope to receive from the bigger pot as well.111 Despite complaints from Rabat that development aid and military equipment had been slow in arriving, the Federal Republic paid large sums to keep African nations onside.112 Even before Lübke’s visit, Morocco had been offered almost DM 194 million for the next several years.113 As Heide-Irene Schmidt has shown, West German development policy in the 1960s operated on a fine balance between favors given and received: although “aid was granted according to recipients’ needs” and the Federal Republic “did not expect ‘active support’ . . . in return for aid,” it nonetheless appreciated “mutual respect of national interests as a foundation for co-operation.”114 Thus, when the president assured King Hassan that support for the Munich Games was not a “question of principle,” a subtle but very definite ritual of expectation was at play.115

It is little wonder, then, that Daume’s speech in Rome sold the Munich Games as a bridge not only between sport and the arts, East and West, but also “young” nations and “old” nations.116 In later years, Daume would portray the wooing of African votes as a kind of “social justice.”117 In early 1966, at a time when regional games threatened to lure African countries away from the Olympic movement altogether, the West German NOC president felt able to confide his plans to Brundage: “We have . . . offered—if it should be in agreement with the IOC’s views—to support the young nations in Africa and Asia financially and technically in their preparations for the Games and when they send their athletes.”118 Taken together, the Cold War and decolonization eased the Munich bid toward success. West German money was already flowing into Africa, and with the IOC, the Western allies, and the Federal Republic wanting to hold on to it, the continent was only too open to persuasion.

Such agendas meant that Africa—much more than Asia or South America—remained firmly on the Federal Republic’s radar after the Games were won. Although the organizers could not expect many visitors from the continent, they were keenly aware of a “certain political and sports political obligation to keep [its] population[s] well-informed” about the event.119 By the same token, the Olympics provided the Federal Republic with a much-needed opportunity to enhance its stale and outmoded image in this strategic region of Cold War struggle. In the wake of German colonialism and two world wars, an internal position paper noted, African views of the Federal Republic were still largely shaped by the “masculine . . . soldier, brave both in attack and defense, loyal and adept at using his weapons.” “Self-restraint, unconditional obedience and the prioritizing of honor ahead of other criteria” also determined the picture, with Bismarck and Hitler, for the Arab populations of North Africa at least, appearing the very “incarnation of Germandom.” Across the whole of Africa, moreover, the “un-rhythmical” Germans played second fiddle to NATO allies such as the “sensitive” French.120 Thus the Games allowed for a more positive projection of the German character: namely as “peaceful, conciliatory, serene, sensitive, sober and accurate and looking for harmony.”121 One million deutschmarks of additional funds, donated to the OC by the record company Ariola (equaling some 10 percent of the overall PR budget), were invested in specific advertising initiatives. In particular, the urban middle-classes of the twenty-eight nations with NOCs were targeted in English, French, and Swahili; a highly popular Olympic poster competition was organized for African artists; and the customary activities of the federal agencies and ministries involved in cultural diplomacy were intensified. The Federal Press Office organized seminars for African sports journalists in the Republic.122 Daume hand-delivered invitations to African NOCs, making impassioned speeches about their integral role in the Olympic movement and bearing gifts of material and financial aid.123 In Lagos he handed over DM 1 million to help West African athletes participate in the 1972 Games and a track made of the same material as the one at Munich’s Olympic Stadium.124 Until African solidarity against Rhodesia’s participation strained relations and almost led to a massed boycott in mid August 1972, the Munich Games received hugely positive coverage across the continent and allowed the Federal Republic, via sport and its ever-popular functionaries, to bestow “great honor”—as one Foreign Office report duly observed—on the people of Africa.125

PAYING FOR THE GAMES

Once the euphoria of Rome had dissipated, the organizers would be tossed between the Scylla of financial burden and the Charybdis of Cold War politics for some time to come. (The latter is discussed fully in chapter 6.) When informed of the bid’s success, Erhard hailed it as a “mark of great distinction” for the Federal Republic.126 Four years later, in April 1970, Genscher, the interior minister of the new SPD/FDP government, captured the chancellor’s original mood at an Olympic exhibit arranged for politicians in Bonn: “This is an historical opportunity to convey a desirable image of this state and the society which sustains it on the occasion of the Olympic Games to hundreds of thousands of international guests as well as hundreds of millions of TV viewers, radio listeners and newspaper readers.”127 From the earliest moment, it was obvious that Munich would be a “national task.” Olympic Games “mean a great deal,” as Willi Daume stressed when inviting the great and the good to join the OC’s advisory council (Beirat), “particularly for the country that gets to invite the youth of the world.”128 But it was not until 1969 that Bonn officially recognized the Games as such. There is a simple reason for this. Federal law dictates that matters of national representation must be financed predominantly by the federal government. The essential difference between Erhard’s reaction in 1966 and Genscher’s speech in 1970 was the vital promise of additional funding: in view of the task’s significance to the nation, Genscher went on to note, the Bund would be carrying “the largest financial share of the investment and organizational costs.”129 This discrepancy between emotional and bureaucratic understandings of the Olympics’ importance made for years of protracted negotiations between the city of Munich and Bavaria on the one hand and the federal government on the other.

In 1965, the head of Erhard’s Kanzleramt and skeptical members of the cabinet had not been alone in their fears about the Games’ funding. Before the bid had passed through the various parliaments, the country’s leading financial newspaper, the Düsseldorf Handelsblatt, published a damning article warning that the three parties were rushing headlong into “an expensive plan.”130 Soon after the success of Rome, five CSU MPs (led by Franz Gleißner) sent an open telegram to Vogel, demanding the Games be stopped to protect essential expenditure on schools and hospitals; they had to be muzzled by the CSU caucus in the city council (under Hans Stützle).131 As soon became apparent, though, the doubters had called it right. A memo from the Ministry of the Interior shows how Daume and Vogel had arrived at the initial estimate of DM 497 million: 158 million were to be spent on the Olympic venues, 120 million on the Olympic village, 3.5 million on administration and organization, and 185.5 million on traffic infrastructure, leaving 30 million in reserve for unforeseen circumstances.132 But by the summer of 1966, the costs had already increased by 23 million, and much steeper rises were to follow. All told, the Games cost DM 1,967 million, just shy of the eye-catching DM 1,972 million later enshrined in the official report.133 Put another way, the checks made out to the Africans had shrunk over six years from 0.6 to a mere 0.15 percent of the total bill.

TABLE 1. 1972 Munich Olympic Games’ Expenditure and Income (in millions of DM)
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These cost increases were largely caused by local inflation, not least because the event set an absolute deadline for the completion of venues and their supporting infrastructure. In 1965, the Munich Chamber of Trade and Industry warned the Games would lead to an “excessive boom in the construction industry with adverse effects on the makeup of local prices and wages,” a prediction that proved all too accurate.134 Between 1968 and 1973 Munich’s price rises outstripped the national average, and the city became the most expensive in the country by 1971.135

In his study of Olympic finances, Holger Preuss makes a basic but useful distinction between expensive and inexpensive Games. Olympics tend to be “cheap” if, as in the two most recent North American examples (Los Angeles 1984, Atlanta 1996), “costs are largely limited to organizing and staging the Games” with profits made or deficits avoided by exploiting existing infrastructures. Games work out to be expensive, by contrast, if they require “extensive investments in traffic infrastructure, communication systems, housing and sports facility construction.”136 On the surface, 1972 fits the second category, but the actual costs, when compared to other Games of the period, place it some way back across the spectrum. The figures for Rome 1960 and Mexico 1968—doubtless for good reason—were never published. But Tokyo 1964 cost US$2.8 billion at a time when one dollar bought four deutschmarks and Montreal 1976 made a colossal loss, with Mayor Drapeau spending like “a Roman Emperor” and allowing costs to soar from an estimated US$300 million to 2.8 billion.137 Famously, the Canadian government declined to contribute from the outset, leaving the taxpayers of the city and the province of Quebec to struggle with debt until 2006.138 Munich’s total of US$500 million—less than the price of two aircraft carriers, as Richard Mandell trenchantly observed—paled by comparison.139

In point of fact, the Games represented extraordinary value for money.140 In the end, only DM 634 million (i.e., 142 million more than anticipated in the original estimate) came from the three public coffers.141 Munich city’s total expenditure of 154 million, around DM 20 million per year from 1966 to 1972, equated to less than 1 percent of the municipality’s annual budget in 1970.142 Apart from shrewd and—as time went on—forensic financial management, the fiscal health of the Games benefited from several crucial factors.

First, between them the organizers already owned a largely undeveloped site approximately twice the size of Munich’s historic city center. The Bund immediately declared itself willing to remove its army barracks and virtually no costs were incurred for relocating businesses.

Second, the Games drew on unorthodox and inventive methods of financing, the single most important revenue stream coming from coinage. From 1969 onward, 100 million ten-deutschmark silver coins generated DM 679 million in revenue—some 34.5 percent of the cost of the Games and more than the combined contribution of the city, Land, and Bund. Initial fears about inflation were unfounded as the West German public avidly snapped the coins up, keeping them for posterity rather than spending them as currency. Inspired by a similar venture at the 1968 Games, the scheme enjoyed unprecedented success, not least when the Eastern bloc protested the wording “Games of the Twentieth Olympiad 1972 in Germany (Spiele der XX. Olympiade 1972 in Deutschland)” (rather than “in Munich”)—a debacle that turned them into a collector’s item.143 An Olympic lottery, established in 1967, brought in DM 252 million, while its television equivalent, the Spiral of Fortune, which played off the Olympic emblem and was supported by high-profile guests such as Franz Beckenbauer and Avengers star Patrick Macnee (in Bavarian dress!), produced DM 187.6 million between 1970 and 1972.144

Third, the Games pushed commercialization up to and beyond the legal limit. The 1972 Olympics were the first to be regulated by a specific contractual agreement between the IOC and the host city about the distribution of television revenues, which had been rising rapidly since the first substantial screening of the Games in Rome 1960. The Germans not only quadrupled the sum procured by Mexico City (receiving US$13.5 million from ABC) but—much to the ennui of the IOC—also maximized their share by arguing that equipment and technical costs should redound directly to the hosts.145 More importantly, deals with leading companies and the sale of commercial rights to the Games’ emblem generated significant (although largely undisclosed) sums. Falling through the cracks opening up between ambiguous IOC statutes and the burgeoning spirit of free enterprise in sport, such arrangements had been commonplace for several Olympics, and Munich was well placed to take advantage. In the Society of Sponsors, which had liaised with local industry and commerce since 1955 to help finance the city’s future “major stadium,” the organizers could exploit an existing fund-raising apparatus. Renamed Olympic Sponsors Association in 1966 and working closely with the OC, the society collected some five hundred promises of consumable donations and loans of equipment. In addition to the companies mentioned earlier, a host of household and local names lent their support. From Kodak to Wella AG, companies donated everything from television sets and hair salons to petrol, toothbrushes, and, in the case of Franz Zimmermann KG Nittenau, five tons of German chicken. The total savings for the organizers—none of which appear in the final table of costs—amounted to a staggering DM 300 million in loans and around DM 48 million DM in cash donations (i.e., the equivalent of almost one-fifth of overall actual expenditure).146

After the IOC’s lucrative capitulation to television and commerce in the 1980s, this financing of Munich might seem arcane. But for the 1960s and 1970s, Munich was superlatively managed. Unfortunately for the organizers, though, this was not apparent at the time. The first ten-deutschmark coins were not minted until 1969, the scale of their success only filtering through over the following years; and lengthy negotiations meant that the television contract with ABC was not signed until 1969, despite the OC having to pay out annual advances of DM 500,000 to Lausanne from 1967.147 In other words, as costs began spiraling at an early stage, the OC and its political backers had a difficult battle on their hands.148 Their struggle was inevitable from the beginning, since Erhard’s government had cloaked its original assurances in a straightjacket. When the Bundestag’s powerful budget committee (headed by Vogel’s SPD colleague, Erwin Schöttle) agreed to bear one-third of the estimated cost, it did so with important provisos: all alternative avenues of funding were to be explored and, crucially, the cost-sharing formula was to be renegotiated should the total sum exceed DM 168 million.149

If Bavaria played a relatively minor role in the bid, it was to come to the fore in the fight for funding. In times of increasing tax revenues, it could probably have afforded the expenditure, even if this was not widely acknowledged. But standing, perhaps, to gain the least of the three partners, it guarded its purse strings tightest, and in so doing benefited not only itself but the city of Munich as well. As costs rose in the summer of 1966, Bavarian Minister-President Goppel pressed Erhard in vain to reconsider the ungenerous nature of Bonn’s fiscal conditions.150 His successor Kurt Georg Kiesinger, who led the Grand Coalition government from December 1966 to 1969 with Bavaria’s Franz Josef Strauß as finance minister, brought some relief, however. In a consortium agreement of 10 July 1967, Bonn agreed to bear one-third of the real construction costs of the Olympic venues, the contract containing an apparently convenient subclause for the impecunious city and Land, which stated that it should be renegotiated if the actual cost exceeded DM 520 million.151 Given the deal did not actually commit the Bund to further expenditure, however, this caveat proved a mixed blessing.

It was not long before the funding issue became acute. In February 1968, little over six months after the agreement was signed, the OBG revealed that the cost of the Olympic venues had risen to DM 820 million.152 The announcement shocked Bavaria, a Land that had historically required heavy subsidy from the center and been in net receipt of the federal equalization of burdens for a large part of the postwar period. Not surprisingly, opposition grew. On 21 March, CSU deputies in the Bavarian parliament tabled a motion to limit building investment from public funds “to the absolute minimum” and in future reject all “uneconomical proposals.”153 The reasons for cost increases were complex, but not surprisingly Behnisch and Partners’ futuristic tent roof served as a lightning rod for public and political discontent. In 1967, the Stuttgart firm’s idea of draping a Bedouin-style cover made of Plexiglas over the Olympic stadium and nearby sports halls had impressed the architectural jury with its boldness of vision (see chapter 4). But in practice its construction entered uncharted territory in building technology, and costs rose tenfold from DM 15 to 18 million to 188 million, for only half the stadium.154 The dramatic nature of the overall price increases and residual doubts about the aesthetic fit of a modernist design in an architecturally conservative city formed a political powder keg.

A former property developer from Bayreuth (Franconia) who had made his money in concrete, Bavarian finance minister Konrad Pöhner was considered an authority on construction. Sensing how things might develop (the full extent of the roof inflation would only become clear the following year when it hit DM 37 million in spring and DM 130 million by the end of the summer),155 he broke ranks with his colleagues on the OBG, publicly lambasting the modernist roof and suggesting that Munich should withdraw from hosting the Games.156 His deputy, Staatssekretar Anton Jaumann, attacked the extraordinary expenditure, too, in a widely publicized speech in Parsberg/Oberpfalz in the Bavarian provinces. Whether Pöhner and Jaumann were genuinely scandalized or set out merely to score political points against their SPD rivals in Munich, siding with the region’s concrete lobby against the architects from Baden-Württemberg, the city soon responded by accusing Bavaria of mounting an “anti-Munich campaign.”157 Once again, Hans Stützle of the city council’s CSU caucus was called upon to calm troubled waters. Daume intervened with Goppel too, reminding him of the long-term benefits and stressing the crucial importance of Behnisch’s architecture “as a yard-stick to measure the spiritual integrity and credibility of a new, young and democratic Germany.”158

This fracas over, the Land and the city closed ranks again, the former in particular impressing on the Bund that it stood to gain most from the Games. In May, Jaumann wrote to Strauß as chair of the CSU, preparing the way for Goppel to approach Strauß, Kiesinger, and Ernst Benda (minister of the interior, and therefore responsible for sport) in July with a request to renegotiate a 50–25–25 split.159 In the same month, the Munich City Council passed a similar resolution.160 But the parliamentary budget committee rejected the requests, taking the view—expressed by several CDU representatives, most notably Heinrich Windelen, an MP from Lower Saxony—that it would be “inappropriate for the Federal Republic to stage the most lavish Games of the [twentieth] century.”161 Hoping nonetheless that the Bund would relent at some point and assume 50 percent of the overall burden, the city and Land would repeat their arguments mantra-like over the next few years.

Despite Strauß’s innate desire to help his native Land and the emotive pressure of CSU colleagues who appealed to him to respond “with his Bavarian heart,” un-conducive economic conditions and long-term structural changes to federal funding mechanisms dictated that he could not give in.162 In light of the first economic downturn in the history of the Federal Republic in 1967, the dramatic announcement about cost increases in 1968 came at an inopportune moment. Although the economy was to rally again soon, returning by the end of 1969 to growth rates reminiscent of the 1950s, additional federal expenditure on what many saw as a one-off spectacle would have been impossible to sell to the West German taxpayer. As late as July 1969, even the Bavarian section of the German taxpayers lobby wrote to express its grave concerns about the consequences of the Olympic cost explosion.163 Moreover, Strauß felt embarrassingly misled about the roof. As minister of defense, he had normally doubled the estimates presented to him by civil servants and weapons experts and prided himself on the accuracy of his figures. When it came to the Olympic roof, however, this simple algorithm broke down, Strauß agreeing with Vogel that it was the worst case of public price inflation he had ever encountered and pointing out to the OBG board that the press took them all for “philistines, inexperienced lawyers, and bureaucrats who thought in terms of finance and had no idea of the demands of aesthetics.”164

Strauß’s deliberations would have been complicated further by the final negotiations over the federal Finance Reform Law of May 1969, which required a change to the Basic Law (Art. 91a, b) and represented a compromise deal between the municipalities, regions, and the center. Throughout the 1960s in a struggle over the financial muscle of federalism, the three agencies had argued about their respective powers to raise, spend, and distribute public funds.165 Essentially, the regions, communes, and Bund had traded off over the right to maximize financial autonomy and manage “shared responsibilities” (Gemeinschaftsaufgaben) such as health and education. It did not help Munich’s case that the greatest intransigence in these negotiations came from the Bavarian government and Munich’s Hans-Jochen Vogel, who was regarded as the communes’ outstanding expert on financial matters.166 With his dogged persistence on issues of Olympic and urban finance, Vogel became the object of a joke in government departments, to wit that it was “best to avoid mayors from Munich when they were in Bonn.”167 Even in 1971, two years after the passing of the reform, Vogel was still on the urban warpath, addressing international audiences about the need for increased devolvement of fiscal powers to cities.168
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FIGURE 3. Signing of the consortium agreement on the financing of the Games between representatives of the city of Munich (Hans-Jochen Vogel, second from right), the state of Bavaria (finance minister Ludwig Huber, third from right), and the Federal Republic (interior minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher, fourth from right) on 29 June 1972 (photo: Fritz Neuwirth, courtesy of Süddeutsche Zeitung Photo)

Nonetheless, calls for a redistribution of costs were beginning to reverberate around parliament. In June 1968, a question-and-answer session in the Bundestag (instigated by Josef Ertl, an FDP MP from Bavaria) had indicated that the majority of parliamentarians were in favor of a new settlement.169 Moreover, parliament’s special sports committee—set up in the final stages of the Grand Coalition government to discuss a range of questions dealing with sport and society, the 1972 Games, and the 1974 FIFA World Cup—concurred. For the rest of 1969, this committee’s meetings were dominated by cross-party lobbying from Munich and Bavarian MPs.170 Finally, in the last days of the Grand Coalition, Strauß gave way. Informing Bavaria and Munich in advance, he held out until after the SPD’s election victory before giving his ultimate consent and left his successor Alex Möller to deal with the consequences.171 Despite Brandt’s reference to the Games as a national responsibility in his declaration of government in October 1969, Möller hardly rushed to pick up the bill. Although Vogel and Pöhner were invited to Bonn for summit talks in December 1969 and given verbal assurances that the Bund would cover 50 percent of expenditure, the budget committee continued to withhold its consent until almost a year and a half later, with the federal parliament itself not able to vote for a redistribution until April 1971. The final consortium agreement was settled on 29 June 1972, just eight weeks before the Games began. Much to the chagrin of Otto Schedl, Pöhner’s successor as Bavarian finance minister, and Munich’s city treasury, the Bund took an inordinately long time to clear the debts it had accumulated over the previous five years.172

PUBLIC RELATIONS OPPORTUNITIES

Aside from finance, the differences between city, Land, and the federal center were mainly academic. As it transpired, the city of Munich enjoyed a glowing reputation with visitors from abroad, and this would be most valuable to the cause of national prestige. The Federal Republic certainly gained as much from Munich’s international radiance as Munich profited from Bonn’s belated financial munificence. In fact, the choice of Munich as the West German host, rather than rivals with little international profile (Hamburg or Frankfurt) proved extremely serendipitous. When it came to it, the lavish expenditure on architecture and design led the OC, under pressure from the political agencies, to make budgetary cuts, leaving its PR department with only DM 10 million. Astonishingly, a project with a potential worldwide audience of one billion could draw on only 0.5 percent of the overall budget.173

Formulated in January 1969, the OC’s publicity campaign had three obvious goals: to “win friends for the Federal Republic”; to use the “unique occasion” of the Games to “refine or, where necessary, correct the image” of the nation abroad; and to increase West German tourism revenues by encouraging foreign visitors to spend time in the country as a whole.174 Quite apart from pragmatic considerations—such as ensuring that every event in the Games (no matter how obscure) played to a capacity stadium, or siphoning visitors away from a host city short of hotel accommodation—this third objective sought to use the Olympics as a magnet for every part of the Federal Republic. However, if the stated aim of the organizers’ strategy was to “attract as many visitors as possible from as many countries as possible to Munich and Germany,” the reality of budgetary constraint reduced the ambition.175 In short, the PR department was forced to target specific groups and do so, largely, on the basis of existing information.176

Going on statistics from the 1960 Olympics in Rome, the organizers deduced that 50 percent of visitors to the Games were likely to come from four or five countries: the United States and Canada (in the case of Rome, 18 percent), Germany, France (12 percent each), and the United Kingdom (11 percent). North Americans’ commitment to Olympic tourism was underlined by statistics from Tokyo and Mexico City, where they had also formed the largest visitor group, and tourist board records for Bavaria and Munich in 1966 and 1967 pointed in the same direction. While the vast majority of overnight guests in the Land originated within the Federal Republic (22 percent from within Bavaria itself, 71 percent from other federal states), one-fifth of the remaining 7 percent came from the United States and Canada. Figures for the city of Munich itself showed a similar breakdown.177 Boxed in financially, the Munich organizers thus developed an advertising strategy that functioned along Darwinian lines: with the politically determined exception of Africa, only those regions that could guarantee a high yield of tourists were targeted. Latin America and other poorer regions of the world were mostly neglected until relatively late.

The organizers devoted their energies to changing perceptions of Germany in their key target areas of Western Europe and the North Atlantic. The U.S. market was especially attractive because of the high disposable income and spending habits of its Olympic tourists. But while U.S. citizens were believed to respect West Germany’s technical and economic achievements after the war, they did not seem to hold the country in any great affection. This “quasi-neutral” stance would need to be corrected by the production of a “more colorful” picture of Germany. Nevertheless, the United States offered reasonably fertile territory, the author of a report on the OC’s participation in the New York Steuben parade less than a year before the Olympics claiming that he “could not discover any reservations about the Games taking place in the Federal Republic and in Munich specifically” and reporting the assurances of the editor-in-chief of Aufbau, the German-Jewish émigré daily, that his paper would do all it could to make them a success.178 Western Europe, despite new allegiances and alignments in the Cold War, proved a trickier prospect, however. While the overall concept of the Games—with its serenity, modesty, and humane dimensions—would probably prevent audiences in Western Europe from “suspecting [the country of] relapsing into totalitarian mentalities,” there was still much work to be done.179 France, for instance, perceived its neighbor’s post-1945 manifestation as “nouveau-riche, perfectionist and emotionally cold.”180 There, as in Britain, it was considered best to address the younger generations, who displayed “a more flexible and partly more positive attitude to the Federal Republic” than their elders who had direct experience of the war. But while the French and other Western European audiences could be seduced by references to culture and folklore, “umpa music and Lederhosen” were to be downplayed in the United Kingdom to avoid negative stereotypes.181

Munich itself had much to contribute to this effort. A 1969 Infratest poll showed that the city was held in such extraordinarily high esteem by U.S. t ourists—concerns about unfriendly service in hotels and restaurants notwithstanding—that it clearly offered the best hope of correcting negative or value-neutral aspects of Germany’s image as a whole.182 The transfer of Munich’s inherent charms (“metropolis with a heart”) and the texture of its Olympics (“the serene Games”) to the Federal Republic in general, therefore, became a major feature of the PR strategy.183 Thomas Clayton Wolfe, whose praise of the city came to be cited as often as that of Thomas Mann, reflected on the Bavarian capital in his 1939 novel The Web and the Rock: “How can one speak of Munich but say that it is a kind of German heaven? Some people sleep and dream they are in Paradise, but all over Germany people sometimes dream that they have gone to Munich in Bavaria. . . . The city is a great German dream translated into life.”184 The 1972 PR campaign sought to exploit such images, turning them inside out and mapping the city’s charm and allure onto the country as a whole.185 Although not reflected upon by the organizers, the untroubled nature of Munich’s relation to the past certainly made their task easier. Even today, the city lacks an adequate memorial to its complicity in the Third Reich, and in the 1960s and 1970s, its self-image was embedded between the regional and the global. After 1945, Bavarian historiography distanced itself from “Prussian” militarism and focused on the region’s European and cultural connections, while from the 1960s, generations of Munich schoolchildren were presented with the tellingly titled book München. Heimat und Weltstadt (Munich: Hometown and Metropolis).186 Similarly, lectures later given to the Olympic hostesses in preparation for dealing with the public at the Games would skirt around the Nazi era and concentrate on local traditions.187

The main Olympic brochure, In the Middle of this City, published in fifteen languages with a print run of 1.5 million, exemplifies the transfer strategy very clearly.188 Lavishly illustrated, it led its readers out in concentric circles, from the Olympic stadium to the furthest reaches of the Republic. From the building site on the Oberwiesenfeld where, as a sign of the city’s openness, tolerance, and cosmopolitanism, “15,000 workers from twenty-three countries” were reported to be creating “a new piece of Munich,” the booklet whisked its audience to the architectural beauties of the historical city center—an opposition that connoted the synthesis of tradition and modernity. From there, via Wolfe’s eulogy, the focus moved to positive associations of the city—its joie de vivre, youth and beauty (represented by the PR model known as the “schöne Münchnerin”), relaxation (beer, Hofbräuhaus), strolling, shopping, and easy-going social interaction. After the arts and cultural festival, which was as much a part of the “grand celebration of 1972” as the Games themselves, came Bavaria, characterized by its cuisine (dumplings, veal sausage, meatloaf, and local delicacies), folklore (Lederhosen, farms), mountains, castles, lakes, and finally—with Kiel’s hosting of the sailing events on the Baltic coast acting as a linchpin—the rest of the Federal Republic. In keeping with the depiction of Bavaria and its capital, the nation-state was represented by the twin achievements of modern technology (Volkswagen, Autobahn) and cultural legacies (Bach and Beethoven, Marx and Mendelssohn, Goethe and Gutenberg, Dürer and Diesel), supported by stunning landscapes (the Black Forest, Rhineland), historic cities (Heidelberg, Cologne), wine, food, and Gemütlichkeit. In short, prospective visitors were being told that Munich’s special atmosphere could be found wherever they went in Germany.

The scarcity of funds available to the PR team was counterbalanced by support from governmental agencies involved in cultural diplomacy and local and international companies. Although even the standard form of advertisement in foreign newspapers proved beyond its financial reach, a fair wind of internal and external assistance helped the Munich campaign reach a large international audience.189 The state-owned carrier Lufthansa earned the right to call itself the official airline of the Games by offering free trips to senior organizers and distributing PR material during flights.190 Fifty-five foreign airlines and tourist organizations were also persuaded to show Munich’s Olympic films, display models of the sports venues, and hand out leaflets free of charge.191 Coca-Cola, despite being irked by the IOC’s prohibition of explicit advertising at the Games, showed the films at service stations and sports events it was sponsoring.192 And Inter Nationes and the Federal Press Office each bought almost five hundred copies to play at trade missions, consulates, and embassies abroad.193 Thus, Munich—A City Prepares (1969), the third in the organizers’ trilogy, reached an estimated audience of 40 million in 110 countries, including those in the Eastern bloc.194 On the sea, too, the North German Lloyd (which had catered in the Olympic village in 1936) and its Hamburg competitor German Atlantic Line provided two luxury vessels each, at half price, for publicity purposes.195 The liners not only distributed materials during routine crossings and cruises but, in 1970, served as platforms for high-profile Olympic receptions in major harbors such as New York, Lisbon, Copenhagen, Leningrad, Helsinki, and Stockholm. As the OC concluded, the ships alone had brought “incalculable” goodwill to the Federal Republic.196

Making the most of the available funding and assistance from public and private agencies, Olympic advertisement abroad proved a resounding success. Not only were the 1972 Games a near complete sellout, with 4.5 million visitors overall, but an estimated total of 1.1 million tickets went to foreigners alone.197

PRESS

If the PR team’s major aim was to bring new visitors to Germany, then the organizers knew that they faced the equally, if not more important, task of taking Germany to the world. In fact, since an audience of almost one billion—including over half the households in the United States—would be tuning into the Games, this was at once a simpler and incomparably more daunting undertaking.198 Via newspapers, radio, and television, West Germany would be transmitted and scrutinized around the globe. The number of media personnel attending the Olympics had risen steadily throughout the 1960s: Rome was covered by 1,442 journalists, Tokyo by 3,984, and Mexico City by 4,377. While the figures for Munich and Kiel (four thousand and 250 respectively) fell just short of the previous Games, the role of the 1,200 radio and television journalists among them had grown immensely. Important advances in broadcast technology, such as the wider availability of color television and the ubiquity of television sets and transistor radios by the end of the 1960s, were certainly one factor.199 The Games themselves also contributed to the spread of media hardware—sales of colored television sets in the Federal Republic rising in 1972 by over 70 percent against the previous year.200 But Munich 1972, as the Spiegel announced in its cover story immediately prior to the opening, represented the “first total optical exploitation of an international meeting of athletes,” with broadcasters able to select from 1,200 hours of footage. These “TV Olympics,” as the magazine concluded, “unite[d] Western Europe’s Eurovision and Eastern Europe’s Intervision, Communists and Capitalists, Hamites and Semites, Mongolia and Monaco, the old, the new and the third world.”201

Given the immense significance of the coverage, the OC established a department solely for the press. Led by the energetic and experienced “Johnny” Klein, it received DM 11.3 million between 1969 and 1971, a shade more than the sum earmarked for PR. The organizers canvassed opinion broadly, seeking assistance internationally—as they had done during the bid—from the Association Internationale de la Presse Sportive (AIPS).202 Leading members of the professional organization for sports journalists advised them throughout the preparation of the Games, commenting on their experiences of comparable events. The association’s administrative secretary, Edgar Joubert, proved particularly helpful. A well-known sports journalist of German-Jewish descent, Joubert had left Germany in the Nazi period and was a friend of Daume. Daume had proposed him, predictably to no avail, to Avery Brundage for the post of IOC general secretary in 1966.203 As a member of the 1972 press committee, Joubert, along with a number of influential local and national journalists, compiled regular reports on the treatment of the press at international sports meets. From the 1968 Winter and Summer Games in Grenoble and Mexico City the committee gleaned that their organization would need to “work with clockwork precision,” since this “justly or unjustly” was “perceived to be [a] typically German” trait.204 While the French, “traditional masters of improvisation,” had excelled in keeping the mega-event largely on track, the Mexicans had paid scant attention to the requirements of the increasingly disgruntled press. Reacting “over sensitive[ly],” the South Americans read AIPS’s advice and suggestions as “lecturing and interference” and felt insulted by the perceived “lack of trust in their organizational capabilities.”205 In addition to poor housing, communication, and transport systems, journalists often found their seats occupied by unauthorized personnel, with the print media, in particular, finding it difficult to work efficiently as they were exposed to frequent downpours.206

Aiming to please at all costs, Munich arguably treated the journalists better than the athletes. The organizers spared no expense in building the state-of-the-art Deutsches Olympia-Hörfunk-und Fernsehzentrum (DOZ) for radio and television, which later became Bavaria’s Zentrale Hochschulsportanlage, and DM 5.57 million alone were invested in the Olympic Press Center for print media, with a further DM 4 million going to furnish the journalists’ living quarters in the “press city” situated just a short walk from the main venues. In contrast to 1968, each journalist had a single room, equipped with television and telephone. More funds were devoted to keeping the price of food, transport, and housing artificially low before, during, and after the Games: at US$10 to 17 per day, excellent food and wine plus the service of thousands of well-trained hostesses and stewards from the German army acting as guides, chauffeurs, and coffee makers all came at a fraction of the real cost.207 As a matter of course, sports writers were supplied with sufficient workstations, shielded from the elements at all Olympic venues, and could sit at some 1,800 places in the main stadium alone.208 Even a critical observer such as Richard Mandell, who traveled to Munich with natural suspicion having just published the first academic account of the 1936 Games, could not help but be impressed.209 Mandell marveled at the press center’s facilities, “filled with hundreds of typewriters in all the world’s scripts, more hundreds of compliant, many-languaged hostesses, a restaurant seating 1,000, a place to buy the world’s newspapers, telex machines, banks of long-distance phones, conversation pits with deep upholstered furniture, acres of carpeting and bars with deliberately enforced low prices.”210

Such luxurious hospitality was supplemented by an intensive information campaign. Erhard’s former press guru Klein believed strongly in the value of providing journalists with regular and accurate information, claiming in a seminal position paper that “correct information possess[ed] imminent advertisement value.” While IOC regulations prohibited host nations from producing materials of a political nature, communications could be written in a way that gave international audiences a clear picture “of conditions in the Federal Republic a quarter of a century after the end of the war.” Talking openly about critical debates over cost increases and shared expenditure would even serve to highlight “the democratic transparency of the state.” And, “report[ing] that journalists [would] have television sets on their desks at each of the individual Olympic venues, where they [could] choose between ten different programs, or that a swarm of satellites [would] beam television programs and telephone calls from Munich’s Olympic Park all over the world” was, Klein concluded, “advertisement in itself for the economic power of [the] country.”211

Klein’s fetishization of facts and figures shaped the press-department materials destined for the IOC, NOCs, and international newspapers, radio, and television networks. Seven glossy bulletins were issued from late 1968, with the third (2,638 Information Items), more than any other perhaps, boiling Klein’s philosophy down to a single publication. Later read out by the announcer as the stadium filled up before the opening ceremony, it contained details such as the athletes’ likely consumption of twenty-three thousand pounds of steak, twelve thousand chickens, forty-three thousand sausages, and more than one million eggs in the 2,600-seater cafeteria.212 From June 1969, monthly and later biweekly newsletters (Olympia Press) were also produced in German, English, French, Spanish, and Russian, with free copyright worldwide. Buttressed with human-interest stories (usually about leading personalities in the OC), these fact-filled information booklets emphasized the image the organizers sought to project: the technological modernity of the country aligned with the charm and tradition of Munich and its surrounding region. In the occasional series “Adorable Munich,” for instance, the Bavarians, with their thousand-year-old drinking pedigree, were portrayed as odds-on gold medalists in any Beer Olympics and the possessors of a relaxed and idyllic lifestyle in which the individual could achieve simple harmony with his or her environment.213 The same press releases, however, also luxuriated in descriptions of the technological infrastructure (from NASA rockets and satellite transmission) that underpinned the Games and, by implication, the nation as a whole.214 Modernity, tradition, Bavarian charm, and a technological prowess perhaps even to rival the superpowers: these were the messages the organizers wished to beam to the world. A somewhat unlikely blend, it seemed nonetheless to work. In an article entitled “The World Looks to Munich,” published in the city’s final official guide to the Games in the summer of 1972, Klein congratulated himself on an evening organized for sixty leading U.S. journalists:


Alpine horns, folk dancing, smoked meat, rustic bread, jazz, yodeling, zither music, beer, gentian, the Olympic film, few speeches, a bit of fun and talking shop. After just under two hours, Roone Arledge [the powerful head of ABC who had bought the North American television rights to the Games for a record fee] said: “A sensational party!” The mix had worked. A little white-blue cliché, which is nonetheless the happy truth, and the open admission that we Germans have no improvisational talent and therefore have to organize everything.215



Considering Arledge grew up, as he confessed in his memoir, knowing only three things about the capital of Bavaria—Hitler’s putsch, Chamberlain’s “peace in our time,” and the Oktoberfest—the Munich team had done an excellent job.216

As the Federal Press Office (which collated international media coverage) recorded in its Echo Olympia 72, such positive messages reverberated around the world. Leaving the more nuanced responses from the Eastern bloc aside (see chapter 6), Munich was clearly anticipated with critical optimism or outright enthusiasm: “An Affluent West Germany Seeks Acceptance” (Christian Science Monitor, 24 May 1972); “Les Jeux qui ne ressembleront pas à ceux de Berlin” (Sud-Ouest, Bordeaux, 30 July 1972); “Munich la cosmopolite” (Gazette de Lausanne, 23 June 1972); “Roof Über Alles” (Harpers and Queen, London, July 1972); “German Efficiency Hits its Peak in Olympic Games Installations” (Los Angeles Times, 29 February 1972).

• • •

Not surprisingly, the Olympic project had moved on considerably from the moment Daume first approached Vogel in Munich City Hall. It had required municipal, regional, and federal approval, the support of official and semi-official international diplomacy, public funding, and the backing of infrastructural networks and local and worldwide commercial enterprise. Protracted and intense negotiation over cost-sharing and heated debates about price increases played out against the development of innovative and ultimately inexpensive finance initiatives—but not in time to prevent a reduction in publicity funds. The international PR operation, working on limited budgets, appealed to the specific strengths of the widely popular host city, mapping it onto the Federal Republic as a whole. Members of the world press, come to cover the sports event, were treated as VIP guests and received no less than what they had expected all along: “organizational standards . . . that put all previous Games in the shade.”217 They, and ultimately their readers, listeners, and viewers, were presented with a city acting as a bridge between tradition and modernity. In Munich, past and present sat comfortably together. Such cross-temporal harmony was not as simple to achieve, however, when it came to dealing with Germany’s specific Olympic legacy. If the public relations and press departments could ignore the Berlin Games of 1936—which they did without discussion—other organizers could not.
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