“The Los Angeles Way of
Doing Things:”

The Olympic Village and the Practice of Boosterism in 1932

Jeremy White*

The “Olympic Village” built by the Los Angeles Olympic Organizing Committee
was above all a tourist attraction. This was no happenstance, but a deliberate compo-
nent of a larger organizational strategy. Diverting attention to itself was not of course
the village’s sole function, but it was perhaps the most crucial in terms of the Organiz-
ing Committee’s grand scheme for the Games of the Tenth Olympiad. Certainly this
overall aim has been little understood, or underplayed by scholars to date, largely due
to the original de-emphasis given it by organizers themselves, and perhaps because
the Olympic village installation was eradicated so soon. This paper endeavours to
explore this masked ‘function,” which should rightly be understood as a vital compo-
nent of the Organizing Committee’s zealous commitment to a booster’s ideology.l

The village had three primary functions: 1) to persuade National Organizing
Committees that the trip to Los Angeles was economically feasible, and that their ath-
letes would be accommodated in a clean well-organized and private settlement; 2) to
manifest fair-play and multi-national/multi-racial harmony, tenets of the philosophy
articulated by Olympic movement founder and former IOC president Pierre de Cou-
bertin; 3) to stimulate local interest in the Games; and, perhaps most importantly, 4)
to generate interest in the greater United States towards Los Angeles as an attractive
destination for the tourist. new residents, and business investment. The first of these
functions has been dealt with by Robert K. Barney quite effectively (but not com-
pletely).2 By guaranteeing NOCs a cost of $2.00 per day per athlete, a price that
included shelter, food, and transportation within Los Angeles to and from training
facilities and competition venues, and coupled with pledges by steamship and railroad
concerns for reduced fares, the local Organizing Committee managed to entice
enough Europeans and Asians to the Games despite economic depression.3 Long-
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time booster and L.A. Organizing Committee president, William May Garland, later
boasted, “we promised them...not a tentative rate, not a guess rate and problematical,
but a rate they could depend upon.”4 The village was a crucial aspect of that guaran-
tee, and without it, it is likely the Games of the Tenth Olympiad would have either
never taken place or would have been shifted to a European host city. Nonetheless,
and this is where Barney leaves off, organizers did not in fact follow through entirely
with their promise: the urge to build an attraction hampered the Organizing Commit-
tee’s ability to make the camp for male athletes a private enclave.

The second function was a source of pride for the local Organizing Committee, in
large part because the village seemed a tangible expression of international unity.
Four months before the Opening Ceremony organizers declared that:

in the Olympic Village plan, the Committee immediately realized that it was
at once fulfilling one of the primary principles of olympism in ‘bringing the
youth of all the nations together in friendly sports rivalry and thus increasing
the friendship and understanding between nations.”

It is this aspect of the village, above all others, that received the most copy in newspa-
pers. But this second function, a manifestation of what might tentatively be termed an
Olympic ideology, was not merely important for its inspirational value. It was inti-
mately related to function three as a distraction from what must be considered the
commercialist aspect of the Games.® This last statement might seem inappropriate,
especially considering the Organizing Committee’s own protestation to the contrary.
In its Official Report the Committee stated:

It is natural we should be proud of the credit that has come to our Country, to
our State and to our City from the success of this great international
event...Not a single note of commercialism was allowed to permeate the
consummation of the task.’

The Organizing Committee was indeed a not-for-profit “association,” all but one of its
executive members operating as volunteers. Nonetheless, the Organizing Committee
was a booster’s organization, its executive members committed to the Games as a
chance to promote Los Angeles to prospective tourists, residents, and especially busi-
nesses. Never mind the assertion of pride, the telescopic nomenclature of ‘state,’
‘country,” and ‘city’ smacked of the booster’s vocabulary, an expansionist statement
that took as fact what could only be asserted, that somehow Los Angeles, its citizens,
and its Organizing Committee, was (and is) the foci of attention at multiple scales.
Even if the Organizing Committee did not publicly espouse the commercial value
of their endeavour, others certainly recognized perfectly well the Committee’s ulterior
motives. Two weeks before the Opening Ceremony, Garland addressed the executive
board of the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce in a closed-door meeting. Follow-
ing his presentation, the Chamber’s president had nothing but praise for the Commit-
tee’s work. “I know when you try to think of the value of this thing for years to come
in the way of favorable advertising for California,” he beamed, “it is just beyond our
ability to measure from the standpoint of affirmative results.” Several members con-
curred, and one actually suggested petitioning the governor to issue a proclamation
urging Californians to attend the Games.® On the opposite end of the capitalist spec-
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trum, there were others who believed they understood the Organizing Committee’s
underlying motives. The socialist Illinois Counter-Olympic Committee issued leaf-
lets that stated:

The Chamber of Commerce of Los Angeles boosts the Olympics as a means
of drawing tourists to their city. The state of California is spending millions
for the games to boost their State as the finest in the U.S.A.

This socialist group may have confused the Chamber of Commerce with the Organiz-
ing Committee, but boosting was indeed a vital purpose of the Games of the Tenth
Olympiad.

This was the third function of the Olympic Village -- to draw attention to itself,
and thus, to the Games. This was particularly urgent in the weeks leading up to the
Opening Ceremony when ticket sales were alarmingly unspectacular. The village
was articulated by organizers and their allies in the local press as a utopian space, a
space that was at once a tangible manifestation of an otherwise abstract Olympic ide-
ology, and most interestingly (and importantly for this essay) a representation of Los
Angeles itself. This was boosting at its best, a grand exhibition of the “Los Angeles
way of doing things,”lo and it stood as a long-awaited consummation of booster
ambition that went back some twelve years. It is impossible to emphasize just how
committed organizers were to the project of boosting the city, which is why the first
half of this paper focusses on the promotional aspects of the Committee’s organiza-
tional efforts, thus contextualizing the village in what really should be understood as a
commercialist milieu.

The second half of this paper deals with the village itself, a 330 acre camp that
was tom down and sold off bit by bit soon after the Closing Ceremony. Designed to
be demolished after the Games closed, organizers did not even wait for the Australian
team to leave; they tore the village down around the lingering athletes."' It was built
on donated land by the kin of “Lucky” Baldwin, a man who had made a second for-
tune by being one of the first Americans to recognize the vast potential of Southern
California real estate.'” The hills that bore the speculator’s name was for one summer
rhetorically transformed into a living simile with ancient glory; it was at once a “Mt.
Olympus” and the “Plains of Elis.”"> Plunked down on the urban periphery in the
Baldwin Hills, this mirage village was ephemeral but central. The term ‘mirage’
denotes two possibilities, two meanings: it of course is a reference to the temporary
nature of the camp, appearing then soon disappearing without an architectural trace.
Its demolition left nothing to stimulate memory and in that regard wonderfully fits
historian Norman Klein’s assertion that Los Angeles is a landscape of “forgetting.”'4
But mirage also refers to the village as an ideological device, a “real League of
Nations,” to borrow from a cartoon that appeared the day before the Opening Cere-
mony." That village, that “unparalleled international settlement,”'® may indeed have
been the largest and most important construction project of the 1932 Games, but it
was a manifestation in the landscape that possessed both physical and ideological
dimensions."” It was a meeting ground for male athletes from around the world, but it
was also a spatial artifact of the IOC’s sexism, its masculine investment in sport.18
The Olympic Village was not built merely to facilitate athletes, nor was its only other
function the tangible manifestation of the Olympic ideal. That extraordinary camp, as
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a constructed form, was the crucial and most tangible component of the Organizing
Committee’s boosterist practice.

Boosting as an Organizing Strategy

In 1929 the first official act of the local Organizing Committee was the establish-
ment of a Publicity Department.19 Although the Committee ultimately took great
pains to address the technical details of hosting an international sport competition, its
first concern was promotion - to “capture the confidence” of the Europeans. This
simple act typified the manner in which Los Angeles organizers approached the task
of staging the 1932 Olympic Games, and though it stemmed from the challenge of
enticing foreign teams to Los Angeles, it also had much to do with local booster prac-
tice.”’

The Organizing Committee was the off-spring of another booster group called
the Community Development Association, or CDA. The mission of the latter group,
formed in 1919 by newspaper publishers, business men, politicians, university presi-
dents, even a Nobel Prize-winning scientist, was to apply their energies and creativity
toward the making of a metropolis on par with the great cities back east.”’ This group
built the Memorial Coliseum to accommodate pageants and sports events, leasing the
facility primarily to USC for the purpose of graduation ceremonies and football
games. Many CDA executives had been or would soon become board members of
the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce, itself an organization that dated back to the
1880s with the declared mission of building Los Angeles into a city on par with San
Francisco. The money from the bond measure was handled by another group, the
Tenth Olympiad Commission. Garland and other Organizing Committee members
also enjoyed executive membership in the CDA and the Tenth Olympiad Commis-
sion. It would thus be an understatement to say these organizations were intertwined.
The CDA'’s offices, leased from Garland in a downtown building which also housed
the Organizing Committee’s offices, were part of Garlands vast commercial real
estate brokerage empire.22 In 1920, CDA members Zack Farmer and William May
Garland began soliciting the IOC for the opportunity to host the Olympic Games. By
the time IOC members gave their nod to the endeavour, the CDA had already been
operating for some eight years as the Organizing Committee’s de facto publicity
department. Realtor and Athletic Club executive William May Garland had ventured
to Europe on several occasions in that time, carrying out the Association’s persistent
effort to secure for the city the chance to host the Games and show the world the Los
Angeles way of doing things.

The Organizing Committee’s second official action was the creation of a Sports
Technical Department, and the order in which these two departments came into being
epitomizes the priorities of the Los Angeles Olympic Organizing Committee. This
prioritization belies the Committee’s commitment to control its self-image and reveals
just how far the term “organization” might be taken. Among other things, the local
Committee did all it could to influence journalistic production in the years leading up
to the Games of the Tenth Olympiad. The original CDA was, after all, instigated by
the publishers of the five biggest daily newspapers in Los Angeles, most of whom
were to become members of the Tenth Olympiad Commission. The Organizing
Committee included executives from several newspapers, including Bill Henry, who
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was appointed secretary of the new Sports Technical Department. He had been a
long-time sports writer and editor for the Los Angeles Times. After the 1932 Games
Bill Henry negotiated with the IOC to write a book of the Olympic movement’s his-
tory, soliciting American Olympic Association president Avery Brundage for “offi-
cial” er;glorsement in return for donating a percentage of his royalties to the AOA’s
coffers.”™

From the very beginning the Los Angeles committee looked to the Games as an
advertising opportunity, the chance to make the most of the world’s two week atten-
tion to the city. In order to persuade the state legislature and, subsequently, state vot-
ers to pass the bond measure of 1929, the CDA likened the Olympic Games to the
Panama-Pacific Exposition in San Francisco and the San Diego Panama-California
Exposition of 1915. The Association reminded voters how those expositions had
benefited their respective communities and how they had presented the entire state
with sensational promotional opportunities. It made the case that other California cit-
ies had enjoyed state funds (via a bond measure of “a much larger amount” to stage
the simultaneous fairs); now it was the turn of Los Angeles. By rhetorical announce-
ments, the CDA established the idea that this international sporting event was an
exhibition in disguise, a unique form of festival suited to revealing the “glory” of the
rapidly expanding Los Angeles metropolis.24 The All-Year Club, an organization
formed some eleven years before the Games for the purpose of advertising Los Ange-
les, later reinforced this idea by estimating the Olympics would fetch 325,300 tourists
to the city. According to their calculations, this influx translated into nearly
$2,000,000 spent every day of the c:ompetitions.25

Maintaining a publicity campaign was a means of keeping the IOC interested in
Los Angeles. The 1920s brought economic disaster to a Europe recovering from the
Great War, prompting grumbles that only a European venue would be financially fea-
sible for most prospective participants and National Olympic Committees. William
M. Creakbaum was named the Publicity Department’s secretary and, under his man-
agement, the department published a magazine called Olympic for distribution prima-
rily overseas. It was printed in both French and English and offered IOC members
updates on the Organizing Committee’s progress. The May 1930 issue was a particu-
larly important publication, for it focussed on the Berlin Congress held in April and
included the prototype plan of an Olympic Village.

This early village design was a circular plan, its armature two intersecting garden
promenades crossing at right angles and dividing the camp into four quadrants. Each
quadrant comprised barracks-style housing units as well as a parking lot, a rather
local touch to what otherwise was a rather abstract layout indicative of the fact that a
building site had yet to be determined. The circular form of the plan - a form signify-
ing unity - was articulated by a vehicular ring road that defined the outer edge of the
camp and tied the four quadrants and their parking spaces into a coherent design.26
Garland took copies of Olympic with him to the Berlin Congress as well as schematic
architectural drawings and a moving picture reel of a football game in the Coliseum.
The Berlin Congress rejected the plan, complaining that barracks would be too noisy;
carousing athletes and those finishing competitions might return late at night, disturb-
ing those who were still preparing for their events. There was also a privacy issue, for
smaller teams might have to share barracks with their competitors. The IOC, how-
ever, was excited by the village as a concept, especially as it was presented as part of
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a strategy to reduce the cost of attending the 1932 Games.”” The Organizing Commit-
tee estimated a cost of $500 per athlete, a number that not only included travel to Los
Angeles and transportation within the city, but room and board too. This was far less
than the $1,500 estimated by the IOC.”®

"‘_?ﬂ,«“ Ve

Creakbaum was also responsible for stimulating national interest. Although the
Department embarked upon a European advertising campaign in 1930, it waited until
the fall of 1931 before it commenced an aggressive campaign in the United States
itself. This staggered promotional schedule, Garland later claimed, was motivated by
the fear that premature advertising might encourage tourists to put off visiting South-
em California in 1931 in order to wait for the Olympic summer. In April 1932, the
department published a 64-page souvenir brochure primarily intended for distribution
back east.” It was unique in Olympic history, Creakbaum boasted, for it included
ample photographs and extensive captions of the host-city and its surroundings.30 Its
pages were dominated by large black and white photographs of Los Angeles area
sites, many of which had little to do with the Olympic Games. Sid Grauman’s Chi-
nese Theatre, for instance, was depicted at a night-time film opening, with search-
lights casting cylinders of dusty light into the sky. That theatre was not only an easily
recognizable and iconic Hollywood monument; its owners were promotional impre-
sarios themselves. The brochure also offered a photograph of scantily-clad women
on Catalina Island. There were shots of the new Central Library, the Hollywood
Bowl, and El Paseo de Los Angeles. The latter was accompanied by a caption that
advertised the street as a “place where one can obtain everything Spanish from food to
handicraft.” More pages were devoted to tourist sites in San Francisco, Oakland,
Santa Barbara, Mount Shasta, Lake Tahoe, Yosemite National Park, and, of course

CL L L
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Balboa Park, the legacy of the 1915 World’s Fair.  This sort of promotional literature
may have been new Olympic practice, but it was vintage Los Angeles. In effect, the
brochure encouraged tourists to visit Southern California as well as the Games. With
hard times in the United States unexpectedly preceding the Games, by 1932 this dou-
ble attraction seemed an urgent promotional s‘[rategy.31

The Publicity Department spent much of its time contacting newspapers with
press releases. In an address to the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce, Garland
assured his audience by emphasizing that, “we have paid particular attention to adver-
tising these Games in most every paper with photographs of our prospective village
and public buildings, our harbor and everything of that sort.”*> ‘Of that sort’ meant
aspects of Los Angeles that would be of interest to tourists, entrepreneurs, and even
industrialists. Creakbaum and his men found editors eager to lend a hand, and the
copious journalistic production has remained the Games’ principal historical source
material, influencing the interpretation of these Games and its organizers.” Eager-
ness was particularly apparent locally in Los Angeles. Harry Harper, head of the
Chamber of Commerce Citizen’s Committee, suggested businesses add a post-script
to all correspondence back East, to encourage tourists to come out West for the Olym-
pics. “We need all the visitors possible this year,” he said, “both to make a success of
the Games from the attendance standpoint and to keep the flow of new money into the
Southwest up to the volume of more prosperous times.”**
small local weekly insisted:

And, as an editor for a

Directly or indirectly, every one of us is going to benefit in some way from
these games. and that very fact calls for every one of us to boost them, sup-
port them and patronize them in every possible Way.35

The Los Angeles Times went a step further, fancying itself as the ‘official’ news-
paper of the Games. Publisher, CDA founder, and Tenth Olympiad Commission
executive Harry Chandler printed a million post-cards at his own expense, for use by
local businesses and families. He urged locals to stuff their correspondence with
these cards. The front-side gave “essential information pertaining to the Games and
other tourist attractions” while the back-side set “forth the amazing population figures
of the Los Angeles metropolitan area, a fact known to relatively few people outside
the State.” By 1930, Los Angeles had become the fifth largest city in the United
States, having grown a phenomenal 115 percent from 1920, a rate double that of even
the automobile boom-town of Detroit. Los Angeles may have been smaller than San
Francisco, Chicago, and New York, but it was expanding five times as fast, and 26
times as fast as Boston.”” Boosters had worked long and hard for this kind of success.
For years Garland habitually planted ‘for-sale’ signs around town on vacant lots he
was trying to sell, each with the same sort of population figures as Chandler’s, thus
striving to demonstrate L.A.’s proven growth and its assured trajectory of prosperity
into the future. By the late 1920s, Garland had found this advertising strategy effec-
tive enough to put those same figures, as well as his own predictions for growth, on
the letterhead of his company’s stationary.38 The booster’s spirited mood was encap-
sulated by Chandler’s own promotional campaign on behalf of the Games. One of his
editors wrote:
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The Times is convinced that there never was a time when more people had
their eyes on California and that a nation-wide distribution of these cards
will stimulate an enormous tourist level. People everywhere are making
their vacation plans, and now is the psychological time to act.”’

During the boom of the 1920s boosters departed from longstanding practice by
tailoring their advertising to attract industry rather than vacationers (hence the popu-
lation figures), but the Great Depression prompted a fall-back to the older strategy of
enticing tourists.™ The committee also hoped to lure members of the foreign press to
the Games, but Garland’s proposal to offer journalists the same discount on rail fare
that athletes enjoyed was looked upon coolly by Coubertin’s successor, IOC president
Count Henri Baillet-Latour, a man who did not yet share L.A.’s understanding of the
press as a vital promotional tool. Baillet-Latour’s reaction may have had much to do
with Coubertin’s own wariness of large crowds, insisting that stadiums accommodat-
ing the Olympic Games should not exceed a seating capacity of 40,000. “Once seats
for (that number) are built, you have to fill them, and that means drawing a crowd,” he
wrote in 1928, “To draw that crowd, you will need a publicity campaign, and to jus-
tify a publicity campaign you will have to draw sensational numbers.” He referred to
this process as creating “oversized showcases (that) are the source of corruption at the
root of the evil.”*' By ‘evil’ Coubertin had in mind sponsorships and gambling. Obvi-
ously this anxiety over spectacle was in stark contrast to the ideas motivating the likes
of William May Garland. He not only celebrated the Games as a “show,” but the
Community Development Association had financed and built a stadium that not only
exceeded Coubertin’s 40,000 seat limit, it more than doubled it.*> Coubertin’s ideas
on the subject were far from consistent, however, for three years later he issued a
report praising the Los Angeles boosters cum organizers for their campaign of “well-
organized advertising.”43 This inconsistency was rather important, and useful, for it
offered local organizers the rhetorical room to insert their own ideological predilec-
tions.

In myriad ways the Games were made a venue for the purpose of promotion.
And in myriad ways boosters found imaginative uses for Games publicity to show-
case various qualities and features of Los Angeles. Like the movie industry and the
automobile, the airplane’s local popularity and the growing infrastructure for its prof-
itable use had made this new mode of transportation something of a modern icon, one
that was quickly incorporated into the Los Angeles lexicon of boosting.44 Amelia
Earhart, a celebrity pilot, arrived in Los Angeles shortly before the Games, and at the
official opening day ceremony of the newly constructed State Building downtown,
the day before the Olympics began, she was awarded a medal by Charles Curtis, Vice
President of the United States. He was in town for the Games, but was borrowed for
this pre-Olympic celebration by fellow Republican city leaders such as Garland,
Mayor John Porter, and Governor Rolph (a member of the Tenth Olympiad Commis-
sion).” They cleverly coordinated this ribbon-cutting ceremony to coincide with the
Games. Having Curtis preside over the opening of a mere State building was, of
course, quite a publicity coup.

Back in April, members of the Junior Chamber of Commerce got the idea of
using the burgeoning aviation industry to advertise airplanes to promote the Olym-
pics. The idea was to generate enthusiasm for the Olympics while celebrating the
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city’s enthusiasm for this fledgling industry. They assembled an air flotilla and
mapped out an 8500 mile tour. They would have taken off the second week of May,
but east-coast enthusiasts clamoured to join the party, delaying the start. This was
unfortunate. By the time the vanguard of the 35-plane flotilla took off with the Orga-
nizing Committee’s official invitations and a movie star, the tour immediately ran
into an early June storm. The mission was scratched in just two days.‘“’ The official
invitations to all the prospective NOCs had long-since been sent out according to pro-
tocol, these last-minute invitations were just for show. Another Hollywood actor,
Neil Hamilton, embarked upon a publicized bicycle tour of his own. He started off
from Sacramento with the intention, not quite fulfilled, of biking all the way to Los
Angeles. This was his way of using a bit of self-promotion to boost the Games. He
took along a trainer and made sure his doctor followed him in a car."’

In an effort to capitalize on the attraction of Hollywood, organizers made Louis
B. Mayer, film studio head, a member of the Tenth Olympiad Commission. In con-
junction with the All-Year-Club and the Motion Picture Producers Association, the
Organizing Committee broadcast two radio shows, first in May and again in July.
Stars like Marlene Dietrich, Maureen O’Sullivan, Jimmy Durante, Bela Lugosi,
Delores Del Rio, Stan Laurel and Oliver Hardy, invited European listeners to the
Games in a number of languages. The July broadcast emanated simultaneously from
the Hollywood Bowl, the men’s village, and the Coliseum. It was called “Come to
the Games” and it featured Mary Pickford and her husband Douglas Fairbanks, Jr., as
well as comedian Will Rogers.48 Garland and his second in command, Zack Farmer,
were featured in the second of the two broadcasts. Targeting primarily tourists, they
promised a grand competition, and emphasized the promise of a good time in Califor-
nia for those who made the journey.49 The intimation that there would be more to see
at the Coliseum than runners and hurdlers was palpable not only in those broadcasts,
but in a smattering of commentaries throughout the Olympic summer.

The lure of the silver screen was evident as early as 1923 when Garland pitched
his second bid to host the Games.”® At the end of that 1923 I0C meeting in Prague, a
Central European delegate insisted on shaking Garland’s hand, and then asked,
“Where is Los Angeles? Is it anywhere near Hollywood?”51 When Garland and
Farmer showed their motion picture reel to the IOC at the Berlin Congress of 1930,
the point was not merely to provide tangible proof of the Organizing Committee’s
efforts, but the novel presentation no doubt emphasized the notion that Los Angeles
was a movie-oriented — thus exotically modern -- town. Two years later reporter John
Scott advised readers the Olympic Games was sure to be a great place to spot movie
stars: “Better keep your eyes peeled for your favorite actor because he may be sitting
next to you.” All the attention on the athletes, he said, was a great opportunity for the
stars to come out in public. But the advice came with a disclaimer --“Many notables
do not look the same off-screen.”” Scott knew that except for radio broadcasts, the
studios were reluctant to loan their actors to the Organizing Committee. They wor-
ried that too much star representation would constitute box-office competition.”
Even if Hollywood wasn’t much in presence despite the intimated promises to the
contrary, the athletes themselves served as surrogate stars. Heinz Reichmann, a cor-
respondent with the German team, said, “we know now how such noted Americans as
Col. Charles Lindbergh, Babe Ruth, and the others...feel.”54Indeed, Garland referred
to athletes as “actors.” In correspondence with IOC president Baillet-Latour, he
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chronically emphasized his committee’s efforts to make the Games a successful “cel-
ebration,” rarely, if ever, underscoring the athletic and competitive aspect of the
impending event.”

As the depression diminished support for cultural institutions, the Games were
looked to as a potential means of jump-starting financial normalcy in the world of the
arts. The Hollywood Bowl, an open-air concert space in the Hollywood Hills, experi-
enced lagging ticket sales and suffered a deficit in 1932. Faced with the prospect of
closing, administrators invited Olympic Games officials and select athletes as celebri-
ties to the night-time concert series called “Symphony Under the Stars,” and boasted
that despite hard times, advance season ticket sales were heavier than ever. This may
have been accurate, but in May the president of the Bowl groveled before the County
Board of Supervisors for an emergency grant to keep the place open. Administrators
also came up with an “Olympic Pageant” to draw tourists during the summer, but the
Bowl remained in the red throughout the deplression.56

The term “Olympic” and its permutations proved a popular choice for Los Ange-
les advertisers. Association with the Games seemed a valuable promotional practice,
and some went even further. The most notorious case was that of baker Paul Helms, a
wealthy businessman who won the competition to supply bread to the athletes’ vil-
lage. This was a boon, since the area’s bakers, like the dairies and a handful of other
local industries, were gripped in an alarming price war, each company lowering retail
prices below cost in order to drive the competition out of business while increasing
sales volume.”” The Olympic contract gave Helms an advantage over his competitors
not merely for the remuneration promised by the contract, but for the visibility it gave
the Helms Bakery and the association with the biggest cultural event in Southern Cal-
ifornia since the 1915 San Diego Exposition. By July, Helms was advertising his bak-
ery in several dailies, proudly adorning his adverts with the emblem of the 1932
Games including the five Olympic rings and the Latin motto, citius, altius, fortius.5 s
This was a violation of the “Olympic code,” according to AOA president Avery
Brundage. He had already dealt with several problems of this sort, complaining that
Southern California in particular was a hotbed of “rackets” scamming the Olympic
insignia. He had asked the local Organizing Committee, local newspapers, as well as
the Chamber of Commerce to stamp the problem out.”

Although an anti-commercial ideal may have been an implicit component of
Olympism from the start, it was hardly a consistent practice in fact. The Paris Games
of 1924 featured commercial advertisements inside the Olympic stadium, and as the
authors of Selling the Five Rings have recently noted, even Coubertin himself was
forced by financial necessity to seek funding from advertisers in his journal the Olym-
pic Revue.® ® But Coubertin also spent his own fortune funding the Games, for if com-
mercial aspects were to work their way into the Olympic movement, they were to be
suppressed in order to allow the educational message of the Games to have its play.
The Organizing Committee of the 1932 Games, however, may have been persuaded
by this educational message, but they simultaneously coveted an ulterior motive.
Like Coubertin, and yet unlike him, boosters cum organizers were indeed inspired by
the Olympic event.

Paul Helms was one of those boosters truly inspired by the Olympic spectacle, as
well as by the inspiring ideals of amateur athletics. In the years after the Tenth Olym-
piad he established the Helms Amateur Athletic Foundation, as well as a small jour-
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nal dedicated to publicizing local sport. He also expanded his advertising strategy.
He added billboards to his repertoire, and by the mid-1930s had built a sign the size of
an automobile over his bakery, illuminating it at night. He also bought airspace on
the radio to advertise his product as “exclusive Olympic Bread.” Every loaf was
wrapped with paper that bore the old 1932 logo, with its Olympic five rings symbol
and Latin motto, citius, altius, fortius. Helms was a home delivery outfit, and by the
1940s he had a fleet of 300 trucks, each one ornamented with the Olympic insignia,
the five rings, and the immortalized Latin phrase. When Carl Diem, the mastermind
of the Berlin Games, asked Helms if he could borrow his bread recipes, Helms put the
German’s letter to use in the summer of 1936 as advertising copy. This helped
breathe new life into Helms’ self-promotion as the “official Olympic Baker.” A few
years later he offered to send the same recipes to Japan for the 1940 Games, as well as
a team of expert cooks, all free of charge.61 All this raised Brundage’s ire, as well as
that of local bakers who claimed false advertising, but Helms’ practice was legal, for
he had copyrighted the IOC’s logo in 1932

Avery Brundage lamented the IOC’s failure to secure copyright first, for without
it he and the IOC had no leverage against Helms. In 1938 he appealed to William
May Garland to get Helms to reform this advertising practice, but to no avail. In a let-
ter that reads like a letter of recommendation, Garland responded by confessing a lik-
ing for both Helms and his advertising. In quintessential booster fashion, Garland
even made the wild claim that Helms Bakeries were the cleanest in the United States.
In short, Garland implored, “Mr. Helms is one of the finest gentlemen I have ever
met.”"

The most striking aspect of Garland’s letter, however, was the display of an
apparent callousness towards what Brundage referred to in his own letters as the
“Olympic code,” the anti-commercial sentiment built into Coubertin’s philosophy that
scorned using the Olympics for commercial gain. Garland wrote of Helms:

It is always a joy to pass his business place for he has illuminated the shield
of the I1.O.C. on his building. In fact, in a nice dignified way, he keeps the
thought of Olympism and the Olympic Games alive and before the people in
a manner that surely is not objectionable.

Garland understood this sort of association between the Games of the Tenth Olym-
piad and Helms’ business to be a sound and just advertising expression, in this case he
even elevated Helms’ advertising to the level of civic virtue - keeping the Games
“alive and before the people.” This letter and Brundage’s prompt response reveal the
monolithic misunderstanding existing between these two fellow Olympic figures.
The concept of anti-commercialism was not at all universalized by the 1930s, despite
Coubertin’s writings and Brundage’s ideas about a ‘code.” Brundage leaned towards
the anti-commercial end of the spectrum, certainly his response to Garland would
indicate such an ideological position. Brundage attempted to explain the problem as
he saw it, by explicating just what the Olympic code was all about:

Obviously, if the manufacturers and dealers in the shoes, the clothing, the
various kinds of equipment that the athletes use, and in the things that they
eat and drink all use the name “Olympic”, the five circle emblem and the
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motto, “Citius, Altius, Fortius,” in their advertising they will soon lose their
meaning. There is no reason why Mr. Helms should not say that he fur-
nished bread for the different teams who participated in the Olympic Games
at Los Angeles, but to appropriate the Olympic Insignia is something else.”

Brundage employed the term “appropriate” as a verb, implying that Helms was
guilty of employing the Olympic association for an aim that was foreign to the princi-
ple of Olympism. Advertising in past Games had been allowed when necessary, but
for the Organizing Committee of the 1932 Games, advertising was synonymous with
public relations. The IOC banned outright advertising in Olympic competiton venues
ever since the 1924 Games,64 so the Los Angeles Committee was forced to rely on
more subtle means to make the necessary associations. Consequently, it made its
main concern the larger ideological association between Los Angeles itself and the
Olympic ideal. This is where the athletes’ village proved so important, as we shall
see. For boosters, public relations was the primary contact with the public sphere, a
means of access to a market as well as a means of defining the booster’s sense of self.
Boosters believed their own sales pitch,65 and it wasn’t as though Garland had no cul-
tural investment in sport, for after all, he was the president of the Los Angeles Ath-
letic Club. Amicable weather, sunshine, sport, healthy living. perpetually increasing
land values, incessant good cheer to the point of tireless boosting - this was Los
Angeles.66 The Organizing Committee, being a child of the CDA. was inherently
dedicated to persuading the nation and now the world that its city was a place to do
business, or at least, to spend money under the perpetual (‘all-year’) sunshine. These
boosters cum organizers were positioned at the loci of a capitalist worldview, and the
reparte between the two delegates reveals how Garland was either unwilling or inca-
pable of perceiving Helms’ claim as an immoral practice. For Garland and his orga-
nizers, this commercial practice was unassailable, an inevitable and welcome
happenstance of the Olympic movement. And as Garland pointed out, in this specific
case, Helms’ claim to the name ‘Olympic’ was at least based on a contract. Many
other ‘abuses’ of the sobriquet ‘Olympic’ were far more egregious, although most were
subtle and innocuous.

Film studios, for example, made plans to use the Olympics as a colorful back-
drop to more than half a dozen black and white talkies, while two different real estate
companies tried to cash-in on the Games by hosting an “Olympiad home show.” The
one in Leimert Park was at least in the vicinity of the Baldwin Hills, but it is doubtful
the twenty “Monterey Style” “modem homes” struck potential buyers as particularly
Olympic-like. Contrary to Brundage’s claims that most of the attempts to appropriate
the Olympic logo and name had been squelched, Los Angeles was choked with
Olympic pirates. Architect Richard Neutra and the president of the University of
Southern California, Richard von Kleinsmit, himself a member of the Tenth Olym-
piad Commission, managed to bring the Museum of Modern Art’s architecture
exhibit to Los Angeles during the summer. The models and drawings of predomi-
nantly European “International Style” buildings had absolutely nothing to do with the
Games, but that didn’t matter. Even though the show and the Games took place at the
same time only by sheer coincidence, the Los Angeles Times billed it as the “famed
Olympic Architectural Exhibition.” Neutra was something of an opportunist himself,
and when reporters interviewed him he did his best to articulate a connection between
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amateur athletics and architecture. “The idea behind the new trend of architecture,”
he explained, “is as modern as the Tenth Olympiad. In our new buildings we must
feel the outdoors, the sun, air and invigoration of living, all of which are lost in ordi-
nary architecture.”®’

The Organizing Committee attempted to expand the scope of the Olympics to
increase interest. As part of Olympic protocol, the Committee was charged with the
task of organizing a competition of art and literature, legacies of the Games’ World’s
Fair influence, as well as an important aspect of Olympism.®® Just in case the inces-
sant boasting about Southern California being an inherently sport-minded place
wasn’t quite working, organizers sought to use art and literature to lure a larger and
more diverse audience. The Los Angeles Committee assured the public that these
competitions weren’t just about athletics: “To broaden the concept” and entice those
who share no yen for sport, the entire field of sports, as well as the idea of sport and
physical culture, generally or singly, might be dealt with.”® In practice, however,
this strategy was more rhetoric than substance. Leila Mechlin, the secretary of the art
competition, was quite conservative in screening works that did not meet a sport-con-
tent criteria. She disqualified a satirical piece called “Historrunner” by a Polish
sculptor that took aim at Mussolini and his efforts to use sport as a surrogate and har-
binger of war.”’

As the Games approached, the Organizing Committee used every opportunity it
could find to whip-up interest for the impending event. Even the tickets to the various
venues were marketed as something out of the ordinary. They came in leather folding
pocket cases, that were “to be treasured as souvenirs,” and sold by a team of clerks
that were tri-lingual, young, and female.”' The Olympics may have been all about
masculinity, the 160 women athletes arriving for the competitions excepted of course,
but the Organizing Committee’s publicity campaign made it clear that the civilized
mark of femininity was not at all absent. Organizationally, the female athletes were
segregated from their male counterparts, split-off and secured within a safe and
refined haven in the Wilshire District. It was a site selected supposedly for the excel-
lent shopping opportunities it offered the female taste.”> The press informed readers
how these young ladies enjoyed afternoon tea while trading recipes in the Chapman
Park Hotel’s garden courtyard.73 Boosters made an effort to represent these athletes
as feminine, emphasizing the idea that these ‘girls’ were not all that serious about
competition and had other things on their mind. This not only made them more
attractive, it skirted a long-standing controversy about the harmful effects of athletics
on the female body as well as the body politic in general.74 Their presence made the
Games seem like an even more interesting show.”

By April. fearing flagging interest, Garland encouraged the press to publicize
news of foreign teams making preparations to come, and to document their journeys
from the east coast or from San Francisco. This sort of publicity, at the very least,
would bolster Los Angelenos with confidence in this sporting event. When he met
the Chamber of Commerce two weeks before the Opening Ceremony, Garland
crowed, “in most every part of the world Los Angeles has been advertised during the
past two years most thoroughly.” But not all publicity was good. Efforts were made
back east to denigrate the western organizers in an attempt to woo the Olympic
Games away from Los Angeles to an eastern site. Fearing Baillet-Latour might be
persuaded by such bad press, Garland urged the IOC president not to believe every-
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thing he read.”® “I was afraid (the IOC) might realize how far Los Angeles was from
the center of the earth and weaken,” Garland told the Chamber. Then he added, “the
Average European when he visits New York, sometimes goes to Washington and
they think they have seen the United States.” And with typical booster’s flair, he said
“I told (the IOC) that these Games were universal and international in character and
for once they should have the Games in the heart of the universe - California.” Then
he finished with coy humility. “I am not a diplomat,” he said, “but I have told them
the truth, and you know the truth is only half told about California, so they are going
to get an exposition of the truth when they arrive here.””’

The Olympic Village

If the Games of the Tenth Olympiad were a surrogate exposition, then it is not
surprising the Organizing Committee would hire H.O. Davis to build and maintain its
biggest architectural feature. Davis was a newspaper man, but more importantly, he
had developed the grounds at the 1915 San Diego Exposition, the one that sparked the
CDA’s interest in hosting the Games in the first place.” Building the sprawling,
lawn-intensive, rustic camp dubbed the “Olympic Village” was therefore a job well-
suited to Davis.” Enclosed by an eight-feet tall woven wire fence, the village as
finally designed encompassed more than 300 acres, and was vaguely organized in the
shape of a race-track. The athletes were housed not in barracks but in two-room
boxes, 24’ x 10’ in plan, two athletes to a room. Each box, or “cottage” as they were
optimistically called, was set ten feet apart from the next along the rings of this race-
track in abstraction. Chicago columnist and cynic Westbrook Pegler referred to them
as “cardboard houses” and the Official Report of the Australian team described them
as “huts.”** But in the exaggerated rhetoric of the Organizing Committee these hast-
ily boéted-together frame-structures were romanticized as pseudo-Spanish “bunga-
lows.”!

The plans for these cottages were developed in 1931, and they were supposed to
be dressed in unique architectural facades, a sort of regional caricature in built form.
The men from Great Britain, for example, could expect their huts to look faux Tudor,
while the men from Mexico, Argentina, Brazil, and all places south of the border,
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would enjoy faux adobe a la Mission Style.82 This plan of aesthetic regionalism, a
messy concoction of race, nationality and geography, was dropped for less expensive
and undecorated boxes. Davis had them painted beige with a rose-colored band along
the base, which was supposed to reinforce the Mission Style theme of the Administra-
tion Building. Rather than celebrate the architectural styles of visiting nations, as in a
world’s fair and as originally intended, the Committee took the expedient course of
celebrating an architectural style that was supposedly native to Los Angeles.*®
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There was rhetorical value in these design decisions. Columnists frequently
pointed out how many of the foreign teams included noblemen, but here in these
structurally flimsy and achitecturally dismal huts they now found themselves living
like commoners.** The small 20 feet by 20 feet dimensions of these cottages was pre-

sented to the public in a manner that de-emphasized their modest physical characteris-
tics and accented their political implications.

Pl
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In print, the Organizing Committee and newspaper reporters described these small
rooms as spaces where Olympism had a great, if hidden, effect. The two beds in each
room forced together rich and poor, aristocrat and worker, in a democratizing con-
frontation that helped spread the supposedly American way of life to the far corners
of the world. Architectural sameness was a statement of international harmony,
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where every nation was housed alike. This rhetoric was intended to get people
excited about the village, to make it worth the trouble to see, as many clearly did.
And it was also a means of distracting attention from the more commercialized
aspects of the Organizing Committee’s practices.

The 750 foot long Administration Building was the largest edifice in the Olympic
Village. In plan it described a gentle curve that embraced the bus turn-around in front
of the gate, a gesture that, architecturally speaking, suggested embrace. Fifty flag
poles stood in front of this long building, as well as a lush flower bed, a freshly
mowed and watered lawn, and a row of six foot tall palm trees. All the vegetation
was newly planted, and many of the flowers were salvaged from miniature golf
courses that went bankrupt in the early part of the year.85 The Administration Build-
ing was designed by the Organizing Committee’s in-house architectural staff to fit
comfortably within the Mission Style, featuring red roof tiles and thick plaster (faux
adobe) walls painted beige and a rosy pink. The building was broken into smaller
masses that gave the effect of a series of forms assembled neatly together, a mildly
complicated assemblage organized around a central 20 foot high archway. This
arched gate was the only monumental aspect of the entire village, except perhaps the
vantage of the site itself, as it overlooked Los Angeles.

Although this building anchored the edge of the village, it was really the life-cen-
tre of the ad-hoc community. It was the interface between secure inside and chaotic
outside, an architectural separator between a male interior and a public exterior,
between fame and an ordinary and troubled life. A French correspondent looked
about the grounds and noted an “atmosphere of quiet joy” where the “depression is
left behind when visiting the Olympic Village.”*® The site was set apart from the city,
yet in view of downtown, and the unusual character of the setting, especially the
unusual conglomeration of foreigners, gave the village an exotic even other-worldly
flair. Reporters and columnists took a cue from the Publicity Department and offered
the analogy of a Mt. Olympus and the plains of Elis."’

The Administration Building was more than a gate, as important as a gate may
have been. It enclosed a host of spaces and functions vital to the operation of the vil-
lage and the athletes. Each team’s attache had his own office there, and the building
contained the Organizing Committee’s offices as well. It also accommodated house-
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keeping, a bank with a full service foreign currency exchange counter, a short-wave
radio station with relay links across the globe, a post office, and a telegraph terminal.
Athletes could visit a “souvenir shop” - a rather American feature of this new interna-
tional building type - where they bought approximately 3,000 postcards a day as well
as Los Angeles memorabilia. A “lounge” was built where athletes could mingle in a
large room decorated with Navajo rugs and other “local” and “indigenous” appoint-
ments. The public was allowed in this room, as well as in an “observation room”
above the archway. There a window afforded perhaps the only complete view of the
village itself save from an airplane or a dirigible.88

The local press devoted considerable attention to the village, especially before
the competition started. Columnists and reporters publicized its daily life. which
filled a void in newspaper copy vacated by the annual exodus of movie-stars for their
summer vacations. The village was declared important, an experiment in democracy,
a fulcrum of “lords and laborers,” a “semi-sacred confine.”® Tt was a manifestation
of Coubertin’s idealized vision of the Olympics, where for once the men of many
nations would have to deal with each other off the playing field as well as on. The
press, particularly the local press in Southern California, took a cue from the Organiz-
ing Committee’s own pronouncements, and made it seem as though the village was
dreamed-up strictly for its noble qualities. Caroline Walker of the Evening Herald
and Express, for instance, taking an austere approach, described the following scene
to show evidence of Olympic magic: “A trim Japanese officer in uniform, a Hungar-
ian in a wine-colored sweat-suit, speak to each other in French - shake hands once,
again, and yet again, and part.”% Columnist Terrel Delapp’s prose was more sudsy,
as demonstrated by this excerpt from the last of several village stories:

“Never,” was the general opinion. “You can’t pen men of all nations
together; men from countries, perhaps, who believe they have age-old
hatreds; young men whose races, beliefs and ideals conflict.” But Los Ange-
les did it. They were not penned, these men from all over the world; they
were offered a beautiful home that became more than home to them. It grew
to be their international shrine and they were proud of it. Their city of many
flags, their haven. their playground.91

Journalists endeavored to project the camp’s utopian possibilities. The editors of the
Los Angeles Times were down-right effusive. “Before July ends,” read their edito-
rial, “the Olympic Village on the Baldwin Hills will in itself be a spectacle worth
crossing oceans and continents to see.” In print, local journalists were investing
booster aspirations in this village, as the camp came to stand as an icon of the host
city. Just as the Olympic Games came to represent Los Angeles, the village stood as
a tangible representation of the Games. The following excerpt from the Los Angeles
Times editorial indicates the iconic value that boosters strove to apply to the village:

Thirty six flags of thirty six peoples, created equal in opportunity, will float
above the city of Los Angeles in the democratic free-for-all struggle...No
makeshift camp of tents thrown hastily together are the training quarters pro-
vided for its 2000 athletic contestants by its sponsors of the Tenth Olym-
piad...Its temporary occupants are filled with amazement and delight and
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are telling the world about the Los Angeles way of doing things.92

The use of phrases like “democratic free-for-all” was a paean to the capitalist equation
of free trade with free living, part of a larger sentence that implicated the concept of
struggle as something more than merely athletic in nature. The Games, like the vil-
lage, could be configured as a means of fostering good and virtuous citizens, only the
early twentieth century version of this republican technology was influenced by com-
mercial interests.”

The local Organizing Committee at times seemed quite serious about maintaining
the athletes’ privacy, but as might be expected, making the village a tourist attraction
meant that privacy could not monopolize its priorities. The fence enclosing the vil-
lage was not only transparent, it could be scaled without great difficulty and, so to dis-
courage fans from climbing over and fetching autographs, a team of cowboys was
hired to patrol the perimeter (see Figure 6). With their lariats in hand, their boots,
their hats, and of course their horses, the security guards offered a “taste of the ‘old
west”” and were themselves the focus of hundreds of camera lenses on both sides of
the fence. Some of the athletes thought they were just for show. W.E. Bradfield, a
columnist for the Evening Herald and Express, described the following village scene:

‘What do you do with that’? he asked in English. ‘I whirl it and catch you’,
the cowboy replied. ‘Impossible’, exclaimed the Italian. ‘All right, start out
down the road’, the cowboy retorted. The Italian dashed away. The cowboy
whirled his rope and, catching the Italian by the foot, sent him rolling. The
Italian arose and stared in dumbfounded amazement and walked away shak-
ing his head.”*

The rodeo men were something to watch, a necessary feature of a tourist attraction
that was designed to lure the public and yet keep it at arm’s length.

H.O. Davis also built two cottages outside the Administration Building. Visitors
were thus allowed to see the kind of appointments and living atmosphere the athletes
of the world enjoyed. They even asked a pair of American athletes to live in one of
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the rooms part-time, just to make the model huts more of an attraction, and to help
prospective post-Olympic buyers to visualize their inhabitation.”

Although much was made of the ban on public access to the village itself, the Com-
mittee found it useful to allow celebrities and the press to enter at will. The Chamber
of Commerce’s board of directors were invited for a tour, and Will Rogers ambled
about with other journalists looking for material for his syndicated newspaper col-
umn.”® Douglas Fairbanks, Jr. visited and caused quite a stir, and even the fanatic bar
of “femininity” was lifted when women athletes were bussed in from their hotel in the
Wilshire District for a visit.”” Others got in too, like Harry Joannes of the Ben Hur
Tea company. In what has to be considered the most blatant violation of Brundage’s
so called ‘code’, the tea manufacturer managed to snatch a photograph with members
of the Indian field hockey team holding up tea-bags and smiling. He even got them to
wear their turbans. The athletes’ huts decorated the backdrop, and the caption read,
“congratulating (Joannes) on the quality of the tea served at Olympic Village.”98

The admittance of the press has to be considered crucial, for it allowed the public
to catch first-hand glimpses of this “miracle village.” According to Davis, though,
the place was designed in such a way “that visitors may see almost as much from van-
tage points outside the gates as if they were allowed to roam at will about the village.”
So much for privacy. Besides the two model huts out in front, an ad-hoc restaurant
made the trip to Olympic Village all the more worthwhile.” Indeed, Organizers
arranged for a temporary bus line to operate between the Coliseum and the new settle-
ment from 7 a.m. to 11 p.m., running every fifteen minutes.'” American journalists
labeled the Finns poor sports because they requested added security measures. Many
local athletes preferred staying at home and only visited the village for social reasons.
The American exodus was so great, in fact, that one of the team’s coaches publicly
begged them to stay.]m

The intention to create a source of attention seems clear, but the success of this
strategy is much harder to determine. Columnist Terell Delapp claimed the village
received 600,000 visitors for the month that it was in operation.102 Considering the
fact that tourists never purchased tickets to get inside - except for the lounge, nobody
supposedly got through the gates - how did Delapp arrive at his number? Other



98 Olympika Volume XI - 2002

reporters estimated that between 500 and 1,000 people a day lingered outside the
fence and the Administration Building, hoping for an autograph or a chance to talk to
an athlete.'"” One reporter even claimed a mob of 10,000 a day!lo4 Although exact
numbers cannot be secured, there is ample anecdotal evidence to suggest visitors
indeed had an impact. Here’s another of Bradfield’s blurbs about the village:

The attache was annoyed (sic). ‘Really’, he said. ‘I can understand that peo-
ple are curious, but all day they stop and peer in at us. One would think we
are monkeys. I’m afraid they will start throwing peanuts to us.'®

Stories about interlopers and “gate crashers,” particularly women, sneaking past the
guards or climbing over the fence, occasionally appeared in the newspapers and are
corroborated by at least one oral history.'06 The reporters themselves were boosters,
and shared an interest in making the village an attraction, so their anecdotes alone can
not suffice for evidence. Photographs show street hawkers in Native American cos-
tume selling souvenirs in the crowds outside the Administration Building. It was the
kind of costume that might amuse visitors interested in the west as the wild-west,
complimenting the cowboys patrolling inside the fence.'”’ Although photographs
don’t show huge crowds, they do however show the presence of vendors that expected
or at least hoped for a crowd. In order to preclude interference with official buses car-
rying athletes, the Organizing Committee built a visitor’s parking lot down the hill
some 600 feet from the turn-around in front of the gate. This design decision indi-
cates that organizers expected (or again, hoped) the public would drive out and peer
through the fence in substantial numbers.'®

The salvage effort perhaps offers a better and more interesting measure of the
camp’s success. Making the village intriguing - making it an attraction - was a pre-
requisite to selling it off in pieces as post-Olympics salvage. After the Closing Cere-
mony the lounge was converted into a salesroom. Everything had a price-tag: the
rugs, slip-covers, the chairs in the lounge, the cottages, the athletes’ beds, the curtains,
the silverware, the palm trees, even the lumber from buildings that could not be sold
in one piece. Vandalism perpetrated by athletes, the writing and carving of names on
cottage furniture, appreciated in value so much that the Organizing Committee
decided to hold a souvenir auction. Athletes had made a game of painting names on
the cottages, often poking fun at the monotonous sameness of the huts with labels like
the “Next One” and the “Other One.”'” Hector Dyer, gold medalist in the 4x400
track and field relay, was hired as a salesman. He had been working throughout the
games in that capacity, not only spending time in the model cottage in front of the
Administration Building but, even before the village was occupied, he could be found
in a cottage set up in the basement of the B.H. Dyas Sporting Goods Company down-

110
town.

The cottages were made out of 2 x 4 frames nailed to thin plywood-like panels
called insulite, shipped from the lumber yard on palettes and bolted together on the
site by a crew that assembled 40 houses a day. They could be hauled away intact, or
in pieces, whichever suited the customer. They sold for $140, or $215 furnished, not
including shipping. The Organizing Committee’s advertising read: “Olympic Cot-
tages, portable, suitable for beach, mountains, auto camps, approved for erection in
Los Angeles.”111 Boosters may have asserted the sound construction properties of
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these small buildings, but plenty of anecdotes tell a different story. By day, sunlight
filtered through the gap between roof panels, and there were incidents of athletes
kicking or otherwise damaging the walls. An Irish athlete casually punched a hole
above his head so he could get fresh air while he snoozed. In another extreme case,
an athlete tossed his chair in the air. It landed on another hut, its legs piercing through
the insulite panel overhead.''> Westbrook Pegler, always eager to poke fun at Los
Angeles, wasn’t shy about doubting the cottages’ resale value:

The officials are trying to sell the little cardboard houses to the public for use
as chicken coops or ranches or for private bath houses on the beaches of Cal-
ifomia...Sales are not very brisk, however, because after the paint wears off
the cardboard houses are likely to return to pulp and a wad of pulp will not
provide enough shelter to shield the modesty of a bathing girl. much less the
domestic life of a barnyard fowl.'"

Even if Pegler’s arrows were fired true, the Organizing Committee figured it could
cash-in on the village’s souvenir value. After all, flags had been stolen from in front
of both the Administration Building and the Coliseum. To keep out souvenir hunters,
security remained in place even after the athletes abandoned the place.

Fred Leach, a Laguna Beach developer, bought approximately 200 cottages. He
promised to sell them at cost, plus the price of the property, and create a “permanent
Olympic Village” overlooking the Pacific Ocean. The following year he expanded
his sales staff to accommodate a burgeoning business. But by 1937 the land was sold
to an oil company. His head salesman went to jail a couple of years later for wrong-
doing in another failed real estate venture.'"* Other cottages were purchased by the
German Olympic Organizing Committee, as well as by Japanese officials who were
interested in studying them for their own Olympic Games envisioned for 1940. Film
star Jean Hersholt bought a cottage and shipped it to Copenhagen for use as a perma-
nent exhibit to finance future Danish teams.'” The bulk of the villages’ silverware
was purchased as a set by a local restaurant, bent on capitalizing upon Olympic mem-
orabilia for commercial purposes.116 The fire house, the bath houses, the dining halls,
and the partitions that separated one team’s kitchen from the next, as well as the doc-
tor’s office, were dismantled and sold for scrap lumber. Even the woven wire fence
around which the cowboys patrolled eventually found a buyer. By the end of Septem-
ber the entire village was gone.

Conclusion

There were efforts, however, to preserve the village. Hugh Thatcher, a member
of the County Board of Supervisors, floated a proposal to turn the place into a perma-
nent tourist exhibit. “There are many persons who come to Los Angeles for its cli-
mate, beauty and attractions,” he reasoned, “Why not keep this village intact for their
inspection and as another worthwhile sightseeing place in the city?” Meanwhile, an
association of unemployed men demanded it be used to house the homeless. The
Chamber of Commerce estimated 200,000 unemployed residents were present in Los
Angeles by the end of June, The American Legion petitioned the governor of Califor-
nia to use the village for a similar purpose, to house their hard-luck members. There
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was even an effort to slap the Organizing Committee with an injunction, barring it
from demolishing the athletes’ camp. But to no avail, the committee’s bottom-line
won out in the end.""”

The village was built for a “purpose,” to fund its own existence and accommo-
date its inmates. Its mission fulfilled, its creators adhered to their own script and tore
it down. William May Garland insisted that the employment generated by its con-
struction and maintenance alone justified the Village.118 The Organizing Committee
recouped its investment and announced a “surplus” which they intended to return to
the public as a “dividend.” They carefully avoided the word “profit,” and Zack
Farmer even lectured reporters who misused the term.'"” The idea of a ‘surplus’ war-
rants scrutiny. Like the Organizing Committee, the CDA soon found itself in a quan-
dary over the surplus garnered from leasing the Coliseum. In eight years of operation
the non-profit CDA had managed to accumulate over $300,000 in its coffers, and yet
it solicited both the city and county governments for money to finance the remodeling
that added 25,000 seats to the structure.'* Ultimately the CDA lost control of the
Coliseum for this bizarre practice - why insist upon government money when the
CDA’s own contract stipulated that surplus funds were to be used for the maintenance
and remodeling of the stadium? Like the Organizing Committee, despite a non-profit
civic status, the CDA based all meaning on the bottom line. The idea that the Orga-
nizing Committee - a group of capitalist boosters - would perform their not-for-profit
duties in a voluntary and sincere manner seemed so far-fetched, the Committee itself
instigated a court case just to provide a public record of propriety. It took three years
and an L.R.S. investigation for the case to be resolved, but afterwards the money was
disbursed to the State of California and the city and county of Los Angeles.lz]

As Barney has argued, the camp dubbed the Olympic Village managed to pre-
serve the peace-fostering aspects of Olympism.122 But it is also important to remem-
ber that the Committee responsible for that camp had been assembled for the purpose
of using the Games as an exhibition for Los Angeles, a faux world’s fair. Organizers
not only demonstrated a profound commitment to the practice of urban boosterism,
and thus commercialism, they seemed either blind or callous to their own violations
of the so called Olympic ‘code,” let alone the manner in which they facilitated viola-
tions by others. It should not be difficult to understand how one ideological rhetoric
(Olympism) could be bandied about by boosters who then operated under a different,
masked, self-interest. After all, the village was billed as a race-blind settlement, a
demonstration of the American principle of equal opportunity and fair play. Some
even asserted that Los Angeles itself was a quintessential melting pot, despite the fact
that non-whites suffered discrimination and segregation in both public and domestic
space.123 Los Angeles was, in fact, a severely segregated landscape.124

Boosterism embodied local culture, even influencing the administrative practice
of the Olympic Games. In making the Olympics a faux world’s fair, the organizers
used the attention to demonstrate local abilities, local efficiency, and most of all, local
ideals about how the world should work. The construction and demolition of the vil-
lage was an object lesson in capitalist problem solving. The CDA and the Chamber
of Commerce were avid supporters of the massive and monumental Hoover Dam
project then underway in the summer of 1932, a project named after “their man in the
White House,” the great engineer, president Herbert Hoover. The dam was a stagger-
ing project that guaranteed L.A.’s continued growth, and it too was an object-lesson.
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For it celebrated, among other things, the Southern California booster’s ability to visu-
alize, politicize, and then transform the landscape for a commercialized purpose.125
While both the dam and the Olympic Games were more than ten years in the making,
the former was a tangible promise of the city’s future, while the latter was a grand
symbol of past and future success.

The Games’ organizers were probably the first committee to recognize the Olym-
pics as an ideological opportunity, certainly the first to create such a complete experi-
ence. In this regard they set a precedent for the notorious ideological spectacle of the
Eleventh Olympiad in Berlin. For the executives of the Organizing Committee, how-
ever, men who profited by, and helped create and maintain, the Los Angeles land-
scape of discrimination, Olympism was obviously not the only ideology at work.
Organizers took pains to explicate the democratic nature of the Games and especially
the Olympic Village, and journalists did the same. And to some extent this rhetoric
was borne out by facts on the ground. The village was indeed a strange mingling of
aristocrat and laborer, Italian Fascist and Hungarian Jew. Like Garland and his sup-
port of the Helms’ appropriation of the Olympic insignia, there is reason to believe
these men were sincere about the rhetoric of egalitarianism.126 Garland simply was
incapable of making the Games out to be anything but a booster’s production. And
like the great salesman that he was - the “prince of realtors” -- he believed his own
sales-pitch.127 He was not alone; many understood this international sporting event in
terms of boosterism. And he was persuasive, too. After the Games, Baillet-Latour
admitted the importance of publicity and the press, of ‘propaganda’ as he termed it,
even asking Garland if the surplus might go to funding a permanent campaign of pub-
licity for the IOC and the “Olympic idea.”'®™ Thus, the Games of the Tenth Olym-
piad, and quite possibly the IOC itself, was truly marked by the Los Angeles way of
doing things.
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tol Shooting competitions, was also busy arresting picketing “reds.” Their
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