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H. ANDREW SCHWARTZ:  Good evening.  Good evening, everybody.  Welcome to the 
Center for Strategic and International Studies.  My name is Andrew Schwartz.  I’m our senior 
vice president for external relations.  And I’d be remiss if I didn’t welcome one of my bosses is 
here, Ambassador Hills.  I would like to welcome you and Mr. Hills is here.  Arnaud de 
Borchgrave, good to see you all. 

 
And we also have – we also have Judge Webster with us and we have Ambassador Tom 

Schieffer who is related to Bob Schieffer somehow.  (Laughter.)  I don’t know that happened.  
But we’ve got two horned frogs here in addition to – 

 
BOB SCHIEFFER:  Yes.  No, he’s the University of Texas.  (Laughter.) 
 
MR. SCHWARTZ:  Oh, okay.  Well, we have two other horned frogs. 
 
MR. SCHIEFFER:  As they refer to it, “the University.”  (Laughter.) 
 
TOM SCHIEFFER:  (Off mic.) 
 
MR. SCHWARTZ:  Right, right.  Right, right.  We also have Dean John Lumpkin who is 

the dean of the Schieffer School.  We’re happy to have him here and vice chancellor of the 
university, Larry Lauer.  So welcome to everybody on this night.  It’s beautiful out.  And I’m 
glad everybody could make it down here for this really exciting session. 

 
I’d like to also thank our sponsor, United Technologies, who helps make this possible.  

And we’re looking forward to having a great session and hearing your questions afterwards.  We 
have these microphones up here for you to come up and ask questions when Bob calls for them.  
And we’re looking forward to a great session.  Bob? 

 
MR. (BOB) SCHIEFFER:  Thank you very much.  And on behalf of the Schieffer School 

of Journalism at TCU, Rose Bowl Champions – (laughter) – I’m happy to welcome all of you 
here – and also on behalf of CSIS.  And I tell you, this is – we’re kind of some old hands here, if 
I can use – Bob and Rick and I just realized that, you know, people talk about President Carter – 
I mean, talk about President Obama going to India, about Bill Clinton going.  But a lot of people 
don’t remember that President Carter went.  And the three of us were on that trip.  And we 
remember. 

 
Ed, where were you?  You were in school, I guess. 
 
ED LUCE:  I was at a horrible boarding school.  (Laughter.)  Sadly. 
 
MR. SCHIEFFER:  Well, let me just tell you – (chuckles) – a little bit – a little bit about 

our guests.  Bob Hormats, as all of you know, was sworn in as undersecretary of state for 



economic, energy, and agricultural affairs on September 23, 2009, the – formerly vice chairman 
at Goldman Sachs.  Before that, assistant secretary of state for economic and business affairs; 
before that, he was on the NSC, worked in the White House on the National Security Council.  
He was a senior economic advisor to Henry Kissinger, Brent Scowcroft, and Zbigniew 
Brzezinski.  He’s also – and I didn’t know this, and I’ve known Bob for a long time – he was 
also award the French Legion of Honor in 1982 amongst other things. 

 
Ed Luce over here was the Financial Times bureau chief from 2006 until 2010.  He’s now 

on temporary leave, on book leave, writing a book about America’s growing crisis of 
competitiveness.  He was the South Asia bureau chief for the Financial Times in New Delhi back 
there.  He wrote another book that – I guess a new revised version of it is coming out, isn’t it – 
“In Spite of the Gods: The Rise of Modern India,” a real expert on that part of the world. 

 
And then Rick Inderfurth.  Ambassador Inderfurth has extensive knowledge of the 

challenges and opportunities facing U.S. and India relations as well as in – and this is true – a 
deep understanding of the larger region.  He was U.S. assistant secretary of state for South Asian 
affairs.  He had responsibility for India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Nepal and so on.  He was U.S. 
representative for special political affairs to the U.N., was also a deputy U.S. rep to the U.N. 
Security Council.  He also was an advisor to Zbigniew Brzezinski.  And did you work with 
Kissinger also, somewhere along in there? 

 
KARL “RICK” INDERFURTH:  No. 
 
MR. SCHIEFFER:  But he has extensive, extensive experience in this field.  But I want 

to start, Rick, by asking you about this newly established India program here at CSIS.  I guess 
you’re filling the chair, the first one.  What is that about?  And why is it so important at this 
particular time? 

 
MR. INDERFURTH:  Well, thank you, Bob.  Delighted to be here with my colleagues.  

I’ve had opportunities to spend time with both in the past, including when Bob and I worked 
together many years ago with Zbig Brzezinski who is on the third floor here at CSIS.  So it’s 
kind of a reunion. 

 
ROBERT HORMATS:  Small world. 
 
MR. INDERFURTH:  Small world.  And I was part of that trip with President Carter in 

1978.  I think my one small footnote in history is I was on both that trip and President Clinton in 
2000.  I think I was the only person – you weren’t on that one, were you? 

 
MR. SCHIEFFER:  No. 
 
MR. INDERFURTH:  Okay, so I was the only person that actually was on both of those.  

So I – somehow my professional life has crossed with India in various ways.  But the important 
answer to your question is that in the last 10 years, going back to President Clinton with that trip 
in March of 2000 and continuing through President Obama’s trip, there has been a remarkable 
transformation in the U.S.-Indian relationship.  And the good news about this is that it is 



bipartisan.  It has gone from President Clinton to President Bush to President Obama.  All of 
them are on the same page.  They’re reading from the same script.  And that script is that India is 
going to be one of our most important strategic partners for the 21st century. 

 
President Obama said that India is not emerging, it has emerged.  And that emergence of 

India as an economic – growing economic powerhouse – and I’ll defer to Bob on anything 
economic in this discussion, as I always did when I was at the NSC – but its economic weight, its 
global weight, its global reach.  President Obama called for it to become a permanent member of 
the U.N. Security Council, member of the G-20.  All of those things means that India’s going to 
be very important to the United States. 

 
And as a reflection of that, there is a recognition, if you will, in the Washington policy 

community that we have to take India much more seriously.  And therefore a chair has been 
established here by Romesh Wadhwani to focus on U.S.-India policy studies.  It’s the first chair 
on India in the Washington think tank community.  Other think tanks and universities are 
working on India.  I’m not going to suggest they’re not.  But we’ve got a chair to focus on that.  
So that’s what we’ll be doing.   

 
And the motto – yes, indeed the motto – for this talk, which is to unlock the full potential 

of the U.S.-Indian relationship.  And that’s going to be fun to work on.  So that’s what we’re 
doing. 

 
MR. SCHIEFFER:  Bob, you’re the government.  You represent the government here on 

this panel today.  You know, it’s very interesting.  The Indian prime minister came here, and 
what got all the publicity was the Salahis, who snuck into the White House. 

 
MR. INDERFURTH:  Are they here, by the way?  (Laughter.)  I just want to see if they 

have gotten through the – yeah, all right. 
 
MR. SCHIEFFER:  And then, when President Obama went to India, what got so much 

attention was, why is he leaving the country after the shellacking he took in the election?  And 
then, had, apparently, a very successful meeting there and then went on to South Korea where all 
the news was about the trade agreement not getting signed. 

 
Was that a successful visit?  And was it a successful trip? 
 
MR. HORMATS:  I think it was an enormously successful trip.  And for many of the 

reasons that Rick just outlined – and that is, I think it raised the level of U.S.-Indian cooperation 
and dialogue to heights that it had not seen before in terms of our bilateral trade relationship, 
which has become quite extensive.  And the amount of trade between our two countries has 
increased dramatically.  There is a lot of investment going on between our two countries.  There 
is a good deal of Indian investment in the United States and a substantial amount of American 
investment in India.   

 
But even more broadly, there is a great deal of cooperation across the board on civil 

nuclear issues, on other kinds of issues such as we’re cooperating together in Africa and other 



parts of the world, on agriculture.  The U.N. point that you and Rick were talking about – I think 
there is a recognition that as India becomes more – not just as a regional power but increasingly a 
global economic power, there are more areas where the United States and India have to work 
together in our mutual interest. 

 
For instance, the importance of trade routes and the Indian Ocean, of shipping in the 

Indian Ocean, is critically important to supplies of oil, to supplies of other goods that are 
transported across that very large amount of water.  We need to work with the Indians on that.  
We need to work with Indians in the G-20.  India is a very active member of the Group of 20.  
We cooperate with them on financial issues, on a wide range of other issues. 

 
So we’ve enhanced our bilateral relationship quite dramatically.  But even more 

importantly, as we work together on a broader range of global issues, India is a very important 
partner.  And the world today is very different from the world of, say, 15 or 20 years ago.  There 
you could confine cooperation to a group of countries that were known as the G-7 or the G-8 – 
the U.S., Western Europe and Japan.   

 
Now to deal with any major global issue – trade issues, financial issues, environmental 

issues, security issues and a wide range of other issues – you need the large emerging economies.  
And India can be – and I think will be – an important partner.  And the objective of the trip was 
to deal with some bilateral issues but also to enhance our ability to work with the Indians on a 
multilateral basis. 

 
And I think they see it much the same way.  They see the United States as a reliable 

partner, as an important partner – two big democracies working together to deal with a wide 
range of global issues.  And the trip was very important in enhancing the level of cooperation, 
both bilaterally and in this broader multilateral framework. 

 
MR. SCHIEFFER:  There’s no question that the relationship between India and the 

United States is much different than it was when the three of us went on that trip with President 
Carter.  But as a journalist – and you covered that part of the world for a long, long time – how 
would you describe U.S.-India relations now?  What’s the good news?  What’s the bad news?  
What are the things that are going to be problems and what are the things that are good things? 

 
MR. LUCE:  Well, I think the good news is – I was on the Obama trip covering that trip 

for The Financial Times – is that this was an unexpectedly successful trip, as Bob pointed out. 
 
The fact that India was so pleased to get America’s endorsement of its aspirations to be a 

permanent member of the U.N. Security Council and that this could be a bouncing check, as 
Strobe Talbott put it, because America is no position to guarantee this.  Or as a prominent Indian 
commentator, Swaminathan Aiyar, put it, it’s like being promised a seat on the first commercial 
trip to Mars.  It’s great.  When it happens, it’s going to be great. But it might not happen in our 
lifetime.  (Laughter.) 

 
The fact that this was really the price President Obama needed to pay to assure Indians 

that the United States, the Obama administration took its global aspirations seriously, particularly 



after the China visit that Obama had conducted exactly a year earlier where he and Hu Jintao had 
had this sentence in the joint declaration that China and the U.S. would work together to promote 
peace and stability in the South Asian region, which set off all sorts of alarm bells in New Delhi.   

 
And particularly after the late Ambassador Holbrooke had, in the early phases of his job, 

talked about including India in the Af-Pak designation, I think it was a great surprise just how 
successful a trip this was.  But also, relatively speaking, what a cheap price President Obama had 
to pay in order to demonstrate to the Indians that this was a full-faith commitment from the U.S.  
It didn’t involve any sort of material commitments, anything other than just a vague aspiration – 
when it happens, one day, we’ll be right behind you. 

 
So I think it was a very successful trip.  What it portends, though, is a little bit more 

ambivalent.  There’s still all sorts of issues where the U.S. and India don’t see eye to eye.  
Afghanistan, I think, is obviously one of them.  Pakistan, I think, they are increasingly seeing eye 
to eye in that it is a hopeless, destabilizing situation and what the hell do we do about it?  And on 
a range of other issues, trade included, there are big divergences there of interest. 

 
MR. SCHIEFFER:  What do you see as the main challenges really? 
 
MR. INDERFURTH:  Well, I want to mention something Ed said.  I want to take some 

issue with this about the endorsement of India for permanent seat on the U.N. Security Council.  
Neither President Bush, who was a great friend of India, nor President Clinton would step up to 
that.  President Obama did.  And I think he did it not only because India wanted to see that as a 
full recognition of the role the United States sees for India in the 21st century, but there are 
broader issues here.   

 
And it goes to reforming the U.N. Security Council to reflect the realities of the 21st 

century, not 1945.  It still is an island of privilege.  And I’ve worked at the U.N. and I know 
we’ve got 192 members of the U.N, 15 members on the Security Council and five permanent 
members.  And it’s been that way for a very long time.  And many people want to see the U.N. 
Security Council enlarged to reflect the realities of the 21st century.  If you’re going to do that, 
India has to be on the Security Council as a permanent member.  I mean, look at all of the 
factors: population, economy, contributions to the U.N.  

 
 So I think I’d like to see President Obama’s decision to do that as one that is looking at 

U.S. interests, because this is a democracy, a multi-ethnic great democracy.  Good to have them 
on the Security Council.  We have some on the Security Council right now we don’t work very 
well with.  So it’s a reflection of that.  And I think that it will take time.  And it will be a big 
effort.  But it is a recognition of India’s full stakeholdership in the world today.  So I think that’s 
important. 

 
I think that in terms of challenges, India is still – despite its rise, it is still a developing 

country.  And quite frankly, I think India’s main challenges – and Ed, in your book “In Spite of 
the Gods,” you really did a great job covering what are the realities of India today.  It’s not just 
high tech in their Silicon Valley, Bangalore, Hyderabad and all that.  It’s also a country that has 
poverty, has education problems.  It has infrastructure problems.  And the Indians know that 



they’ve got to deal with that.  If they are going to rise to their full potential, they have things that 
they need to do at home to fully develop their country. 

 
I went to a conference in London, outside London, not too long ago on the subject of, is 

India ready for superpower status?  And I asked the Indian ambassador here that question.  And 
she said, no, no, no, no.  Said, 10 years maybe we will – actually they don’t like the word 
superpower.  I think that’s a Cold War vestige word. 

 
India knows that it has much to do internally to develop.  As their economic growth has 

gone up, their poverty has come down.  There’s a direct correlation between the growth of the 
economy and poverty reduction.  So the biggest challenge, I think, for India is what they’re 
trying to do at home, and that is to work on their development as a country and as a society. 

 
MR. SCHIEFFER:  Bob, to a lot of Americans, India is the place where American jobs 

are simply outsourced.  We all know about the telephones and all of that.  What is that situation? 
 
MR. HORMATS:  I think that is vastly exaggerated.  I mean, in the following sense, 

people watch the TV show “Outsourced” and they see this.  But what is not commonly realized 
is the fact, first of all, that a great deal of trade goes on on the export side.  India has increased its 
imports from the United States by 17 percent over the last 12 months.  Indian investment here is 
beginning to pick up.  A number of big Indian companies are investing here, which creates a 
considerable number of jobs in this country. 

 
The other thing that’s interesting is India’s growth model is a lot more balanced than the 

growth models of many other countries.  India is not a country whose development model, 
whose growth model, is based on export-led growth, as is the case with some countries further to 
the east of India, which – 

 
MR. LUCE:  Cambodia.  (Laughter.) 
 
MR. HORMATS:  Which is very different.  India has a more balanced model.  The trade 

is not way out of balance between exports and imports, from a global point of view.  And it is not 
a huge exporter of manufactured goods to the United States, which compete with manufactured 
goods in this country.  So when you look at what they export and you look at the relative balance 
between imports and exports, it does not cause the same kinds of problems that people attribute 
to some other countries or raise the same kinds of issues that people attribute to other countries. 

 
In addition to that, there is a lot of cooperation between American companies and Indian 

companies.  India has what they call “frugal innovation,” or innovation where they develop a 
new kind of product with sort of lower price points.  But they work very closely with American 
companies. 

 
I’ll give you one interesting example.  India has developed – Tata has developed what 

they call a nano car.  It’s a little car.  You’ve probably seen pictures of it.  They use, in that car, a 
number of very important components made by American companies.  Honeywell is one 
example I’ve seen.  There is a little part, a little turbo that goes into the car, which enables it to 



have more power than you would think it has for a little car.  But more and more, you’re seeing a 
lot of collaboration between American companies and Indian companies. 

 
The other point I think is working – making is that with respect to some other countries to 

the east of India, there are questions about protection of intellectual property, which is a big 
concern to American companies that they’ll lose intellectual property through piracy or forced 
transfer.  Intellectual property protection in India may not be perfect.  But it is quite good.  And 
you find a lot of collaboration between American companies and Indian companies on research, 
on innovation in developing new technologies.  So there is a lot more balance in the relationship.   

 
And I think this notion that it’s an all-out threat to American jobs is exaggerated, when 

you look at the balance and you look at the kind of collaboration and you look at the fact that 
while there is still more American investment in India than there is Indian investment in the 
United States, Indian investment here is beginning to pick up.  So it’s a more balanced picture 
than it looks if you just watch TV and look at “Outsourced” and see some of the commentators.  
So that’s an important difference. 
 
 MR. SCHIEFFER:  Here’s a question from one of the scholars here at CSIS.  And I think 
it’s a good one.  And I want to get a comment from all of you.  How would you all characterize 
India’s relations with China right now?  And again, is there an opportunity for the United States 
and India to shape China?  Ed. 
 
 MR. LUCE:  I think that’s a very good – in a way, the question, India-China relations, 
U.S.-China relations, U.S.-India relations, kind of a triangular situation that I think is going to be 
an increasingly prevalent one over the first decades of this century. 
 
 The short answer is, in the last couple of years, as we’ve seen with other regional 
neighbors of China, relations between India and China have got pretty frosty and pretty tense.  
They came to their worst moment about 18 months ago – 15 months ago, when Obama was 
visiting China, or just before he visited China, when some of the language that you saw in papers 
like the People’s Liberation Daily – the People’s Daily was redolent of the 1962 language 
between India and China over the Dalai Lama visiting the province of Arunachal Pradesh, which 
is an Indian Himalayan province that borders China, and that China claims.  They have 
considered this to be an affront to Chinese sovereignty. 
 
 Manmohan Singh, who actually technically represents Arunachal Pradesh in the upper 
house of India’s parliament, was then berated by the Chinese for visiting it.  This was really a 
sort of dramatic reversal of the very patient games the two countries had made over the previous 
15 or 20 years in trying to normalize this festering border dispute, this two-and-a-half-thousand-
kilometer border dispute in the Himalayas. 
 
 It’s since tamped down a little bit, but you know, if you’re – if you’re going to look for 
sort of longer-term, more important sides, the preoccupation of India’s strategic community with 
what some of the more alarmed sections of it see as Chinese encirclement, the “string of pearls,” 
as it’s known, China’s ever-closening relations with Myanmar, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka and most 
importantly of course Pakistan, in each of which it’s building ports that are primarily for the 



exports of raw materials to feed the Chinese economic machine, but which can also serve in a 
way as dual-use infrastructure for Chinese naval visits. 
 
 This has caused a great deal of understandable paranoia, probably also exaggeration of 
China’s intentions in the region, and also quite more mild quid-pro-quo behavior on India’s part.  
It’s building much closer relations with countries like Vietnam and Japan and South Korea.  So 
there is a mutual wariness there. 
 
 And one final point, though, is that all the while, economic ties between the two countries 
are really flourishing.  So it’s a much more complex picture than just the one you would get if 
you looked at the strategic realm.  And both countries very explicitly see their core national 
security interest as economic growth.  And the one thing that would kill that would be conflict.  
So I don’t think that they’re destined for any kind of conflict. 
 
 But the potential for a dialogue of the deaf between the two – Indian media, I think, still 
only has something like four correspondents in Beijing.  The number of visas issued each year 
are still tiny if you consider that they border each other and that they’re massive, they’re two of 
the world’s most populous countries.  So the potential for misunderstanding is great.  And it’s a 
hugely important story to watch. 
 
 MR. SCHIEFFER:  Rick? 
 
 MR. INDERFURTH:  Well, I totally agree that it’s a very important story to watch, 
because the rise of China and India – there was a National Intelligence Council report a few 
years ago which said that as the rise of Germany defined the 19th century and the rise of the 
United States defined the 20th century, the rise of China and India as global players will 
transform the geopolitical landscape of the 21st century.   
 
So we’re moving from a trans-Atlantic century to a trans-Pacific century.  And China and India 
are smack in the middle of that.  They are the defining features, which is one reason again why 
the United States is paying so much more attention to India today than it has in the past. 
 
 So this triangular relationship, the U.S., China and India, is one that is going to have to be 
– I wish Secretary Henry Kissinger were here right now; he’s the geopolitical thinker – how to 
manage this triangular relationship in a cooperative, not a competitive way is going to be very 
important.   
 
 China has been watching very carefully the rise of the U.S.-India relationship, including 
on the defense side.  We do more maneuvers now with the Indian army than they do with any 
other country.  We’re looking to sell India 126 jet fighters.  We’ve got all kinds of things that we 
didn’t do in the past.  So China is watching this very carefully.  Some of them are wondering – 
and if you read the Chinese journals, they are wondering if this is part of a containment strategy 
of – the Obama strategy of China.   
 
 India does not want to be caught up in a U.S.-China – playing the card, the India card in 
that relationship.  India wants good relations with China because they know that they are 



neighbors, and they know that they’re both nuclear-weapons states, and they want to trade.  They 
don’t want to get caught up in a machination of U.S.-China.  So they’re very concerned about 
being caught up in that.  And so they’re going to maintain their distance. 
 
 But India also has seen the rising, how do we say, assertiveness of China in the last year, 
18 months.  So they’re quite happy to continue building on the relationship with the United 
States.  But they key to this is not to get into the mindset where it is two against the other, 
ganging up on the rest.  Somehow our governments have to find ways – to find a way to deal 
with each of the relationships on their own merits, and not try to out-strategize or maneuver the 
other. 
 
 MR. HORMATS:  Yeah.  And I – just to add to the point that Rick and Ed were making, 
for the United States, it’s not either-or; it’s both.  And I think that’s the important thing that we 
need to work with.  They’re both going to be big players, increasingly important players in the 
global economy, on global security issues, on a wide range of other issues that are important to 
the United States.  And therefore, we do not want to make it a situation where there’s a zero-sum 
game where we try to play one country off against another, first of all, because it’s not in our 
interest to do it, and second, because they don’t want to be played off against one another 
themselves. 
 
 The second major element is that – and Ed made this point very well just now in his book 
– the key element for both countries is really economic development and creating large numbers 
of jobs.  The demographics of China and India are different, but China has sort of an aging 
population, India has a much younger population.  But both of them are focused very 
dramatically on creating jobs.  And they are developing countries.  Large numbers of people in 
both countries are living close to, in some cases under, the poverty line.  So the last thing they 
really want is friction between themselves or instability in the global economy.  So they need to 
work together.   
 
 And trade, as Ed said, is really booming rather dramatically between these two countries.  
So they both want good relations, certainly good political relations and stable security relations 
with the United States.  But they also like the notion that over a period of time, the United States 
plays a proactive role in their economies as investors and as a trading – as trading partners. 
 
 The key from an American point of view, I think, and ultimately from the point of view 
of these countries, is to enable these new countries and encourage these emerging economies – 
and encourage these emerging economies to play a greater role in the global economic system, 
not just as growing commercial powers and financial powers and technological powers, but to 
play a greater role in adhering to the rules of the global system.  And I think this is one of the 
important things.  These countries benefit enormously from the global economy.  Exports are 
very important; investments are very important; financial ties are very important. 
 
 So in terms of your question, Bob, in how do we shape what they do, one of the ways we 
should be and are trying to shape their policies is to encourage them to adhere to a greater degree 
to global rules when it comes to trade or when it comes to investment or when it comes to the 
way intellectual property is protected – or, in the case of China, to join the Government 



Procurement Code.  All these things are important to stabilize the global system, because these 
countries have a growing stake in the global economy.   
 

So we want them to play a growing role in helping to make the global economy work 
better, which is progress on global trade negotiations and ways in which the rules of the system 
can be adhered to by these big emerging economies, hoping that other large emerging economies 
will adhere to them as well.  That, I think at least on the economic side, is a very high priority for 
us. 
 

MR. SCHIEFFER:  What would you – and again, this is a question for all of you.  How 
would you describe India and Pakistan’s relationship right now?  And what does that mean for 
us? 
 

MR. LUCE:  Not good.  I mean, you know – (laughter) – Zardari – 
 
 (Cross talk.) 
 

MR. SCHIEFFER:  Better than it was?  Or –  
 

(Cross talk.) 
 

MR. LUCE:  “Not good” just doesn’t really provide it.  (Laughter.)  Asif Zardari is 
probably, you know, one of the – if you just looked at him and his attitude towards India – one of 
the most propitious leaders Pakistan has had in years in terms of a Pakistani openness to 
resumption of peace talks in dealing with Kashmir.  But he’s pretty much powerless.  He’s 
treated with something approaching open contempt by not just his political rivals, but by the 
military.  So India is faced with a familiar situation of wondering whether it’s worth their while 
conducting talks with a man who can’t deliver.  Even if the talks went like a dream, would they 
be worth the paper they were written on? 
 

India has scored a couple of, in footballing terms, some own goals – soccer, footballing 
terms, own goals in Kashmir in the last year or so – well, last summer in particular.  It took 
Manmohan Singh a month to get to Kashmir and to address the issue of Kashmir after the riot, 
the stone-throwing, the sort of intifada kind of protests begun.   
 

The military was sent back onto the streets.  And the military have the power – the Indian 
military – under very singular laws to detain, arrest, et cetera, without warrant.  And a lot of that 
started going on.  But unlike previous Kashmiri waves of protests, A, it was peaceful.  Beyond 
the stones, there were – there were no bullets in terms of how the protesters were protesting.  
And B, there was Twitter, there was Facebook, there was YouTube.  So some of the backlash 
that occurred went round the world, clips of it went round the world instantly.  And this was a 
new thing for the Indians to manage. 
 

I think they were fairly cloven-footed in how they dealt with it.  Manmohan is a very 
decent, very humane statesman.  And he eventually came out and said the right thing.  But the 
impression that he isn’t really managing the show was reinforced.  So he’s certainly not the 



equivalent of Zardari.  He is prime minister, he has full authority, but he isn’t – he isn’t – neither 
the equivalent of his predecessor, Atal Bihari Vajpayee, who was a very potent prime minister 
who could move things, who could move the national-security horse with him in making 
overtures to China. 
 

So I think we’re in a very dangerous situation now where – but a familiar dangerous 
situation when nobody really knows what to do.  And I include the Americans in that. 
 

MR. SCHIEFFER:  Rick? 
 

MR. INDERFURTH:  Well, there is a glimmer of some optimism here.  India and 
Pakistan just announced at a meeting in Thimphu in Bhutan that they would resume their 
dialogue, which has been basically in abeyance since the terrorist attacks in Mumbai two years 
ago.  They’ll resume at the foreign-minister level in July.   
 

They do have to talk.  And indeed, they know they have to talk.  There isn’t anything that 
we need to tell them about the need to engage with each other.  The situation in the region is as 
complicated as I’ve seen it.  And when I was in office with President Clinton, we had the Kargil 
War, and they were actually shooting on the Himalayan heights.  And President Clinton was able 
to help assist, bringing that crisis to an end.  And of course, the military actions being taken were 
the determining factor. 

 
But it’s terribly complicated now, because the situation in Pakistan continues to get 

worse.  My friend Bruce Riedel, who is my counterpart at the NSC, has just written a book about 
U.S.-Pakistan relations entitled “Deadly Embrace,” and I recommend it highly.   

 
The situation in Afghanistan is spilling over into the instability of the region.  And quite 

frankly, no one knows where the Pakistani government is heading in terms of a weak civilian 
government, insurgents that are – clearly, the greatest existential threat to Pakistan today is 
internal.  It is not India; it is internal.  How they come to a realization that that threat is 
preeminent is something that they will have to do.   

 
India is aware of the need to address all these issues, including Kashmir.  And the fact is, 

there was a moment a few years ago under President Musharraf and Prime Minister Singh where 
there was what is called a back-channel discussion about Kashmir where envoys for both leaders 
did come close to reaching a(n) outline of a settlement for Kashmir.  It’s not beyond the grasp of 
the two parties to actually deal with.   

 
And then President Musharraf imploded in Pakistan with his dispute with the supreme 

court justice.  And that went away.  And all that success, potential success on Kashmir was laid 
aside.  So the elements are there; the U.S. has a role to play to encourage this process.  But right 
now as we see with this diplomatic furor that’s taken place between the United States and 
Pakistan, we can get diverted over these things and get diverted away from much more important 
issues, much more important issues. 

 



So it’s – it is something that many of us have tried to come to grips with.  And it is going 
to be settled by those in the region and not by us. 

 
MR. HORMATS:  Well, in the interest of brevity and in the interest of good relations 

with the political side of the State Department that handles these things – I do the economic side 
– I think I will pass on this and – (laughter) – move on to another question. 

 
MR. SCHIEFFER:  All right, well, let’s – and we’d love to have some questions from the 

audience.  Let me just – while you’re thinking of some questions that you’d like to ask, tell me, 
how does India view our involvement in Afghanistan?  And can they be more helpful there, or 
less helpful than they are?  I’m not sure I understand what their position is – (coughs) – excuse 
me – regarding our position. 

 
MR. LUCE:  Well, that’s an economic question.  (Laughter.) 
 
MR. HORMATS:  That’s even more political than the last one – (inaudible, cross talk). 
 
MR. SCHIEFFER:  Yeah, but let’s see what Ed – 
 
MR. HORMATS:  I’ll defer to Ed. 
 
MR. LUCE:  Rick would be better at answering.  My very quick answer is, I think, a little 

bit less nervously than when the deadline was assumed to be July 2011.  The 2014 date is more 
reassuring.  And again, this is an immensely neuralgically complex triangle here:  Pakistan, 
Afghanistan, India – well, quadrangle with the United States.   

 
And India’s very prominent role in providing aid to the Karzai government, the closeness 

in relations between Karzai and New Delhi – Indians have built their – rebuilt the Afghan 
parliament, they’ve been building roads, all sorts of things – is redolent in Islamabad and 
Rawalpindi of the role that the Indians played in the 1970s in stoking the Balochi separatists in 
Pakistan.  And therefore, all sorts of thinly disguised, Pakistan-backed terrorist attacks, including 
suicide attacks, have been taking place on Indian aid workers and others, Indian nationals in 
Afghanistan.  So it’s a very fraught situation.   

 
India would like to see – would have loved to have seen in its dream scenario 200,000 

American soldiers in Afghanistan. 
 
MR. INDERFURTH:  No question that India was quite concerned after President 

Obama’s West Point speech where he talked about beginning our withdrawal in July 2011.  They 
do not want Americans to leave before the job is done.  Now, how you define how the job is 
done is another engagement.  They were very relieved on the announcement after the Lisbon 
NATO summit that the U.S. would be there in a combat role through 2014 as part of a transition.  
As Richard Holbrooke said before he passed away, the United States does not have an exit 
strategy in Afghanistan; it has a transition strategy.  That was of great relief to the Indians.   

 



They want us there because they know if we leave that this country, Afghanistan, will 
return to what it once was.  The Taliban will return.  And the Taliban, the bad Taliban – I’m not 
sure I ever met a good Taliban when I was in office – they will be back in charge.  And that is 
the worst nightmare because of terrorist training and the instability that that would be – they 
want us there. 

 
So they also, somehow, India and Pakistan have to start talking about Afghanistan 

because they both suspect the worst of what they are doing in Pakistan.  And there will not be 
long-term stability in that country until India and Pakistan reach some kind of understanding 
about their respective interests and roles there. 

 
But I’m going to end this on an economic thing.  There is one glimmer of hope.  It’s 

called TAPI, the TAPI pipeline.  Turkmenistan, Afghanistan, Pakistan and India.  That brings all 
the countries together.  It has been signed.  It will take some time for it to actually be 
accomplished, if it will be.   

 
But if you want an economic incentive to the countries working together in a 

constructive, positive way, it is through energy, trade, transit.  That should be an incentive for 
them to say, yeah, well, actually, there’s something good in this if we can work together.  So 
TAPI is your line, Bob, next time when you’re asked that question. 

 
MR. SCHIEFFER:  Thank you.  Well, I will – (inaudible). 
 
Q:  Put it in your back pocket. 
 
MR. SCHIEFFER:  I will put it in my back pocket. 
 
Q:  Pull it out when you need it. 
 
MR. SCHIEFFER:  All right, questions.  Who’d like to – Arnauld? 
 
Q:  Arnaud de Borchgrave, CSIS.  You talked about the composition of the U.N. Security 

Council a minute ago, and I think everyone knows it’s a hangover from World War II.  As we 
look at the future, especially the next 10 years, and in light of what unfortunately may happen in 
Afghanistan, would it behoove China, India and the United States to feel their way towards a 
new global security system? 

 
MR. SCHIEFFER:  Who’d like to take that? 
 
MR. INDERFURTH:  Well, it would certainly behoove China, India and the United 

States to be talking about such a new global security system.  A great place to do that would be 
on the Security Council with India as a permanent member.  But I mean given the – the tectonic 
plates that are shifting in the world for the 21st century, those three countries are going to be 
central to any security architecture that is, balance of power in Asia and beyond.   

 



So I – I would love to see – you know, you have all of these – these various groupings of 
states and bilateral discussions, trilateral discussions.  I would love to see a trilateral discussion 
started between the United States, China and India on those kinds of issues.  There’s a lot of 
commonality there, a lot of common concerns there.  Indian Ocean – that’s a good place to start 
that discussion.   

 
So I think it’s a great idea and I think that there are a variety of ways that it could be 

accomplished.  That’s the kind of positive outlook that you’re going to have to have to address 
these things. 

 
MR. SCHIEFFER:  Over here, yeah. 
 
Q:  Masood Aziz, former diplomat for Afghanistan.  It’s interesting how the conversation 

veered quite a bit, actually, in regards to Afghanistan.  And in this relationship with the U.S. and 
India, interestingly enough, and the question about India’s challenge or concern about 
Afghanistan, of course, the real concern is – and challenge – here is Pakistan; it’s not really 
Afghanistan for both India. 

 
And there is a significant player beyond even the U.S. in relations to this great challenge 

in Afghanistan and that is, of course, China, in this multiple-player – great players.  And so in 
effect, there’s been discussions of political issues, geostrategic and economic, that my question 
relates to the fact that without – China has the kind of relationship and leverage with Pakistan 
that none – none of the other countries, including the U.S., has.  And that’s something that’s been 
neglected for a while in understanding. 

 
So my question relates to the fact that you know, these great nations, India, the United 

States, China, there has to be a common understanding in between them in resolving this conflict 
of Afghanistan and Pakistan.  And I wonder if pushing India too much in terms of its relationship 
between the U.S. and India would, in effect, not create, you know, a rift rather than a 
rapprochement.  And I wonder if anybody wants to talk about how to engage India and China 
together with the U.S. in resolving the Afghanistan-Pakistan conflict. 

 
MR. SCHIEFFER:  Who wants to – 
 
MR. LUCE:  It’s a good question that I don’t have any profound thoughts on that except 

to say that while in this period that we’re in with both India and the United States wondering 
what on earth they can do to save Pakistan from herself, the teetering nature of Pakistan, that one 
card that would be a very powerful one to play would be to get China to play a more constructive 
role.  It has great influence, as you know, in Pakistan. 

 
The nuclear cooperation between China and Pakistan is deepening, partly in response to 

the U.S.-India nuclear deal.  And China is building all sorts of extraordinary Wild West-type of 
new infrastructure linking China to Pakistan, an array of railroads through Karakoram Highway 
and of course, the port I mentioned earlier in Gwadar, on the Arabian Sea.  There is an enormous 
Chinese infrastructural and raw-material interest in Pakistan. 

 



And so it’s not in China’s interest, on any measure, at any level, to see its deterioration.  I 
would hazard to guess that the most influential player in Islamabad is China.  So the degree to 
which the United States and India can get China to be more integrated in their approach to 
Pakistan, in what is after all, an operation to save it from itself.  It’s no longer, really, a direct 
external threat.  The threat comes from internal implosion. 

 
That would be – I don’t have any suggestions as to how they go about the diplomacy of 

that, but that, to me, would be the area of biggest potential, using China in Pakistan. 
 
MR. INDERFURTH:  Could I just add one thing to that?  There is something, for those 

of you that pay attention to Afghanistan, you will hear, occasionally, the reference to we need a 
regional approach to Afghanistan, not just focusing on Afghanistan and Pakistan, but a regional 
approach.  And that means getting all of Afghanistan’s neighbors, the six neighbors.   

 
That includes China – China has a small border with Afghanistan, so it’s a neighbor.  To 

get the neighbors of Afghanistan, many of whom have meddled in Afghanistan’s affairs before 
and it’d be a good idea if they wouldn’t do it in the future.   

 
But also others that have a stake in what’s taking place beyond the immediate neighbors, 

which includes India, Russia, Saudi Arabia, Turkey and have the United States play a role in a 
regional approach to try to ensure the long-term noninterference in Afghanistan’s affairs, to try 
to find a way to support the reconstruction, development of Afghanistan and to work on the 
economic, trade, transit side in the future. 

 
If you read all the communiqués coming out of all of the meetings on Afghanistan, 

there’s always an endorsement of a regional approach for Afghanistan, but it has always been a 
slogan.  No country is pushing a regional approach which would bring China into it.  It would 
bring India into it.  It would bring them into the same room with Pakistan.   

 
And guess I should mention this – I should have mentioned this.  Another neighbor that’s 

terribly important is Iran.  There will be no stability – long-term stability – without Iranian 
involvement.  They are a neighbor.  They’re not going away.  They have strong interest in 
Western Afghanistan.   

 
And the United States should be talking – should have been talking for some time to Iran 

as we once did about Afghanistan.  But we have no communication.  So I am hoping, in terms of 
an approach to bring all of these players together, that the U.S. administration would do 
something that it really hasn’t till this date, although Richard Holbrooke was thinking about this 
before he passed away, was to try to start working on a regional approach. 

 
That’s not to mean that we don’t keep General Petraeus where he is, that we don’t keep 

the 2014 date of transition.  But we start bringing the neighbors together in some collective 
fashion to work out a regional approach. 

 
MR. SCHIEFFER:  Bob Hormats just looked into my notes and said this was a good 

question, so – (inaudible, laughter).  That’s cheating.  (Laughter.)  Observe.  (Laughter.)  It says, 



our bilateral on – this is going to have to be that we’re coming near the end here.  Our bilateral 
ties are becoming quite extensive to include cooperation on trade and investment, agriculture, 
education and so on.  What do you see as the greatest potential for growth in this relationship 
with India over the next five to 10 years? 

 
MR. HORMATS:  It’s a very good question.  (Laughter.)  I think that this is one of the 

more intriguing elements of the relationship and that is where we can expand our cooperation 
with India on the economic side in a way that strengthens our ties from a political point of view 
and from a broader strategic point of view. 

 
And let me give you one example of this which I think was very striking.  I went over to 

India a week before the summit meeting to talk about where we could work together 
economically.  And the area that was most important from the Indian perspective – in addition to 
civil-nuclear cooperation and energy cooperation and nonproliferation cooperation, which are 
clearly key elements that are high on the agenda of the United States and of India – there was 
one that particularly struck me.   

 
And that is the goal of India, as we’ve discussed before, is to improve the lives of the 

average Indian.  And if you look at India, it is still a very rural society.  The monsoon is critical 
to the growth of millions and millions – hundreds of millions of Indians.  And hundreds of 
millions of Indians live in rural India and depend on the weather and depend on better seeds, 
more fertilizer, a whole range of things. 

 
One of the most intriguing elements of the relationship is how we can move the high-tech 

cooperation that the United States and India are developing in a way that benefits the average 
Indian on the farms and the villages throughout India.   

 
And that is, the thing that was interesting and one of the big elements that Prime Minister 

Singh focused on in the conversations I’ve had with him and that we focused on as we went 
about building this relationship and developing ideas for the summit, was how do we use satellite 
technology to forecast changes in the weather?   

 
And how do we use information technology to get that information to the average farmer 

in rural India so that they can better plan their crops, better plan their use of fertilizer so that they 
can see, at the rural level, the advantages of U.S.-Indian cooperation on new technology, on 
satellite technology, on information technology so that you can bring the technological 
revolution to rural India in a way that the average Indian sees this relationship as enormously 
beneficial to them? 

 
And one of the reasons we’ve stressed satellite cooperation is not just for the 

technological benefits of this – and India has a very highly developed satellite industry and 
they’ve done quite well at it.  It is to be able to demonstrate to Indians that working with the U.S. 
on high-tech things like telecommunications and satellites provides these benefits for rural 
Indians.  And that helps the Indian government to improve the crops in rural India.  But it also 
helps the average citizen in India to understand the benefits of this relationship.   

 



By the same token, one of the things we’ve tried to do in the United States is to 
demonstrate to Americans that they benefit also from this economic relationship with India.  And 
by strengthening our ties with India on high-technology sales and high-technology cooperation, 
we can demonstrate to Americans that a lot of the things we’re doing that benefit Indians also 
have a benefit to Americans because we’re very good at some of the technology that the Indians 
are using to improve their crops and improve their overall economy.   

 
So key to this relationship, I think, is helping Americans understand there are enormous 

benefits to them in strengthening our relationship with the Indians, particularly job benefits, but 
many of the others and also helping Indians to see that there are a variety of areas in which 
working with the United States can have enormous benefits for them. 

 
And by doing so, we not only strengthen prosperity in India and the United States, but we 

strengthen the political basis for a long-term relationship.  And I think that is really one of the 
things that we tried to capture on visit and I think we’ve been able to do this.   

 
If we can’t demonstrate to mainstream Americans and rural Indians that there’s a benefit 

in this relationship, it’s harder to sustain it.  If we can – and I think we were able to do this on 
this visit – then I think it enables us to have a stronger base for further developing the 
relationship in the future. 

 
MR. SCHIEFFER:  All right.  Well, thank you all on behalf of TCU and CSIS.   
 
(Applause.) 
 
(Off-side conversation.) 
 
(END) 
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