LAURENTI: Good afternoon, good afternoon. | wéamtvelcome you all to the Century
Foundation, and to a very special luncheon, becthisés, in a sense, for many of
us who have been involved in or around the Unitatddws community over the
years, a special homecoming, to welcome Shashiobhéack to New York, now
with an entirely new set of credentials. No longdong time career U.N. official,
but instead, duly elected by — how many? Hundoédisousands of votes?
(laughter)

THAROOR: (inaudible)

LAURENTI: Right. From Kerala state, and instardlyiving as Minister of State for
External Relations in India's Foreign Ministry. e a special privilege for us to
welcome him here on his first visit in this new aalty back to New York. And we
have asked him to talk with us about a subjectithab some of its dimensions,
ricocheting right now not only through the U.N. okl community, but very
much in the Washington community, and that is, Bdgian security.

So, the title of his presentationTierrorism and South Asian Security. For those of
you who are among the tiny handful who may notaalyebe among Shashi's
thousand best friends, his bio is in the packetsybu were given, along with the
participants' list. And | would ask us all to dit@ur attention to Shashi right now,
as he begins to open our discussion with some 20tes of well-composed
thoughts and reflections, as they always are, fsamof India's most famous
authors and novelists — Shashi Tharoor.

THAROOR: Thank you very much. Thank you, Jeff, teat wonderful welcome. And
really, it is a particular pleasure to see so n@dyfriends here. | do feel, more so
here, | think, than at the other events where Elaeen speaking in New York this
week — really, 1 do feel it's been a homecomingt jNst because you, as a good
friend, are presiding, but because so many olddaad and close friends of mine
from my previous incarnations here are arounddbées in this room. So,
delightful to be here.

The topic that we sort of settled uporerorism and South Asian Security, but

it's a bit broader than | have time to do justimesb I'm going to focus principally
on terrorism in terms of India's recent experieoice, and therefore, will not be
touching much in my remarks on broader aspect®ofiSAsian security, although
obviously, I'd be delighted, during the questiod answer period, to address
whatever is in your minds about those things.

Needless to say, the horrors that were inflictedvmmbai at the end of November
last year are uppermost in my mind when | come itip &— when I'm given a topic
like this. They have left an abiding impact onladians.



Now, India has, of course, picked itself up, althlo it had to come with a cost in
lives lost, property destroyed, and perhaps moatloin the scarred psyche of a
ravaged nation. Deep and sustained anger acres®timtry at its demonstrated
vulnerability to terror, and at the multiple ingtibnal failures within India that
allowed such loss of life, has given way to theinegtion of normal political
discourse in a lively democracy that's focusedhenfaiture.

But there are other consequences. Its impacteuknd well beyond India's
borders, with implications for the peace and ségwifithe region and of the world.

Now, | grew up in Bombay, as it was then called] hwatched the unfolding
horror there with profound empathy. There's a gaveny to the fact that the
attacks in Mumbai began with terrorists dockingrrtba gateway of India — that
magnificent arch built in 1911 has stood as a syrabthe openness of the city.
Crowds flock around it, made up of foreign touristsl local yokels. Touts hawk
their wares, boats bob in the waters offering e@sigut to the open sea.

The teeming throngs around it daily reflect Indditgersity. You'll find Parsi
gentlemen out for their evening constitutionals,shita women in burgas taking
the sea air, Goan Catholic waiters enjoying a bfeak their duties at the stately
Taj Mahal hotel, Hindus from every corner of theicty chatting in a multitude of
tongues.

And then last November, watching it on TV, barrexhpty, ringed by police
barricades, the gateway of India — in so many wingsgateway to India and to
India's soul — stood in my mind as a mute testintorthis assault on the country's
pluralist democracy.

The terrorists who heaved their bags laden witapges up the steps of the wharf
to begin their assault on the Taj, like their cdb@t a dozen other locations around
the city, knew exactly what they were doing. Thewas an attack on India's
financial nerve center and commercial capital #yaemmblematic of the country's
energetic thrust into the 2tentury.

They struck at symbols of the prosperity that wadking the Indian model so
attractive to the globalizing world — luxury hotedscafé favored by foreigners, the
city's Jewish center. The terrorists also souglpiolarize Indian society by
claiming to be acting to address the grievances,amd imagined, of India's
Muslims. And by singling out Americans and Israétr special attention, they
demonstrated that their brand of religious fansicis anchored less in the
absolutism of pure faith than in the geopolitichaftred.

The attack on th€habad LubavitciCenter, and the killing of its residents, was
particularly sad, since India is justifiably proafithe fact that it's the only country
in the world with a Jewish diaspora going back Q,$€ars, where there has never




been a single instance of anti-Semitism. Thisésfirst time that it's been unsafe
to be Jewish in India — one more proof that theotests were not Indian, since
Indian Muslims have never had any conflicts witdiam Jews, but that they were
pursuing a foreign agenda. Indeed, this was ¢lear just an attack on India. The
terrorists were also taking on the quote/unquaesland Crusaders of Al-Qaeda
lore. With this tragedy, India became the thefieaction that was really
conceived for a global battle.

And we are, of course, grateful for the outpouhgupport, sympathy and
condemnation that followed these barbaric atta@id,it certainly served to convey
to the terrorists in no uncertain terms, and thatkers, that they stood isolated.
Nevertheless, we should not forget that this hadeen the only major terrorist
incident in my country. Unfortunately, the taletefrorism is long in South Asia.

In India, even the city of Mumbai itself has bdgtearlier, through a series of train
bombings, apart from the ferocious attack on oulid&aent in Delhi in 2001, and
numerous bombings all over the country, even leat.y

In their mission to scar the Indian psyche, tonship the limitations of our security
apparatus and to humiliate the government, thegaide death, pain, and
destruction. | think they wanted to convey towwld that the image of India as
an emerging economic giant, a success story arthef globalization, and an
increasing magnet for investors and tourists, veas shattered.

They did, in fact, want to show the world a vubige and insecure India — a soft
stage besieged by enemies who could strike itlat Wistead, they found a resilient
nation united against terrorism, rising above tivenapts at sectarian divide, and at
the same time, demonstrating in the aftermathefthacks a firm desire to live in
peace with its neighbors.

Now, Indians have been enduring the unspeakalbtersaf terrorist violence for
decades. It has been financed, equipped and gfriml@dacross the border. This
horror is not homegrown. The history of this idi«@own, and needs no
repetition.

The geopolitical reverberations of the Mumbai egeare beginning to resonate.
The interrogation of the one surviving terroristdavidence from satellite
telephone intercepts and other intelligence hasdexah international consensus that
the attacks were masterminded by the Wahhabi-edphiashkar-e-Taiba, a terrorist
group once patronized, protected and trained — sooodd even say created — by
Pakistan's Inter-Services Intelligence, or ISI.

The newly elected civilian government in Islamabad shown every sign of
wanting to move away from this earlier narrativénafred and hostility. The moot
point now is whether the Pakistani government cesuee that different elements of



the state fall in line with their vision. Recenteats, unfortunately, have not
instilled confidence on this front. Credible aatmith visible results is required. |
think our good friend the Ambassador would agree Erakistan cannot be seen as
shielding the perpetrators of violence and terror.

Unfortunately, extremism nurtured by a successeiamilitary rulers has now come
to haunt Pakistan's well-intentioned but lamentaidgak elected civilian
government. Attacks against the Pakistani stage the last few months, and
indeed, the last few days, appear to indicateRratkenstein's monster is now well
and truly out of that government's control. Thieae never been a stronger case for
firm action by Pakistan to cauterize the cancetsimidst. And we were very

happy to work alongside the Pakistani governmethigdirection.

Now, this is not as implausible as it sounds. eRal think, has a Pakistani
government been more inclined to pursue peacelndtla. President Zardari had
been pushing for greatly expanded trade and conmahdénks with India, and the
liberalization of the restrictive visa regimes beén the two countries. Indeed, his
Foreign Minister was in India pursuing these vemngs when 26/11 happened.

But the Mumbai terror assault called into questidrether the government that has
been dealing with us on these issues actually galshots in that country. The
Indian people cannot understand how the masterofititat assault, the founder of
both Lashkar and its mutated version, the Jamd#alawa, Hafiz Mohammed
Saeed, remains free to preach vitriolic hatredreggdndia in his sermons, and to
serve at the very least as a catalyst for incitmgder and mayhem in our country.

Just this week, a Pakistani court dismissed ddestblempt to bring him to book, by
asserting that there was no proof of his complicitthe actions conducted by his
own organizations.

We should not also forget the international dinn@ms of the Mumbai attack. It's
regrettable that it's only with the loss of forelgres that terrorism in India is now
being regarded as an international concern. Thizuaheus and military style
planning is also the portent for copycat attackstiver parts of the world.

This has made Pakistan suspect in the eyes afitdr@ational community. It's no
longer seriously questioned by independent anallgatsthe massacre in Mumbai
was planned in and directed from Pakistani tejtand the inability or
unwillingness of the Pakistani government to préwsmsoil from being used to
mount attacks on another state seriously underniisi@svn sovereignty.

We have no wish to see President Zardari's civii@avernment undermined, but it's
incumbent upon his government to take concretemcénd the international
community must encourage this action in Pakistaiewiolding Pakistan
accountable. The issue is not of allowing Pakigh@freedom to operate against



terrorists on its western border by keeping itsexasborder quiet, as some in this
country and elsewhere have suggested they beliedéa does not covet any
Pakistani territory. It remains committed to |lolegm peace for Pakistan. And |
state it unequivocally, there is no Indian threalPakistan on any grounds
whatsoever.

So that is not the issue. Fears that India/Pakignsions will make the situation in
Afghanistan worse miss the central point, on thedrfer concerted action against
terrorists, wherever they operate, whether in Afggtan, in Pakistan, or in India.

That brings me to Afghanistan, a topic that | wdd was of specific interest to
your Foundation. India and Afghanistan, of coustsre a strategic and
development partnership, based on millennia-oltbheal, cultural and economic
ties. We have an abiding interest in the stabdftifghanistan, in ensuring social
and economic progress for its people, and gethiegiton the track of self-
sustained growth, and enabling them to take their decisions without outside
interference.

The binding factor in this relationship is that, these points, our interests and
those of Afghanistan converge. But our focus,kenNATO's, has not been
military. It's entirely been on development.

We have an assistance program that's getting tdds2 billion — modest from the
standpoint of Afghan needs, but it's large for a-traditional donor like India. We
have been doing a great deal of work in the huragaait infrastructure issues,
social projects issues, skills and capacity devekqt. We are currently the sixth
largest bilateral donor, and we are climbing. Almel reason we do this is to build
indigenous Afghan capabilities for effective gowvaamoe, because we know that the
challenge of delivering goods and services to tfghan people is the challenge
that the Afghan government has found it most diffitco meet.

We have five medical missions providing treatmeamd free medicines to over
1,000 patients a day, most of them poor women aidren. We support the
Indira Gandhi Center for Child Health in Kabul. W&econnected it through a
telemedicine link with two super-specialty medicahters in India. We've pledged
a million tons of food assistance, used to prowi@@ grams of high protein biscuits
to 2 million of the 6 million school going children Afghanistan, a third of whom
are girls.

We built a 130 mile, 218 kilometer highway fromrdiaj to Delaram in southwest
Afghanistan, near the Iranian border. We've sed ppwer transmission line from
Pul-e-Khumri to Kabul. And indeed, we've lit upli{a with that, because the first
time that Kabul has had round the clock electrisibce 1982 is thanks to Indian
engineers.



We are currently engaged in the construction ef3alma Dam on the Hari Rud
River in Herat, and we're building the Afghan Rarlent building, a visible and
evocative symbol of democracy. Work on these gtejes moving briskly, and
both these projects should be completed by theo€A011.

We've simultaneously commissioned 100 small dgarent projects — quick
gestation, small scale social sector projects.ré&\woviding 675 scholarships
annually for students to come to India, and forbRshg public servants to train in
Indian public training institutions. These are wgest such programs that India
has for any country in the world, and it's the éatgskill and capacity development
program offered to Afghanistan by any country ia torld.

We've committed further funds for education, Hegibwer, telecommunications,
and | mentioned food aid already. Two wells anadpelug, sanitation projects, and
bilateral trade has gone up to over $350 milliémd the focus is on the needs and
priorities of the Afghan people. As | said, we @ano military activities. Our focus
is entirely on demonstrating our commitment to #itgbn Afghanistan as the best
answer to terror and violence.

And yet, the threat of terrorism is never abséntlia has faced it. Just a few days
ago, a car bomb detonated outside the Indian embagsabul. Last July, a
suicide bomber got closer and killed a large nunatb@eople, both Afghans and
Indians. And the Taliban have attacked and kidedmpnumber of Indians in the
country. Explosions and grenade attacks have Im&op&t our consulates in Herat
andJalalabad.

In January last year, two Indian and 11 Afghauggcpersonnel were killed and
several injured in an attack on the road we weilgling, the Zaranj-Delaram road.
We've had a driver with our border roads organiraéibducted and killed while
working on the road. An Indian national working #éoconstruction company was
killed, a telecommunications engineer abducted.

Now, given the turbulence of the past eight yaaid the dramatic decline in
security in recent years, this is not perhaps sing. But we feel there is a need
for an intensified focus on security, governanca @evelopment by the Afghan
government, and that the international communitushdo a great deal here to
assist.

Failure in Afghanistan’s stabilization will enta@lheavy cost, both for the Afghan
people and for the world at large. The past consp@ached in places like London
and Paris in 2006 and 2008 place the responsibalitinstitution building and
governance mainly on the shoulders of the Afghapf@eand government, without
adequately resourcing that effort and eliminatimg growing threat from terrorist
groups destabilizing the country.



This is the last opportunity for the country tdreoate itself from its endemic
entanglement with violence and terror, and undexldgment, and to settle on a
track of stability and sustainable progress.

While the Afghan government should spell out iisfities, the international
community should come forward to provide the resesifor fulfilling them. The
Afghan leadership has itself stressed the need &trong and genuine effort to
improve governance, remove corruption, and focudemelopment. And | think
that we all want to see this happen — we wantémsere Afghanization of the
development process. The Afghan national sectorges should be enlarged and
developed in a professional manner, at a muchrfpate. And that means they
need resources, combat equipment, and training.

Given its geographic location, Afghanistan hagnamense potential to develop as
a hub of trade, energy and transport corridorsciviniould help the long-term
sustainability of development efforts in Afghanistarhis is something that we'd
like to see happening, along with other countmesauth and central Asia, and
that's why we were very happy to support the adons® the South Asian
Association for Regional Cooperation, or SAARCAbdjhanistan. As its
westernmost country, it's a key link for SAARC mambtates with Iran and central
Asia. This economic interdependence could catghgsee and prosperity in the
region at large, and in Afghanistan in particular.

There's a lot more to talk about in the afterntdttne elections, but we could leave
that, if you're interested, in the Q&A period. \Waviously do worry about the fact
that the increase in terrorist actions in Afghaamss directly linked to the support
and sanctuaries available in the contiguous aréhis is perhaps the reason why
the U.S. unveiled an AFPAK strategy on th& 27 March, 2009. The challenges
about how to put the strategy into effect — andalaccept that there is no quick
fix. Clearly, the international community would mtgo see that Pakistan
implements its stated committed to deal with testaggroups within its territory,
including the members of Al-Qaeda, Taliban's QuStiara, the Hisbe Islami,
Lashkar-e-Taiba, and so many other like-mindeabtestrgroups that have been
proliferating on Pakistani soil.

Without this, the gains made in the last few ya&alisbe compromised, and they
will become difficult to forestall the restoratioh violence and terror, or indeed,
even the situation that prevailed in Afghanistafoi®9/11. The world has come
to realize, at considerable cost, that terroristmobe compartmentalized — that
any facile attempt to strike Faustian bargains wéthorists often result in such
forces turning on the very powers that sustainecitin the past.

A sense of defeatism has been pervading som@sedf international opinion.
We feel that needs to be guarded against, becausesithe risk of encouraging
insurgent groups into thinking they might actuatiymph. What we believe,



therefore, that Afghanistan needs is a long-termmdment, even while remaining
mindful of the challenges.

The Afghan people have displayed great courageesiience, and a survival
instinct even against the greatest odds. We nweudutmost to support them.

There really are only two choices confronting ititernational community — to
invest and endure, or to improve conditions to iafbat we can exit. India has
already made up its mind — invest and endure isvitheforward, because we
believe in the cause of peace, democracy and dawelot in Afghanistan. We
trust that the friends of Afghanistan will do likess.

To return then to India/Pakistan and the neegvéaice in South Asia in the face of
terror, there are not many takers in the Indiatipal space right now for

continuing a peace process with a government thed dot appear to control
significant elements of its own military. Few imdia are prepared to accept the
notion that the world in general, and India in gartar, is obliged to live with a

state of affairs in Pakistan that incubates temtoite the country's institutions
remain either unable or unwilling to push back aghihe so-called non-state actors
that are said to be out of the government's cantrol

Recent events in Pakistan, including the attacksoown military headquarters,
may, we hope, have stiffened Pakistani resolvetdront these non-state actors.
But it remains to be seen whether some in Islamabagtill seduced by the
dangerous idea that terrorists who attack the Rakisilitary are bad, but those
who attack India are to be tacitly encouraged.

Our government is committed to peaceful relatiith Pakistan. Indeed, our
Prime Minister personally — the highest levels af government has a vision of a
subcontinent living in peace and prosperity, foogin development, not
distracted by hostility and violence. But we néedee evidence of good faith
action from Islamabad before we can, in the wofdsuo Prime Minister, meet
them more than halfway.

India will be wary of being exhorted to talk wittie government if it turns out to
be, at best, ineffective, and at worst, duplicit@lzout the real threats emanating
from its territory and institutions to the rest@duth Asia.

I'm going to try and bring this quickly to a clogecause there's a, | think, greater
value in an exchange between us. But | think drikeothings that we do need to
talk about is the way forward, and I'm delightedttthere are so many people here
who have firsthand involvement in the kinds of stdpat need to be taken to move
us forward. Obviously, the U.N. institutions amdaelutions are extremely relevant
as well in this regard, and the move in the U.Normscribe both Lashkar and
Jama'at-ud-Da'awa, we consider to be a very pesstep.



And there are binding requirements under Resalut®73 on all member states, to
take a number of very specific actions againstactgol terror organizations.
Pakistani compliance with Resolution 1373 is wadkrtl insisting upon.

So let me conclude by returning to where | begathe gateway of India.
Inevitably, last November, the questions were asitedad, is it all over for India,
can the country ever recover from this? | think st year has already provided
the answer. It's striking that both the assaui@els, the Taj Mahal and the
Trident in Mumbai, reopened their doors within antioof the terrorist attack.

We are a land of great resilience that has leaored arduous millennia to cope
with tragedy. Within 24 hours of an earlier assauMumbai, the Stock Exchange
bombing of '93, Bombay's traders were back onlthe ftheir burned out
computers forgotten, doing by voice and paper ey used to do before
technology had changed their trading styles. Boamusbullets alone cannot
destroy India, because Indians will pick their vilagough the rubble and carry on,
as we have done throughout history.

But what can have a long-term adverse impactdraland in South Asia as a
whole, would be a change in the spirit of its pepplay from the pluralism and
co-existence that has been our country's gredtesigsh — that our Prime Minister's
call for calm and restraint in the face of the nawalis rampage against us was so
comprehensively heeded is a vital cause for cdielra

My big fear, as an independent, non-political gré/sort of commentator last
November was that political opportunism in a chdrgkection season could lead to
some practicing the politics of hatred and divisidmdeed, | wrote, while the
attacks were still going on, and | quote myseleh#nat if these tragic events lead
to the demonization of the Muslims of India, theddsts will have won, unquote.
I'm heartened that instead, Indians have stayaddim the face of this tragedy.

The victims included Indians of every faith, inding 49 Muslims out of the 188
people killed. There is anger — some of it dirdétevard against our security and
governance failures, but none of it against angiipecommunity. That is as it
should be. For India to be India, its gatewayh® multiple Indias within and to the
heaving seas without must always remain open. ishthe only way that the
terrorists will be unable to succeed in destalmfizihe soul of my country, and the
only way, perhaps, that we can meaningfully spdekonith Asian security.

Thank you very much.

(applause)



LAURENTI: Well, Shashi, to get the discussion gpitet me pose a few questions
before we invite all the rest of our participarggdin in. And the first one speaks a
little bit more broadly on terrorist challenge. rAss South Asia, we see violent
political movements and terrorists, whether it hegen the Tamil Tigers in Sri
Lanka, rampaging Naxalites homegrown in variougesta India, and of course,
the current challenge that you addressed of thesRak Taliban to the authority
and legitimacy of the Pakistani state.

Is the terrorist challenge posed by Islamic exiseésnwho often invoke Kashmir as
the cause, just another variant on this pattepobfical violence? Orisin, in a
particular way, distinct, different and dangerous?

THAROOR: I'd say that if you look at the variouads of terror that have been resorted
to across the South Asian subcontinent, you ha@ranon pattern, which is that
there usually — as perhaps all terrorism — an asstmcal response to the power of
the state that they seek to undermine. So, termoim Sri Lanka was seen — was
portrayed as in defense of the Tamil community,vbas used, in fact, not only
against the Sri Lankan state, but against the Testdblishment that was seen as
collaborating with the Sri Lankan state.

We also have —
(sound of cell phone ringing)

LAURENTI: By the way, | should have said at theim@ing, please turn off your cell
phones. (laughter)

THAROOR: I'm (inaudible). (laughter).

We've also had — we also have had, obviouslynabeu of cases of terrorist
activity within the Indian state, usually involvitn@megrown ideological —
ideologically motivated groups such as the Naxalteu mentioned, who are
Maoist guerillas in some parts of our country. Amelve had some secessionist
movements that have attempted to use terror ashaitpie.

In most of these cases, they have been dealt anththe Indian state over the years
has evolved a very effective technique of combimregfty ruthless law and order
tactics with completely open co-optation into tleendcratic space, so that
yesterday's terrorists become today's politicatickates, tomorrow's chief

ministers, and the day after tomorrow's leadeth®bpposition, those being the
vagaries of democracy.

But when you are talking about terror coming fraanoss the border, those options
are not available. These are not people who a&larsg— and actually, a
ventilation of political grievance. These are pebple who are coming because



they want to have their space in making decisiditithe country, the
community, the future, whatever.

These are people coming, unfortunately, with nedive other than destruction.
The objective is to sow terror and fear. And ibatery different from the other
kinds of examples you mentioned.

When these 20 young men set sail from Pakistarreéak the havoc they did in
Mumbai, | don't know how many of them realisticaliypught they would ever get
back. But clearly, they had no — they were notragsfor the release of imprisoned
terrorists. They were not asking for a changeoviegnment. They were not asking
for anything other than to cause as much damageleaith and destruction as
possible.

For them to pretend to be standing up for theeafisslam, when they killed, as |
said, 49 Muslims, innocent Muslim civilians in tbiéy of Mumbai, would be a
travesty of anything that Islam stands for.

So, | tend to suggest that for this kind of tamr, it is terrorism as an end in itself,
not as a means to something larger. And becauséeitrorism as an end in itself,
it can only be confronted implacably. There iantib-optation formula available.
You just have to nip it in the bud, ideally befarstarts, and deal with it firmly if
and when it actually occurs.

LAURENTI: In your remarks, you had indicated thgiiote, U.N. institutions and
resolutions are very relevant, end quote, with nie¢@a the delivery of the — those
who had been the conspirators in the Mumbai attaBksU.N. institutions and
resolutions have any continued relevance with cegawnhat is at least notionally
that sore point with so many across the bordeakidean, the resolution of the
dispute in Kashmir?

THAROOR: Well, we're talking about Chapter 7 resiains on terrorism, which have
certain obligations that are binding upon membatest whereas with Kashmir,
you're talking about a resolution going back to@,98hich had very specific
provisions that I'm afraid were not implementedha sequence that the resolution
called for. The very first provision was the witadal of Pakistani forces. The
second was a reduction in Indian forces. The thiad a plebiscite.

This is now massively out of date, because thelitions of 1950 have changed.
But in 1950, had the Pakistanis withdrawn as tkeltgion called them upon to, no
doubt, the other two provisions would have beefillied. It's a bit late in 2009 to
ask about why a resolution wasn't fulfilled in 1960t it is not too late in the
aftermath of 9/11 to expect member states to fafdir solemn obligations under
Chapter 7 of the charter, when it comes to theiBpeequirements under,
particularly, 1373, and the findings of the Sanwi€ommittees, which have, in



particular, proscribed the reinvented Lashkar-ésdawhich is now called the
Jama'at-ud-Da'awa.

LAURENTI: Now, you had gratified us by devotindaar amount of your prepared
remarks to the situation in Afghanistan. And tfeeegood deal of concern in the
American debate, certainly, about what kind of gowgent in Kabul we are placing
our bets on, and more than bets. How do you haténpact of India's assistance
that you detailed in your remarks, its durabilityrapact, with an embattled — and
some would say, enfeebled government? And giveticpkarly that India’s
participation has certainly set off alarm bellghat very same security
establishment in Pakistan that is as paranoid, seowdd say, as ever, about India
popping up on every front.

THAROOR: Well, we've had a long relationship wifghanistan, and we are going to
continue to be there. But we're there, as | $asd,to do good work for the Afghan
people. It's not a military or a political ventur&nd there is absolutely no reason
for the security establishment worried that gins getting an education, that little
children are getting meals at school, that theeehsspital that cares for them when
they're sick, that the people of Kabul get elettiriz4 hours a day — if these things
worry the Pakistani security establishment, I'dnywdor the Pakistani security
establishment.

LAURENTI: Do you worry for the durability of theucrent government in Kabul?

THAROOR: Well, look — I mean, obviously, we waatdee a stable and peaceful
government in Kabul, and we applaud the fact thatAfghan people went to
elections, because in our own country, we beliewéopndly in the right of people
to determine their own political destiny. So tattdegree, we applaud this.

But the truth is, the things we are doing woultptiee Afghan people whoever was
in power. | mean, a road's a road. Power trarsamss power transmission.
Hospitals, clinics, schools, trained officials +aflthose help the state and civil
society in Afghanistan. It's not specifically aidnat shoring up a particular
government.

LAURENTI: What do you see as the stakes of Afghtam's other neighbors in blocking
a Taliban reconquest of Kabul? Iran, for instan€d#na, central Asian republics.
And what might they be doing constructive, moreifpady, that maybe hasn't been
able to be fitted into the puzzle so far?

THAROOR: Well, one thing I should have said maxpleitly is, we obviously applaud
the current efforts of the Pakistani military tateith the Taliban within its own
borders, and the actions in Swat, the impendingmaat South Waziristan — these
are all things that in turn will help ease the ptee on what you described as a



possible Taliban reconquest of Kabul, which of seurs a horrific prospect. That
there is an entire NATO deployment there to prevent

India does not have a military role there, soauld be presumptuous of us to talk
about military actions to prevent such a reconquBsit clearly, it's something that
— it's not an outcome that we would at all be hapjly. We would like to see,
very firmly, measures taken to prevent any sucioactWe believe that a
democratically elected government, however flaweddiection may have been,
and those flaws are being addressed right now apeak, that an elected
government deserves all the support that the iat@mal community can give it, in
order, precisely, to prevent such a horrific alére from people who would not
be interested in any election, flawed or otherwig&eep themselves in power.

LAURENTI: Well, let us take that question of tR&ATO military presence. You are a
nearby observer, and with the U.N., you had maiaysyef opportunity to observe
efforts of military solutions in seemingly diffidauyblaces. There is this urgent
debate in Washington right now whether an Americaap increase will, indeed,
make any difference.

What do you think a larger Western military presenan accomplish there, and is
this something that can possibly put an end tortdgran’s seeming resurgence?

THAROOR: I'm not going to get into that debatdf,Jeecause it really isn't my
business.

LAURENTI: Well, I had to try.

THAROOR: It really isn't my business. That's beénw General McChrystal and
President Obama and his advisors, looking forwath interest to the decisions of
the U.S. administration when it comes to Americaldisrs.

LAURENTI: Well, if we may take just for a momerg &ue, even though the
government concerned has adamantly denied thetreptie Times of London,
that the Italians had paid off the Taliban jusli@dow in the area where they were,
are they perhaps more in tune with the psycholdglgeocountry than General
McChrystal, in terms of how you are able to qui@t i

THAROOR: | don't know if you really want an answerthat question. But I think,
since, as you said, you're making a hypothetioggsstion that | can't possibly
endorse, all | can say is, there are various whactling militancy and terrorism,
and certainly — | hope that all those who are gptérg to promote security in
Afghanistan will use every means available to thexwiuding some creative ones.

LAURENTI: And a final question on my end, not seative. Many have noticed over
recent years a rapprochement between India anel,lasaboth countries that have



suffered a particular lash of dealing with Musliktremism. What have been the
tangible fruits of this new cooperation? And iatthegard, one notes that in
Geneva this morning, that India did vote with thaanity on the Human Rights
Council, to refer the Goldstone Report on Gaz&éoSecurity Council. Where do
you think that takes us?

THAROOR: Well, | mean, we've had good relatiorfs;aurse, with the Israelis now for
some years, and that includes a certain level fl@ihde cooperation and other kinds
of consultation. But on the issue of the situatbthe Palestinian people, our track
record is very long and very consistent. We haanlta friend of the Palestinian
people. Way back, we were the first non-Arab couttt recognize Palestine as a
state. We have continued to work for, and to adt@publicly and privately, a
two-state solution in the region, with both cousdrliving side by side in peace and
security behind defensible borders.

Our friendship with Israel doesn't mean that weagvith everything Israel does,
and we have made it clear to Israel when we disagrth them, and we do
disagree with them about settlement activity. Areddid go along with the vote.
Indeed, it was co-sponsored by the Non-Aligned Muoset, of which Egypt is
chairman, and all the non-aligned countries orHtman Rights Council voted in
the same way on that resolution.

So, we do have a number of positions historicalhg in common with other non-
aligned countries which are reflected there, bat ttoesn't mean that all these
countries have no shade of nuance between themeiingositions. There are
countries that voted for that resolution who do, mofact, have relations with
Israel. And there are countries that voted fot thsolution like us who value our
relations with Israel, and would like to keep lirgommunication open on such
issues. And we will talk to the Israelis about nmgvforward on these matters.

We — as with Egypt, we maintain diplomatic relaavith Israel, and we would not
want to see a situation in which Israel was isolatet of the international
community, but we would like to see progress towdle kind of peace that is —
that offers the Palestinians the justice they Hmen waiting for, for a very long
time.

LAURENTI: Thank you, Shashi. Now we turn to o@rficipants, take three comments,
guestions, come back to Shashi, and then anottes. ttAnyone wish to — yes?
Let's start with Jehangir Khan. And if you couldnetheless, introduce yourself
again when the microphone enters your hand.

KHAN: I'm Jehangir Khan. I'm with the United Nat® Department of Political Affairs,
and I'm also from Pakistan. Shashi is an old ffiand colleague, and welcome,
Shashi, back to New York, and we're delighted ®ysri flourishing.



If | may say, just — I'd be speaking not as, hkhiwe're under Chatham House rules
—lam from —

LAURENTI: No, we're not.

KHAN: We're not? All right, well, | am from Pakan. | should be speaking more in
my personal capacity, and more, really, just by ofag question.

You have said, Shashi, you have pointed to thentedumbai attacks, which of
course, in Pakistan, the government of Pakisteaiould say, nearly all Pakistanis
wholeheartedly condemned. And today, Pakistagpagightly noted, is in the
front line of the fight against terrorism, and yweualso rightly noted that the
government of Pakistan, President Zardari, havevstamy suggestions indeed on
the day of the attack, Foreign Minister Qureshi walNew Delhi discussing the
furthering of cooperation. And of course, the dedp people relationship — |
know, even with my own family, how much they appagz now being able to visit
India, and how easier — how much easier it hasrbeco

On the other hand, there are — there is a historglations between India and
Pakistan. There have been three wars. And okegptgrrorism in some ways now
is affecting, bedeviling, both countries. And iedeas you rightly pointed out just
in the last few days, Pakistan and the people kisBa are paying perhaps the
highest price in South Asia.

Indeed, just a few months ago in Swat, there \wkm®st 2.7 million people that
have been displaced. And so, in terms of the camemit that the people of
Pakistan have to that fight, | think there shoutdhio doubt.

Now, having mentioned that, | think one shouldask — and you know,
personally, I'm very interested to know, now thati yre in a government position,
now that — and you've served in such, had sucktaguished career at the U.N.,
and have a broad knowledge of international afféiosv do you see — you have
said, quote/unquote, that India is prepared to vatwkg with Pakistan to deal with
the problem of terrorism.

But may | ask you, but beyond — or including tbsuie of terrorism, what is it that
India and your government is prepared to do tdeselt outstanding issues between
India and Pakistan, which no doubt would contridotboth countries' efforts to
fight terrorism? You have mentioned the 1950 netsmh, but beyond that, there
are a whole host of issues that still affect Ireha Pakistan.

And so, I'm curious to know what, precisely, yee $ndia doing in working
alongside Pakistan in addressing, not just thdexge of terrorism, but all the
issues that exist between them?



LAURENTI: Thank you, Jehangir. Warren Hoge.

HOGE: Thank you, Jeffrey. Shashi, | wanted toyaskabout relations between the
United States and India. Is there any feeling @thDthat the bilateral relationship
is being neglected as Washington spends so mucyeaed time on your
neighbors? Or, is there a feeling that India'sceoms are being listened to, taken
into account by policymakers in Washington? Ghere some third account of
that relationship?

LAURENTI: And, Craig Charney.

CHARNEY: Shashi, my name is Craig Charney. Wehossed paths many times at the
Carnegie Council.

I'd like to follow a little bit with a question pallel to Jehangir's, which is this. It's
certainly true that India did not overreact to embai attacks, as may have been
hoped by the terrorists, and might have been dgra least one superpower that
I'm familiar with that had a similar instance irethast. However, at the same time,
what your talk underlines is, that you have giveen one important victory, which
is that you have allowed them to bring the procéssrmalization to a halt.

Now, you stated fairly clearly what the policyyafur government is, namely, that
Pakistan must act before you can move forward. fatieof the matter is, that
hasn't gotten you very far.

There is an alternative policy, cited, actuallydme of those Israelis you were
talking about, namely, Yitzhak Rabin, who said,wik fight terror as if there is no
peace process, and proceed with the peace pracddhere is no terror.

Would not this be a wiser option for India, andildoyou not imagine moving
forward in this direction, it would actually strehgn the Pakistani government's
resolve to act?

THAROOR: Thanks. Great questions, all of thend Bm delighted to address all three.

First of all, Jehangir, thank you for your questand your comment. | assure you
that we feel a great deal of solidarity with th&iB&ani people right now in their
fight against terror, and you will note that Inéi@as — no one in any official position
in India has, in any way, implied that it's a cat@akistani chickens coming home
to roost, and all of those schadenfreude type ghihgt some people might
otherwise have been tempted to indulge in.

But the fact is, and this is the unpalatable féat what Pakistan is suffering from
today is the direct result of a deliberate poli€ynaiting, financing, training,
equipping militants and jihadis over 20 years agatrument of state policy. So



this is what Dr. Frankenstein discovered when hi bis monster, that you can't
control the monster once it's built.

And that is where, unfortunately, the fundameditierence lies. Pakistanis are not
suffering death and destruction from terroristged in India. Indians have
suffered death and destruction from terrorists&diin Pakistan with the

complicity — and some might argue, more — of eleiehthe Pakistani security
forces and establishment, at least in the pasgtihow.

And this is something that marks the fundamentérénce between the two
situations. Obviously, we wish Pakistan well inateempts to deal with these
people. It gives us absolutely no joy to see thawing the slightest success — a
bomb going off at a military headquarters, at &hit Islamabad, at somewhere
else, is for us, a body blow, and | can assuretlyatiwe feel tremendous empathy,
and not just sympathy, for Pakistan and its curoedéal.

But the fact remains that there is that fundanehtierence that we can't afford to
forget. Pakistan has to cauterize a cancer iomits midst, but a cancer that was
implanted by itself and its own institutions. Atiht is the big challenge facing
Pakistan.

What can India do to help? | mean, | — I'm gdmgjnk this to Craig Charney's
guestion, about the way in which the normalizapoocess has come to a halt. Let
me preface this by saying as a democracy, therdhisre are always limits as to
how far a government can go in ahead of it — ireade of its own public opinion.

We actually were engaged in a very far reachiatpdue between the government
of Prime MinistetManmohan Singk not the present government, the previous
one, 2004 to 2009 — and the government of Pakestdnts leadership under
President Musharraf. And it's while this peacecpss was on that we had the
attack on the Indian embassy in Kabul in July, 2008

And when that happened, and I'm not quoting aagstlied information, I'm
qguoting theNew York Times. TheNew York Times had two articles in which
American intelligence sources were quoted as teNiew York Times
correspondents, not only did this attack bearhaltallmarks of an ISI operation,
but what struck us was that the ISI had taken owabilie to conceal its fingerprints.
They were clearly trying to send a signal. Quatglote — you can Google it.

So, despite that, India persisted with the peagegss, and it was not an easy
decision for the Prime Minister to take. Four nisnliater, we get the Mumbai
massacre.

At that point, the pressure was indeed on militatgliation, and you're quite right
— having done that would have played into the harfidise terrorists. That's what



they wanted us to do. We managed — | must saR1iinge Minister's superhuman
restraint in not conducting any sort of militaryaleation gave us a fitful attempt at
cooperation by Pakistan.

It started off, unfortunately, with Pakistani ddsiaEven the government of
President Zardari claimed that these people wer@akistanis. To their
misfortune, one of the terrorists survived, andtal evidence — the DNA evidence,
the detailed elements of the confession, were jihiaed by satellite intercepts and
telephone intercepts, not just by Indian sourcasbip U.S. intelligence sources,
and it became impossible to deny.

But those first weeks of denial rankled, becauaayrof us in India thought, having
heard the positive noises from the civilian goveenimthat when 26/11 happened,
it would be a golden opportunity for Pakistan, o civilian government to rise up
and say, we're in this fight together. The peeyte did this to you are going to do
the same thing to us, and we want to work alongsitieyou. Our intelligence
agencies will join you in the investigation. Iretieof which, we got denial,
obfuscation, delay, and that still rankles, as gan well imagine.

Now, having said all of this, yes, do we want g@adVe do. The Prime Minister
has made it crystal clear. He wen&ioarm el-Sheikin Egypt and had a meeting
with the Pakistani Prime Minister, which got hintdra huge amount of political
hot water back home, because he was perceivedesmgfthe hand of peace at a
time when Pakistan had done nothing to merit it.

But what's dismaying is that all India has aska&dd two very simple things. The
first is, take action to bring the perpetrator26f11 to book. Bring them to justice.
And the second is, take action to dismantle thegtfucture of terror built up over
the last 20 years, from which so many attacks ha&es launched on our country.
Close down the training camps, ban these orgaoizateally, and not just let them
reinvent themselves under other labels. Reallyeclank accounts — don't let them
just be reopened under other names. Arrest pdikgplelafiz Mohammed Saeed.

Do this seriously. Dismantle the infrastructuedke action against the perpetrators,
and as the Prime Minister said in Parliament — twhés you know, in a
Parliamentary system is really a sacred oath — iWenget them more than

halfway. But that first step has not been forthcanand that's been the cause of
the great dismay in India about all of this.

We would like nothing more. | mean, our Prime Mier is the most peace-minded
Prime Minister in India that Pakistan could evep&dor. And they haven't given
him enough for him to be able to move forward, avatch in the direction of
peace. As | said, India has absolutely no desiseé hostility on the subcontinent.



Jehangir asked about what can India do beyonfigheagainst terror? Well, India
has given Pakistan most favored nation tradingist@nd Pakistan has still not
reciprocated. It's the only example on the eqiamet, of a country refusing to
reciprocate most favored nation trading status.

| mean, what more can India do? India is shoutsmgood faith time after time,
persisting in the peace talks after the Kabul bamgpirying in all sorts of ways
with people to people contact and so on, to befhielp

This summer, when the country was still in a loe#r the Prime Minister's visit to
Sharm el-Sheikhye had the Indian team and the Pakistani teamngjayicket in
England, with the proceeds going to the reliefhef displaced people from Swat in
Pakistan — every penny was going to Pakistan.

So the goodwill and the heart of India shouldamad cannot be doubted. It is
unfortunately not being matched from the other .side

Warren, the U.S.-Indian bilateral relationships in very good shape, and for all
sorts of reasons, including the fact that we haReesident who seems to have a
genuine interest in and knowledge of India. Weehaw administration which has
been very open in all sorts of ways. Indeed, itts¢ éver state visit to the United
States — to the Obama administration, | beg yotdqra— the first ever state visit
by any foreign country is going to be that by Prikli@ister Manmohan Singlon
the 24" of November, the first state dinner at the Whitubk.

So we're looking at a relationship that both caaatattach a lot of importance to,
and that as far as we're concerned, is bolstereistdy the very high trade
figures — once you include the IT and IT-enablegtises, the U.S. is far and away
our largest single trading partner, though if yeacdunt IT, then China becomes
our largest single trading partner, so we havdiogighips on that side as well.

But as far as the overall figures are concerrfegl| LS. is right up there. We have
an Indian community of people — Americans of Indiscent and Indian passport
holders living here collectively amount to almostBlion people. That's 1% of
your entire population. And they've been a hugeefdor cementing good relations
between our two countries, and their political tloelps explain the strength and
the numbers of the India caucuses in the Senatéartdouse.

So there's a tremendous amount of goodwill thesdpeyond just government to
government contact, and we're very happy with tage of the relationship. We
had a very good visit from Secretary of State @lnearlier this year to Delhi, and
we're looking forward to Prime Ministéfanmohan Singk'visit to the U.S. next
month.




LAURENTI: So, contrary to some suggestions fromx News commentators, you don't
think the Nobel Prize Committee was smoking sotm@tilndian substance?

THAROOR: No, we — remember, we come from the aguoit Mahatma Gandhi, who
never won the Nobel Prize. We kind of think thisreuch a thing as waiting too
long to give it. (laughter)

LAURENTI: OK. Ambassador Haroon.

HAROON: Thank you. A pleasure being here with yoge again. It's a pleasure to see
Shashi.

And I'm not going into this repudiation task. gtiof all, let me say that I, for one,
have pushed very hard to get India and Pakistasecld think Shashi is aware that
our family half created Pakistan. But we've sgeling time saying, we should not
have got this far apart. We had to keep much clodad perhaps the reason for
that is why we lost so much property. We neved sole kept it on, thinking

we'd keep coming and going.

But the point. Very quickly, let me just say tlagtfar as this is concerned, it is not
a problem of Pakistan alone. Regrettably, at sstage in life, like you have had
various rogue elements at various times in allspaithe world that come into
government and do things, well, the Afghanistanrgbo — it's not just Pakistan —
we were pushed, literally. And of course, you kraswvell as we do, the United
States of America was instrumental for us to gevlved in that imbroglio.

And the very first Madrasa that opened, why Bidémawas in a plane flown with
cash, and | don't want to mention who else wasth&here are many books that
give the details of these various aspects, andsRakwas stake and struggling into
that.

Until today, we were stuck, 35, 30 years of wat btipped us. Look at five years
in Irag, what it's done to the American economydAwou can imagine, and
whereas India, | would say, is always eager to plgpod role, Pakistan has had
over 3 million refugees even up to date — it's ggméo 5 million at times. And the
total cost of this has been over $300 billion aberlast 30 years.

And we have also been doing what we can, in ewegy Don't forget, the Indians
in Pakistan is not as bad as Shashi made theno tnat t One family, there's a wall
between two brothers today in that house. We hadame thing. | had Jewish
friends living in the adjacent house. Zachariath-aZachariah Daniels and his
brother, Oriel, (sp?) and they were great frierfdsioe. And there was a
synagogue in Karachi practically as old as theinrgombay, etc., etc. And then
they left — OK.



But what | am trying to say is, this has been gpiet, one soul. Where did Gandhi
learn his non-violence? From my province of Singhich had the greatest
republic even before anyone had it in Athens. Andne stage, they say there were
people who traveled from there into the Meditereanand they're listed in history
as having brought these strains with them. Andfar a thousand years, they had
no weapons in that part of the world. And it'sroaé,000 year old Harrapan
civilization, when there were empires in Babylowl &gypt, we had a republic with
city- states, like Athens.

So all this is integrated. What he claims aseistage is mine as well, because I'm
a Muslim, it can't be taken away from me, becaugeu-know, it's integrated. And
most people, both sides of the border, do not coadiolence. Nobody condoned
Mumbai. In fact, | found out about it here in N&wrk, because my mother called
me in the middle of the night and was weeping @nghone, and | wondered, God,
God knows who's died. And she said, open theigtavand see that. And | said,
yes, what's happening? She said, the suite Byedtin for the last 30 years of the
Taj is burning. Where will | go next year? And Shieknows she visits regularly
with my brother, when he comes to Mumbai.

There are relationships, and | think the most irtgra thing — | mean, for me to
stand here and say, all right, Shashi, I'm sorryridai happened. But East
Pakistan should never have happened — thingsHake tAlbeit | can turn around
and say to Shashi, | agree that Kashmir is 50 ya@drs let's you and | take an
initiative. Let's have a referendum for indepercdeim Kashmir. Let's give them
the right of self — deciding for themselves whatytiwant. Why should you and |
think of it as a piece of real estate? Let theppeof Kashmir decide what is best
for them.

But these are not the things we are here for. tWvauld say to Shashi, and | say
this with all of you here. This fight is not alfigthat is regional. It is a world war.
It is a people who are preparing to take over tbhddv It sounds a bit like that
comic strip on television, about the chap who, gweght, trying to take over the
world. | don't know the name — Dex — | forget ttame, I've just seen it once on
the television.

But the question here is, these are people wha twant, and they expect to hit.
Russia, China, India, the parts of the Arab statasywhere where there is
wherewithal and money, they want to hit out at ¢hesople, and they want to take
over the world. It's not Pakistan. Pakistan wdadda convenience for them, or
something they could use as something to convey.

What | say is, we have to get together. Whaylisawhile we say we shouldn't
talk to these people, the ISAFforces say openly #ne talking to these people.
And the Taliban, whether in Afghanistan or Pakistaone. Don't make the
mistake in thinking they're two, they're absolutely that thing together.



What we have to decide is, how do we fight thehife reason a lot of things
haven't happened — and I'd love to sit down witlh g this — is that we have a real
shortage of resources. We are fighting on manmyt$rolt's not the question of the
eastern front. You are well aware that India hasleno the right sources and the
right authorities a sort of guarantees, to carry @fe're not interested — we know
that. | think that's good — that's why we are fteehaving put 80% of our entire
military capacity on the western border.

Now, the problem really is not that the problem M/azirisatn, for example.

There was a promise of a certain amount of ordiedhnat has not matured. | was
there in Washington when — before SWAT, they dagdicopters, night vision,
communication equipment, and ordinance. None cdnte. The army went in and
cleaned the place up.

This time, they're into a viper's nest. This tiitiey are getting hit from every
direction. But we have to fight. And the only plem for the other names you can
name have not been tackled is because you cawseky not have the
wherewithal. We are short of all sorts of things.

| think, Shashi, it's time — and | say this t@adf my Indian friends, and I've said to
NDTV and CNN India — offer to help with the wheréfnal. And this would be a
great — I'm not saying this as a government persstand here as an individual
from my country. And | say, why don't you offegyeu have the wherewithal. You
know? If you can give Afghanistan your largestatdver, drollop, the same thing
is here with Afghanistan.

By the way, this morning, they say that unlike iZhithere has gone 50 million
people above the poverty line. India is down 30iom more under the poverty

line. So of course, while you're doing this foigh&nistan, there's a lot of poverty —
all of us. And the worst thing that's going todacs, Shashi, and | end with this, is
maybe 30 years from now, when the glaciers meheHimalayas, we are told that
the Indian subcontinent crisis will be 25% of tlepplation transmigrating for
water. That's close to 450 million people, whd Wé rushing around. They won't
see the boundaries. They'll knock down the fendéwy'll want to keep alive by
drinking water.

We've got to talk, Shashi, and in that, we'veatlto get together. And | say to
you, it's something that two great leaders in Irdiasay two great, because Indira
Gandhi was one, and one was Zulfikar Bhutto. Tdaag, let's keep these issues
bilateral. That is why we must keep talking.

Don't pull away from the talks. The moment yoll pway from the talks, you are
hurting that lobby in Pakistan that wants to tallyou, whereas others are saying,



don't talk to them. Must keep talking, must keaftipg things together, must be
able to be friendly countries on the subcontinent.

Thank you.
LAURENTI: Thank you, Ambassador Haroon. Steve?

SCHLESINGER: Shashi, you — Steve Schlesinger, @giifoundation. You have been
talking about Afghanistan and Pakistan, but whaualkndia's relationship with
China? I notice you've had some border tensiomsaent weeks, and I'm curious
what that might presage, and what is your oveedditionship with China these
days?

LAURENTI: Let me ask if any of the women in thom, since we've had so far a run
of a certain kind of plumbing in terms of askingegtions —

M:  You're discouraging the men, though.

LAURENTI: Right. Well —

NOSSEL: | was going to, but now that you've s&idtf | don't want to. (laughter)
LAURENTI: (laughter) Give Suzanne the microphoteage, Zaina. Suzanne?

NOSSEL: | was just going to pick up on a topict theff raised on the Goldstone Report,
on a different subject, because | was interestgdum comments on that. And it's
something that the U.S., we've been focused onit&md of came right on the
heels of our rejoining the Human Rights Council] &nying to sort of set a new
tone, and build some new partnerships. We workéld Bgypt on a new resolution
on freedom of expression.

And the report poses a challenge. | think wealbhanderstand, is that there's
passionate equities on both sides that are heasfel very genuine fears and
responses.

And I'm just — I'd be interested in your thoughtkshink you're uniquely situated to
say how you think the U.N. and the membership @&l thost constructively with
the report going forward. So I'd be curious onryamments.

THAROOR: Thank you. Well, first of all, really,reear, hear to Ambassador Haroon for
his eloquent statement. And obviously, that's mtsimy ears, and | think to many
people in this room, when we hear a Permanent Reptative of Pakistan
speaking so warmly about a brother nation acras$dnder, and wishing to resume
dialogue.



And as | said in responding to Jehangir and Ggaritjer, we want to talk. It's just
that you have to give us something to enable usigaly, domestically, at home,
to explain why we are doing the talking. The trigthis that it doesn't take much
wherewithal, to quote your own word, to put Hafiohhmmed Saeed behind bars.
Pakistan has shown an amazing reluctance to do lthdbesn't take much
wherewithal to shut down these rather rudimentatynonetheless irritating
training camps. And so on, and so forth. We dae gxample after example —
bank accounts, other facilities.

Part of the problem, we worry, is will — politicaill within your system to take

firm action. And obviously, one possible explaaatis the sinister one, that people
are happy to allow these people to run free and, wikcause they're only
threatening India. And the other explanation & they don't feel up to being able
to challenge some of these characters, for feathlegpolitical price to be paid
domestically would be too high.

And those are things that worry us. We would ltiveee a Pakistani government
that is determined to translate into concrete actite sentiments you expressed.
And believe me, we have no difficulty in being atidalk to people like you, as
you can well imagine. Dialogue would flow very iyaand very clearly and
constructively. |think it's widely known that th&o countries came extremely
close to a definitive conclusion on a number ofdieg issues, including Kashmir,
just a couple of years ago. It's not impossiblgits up the threads, but very
difficult to pick up the threads in the current asphere of violence, intimidation,
and — you know, no government worth its salt, agrtiaenly no democratic
government, will negotiate with a gun pointed athead.

And if there's the slightest suggestion that veeiatimidated by terrorist action,
into rushing into some sort of peace process, fatgdt's not going to happen. We
would much rather see the terrorists dealt witmlfix and then talk unencumbered
by the notion of a gun pointed at our temples.

Steve, on China. | have to say that it's a pleagusee my friend, the Deputy Perm
Rep of China, sitting here. We have a large amdptex relationship that, to be
quite honest, has been caricatured a bit in thaanpdrticularly the Indian media
of late. And | would say it's important to seeigll its dimensions.

I mentioned, in talking to Warren earlier, that thade relationship with China, in
terms of manufactured goods, if we discount tharid IT-enabled services that
puts the U.S. number one, then China is number Swoet's a hugely important
trading partner for us.

If you look at other aspects of our relationshmglian companies like Infosys and
Wipro and so on, have all opened branches in Stengim by Chinese citizens
working for them, trained by the Indian engineérs, performing services in



China. China's Huawei has opened a big officehar®ai in south India. It's hired
600 Indians. Infosys, in Bangalore, hired niner@le citizens this year for their
regular staff in Bangalore, from China.

I mean, there's a level of interpenetration. iHoe was invented by an India
company in Hyderabad and manufactured in Chinatsdid to you here in
America. So there's levels of cooperation amotigstwo countries that simply
shouldn't be underestimated.

I mean, who knew there were 7,000 Indian studen@hina? There are. There are
tourists going from India to China regularly evgear. We have a pilgrimage —
some of Hindus' holiest sites are in Tibet, Kailaaid Mount Kailash, and Lake
Manasarovar. And we have pilgrims going there laatyu

But equally, of course, the fact that we issue®B8 business visas to Chinese
citizens last year is not well known.

So there are all of these things. Are thereaints in our relationship? Yes. We do
have the world's longest unresolved border. Whieorder is not agreed, it can be
the subject of dispute. And since China has onegpéion of the border, and we
have another perception of the border, occasiotfadise will be patrols going from
one side towards what the other thinks of as rt#tdey, and from the other side,
towards what we think of as our territory.

And in a free democracy, with more all-news teden channels than every other
country of the world put together — | mean it. Wave over 100 television
channels in India that have 24/7 news all the tifleey need news, so they go and
find it on the Chinese border. They have to. dtdar)

So this is the problem, and we have a misperceptiat things are worse than they
really are, and | think our Chinese friends willytsubscribe to my argument that
in fact, the substance of the relationship is distgaite sound. And these irritants
can be dealt with. They've actually had bordésstals recently as August. The
Indian National Security Advisor and the Chinesedg Representative met in
Delhi for what was, | think, the f3ession of talks on the border. So it's not as if
the problem is being ignored.

But we do have to find common ground on that, @amck that's out of the way, |
think other problems will not arise. It's too inm@nt of a relationship on other
levels, particularly economic, to be ignored.

| would agree that we could also do with much meoest of contact with each
other. Other than professional diplomats meetmnigternational settings, we don't
have enough contact amongst our political clas¥és.don't have enough contact
amongst our academics and intellectuals, no traokprocess. We need more of



that, to ensure that these irritants don't get hlowt of all proportion. But
otherwise, the basics are there.

Suzanne, Human Rights Council. Good to see ythiatnew role, by the way, and
looking forward to other friends taking on simifates in the administration.

But let me say that it wasn't an easy vote folaus, | explained earlier why we
went the way we did, in response to Jeff's questiand it's a very complicated
matter to judge.

If you — the best statement of India's positionuldcactually be if you read my
Permanent Representative's speech yesterday, wagmirrored in his
explanation of vote today. We do think there wawéh procedural and legal
infirmities in the Goldstone Report, even thoughagienire Goldstone personally
and don't doubt his integrity or his intellectuafth The report suffers from certain
deficiencies.

And equally, in the statement by the Perm Repethas a very even-handed
condemnation of violence by all sides, and a sfpeecdndemnation of violence by
certain non-state actors, and | think the allussovery clear.

So it's not as if we have just gone along wittme-sided condemnation of Israel.
We do believe there is a great deal of room forwah felt that some of Israel's
responses were disproportionate, and that a nuailmgrilian — 1 don't think it's
healthy for the Israelis to say that if this resioln passes, then you can forget about
peace talks, for much the same reason that I've é&dgorted not to suggest that. A
resolution is a long way short of the Mumbai massaand there should be peace
talks.

But equally important, | think that we do need-twe need to confront, once again,
the fact that a sterile exercise in finger pointiagd there have been so many of
those over the last four decades, will not leadnysvhere, at a time when facts on
the ground are changing daily. And we really nieegrapple with the substance of
the issue.

And | think the U.S. and India have been talkiogach other on this. We will
continue doing so. | had a good conversation ®itkan Rice this morning. We
want to play a constructive role. As a non-aligneginber, we have certain
commitments. As a friend of Palestine, we haveagecommitments. But we're
also a friend of Israel, and we want to see thateme out of this process in a
constructive direction that will help the peaceqgass, and not again end up in —
you know, people mired in distrust and the blamaga

LAURENTI: Our last round, which will have to beidg brief, because we have seven
minutes left — Ambassador Liu?



LIU: Thank you, Jeff, for hosting this event, amtb{dible) all of you in welcoming our
old friend Shashi back to New York, and congratntahim for the new
appointment.

First, I'd like to show him, to subscribe myselfhat his — he said on the bilateral
relationship between India and China. | thinkddi&ion to the cultural exchanges,
booming trade, actually, our cultural exchanges ¢bald date back to centuries
ago — actually, you know, Buddhism originated idi#n but gradually, replaced by
Hinduism in India. But introduced to China, andétveloped in China, and
introduced it to other parts of Asia. So we hawery long history of common
exchanges.

On the topic we are focused today, | think Shasémtioned in his presentation
three countries — India, Pakistan, Afghanistathink all the three countries are
victims of terrorism. My comment or question iatthhow to look forward, and
how to enhance the cooperation addressing terrpaachto addressing this
common challenge.

Because you know, another region, very closedo-tthat's southwestern Asia,
where they are not focused on the presentatiorgntral Asia, and together with
China and Russia, we have a Shanghai Cooperatigen@ation. In this
organization, we have developed both kind of matkital and bilateral mechanisms
in combating terrorisms. The two commissions Haaen concluded, and there's a
number of bilateral agreements have been reachiateral arrangements. First, to
be successful and efficient, more efficient thasthnew mechanisms.

So, my question to Shashi, that you see, in viethechallenges, how our South
Asian countries could improve their cooperatiorthdulaterally, and from
subregional perspective? Because they also neexbtiperation between the
southeast — South Asia subregion and the centiahAsates, because terrorism
(inaudible).

So this is just a very brief question to our fdedhashi. Thank you.

LAURENTI: Thank you, Ambassador Liu. And let mafjypose as a closing one then,
for you. The longest running show in New York &t on Broadway — it's on First
Avenue, and it's the battle of the interior desigrever rearranging furniture in the
Security Council chamber.

With recent elections, Japan, Germany perhapsigedifferent political
constellations among those who have been pursutegtain formula, where do
you see that headed?



THAROOR: OK. Ambassador, thank you very muchtfarse good words, and in fact,
I'm very glad you mentioned India/China relations ¢he role of Buddhism,
because of course, | should have mentioned thatwlhgal project in which we
are jointly engaged together with other countrsethe revival of the old Nalanda
University, which is the world's oldest universitilappen to be located in India, it
was destroyed by invaders in about 700 A.D. Butsimeyday, it was a university
to which Chinese students and teachers came, &odens, Japanese, Thais. It
was a leading — in fact, the world's leading ursitgrat the time, and the leading
university for Buddhist studies.

And China, India, Singapore, and a few other Asiamntries have collectively
come together under the leadership of the NobekERvinning professor Amartya
Sen to revive this university as a center for imional Asian educational
cooperation. And China is very much a part of tlesture, and | should mention it
as an example of the kind of cultural contact wedt® see more of.

Shanghai Cooperation Organization, you're righélsolutely a good model for
working forward, and | don't disagree at all witbuy assumption that subregional
progress needs to be made. And as far as we'cercmd, we're very happy to
participate in these subregional efforts.

But we have a — for example, a subcontinentalroegéion, SAARC. It has not
been of any concrete use when it comes to combtarngy.

We even had a bilateral agreement with Pakistgmnaworking group on terror,
which is meant to be a device, a mechanism formé&ion sharing. Not one
useful piece of information has come our way ot jimat working group. The
terrorists came from the other side, but not tiiermation.

So, | do feel that we do — | mean, the mechanamgine. Where there is
goodwill, where there is no mistrust, where thera basic understanding and
cooperation, you will find that mechanisms will worWhere that will is missing, |
fear you will get the kind of things we've had wiRrhkistan.

So | do feel it's, at the moment, no substituteef@acting compliance with the
existing international resolutions. 1373 is a vgopd example — it says very
specific things. It will freeze financial transéeintercept arms flows, report on the
movements of suspected terrorists. How can wehsdysome countries will get a
free pass on these obligations, and then be takeusly?

It's extreme, and India has been very proud ofabethat we've been in full
compliance. We've submitted reports to the Coterterism Committee. I'd like
to see what Pakistan thinks it's doing about #msl, certainly, there are very
specific organizations on its soil, that it coutd against.



We've now had the extraordinary acquittal of HMiahammed Saeed, and as a
result of a very feeble case in the court in Pakistvith the judge saying that the
U.N. Security Council banning of Jama'at-ud-Da'&asa no validity in Pakistan,
and therefore, the gentleman is free, becausergamization is not banned.

Now, the Council bans an organization, or proggian organization that is guilty
of terrorist actions, and the Pakistani legal systgpparently with no particular
pressure from the civilian government, says, nodw@t really take this very
seriously. It doesn't matter. This man is freet him go off and preach some
more hatred.

So these are problems, and this is where | wasg&y Ambassador Haroon that
his heart is in the right place, but it's not jagjuestion of wherewithal. Concrete
willpower, political will to act, is also important

I might add, on that particular instance, thatweaeild really appreciate China's help
on pursuing that issue in the Sanctions Commilieethat may not be a matter to
discuss on an open microphone. (laughter)

Jeff, Security Council reform. The moment youeakkhat question, ten people left
the room. (laughter) We've been hearing thistolong, and after 17 years of the
establishment of the open-ended working groupgdgfan to be referred to as the
never-ending working group. And of course, nowhage the consultations in the
General Assembly.

Look, we feel very, very strongly that Securityudail reform is overdue. It cannot
make sense in the 2tentury that we have an institution reflecting geepolitical
realities of 1945 — that five countries have peremrseats on the Security Council
because they won a war 62 years ago. Now, howttlaésnake sense in 20097
How do we recognize the extraordinary contributioha number of countries that
have, indeed, risen in the world since then, ane lcantributed to the international
community, including through devices like U.N. pelaeeping?

And the big worry | have as a convinced and diethiN. hand and multilateralist
all my life, is precisely that if we don't reformet Security Council, | have no doubt
nature and geopolitics — both abhor a vacuum -witddind other things rising to
take their place. The G20 is already emerginglfaappointed group of countries
that are very happy to be on that high table tagetfioday they are going to deal
in economics and finance — what's preventing tresmotrow — they have no
charter, they are not bound by the stipulationstafrnational law. What's
preventing them tomorrow from getting into othexam?

And there are — what's preventing countries fragirgy, well, if we won't be seated
at the high table at the Security Council in NewRydet's use another forum to
advance our geostrategic interests?



| think that's a very dangerous way for the waoodjo, and | think those countries,
which for short-sighted and petty reasons, ardrigr&ecurity Council reform, are
in danger of really shooting themselves in the fmptisking undermining the very
organization that gives them the clout they're mercising against reform.

So, | would strongly urge all countries to takeegp, hard look at the future of the
U.N., and ask whether a U.N. that is — that becam&easingly short on
credibility in its premier organ would be as effeetas we all want it to be. We all
want a strong and effective organization. Andthat, you must have, effectively,
a reformed Security Council.

| mean, this is the kind of problem like, saygelik malady, where all the doctors
gather around the patient. Everyone agrees odidlgmosis, but they can't agree on
the prescription. The diagnosis, there is no aeputmabout. It's how do we get
from here to there?

And | think — unless some leading powers decidgaoit's time to fish or cut bait,
we're not going to be able I think to move off thialemate. Certainly India is
determined to continue pushing this issue, but Wenaed some help and
understanding in other quarters.

LAURENTI: Well, very good. Thank you very muchh&shi. (applause) And you
remind us what we have been missing for the pastrakyears, and what I'm sure
most of us in New York hope that we will see againlonger stays.

Thank you all for coming, and we hope this haswkee@/elcome conversation for
you.

THAROOR: Thank you.

END OF FILE



