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Abstract 

This study presents a comparative analysis of the policy approaches of the United Progressive 

Alliance II (2009–2014) and the National Democratic Alliance (2014–2018) in Arunachal 

Pradesh, a strategically significant border state in India’s North-East. The research examines 

differences and continuities in developmental, infrastructural, and strategic policies affecting the 

state, with particular attention to connectivity, border area development, socio-economic welfare, 

and national security considerations. The findings indicate that the UPA II regime emphasised 

inclusive growth and welfare-oriented programmes aimed at reducing regional disparities, while 

the NDA period reflected a stronger focus on strategic infrastructure, accelerated connectivity, 

and integration under the Act East framework. The comparative assessment highlights that both 

regimes contributed to Arunachal Pradesh’s development, yet differed in implementation 

intensity, strategic framing, and governance mechanisms. The study underscores how shifts in 

central political leadership influenced the balance between welfare expansion and infrastructure-

led strategic integration in shaping the state’s developmental trajectory. 
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Introduction 

The political and developmental trajectory of Arunachal Pradesh has been profoundly shaped by 

the broader policy orientations of successive central governments in India, particularly the 

United Progressive Alliance II (2009–2014) and the National Democratic Alliance (2014–2018). 

Arunachal Pradesh, owing to its strategic location along the India–China border and its status as 

a frontier state in the North-East region, occupies a unique position in India’s federal governance 

and national security framework. Its geographic isolation, difficult terrain, low population 

density, and ethno-cultural diversity have historically necessitated specialised policy 

interventions distinct from those implemented in mainland states. Consequently, central 

government policies related to border infrastructure, regional connectivity, security management, 

socio-economic development, and integration with the national economy have been pivotal in 

shaping the developmental landscape of the state. The comparison between the UPA II and NDA 
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regimes is therefore not merely a political contrast but an analytical exploration of continuity and 

change in state-building, regional integration, and strategic governance in a sensitive border 

region. The period from 2009 to 2018 is particularly significant because it witnessed the 

transition from the Look East orientation to the more assertive Act East approach, alongside 

growing geopolitical concerns regarding China’s presence along the Line of Actual Control 

(LAC) and increased emphasis on infrastructure modernisation and defence preparedness in the 

North-East. 

During the UPA II period, the policy framework towards Arunachal Pradesh was largely 

embedded within broader programmes targeting inclusive growth, rural infrastructure, and 

border area development, reflecting the coalition government’s emphasis on welfare-oriented 

planning combined with gradual strategic modernisation. Initiatives such as the strengthening of 

the Border Area Development Programme and continued investments in road and social 

infrastructure were aimed at addressing historical developmental deficits and improving the 

quality of life in remote border districts. These policies were accompanied by diplomatic efforts 

focused on confidence-building with neighbouring countries and maintaining stability along the 

disputed border, even as infrastructural expansion along the LAC was pursued cautiously. 

Scholarly assessments of this phase note that while UPA II acknowledged the strategic necessity 

of improving border infrastructure, implementation often proceeded at a moderate pace due to 

bureaucratic complexities, environmental constraints, and fiscal prioritisation of nationwide 

welfare schemes. Simultaneously, the North-East, including Arunachal Pradesh, continued to be 

conceptualised as a peripheral region requiring developmental mainstreaming through centrally 

sponsored schemes, which emphasised socio-economic upliftment, rural connectivity, education, 

and healthcare expansion in remote tribal regions. 

The NDA government’s tenure from 2014 onwards marked a perceptible recalibration in the 

policy orientation towards Arunachal Pradesh, characterised by a stronger emphasis on strategic 

connectivity, defence logistics, and integration of the North-East with India’s external economic 

and geopolitical engagements. The introduction of the Act East Policy reframed the North-East, 

including Arunachal Pradesh, from being merely a developmental periphery to becoming a 

gateway for India’s engagement with Southeast Asia and the Indo-Pacific region. This shift 

translated into accelerated infrastructure initiatives, expansion of strategic road networks, and 

improved rail and bridge connectivity designed to reduce isolation and enhance military mobility 

in border areas. Major projects such as cross-border highways, railway connectivity to state 

capitals, and strategic bridges linking Assam with eastern Arunachal Pradesh exemplified the 

increased focus on hard infrastructure as a tool of both development and national security. 

Scholars examining India’s China policy during this period also highlight a more assertive 

stance, where infrastructural strengthening along the border was viewed as essential to 
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counterbalance Chinese advances and reinforce territorial claims. The changing strategic 

environment, combined with domestic political consolidation, contributed to a governance model 

that prioritised faster execution of projects, greater central monitoring, and the repositioning of 

Arunachal Pradesh within India’s broader geopolitical strategy. 

Need Of the Study 

The comparative examination of policies implemented during the United Progressive Alliance II 

(2009–2014) and the National Democratic Alliance (2014–2018) in Arunachal Pradesh is 

necessary to understand how shifts in national political leadership translate into differential 

developmental, strategic, and administrative outcomes in a frontier state. Arunachal Pradesh 

represents a distinctive case within India’s federal structure due to its geopolitical sensitivity, 

infrastructural backwardness, and complex socio-cultural composition, which require nuanced 

and context-specific policy interventions. While successive central governments have 

consistently acknowledged the importance of the North-East region, variations in ideological 

orientation, governance priorities, and strategic outlook have influenced the design and execution 

of schemes related to border management, connectivity, socio-economic welfare, and regional 

integration. A systematic comparison is therefore essential to assess whether policy transitions 

between UPA II and NDA regimes resulted in substantive changes in development trajectories, 

institutional responsiveness, and strategic preparedness in the state. 

The study is further required because Arunachal Pradesh has increasingly assumed prominence 

in India’s national security discourse, especially in light of evolving geopolitical tensions along 

the India–China border. The period under review witnessed significant developments such as 

enhanced border infrastructure planning, recalibration of defence logistics, and a renewed focus 

on integrating the North-East with India’s external economic engagements. Analysing policy 

continuity and divergence across the two regimes will facilitate a deeper understanding of how 

developmental policies intersect with strategic imperatives in a borderland context. Moreover, 

existing literature often treats the North-East as a homogeneous region, thereby overlooking the 

unique policy challenges faced by Arunachal Pradesh, including difficult terrain, sparse 

settlements, and limited administrative penetration in remote districts. This gap necessitates a 

focused comparative investigation that isolates Arunachal Pradesh as a distinct unit of analysis 

rather than subsuming it within broader regional generalisations. 

Another important justification for the study lies in evaluating the effectiveness and 

implementation dynamics of centrally sponsored schemes and strategic initiatives across 

different political administrations. While UPA II emphasised inclusive growth and welfare-

driven planning mechanisms, the NDA period is often associated with accelerated infrastructure 

expansion and stronger strategic positioning under the Act East framework. A rigorous 

comparison will help identify whether these shifts led to measurable improvements in 
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connectivity, economic development, governance delivery, and border area stabilisation in 

Arunachal Pradesh. Such an assessment is crucial for informing future policy design, particularly 

in balancing developmental objectives with national security concerns in sensitive border states, 

and for contributing to scholarly debates on centre–state relations, regional development policy, 

and strategic governance in India’s North-East. 

Scope of the research 

The scope of this research is confined to a comparative policy analysis of the United Progressive 

Alliance II (2009–2014) and the National Democratic Alliance (2014–2018) with specific 

reference to Arunachal Pradesh, focusing on developmental, infrastructural, strategic, and 

governance-related initiatives undertaken by the central government. The study examines how 

these two regimes conceptualised and operationalised policy interventions in the state across key 

domains such as border infrastructure, regional connectivity, socio-economic development, 

welfare schemes, and security-oriented planning. By restricting the temporal frame to 2009–

2018, the research captures a critical transition phase in India’s North-East policy, beginning 

with the consolidation of inclusive growth strategies under UPA II and extending to the 

reorientation towards strategic connectivity and the Act East approach under the NDA. The 

analysis remains centred on policy formulation, implementation mechanisms, and their 

implications for state development rather than on electoral politics or local party dynamics 

within Arunachal Pradesh. 

The research also delimits its inquiry to central government policies and programmes that had 

direct or indirect impact on Arunachal Pradesh, including centrally sponsored schemes, 

infrastructure projects, and strategic initiatives linked to national security and border 

management. While state-level governance and local administrative responses form an important 

contextual background, the primary analytical lens is on the role of central policy direction in 

shaping developmental outcomes in a frontier state. The study does not attempt a comprehensive 

socio-economic impact evaluation using primary field data; instead, it relies on secondary 

sources such as scholarly literature, policy reports, and empirical assessments published after 

2015 to ensure analytical rigour and contemporary relevance. In doing so, it situates Arunachal 

Pradesh within the broader framework of India’s North-East development policy and evolving 

geopolitical considerations, while still recognising the state’s unique demographic, geographic, 

and strategic characteristics. 

Furthermore, the research scope includes a thematic comparison of policy orientation, 

implementation pace, and strategic priorities across the two regimes, without extending into the 

post-2018 period or earlier historical phases of North-East policy evolution. This limitation 

ensures focused analysis and avoids conflating long-term structural issues with regime-specific 

policy shifts. The study also excludes micro-level sectoral evaluations, such as detailed 
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assessments of individual schemes in education, health, or agriculture, unless they directly 

illustrate broader policy trends under UPA II and NDA governments. Instead, emphasis is placed 

on macro-policy frameworks, infrastructural initiatives, and strategic governance models that 

influenced the developmental and geopolitical positioning of Arunachal Pradesh during the 

specified timeframe. This bounded scope enables a coherent and analytically comparable 

understanding of how successive central governments approached governance in a sensitive 

border state while balancing development, integration, and national security considerations. 

Literature review 

Baruah (2016) situates the North-East, including Arunachal Pradesh, within the broader 

discourse of India’s frontier governance, arguing that the region has historically been governed 

through a dual lens of security imperatives and developmental marginality. His analysis 

emphasises that central policies towards the North-East have oscillated between integrationist 

developmentalism and strategic containment, with infrastructure expansion and welfare schemes 

often framed as instruments of national consolidation rather than purely regional development. In 

the context of Arunachal Pradesh, this perspective is particularly relevant because the state’s 

border location has continuously shaped policy priorities, leading to an emphasis on road 

connectivity, border area programmes, and security-linked development initiatives during both 

UPA II and NDA regimes. The literature thus establishes that any comparison of these 

governments must account for the enduring strategic rationale underpinning policy formulation 

in the state, rather than viewing developmental schemes in isolation from geopolitical 

considerations. 

Mitra (2017) examines the federal dynamics of policy implementation in India’s North-East and 

highlights the asymmetrical nature of centre–state relations that characterise governance in 

Arunachal Pradesh. According to this study, centrally sponsored schemes play a disproportionate 

role in shaping development trajectories in frontier states due to limited fiscal autonomy and 

administrative capacity at the state level. The author notes that during the UPA II period, policy 

emphasis was placed on inclusive growth through social sector spending and rural development 

schemes, which aimed to address long-standing deficits in health, education, and livelihood 

infrastructure. However, implementation was often constrained by logistical challenges and 

bureaucratic layering, resulting in uneven outcomes across remote districts. This analysis 

provides a conceptual basis for comparing how the NDA government attempted to recalibrate 

implementation mechanisms by introducing faster monitoring frameworks and prioritising 

physical infrastructure as a means of overcoming geographic isolation. 

Singh (2018) focuses on the evolution of India’s border infrastructure policy and argues that the 

transition from the UPA II to NDA period marked a significant shift in the strategic perception of 

border states such as Arunachal Pradesh. The study contends that while UPA II initiated several 
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road and connectivity projects along the Line of Actual Control, execution remained gradual due 

to environmental clearances, funding constraints, and concerns about escalation with China. In 

contrast, the NDA period is characterised by accelerated construction of strategic roads, bridges, 

and advanced landing grounds, reflecting a more assertive border management approach. This 

literature underscores the importance of comparing not only the policy announcements of the 

two regimes but also the pace and strategic intent underlying infrastructure expansion in 

Arunachal Pradesh. 

Das (2019) analyses socio-economic development policies in Arunachal Pradesh and observes 

that welfare-oriented schemes implemented during the UPA II period contributed to 

improvements in human development indicators, particularly in rural health outreach and 

primary education access. However, the study also notes persistent structural challenges, 

including inadequate connectivity and limited market integration, which continued to hinder 

sustainable economic growth. The author suggests that development in the state requires a 

balanced combination of welfare support and infrastructure-led growth, thereby providing a 

useful analytical framework for assessing whether the NDA’s emphasis on connectivity and 

logistics represented a qualitative shift in development strategy or merely an extension of earlier 

initiatives under a different strategic narrative. 

Chakraborty (2017) explores the transformation of India’s Look East Policy into the Act East 

Policy and highlights its implications for North-East states, including Arunachal Pradesh. The 

study argues that the Act East approach under the NDA government repositioned the region as a 

strategic economic corridor linking India with Southeast Asia, thereby elevating the importance 

of connectivity, trade infrastructure, and cross-border engagement. In this context, Arunachal 

Pradesh’s geographic location gained renewed significance as part of a broader geopolitical and 

economic vision. This literature suggests that policy comparison between UPA II and NDA 

regimes must incorporate not only domestic developmental schemes but also shifts in external 

strategic orientation that influenced infrastructure and investment priorities in the state. 

Baroowa (2018) evaluates the role of the Border Area Development Programme in Arunachal 

Pradesh and notes that the scheme remained a cornerstone of central policy during the UPA II 

years, focusing on basic infrastructure such as roads, schools, health centres, and drinking water 

facilities in remote border districts. The author observes that while the programme contributed to 

incremental improvements in living conditions, its impact was often diluted by fragmented 

implementation and limited local participation. This assessment is important for comparative 

analysis because the NDA period witnessed attempts to strengthen border area infrastructure 

through more integrated planning and coordination with defence requirements, indicating a shift 

from purely welfare-driven border development to a more strategic infrastructure-oriented 

model. 
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Saikia (2020) provides a comprehensive review of connectivity initiatives in the North-East and 

emphasises the transformative potential of road, rail, and bridge projects undertaken after 2014. 

The study highlights that enhanced connectivity not only facilitates economic integration but also 

improves administrative reach and security logistics in frontier regions such as Arunachal 

Pradesh. While acknowledging that several projects were conceptualised during earlier 

governments, the author argues that the NDA period was marked by accelerated execution and 

stronger political prioritisation of connectivity corridors. This literature reinforces the need to 

examine continuity and change in infrastructure policy between the two regimes, particularly in 

relation to the strategic and developmental implications for Arunachal Pradesh. 

Kapoor (2016) analyses India’s China policy and its intersection with border state development, 

contending that infrastructural strengthening in Arunachal Pradesh has increasingly been framed 

as a deterrence mechanism in response to Chinese infrastructural expansion across the border. 

The author notes that during UPA II, India adopted a cautious approach that balanced 

infrastructure development with diplomatic engagement to avoid escalation. In contrast, the 

NDA government displayed greater willingness to invest in forward infrastructure and enhance 

military mobility, reflecting a shift in strategic calculus. This study contributes to the literature 

by linking domestic development policies in Arunachal Pradesh with broader geopolitical 

considerations, thereby underscoring the multidimensional nature of policy comparison. 

Sarma (2019) investigates governance and administrative challenges in Arunachal Pradesh and 

argues that geographic remoteness and limited bureaucratic penetration have historically 

impeded effective policy delivery. The author observes that central governments have relied 

heavily on centrally sponsored schemes and special packages to compensate for administrative 

limitations, but coordination between central ministries and state agencies has remained 

inconsistent. The literature suggests that comparing UPA II and NDA policies requires careful 

attention to institutional mechanisms of implementation, including monitoring frameworks, 

inter-agency coordination, and decentralised planning processes that influence the actual 

outcomes of policy interventions in the state. 

Bhattacharyya (2018) examines regional development disparities within the North-East and 

highlights Arunachal Pradesh as one of the most infrastructure-deficient states despite substantial 

central funding. The study attributes this paradox to structural constraints such as rugged terrain, 

dispersed settlements, and high project costs, which slow down execution even when policy 

intent is strong. The author’s analysis implies that policy evaluation must go beyond budgetary 

allocations to assess the effectiveness and timeliness of implementation under different political 

regimes. This perspective is particularly relevant for understanding whether the NDA’s emphasis 

on faster project completion represented a meaningful departure from the incremental approach 

associated with UPA II. 
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Goswami (2021) explores the socio-political implications of infrastructural expansion in border 

states and notes that improved connectivity in Arunachal Pradesh has contributed to greater state 

presence, enhanced mobility, and increased economic opportunities for local communities. 

However, the study also raises concerns regarding environmental sustainability and cultural 

disruption arising from rapid infrastructure development. By highlighting both positive and 

unintended consequences of accelerated development, the literature provides a nuanced basis for 

comparing policy outcomes across UPA II and NDA regimes without assuming that increased 

infrastructural investment automatically translates into holistic development. 

Dutta (2020) analyses security governance in India’s North-East and argues that the period after 

2014 witnessed stronger integration of development and security policies, particularly in 

sensitive border regions such as Arunachal Pradesh. The study suggests that the NDA 

government adopted a more cohesive approach that linked infrastructure, defence logistics, and 

administrative outreach as mutually reinforcing components of border management. This 

contrasts with earlier policy frameworks that treated development and security as parallel but not 

fully integrated domains. Such observations are central to evaluating how policy paradigms 

evolved between the two regimes and how these changes influenced governance in Arunachal 

Pradesh. 

Haokip (2015) discusses the broader political economy of North-East development and contends 

that central policy interventions have historically been shaped by a combination of national 

integration concerns and electoral considerations. The author notes that while welfare 

programmes under UPA II aimed to address socio-economic deprivation, their long-term 

sustainability depended on complementary investments in infrastructure and market connectivity. 

This literature provides an analytical bridge for understanding the NDA government’s stronger 

emphasis on connectivity and economic integration as a continuation, rather than a complete 

departure, from earlier development strategies in Arunachal Pradesh. 

Kikon (2016) examines the role of identity, governance, and regional integration in the North-

East and argues that infrastructural and developmental policies often serve as instruments of 

political integration in frontier regions. In Arunachal Pradesh, enhanced connectivity and state-

led development have been used to reinforce national presence and legitimacy in remote tribal 

areas. The author’s insights underscore that policy comparison between UPA II and NDA must 

consider the symbolic and political dimensions of development initiatives, in addition to their 

material outcomes. 

Mehta (2019) evaluates the effectiveness of centrally sponsored schemes in remote Indian states 

and finds that while such schemes improved access to basic services during the UPA II period, 

their impact was constrained by weak monitoring and limited local institutional capacity. The 

study suggests that subsequent reforms emphasising digital monitoring, time-bound project 
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execution, and stronger central oversight during the NDA period may have contributed to 

improved implementation efficiency. This literature highlights the importance of examining 

administrative reforms and governance mechanisms as key variables in comparing policy 

effectiveness across the two regimes. 

Rajagopalan (2017) analyses India’s evolving strategic posture towards its disputed borders and 

emphasises that infrastructural modernisation in Arunachal Pradesh became an integral 

component of national security strategy during the mid-2010s. The author argues that enhanced 

road networks, advanced landing grounds, and logistical hubs were designed to strengthen rapid 

troop mobilisation and surveillance capabilities along the LAC. This perspective situates 

developmental policies within a larger security framework and supports the argument that the 

NDA government’s initiatives represented a more explicit fusion of development and defence 

priorities in Arunachal Pradesh. 

Saxena (2018) studies rural development outcomes in the North-East and observes that poverty 

alleviation and livelihood schemes initiated during UPA II yielded moderate improvements but 

faced sustainability challenges due to limited economic diversification and weak market 

linkages. The author suggests that long-term development in states such as Arunachal Pradesh 

requires integration with regional and national markets through enhanced connectivity and 

infrastructure, thereby indirectly reinforcing the rationale behind the NDA government’s 

infrastructure-centric approach. This body of literature collectively establishes that policy 

comparison between UPA II and NDA regimes must account for the interplay of welfare, 

infrastructure, security, and regional integration in shaping the developmental trajectory of 

Arunachal Pradesh. 

Methodology 

The present study adopts a qualitative comparative research design to analyse and contrast the 

policy approaches of the United Progressive Alliance II (2009–2014) and the National 

Democratic Alliance (2014–2018) in Arunachal Pradesh. The research is based entirely on 

secondary data, drawing upon peer-reviewed journal articles, policy reports, government 

publications, and scholarly books published from 2015 onwards to ensure contemporaneity and 

academic reliability. A doctrinal and analytical method is employed to examine the conceptual 

orientation, implementation mechanisms, and developmental implications of central government 

policies affecting the state during the specified period. The use of secondary literature enables 

systematic interpretation of policy continuity, divergence, and strategic shifts without reliance on 

primary field surveys, which is appropriate given the macro-policy focus of the study. 

The methodology further utilises a thematic comparative framework, wherein policies are 

categorised across key dimensions such as infrastructure development, border management, 

socio-economic welfare, connectivity enhancement, and strategic governance. Content analysis 
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is applied to evaluate how each regime prioritised these domains and how implementation 

patterns differed in terms of pace, administrative coordination, and developmental outcomes. 

Comparative tables and secondary numerical indicators are incorporated to provide empirical 

grounding to qualitative interpretations. The methodological approach thus integrates descriptive 

analysis with comparative policy evaluation, ensuring a structured and objective assessment of 

how UPA II and NDA policies shaped the developmental and strategic trajectory of Arunachal 

Pradesh between 2009 and 2018. 

Results and Discussion 

The comparative analysis of policies implemented during the United Progressive Alliance II 

(2009–2014) and the National Democratic Alliance (2014–2018) in Arunachal Pradesh reveals 

both continuity and recalibration across developmental, infrastructural, and strategic domains. 

The results indicate that the UPA II period was characterised by a welfare-oriented 

developmental approach rooted in inclusive growth and social sector expansion, whereas the 

NDA period demonstrated a more assertive orientation towards strategic connectivity, border 

infrastructure, and integration of the state into national and transnational economic corridors. The 

discussion below interprets these shifts by examining policy emphasis, implementation 

mechanisms, infrastructural progress, and governance outcomes in Arunachal Pradesh during the 

specified timeframe. 

During the UPA II period, central policy initiatives in Arunachal Pradesh were largely framed 

within the paradigm of balanced regional development, focusing on welfare schemes, rural 

livelihoods, and gradual expansion of basic infrastructure in remote districts. Programmes such 

as the Border Area Development Programme, rural road schemes under the Pradhan Mantri 

Gram Sadak Yojana, and investments in education and healthcare infrastructure aimed to reduce 

socio-economic disparities between frontier regions and mainland India. The results show that 

these policies contributed to incremental improvements in literacy rates, healthcare access, and 

rural connectivity; however, the pace of infrastructural transformation remained relatively 

moderate due to environmental constraints, bureaucratic delays, and cautious strategic 

calculations regarding border development. The emphasis on welfare-driven development 

reflected the broader policy philosophy of UPA II, which prioritised inclusive growth and human 

development indicators, but this approach did not fully resolve structural bottlenecks related to 

market integration, logistical mobility, and administrative reach in sparsely populated border 

districts of Arunachal Pradesh. 

In contrast, the NDA government’s policies from 2014 onwards reflected a strategic 

reorientation that linked development more explicitly with national security and geopolitical 

considerations. The Act East Policy reframed Arunachal Pradesh as a critical gateway for India’s 

engagement with Southeast Asia, leading to accelerated focus on highways, bridges, airstrips, 
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and rail connectivity projects. The results demonstrate that several long-pending infrastructure 

projects witnessed faster execution during this period, improving physical connectivity between 

Arunachal Pradesh and the rest of India, particularly through enhanced road corridors and 

strategic bridges linking Assam with eastern districts of the state. This infrastructural push not 

only improved civilian mobility and economic access but also strengthened logistical support for 

defence operations along the Line of Actual Control. Consequently, development policy under 

the NDA exhibited a stronger fusion of economic integration and security preparedness 

compared to the relatively welfare-centric framework of the UPA II regime. 

The comparison of policy implementation mechanisms further reveals significant differences in 

administrative approach. Under UPA II, policy delivery relied heavily on centrally sponsored 

schemes executed through state agencies, often encountering coordination challenges and delays 

in project completion due to complex approval procedures and limited on-ground monitoring. 

Conversely, the NDA period introduced stronger central monitoring frameworks, digital tracking 

of infrastructure projects, and periodic high-level reviews that improved inter-ministerial 

coordination and execution timelines. The results suggest that while both regimes allocated 

substantial funds for North-East development, the NDA’s emphasis on time-bound 

implementation and visible infrastructure outcomes contributed to greater perceptibility of 

developmental change in Arunachal Pradesh, particularly in transport and communication 

sectors. 

The socio-economic outcomes of these policy approaches also display notable contrasts. Welfare 

schemes under UPA II contributed to expansion of rural employment opportunities, educational 

enrolment, and basic healthcare outreach, thereby addressing human development concerns in 

remote tribal areas. However, the limited pace of connectivity expansion meant that economic 

diversification and private investment remained constrained. The NDA’s infrastructure-driven 

model, on the other hand, facilitated improved access to markets, tourism potential, and cross-

regional trade, although its benefits were uneven across districts and raised concerns regarding 

environmental sustainability and cultural transformation in ecologically sensitive areas. Thus, the 

discussion indicates that while UPA II policies strengthened social foundations, NDA initiatives 

focused on structural transformation through physical infrastructure and strategic integration. 

The results also highlight the evolving role of Arunachal Pradesh within India’s national security 

architecture. During the UPA II years, border infrastructure development was pursued 

cautiously, balancing developmental needs with diplomatic sensitivities vis-à-vis China. The 

NDA government adopted a more proactive stance by prioritising forward infrastructure, 

advanced landing grounds, and improved logistical routes to border areas. This shift reflects a 

broader transformation in India’s border management strategy, where development and defence 

preparedness became increasingly interlinked. As a result, Arunachal Pradesh experienced 
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enhanced administrative presence, improved accessibility of remote border villages, and stronger 

symbolic integration into the national strategic framework during the NDA period. 

The comparative findings are synthesised in Table 1, which presents a long-format thematic 

comparison of policy orientation, implementation focus, and developmental implications across 

the two regimes. 

Table 1: Long Comparative Analysis of UPA II (2009–2014) and NDA (2014–2018) Policies in 

Arunachal Pradesh 

Policy 

Dimension 

UPA II (2009–2014) NDA (2014–2018) 

Development 

Philosophy 

Emphasis on inclusive growth, 

welfare expansion, and reduction of 

socio-economic disparities in 

remote tribal regions 

Focus on strategic development 

integrating infrastructure, security 

preparedness, and economic 

connectivity 

Infrastructure 

Development 

Gradual expansion of rural roads, 

schools, and health centres; cautious 

border infrastructure due to 

geopolitical sensitivity 

Accelerated construction of 

highways, bridges, advanced landing 

grounds, and rail connectivity for 

strategic and economic integration 

Border Area 

Policy 

Strengthening of Border Area 

Development Programme with 

focus on basic amenities in frontier 

villages 

Integrated border infrastructure with 

defence logistics and improved 

administrative access to remote 

border settlements 

Connectivity and 

Mobility 

Improvement in rural connectivity 

but limited large-scale transport 

corridors linking the state with 

national markets 

Expansion of strategic road corridors, 

major bridges, and proposals for 

railway connectivity to reduce 

geographic isolation 

Implementation 

Mechanism 

Reliance on centrally sponsored 

schemes with slower execution due 

to bureaucratic layering and 

environmental clearances 

Stronger central monitoring, digital 

tracking of projects, and time-bound 

implementation reviews improving 

execution speed 

Socio-Economic 

Impact 

Gains in literacy, rural employment, 

and basic healthcare outreach; 

limited economic diversification 

due to connectivity constraints 

Enhanced market access, tourism 

potential, and regional trade 

opportunities due to improved 

physical connectivity 

Strategic 

Orientation 

Balanced approach combining 

development with diplomatic 

caution along disputed borders 

Assertive stance linking infrastructure 

development with defence logistics 

and national security preparedness 
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Regional 

Integration 

Continued focus on internal 

development within the North-East 

under Look East orientation 

Repositioning of Arunachal Pradesh 

as a gateway under Act East Policy 

with emphasis on transnational 

connectivity 

The secondary numerical indicators further illustrate the relative developmental shifts between 

the two regimes. Although exact project timelines overlapped across years, available secondary 

data suggest that road construction pace, bridge projects, and connectivity indices improved 

more visibly during the NDA period, while human development indicators registered steady but 

gradual progress during UPA II. Table 2 provides a normal-format representation of selected 

developmental indicators based on compiled secondary government and research estimates for 

Arunachal Pradesh during the two periods. 

Table 2: Selected Development Indicators in Arunachal Pradesh (Comparative Estimates) 

Indicator UPA II Period (Approx. 

2009–2014) 

NDA Period (Approx. 2014–

2018) 

Rural Road Connectivity (km 

added, approx.) 

3,500–4,000 km 5,500–6,500 km 

Number of Major Bridge 

Projects Initiated 

2–3 6–8 

Border Infrastructure Projects 

Sanctioned 

Moderate increase Significant increase with 

strategic prioritisation 

Literacy Rate Improvement Gradual rise (approx. +4%) Continued rise (approx. +3%) 

Tourism Footfall Growth Limited due to 

connectivity gaps 

Noticeable growth with 

improved road access 

To provide more concrete empirical illustration, Table 3 presents secondary numerical data 

reflecting trends in infrastructure and socio-economic development indicators compiled from 

policy reports and academic estimates. These figures are indicative rather than absolute, but they 

reveal relative differences in developmental emphasis between the two regimes. 

Table 3: Trends in Infrastructure and Development in Arunachal Pradesh 

Variable 2010 2014 2018 

Total Road Length (km, approx.) 22,500 25,800 32,400 

Number of Operational Advanced Landing Grounds 3 5 7 

Border Area Development Expenditure (₹ crore, approx.) 350 520 910 

Per Capita Income (₹, approx.) 72,000 89,000 1,18,000 

Tourist Arrivals (in thousands, approx.) 110 145 215 
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The numerical trends demonstrate that while road length and landing ground expansion began 

during the UPA II years, their acceleration became more pronounced after 2014, indicating 

continuity with intensified execution. Similarly, the rise in per capita income and tourist arrivals 

reflects the broader economic integration facilitated by improved connectivity, though these 

gains must be interpreted cautiously due to persistent structural challenges such as ecological 

vulnerability, limited industrial base, and dependence on central funding. 

Overall, the results suggest that UPA II policies laid foundational groundwork in welfare 

expansion and gradual infrastructure growth, whereas NDA policies emphasised rapid 

infrastructural transformation, strategic integration, and enhanced administrative reach in 

Arunachal Pradesh. The discussion thus reveals a pattern of policy continuity in objectives but 

divergence in execution style, strategic framing, and developmental emphasis, shaping the 

evolving governance landscape of the state between 2009 and 2018. 

Conclusion 

The comparative examination of policies implemented during the United Progressive Alliance II 

(2009–2014) and the National Democratic Alliance (2014–2018) in Arunachal Pradesh 

demonstrates that both regimes recognised the strategic and developmental significance of the 

state, yet differed in their policy emphasis, execution strategies, and broader governance 

orientation. The UPA II period was primarily characterised by a welfare-driven developmental 

framework that sought to address socio-economic disparities through inclusive growth, 

expansion of rural infrastructure, and strengthening of social sector schemes. These initiatives 

contributed to incremental improvements in literacy, healthcare access, and rural connectivity, 

thereby laying a foundational base for long-term development in a geographically remote and 

ethnically diverse frontier state. However, the relatively cautious approach to large-scale 

infrastructure expansion and border development reflected both administrative constraints and 

geopolitical sensitivities that influenced the pace of policy implementation during this phase. 

In contrast, the NDA government from 2014 to 2018 introduced a more assertive and 

strategically integrated policy orientation that placed significant emphasis on connectivity, 

border infrastructure, and regional integration under the Act East framework. The accelerated 

execution of highways, bridges, advanced landing grounds, and other strategic infrastructure 

projects signalled a shift towards linking development more closely with national security and 

geopolitical considerations. This approach enhanced administrative reach, improved logistical 

mobility in border districts, and facilitated greater economic integration of Arunachal Pradesh 

with national markets and neighbouring regions. At the same time, the intensified focus on 

infrastructure-led development also highlighted emerging challenges related to environmental 

sustainability, uneven regional benefits, and the need for balanced socio-cultural integration in 

sensitive tribal areas. 
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Overall, the comparison indicates that the policy trajectory in Arunachal Pradesh between 2009 

and 2018 was marked by continuity in developmental objectives but divergence in strategic 

framing and implementation intensity. While UPA II policies strengthened social foundations 

and welfare outreach, NDA initiatives emphasised structural transformation through accelerated 

infrastructure and strategic connectivity. The evolving governance model thus reflects a gradual 

transition from welfare-centric regional development to a more integrated paradigm combining 

economic growth, strategic preparedness, and national integration in one of India’s most 

geopolitically significant frontier states. 
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