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Introduction

At the 1976 Olympic Games, there was a collision bet-
ween the political realities of the world and the Olym-
pic view of eligibility for participation in the Games. The 
International Olympic Committee (IOC) recognized the 
National Olympic Committee (NOC) of the Republic of 
China as the on"going NOC following the withdrawal of 
the former Chinese government to Taiwan. The Canadian 
Government recognized the Government of the People’s 
Republic of China, having withdrawn its former recog-
nition of the Republic of China, and refused to allow the 
team from the Republic of China to enter Canada using 
that name. It was the first time a host Olympic nation 
had refused to honour its commitment to the IOC to al-
low all teams recognized by the IOC to enter the country, 
an action that had grave potential to affect future Olym-
pic Games. The principal period covered in this article 
is between 1950 and 1981 and has involved a review of 
original IOC sources, including its historical archives and 
minutes of Session and Executive Board meetings. Other 
materials obtained from the Government of Canada, the 
United States Olympic Committee and the current Chine-
se Taipei Olympic Committee help to provide additional 
insights and perspectives. There is also my own perso-
nal perspective as the Secretary of the Canadian Olympic 
Committee at the time of the Montreal Games. The roles 
of the Canadian, Chinese and Taiwan governments are 
examined, as well as the difficulties faced by the IOC on 
the whole question of the "two Chinas" in general, in-
cluding the circumstances which arose in 1976. Finally, 
there is the role played by Lord Killanin, the IOC president 
of the day, which may well have unwittingly contributed 
to much of the crisis which resulted. 

China and the Olympics: Unstable Background

By 1976, the  "China Issue" was not new to the Olympic 
Movement. It had been a problem ever since the rise to 
power of Mao Zedong following World War II and the re-
moval of Chiang Kai-shek’s "nationalist" government 
from the Chinese mainland to Taiwan there establishing 
itself as the purported government of all of China. This 
caused difficulties within the Olympic Movement, not 

to mention a good deal of the political world at large.1 
When the Chiang government left the mainland, it took 
with it the majority of the members of the recognized 
National Olympic Committee, the Republic of China 
Olympic Committee (ROCOC), since those around Chiang 
were those who controlled the sports organizations re-
cognized by the Olympic International Federations (IFs) 
as well as the Olympic officials known to and recog-
nized by the IOC. While the newly created (1 October 1949) 
People’s Republic of China (PRC)2 had no immediate in-
terest in active participation within the Olympic Move-
ment, having other far more important priorities, it was 
offended by the claim of the government-in-exile to be 
the legitimate government of all of China, and equally 
offended by the tendency of the Western powers, led by 
the United States, to continue to grant diplomatic recog-
nition to it. The PRC’s position was that it, not the Taiwan 
"clique", was the legitimate government of China and 
that China included Taiwan, a mere province of China. 
There has been no change in this political stance. The 
principal political concerns of the IOC prior to the 1952 
Olympic Games centered around a NOC for Germany (a 
situation complicated by the post-War establishment 
of the German Democratic Republic) and the appli-
cable conditions for German participation in the Olym-
pic Games, and entry into the Olympic Movement by the 
USSR. China had not been a priority. Nor, it appears, was 
there any discussion of what is generally referred to as 
the Korean War (1950-1953), which led to its own set of 
difficulties for the IOC.3

The IOC had first recognized a Chinese NOC in 1922, when 
there was a single, inward-looking, Republic of China, 
founded in 1911. Along with recognition of the NOC came 
co-option of its president, C. T. Wang, as a member of 
the IOC.4 Chinese participation in the Games prior to 
World War II was not particularly vigorous.5 The post-
World War II period was a time of cataclysmic change in 
China, especially with the establishment of a revolutio-
nary government in most of the mainland. The PRC was 
relatively swift in applying for recognition by the IOC, 
despite its lack of sport development, partly because its 
application for such recognition provided yet another 
political opportunity to attack the Taiwanese régime in 
"exile". The issue was politically highly charged and the 
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approach of the PRC was aggressive, to the point of being 
regarded as crude and obnoxious by the IOC. Since the 
IOC was the organization which needed to be convinced 
regarding the desired outcome, this was perhaps not an 
ideal tactic for the PRC.
To its credit, the IOC was far from unaware of the politi-
cal and practical realities of its own role, as well as the 
global diplomatic issues involved. It was fully apparent 
that the Chiang government was not in effective control 
of the Chinese mainland, notwithstanding its political 
posturing to the contrary. The farcical sight, bordering on 
theatre of the absurd, of Kuomintang ministers in Taiwan 
being called upon to explain such events as mining di-
sasters on the mainland, and to accept ministerial res-
ponsibility and disgrace for them, fooled no one. For the 
West, however, this political surrealism created a useful 
fiction to be maintained while waiting to see whether 
Mao could survive the effects of the Revolution, and what 
might be the eventual shakeout in China. On the other 
side of the world’s political divide, was the then super-
power USSR, quick to accord political recognition to the 
PRC, and to the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 
(DPRK), a counter-balance to the U.S.-recognized Repu-
blic of Korea. Political instability on the Korean peninsula 
had already led to armed conflict, a conflict still formally 
unresolved at the time of writing.6 Its continual festering 
leads to occasional provocations and violence.
The initial PRC approach to the IOC occurred by way of 
a telegram (from its embassy in Stockholm) prior to the 
1952 Oslo Olympic Winter Games, through which the All-
China Athletic Federation (ACAF) requested an invitation 
to participate in the Helsinki Summer Olympic Games la-
ter that year. On behalf of the organizing committee, Erik 
von Frenckell (FIN), who was president of the Helsinki or-
ganizing committee as well as a member of the IOC, said 

that an invitation had been addressed to the NOC iden-
tified by the IOC, namely the NOC in Taiwan. He proposed 
that provisional recognition be granted to the PRC and 
East Germany, so that these "regions" could both take 
part in the Games. IOC president Sigfrid Edström noted 
that it would be necessary to undertake some inqui-
ry regarding ACAF’s affiliation with various IFs.7 Edström 
organized a meeting with the ACAF representative the 
following day (12 February 1952) to explain this process 
to the PRC representative, who was not a sports person, 
but a diplomat attached to the Chinese embassy in Swe-
den.8 In Helsinki later that year, the IOC Executive Board9 
decided to maintain its position with regard to the Re-
public of China (Formosa)10 and the PRC (Beijing), namely 
that no Chinese participation would be permitted in the 
Helsinki Games. The matter was to be referred to the IOC 
Session four days later, on 16 July 1952.11 At the end of the 
Executive Board meeting, however, Edström expressed 
a personal view that both East Germany and the PRC 
should be considered as Olympic countries.12

The subject of China was thoroughly discussed during the 
48th IOC Session in Helsinki.13 Edström, chairing his last 
Session as IOC president, began by explaining the situ-
ation and reminded members that the NOC of Nationa-
list China (Formosa) was the only NOC recognized by the 
IOC. On the other hand, the Olympic Committee of the PRC 
(Beijing) now claimed the right to be the only commit-
tee representing the whole of China. The IOC Executive 
Board had decided to recommend to the Session that it 
not authorize either the Formosa or Beijing Chinese to 
participate in the Games. Two other possible solutions 
presented themselves: one was to recognize both Chi-
nas, in view of the fact that several IFs had already recog-
nized the Beijing committee, and the other to recognize 
Formosa only, since it represented the only NOC officially 
acknowledged by the IOC. Edström was of the view that 
the IOC should either accept the two committees or none. 
Both committees, he said, were represented in Helsinki 
and would be invited to address the Session.14

The ROCOC was represented by its president, Gunshun 
Hoh, who described the sport situation in his country, 
taking the position that his NOC was the only one which 
could be recognized by the IOC and that the right of the 
athletes of this NOC to participate was "irrefutable". His 
NOC had enjoyed a happy association with the IOC for 
many years. Replying to a question from Lord Burghley 
(later the Marquess of Exeter) (GBR), he said that of the 25 
[or 26] members of the Chinese Olympic Committee for-
merly living on the mainland, 19 were in Taiwan.15

Sheng Chin Tai,16 attaché to the Legation of Stockholm 
and Representative for "continental" China (Beijing), 
claimed to be the lawful representative of Tung Shou 
Yi, member of the IOC in the PRC.17 Declaring himself to 
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be speaking in the name of 400 million inhabitants of 
China, Sheng demanded that his committee should be 
the sole Chinese organization to be recognized by the 
IOC. The Formosa committee, he said, was composed of 
refugees and did not, by any means, represent the Chi-
nese nation. The Olympic committee of Beijing was the 
reorganized institution in China and stood, beyond any 
doubt, in the place of the former Chinese NOC. In additi-
on, the IFs governing football, swimming and basketball 
had recognized it and had affiliated the national federa-
tions of continental China. In conformity with the Olym-
pic Rules, therefore, these federations were fully quali-
fied to participate in the Games.
He objected to the fact that the IOC had deemed it neces-
sary to put the so-called Chinese question on its agenda, 
which he considered to be "inadmissible". He lodged 
a protest against Formosa having been issued with an 
invitation and asked for its immediate withdrawal from 
the Games, as well as the departure of the two "refugee" 
members, Messrs. Kong and Wang.18 In conclusion, he 
requested that the Beijing Olympic Committee be reco-
gnized as the only organization legally qualified to re-
present the sporting world of China.19 Edström told Sheng 
forcibly that he was not qualified to impose conditions, 
nor to give the IOC advice or instructions. The IOC, he said, 
took all of its decisions in complete independence.20

Following a lengthy discussion, Edström put forward two 
matters for a vote by the Session: first, that no Chinese 
teams participate in the Helsinki Games (which received 
22 votes); and second, that the two Chinese teams be 
authorized to participate in the Games (which received 
29 votes). The Executive Board asked for a second round 
of secret balloting, since it was opposed to a resolution 
proposed by François Piétri (FRA), which stated:

"The IOC, while reserving its ultimate decision concer-
ning the respective situation of the All-China Athletic 
Federation and the Chinese National Olympic Com-
mittee at Taiwan, which decision depends principally 
on a precise determination of the international status 
of both countries, authorizes the athletes of both or-
ganizations to participate, in agreement with the or-
ganizing committee of the Games of Helsinki, in those 
events of the present Games in the sports recognized 
by their International Federations."

53 votes were cast: Piétri’s proposal received 33 votes and 
the Executive Board’s received 20 votes.21 The following 
morning, Brundage proposed that the IOC release the 
following statement:

"In order to avoid all misunderstanding, it is neces-
sary to specify that the IOC does not recognize any Chi-
nese national Olympic Committee. On the other hand, 
whilst we are breaking our Rules, we do so, inspired 

by sympathetic feelings toward the Chinese athletes 
who are on their way to Helsinki. The IOC authori-
zes them to participate to (sic) the Games of the XVth 
Olympiad held at Helsinki. This decision must not be 
misinterpreted, it is not opening a precedent, it is but 
an exceptional decision."22

Reporting to the 49th IOC Session in Mexico City the fol-
lowing year, Brundage (now president of the IOC) gave 
some particulars of the negotiations in progress with 
China. He noted that certain PRC athletes had been al-
lowed to participate in the Helsinki Games in swimming 
and football. Lengthy telegrams had been received from 
the NOC of China and from the IOC member, Tung Shou Yi, 
which he read to the meeting. Brundage said the com-
mittees could not be recognized at this time, until the 
IOC became fully conversant with their organizations and 
their rules and statutes.23 Von Frenckell agreed, but said 
that the Executive Board should adopt a definite po-
sition and submit a conclusive proposition at the next 
Session in Athens. The matter had been left in abeyance 
for the past year and a half and was a situation differing 
entirely from that in the German Democratic Republic, 
which concerned an organization that had taken on the 
business of a committee already in existence before the 
War.24 Konstantin Andrianov (URS) proposed appointing 
a commission to study the statutes of the two commit-
tees (GDR and PRC) .In the event that the commission 
were satisfied that these conformed to the IOC Rules, 
then recognition should be automatic.25

The 50th Session of the IOC was held in Athens in May 1954. 
Item 59 on the agenda dealt with a series of applications 
for recognition from NOCs. When possible recognition 
of the NOC from the PRC was discussed (making it clear 
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that, whatever else might have happened in Helsinki in 
1952, there had been no recognition of a NOC in the PRC), 
Brundage reviewed the first contacts at Oslo and Helsin-
ki between the Executive Board and representatives of 
the PRC. He had concluded that the representatives were 
diplomatic envoys and not sportsmen. The first two con-
tacts by the PRC had not been very courteous. The IOC had 
received the rules and constitution of the NOC (a brief 
document of only two or three paragraphs), in which it 
was stated that the Olympic Committee of Democratic 
China (i.e., PRC) conformed to the rules and statutes of 
the IOC. By a vote of 23-21, the Session agreed to recog-
nize the NOC of the PRC.26 In 1956, during the 52nd Session 
in Cortina d’Ampezzo, Tung Shou Yi, the IOC member in 
Beijing, tried to have the NOC of Nationalist China erased 
from the list of NOCs. Brundage simply said that the PRC 
NOC had been recognized, as had the one in Taiwan, and 
that the IOC could not exclude either. This would be an 
infringement of the Olympic rules and that it was out of 
the question to exclude Taiwan on political grounds.27

Following this decision, there seemed to have been 
some level of confidence that the PRC, now officially re-
cognized, would participate in the 1956 Olympic Games 
in Melbourne, but it eventually withdrew in the face of 
the IOC’s ongoing acceptance of the Formosa Chinese. 
As late as October 1956, it was reported at the IOC Exe-
cutive Board meeting that both committees would send 
their athletes to the Games in Melbourne. Brundage had 
drawn the attention of the two committees to the ne-
cessity of respecting the IOC Rules, which prohibited all 
political demonstrations at the Games. At the Opening 
Ceremony the athletes would pass the reviewing stand 
using the heading Formosa-China (under the letter "F") 
and Peking-China (under the letter "P").28

By the time the IOC arrived in Melbourne, however, it 
was confronted by political difficulties caused by the 

brutal Soviet suppression of the revolt in Hungary, and 
the Suez crisis. In addition the PRC had sent a 12-page 
cable stating that it would withdraw from the Games if 
the Formosa Chinese were allowed to participate. The 
PRC communication was full of political dogma and 
commentary, and while the suggestion was made that 
its recognition as a NOC should be withdrawn immedi-
ately, the Executive Board decided first to warn the PRC 
that this might happen if such conduct continued.29 The 
Formosa Chinese continued to protest against a PRC of-
fer to pay the expenses of Chinese athletes from all over 
the world and insisted that the PRC committee should be 
expelled. There was also the beginning of many years of 
"flag" problems. When the Formosa Chinese team had 
arrived, the Melbourne organizing committee apparent-
ly had the correct flag ready to be raised, but a Chinese 
person (whom the IOC suspected to have been a Com-
munist sympathiser and the Taiwanese later believed 
to have been a journalist from the PRC) had told them it 
was the wrong flag and the organizing committee had 
then used the Communist flag, which drew a predictable 
protest from the Formosans.30

In the end, the PRC did not participate in the Melbourne 
Games. At the Session in Sofia in 1957, Tung complained 
that the name of his country’s NOC had been given incor-
rectly in the minutes of the Melbourne Session, and that 
his intervention at the Session had not been reported. 
Brundage acknowledged the error regarding the name of 
the NOC, but said that since Tung’s remarks had been of a 
political character, they could not appear in the minutes.31

The following year, in a statement dated 19 August 1958, 
the PRC NOC (the All-China Athletic Federation) severed 
its relations with the IOC. The statement was full of poli-
tical invective directed at the IOC and Brundage. Its au-
thors were evidently untroubled by errors of fact and un-
derstanding. A few sentences illustrate the point:

The athletes from 

Taiwan, the so-called 

"National Chine-

se", participated in 

 Melbourne as "Republic 

of China". When, four 

years later in Rome, 

they had to start under 

the name "Repubblica 

di Cina (Formosa)", they 

marched during the 

Opening Ceremony be-

hind a poster with the 

text: "Under Protest".



15JOH 1 | 2012  Side-Swiped: the IOC and the  China Issue at the 1976 Montreal Olympic Games

"In the past few years, the International Olympic 
Committee, under the control of its U.S. President 
Brundage, in deliberate violation of its noble Char-
ter, recognized the so-called 'China National Amateur 
Athletic Federation' of the Chiang Kai-shek clique in 
Taiwan as another Chinese Olympic Committee, af-
ter recognizing the Chinese Olympic Committee (All-
China Athletic Federation) as the only legal Chinese 
Committee, thus creating a situation of 'two Chinas'. 
The Chinese Olympic Committee has lodged pro-
tests against this but the IOC has brazenly ignored 
our protests. In his recent letters to Mr. Tung Shou Yi, 
IOC member for China, Brundage went further in his 
slanders against the Chinese people and openly de-
fended U.S. aggression in occupying our territory of 
Taiwan and its political plot of creating 'two Chinas'. 
People have long been aware that the China policy of 
the U.S., whether in refusing to recognize New Chi-
na or creating 'two Chinas', has gone bankrupt so 
completely that the U.S. Department of State had to 
publish recently a Memorandum to make desperate 
apology for it. But the IOC has been willing to be a 
tool of this bankrupt China policy of the U.S. In the-
se circumstances, the Chinese Olympic Committee has 
decided to cease to recognize the IOC and to sever all 
relations with it.
The facts show that for a long time Brundage has ab-
used his powers as President of the IOC and caused the 
IOC to follow closely the antagonistic policy of the U.S. 
towards China." 32

The same day, Tung Shou Yi wrote to Brundage:
"I am most indignant at your letter dated June 1. 
Evading the questions I raised in my letter of April 23, 
you continued your mean practice of reversing right 
and wrong, wantonly slandered and threatened the 
Chinese Olympic Committee (All-China Athletic Fede-
ration) and myself, and shamelessly tried to justify 
your reactionary acts. This fully reveals that you are a 
faithful menial of the U.S. imperialists bent on serving 
their plot of creating 'two Chinas'.
A man like you, who are (sic) staining the Olympic spi-
rit and violating the Olympic Charter, has no quali-
fications whatsoever to be the IOC president. All who 
are faithful to the Olympic spirit will surely oppose 
your shameless acts.
I have been a colleague to other members of the IOC 
for many years. We have jointly made contributions to 
the international Olympic Movement and built up to a 
good friendship between us. I feel painful, however, 
that the IOC is today controlled by such an imperialist 
like you and consequently the Olympic spirit has been 
grossly trampled upon. To uphold the Olympic spirit 

and tradition, I hereby declare that I will no longer 
cooperate with you or to have any connection with 
the IOC while it is under your domination." 33

Both the NOC and the only IOC member resident in the PRC 
thus voluntarily withdrew from the Olympic Movement.
The existence of "difficulties" regarding China was re-
ported, but not described, at the Executive Board mee-
ting in 1959, pending a meeting with the IFs.34 China was 
discussed at the Munich Session in 1959, during which 
an appropriate description of the NOC based in Taiwan 
was considered. It was obvious that the committee in 
Taiwan did not control sport in all of China and that it 
would be misleading to suggest otherwise. Initial dis-
cussion led nowhere and the Executive Board was asked 
to come back to the Session with a proposal for its consi-
deration.35 In the subsequent deliberations of the mat-
ter, with much agonizing, it was decided to ask the For-
mosa/Taiwan committee to come back with a new name 
that more accurately described the territory over which 
it exercised authority. It could no longer be recognized 
using a name which did not properly describe its geo-
graphic authority and would only be recognized were it 
to apply with a new name. This was reflected in the fol-
lowing resolution passed by the Session.

"The Chinese National Olympic Committee having its 
seat in Taipei (Taiwan) will be notified by the Inter-
national Olympic Committee chancellor that it cannot 
continue to be recognized under that name since it 
does not control sport in the country of China, and its 
name will be removed from the official list. 
If an application for recognition under a different 
name is made it will be considered by the Internatio-
nal Olympic Committee." 36

Following their 1959 Session in Munich, the IOC was faced 
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with a particularly difficult situation. There had been 
major protests in, inter alia, the United States as a result 
of interpreting the Munich decision as, in effect, a "de-
recognition" of the NOC based in Taiwan, an interpre-
tation which, arguably, was supported by the language 
of the resolution, even though the language could also 
have borne the interpretation that recognition would 
be withdrawn if the NOC did not change its name. Given 
the political importance of Taiwan to the United States, 
the matter had reached the U.S. Congress and had been 
brought to the attention of President Dwight D. Eisen-
hower. Brundage reported to the Executive Board that 
he was getting 100 letters per day in connection with the 
matter.37

The problem, once properly analyzed, was that the IOC, 
especially as a non-governmental organization, could 
not force a country to change its name. Thus, although 
the IOC could prevent the Taiwan organization from re-
ferring to itself as the Chinese Olympic Committee since 
it did not control sport in all of China, it could not pre-
vent that organization from referring to itself as the NOC 
of the Republic of China, which was the official name 
of the country as recognized by the United Nations. At 
the time, the Republic of China was then a member and 
the PRC was not. The IOC might, for its own sport-related 
purposes, describe the applicable territory as Taiwan, 
but could not force the Republic of China to use another 
name to describe itself as a state.
In October 1959, following the Munich Session, the IOC 
Executive Board decided to issue a press release to try to 
explain the situation. In typically ponderous language, it 
considered the "regrettable misunderstanding" arising 
in two or three countries regarding the participation of 
Taiwanese athletes in the Olympic Games as essentially 
attributable to erroneous communications by a certain 
press agency [not named in the press release] at the time 
of the meeting in Munich. To clarify the situation for once 
and for all, the Executive Board would propose to the 
IOC [Session] a new version of the Rules (with any con-
sequential amendments) to the effect that certain NOCs 
had been recognized by the IOC under the name and 
territorial limits where they exercised their activities. 
The interpretation of this provision, which it expressed 
as being one of "universal application", underlined 
that the IOC, while keeping clear of political questions 
and without itself determining the name that a coun-
try might give its domestic Olympic organization, ne-
vertheless reserved the right to designate the name and 
territorial limits pursuant to which the IOC recognized a 
particular NOC and such name would be the name used 
on the occasion of all international Olympic activities.38

The confusion created as a result of the discussions at the 
Munich Session and the language of the resolution led 

to even further confusion, with the IOC now taking the 
position that recognition of the NOC in Taiwan had never 
been revoked (notwithstanding the terms used in the 
resolution) and that all that had been requested was for 
the NOC to submit a different name for approval.39 The 
question was discussed during the poorly-attended IOC 
Session in San Francisco, prior to the 1960 Olympic Winter 
Games in Squaw Valley and, while a final decision on the 
name of the Taiwan committee was deferred to the Ses-
sion to be held later that year in Rome, a statement was 
prepared for distribution to the media.

"Some two years ago the Olympic Committee in Pe-
king was informed by the IOC that the IOC could not 
accept that the Peking Committee was in a position 
to administer Olympic sports in Taiwan (Formosa). 
Equally the Olympic Committee situated in Taipeh was 
notified that the IOC had decided at its meeting in 
Munich that as the Taipeh Committee was not in a po-
sition to administer Olympic sports in mainland Chi-
na, but did so in Taiwan, its name should be adjusted 
accordingly. It was therefore decided that its name 
must be changed to something other than China. It 
was announced at the IOC Session in San Francisco 
that a decision on this point would be taken at the IOC 
meeting in Rome in August 1960. In the meanwhile, 
in order that competitors from Taiwan should not be 
debarred from the Games of the XVIIth Olympiad, the 
IOC authorized its Executive Board to permit entries for 
Taiwan from the organization which calls itself the 
'Olympic Committee of the Republic of China'.
It is hoped that this statement may clear up a situ-
ation which has been completely and grossly misre-
presented over the past months in certain quarters. 
It underlines once more that the IOC does not concern 
itself with politics, but with the sporting youth of the 
world, and as far as international sport organization 
is concerned, it deals on a factual basis according as 
to who administers Olympic sports in the area."40

Prior to the 1960 Olympic Games in Rome, the IOC Execu-
tive Board again considered the name to be used by the 
Taiwan-based committee. The IOC should, as previously 
decided, accept the name of the Olympic Committee of 
the Republic of China, but the athletes from Taiwan must 
participate under the Taiwan name and not under that 
of China or Republic of China. The fact of taking part in 
the Games placed the delegation under the jurisdiction 
of the IOC, regardless of what name the NOC might choo-
se to call itself. The decision taken in Munich was thus 
maintained; the athletes and officials were to take part 
in the competitions and parades under the appellation 
of Taiwan and would be announced under this name at 
all the protocol ceremonies, as well as in the programs. 
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The organizing committee of the Rome Games was ad-
vised of the decision and instructed to take the necessary 
steps. The general program for the Games had, however, 
already been printed, so an insert would have to be pre-
pared for the purpose.41 The Session voted 35-16, with 2 
void ballots, to accept the new designation as proposed 
by the Executive Board:

"According to the resolution taken by the IOC at its 
Munich Session in 1959, the contingent of athletes co-
ming from Taiwan will participate in the parade at 
the Opening Ceremony and in the events under the 
name of the territory where its Olympic Committee 
controls Olympic sports, namely Taiwan. Due note 
is taken of the fact that the name of the O.C. of Tai-
wan which is essentially an internal concern, shall be 
called in future: 'Olympic Committee of the Republic 
of China.'" 42

In the lead-up to the 1964 Games in Tokyo, Brundage re-
ported to the Executive Board that he had met in Lau-
sanne with Mr. Kiang from Taiwan, who advised him that 
the Taiwanese government would refuse to issue visas to 
any of its athletes unless the letters "ROC" appeared not 
only on the uniforms of the athletes, but also on the pla-
card at the Opening Ceremony and on the scoreboards.43 
Later the same year, the Executive Board simply noted 
that the representatives of the PRC had voluntarily left the 
Olympic Movement and that they would be reinstated as 
soon as they declared their willingness to abide by the 
(Olympic) Rules on the same basis as any other country.44

There was a return to the problem at the Executive Board 
meeting in Grenoble in 1968, when members again 
looked at the different problems arising from Korea, 
Germany and China and the efforts by the IOC to steer 
as clear as possible from political issues, while taking 
due note of the geographic extent and limitations of the 
NOCs, by whatever names they called themselves.45 The 
matter resurfaced at the Mexico meeting later the same 
year, and the Executive Board was unable to resolve the 
same conundrum, finally passing it off to Brundage to 
see if he could find a solution for the three countries.46 
The "names" issue persisted at the IOC Session in Me-
xico immediately following, led on that occasion by the 
Koreans: the North had a delegation nearby, but would 
not participate in the Games unless they could use the 
name DPRK; the South had an even bigger delegation, 
but it would not compete if the North was referred to by 
the name it sought. Once again, Brundage was asked to 
broker a solution.47 He returned the following day with a 
resolution that was acceptable to the parties.

"It was unanimously resolved at the IOC Session that 
at the Mexico Games the teams entered by the Natio-
nal Olympic Committee of the Democratic Republic of 

Korea will compete as 'North Korea'.
At future Games this team will be designated as 
'D.P.R. Korea'. There is no change in the designati-
on of the Korean team. This solution has been agreed 
by both sides in an Olympic spirit to allow free com-
petition following negotiations with President Avery 
Brundage."48

A vote was also held regarding Taiwan and, by a margin 
of 32-10, it was agreed that as of 1 November 1968, the 
name of the NOC in Taiwan would be Republic of China 
Olympic Committee, conveniently after the 1968 Games 
were concluded.49

The final meeting of the IOC Executive Board in 1969 was 
held in Dubrovnik. On that occasion, Count de Beaumont 
raised the matter of the NOC of the PRC, in anticipation 
of a trip he intended to take to China, and wondered if 
he might make some effort to determine its intentions. 
It was generally known that the PRC was not willing to 
become a recognized NOC so long as the Taiwan NOC was 
recognized. The position adopted by the Executive Board 
was that its objective was to welcome as many NOCs as 
possible.50

Montreal: Host City for the 1976 Olympic Games

The next IOC Session was held in Amsterdam in May 1970, 
at which the host cities for the 1976 Winter and Summer 
Olympic Games were chosen. For reasons which may ne-
ver be fully understood, the IOC rejected the Los Angeles 
candidacy of the super-power United States, which was 
hoping to enhance celebrations of the 200th anniversary 
of its Declaration of Independence. It also rejected the 
first candidacy of the other super-power, the enigmatic 
and tightly-controlled USSR, willing for the first time to 
open itself to the world on such a scale. Instead, on 12 
May 1970, the IOC chose the politically non-threatening 
middle ground of Montreal, thus putting off, for at least 
four years, the need to make any choice between the ri-
val super-powers.51

Unfortunately for the IOC, the choice of Montreal ulti-
mately created the most serious collision between inter-
national politics and the international order applicable 
to the Olympic Games since the Games were revived in 
1896. Governments had traditionally left the matter of 
invitations to participate in the Games in the hands of 
the IOC, which determined which NOCs would be invited, 
and gave instructions to the Games organizing commit-
tees regarding the sending of invitations to participate. 
To appreciate how the collision occurred, it is useful to 
review the manner in which host cities were determined.
The IOC’s selection process for host cities has undergone 
many changes between 1970 and that used, for examp-
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le, in the choice, on 6 July 2011, of PyeongChang (KOR) as 
host of the 2018 Olympic Winter Games.52 In 1970, how-
ever, the IOC’s process included the despatch to candi-
date cities of one or more "questionnaires" regarding 
their facilities, experience, communications capabilities 
and so forth, to which the candidates provided answers, 
normally in the form of bid books. These responses were 
supplemented by visits by some or all of the IFs, a few 
NOCs and many individual IOC members.53

Question G in the candidate city Questionnaire was ex-
pressed as follows:

"Are there any laws, customs, or regulations in your 
City or your country that limit, restrict or interfere with 
the Games in any way? Free entry must be accorded to 
all team from all National Olympic Committees recog-
nized by the International Olympic Committee."

Montreal answered the question in the following terms:
"There is nothing to hinder or restrict in any way the 
organizing and staging of the Games or the atten-
dance of athletes and their associates.
Quite the opposite, since the atmosphere of hospita-
lity and friendship that is the rule here can only be a 
source of inspiration and encouragement to all con-
cerned. Canada has always reduced to a minimum 
admission formalities, and passports are not requi-
red in hotels and inns.
Montreal has fifty different ethnic groups, each assu-
red of the opportunity to keep his (sic) national cul-
ture, each enjoying complete freedom and the ability 
to live in harmony with all the others, and together 
are a source of cultural enrichment for all Canadians. 
There is not discrimination of race, colour or creed.
All necessary entry permits will be available to dele-
gates from all the National Olympic Committees (let-
ters of the Prime Minister of Canada, the Rt. Hon. Pi-
erre Elliott Trudeau, of the Prime Minister of Quebec, 
Hon. Jean-Jacques Bertrand, and the Canadian Mi-
nister of External Affairs, the Hon. Mitchell Sharp)." 

The only assurances the IOC traditionally regarded as cri-
tical were financial guarantees and a guarantee of ad-
mission to the host country, the latter coming from the 
senior level of government. Montreal’s Mayor Jean Dra-
peau pre-empted the requirement for a written finan-
cial guarantee with the statement that such a guarantee 
would not be necessary, since the word of the Mayor of 
Montreal was worth far more than a mere piece of paper, 
an extraordinary proposition which the IOC appeared to 
endorse.54

Canadian Prime Minister, Pierre Elliott Trudeau, had pro-
vided the IOC with a general letter of support, addressed 
to Avery Brundage:

"Dear Mr. Brundage,
The Government of Canada warmly supports the 
application of the City of Montreal for the honour of 
being host to the 1976 Summer Olympic Games.
I therefore offer you a hearty welcome and extend to 
all who are associated with the Olympic Games a cor-
dial invitation to visit us in Montreal in 1976.
   Yours sincerely,
   P. E. Trudeau"55

The matter of entry into a host country is not as uncom-
plicated as one might wish. Seen through the prism 
of the Olympic Games, however, it was quite simple – 
whomsoever the IOC identified as an Olympic athlete or 
official was to be granted entrance and the internatio-
nal routine of obtaining visas for normal entrance was to 
be replaced by the Olympic identity card, issued on the 
IOC’s authority by the Olympic organizing committee in 
the host country. Not only was this an important aspect 
of any Games (however fraught the catechism might be 
with legal and political problems), but with two super-
powers likely to be future candidates, maintenance of 
such a precedent was, from the IOC’s perspective, parti-
cularly important. That said, it is virtually certain that the 
IOC did not consider the issue at the time. 
The more sophisticated the government and the more 
democratic the society, the more nuanced are both the 
processes and any documentation which might purport 
to alter or set aside the normal legal entrance require-
ments. Governments are fully aware that their constitu-
ents want the Games, that they are involved in a contest 
with other countries which also want the Games, and 
that failure to provide the required assurances would 
in all likelihood be fatal to the success of the bid. On 
the other hand, governments, whether democratic or 
otherwise, are equally unwilling to turn over their au-
tonomy to a relatively unimportant non-governmental 
organization, such as the IOC, which has no appreciation 
of the complexities inherent in acting upon any such as-
surance regarding entry into the country.
As noted in the Montreal bid book, therefore, the Ca-
nadian government had provided the IOC with the fol-
lowing undertaking:

"I would like to assure you that all parties represen-
ting the National Olympic Committees and Internati-
onal Sports Federations recognised by the IOC will be 
free to enter Canada pursuant to the normal regulati-
ons. [Emphasis added] I should be pleased to provide 
any further information respecting these regulations 
should you desire it."56

In his verbal presentation to the IOC Session, Drapeau 
had said, in the portion he delivered in French, 
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"Examinons maintenant le dossier de Montréal. Dans 
le dossier de Montréal vous trouvez la lettre du Premi-
er Ministre du Canada, M. Pierre Elliott Trudeau, lettre 
sans réserve exprimant l’invitation et l’appui cha-
leureux de son Gouvernement, et la lettre du Ministre 
chargé des Affaires Extérieures, M. (Mitchell) Sharp qui 
assure que tous ceux qui sont associés aux Jeux Olym-
piques seront admis suivant les règles ordinaires." 

Later, in his presentation in English, Drapeau had said, 
"Mr. Trudeau, for his part has not hesitated to appro-
ve Montreal’s invitation as can be seen by the warm 
letter reproduced in our dossier."57

There can be little doubt that the assurances of the City of 
Montreal, the Province of Quebec and the Government of 
Canada were accepted in good faith by the IOC and there 
is no evidence to suggest anything other than that they 
had been offered by the Government of Canada in good 
faith with the intention that the IOC could and should 
rely on them. 
Running parallel to all of this was the fact that in the 
background, discussions had begun between Canada 
and the PRC regarding possible mutual diplomatic re-
cognition, starting in 1968. They had reached sufficient 
maturity that on 10 February 1969, the Canadian Govern-
ment announced its participation in negotiations lea-
ding to mutual recognition between the PRC and Cana-
da.58 Negotiations continued until 10 October 1970, when 
agreement was reached on full mutual diplomatic reco-
gnition, to be effective 13 October 1970. Canada, in par-
ticular, was quite proud of its success in the matter and 
the Cabinet document announcing the diplomatic reco-
gnition stated that it was "considered around the world 
as the most important recent initiative taken by Canada 
in the field of external relations."59 The joint communi-
qué issued in Stockholm provided:

"The Government of Canada and the Government of 
the People’s Republic of China, in accordance with 
the principles of mutual respect for sovereignty and 
territorial integrity, non-interference in each other’s 
internal affairs and equality and mutual benefit, 
have decided upon mutual recognition and the es-
tablishment of diplomatic relations, effective October 
13, 1970.
The Chinese Government reaffirms that Taiwan is an 
inalienable part of the territory of the People’s Repu-
blic of China. The Canadian Government takes note of 
this position of the Chinese Government. 
The Canadian Government recognizes the Govern-
ment of the People’s Republic of China as the sole le-
gal Government of China.
The Canadian Government and the Chinese Govern-

ment have agreed to exchange ambassadors within 
six months, and to provide all necessary assistance 
for the establishment and the performance of diplo-
matic missions in their respective capitals on the ba-
sis of equality and mutual benefit and in accordance 
with international practice." 60

A ticking time bomb was now in place, apparently not 
then recognized by the Canadian government, and cer-
tainly not by the IOC. It would have been remarkable if 
the government had known that its negotiations with 
the PRC during the period before the IOC awarded the 
Games to Montreal would lead to major political difficul-
ties once the Games had been secured. Since Canada 
also had a Winter Games candidate for 1976, similar un-
dertakings had been given regarding that candidature. 
To be fair as well, when the undertakings were given, 
there was no concluded agreement between Canada 
and the PRC and, though unlikely, it was possible that no 
agreement might be reached.
Once the Games were awarded, Montreal set about or-
ganizing them. Throughout the period of preparation, 
until the year of the Games, there was never any public 
indication of possible difficulties surrounding the parti-
cipation or entry into Canada of any Olympic delegation.

Invisible Political Storm Clouds

Even if the IOC was oblivious to the possible complica-
tions which might be visited upon the Montreal Games, 
the PRC was becoming increasingly active on the Olym-
pic front. It had played itself thoroughly off-side in 1958 
and was now on the outside of the Olympic Movement, 
depending on political allies to act as its proxies, while 
the Republic of China, even if required to acknowledge a 
territorial limitation on its authority, was regularly pre-
sent on the Olympic stage. The PRC’s negotiations with 
Canada leading to diplomatic recognition concluded 
very shortly after Montreal became the host city for 1976. 
This recognition was followed by admission of the PRC 
to the United Nations the following year, providing new 
momentum to its political pressures regarding Taiwan. It 
began signalling to the Canadian government, as early 
as 1974, that it had concerns were Taiwan to be allowed 
to participate in Montreal.61 The PRC also eventually re-
newed its own efforts to obtain IOC recognition, subject 
to the condition that Taiwan be expelled. 
Whatever may have been the force of the general PRC 
representations regarding Taiwan, the implications 
of them were taken seriously enough by the Canadian 
Department of External Affairs that, in the fall of 1974, it 
began to consider what might arise in 1976 and to analy-
ze the political issues involved, not only with China and 
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South Africa, but also with respect to previous political 
intrusions on the Olympic Games.62 The China-Taiwan si-
tuation appeared to be the most serious of the potential 
problems, to the point that the Canadian ambassador in 
Dublin (where Killanin resided) was told to contact Killa-
nin to ask how the IOC proposed to deal with the matter, 
as well as to offer the services of the Canadian govern-
ment to the Montreal organizing committee. The Depart-
ment seemed to think, on the basis of the contact, that 
Killanin was receptive to both consultation and advice.63

In April 1975, at the request of the Department of Exter-
nal Affairs, officials (Arthur Andrew and Ed Skrabec) met 
with Killanin and Worrall in Toronto. The meeting, accor-
ding to Worrall was informal and friendly. Worrall said 
that Killanin assumed all athletes and countries would 
be admitted to Canada for the Games and that there was 
no issue to discuss. There were no official minutes taken 
of the meeting. The Departmental notes of the meeting 
state that the Taiwan issue was raised by Killanin, who 
was advised by the officials that there would be trouble 
if the Taiwan team attempted to enter as Republic of Chi-
na. Killanin must have had some intimation of potential 
difficulties at least as early as 1974, since he had reques-
ted IOC Director Monique Berlioux to research the mat-
ter of guarantees regarding admission of citizens of all 
recognized NOCs, to which Berlioux had replied by me-
morandum dated 3 January 1975.64 The notes also state 
that a further IOC question, as to what would be required 
to change the situation, was answered by saying that a 
ministerial decision would be required, and that such a 
decision would be most unlikely.65 One way or another, 
however, there were radically different understandings, 
or deliberate misunderstandings, of the nature and like-
lihood of a problem which could affect the Games.
At the IOC Session in Lausanne in May 1975, Killanin re-
ported that the IOC had received an official application 
for recognition from the All-China Sports Federation 
(Chinese Olympic Committee). The Republic of China 
thought that the IOC had telegraphed a willingness to 
consider such an application.66 The candidature de-
manded, however, the exclusion of the Republic of China 
Olympic Committee in Taiwan. This application and its 
condition regarding Taiwan produced extensive discus-
sion, the content of which is not contained in the mi-
nutes of the Session. The speeches of Alexandru Siperco 
(ROM) in favour of the PRC and Henry Hsu (TPE) are at-
tached to the minutes.67 No decision was taken. Killa-
nin was to visit both Beijing and Taipei, which he did not 
manage to do until after the Montreal Games.
In May 1975, the Department of External Affairs set up a 
Special Olympics Coordination Unit, one of the respon-
sibilities of which was to develop recommendations for 
Cabinet decisions on the China situation at the Games.68 

In June 1975, the Montreal organizing committee issued 
invitations to all recognized NOCs to participate in the 
Games, including that in the Republic of China. There is 
no record that the Montreal organizing committee was 
aware of or expressed any concerns on the China issue 
or the sending of an invitation to the ROCOC. But, la-
ter in the year, the Canadian government advised that 
Taiwanese athletes would not be allowed to enter pre-
Olympic competitions as representatives of the Republic 
of China.69 Two months later, in January 1976, the Mont-
real organizing committee withdrew the invitation pre-
viously extended to Taiwanese youth to be part of the 
Olympic Youth Camp during the Games.70 The next Cana-
dian government contact with Killanin was in early Fe-
bruary 1976 at the time of the Olympic Winter Games in 
Innsbruck. Here, according to the Canadian government, 
Killanin was warned that the China problem needed to 
be resolved, but had asserted that Canada had given its 
assurance that the Games would be held according to IOC 
regulation and that the China problem was Canada’s, 
not the IOC’s.71

Officials of the Department of External Affairs then began 
to prepare proposals for consideration by the Cabinet 
and, by early May 1976, serious consideration began to be 
given to the problem at Cabinet level.72 At the end of Ap-
ril, policy recommending that the Taiwanese be permit-
ted to compete in the Games was approved by Secretary 
of State for External Affairs, Donald Jamieson, and sub-
sequently by Prime Minister Trudeau. This had the provi-
so that they used a designation other than the Republic 
of China or China, and also provided that they refrained 
from using the flags, anthem, or any other ROC symbols.73

About-Face: Canadian Government Reversal

A dramatic change in the official position of the Canadi-
an government regarding entry into Canada by Taiwan 
was communicated verbally by Mitchell Sharp, then Ac-
ting Secretary of State for External Affairs, to Canadian IOC 
member James Worrall on 26 May 1976.74 On 28 May 1976, 
at Killanin’s request, Sharp wrote to Killanin.

"As you know, on May 26 Mr. Worrall and I discussed 
the question of participation by the 'Republic of China' 
in the Summer Games and I outlined to him the po-
sition that the Canadian government has adopted on 
this matter. I understand that you would like to receive 
our views in writing and accordingly I set out below the 
substance of what I had to say to Mr. Worrall.
The Canadian government regards the question of the 
continuing membership of the so-called 'Republic of 
China' and the non-participation of the Peoples’ Re-
public of China in the Movement as a matter that can 
only be settled by the International Olympic Commit-
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tee. We continue to hope that a way can be found to 
facilitate the participation by the Peoples’ Republic of 
China in the Olympic Movement."

But, since this question has not been resolved so far, it 
has become necessary for the Government to take a po-
sition in so far as the Summer Olympic Games are concer-
ned because our China policy is involved.

"Canada recognized the Peoples’ Republic of China as 
the sole legal government of China in 1970 and, in do-
ing so, withdrew recognition of the regime in Taiwan, 
the so-called 'Republic of China', which continues to 
claim to be the sole legal government of all China. As 
to the status of Taiwan, the Canadian government 
simply 'took note' of the PRC’s position that Taiwan 
is an inalienable part of its territory, neither challen-
ging nor endorsing this claim.
Consequently, the Canadian Government discourages 
all official contact with the 'Republic of China' in order 
to avoid compromising its policy of recognition. But 
the Government does not restrict 'people-to-people' 
contacts between Canadians and Taiwanese. Private 
Taiwanese individuals and groups are allowed to en-
ter Canada to take part in conferences, sports events 
and other gatherings provided they do not publicly 
proclaim themselves as representatives of the 'Repu-
blic of China' or in any way promote the identity and 
the claims of the regime in Taiwan. Any 'Republic of 
China' Olympic team entering Canada would natu-
rally be seen as representing the 'Republic of China' 
and its various claims.
It is therefore our intention to apply Canada’s normal 
regulations governing Taiwanese entry into Canada 
to those persons from Taiwan who will participate in 
the Olympics. This means that they will be able to en-
ter Canada and take part in the Games provided they 
do not proclaim themselves while in Canada as re-
presentatives of the 'Republic of China', use the flag, 
anthem, or any other symbol of the 'Republic of Chi-
na', or use a team designation that includes the word 
'China'.
The Government will apply the same criteria to the 
entry of Taiwanese or those associated with Tai-
wan wishing to attend meetings, connected with 
the Summer Games, of the IOC and of international 
sports federations. Entry will be permitted provided 
satisfactory assurances are given by the host organi-
zations, on behalf of the individuals concerned, that 
there will be no public manifestations of claims to re-
present the 'Republic of China' while in this country.
We regard this as a reasonable and balanced posi-
tion when all factors are taken into account. The PRC 
authorities have, in fact, formally requested that the 

Canadian Government deny entry to all Taiwanese 
Olympic participant (sic) under whatever name or de-
signation they might choose to adopt. However, we 
consider that conditional entry for the Olympic par-
ticipants from Taiwan meets the requirements of our 
policy of recognition of and friendly relations with the 
Peoples’ Republic of China. At the same time it fulfils 
our obligations to the IOC to allow entry to those invi-
ted by them to participate in the Games. As the Taiwa-
nese agreed, at the request of the IOC, to participate as 
Formosa in the 1960 Games at Rome, we hope that the 
same name might be adopted on this occasion.
I look forward to hearing from you concerning assu-
rances from the International Olympic Committee that 
the conditions governing the entry of Olympic partici-
pants from Taiwan will be met." 75

Killanin replied to Sharp on 8 June 1976.76 Unfortunately, 
the length of his letter and the inclusion of several irrele-
vant or unrealistic elements detracted from its potential 
effectiveness.

"The suggestions you propose in your letter of 28th May 
are in complete conflict with the Olympic rules and 
contrary to the conditions under which Montreal was 
allotted the Olympic Games. Had this been indicated 
at the time, the International Olympic Committee, 
supported by the recommendations of the Internati-
onal Federations, would not have selected Montreal.
I would like to deal first of all with the principles.
To the question G for applying cities, which reads: 
'Are there any laws, customs or regulations in your 
city or country that limit, restrict or interfere with the 
Games in any way? Free entry must be accorded to 
teams from all National Olympic Committees recog-
nised by the International Olympic Committee', the 
reply was: 'There is nothing to hinder or restrict in any 
way the organising and staging of the Games or the 
attendance of the athletes and their associates … All 
necessary entry permits will be available to the de-
legations from all the National Olympic Committees.' 
[emphasis in original] With the covering letter of 21st 

May 1969 from Prime Minister Trudeau to Mr. Brunda-
ge and your letter of 28th November 1969 as Secretary 
of State for External Affairs it was confirmed that the 
IOC Rules would be complied with fully.
The suggestions you make are not only in breach of 
the conditions under which Montreal was allocated 
the Games but in direct conflict with the fundamental 
principles: 'No discrimination is allowed against any 
country or person on grounds of race, religion, or po-
litical affiliation.' and the note to rule 7 which stated:
'Since the Olympic Movement is non-political, the 
words ‘country’ or ‘nation’ in these rules are intended 
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to apply also to a geographical area, district or terri-
tory within the limits of which an Olympic Committee 
recognised by the International Olympic Commit-
tee functions or operates. Recognition of an Olympic 
Committee in such an area:
1. does not imply political recognition, as this is out-
side the competence of the International Olympic 
Committee; 
2. is dependent on the area having a stable govern-
ment for a reasonable period.'
It would appear that there are two points which you 
have raised – one is the entry into Canada which was 
guaranteed at the time of the bid, and the other is 
the protocol within the Olympic areas. In regard to the 
latter I must point out that since Hitler endeavoured 
to interfere in the Berlin Olympic Games it has always 
been made clear to and accepted by all organis-
ing countries that all Olympic areas were considered 
as 'Olympic territory', and any actions which would 
include nomenclatures of Olympic Committees, flags 
and anthems are the prerogative of the International 
Olympic Committee and the National Olympic Com-
mittees. During the period of the games the IOC is the 
supreme authority.
The Montreal Organising Committee has quite cor-
rectly sent invitations to all recognised National 
Olympic Committees. The Olympic flag must be flown 
freely with the flags of the participating countries. 
[emphasis in original] It is not for the IOC to decide 
what is the flag chosen by a National Olympic Com-
mittee. For example, I have seen the Canadian and 
other flags changed during my time by the NOCs.
At the opening and closing ceremonies, each contin-
gent dressed in its official uniform must be preceded 
by a shield bearing the name of the country under 
which it is affiliated and be accompanied by its na-
tional flag. At the victory ceremony, the flag of the 
country of the winner shall be hoisted on the central 
flagpole and those of the second and third on adjoi-
ning flagpoles on the right and on the left, as they 
face the arena. Meanwhile the abbreviated national 
Anthem of the country of the winner is played. It is the 
duty of the National Olympic Committee to select and 
inform us of their anthem.
The Olympic identity card issued by the Organising 
Committee has always served as the document for 
entry in the country.
The Organising Committee has quite correctly sent 
identity cards to the national Olympic Committee of 
the Republic of China, which is currently affiliated 
both to the International Olympic Committee and to 
the International Federations in which entries have 
been made for Montreal, i.e. athletics, boxing, cyc-

ling, judo, swimming, modern pentathlon, equest-
rian, shooting, yachting and archery. There are al-
together sixteen International Federations which 
recognise national federations members of the Repu-
blic of China Olympic Committee.
Athletes from the Republic of China Olympic Commit-
tee competed in Innsbruck under this name with no 
interference from the Austrian Government. The same 
attitude was adopted for the last Universiad (sic) in 
Moscow.
At the time of the allocation of the Games to Montreal 
I note that your Government recognised the Repub-
lic of China and has since switched to the recognition 
of the People’s Republic of China, at the same time 
leaving the province of Taiwan neither challenged nor 
endorsed as part of the People’s Republic of China.
Further, I must confirm that the National Olympic 
Committee based in Taipei no longer claims sove-
reignty over any sports in the area governed by the 
People’s Republic of China.
In Rome, in 1960, this Committee competed as Tai-
wan (not Formosa) but when the contingent passed 
the presidential box it unfurled a banner which read 
'under protest.'" 77

As you know, when I saw representatives of your De-
partment in Toronto in April 1975 and subsequently at 
Innsbruck this year, I explained them (sic) the positi-
on. No objection was raised. Therefore the proposals 
you make are in complete reversal of the conditions 
under which Montreal was awarded the Olympic 
Games and could have a most damaging long-term 
impact on the effort of keeping the Olympic Games 
and international sport free from government inter-
ference.
As your letter is marked 'restricted' at this moment I 
am only sending a copy to Mr. James Worrall, our re-
presentative in Canada, and would point out that the 
request for the Games was inaugurated by the Cana-
dian Olympic Association."

As a matter of Olympic protocol, this position taken by the 
Canadian government was a major problem, one which 
had never been encountered before. The IOC had previ-
ously decided to include or exclude countries from parti-
cipation in the Games. Some of these decisions had been 
surrounded by obvious political context, but its decisions 
in that regard had never been challenged by the govern-
ment of a host country. Now it faced a delicate situation, 
in which a host country refused to recognize a delegation 
by its official Olympic designation and would not permit 
entry of the delegation into the host country on that ba-
sis, notwithstanding its earlier formal assurances that it 
would allow entry to all delegations recognized by the IOC.
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The IOC’s Negotiations with 
the Canadian Government

Killanin and Worrall agreed that continuing efforts 
should be made to convince the Canadian government 
to accept the IOC position. Killanin met with represen-
tatives of the ROC and Henry Hsu in Germany. Following 
discussions between Worrall and Skrabec, it was agreed 
to meet in Frankfurt, together with André Bissonette, a 
senior official of ambassadorial rank in the Department 
of External Affairs. Killanin, Willi Daume (GER), Worrall 
and Berlioux represented the IOC, and Bissonette and 
Skrabec represented the Canadian government. The 
meeting was preceded by an exchange of telexes bet-
ween Killanin and the Minister (Allan J. MacEachen). 
Killanin sent his telex on 24 June 1976 to Mitchell Sharp 
(who had written to him).

"Mr. Worrall tells me that two representatives from Ex-
ternal Affairs wish to see me. I have not had any reply 
to my letter 3844 of 8th June. I therefore presume that 
you are in agreement with my views and will comply 
with Olympic Rules and traditions. This confirmation 
is important as otherwise I will have to inform the In-
ternational Federations and all others concerned."

The reply, also by telex, was dated 27 June 1976, but came 
from MacEachen, the Minister.

"1. I wish to reply to your telegram of 24 June and to 
acknowledge receipt of your letter 3844 of June 8, 
both addressed to the Hon. Mitchell Sharp as Acting 
Secretary of State for External Affairs.
2. As you know, the basic position of the Canadian 
Government on the issue in question, involves our 
whole China policy and reflects the requirements of 
our national sovereignty. The position of the Cana-
dian Government was set out in Mr. Sharp’s letter of 
May 28 to you. Therefore, I am unable to confirm that 
we are in agreement with your views as set out in your 
letter 3844 of June 8 as we understand them.
3. I am fully sympathetic with the ideals of the Olym-
pic Movement and do not consider that our course of 
action which would allow the athletes concerned to 
participate, is in any way inconsistent with these ide-
als. We share your wish to minimize the politicization 
of international sports and consider that our position 
contributes to this end.
4. I have been given to understand that you have in-
dicated through Mr. Worrall your view that a meeting 
with officials of my department might be useful. I 
concur and consider that such a meeting would cons-
titute a helpful continuation of the exchange initiated 
by Mr. Sharp’s letter of May 28 and your reply of June 8.
I look forward to your reply."78

At the meeting referred to in MacEachen’s message, 
Bissonette was adamant, apparently on the specific in-
structions of his Minister, that the ROCOC would not be 
admitted under the name recognized by the IOC or any 
other name or series of initials with reference to "Chi-
na." They would not be permitted to carry the "Taiwan" 
or "Nationalist" flag (notwithstanding that this flag had 
been carried in previous Games, including Innsbruck, 
earlier that year). They would not be allowed to play their 
anthem at any time. They would not be allowed insignia 
on uniforms which indicated "ROC" or "China" or the flag 
of Taiwan. Bissonette conceded that the government 
would probably agree (as Sharp’s letter had already in-
dicated) to them marching and competing as "Taiwan", 
but not using the flag and anthem. The meeting ended 
on that impasse.79 By now, the Games were looming and 
Killanin was on his way to Montreal, with no solution 
in hand, nor strategy in mind, other than to complain 
about the government’s decision. Governments have 
a high pain threshold for complaints, especially those 
made by foreign organizations of no economic or politi-
cal significance to them.
Killanin arrived in Montreal on 5 July 1976, almost a week 
ahead of the IOC Executive Board meeting, scheduled to 
begin on 10 July 1976.80 The following day, he called me at 
my office. He demanded to know what I (then a 34-year 
old Secretary of the COC) was "going to do about the Ca-
nadian government!" He then ordered me to come im-
mediately to his hotel suite. By the time I got there, five 
minutes later, even knowing very little about the back-
ground, I had an idea. It was obvious that the Trudeau 
government was responding to pressures exerted by the 
PRC, since Canada had, for many years, recognized the 
Republic of China, a situation which had changed only 
as a result of Canada’s current recognition of the PRC.81 
Trudeau was, personally, a sinophile, and thus would 
have been receptive to the PRC position by inclination, 

"Entrez!" – Caricature 

from DERO in L’Equipe.
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as well as political principle. But he would never have 
dared risking cancellation of the Games in Montreal, in 
the middle of his political stronghold, over a matter of 
mere nomenclature, combined with the obvious breach 
of an unequivocal undertaking given to an international 
organization with the intention that it be relied upon as 
an official statement of the Government of Canada.
I told Killanin that he should have someone call 
Trudeau’s office in Ottawa to advise the Prime Minister 
that Killanin would be giving a press conference at Mi-
rabel airport (then used for all overseas flights to and 
from Montreal) that evening, on his way back to Europe. 
At this, he would announce that, whatever might hap-
pen in Montreal later that month, it would not be the 
Olympic Games. But, I said, you have to do it at once, 
since the Canadian government does not think the IOC 
has the stomach to do anything that decisive, especially 
given the IOC’s performance to date. The longer you wait, 
I said, the more athletes will arrive in Montreal, and the 
more your freedom of action will be reduced. 
Killanin demurred, saying he was not sure his Executi-
ve Board would agree, but asked if, in the meantime, I 
would prepare a press release for the COC, which I agreed 
to do. This was released on 7 July 1976, three full days be-
fore the Executive Board meetings began. Just as I had 
feared, Killanin was too indecisive to call the bluff of 
the Canadian government and his room for negotiation 
evaporated. The government’s cynical assessment of the 
IOC’s incapacity for resolute action proved to have been 
all too accurate. Had Brundage still been president of 
the IOC, there might well have been a different outcome. 
Brundage would have acted much sooner and more ef-
fectively, and would have had no qualms whatsoever 
about encouraging the U.S. (especially since the U.S. had 
lost out to Montreal in the contest for the Games), as well 
as other governments, to be active in reminding Canada 
of its promise.82

The COC statement, in which the quotations were attri-
buted to its president, Harold Wright, was quite firm and 
very critical of the Canadian government. The COC posi-
tion was that subsequent political recognition by Cana-
da of the PRC (in 1970) could not alter a firm undertaking 
given by the government in 1969. This undertaking had 
been clear and binding – to permit free access to Canada 
to representatives of all NOCs recognized by the IOC. No 
political recognition or judgment was contained or im-
plied in that obligation, which was entirely an Olympic 
matter. As to the change in the government’s position:

"COA President Wright stated that the Canadian 
government had at no time contacted the COA to in-
dicate that there was any problem with respect to the 
admission of athletes from the Republic of China. Had 
the problem been raised in 1970 when the Peoples’ 

Republic of China was given official recognition by 
the Canadian Government, he said, the matter could 
have been brought to the IOC’s attention by the COA 
and the appropriate steps taken at that time. To raise 
the matter at this late date, said Wright, is a serious 
and unacceptable breach of faith by the Canadian 
government and reflects badly on both the peop-
le of Canada and the COA as the organisation which 
put forward Canada’s bid for the Games to the IOC, 
in good faith and in reliance upon the word of the 
Government.
The timing of Canada’s recognition of the Peoples’ 
Republic of China is also significant, said Wright. 
The letter from Mitchell Sharp to the IOC was dated 
November 28, 1969. Recognition of the Peoples’ Re-
public of China occurred in 1970. If discussions with 
the Peoples’ Republic of China leading to the even-
tual recognition of that regime by the Government 
of Canada were in progress at the time the letter was 
written, the current posture of the Government is even 
more inexplicable. If discussions were not then in 
progress, then, said Wright, it was incumbent upon 
the Government to advise the COA, immediately upon 
recognition of the Peoples’ Republic of China, that 
the position of the Canadian Government had alte-
red and that it would have to renege on its previous 
undertaking."83

To be realistic, however, these points were merely aca-
demic. The COC knew perfectly well that its position had 
no impact on the Canadian government, other than to 
add to the embarrassment over its obviously weak po-
sition and the lame interpretation of the undertaking it 
had given.

The IOC Executive Board in Montreal

The IOC Executive Board began its meetings in Montreal 
on 10 July 1976 with a consideration of the situation as 
it had developed. The Canadian government remained 
firm in its refusal to allow the Taiwan team to enter Ca-
nada under the name "Republic of China" and the Tai-
wan delegates refused to drop the name by which they 
were recognized by the IOC. The Tripartite Commission 
had suggested that the athletes compete as Olympic 
athletes under the Olympic flag and anthem.84 There 
was some sympathy for this approach from the Canadi-
an officials, although they would have to get approval 
from the Minister for External Affairs, and the ROCOC re-
presentatives had been asked to consider the proposed 
solution.85 There was some feeling within the Executive 
Board that Roger Rousseau, the president of the Mon-
treal organizing committee and a former ambassador, 
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should have exerted pressure on the government. It is 
doubtful that this (even assuming that he would have 
been inclined to do so) would have had any effect on the 
government, in view of what it chose to believe were its 
political obligations towards the PRC. The current sta-
tus, on the ground, was that only four Taiwanese repre-
sentatives were in Canada, all having travelled on USA 
passports or Hong Kong identity documents. The team 
itself was waiting in the U.S., but no airline was willing 
to transport them to Montreal, knowing that Canadian 
immigration authorities had been given instructions to 
refuse them entry. Even the Olympic identity cards (issu-
ed by the Montreal organizing committee) would not be 
accepted, since they showed the country of residence as 
the Republic of China.86

The IOC minutes show the weakness of the IOC on the 
issue, notwithstanding the obvious fact that the Cana-
dian government had unilaterally re-written the rules. 
One of the first statements made by Killanin to the Exe-
cutive Board was that, although the IOC was still leaving 
open the threat of cancelling the Games, such a recourse 
"was doubtful at this late stage" in view of the fact that 
it would affect primarily all the athletes who had pre-
pared for four years for the Games and there were many 
contractual and legal obligations involved for all concer-
ned.87 It was even worse: Killanin wanted the Executi-
ve Board to recommend to the IOC Session not to cancel 
the Games over this issue and said that if the Executive 
Board did not make an announcement to this effect, it 
would be subjected to pressure from the NOCs, who na-
turally wanted the Games to take place.88

With these announcements, the IOC was effectively gi-
ving up every bit of its bargaining power on an impor-
tant principle. This was the first time in Olympic history 
that a government had refused to allow entry to a re-
cognized NOC, which created a dangerous precedent for 
the future. Having now given up its only remaining le-
verage, the Executive Board then solemnly declared that 
every possibility should be explored, so the IOC could say 
that it had tried everything to reach a solution. Killanin 
declared that he was ready to travel anywhere to meet 
with Prime Minister Trudeau. It was suggested that the 
resolution passed by the NOCs in Rome in 1965 be quoted 
to the Canadian government, as evidence of the NOCs’ 
support of the ROCOC.89

Jean Drapeau, Mayor of Montreal, who had been the dy-
namo behind the Montreal bid, was invited to appear 
during the meeting. He stated that his city had applied 
twice to stage the Games: in December 1965 for the 1972 
Games, and again in December 1969 for the 1976 Games. 
He had studied the government letters of assurance in 
both bids and compared them. The letter from Paul Mar-
tin, Minister for External Affairs in 1965, had stated that 

the city of Montreal was empowered by the Canadian 
government to allow entry into Canada of all teams of 
the NOCs and IFs approved by the IOC following the re-
solution passed by the IOC in Madrid in 1965. The IOC re-
solution was not mentioned in the second bid, several 
years later, but Drapeau had no reason to believe that it 
would not be respected. The City of Montreal and the COC 
had acted in complete good faith in submitting the bid. 
He was willing to do anything to help and would try to 
meet or telephone Prime Minister Trudeau. He also sug-
gested meeting the Ambassador from the PRC, whom he 
knew personally, to try to reduce the pressure on the Ca-
nadian government. Berlioux noted that the IOC was not 
requesting the Canadian government to allow the Tai-
wan team to enter Canada, but to enter Olympic territory 
since the Olympic site enjoyed a status of extraterritori-
ality once the Olympic flame was lit. She wondered if a 
solution could be found by considering the athletes to be 
in transit.90 Given the willingness of Drapeau to explore 
the avenues he suggested, the IOC Executive Board deci-
ded not to issue its statement condemning the attitude 
of the Canadian government.
A meeting had been arranged for later that day with the 
Taiwanese delegation, to determine its reaction to the 
proposed compromise. Prior to meeting with the de-
legation, however, Killanin (anticipating for the likely 
failure) wanted to have a press statement ready for im-
mediate release following the meeting should the de-
legation not accept the solution. The statement was to 
stress that as recently as 22 June 1976, the Montreal or-
ganizing committee had confirmed the (Olympic) iden-
tity cards of the ROCOC team, proving that it had acted in 
good faith throughout. Indeed, the organizing commit-
tee had not yet been officially informed of the govern-
ment attitude and had only heard of this indirectly 
through the IOC. Even before meeting with the delega-
tion, there was no question of cancelling the Games over 
the issue. After much discussion, it was agreed that the 
statement would mention the Executive Board’s recom-
mendation to the Session not to cancel the Games. The 
IOC would not consider cancelling the opening ceremony 
of the IOC Session at which Prime Minister Trudeau was 
due to speak, since, it reasoned, the conflict involved the 
government, not individuals.91

The IOC press statement, when released to the media, 
was dated 11 July 1976. It stated:

"Since his arrival in Montreal last Monday [5 July 1976] 
the President of the International Olympic Committee, 
subsequently assisted by the Vice-Presidents and the 
IOC member in Canada [James Worrall], held mee-
tings with members of the National Olympic Commit-
tee of the Republic of China and representatives of the 
Government of Canada.
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The matter has been fully discussed by the Executive 
Board of the International Olympic Committee and 
every effort to resolve the situation has been made. In 
consequence the Executive Board issues the following 
statement.

Statement
The Executive Board of the International Olym-
pic Committee unanimously and strongly protests 
the decision of the Government of Canada, only one 
month prior to the opening of the Games of the XXIst 
Olympiad, to refuse the admission to Canada of the 
team of a National Olympic Committee under the 
name duly recognised by the International Olympic 
Committee, and properly invited by the Organising 
Committee of the Games.
As recently as June 22nd, 1976 Olympic Identity Cards, as 
issued to athletes and officials of this team, were con-
firmed by COJO as meeting with all the requirements 
to be accepted as a travel document by the Canadian 
Government.
This decision of the Government of Canada violates 
the undertaking given to the IOC by letter dated the 
28th November, 1969 and signed by Mr. Mitchell Sharp, 
Secretary of State for External Affairs, in support of the 
application of the City of Montreal for the honour of 
staging the Games of the XXIst Olympiad.
Without prejudging the problem of the representati-
on of China which is being further studied by the In-
ternational Olympic Committee, the Executive Board 
stresses that it is the fundamental Olympic principles 
which are being seriously jeopardised by the attitude 
of the Canadian Government.
However, in view of the fact that athletes from over 
one hundred countries have, for several years, been 
preparing themselves to take part in this great gat-
hering of the youth of the world, and that the City of 
Montreal, the Canadian Olympic Association and the 
Organising Committee have fulfilled their commit-
ments as far as the IOC is concerned, both from the 
point of view of sports infrastructure and organisa-
tion, the Executive Board has no other alternative but 
to recommend to the 78th IOC Session that the Games 
must go on. It appeals formally to the Canadian 
Government to review its attitude in keeping its word 
and holds it entirely responsible for any harm which 
the Olympic Movement may suffer."92

Once the terms of the IOC’s exculpatory statement had 
been agreed, the Taiwan delegation was invited to join 
the meeting. Killanin apologised for the delay, but said 
the Executive Board had been endeavouring to resolve 
the situation. When the delegation had first met with 

the Executive Board, a suggestion had been made that 
the team might compete under the Olympic flag, which 
the Executive Board had believed to be the only possi-
ble solution.93 Lawrence Ting, the ROCOC chef de missi-
on, asked what decision the IOC had reached. Killanin 
said that the IOC had stood by the principle that all NOCs 
should be allowed to compete in the Games and that it 
had fought hard with the authorities at the highest level, 
but had been unsuccessful in changing the attitude of 
the Canadian government. Ting stated that the decision 
of the Canadian government had come at the last minu-
te. The Taiwanese athletes were suffering from tremend-
ous strain and anxiety, their luggage had been retained 
by Canadian Customs, firearms and bicycles were being 
held in the U.S., yachts were already in Kingston and 
horses were en route from France. It was unfair, in these 
circumstances, to ask the team to give up. 
Killanin had very little to say, other than to repeat that 
the IOC had done everything possible to keep away from 
the political aspect of the situation, but that the IOC was 
in a powerless position. It was a sad moment for the 
Olympic Movement when the promises of a host govern-
ment had been broken. The only possibility which the 
Canadian government appeared ready to consider was 
that of entering the Republic of China athletes under the 
Olympic flag. Had more time been available, he said, 
it might have been possible to take some other action. 
Killanin then went on to say, somewhat disingenuous-
ly, that in spite of the statement that the IOC had been 
informed of the situation some time ago, he had always 
made it quite clear to the Canadian authorities that no 
change in the status quo with regard to China was envi-
sioned before the Montreal Games.
The status quo to which he referred was not that of the 
PRC NOC, which was not then part of the Olympic Move-
ment, having voluntarily withdrawn, and the matter of 
PRC participation would not have been discussed pri-
or to the IOC Session in Montreal immediately preceding 
the Games (i.e., the PRC was not then part of the Olym-
pic Movement and would not be part of the Olympic Mo-
vement at the time of the Montreal Games). Instead, it 
appears that he had discussed the status of the Republic 
of China NOC, indicating that it would likely remain as it 
had since Rome in 1960. Some officials of the Canadian 
government were taking the position that the IOC had 
been aware of the government’s position since the time 
of the "informal" lunch in April 1975, attended by Killanin 
and Worrall and some representatives of the Department 
of External Affairs. On that occasion, Killanin maintained, 
there had only been general discussion of participation 
by South Africa, Rhodesia and China, with no indication 
whatsoever that there had thereby been some commu-
nication of a policy change on the part of the Canadian 
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government regarding admission of the Republic of 
China team. It is perhaps not unfair to observe that di-
plomatic communications are often quite nuanced and 
deliberately open to different interpretations, to main-
tain manoeuvring room and deniability. It may well be 
that the Canadian officials believed they had delivered 
a message and it may well be that the recipients did not 
recognize whatever had been said as having constituted 
a "message". At that time, as well, the Canadian Cabinet 
had not yet addressed the issue, so officials of the De-
partment of External Affairs would have had to be careful 
not to commit too much on the issue while it remained 
at a ministerial level. On the other hand, Killanin said 
nothing whatsoever regarding his concerns on the issue 
as early as 1974 and the refusal of Canada to allow entry of 
Taiwanese athletes in November 1975.94

Ting had his own political imperatives. He deplored the 
disturbance to the Olympic Games at such a late stage 
caused by this situation, but as chef de mission of the 
ROC team, he was responsible for safeguarding the "no-
ble idea of the Olympic Movement" and to ensure that 
the name "Republic of China" was passed down from 
generation to generation. Killanin assured him that eve-
ryone respected the ROCOC for maintaining Olympic prin-
ciples. Ting said that the ROC had tried very hard not to 
harm the Games. He also had to resist heavy pressures 
from his government and had fought off the press since 
his arrival in Montreal, maintaining that he was in the 
city as an IOC guest.95

When asked by Killanin what decision his NOC had 
reached, Ting stated that, for the sake of the future and 
future generations, the Games must be cancelled. Kil-
lanin said this had been thoroughly discussed, but he 
felt that the 10,000 athletes who had been training for 
the Games must be considered and he could not recom-
mend such an action.96 The COC, the Montreal organizing 
committee and the City of Montreal had all kept their 
word – only the Canadian government was at fault. Ting 
observed, not without accuracy, that with this attitude, 
the IOC was giving in. When Hsu asked whether the idea 
of competing under the Olympic flag had come from the 
IOC or the Canadian government, Killanin said the origi-
nal idea had come from the Tripartite Commission and 
emphasized that the IOC had always maintained that 
each NOC had the right to stipulate the flag under which 
it competed. The present situation had arisen purely 
from politics, which was damning sport throughout the 
world. The Executive Board had made its decision and 
a full report would be sent to the IOC Session. Protests 
would be made at the highest levels. The Olympic Mo-
vement had suffered a great set-back. It did not appear 
likely that the Canadian government would yield to the 
IOC representations, but morally everything was on the 

side of the IOC and tremendous support and sympathy 
had come, he said, from all directions.97

Shen Chai Ming stated that the ROCOC could not accept 
the IOC’s decision. Ting carried on to say that a ROC team 
was already installed with validated identity cards, 
equipment and uniforms in Kingston. He wanted to 
know what the IOC intended to do about the persons 
already present on Olympic territory. Killanin said that 
to date only the principle of entry had been discussed 
and he would look into it, but noted that they had not 
entered Canada on Olympic identity cards: two had U.S. 
passports, one a Hong Kong identity card and another 
with a visa in his ROC passport, so had entered as indivi-
duals, not as members of a team. The Canadian govern-
ment had also, not surprisingly, rejected the theory of 
Olympic "territory", so that physically and legally the 
Montreal sites did not belong to the IOC, but to Canada.98

Ting thought that many NOCs were sympathetic toward 
the position of the ROCOC and would be prepared to 
march under the Olympic flag instead of their national 
flags and urged the IOC to consider this possibility so that 
his NOC could rally support. After the delegation left, the 
Executive Board concluded that having other NOCs mar-
ching under the Olympic flag would constitute a politi-
cal demonstration and the idea was rejected. This was 
explained to Hsu, as well as the fact that the IOC could 
not cancel the Games nor take away the name "Olym-
pic Games" without seriously endangering the Olympic 
Movement. The Games would go on in any event and 
all that would be achieved would be a complete loss of 
control by the IOC.99 Hsu undertook to meet again with 
the ROCOC representatives to obtain a final answer to the 
proposal of competing under the Olympic flag. He retur-
ned to say that the ROCOC would not accept the solution 
proposed by the IOC. The IOC thereupon decided to issue 
the press release already decided upon prior to meeting 
with the ROCOC delegation.100

The following morning (12 July 1976), it was apparent 
that, even though the Session had not yet begun, many 
of the IOC members were bitterly disappointed with the 
Executive Board’s handling of the matter and its decis-
ion. Killanin, clearly on the defensive, said he felt that 
the Executive Board had made the correct decision in 
its attitude towards all the athletes. He did not think it 
would be a good idea for members to boycott any of-
ficial receptions at which the Prime Minister of Canada 
might be present, since this would not be punishing the 
latter, but rather punishing the hosts. Criticism regar-
ding the Republic of China in many parts of the world, 
he reported, was as strong as any directed at the IOC and 
there was now a feeling that the Republic of China itself 
was taking a political stance. Hsu had telephoned him 
that morning to ask if the Republic of China delegation 
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might appear before the IOC Session (not an unexpected 
request and one which the Session might, in any case, 
request). Hsu also mentioned that he thought the dele-
gation might be softening its attitude to appearing un-
der the Olympic flag.101

Worrall reported on discussions he had had with officials 
in Ottawa.102 Negotiations on behalf of the government 
were still in the hands of Bissonette, who had outlined 
arrangements which would be acceptable to the govern-
ment. The Republic of China could compete, provided 
that no national anthem of the Republic of China would 
be played and that no national flag would be used, but 
the government would accept them marching behind 
the Olympic flag. For the placard, the government would 
accept: no name at all, the IOC’s name, the Olympic rings 
or the name Taiwan. If these conditions were acceptable 
to the Republic of China, the government would agree to 
allow its athletes into the country, since ministerial inst-
ructions could be changed within a few hours. Bissonette 
said that such agreement was subject to agreement by the 
IOC Session, and that it be accepted by both parties.103 Wor-
rall was given authority to negotiate on behalf of the IOC.

To be continued in the next issue
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22 IOC Session 16-18 July 1952, Helsinki, p. 12. The language of the 

statement was not particularly helpful. One interpretation could be 
that the recognition of the ROCOC had been withdrawn, although it 
seems more likely that Brundage was saying that the PRC committee 
had not been recognized as a result of the decision. Even Brundage 
went back and forth on the proper interpretation of what had hap-
pened. See, for example, footnote 23.

23 The language of the minutes may suggest that neither committee 
was then recognized, although there is no recorded formal deci-
sion to withdraw recognition of the NOC located in Taiwan, unless 
the language of the resolution passed at the Helsinki Session the 
previous year could be interpreted as one of de-recognition. That 
seemed, in any event, to have been how Brundage may have un-
derstood the situation, although his views, especially once he be-
came IOC President, had a tendency to flip-flop, depending on the 
particular context of discussions. Andrianov (URS) would later argue 
that there had been withdrawal of recognition of the RCOC on this 
occasion.

24 The NOC headquarters had, prior to World War II, been located in 
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Berlin, which was in the territory of the Soviet-dominated German 
Democratic Republic.

25 IOC Session 17-21 April 1953, Mexico City, pp. 25-27. At the Executive 
Board meeting in Lausanne on 17 January 1954, it was agreed that 
the matter would be on the agenda of the Athens Session in 1954. 
[IOCEB 17 January 1954, Lausanne, p. 3.] The matter was again raised 
at the Executive Board meeting in May 1954 and again deferred to 
the Athens Session. [IOCEB 3 May 1954, Lausanne, p. 5, item 29.]

26 IOC Session 11-14 May 1954, Athens, pp. 24-25. The 2011 edition of the 
Olympic Directory shows the recognition date of this NOC as 1910, 
which is clearly incorrect. Quite apart from anything else, there was 
no PRC in existence in 1910. The whole matter of recognition dates of 
NOCs is currently under review by the IOC Historical Archives and the 
IOC Department of Relations with the National Olympic Committees.

27 IOC Session 24-25 January 1956, Cortina d’Ampezzo, pp. 34-35. The 
conclusion could only have been that recognition of the ROCOC had 
not been withdrawn in 1952, so that no "new" recognition was re-
quired. The matter of a further statement by Tung was deferred to 
a later date when it would not be necessary to have an interpreter. 
Tung also wanted the speech of the president of the Athletic Fede-
ration for Democratic China to be recorded in the minutes of the 
previous Session. Brundage said that if the letter was connected in 
any way with the political utterances of the president when in Pa-
ris on the occasion of the 1955 Session, Tung should know that this 
speech could not appear in the minutes of the Session. No political 
matters would be inserted in the IOC minutes. (pp. 4-5) 

28 IOCEB 3-4 October 1956, Lausanne, pp. 4-5. The Formosa committee 
had filed a protest with the IOC regarding a radio broadcast made 
by the Beijing committee on 1 September 1956, in which it tried to 
persuade the Formosa Chinese and Chinese of the "free world" to 
join with the athletes of the Chinese mainland, with a promise of 
refunding all expenses, in order to take part in the selection of the 
Chinese delegation of Beijing for the Olympic Games. The Formosa 
committee viewed this as nothing more than a political manoeuvre 
and requested the exclusion of the PRC athletes from the Melbourne 
Games. The protest was adjourned to the Melbourne Session.

29 IOCEB 17 November 1956, Melbourne, pp. 1-3.
30 ROCOC Resumé, p. 36.
31 IOC Session 23-28 September 1957, Sofia, p.4. The resignation of C.T. 

Wang as a member of the IOC in the Republic of China was also an-
nounced. (p. 3).

32 ROCOC Résumé, Appendix 4, pp. 11-13. 
33 ROCOC Résumé, Annex 4, p. 14. The withdrawals were noted in IOC 

Bulletin No. 64, November 1958, p. 41. The official copies of both 
were received in Lausanne on 25 August 1958 and an article of com-
mentary appears at pp. 42-43 of the same Bulletin.

34 IOCEB 22 May 1959, Munich, p. 1.
35 IOC Session 25-28 May 1959, Munich, pp. 3-4.
36 IOC Session 25-28 May 1959, Munich, pp. 20-22. This resolution ad-

ded to the confusion noted above, namely whether or not the re-
cognition of the Taiwan-based NOC had ever been withdrawn. The 
language suggests that the NOC could not continue to be recognized, 
which would have been unnecessary if the 1952 Helsinki resolution 
had, indeed, amounted to a withdrawal of recognition. Likewise, in 
1954, when the PRC NOC was recognized, there was no similar ap-
plication from Taiwan, which suggests that its recognition had not 
been withdrawn. Its athletes had also participated in the 1956 Mel-
bourne Games, which would not have been possible without a re-
cognized NOC. The Soviet rhetoric was that the committee in Taiwan 
had never been recognized because it purported to assume rights 
which it could not possess, namely control of sports in the country 
of China. (p. 3) 

37 IOCEB 2 October 1959, Paris, pp. 1-3. The problem seems to have ari-
sen as a result of a UPI report that the IOC had excluded Taiwan at 
the instigation of the Soviet Union. There is no doubt that Andrianov 
(URS) was leading the movement regarding recognition of the PRC 
and de-recognition of the Taiwan committee, supported by other 
members in the Warsaw Pact countries, but some of the resulting 
confusion can also be attributed to interventions by members from 
Western countries. The Session minutes (as opposed to the reso-
lution adopted by the Session) do not make it clear whether the 
members intended that recognition actually be withdrawn, or 

 merely that recognition could not continue to be granted under the 
name of Republic of China. Until the matter was resolved, however, 
it seems clear that Brundage, at least, considered authorization for 
the Taiwanese athletes to compete in the Games to be subject to 
finding an appropriate name for the Taiwan-based committee. [IOC 
Session 25-28 May 1959, Munich, p. 21.] The inconsistencies led to 
ongoing confusion and criticism of the IOC.

38 IOCEB 2 October 1959, Paris, p. 7.
39 IOC Bulletin No. 67, August 1959, p. 63 and p. 88; Bulletin No. 68, 

November 1959, pp. 32-37; Bulletin No. 70, February 1960, pp. 47-
48. 

40 IOC Session 15-16 February 1960, San Francisco, pp. 2-4. This was ty-
pical Brundage-led language. It continued to add to the confusion 
as to what the IOC had, in fact, decided regarding Taiwan. The last 
sentence of the first paragraph should not have been necessary if 
recognition of the ROCOC had not been withdrawn, since, whatever 
its name, it would have been entitled, as a recognized NOC, to enter 
its athletes in the Olympic Games.

41 IOCEB 19 August 1960, Rome, p. 4. The ROCOC paraded under the 
name of Formosa, although at the Opening Ceremony there was also 
a placard-bearer who carried a sign which stated, "Under Protest". 
No reference to any action on the part of the PRC prior to the Rome 
Games appears in the IOC minutes. Nothing further happened un-
til 1963, when the Executive Board decided that although athletes 
from Taiwan must compete under that designation, they would be 
allowed to have the initials "ROC" on their sports outfits. [IOCEB 14 
October 1963, Baden Baden, p. 3.] 

42 IOC Session 22-24 August 1960, Rome, pp. 6-7.
43 IOCEB 25-26 January 1964, Innsbruck, p. 2. The IOC had already ac-

cepted the principle regarding use of "ROC" on sports outfits. This 
new ultimatum reflected a deliberate policy of escalating the Tai-
wanese insistence on a generalized use of its official name, Repub-
lic of China, while recognizing that the IOC would not budge on any 
point which suggested that all of China was thereby represented. 
The Taiwan representatives would, undoubtedly, have been embol-
dened by the lack of any PRC presence within the Olympic Movement 
at that time. 

44 IOCEB 26-27 June 1964, Lausanne, p. 4. 
45 IOCEB 30 January 1968, Grenoble, afternoon portion, pp. 4-12. Thus, 

the PRC was referred to by the IOC as "China" and the Taiwanese 
committee as "Taiwan", regardless of what the committees may 
have decided to call themselves in their countries or territories. The 
problem of China was, in the view of the Executive Board, insepara-
ble from the problems of Korea and Germany. 

46 IOCEB 30 September-6 October 1968, Mexico, pp. 12-13. The IOC Ses-
sion in Rome in 1960 had approved the name as recommended 
by the Executive Board. [IOC Session 22-24 August 1960, Rome, pp. 
6-7] There was animated discussion on the point, the substance of 
which is not included in the minutes, but it is apparent that the di-
plomatic corps of the Republic of China had been particularly active 
in its contacts with the IOC members. After the IOC members split 
25-25 on a resolution to defer a vote to the following day, Brundage 
insisted on an immediate vote and stated that the Olympic com-
mittee located in Taiwan did, in fact, exercise its authority over the 
territory of Taiwan. No doubt this sharp division, despite the earlier 
outcome in Rome in 1960, kept the issue alive. 

47 IOC Session 7-11 October 1968, Mexico City, pp. 20-21. Brundage had 
reported earlier in the Session, describing a meeting with the NOCs, 
to the effect that the NOCs did not seem to care what the NOCs called 
themselves. (p. 9, describing Item (c) of the agenda of the meeting) 

48 IOC Session 7-11 October 1968, Mexico City, Annex XIII, p. A/26. The 
Korean statement prior to the negotiations is contained as Annex 
XII. At the Amsterdam Session in 1970, the (South) Koreans objected 
to the use of the designated name by the North, saying that the de-
cision had been conditioned on the North taking part in the Mexico 
Games, in which its delegation had not participated. [IOC Session 
12-16 May 1970, Amsterdam, p.2 and Annex 4 at p. 14.] 

49 IOC Session 7-11 October 1968, Mexico City, p. 20. Andrianov (URS) 
stated that he (and, presumably, other members from the Warsaw 
Pact countries among the 10 dissenters) had opposed the decisi-
on, on the basis (he said) that it contradicted what he said was the 
1959 decision to recognize only one China. That had not been the 
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 sense of the 1959 decision. No decision was made regarding the PRC, 
which was not altogether surprising, considering the PRC’s previous 
withdrawal from the Olympic Movement. The Korean and Chinese 
issues were often considered by the IOC at the same time, although 
there was no formal linkage. Brundage confirmed the nomenclature 
decision in a letter dated 24 October 1968 addressed to the ROCOC. 
[ROCOC Résumé, Appendix 7, p. 23.]

50 IOCEB 23-27 October 1969, Dubrovnik, p. 27. No discussion of the PRC 
occurred during the 1969 Session in Warsaw (7-9 June 1969). 

51 The voting took two rounds. In the first round, it was Montreal – 25; 
Moscow – 28; Los Angeles – 17. In the second round, after the eli-
mination of Los Angeles, it was: Montreal – 41; Moscow – 28; Blank 
– 1. Both Los Angeles and Moscow re-applied for the 1980 Games, 
in which contest Moscow was successful. Los Angeles eventually got 
the 1984 Games, in which its candidacy was unopposed. 

52 The changes have resulted, in part, from the IOC’s growing expe-
rience in the administration of Games and the myriad difficulties 
of organization of an event having the size and scale of modern 
Olympic Games and, in part, from the reforms instituted in 1999 as a 
result of the Salt Lake City bidding scandal.

53 Montreal was boosted by a very successful international World Ex-
position in 1967 (Man and His World) and an extremely dynamic ma-
yor, Jean Drapeau, who was particularly persuasive. Drapeau had 
also invited IOC members and their guests to visit Montreal and Expo 
’67. Many IOC members had accepted the invitation. 

54 IOC Session 12-16 May 1970, p. 14. At p. 13, the minutes record the 
following: "Question: Upon the request of Comte de Beaumont, Mr. 
Brundage raised the question of a deposit to guarantee the Games. 
Answer: Mr. Jean Drapeau thought that a cash deposit would not 
mean more than the word of Montreal. If the City of Montreal pro-
mises to hold the Games, this promise is the most valuable guaran-
tee." 

55 Letter dated 21 May 1968 from Pierre Elliott Trudeau to Avery Brunda-
ge.

56 IOCEB 10-31 July 1976, Montreal, p. 2. Letter from Mitchell Sharp, Se-
cretary of State for External Affairs, dated 28 November 1969. The 
same wording had been contained in a letter to the IOC signed by 
the same minister in respect of the bid by the City of Vancouver to 
host the 1976 Olympic Winter Games. The documentation prepared 
by the City of Montreal, containing, inter alia, Sharp’s letter was 
filed with the IOC under a covering letter dated 4 December 1969. 
At the time of writing the 28 November 1969 letter, Sharp knew per-
fectly well that negotiations were under way to set the stage for 
mutual recognition by Canada and the PRC. [See: Sharp, Mitchell, 
Which Reminds Me…a Memoir, University of Toronto Press, Toronto, 
1994, pp. 203-207.] The One China and only One China policy of the 
PRC with respect to Taiwan was well known and had already been 
communicated ad nauseam by the PRC to the Canadian authori-
ties. The Toronto Star of 13 September 1976 contains a report on the 
retirement of Sharp from the Canadian Cabinet, in which it states, 
"Mr. Sharp considers Canada’s recognition of China his greatest ac-
complishment." Macintosh, Donald and Hawes, Michael, Sport and 
Canadian Diplomacy, McGill-Queen’s University Press, Montreal and 
Kingston, 1994, (hereafter "Macintosh") concluded that the under-
lined language in the 28 November 1969 letter was inserted in re-
lation to NATO partners, likely because of the potential concern re-
garding the German Democratic Republic. (p. 45) The language had 
nothing whatsoever to do with the Republic of China at the time the 
commitment was given. 

57 IOC Session 13-16 July 1976, Montreal, Annex 4.
58 The negotiations were conducted in Stockholm and were com-

menced by Arthur Andrew, Canadian ambassador to Sweden, who 
was succeeded by Ambassador Margaret Meagher.

59 See: Canada-China Relations: An Enduring Friendship, http://www.
collectionscanada.gc.ca/canada-china/023008-1000-e.html (here-
after "Canada-China Relations")

60 Joint Communiqué of the Government of Canada and the Govern-
ment of the People’s Republic of China concerning the Establish-
ment of Diplomatic Relations between Canada and China. [http://
www.collectionscanada.gc.ca/obj/023008/f1] The document was 
signed by Margaret Meagher for Canada and by Wang Tung for the 
PRC. The announcement was made at 11:00 a.m. on 13 October 1970 

by Secretary of State for External Affairs, Mitchell Sharp. Canada ope-
ned its embassy in Beijing on 11 January 1971 and the PRC opened its 
Ottawa embassy in February of the same year. [Canada-China Rela-
tions] 

61 Macintosh, op. cit., p. 45. The claim was that Canada would be 
violating its recognition of the PRC were this allowed to happen. 
"Confidential sources" are cited to suggest that bilateral relations, 
including trade, could be affected if the request was not met. (pp. 
45-46). See also, Xu Guoqi, Olympic Dreams China and Sports 1895-
2008, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Mass., 2008 (hereafter 
"Xu"), p. 166. Both the Mackintosh and Xu works have been well 
researched and adequately describe the various internal develop-
ments. Little additional purpose would be served by repeating the 
details contained in those works. The PRC efforts to obtain IOC reco-
gnition did not follow the formula advocated by Andrianov, namely 
that the committee in Taiwan was not the ongoing NOC. The PRC was 
applying on its own account de novoand insisted that recognition 
(which it thereby acknowledged, at least implicitly, had been gran-
ted) of Taiwan be revoked. 

62 Macintosh, op. cit. p. 46. The resulting reports led to several mee-
tings of officials within the Department in early 1975. South Africa 
had been expelled from the Olympic Movement at the Amsterdam 
Session in 1970, but the Rhodesian situation had nearly disrupted 
the 1972 Games in Munich.

63 Macintosh, op. cit. p. 46. In light of later developments, such con-
tact raises the question of what Killanin really knew about the China 
situation and when did he know it? See also: Xu, op. cit., 167-168, 
describing a Departmental memorandum recommending that Ca-
nada help the IOC reach a deal with the PRC so that it could become 
a "member" (i.e., a recognized NOC) before the 1976 Games, belie-
ving that the PRC membership would trump Taiwan’s, at least for 
the purpose of representing China. This may have been yet another 
reason for the Canadian ambassador in Dublin to contact Killanin.

64 See: IOC Historical Archives/IOC Presidents-Killanin-Memos-1975. 
Berlioux simply referred to the letters from Trudeau and Sharp, as 
well as the replies to the IOC Questionnaire.

65 Mackintosh, op. cit., pp. 46-47. Killanin’s recollections of meetings, 
as described in his own memoir, are hazy and inaccurate in several 
respects. (p. 47)

66 See: Kee, op. cit, p. 391. Xu, op. cit., pp. 191-192, states that the 
Republic of China understood long before the altercation with the 
Canadian government, that it would have a major battle to reta-
in its China representation. The Taiwan government established a 
powerful sports consortium to deal with international sports issu-
es, including Zhou Shukai (cabinet councillor), Jiang Yanshi (edu-
cation minister), Shen Changhuan (foreign minister), Shen Jiaming 
(NOC president) and Henry Hsu (IOC member). The group was under 
the direct supervision of Premier Jiang Jingguo, the real leader of 
the government, who eventually made the political call which led 
to Taiwan’s withdrawal from the Games. The ROCOC was certainly 
prepared for some pressures, which had led to the preparation of 
the ROCOC Résumé, which was completed and dated 1 January 1976. 
Killanin had a meeting with Henry Hsu in Innsbruck on 29 January 
1976 and specifically asked if his NOC had any problems with regard 
to entry into Canada for the Games in Montreal. Hsu said he knew 
of none. His team had been in Europe for some time training, but 
not taking part in any competitions. Killanin also asked whether 
the ROC team had been refused entry to the international compe-
titions in Canada the previous year. Hsu said (rather surprisingly) 
that he knew nothing about it, but would find out. Killanin told 
Hsu that, although the question of China would naturally arise out 
of the minutes of the previous Session, no decision would be made 
at Innsbruck, but the matter would certainly come up at Montreal. 
See: IOC Historical Archives/IOC Members – H. Hsu – Correspondence 
– 1970-1980. 

67 IOC Session 21-23 May 1975, Lausanne, Annex 23 and Annex 24. As 
the matter bears on the later decision by the Canadian government, 
no issue was noted at the Session on that account. Hsu put on re-
cord that the ROCOC had never made the claim that it controlled 
sports in the whole of China or represented the whole of China. This 
statement would have required some delicate balance between the 
official position of the government of the Republic of China and the 
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ROCOC’s own quasi-independent position regarding sports, but his 
presence as a member of the sports consortium must have allowed 
him the necessary leeway. Mackintosh (op. cit., p. 46) suggests that 
the PRC application was presented by Prince Takeda (JPN), but apart 
from the written documentation coming through Iran, Siperco (ROM) 
was the principal proponent for the candidacy. Prince Takeda, alt-
hough a member of the Executive Board, did not speak on the issue. 
(p. 31) The USSR and the PRC were having one of their episodic peri-
ods of tension, so not a great deal of vocal support for the PRC was 
forthcoming from the Soviets. (pp. 47-48).

68 Mackintosh, op. cit., pp. 48-49.
69 Mackintosh, op. cit., states, citing a "confidential source", that the 

Canadian government advised the IOC of this action. (p. 48) The IOC 
Historical Archives staff, upon specific identification of the issue, 
have been unable to find any record of such communication. In 
these circumstances, the Taiwanese declined to participate in the 
pre-Olympic competitions. The only record located was the note 
regarding the interview between Killanin and Hsu (supra). Artur 
Takač , in his memoir, Sixty Olympic Years, Courvoisier-Attinger SA, 
Switzerland, 1998, states that Worrall had been informed of this fact 
and had passed on the details to Killanin. 

70 I have found no indication that this decision was the result of any 
instruction from the Canadian government, although since Rous-
seau was still an ambassador, it cannot be fully discounted that 
some instruction may have been conveyed to him.

71 Mackintosh, op. cit., pp. 48-49. The Canadian government repre-
sentatives were Skrabec and the Canadian ambassador to Austria, 
A. J. Beesley. The issue was not discussed during the IOC Executive 
Board or Session in Innsbruck and was not an issue which appears 
to have attracted the attention of the Austrian government. By 26 
November 1975, the Canadian embassy in Beijing had advised the 
Department of External Affairs that, "It seems clear that PRC has de-
cided to put CDA-PRC bilateral relationship on the line if Taiwan is 
allowed to participate in the Olympics". [Xu, op. cit., pp. 166-167.] 
Perhaps this message was not widely shared within the Depart-
ment, since, after meeting with Killanin in Innsbruck, Beesley wrote 
to Ottawa on 9 February 1976, stating that "it might not be too early 
or inappropriate to consider smoking out PRC on whether they see it 
as a genuine bench-mark in our bilateral relations". The response 
was that there was no need to do so; it was clear that it would be. 
[Xu, op. cit., pp. 166-167.] 

72 Mackintosh, op. cit., p. 49. A later suggestion was that the IOC assu-
med that Canada would not risk criticism by being the first govern-
ment to interfere directly in the staging of the Olympics in support 
of its own foreign policy interests. This was an assessment made 
(after the fact) by the Director of International Sports Relations at 
the Department of External Affairs, Eric S. Morse, but there is no evi-
dence to support that suggestion. By this date as well, the PRC had 
been more aggressive in asserting its position. The PRC ambassador 
to Canada presented an official note stating that Taiwan "has no 
right whatsoever to participate, under any name". Taiwan should 
be denied entry in the Games "under any circumstances" and that 
its participation would be "intolerable". [See: Xu, op. cit., p. 166.]

73 Mackintosh, op. cit., p. 49. There were three ministers in the Exter-
nal Affairs portfolio during this period: Sharp, Jamieson and Allan J. 
MacEachen. 

74 Worrall had received a phone call in May 1976 from Ed Skrabec of 
the Department of External Affairs enquiring if Killanin could come 
from Ireland to Ottawa for a meeting with Sharp to discuss the 
"Taiwan situation". Killanin instructed Worrall to meet with Sharp 
and Skrabec to see what the problem was (although it is difficult to 
imagine that he did not know precisely what it was). Sharp stated 
the government’s policy and, when reminded of the 1970 underta-
king, relied on the change in government policy, and the qualifying 
words of the undertaking, [i.e., "pursuant to the normal regulati-
ons"] to give the government the clear right to refuse admission ex-
cept on the government’s own terms. The Games were scheduled to 
open on 17 July 1976, only 52 days later. Almost six years had passed 
since Canada had recognized the PRC.

75 There seems to have been some difficulty in the transmission of 
Sharp’s communication to Killanin, as a letter dated 3 June 1976 
from the Canadian Ambassador in Berne (J.M. Côté) was sent, trans-

mitting the text of the letter sent by special delivery airmail on 1 
June 1976 to Killanin, at his Lausanne address. The original commu-
nication had been sent by telex on 28 May 1976.

76 IOC Historical Archives, ref. no. 3844/76.
77 The team may have competed as Taiwan, but at the Opening Ce-

remony of the Games, the sign on the placard of the team read 
"Formosa". In addition, while there may, as Killanin asserted, have 
been a banner unfurled as the delegation passed the presidential 
box, there was also a second placard bearer, as part of the ceremo-
ny, who marched ahead of the Formosa delegation, with a placard 
which read, "Under Protest".

78 In the meantime, Bissonette gave confidential advice to the 
government of Quebec regarding the situation, since it was expec-
ted that Killanin (given his elliptical reference to the international 
federations and "all others concerned") might attempt to use public 
pressure to influence the Canadian government, and a comprehen-
sive statement of Canada’s position was prepared for eventual use. 
Interdepartmental procedures were developed to ensure that the 
policy could be enforced. [Mackintosh, op. cit., p. 50.] 

79 Worrall Report, p. 14. [At Killanin’s request, Worrall was asked to 
put together a complete report on the China situation, with dates 
of meetings, etc. The report was dated 1 October 1976, well after the 
Games had finished. IOC Historical Archives/Olympic Games – Mon-
treal 1976 – Political Matters ID iRIMS 205122] Private negotiations 
in the face of the declaration of confidentiality played right into 
the hands of the Canadian government. With almost two months 
between communication of the change of policy at the end of May 
1976 and the beginning of the Games, the IOC had considerable fle-
xibility in what it might decide to do in the face of the new con-
ditions. There could have been much more international outrage 
expressed and pressure exerted had the IOC gone public at once. 
Killanin’s apparent acceptance of a communication marked "re-
stricted" by the sender was ill-advised; the particular classification 
of the document within the Canadian Department of External Affairs 
was hardly binding on Killanin or the IOC. The threat of moving or 
cancelling the Games would have been quite viable and the resul-
ting pressures, both domestic and international, which would have 
descended upon the Canadian government might well have had a 
significant impact on its conduct. Using up time with negotiations 
was a perfect ploy – especially negotiations held outside Canada, 
with officials who had no power other than to follow instructions 
given off-stage - and the IOC not only fell into the trap, but also 
demonstrated that it lacked resolve in any substantive positioning.

80 Prior to Killanin’s arrival in Canada, Worrall had been advised that 
the government would permit neither Hsu nor the accredited repre-
sentatives (president and secretary) of the ROCOC to enter Canada, 
but, after negotiations with André Bissonette, it was agreed that 
they could enter. [Worrall Report, pp. 13-14]

81 I had received a visit at my office, but in my capacity as Secretary 
of the Canadian Olympic Committee, from Ottawa-based PRC dip-
lomatic staff (a Mr. Wang, as I recall, with one or two others) on 21 
May 1976, only four days after the embassy had delivered its official 
note to the Canadian government. They wanted the COC to take a 
position regarding the ROC, in support of the PRC. I said the COC was 
not in a position to do anything of that nature as a national Olympic 
committee recognized by the IOC, and doubted that the Montreal 
organizing committee had either the ability or the inclination to do 
anything along the same lines. It seemed to me that it was entirely 
a political matter and I suggested (not knowing of the PRC’s earlier 
approaches) that the PRC should look to the Canadian government 
for whatever relief it might be able or willing to provide. Within a 
week of this approach to me, the Canadian government had com-
municated its decision. 

82 Brundage would not likely have viewed any such governmen-
tal contacts as inconsistent with his views that sport and politics 
should not mix, since they would have led to politicians dealing 
with politicians on purely political matters.

83 IOCEB 10-31 July 1976, Montreal, Annex 4, pp. 66-68. The Republic 
of China was expelled from the United Nations on 25 October 1971. 
In 1972, Mitchell Sharp, as Secretary of State for External Affairs, led 
a trade delegation to the PRC. Trudeau himself paid an official visit 
in 1973. Rousseau had not lost all of his ambassadorial stripes: he 
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was furious with the COC for its criticism of the federal government, 
to the point of near hysteria. Wright, to escape the vitriol, would 
have told him who wrote the press release, so I had the benefit of 
Rousseau’s unpersuasive harangue.

84 The Tripartite Commission had been established in the lead-up to 
the Olympic Congress held in Varna, Bulgaria in 1973. It consisted of 
representatives of the IOC, IFs and NOCs. 

85 IOCEB 10-31 July 1976, Montreal, pp. 1-2. 
86 IOCEB 10-31 July 1976, Montreal, pp. 2-3. On 2 June 1976, the Mont-

real organizing committee had advised the ROCOC by telex that they 
would receive the name of the Canadian officer who would assist 
them in the transmission of their list of persons issued identity 
cards within 10 days. The organizing committee then received (on 
10 June 1976) the full list of entries from Taipei, Republic of China, 
namely all competitors and officials with corresponding identi-
ty card numbers. Receipt of the list was acknowledged on 22 June 
1976, when the organizing committee stated, "All members of your 
team meet with requirements described in Article 9 of our brochure 
'Identity Cards for the Participants.' All members of your team meet 
with the requirements described in Article 9 for our identity card to 
be accepted as a travel document by the Canadian Government". 
[Frank Shaughnessy of the Montreal organizing committee to Law-
rence Ting, ROCOC chef de mission] For some reason, even though a 
representative of the Department of External Affairs was in almost 
daily communication with the Montreal organizing committee, no 
instructions seem to have been given regarding entry of the RO-
COC delegation. That Department must also have been aware of the 
information booklets, daily programs and a number of other docu-
ments prepared and circulated by the organizing committee, all of 
which referred to the delegation based in Taiwan as ROCOC. I have 
found no evidence that Rousseau, normally under the jurisdiction 
of the Department of External Affairs as an ambassador, had been 
advised of the government’s new policy. Even if he had been ad-
vised, however, as an ambassador, he might well have carried on 
with his efforts to deliver the Games, in private possession of the 
knowledge of the new development, and left it to others to deal 
with whatever the political fallout might be. 

87 IOCEB 10-31 July 1976, Montreal, p. 2. This overlooks the squandered 
leverage and the fact that the matter had been active since at least 
26 May 1976, some six weeks earlier. No mention was made of any 
contacts on the issue in 1974 or 1975.

88 IOCEB 10-31 July 1976, Montreal, p. 3.
89 IOCEB 10-31 July 1976, Montreal, p. 3. See extract from the minutes 

of the meeting between the NOCs and the IOC Executive Board, 4 
October 1965, Madrid, Annex 7. The NOCs had met among themselves 
in Rome the month before the Madrid meeting and had adopted a 
resolution which supported an earlier resolution of the IOC and IFs, 
adopted in February 1963. The Madrid resolution read in part: "The 
meeting of National Olympic Committees supports the resolution of 
the International Olympic Committee and the International Fede-
rations adopted in February 1963, which stress (sic) the necessity to 
organise official competitions only in those countries guaranteeing 
visas for all competitors and officials; and the resolution approved 
of April 11th last by the International Federations, which draws to 
the attention of all parties concerned the general principles that all 
member federations should have the possibility, together with all 
related privileges and rights, of participating in the Olympic Games, 
the world championships and other championships organised by 
the International Federations, as well as Olympic sports meetings 
and meetings of the International Sports Federations. The National 
Olympic Committees consider the foregoing necessary in order to fa-
cilitate the carrying out of the above principle". Why anyone sup-
posed that this might have had the slightest impact on the decision 
taken by the Canadian government is not obvious. 

90 IOCEB 10-31 July 1976, Montreal, pp. 3-4. The extraterritoriality con-
cept would have had neither legal nor practical viability anywhere 
but in the minds of some of the IOC. As a matter of common sense 
and political reality, if the athletes were in Montreal, participating 
at the Games, they would be in Canada. Drapeau also suggested a 
variation of what had been done in previous Olympic Opening Ce-
remonies, namely that the ROC team could parade with no placard 
or flag and by this fact would be recognized by the whole world. 

Berlioux said that the ROCOC regarded this as discriminatory and in-
sisted on participation under the same terms as other NOCs.

91 IOCEB 10-31 July 1976, Montreal, pp. 17-18.
92 IOCEB 10-31 July 1976, Montreal, Annex 10, p. 75. See also Annex 7, 

Extract from the Minutes of the Executive Board with the NOCs in 
Madrid on 4 October 1965 at p. 70, which supported a February 1963 
resolution stressing the necessity of organizing official competitions 
only in those countries guaranteeing visas for all competitors and 
officials. The Tripartite Commission had issued a press release on 9 
July 1976, unanimously condemning the attitude of the Canadian 
Government, "which has opposed the entry of a team of a Natio-
nal Olympic Committee under the name duly recognised by the IOC, 
thus breaching the agreement given formally to the IOC when the 
Canadian Government supported Montreal’s application to hold the 
Olympic Games". In order not to leave the IOC with no alternati-
ve but to cancel the Games, the Commission supported immediate 
further talks with Canadian authorities and the representatives of 
the ROCOC. [Annex 5, p. 69.] 

93 The delegation consisted of Hsu, the IOC member in Taiwan, Shen 
Chai Ming, president of the ROCOC, and Lawrence Ting, chef de mis-
sion. This portion of the meeting occurred on 11 July 1976.

94 IOCEB 10-31 July 1976, Montreal, pp. 18-19. In November 1975 there 
had been a boxing competition in Montreal and certain compe-
titors from Taiwan had been refused entry into Canada under the 
name Republic of China, but would have been admitted under the 
name Taiwan. The team management, or possibly the ROCOC, had 
refused to agree to the condition and did not take part. The Cana-
dian government argued that this had been a "notification" to the 
IOC, despite the fact that the IOC had nothing to do with the 1975 
competitions and that they were not part of the Olympic program. 
Killanin had clearly been aware of the incident, but seems to have 
done nothing about it. Hsu had told Killanin in Innsbruck earlier 
in the year that he had been unaware of the matter and the ROCOC 
has been unable to locate anything in its records dealing with the 
situation. 

95 IOCEB 10-31 July 1976, Montreal, p. 19. It is not difficult to imagine the 
"heavy pressures" from his government, given the existence and 
membership of the committee established in Taiwan (supra). 

96 There would have been nowhere near 10,000 athletes at the Games 
in 1976, even had those from boycotting countries been included in 
the count.

97 IOCEB 10-31 July 1976, Montreal, p. 20. 
98 IOCEB 10-31 July 1976, Montreal, p. 20. 
99 IOCEB 10-31 July 1976, Montreal, p. 21. It is by no means clear that this 

would have happened.
100 IOCEB 10-31 July 1976, Montreal, p. 21.
101 IOCEB 10-31 July 1976, Montreal, p. 22. Smirnov (URS) thought it very 

important that the whole situation be carefully explained to the 
Session, since there were IOC members who did not understand the 
decision which had been taken. Daume (GER) asked what the si-
tuation would be if the word "Olympic" were to be left out of the 
Games. Killanin, in one of the more bizarre statements made in the 
course of the discussions, replied that another organization would 
take over and the athletes would not win any Olympic medals, 
which was why they had come to Montreal.

102 The judo officials from Taiwan would not pose a problem, since they 
were not representing the Republic of China. IOCEB 10-31 July 1976, 
Montreal, p. 23. 

103 IOCEB 10-31 July 1976, Montreal, p. 23. Worrall did not think team 
uniforms would be a problem, since the emblem was no larger than 
three inches and no name was mentioned. There was, however, the 
proposed use of "ROC" and the IOC was slow to understand the po-
wer of close-up television coverage, which would have been able to 
highlight the ROC elements of the uniforms.


