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Abstract  

The National Education Policy (NEP) 2020 represents India's most comprehensive educational reform in three decades, yet its 

implementation in government primary schools faces substantial systemic barriers. This empirical study examines 

implementation challenges across five Indian states Maharashtra, Uttar Pradesh, Kerala, Rajasthan, and Tamil Nadu through 

a mixed-methods approach combining surveys of 847 primary school administrators, classroom observations, and policy 

document analysis. Findings reveal critical barriers across four domains: infrastructural inadequacies (78% of schools lacking 

digital infrastructure), human resource constraints (average teacher-student ratio of 1:42 versus NEP's recommended 1:30), 

pedagogical resistance to foundational literacy and numeracy reforms (63% teachers expressing low self-efficacy), and 

administrative-financial bottlenecks (average 11-month delay in fund allocation). Regional disparities emerge significantly, 

with southern states demonstrating 34% higher implementation readiness than northern counterparts. The study identifies that 

successful implementation requires synchronized interventions addressing capacity building, resource allocation mechanisms, 

and institutional reform. These findings have immediate implications for policy refinement and implementation strategy 

recalibration at both central and state levels. 
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I. INTRODUCTION  

India's National Education Policy (NEP) 2020, approved by the Union Cabinet on July 29, 2020, articulates an 

ambitious vision for transforming the nation's educational landscape by 2040. As the first comprehensive policy framework 

since the 1986 National Policy on Education, NEP 2020 introduces paradigmatic shifts in curricular structure (5+3+3+4 

replacing 10+2), pedagogical approaches emphasizing foundational literacy and numeracy (FLN), multilingual education, and 

assessment reforms prioritizing competency over rote learning (Ministry of Human Resource Development, 2020). 

Government primary schools, serving approximately 65% of India's 130 million primary-age children, constitute the critical 

implementation frontier where policy aspirations must translate into classroom realities (Unified District Information System 

for Education , 2021-22). 

However, the four-year implementation trajectory reveals substantial gaps between policy intent and ground-level 

practice. While NEP 2020's vision is widely lauded by educational scholars and policymakers (Kumar, 2020), empirical 

evidence suggests that structural, resource-based, and capacity-related constraints significantly impede its actualization in 

government primary schools. Previous educational reforms in India—including the (Right to Education Act ,2009) and Sarva 

Shiksha Abhiyan—demonstrate that ambitious policy frameworks often encounter implementation challenges rooted in India's 

federal structure, resource constraints, and institutional inertia (Ramachandran, 2009; Govinda & Bandyopadhyay, 2010). 

1.1. Research Problem and Significance 

The central research question guiding this investigation is: What are the primary barriers impeding NEP 2020 
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implementation in government primary schools, and how do these barriers vary across different state contexts? This inquiry is 

critical for three reasons. First, understanding implementation barriers is essential for policy recalibration and resource 

prioritization. Second, the federal structure of Indian education necessitates state-specific analysis, as implementation 

responsibility rests primarily with state governments (Tilak, 2020). Third, the quality of primary education fundamentally 

determines educational outcomes and social mobility, making government primary schools sites of particular significance 

(Muralidharan et al., 2019). 

This study contributes to the limited empirical literature on NEP 2020 implementation by providing systematic, multi-

state comparative analysis. While existing research addresses specific aspects of NEP 2020, comprehensive empirical studies 

examining implementation barriers across states remain scarce. This research fills that gap by employing rigorous mixed-

methods analysis across diverse state contexts. 

1.2. Research Objectives 

This study pursues four specific objectives: 

• To identify and categorize primary implementation barriers across infrastructural, human resource, pedagogical, and 

administrative dimensions 

• To examine regional variations in implementation challenges and readiness across selected states 

• To assess the relationship between resource availability, teacher capacity, and implementation outcomes 

• To develop evidence-based recommendations for enhancing implementation effectiveness 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1.  Theoretical Framework: Policy Implementation Theory 

This study draws on (Sabatier & Mazmanian,1980) implementation framework, which identifies six critical conditions 

for effective policy implementation:  

• Clear And Consistent Objectives 

• Adequate Causal Theory Linking Interventions To Outcomes 

• Legally Structured Implementation Process 

• Committed And Skilled Implementing Officials 

• Support From Interest Groups And Sovereigns 

• Absence Of Undermining Socioeconomic Conditions 

This framework provides analytical lenses for examining NEP 2020 implementation barriers across multiple levels—

from policy design to street-level implementation. 

(Lipsky, 1980) street-level bureaucracy theory further illuminates how frontline implementers—teachers and school 

administrators—exercise discretion that shapes policy outcomes. In the Indian education context, where teacher agency and 

administrative capacity vary significantly, this theoretical perspective is particularly relevant (Ramachandran et al., 2018). 

2.2. Educational Policy Implementation in India 

India's educational policy implementation history reveals consistent patterns of implementation deficits. 

(Kingdon,2020) analysis of the Right to Education Act implementation demonstrates that despite legislative mandates, many 

provisions remain unrealized due to resource constraints and weak enforcement mechanisms. Similarly, (Banerji & Chavan 

,2016) longitudinal analysis through Annual Status of Education Reports (ASER) reveals persistent gaps between policy goals 

and learning outcomes. 

The implementation of Sarva Shiksha Abhishan (SSA), despite substantial financial investments exceeding ₹1.7 trillion 

between 2001-2015, exhibited mixed outcomes attributable to variations in state capacity, political commitment, and 

administrative efficiency (Govinda & Bandyopadhyay, 2010). These historical patterns suggest that NEP 2020 implementation 

must contend with deeply embedded systemic challenges. 

2.3. NEP 2020: Key Provisions and Implementation Requirements 

NEP 2020 introduces transformative provisions affecting primary education:  

• The 5+3+3+4 Curricular Structure Recognizing Early Childhood As A Distinct Stage 

• Emphasis On Foundational Literacy And Numeracy Through The Nipun Bharat Mission Targeting Universal Fln By 

Grade 3 

• Competency-Based Education And Assessment Reforms 

• Multilingual Education With Mother Tongue As Medium Of Instruction Until Grade 5 

• Reduced Curriculum Load And Integrated Learning 

• Technology Integration For Teaching And Assessment (Mhrd, 2020) 

Each provision carries specific implementation requirements. For instance, FLN reforms necessitate specialized teacher 

training, appropriate learning materials, and assessment tools (National Council of Educational Research and Training , 2021). 

The 5+3+3+4 structure requires infrastructural modifications, particularly for integrating early childhood education. 

Multilingual education demands development of teaching-learning materials in regional languages and dialects (Mohanty, 

2019). 
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2.4. Implementation Barriers: Existing Evidence 

Emerging research on NEP 2020 implementation identifies several barrier categories. Research highlights resource 

constraints, particularly in states with limited fiscal capacity (Annual Status of Education Report , 2022). Studies of various 

state primary schools reveal that substantial proportions lack basic digital infrastructure required for technology integration 

(Government of India, 2023). Documentation exists of teacher capacity gaps, noting that most primary teachers lack training 

in competency-based pedagogy (NCERT, 2022). 

Administrative and governance challenges constitute another barrier domain. Analysis emphasizes coordination failures 

between central and state agencies, delayed fund releases, and inadequate monitoring mechanisms (Tilak, 2020). Examination 

of various state implementation experiences identifies that even well-resourced states face challenges in pedagogical 

transformation and assessment reform (Singh & Singh, 2023). 

2.5. Research Gaps 

Despite growing attention to NEP 2020, significant gaps persist in empirical research. First, most existing studies focus 

on single states or specific policy aspects, lacking comprehensive multi-state comparative analysis. Second, quantitative 

assessments of implementation progress remain limited, with most research relying on qualitative case studies. Third, the 

relationship between specific barriers and implementation outcomes requires systematic investigation. This study addresses 

these gaps through rigorous mixed-methods analysis across diverse state contexts. 

III.  METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Research Design 

This study employs a convergent parallel mixed-methods design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018) combining 

quantitative surveys, qualitative interviews, and document analysis to examine NEP 2020 implementation barriers 

comprehensively. The mixed-methods approach enables triangulation of findings, enhancing validity and providing nuanced 

understanding of complex implementation dynamics. 

3.2. Sample Selection 

The study employed purposive sampling to select five states representing diverse geographical, socio-economic, and 

administrative contexts: Maharashtra (western India, high urbanization), Uttar Pradesh (northern India, large population, lower 

development indicators), Kerala (southern India, high literacy, strong governance), Rajasthan (northwestern India, rural 

predominance), and Tamil Nadu (southern India, established education infrastructure). Within each state, districts were 

stratified by urban-rural classification and development indicators, with three districts randomly selected per state (total: 15 

districts). 

Primary schools were randomly sampled within selected districts, yielding a total sample of 847 government primary 

schools (Maharashtra: 172, Uttar Pradesh: 189, Kerala: 158, Rajasthan: 176, Tamil Nadu: 152). The sample size was 

determined using statistical power analysis (power = 0.80, α = 0.05) for detecting medium effect sizes in comparative analyses. 

3.3. Data Collection Instruments 

3.3.1. Quantitative Component:  

A structured survey instrument, the NEP Implementation Readiness and Barrier Assessment (NIRBA), was developed 

based on NEP 2020's key provisions and piloted in 45 schools. The NIRBA comprises five sections:  

• Infrastructure and resource availability (22 items) 

• Teacher capacity and training (18 items) 

• Pedagogical practices and reforms (25 items) 

• Administrative processes and support (16 items) 

• Implementation outcomes (14 items) 

Psychometric analysis yielded strong internal consistency (Cronbach's α = 0.89) and construct validity confirmed 

through exploratory factor analysis. 

3.3.2. Qualitative Component:  

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with purposively sampled administrators (n = 95, including head teachers 

and block education officers) to explore implementation experiences, challenges, and contextual factors. Interview protocols 

addressed themes including resource allocation, teacher training experiences, curricular implementation, assessment reforms, 

and administrative support. 

3.3.3. Document Analysis:  

Policy documents, circulars, implementation guidelines, and monitoring reports from central and state education 

departments were systematically analyzed to assess policy clarity, resource allocation patterns, and official implementation 

timelines. 
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3.4. Data Collection Procedures 

Data collection occurred between September 2023 and March 2024. Quantitative surveys were administered to school 

head teachers during school visits by trained research assistants. Qualitative interviews, lasting 45-60 minutes, were audio-

recorded with informed consent and conducted in participants' preferred languages (Hindi, English, or regional languages). 

All procedures received ethical approval from the institutional review board, and informed consent was obtained from all 

participants. 

3.5. Data Analysis 

3.5.1. Quantitative Analysis:  

Survey data were analyzed using SPSS 28.0. Descriptive statistics characterized implementation status across states. 

Independent samples t-tests and ANOVA examined differences across states and school characteristics. Multiple regression 

analysis assessed relationships between barrier domains and implementation outcomes. Chi-square tests evaluated categorical 

associations. Statistical significance was set at p < 0.05. 

3.5.2. Qualitative Analysis:  

Interview transcripts were analyzed using thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Initial coding was conducted 

independently by two researchers, followed by collaborative development of codebook and thematic structure. NVivo 12 

software facilitated data management and analysis. Themes were validated through member checking with selected 

participants. 

3.5.3. Integration  

Findings were integrated during interpretation, with qualitative data illuminating quantitative patterns and providing 

contextual depth. Convergence, complementarity, and divergence across data sources were systematically examined. 

3.6. Validity and Reliability 

Multiple strategies enhanced research rigor:  

• Instrument validation through expert review and pilot testing 

• Inter-rater reliability assessment for qualitative coding (cohen's κ = 0.84) 

• Triangulation across data sources and methods 

• Thick description for transferability 

• Reflexivity through researcher journaling 

3.7. Limitations 

This study's limitations include:  

• Cross-sectional design limiting causal inference 

• Reliance on administrator reports potentially subject to social desirability bias 

• Sampling from five states limiting generalizability across all indian states 

• Dynamic implementation context with ongoing policy refinements 

These limitations are addressed through methodological rigor and careful interpretation. 

IV. RESULTS 

4.1. Infrastructure and Resource Barriers 

Quantitative analysis reveals critical infrastructure deficits impeding NEP 2020 implementation. Table 1 presents 

infrastructure availability across sampled states. 

                 Table 1. Infrastructure and Resource Availability by State 

Infrastructure 

Component 
Maharashtra 

(%) 
Uttar Pradesh 

(%) 
Kerala (%) 

Rajasthan 

(%) 
Tamil 

Nadu (%) 
Overall 

(%) 

Digital classroom 
facilities 

34.3 12.2 67.7 18.8 58.6 38.3 

Computers for 
students 

28.5 9.0 71.5 15.3 61.2 37.1 

Internet 
connectivity 

31.4 8.5 69.6 14.2 57.9 36.3 

Library with 
adequate books 

52.9 31.7 84.8 38.1 76.3 56.8 

Science 
laboratory/kits 

23.8 11.6 58.2 17.0 51.3 32.4 

Play-based 
learning materials 

41.3 22.8 77.2 29.5 68.4 47.8 

Separate 
classrooms 

19.8 7.4 43.0 11.9 37.5 23.9 
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(5+3+3+4 

structure) 

Adequate student 

furniture 
67.4 48.3 91.1 52.8 83.6 68.6 

Note. N = 847 schools. Percentages indicate schools possessing specified infrastructure. 

Significant interstate disparities emerge, with Kerala demonstrating substantially higher infrastructure readiness (mean 

availability: 70.4%) compared to Uttar Pradesh (18.9%). Chi-square analysis confirms significant association between state 

and infrastructure availability, χ²(4, N = 847) = 284.67, p < .001, Cramer's V = 0.58. Digital infrastructure gaps are particularly 

acute, with only 22% of schools across the five states possessing necessary technology for NEP 2020's digital integration 

requirements. 

Qualitative data illuminate infrastructure challenges' practical implications. A head teacher from rural Rajasthan 

explained: "NEP talks about digital learning and smart classrooms, but we don't have electricity for six hours daily. We received 

tablets under government scheme but cannot charge them. Teachers use their mobile data to access resources" (Participant R-

23). This testimony reflects broader patterns wherein policy prescriptions exceed infrastructural realities. 

4.2. Human Resource Capacity Barriers 

Teacher capacity constraints constitute the second major barrier category. Table 2 summarizes human resource 

indicators. 

               Table 2. Human Resource Indicators by State 

Indicator Maharashtra 
Uttar 

Pradesh 
Kerala Rajasthan Tamil Nadu Overall Mean 

Mean teacher-student 

ratio 
1:38 1:47 1:31 1:45 1:33 1:42 

% teachers trained in 

FLN pedagogy 
42.6 28.4 71.3 31.7 64.8 47.8 

% teachers trained in 

competency-based 

assessment 

36.9 22.1 68.4 27.9 58.2 42.7 

% teachers proficient in 

local language 

instruction 

78.5 81.3 94.3 73.6 89.5 83.4 

Mean years teaching 

experience 
11.3 9.7 14.8 10.2 13.1 11.8 

% teachers holding 

B.Ed. qualification 
68.4 52.7 87.3 56.8 81.6 69.4 

                 Note. N = 847 schools. Data based on school records and administrator reports. 

Teacher-student ratios exceed NEP 2020's recommended 1:30 across most states, with Uttar Pradesh and Rajasthan 

showing particularly concerning ratios. ANOVA reveals significant interstate differences in teacher training rates, F(4, 842) = 

87.34, p < .001, η² = 0.29. Post-hoc Tukey tests indicate Kerala and Tamil Nadu significantly outperform other states (p < 

.001). 

Teacher self-efficacy in implementing NEP reforms emerged as critical. Survey data indicate that 63% of teachers 

reported low confidence in competency-based pedagogy, with 71% expressing concerns about assessment reforms. Qualitative 

interviews revealed that many teachers perceive NEP requirements as "additional burden without adequate preparation." An 

experienced teacher from Maharashtra stated: "We attended one three-day training on FLN. How can we transform our entire 

teaching approach with three days? We need continuous support, not one-time workshops" (Participant M-47). 

Teacher recruitment and retention challenges compound capacity issues. Uttar Pradesh and Rajasthan report 18% and 

15% teacher vacancy rates respectively, forcing existing teachers to manage multiple grade levels simultaneously. This multi-

grade teaching reality contradicts NEP 2020's envisioned age-appropriate pedagogy. 

4.3. Pedagogical Implementation Barriers 

Classroom observation data and teacher surveys reveal significant pedagogical implementation gaps. While 87% of 

schools reported formal adoption of the 5+3+3+4 structure on paper, actual classroom practices remained largely unchanged 

in 69% of schools. Foundational literacy and numeracy initiatives show variable implementation, with only 41% of schools 

demonstrating consistent use of FLN-aligned teaching methods. 

Assessment reform implementation faces particular resistance. Traditional examination-oriented approaches persist, 

with 76% of teachers reporting continued reliance on memorization-based assessment despite policy directives toward 

competency-based evaluation. A block education officer from Tamil Nadu observed: "Teachers understand competency-based 

assessment intellectually, but reverting to familiar methods under pressure. Parents and administrators still judge schools by 

marks, not competencies" (Participant T-12). 

Multilingual education implementation demonstrates mixed outcomes. While 83% of teachers possess proficiency in 

local language instruction, actual classroom practice reveals continued dominance of English and Hindi in states like 

Maharashtra and Rajasthan. Qualitative data suggest this reflects parental aspirations for English proficiency and perceived 

social mobility, creating tension with NEP's multilingual vision. 
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Integrated and interdisciplinary learning, central to NEP 2020's pedagogical philosophy, shows minimal 

implementation (implemented consistently in only 23% of schools). Teachers cite unclear guidelines, lack of appropriate 

materials, and insufficient training as primary obstacles. The subject-siloed teacher training and textbook structure inherited 

from previous frameworks creates path dependency resistant to integration. 

4.4. Administrative and Financial Barriers 

Administrative processes and financial mechanisms constitute the fourth barrier domain. Multiple regression analysis 

examining predictors of implementation effectiveness (β coefficients reported) reveals that timely fund allocation (β = 0.42, p 

< .001) and administrative support (β = 0.38, p < .001) significantly predict implementation outcomes, even after controlling 

for infrastructure and teacher capacity. 

Survey data indicate average delays of 11 months between policy announcement and actual fund disbursement to 

schools. These delays cascade through implementation timelines, disrupting planning and procurement. An administrator from 

Uttar Pradesh explained: "We receive allocation notices but funds arrive next academic year. By then, priorities shift, prices 

increase, and momentum is lost" (Participant U-31). 

Coordination challenges between central and state agencies emerge prominently. NEP 2020's implementation relies on 

synchronized action across multiple agencies—NCERT for curriculum, state councils for adaptation, State Councils of 

Educational Research and Training (SCERTs) for teacher training, and district administration for execution. Qualitative data 

reveal frequent coordination failures, duplicated efforts, and communication gaps. Only 34% of administrators rated inter-

agency coordination as "effective" or "very effective." 

Monitoring and accountability mechanisms show significant weaknesses. While 89% of schools report regular 

inspections, these focus primarily on compliance documentation rather than pedagogical quality or learning outcomes. The 

absence of robust implementation monitoring systems prevents timely identification and resolution of barriers. Kerala's 

relatively successful implementation correlates with its systematic monitoring framework, including monthly review meetings 

and data-driven decision-making. 

   Table 3. Administrative Efficiency Indicators by State 

Indicator Maharashtra Uttar Pradesh Kerala Rajasthan Tamil Nadu 

Mean fund 
disbursement delay 

(months) 

9.2 14.7 5.3 12.8 7.1 

% schools 

receiving adequate 

budgets 

52.3 38.6 73.4 41.2 64.8 

Administrative 

support rating (1-5 
scale) 

2.8 2.1 3.9 2.4 3.5 

Inter-agency 
coordination rating 

(1-5 scale) 

2.6 1.9 3.7 2.2 3.2 

Monitoring 

effectiveness rating 

(1-5 scale) 

2.9 2.3 4.1 2.5 3.6 

Note. Ratings based on administrator assessments using 5-point Likert scales (1 = very ineffective, 5 = very effective). 

4.5. Regional Variations and Comparative Analysis 

Systematic comparison across states reveals distinct implementation patterns. Kerala demonstrates highest overall 

implementation readiness (Implementation Readiness Index [IRI] = 68.4), followed by Tamil Nadu (IRI = 61.7), Maharashtra 

(IRI = 47.3), Rajasthan (IRI = 39.8), and Uttar Pradesh (IRI = 34.2). The IRI, computed as weighted average of infrastructure, 

human resource, pedagogical, and administrative indicators, provides comparative metric. 

Correlation analysis reveals significant relationships between state development indicators and implementation 

outcomes. State per capita income correlates moderately with IRI (r = 0.67, p = .02), as does state education expenditure as 

percentage of GDP (r = 0.71, p = .01). However, qualitative analysis suggests political will and administrative capacity mediate 

these relationships. Kerala's success, despite not being the wealthiest state, exemplifies how governance quality and historical 

commitment to education enhance implementation. 

Southern states (Kerala and Tamil Nadu) demonstrate 34% higher implementation readiness than northern states (Uttar 

Pradesh and Rajasthan), confirming regional disparities in educational development. These patterns reflect broader socio-

economic divides and differential state capacity, with implications for equitable NEP implementation across India's diverse 

contexts. 

V. DISCUSSION 

5.1. Synthesis of Findings 

This multi-state empirical analysis reveals that NEP 2020 implementation in government primary schools encounters 

substantial, multidimensional barriers spanning infrastructure, human resources, pedagogy, and administration. These findings 

align with (Sabatier & Mazmanian ,1980) implementation framework, demonstrating how resource constraints, capacity 

limitations, and institutional factors mediate policy actualization. 
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The infrastructure deficit, particularly in digital resources, fundamentally constrains technology-integrated learning 

central to NEP 2020. While policy envisions digital classrooms and technology-enabled pedagogy, ground realities show 78% 

of schools lacking requisite infrastructure. This digital divide mirrors broader socio-economic inequalities, risking widened 

educational disparities rather than the equity NEP 2020 envisions (Government of India, 2023). 

Human resource barriers—both quantitative (teacher shortages) and qualitative (capacity gaps)—emerge as critical 

impediments. The 1:42 teacher-student ratio substantially exceeds NEP's 1:30 recommendation, limiting individualized 

attention essential for competency-based education. Moreover, teacher training inadequacies reflect insufficient investment in 

capacity development, consistent with historical patterns in Indian educational reforms (Ramachandran et al., 2018). The 

finding that teachers perceive reforms as additional burden without adequate support illuminates (Lipsky ,1980) observation 

that street-level implementers' discretion and buy-in critically shape policy outcomes. 

Pedagogical implementation gaps—persistent traditional practices despite policy directives—reveal the challenge of 

transforming deeply embedded educational cultures. Assessment reform resistance particularly exemplifies this, reflecting 

what (Tyack & Cuban ,1995) term the "grammar of schooling" that proves resistant to change. The tension between NEP's 

multilingual vision and parental English aspirations highlights how policy implementation occurs within broader socio-cultural 

contexts that may contradict policy intent. 

Administrative and financial barriers demonstrate how institutional structures and processes shape implementation 

effectiveness. The 11-month average fund disbursement delay illustrates how bureaucratic inefficiencies undermine reform 

momentum. Coordination challenges across multiple agencies reflect the complexity of India's federal education governance, 

where central policy requires state-level implementation across diverse administrative capacities (Tilak, 2020). 

5.2. Regional Disparities: Implications for Equity 

The substantial regional variations—Kerala's 68.4% implementation readiness versus Uttar Pradesh's 34.2%—raise 

critical equity concerns. If unaddressed, these disparities risk creating multi-tier educational systems where NEP's 

transformative vision materializes primarily in well-resourced states while disadvantaged states struggle with basic 

implementation. This pattern contradicts NEP 2020's equity objectives and threatens to widen interstate educational quality 

gaps. 

The correlation between state development indicators and implementation outcomes suggests that NEP's success 

partially depends on pre-existing state capacity and resources. However, Kerala's relatively strong performance despite not 

being the wealthiest state indicates that political commitment, governance quality, and historical educational investment can 

mediate resource constraints. This finding suggests that strategic capacity building and governance reform could enhance 

implementation even in resource-constrained contexts. 

5.3. Theoretical Implications 

These findings contribute to policy implementation theory in several ways. First, they demonstrate the relevance of 

(Sabatier & Mazmanian,1980) framework in contemporary Indian educational policy context, validating the importance of 

clear objectives, adequate resources, and institutional capacity. Second, they illustrate how (Lipsky,1980) street-level 

bureaucracy theory applies to educational reform, where teacher agency and discretion critically mediate outcomes. Third, the 

findings highlight how path dependency and institutional inertia constrain transformative reform, supporting historical 

institutionalism perspectives (Pierson, 2000). 

The study also contributes to understanding policy-practice gaps in educational reform. The disconnect between formal 

policy adoption (87% schools) and actual practice transformation (31% schools) illustrates the difference between symbolic 

and substantive implementation—a distinction critical for policy evaluation and refinement. 

5.4. Practical Implications 

These findings have immediate practical implications for NEP 2020 implementation strategy. First, substantial 

infrastructure investment is essential, particularly in digital resources, with prioritization of under-resourced states to prevent 

widening disparities. Second, comprehensive, sustained teacher capacity development must replace current ad hoc training 

approaches. Third, pedagogical support systems—including mentoring, peer learning networks, and continuous professional 

development—are necessary to facilitate actual practice transformation. Fourth, administrative reforms addressing fund 

disbursement delays, inter-agency coordination, and monitoring effectiveness could significantly enhance implementation 

efficiency. 

The study also suggests that realistic, phased implementation timelines acknowledging resource and capacity 

constraints may prove more effective than uniform implementation deadlines that set up under-resourced states for failure. 

Differentiated implementation strategies responsive to state-specific contexts—while maintaining core policy principles—

could balance national vision with regional realities. 

5.5. Limitations and Future Research 

This study's limitations suggest directions for future research. The cross-sectional design limits causal claims; 

longitudinal research tracking implementation over time would illuminate change processes and longer-term outcomes. The 

focus on five states, while providing depth, limits generalizability; expansion to additional states would enhance understanding 

of implementation variation. The reliance on administrator reports could be complemented by direct classroom observations 

and student learning assessments to evaluate implementation effectiveness more comprehensively. 

Future research should examine specific intervention effectiveness—for instance, comparing different teacher training 

models or administrative structures—to identify best practices. Investigation of successful implementation cases could provide 
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insights into factors enabling effective reform despite constraints. Additionally, research examining student learning outcomes 

associated with different implementation levels would address the ultimate policy goal: improving educational quality and 

equity. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

This multi-state empirical analysis demonstrates that NEP 2020 implementation in government primary schools faces 

substantial barriers across infrastructure, human resources, pedagogy, and administration. While policy vision is compelling, 

translating aspirations into classroom realities requires addressing systemic constraints including digital infrastructure deficits 

affecting 78% of schools, teacher-student ratios averaging 1:42, teacher capacity gaps with only 48% trained in foundational 

literacy and numeracy pedagogy, and administrative inefficiencies resulting in 11-month fund disbursement delays. 

Regional disparities emerge as critical concern, with southern states demonstrating 34% higher implementation 

readiness than northern counterparts. These variations reflect differential state capacity, resources, and governance quality, 

raising equity concerns about multi-tier implementation outcomes that could widen rather than narrow educational disparities. 

The study's theoretical contribution lies in demonstrating how policy implementation frameworks illuminate NEP 

2020's implementation challenges, while practical implications point toward necessary interventions: substantial infrastructure 

investment prioritizing under-resourced states, comprehensive teacher capacity development, pedagogical support systems, 

and administrative reforms enhancing coordination and resource flow. 

NEP 2020 represents transformative vision for Indian education, but vision alone proves insufficient. Realizing this 

vision requires confronting implementation barriers with same ambition characterizing policy formulation. This demands 

sustained political commitment, strategic resource allocation, institutional reform, and differentiated strategies responsive to 

diverse state contexts while maintaining core policy principles. 

The stakes are substantial. India's 130 million primary school children—disproportionately from disadvantaged 

backgrounds in government schools—deserve educational transformation NEP 2020 envisions. Closing the policy-practice 

gap constitutes not merely technical challenge but moral imperative requiring coordinated action from policymakers, 

administrators, educators, and civil society. This study's findings provide evidence base for strategic action, identifying specific 

barriers requiring attention and revealing variation in implementation readiness that should inform targeted interventions. 

As India moves forward with NEP 2020 implementation, continuous empirical assessment, evidence-based refinement, 

and unwavering commitment to equity must guide the journey from policy to practice. Only through addressing systemic 

barriers comprehensively can NEP 2020's transformative potential materialize in classrooms across India's diverse landscape, 

fulfilling the promise of quality, equitable education for all children. 
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