
We hear news at
regular intervals
about burning
w i l d f i r e s ,

shrinking glaciers, drowning
cities and farms turning to
dust. It should be very obvi-
ous that climate change no
longer remains a distant
threat; it’s here, undoubtedly.
Each season, we are seeing
climate excesses. The signs
are clear, the science undeni-
able, yet for some reason we keep looking away.

The recent floods in Texas didn’t come out of
nowhere. The Gulf waters had been warming qui-
etly for months, feeding storms with unusual
strength. At the same time, cities kept expanding,
pouring concrete over wetlands and choking the
land’s natural breathing space. 

Drains were rerouted, soft earth was buried, and
when the rains finally came, the water had nowhere
left to go. Streets turned to rivers, homes vanished,
and life came to a standstill. This 
wasn’t nature acting blindly; it was nature respond-
ing, almost patiently, to years of human excess. Yet
even now, as the connection between our ways and
these disasters grows clearer, the world’s most pow-
erful nations continue to choose convenience over
conscience, just when wisdom is most needed.

The restart of the US presidency earlier this year
began with a withdrawal from the Paris Agreement,
signalling a step back from global climate efforts.
It wasn’t just a policy shift; it sent a clear message:
the planet could wait if politics or profit got in the
way. Digging deeper for oil and gas took precedence
over lower emission alternatives. 

One of the most vulnerable areas of the planet,
the Arctic, was not exempt. Short-term gain took
precedence at a time when the world needed direc-
tion and care, which exacerbated the crisis.

The US holds just 4 per cent of the world’s pop-
ulation but is behind around 25 per cent of excess
carbon in the atmosphere. When a nation with that
kind of power turns to a wrong direction, the whole
world feels it. And it’s not just the US, nations like
China, Russia, Gulf Countries and many European
countries too are emitting far more per capita than
they should. 

When these powerful nations step back from
responsibility, climate change becomes an even
greater crisis. And the danger isn’t just rising tem-
peratures from regular industrial activity. 

As nations chase control of territory over ecolog-
ical balance, climate breakdown and wars begin to
feed each other. War harms the planet too; two weeks
of conflict can emit a year’s worth of 
carbon. In such a world, climate goals become dis-

tant, and global warming moves faster than we can
keep up.
Powerful nations refuse to act
Even with the facts of such disproportionate emis-
sions being clear, the powerful nations often turn a
blind eye to this disparity. This silence is not igno-
rance; it is calculation. We often assume that peo-
ple at the top don’t act because they don’t understand.
But that’s rarely the case. 

They understand, perhaps even better than
most, but their interests are tied to the very struc-
tures that fuel the crisis. Climate change today is not
just a planetary emergency; it’s also an economy, a
career path, and an institution. 

Massive funds are channelled into both climate

action and denial, and entire industries survive on
keeping things just the way they are either by promis-
ing high-tech solutions or by denying there’s a prob-
lem at all. When you try to speak truth into such a
world, it often feels like no one is listening. But it’s
not that they can’t hear, it’s that they’ve chosen not
to. Because to truly listen would mean letting go of
the very things they’re clinging to. And the weight
of this denial by the rich nations is mostly carried
by the poor ones.
India’s Climate Struggle
In India too, climate change isn’t a distant worry;
it’s happening now. Heatwaves last for weeks dur-
ing summers, and lives are lost every year. Rain, once
predictable, has lost its rhythm. 

Sometimes it all comes at once, flooding fields and
sometimes it doesn’t come at all. Farmers now gaze
at the sky with uncertainty, unsure when to plant
or harvest. By the coast, families who’ve spent life-
times by the sea are quietly preparing to leave as the
water inches closer. 

Up north, the glaciers shrink quietly, changing the
flow of rivers that once sustained millions. And in
our cities, the air grows heavier, the weather hard-
er to read. What was rare has become routine, and
somewhere deep down, we’ve begun to accept it. The
land, the climate, and the people, they’re all being
reshaped, not slowly, but abruptly.

What makes this even harder is a simple truth:
India isn’t the one driving it. The carbon burden
causing today’s crisis comes mostly from richer

nations with long industrial pasts. 
On average, the world emits 4.8 metric tonnes of

carbon dioxide per person each year. The US emits
almost 14 tons, while India with more than 4 times
the population of the US emits just 2 tonnes. Yet we
face some of the harshest impacts of climate
change.

India’s deep economic divide makes the crisis
harder still. The top 1 per cent hold over 40 per cent
of the wealth — enough to stock up on water, run
air conditioners, or quietly relocate if needed. 

But for the farmer in the sun or the family in a
crowded slum, there’s no buffer. This isn’t about
numbers, it’s about people. 

It’s about the widening gap between those who
can protect themselves and those who cannot. If this
gap keeps growing, climate change won’t just shift
the weather, it will quietly begin deciding who sur-
vives and who doesn’t.
Beyond Carbon: The Crisis Within
While we’ve rightly questioned powerful nations, and
their Governments, perhaps it’s now time to turn
the focus inward. This crisis didn’t begin only in pol-
icy rooms; it began with our belief that fulfillment
lies somewhere outside. 

We keep reaching for more things to own, con-
sume and achieve, hoping it will fill some void with-
in us. We consume not because we need to, but
because we’ve grown used to the chase. We hardly
pause to question the chase. And in that restless
search, the planet has silently borne the cost.

We often frame the climate crisis as something
‘caused by human activity’. But the truth runs even
deeper: humans themselves are the crisis. The real
crisis is our restless need to consume without paus-
ing to understand. Until we begin to look at that
inner hunger, no policy or global agreement will truly
be enough. 

Hence the solution isn’t just about using clean
technology or using ‘eco-friendly’ products. Real
change begins with an inner shift within us and our
awareness of the inner void that drives us to 
consume. Without this awareness, we will keep tak-
ing more from a planet that’s already stretched thin.

Most efforts to repair the damage we’ve caused
to the environment today only seem to add to it.
Because the real solution isn’t just out there in the
world; it’s within us. 

The Earth has its limits, and the climate crisis is
not some far-off danger, it is our daily reality. And
the real solution won’t come from policies alone, but
from a deeper sense of self awareness about 
ourselves.

In the uneasy aftermath of
a 12-day armed con-
frontation between Iran

and Israel — marked by
unprecedented military
exchanges and US involve-
ment — a fragile and unsus-
tainable “ceasefire” contin-
ues to hang by a thread.
Rather than restoring calm,
it has added another layer to
an already combustible
global security landscape.
The year 2024 proved to be
one of the most violent in recent memory, with the
highest number of armed conflicts since the Second
World War. According to the Peace Research
Institute of Oslo, 61 state-based conflicts erupted
across 36 countries, affecting nearly one-fourth of
the global population.

The violence has grown not only in scale but also
in intensity. Fatalities from these conflicts surged by
37 per cent between July 2023 and June 2024, while
the average number of deaths per violent event rose
by 17 per cent, highlighting an alarming increase in
lethality, as per the Armed Conflict Survey 2024. The
human cost has been devastating. Civilian casual-
ties jumped by 40 per cent in 2024, with one per-
son killed every 12 minutes — bringing the annual
death toll close to 200,000, according to Humanity
& Inclusion UK. Yet, as violence intensified, the
response from the international community became
increasingly inadequate. The Global Humanitarian
Overview (GHO) reported that 186.5 million peo-
ple across 77 countries required humanitarian aid
in 2024. However, of the $49 billion needed, only
$22.58 billion — less than half — was raised, leav-
ing a gaping $26.42 billion shortfall. This was com-
pounded by a sharp drop in global humanitarian
assistance, which fell from $37.5 billion in 2023 to
$33.9 billion in 2024. Key donors, including the US,
Germany, EU institutions, Canada, Norway, and
France, all significantly slashed their contributions.
Canada, for instance, reduced its aid by 40 per cent,
and Germany by 23 per cent. While the funding to
support victims declined, global military spending
soared to unprecedented levels. In 2024, the world
spent $2.718 trillion on defence — roughly 2.5 per
cent of global GDP — with more than 100 countries
increasing their military budgets. The United States
alone spent $997 billion, making up 66 per cent of
NATO’s total and 37 per cent of global military expen-
diture. NATO as a whole spent $1.506 trillion, with
18 of its member states meeting or exceeding the 2
per cent GDP target for defence — the highest num-
ber since 2014. Looking ahead, NATO has
announced plans to raise defence spending further,
targeting 5 per cent of GDP annually by 2035 to
counter perceived threats from Russia and terrorism.
Critics argue that such an aggressive militarisation
push will mainly benefit arms manufacturers, inten-
sify the security dilemma, and worsen the climate
crisis. Russia, meanwhile, spent an estimated $149
billion on its military in 2024 — 7.1 per cent of its
GDP — while Ukraine’s defence spending rose to
$64.7 billion, consuming a staggering 34 per cent of

its national income, the highest in the world.
Israel also drastically ramped up its military spend-

ing by 65 per cent, reaching $46.5 billion, or 8.8 per
cent of its GDP — the second highest globally. Iran,
constrained by sanctions, was forced to reduce its mil-
itary budget by 10 per cent to $7.9 billion, despite
its continued involvement in regional conflicts. China,
the second-largest military spender, increased its
defence budget by 7 per cent to $314 billion, account-
ing for half of all military spending in Asia and
Oceania. India’s military budget rose modestly by 1.6
per cent to $86.1 billion, while Pakistan allocated
$10.2 billion to defence.

This lopsided prioritisation — more spending on
arms and less on aid — underscores the weakening
of global cooperation and the fraying of multilater-
al institutions designed to ensure peace. The Global
Cooperation Barometer 2025, jointly published by
the World Economic Forum and McKinsey, warned
that the world’s collective security framework is under
“severe pressure.” Multilateral platforms created to
resolve disputes have largely failed to act decisively
in the last decade.

According to the Multilateralism Index by the
International Peace Institute and the Institute for
Economics and Peace, international cooperation on
peace and security saw its steepest decline between
2013 and 2023. The UN Security Council has not
authorised a single new peacekeeping mission since
2014, as geopolitical rivalries among major powers
have eroded the very consensus needed to uphold
peace. In this bleak context, the UN80 Initiative —
launched to mark 80 years since the adoption of the
UN Charter — offers a glimmer of hope. It seeks to
reinvigorate multilateralism and strengthen the
capacity of global institutions to manage conflicts and
humanitarian crises. Despite its many flaws, the
United Nations remains the most inclusive and rep-
resentative global body. Its founding principles —
rooted in preventing the recurrence of global war —
are more relevant today than ever.

As the world teeters on the edge of deeper con-
flict and humanitarian collapse, the urgent task before
nations is to renew their commitment to global coop-
eration and peace. Militarisation without diploma-
cy cannot secure the future. A return to the princi-
ples of the UN Charter is essential — not just to pre-
vent the next war, but to preserve what remains of
our shared humanity.

Once again, Congress
has raised alarms
that the present

Government plans to alter
the Constitution’s
Preamble by removing the
words Socialist and
Secular. But memory, it
seems, can be selective
and conveniently so. They
forget that these words
were never part of the
original Constitution
adopted in 1950. The words were inserted much later
in 1976, during the Emergency, when Indira
Gandhi ruled with near — absolute authority and
democratic processes stood paralysed. In response
to these questions, Congress often claims that social-
ism and secularism were always present in spirit.
But if they were always there, why was it necessary
to forcibly insert them? And if they are truly root-
ed in the Constitution’s spirit, how will their removal
from the text undermine its foundation? It is iron-
ic that the party, which today celebrates Indira as
a defender of justice, forgets that her amendment
to the Preamble was a product of authoritarianism,
not democratic will. 

When India’s Constituent Assembly convened
after independence, they imagined the constitution
to be a living document. They wanted a flexible
framework for governance, avoiding rigid ideolog-
ical prescriptions. Ambedkar specifically warned
against rigidly binding the nation’s future to fixed
ideological labels. During the Constituent Assembly
debates on November 15, 1948, when Prof K T Shah
proposed adding “secular, federal, socialist” to the
Preamble, Ambedkar rejected the proposal. 

He argued that embedding specific ideologies in
the Constitution would restrict the people’s freedom
to choose their social and economic systems based
on evolving circumstances and thus “destroy
democracy”. “What should be the policy of the State,
how the Society should be organised in its social and
economic side are matters which must be decided
by the people themselves according to time and cir-
cumstances,” he argued. 

Embedding ideologies like “socialist” or “secular”
would, in his view, “destroy democracy altogether”
by denying future generations the liberty to choose.

Jawaharlal Nehru, a self-professed secularist,
shared this caution. Historian Madhavan Palat notes
Nehru’s distrust of the word “secular,” fearing it could
ossify into dogma. Even in the first Objectives
Resolution by Nehru, India was a “Sovereign
Democratic Republic. When Prof K T Shah and oth-
ers proposed adding “secular” and “socialist” to
Article 1, the Assembly overwhelmingly rejected the
amendment. Both Ambedkar and Nehru believed
the Constitution should outline broad frame-
works, not fixed doctrines. 

Ambedkar labelled Prof Shah’s proposed amend-
ment as unnecessary and rejected his motion strong-
ly. When Prof Shah’s motion found a little support
in Brajeshwar Prasad’s voice to add “Secularism” and
“Socialist”, Dr P S Deshmukh sharply responded,
“What about a camel and motorcycle?”

Thus, the Constituent Assembly was cautious
about burdening the Preamble with rigid policy
directives. This reflected a broad consensus that the
Constitution should maintain ideological neutral-
ity. Ambedkar and Nehru accepted “secular” and
“socialist” out of disdain for their ideals. They
believed these principles were already enshrined.
“The entire Constitution embodied the concept of
a secular state,” Ambedkar declared, pointing to its
non-discriminatory ethos. Socialism, meanwhile,
found expression in state-led welfare goals, with-
out needing a label that might constrain econom-
ic evolution. This Indianised secularism, as histo-
rian Ian Copland suggests, reflected a pragmatic
choice. A state intertwined with religion historical-
ly couldn’t adopt “Enlightenment Secularism”
without hypocrisy. Both Nehru and Ambedkar thus
opted for substance over symbolism. Labelling it
“secular” was, as Ambedkar put it, “superfluous.”

Despite all their reservations, during the 
emergency, Indira Gandhi’s Government enacted
the 42nd Amendment Act, adding “socialist” and
“secular” to the Preamble. The stated rationale was
to emphasise the Government’s commitment to eco-
nomic and social justice (“socialist”) and religious
neutrality (“secular”) to promote unity in India’s
diverse society. However, the dark times 
were marked by suspended civil liberties, censor-
ship, and centralised power, which suggests 
political motivations. 

The amendment was passed with limited demo-
cratic scrutiny, as opposition voices were suppressed.
Indira used these terms to enhance her pro-poor
image and appeal to minorities, while consolidat-
ing executive power by curbing judicial authority. 

Some scholars also call this inclusion vote bank
politics, and it was done under the influence of the
Soviet Union through some factions of communist
parties in India. Indira’s unilateral decision with no
constitutional debates to amend the Preamble is a
direct opposition to Ambedkar’s ideology. This was-
n’t a mere tweak; it was a rupture. Ambedkar had
warned that embedding ideologies would limit pol-

icy flexibility, a foresight
Indira ignored. The author-
itarian backdrop of the
Emergency stripped the
amendment of legitimacy,
rendering it a stark con-
trast to the robust, demo-
cratic process he champi-
oned. 

This move can be seen
as an insult to Ambedkar’s
legacy, as it altered the
Constitution’s character

during a period when fundamental rights were cur-
tailed. The 42nd Amendment also reduced judicial
oversight, contradicting Ambedkar’s emphasis on
checks and balances to protect individual freedoms.
The inclusion also appears to prioritise her politi-
cal expediency over the democratic principles
Ambedkar championed.

Indian socialism, as pursued by Indira, involved
state-led policies like nationalisation and welfare pro-
grams. However, these often led to inefficiencies and
economic stagnation. 

The term “socialist” in the Preamble has been crit-
icised for constraining economic policy choices,
though supporters view it as a commitment to social
justice. India’s shift toward liberalisation in the 1990s
highlights the term’s limited practical impact.
While “socialist” and “secular” reflect important val-
ues, their inclusion in the Preamble during the
Emergency appears to contradict Ambedkar’s
vision of a neutral, flexible Constitution. Indira’s
actions, driven by political motives, undermined the
democratic process and Ambedkar’s legacy. 

The Indian Constitution is resilient enough to
withstand the shocks of an Emergency, yet firm
enough to resist any imposed alterations. No polit-
ical party, regardless of its majority, holds the power
to change the basic structure of the Constitution.
However, it is equally important to reflect on how
certain changes were introduced during undemo-
cratic times. On the 50th anniversary of the
Emergency, a question is once again stirring pub-
lic debate. Why were these words added to the
Preamble by disregarding the true spirit of the
Constitution? Was it right to amend the Preamble
in this manner? 

The inclusion of specific words under authori-
tarian circumstances deserves honest review
through proper democratic debate. 

That is all the present Government is calling for.
A fair, open, and constitutional review. No one is
demanding the removal of those two words, espe-
cially when they already exist in the spirit of the
Constitution. These ideals have always guided not
only our Constitution but also the soul of India itself.
And the addition of these two words is not the only
controversial aspect of the Emergency-era amend-
ments. The 42nd Amendment brought about 59
major changes. It is time for a comprehensive review
of the entire amendment, not just selected parts.

The Preamble debate: Revisiting 
history and constitutional intent
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