
The enemy we cannot afford to lose

The end of violence 
ought to be the sim-
plest good news in 

the world. That it so rarely 
functions as such, that its 
announcement so often 
produces not relief but a 
complicated grief, a sense 
of something unfinished, 
a resentment that travels 
across political lines and 
ideological commitments 
alike, is a phenomenon 
worth pausing over be-
fore it is explained away as 
the noise of extremists or 
the hot blood of partisans. 
Something about the struc-
ture of collective life makes 
enemies necessary. Under-
standing what that some-
thing is requires looking not 
at the conflict but at the one 
watching it.

When the ceasefire be-
tween the United States 
and Iran was announced 
on the eighth of April, the 
relief was not universal. On 
the Iranian side, hardliners 
paraded ballistic missiles 
through Tehran’s streets 
in a show of defiance, their 
message directed not out-
ward at the enemy but in-
ward at their own govern-
ment for agreeing to stop. 
From the Iranian opposi-
tion came grief and a sense 
of abandonment: a feeling 
that a historical moment of 
possible change had been 
surrendered, that the re-
gime would now survive 
what might have ended it. 
Two politically irreconcil-
able camps, united in their 

resentment of the pause. 
The pattern is not new. 
When the armistice ended 
the First World War in 1918, 
Germany’s armies still stood 
on foreign soil, and the ver-
dict, as the collective ego 
experienced it, had never 
truly arrived. The convic-
tion that victory had been 
stolen rather than lost be-
came the dominant emotion 
of the Weimar years and the 
ground on which the next 
war grew. In 1991, Ameri-
can forces halted at the Ku-
waiti border with Saddam 
Hussein still in power, and 
the aftermath was not relief 
but a sustained twelve-year 
grievance that, many be-
lieve, eventually produced 
the far costlier Iraq war of 
2003. For those who felt it, 
the ceasefire was not peace, 
it was theft.

What makes the pat-
tern worth studying is not 
its scale but its structural 
uniformity. The grief ap-
pears on every side of ev-
ery ceasefire: among those 
who wanted more strikes 
and those who feared them, 
among partisans of causes 
that agree on nothing else, 
in nations that are adversar-
ies of one another. When a 
reaction is this consistent 
across people who share 
no political position, it has 
stopped describing a fac-
tion and started pointing to 
something in the nature of 
collective identity itself. It 
is something stranger and 
harder to name than mere 
disappointment, almost 
an incompleteness that felt 
personal.

That feeling is worth fol-
lowing inward, because 
what it leads to is not com-
fortable.

What the Enemy Is 
For
The standard explanations 

of war focus on its causes: 
territory, ideology, religious 
conviction, resources, ac-
cumulated historical griev-
ance. These accounts are not 
false, and the cataloguing is 
worth doing. What such ex-
planations cannot account 
for is why, once the fighting 
stops, significant portions of 
every warring population 
feel not relieved but robbed.

The reason is that the en-
emy serves a function prior 
to and more fundamental 
than any strategic purpose. 
For the collective ego, the 
enemy is not a problem to 
be solved but a structural 
necessity.

Consider what an enemy 
actually accomplishes inside 
a population. In ordinary 
peacetime, the “we” of any 
nation is a fiction only par-
tially maintained: internally 
divided by region, class, lan-
guage, faith, political affilia-
tion, economic resentment. 
The nation as a single uni-
fied entity is often an aspira-
tion, not a lived reality. The 
enemy comes and changes 
this. An external threat col-
lapses internal differences 
with an efficiency that no 
election, no shared cultural 
narrative, no commemora-
tive occasion can approach. 
You do not need to agree 
with your neighbour about 
anything, so long as you 
agree about the enemy. The 
enemy resolves, at a stroke, 
the perennial problem of 
collective definition. It does 
not merely oppose the “we”; 
it constitutes it.

Pause at that observation, 
because the same structure 
operates at every scale. The 
individual ego is also con-
stituted by its oppositions: 
the rivals it measures itself 
against, the communities 
whose difference confirms 
its own identity. What is 
true of the person is, by ac-

cumulation, true of the na-
tion.

This is why what looks like 
a desire for the enemy’s de-
feat is not, at the psychic lev-
el, a desire for the enemy’s 
disappearance. Total elimi-
nation would dissolve the 
architecture of belonging. 
What the collective prefers, 
without knowing it prefers 
this, is a managed enemy: 
present enough to main-
tain coherence, threatening 
enough to justify solidar-
ity, but never extinguished. 
When the Cold War ended, 
the search for a replacement 
adversary began almost 
immediately, not because a 
new threat had materialised 
but because the old enemy’s 
disappearance had left 
something formless where 
a solid “we” had been.

The ego cannot sustain 
itself without a boundary, 
and boundaries are defined 
by what they exclude. The 
collective ego is this logic 
at national scale: it requires 
an outside in order to have 
an inside. A population that 
loses its enemy does not 
simply lose an adversary; 
it loses the mirror in which 

it had learned to see itself 
clearly, and the loss is expe-
rienced as vertigo. And so 
ceasefire grief is not irratio-
nality; it is the ego reacting 
with perfect consistency to 
the removal of what it had 
organised itself around.

The Moment That 
Must Not End
There is a second function 
the enemy performs, dis-
tinct from the first, and it 
explains the particular bit-
terness that attaches to a 
ceasefire rather than to the 
mere absence of threat: The 
enemy creates the occasion 
for the collective to prove 
itself.

Strategic analysis asks 
what a conflict achieves 
in the external world. The 
collective ego is running a 
parallel question: what does 
this conflict establish about 
us? War is not only a clash 
of interests. For the collec-
tive ego, war is an existential 
examination, a test whose 
conditions strip away am-
biguity and demand every-
thing. In conditions of war, 
sacrifice acquires a meaning 
it cannot find in peacetime, 

heroism becomes legible, 
and righteousness stops be-
ing contested. The nation 
that has quietly doubted its 
own standing in the world 
discovers, in the logic of 
conflict, that its forces are 
capable, its cause is just, and 
its enemies fear it. These 
are not incidental rewards. 
They are, for the collective 
ego, the deepest available.

The ceasefire interrupts 
this before the proof is 
complete. The operation is 
declared over precisely at 
the moment when the ego 
was expecting its return on 
everything it had invested.

This is the grief. Not “we 
should have won” but some-
thing more personal: the 
conflict had been building 
toward a moment of vindi-
cation, and the ceasefire ar-
rived before that vindication 
was complete. The outrage 
in Tehran’s streets, shared 
between groups that agree 
on nothing else, follows this 
logic. The hardliner who 
feels the regime capitulated 
and the opposition member 
who feels an opportunity 
was surrendered are reach-
ing opposite political con-

clusions from the same un-
derlying wound: both had 
been waiting for a verdict, 
and the verdict was denied. 
The political positions are 
irreconcilable; the shape 
of the loss is identical. The 
same pattern appears in the 
language of every ceasefire 
that ends before one side 
has achieved what it under-
stood as decisive and unam-
biguous resolution.

Now notice what this 
structure looks like from 
inside a private life, because 
the mechanism is not for-
eign to individual experi-
ence; it is its origin.

The grievances held 
against particular people, 
the ones that resist release, 
the ones returned to regu-
larly to re-establish that 
you were wronged: what 
are they for? They serve 
the same purpose: defin-
ing you against the one who 
wronged you, which is to 
say they define you, and 
preserving the occasion for 
a vindication that has not 
arrived. To forgive is not 
merely to release the other 
person; it is to abandon the 
verdict, to close the case be-
fore it is finished. And if the 
verdict never arrives, the 
gap between what you are 
and what you might have 
been remains permanently 
explained. The enemy in 
your private life is not only 
the person who hurt you. 
The enemy is the explana-
tion of yourself to yourself, 
the reason the story came 
out this way, the proof held 
in reserve of who you could 
have been had you been per-
mitted to prove it.

What the Grief 
Reveals
Examined honestly, the 
grief does not point outward 
to the decision-makers who 
agreed to stop. It points in-

ward, to the need the con-
flict had been quietly serv-
ing.

If the ceasefire produced 
grief in you, the grief has 
a source worth locating. 
Something organised itself 
around the enemy’s contin-
ued existence, committed to 
the verdict remaining unde-
livered, the sentence unfin-
ished. That something is not 
patriotism, which is only its 
disguise; it is the part of you 
that cannot afford to stop 
needing an enemy, because 
without the enemy the ques-
tion of who you are becomes 
uncomfortably open.

That question does not 
close when the fighting re-
sumes; it was never going 
to be answered by the fight-
ing. No collective verdict, 
however decisive, has ever 
delivered the stable identity 
the enemy was supposed to 
validate. The ego finishes 
one war and begins scan-
ning for the next occasion. 
The proof is always almost 
complete.

The examination avail-
able here does not end in 
anything that can be mis-
taken for resolution. It does 
not offer a firmer identity in 
place of the one the enemy 
provided. It offers only the 
recognition that the need 
for proving was always the 
real subject, and the enemy 
was always the alibi. Seeing 
that need clearly, without 
immediately replacing it 
with another cause, another 
grievance, another enemy, 
is the only inquiry that does 
not regenerate the thing it 
claims to examine.

That is where any honest 
accounting begins, if it can 
be borne at all.
Acharya Prashant is a philoso-
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Why ceasefires often spark grief, resentment, and identity crises instead of collective relief.

Michael Jackson estate hit 
with fresh abuse lawsuit

Shukriya: Pop star Rihanna wins Mumbai 
hearts with sweet gesture

Giorgia Meloni’s jhumka sparks buzz online

Just a day after ‘Michael,’ the 
much-talked-about Michael 
Jackson biopic, hit theatres 
globally, the late pop star’s 
estate is facing fresh legal 
trouble following a new 
lawsuit that has brought 
serious allegations against 
him.

According to The Hol-
lywood Reporter, a family 
that was once known for 
publicly defending Jack-
son has now accused him 
of sexually abusing four of 
their children over several 
years. The family had ear-
lier described themselves 
as Jackson’s “second family.”

According to the publi-
cation, report by The New 
York Times suggest that 
Dominic and Connie Cas-
cio, along with their chil-
dren, have claimed that the 
alleged abuse took place at 
Neverland Ranch, during 
trips, and at tour stops. The 
family had previously spo-
ken in support of Jackson in 
public appearances, includ-
ing on television.

The lawsuit also claims 
that the family approached 
the Jackson estate years ago 
with these allegations. Re-
ports suggest that both sides 
later entered into a private 
settlement agreement worth 
around $16 million over five 
years. However, when those 
payments allegedly stopped 
in 2025, talks between the 
two sides reportedly broke 

down, after which the new 
lawsuit was filed.

A lawyer for the estate, 
Marty Singer, issued a state-
ment to THR, calling the 
family’s claims a “desperate 
money grab,” and added, 
“The family staunchly de-
fended Michael Jackson for 
more than 25 years, attest-
ing to his innocence of inap-
propriate conduct. This new 
court filing is a transparent 
forum-shopping tactic in 
their scheme to obtain hun-
dreds of millions of dollars 
from Michael’s estate and 
companies.”

The family, according to 
The Hollywood Reporter, 
also said that watching the 
2019 documentary Leav-
ing Neverland helped them 
process their past experi-
ences and encouraged them 
to come forward. The docu-
mentary had previously fea-
tured separate abuse allega-
tions against Jackson.

The new complaint, as per 

the publication, includes 
several disturbing allega-
tions, describing Jackson as 
a “serial child predator who, 
over the course of more than 
a decade, drugged, raped 
and sexually assaulted each 
of the plaintiffs, beginning 
when some of them were 
as young as seven or eight,” 
and claims he “groomed 
and brainwashed” them, 
offering “obsessive atten-
tion, lavish gifts, access to 
his celebrity lifestyle, and 
declarations that he loved 
and needed each of them.”

Michael Jackson, one of 
the biggest music stars in 
history, died in 2009. His 
legacy remains deeply di-
vided, with fans celebrating 
his music while legal battles 
and abuse allegations con-
tinue to cast a shadow over 
his name.

Meanwhile, the new bi-
opic ‘Michael’ is expected to 
perform strongly at the box 
office this weekend.

Rihanna won over fans 
in Mumbai with a simple 
Hindi word during her lat-
est visit to the city, where she 
attended the launch of her 
beauty brand, Fenty Beauty.

The global music icon 
sparked excitement on Fri-
day when she asked those 
gathered outside the venue 
how to say “thank you” in 
Hindi. After being told the 
phrase, Rihanna turned to 
the waiting crowd, smiled 

and said, “Shukriya.”
The brief but warm ex-

change quickly became the 
standout moment of the eve-
ning, with videos spreading 
rapidly across social media. 
Fans responded with cheers 
and applause, while many 
online praised the singer 
for making an effort to con-
nect with local supporters in 
their own language.

Although the  event 
marked an important busi-
ness milestone for Rihanna, 
it was this spontaneous in-
teraction that drew the most 

attention. The singer’s ges-
ture was widely described 

as charming and genuine, 
adding to the excitement 
surrounding her appear-
ance in Mumbai.

Rihanna arrived in style 
for the launch, wearing a 
striking monochrome char-
treuse ensemble from the 
Mugler Fall 2026 collection. 
The bold outfit featured a 
flowing mock-neck top with 
long sleeves, paired with 
a matching ankle-length 
leather skirt that brought 
structure and drama to the 
look.

Later in the evening, she 

changed into a black fit-
and-flare jersey dress for 
the after-party. The sec-
ond outfit featured a high 
turtleneck, full sleeves and 
crocodile-style leather cut-
outs, creating a sleek and 
contemporary silhouette.

She accessorised the look 
with multiple diamond 
rings, statement ear cuffs 
and a sparkling diamond 
hathphool designed by In-
dian couturier Manish Mal-
hotra, adding a distinctly 
local touch to the evening’s 
fashion choices.

Italy’s Prime Minister Gior-
gia Meloni has prompted a 
flurry of reactions online 
after appearing in a recent 
selfie wearing what many 
social media users identi-
fied as traditional Indian 
jhumka earrings.

The image, shared on 
Meloni’s official social me-
dia account, quickly drew 
attention from Indian us-
ers, who focused less on the 
political message accom-
panying the post and more 
on the unexpected choice 
of jewellery. Within hours, 
comments and reposts be-
gan circulating widely, with 
many describing the mo-

ment as a striking example 
of Indian fashion reaching a 
global stage.

In the photograph, Meloni 
is seen dressed in a sharply 
tailored winter ensemble 
featuring a charcoal blazer 
layered over a beige knit top. 
While the outfit reflected a 
polished and formal style, 
it was her accessories that 
became the main talking 
point online. She appeared 
to be wearing ornate drop 
earrings resembling Indian 
jhumkas, complete with 
delicate ghungroo-style de-
tailing.

Jhumkas are among the 
most recognisable forms of 
traditional Indian jewellery. 
Typically bell-shaped and 
intricately designed, they 

have long been associated 
with festive occasions, wed-
dings and cultural celebra-
tions, while also remaining 
a popular part of everyday 
fashion. Their enduring 
appeal has allowed them to 
evolve across generations, 

combining heritage crafts-
manship with contempo-
rary trends.

For many Indian social 
media users, seeing such 
a familiar accessory worn 
by a prominent European 
leader was both surprising 
and amusing. Some inter-
preted the earrings as a sub-
tle nod to India’s expanding 
cultural influence, while 
others responded with hu-
mour, joking that Meloni 
had adopted Bollywood-
inspired power dressing. 
Memes and playful remarks 
soon followed, helping the 
post gain further traction 
online.

Although Meloni’s accom-
panying caption centred on 
political themes including 

propaganda, freedom and 
Italy’s national interests, 
much of the digital conver-
sation moved in a different 
direction. Instead of policy, 
users chose to discuss fash-
ion, identity and the grow-
ing visibility of Indian aes-
thetics beyond South Asia.

The episode reflects a 
broader trend in which tra-
ditional Indian jewellery 
and clothing increasingly 
appear on international 
platforms. From red carpet 
appearances to global fash-
ion campaigns, items such 
as jhumkas, bindis, saris 
and handcrafted textiles 
have found renewed vis-
ibility among designers, ce-
lebrities and public figures 
around the world.
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