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INTRODUCTION
India’s National Education Policy 2020 
(Ministry of Education, 2020) represents 
the nation’s most far-reaching educational 
reform, fundamentally reconceptualizing 
English language instruction as a practical 
skill required for participating in the 21st-
century knowledge economy, rather than 
as a literary subject. Although English 
serves as an associate official language 
in India, it has traditionally been taught 
through an examination-oriented 
approach emphasizing grammatical 
rules over communicative competence. 
NEP 2020 mandates “competency-
based education” and “focus on learning 
outcomes,” requiring English teachers to 
adopt new approaches that view English 
as a vehicle for developing practical skills 

rather than merely imparting grammatical 
knowledge.

The central research question guiding 
this study concerns how the English 
curriculum can be systematically 
redesigned to ensure the deployment of 
NEP 2020’s functional skills vision into 
teaching and learning contexts across 
diverse Indian classrooms. Specifically, 
this research addressed the following 
objectives: (1) analyze NEP 2020’s 
conceptualization of English as a functional 
skill; (2) evaluate current curriculum 
design and pedagogical practices in 
Indian schools; (3) design and validate a 
communicative curriculum framework 
aligned with policy aspirations; (4) 
assess the effectiveness of the redesigned 
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ABSTRACT
The National Education Policy 2020 (NEP 2020) emphasizes functional competencies 
and skill-based learning over traditional content-learning approaches. This mixed-
methods study explored the integration of Communicative English as a functional 
skill within the NEP 2020 framework and proposed a redesigned curriculum model 
for Indian classrooms. The research employed a pragmatic mixed-methods design 
conducted across three phases over 14 months (August 2023–September 2024), 
including curriculum analysis, classroom observations (n = 120 lessons), teacher surveys 
(n = 245), and student performance assessments (n = 1,240) across five states. Results 
revealed significant gaps between policy objectives and classroom implementation. 
However, systematic intervention combining teacher training, curriculum redesign, and 
technology integration demonstrated substantial improvements: student confidence 
levels increased by 42%, and functional language use improved by 48% in intervention 
classrooms. The intervention group achieved an overall effect size of Cohen’s d = 1.21 
on communicative competence measures. Findings offer practical recommendations 
for enhancing English language teaching in India, addressing multilingualism, and 
preparing students for international communication demands.
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framework on student proficiency outcomes; and (5) 
identify implementation enablers and challenges at 
institutional and systemic levels.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Communicative Language Teaching Framework
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) 
emerged during the 1970s as a pedagogical 
approach emphasizing functional language use 
and meaningful communication over isolated 
grammatical competence (Ellis, 2003). Hymes’ 
(1972) groundbreaking concept of “communicative 
competence” expanded the traditional linguistic 
competence construct to encompass sociolinguistic, 
discourse, and strategic competencies. Subsequently, 
Canale and Swain (1980) further refined 
this theoretical framework, establishing that 
comprehensive language proficiency encompasses 
grammatical, sociolinguistic, discourse, and strategic 
competencies—all of which should be developed 
holistically through integrated instruction.

Task-Based Language Teaching (TBLT), which 
emerged as an evolution of CLT principles, 
emphasizes learning through meaningful tasks 
that mirror real-world language use contexts (Ellis, 
2003). Meta-analyses examining TBLT effectiveness 
confirm its validity in developing both fluency 
and accuracy in language performance (Mackey 
& Goo, 2012). This evidence-based approach 
aligns well with contemporary educational theory 
emphasizing competency development and authentic 
communication practices.

ENGLISH LANGUAGE EDUCATION IN INDIA
English language education in India has evolved 
across colonial, post-independence, and globalization 
phases, each leaving distinct pedagogical legacies 
(Kachru, 1983). Contemporary research on 
English language education in India continues to 
expose significant disparities, with quality English 
instruction more available in urban and economically 
advantaged areas while rural students frequently 
receive inadequate instruction (Mangubhai & Naia, 
2009). Structural examination systems perpetuate rote 
learning practices, despite curriculum documents 
advocating for communicative approaches. 
Recent studies estimate that teacher preparation 
programs inadequately prepare educators in CLT 
methodologies, creating substantial implementation 
gaps between curricular intentions and classroom 
practices (Canagarajah, 2007; Mohanty, 2010).

NEP 2020 and Curriculum Design
NEP 2020 represents a fundamental redefinition in 
educational philosophy, promoting competency-
based education that concentrates on “learning 
outcomes, skills, and values” (Ministry of Education, 
2020). For language education specifically, this 
mandate necessitates focusing on functional 
communication abilities rather than abstract 
grammatical understanding. The policy’s multilingual 
orientation strategically recognizes English as a 
“skill” essential for higher education access while 
simultaneously advocating for mother tongue-based 
multilingual education.

The Common European Framework of Reference for 
Languages (CEFR) provides an influential framework 
for defining language proficiency using “can-do” 
descriptors applicable across diverse educational 
settings (Council of Europe, 2018). However, policy 
aspirations prove unlikely to manifest in classroom-
level transformations without significant systemic 
changes in teacher training, assessment systems, and 
institutional culture (Fullan, 2015). This theoretical-
practical gap represents a critical challenge in NEP 
2020 implementation.

METHODOLOGY
Research Design
This study employed a pragmatic mixed-methods 
design conducted across three distinct phases over 
14 months (August 2023–September 2024). This 
sequential design allowed for iterative refinement 
based on findings from each phase.

Phase 1 (August–November 2023): Initial baseline 
documentation including curriculum analysis from 
six states, classroom observations (n = 120 lessons), 
baseline assessment of students (n = 1,240), and 
teacher surveys (n = 245).

Phase 2 (December 2023–May 2024): Intervention 
development and implementation including 
development of the redesigned curriculum 
framework, intensive teacher training (60 hours), 
implementation in intervention classrooms (n = 18 
schools), and monthly implementation monitoring.

Phase 3 (June–September 2024): Post-intervention 
assessment including post-intervention assessment of 
student outcomes, teacher focus group discussions (n 
= 12), student feedback collection, and comparative 
analysis between intervention and control groups.
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PARTICIPANTS
Schools. Thirty-six schools across five districts 
(Uttarakhand, Uttar Pradesh, and Delhi) were 
purposively sampled to ensure urban/rural 
representation (50:50), government/private 
distribution (60:40), and socioeconomic diversity. 
Schools were randomly assigned to intervention (n 
= 18) and control (n = 18) conditions using stratified 
randomization.

Teachers. Two hundred forty-five English language 
teachers (intervention: 126; control: 119) from grades 
6–10 participated. Demographic characteristics 
included 62% female participants; mean teaching 
experience M = 8.4 years (SD = 4.2); 73% held 
Bachelor of Education (B.Ed.) degrees, while 18% 
held Master of Education (M.Ed.) degrees.

Students. One thousand two hundred forty students 
(intervention: 642; control: 598) from grades 8–10; 
ages 13–16 years; 51% female; representing 14 
different first language backgrounds, reflecting 
India’s linguistic diversity.

Data Collection Instruments
This study employed multiple validated instruments 
ensuring comprehensive data collection:
1.	 Curriculum Analysis Framework: A structured 

framework examining learning objectives, 
activities, materials, pedagogical approaches, 
and assessment alignment with established CLT 
principles

2.	 Classroom Observation Protocol: A semi-
structured instrument documenting teaching 
practices, student engagement patterns, and 
communication opportunities within lessons

3.	 Teacher Survey: A 42-item questionnaire 
(Cronbach’s α = 0.87) measuring current teaching 
practices, CLT awareness, attitudes toward 
communicative approaches, and perceived 
implementation challenges

4.	 Student Communicative Competence Assessment: 
A performance-based assessment (100 points) 
evaluating listening (20 points), speaking (25 
points), reading (20 points), writing (25 points), 
and integrated language tasks (10 points), 
calibrated to Common European Framework of 
Reference (CEFR) A2–B1 proficiency levels

5.	 Student Confidence Scale: A 15-item Likert-type 
scale (Cronbach’s α = 0.91) measuring self-
perceived communicative competence across 
various authentic communication contexts

6.	 Teacher Focus Group Discussions: Semi-

structured discussions exploring implementation 
experiences, challenges, and recommendations

Intervention: Redesigned Curriculum Framework
The intervention curriculum framework incorporated 
the following components:
•	 Competency-based learning outcomes 

specifying functional abilities explicitly aligned 
with CEFR descriptors

•	 Six thematic task-based units per grade level: 
personal and social communication, academic 
language and literacy, workplace communication, 
media and digital literacy, cross-cultural 
communication, and civic participation

•	 Integrated pedagogical approach: Pre-task 
preparation activities, task cycle procedures 
(planning–execution–reporting), post-task 
language focus, four-skills integration, and 
collaborative learning structures

•	 Authentic materials: Audio and video recordings, 
functional and authentic texts, digital resources, 
and community-based language contexts

•	 Assessment system: Continuous formative 
assessment (60% weight), student portfolios (20% 
weight), summative performance assessment 
(20% weight), incorporating self-assessment and 
peer-assessment components

•	 Technology integration: Mobile applications, 
online learning platforms, and digital storytelling 
tools

Data Analysis
Quantitative data were analyzed using IBM SPSS 
Statistics version 28.0 for descriptive statistics, 
independent samples t-tests, and analysis of covariance 
(ANCOVA) controlling for baseline differences. 
Effect sizes were calculated using Cohen’s d to assess 
practical significance. Statistical significance was 
established at p< 0.05 with Bonferroni correction 
applied for multiple comparisons. Qualitative data 
underwent thematic analysis and content analysis 
using NVivo 14 software. Interview transcripts were 
coded inductively, with themes identified through 
iterative analysis of teacher and student responses.

RESULTS
Curriculum Analysis Findings
Analysis of existing English curricula revealed 
substantial gaps between NEP 2020 policy objectives 
and actual curriculum design (measured on 0–5 
scale, where 5 = strong alignment):
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Curriculum Dimension Mean ± SD
Functional learning outcomes 2.3 ± 0.8
Meaningful communication activities 2.1 ± 0.9
Task-based teaching approaches 1.7 ± 0.8
Authentic materials integration 1.9 ± 0.6
Overall CLT alignment 2.2 ± 0.6

Note. Scale: 0 = no alignment, 5 = strong alignment. N = 36 
schools across six states.

Existing curricula remained predominantly structure-
based and grammar-focused despite rhetorical 
commitments to communicative approaches in 
official curriculum documents.

Baseline Classroom Practices
Systematic classroom observations of 120 lessons 
revealed predominantly traditional, teacher-centered 
instructional practices:

Classroom Activity Percentage of 
Lesson Time

Teacher lecture and explanation 42.3%
Grammar instruction and practice 23.6%

Textbook reading activities 15.4%
Written exercises and worksheets 12.1%
Student meaningful communication 4.2%
Group work and pair work 2.4%

Note. Baseline observations conducted in both intervention and 
control schools before intervention implementation.

These findings demonstrate that authentic 
communicative opportunities comprised less than 
7% of total instructional time, with the overwhelming 
majority devoted to teacher-centered, structure-
focused activities.

Student Communicative Competence Results
Baseline Assessment: Pre-intervention assessments 
revealed no significant differences between 
intervention and control groups. Intervention group 
baseline: M = 50.3, SD = 13.8 (out of 100); Control 
group baseline: M = 49.3, SD = 13.6; t(1238) = 0.89, 
p = 0.37.

Post-Intervention Assessment: Substantial 
improvements emerged in intervention classrooms:
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Skill Area (Maximum Points) Intervention M ± SD Control M ± SD Cohen's d Effect Size 
Classification

Listening (20) 15.8 ± 2.9 12.3 ± 3.2 1.15 Large***
Speaking (25) 19.4 ± 3.2 15.6 ± 3.8 1.08 Large***
Reading (20) 15.2 ± 2.6 13.1 ± 2.9 0.78 Medium***
Writing (25) 18.6 ± 3.1 16.2 ± 3.4 0.72 Medium**
Integrated Tasks (10) 7.8 ± 1.5 6.4 ± 1.8 0.84 Medium***
Total Score (100) 76.8 ± 10.2 63.6 ± 11.5 1.21 Large***

Note. **p< 0.001; *p< 0.01. Analysis of covariance controlling for baseline scores confirmed significant differences across all skill areas. 
Effect sizes represent practical significance of intervention impact.

The intervention group demonstrated substantial 
improvements across all communicative competence 
domains. The overall effect size (Cohen’s d = 1.21) 
represents a large practical improvement in student 
outcomes. Listening and speaking domains—core 
components of authentic communication—showed 
the largest effect sizes, indicating strong intervention 
effectiveness for oral communicative abilities.

Student Confidence Outcomes
Students in intervention classrooms demonstrated 
significantly higher communicative confidence (M 
= 4.2, SD = 0.8 on a 5-point scale) compared to 
control group students (M = 3.0, SD = 0.9), t(1238) 
= 18.4, p< 0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.35. This large effect 
size indicates substantial practical improvements in 
student self-confidence. Qualitative feedback from 

student focus groups indicated increased willingness 
to participate in communicative activities, reduced 
speaking anxiety, and greater engagement with 
English language learning.

Teacher Implementation Experiences
Qualitative analysis of teacher focus group discussions 
(n = 12 teachers; 15 hour-long sessions) identified 
critical implementation enablers and challenges.

Enablers Supporting Implementation:
•	 Structured, intensive professional development 

combined with ongoing coaching support
•	 Provision of clear pedagogical frameworks and 

curriculum materials reducing implementation 
ambiguity

•	 Access to authentic materials, technology 
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resources, and digital platforms
•	 Institutional support for collaborative planning 

and peer learning opportunities
•	 Administrative recognition and celebration of 

implementation efforts

Challenges Hindering Implementation:
•	 Time constraints within existing timetable 

structures for comprehensive curriculum 
integration

•	 Teacher anxiety regarding new assessment 
approaches and performance evaluation

•	 Limited technological resources and internet 
connectivity in some school locations

•	 Institutional cultures and examination-focused 
pressures from examination boards

•	 Resistance from established stakeholders invested 
in traditional approaches

DISCUSSION
Results from this comprehensive study provide 
empirical evidence that communicative approaches 
systematically aligned with NEP 2020 principles 
substantially improve functional English competence 
and confidence among Indian students. The 
48% increase in communicative competence 
(demonstrated through effect sizes ranging from 
Cohen’s d = 0.72 to 1.15 across skill domains) and 
42% increase in student confidence (Cohen’s d = 1.35) 
represent significant gains, particularly given baseline 
findings showing minimal authentic communication 
opportunities in traditional classrooms.

These findings corroborate existing literature 
documenting implementation gaps between policy 
intentions and classroom practice, as reflected in 
the curriculum analysis results (mean overall CLT 
alignment = 2.2/5.0). However, this research provides 
crucial evidence that systemic intervention—
combining comprehensive teacher training, coherent 
curriculum redesign, and technology integration—
can successfully effectuate NEP 2020 policy vision 
in authentic classroom contexts. The large effect 
sizes across all skill domains indicate the robustness 
and generalizability of intervention outcomes across 
diverse school contexts and student populations.

The qualitative findings emphasize that structural 
support and institutional commitment prove 
vital to implementation success. While individual 
teacher dedication remains important, systemic 
enablers such as resource availability, administrative 

support, and alignment of assessment systems 
with communicative approaches ultimately drive 
implementation effectiveness and sustainability.

The finding that student confidence increased 
proportionally more than competence measures 
(confidence d = 1.35 versus competence d = 1.21) 
suggests that authentic communication opportunities 
provide psychological benefits beyond skill 
development, including increased motivation and 
reduced language anxiety—factors critical for long-
term language learning success and international 
communication readiness.

IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
For Curriculum Design
•	 Align learning objectives explicitly with 

CEFR “can-do” descriptors and functional 
communication standards

•	 Integrate thematic task-based units at all grade 
levels promoting functional communication 
across contexts

•	 Incorporate authentic materials reflecting 
genuine real-world language use

•	 Design comprehensive assessment systems 
emphasizing continuous formative evaluation 
and student self-assessment

For Teacher Education
•	 Strengthen pre-service CLT methodological 

training in undergraduate teacher education 
programs

•	 Provide sustained in-service professional 
development with ongoing coaching and support

•	 Establish teacher collaborative communities and 
peer learning networks

•	 Develop alternative assessment frameworks 
addressing examination anxiety

For Institutional Practice
•	 Allocate adequate funding for technology 

resources and authentic material acquisition
•	 Systematically revise assessment systems 

reducing examination pressure and supporting 
formative evaluation

•	 Provide explicit administrative support, 
implementation monitoring, and accountability 
mechanisms

•	 Recognize and celebrate early adopters and 
implementation champions
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For Policy Implementation
•	 Develop clear implementation timelines with 

measurable accountability mechanisms
•	 Provide adequate funding for comprehensive 

teacher training and classroom resources
•	 Establish quality monitoring systems through 

classroom observations and implementation 
fidelity assessments

•	 Create systematic feedback mechanisms 
enabling continuous improvement based on 
implementation data

CONCLUSION
This research provides empirical evidence that 
systematic implementation of Communicative 
English aligned with NEP 2020 principles in 
Indian classrooms significantly contributes to 
functional language competence and student 
confidence. Although implementation challenges 
remain regarding resources, institutional culture, 
and assessment systems, structured intervention 
encompassing teacher preparation, resource 
availability, and assessment system alignment 
demonstrates feasibility in realizing policy 
aspirations. Given NEP 2020’s implementation 
trajectory in Indian education, investing in 
evidence-based, communicative English language 
instruction represents a strategic investment in 
developing students’ 21st-century competencies 
and international communication readiness. Future 
research should examine long-term sustainability of 
these improvements, scaling across diverse contexts, 
and exploration of multilingual integration within 
communicative frameworks.
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