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Introduction by Frank Ninkovich, Emeritus St. John’s University 

ulture is to the history of U.S. foreign relations what Rodney Dangerfield was to comedians. “I don’t 
get no respect!” the comic used to say, even as he drew enough laughs to parlay that theme into a 
successful career.  The history of cultural relations as an element of foreign relations is no different. 

Diplomatic historians can make a good living from it; likewise, the practitioners of cultural diplomacy within 
the government can make satisfying careers by plying their trade, but for most people in our guild and in the 
government it is clearly a far more modest intellectual abode than the more prestigious political and economic 
beachfront properties that continue to dominate thinking in the field. As the sociologist Margaret Archer put 
it, “in every way ‘culture’ is the poor relation of ‘structure’.” 1 And that comparison was made only in relation 
to sociology. For political science, where culture is more like a chambermaid, the relationship is even more 
unequal and uncomplimentary. 

If I may interject a personal note: in 1981 I published The Diplomacy of Ideas, which marked the introduction 
to diplomatic history proper of a topic that hitherto had been explored only sketchily by a few precursors, 
most of whom had some hands-on experience with cultural policy. Although the book received a very 
generous review from John Milton Cooper, Jr., he ended on a note of puzzlement about the significance of 
the topic for the study of U.S. foreign relations, wishing for “examinations... with greater significance.”2 
Convinced that many others would have the same doubts – indeed, I had my own doubts – I decided to 
change course and to focus instead on ideology, a theme that I believed would fit more easily into the 
mainstream of professional discourse. But then, much to my surprise, in the mid-1990s I began to receive 
inquiries about cultural studies and was asked to participate in many panels and conferences organized around 
cultural themes. In the course of the next twenty years, there emerged a large literature on various aspects of 
cultural relations, accompanied by the creation of a number of institutions that promote studies in the sub-
field. 

This upsurge in interest was the result of various factors: the general devaluation of international politics in 
the aftermath of the Cold War, a time when the mantra in the U.S. was ‘it’s the economy, stupid,’ when 
nation ‘branding’ began to come into vogue; the ever-present desire by graduate students, many of whom like 
Kingsley Amis’s ‘Lucky Jim’ Dixon are looking for any topic at all that is likely to earn them a foothold in 
academia. More consequential reasons for taking an interest in cultural diplomacy emerged after 9/11 when 
more and more people asked ‘why don’t they like us?’ especially as improved cultural relations with the Arab 
world seemed to provide one way of remedying the dislike on the cheap. Not least, for historians bored with 
one-dimensional political narratives, cultural relations opened up the possibility of exploring a vast 3-D world 
filled with formerly unnoticed themes:  travel and tourism, music, art, education, dance, movies, hybridism, 
the spread of ideas, non-governmental organizations, and on and on. Many of these topics could be 
connected, at least by implication, with social and economic developments, thereby providing some social 
gravitas to studies that otherwise could be dismissed as marginal.  There was an important related 
development at work, too, which derived its energy from the new methodology of transnational history, an 
approach that eschewed the study of political decision-making – what one clerk said to another clerk – in 

                                                        
1 Margaret Archer, Culture and Agency: The Place of Culture in Social Theory (New York, 1988), 1.  

2 John Milton Cooper, Jr., “Are Ideas Weapons?” Reviews in American History 9: 4 (December 1981), 541. 
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favor of looking at social and cultural interactions throughout the world at an infra-political level, Daniel 
Rogers’s Atlantic Crossings being one of the more influential examples of this kind of work.3 

Did this mean that culture was, all of a sudden an ‘in’ field or that it had attained equality with traditional 
approaches to the history of foreign relations?  No, not really. Despite the upsurge in interest, quite unlike 
many other historical fields in the 1970s and 1980s, there was no sweeping ‘cultural turn’ in diplomatic 
history, which never experienced a cultural turn – more like a slight swerve followed by a return to course. It 
continued its straight and narrow focus on policy studies, and to a lesser extent a fixation with imperial power, 
whose foremost modern instrument is economic domination, as a framework for explaining how and why the 
modern world functions the way it does.  Like many intellectual enthusiasms, this one waxed and waned. 
Indeed, by 2008, the American Historical Association president Barbara Weinstein 2008 rejected the ‘culture 
is everything’ outlook that once seemed on the verge of taking over the discipline. 4 

So, how does Neal Rosendorf’s work fit into this general picture? Viewed narrowly as an addition to the 
genre, it is clear that Rosendorf has advanced the conversation in some new and significant ways. First, by 
focusing on Spain’s attempts to influence American opinion, Rosendorf reverses the all-too-prevalent habit of 
many Americanists to assume a one-way direction of cultural flow.  This enables Rosendorf, one of whose 
mentors is soft-power theorist Joseph S. Nye, to make a vigorous case on behalf of Spanish agency in turning 
around Franco’s image. Second, instead of focusing on narrow governmental bilateral channels, he broadens 
the bandwidth to encompass dimensions of commerce and culture that are not normally found in 
conventional treatments of cultural diplomacy. Third, he treats cultural relations as more than elitist 
instruments that are manipulated by governments, but as activities that tap into deeper movements of society, 
mass culture, and the global economy. The book provides a unique insight into some of the social and 
cultural developments that led to Spain’s incorporation into the west and the world.  The events described in 
Rosendorf’s book lie at the nexus of policy making and this process of sociocultural transformation, which 
takes it much deeper into territory not covered by conventional research and broader than traditional histories 
of public diplomacy. By redirecting our focus to these deeper cultural connections, Rosendorf’s book is as 
much an exercise in cultural studies as it is a study of foreign relations.   

The story wastes little space on high politics.  Rosendorf’s book does not tell us much about the narrative of 
grand strategy because Spain’s efforts to move in the direction of the west cannot be explained in narrowly 
geopolitical terms. The fact that Spain wanted badly to improve its image with the U.S. was not only a 
reflection of power realities, but of the changing nature of international society and of a growing recognition 
that Spain would ultimately have to transform itself internally in order to fit in with a globalizing world in 
which fascist societies were fish out of water. In this respect, then, Franco was reminiscent of tyrants in 
classical Greece who set the stage for the subsequent emergence of Athenian democracy.  Franco may have 

                                                        
3 Daniel Rodgers, Atlantic Crossings: Social Politics in a Progressive Age (Cambridge: Belknap Press of Harvard 

University Press, 1998). 

4 Barbara Weinstein, presidential address “Developing Inequality,” American Historical Review (February 2008) 
7; Reporter’s Notebook,: Highlights from the 2008 Annual Meeting of the American Historical Association, 
http://historynewsnetwork.org/article/46099. In the business world, however, culture remains a very big deal. For 
example, Microsoft CEO Satya Nadella holds that “the culture created inside the walls of any company isn’t just 
important, ‘it’s everything.’”  USA Today, 15 September 2015. 

http://historynewsnetwork.org/article/46099
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been craving respect, but the long-term repercussions for Spain of his policies were far more transformative 
than the the burnishing of his image abroad. Purely political rapprochements tend to have a limited impact. 
They produce officially sponsored cultural closeness, e.g., the kind of shallow and short-lived cultural relations 
that were promoted between the U.S. and the USSR during World War II. Or sometimes, as in ping-pong 
diplomacy, cultural fraternization could function as a signal of dramatic political shifts in the making, only to 
be cast aside once the political process and played out. And, of course, enemies tend either to not have 
cultural relations at all or, if they do, they are held on a tight leash. By comparison, Spain’s attempts at 
cultural outreach signified a shift towards integrating Spanish society into a new international mainstream. 

But, in a larger sense, the question remains about the broader significance to diplomatic history of such 
studies. The challenging “so what?” question that confronted me at the beginning of my career still remains 
unanswered. One of the basic objections to studies of cultural relations, even if it is stipulated beforehand that 
they may be engaging, is that they are not of deep interest because they do not deal with fundamental 
questions of causality.  If we adhered strictly to the principle of Occam’s razor, then the logic of parsimony 
would conclude inevitably that political explanations continue to rule the roost. One of the attractive features 
of studies that focus narrowly on diplomatic decision making is that causality appears to be fairly clear – 
someone decides this, following which that happens. So, from the standpoint of those who are attached to 
traditional high policy as a way of doing the history of foreign relations, it could be argued that Rosendorf’s 
book, despite its undoubted novelties and advances, remains when all is said and done the product of a 
historical genre whose future is likely to be one of rapidly diminishing returns. If so, there is little more to be 
said about the study of cultural relations as a governmental function other than a dismissive ‘It is interesting.’ 
Or, to use the unfortunate dental analogy one finds in too many reviews, it ‘fills a gap’ in the literature. 

However, the argument that geopolitics trumps culture is not self-evidently true and the dismissive critique of 
cultural approaches as non-causal is misplaced. Take, for example, the remark famously attributed to the 
successful merchant John Wanamaker: ‘Half the money I spend on advertising is wasted; the trouble is I don't 
know which half.’ That remark is often taken as a criticism of advertising, but the important albeit less 
humorous takeaway is that Wanamaker believed that half his investment was indeed well spent. The same 
applies to cultural initiatives, for, like Wanamaker, Rosendorf is talking not only about the uncertainties that 
surround advertising, but also about the positive consequences of cultural consumption that follow the 
promotions – and there certainly were some, however they may be resistant to quantification.  By 
comparison, when it comes to waste, the return on investment in military spending is at least as difficult to 
measure. Examples of overoptimistic estimates about what military force can actually accomplish are plentiful. 
The problem of relative bang for the buck between investments in aircraft carriers versus cultural diplomacy is 
not one that can be decided prima facie in favor of military hardware.  

If this were simply a matter of miscalculation, it would still make sense to argue for the superiority of hard-
power explanations. In this view, misapplications of power only demonstrate the need for better generals and 
strategists. The assumption is that foreign policy, in the last resort, still boils down to hard power. But does it? 
For one thing, power is itself a product of the wealth and technical sophistication capable of producing 
modern instruments of military force – in short, of social and cultural capabilities. Ironically, an excessive 
emphasis on the production of military hardware has a negative impact on the productive capability of 
countries. Moreover, hard power in the modern era is an inherently limited instrument. At the level of 
nuclear weaponry, it is a self-negating instrument, a tool whose usefulness lies in preventing its use. At a moral 
level, its uninhibited use is limited by international law and by international public opinion. And as a 
practical matter, its efficacy is clouded by all sorts of negative unintended consequences, as the fallout of the 
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second Iraq war should make clear. There is plenty else of consequence going on beyond the decisions on the 
battlefield or decision-making in the corridors of power.  

It may well be that in the post-World war II era social and cultural determinants have overtaken the 
conventional calculus of power in deciding relations between nations. At the high tide of nationalism, before 
globalization had become irreversibly entrenched, culture clearly worked hand in glove with power politics.  
Cultural relations evolved as a supporting element in an antagonistic system in which policy was based on 
incompatible interests, the point being to ‘convince’ other parties to adopt our version of our interests as their 
own.  This was in keeping with the prevailing view that national power was the expression of a unique and 
supposedly superior culture and in which cultural power was believed to be a byproduct of political power. By 
this logic, cultural relations were at one time quite congenial to explanations of how power worked in the 
international arena. Back then, mass culture did not necessarily fit into this equation so that nations that were 
quite close together culturally could at times be quite hostile to one another, as was the case with Great 
Britain and the United States at times in the nineteenth century.  Nowadays, however, it is difficult to 
imagine nations that are culturally at odds being allies, and nations that are culturally similar being enemies.  
Culture, which since Paleolithic times has been a force for division among peoples, has become more of a 
unifying force. Globalization as a new Tower of Babel is for the time being a success story. 

In the case of Spain, imagine a stripped down ideal type history that focused single-mindedly on the strategic 
calculations that led first to the bases treaty of 1953 and then to Spain’s admission into NATO in 1982. It 
takes little intelligence to sense that such a study, even with the copious addition of day-to-day arabesques in 
the form of policy memos, would be a highly superficial affair that concealed the complexity of events. In its 
neglect of a vast sociocultural context, it would make political decision-making comparable to a study of the 
effects of throwing rocks into the ocean. Indeed, such an account would barely deserve mention in an 
undergraduate survey of post-World War II U.S. foreign relations. In opening Spain up to the United States 
policymakers were making decisions that had potentially enormous consequences of the kind that the Soviet 
approach to soft power, located on the opposing side of the spectrum of openness, was determined to avoid.  
The danger of unmanaged and potentially destabilizing commercial and cultural flows was something that the 
Soviet regime instinctively recognized as potentially lethal to its cenobitic model of rule. In any event, a study 
of the growing closeness between Spain and the United States and Europe articulated solely or even primarily 
in the idiom of hard power fails to meet elementary standards of historical explanation.  The generous 
description of such a study would be to call it an oversimplification; a more candid approach would be to 
expose it for what it is: a falsification.  

Let us try the reverse approach. Nevertheless, even if it is conceded that societal and cultural factors have 
grown in importance over the last couple of centuries – and it is oftentimes difficult to separate these Siamese 
twins -- it is fair to ask whether there are  situations in which cultural relations are the sine qua non of like-
minded political relations. That is to say, are social and cultural relations an indispensable part of the story 
that cannot be passed over? Are there situations where such interactions produce a closeness that runs counter 
to what strategic realities would otherwise appear to suggest?  Israel may be a good example, perhaps the 
strongest example.  Taiwan, arguably, has done a very good job of selling itself to the United States. Or, more 
provocatively, one might suggest Canada and Mexico as cases where, if strategic logic alone governed, the 
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relationships with the United States would have been far more contentious.5  Italy, maybe.  These examples 
and others are all arguable, of course, but the point is that the arguments in each case quickly become so 
complicated that it is hard to avoid the conclusion that cultural relations are becoming an indispensable part 
of any explanation of how international relations function.   

I will let Rosendorf shift for himself in his responses to critiques of his work, but for my part  Franco Sells 
Spain to America is valuable as a window that opens towards larger issues than the back-and-forth of political 
maneuvering between governments. It paints relations in a refreshingly broader context than bases, alliances, 
and geopolitics. Finally, it tells us a lot about things that an elite policy-centered story would miss. That is not 
to say that Rosendorf’s book explains everything about the transformation of Spain after World War II or of 
Spain’s relationship with the United States. There is a broader story of course – there always is. The role of 
Europe in relation to Spain’s geographic situation needs to be better understood, as does the growing 
understanding of many in Franco’s regime and in Spanish society that Fascism was a moribund ideology. 
Roiling social undercurrents of change within Spain, without which the amazingly rapid transformation of 
Spanish society and culture in the post-Franco era, did their part. Then there is the broader situation, beyond 
geopolitics, in which there was the understanding that the modern world was heading in a different direction. 
But any story of how this journey took place would not be complete without something like Rosendorf’s 
book telling us how the road was paved. Clearly, much work needs to be done. But we are getting closer to 
the day when culture will be accepted as an indispensable tool in any history of foreign policy that pretends to 
have a convincing explanation for what took place and why. 

I may be suspected of creating a straw man here, of oversimplifying in the name of multidimensional 
explanatory complexity, but I would disagree. For if we examine the conceptual hierarchies of our profession, 
I would maintain that my characterization comes close to the truth of the matter. In arguing that too many of 
our foreign policy tunes have been sung to a geopolitical score, I do not want to imply that culture is the only 
explanation or the superior explanation, far from it. I would only maintain that without culture and society 
any explanation is incomplete and unsatisfying even by the strictest standards of cause-and-effect explanation. 
But there is an important corollary to that point: if culture is to assume its rightful place at the high table of 
explanation, politics needs to be put in its place.  Rosendorf’s book helps us think about rearranging the 
seating chart. 

Participants: 

Neal M. Rosendorf (Ph.D. Harvard University, 2000) is an associate professor of international relations in 
the Department of Government at New Mexico State University. He has previously held teaching positions at 
Long Island University, the University of Queensland in Australia, and Harvard’s Kennedy School of 
Government, as well as a research fellowship at the Center on Public Diplomacy at the University of Southern 
California. He is a scholar of US international history, globalization, national reputation management, 
public/cultural diplomacy and popular/consumer culture, which he combines in various ways in his writings. 
In addition to Franco Sells Spain to America, he has published numerous journal articles and book chapters, as 
well as newspaper, magazine and online pieces. Dr. Rosendorf is currently researching and writing The Jewish 

                                                        
5 See, e.g., Jose Luis Ramos, “Diplomacy, Social Politics, and United States-Mexico Relations after the Mexican 

revolution, 1919-1930,” Ph. D. dissertation, The University of Chicago, 2014.  

http://search.proquest.com.jerome.stjohns.edu:81/dissertations/docview/1559962188/650397C4EA2946F8PQ/1?accountid=14068
http://search.proquest.com.jerome.stjohns.edu:81/dissertations/docview/1559962188/650397C4EA2946F8PQ/1?accountid=14068
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State’s Image-Building Efforts in America, 1948-68: “To Sell Israel”, which will be published by Palgrave 
Macmillan in 2018. 

Frank Ninkovich received his doctorate from the University of Chicago in 1978, where he studied the history 
of U.S. foreign relations under Akira Iriye. His previous books include The Diplomacy of Ideas: U.S. Foreign 
Policy and Cultural Relations, 1938-1950  (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1981; Chicago: Imprint 
Publications, 1995)); Germany and the United States: The Transformation of the German Question Since 
1945  (Boston: Twayne Publishers, 1988, revised and updated edition, 1994); Modernity and Power: A History 
of the Domino Theory in the Twentieth Century (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1994); U.S. Information 
Policy and Cultural Diplomacy (New York: Foreign Policy Association, 1995);The Wilsonian Century: U.S. 
Foreign Policy Since 1900.  (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1999); The United States and Imperialism 
(Oxford: Blackwell Publishers, 2001); Global Dawn: The Cultural Foundation of American Internationalism, 
1865-1890 (Harvard University Press, 2009) and The Global Republic: America’s Inadvertant Rise to World 
Power (University of Chicago Press, 2014). After 30 years at St. John's University in New York City, he has 
retired from teaching. He currently resides in Placitas, New Mexico. 

Christopher Endy is Professor of History at California State University, Los Angeles. He wrote Cold War 
Holidays: American Tourism in France (Chapel Hill, 2004) and recently contributed to a forum on “Tourism 
and Empire” in the Journal of Tourism History (2015). He is writing a book on the global politics of 
multinational corporations and business ethics since the late nineteenth century. 

Francisco J. Rodríguez Jiménez works at the University of Salamanca and was formerly a postdoctoral 
researcher at Weatherhead Centre for International Affairs, Harvard University (2012-2013), and a Fulbright 
Visiting Scholar at George Washington University, 2010-2012. His areas of concentration are:  International 
relations in the twentieth century, especially between Spain and the United States; U.S. public diplomacy in 
Europe; and the analysis of Anti-Americanism. Among his more recent publications: US. Public Diplomacy 
and Democratization in Spain: Selling Democracy? (Palgrave Macmillan, 2015; co-edited with Lorenzo 
Delgado and Nicholas Cull); “Stanley G. Payne: ¿Una trayectoria académica ejemplar?”, Hispania Nova 
(2015); “The engaging power of English language promotion in Franco’s Spain,” Contemporary European 
History, vol. 24 (2015/3, With Óscar J. Martín); US. Public Diplomacy and Democratization in Spain: Selling 
Democracy? (Palgrave Macmillan, 2015; co-edited with Lorenzo Delgado and Nicholas Cull); and ¿Mujeres 
sabias? Mujeres universitarias en España y América Latina (Limoges, 2015; co-edited with Josefina Cuesta and 
Mª Luz de Prado).  
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Review by Christopher Endy, California State University, Los Angeles 

n March 1974, an American in San Rafael, just north of San Francisco, wrote a gushing letter to Spanish 
dictator Francisco Franco. “It puts my heart at peace,” wrote the Californian, “to know that there is 
someone like you—standing like an inorganic rock of ultraconservatism…. You are not just a general—

you are truly a Generalissimo!” A month later, Spain’s Ministry of Information and Tourism (MIT) mailed a 
photo portrait of Franco to his American admirer, Lazlo Toth. It proved a rare misstep for the MIT. Toth was 
a pseudonym for Bay Area comedian Don Novello, who published the whole exchange, including the photo 
of an unsmiling Franco, in a popular humor book. By the time of his death in 1975, the dictator had also 
become the butt of frequent jokes on Saturday Night Live.1 Franco’s MIT stands at the heart of Neal 
Rosendorf’s well-crafted book, which provides ample evidence to show how the Ministry worked hard to 
cultivate American sympathy for the Spanish dictatorship. If anything, the MIT’s quick reply to Novello 
reveals just how diligently it wooed American opinion. As Rosenberg argues, the MIT’s efforts paid off. 
Despite the satirists, many Americans, including key figures in U.S. politics and journalism, warmed to 
Franco’s Spain. 

With his research Rosendorf adds to several scholarly conversations. His introduction and conclusion address 
scholars of cultural diplomacy and practitioners of ‘nation branding,’ or what earlier generations might have 
called ‘propaganda.’ Rosendorf persuasively presents Spain as a successful case of winning hearts and minds. 
Thanks to the author’s thorough archival work in Spain and interviews with Franco-era officials, his book 
provides a detailed account of Spanish government efforts to draw political support and badly-needed dollars 
from Americans. With thematic chapters, Rosendorf covers Spanish campaigns to lure American tourists and 
Hollywood producers to Spain and to draw visitors to Spain’s pavilion at the 1964-1965 New York World’s 
Fair. He also shows how Spain generated favorable media coverage in the United States through the 
conventional route of hiring public relations specialists and through the more unusual strategy of appeasing 
American critics—especially American Protestants and Jews—by allowing more religious freedom for Spain’s 
non-Catholics.  

Beyond cultural diplomacy, Rosendorf’s research provides other scholarly contributions that are also worth 
highlighting. In standard narratives of U.S. Cold War diplomacy, Franco’s Spain appears briefly (if at all) to 
show how Americans compromised liberal political ideals for the sake of building an anti-communist alliance 
system. Spain tends to disappear from the American story once the two countries sign the Madrid Pact in 
1953.2 Covering a wider period, running through the 1970s, Rosendorf’s book shows how the U.S.-Spanish 
alliance required careful cultivation and maintenance to overcome ongoing American objections over civil and 
religious conditions inside Spain. Powerful Americans, most notably President Harry Truman, had little 
patience for Franco’s repression of non-Catholics, but they gradually made peace with him. While the 
overwhelming logic of Cold War containment provided the primary force, Franco’s efforts at cultural 
diplomacy played a key supporting role. In this light, Rosendorf’s book can also be read as a valuable case 

                                                        
1 Rosendorf refers to Saturday Night Live’s satirization on pages 194 and 246-247. The reference to Lazlo Toth 

and Don Novello is my own. Don Novello, The Lazlo Letters (New York: Workman Publishing Company, 1977). 

2 See for instance David F. Schmitz, Thank God They’re on Our Side: The United States and Right-Wing 
Dictatorships, 1921–1965 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1999). 

I 
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study within the historiography of human rights. Rosendorf’s research shows how U.S. alliances with right-
wing dictators did not happen easily or automatically, even at the height of the Cold War. 

Last, Franco Sells Spain to America contributes to efforts at de-centering the United States in international 
history. While most historical scholarship on cultural diplomacy focuses on Americans’ attempts to influence 
others, Rosendorf is the rare historian who can engage with this literature while also working in sources and 
perspectives from other countries. In a memorable metaphor, he writes that Spain performed “soft power ‘ju 
jitsu’” (7). That is, the Spanish used Americans’ tools of non-coercive persuasion (for example, tourists and 
Hollywood producers) to influence Americans’ own attitudes. Rosendorf’s reversal of scholars’ common focus 
on American outreach is refreshing. At the same time, the book’s analysis reaches too far when it argues that 
“the Spanish dictatorship’s efforts upend notions of metropole-periphery power dynamics of the sort typified 
among historical scholarship by Victoria de Grazia’s magisterial Irresistible Empire” (7). Rosendorf shows 
Spanish agency, yet those Spanish policies still underscored the political and economic power of the United 
States after World War II. At the end of the day, the American-inflected “market empire,” to use de Grazia’s 
phrase, shaped Spain far more than Spanish efforts shaped Americans.3 Corn-fed Midwesterners might have 
developed a taste for paella or flamenco after visiting Spain, but Franco’s efforts to appeal to Americans 
ultimately required more profound changes by the Spanish. As Rosendorf shows in chapter five, Franco’s 
government diluted its conservative Catholic ideology to accommodate American demands for religious 
minority rights in Spain. Efforts to lure tourists, including those seeking hedonistic holiday pleasures, also 
required compromises for Spain’s religious conservatives.4 In the end, Spain’s cultural diplomacy confirmed 
rather than upended the deeply uneven power relationship between the United States and Spain. 

Still, the book’s core argument on the Spanish government’s energetic and largely successful sales pitch holds 
strong. Rosendorf’s project of decentering the United States provides scholars with a more sophisticated 
understanding of power dynamics and the ironies of soft power. It also provides a cautionary tale for those 
concerned with human rights in today’s repressive states. Nation-branding, when conducted with vigor and 
patience, can provide effective cover for authoritarian rule.  

 

 

                                                        
3 Victoria de Grazia, Irresistible Empire: America’s Advance through Twentieth-Century Europe (Cambridge: 

Harvard University Press, 2005). 

4 Rosendorf alludes to these tensions, although they find greater emphasis in Hervé Poutet, Images touristiques 
de l’Espagne: De la propagande politique à la promotion touristique (Paris: L’Harmattan, 1995). 
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Review by Francisco J. Rodríguez Jiménez, University of Salamanca 

he Spanish-American War of 1898 generated a very unequal balance for the adversaries: the U.S. lived 
it as the ‘splendid little war,’ a brief and successful confrontation that strengthened its international 
position; Spain conversely perceived it as the loss of its last colonies, El Desastre. The Spanish anti-

Americanism of the twentieth century was, however, not directly a fruit of that conflict. It had been forged, 
rather, as a slow building up of disdain, rooted in the perception of the U.S. as the antithesis of Spain along 
several lines—Republic/Monarchy, Protestantism/Catholicism, new nation/old nation, 
Panamericanism/Hispanoamericanism, etc.— throughout the nineteenth century.1 That sensitivity 
simultaneously nurtured a sort of anti-Spanish feeling among many Americans, who associated the Spaniards 
with religious extremism, economic backwardness, or a savage and violent spirit, perceptions which grew in 
the fertile ground of the relics of the Black Legend. The long durability of these various reciprocal stereotypes, 
some projecting their shadow up to recent times, on both sides of the Atlantic seems to prove true Albert 
Einstein’s statement that “It is easier to disintegrate an atom than a prejudice.”2  

Neal Rosendorf’s innovative book assesses how the dictatorship of General Francisco Franco used diverse 
public diplomacy strategies in order to present a more balanced and attractive image of Spain to U.S. citizens. 
As the volume’s title suggests, the Spanish dictator wanted his country to be more sellable to America. It 
certainly would not be an easy mission. To dissolve the memory of Franco’s ‘dangerous friendship’ with Adolf 
Hitler and Italian leader Benito Mussolini, to eliminate the deep-rooted prejudices about the Spaniards noted 
above, and to present himself as an authoritarian rather than a totalitarian leader, the Caudillo relied on three 
pillars: tourism, filmmaking, and public relations. Rosendorf’s analysis likewise contests the notion that Spain 
emerged with a new modern image fully formed in the late 1980s.3 According to him, Spain’s national 
rebranding effort began in the immediate aftermath of World War II and ran through the 1960s, promoting a 
narrative of modernization and economic growth, with its apotheosis in the very expensive Spanish Pavilion at 
the New York World’s Fair of 1964–1965.  

With chapters devoted to the promotion of U.S. tourism in Spain, the friendly reception of the American film 
producers, various Spanish media and public relations campaigns in U.S., and efforts to overcome a Spanish 
reputation for persecution of non-Catholics, Rosendorf argues that Franco deployed those soft power 
initiatives with considerable, sometimes resounding, success (for example, 72, 135, 576, 722, 1039 or 1124).4 
This investigation is solidly underpinned by a compilation of varied and abundant primary sources, blending 
easily accessible collections from the Dwight D. Eisenhower and Lyndon B. Johnson Presidential Libraries 
with other, more novel materials from the personal files of Conrad Hilton, —founder of the Hilton Hotels 
chain—, The Academy of Motion Picture Arts, the American Express Archive, etc. This information is 
opportunely combined with Spanish and American newspapers and magazines, such the New York Times, 

                                                        
1 Daniel Fernández, Las raíces conservadoras del antiamericanismo español (Madrid: Genueve Ediciones, 2012). 

2 Francisco J. Rodríguez y Daniel Fernández, “La larga durabilidad de los estereotipos…” Cuadernos de Aldeeu 
23 (2011): 33-61. 

3 These issues are discussed in the final chapter of the book. 

4 These pages correspond to the PDF copy of the book I read. 

T 
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Life,5 ABC, and La Vanguardia; and several interviews with important figures such as Manuel Fraga, who 
served as Spanish Minister of Information and Tourism from 1962 to 1969, and Michael Aaron Rockland, 
director of Casa Americana, Madrid, from 1963–67.  

Rosendorf demonstrates a thorough comprehension of the specific literature about the role that soft power 
and tourism play in international relations and national branding, offering illustrations that are otherwise 
difficult to trace.6 Less convincing are the gaps in the historiography of Spanish-American political and 
military relations,7 for instance the neglect of Rosa Pardo’s works on Foreign Minister Castiella, Lorenzo 
Delgado’s analysis on Spanish-American cultural relations, and Charles Powell’s El Amigo Americano8; the 
dependence on Anglo-American bibliography when explaining the ins and outs of the Franco regime’s 
internal machinery;9 and the absence of engagement with the literature about the other side of the equation: 
how U.S. public diplomacy strove to sell its message to the Spanish citizens. 10 In other words, Rosendorf 
demonstrates mastery of the available literature in English, but a more limited familiarity with the 
bibliography published in Spanish. 

This notwithstanding, I find one of the main limitations of Rosendorf’s book to be the assumption that, by 
promoting the flux of American tourists (300), by easing the path for American film producers to work on 
Iberian soil, and by deploying various public relations campaigns in the United States geared to vindicate the 
Spanish heritage (involvement in the 400th anniversary of St. Augustine, Florida; the 250th birthday of Fray 
Junípero Serra, founding-father of California; and the attempt to Hispanize —Hispanizar— Columbus Day 
in New York), the Franco dictatorship successfully changed the perceptions about Spain that existed in 
American public opinion. Such a rehabilitated image, one infers from Rosendorf’s narrative, would have 

                                                        
5 Look magazine, which Rosendorf describes as Life magazine’s left-of-center competitor is cited much less 

often.   

6 Footnote 30, 1365. See also the detailed account of the available literature about international expositions in 
footnote 4 of Chapter 6. 

7 Ángel Viñas’ seminal Los Pactos con Estados Unidos is mentioned only one time, (1207). 

8 See respectively: Rosa Pardo: “Fernando María Castiella: pasión política y vocación diplomática”, Historia 
Contemporánea, nº 15 (1996): 225-240. Lorenzo Delgado: “Las relaciones culturales entre España y Estados Unidos. De 
la Guerra Mundial a los Pactos de 1953”, Cuadernos de Historia Contemporánea nº 25 (2003): 35-59. Charles Powell, El 
amigo americano. España y Estados Unidos: de la dictadura a la democracia (Barcelona, Galaxia Gutenberg, 2011). 

9 Mainly, Paul Preston’s Franco: A Biography (1994) and Stanley Payne, The Franco Regime: 1936–1975 (1987). 
In the later years, Payne’s reputation of impartiality has been questioned in the Spanish academy. More details at 
http://e-revistas.uc3m.es/index.php/HISPNOV/index. The inclusion of some of the more updated works of the 
following authors might have offer a more complete picture: Ismael Saz, Miguel Ángel del Arco, Carmen Molinero, Pere 
Ysàs, Álvaro Ferrary, Jordi Gracia, Miguel Ángel Ruiz or Glicerio Sánchez. The absence of the Carmelo Pellejero or Ana 
Garrido’s works about Spanish tourism is surprising. León-Aguinaga’s pioneering analysis about Hollywood, The 
Motion Picture Association, and Franco Spain is mentioned only one time, footnote 12 (1284). 

10 For instance the works by Lorenzo Delgado, Antonio Niño, Pablo León-Aguinaga, Francisco J. Rodríguez-
Jiménez, Óscar Martín, Nuria Puig, and Adoración Álvaro. 

http://e-revistas.uc3m.es/index.php/HISPNOV/index
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ultimately benefited Spanish diplomats when dealing with their American counterparts. The repeated Spanish 
failures to rebalance the military agreement with U.S. involving bases (1963, 1968-70), and the absence of 
direct support from Washington for Spanish desires to join in both NATO and the European Economy 
Community, to mention only the more memorable of these setbacks, seem to cast significant doubts as to the 
impact of Franco’s public diplomacy manoeuvres. The importance Rosendorf gives to the allegedly leading 
role of Franco in the above-mentioned soft power strategies also seems questionable.11  

Perhaps Rosendorf’s interpretation of a highly active Caudillo in the realm of soft power will be buttressed in 
the future, when new archival evidence is disclosed.12 However, the main pitfall for that is the nature of 
Franco’s personality and political praxis: he was sibylline, aloof, circuitous, and more importantly, one of the 
dictators of the twentieth century who left behind the fewest handwritten primary sources. In addition, and at 
least in other spheres, Franco has been constantly described, conversely, as a sort of laissez-faire dictator, who 
indeed procrastinated decision making more than a few times, while simultaneously trying to calm down the 
internecine battles within his cabinet (which had, ironically, sometimes been sparked by himself to weaken 
possible rivals and maintain his control among the various ‘families’ which composed his regime).13  

In a similar vein, Rosendorf depicts an almost far-sighted dictator, who as early as February 1943 “realized the 
magnitude of his miscalculation” (59, referring to his pro-Axis orientation). That Franco was politically savvy 
and strove to leave behind his “dangerous friendships” with Nazi Germany and Fascist Italy is well 
documented. But it is important to note that the timing of his inclination to gain respectability with the Allies 
was not clear until later. In his classic nature of playing to equivocation, the Spanish dictator did nothing to 
prevent the celebration of funerals and homages to Hitler in several cities, and the state-controlled Spanish 
press continued with a laudatory tone toward the Third Reich well after its collapse. 14   

There was equal ambiguity about whether or not to open the door that had hitherto been closed to tourists. 
This is clearly noted in a September 1950 memorandum in the U.S. embassy in Madrid.15 The Spanish 
officials desired that “American travellers who go to Spain return home delighted and constitute our principal 
source of propaganda” (139-40). But how to measure how many American tourists really became “spokesmen 

                                                        
11 For instance when meaning “… the single most important figure was the dictator himself” (85-86). “And the 

Jefe del Estado additionally lent his imprimatur…” (87). “When it came to post-World War II PR outreach to America, 
Francisco Franco himself was in the vanguard of the effort.” (546-547). 

12 It is hard to believe by now. It will be almost contradictory to the current knowledge we have about him. 

13 See the recent books about Franco published in 2015: Ángel Viñas, La otra cara del caudillo, Barcelona: 
Crítica, 2015. Julián Casanova, (ed.):  Cuarenta años con Franco, Barcelona, Crítica, 2015. Justo Serna, Españoles, Franco 
ha muerto, Madrid, Sílex, 2015 and Paul Preston. Franco: caudillo de España, Barcelona: Debate, 2015.   

14 Svetlana Pozharskaia, “Breve historia del franquismo,” Barcelona, Editorial L’Eina, 1987, 115. “Texto íntegro 
del testamento de Hitler”, El Adelanto, 1 January 1946. “España no necesita donativos de nadie,” La Gaceta Regional, 13 
July 1947. “Huelga, Justicia y Libertad,” Arriba 11/12/1947. 

15 “Spanish Opposition to tourism”, September 11, 1950. NARA, RG-59. CDF, 1950-54. 852.131, box 5021. 
Rosendorf likewise cites this document, with a slight mistake in the date. 
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of Hispanophile propaganda” (216) is more problematic.16 It goes without saying that Franco strove to sell a 
fake image of prosperity and political normalization, which might attract foreign currencies, which were 
strongly needed to avoid financial collapse. Putting that message in American lips was thought to be more 
beneficial. Thus, the Spanish press used testimonials by “random American citizens” as “fair observers” who 
described a Spain in which the wheels of economic progress were already turning in 1947: Spanish industry 
was flourishing everywhere, there were no food shortages, and the police were mainly focused on traffic 
control, not political repression.17 The reality, or course, was far different from that rosy image.   

Maybe some American tourists turned a blind eye to that reality (as is the case nowadays in many resorts in 
developing countries, which are strategically isolated from the poor conditions surrounding). But it is not 
illogical to consider that some others might have reported the real conditions they saw when returning to the 
U.S. It is probably safe to assume that the propagandistic messages received a warmer reception among 
American conservative sectors, as illustrated by Rosendorf with the examples of Conservative Republican 
luminaries such as William Buckley, Jr. and Russell Kirk. There were, however, other Americans who were 
more reluctant to swallow that propaganda. The legacy of the participation of the volunteers of the Abraham 
Lincoln Brigade in the Spanish Civil War, and a kind of “guilty remorse,” associated with the Roosevelt 
administration’s assumption of a neutrality policy, made many Americans perceive the defeat of the Spanish 
Second Republic as a “wound in the heart.”18 For those who felt that way, the geopolitical accord with Franco 
in 1953, which allowed the establishment of U.S. military bases in the Iberian country, was likewise 
disappointing. For instance, political or labour union leaders such as Norman Thomas, Walter and Victor 
Reuther, and even the Catholic president of the AFL-CIO, George Meany, showed a resolute rejection of the 
mermaid singings of the Caudillo.19 Their campaigns in favour of the Spanish republican exiles and against 
the political repression in Spain might have obscured the public-relations operations to ‘whitewash’ the 
Spanish dictatorship. Which group was more successful in influencing American society as a whole, and the 
White House in particular, has not yet been fully established.  

By the same token, one could wonder what movies more influenced Americans’ thinking, those produced by 
Stanley Kramer and Samuel Bronston20 under the auspices of the Caudillo, or those shot without that 
Francoist patronage, like the adaptation of Ernest Hemingway’s For Whom the Bell Tolls. This last was 
released in 1943, portraying a decidedly unfavourable image of Franco. Indeed, Spanish diplomats tried later 

                                                        
16 A Gallup Poll on “US public attitudes toward Spain, August 15, 1945” is quoted once (1204, PDF copy), 

but there is no clear evidence for the following decades. 

17 La Gaceta Regional, 15 August 1947. 

18 Allen Guttman, The wound in the heart. America and the Spanish Civil War (New York, 1962). 

19 See for instance the collections about Spain in Walter Reuther Library (WRL), Victor Reuther-Lewis 
Carliner, 1962-68, Box 37; and WRL, Walter P. Reuther, 1933-1970, Box 460; Harvard University Archives, Norman 
Thomas Papers, Reel 41. James D. Fernandez, Facing fascism: New York and the Spanish Civil War (New York, 2007). A 
first approach to understand the AFL-CIO relations with the Spanish anti-Franco labor unions in Francisco J. 
Rodríguez: “La AFL-CIO y el sindicalismo español, 1953-1971, Hispania LXXV:251 (Septiembre-Diciembre 2015): 
863-892. 

20 There is a small erratum when mentioning the Cid, Rodrigo Díaz de Vivar, not Bivar.  
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on to press their counterparts to call upon its producer, Paramount, to “tone down the script’s anti-fascist 
slants.”21 At least until 1953, this attempted restriction was a complete failure. “Paramount has recently 
refused to stop showing this film in Pakistan despite a request to do so by the Spanish Government,” reads an 
American memo of that time.22 

The analysis of this book ends in 1969, with the dismissals of the Foreign Minister, Castiella, and the 
Minister of Tourism and Information, Fraga, both of whom, according to Rosendorf, were considered the 
leading performers of the soft power offensive towards the U.S., behind only the even more determinant  role 
of Franco himself. That year marked, if not a total end, a substantial decline of the measures initiated almost 
two decades before to ‘sell Spain to America.’ For Rosendorf, the next half-decade until Franco’s death was 
marked by reputational inertia. “Americans kept visiting in large numbers and Hollywood films continued to 
be made on a somewhat smaller scale than before, while the sophisticated public relations efforts of the 
1950s–60s ceased to be practiced,” he writes. Rosendorf further explains that the Franco regime avoided 
“drastic repression and bloodshed that would have fundamentally undermined the reputation it had so long 
and laboriously cultivated in America” (118). 

However, there is other evidence that the death sentences of five militant opponents of the regime, handed 
down by the Caudillo in September 1975–not mentioned by Rosendorf–did indeed have a tough impact on 
Franco’s international reputation.23 Those executions unleashed significant protest around the world, mainly 
in European countries, and left an aftertaste of the dying dictator more bitter than in preceding years (such as 
1970), when other death sentences had ultimately been commuted. The staff of the U.S. diplomatic mission 
in Madrid was aware of that, but they walked a political tightrope, as they were trying to implement their own 
soft power initiatives.  Spanish opposition groups, along with some leaders of the American civil society 
and/or the labour unions solicited a clear condemnation, but the American diplomats hesitated, afraid of 
upsetting the Francoist authorities.  

In spite of these weaknesses, Rosendorf’s book is one of the most original contributions to the understanding 
of relations between Spain and the United States in the twentieth century published in the last few years. It 
deserves high praise for its copious references and details that will be invaluable for further researchers. Its 
translation into Spanish would be desirable (as it would be the translation into English of at least some of the 
works referred to in these pages). However, these pioneering and praiseworthy features are a bit eclipsed by 
the author’s insistence on emphasizing the alleged success of the public diplomacy strategies to sell Spain to 
America. Indeed, there is no shortage of authors who have warned about the limits of soft power, including 
the political scientist Joseph S. Nye himself;24 others have argued that “cultural influences are their own form 

                                                        
21 Neal Rosendorf, “American Film Producers and the Franco Regime, 1950-70”, Historical Journal of Film, 

Radio and Television 27:1 (2007), 81. 

22 “Spanish Film, Bienvenido Mr. Marshall”, April 28, 1953. NARA, RG-59. CDF, 1955-59. 852.00, box 
4621. 

23 “Spain Erupts into Fury.” The Guardian, 29/07/1975. 

24 Joseph S. Nye, ‘Public Diplomacy and Soft Power’, in Nicholas Cull and Geoffrey Cowan (eds.), 
Public Diplomacy in a Changing World, The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Sciences (2008), 102; 
also written by Nye, Soft Power (New York, 2004), 107-109. 
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of power, not just mere tools of political propagandists;”25 and others have reasoned that “public diplomacy 
can offer no more than influence, to change the odds of particular outcomes occurring,” but cannot yield 
major, rapid transformations. 26 Is Einstein’s statement, which was mentioned at the beginning of this review, 
therefore still pertinent? 

                                                        
25 Jessica Gienow-Hecht: “Culture and the Cold War”, in Giles Scott-Smith and Hans Krabbendam: The 

Cultural Cold War in Western Europe, 1945-1960 (London, 2003), 279. 

26 Ali Fisher, Collaborative Public Diplomacy: How Transnational Networks Influenced American Studies in Europe 
(New York, 2013), ix and 17. 
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Author’s Response by Neal M. Rosendorf, New Mexico State University 

 want to thank my esteemed colleagues Christopher Endy and Francisco Javier Rodriguez Jiménez for 
taking the time to read and thoughtfully comment on my book. My great thanks as well to Frank 
Ninkovich, one of the true luminaries of U.S. international history, for performing introduction duties, as 

well as to the redoubtable and endlessly patient editorial figures at H-Diplo, Thomas Maddux, and Diane 
Labrosse, for kindly inviting me to participate in this roundtable and expertly curating the enterprise. 

As the old saying goes (and Frank Sinatra sang), “Fools rush in where angels fear to tread.” Thus this writer 
blithely wandered some years back into the maelstrom that perpetually whirls, like the Great Red Spot of 
Jupiter, around the late Spanish caudillo Francisco Franco and his regime. It should not surprise readers that 
the howling winds tend to particularly vex some scholars hailing from Spain, for whom Franco and the four 
decade-long dictatorship he wrought is, understandably, not merely a subject of considerable historical 
interest, but a suppurating wound that stubbornly refuses to heal forty-plus years after his death. This has not 
prevented some Spanish academics from looking favorably upon Franco Sells Spain to America.1 But it made it 
virtually inevitable that sooner or later a brickbat or two would be hurled from Iberia in my direction. (I 
suspect that more will come my way once FSSTA is published in a Spanish-language edition in 2018 by 
Madrid-based Ediciones Encuentro; my steel helmet is at the ready. And many thanks to Rodriguez Jiménez 
for expressing his desire to see my book published in Spain.) 

Let me state forthrightly that although I spent years researching and writing Franco Sells Spain to America, I 
am not an historian of Spain, but rather of U.S. international history, national reputation management, 
public/cultural diplomacy, and the like. I am especially interested in the efforts, past and present, of other 
states to influence U.S. attitudes, at the level of both elites and the broader public. Indeed, my current book 
project, under contract with Palgrave Macmillan, is The Jewish State’s Image-Building Efforts in America, 1948-
68: “To Sell Israel”—see my previous comment about fools rushing in, et cetera.  

Aside from this being an inherently interesting realm of inquiry, my work self-consciously contributes, as 
Christopher Endy notes, to the project of de-centering international history since World War II away from a 
focus primarily on the United States as the all-powerful actor in global affairs. This is not to deny American 
preponderance, and Endy makes a point well-taken, and reinforced by Rodriguez Jiménez, in observing that 
“Spanish policies still underscored the political and economic power of the United States after World War II. 
At the end of the day, the American-inflected ‘market empire,’ to use [Victoria] de Grazia’s phrase, shaped 
Spain far more than Spanish efforts shaped Americans.” 

But this disparity does not mean that other states have possessed a dearth of soft power vis-à-vis the United 
States. I did not lightly choose to include the concept devised by my former mentor and boss Joseph S. Nye, 
the noted political scientist and former dean of Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, in the title of my 

                                                        
1 See e.g. Juan Luis Manfredi, review, International Journal of Media & Cultural Politics 1:2 (June 2014): 237-

239; Francisco Seoane Pérez, “De cómo Franco inventó la Marca España”, Comunicación Política academic blog, 
8/20/15, at http://comunicacionpolitica.blogspot.com/2015_08_01_archive.html; Charles Powell (Director, Real 
Instituto Elcano, Madrid), Twitter “tweet”, 11/22/14, at @CharlesTPowell. 

I 

http://comunicacionpolitica.blogspot.com/2015_08_01_archive.html
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book and ascribe it to the postwar Franco dictatorship.2 Francisco Franco may have held a surpassingly weak 
hand at the end of World War II; but as any Texas Hold ‘Em player knows, poker is a game played over 
many hands deep into the night, and weakness can be converted into strength as one builds a pot of winnings.  

Franco proved, in short, a canny poker player, repeatedly acting to extract maximum leverage from the 
opportunities provided by the U.S. government’s interest in establishing an ongoing military presence in 
Spain, of middle-class Americans’ burgeoning interest in international travel, especially to Europe, of 
Hollywood’s search for inexpensive, high-quality filming locations as production costs skyrocketed in the 
U.S., of the variegated techniques, modes of operation and expertise offered by mid-century American public 
relations, and of international expositions at the apex of American primacy in the phenomenon. Franco also 
knew that some hands are so lousy that the only thing to do is fold and move on, which he undertook with 
the indispensable aid of Fernando María Castiella as, first, Spain’s Ambassador to the Holy See and 
subsequently as Foreign Minister, concerning the Catholic confessional regime’s oppressive discriminatory 
policies toward Spain’s Protestant and Jewish populations, which were small but possessed an outsized level of 
political support in the United States. 

In reference to this last point I am appreciative of Endy’s contextualizing this element of my book within the 
historiography of human rights. I am far from uncritical of the many decisions past and present that American 
administrations have made to turn a blind eye to client states’ reprehensible domestic behavior in the name of 
Realpolitik—the classic formulation is of course the one attributed to President Franklin Roosevelt in 
reference to either Nicaraguan strongman Anastasio Somoza or Dominican Republic dictator Rafael Trujillo, 
“He may be a son-of-a-bitch, but he’s our son-of-a-bitch.”3 But the same President Dwight D. Eisenhower 
who countenanced coups against democratically elected but non-aligned governments in Iran and Guatemala 
made a point of dressing down a cowed Francisco Franco during their one face-to-face meeting over the 
regime’s treatment of Spain’s Baptists. I leave it to scholars who specialize in the history of U.S. human rights 
policies to sort out the inconsistency. 

Indeed, inconsistency and contradiction are simply part of the warp and woof of many historical actors and 
episodes, although they can be confounding. Rodriguez Jiménez disputes my heterodox portrayal of Francisco 
Franco’s strategically astute, evolving, and quietly highly engaged approach to rebuilding his regime’s tattered 
reputation in the US. He describes Franco as “sibylline, aloof, circuitous….constantly described….as a sort of 
laissez-faire dictator who indeed procrastinated decision making more than a few times,” adding the orthodox 
frustration that El Caudillo was “one of the dictators of the twentieth century who left behind the fewest 
handwritten primary sources.” To which I reply that scholars need to stop griping about Franco’s scanty 
personal paper trail, think more forensically about useful sources, cast a wider conceptual net and conduct 

                                                        
2 N.B., it was amusing to have Francisco Javier Rodriguez “Nyesplaining” soft power and its limitations to me 

near the conclusion of his review. Joe Nye was a reader on my doctoral dissertation, and I worked for him for three years 
full-time as his Research Specialist at the Kennedy School; indeed, he thanks me thus in the acknowledgments to his 
2004 book Soft Power: “[H]e helped to introduce me to the history of cultural diplomacy and certainly influenced 
chapters 2 and 4.” At the risk of sounding snarky, I think I have a reasonable grasp of the subject and its complexities. 
See Joseph S. Nye, Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics (New York: PublicAffairs (Perseus), 2004), xv.  

3 Gregory B. Weeks, U.S. and Latin American Relations, 2nd ed. (Chichester: John Wiley & Sons, 2015), 78. 
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more broadly-reaching research, and let go of outmoded binary tropes that do a grave analytical disservice to a 
complicated topic.  

One can loathe Franco and what he stood for, as I most emphatically do, and at the same time acknowledge 
through gritted teeth that he oversaw or supported a succession of astute postwar outreach programs aimed at 
improving his regime’s reputation, image and brand in the U.S. I greatly appreciated the recent encomium in 
another venue provided by the University of Southern California’s Nicholas J. Cull, the doyen of public 
diplomacy studies, in which he stated, “In writing about Franco in this way Rosendorf shows a degree of 
intellectual courage. The world loves its villains and doesn’t always welcome nuance or a complex treatment 
of a formerly black and white case. Rosendorf is explicit in his personal revulsion at Franco’s values but writes 
on in the principle of ‘giving the devil his due’.”4 At the same time, however, I could not help feeling a bit 
saddened that a mere willingness to go in the interesting and unanticipated directions the historical record 
might take me, which to my mind is simply straightforwardly doing one’s job as a scholar, is elevated to 
something worthy of a medal. Bad guys sometimes enact good policies. It is a scholar’s job to deal with this 
uncomfortable fact. (See, for example, Richard Nixon.5) 

Why was I the historian who emphasized Franco’s widely syndicated U.S. newspaper interviews in the 
immediate aftermath of World War II, in which he emphatically averred to American journalists that he was 
“anxious for good relations with the United States”, that he “never subscribed to the policies or to the political 
views of Hitler and Mussolini and he condemns their persecutions” (3), that Spain would “very much” 
welcome American tourists, who would enjoy “the variety of its climate and its natural beauties, as well as the 
contrast of the tranquility of its life and the kindness of its inhabitants” (13), and that “[i]n a certain way we 
feel ourselves to be American….when nations help each other they increase mutual love” (85)?  

Why was I the historian who laboriously pieced together Franco’s personal overruling of his most-trusted, 
virulently reactionary aide Admiral Luis Carrero Blanco when the latter was stymieing a proposal to end visa 
requirements for American tourists entering Spain, which was causing a bottleneck and concomitant 
annoyance on the part of travelers, frustration within the U.S. government, and lost opportunities to gain 
hard currency (NB he would later overrule Carrero again, as I note in chapter 5, over the liberalization of 
Spain’s religious laws)? Why was I the one to explore U.S. producer-director Stanley Kramer’s personal 
meetings with Franco and his minions and the strong support Franco provided in return when Kramer 
produced The Pride and the Passion in Spain, which included the vandalism of blowing large holes in ancient 
city walls? Why was I the one who discussed Franco’s 1963 U.S. television interview with CBS news anchor 
Walter Cronkite, which provided Franco a national platform in the U.S. to assertively play down his 
autocratic prerogatives as Spain’s leader? Why was I the one who wrote of Franco’s direct intercession in order 

                                                        
4 Nicholas J. Cull, “Giving the Devil His Due: General Franco and Spanish Brand ‘Miracle’,” Journal of Place 

Branding and Public Diplomacy 11:4 (2015): 245-248. 

5 While one can argue with some of the particulars, it is noteworthy that a conservative political pundit like 
Steven F. Hayward could observe, with patent disapproval, that “[a]ny other president who compiled Nixon’s domestic 
and foreign record would be regarded as standing firmly in the liberal progressive tradition.” (Hayward, The Age of 
Reagan: The Fall of the Old Liberal Order, 1964-1980 (New York: Three Rivers Press [Random House], 2001). 230). See 
as well e.g. Joan Hoff, Nixon Reconsidered (New York: Basic Books, 1994); Tom Wicker, One of Us: Richard Nixon and 
the American Dream (New York: Random House, 1995); Melvin Small, The Presidency of Richard Nixon (Lawrence: 
University Press of Kansas, 1999); and Evan Thomas, Being Nixon: A Man Divided (New York: Random House, 2015). 
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to ensure Spain’s high-profile participation in the 1964-65 New York World’s Fair, when the project bogged 
down in inter-ministerial rivalries?  

For that matter, why was I the historian who wrote comprehensively about the Spanish Pavilion at the New 
York World’s Fair in the first place, when even a cursory examination of Spanish newspapers, a notable 
conduit of the dictatorship’s official policies and emphases, in the 1963-65 period makes it clear that the 
Franco regime regarded the project as a first-water priority, and a source of enormous pride when the 
fabulously expensive pavilion was widely lauded in U.S. media as the finest national exhibition at the World’s 
Fair? And why was I the historian who undertook a comprehensive examination of the Spanish Newsletter, the 
monthly (and for a period bi-weekly) publication aimed at an audience of several thousand American 
“influencers,” co-produced over the course of a dozen years by the regime’s Foreign Ministry in conjunction 
with a major U.S. public relations firm, which offered the purest expression of the Franco regime’s varied 
policy goals, including of course how it wished to portray itself, toward the United States? 

All one has to do is the spadework to dig up documentary gold lying beneath the surface. But one has to 
know to dig in interesting places where the earth hasn’t been previously turned, and want to wield the shovel. 
The nature of orthodoxy is to do neither. Rodriguez Jiménez takes me to task for not name-checking a 
number of Spanish-language articles and books, as though I missed Something Big. I did not. I read virtually 
every source he mentioned, and many more besides that did not find their way into my notes and 
bibliography. In part this was because I was writing primarily (although not exclusively) for an Anglophone, 
non-Spanish historian audience, especially those interested as I am in U.S. international history, 
public/cultural diplomacy and soft/smart power, and there was a plethora of useful English-language sources 
to employ that readers could then explore if they wished. But some of the books and articles Rodriguez 
Jiménez mentions that I did not employ are in my estimation neither especially novel nor compelling in their 
analysis (I will not single any out by name); and history, as my late Ph.D. advisor Ernest May told his 
students, is the Art of Deciding What to Leave Out.  

Moreover, it is contradictory for a review to exhort the use of “essential texts” and then proceed to an 
attempted takedown of Stanley Payne, a towering American historian of twentieth-century Spain. It is 
problematic indeed that the Spanish academy, as Javier Rodriguez notes with evident approval, has come to 
question Payne’s “reputation of impartiality”—insofar as one can achieve, as opposed to strive toward, this 
state of intellectual bodhisattva—when to this scholar Payne offers a role model of nuance in his evaluation of 
Francisco Franco and the Spanish dictatorship, neither downplaying their reprehensible qualities nor unduly 
accentuating their achievements (even if he gives far too little attention and credit in his landmark 1987 study 
The Franco Regime, 1936-1975 to Fernando María Castiella’s strenuous efforts to achieve civil liberty for 
Spain’s religious minorities).6 I will note that Paul Preston, another mighty Anglophone scholar of the Franco 
regime, whose exhaustive biography7 Javier Rodriguez correctly notes I employ repeatedly, comes in for no 
such criticism concerning impartiality, despite his relentless and ongoing excoriation of Franco, either from 
the Spanish academy or Rodriguez Jiménez in his review. It is worth considering whether “impartial” means 
something other than “de acuerdo” (I agree). 

                                                        
6 Stanley Payne, The Franco Regime, 1936-1975 (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1987). 

7 Paul Preston, Franco: A Biography (New York: Basic Books, 1994). 
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But I must own up to one critically important omission: Lazlo Toth’s 1975 mash note to Francisco Franco 
that snookered the foolish remnants of the regime’s image-building operation. I am old enough, Lord help 
me, to have read The Lazlo Letters when comedian Don Novello, best known then and now for his 
appearances on Saturday Night Live as Father Guido Sarducci, first published his puckish collection in 1977.8 
How I could have forgotten his hilariously fawning letter to El Caudillo is quite simply beyond me, and I 
hang my head in shame. 

My cavils in response to some aspects of Francisco Rodriguez Jiménez’s critique notwithstanding, I am deeply 
grateful to him and to Christopher Endy for the seriousness with which they have evaluated my book and for 
the keenness of their commentary. Their observations and insights, among other things, will help me to make 
my current book project concerning Israel’s postwar U.S. outreach efforts—a topic at least as fraught as my 
last book’s if not more so—that much more rigorous and airtight in its analysis. Now if I can just manage to 
bring my Hebrew up to par with my Spanish….  

 

                                                        
8 Don Novello, The Lazlo Letters (New York: Workman Publishing, 1977 [reprinted 1992]). 
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