E-ISSN: 2789-1615

P-ISSN: 2789-1607
www.educationjournal.info
Impact Factor: RJIF 5.93
IJLE 2025; 5(2): 346-353
Received: 20-07-2025
Accepted: 25-08-2025

Dr. Som Prakash
Principal Baba Mohan Das
College Motla Kalan, Rewari

Haryana, India

Correspondence Author;

Dr. Som Prakash

Principal Baba Mohan Das
College Motla Kalan, Rewari
Haryana, India

International Journal of Literacy and Education 2025; 5(2): 346-353

International Journal / \

of Literacy and Education ‘A

Inclusion and equity in education: doctrinal analysis
of challenges and innovations for marginalized
learners

Som Prakash

DOI: https://www.doi.org/10.22271/27891607.2025.v5.i2d.351

Abstract

Inclusion and equity in education constitute the cornerstone of a just and democratic society. This
research article undertakes a doctrinal analysis of legal, constitutional, and policy frameworks
governing inclusive education in India, while situating them within global commitments such as the
UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (UNCRPD) and Sustainable Development
Goal 4 (SDG-4). It critically examines five pivotal dimensions of equity: (i) education of children with
hearing and visual impairments, (ii) gender equality in Science, Technology, Engineering, and
Mathematics (STEM), (iii) multilingual education and mother-tongue instruction, (iv) the digital divide
and its impact on access, and (v) pedagogical adaptations for neurodivergent students including
Autism, ADHD, and Dyslexia. The article highlights persistent challenges such as inadequate
infrastructure, teacher training gaps, societal stereotypes, and resource disparities. It also maps
emerging innovations, including assistive technologies, sign language curricula, gender-sensitive
pedagogies, universal design for learning, and policy interventions under the National Education Policy
2020. Through doctrinal scrutiny of statutes, constitutional provisions, and judicial precedents, the
study identifies both achievements and systemic lacunae. Ultimately, it argues that bridging the gap
between law and practice requires robust policy implementation, judicial vigilance, and transformative
pedagogy to realize the constitutional promise of inclusive and equitable education for all.

Keywords: Inclusive education, equity in learning disability, rights in education gender, equality in
stem, multilingual, neurodivergent pedagogy

Introduction

Education has long been heralded as the most powerful tool for social transformation. Yet,
history testifies that its fruits have not been equitably shared across communities. The
modern discourse on inclusion and equity attempts to correct this imbalance by ensuring that
every learner - irrespective of disability, gender, language, socioeconomic background, or
cognitive diversity - enjoys access to meaningful and quality education in an environment
that affirms their dignity. Inclusion does not merely connote the physical presence of learners
within classrooms; it demands systemic reform that dismantles structural barriers, adopts
responsive pedagogy, and celebrates diversity as a strength. Equity, in turn, acknowledges
that uniform treatment cannot produce fairness justice requires differentiated support tailored
to the circumstances of learners who stand at varied starting points in the educational
journey. The present study is anchored in this dual imperative of inclusion and equity. In the
Indian context, the constitutional framework provides a firm foundation for this vision.
Article 14 guarantees equality before the law, while Article 15 prohibits discrimination on
grounds of religion, race, caste, sex, or place of birth. Article 21A, introduced by the 86th
Constitutional Amendment, enshrines the right to free and compulsory education for children
between six and fourteen years. Equally significant are the cultural and linguistic rights
under Articles 29 and 30, which safeguard minority education and affirm India’s
commitment to pluralism. Collectively, these provisions weave a constitutional promise that
inclusive education is not a matter of state benevolence but a fundamental right. Legislative
interventions have progressively expanded this constitutional vision. The Right of Children
to Free and Compulsory Education Act, 2009, operationalized Article 21A by mandating
inclusive schooling. The Rights of Persons with Disabilities Act, 2016, further broadened the
landscape by explicitly recognizing inclusive education as a legal entitlement for children
with disabilities, requiring barrier-free access, assistive technologies, and individualized
support. Indian courts have reinforced these principles through purposive interpretation.
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In Avinash Mehrotra v. Union of India, the Supreme Court
emphasized safe and equitable learning environments as
intrinsic to the right to education. Similarly, in National
Federation of the Blind v. Union Public Service
Commission, the Court held that denial of accessible
formats for visually impaired aspirants constituted a
violation of equality. Such judicial interventions
demonstrate how the constitutional promise of equity in
education is continually enriched through jurisprudence.
Globally, the commitment to inclusion is equally
pronounced. The United Nations Convention on the Rights
of Persons with Disabilities (UNCRPD, 2006) obligates
State parties to ensure that persons with disabilities access
education on an equal basis with others, within an inclusive
system at all levels. UNESCO’s Salamanca Statement
(1994) had earlier set the tone by advocating for schools that
embrace diversity rather than exclude it. Sustainable
Development Goal 4 (SDG-4) of the 2030 Agenda further
universalizes this commitment by calling for “inclusive and
equitable quality education” and lifelong learning
opportunities for all. The present study adopts a doctrinal
approach to analyze these frameworks. Unlike empirical
studies that rely on surveys or field observations, doctrinal
research interrogates constitutions, statutes, judicial
precedents, and international conventions to illuminate the
normative and legal dimensions of inclusion and equity.
This methodology is particularly relevant in education law,
where the tension between lofty ideals and ground-level
realities often surfaces in litigation, policy formulation, and
rights-based advocacy. Accordingly, the objectives of the
present study are threefold. First, it examines the
constitutional, statutory, and policy framework governing
inclusive education in India while placing it in dialogue with
international standards. Second, it seeks to identify
persistent challenges and systemic lacunae across five
crucial dimensions: disability inclusion, gender equality in
STEM, multilingual education, bridging the digital divide,
and pedagogical responses to neurodiversity. Third, it
proposes normative and policy innovations that can bridge
the gap between legal commitments and practical
realization. By situating doctrinal analysis within this multi-
dimensional framework, the present study aspires to
contribute meaningfully to the scholarly and policy
discourse on inclusive education in India and beyond.

Lirerature Review: Education of Children with
Hearing/Visual Impairments: The education of children with
sensory impairments, particularly those with hearing and
visual disabilities, represents one of the most critical
dimensions of inclusive education. While international
conventions such as the UNCRPD and UNESCO guidelines
establish the right to equitable educational opportunities for
persons with disabilities, the Indian legal and policy
framework has sought to give concrete expression to this
mandate through constitutional directives, statutory
enactments, and national policies. The present study
examines this framework through doctrinal analysis,
highlighting persistent challenges, emerging innovations,
and the evolving role of judicial oversight.

Legal Provisions: The most comprehensive legislative
articulation of inclusive education in India is found in the
Rights of Persons with Disabilities Act, 2016 (RPwD Act).
Section 16 of the Act specifically mandates governments to
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ensure that all educational institutions admit children with
disabilities without discrimination, provide inclusive
education, and make necessary infrastructure modifications,
including barrier-free access and provision of assistive
devices. Moreover, the Act emphasizes teacher training for
special education and the integration of sign language and
Braille in curricula. The National Education Policy (NEP)
2020 strengthens this statutory framework by situating
inclusion as a guiding principle of Indian education. It
explicitly recognizes that children with hearing and visual
impairments require specialized resources, including
accessible digital content, individualized learning plans, and
trained educators proficient in sign language and assistive
technologies. Policy initiatives like Samagra Shiksha
Abhiyan and Inclusive Education for Disabled at Secondary
Stage (IEDSS) further operationalize these goals by
providing funding for aids, appliances, and inclusive
classroom practices. Together, these provisions embody
India’s constitutional commitment under Article 21A and
the mandate of Article 41, which directs the State to make
effective provision for securing the right to education for
persons with disabilities.

Challenges: Despite this robust normative framework,
implementation remains fraught with difficulties. A major
challenge lies in the scarcity of trained teachers proficient in
sign language or Braille. Research indicates that less than
10% of schools in India have teachers trained to handle
children with hearing or visual impairments. Another
critical barrier is infrastructure inadequacy most schools
lack tactile signage, Braille libraries, sound-field
amplification systems, or hearing loops. The digital
revolution, while promising, has often widened disparities
for children with sensory disabilities. The reliance on online
education during the COVID-19 pandemic exposed
significant assistive technology gaps, as many children
lacked access to screen readers, captioning services, or
adapted devices. These systemic shortcomings reinforce the
need for structural investment and capacity building.

Innovations: Despite the challenges, significant innovations
have begun to reshape the landscape of inclusive education
in India. The development of a sign-language curriculum
spearheaded by the Indian Sign Language Research and
Training Centre (ISLRTC) has enabled the standardization
of teaching resources for hearing-impaired children. Parallel
advances in Braille digitization and the expansion of open-
source screen reader software have enhanced access for
visually impaired learners. Information and Communication
Technology (ICT) tools are increasingly being deployed to
bridge learning gaps. Platforms like DIKSHA now host
accessible e-content with audio descriptions and captioning,
while specialized applications such as Sugamya Pustakalaya
provide digital Braille books to learners across the country.
The inclusive classroom model, which encourages
cooperative learning between disabled and non-disabled
peers, has also been recognized as fostering empathy,
reducing stigma, and improving learning outcomes.

Judicial Support: The judiciary has played an instrumental
role in advancing the right to education for children with
sensory impairments. In Rajive Raturi v. Union of India, the
Supreme Court emphasized the State’s duty to ensure
accessibility in public buildings, including schools, and
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mandated the adoption of disability-friendly infrastructure.
In Disabled Rights Group v. Union of India, the Court
underscored the necessity of implementing the provisions of
the RPwD Act, 2016, to secure substantive equality in
education. Similarly, in Justice Sunanda Bhandare
Foundation v. Union of India, the Court monitored the
enforcement of policies relating to education for persons
with disabilities, treating inclusion as a matter of
fundamental rights rather than welfare. These decisions
collectively highlight the judiciary’s recognition that
educational exclusion violates both Article 14’s equality
guarantee and Article 21A’s right to education. By
mandating accessibility, teacher training, and policy
enforcement, the courts have elevated inclusive education to
the status of enforceable constitutional entitlement.

Conclusion to Section 1l: The doctrinal landscape for
children with hearing and visual impairments reveals a
robust normative foundation but uneven implementation.
While the RPwD Act, NEP 2020, and inclusive schemes
promise transformative change, persistent gaps in
infrastructure, teacher training, and assistive technology
hinder realization. Yet, the growing momentum of
innovations such as sign-language curricula, Braille
digitization, and ICT-enabled solutions offers hope. The
judiciary, by adopting a rights-based approach, has ensured
that inclusion is not merely aspirational but enforceable. The
present study thus affirms that bridging the gap between law
and practice is essential to securing true educational equity
for children with sensory disabilities.

Gender Equality in STEM: The pursuit of gender equality
in Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics
(STEM) education has emerged as a pivotal challenge
within the broader discourse on inclusive education. While
the Indian constitutional framework enshrines equality as a
fundamental right, entrenched stereotypes and structural
inequities have historically excluded women from STEM
pathways. The present study explores the legal and policy
foundations, persistent barriers, state interventions, judicial
support, and necessary reforms to achieve meaningful
gender equity in STEM education.

Legal and Policy Basis: The constitutional mandate for
gender equality in education and employment is
unequivocal. Article 15 prohibits discrimination on grounds
of sex, while Article 16 ensures equality of opportunity in
public employment. Article 39(d), as part of the Directive
Principles of State Policy, directs the State to secure equal
pay for equal work for both men and women, thereby
addressing systemic economic inequalities. Together, these
provisions establish the legal scaffolding for equal
participation of women in education and professional
domains, including STEM. The National Education Policy
(NEP) 2020 builds upon this constitutional foundation by
underscoring the importance of removing gender-based
barriers in science and technology fields. It emphasizes the
need for targeted initiatives to encourage girls to pursue
careers in STEM, including scholarships, mentorship
programs, and flexible curricula designed to break
entrenched stereotypes. By situating gender equity as a
national priority, the NEP aligns with global commitments
under the United Nations’ Sustainable Development Goals
(SDG-5: Gender Equality).
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Persistent Stereotypes in Education: Despite progressive
laws and policies, gender stereotypes remain deeply
embedded in India’s educational system. From early
schooling, girls are often subtly discouraged from pursuing
science or mathematics, being steered instead toward
humanities or  caregiving  professions.  Teachers’
unconscious biases, gendered classroom practices, and the
lack of visible female role models in STEM reinforce the
notion that science and technology are male domains. At the
higher education level, women constitute less than 30% of
enrollment in engineering and technology disciplines, and
even fewer progress into doctoral programs or academic
positions. Structural challenges such as lack of hostel
facilities, safety concerns, and societal expectations
regarding marriage and caregiving further exacerbate
dropout rates among women in STEM fields. These patterns
demonstrate that constitutional guarantees of equality
remain under-realized in practice.

Doctrinal Examination of Government Schemes: In
response to these disparities, the Government of India has
launched targeted schemes aimed at bridging the gender gap
in STEM. The Vigyan Jyoti program, launched by the
Department of Science and Technology (DST), provides
meritorious schoolgirls from underrepresented districts with
mentorship, exposure to STEM careers, and residential
training at premier scientific institutions. Similarly, the
Innovation in Science Pursuit for Inspired Research
(INSPIRE) program offers scholarships, internships, and
fellowships to students, with special outreach toward female
candidates, to build a pipeline of women researchers in
science.  Doctrinally, these schemes operationalize the
constitutional vision of equality by addressing systemic
barriers through affirmative action. They reflect a
recognition that formal equality (non-discrimination) must
be supplemented by substantive equality (targeted support)
to dismantle entrenched disadvantages. However, challenges
remain in ensuring effective implementation, monitoring,
and scaling of these initiatives across rural and marginalized
communities.

Judicial Interventions: The judiciary has played a
significant role in reinforcing gender equality in education
and employment. In C.B. Muthamma v. Union of India, the
Supreme Court struck down discriminatory service rules
that curtailed women’s professional opportunities,
emphasizing that gender equality is intrinsic to
constitutional morality. More recently, in Secretary,
Ministry of Defence v. Babita Puniya, the Court upheld the
right of women to permanent commission in the armed
forces, rejecting stereotypes about women’s roles in combat.
While these judgments are not specific to STEM, they
underscore the Court’s willingness to dismantle systemic
discrimination and expand the horizon of women’s
opportunities in male-dominated fields, thereby reinforcing
the normative basis for gender equity in STEM. The present
study identifies several doctrinally sound reforms necessary
to advance gender equality in STEM education. First,
gender-sensitive pedagogy must be mainstreamed into
teacher training, ensuring that classroom practices actively
challenge rather than reproduce stereotypes. Second,
mentorship programs pairing young women with established
female scientists and engineers can provide aspirational role
models and practical guidance. Third, rigorous policy
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monitoring and evaluation mechanisms are required to
assess the impact of schemes like Vigyan Jyoti and
INSPIRE, ensuring that benefits reach marginalized
communities. Finally, affirmative measures such as gender
quotas in STEM higher education institutions and research
fellowships may be considered to accelerate substantive
equality. Gender equality in STEM is not only a
constitutional promise but also an economic and social
imperative in the knowledge economy. While constitutional
provisions, policy frameworks, and judicial interventions
provide a robust doctrinal foundation, the persistence of
stereotypes and structural barriers continues to constrain
women’s full participation. The present study underscores
that dismantling these barriers requires a multi-pronged
approach: integrating gender-sensitive pedagogy, expanding
targeted schemes, leveraging judicial activism, and
monitoring outcomes. Only then can India realize its vision
of inclusive and equitable education in the critical domains
of science and technology.

Multilingual Education: Language is not merely a medium
of communication but a repository of culture, identity, and
cognition. In the Indian educational context, multilingualism
holds particular significance given the nation’s vast
linguistic  diversity, encompassing 22 constitutionally
recognized languages and hundreds of regional dialects. The
present study examines the constitutional protections,
benefits, drawbacks, policy approaches, and comparative
frameworks governing multilingual education, with a focus
on the doctrinal implications for inclusion and equity.
Constitutional Protections: The Constitution of India
explicitly safeguards linguistic rights within the educational
domain. Article 29 guarantees the right of any section of
citizens to conserve their distinct language, script, or
culture. Article 30 empowers minorities to establish and
administer educational institutions of their choice, thereby
ensuring linguistic pluralism in educational governance.
Further, Article 350A directs every state to provide adequate
facilities for instruction in the mother tongue at the primary
stage of education for children belonging to linguistic
minority groups. The Three-Language Formula, introduced
in the 1968 National Policy on Education and reaffirmed in
subsequent policies, operationalized these constitutional
mandates by requiring schools to teach the regional
language, Hindi, and English. While conceived as a strategy
to promote national integration and linguistic equity, the
formula has often faced uneven implementation, particularly
in non-Hindi-speaking states, which have resisted the
imposition of Hindi.

Benefits of Multilingual Education: Multilingual
education offers profound benefits for learners and societies
alike. First, it affirms cultural identity, enabling children to
connect with their heritage and local community. Language
preservation fosters pride in diversity and counters
homogenizing tendencies in education. Second, research
indicates significant cognitive advantages. Children
instructed in their mother tongue during early schooling
demonstrate improved comprehension, critical thinking, and
problem-solving skills compared to those taught in an
unfamiliar language. Multilingualism also  enhances
metalinguistic awareness, creativity, and adaptability skills
critical in a globalized knowledge economy. Third,
multilingual education contributes to inclusive learning. By
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reducing linguistic barriers, it allows first-generation
learners and children from marginalized linguistic
backgrounds to participate meaningfully in classrooms. This
directly aligns with the constitutional goal of universal and
equitable education.

Drawbacks and Challenges: Despite its advantages,
multilingual education faces serious challenges. A key issue
is resource scarcity. Developing textbooks, teacher training,
and digital content across hundreds of languages is
resource-intensive and administratively complex. Many
states lack sufficient teachers proficient in minority
languages, leading to gaps in effective delivery. Another
drawback is the risk of marginalization. While mother-
tongue instruction benefits early learners, exclusive reliance
on regional languages can disadvantage students in higher
education and employment, where English proficiency is
often essential. This tension between linguistic pride and
economic mobility has fueled debates over the optimal
balance in curriculum design. Resistance to Hindi and
English dominance further complicates implementation.
Non-Hindi states often perceive the Three-Language
Formula as a vehicle for cultural imposition, while rural and
tribal communities fear the marginalization of their native
tongues in favor of English-centric models. These tensions
underscore the need for a nuanced and context-sensitive
approach.

Policy Analysis: NEP 2020: The National Education Policy
(NEP) 2020 seeks to reinvigorate multilingual education by
emphasizing the use of the mother tongue or regional
language as the medium of instruction at least until Grade 5,
and preferably till Grade 8. The policy stresses that this
approach is not only pedagogically sound but also essential
for social cohesion. NEP 2020 also encourages the
development of e-content in multiple Indian languages,
leveraging technology to overcome resource constraints.
However, critics caution that without sufficient investment
in teacher training and material development, these
provisions risk remaining aspirational. The policy’s reliance
on states for implementation further raises questions about
uniformity and monitoring.

Comparative Doctrinal Study: Globally, UNESCO has
consistently championed mother-tongue-based multilingual
education as the most effective approach to achieving
equitable learning outcomes. Its 2003 position paper
highlighted that instruction in the first language enhances
literacy acquisition and educational participation. Several
countries  offer instructive models: Ethiopia has
implemented mother-tongue instruction in primary schools
across multiple ethnic languages, while the Philippines has
adopted a Multilingual Education Program mandating
instruction in 19 regional languages. Comparatively, India’s
doctrinal framework aligns with UNESCO’s
recommendations but faces unique challenges due to the
sheer scale and diversity of its linguistic landscape. The
present study suggests that India must balance the
preservation of linguistic diversity with the pragmatic
demands of national integration and global competitiveness.
The doctrinal analysis of multilingual education reveals both
promise and complexity. While constitutional provisions
and NEP 2020 strongly advocate for mother-tongue
instruction, practical challenges in resources, teacher
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availability, and socio-economic  mobility  remain
unresolved. Comparative global practices demonstrate that
multilingualism can be successfully integrated into national
education systems, provided there is sustained political will
and investment. The present study affirms that India’s path
forward must embrace linguistic pluralism as a cornerstone
of inclusion, while simultaneously preparing students for
participation in national and global knowledge economies.

Digital Divide and Equitable Access: The integration of
technology into education has become indispensable in the
twenty-first century, yet it has simultaneously exposed stark
inequalities in access. The digital divide defined as the gap
between individuals and communities that have access to
modern information and communication technologies and
those that do not has emerged as a critical barrier to
achieving equity in education. The present study undertakes
a doctrinal analysis of constitutional protections, judicial
interpretations, policy frameworks, and innovative practices
that shape the discourse on digital inclusion in India.

Doctrinal Analysis: Right to Education and Right to
Internet: The Right to Education (RTE) under Article 21A
of the Indian Constitution guarantees free and compulsory
education to children aged 6 to 14 years. However, in the
digital era, the meaningful realization of this right
increasingly depends on access to digital tools and
connectivity. The Kerala High Court in Faheema Shirin v.
State of Kerala (2019) held that access to the Internet forms
an integral part of the right to education and the right to
privacy under Article 21. This landmark judgment elevated
the right to Internet access from a mere utility to a
constitutional entitlement, thereby reinforcing the doctrinal
linkage between education and technology.

Challenges during COVID-19: The COVID-19 pandemic
starkly magnified the digital divide. With schools and
universities shifting to online platforms, millions of children
from rural and economically disadvantaged backgrounds
were excluded due to lack of devices, poor connectivity, and
unaffordable data costs. The urban-rural divide was
particularly glaring: while urban students could largely
transition to online classes, rural students faced prolonged
disruptions. Device affordability posed another challenge,
with families often sharing a single smartphone among
multiple children or being unable to purchase one
altogether. Connectivity gaps further deepened exclusion, as
many regions lacked stable Internet infrastructure. These
barriers not only denied education but also widened pre-
existing inequalities in learning outcomes.

Policy Framework: Recognizing these challenges, the
Government of India introduced several initiatives. The PM
eVidya programme, launched in 2020, consolidated all
digital and online modes of education under a single
umbrella. Similarly, the DIKSHA platform provides digital
infrastructure for teachers and learners, offering e-content in
multiple languages aligned with curricular needs. The
broader Digital India programme envisions universal digital
literacy, affordable Internet access, and e-governance,
indirectly contributing to education. However, critics argue
that while these initiatives are commendable, their reach has
been limited due to infrastructure constraints, inadequate
teacher training in digital pedagogy, and uneven digital
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literacy among students.

Innovations and Low-Tech Solutions: Beyond
governmental efforts, communities and educators have
devised low-tech solutions to bridge digital exclusion. For
instance, many states introduced television and radio
broadcasts of educational content to reach households
without Internet. Community-driven initiatives, such as
digital hubs in villages, where children could access shared
devices and connectivity, also emerged as innovative
models of collective empowerment. In certain regions,
teachers distributed printed worksheets and conducted small
group classes outdoors, blending traditional pedagogy with
accessible technology. These innovations highlight that
equitable access requires not only high-end technology but
also context-sensitive solutions.

Judicial Precedents: Courts have increasingly recognized
the intersection of education and technology. Apart from
Faheema Shirin, the Supreme Court in Avinash Mehrotra v.
Union of India (2009) emphasized that safety and
infrastructure are integral to education, a principle
extendable to digital access in contemporary times.
Similarly, the Delhi High Court, during the pandemic,
observed that the State bears a constitutional duty to ensure
that disadvantaged students are not denied online education
due to lack of devices or Internet. These precedents
collectively establish that equitable digital access is not a
privilege but a judicially enforceable right flowing from the
broader framework of Articles 14 and 21A. The doctrinal
analysis of the digital divide reveals that equitable education
in the digital age necessitates recognition of Internet access
as a constitutional right. While policies such as PM eVidya
and DIKSHA demonstrate governmental commitment, their
implementation must be strengthened through public
investment in digital infrastructure, targeted subsidies for
disadvantaged students, and training for educators. The
present study concludes that bridging the digital divide is
essential not only for fulfilling the Right to Education but
also for realizing the constitutional promise of substantive
equality in the knowledge society.

Pedagogical Adaptations for Neurodivergent Students
(Autism, ADHD, Dyslexia): The discourse on inclusion
and equity in education remains incomplete without
addressing the needs of neurodivergent learners. Conditions
such as Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD), Attention Deficit
Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD), and Dyslexia affect a
significant portion of the student population, influencing
cognition, behavior, and learning processes. The present
study examines the legal recognition of neurodivergence in
Indian law, identifies challenges in educational practice,
explores pedagogical innovations, analyzes judicial
precedents, and suggests policy reforms aimed at fostering
inclusive classrooms.

Legal Recognition: The Rights of Persons with Disabilities
(RPwD) Act, 2016 marked a paradigm shift by recognizing
specific learning disabilities, autism, and multiple
disabilities as grounds for protection and entitlements.
Section 16 of the Act imposes a positive obligation on
educational institutions to provide inclusive education,
ensure  reasonable  accommodations, and develop
individualized support mechanisms. Further, the National
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Education Policy (NEP) 2020 reaffirms this mandate by
emphasizing barrier-free access, flexible curricula, and the
adoption of specialized pedagogical strategies. These
provisions, read in light of Article 21A, constitutionally
embed the right of neurodivergent students to equitable
educational opportunities.

Challenges in Implementation: Despite a robust legal
framework, several challenges hinder effective inclusion.
Foremost is the lack of teacher training. Most educators
receive little or no instruction in special education
methodologies, leaving them ill-equipped to handle
neurodiverse classrooms. The persistence of stigma
compounds this problem. Parents often hesitate to disclose
children’s diagnoses due to fear of labeling or
discrimination, leading to inadequate support structures.
Moreover, the rigidity of the standard curriculum—with its
uniform  assessment  mechanisms—creates  systemic
exclusion, as it fails to accommodate diverse learning styles.
These factors collectively result in high dropout rates,
underperformance, and social marginalization of
neurodivergent learners, undermining the constitutional
ethos of equality.

Pedagogical Innovations: Educational innovations have
emerged to bridge these gaps. The most promising is the
adoption of the Universal Design for Learning (UDL)
framework, which advocates flexible learning environments
that accommodate varied sensory, cognitive, and social
needs. UDL principles such as multiple means of
representation, engagement, and expression move beyond
remedial approaches to reimagine mainstream education
inclusively. Another key tool is the Individualized
Education Plan (IEP), mandated under the RPwD Act. IEPs
allow tailored interventions by mapping the specific needs,
goals, and progress of each child. When effectively
implemented, they empower students to learn at their own
pace while aligning with curricular standards. Classroom
accommodations further enhance accessibility. Examples
include extended test time, use of assistive technologies
(like text-to-speech software), peer tutoring, and
differentiated instruction strategies. Collectively, these
innovations illustrate that neurodivergence does not
necessitate exclusion, but rather demands systemic
flexibility in pedagogy.

Case Law Analysis: Indian courts have reinforced the
constitutional and statutory right of neurodivergent students
to inclusive education. In Rajive Raturi v. Union of India
(2016), the Supreme Court underscored the State’s duty to
provide barrier-free access to education for persons with
disabilities, including neurodiverse learners. Similarly, in
Disabled Rights Group v. Union of India (2018), the Court
emphasized that reasonable accommodations are integral to
realizing the equality principle under Articles 14 and 21.
More recently, the Delhi High Court in Soumya Gupta v.
University of Delhi (2021) directed the University to
provide scribe and accommodation facilities to a student
with dyslexia, recognizing that denial of such support would
violate her right to education. These cases collectively
affirm that inclusion is not charity but a constitutional duty.

Policy Recommendations
To ensure meaningful inclusion, the present study
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recommends:

e Specialized Teacher Training: Mandatory inclusion
of special education modules in pre-service and in-
service teacher training programs.

e Curricular Flexibility: Adaptation of evaluation
mechanisms, allowing alternative modes of assessment
for neurodivergent learners.

e Technology Integration: Expansion of assistive
technologies and digital platforms tailored to diverse
learning needs.

e Awareness Campaigns: Destigmatizing
neurodivergence through community sensitization and
parental engagement.

e Monitoring and Accountability: Establishment of
institutional grievance redressal mechanisms to ensure
compliance with RPwD mandates.

The doctrinal analysis of neurodivergent pedagogy
demonstrates that while India has made commendable
strides in legal recognition, systemic challenges persist in
actualizing these rights. Innovations such as UDL and IEPs
offer transformative potential, yet require sustained
investment, teacher capacity-building, and attitudinal
change. The present study argues that bridging this gap is
imperative for fulfilling India’s constitutional and
international commitments to inclusive and equitable
education.

Comparative Doctrinal Analysis: The present study has
thus far examined the Indian framework for inclusive and
equitable education in its multiple dimensions—disability,
gender, linguistic  diversity, digital access, and
neurodivergence. To critically evaluate the adequacy of this
framework, it is necessary to situate it within the broader
context of international standards and guidelines.
Comparative doctrinal analysis allows us to map India’s
constitutional and statutory provisions against global
commitments such as the United Nations Convention on the
Rights of Persons with Disabilities (UNCRPD), the
UNESCO Education 2030 Agenda, and the OECD
principles of equity in education. This section highlights
convergences, identifies doctrinal gaps, and suggests
pathways for bridging the divide between law, policy, and
practice.

Mapping Indian Framework with International
Standards: The UNCRPD (2006), ratified by India in 2007,
obliges States Parties to ensure an inclusive education
system at all levels, grounded in equality of opportunity and
reasonable accommodation. Indian law, particularly the
Rights of Persons with Disabilities Act, 2016, reflects this
mandate by recognizing inclusive education as a statutory
right. Judicial pronouncements such as Rajive Raturi v.
Union of India (2016) further align India with the UNCRPD
by treating accessibility as a non-negotiable element of
equality. UNESCO’s Education 2030 Framework for
Action, which operationalizes Sustainable Development
Goal 4 (SDG-4), emphasizes not only access but also equity,
quality, and lifelong learning. India’s National Education
Policy 2020 (NEP 2020) is largely consistent with this
vision in its emphasis on foundational literacy, mother-
tongue instruction, gender inclusion, and digital access.
However, UNESCO stresses measurable targets and
monitoring mechanisms, where India’s framework remains
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weaker. The OECD guidelines on equity in education
emphasize reducing barriers to access, ensuring resource
redistribution, and adopting evidence-based interventions.
While India’s constitutional scheme (Articles 14, 15, 21A)
strongly supports non-discrimination, the operationalization
of redistributive justice in education through financing,
teacher allocation, and monitoring lags behind OECD
benchmarks.

Doctrinal Gaps between Law, Policy, and Practice:
Despite robust textual commitments, a gap persists between
India’s doctrinal framework and its practical realization.
These gaps manifest in four major ways:

Implementation Deficit: The RPwD Act and NEP 2020
mandate inclusive education, yet schools often lack trained
teachers, assistive technologies, or curriculum flexibility.
Unlike OECD nations, where compliance is regularly
audited, India suffers from weak enforcement and
accountability.

Inconsistent Judicial Enforcement: While Indian courts
have delivered progressive rulings, judicial intervention
remains sporadic and case-specific. There is no consistent
jurisprudence ensuring structural reforms, in contrast to the
European Court of Human Rights, which has enforced
systemic remedies for educational exclusion.

Resource Allocation: UNESCO guidelines emphasize
adequate and equitable financing as central to inclusion. In
India, public expenditure on education has hovered around
3-4% of GDP, below the recommended 6%. This resource
gap translates into infrastructural deficiencies and
inadequate digital reach.

Monitoring and Data Deficits: While international
frameworks stress data-driven policymaking, India lacks
comprehensive disaggregated data on the participation and
outcomes of marginalized learners. The absence of such
metrics impedes targeted interventions.

Synthesis: The comparative analysis reveals that India is
normatively aligned with global frameworks, but falls short
in enforcement and implementation. The doctrinal
framework is progressive enshrined in constitutional rights,
statutory provisions, and policy commitments but the
practice remains fragmented. Unlike UNESCO’s systematic
monitoring or OECD’s evidence-based strategies, India’s
mechanisms are often reactive rather than proactive. The
present study therefore concludes that bridging the doctrinal
gap requires (i) institutionalizing accountability through
independent oversight bodies, (ii) significantly increasing
education financing, and (iii) embedding international
monitoring standards within domestic law.

Conclusion

The present study has explored the doctrinal foundations of
inclusion and equity in Indian education across five critical
dimensions education of children with hearing and visual
impairments, gender equality in STEM, multilingual
education, bridging the digital divide, and pedagogical
adaptations for neurodivergent students. The analysis shows
that India has established a robust legal and policy
framework through constitutional guarantees, statutory
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protections, and progressive policy initiatives such as the
National Education Policy 2020. Judicial interventions have
also expanded the meaning of inclusive education,
recognizing it as a fundamental right linked with dignity,
access, and equality. Yet, despite these advances, significant
challenges persist in translating law and policy into
meaningful practice. To address these gaps, the present
study proposes a set of recommendations. First, stronger
mechanisms for policy implementation and monitoring must
be institutionalized to ensure that progressive frameworks
do not remain on paper alone. Second, judicial vigilance
should continue to act as a catalyst for systemic reforms in
cases where governments fall short of their obligations.
Third, teacher training and resource allocation must be
prioritized, since educators are the frontline agents of
inclusion. Fourth, mainstreaming assistive technology and
ensuring digital equity through affordable access and
community-based solutions is crucial for bridging divides,
especially in the post-pandemic context. Finally, curricula
and pedagogy must evolve to become gender-sensitive,
multilingual, and neurodivergent-friendly, thereby aligning
classroom practice with the vision of inclusive education. In
conclusion, the present study reaffirms that India’s
framework for inclusive education is comprehensive and
comparable to international standards. However, the true
test lies in its effective implementation, requiring sustained
investment, judicial oversight, and innovative pedagogical
practices. Only then can the constitutional promise of
inclusive and equitable education for all truly be realized.
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