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(Dis)located Olympic patriots Sporting connections, administrative communications
and imperial ether in interwar New Zealand

Geoffery Z. Kohe

University of Worcester

Abstract

During the interwar period1919-1939) protagonistsf the early New Zealand Olympic
Committee [NZOC]worked to renegotiate and improve the countmgternational sporting
participationand involvement in the International Olympic Committee [IOC]. To this end,
NZOC effectivelyusedits locally based administrators and weldced expatriates in Britain

to variously assert the organisation’s nascent autonomy, independence and politera
progress Antipodean athlete’s causes, and, counter any potential doubt about the nation’s
peripheral position in imperial sporting dialogues. Adding to the corpus of scholarship o
New Zealant ties and tribulations witimperial Britain (in and beywd sport) (e.g. Beilharz

and Cox 2007; Belich 2001, 2007; Coombes 2006; MacLean 2010; Phillips 1984, 1987; Ryan
2004 2005, 2007), in this paper | examine how pldtical actions and strategic location of
three keyNZOC agents(specifically, administrato Harry Amos and expatriates Arthur
Porritt and Jack Lovelock) worked in their own particular ways to assert thepasitthe
organisation within the global Olympic fraternity. | argue that the &ffoir Amos, Porritt and
Lovelock also concomitantly served to remind Commonwealth sporting colleagueslyna
Britain and Australia) that New Zealand could not be characterised ategated to being, a
distal, subdued, or subservient colonial sporting partner. Subsequently | contend thas NZOC’
developmat during the interwar period, and particularly titéity of expatriateagents, can

be contextualised against historiographical shifts that encourage us to rethirdgiretmand

rework narratives of empire, colonisation, national identity, commonwealth and inglong



Key words
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Intro duction

As a former olony and Dominion of the British Empire anak presenta Realmof the
Commonwealth, New Zealand hasntinued ahistorically nuanced, politically significant,
economically valuable and ideological laden relationship with its imperial celdidslich
2000, 2009; Coombes 2006; Pick@309;2011; Sinclair 1986; Palenski 2012; Ry2an04,
2005). In this paper | discussignificant aspect®f this history with reference tdlew
Zedand’s national Olympic committeeand its nascent presence in the developing
internationalOlympic movemen{Henniker &Jobling 1989;Jobling 2000Kohe 2010, 2011;
Little & Cashman 2001; Letters &obling 1996): | focus predominantlyon theinterwar
period (demarcated by the New Zealand Olympic Comm#{&&ZOC] official recognition
by the International Olympi€ommittee [IOC]in 1919 and administrative changes wrought
by the onset of Btish Empire Games in the 1930s) as a context to examine and articulate
some of thecomplexities and characteristics of New Zealand’s imperial associations,
identities and loyalties, and transnatior@nnections. During this time NZOC's early
participation in the internationaporting scene wagp an extentlargely contingent not
primarily on Britishagents, but instead, a fesuccessful and wefllacedexpatriate New
Zealanders in Britain (namely ArthidPorritt and Jack Lovelock) who worked closely with
NZOC nembers (particularly, Secreta@eneralHarry Amos)to provide a voice foNew
Zealandsporting concerns, ana, useful conduit for transmitting information to and from
Britain and the 10C Below | detail how suchexpatriate agents worked with NZOC
administrators to help fortify the organisation, advocate for its causes \Bithain, Europe
and the IOC, facilitate the country’s athletic competition abroad, and,r betigble
administrators toegond to athletes'professionadl needs In so doing, | raisguestiors
regardingthe strength and political influence of thmperial core in determining(and

controlling) New Zealand'eripheral sporting participation.

New Zealand’s colourful and pro@ympic history aside (see Palenski & Maddaford
1983; Palenski & Romanos 2000; Romanos 2006 for examplagje in this papdhatan
examination oNZOC during the interwar perioteveals much abouthe nation’'sfragmented



relationship withBritain (at least in thecontexts ofamdeur athletics and the Olympic
movement) By examining Amos, Porritt and Lovelock, in particular, | suggest that New
Zealand’'s Olympic ties during this period were rarely demonstrative dfear| power
hierarchy(in which directauthorityis transcribedrom the core to the periphgryRather, the
formative years of NZOC'’s relationshipith Britain andits international sporting partners
could be characterised dairly fragile; mediatedprecariously via aset of srategically
located, socially mobile and diplomatically adeggents As | detail below, xpatriatessuch

as Porritt and Lovelogkand the communications they maintained with administrators in the
Antipodes, not only positively affected New Zealand’dedib participation in the Olympic
movement and abroad, but also, provided the country wéilnable representatiom
international sporting circles. In addition to political advocabgseagents helped secure
New Zealand’s ofgoing representatioand participation in the IOC, and, eventually lea@ to
long-serving membership status that continues to be highly valued by NzZOC and

acknowledged as an important part of its Olympic history (Kohe 2011, 2012).

Drawing on the work of scholars such Bsilharz and Cox2007), Belich (2001,
2007), Coombes (2006Mangan and Hickey(2000) Phillips (1984, 1987, 1990)Ryan
(2004, 2005, 2007) and otherswho all in thér various ways encourage critique of
imperialism, (sporting) nationalism and identity, empire, ,andlorial power and its
consequences tis paperxamina one facet of New Zealand’s early sporting relationship
with Britain. The paper takes as its fodhe context, and political interactions therein, of
transnationaDlympic administration, and, specifically, the actions of key agents within the
initial decades of NZOC'’s formatiorMy argument is twdold. First, I contend thathe
antecedentisand formative involvement, dilew Zealand’s participation in the Olympic
movement residein a closebut invariably fragile and inconsistesgt of relationships and
communications between key administrative agents;ehaexpatriatesArthur Porritt and
Jack Lovelock, and, their resident countrymidarry Amos.Secondly,l argue that 1 their
geographical location and mobility, political representation, social statlistaletic nous,
New Zealand agents (at least in the case of Porritt and Lovetock) not be considered
peripheral participants in global athletics, the activities of the Olympic movemerheor
genesis and consolidation of a Commonwealth sporting fratefifatgppreciate the colonial
contours and imperial intricacies of this pekid begin with a short articulation of the

periodic milieu.



Fortification forces, NZOC and Olympic sport

Not unlike other sport bodies within the country, and within other parts &rttieh Empire,
NZOC emergedat an historical juncture punctuated globally by imperial rhetoric,
international political manoeuvrings, nascent nationalistic sentiment atinenglonies,and
devdoping transnational rivalriesn ard beyond sport. The evolution of theational
committee vas also contoured domestically social angolitical reform,growing economic
productivity, radical stateliberalisation, vigorous civic development, and population
expansion Belich 2001; King 2003; PalensRi012; Ryan 2004, 2005, 2007; Sinclair 19886;

and Sinclair and Dalziel 20007 hroughout the interwar period, these, and other, modernising
conditions —overviewed below— variously contoured New Zealand relationships with
Britain, the development of its imperial and individual identities, its formative (yet fluid)
conceptualisation of nationhood, the structure and ethos of its spgatnag particularly
amateur athleticpulture! and, the subsequent setting in which agémtiie young NZOC
went about their work The periodwas a definitivetime for NZOC, not only in terms of
athletic successes it was able to facilitate, but also for fortifying its administratietuses,
maintaining its economic viability, consolidating its social and cultural importaaoe,
securing its legitimacy ame of the country’s premier sporting authorities.

In the first instance,he cancellation of the 191®lympic Games(scheduled for
Berlin) due toWorld War One did nototally curtail NZOC membetrsactivities or related
sportng events for that matteor, their communications with imperial aB; namely,
Australia and BritainRather, theeventenabled NZOC to assess itational significance
and, demonstrate its support fibre collectivewar-time cause.A consequence of NZOC
maintaining and proclaiming its associations with the Empir@and capitalising on the
(inter)nationdistic camaraderie embedded iramiime ethos, was that it could effectively
engender public support for its institution and entrench iesasla key sportinggency “It is
most pleasing then Secretary General Arthur Marryatbtted “that some many athletes had
volunteered for the front...”, however, the War hadortunately‘robbed (amateur sport) of
a good deal of its visual interest’Marryatt's NZOC colleaguesippeared to share his
sentiments. “It is a matter of extreme gratification to the Council”, one delpgataimed,
“that in the great conflict in which our Empire is at present engaged, so amateur
athletes are at present of active servit8port was appropriate prepéion for their defence

of the Commonwealth, the delegate continued, and,



“although their absence will be felt during the coming season, the Council knows that the
training they received [through spostfill stand them in good stead for their arduous
duties, and will prove of the greatest assistance in the share of our fordhe i
maintenance of British prestigéhe absence of our fellow athletes on the King's service
should make us the more diligent in keeping thport at its usda high
level...[also]..sports meetings..., wherever possible, should be devoted to entirely
Patriotic purposés

Similar sentimentsvere echoed by other NZOC members, and, formed part of a wider
ideological marriage between sport and militarism that permeéted sport organisatisrin
New Zealand and further abroad (Richardson & Richardson 2005).

War exacerbated international and political foraedhad a resounding influence on
the maintenance of New Zeatdis relationship with Britain as well as dgveloping identity
as part of a sporting commonwealiven though the war consumed a large contingent of
New Zealand’'s male populatioit,did not result in the cessation of sporting activities in the
country, but rather, imbued the competitions and events that did continue (including those
within amateur athletics) with strong jingoistic fervpunternational camaraderie and
militaristic sentimenf Although NZOCconvened irgularly during the War, agents such as
Marryatt worked hard to ensure the New Zealand maintained a presence xthe
international sporting table in close proximity to its wartime partr@onsequentlyNZOC
emerged after World War Onevell-poisedto manage the country’s athletic scene and
facilitate inernational sporting competition and, by 19%@s effectively positioned tobby
the IOCfor its separate recognitidfi

Notwithstanding its significancewar was just one defining force of the times.
Economic and sociateforms brought about bythen Prime Minister William Massey’s
conservative governmentattempted to stimulate pestar productivity and appeal to
developing allusion of class mobilitiBelich 2001; Roche 2002)Although newfound
economic and social mobility may have been enjoyed mesbyandlarge (and especially
in sport and the context of amateur athletics), class exclusions, limifagiothgdeological
constraints prevailetf. Echoing the composition of their contemporary sport organisations in
Britain and the Australiacontrol of NZOC notably still residedwith an elite group of
educated, Wwite, middleclass agents. For NZOC'’s effective management and success this
was no great issue; in fact, as will be explored below, the social statusndjenseand
associates such as ArthuorRtt and Jack Lovelock was ultimately a useful mechanism in

their participation in the elite echelons of British, European and 10C spaoitoigs.



Subsequent to the effects of the war and the economic changes expatignug the
1920s, NZOG imperial relationship (and international sporting participation) was also
shged by the onset of the Great Depression (c.E2#28 1930s). The effects of the global
economic collapse didot, Grant (1997, 138jemarks, immediatelaffect New Zealant
eonomy, andstockbrokers appeared “blithely indifferent” to the catastrofie inevitable
outcomes of downturns in trade and consumption, rises in unemployment, social unease, and
health and welfare issues eventualhme;however, the effects were ved (Belich 2009;
Molloy 2007;Olssen, 1995 In sport,organisations such as NZOC, whisince formation
continued to be ina fiscally precarious positionappeared initially unscathed. NZOC
perseveredhroughot the early 1930s in balancitigeir booksand protecting and preserving
its small economic resourcé$in 1931 however,NZOC ChairmarHarry Amos wrote to the
IOC outlining the financial and practical constraints the commiigteedin sending deam to
compete in the upcoming 1932 Los Angeles Olyn@imes™ In 1934 Amos wrote again,
this time directly to the IOC President Henri Ba#lettour, lamentingabout the hardships of
the Depression and life in New Zealardn particular, Amos stresselle necessity for both

organisations to do what they could to ensure to future of Olympic sport.

The Depression, along with the onset of the country’s first Labour government which
took power in 1935 and promised considerable social, industrial anecgotgform, did
however precipitate a discernible contextual shift in New Zealand and beyondes itsth
Britain. While it is difficult to confirm the extent to whickhe Depression definitively
influenced NZOC'’s relationship with Britain, its presesm as an agenda item in
correspondence between agemsNiew Zealand and their counterpartsBntain suggests
that it wasa valuablecause around which they could ratigllective empathy and support.
Although distinct from the atrocities of War, the Depression was similarly Igiolits reach
and consequence, and, likewise involved international political and econonuadias that
were manipulated to varying degrdssenduring and contemporary imperial forces and ties.
For NZOC specifically, this necessitated maintaining effective working relatioashigh
thar established imperial friends arahsuring they had appropriately placed and capable
spokesmen (e.g. Harry Amos) to advocate for New Zeatanderns in the global sporting

marketplace.

Amos the Antipodean advocate



Against this postvar backdrop of mixed parts global redirection and uncertaintyational
efforts to improveproductivity and instigate social chanfféeys 2006;Kriiger & Murray
2003) NZOC agents worked to better itherganisationOne of the foremost agents in this
projectwas Harry Amos. While not the first heatINZOC, hewas active as Rairman of the
organisationfrom 1928 until 1934 anthen continued in the capacity of Secretary General
from 1934 until 1950(eventually becoming one of the organisation’s longest serving
leaders)Whereprevious administrators, such as Arthur Marryatthur Davies and Charles
Camphad been preoccupied withizOC's domestic profile Amos actively went furtheto
improve the tyrannies thajeographicabistance wrought® Amos was arguably the most
dedicated indevelopinga closer and more direct relationship witie IOC. At a time when
the vestiges of World War One still lingered and international insecuoiigat increasingly
politicised sporting nationalissr{Keys 2006 Kriiger & Murray 2003), Amos was evidently,

and importantly, outward looking.

Yet, in the mid1920s Amos did not necessarily inherit an organisation that was well
equipped to ensure its financial survival, and with tb@sjtinue to grow the countryisow
historically notevarthy and nationally recognisexrticipation in international athletic sport.
Having long been involved in the country’s amateur athletic scene (first adist,dhen as
an administrator)Amos had witnessd the rapid development and modernisation of the
national and international sporting landscape laertefied fromwatching successive leaders
struggle with the difficulties of NZOC'’s inception and survivaridg its early yearsOver
the course of his tenurABmos subsequentlyenacted a series of changes that improved
NZOC's fiscal resilenceand enabled the committeert@intain its international and imipal
allegiance and membershipsForemost in his aathswere the decisions tseek bettetOC
representation. Although Arthur Marryatt had acted somewhat effectagelDC member
between 1919 and 1923, subsequent appointments had been disappointingly inétfective.
Amos’ frustration was fairly clear. “leally believe”, Amos wrote to I0@emberBernard
Freyberg, “that it is necessary for you to consider if it would not be advigabénd in your
resignation and make place for a man who could take better care of the interest of th
Dominion”.*® In his rely Freyberg lamented that distanced amilitary commitments had
prevented him from fulfilling his IOC and NZOC obligations. “I am very sorry”, Amos
appears to reply in empathy, “that you will be very likely never be able to givetimzédo
our Committeeand there that you have considered yourself bound to send in your resignation

as member of the 10C for New Zealarfd"Through trial and error, Amos evidently appears



to haverealisa the need forenthusiatic, communicative, proactivassociates (preferably
located abroad) capable aflvocating on behalf abne ofthe country’s premier sporting

authaities.

Further evidence of mos leadership came when hadso actd as manager, and
chaperondalongside his wife), to the 1928 Olympic Games in Amsterdam. In so doing he
was the first NZOC administrator to accompany the team allfoAd managerAmos
experienced firshand the difficulties New Zealand athletes and their support crews faced in
competing sucasfully in international sport. &v Zealand’'s commitment to the Olympic
‘movement’ @t that point ambiguously characterised and defindargely by its
internationalisation and growingthletic participation) required, Amos acknowledged,
dedicated domestic economic efforts that could “...remove from the shoulder of the Council
the very arduous task of collecting money to dispatch a téarfihe effects were not
necessarily immediate, andlygpic teams remained relatively small for some time
Although the athletes “did not meet with the success anticipated”, Amos felt #at th

committee had been placed on a solid foundétion.

Amos’ evident intentiongvere to improveNZOC's ability to meet thletes’ needs and
their international, transnational, and eventually Commonwealth, sporting eipectaid
obligations are commendableAmos’ strategies included more vigorous fundraising
campaigns, establishing a dedicated and reliable network of domestic sponsorsaddnors
patrons, soliciting mainstream press outlets to raise the NZOC'’s public prodiligating a
more widespread, and regular, subscription scheme, lobbying for morstenhgovernment
support, and, ensuring the organisation wagt kabreast of Olympic (and Empire) Games
plans well in advanc#. Yet, the ommittee’s success, at least for Amags contingent on
establishingmore permanent, and reliabkgens abroad who wouldbe cognizantof
adversities faced by the country’s elite athletes hadocially and politicallyvell-placedto

contribue to New Zealand’s Olympiprofile.?

Exercising expatriates

To this endtwo expatriates Arthur Porritt and Jack Lovelockeach successfudthletes,
scholars and medical professionals) were fortuitously plg§Cedquhoun 2008; McNeish
1986, 1999; Romanos 2006, 200Bpth menwere seminal figures in theation’s popular



sporting imaginary and retained prestige as beloved New Zealand citizead. 8onmoitt and
Lovelock also botleffectively capitalised on their athletic and academic prowess to establish
prominerte in European sporting circleslite British higher education systems, and, their
respective medical professions. By virtue of their sporting knowledge, social ,cagitanal
affectations, andesidence in Britain, thesmen proved invaluable assets to NZOQeir
early (and in Porritt’s case rather enduripgs de deuxvith NZOC fixed in place a more
resolute and reliable link betwedlew Zealand and the globathletics and Olympic sporting
community.More so than thigheir respectiveintertwined and nuanceadvolvements in the
domestic and international Olympic organisations provide reason to argue more dwongly
the role NewZedand agentsactively played (andBritish agents did notin disrupting core

and periphery power hierarchies ¢éisis sport) in the postolonising contextPorritt's and
LovelocKs relationships withthe national committegrovide some evidence to recatesi
NZOC not as a compliant, distant, partnethe linear development and burgeoning growth
of Olympic (or British Empirg global sporting projects, but as an organisation acutely aware
of its changingnternational idemty and capabilities tarive its own destinyl discuss each

of these men now in turn, and, then consider their wider utilities within reconcsiotgali
New Zealant relation with the Empire or more specifically NZOC’s associations with

Britain and the Qympic movement

Porritt , political patronage and (ex)patriotic performances

Arthur Porritt’s life has been extensively documented elsewli@feodfield & Romanos
2008) However, to rehearse some of the key detélsn in 1900, Porritt’sentrance into
sporting administration was preceded by a solid educational backdimstras a boarder at
the prestigious \@Whganui Collegiate, and later, as medical studethteat/niversity of Otago,
and vigorous sporting participaticat college, national and evealy international leve
Porritt’s university success in New Zealand lexthe award of &Rhodesscholarship to
Oxford; which he took up at Magdalen College in 182%hile studying medicine, Porritt
activdy contributed tothe sporting life of Oxford’s student communityWoodfield &
Romanos 2008)Whether by athletic talent, previous national recognition in New Zealand,
social connetioons with sport administratotsack home, or, geographical position (possibly a
combination of all four), Porritt earned nomination to compete at the 1924 Olympic @ames
Paris as a member of the New Zealand teanjust 24ncot only was Porritt nominated as an



athlete, but, he also assumed responsibility to captain and manage the fRamitt's
athletic apex was his breae medal in the 10fhetresprintat the 1924 Paris Olympic Games
(Kebric 2014).

Beyond his sporting succe&®rritt wasalso highly regardedAs Amos remarked
when nominating Porritt for IOC membership in 1934, “Dr Porritt is a New Zealandéds a
aRhodes Scholahe has been a good all round athlete, and is imbued with the highest ideals
of sportsmanship® Olympic success notwithstandings a collegial and affable expatriate
with a newfound, yet strategically useful, knowledgetlod United Kingdon's amateur
athletic community, Porritt was suitably placed to assist NZOC and aid its cooatiom
with the imperial centreln his managerial/captaincy role, for example, he helped source
training facilities, accommodation and transport prior to the Mealand teans arrival in
Britain; offered NZOC financial contributions to assist their operationsyigeed medical
expertise and training advice; and, even before he was amadEDC member in 1934yas
active in expressing NZOC views and New Zealammicerns at Olympic congresses
(Colquhoun 2008; NZOC 191P932; Woodfield & Romanos 2008etween 1922 and 1934
Porritt worked with NZOCimproving not only the country’s Olympic and eventual Empire
Games sporting successes, but alsmvided a more effectie and reliable conduit of
information from Europe to New Zealand administrators. NZOC, in return, clearly
appreciated not only the work Porritt did for themeoittee andits constituents while

enjoyinghaving a competent and successhational’ citizenonwhom they could rely.

NZOC (or at least Amos as its Chairman) understoodahaanof Porritt’s virtue
and social calibre reflected gively on itsorganisation ands international image in 10C,
British and European sporting circleBmos’ nomindéon was a sensible choice. Porritt
servedas I0C member foNew Zealand for 34 year&or 16 of thoseyears he chairethe
British Empire and Commonwealth Games Federation, and, was President of tee IOC
inaugural Medical Commission. Retiring from the I0C role i, Porritt returned to New
Zealand for a Syear stint as Governdgeneral, after whiclne migrated back to England
where he resided until his death in 1994oodfield & Romanos 2008). Porritt’s position in
England, his lengthy service on the IOC, his professional medical aleticakmowledge,
social capitaland personal passion he evidently demonstrated in conducting sporting
administrative affairs on New Zealand’s belaifieared him to his NZOC peers.

10



The imperial relationship also wetihe other wayPorritt's formative years spent in
New Zealand and histerest inNZOC and the country’s sporting community, were evidently
aspects to his life he valued. Porritt may have been, as Woodfield and Romanos (2008, 296)
suggest, “a remarkable macushioned by success in every direction”; howdwesaw merit
in maintaining involvement in New Zealand affaidéet, Porritt might be considered a
peculiar agentResiding for the majority of his life in England, and by not being an official
NZOC member, it would be eadyp relegde Porritt to the margins dflew Zealancds early
history in theOlympic movement. Yet, by analpg Porritt’'ssustained interest in his ‘home’
country it is possible to understand that while NZOC evidently benefitted lfrawving
someone of Porritt’s ability toffect political participation at a global and imperial level,
concomitantly the organisation gave Porritt a clear link back to the Antipodeddilioa,
with its emphasis on premier sporting achievement, NZOCpatsaded a distinct patriotic
and nationalisticause which Porritt could identify with. The I0OC membersiigo afforded
opportunities to fraternise with the upper echelons of the global sporting comrandity
enjoy the convivial camaraderie of his Commonwealth compaifiviesdfield & Romanos
2008).

Porritt was, however, jusinemechanism in a set of broader transnational processes
and networks of people and information that produced, reproduced, and disrupted imperial
relations Taking cues fronfPickles and Thompson & Federowich - who urge us to destabilise
and problematize notions of the ‘core’ and ‘periphery’ dichotomymperial debategFor
example, Belich [2001, 2009]; Gibbons [2003]; Phillips [1989]; Pickles [2009, 2011];
Thompson & Federowich [2013f) - it is possible to see Porritt anelchoing Pickles’
(2011) sentiments about reconfiguring parochial intentions embedded within colonial
histories,Porritt should be conceived of as more than just an indivitieaV Zealandagent
operating atmad. Hiscontributionswere notsimply about advancing the Olympic movement
within New Zealand per se but al$o supportand fortify New Zealand’s nascent pest
colonial identity, imperial allegiances, and place in the Olympic moventemugh
representan and participation at the highest levels of international sportitt's emergent
guasiecosmopolitan identity, personal affections for the antipodes and colleaguem,ther
participation in global sport politics, and expatriate desire to sustain @@mnsgo ‘home’,
for instancegffectively highlght some of the ways in whiddZOC'’s early development and
Britain’s bond with its colonies and Dominiorss potentially more nuanced, complex, én

nationally transcendent thamght be imagined.
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Lovelock links

Porritt was not, howeveithe only active agent abroad. One of his contemporaaied,
friends, Jack Lovelockwas also instrumental in developing the national organisation’s
transnationatelationships, profile and successes and related impenadectionsAlbeit 10
years Porritt’s juniorLovelock was comparablywvested in New Zealand sport and helping
NZOC improve its practices to ensure future international success. Liké, Ravelock’s

life has drawn significant attention elsewhdf@olquhoun 2008; McNeish 1986, 1999;
Romanos 2006, 2008; & Woodfield 200Fyom an early age Lovelock demonstrated a-high
level of sporting and educational prowess. His studies took him to the Universitygaf, Ota
Dunedin where he studied medicine arah canpetitively at the national amateur athletic
level. In 1931 he was awarded a Rhodes scholarship to Oxford which he took up at Exeter
College. While at Oxford Lovelock was quickly introduced to the British andnatienal
amateur athletic scene. His susses and records over the 1mile and 1500 meitandes
gained him recognition andubsequent selection for the 1932 Olympic Games in Los
Angeles, the 1938ritish Empire Games in London atfte 1936 Olympic Games in Berlin.
At the Berlin Olympic Games aehed hisathleticpeak, winninggold in the 1500metre event
(Colquhoun 2008; Woodfield 20Q7)rhe event, unsurprisingly, endeared him to New
Zealand fans back honi@.

Lovelock’s win in 1936 was particularly profound. “Lovelock did more than win an
Olympic title”, one media correspondent remarked, “he won the admiration of the sporting
world for his attitude to sport™ For administrators back in New Zealand, Lovelock’s victory
could not be ignored. NZOC quickly went to work to lobby the government for funds to
support Lovelock’s tour of New Zealand. Their efforts were significaatliganced by the
fact the oneof their members, Joseph Heenwmas Secretary othe Department of Internal
Affairs. “If this were a simply a matter of giving an athlete a free tivould unhesitatingly
recommend against’jtHeenan remarked, “but, Lovelock is more than merely the greatest
mile runner the world has yet produced. | feel sure he is of great physicatiacatien
value, for Lovelock has made a really scientific gtod sport” (Woodfield 2007, 94)The
New Zealand Government responded positiv€lyer the suthernhemisphere summer of
1936/1937 Lovelock was provided with passage ‘home’ taedted to lavish hospitality
around the country that included banquets, stateasios, gifts and public accolades
(NZOC, 19331934; Woodfield 2007)In addition to competing iseveral invitational and

exhibition running events, Lovelock toured the country offering his athletic andcahedi
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expertise tdellow athletes and scientistsid educationalist€.“Large, enthusiastic crowds”,
Woodfield (2007, 97) notes, “welcomed him whereerhe went”.Reflecting on Lovelock’s
visit after his departure, Ingram noted fondly, “he gave we New Zealanmiérh good
advice” (sic).*® Following the tour Lovelock returned tBngland. He later served iine
Royal Army Medical Corp during World War Two, and, shortly thereafter moved to New
York where he continued to practice medicine up until ingimely death in 1949
(Colguhoun 2008; Woodfield 2007).

In understanding the utility of these men within the imperial sporting context it is
difficult to deny their specific corporeal politicd.ovelock and Porrittwere not only
reflections of NZOC'’s proficiency as aropetent national sporting body, though alsere
physical embodimestof colonial dominance. Both men, for examplere archetypes &
hegemonic conceptualisation of a fairly nascéwéw Zealand’ identity in that they
simultaneouslyepitomised the ‘success’ of empire, the vitality of the nation, and, the
masculine (yet gentlemanlyjigour of its sporting culturgPhillips 1989; Palenski 2012)
Despite the country’s political autonomy asoime ofthe emergeniconographical markers
of identity (e.g. flag, anthem, silver fern, black singlet etc...) that hadgeddrior to and
during World War One* distinctions about who New Zealanders were and who they were
not matteredAgainst the interwar and peBepressionbackdrop,Lovelock’s success and
subsequent visit clearlyfferedthe nation a visible conduit through which to charstelred
sentiments aboyt domineering whiteathletic,pioneering, forthrightcollectiveversion of)
‘New Zealand’identity (Belich 2001, 2009; King, 2003; Phillig®984, 1987 Sinclair, 1986;
Sinclair & Dalziel 2000)

Given the fact that Lovelockad bea living abroad since 1931 anmhly ever
returned for this one visithe veneration he received aational’ figure and sporting patriot
might certainly be considered perplexing. Yet, evident in the public attention heweas g
the hospitality hevas affordedand commentary he drew in popular press the idedhat
herewas not just a workdlass athlete, but alsowaorld-class New Zealandea man who, in
his athletic prowess and gentilganner, exhibited simultaneously the best of nation’s ‘home
grown’ talent,but concurrentlyembodied a fine, polishegabroad, specimen dlfie imperial
stock. Lovelock was, as Amosmarked to his NZOC colleagu“a very distinguished son”
of whom the country and organisation could be rightly proudbvelock, in response, played
his part by maintaining fairly regular, detailed, and scientifically pregrescommunications

with administrators in New Zealand, fulfilling informal ambassadorial roles ppating
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New Zealand athletes abroad, and, notably, by offering NZOC -goiag critical friendship

from afar>®

Colonial contemplations and the ‘cultural cringe’

The examination of a few key figur@sthe early history of the Olympic movement in New
Zealand is useful in articulating some of the ways in which the country nedotiate
participation in international spoand inperial identities an@llegiancesluring the interwar
period. While this might bémportant sport history, such a study assumes an additional
salience when contextualisedgainst disciplinary shifts in imperial and national
historiography that have occurredthin and beyond New Zealand’s shores. Some of the
changesave beeralluded to at the outset of this pagexcall Pickles 2009, 2011), yet they
are worth detailing further-or the last 4@dd years New Zealand historians, and those
elsewhere, havstrongly contested thgost-colonal(-esque)paradigm alteratiom imperial
scholarship (e.g. Fairburn1989; Munz, 1971, 1984; Fergusson 2008’ Disciplinary
movementhas ben heralded (andvelcomael), by otherhistorians,in the hope that it might
provide a counterpoint to, and a displacement and disruption of, dominant nationalistic
narratives(e.g. Belich 2009; Burton 2003; Gibbons 2003; Lambert & Lester, 2006k,
1974; Thompson & Federowich 2013[ssentially, the intention iottake us from, what
Pickles (2011, 87)laments as “the spotlight on British settlers aneirtizolonial legacy;
toward new modes of transnationally intricate inquiry that might remap and eecnalent
ideas about geopolitical and ideologiedlegianceand identity. A key tenet of this debated
scholarly shiftis the rejection of narratives ovemphasising the role of the Empire (in this
case the British version thereof) within processes and consequence®rmosat@n and,
subsequent, postcolonial identity formation and belongBejlharz & Cox 2007 Pickles,
2009, 201). Explicit within this rejection, Pickles argues, is the related need to debunk, and
transcend, the ‘cultural cringe’ aspect inherent within nabiased colonial history projects;
chamacterised namely by excessive and needless comparisons with Briteh/Bchools of
thought, parochial constructions ofstorical agency centred on an imperial core, and,

misplaced assumptions about inferiority and power relafions.

Bearing in mind tb arguments abovehd crux of this paper is, essentially, thiw
Zealand agents weneot passiveparticipants in th country’s imperial and transnational

relationsduring the interwar years. Rather, connections forged first by people like Ambs, a
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then more directly by expatriates such as Porritt and Lovelock, were instralmient
establishing New Zealand sport administrators as active cotaribto global athletic sport.
Taking account oPickles comments Amos,Porritt and Lovelok were not merely reactive
agents responding to circumstances that lay beyond their immediate contralemaaflNor,

for that matter, did they accept their political memberdldpg mediatedthrough British
counterparts. Their most significant contributiors certainly in the framework of
contemporary trends in imperial historiographywbich this special edition contributes
were the parts each played rieaffirming New Zealand’s nascent sporting identignd,
contesing a sense of the countryjseripheral, and by default subordinate, status within
intemational sporting fraternities. Through their achievements, roleatusst and
administrative prowessfigures such asAmos, Porritt and Lovelockalong with other
contemporaries in other key sporting institutioostributed to the vitality of New Zealand’s
sporting culture and the professionalism of its Olympic administration. Concudiyita
however, as ‘expatshe latter two memvere also emblematic of the ‘success’ of sporting and
educational colonialism, and as such, were positive reflections (and ambgstaddrisain

and the empire. Although Porritt and Lovelock’s were valuabl8Z&®C and its imperial
relationships, | argue here that their utility needs to be situated within critical
historiographical asssments that explorthe country’s iereasingly stronger national
sentimentsense of collective national purpose and political quest for greater autonomy, and
respect for the historical significance of imperial memberghig. Palenski 2012Byrnes
2009; MacLean 2010

Operating largely from abroad, these men (I recognise that there were witiers
whom they worked)effectedchange in the ways NZOC went about its work; namely by
providing an information channelnd more resounding voice fadlew Zealandsportirg
concerns at an international levAimos, Porritt ad Lovelock’s agencyrovidesreason to
query New Zealand’s peripheral place within conceptions of Empired@cedssions about
imperial allegiance. Porritt and Lovelock, in particular, demotedréghat New Zealand (or
more precisely N®C) did not have to be reliaoh their British counterparts to mediate their
participation on the world stage. For Amos the historic imperial links witliBrithough not
inherently problematic, begat frustrating pragmatic concerns (e.g., impededatibn
flows, ideological challenges over the specificities and peculiarities of ansateand the
inability to implement effectivdong term financial planning) that curtailed New Zealand’s

Olympic participation &nd eventualsuccess). Amos’ approach to the internationalisation of
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NZOC (at least in terms of Olympic participation) is partial evidence of an attempt t
redefine the historic power relations (and imbedded administrative sulbeervieerein)
within colonial and imperial sporting tiealthough part of the reliance on Australia and
Britain had been borne out of historic, pragmatic and/or economic necessities, tiiging
interwar period, NZOC used its own members, and their political acumen, to annadnce a
consolidate their independence, autonomy and iderfiiyliations with the Empire may
have mattered to a degr&yet such associations were effectively secondary to the desire for
NZOC to be truly and fully an active constituent of transnationatigigoaffairs.

The arguments about imperial connections aeded in this particular papenly go
part of the way toward this changing our disciplinary visiohsmperial relations| also
recognise my iterpretations here are limiteldhave, for instance, only focused on a few key
agents abnespecfic historical momentMoreover, there is still much we do not know about
the articulation of empire within particular sportiogntextsduring this periodNonetheless,
by foregrounding sme of the distinct rolesgpticular New Zealanders play@ddetermining
NZOC's international and imperial sport participation it is possible to appreciaie sf the
ways in which the country was negotiating its relationship with Britain at a keyibator
juncture.Amos, for exampletook a lead role in ensuring NZOC's retained a vesjinlesence
in the Olympic Gmes andthat its role in the movement writ lagcould be assured
irrespectiveand indepedentof its imperial relationships. To recall Pickleontentions here
about rethinking core/peripheral dynam{&sckles 2011), the ways in which Amos operated
and undertook affairs on behalf of NZOC was not, it need be said, an attempt to wrestle more
authority, control or autonomy from the core to thepery. Rather, here was an example of
an outlying (though historically noteworthy) member of thmpife strategically seeking

opportunities to better communicate with the global sporting fratethity.

Colleagees such as Porritt and Loveloalorked intheir own particular wayt help
Amos achieve some of these godl®. their credit, and notwithstanding the influence of
structural forces and/or individual protagonisiéthree men worked to challenge and change
the country’s sporting profileand its political participation abroaahd punctuate imperial
athletic conversations with a distind€iwi twang. Where Lovelockaided NZOC's public
profile in the short term, Porritt exhibited a more enduring committeetite organisatian
The efforts of Englandbased expatriates such as Porritt and Lovelock, too, help reveal that
New Zealand’s evolution in the Olympic movement was not just mediated frorhwfars

contingent on strategically (djslocated white, educated uppermiddle classagentswho
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werebest placed to affect and advocate for its causesh was theimfluence and success
that they helped set NZOC on a trajectory where they would no longer be considered
peripheralparticipantin global athletics otthe activities of the Olympic movemgrbut
rather,a key membeof an internationasporting fraternity

Endnotes

! New Zealand's associations with the Olympic movement tentativelyrbiegl892 when there was a brief, and
much mythologised, interaction in Paris between leading New Zealaateur athletics administrator Leonard
Cuff and eventual renovator of the modern Olympic movement Baron Rierr€oubertin. An eventual
consequence of this meeting was Cuff'sogtion onto the inaugural International Olympic Committee (I0OC).
Yet, the ceoption did nofgive immediate rise to the New Zealand Olympic Committee (NZS€&3, variously,
Henniker and Jobling, ‘Richard Coombes and the Olympic Movement inahia&trJobling, ‘In pursuit of
status, respectability and idealism’; Kohe, ‘Theexceptional’; At the heart of sportLittle and Cashman,
‘Ambiguous and overlappingdeéntities’; and, Letters and Jobling, ‘Forgotten link$o note also, the
Committee originally began as the Olympic Council of New Zealandr @e course of its existence, however,
NZOC has undergone a number of name changes to reflect the authonigmandf the organisation, and, its
associations witlvariousBritish Empire sporting competitions. Today, the organisation stilln®tis title as
the New Zealand Olympic Committee and reference initials NZOC. See Kaththe heart of sporfor a
chronology of these changes.
2 Although formally establiskd on 18 October 1911, the effective cessation of most national and inteatatio
Olympic business during World War One meant that the 10C did not diffiggat around to recognising
NZOC, and accepting its important separation from the Australasian,umitii 1919.Nevertheless, three New
Zealand athletes hatbmpete as part of an Australasian team at the 1908 Olympic Gamaesh{gh Harry
Kerr become the country’s first Olympic medallist winning bronze & 3%00 metre walk). Three New
Zealandergompeed again for Australasia at the 1912 Olympic Games. One of the memlbkis lafter team
was thenational, Australasian and Winddon tennis champion Anthony Wilding. Between 1907 and 1914
Wilding’s athletic success abroad had helped raise the couspgding profile and reaffirm imperial ties
between Britain, New Zealand and Australia. 8&he, ‘The unexceptional’Palenski and Maddafordhe
Games Palenski and RomanaShampionsRomanosQur Olympic CenturandNew Zealand’s top 100 sports
history makersand Richardson and Richardsémthony Wildindgor further details.
% Such exchanges, of course, not only involved amateur athletics, but pohts;, éncluding rugby union and
league, and cricket. See, Palendkie making of New ZealandeRyan,The making of New Zealand cricket
;rackling rugby mythsand, ‘Sport in 18-Century Aotearoa/New Zealand.

Ibid.
® New Zealand Amateur Athlies Association (NZAAA) 191443.
®NZAAA, November 23, 19140.
" Ibid.
8 Richardson and Richardsentvork, Anthony Wilding: A sporting lifeon the multiWimbledon Champion
Anthony Wilding (who incidentally was killed at the battle of Ypres)vjtes a particularly good overview of
the context and consequences for the nation’s athletes during this period.
® NZOC, and its allied associationetiNew Zealand Amateur Athletics Association (NZAAA), for example,
maintained an active calendar of sport events throughout the country, apdrtioular, were diligent in
demonstrating support for Australian and American (and occdsBiish) allies ty fostering sporting
competition and participating in military athletic championships within thentty. NZOC, Official minute
book, 19121932
1 This was largely due to Chairman Arthur Marryatt maintaining corredgre with Australian IOC member
and anateur athletic administrator Richard Coombes, and, IOC members @nBaitd Europe during the War.
Support for the war was also a good public advertisement for NZ@@riitular as their official minutes were
regularly published in mainstream press.
! For example, although NZOC and the NZAAA had made some changesteuarsport policies (e.g., there
were exemptions for physical education teachers, coaches, artbbtrebusiness sport teams).
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12 Notwithstanding Grant's assessment, it need be recognised that atehidei country’s financial sector was
comparably weaker than other areas of the country’s economy. Howevenjadlyeras a consequence of
countries shifting investments to the Britaitone of the only available fremarkets— New Zeland’s primary
exportindustry revenues (namely imidy and agriculture) did plummet. GraBlls, bears, and elephants38;
Belich, Paradise reforgedMolloy, ‘Citizenship, Property and BodieSee also Eric Olssen’s (1995) ‘Towards
a new society’ fo a cogent analysis of the Depression and its consequences for the {ng)sfaplew
Zealand’s social, economic and political landscape.

¥ NzOC, Official minute book, 1912932

14 NZOC, Communication to the International Olympic Committee

5 NZOC, Persmal communication Bailletatour. Wellington: NZOC, 1934, 19 February.

*NzOocC, Official minute book, 1932932

" Nzoc, Official minute book, 1932932

18 To summarise, Marryatt was initially replaced local educationalist JoBeh (tenure 1923927), then
respected military hero Bernard Freyberg (tenure 112), and latter, lawyer and expatriate, Cecil Wray
(tenure 19341934). Despite possibly the dieintentiors of assisting NZOC with some of the tyrannies of
distance it faced, and maintaining the visible profile of New Zealarichitsnational sporting discussions, all
three of these appointments were ineffectual.

9 Amos, Personal Correspondence Foeyberg,22 March, 1930

2 Amos, Personal Correspondence to FreybefgApril, 1930.NZOC also exchanged similar dialogue with
fellow I0C members Joseph Firth and Cecil Wray. Additionally, pathaps recognising the benefits of
soliciting expatriats, Amos and his colleagues had initially viewed Wray as “a very deitan” who “would
do full justice to the position” (NZOQQfficial minute book, 1922932,30 August, 1930, 164).Yet, Wray
lasted just three years; during which time his influence otQfieand NZOC was negligible.

2L previously the role had been taken up by associated in Australian Bnidéim, or coaches and chaperones.
NZOC, Official minute book, 1932932 As was customary at the time, Amos’ wife’'s role was to serve as
chaperone to the team’s female member.

*2|pid, June 26, 1929, 154.

% The organisation’s balance &ettime was approximately £1245. As sumos also worked hard to ensure
NZOC'’s meagre economic resources remained financial stable. Such staéditjtal not ont the continued
participation of New Zealand athletes abroad, but, necessary to demt®ribe organisation’s professional
capabilities. NZOCOfficial minute book, 1922932 Wellington: NZOC, 26 June, 1929, 154.

*NzOcC, Official minute book, 1922932 NZOC. Official minute book19331964

% As a reflection of his tireless work for the organisation in 1952 the |C#d®a Amos a prestigious Olympic
diploma in recognition for both his administrative nous and endudpgast for amateurism.
http://library.la84.org/OlympicinformationCenter/OlympicReni@ 952/BDCE34/BDCE34d.pdhaccessed 19
September, 2014.

%% At the time, Porritvas only he second New Zealand Rhodes recipient.

2" porritt went on to repeat this role at the 1928 and 1936 Olympic Games and 1@34Hripire Games.

% Amos, personal correspondence to I0C President Comte Henri de Bhilteur.

# The significance of workswch as these is discussed in the latter sections of this paper.

% NZOC. Official minute book19331964

3L Ingram, ‘Panorama of the playground’, 55.

#bid.

3 Ingram, ‘Panorama of the playground’, 54.

3 SeeDaley’s (2012) piecéTaking off the Black Sinkpt’ for an insightful discussion of the complicated
cultural nuances and historical sificance of one of these icoasd a broader critique of the construction of the
nationd imagination

% NZOC. Official minute book19331964 3 October 1936, 168.

** NZOC, Official minute book, 1912932

37 For some of the most interesting examplesBalantyne’sWebs of EmpireBelich, Replenishing the earth
Burton, After the imperial turr’ Gibbons,The Far Side of the Search for Identjty'Lambert and Lester,
Colonial lives across the British Empijrand, Thompson and FedorowishEmpire, Identity and Migration in
the British World In important contradistinction, however, are resistant stances tathdigm shift that have
been variously offered by respectddw Zealand scholars such Miles Fairburn (1989) and the late Peter Munz
(1971, 1984). To this can be added Niall Fergusson’s (2008) broader sweeping amecsiatrneecolonial
work Empire: How Britain made the modern woutdat hold fast to the central authority of Imperial forces
within transnational and global historiography.

18


http://library.la84.org/OlympicInformationCenter/OlympicReview/1952/BDCE34/BDCE34d.pdf

% |bid. However,Beilharz and Coxprovide usefulassessments afssumptions about settler capitalism in
antipodean colonies, and, the need to be critical of some of the charactefistiesd@lectical relationship
between New Zealand and its coloniser.

% palensks The making of New Zealandeuffers further examination of the ways in which aspectthisf
identity were forged in other sporting, and report, contexts.For extended discussion s#ge range of
perspectives and debates presented in Giselle Byrnes’ (2009) Edéddew Oxford History of New Zealand
Byrnes’ introduction and several other chapters therein attend to the atguhs¢ the coumy's
historiographical trends neéd better consider postational approache3he point has been articulatédther
within the sport context by Malcolm Maclean (2010) in his piece on spodryiisistoriography in New
Zealand. In keeping with the desito rethink the country’s position within Imperial scholarshipgcMan
asserts that in a quest for meaning and legitimacy New Zealartchsgoits histories have beeancomitantly
inwardly and outwardly looking.

“Consider, ér example, traditional allegiance/alliances, and, positioning and politicizing dountry’s
Commonwealth and sporting idérgs externally and internally.

*I With the onset of the Empire Games in 1930, and the consequential adriimistestructuring of NZOC,
Amos’ work in redefining the organisations working relationshifh its colonial forebears and partners would
become even more valuable.
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