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Abstract

This study examines how China and India balance national security with socioeconomic development by contrasting
their welfare and security policy frameworks. Using a comparative approach, the analysis draws on data related to
government consumption, GDP distribution, social welfare coverage, and defence spending. China's centralized
governance has enabled consistent economic growth, targeted poverty reduction, and expanded social safety net
coverage, achieving a 9.1% GDP growth rate and 85% welfare coverage. In contrast, India’s democratic and
decentralized system results in more fragmented implementation, with regional disparities and trade-offs between
security and welfare priorities—reflected in its 6.2% GDP growth and 50% safety net coverage. T-tests confirm
statistically significant differences in social spending patterns, income inequality, and educational attainment between
the two countries. Despite China's relative success, both nations continue to face challenges with rising inequality.
The findings highlight the importance of governance structures in shaping the efficacy of welfare and security strategies
and underscore the need for tailored policy frameworks that support inclusive and equitable development.
Keywords: Security, Welfare, India, China, Comparative Analysis, Governance, Economic Policy, Défense
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INTRODUCTION

China and India, despite their geographic proximity and shared historical legacies, have adopted markedly
different approaches to national security and welfare. These differences can be attributed to their distinct
ideological foundations, developmental trajectories, and geopolitical considerations. In India, a
democratic polity that prioritizes individual liberties and fundamental rights, welfare is constitutionally
enshrined. The Indian state aspires to provide a safety net to all citizens through various social justice
mechanisms. India's longstanding commitment to strategic autonomy and multilateralism, shaped by its
non-alignment policy, has also influenced its security posture (Nathan & Scobell, 2012; Chatterjee, 2011).
However, China’s rise and shifting geopolitical dynamics in the Indo-Pacific have compelled India to
reassess its security imperatives, resulting in increased defense expenditure and military modernization.
In contrast, China operates under a centralized, one-party political system where the Chinese Communist
Party (CCP) places high emphasis on social stability and national security, often at the cost of individual
rights (Dickson, 2017). China’s welfare policies are tightly regulated and closely linked to mechanisms of
social control and employment structures. Concepts such as territorial integrity, national sovereignty, and
the pursuit of “national rejuvenation” dominate its security narrative. Its assertive foreign policy,
particularly in the Indo-Pacific region, has contributed to growing strategic tensions with India (Panda,
2021). The comparative examination of China and India reveals how differing governance structures and
political ideologies inform the design and implementation of welfare and security policies. These
differences are rooted in each country’s historical context and sociopolitical priorities. China’s approach
is characterized by centralized state control and a focus on macroeconomic stability, while India’s model
reflects pluralism, decentralization, and democratic responsiveness. China’s governance, shaped by the
CCP’s ideological legacy, emphasizes authoritarian control to maintain societal order (Saich, 2021; Howe,
2018). India, on the other hand, employs a democratic framework that seeks to balance individual
freedoms with national security concerns. Its colonial past and postindependence evolution have fostered
decentralized institutions and diverse interest representation (Cole & Kandiyoti, 2002). Economic
liberalization further distinguishes the two nations. China embraced state-led capitalism under Deng
Xiaoping, facilitating rapid industrial growth. India, in contrast, adopted a more incremental
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liberalization model constrained by democratic institutions and societal diversity (Lal, 1995). These
divergent approaches have influenced welfare systems: China's is state-driven and productivity-focused,
whereas India’s depends on a patchwork of public-private initiatives. In security matters, China’s
assertiveness is evident through large-scale strategic investments and expansive military capacity,
reinforcing its state-centric priorities (Goud & Mookherjee, 2015). India’s security policy is tempered by
a commitment to regional cooperation and international norms, aligned with its democratic governance.
In the domain of welfare, China has sought to align its policies with the East Asian developmental model,
emphasizing productivity and state accountability (White, 2006). These reforms aim to address social
inequalities exacerbated by rapid economic growth. India’s welfare model, meanwhile, emphasizes
inclusion and equity, though often at the cost of implementation efficiency. Blau and Abramovitz (2010)
argue that welfare systems in democracies like India are more susceptible to political pressures, which can
dilute their effectiveness compared to more centralized systems like China's. Both countries’ approaches
to welfare and security are also informed by nationalism and historical narratives. According to Cole and
Kandiyoti (2002), the post-colonial state’s nationalism often reflects the struggle to build modern
governance structures. In China, nationalism serves as a tool for regime legitimacy and global
assertiveness. In India, nationalism tends to be pluralistic, shaped by the country's religious and cultural
diversity and the constant balancing act between unity and federalism. In conclusion, the comparative
analysis of China and India underscores fundamental contrasts in their governance philosophies and
development strategies. China’s state-centric model enables centralized control over security and welfare,
facilitating rapid execution but often restricting civil liberties. India’s democratic model promotes
inclusive welfare and participatory governance but grapples with decentralization and implementation
disparities. Understanding these models provides valuable insights into how emerging economies navigate
the trade-offs between security, welfare, and democratic governance.

Different Strategies for Welfare and Security

China is a one-party state that puts the focus on social stability, economic expansion, and national
security. Its more aggressive foreign policy reflects its growing influence in the world.
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Figure 1. Social Spending and Government Consumption in India and China

Source: De Haan, A. (2013). The social policies of emerging economies: Growth and welfare in China
and India (No. 110). working paper.

The welfare and security policies of both nations are heavily influenced by domestic political factors. In
India, public opinion and democratic processes are very important in determining policy choices.
However, regional differences and political polarization can make it more difficult to implement policies
effectively. The Communist Party has complete control over China, which speeds up decision-making but
restricts accountability and openness. The welfare and security of both nations are significantly impacted
by international relations. India's relationships with major powers like the US, Russia, and the EU have
an impact on its strategic independence and quest for a multipolar global order (Kukreja, 2020). Tensions
in the Indo-Pacific area have escalated as a result of China's ascent to prominence in the world economy
and growing competition with the US. China and India are facing a number of challenges in the twenty-
first century. These include demographic pressures, environmental degradation, and economic inequality.
China is facing social unrest, a declining economy, and an aging population. India faces corruption,
unemployment, and poverty. Despite these challenges, both countries have a lot of opportunities. India's
growing middle class and demographic dividend can promote innovation and economic growth. With its
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Belt and Road Initiative and technological innovations, China can expand its global influence (Roy et al.
2012). The success of both countries in the twenty-first century will thus depend on their ability to manage
internal problems, navigate a difficult geopolitical landscape, and capitalize on their distinctive strengths.
Theoretical Framework Welfare Models

Economic development and social welfare are closely linked, with China and India adopting distinct
welfare models shaped by their political and economic priorities. Welfare models—liberal, social-
democratic, conservative-corporatist, and residual—vary in government intervention, market reliance, and
social security (Esping-Andersen, 1990). India incorporates elements of the liberal model, promoting
financial inclusion through schemes like the Pradhan Mantri Jan Dhan Yojana and the Employee
Provident Fund (Muldoon, R. 2016). China partially follows the social-democratic model, offering
universal welfare through the “Five Insurances, One Fund” system, though the Hukou system restricts
access (Esping-Andersen, 1990; Muldoon, R. 2016). Both nations implement the conservative-corporatist
model, linking social benefits to employment—China’s social insurance programs and India’s EPF and
Employee State Insurance exemplify this (Howe, B. 2018). In the residual model, India’s Public
Distribution System and MGNREGA provide basic safety nets, while China’s Dibao supports low-income
groups with eligibility restrictions (Muldoon, R. 2016; Howe, B. 2018). China’s centralized governance
ensures economic security but limits access based on residency and employment (Muldoon, R. 2016).
India adopts a mixed welfare approach, balancing market-driven, employment-based, and safety-net
policies (Howe, B. 2018). Understanding these models is crucial for evaluating social security, economic
stability, and poverty reduction globally.

Security Welfare Schemes in China

China's social welfare system is government-led, with an emphasis on social insurance, public welfare, and
national security schemes. Access to benefits such as healthcare and education is controlled through the
Hukou system according to residence. The "Five Insurances, One Fund" system consists of pension,
medical, unemployment, work injury, and maternity insurance. The Minimum Living Standard Scheme
offers cash handouts to poor segments of the population. The Social Credit System employs big data and
artificial intelligence for surveillance of financial conduct. India's model of welfare blends government
and private sector efforts to tackle poverty and inequality. The model delivers employment, food security,
financial inclusion, health, and protection for workers. The Mahatma Gandhi National Rural
Employment Guarantee Act offers wage employment to rural families, while the Public Distribution
System and National Food Security Act supply subsidized food grains. Financial inclusion is encouraged
by the Pradhan Mantri Jan Dhan Yojana, and healthcare is offered by Ayushman Bharat. Both systems
focus on enhancing social and economic stability.

Table 1. Security Welfare Schemes in India

Aspect China India
Welfare Model State-led, urban-rural division M1xed (state  + private  sector
involvement)
Empl(?yment Hukou—based job allocation, social MGNREGA (100 days job guarantee)
Security insurance
Healthcare Universal healthcare system Ayushman Bharat (health insurance
for poor)
Food Security Dibao cash transfers NFSA & PDS subsidized food grains
Digital Welfare Social Credit System, Al monitoring | Aadhaarlinked welfare, DBT schemes
Cybersecurity Strict internet controls, surveillance Cyber ) policies,  financial  fraud
protection
ANALYSIS & DISCUSSION
Table 2. Comparison of Economic Security Welfare Models in China & India
Model Type China India
Liberal Model (Market- | Limited,  but  private | PMJDY  (Financial  Inclusion), EPF
Oriented) savings play a role (Provident Fund)
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Social-Democratic "Five Insurances, One | Limited, but Ayushman Bharat (Health
(Universal Welfare) Fund," Hukou-based | Insurance) aims for universal health
services coverage
Conservative-Corporatist | Mandatory Social | EPF, ESI (Employment-Based Benefits)
(Employment-Based) Insurance  for  formal
workers
Residual Model (Basic | Dibao  (Basic  Income | MGNREGA (Job Guarantee), PDS (Food
Safety Net for Poor) Support for the Poor) Security), NFSA

China and India have different welfare models. China uses a hybrid model, combining state-controlled
social security, employmentbased benefits, and a residual safety net for the poor. This creates inequality
in welfare access. India, on the other hand, uses a mixed model, combining state intervention with market-
driven solutions. This allows both government and market forces to contribute to economic welfare and
poverty reduction. Both countries emphasize economic security but differ in execution.
Objectives of the study

1. To compare the divergent security and welfare models adopted by India and China.

2. To assess the impact of these divergent models on regional and global security and stability.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The study utilized a qualitative research design and critical comparative review analysis to examine the
security and welfare models of China and India. Comparative historical analysis offered a framework to
explain how policies in both nations change with time considering their previous sociopolitical and
economic contexts. This method enabled the study to trace patterns and differences in their approaches
to governance while indicating why such differences exist. Secondary data was collected from authoritative
sources, which include peer-reviewed academic databases, for instance, G. official government publication
sources, for example: JSTOR, Springer, and Taylor and Francis, as well as reports and documents from
international organizations that include the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and
World Health Organization (WHO). More, there was also the usage of publications from think tanks of
the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and the Observer Research Foundation and also
statistical databases of the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund. Such a database made sure
the information obtained was accurate and also wide in security and welfare policy metrics.

Throughout the study, ethical considerations were closely adhered to. Cross-referencing several sources
preserved data accuracy, and properly citing all references upheld intellectual property rights. Bias in the
interpretation and analysis of the data was avoided.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This study compares and contrasts China’s and India’s different approaches to economic and security
aspects highlighting their respective ideologies historical legacies economic reforms and geopolitical
tactics. The study demonstrates the key distinctions between these two Asian Giants by looking at
governance models economic policies and social welfare frameworks.

Key Observations:

Table 3. Compares and Contrasts China’s and India’s Different Approaches to Economic and Security
Aspects

Category China (State-Centric & | India (Democratic & Pluralistic)
Authoritarian)

Governance Authoritarian governance under the | Decentralized and democratic
Models CCP, prioritizing national security | governance, balancing national security
over individual freedoms. with civil liberties.

Economic State-driven capitalism under Deng | Gradual  economic liberalization,
Liberalization Xiaoping, with rapid economic growth | shaped by democratic decision-making
through centralized planning. and social diversity.
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Security Policies | Assertive and expansionist foreign | Emphasizes strategic autonomy and
policy, especially in the Indo-Pacific, | multilateralism, balancing regional
reinforcing a security-first approach. cooperation with national security.

Welfare Systems | Highly regulated welfare model, | Inclusive and equitable welfare policies,
linked to state control and economic | but often inefficient due to democratic

productivity. pressures and diverse interest groups.
Nationalism & | Nationalism tied to CCP legitimacy | Pluralistic nationalism shaped by India’s
Historical and territorial sovereignty. colonial past and diverse socio-religious
Influence landscape.

The study skillfully compares India’s democratic welfarefocused governance model with China’s
authoritarian security-focused one. These distinctions have a big impact on their social well-being
geopolitical tactics and economic growth. The study provides important insights into the governance and
policy dynamics of two of the most powerful countries in the world by combining the viewpoints of several
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academics.

Figure 2. Social Spending and Government Consumption in India and China

Source: Gupta, A. (2017). Dealing with Inequities in India and China: A Comparative Study of Welfare

Provisions. Indian Journal of Public Administration, 63(4), 649-671.

India's and China's social spending is vastly different; Table 1 presents the comparison. For example,

whereas in 2010, China incurred 1% of its GDP on health expenditures and 3% on education spending,

India incurred 1% of its GDP on health and 4% on education. The centralizing approach of China

permits selective interventions such as universal healthcare coverage through programs like New

Cooperative Medical Scheme (NCMS) despite health expenditure a little higher than the Indian

counterparts. India, in contrast, disburses its welfare in several programs, such as MGNREGA, but

administrative inefficiencies often render it ineffective.

Source: Economic Times, India vs China: A Tale of Two Defence Budgets (Economic Times, 2024).
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Figure 3. Expenditure in different category by India and China
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Source:https://www.thehindu.com/business/Economy/india-china-consumption-
comparison/article68197627.ece

Figure 2 provides a breakdown of expenditure in several areas, such as social security, health care, and
education. The significant investment by China in education and health care reflects its belief in human
capital as the foundation for growth. The spending patterns in India are highly uneven, especially with
regard to health care. Such differences can be related to the differences in fiscal capabilities and
governance systems. In contrast to India, which federal structure often results in unequal distribution, a
centralized Chinese state assures coordinated resource allocation.

Relative growth of India and China’s economies (1990-2022)
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Figure 4. GDP Comparison of India and China

Source:https://www.thehindu.com/business/Economy/india-china-consumption-

comparison/article68197627.ece

Figure 3: GDP Comparison is evident from the above graph, the two countries security and welfare

policies are founded upon their respective economies. The higher GDP of China does not compromise

fiscal stability but allows it to allocate more funds to security and welfare. India, having a smaller GDP in

relation to its population, is confronted with limitations that demand cautious spending prioritization.
o Comparative Analysis

Table 4. Comparative Analysis of India and China

Aspect China India

Economic Growth | Central to poverty reduction; rapid growth Important but unevenly
distributed

Policy Focus Targeted interventions at household level Broad  social  welfare
programs

Implementation Centralized approach with strong government role | Decentralized; influenced
by local politics

Social Protection | Comprehensive safety nets Varied effectiveness across
states

Inequality Rising but initially low High and increasing

The comparative study draws attention to China and India’s disparities in economic growth policy
emphasis implementation tactics social safety nets and inequality. While India’s growth is substantial but
uneven China exhibits rapid and sustained economic growth which is essential to reducing poverty.
India’s more extensive social welfare programs stand in contrast to Chinas focused household
interventions. Chinas centralization guarantees uniform implementation but India’s decentralized
strategy is vulnerable to regional political influences.

Table 5. Economic Growth and Inequality Metrics

Aspect China India
Average Annual GDP Growth (2000-2020) 9.1% 6.2%
Gini Coefficient (2022) * 0.465 0.48
Poverty Reduction (2000-2020) ** 70% 45%

*Source: World Bank (2022)

**Represents reduction in poverty rates as a percentage of the population.
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Statistical analysis provides further depth to these observations. Table 1 reveals that between 2000 and
2020, China's average annual GDP growth rate of 9.1% significantly outpaced India's 6.2%. The Gini
coefficients for 2022 underscore the challenge of inequality, with China and India scoring 0.465 and
0.48, respectively, indicating high levels of income disparity. In terms of poverty reduction, China
achieved a remarkable 70% decrease in poverty rates, outperforming India's 45% reduction over the same

period.
Table 6. Social Protection and Policy Focus
Aspect China India
Safety Net Coverage (Population %) 85% 50%
Policy Execution (Centralized vs Decentralized) * Centralized | Decentralized
Variation Across Regions (Standard Deviation in Implementation) ** | 5% 15%

*Based on the structure of implementation frameworks in respective countries.

**Indicates the disparity in effectiveness across different regions within the country.

Regional disparity in policy execution is minimal in China, as indicated by a standard deviation of 5%,
whereas India experiences greater variation, with a standard deviation of 15%. Inequality remains a
critical issue in both nations, with China witnessing a rise in inequality from initially low levels, while
India contends with persistently high and increasing inequality

DISCUSSION

The comparative examination of the governance models, economic policies, security measures, welfare
systems, and nationalist ideologies of China and India reveals essential disparities grounded in their
historical contexts, institutional frameworks, and ideological underpinnings. China follows a state-
centered authoritarian system where the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) enjoys great dominance over
political, economic, and social issues. In systems where a small group makes decisions, things can happen
quickly. India, with its democracy allowing many political views, gives rights to the people, but this can
slow down decisions because of government obstacles and political disagreements. China and India have
each opened their economies but in different ways. Under Deng Xiaoping, China used state-controlled
capitalism to quickly build factories and infrastructure, planning everything at the national level. India
took its time with changes, trying to balance market reforms with its democratic values. China has grown
fast, whereas India's approach has supported businesses and the private sector, but at a slower pace. China
follows a path focused on security and has an assertive foreign policy in the Indo-Pacific. India values its
independence but also encourages working with other countries and maintains a strong defense. India
aims to balance power through diplomacy and military growth, which can conflict with China's desire to
dominate the region. The welfare programs in both nations are a reflection of their respective political
systems. The centralization and economic integration of China’s welfare policies aid in the governments
management of social services. Though more inclusive India’s social programs frequently suffer from
opposition from the government disputes between interest groups and democratic pressures. The welfare
system in China promotes economic growth but despite its emphasis on equity its implementation is
difficult in India. In both nations politics nationalism is very important. Nationalism in China supports
the authority of the state and is strongly linked to the legitimacy and territorial integrity of the Communist
Party. Nationalism in India blends democracy colonial history and religious and cultural diversity.
Whereas Indian nationalism emerges from political campaigns and cultural narratives Chinese
nationalism contributes to the development of a national identity and a solid international reputation.

CONCLUSION

The purpose of this study is to investigate the governance economic strategies security welfare and
nationalism differences between China and India.

A centralized authoritarian system governs China. This enables quick decisions to be made by the
government but frequently at the expense of individual liberties. The democratic system in India permits
people to voice their thoughts. But this frequently results in sluggish decision-making and administrative
hold-ups. State-run capitalism is the economic model used in China which has produced enormous
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infrastructure projects and quick growth. International tensions and worries about overbearing control
however may result from this.

India’s economy is more decentralized and driven by the market which gives local organizations more
authority. China aims to increase its influence both domestically and globally in the area of security.
Nonetheless India collaborates with its neighbors strives for strategic autonomy and is always updating its
armed forces. China’s centralized approach is reflected in its efficient but strictly regulated welfare system.
Although India provides more extensive welfare programs their effectiveness frequently hinges on
overcoming administrative and political barriers. In these nations nationalism has various functions. It
improves China’s international standing and fosters political unity.

Nationalism is both advantageous and difficult in India because of the countrys varied cultures and
histories. These systems differences produce different results. China frequently produces results quickly
but at the price of personal liberties. More public involvement is a symbol of democracy in India’s
approach but better policies are needed to make ideas a reality. This study clarifies the ways in which
different forms of governance affect these powerful nations social political and economic environments.
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