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Introduction by Andrew Rotter, Colgate University 
 

long with the three reviewers, I welcome Paul McGarr’s Cold War in South Asia as a 
vital contribution to the field of international history 1945-1965.  As all of them 
note, the role of South Asia during this critical period has hardly been overstudied, 

and after reading McGarr’s book, which is so full of information about important Cold War 
events, one wonders why.  It might be, as Eric Pullin sensibly suggests, that it is hard to get 
archival materials from the South Asian side, and, given the globalist turn in the field, 
historians these days are understandably reluctant to proceed without a firm foundation in 
the local.  (McGarr, as Pullin writes, has clearly done what he could do in Indian archives.  
My own recent experience in the crowded National Archives reading room in central Delhi 
was punctuated by a stray dog wandering through, unremarked on by librarians or 
readers.)  Or it may be that, until very recently, Cold War historians, at least those trained 
in the United States and Britain, have been interested mainly in power or conflict, and have 
not found enough of these in South Asia to hold their interest.  There have been exceptions, 
of course, and all of the reviewers cite them: studies by Robert McMahon, Dennis Merrill, 
Dennis Kux, and Anita Inder Singh, among others, have taught us a great deal about what is 
at least a quadrilateral relationship.1  But there was ample room for a thorough, careful, 
and closely-argued study—and that is what McGarr has provided.   
 
All of the reviewers praise McGarr for the industry with which he has worked through 
materials on three continents, for his ability to keep his story straight despite the welter of 
information, for his attention to the biographical, to the public narrative as well as the 
private, and for his willingness to reach a critical judgment about the effectiveness of 
Anglo-American policy in South Asia—even as he problematizes our unthinking 
hyphenation of British and American initiatives.  While Markus Daechsel and Tanvi Madan 
correctly point out that Pakistan fails to figure as heavily as India in McGarr’s account, this 
is surely because the documents concerning Pakistan, and especially those produced there, 
are spotty.  (McGarr’s relative neglect of Nepal and Sri Lanka seems to me understandable, 
given the low valence of both nations in U.S. and U.K. policy, and I do not agree with Madan 
that McGarr failed to do enough with The Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru and Nehru’s 
Letters to Chief Ministers—McGarr consulted both sources, though the latter is canted 
heavily toward domestic issues.)  I echo the praise: that there is “hardly a question—hardly 
a document—that is not accounted for in this book” (Daechsel); that the study “moves 
beyond the Cold War binary” (Madan); and that the book is, finally, “a superb international 
history” (Pullin)--essential reading, in short, for those interested in the Cold War beyond its 
usual Great Power precincts. 
 

1 Robert J. McMahon, The Cold War on the Periphery: The United States, India, and Pakistan (New 
York, 1994); Dennis Merrill, Bread and the Ballot: The United States and India’s Economic Development, 
1947-1963 (Chapel Hill, 1990); Dennis Kux, India and the United States: Estranged Democracies (Washington, 
1993); Anita Inder Singh, The Limits of British Influence: South Asia and the Anglo-American Relationship, 
1947-56 (London, 1993). 
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I do find myself sympathizing with Daechsel’s criticism that McGarr’s approach would seem 
familiar, and congenial, to the likes of those practitioners of realpolitik Henry Kissinger and 
Otto von Bismarck.  There is not much here on what Daechsel calls “ideological factors or 
emotive states,” little on “propaganda or soft power.”  It is for this reason, perhaps, that 
Tanvi Madan argues —rightly, I think—that The Cold War in South Asia “does not change 
the overall narrative.”  If McGarr has taken his own international turn, he has neglected the 
cultural turn in the field.  Analyses such as religion, gender, and race (I would call them 
“cultural”) do not have much place in the book.  Yet it is hard to understand the side-
choosing undertaken by U.S. policymakers in South Asia absent their apprehensions about 
the alleged moral mushiness of Hinduism and their admiration for the tough-minded 
monotheism of the Pakistani Muslims, the ‘western’ fascination with Nehru’s supposed 
feminine qualities, and discomfort Nehru felt about his racial identity when newly-
independent African nations criticized his timid approach to the continued presence of the 
Portuguese in Goa during 1960-61.  If I would praise not quite so faintly as Daechsel, who 
characterizes the book as “a meticulously produced gold mine of information,” I would 
agree that McGarr, and McMahon, have written books to which I would first send students 
to learn about what happened in U.S.-UK-South Asia diplomacy during the Cold War.  After 
that, I would urge them to read about modernization and feminist theory, books on race 
(including Nico Slate’s Colored Cosmopolitanism) and religion (Andrew Preston’s Sword of 
the Spirit, Shield of Faith), and then to reflect broadly on not just the substance but the 
meaning of the Cold War.2   
 
Of course, we all write our own books.  Paul McGarr has written a very good one. 
 
Participants: 
 
Paul M. McGarr is Lecturer in American Studies at the University of Nottingham, United 
Kingdom. He has published on aspects of contemporary Anglo-American relations with 
India and Pakistan in Diplomatic History, The International History Review, Modern Asian 
Studies, Diplomacy & Statecraft, and the Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History. His 
current research project examines the interrelationship between post-war U.S. Intelligence 
activity and diplomacy in South Asia. 
 
Andrew J. Rotter, who received his doctorate at Stanford University, is Charles A. Dana 
Professor of History at Colgate University, where he has taught since 1988. He is author of 
Comrades at Odds: The United States and India 1947-1964 (Cornell University Press, 2000), 
and Hiroshima: The World’s Bomb (Oxford University Press, 2008).  He is currently writing 
about the British in India and the Americans in the Philippines from the standpoint of the 
five senses.  
 

2 Nico Slate, Colored Cosmopolitanism: The Shared Struggle for Freedom in the United States and 
India (Cambridge, MA, 2012); Andrew Preston, Sword of the Spirit, Shield of Faith: Religion in American War 
and Diplomacy (New York, 2012). 
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Markus Daechsel, Royal Holloway, University of London; Islamabad and the politics of 
international development in Pakistan, forthcoming with Cambridge University Press this 
year or early next. 
 
Tanvi Madan is Fellow in the Foreign Policy program and Director of The India Project at 
the Brookings Institution. She holds a PhD in Public Policy from the University of Texas at 
Austin. Madan is currently working on a monograph titled Rethinking Nonalignment and on 
revising for publication her manuscript, With an Eye to the East: The China Factor and the 
U.S.-India Relationship, 1949-1979. 
 
Eric D. Pullin is an Associate Professor of History and the Asian Studies Program at 
Carthage College. He specializes in teaching the history of India and the United States. 
Pullin received his Ph.D. in History from the University of Wisconsin-Madison in 2009. 
Pullin is currently completing his first book, “Noise and Flutter”: India, Propaganda, and 
Global Ideological Conflict, 1942-1964. Pullin’s recent publications include “The CIA and the 
Congress for Cultural Freedom: Covert Operations and Cultural Affairs,” Intelligence History 
Now and Then, edited by Christopher Moran and Christopher J. Murphy (2013); “Money 
Does Not Make Any Difference to the Opinions That We Hold: India, the CIA, and the 
Congress for Cultural Freedom, 1951-1958, Intelligence and National Security (2011); 
“Noise and Flutter: U.S. Propaganda in India during World War II,” Diplomatic History (April 
2010); “The Indian Civil Conflict, 1946-1949,” A Guide to Civil Wars of the World, edited by 
Uk Heo and Karl De Rouen, Jr. (2007).  
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Review by Markus Daechsel, Royal Holloway, University of London 

ccording to the author’s website, Paul McGarr’s book “offers the first systematic 
analysis of Anglo-American interaction with India and Pakistan during their first two 
decades as independent sovereign states.” Judged against this overall aim, it is hard 

not to applaud The Cold War in South Asia. There is hardly a question - hardly a document - 
about UK-U.S. relations within the context of South Asia policy that is not accounted for in 
this book. American presidents and British prime ministers, as well as their foreign 
secretaries, ambassadors and security advisers brilliantly come to life as they interact with 
the top leadership in Pakistan and India. We are carried by a highly readable chronological 
narrative from the early years – when South Asia was largely neglected by the U.S., but 
close relations between India and Britain endured - to the forging of Cold War alliances, the 
annexation of Goa, the rolling out of massive development aid, India’s war with China, the 
Kashmir conflict, and finally to the 1965 war between India and Pakistan themselves. The 
coverage is very impressive, even if the first decade between 1947 and 1957 is dealt with 
much more briefly than the time between 1958 and 1965, and if South Asia mostly means 
India, with Pakistan mentioned somewhat unevenly throughout the book (and Nepal and 
Sri Lanka hardly at all). 
 
The extent to which this book succeeds as an account of the unfolding Cold War in South 
Asia is more questionable, however. Although McGarr promises at the outset a 
‘transnational’ perspective and the use of the latest in available sources, the Cold War 
enemies USSR and China are not drawn as actors in their own right, they are simply part of 
the ‘problem’ that American and British foreign policy makers had to grapple with. To an 
extent this is also true of the countries of South Asia themselves. Jawaharlal Nehru, 
Lalbahadur Shastri, Krishna Menon, Ayub Khan and Zulfiqar Ali Butto (and several other 
key foreign policy makers from India and Pakistan) are all there in the narrative and 
attended to with reasonable attention to detail, but they exist only insofar as they interact 
with U.S. or UK diplomats or leaders of state. This flows directly from the nature of the 
sources: McGarr made an impressive effort to see all available documents related to South 
Asia policy in the United States and the United Kingdom, and in addition has done some 
more limited work at the Indian National Archives and the Teen Murti collection in New 
Delhi, but relied on published English language material as far as Pakistan, China and the 
Soviet Union is concerned. 
 
Unsurprisingly, the main conclusions of this book (and its recommendation for policy 
makers) are not really about South Asia at all, but squarely aimed at the Western side of the 
relationship. McGarr paints a skeptical picture of superpower influence – pointing out 
repeatedly that US efforts to meddle in the affairs of South Asia produced few tangible 
results, and that the continuing alliance to a declining Great Britain made the job even more 
difficult. Leaders like Nehru and Ayub, and problems like the antagonism between India 
and Pakistan, rendered even the most well-meaning of advances of the West ineffectual, 
while the better calibrated interventions of China and the USSR achieved their objectives. 
The latter claim is more a restatement of the attestation of Western failure than a fully 
worked-out thesis, however, as we do not really know Soviet or Chinese aims with the 
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same clarity and detail as we do those of the UK and the US.  
 
All of this is, of course, an entirely legitimate choice; resources and time are limited, and 
scholars respond to their subjects from within their disciplinary grooves. To be fair, it 
would perhaps be beyond the grasp of any single scholar to offer a definitive or ‘systematic’ 
analysis of the Cold War in South Asia, unless this scholar also took a very deliberate 
decision to proceed conceptually, and with broad brush strokes, taking very careful 
decisions about what is essential to the story, what needs to be kept in and what can be left 
out. McGarr’s instincts are different: he clearly excels in close archival work, and it may 
well have been the publisher’s choice rather than his own to broaden the title of this book 
beyond what it can reasonably deliver. 
 
Even when taken on its own terms, it has to be noted that this is a resolutely defensive take 
on foreign policy. It is as comprehensive as it is cautious: General Ayub Khan’s military 
putsch of 1958, for instance, may be seen as the American-sponsored destruction of 
Pakistani democracy by other historians. For McGarr it is simply an attempt to streamline 
Pakistani government under a new leadership; and the question whether the United States 
may have given the illegal take-over a green light or even instigated it are kept resolutely 
off the radar - as indeed, it cannot be conclusively answered on the basis of de-classified 
sources to date. (Other historians may have sought to draw their own conclusions from 
Ayub’s top secret declamation to U.S. Embassy staff in 1953 that the Pakistan army was 
ready to take over politics if the situation demanded.)  
 
Similarly, International Relations theory may have thrown up countless interventions over 
the last half century, but McGarr’s account is based on foreign policy as it would have been 
comprehensible not only to Henry Kissinger but also to Otto von Bismarck or Charles 
Maurice de Talleyrand: national interests remain monolithic in their conception and tied to 
the top leadership of each country - even if ideological factors and emotive states like 
collective paranoia are duly taken into account. There is little trace of institutional rivalries 
within each national camp – although one of the most intriguing details in the book 
concerns collaboration between MI5 and the Indian Intelligence Bureau over the heads of 
Prime Ministers and the Foreign Office. Propaganda and soft power – from the Congress for 
Cultural Freedom to Hollywood and even the United States Information Service – are at 
best operative in the background. Domestic politics on either side matter only sporadically 
when it comes to foreign policy formulation: for instance, when the U.S. grew alarmed by 
the Communist Party of India taking over the state of Kerala, or when President John F. 
Kennedy made aid to India a pillar of his presidential election campaign. The idea of a 
‘primacy of the domestic’ (‘Primat der Innenpolitik’) which other scholars, like Nils Gilman 
writing about Presidents Dwight Eisenhower’s and John F. Kennedy’s attitude towards 
development in India have used to great effect1, is simply ignored. Often, the domestic 
politics of India and Pakistan are simplified (Nehru is lovingly anglophile, and when he 
dies, India turns away from the UK; the Kashmir conflict is so intractable because of 

1 Nils Gilman, Mandarins of the Future: Modernization Theory in Cold War America (Johns Hopkins, 
Baltimore and London: 2003). 
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communal and religious identities). Non-state actors do not feature much in this diplomatic 
history, either. The Ford Foundation played an eminent role in several landmark 
development projects in both India and Pakistan and yet is hardly discussed. Economics, 
where mentioned at all, are about statistics and aggregates, not about alternative 
possibilities like the influence of multinational companies on both policy making and 
establishing direct connections, or about the power of branded consumer goods to create 
spheres of influence. 
 
There is no doubt that scholars interested in South Asia between 1947 and 1965 will take 
recourse to this book. Even decades from now they will find a meticulously produced gold 
mine of information. For those eager to understand what the Cold War meant in India and 
Pakistan, however, more work remains to be done.  
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Review by Tanvi Madan, The Brookings Institution 
 

hether the result of the perceived sense of where South Asia stood on the Cold 
War priority list or the limited access to official documents in India and Pakistan, 
there has not been that much published research on U.S. policy toward the 

subcontinent during the Cold War. About two decades ago, there was a spurt of books on 
the subject with the publication of Dennis Merrill’s Bread and the Ballot: The United States 
and India's Economic Development, 1947-1963 (1990), Dennis Kux’s India and the United 
States: Estranged Democracies, 1941-1991 (1992) and Robert J. McMahon’s Cold War on the 
Periphery: The United States, India, and Pakistan (1994).1 These books cover the diplomatic, 
political and economic aspects of American engagement and interest in South Asia, 
primarily using American and British documents. Subsequently, they were joined by 
Andrew Rotter’s Comrades at Odds: The United States and India, 1947-1964 (2000) and 
Kux’s The United States and Pakistan, 1947-2000: Disenchanted Allies (2001), which 
highlight the cultural and U.S.-Pakistan dimensions.2  
 
Paul M. McGarr’s The Cold War in South Asia: Britain, the United States and the Indian 
Subcontinent, 1945-1965 is the first major book to be published on the broader subject 
since then. His work is part of the recent phase of increased research on the role of South 
Asia in the Cold War (and vice versa). This increase is the result of the gradual opening of 
the Indian archives, the greater interest in how the Cold War and decolonization 
intersected, as well as the availability of new documents from China, Eastern Europe and 
the former Soviet Union. It also perhaps stems from the fact that, in recent years, South 
Asia has become more prominent on the global stage and in U.S. foreign policy. Over the 
last few years, scholars like Rudra Chaudhuri, Nick Cullather, Andrew Kennedy, Eric Pullin, 
Srinath Raghavan and Robert Rakove have taken a fresh look at U.S.-Indian engagement 
and Indian’s role in the Cold War.3 Others such as Chen Jian, Vojtech Mastny and Sergey 

1 Dennis Merrill, Bread and the Ballot: The United States and India's Economic Development, 1947-
1963 (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 1990); Dennis Kux, India and the United States: 
Estranged Democracies, 1941-1991 (Washington, DC: National Defense University Press, 1992); Robert J. 
McMahon, The Cold War on the Periphery: The United States, India and Pakistan (New York, NY: Columbia 
University Press, 1994) 

2 Andrew J. Rotter, Comrades at Odds: Culture and Indo-US Relations, 1947-1964 (Ithaca, NY: Cornell 
University Press, 2000); Dennis Kux, The United States and Pakistan, 1947-2000: Disenchanted Allies 
(Washington, D.C: Woodrow Wilson Center Press, 2001). 

3 Rudra Chaudhuri, “Why Culture Matters? Revisiting the Sino-Indian Border Conflict of 1962,” 
Journal of Strategic Studies, Vol. 32 No. 6 (December 2009), pp. 841-869 and Forged in Crisis: India and the 
United States Since 1947 (London: C. Hurst & Co., 2014); Nick Cullather, The Hungry World: America's Cold 
War battle against poverty in Asia (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2010); Andrew Kennedy, The 
International Ambitions of Mao and Nehru: National Efficacy Beliefs and the Making of Foreign 
Policy (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2012) and “India’s Nuclear Odyssey: Implicit Umbrellas, 
Diplomatic Disappointments, and the Bomb,” International Security, Vol. 36, No. 2 (Fall 2011), pp. 120-153; 
Eric Pullin, “Money Does Not Make Any Difference to the  
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Radchenko have highlighted instances of Chinese and Soviet engagement with and in the 
subcontinent.4  
 
McGarr’s valuable contribution to this literature is an exploration of American and British 
interactions with India and Pakistan in the two decades after the Second World War. 
Drawing on American, British, and Indian official documents, Chinese and Soviet 
documents available through online or published primary source collections, and 
newspapers (a generally under-used resource), McGarr sets out to  reexamine “how and 
why the Cold War in South Asia evolved in the way it did,” re-evaluate Anglo-American 
collaboration vis-à-vis that region, and reassess the effectiveness of that cooperation (4).  
 
Throughout the book one theme stands out: influence—how much a country has with 
another; what one can do with it. McGarr highlights the relative roles and influence of 
Britain and the United States in India and Pakistan and how they changed over time, noting 
that by the early 1970s the role of the U.K. was one of “a bit player in South Asia.”(2) He 
describes how American and British policymakers constantly debated—as policymakers do 
today—how much leverage they had with India and Pakistan, and whether one could turn 
good will into influence, influence into authority, aid into political capital, or links into 
leverage. 
 
The Anglo-American angle of the book is perhaps its biggest contribution. If there have 
been few major publications on U.S. relations with India and Pakistan during the Cold War, 
there have been even fewer ones on allied policy in that period—the last major work on 
this subject was Anita Inder Singh’s The Limits of British Influence: South Asia and the Anglo-
American Relationship, 1947-56, published two decades ago.5 Exploring a longer time 
period and drawing on a wider range of sources, McGarr sheds new light on British 
attitudes and approaches toward the subcontinent, as well as on Anglo-American 
collaboration and competitiveness.  
 
The book is at its strongest in exploring the British perspective. A major theme of the book 

Opinions That We Hold: India, the CIA, and the Congress for Cultural Freedom, 1951-1958,” 
Intelligence and National Security, Vol. 26 No. 2-3 (April 2011), pp. 377-398; Robert B. Rakove, Kennedy, 
Johnson, and the Nonaligned World (New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 2012); and Srinath 
Raghavan, War and Peace in Modern India: A Strategic History of the Nehru Years (Ranikhet, India: 
Permanent Black, 2010).   

4 Chen Jian, “The Tibetan Rebellion of 1959 and China’s Changing Relations with India and the Soviet 
Union,” Journal of Cold War History, Vol. 8, No. 3 (Summer 2006); Vojtech Mastny, “The Soviet Union’s 
Partnership with India,” Journal of Cold War Studies, Vol. 12, No. 3 (2010), pp. 50-60; and Sergey Radchenko, 
Two Suns in the Heavens: The Sino-Soviet Struggle for Supremacy, 1962-1967 (Stanford, CA: Stanford 
University Press, 2009). Also see, Notes on eastern bloc policy toward India for the Parallel History Project on 
Cooperative Security (http://www.php.isn.ethz.ch/collections/colltopic.cfm?lng=en&id=56154 and 
http://www.php.isn.ethz.ch/collections/colltopic.cfm?lng=en&id=113290). 

5 Anita Inder Singh, The Limits of British Influence: South Asia and the Anglo-American Relationship, 
1947-56 (New York, NY: St. Martin’s Press, 1993). 
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is Britain’s waning power and influence in India and Pakistan, and McGarr effectively traces 
this development. However, he begins by highlighting the various mechanisms through 
which Britain remained involved in the subcontinent in the first decade after Indian and 
Pakistani independence, including through commercial, financial, military and intelligence 
links. McGarr outlines various British preoccupations during that time and over the next 
decade, including the concern about how Americans, Indians, and Pakistanis perceived 
London’s power and influence; the worry about the possibility that American officials and 
business would usurp the British role; and the discussion about how to resist Washington’s 
attempts to get Britain engaged in the subcontinent in ways in which London did not want 
to be involved. An example of the latter was British reluctance to heed the Kennedy 
administration’s requests for greater Anglo-American assistance to India after the Sino-
Indian war in 1962 because of London’s concern that that would complicate Britain’s 
engagement with China and Pakistan.  
 
Overall, McGarr shows how British officials were conflicted about the U.S. role in what they 
considered their sphere of influence: on the one hand, seeing the Anglo-American 
relationship partly as a “mechanism” through which Britain could punch above its weight; 
on the other hand, perceiving the spread of American power and influence as reducing 
their own (11). McGarr also points out times when British officials tried to distance 
themselves from American officials or positions in order to burnish their own appeal to 
Indian and Pakistani officials. American officials, on their part, frustratingly found 
themselves rather than the British bearing the brunt of post-colonial Indian anti-
imperialism, with Eleanor Roosevelt observing that “the resentment previously felt 
towards [the British] was in large measure transferred to us” (15). 
 
Indeed, while McGarr doesn’t highlight the competitive or conflicting Anglo-American 
dynamics as a theme as much as he does others, some of the most interesting parts of his 
book are those that lay out how and why American and British perspectives, preferences, 
and policies diverged—and how policymakers dealt with those differences. For example, he 
describes the two governments’ different assessments of the Chinese threat and of the 
impact of Soviet aid to India. The book also covers the two countries’ debates about burden 
sharing, as well as how they tried to use each other and, especially, to outsource difficult 
tasks to the other. Furthermore, McGarr describes how American and British officials 
constantly tried to assess the others’ intentions and influence in the region, whether they 
could trust their counterparts on the other side, and whether the other country was an 
asset or liability to their own interests in India and Pakistan.  
 
Though in many ways the book does not change the overall narrative that exists of U.S. and 
UK relations with India and Pakistan during the Cold War, McGarr does bring other facets 
of the story to light. The chapter on Goa is an especially good in presenting new 
information on and aspects of the 1961 Indian takeover of that former Portuguese colony. 
McGarr also highlights the intelligence dimension—not surprising given his expertise. In 
addition, he provides more detail about the impact of domestic dynamics in the UK and 
U.S.—particularly, budgetary considerations in the former and the role of Congress in the 
latter. He also highlights somewhat more than previous work how U.S. views of China 
shaped its views of India. McGarr also puts personalities in their place, noting, for example, 
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how they magnified rather than caused differences. Finally, he complicates the traditional 
image of some individuals—for instance that of Secretary of State John Foster Dulles and 
President Richard Nixon as unrelenting India-sceptics. 
  
McGarr does all this in a book that is well-written, with a style that keeps the reader 
engaged. His portraits of policymakers, especially British Prime Ministers Harold 
Macmillan and Harold Wilson, are vivid. He also uses colorful (and amusing) anecdotes to 
illustrate broader points, for example, how a tree flattened the first British High 
Commissioner to Pakistan’s car, which, like the Anglo-Pakistani relationship, took quite a 
while to repair. 
 
As promised in his introduction, McGarr also moves beyond the Cold War binary, bringing 
in more of the South Asian—or, more specifically, Indian—perspective in terms of how 
policymakers perceived the domestic and foreign situations, as well as the relative roles 
and influence of Britain and the U.S. He also adds to the recently-emerging view of Indian 
Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru as a pragmatist and not merely an ideologue. McGarr 
highlights, for example, Nehru’s practical streak in his decision for India to stay in the 
Commonwealth, his nuanced view of the Soviet Union, as well as in the instances when he 
moderated criticism of the U.S. when India needed that country. 
 
Despite intermittent mentions of instances of Indian and Pakistani policymakers trying to 
shape outcomes, however, the book is not as effective at highlighting local agency—in that 
sense, it fits into the traditionally prevailing narrative of the superpowers  being in the 
driver’s seat. For example, McGarr concludes—as others have—that the U.S. foisted the 
Cold War onto South Asia. However, as he himself briefly mentions, Pakistan—realizing 
that it could use superpower competition for its own gain—had been the one inviting the 
U.S. into South Asia (albeit unsuccessfully till 1954). Indian policymakers, too, found that 
the Cold War created opportunities for them to acquire benefits from both Moscow and 
Washington and exploited those opportunities. On the flip side, they could also be spoilers 
to American and Soviet plans. U.S. interest in India, for example, first emerged in 1949 
when China was ‘lost.’ There were attempts to bring India on board, with promises to build 
it up as a contrast and counterbalance to China—rhetoric that returned in the second 
Eisenhower administration and also in recent years. However, Nehru turned down such 
overtures, arguably changing the course of the Cold War in South Asia. 
 
In this regard, at least on the Indian side, the book would have benefited from greater 
exploration of documents available in the Indian archives and of more volumes of Nehru’s 
Letters to the Chief Ministers and Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru.6 The latter document 
collection contains Nehru’s speeches, memos and exchange with a number of Indian and 
world officials, as well as memoranda of conversation. For those who cannot get to Delhi to 

6 There are multiple volumes of these document collections. The first collection: G. Parthasarathi ed., 
Letters to Chief Ministers, 1947-1964, Vols. 1-5 (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1985-1989). The second 
collection: Sarvepalli Gopal, et al, eds. Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, 2nd Series, Vols. 6-51 (New Delhi: 
Nehru Memorial Fund, 1989-2014). Both have also been published in the U.S. by Oxford University Press.  
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explore the collections at the National Archives of India or the Nehru Memorial Library—
and even for those who can —these are very useful collections. Recent works such as those 
of Cullather and Raghavan (including the latter’s must-read War and Peace in Modern India: 
A Strategic History of the Nehru Years) would have also provided additional information on 
the Indian perspective.  
 
There might have been more space to explore local agency had McGarr not tried to do so 
much with the book. Reading a section of a chapter, one thinks one is reading a book about 
U.S. relations with India; another section can have one thinking that it is about Britain’s 
relations with Pakistan; a third that it is about Anglo-American interactions on South Asia. 
Unfortunately, this means that some of the themes that McGarr starts to develop are not 
fully explored. It also means that Pakistan only gets intermittent attention in the book 
(though perhaps this is also the result of the lack of availability of Pakistani official 
documents). Furthermore, at times the narrative jumps around chronologically, which can 
be a bit confusing if the reader is not already familiar with the broader subject. It also 
interrupts the flow of the book. 
 
Perhaps the book should have focused on the subject of Anglo-American involvement in 
India (or India and Pakistan), as well as how Indian and/or Pakistani officials perceived 
Anglo-American interaction (both collaboration and competition) and tried to shape or use 
it. A more consistent emphasis on this aspect might have helped answer the question of 
whether Anglo-American competitiveness had a negative impact on the effectiveness of 
American and British involvement in South Asia. It would have also given McGarr the space 
to make the case for his third argument that Anglo-American interventions were 
“misguided, ineffectual and counterproductive” in contrast with the “more carefully 
calibrated actions” of Beijing and Moscow (5). As it stands, the book is least convincing on 
this front. Finally, it would have also made the decision to end the book at 1965 more 
justifiable—since that was a turning point in British relations with India and Pakistan and 
significant Anglo-American interaction on that region. American policymakers still 
remained engaged there, albeit reluctantly. Indeed, President Lyndon Johnson, for example, 
spent the next year or so micromanaging aspects of the U.S.-India relationship, concerned 
that India was too big to fail and that if it did, there would be geopolitical and ideological 
repercussions for the U.S., as well as political consequences for him. 
 
Regardless, as mentioned above, there is a lot to recommend in this book. It will make a 
valuable addition to the bookshelves of not just scholars, but also policymakers who 
continue to grapple with the subject of influence and of how to work with their allies and 
partners in third countries.  
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Review by Eric D. Pullin, Carthage College 

 
n The Cold War in South Asia: Britain, the United States and the Indian Subcontinent 
1945-1965, Paul M. McGarr has crafted a superb international history. McGarr tracks 
not only the rise and fall of Anglo-American influence in South Asia during the first two 

decades after Independence and Partition until the end of the 1960s, but, just as 
importantly, he provides a broad assessment of the regional policies of India, Pakistan, the 
Soviet Union, and China. McGarr explores the irony that while the United States and Britain 
attempted to attract India and Pakistan as partners in the global Cold War, they ended up 
forcing these South Asian nations to seek regional cooperation with the Soviet Union and 
China. He “calls into question the efficacy” of the “remarkable collaborative efforts 
undertaken by the governments of Great Britain and the United States after 1947 … to 
engineer an Indo-Pakistani rapprochement; recast the nature of India’s relationship with 
the West; and minimise Soviet and Chinese sway in the subcontinent” (4). McGarr argues 
that in trying to influence India and Pakistan, the United States and Britain managed to 
achieve almost the opposite, having exacerbated tensions in South Asia; alienated India and 
Pakistan from the West, and drawn Soviet and Chinese power into the region. Although 
also marked by clear argumentation and precise prose, the book, which draws upon 
recently declassified materials culled from numerous U.S., UK, and, especially, Indian 
archives, is distinguished by its high quality research. 
 
“In the 1940s,” writes McGarr, “the newly independent states of India and Pakistan had 
barely registered on the Truman administration’s geo-political radar.” Compared to 
Western Europe, U.S. policy makers regarded the Indian subcontinent, “as distant, 
impoverished, technologically regressive and strategically insignificant” (346). During the 
early Cold War, the Americans tended to regard South Asia as a region best left to British 
expertise. However, the Eisenhower and Kennedy administrations came to regard South 
Asia as a region of strategic importance as tensions increased between the superpowers. 
McGarr devotes substantive chapters to explaining the Anglo-American relationship with 
South Asia during the late-1940s and 1950s, but he views the pivotal years as the early-
1960s when “an unprecedented period of regional instability [exemplified by the Goa crisis, 
the Sino-Indian War, the on-going dispute over Kashmir, prime ministerial succession in 
India, and the Indo-Pakistani War] shattered the political status quo in India and Pakistan, 
and placed both countries’ relationships with the international community, and each other, 
on a new and very different footing” (5). Although the United States and Britain often 
disagreed about policy, they both exaggerated the threat posed to South Asia by the Soviet 
Union and China and so initiated a series of poorly planned interventions into Indian and 
Pakistani affairs. Often these interventions, coming in the form of economic and military 
assistance, exacerbated tensions between India and Pakistan.  
 
Anglo-American interventions in South Asia did not appear evenhanded, but rather as anti-
Indian or anti-Pakistani, depending upon whether a given intervention was viewed from 
New Delhi or Rawalpindi. Thus, India reacted by seeking greater assistance from the Soviet 
Union, while Pakistan deepened its cooperation with China. Ironically, “by helping to usher 
the Cold War into South Asia, and inaugurate a fresh chapter of the ‘Great Game’…the 

I 

 



H-Diplo Roundtable Reviews, Vol. XVI, No. 3 (2014) 

United States also contributed to the erosion of residual British influence in the region (or 
at least helped to accelerate its decline)” (347). Above all, McGarr contends that “the record 
of Anglo-American intervention in South Asia after 1947 strongly suggests that senior 
policymakers in Washington and Whitehall had a profoundly inadequate understanding of 
the degree to which the region’s previously intractable problems were susceptible to 
external manipulation” (352). By the early-1970s, as a result of poorly conceived policies in 
South Asia, Britain had been reduced “to the role of bit player in South Asia” (2) and the 
United States had come to regard India as what one State Department official described as 
“an oversized political entity lacking cohesion with massive economic and social problems 
which threaten its viability and preclude its ability to wield power effectively…” (3-4). 
 
McGarr has done an extraordinary job of constructing an international narrative by 
conducting rigorous multi-archival research in several countries. This is no mean feat, 
especially given the difficulties of using archives in India and Pakistan. Declassification in 
the United States has been the subject of some of McGarr’s previous work and a topic of 
perennial interest on H-Diplo.1 However, receiving much less attention is the problem of 
gaining access to India’s archives. Working in the National Archives of India (NAI) and the 
Nehru Memorial Museum and Library (NMML) requires tremendous persistence and 
patience. Although conditions have improved in recent years, it can still take months to be 
given permission to work in India’s archives. Foreign scholars can expect to wait from 
three to four months to receive the institutional affiliation, which is required for a research 
visa, and then an additional two months for approval of the special visa that enables foreign 
researchers to work in the archives. 
 
However, gaining access to the documents is only part of the struggle. Once admitted to the 
archives, researchers quickly learn that there are simply not many documents to see. At the 
NAI, finding aids hint at vast treasures of relevant materials, but requests for materials 
yield, more often than not, rejection slips stamped with the words, “Not Transferred.” 
When requested documents materials do arrive, they frequently arrive in the form of press 
clippings or news summaries of the Western press, instead of state papers or 
correspondence between government officials. Researchers can only guess at the amount 
of substantive material waiting—possibly forever—to be declassified. At the NMML, where 
many personal collections are controlled by the Gandhi family, the state papers of 
significant players in India’s foreign policy are closed to researchers for decades after the 
principals have died. Moreover, the archives place restrictions on the amounts of materials 
that can be reproduced. Despite all this, the situation in India is significantly better than in 
Pakistan.  
 
This tangent on documentation is intended to emphasize McGarr’s achievement. He 
deserves high praise for cobbling together a coherent and well-argued assessment of the 

1 Matthew Jones and Paul McGarr, “’Real Substance, Not Just Symbolism?’ The CIA and the 
Representation of Covert Operations in the Foreign Relations of the United States Series” in Intelligence 
Studies in Britain and the US: Historiography since 1945, edited by Christopher R. Moran and Christopher J. 
Murphy (Edinburgh University Press, 2013), 65-89.  
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foreign policies of India and Pakistan on the basis of the scanty documentation available in 
South Asia. Notwithstanding the dearth of such documents, McGarr’s work in the Indian 
archives has certainly broadened our understanding of South Asia’s role in the Cold War. 
McGarr’s employment of British and American sources goes a long toward explaining 
Indian and Pakistani motivations and reactions. His method for using multi-archival work 
reminds this reviewer of Ayesha Jalal’s The State of Martial Rule, which examines the 
history of Pakistan’s early years almost exclusively through the perspective of sources 
obtained in British and U.S. archives.2 Indeed, the depth to which the book explores India 
and Pakistan’s foreign policies during the Cold War is possible only because he has taken 
international and multi-archival approaches. Nonetheless, McGarr merits recognition for 
his painstaking research in South Asian archives. 
 
As one of the best major treatments of South Asia’s foreign relations to appear in a long 
time, The Cold War in South Asia deserves to be compared favorably with Robert J. 
McMahon’s Cold War on the Periphery: The United States, India, and Pakistan and Kenton 
Clymer’s Quest for Freedom: The United States and India’s Independence, because it 
advances our understanding of South Asia’s role in the Cold War and the Cold War’s 
influence on South Asia.3 There are several chapters in the book, which on their own make 
the book worth reading. For instance, McGarr’s chapters on the Goa crisis (1961), the Sino-
Indian War (1962), Anglo-American efforts to resolve the Kashmir dispute (1963), Anglo-
American attempts to realign India though military aid in the wake of the Sino-Indian War, 
and the “‘other’ transfer of power” from Jawaharlal Nehru to Lal Bahadur Shastri (1964) all 
provide new evidence and argumentation that explain how and why India and Pakistan 
pursued policies that distanced them from Anglo-American global concerns and caused 
them to seek regional support from the Soviet Union and China.  
 
As impressive as these chapters are, and they are, perhaps the best chapter is on the Indo-
Pakistani War (1965). McGarr succinctly and clearly tracks the development of the conflict 
from the Rann of Kutch crisis (which began on April 9, when Pakistan attempted to reclaim 
disputed territory in the Thar Desert of Gujarat) to the Pakistani incursion into Kashmir in 
August. He then assesses India’s escalation of the war with its military thrust into the 
Punjab. Even more interesting is McGarr’s assessment of how the results of the war 
demonstrate the complex relationship between the regional conflict in South Asia and the 
global Cold War. American and British attempts to remain neutral and evenhanded in the 
conflict infuriated both sides in the war: the Pakistanis felt betrayed by their U.S. allies and 
abandoned by the British, while the Indians felt aggrieved at the Anglo-American refusal to 
take a stand against Pakistan’s naked aggression. The British and Americans pursued 
moderation in the conflict, not for its own sake, but because they wanted to “bring an end 

2 Ayesha Jalal, The State of Martial Rule: The Origins of Pakistan's Political Economy of Defence 
(Cambridge University Press, 1990). 

3 Robert J. McMahon, Cold War on the Periphery: The United States, India, and Pakistan (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1994) and Kenton Clymer, Quest for Freedom: The United States and India’s 
Independence (New York: Columbia University Press, 1995). 
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to the fighting on the subcontinent before the People’s Republic of China was tempted to 
intervene on the side of its new best friend, Pakistan” (326). 
 
The Indo-Pakistani War also illuminates the Sino-Soviet split. The Soviet Union feared “that 
Beijing’s brinksmanship could transform a regional squabble close to the USSR’s borders 
into a wider communal conflict with ramifications for the Soviet Union’s adjacent, and 
predominantly Muslim, southern republics” (330). In fact, the Soviet Union and the United 
States found common cause at the United Nations in warning China not to exploit the 
conflict in South Asia. China decided to pull back from its “brinksmanship,” but the 
Pakistanis deeply appreciated Chinese support and drew closer to China. At the same time, 
India valued the Soviets’ efforts to restrain the Chinese and to broker the end of the war at 
Tashkent in January 1966. Given the general lack of documentary scholarship on the Indo-
Pakistani War, McGarr has made a genuine contribution by persuasively arguing that the 
Chinese and the Soviets were the real beneficiaries of Anglo-American intervention in 
South Asia. 
 
Despite McGarr’s balanced use of international sources, which demonstrates a superb 
understanding of South Asia from national, regional, and global perspectives, there is a 
slight imbalance in the narrative. The first two chapters seem perfunctory when compared 
to the rest of the work. They also lack the argumentative clarity and the evidentiary 
freshness of the rest of the book. For instance, McGarr considers the activities of Britain’s 
various High Commissioners to India (e.g., Archibald Nye and Malcolm MacDonald), but 
provides only cursory treatment of Winston Churchill and Anthony Eden, thus leaving 
unaddressed the extent to which these British prime ministers evaluated the role of 
independent India and Pakistan. Much is known about Churchill’s opposition to the 
Independence movement during the 1930s and World War II, but one might have expected 
to learn from this book how such an unreconstructed imperialist reacted to the functioning 
of sovereign India in the international system during the first years after Independence and 
Partition. Similarly, one wonders if there was more to the Indian and Pakistani views of 
Eden than can be summed up by their reactions to the Suez crisis. After all, as McGarr 
observes, Eden was “groomed for power by Churchill” (246).  
 
In addition, this reviewer would have liked to learn more about V.K. Krishna Menon, who, 
serving as India’s Ambassador to the United Nations (1952-1962), Minister without 
Portfolio (1956-1957), and as Minister of Defense (1957-1962), acted as Nehru’s confidant 
in foreign relations. We learn a great deal about his activities during the Goa crisis and the 
Sino-Indian War, but Menon developed a reputation as an anti-American and fellow 
traveler during the 1950s. Of course, this lacuna relates to the fact that scholars do not have 
access to the Menon papers at the NMML after 1947, but there is abundant material 
available about the role and effect of Menon on India’s foreign policy in the archives of 
Britain and the United States.  
 
Nevertheless, these are fine chapters that competently establish the prefatory background 
for the work’s main focus on the early- to mid-1960s. Overall, this is a superb international 
history that illuminates the interconnection between national, regional, and global politics. 
Paul McGarr’s The Cold War in South Asia should be required reading for anyone interested 
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not only in South Asia, but also the global Cold War.  
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Author’s Response by Paul M. McGarr, University of Nottingham 

 
 am indebted to Tom Maddux for commissioning this roundtable review, and to Eric 
Pullin, Marcus Daechsel, and Tanvi Madan for their considered and comprehensive 
critiques of my book. I am especially gratified that all three reviewers find considerable 

merit in The Cold War in South Asia, and offer generous assessments of the contribution 
that it makes to advancing debates on the international history of India and Pakistan. As 
noted by the reviewers, The Cold War in South Asia is one of the first major studies of the 
Indian subcontinent’s foreign relations since 1947 to appear in some time. It has been two 
decades, or more, since the last significant scholarship addressing India and Pakistan’s 
impact on the Cold War, and that conflict’s role in shaping the geo-political and social 
landscapes of those two nations, was published.1 In part, my book is intended to refocus 
attention on the elided history of a region that has become increasingly important to 
contemporary global policymakers. Since the beginning of the twenty-first century, South 
Asia’s centrality to the so-called ‘War on Terror’; emergence as an engine of transnational 
economic activity and technological innovation; burgeoning military power; and situation 
as a melting pot of cultures, religions, ethnicities and political ideologies have all 
contributed to a transformation in its worldwide profile and standing. Historians, social 
scientists, and political commentators have tended, on the whole, to focus on bilateral or 
triangular relations between the United States and India and Pakistan.2 The Cold War in 
South Asia is intended to broaden the scope of what, to date, has been a rather hidebound 
and parochial academic conception of the international affairs of India and Pakistan. Above 
all, my book seeks to challenge and reconceptualise traditional narratives of the Cold War 
by stressing the importance of residual British authority in the Indian subcontinent for at 
least two decades after 1947, alongside the coming power and influence of the Soviet Union 
and the People’s Republic of China.  
 
I will limit my response to the balanced and thoughtful comments offered by the reviewers 
on what has been included in The Cold War in South Asia and what has been omitted, the 
book’s methodological approach, and some of its central arguments. In considering my 
response, I was struck by the degree to which the reviewers differed in their assessments 
of the relative strengths of my book and, more particularly, the specific areas in which it 
could have further extended and developed issues central to South Asia’s Cold War. The 
challenge inherent in reconciling and engaging with critiques which offer conflicting 
suggestions on how to improve a journal article or book manuscript is, I imagine, very 

1 Notably, Robert J. McMahon, Cold War on the Periphery: The United States, India, and Pakistan (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 1994); Kenton Clymer, Quest for Freedom: The United States and India’s 
Independence (New York: Columbia University Press, 1995); and Andrew J. Rotter, Comrades at Odds: The 
United States and India, 1947-1964 (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2000). 

2 For example, Dennis Merrill, Bread and the Ballot: The United States and India's Economic 
Development, 1947-1963 (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 1990); Dennis Kux, India and the 
United States: Estranged Democracies, 1941-1991 (Washington, DC: National Defense University Press, 1992), 
and The United States and Pakistan, 1947-2000: Disenchanted Allies (Washington, D.C: Woodrow Wilson 
Center Press, 2001). 
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familiar to anyone who has ever submitted work for publication. In the case of the Cold War 
in South Asia, Pullin picks out the book’s reassessment of the Indo-Pakistani War of 1965 as 
particularly praiseworthy, applauding the extent to which American, British, Soviet, 
Chinese, as well as Indian and Pakistani perspectives are employed to broaden existing 
interpretations of the conflict. Madan, on the other hand, finds the chapter on India’s 
annexation of Goa “especially good,” and contends that my book’s principal strengths lie in 
its exploration of waning post-colonial British power in South Asia. In common with 
Daechsel, Madan also commends the Cold War in South Asia for highlighting the intelligence 
dimension of post-war decolonization, and the extent to which this illuminates struggles 
waged by successive Indian and Pakistani leaders to negotiate the seemingly contradictory 
demands of underwriting national security whilst, at the same time, upholding popular 
conceptions of state sovereignty. 
 
In assessing the range of evidence employed in support of my book’s core arguments, 
Pullin submits that I have done “an extraordinary job” of constructing an international 
history that draws upon multi-archival sources on three different continents. Pullin is 
particularly impressed by the use made of Indian primary sources. Madan, however, while 
applauding the innovative use of American and, most particularly, British material, 
suggests that more could perhaps have been made of recently released Indian archival 
documents and published materials. While my book does draw extensively on Indian, and 
to a lesser degree, Pakistani sources, published and unpublished, Madan’s point is well 
taken. The National Archives of India continues to labor valiantly (if largely vainly) in the 
face of bureaucratic inertia and political interference to enhance historical transparency. 
New tranches of papers, chiefly those of second-tier Indian policymakers, are now being 
made available at the Nehru Library in New Delhi. Nevertheless, as Pullin notes, the 
potentially game-changing papers of South Asia’s preeminent political figures, and, in 
particular, those of the Nehru family, remain firmly off-limits to researchers.  
 
More substantively, Pullin points to a slight imbalance in the narrative, observing that 
emphasis is placed on chapters dealing with events from the late 1950s onwards, with 
relatively less focus placed on the Cold War in South Asia during the preceding decade. This 
is a fair criticism. Given the constraints of time and space governing every research project, 
I made a deliberate decision to concentrate the bulk of my book’s analytical thrust on the 
period between 1957 and 1967. It was during this chronological phase, I would maintain, 
that the Cold War in South Asia shifted to became a significant locus in the wider global 
competition between the superpowers, with the Soviet Union and People’s Republic of 
China vying with the West for strategic, military, economic and cultural influence in India 
and Pakistan. Moreover, the impact of events including India’s ‘liberation’ of Goa in 1961, 
the Sino-Indian War of 1962, and the Indo-Pakistan conflict of 1965 foreshadowed not only 
the eclipse of two centuries of Western hegemony in the region, but also foreshadowed the 
cataclysmic events of 1971 that would fundamentally reconfigure the geo-political map of 
the subcontinent for a second time in less than three decades. 
 
Indeed, the reviewers’ primary concern is not so much what is included in my book, which 
is met with general approbation, but rather what is not. Pullin, for example, would like to 
have read more on V. K. Krishnan Menon, the controversial Indian diplomat who, as one of 
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Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru’s closest confidantes, was reviled by British and American 
policymakers as a proto-communist Rasputin-like figure who was inimical to Western 
interests. Menon was an influential and fascinating individual within Indian foreign 
policymaking circles and, I would argue, an understudied and much misunderstood figure. 
In my defence, I have written elsewhere on the importance of Menon’s impact on Indian’s 
foreign relations and, had space permitted, would have fleshed out further his personal 
significance to the Cold War in South Asia in my book.3 In common with many seminal 
political figures of South Asia’s post-colonial history, the absence of an authoritative 
biography of Menon represents a significant intellectual lacuna in the study of 
contemporary Indian diplomacy.  
 
Likewise, Madan welcomes my book for moving “beyond the Cold War binary” and 
bringing “more of the South Asian” perspective into my narrative than has hitherto existed 
in international histories of the region. Still, she would have liked even more emphasis on 
the power of local agency. Once again, this is a criticism with which I am sympathetic. 
Certainly, my book set out to privilege the previously muted voices of South Asians in the 
context of a global Cold War, and to underline the extent to which local agency proved 
effective in frustrating or subverting superpower interpositions in the affairs of the Indian 
subcontinent. Madan is correct, however, in implying that more work remains to be done in 
recovering the South Asian dimension of the Cold War.   
 
Madan suggests that rather than attempting to “do so much with the book” and interrogate 
the British, American, Soviet, Chinese, Indian, and Pakistani dimensions of the Cold War in 
South Asia, reigning in the monographs coverage might have freed up space to develop 
some important themes more fully (such as the efficacy of Anglo-American regional 
diplomacy). Paradoxically, Daechsel takes a very different view, arguing that the book 
would have benefited from expanding its scope of enquiry. Notably, Daechsel would have 
liked to have seen a more comprehensive analysis of the interplay between domestic 
politics and foreign policymaking in India and Pakistan, and, for that matter, in Britain and 
the United States. Furthermore, Daechsel suggests that the book would have benefited from 
a more thorough examination of how propaganda and soft power were deployed by 
external actors (both state and non-state) in South Asia’s Cold War. In short, Daeschel 
concludes that, “there is no doubt that scholars interested in South Asia between 1947 and 
1965 will take recourse to this book. Even decades from now they will find a meticulously 
produced gold mine of information. For those eager to understand what the Cold War 
meant in India and Pakistan, however, more work remains to be done.” To which, the 
obvious, if somewhat trite riposte is, well, yes, but of course.  
 
Considerations of the Cold War in South Asia have only just entered upon a new and 

3 See, for example, Paul M. McGarr, “‘India’s Rasputin’?: V. K. Krishna Menon and Anglo-American 
misperceptions of Indian foreign policymaking, 1947-1964.” Diplomacy & Statecraft, 22 (2), (2011), 239-260; 
and, “‘A Serious Menace to Security’: British Intelligence, V. K. Krishna Menon, and the Indian High 
Commission in London, 1947-1952.’” The Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History, 38 (3), (September 
2010), 441-469. 
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exciting phase, with many scholars, the reviewers included, producing insightful and 
pathbreaking work which is redefining the international history of the region.4 Pullin, 
Madan, and Daechsel all make valid and compelling cases for the inclusion of more material 
in my book. I concur with much of what they recommend and, in fact, have been working 
for some time on a study of the intelligence, propaganda, and soft-power components of the 
Cold War in India and Pakistan. Regrettably, my publisher was a good deal less enthusiastic 
than the reviewers when I originally pitched the idea of an even bigger and more unwieldy 
book on the topic. Consequently, a further volume on South Asia’s Cold War is currently in 
development and, when it appears in late 2015, will hopefully address some of areas 
identified by the reviewers in which further study of the international history of India and 
Pakistan could usefully be developed.  
 
In sum, I am delighted that my book has been the subject of an H-Diplo roundtable and 
would again like to thank Tom Maddux and the participants for taking the time to engage 
with my work.  The observations that the reviewers make in relation to the relative 
strengths of my approach to contemporary South Asian international history and the areas 
in which this could have been enhanced further will certainly prove invaluable as I 
conclude my current research project on the interrelationship between soft power, 
intelligence activity, and diplomacy in the Indian subcontinent. 
 

4 Including, Srinath Raghavan, 1971: A Global History of the Creation of Bangladesh (Cambridge, Mass.: 
Harvard University Press, 2013); Rudra Chaudhuri, Forged in Crisis: India and the United States since 1947 
(London: Hurst, 2013); and, Andrew Kennedy, The International Ambitions of Mao and Nehru: National 
Efficacy Beliefs and the Making of Foreign Policy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012). 
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