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Abstract

This paper examines the differing models of welfare states 

in India and China, high- lighting the unique historical, 

cultural, and socio-economic contexts that shape their 

approaches to social welfare. It provides a comparative 

analysis of welfare states, capitalist states, and communist 

states, focusing on their governance, economic management, 

social welfare provisions, equality, and political structures. 

By comparing the evolution, implementation, and outcomes 

of welfare policies in India and China, the study provides 

insights into how each nation addresses social inequalities 

and promotes economic stability. The analysis includes the 

role of government intervention, the blend of private and 

public sector involvement, the challenges of efficiency and 

outcomes, and the specific policies aimed at social equity. 

The paper under- scores the importance of context-specific 

approaches to social welfare and offers valuable lessons for 

policymakers and scholars seeking to improve social welfare 

systems globally. 
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1. Introduction 

Welfare policy plays a crucial role in fostering social stability and economic development, especially in developing countries 

like India and China. These policies are essential for addressing poverty, reducing inequality, and ensuring that basic needs 

such as healthcare, education, and housing are met for the entire population. In developing countries, where a significant 

portion of the population often lives below the poverty line, effective welfare policies can be the difference between 

subsistence and destitution. They are instrumental in breaking the cycle of poverty, empowering marginalized communities, 

and promoting sustainable development. The importance of welfare policies in developing countries cannot be overstated. 

These nations often face significant socio-economic challenges, including high levels of unemployment, inadequate healthcare 

facilities, and limited access to quality education. Welfare policies provide a framework for government intervention to 

mitigate these issues, aiming to improve the quality of life for their citizens. By ensuring that basic needs are met, welfare 

policies help to create a more equitable society where everyone has the opportunity to thrive. This, in turn, can lead to greater 

social cohesion and a more stable political environment. 

Despite the acknowledged importance of welfare policies, there has been less focus on comparative studies between 

developing countries with different political systems. This paper seeks to fill this gap by examining the welfare state models of 

India and China. The comparative analysis aims to provide a deeper understanding of how different historical, cultural, and 

socio-economic contexts influence the development and implementation of social welfare policies. India, as a democratic 

nation with a mixed economy, and China, as a communist state with market-oriented reforms, offer contrasting yet insightful 

perspectives on welfare state models. By exploring these differences, the paper aims to highlight the unique challenges and 

opportunities each country faces in addressing social welfare needs. India’s approach to welfare is characterized by significant 

public sector involvement and federal distribution of programs. In contrast, Chinas approach includes a more centralized role 

for government intervention with rapid expansion through economic growth. 

The significance of this paper lies in its potential to inform policymakers and scholars about the strengths and weaknesses of 

different welfare state models. By comparing the evolution, implementation, and outcomes of welfare policies in both 

countries, the study provides valuable insights into how each nation addresses social inequalities and promotes economic 
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stability. This comparison can help identify best practices 

and innovative strategies that could be adapted to improve 

welfare systems globally, especially in developing nations. 

Moreover, the paper underscores the importance of context-

specific approaches to social welfare. It demonstrates that 

policies must be tailored to the unique historical, cultural 

and socio-economic conditions of each country to be 

effective. For instance, Indias welfare policies have evolved 

within a framework of democracy and federalism, which 

prioritizes inclusivity and targeted interventions. 

Conversely, Chinas welfare policies reflect its communist 

legacy and rapid industrialization, necessitating a more 

centralized and efficiency-driven approach. The findings of 

this study can guide policymakers in designing and 

implementing welfare policies that are not only efficient but 

also equitable and sustainable. By understanding the specific 

challenges and successes of India and China, policymakers 

can develop more effective strategies for their own 

countries. For example, China’s experience with centralized 

poverty alleviation can offer lessons on rapid 

implementation, while Indias comprehensive public welfare 

programs can provide insights into addressing diverse 

populations. 

 

2. Literature Review 

The comparative study of welfare states in India and China 

has garnered significant scholarly attention, particularly in 

the context of their economic reforms and political systems. 

Esping-Andersen’s (1990) [4] seminal work on welfare 

regimes provides a foundational framework, categorizing 

systems into liberal, conservative, and social- democratic 

models, which has been adapted to analyze Asian contexts. 

In Asia, welfare regimes are often described as 

"productivist," prioritizing economic growth over social 

protection, as noted by Holliday (2000). 

Specific to India and China, the edited volume "Social 

Welfare in India and China: A Comparative Perspective" 

(2020) examines social policies addressing issues like child 

labor, women’s exploitation, and unemployment, 

highlighting divergences in implementation due to political 

structures. Chan et al. (2008) explore China’s transition 

from a residual to a more universal welfare system, 

contrasting it with India’s fragmented approach influenced 

by federalism. 

Income and consumption inequalities are analyzed by 

Gradín et al. (2020) [23], who find that while income 

inequality is lower in China than in India due to structural 

factors like urbanization and education, expenditure 

inequality is higher in China, reflecting different 

consumption patterns. The politics of welfare expansion in 

BRICS countries, including India and China, is discussed in 

a special issue by Tillin and Duckett (2017) [24], emphasizing 

how electoral competition in India and performance 

legitimacy in China drive policy changes. 

Rudra (2007) [25] argues that globalization has led to 

convergent welfare policies in developing countries, but 

with variations; in India and China, market reforms have 

increased commodification while retaining 

decommodification elements. Recent studies like Han 

(2022) on welfare regimes in Asia suggest a hybrid model in 

both countries, balancing market-driven growth with social 

safety nets. 

 

2.1 Research Gap 

While existing literature provides robust analyses of 

historical, economic, and political dimensions of welfare in 

India and China, several gaps persist. Most studies focus on 

pre-2020 data, overlooking post-COVID-19 impacts on 

welfare systems, such as digital benefit delivery and 

pandemic-induced inequalities. There is limited comparative 

research on gender-specific welfare outcomes, 

environmental integration in social policies, and the role of 

small and medium enterprises in labor welfare. Furthermore, 

the divergent effects of democratic versus authoritarian 

governance on welfare adaptability remain underexplored in 

recent contexts. This paper addresses these gaps by 

incorporating updated data and focusing on contemporary 

policy responses. 

 

3. Welfare State 

A welfare state prioritizes the protection and promotion of 

the economic and social well-being of its citizens. The core 

principles include equality of opportunity, equitable 

distribution of wealth, and public responsibility for those 

unable to secure the minimum provisions necessary for a 

decent life. In a welfare state, the government plays an 

active role in providing a wide range of services to ensure 

all citizens can achieve a basic standard of living, including 

healthcare, education, housing, pensions, unemployment 

insurance, and various forms of social security. Robust 

social safety nets protect individuals from economic 

uncertainties and life risks such as unemployment, illness, 

and old age. These safety nets are funded through taxation 

and government insurance programs. 

Welfare states commit to redistributing wealth to reduce 

economic inequalities, using progressive taxation systems 

and social welfare programs to transfer resources from the 

affluent to those in need. They invest heavily in public 

services, ensuring broad accessibility through free or 

subsidized costs for education, healthcare, public 

transportation, childcare, and social amenities. While not 

eliminating private ownership or market mechanisms, 

welfare states implement regulations and controls to ensure 

economic activities align with social goals, including labor 

laws, minimum wage policies, and consumer protection 

regulations. 

A capitalist state emphasizes private ownership and market-

based economic systems. The primary function is to create a 

conducive environment for business enterprises and the 

accumulation of capital. The capitalist state relies on market 

mechanisms to allocate resources and determine prices, 

driven by supply and demand dynamics. Capitalist states 

uphold the sanctity of private property rights, allowing 

individuals and businesses to own, control, and profit from 

assets and enterprises. Advocates of laissez-faire capitalism 

support minimal government intervention, arguing that free 

markets are the most efficient means of generating wealth 

and prosperity. The state’s role is primarily to protect 

property rights, enforce contracts, and maintain the rule of 

law. 

Higher levels of economic inequality are tolerated as a 

natural outcome of competitive markets, with a focus on 

creating opportunities for wealth generation rather than 

redistributing wealth. Capitalist states encourage innovation 

and competition, believing these forces drive economic 
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growth and improve living standards. The pursuit of profit 

motivates businesses to develop new products, services, and 

technologies. 

 

4. Comparative Analysis 

The fundamental difference between welfare states, 

capitalist states, and communist states lies in their approach 

to governance and economic management. Welfare states 

blend elements of both market economies and government 

intervention. They use market mechanisms to drive 

economic activities while implementing social policies to 

ensure equitable distribution of wealth and resources. The 

government plays a key role in regulating markets and 

providing public services to address social inequalities. 

Capitalist states prioritize market mechanisms and private 

ownership, with the government maintaining a legal 

framework for markets to function efficiently. Economic 

activities are primarily driven by private enterprises seeking 

profit, and government intervention is minimal. Communist 

states reject market mechanisms in favor of centralized 

economic planning and collective ownership. The state 

controls all economic activities and resources, aiming to 

achieve a classless society through the equitable distribution 

of wealth. 

The provision of social welfare and public services varies 

significantly among these three models. Welfare states are 

committed to providing a comprehensive range of social 

welfare programs and public services, including healthcare, 

education, housing, pensions, unemployment benefits, and 

various forms of social security. The goal is to ensure that 

all citizens have access to basic necessities and opportunities 

for a decent life. In capitalist states, social welfare programs 

and public services are often less extensive and more 

targeted, with a greater reliance on private provision of 

services. The focus is on creating opportunities for 

individuals to succeed through market participation. 

Communist states provide extensive social welfare and 

public services managed and controlled by the state, aiming 

for equal access to re- sources and services. However, the 

quality and efficiency of these services can vary due to 

bureaucratic inefficiencies and lack of competition. 

The approach to equality and redistribution is another key 

area of difference. Welfare states actively pursue policies to 

reduce economic inequalities through progressive taxation 

and social welfare programs. The goal is to achieve a more 

equitable distribution of wealth and resources while 

maintaining individual freedoms and market dynamics. 

Capitalist states accept higher levels of economic inequality 

as a natural outcome of competitive markets. The focus is on 

creating opportunities for wealth generation, and 

redistribution policies are generally limited. The belief is 

that economic growth and prosperity will eventually benefit 

all members of society. Communist states aim for absolute 

equality by abolishing private property and re- distributing 

wealth and resources through state control. The objective is 

to eliminate class distinctions and ensure that everyone has 

equal access to resources and opportunities. However, in 

practice, the concentration of power in the hands of the state 

can lead to oppression and lack of personal freedoms. 

The political structure and governance mechanisms also 

differ among these models. Welfare states typically operate 

within democratic frameworks that allow for political 

pluralism, accountability, and citizen participation. The 

government is responsible for balancing market dynamics 

with social policies to ensure the well-being of all citizens. 

Capitalist states also operate within democratic frameworks, 

but the emphasis is on protecting property rights and 

maintaining market freedoms. The government’s role is 

limited to creating a conducive environment for economic 

activities and ensuring the rule of law. Communist states are 

often characterized by single-party rule and centralized 

control. Political pluralism is generally not tolerated, and the 

state exerts extensive control over all aspects of life. The 

concentration of power can lead to authoritarian governance 

and suppression of dissent. This paper provides a 

comprehensive analysis of welfare states in India and China, 

offering insights into the complexities and nuances involved 

in building effective welfare states. By comparing the 

different approaches to social welfare, this study emphasizes 

the need for tailored, context-specific policies that can 

address social inequalities and promote eco- nomic stability. 

The findings of this study can guide policymakers in 

designing and implementing more efficient, equitable, and 

sustainable welfare policies. 

 

4.1 Comparative Data and Visualizations 

To enhance the comparative analysis, this section presents 

key data from official government and international sources, 

including the World Bank, India’s Ministry of Finance, and 

China’s National Bureau of Statistics. Tables and graphs 

illustrate differences in social welfare expenditure, poverty 

reduction, healthcare and education spending, and social 

security coverage. 

 
Table 1: Social Welfare Expenditure as % of GDP (Selected years) 
 

Year India (%) China (%) 

2015 5.0 8.0 

2020 7.3 10.0 

2023 7.5 10.5 

2025 (proj.) 8.0 11.0 

Source: World Bank ASPIRE and China’s Economic Update 

(2025) 

 
Table 2: Poverty Headcount Ratio (% of Population, $1.90 line) 

 

Year India (%) China (%) 

2011 21.23 7.90 

2019 11.6 (rural) 0.6 

2023 2.3 Near 0 

Source: World Bank Poverty and Inequality Platform 

 
Table 3: Social Security Coverage Rates (% of Population) 

 

Year India (%) China (%) 

2015 19.0 60.0 

2025 64.3 75.0 

Source: India’s PIB (2025) and China’s MSA Advisory 

 

These visualizations highlight China’s higher spending and 

coverage, driven by centralized policies, contrasted with 

India’s progressive expansion amid federal challenges 
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Source: World Bank Data and OECD Indicators 

 

Fig 1: Healthcare and Education Spending as % of GDP (2022-

2023) 

 

4.2 Case Studies of Welfare States: India and China 

The Constitution of India envisions the country as a welfare 

state, although the term "welfare state" is not explicitly 

mentioned. The principles and objectives of a welfare state 

are clearly outlined in the Directive Principles of State 

Policy, which emphasize the state’s role in ensuring social 

and economic justice and dignity for all citizens. India’s 

welfare expenditures are a substantial portion of the official 

budget, with state and local governments playing significant 

roles in developing and implementing welfare policies. 

Reserved seats in government jobs, educational institutions, 

Lok Sabha, and state assemblies for scheduled castes and 

tribes reflect the state’s commitment to social equity. These 

reservations aim to address historical injustices and provide 

opportunities for marginalized communities, reflecting a 

deep commitment to social justice. 

Key welfare initiatives include the National Food Security 

Act, 2013, which guarantees food security by providing 

subsidized food grains to citizens. Other programs address 

healthcare, social aid for families and new mothers, free 

school meals, pension plans, and unemployment benefits, 

managed at both the central and state levels. 

 

 
Source: Compiled from official reports 
 

Fig 2: Social Security Coverage Trends (2015-2025) 

 

As of 2025, government spending on social security and 

welfare was approximately 14 lakh crore rupees ($192 

billion), accounting for 7.3% of GDP, with social sector 

spending projected at 19% of the budget in 2025-26. These 

programs aim to provide a safety net for the vulnerable 

segments of society, ensuring basic needs are met and 

contributing to human development. Development 

programs, particularly for the empowerment of women and 

lower castes, highlight India’s efforts toward social 

development. However, implementation and monitoring of 

these welfare policies often fall short, leading to corruption 

and inefficiencies. Government hospitals and schools 

frequently face management crises, and slum dwellers 

represent the in- adequacies in rural areas and respective 

states. These challenges highlight the gap between policy 

and practice, necessitating robust mechanisms to ensure 

accountability and effective delivery of services.rce: 

Compiled from official reports. 

India’s Public Distribution System (PDS) has faced criticism 

for inefficiency and in- equity. Despite ample food stocks, a 

significant portion of the population remains malnourished, 

with two-fifths of children and over half of women being 

anaemic. The shift from a universal PDS to a targeted PDS 

has resulted in many poor being excluded due to price 

increases and classification issues. This underscores the 

need for reforms to make the system more inclusive and 

effective, ensuring that the intended beneficiaries receive the 

support they need. Poverty reduction in India has been 

notable, with extreme poverty falling from 16.2% in 2011-

12 to 2.3% in 2022-23, lifting 171 million people out of 

poverty. 

China’s welfare system has evolved significantly since the 

economic reforms of the late 1970s, transitioning from a 

collective-based system to a more comprehensive social 

security framework. The Dibao program, or Minimum 

Living Standard Guarantee, provides cash assistance to low-

income households and has been a cornerstone of poverty 

alleviation. By 2025, China’s social security system covers 

pension, medical insurance, unemployment insurance, work 

injury insurance, maternity benefits, and housing funds, 

mandatory for employees in most cities. The government 

has expanded voluntary personal pensions nationwide, 

aiming to address challenges from an aging population and 

low payouts in basic pensions. 

In 2021, the State Council issued the Human Rights Action 

Plan for 2021-2025 to expand the social safety net, 

including increased subsidies for basic public health services 

to RMB 99 ($13.69) per person annually by 2025. Welfare 

spending is projected to rise, potentially to over a third of 

GDP by 2025, with healthcare subsidies rising to 670 yuan 

per capita. Key initiatives include childcare subsidies, 

inclusive childcare services in major cities (targeting 80%), 

and integration of social protection with education, health, 

and child protection. China’s poverty reduction has been 

rapid, achieving near-zero extreme poverty by 2020, 

outperforming India through targeted policies and economic 

growth. However, challenges include bureaucratic 

inefficiencies and gaps in rural coverage. 

 

5. Conclusion 

The comparative analysis of welfare states in India and 

China underscores the im- portance of context-specific 

approaches to social welfare. Welfare policies are not one-

size-fits-all solutions; they must be tailored to the unique 

historical, cultural, and socio-economic conditions of each 

country to be effective. This study has highlighted the 

distinctive features and challenges of the welfare systems in 

India and China, pro- viding valuable insights for 

policymakers and scholars seeking to enhance social welfare 

programs globally. India’s welfare system, embedded in its 

Constitution through the Directive Principles of State 

Policy, emphasizes the state’s role in ensuring social and 

economic justice and dignity for all citizens. Initiatives such 
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as the National Food Security Act, 2013, and various 

programs addressing healthcare, education, and pensions 

highlight Indias comprehensive approach to welfare. 

However, the effectiveness of these programs is often 

hampered by issues of corruption, inefficiency, and poor 

implementation, necessitating robust mechanisms to ensure 

accountability. 

In contrast, China’s welfare system has evolved through 

economic reforms, with centralized programs like Dibao and 

expanded social security covering pensions, health- care, 

and unemployment. By 2025, subsidies for public health 

have increased, and poverty has been nearly eradicated. This 

model reflects a communist approach with market elements, 

driving rapid poverty reduction but facing challenges in 

equity and aging population support. Thus, the comparative 

analysis reveals that while both countries aim to address 

social inequalities and promote economic stability, their 

approaches and challenges are markedly different. Indias 

democratic, federal system emphasizes inclusivity but 

struggles with implementation, while China’s centralized 

system enables efficiency but limits pluralism. China can 

learn from Indias targeted equity measures, while India 

could adopt China’s rapid execution strategies. 
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