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Abstract 

Pt. Deen Dayal Upadhyaya, the face behind the institutionalisation of Bhartiya Jana Sangh, is known across 
the academic circles as the propounder of the idea of integral humanism. This paper seeks to explore his 
viewpoint revolving around the directions that Indian foreign policy should be headed towards. This paper 
outlines the fundamentals of Upadhyaya’s political philosophy and traces his worldview from the same. The 
paper has relied largely on the original works of Pt. Deen Dayal Upadhyaya. His political philosophy is often 
seen near idealism, but this paper attempts to establish the understanding that Upadhyaya’s vision of foreign 
policy did not depend solely on idealistic school, but he also drew his inspiration from the realistic school as 
we discuss his pragmatic vision on the China question. He was a keen advocate of developing one’s own 
national identity and therefore, the paper presents his ideas of critique of blind imitation of west. This paper 
seeks to locate Upadhyayaa’s ideas in the current framework of foreign policy dynamics. It also sheds light on 
the conception of Dharma and how Upadhyaya takes a stand against calling India a secular state.  
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Introduction: Key Principles of Integral Humanism 

After attaining independence, the biggest challenge before India was to carve out a path which could ensure 
continuity of its independence – not only politically but also ideologically. Pandit Deen Dayal Upadhyaya 
had a worldview which offered insights into addressing the very root of our problem. He stressed that in 
order to hold ϐirm to our independence; we need to become aware of our national identity. Neglect of self, 
he argued, was the root of our problems (Upadhyaya, 1992, p. 12). The damage that has been inϐlicted upon 
India under British rule is primarily because India was denied living as per her nature under an alien rule. 
The prime objective behind nations’ desire to live independently is to act according to their natural 
instincts. He explains this by comparing nation to an individual. The way an individual’s health starts getting 
deteriorated when she is suppressed, similarly, the nation becomes a victim of numerous diseases when 
she has to live differently from her true nature (Upadhyaya, 1992, p. 13).  

The foreign subjugation of Indian people and land ϐilled the minds of natives with contempt for objects 
which had imprints of Indian-ness and adoration of British culture and lifestyle. British way of living 
became the standard for Indians. He asserted that while Britishers ruled India, Indians resisted the British. 
By adopting Swaraj as the mode of resistance, Indian took pride in Indian culture. After Britishers left and 
India became independent, imitation of west became a symbol of progress. This is why Upadhyaya’s vision 
of foreign policy is based on his desire to encourage India and Indians to take pride in the national identity. 
He is not against learning from the West as he clearly differentiates between western science and western 
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way of life, calling former universal and useful and latter disruptive in the sense that it would destroy 
indigenous sense of living (Upadhyaya, 1992, p. 15).  

Rejection of Western Ideological Structures: A Roadmap to Non-Alignment 

Upadhyaya was against the idea of imitating ideological stances from the West. He appreciated the ideals of 
world peace and unity set forth by West from time to time, but he called them noble only in theory as they 
were backed up the western ideological frameworks of Nationalism, Socialism, Democracy and Capitalism 
– all of which opposed the ideal of global unity in practice. While Nationalism was about giving preference 
to one’s own nation, which clearly doesn’t align with the goal of world peace, capitalism and democracy 
together paved the way for exploitation of many. A union of capitalism with socialism, further, brought an 
end to the idea of individual freedom. Hence, Upadhyaya called these ideologies of West ‘a jungle of isms’ 
from which there was no way out (Upadhyaya, 1992, p. 17). The biggest challenge in front of the West, as 
per Upadhyaya, was to integrate these noble ideals into a workable model. He gave examples of England, 
Hitler’s rule and Mussolini’s regime and showed how these failed in their attempt to integrate different 
western ideologies of liberalism, nationalism, socialism etc.  

He called socialism, capitalism, and democracy to be incompatible with each other. While democracy gave 
individuals freedom, the advantage of this freedom was taken by capitalist system in establishing their 
monopoly. Socialism which was considered to bring a more egalitarian world order ended up in destroying 
individual liberty (Upadhyay, 1992, p. 23). He refuted the belief that West could guide the world due to the 
ideological turmoil and thus, asserted India’s positive role as a solution provider to the global issues. 
Upadhyaya preferred India to have a national foreign policy i.e. a policy that keeps India out of the 
polarisation of world politics in the then ongoing cold war. He gave a simple yet profound reason to pursue 
the policy of non-alignment. In his opinion, if India wanted to avoid getting engaged in a war, India should 
remain non-aligned. He criticised the pressure which was being built upon India to join either of the two 
power blocs on the basis of ideological stand. He pointed out the hypocrisy of America as ‘almost without 
exception, in all the countries of the world with which US has allied it, democracy has been strangulated’ 
(Upadhyaya, 1960). Similarly, he found inconsistencies in the USSR’s criticism of the West regarding its 
imperialistic practices. He explained in an article titled Alignment Vs Non-Alignment that ‘USSR proclaims 
itself as an opponent of imperialism and capitalism. But itself holds the states of Eastern Europe in bondage. 
China has converted Tibet into a colony of its own and has subjected Tibetans to policies more tyrannical 
than South Africa’s apartheid. But Russia has had no objection, for Russia’s antagonism to imperialism is 
conϐined to imperialism of the Western nations only’ (Upadhyaya, 1960). It should be understood here that 
he did not encourage Indian foreign policy to adopt a passive role of a witness while staying aloof from the 
bi-polar power politics but suggested India to take up the role of ‘mediating and removing 
misunderstandings…as long as it doesn’t burn our own hands (Upadhyaya, 1960). It can be said that 
Upadhyaya was a supporter of strategic autonomy as a part of Indian foreign policy, which is currently one 
of the pillars of our foreign policy.  

Advocacy for Pro-active Policy Making Process 

Upadhyaya advocated the adoption of a pro-active policy for national growth, instead on relying on reactive 
national policies made as per the dictates of circumstances. Having an overall and well thought of vision in 
advance was more fruitful in his eyes than making policies as the solutions to the problems as they come. 
In his words, ‘…even after 17 years of independence, we have still to decide what direction we should adopt 
to realise our cherished dream of all-round development in the lives of our countrymen. Normally people 
are not prepared to seriously consider this question. They think only of the problems which they face from 
time to time. Sometimes economic problems are viewed with concern and an attempt is made to resolve 
them, and at other times social or political problems come to the forefront claiming attention. Not knowing 
fundamentally, the direction in which we all are to go, these efforts are not accompanied by sufϐicient 
enthusiasm, nor do they give a feeling of satisfaction to the people engaged in these efforts (Upadhyaya, 
1992, p. 20).  

He discussed two choices that India has at the time of independence – either to go back to the position we 
were at before we lost our independence or to follow the path set out by the western colonial rule. He 
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argued that following either of the two paths exclusively would not be a wise decision. While it is impossible 
to start from where we left off before the colonialism set its feet in, considering the changes that have 
happened in the social, political and economic fabric of our nation, it is also not desirable to make western 
ideologies the ground for erecting the Indian nation as they lack universality. They were not designed to 
suit the peculiarities of India. Adopting foreign ideologies and applying them to Indian condition would 
have done more damage than repair. He presented an illustration of medicines in this context in order to 
draw a parallel. He stated ‘even though the basic organic activity is the same in all human beings, the drugs 
which may be helpful in England may not prove equally helpful in India. Diseases depend upon climate, 
water, dietary habits and heredity. Even though the external symptoms may be apparently similar, the same 
drug does not necessarily cire all persons. Those who apply a single panacea to all diseases must be 
considered quacks rather than doctors. Therefore, Ayurveda states – ‘यददेशÖय यो जÆतु: तददेशÖय तÖयौषधं’ which means 

‘for the disease in a place, the remedy which treats it must be found in that very place’ (Upadhyaya, 1992, 
p. 22).  

Foreign Policy of India: Dharma as the Basis  

Upadhyaya was a critic of western way of life. He criticised it for treating life as a sum of different parts. 
Upadhyaya, on the other hand, postulated that in Indian culture, life is looked at as an organic unity, or an 
integrated whole. Even the diversity that we see in Indian land is a manifestation of the inherent internal 
unity. Unity in diversity, thus, becomes the core of Indian way of life. It is the ultimate truth on the basis of 
which most of the conϐlicts can come to an end. The West is governed by the principle of the survival of the 
ϐittest, which has an underlying notion of conϐlict. But conϐlict cannot be a symbol of civilisation growth, 
claims Upadhyaya (Upadhyaya, 1992, p 26). There is a deeply embedded unity behind the science of life. 
Mutual co-operation is, therefore, the second key feature of Indian culture. This feature can be seen in 
nature as well. If vegetation didn’t provide humans with the required oxygen supply and the vegetation 
didn’t receive carbon dioxide in return, life would be merely an imagination on Earth. This unity and mutual 
co-operation is a constituent part of India’s civilisation value system. Upadhyaya wanted Indian foreign 
policy to be based on the premises of the notion of an integrated human life. Dharma, he believed, was the 
central point of Indian culture. By differentiating between Dharma and religion, he argued that while former 
is broader in scope, latter is narrow. Only by adhering to Dharma, we can be sure of guaranteeing democracy 
to our people. Dharma doesn’t mean having a government of people, it further reϐlects having a government 
which is good for the people. People too do not have a right to act against Dharma. Therefore, his ideal was 
not based on the numerical majority of the people, but on the ground of their adherence to Dharma. The 
purpose of state is nothing but to ensure that Dharma is maintained perpetually (Upadhyaya, 1992, p. 57). 
Thus, we can say that in Upadhyaya’s world view, states or people are not sovereign. Dharma alone is 
sovereign. It is only by the virtue of Dharma that harmony can be established between individual and the 
collectively.  

Upadhyaya had an objection to the use of the term secular with respect to India. He believed that it was 
because Dharma was equated with religion that India adopted the term secular for its national policy. It is 
simply an imitation of the western philosophy as they go with the narrow meaning of religion and do not 
have the civilisational value system emerging out of Dharma tradition. In his words, ‘a state can neither be 
without Dharma nor can it be indifferent to Dharma, just as ϐire cannot be without heat. If ϐire loses heat, it 
does not remain ϐire any longer’ (Upadhyaya, 1992, p. 56).  

It is only by following the path of Dharma, India, as per Upadhyay, could awaken the power which energises 
the nation. He called this power Virat and compared it to the life energy in a human body. By carrying a 
strong sense of national identity, India could prevent herself from becoming a shadow of Russia or America. 
Only with a sense of unity with the entire creation, India would be able to achieve the goal of unity in 
diversity. This would enable us to reach a state where ‘Nar is integrated with Narayan’. We can identify 
Upadhyaya’s philosophy of integral humanism in his explanation of Dharma as the base of national life 
(Upadhyaya, 1992, p. 80). 

Thus, we can say that while there were many national leaders during his time who suggested to look at west 
to ϐigure out which western principles could be adopted to take inspiration from and as a guide to solve 
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Indian problems, he asserted that it was the Indian civilisational values, culture and philosophy, and not the 
western ‘isms’- Socialism, Communism, Marxism, Liberalism etc. that had the answers to the problems of 
this country. He refused to prescribe foreign ideologies and western notions as solutions to the prevailing 
problems of this country (Gupta, 2019). At a time when the world was conϐlicted to choose a side between 
the two super-powers which polarized the world into two camps, Upadhyaya, in his writings, pursued India 
to occupy a position of ideological independence and paved way for India to mark its presence in the global 
affairs by relying on the principles which were organically tied to Indian soil and temperament.  

India’s Culture: A Soft Power Tool 

Upadhyaya strongly believed that the cultural-spiritual power of India should occupy the central position 
in Indian foreign policy. Soft power diplomacy, aimed at promoting Indian civilisational value system, could 
become a tool of leaving India’s footprints in other countries. We can see the relevance of his ideas in the 
examples from recent years when 21st June was declared as International Yoga Day by United Nations 
General Assembly. Another Indian idea of Vasudhaiv Kutumbakam has been recognised as a foundational 
principle of global citizenship. Yoga, meditation, cinema, sports, literature from India has gained 
international recognition and value (Gupta, 2019).  

In 2018, Sushma Swaraj highlighted the role of Upadhyaya in giving the philosophy of integral humanism 
which could become a way of maintaining national culture. She expressed her ideas on the relevance of 
Upadhyaya’s vision by saying that ‘his philosophy of integral humanism’ must be leveraged by New Delhi to 
expand its cultural footprint in other countries. Maintaining a national culture could lead to economic and 
political progress and foster respect for our country in the world. He accepted culture as a soft power 
(Maheshwari, 2018). A very recent example of this is the Maha Kumbh Mela which was organised in the 
months of January and February 2025 in the city of Prayagraj, Uttar Pradesh. Prof. Shantesh Kumar Singh 
& Dr. Ravi Shankar Raj have written that ‘The Kumbh Mela bloomed into an international festival of peace 
and communal harmony, illustrating Joseph Nye’s soft power, by projecting India’s rich cultural heritage 
and ancient civilisational history on an international stage…The immense cultural signiϐicance of Kumbh 
Mela is demonstrated by UNESCO’s recognition of the Kumbh Mela as an Intangible Cultural Heritage of 
Humanity.’ (Singh & Raj, 2025).  

Strategic Pragmatism in Indian Foreign Policy: Realism in the Ideas of Upadhyaya 

The discussion of Upadhyaya’s philosophy indicates that he was a keen advocate of the idealist principles 
of peace and co-operation. But he should not be mistaken as an idealist all in all. He also had a very strong 
sense of strategic pragmatism. He stated that the ‘foreign policy is always a matter of policy and not one of 
principle. Protection and promotion of national interests is the principle which determines its formulation. 
So when anyone insists on it with vehemence that implies a secondary place of consideration for national 
interests, he err seriously’ (Upadhyaya, 1960). In his article titled The meaning of our Nagpur resolution, 
Upadhyaya (1960) expressed his disagreement with the Government of India’s China policy. He stated in 
the article that he has belief in the process of peaceful settlement of international disputes. But, when one 
party relies on the use of force, taking negotiations further would be dangerous. Although he reiterated his 
belief in values of unity and harmony, he straightforwardly refused to accept that the security can be 
ensured only by keeping the borders safe. It was his contention that ‘the defence borders of a country always 
extend far beyond its political boundaries’ (Upadhyaya, 1960). He considered the question of Tibet’s 
independence as an integral part of the plan to keep India’s borders safe. He highlighted the utility of having 
buffer states for security purposes. 

Here, we can see that Upadhyaya was not a narrow-minded philosopher. He was a vocal critic of British way 
of life, but he did not hesitate in appreciating the strategic elements of foreign policy of the British. He wrote 
in the same article that ‘…the British Government took pains to neutralise Tibet and Afghanistan. If India 
did not suffer at the hands of China in the past it was because Tibet always acted as a buffer. Friendship 
between India and China, as also respect for each other’s sovereignty and integrity, depend not on solemn 
declarations of Panchsheel but on the solid foundations of Tibet’s independence’ (Upadhyaya, 1960). 
Upadhyay was clear on the point that no negotiations should be entertained as long as the aggression was 
vacated by China.  
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Contemporary Relevance of Pt. Deendayal Upadhyaya’s Political Thought: Conclusion 

Indian government’s current Pakistan policy of ‘no talks with terror’ appears to be a reiteration of 
Upadhyaya’s ‘no conversation with aggressor’ (Mehrish, 2017; Noor, 2007). He spoke of self-reliance as the 
guiding principle of India’s foreign policy. In his words, ‘The only honourable and desirable course open to 
us is to sustain our rightful claims on our own strength’ (Upadhyaya, 1960). Upadhayaya was a true 
visionary as he could foresee the development of closeness between Pakistan and China. To face these two 
hostile neighbours, he suggested to only rely on national power and not use one against another. He could 
see what is happening today when he wrote that ‘today China belongs to the anti–Pak Camp. We may, 
possible, with some dexterous balancing of power between the two, use the situation to our own advantage, 
we should also keep in mind that China and Pakistan too can join hands tomorrow. We shall have to prepare 
for that eventuality too. Thus, if we are desirous of proving equal to the dangers posed by these countries 
we will have to rely on our own strength’ (Upadhayaya, 1960). Upadhyaya’s prophecy has become India’s 
reality today as Pakistan and China have joined hands in the China Pakistan Economic Corridor (CPEC), a 
project which stands in direct conϐlict with the sovereignty and territorial integrity of our country (Ranade, 
2021). Further, his advocacy of reforms in United Nations structure and UN Charter to give adequate 
representation to the newly liberated countries at the time also left impressions on our foreign policy 
objectives as India today is a leading advocate of reforms in UN. Upadhyaya’s thought on the subject of 
foreign policy is undoubtedly futuristic and it must become an area of further research in the discipline of 
international studies. 
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