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Abstract 

The present thesis on bilingual education, with its foci on linguistic heterogeneity and 
language policy ‘from below’, covers the first 15 years in the officially multilingual new 
South Africa. The post-apartheid era has seen South Africa’s pro-multilingual 
Constitution and the language-in-education policy for schools being sidelined in favour 
of an English-oriented mindset. The subversion of the policy’s additive bi/multilingual 
intent in favour of a replacive ‘English-as-target-language’ approach indexes a collusion 
between the political class and the African language-speaking majority, and has been 
accompanied by systemic underachievement. While the linguistic market beyond school 
is not necessarily unified in its monolingual habitus, choices for the poor are constrained 
by a lack of alternatives.  

Within the implementational spaces afforded by the policy environment, groups such 
as Project for the Study of Alternative Education in South Africa (PRAESA) have 
attempted to demonstrate an alternative approach that valorises mother-tongue-based 
bilingual education. These alternative education initiatives (1995–2009) form the 
substance of the five published pieces in the present portfolio, capped by the summative 
thesis. They were written while the author was still a member of PRAESA, and 
collectively address topics such as language policy initiatives ‘from below’, the role of 
surveys in gauging language behaviour and creating language awareness, a multilingual 
training of trainers programme for southern Africa, a bilingual teacher in-service 
programme foregrounding different teacher identities in relation to policy realisation, and 
a classification system for schools by language medium that factors in learners’ mother 
tongues while making allowance for linguistic heterogeneity. The thesis reflects critically 
on the prevailing monoglossic language ideology informing these studies, and suggests 
the need for a heteroglossic approach oriented to language as a resource.  
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Language policy from below  
Bilingual education and heterogeneity in post-apartheid South Africa 

Introduction 

The present thesis caps a series of four published articles and one report. The 
research covered in these five pieces spans a period of some 15 years, from the 
dawn of the ‘newSA’ in 1994/95 to 2009. During this time I was employed at 
PRAESA, and was involved in a wide range of tasks including research, advocacy, 
training, production of newsletters and academic publications, and ancillary tasks. 
Whatever else it is, a thesis done through publications and a summary or capstone 
chapter is an exercise in metalinguistics. The initial research article is subjected to 
scrutiny and critical reflection in the summary or capstone chapter, which in itself 
is introduced and summarised in this introduction. It becomes a layered narrative, 
a palimpsest, in which each successive layer is discussed and interpreted, upscaled 
to a higher level of abstraction and therefore of authority. Talking about talking, 
writing about writing. The risk in theorising at ever dizzying heights is losing 
touch with the ‘ab-original experience’ as discursively produced in the initial 
research article. For this reason I have found it necessary from time to time to 
‘ground’ the commentary to follow by going back over the ‘ab-original’ 
experience in the form of the raw data, and reinterpreting it with the benefit of 
hindsight. In the case of Study III, this has resulted in a rival interpretation of the 
data, a kind of comparative study. What is revealing is the powerful role of theory 
in providing a particular lens on the experience, and on the discourse that 
produced it. What should emerge by the end of the summary is a clearer sense of 
how the three topics mentioned in the title – language policy, bilingual education 
and linguistic heterogeneity – relate to the ‘hidden hand’ of language ideology. By 
the end, an attempt will have been made to position each topic in relation to a 
monoglossic (language) ideology versus an heteroglossic (language) ideology.  

Almost two decades into the not-so-new South Africa, it is becoming 
increasingly evident that the pro-multilingual language-in-education policy of 
1997 is being ignored in favour of an anglocentric or English-oriented mindset. 
This disposition has arisen in response to three developments: the global 
dominance of English in the linguistic marketplace, the lack of political will on the 
part of the political class, and absence of popular demand for an enhanced role for 
the official African languages from the speakers of these languages themselves. 
The proof of this assertion is that the overt policy of additive bi/multilingualism is 
being subverted on a daily basis in schools by the covert policy of a replacive 
‘straight-for-English’ or ‘English-as-soon-as-possible’ (E-asap) language medium 
practice. This constrained choice for the legitimate language promises access to 
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symbolic and material power and resources. However, for a range of reasons, 
those without the capital to buy into middle-class schooling and its associated 
benefits are unable to access these goods and services that presage a better life. 
That is to say, the problem with ‘Xhosa-speaking, yet English-seeking’ language 
attitudes is that for most children from dominated or language minority 
backgrounds, enrolment in submersion and early-exit bilingual programmes in 
poorly resourced schools does not deliver the hoped-for returns.  

This indexes the well-known paradox that proficiency in English as the current 
power language is necessary for individual success in the linguistic market and for 
its expansion, but that the same linguistic market makes it impossible for the 
majority to attain such proficiency. That is, English is both ‘unassailable and 
unattainable’ (Alexander, 2000). The demand is there, but the supply is lacking – 
and for as long as that is the case, those who do have proficiency in English and 
the ‘profit of distinction’ this brings, have an objective, albeit ill-fated, class 
interest in maintaining the system of ‘elite closure’, no matter how strenuously 
they might publically deny it. The net effect is that the elites and the people tacitly 
collude in the enactment of a covert language-in-education policy that is at odds 
with official (but largely symbolic) multilingualism. While this ‘gridlock of 
collusion’ is not totalising and the linguistic market beyond school not necessarily 
unified in its monolingual habitus, choices for the poor are constrained by a lack 
of alternatives. It was this desire to demonstrate the alternative that propelled 
much of the work of the Project for the Study of Alternative Education in South 
Africa (PRAESA) in the area of language policy in education. The recognition that 
democratisation is inextricably linked to language policy in the public sphere, 
including education, can be said to be the thread running through all PRAESA’s 
work. It necessarily entailed the valorisation of the official African languages 
(alongside English) to realise mother tongue based bilingual education.  

This brings me back to the present thesis, and its concerns with bilingual 
education, linguistic heterogeneity and language policy from below. The first 
study (I) covers the years from 1995–1998. It reports on a range of language 
policy initiatives ‘from below’ that sought to demonstrate the direction that could 
be taken in realising the multilingual education policy. Study II covers the next 
three or so years (1999–2001), and surveys the position of isiXhosa as a 
dominated language in the Cape Town educational scene. As the discussion in this 
summative chapter will show, the survey methodology encoded a somewhat 
limited sociolinguistics-of-distribution paradigm and an associated language 
ideology that veered between monoglossia and heteroglossia. Optimally, it would 
have needed different questions and supplementary research methods to encode a 
sociolinguistics-of-mobility approach, and more adequately capture actual 
linguistic heterogeneity. Study III examines a training of trainers programme that 
arose out of PRAESA’s African connection, and sought to valorise African mother 
tongues as instruments of education. The programme represents a bold but flawed 
attempt to realise a bilingual education approach in the face of linguistic 
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heterogeneity among participants, and an anglocentric university language regime. 
The programme itself can be said to index an act of language policy from below. 
The summary chapter looks at the programme through a continua of biliteracy lens 
to uncover the aforementioned central topics. Study IV concerns itself with a 
provincial pilot scheme to enhance the status and extend the use of African 
languages in education. In a context in which language policy does not match 
sociolinguistic complexity, teachers get to ‘choose’ from a number of identities in 
relation to policy. The commentary spells out these roles, some of which identify 
teachers as language policy advocates from below. Finally, Study V picks up on 
all three topics in outlining a classification system for schools by language 
medium that factors in learners’ mother tongues. The commentary draws attention 
to the limits of catering for sociolinguistic complexity. It ends by positing that the 
act of creatively assisting government to realise its (own) language policy is an act 
of language planning from within, rather than ‘from below’. 

As indicated by the title, this thesis has set itself the task of exploring the 
interrelationship between linguistic heterogeneity, bilingual education, and 
language policy from below. Each concept is far from monolithic or monochrome, 
and all three are subject to contestation, even conflict. Even outside of the fraught 
social dynamics of the not-so-new South Africa with its sharp inequalities, the 
concepts invite debate. ‘Language policy from below’ is a spatial metaphor that 
suggests a language initiative arising from the proverbial grassroots up, something 
done below the expected level, something unofficial, possibly covert, even 
clandestine, something that potentially challenges or even subverts the established 
language order. An immediate question is: why language policy from below? In a 
democratic society almost two decades into a pro-multilingual Constitution and an 
additive multilingual education policy that gives end-users a degree of choice 
(however constrained), why do we speak of language policy from below? Is it 
possible to react or rebel against a laissez-faire policy? A second question centres 
on agency. In an educational institution, who is doing language policy from 
below? What gives teachers or parents or learners the right? What do they want? 
Do they have the power to decide? Who decides? What subject positions are open 
to teachers once they decide to circumvent language policy from above? Are they 
doomed to becoming language policy violators? Or are other subject positions 
possible, such as policy interpreters or even policy advocates? A third set of 
questions concerns resources of those intent on language policying from below. 
Which linguistic capital do they bring to the task? What funds of knowledge do 
teachers, learners and parents draw on to try to achieve their goal? Will those 
attempting to upscale their language demands according to their own orders of 
indexicality or norms have the symbolic and material means to demonstrate the 
alternative? Or are they doomed to solutions that are at best localised, temporary, 
and ultimately at the mercy of the linguistic market ‘out there’? Can language 
policy from below, such as in a school or university, supplant its presumed 
opposite, language policy from above? Or is some kind of compromise possible, 
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resulting in a negotiated solution that represents a new language regime? These 
questions circumscribe the first topic, and attempts are made throughout the 
commentary to answer them. 

The other two topics are best discussed together. Bilingual education is an old 
term traditionally associated with language education for dominated groups or 
social minorities, although in apartheid South Africa it used to refer to 
Afrikaans/English schooling for classified white pupils. It encodes an overt 
duality: the best known language combined with the most wanted language. In a 
linguistic market such as post-apartheid South Africa that is increasingly locked 
into global hegemonies of English that are, however, always realised locally, what 
choices do school communities have to secure the best possible education for their 
children? Various permutations or models emerge, depending on a whole range of 
ideological, resourcing and administrative constraints. But what if these mother 
tongue based bilingual education models are based on a flawed assumption of 
what the mother tongue is? The hidden term inside bilingual education is, after all, 
that of the mother tongue – bilingual education as a concept only makes sense if it 
is based on the language the child knows best by the time she or he goes to school. 
Or does it? What if the child has no identifiable mother tongue? What if language 
use in working class communities is heteroglossic, translanguaged, codemeshed? 
What if the child’s ‘mother tongue’ consists of two non-standard varieties such as 
Kaapse Afrikaans and Cape Flats English? If one wanted to ensure a mother-
tongue based education for such a child, in which language stream would she best 
be placed? How would the language stream itself, i.e. the model of bilingual 
education, have to adapt to the learner’s needs? These are some of the questions 
that lie at the core of bilingual education programmes and sociolinguistic 
complexity, and which are taken up in what follows.  

Study I: Education with multilingualism in South Africa: An overview 

This article provides an overview of primary education with multilingualism, or 
multilingual education, in South Africa. Taking the country’s new language-in-
education policy as its starting point, the article explores the rationale for the 
promotion of multilingualism in education, and reviews work in progress with 
specific reference to teacher education, school-based language support, learning 
materials, and research. It concludes by examining current policy interpretation 
proposals, and argues that the politically-driven agenda of promoting 
multilingualism needs to be aligned with the outcomes-based focus of the new 
national curriculum.1

                                              

1 Abstract as it appears in the Journal. 
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Background 

Study I, published in 1999, was written a year after the advent (in 1997) of South 
Africa’s new language-in-education policy (DoE, 1997) for public schools. The 
article reflects the in-process character of the LiEP and a certain spirit of optimism 
that seemed justified in light of the emancipation from apartheid and the coming-
into-being of a pro-multilingual policy environment at the dawn of democracy. Far 
from being starry-eyed, however, the article already notes the tension between 
official multilingualism and the drive for English, exemplified in contradictions 
between the LiEP and Curriculum 2005, the first post-apartheid national 
curriculum for public schools. In particular, it cites a study warning that the 
curriculum presumes a transition to English-medium after the early years of 
schooling that is in conflict with the LiEP’s notion of additive multilingualism. 
This presumption was to become accentuated in later years with successive re-
inventions of the curriculum in ever more explicit endorsements of an English-
mainly orientation. The article’s contribution is probably twofold. First, it provides 
an overview of the theoretical rationale for additive bi/multilingualism, tracing the 
transposition of bilingual education concepts and terminology from North 
America to the South African context. Secondly, it summarises then-current 
developments ‘from below’ towards the implementation of multilingual 
education2, such as ongoing advocacy, initiatives in teacher education, ad hoc 
grassroots language policy initiatives , language support, the concept of 
demonstration schools, the issue of textbooks in African languages, and research. 
These initiatives, and the early work of PRAESA generally, have been 
documented elsewhere by stalwarts Neville Alexander (on the overall location of 
PRAESA’s work – in Busch (ed., 2011), Kathleen Heugh (2003, on language 
policy and planning) and Carole Bloch (1998, on early literacy and materials 
development). As Study I makes plain, PRAESA was central to many of the 
developments in the language education sector, both in conceptualisation and in 
practice. As a staff member I was integrally involved in some of the research, 
language support and teacher education initiatives. That this is not mentioned 
explicitly is due in part to the collectivist ethos of PRAESA’s modus operandi, and 
partly due to my supportive rather than formative role in the organisation at the 
time. The article, then, represents a stock-taking of language initiatives in the non-
governmental education sector at an early stage of the new democracy when 
government was only beginning to show its hand. The article ends with a number 
of implementation proposals which would be repeated, with ever greater urgency, 
in a wave of publications in subsequent years as the ANC-led government’s lack 
of political will in addressing the language issue became increasingly evident.  

                                              

2 In keeping with the PRAESA use at the time, the term multilingual education is used broadly 
here to refer to a ‘mother-tongue based’ orientation in education, with implications for public 
participation in a democratic polity – see Heugh et al. (1995). The issue of terminology is 
revisited in the discussion of Study V, below. 
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Before discussing a key theme to emerge in Study I, it may be instructive to 
briefly periodise the ‘from below’ stance that is central to this thesis. It is probably 
less well-known that PRAESA’s initial focus was not on language policy or 
emergent literacy per se, but on alternative education and curriculum development 
more broadly. Having been established in 1992, shortly after the political 
liberalisation that began in 1990, PRAESA saw itself as a type of research arm 
(hence the name) of numerous non-formal education initiatives that had flourished 
semi-underground in the 1970s and 1980 and that had served to challenge 
apartheid education (PRAESA, 1999). A key aim was to make available to the 
unfolding education policy process the documented experiences of projects in 
community education, early childhood education, worker education, language 
policy and adult literacy (ibid.). These included, but were not limited to, NGOs 
with which Alexander was associated.3 Documentation of these initiatives took the 
form of a survey of commissioned chapters, which was to be edited by Alexander, 
and the development of a corresponding database on alternative or liberatory 
education initiatives since 1970. My initial role at PRAESA was, together with 
colleagues4, to develop the database. The year 1994 turned out to be a defining 
moment for the country, with the negotiated settlement between the National Party 
and the liberation movement culminating in democratic elections to signal the end 
of apartheid and the advent of general enfranchisement. It was also formative in 
PRAESA’s trajectory, as the organisation hosted two major conferences. The first 
of these provided a forum for the exchange of experiences by early childhood 
practitioners and primary school educators, with a view to influencing education 
policy and curriculum practice ‘from below’ (PRAESA, 1999). Lasting networks 
around early literacy were established with several organisations and individuals 
present. It soon became apparent, however, that the ‘bottom up’ approach to 
educational planning nationally envisaged by PRAESA was sidelined by a ‘top 
down’ curriculum development process exemplified in the ANC-led government’s 
adoption of an essentially foreign outcomes-based curriculum that, for various 
reasons, was doomed to failure (Jansen, 1999). The realisation that national 
curriculum policy was increasingly impervious to the accumulated grassroots 
alternative education initiatives led PRAESA to shift its focus away from broader 
curriculum issues towards language policy and emergent literacy, a move that 
coincided with the arrival of new staff with experience in those areas (PRAESA, 
1999: 3). The second conference brought together academics and education 
activists from across the continent (and beyond) in a networking move around the 

                                              

3 These included the South African Committee for Higher Education (SACHED), the Urban and 
Rural Development Education Programme (URDEP), HEWSSA Trust, Trust for Christian 
Outreach and Education (TCOE), the Council for Black Education Research Trust (COBERT), 
Primary Open Learning Pathways (POLP), Vumani, Grassroots, End Racism and Sexism through 
Education (ERASE), the National Language Project, the Children’s Resource Centre, and Buchu 
Books. 
4 Others who worked on the database were Merlyn van Vore and Maud Murimwa. 
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theme of educational innovation in post-colonial Africa. More on the African 
connection in Study III, below.  

Central to the ethos of PRAESA was the concept of language planning from 
below (Alexander, 1992) that underpinned the project’s subsequent language 
policy work. The concept drew attention to the contribution of civil society to 
language planning initiatives. In a concise piece, written during the political 
interregnum in South Africa (1990–1994), Alexander takes issue with the 
‘canonical model’ of language planning for giving too much weight to centralised 
government authority. Instead, he invokes as fundamental civil society’s right to 
propose (a language plan). The historical trajectory of Afrikaans from the 
beginning of the taalstryd (language struggle) in 1875 to its position as official 
language fifty years later is held up as the best historical example of LP from 
below.5 Core or vanguard groups such as the National Language Project6, who by 
dint of their proximity to the grassroots had a certain legitimacy, should be 
allowed to propose status and corpus planning initiatives, ‘even if what we 
propose deviates sharply from what the central authorities would like to have 
implemented’ (48). Alexander had in mind his proposal (see Alexander, 1989) for 
the harmonisation of the Nguni languages (isiXhosa, isiZulu, siSwati, isiNdebele) 
and the Sotho languages (Sesotho, Sepedi/Sesotho sa Lebowa, and Setswana) into 
written standards, for both nation-building and socio-economic reasons. The 
proposal had linguistic merit (given degree of mutual intelligibility and the 
similarity of orthographies within the varieties in each of the two clusters) but was 
politically controversial, and has to date not been taken up.7 It is worth making the 
point that although Alexander’s initial conception of language planning from 
below did not specifically mention acquisition planning (i.e. for language learning 
and language use in schools), this was implied in the example of Afrikaans cited. 
The notion of language policy from below was soon to take shape within PRAESA 
in the form of the multilingual demonstration schools project, and in the concept 
of school language policy (Braam, 2004).  

Recontextualising three discourses 

From a language ideological perspective, the PRAESA & NLP initiatives 
discussed in Study I reflect a particular view of language in relation to education 
and democracy. This has been usefully presented by Niedrig (2000) as 
multilingualism as the educational goal of the new nation. The conceptual point of 

                                              

5 Alexander’s use of Afrikaans as an example of LP from below has not gone uncontested – see 
Ridge (2001). 
6 Alexander was a founder member and director of the NLP from 1986 to 1991, before 
establishing PRAESA at the University of Cape Town in 1992. 
7 Despite a different starting point, the notion of disinvention and reconstitution of indigenous 
African languages (Makoni & Pennycook, 2007) has significant overlaps with Alexander’s 
harmonisation proposal. 
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departure for the two projects is given as nation-building and trilingualism, as 
political goals, and as additive bilingualism as the pedagogic goal. The latter 
concept is glossed in the joint NLP-PRAESA publication Multilingual Education 
for South Africa as follows:  

Additive bilingualism refers to bilingualism associated with a well-developed 
proficiency in two languages and with positive cognitive outcomes (Lambert). The 
term is applied to a context in which speakers of any language are introduced to a 
second language (or even languages) in addition to the continued educational use of the 
primary language as the language of learning. The second language is never intended to 
replace the primary language in education; rather, it is seen as complementary to the 
primary language throughout. (Heugh et al., 1995: vii) 

The definition represents a potentially ‘strong’ version of the additive bilingualism 
concept in its simultaneous insistence on home-language maintenance (as LoLT) 
and the suggestion that the second language be phased in as a complementary 
LoLT. The formulation implies that language learning takes place not only 
through the use of the second language as a subject, but also through the learning 
of curricular content. This conceptualisation found its deposit in PRAESA’s 
proposed multilingual demonstration schools project, briefly mentioned in Study I 
(p.42), which was to consider various models of bi-multilingual education. The 
ones mentioned – ‘parallel-medium schooling, an adapted form of two-way 
immersion (in linguistically diverse classrooms), and dual-medium schooling (in 
linguistically homogeneous classrooms where the teacher speaks both languages)’ 
(p.42) – are explained more fully in Heugh et al. (1995 – see chapters by 
Alexander and by Heugh [The multilingual school: modified dual medium]). The 
proposals take into account the socially-driven pressure for the acquisition of 
English resulting from its instrumental value locally, nationally and 
internationally; they make a strong case for an expanded role for (the official) 
African languages in education, especially primary schooling; and they 
consciously seek to promote trilingualism (via the planned acquisition of a third 
language offered as a subject) as a nation-building strategy. This would require a 
reconceptualisation of teacher education, an investment in educational materials 
for African languages, and above all a political commitment from the government 
to profiling and resourcing of African languages (alongside English and 
Afrikaans). But how did the discourse about multilingualism and nation-building 
resonate with prevalent discourses elsewhere?  

In an insightful overview chapter, Marilyn Martin-Jones (2007) takes aim at 
three traditional discourses on bilingual education research. These have clear 
relevance for Study I, and so are worth summarising here. First, Martin-Jones 
takes issue with the discourse about bilingual education ‘models’ (consistently 
placed in scare quotes). The emergence of taxonomic discourses is traced from the 
early structural-functionalist models (1950s–1980s) to subsequent critical 
typologies which sought to expose how particular models reproduced social 
inequality. The comparison of models by programme goals, types of target groups, 
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and language distribution is noted as constituting a well-established discourse that 
has since spread from the USA and Canada to other bi/multilingual contexts. 
These ‘‘models’ of bilingual education are represented as if they were discrete, 
fixed entities and readily transplantable, like neutral technologies, from one 
sociolinguistic context to another’ (164). Against the background of the early 
policy-driven research, ‘what’ questions, e.g. about contextually-appropriate 
models and their design features, tended to prevail over ‘why’ questions about 
interested positions and the consequences of ‘model’ choices in particular socio-
historical contexts. The chapter is implicitly critical of ‘the orthodoxy of the 
language separation approach’ with its creation of parallel monolingual learning 
spaces in schools (‘bilingualism through monolingualism’), and the concomitant 
rejection of the concurrent language approach (and hence of codeswitching) (165). 
A second, related discourse problematized in the chapter concerns bilingual 
education and achievement, and the policy-driven concern with measurable 
outcomes (for language learning and across the curriculum) of particular bilingual 
policies and ‘models’. This led to large-scale research using standardized tests that 
produced statistics that were policy-friendly, alternatively that sought to challenge 
anti-bilingual education sentiment. Thirdly, the chapter problematises prevalent 
discourses about linguistic competence and ‘balanced bilingualism’. These, she 
avers, were ‘partly due to the dominance, at the time, of narrowly conceived, 
cognitive approaches to research on second language acquisition’, and of similar 
teaching and learning approaches that included the notion of comprehensible input 
(166). The concern with ‘strong models’ of bilingual education found expression 
in container metaphors of competence, such as ‘full bilingual competence’, 
‘additive bilingualism’ and ‘subtractive bilingualism’, and ‘semilingualism’ (167). 
In what follows, this ensemble of discourses is found to be wanting. Writing from 
within a Bourdieuan framework, Martin-Jones goes on to argue for a critical, 
interpretive approach to research on language in education in bilingual and 
multilingual settings, claiming that only research that is situated in specific local 
educational sites is equal to the task of addressing perennial issues such as the 
medium of instruction, the desirability and organisation of bilingual education, and 
the consequences of such educational interventions in multilingual settings (161–
163).  

The question that arises is to what extent these discourses found their deposit in 
South Africas debates about bi/multilingual education, and specifically in 
PRAESA’s work. The answer has to be: to a very large extent. For historically-
specific reasons, the ensemble of discourses identified by Martin-Jones acted in 
concert, and were in fact widely appropriated by language activists and language 
policy scholars in South Africa from the early 1990s. In particular, they were to be 
formative in the work of the National Language Project and PRAESA, infusing 
the influential volume Multilingual Education for South Africa (Heugh et al., 
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1995) as well as a range of advocacy materials8. As mentioned in Study I, terms 
such as Cummins’ BICS/CALP differentiation, and Lambert’s ‘additive’ and 
‘subtractive bilingualism’ distinction were central to the work of these two 
organisations (the discourses about linguistic competence identified by Martin-
Jones). Further evidence for the prevalence of the three traditional discourses 
identified by Martin-Jones comes in the shape of South Africa’s post-apartheid 
national language in education policy for public schools (DoE, 1997).  

5.A wide spectrum of opinions exists as to the locally viable approaches towards 
multilingual education, ranging from arguments in favour of the cognitive benefits and 
cost-effectiveness of teaching through one medium (home language) and learning 
additional language(s) as subjects, to those drawing on comparative international 
experience demonstrating that, under appropriate conditions, most learners benefit 
cognitively and emotionally from the type of structured bilingual education found in 
dual-medium (also known as twoway immersion) programmes. Whichever route is 
followed, the underlying principle is to maintain home language(s) while providing 
access to and the effective acquisition of additional language(s). Hence, the 
Department’s position that an additive approach to bilingualism is to be seen as the 
normal orientation of our language-in-education policy. With regard to the delivery 
system, policy will progressively be guided by the results of comparative research, both 
locally and internationally. (DoE, 1997: 1) 

The LiEP is clearly indebted to all three discourses which are here intertwined 
seamlessly: the discourse about ‘models’ (teaching through one medium; type of 
structured bilingual education) is tied to considerations of achievement (cognitive 
benefits and cost-effectiveness; benefit cognitively and emotionally) and to a 
discourse about linguistic competence (effective acquisition of additional 
language(s); an additive approach to bilingualism). However, the references to 
the results of comparative research, both locally and internationally and to dual-
medium (also known as two-way immersion) indicate an awareness of the need to 
integrate the appropriation of Northern discourses with more indigenous, local 
ones – dual-medium is a quintessentially South African term, whereas two-way 
immersion is distinctly North American. The synthesis of global and local 
discourses in the policy text marks a dialogue, a conscious intertextuality. Given 
the extent of PRAESA influence on the burgeoning language policy process at the 
time9, it is no accident that the LiEP reflects the organisation’s discourse. What is 
pertinent here is Niedrig’s observation that the PRAESA models assume a strict 
language separation approach in which individual bilingualism is treated as double 
monolingualism. ‘In this regard the current PRAESA conceptualisation unfortun-
ately provides little by way of insight into dealing with linguistic heterogeneity 

                                              

8 Early examples were The Power of Babel. Support for teachers in multilingual schools (De 
Klerk, 1995) and a trilingual Family Guide to Multilingual Education (Bloch & Mahlalela, 1998). 
9 The extraordinary story behind the LiEP is narrated by Alexander in a 2011 interview (Busch 
(ed), 2011). It confirms the central role played by Alexander, Heugh and Gerda de Klerk in its 
formulation. 
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from a theoretically-informed position’ (2000: 309). This topic is taken up again in 
the discussion of Study V, below. 

Study II: Cape Town 

Following a brief history of the city of Cape Town, this chapter explores the 
language-in-education scene in contemporary Cape Town with reference to 
schooling as well as universities. Survey and other data are used to show the 
marginalisation of isiXhosa, one of the three main languages in the region, both 
as a medium and as a subject. Some initiatives seeking to implement the multiling-
ual language in education policy are briefly described.  

Overview 

Study II has its origins in a visit to Cape Town by Jill Bourne and Euan Reid, who 
had undertaken to produce the 2003 edition of a yearbook of language in 
education. They were looking for someone to write about developments in the city 
of Cape Town. PRAESA was a natural port of call, having already established 
itself as a reference point in the field of language policy in education in South 
Africa. The restricted scope of the chapter appealed, as it held the promise of 
being able to explore issues in depth within one locality across the various 
education sectors (schooling, teacher education, universities). The abbreviated title 
of the Study is explained by its location in the ‘city case studies’ section of the 
yearbook. This piece is in some ways a companion to Study I, and has much in 
common with the latter. It is written from within the same activist-researcher 
framework of commitment to the promotion of multilingualism in education; that 
is, to the realisation of the national language-in-education policy for schools 
(LiEP) as part of the quest for democratisation and nation-building. Accordingly, 
Study II has a similar set of references, drawing on notions such as hegemony, 
linguicism and the monolingual habitus within what may be termed a structural-
functionalist view of language (McGroarty, 2010). Apart from the more limited 
geographic scope, the main difference to the earlier piece is that the study makes 
use of findings generated from within a quantitative orientation. This was done to 
ascertain, by means of induction, the extent of the hegemony of English within the 
education sector. One set of data was provided by the education management and 
information service (EMIS) of the provincial education department, in response to 
a request for statistics on learners by home language, by language medium, and by 
language subject. A second dataset was generated by the PRAESA surveys and 
mapping team via a language survey conducted amongst primary school children 
in Cape Town, in collaboration with research partners at the Babylon Institute, 
University of Tilburg, The Netherlands. The results of the survey were presented 
at various conferences in South Africa in the period 2001–2002, and the study as a 
whole was subsequently written up and published in an in-house series 
(Plüddemann et al., 2004a).  
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In Study II, the focus is on isiXhosa as a dominated language in education, 
both in relation to medium of instruction and to language as a subject. The 
survey’s acknowledgment of bilingual homes suggests a conceptual move away 
from unitary notions of language and a ‘parallel monolingual’ notion of multi-
lingualism, towards multilinguality and heterogeneity, although this orientation is 
missing from the EMIS data. The study makes use of the notion of language 
vitality to gauge learners’ language attitudes and language use at home (more on 
this, below). Written 3–4 years after Study I, it speaks more pointedly of the 
state’s lack of political will as the major stumbling block to the LiEP’s 
implementation. In the last part, the chapter lists additive multilingual education 
initiatives in Cape Town, including an advanced certificate in multilingual 
education, offered annually by PRAESA through the University of Cape Town 
from 1997–2001. It also reports on local universities’ language policies, citing 
research that exposes them for paying mere lip-service to multilingualism. At a 
discourse level Study II, like Study I before it, uses the term policy realisation to 
suggest a move away from a monolithic and top-down concept of policy 
enforcement, to a more nuanced understanding of policy as contested process, 
with contextual factors constraining and determining the extent of ‘realisation’ in 
practice; that is to say, a contingent and uneven process. The notion is not further 
theorised, however. The findings, derived from the survey data, confirm a growing 
tension between official multilingualism and the hegemony of English in 
education (p 283). This is clearly shown in the marginalisation of Xhosa as a 
teaching medium and as a subject in public schooling (curriculum), teacher 
education, and universities. In retrospect, the study is somewhat one-dimensional 
in referring exclusively to the language-in-education policy, without looking at the 
different emphases and resultant pressures on schools in the Curriculum 2005 
documentation.  

Two points are worth taking up. The first is about the methodology of survey 
research and the use of self-report and other statistical data with regard to 
language use and language attitudes in a context of social and linguistic inequality, 
and the varying degrees of legitimacy bestowed on language within a particular 
ecology. The second, closely related, point relates to the language ideology 
inherent in the concept of language vitality.  

Surveys, language attitudes and social inequality 

The language regime (Coulmas, 2005) of apartheid had had no interest in 
obtaining perspectival data on language use and language attitudes amongst school 
populations in what was a deliberately fragmented, unequal and top-down system. 
The 1976/77 Soweto-initiated revolt against the extended use of Afrikaans in 
Bantu Education forced the regime, over the subsequent two decades, to allow 
schools a measure of choice with regard to language medium policies, resulting in 
a reduction in the period of mother-tongue instruction (from eight to four years). 
Popular insistence on an English-mainly education had the effect of basing the 
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entire system on shaky second-language foundations (Alexander, 2000, following 
Hartshorne, 1995). It is clear that this concession on the part of the regime 
amounted to little more than an attempt at political containment, however, and 
cannot be equated with a user-centred focus on language attitudes for progressive 
educational planning. After the fall of apartheid, a pro-multilingual Constitution 
and enabling language policies in education required baseline data for informed 
language planning. The LANGTAG call (DACST, 1996) for more accurate 
information on the language uses and preferences of school populations signalled 
a more ‘bottom-up’ approach to language planning. In this endeavour, surveys had 
an important role to play.  

In the period covered by Study II (roughly 1998–2002), language surveys 
became an integral part of the work of PRAESA. These fell into two main 
categories. One reflected PRAESA’s own research interests, derived from a 
critical analysis of the strategic value of certain types of baseline information. 
These included surveys of language vitality and school language policy 
implementation in Greater Cape Town and in the rest of the Western Cape, which 
were undertaken jointly with Babylon.10 A smaller-scale survey into the status of 
isiXhosa as an additional-language subject was undertaken in 2002.11 The second 
category consisted of studies commissioned by the Western Cape Education 
Department, which were intended to feed into language-in-education policy-
making at provincial level. One of these (Plüddemann et al., 2004b) made a 
considerable contribution to the understanding of dual-medium and parallel-
medium schools, and found its deposit in the (draft) Language Policy in the 
Primary Schools of the Western Cape (WCED, 2002). This narrative is taken up 
again in the discussion of Study IV, below. It is important to reiterate that the 
surveys were not intended merely as a contribution towards knowledge generation 
about language attitudes and practices, but as steps towards the realisation of 
progressive policies. In addition, and as a result of experience gained in this way, 
PRAESA staff were asked to provide input into language surveys planned by or on 
behalf of other institutions, notably the Pan South African Language Board 
(PanSALB, 2001) and Stellenbosch University (Schlemmer, 2008).  

From the start we were clear that language attitude surveys, far from being the 
supposedly neutral instrument in the hands of so-called objective researchers, in 
fact had an inherently ideological character. This had much to do with the Marxist 
insight that the dominant ideas in society are the ideas of the dominant classes. 
Study I, discussed above, identified the usefulness of the concepts of hegemony, 
habitus and symbolic violence, and the monolingual habitus in the analysis of 
language attitudes. Specifically, these and other concepts – including that of the 
static maintenance syndrome (Alexander, 2003) and the role-model effect of the 

                                              

10 The Greater Cape Town and Western Cape surveys were published together as Plüddemann et 
al., 2004a. 
11 Mbatha & Plüddemann, 2004. 
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new middle classes – helped explain the educational ‘choice’ for English (Benson, 
2008) in a multilingual society in which most people spoke (speak) an African 
language first. Similar insights were gleaned from research in postcolonial African 
countries such as Nigeria (Adegbija, 1994), Zimbabwe (Roy-Campbell , 2003) and 
Tanzania (Qorro, 2004), and of the exclusionary effect of these states opting for 
exoglossic official languages as the main medium of instruction (Bamgbose, 
2007). In an overview chapter on language attitude studies, McGroarty rightly 
argues for their inclusion in language ideology studies (2010: 10). The chapter 
charts language attitudes from their psycholinguistic beginnings to those 
embracing a sociocontextual model of language attitude, with concepts such as 
ethnolinguistic vitality (see discussion, below), and additive versus subtractive 
forms of bilingualism emerging from Canadian education studies. McGroarty 
confirms the sociolinguistic turn in the study of language attitudes by averring that 
‘investigations of language-related attitudes in bi- or multi-lingual communities 
must examine the relative status, or vitality, of each community involved to be 
maximally informative’ (13).  

Collectively, these insights informed the PRAESA survey research. The 
research instruments themselves encoded an awareness of the danger that, in a 
stratified society, perspectival or self-reporting is likely to reflect little more than 
the dominant ideas in society. For this reason, questionnaires included ‘what if’ 
questions that indexed the vision of an alternative future. A case in point is the 
PRAESA/Babylon questionnaire used for the primary schools language survey in 
the Western Cape. The section on language at school includes questions asking 
Grade 7 respondents to identify ‘other languages’ (besides those already being 
learnt) they would like to learn at school, and their preferred language for being 
taught the content subjects. While expressed preferences in response to questions 
like these are not always ‘actionable’, the questions have a subliminal 
conscientising effect on the respondents. Reporting back the results to 
participating schools fulfils a similar awareness-raising function.12 A further 
measure used by the surveys team to counter the risk of a mere reproduction of the 
dominant ideas, was to complement the quantitative orientation with a qualitative 
research component. This usually took the form of follow-up interviews and, in 
some cases, of classroom observations. Such triangulation of data also reduces the 
likelihood of data unreliability, a salient point insofar as respondents may be 
overstating their proficiency in the dominant language (English) (Barkhuizen, 
2001; Webb, 2002), or the extent of their free voluntary reading (Plüddemann, 
2012). In these ways the surveys sought to limit the extent of the (unthinking) 
reproduction of the dominant ideas by our respondents. Of course it remains true 
that sociolinguistic surveys – even ones that implicitly problematise the hegemony 

                                              

12 Reporting back the findings of the Greater Cape Town survey individually to the participating 
schools was a stage that the research team took very seriously, as it served an awareness-raising 
purpose. The process and its results are reported in Braam et al., 2001. 
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of English - do not really tell us what is happening on the ground (Martin-Jones, 
2007). And they also do not address a more fundamental problem that has to do 
with the very concept of ‘language’ itself.  

Language vitality and language ideology  

In Study II, the notion of language vitality is mentioned as the theoretical 
orientation informing the PRAESA survey research. Specifically, two findings are 
cited. The first is that one-third (33%) of primary school learners surveyed in the 
Greater Cape Town area report having two home languages, mostly in the 
Afrikaans & English combination. The second is that English is not only the 
dominant language amongst respondents (an unexpected finding), but is 
disproportionately favoured as the preferred language – at the expense of isiXhosa, 
in this instance. The first point is taken up in more detail, below. With regard to 
the second, what is of interest is that the concepts of language dominance and 
language preference, together with the overarching concept of language vitality, 
represent a particular language ideological position that goes somewhat against the 
grain of the postmodern turn in sociolinguistic research. To make the point a brief 
synopsis of language vitality and our encounter with the concept must suffice.  

Sometime in 1998 we at PRAESA became aware of the language vitality index 
through the work of Dutch researchers Guus Extra and Peter Broeder. Together 
with colleagues from the Babylon Center for Studies of Multilingualism in the 
Multicultural Society, Extra and Broeder had for several years conducted surveys 
on the vitality, at home and at school, of regional and immigrant minority 
languages in the Netherlands and elsewhere in Europe, and had used the results to 
draw attention to the marginalisation of the growing numbers of migrants and their 
cultural (including linguistic) identities in a European Union still dominated by the 
monolingual habitus (Extra & Yagmur, 2004). Following South Africa’s transition 
to democracy and the opening up of research spaces in a multilingual new 
democracy, the Babylon researchers turned their attention first to 
Durban/KwaZulu-Natal13, and then to Cape Town. The Babylon experience with 
large-scale surveys of learners’ language use at home and at school from 
demographic, educational and sociolinguistic perspectives overlapped with our14

interest in helping to establish more accurate and comprehensive language profiles 
of school populations in order to enhance language planning, as called for by the 
seminal LANGTAG report (DACST, 1996). Findings from quantitative, large-
scale research were to consistently buttress PRAESA’s advocacy work, and served 
as a basis for some of the qualitative research undertaken in the project.  

                                              

13 The study (Broeder et al., 2002) was subsequently published in the PRAESA Occasional 
Papers series. 
14 In this context, ‘our’ refers to the PRAESA researchers that constituted the language mapping 
and surveys team, viz Daryl Braam, Michellé October and me. Initially, Xola Mati and Zola 
Wababa were also part of the team. 
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Central to the Greater Cape Town survey (cited in Study 2), administered by 
means of a standardised questionnaire, was the notion of language vitality. As 
outlined in Van der Avoird et al. (2001)15, the concept derived from ethno-
linguistic vitality (Giles et al., 1977), which referred to indicators such as the 
status of the language group, the number of group members, and the degree of 
institutional support received. The Babylon approach sought to operationalise the 
concept by dropping the explicit reference to ethnicity and focusing on five 
language-specific indicators. Scores for these indicators were used as a basis for 
calculating and comparing the relative vitality of languages on a continuum or 
language vitality index. Given the Western Cape/Cape Town context in which 
languages spoken by large numbers of people (isiXhosa, Afrikaans) nevertheless 
had minority (or dominated) status in relation to English, there was sufficient 
justification for using the language vitality indicators without, however, sub-
scribing to the notion of a comparative index. To arrive at respondents’ home 
language profiles, we employed the five indicators of language repertoire, 
language choice, language proficiency, language dominance, and language 
preference. For the school language profile, we asked learners about their 
teacher’s language use, the languages learnt at school, and medium of instruction. 
This resulted in an adapted questionnaire, which was translated into Afrikaans, 
isiXhosa and even Sesotho, and administered to over 6600 learners across the 
Western Cape. Salient findings from the study with regard to language use and 
language attitudes are cited in Study II16.  

A decade later, the concept of language vitality seems somewhat less-suited to 
the purpose, for two reasons. The first has to do with the deployment of the 
concept within differing contexts. The notion of language vitality may well be 
relevant to a context of increasing migration into and within the European Union 
by small groups of language minority speakers whose languages mostly have no 
official status and no place in the schooling systems of the officially monolingual 
countries of destination. As such, the notion of language vitality was designed to 
render visible these ‘other languages of Europe’ (Extra & Gorter, 2001), and to put 
marginalised and endangered languages on the proverbial map. This concern, 
however, did not quite fit the sociolinguistic profile of South Africa – certainly not 
the situation concerning ‘large’ official languages such as isiXhosa (nearly 8 
million home-language speakers in 2001) and Afrikaans (almost 6 million)17. 
Where language vitality is pertinent as a concept is with regard to the smaller, 
moribund KhoeSan languages, and certain immigrant languages such as Gujerati 
and Telegu. These, however, did not form part of our survey in the Western Cape. 
It is clear, therefore, that language vitality was not quite the conceptual resource 

                                              

15 This discussion draws on Plüddemann et al., 2004a: 37–38. 
16 For a summary of the main findings, see Plüddemann et al., 2004a: 94–98. 
17 National census data for 2001 put the number of home-language speakers of isiXhosa at 7 907 
153 , and of Afrikaans at 5 983. 
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that was required in regard to major (if dominated) languages such as isiXhosa and 
Afrikaans. That notwithstanding, this and other surveys consistently yielded useful 
information that fed into the work of the project and beyond on a number of levels. 
It should go without saying that what is of importance here is not criticise a 
particular approach, with the benefit of hindsight, but to uncover the historical 
conditions that gave rise to the adoption and adaptation of a key theoretical 
concept.  

The more profound reason for the limitation of the language vitality concept as 
such lies in its particular ideological orientation. In brief, it encodes what 
Blommaert (2010: 5) has criticised as the sociolinguistics of distribution (language 
in place). This paradigm is inadequate for its ‘snapshot’ approach to ‘language’ as 
its object of study, and the view of language resources as moving horizontally in 
stable space and chronological time. Within this paradigm, vertical stratification 
occurs along demographic lines such as age, sex, class and social status (ibid.). 
Against this static paradigm, Blommaert proposes a sociolinguistics of mobility 
(language in motion) where the focus is on actual use of language resources 
‘deployed in real sociocultural, historical and political contexts’. Here, patterns of 
language are vertically organised on scale-levels; that is, linguistic space is 
conceptualised as being vertically layered and stratified. Spatiotemporal frames or 
scales interact with one another in orders of indexicality, or stratified normative 
complexes that organise distinctions based on the degree of acceptability of 
language use (ibid.: 6). Since access to and control over scales is unevenly 
distributed, and has to do with issues of power and inequality, an individual’s 
sense of belonging, identities and social roles are largely defined by these orders 
of indexicality: ‘Mobility, sociolinguistically speaking, is therefore a trajectory 
through different stratified, controlled and monitored spaces in which language 
‘gives you away’” (Blommaert, 2010: 6). 

What this paradigm is advocating, in effect, is a type of sociolinguistics from 
below within a modified form of the language-as-a-resource paradigm. The 
sociolinguistics of mobility would, on two counts, have fundamental problems 
with questions such as, ‘Which language(s) do you understand/ speak/ read/ 
write?’, ‘Which language do you speak best?’, and ‘Which language do you most 
like to speak?’18 – intended to operationalise the language vitality indicators of 
language proficiency, language dominance, and language preference, respectively. 
For one, such questions assume a one-size-fits-all answer. They presume a 
uniformity of contexts in which one and the same answer would be given, and do 
not take into account that actual language use (whether in oral, written or 
multimodal form) is always contextual, contingent. For multilingual individuals, 
the language they most like to speak would presumably depend on the scale level 
at which the interaction takes place, and on the linguistic resources available to the 

                                              

18 Taken verbatim from the PRAESA/Babylon primary schools language survey, Western Cape 
Province, 2001. 
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interlocutors. In terms of the study of intercultural communication, the pragmatics 
of the communicative event would determine language ‘preference’. Relevant 
factors would be the power relations between the speakers (language users), their 
social distance, and the weight of imposition of the communicative act in a 
particular physical and social context (Gudykunst, 1998). In other words, language 
preference, like language choice, is fundamentally situated. The same point 
applies in relation to the other language vitality indicators such as language 
choice, language dominance and language proficiency. Questions posed in vacuo
risk answers that are vacuous. To pose the question thus, therefore, risks eliciting a 
decontextualised answer that tells us very little about the respondent’s actual 
language preference in concrete situations. Thus a 12-year old boy growing up in a 
multilingual working-class suburb of the Cape Flats, for instance, might ‘most like 
to speak’ in (Kaapse) Afrikaans to his father at home, in (Cape Flats) English to 
his mother when doing his homework, and in (chunks of) isiXhosa to his friends 
on the school playground – however truncated, fragmented and incomplete his 
multilingual repertoire might be (Blommaert, 2010; Dyers, 2008). The more 
general point here is that the notion of language preference cannot in principle be 
separated from that of language choice, just as language dominance is contingent 
upon language proficiency, which in itself is linked to domain and interlocutor, 
register, and so forth. At a more abstract scale level, the language vitality 
indicators are inextricably interlinked. This is a perspective that falls outside the 
frame of the sociolinguistics of distribution. In fairness it should be pointed out 
that the Babylon/PRAESA survey is premised on the assumption that the 
quantitative survey seeks only to establish broad trends, and that follow-up studies 
of a more qualitative nature may be necessary to validate the findings. This 
methodology was followed in a number of subsequent research projects in 
PRAESA, and went a long way to overcoming the limitations of the survey 
questionnaires employed. 

Secondly, the questions assume a monoglossic view of languages as being 
distinctly separate, identifiable and therefore countable. That is to say, they over-
simplify the multilingual complexity and heteroglossia that increasingly 
characterises urban life, particularly but not only for migrants and those on the 
socio-economic margins. No account is taken of codemixed or codemeshed 
varieties that may differ significantly from the ‘invisible hand’ of the standard or 
power variety implied by the question. This is of particular relevance in working-
class contexts, as Stroud (2003) explains: 

Current educational discourses construct a notion of legitimate local (and metropolitan) 
discourses that emphasise a monolingual concept of language. Access to the separate 
contexts necessary for mastery of separate codes is only really available to the elite; 
speakers who sport as a linguistic badge of privilege the easy movement between the 
watertight spheres of public, formal, urban life-spheres, on the one hand, and private 
informal, and local/rural networks on the other, have the resources to be monolinguals 
in local languages. Current construals of legitimate local language discriminate against 
speech community members who do not have the capital resources to invest in code 
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separation. These are people who live outside, or on the margins of, the formal 
linguistic markets that organise the urban elite, whose everyday realities are not 
characterised by the split between a public/metropolitan language and a private/local 
language which is typical of the urban educated. Here, a variety of multilingual 
practices provide a material and socio-symbolic cushioning of global processes on local 
lives, but these practices are deemed non-legitimate.” (2003: 32) 
  

In other words, the distribution patterns of linguistic resources are stratified; that 
is, particular linguistic resources have differential indexical value (Blommaert, 
2012: 12). The point here is that the sociolinguistics of distribution works 
exclusively with the monolingual concept of language, and cannot account for the 
fact that in many working-class contexts, codemixed or translanguaging practices 
are the only resources available to individuals, i.e. that classroom and school 
language varieties do not necessarily form part of the respondents’ repertoire. Of 
course to the extent that schooling successfully manages to add the (invariably 
standard) language of literacy to the learner’s variety, the question about language 
preference may well be answerable in the terms in which it was intended. 
However, it is an unavoidable truth that social-class factors continue to remain 
decisive in the acquisition of legitimate language at school, and hence of general 
academic performance. For language surveys cast in the mould of the 
sociolinguistics of distribution, failure to interrogate the standard language 
ideology (Stroud, 2002) will tend to undermine claims of findings about language 
vitality.  

  
Study III: Empowerment of bilingual education professionals: the training of 
trainers programme for educators in multilingual settings in southern Africa 
(ToTSA) 2002–2005 

This article describes a South Africa-based training programme in multilingual 
education for African educators and assesses its potentially transformative effects 
on participants. Based on a range of data collected during four course runs, as 
well as an e-mail survey of past participants, the authors explore how the 
programme has supported educators in promoting mother tongue-based schooling 
in multilingual African contexts. There is also a discussion of principal challenges 
involved in delivering a course that balances theory, ideology and practical 
knowledge. The authors conclude with implications for similar courses to 
positively impact educational practice in multilingual settings.

Overview 

Study III is something of a manifesto. It was co-written with Carol Benson, 
bilingual education specialist, researcher, materials developer, advocate of mother-
tongue based multilingual education, and long-time associate of PRAESA. It nails 
its colours to the mast from the outset. As authors we are upfront in our belief in 
the potential of individual and collective empowerment inherent in mother-tongue 
based multilingual education, which aims for advanced competence in two 
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languages across the curriculum, and conversational competence in a third 
language. The focus is on a multilingually-oriented training programme for 
teacher trainers in (mostly) southern Africa, run by PRAESA through the 
University of Cape Town annually from 2002 to 2005, and funded mainly by the 
Open Society Initiative for Southern Africa (OSISA). The course was pan-African 
in scope, and coincided with the era of the African Renaissance as envisaged by 
President Mbeki. Alexander (2003) had insisted on the link between the African 
Renaissance and African languages. Central to this teleology, this ‘coming into 
history’ of the African continent some 50 years after independence, was the use of 
indigenous languages; that is, the systematic status extension, corpus elaboration 
and acquisition of African languages, alongside the former colonial languages 
English, French and Portuguese in a mother tongue based bilingual education 
(MTBBE) system. For Alexander this entailed challenging the widespread apathy 
towards African languages, which he termed the static maintenance syndrome 
(ibid.), by initiating a movement to counter the hegemony of the former colonial 
languages (English in particular) in the public sphere on the African continent. 
This commitment was to find its institutional expression in ACALAN, the African 
Academy of Languages, the African Union’s specialist language agency which 
Alexander, amongst others such as Adama Samassekou, had helped to establish. 
The ToTSA programme accordingly sought to fulfil the need for a capacitation of 
education practitioners in multilingual African settings. The article takes the 
measure of this effort at individual and collective empowerment via ‘language 
planning from below’ (Alexander, 1992). It goes on to detail the programme aims, 
identifies the institutional compromises that had to be made in order to get the 
programme accredited by UCT for degree purposes (PGDE/Masters), and draws 
attention to the course’s unique mode of delivery. The article notes the new model 
of co-operative, interdisciplinary learning involving international specialists who 
acted as resource people to students and (younger) staff alike. Attention is drawn 
to the assessment strategies used (and reluctantly accepted by UCT), including 
multilingual resources for oral assessment. It discusses the field visits, course 
evaluations, and the inspiring action plans drawn up by participants before 
leaving, and carefully analyses participants’ responses to a subsequent email 
survey. As authors we recognise Alexander’s leading role, his ability to mobilise 
resources for an advanced vision. Issues of networking are highlighted, including 
the role of the LEAP magazine founded and produced by PRAESA. Benson’s role 
as consultant, resource person, materials developer, and go-between for the setting 
up of a similar programme in Angola is acknowledged. A way forward is 
suggested, involving a decentralised form of multilingual training, the use of a 
dual-medium model of delivery and assesment, and the use of languages of wider 
communication (LWCs) as a proxy for the mother tongue. Above all, the Study 
advocates a shift from a monolingual to a multilingual habitus, and argues for the 
alignment of the language of tuition with the language of teacher training and the 
laguage of schooling in the respective contexts. The Study spends time reflecting 
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on the value of a MT-based approach to the training itself, and wryly 
acknowledges the inconsistency in advocating for the use of African languages 
without, however, being in a position to model its message, mainly due to the 
diversity of origins of the participants.19  

For purposes of this dissertation, the task was to find a theory or model that 
would cast new light on the ToTSA programme, as mediated via Study III. 
Hornberger’s model of the continua of biliteracy (Hornberger, 2004) provides 
such a frame. Before applying it, I briefly summarise the model.  

Applying the continua of biliteracy 

The continua of biliteracy model (Hornberger, 2004) seeks to situate teaching, re- 
search and language planning within an approach that fosters bilingualism and 
biliteracy, the latter understood as communication in two languages involving 
writing. The model ‘uses the notion of intersecting and nested continua to 
demonstrate the multiple and complex interrelationships between bilingualism and 
literacy and the importance of the contexts, media, and content through which 
biliteracy develops’ (ibid.: 63). Its purpose, as Hornberger explains, is ‘to break 
down the binary oppositions so characteristic of the fields of bilingualism and 
literacy and instead draw attention to the continuity of experiences, skills, 
practices, and knowledge stretching from one end of any particular continuum to 
the other’ (ibid.: 64). The model uses the spatial metaphor of nested ‘boxes’ of 
continua to conceptualise the dynamics of bilingual communication involving 
engagement with print. The outer ‘box’ comprises a set of three continua related to 
the contexts of biliteracy, namely micro – macro contexts, oral – literate contexts, 
and bi(multi)lingual – monolingual contexts. Set within this is the second ‘box’, 
the media of biliteracy, made up of continua related to language exposure 
(simultaneous to successive), language structures (dissimilar to similar), and 
scripts (divergent to convergent). The third ‘box’, the content of biliteracy, 
involves considerations of minority – majority (language), vernacular – literary 
language, and contextualised to decontextualized language use. Finally, the 
innermost ‘box’ speaks to the development of biliteracy along the continua of 
reception – production, orality – writing, and first language – second language. In 
its emphasis on the interconnectedness of all points on a particular continuum, of 
each continuum within the relevant ‘box’, and of each of the ‘boxes’, the model 
suggests the interrelatedness of all aspects of biliterate communication as a 
situated phenomenon. First publicised almost a quarter of a century ago (1989), 
the model was subsequently developed (Hornberger & Skilton-Sylvester, 2003) to 
consider the gap between traditionally less powerful and more powerful extremes 

                                              

19 A version of the article has subsequently been published in French in an edited volume (Benson 
& Plüddemann, 2010b) in a conscious attempt to make available the experiences of innovative 
multilingual programmes to language practitioners and trainers in ‘la Francophonie’. 
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of the continua, with the aim of contesting and transforming these in the interests, 
ultimately, of social justice. By means of critical reflection on the power differen-
tial, voice and agency of traditionally marginalised actors and practices are 
foregrounded. Such critical reflection is important for language teachers and other 
community actors, all of whom ‘have the capability to transform the traditional 
power weighting of the continua of biliteracy’ (ibid.: 41). In its belief in the power 
of critical reflection and critical literacy, the model encodes the Freirean concepts 
of conscientisation and liberating education (Freire, 1970/1993), and resonates 
with the critical literacy work of Janks (2010). In what follows I will be applying 
the continua of biliteacy model to salient aspects of the (representation of the) 
ToTSA programme. 

Contexts of biliteracy: the global/local dilemma 

In applying the continua of biliteracy model to the ToTSA programme, certain 
insights are generated that are not reflected in Study III. For instance, in regard to 
the contexts of biliteracy: the global/local dilemma, what is apparent is that a third 
site would need to be inserted, namely the regional. As is clear from the 
programme objectives (Benson & Plüddemann, 2010a: 375), ToTSA was intended 
as a (sub-) regional programme, rather than a national one. Initially ToTSA had an 
Africa-wide scope rather than the more limited sub-regional focus on southern 
Africa. This was indexed in an early form of the proposal to the University of 
Cape Town in November 2002, in continent-wide advertising of the programme in 
2001/2, and in the fact that a few participants were from outside the southern 
Africa region. The subsequent sub-regional SADC scope was strategic rather than 
principled, and is largely attributable to the fact that the main funder of the 
programme turned out to be the Open Society Initiative of Southern Africa 
(OSISA).  

Locating the ToTSA programme in relation to the macro–micro contexts of 
biliteracy means acknowledging the power differential between the global, 
regional, national and local languages. As a number of researchers have shown 
(Heugh, 2011; Bamgbose, 2007; Rubagumya et al., 2011), a symbolic hierarchy of 
languages operates within most African countries, as well as between the former 
colonial languages themselves.  

At the macro end of the continuum is English, the global language of power 
and socio-economic mobility. Its unprecedented international prestige, utility and 
reach in the 21st century is due largely to the power of the USA as the world’s 
dominant military-industrial complex, and of the linguistic imperialism of the 
‘English-speaking’ centres. In so-called anglophone Africa, a major reason for the 
elevated status of English has been its officialisation, after independence, and its 
use as a gatekeeping mechanism by neo-colonial elites. Another contributing 
factor is the role played by English in the anti-imperial and anti-colonial (anti-
apartheid) struggles of liberation movements (Crawhall, 1993) on the global 
periphery. Southern African examples include Zimbabwe (1980), Namibia (1990) 



Peter R. Plüddemann 23

and South Africa itself (1994). Increasingly, the association of English with 
globalisation, mobility, transcultural flows and the Internet have added to its lure 
as the language of aspiration of millions of people on the African continent (and of 
course beyond). In South Africa, the 1996 Constitution retained English as one of 
eleven official languages on paper, although it quickly became apparent that 
English enjoyed greater legitimacy in the public sphere on the strength of its 
symbolic power and cultural capital (see Bourdieu, 1991) than all the ‘other ten’ 
languages. The position of English as ‘first among equals’ was and remains 
evident in its disproportionate use in schooling, despite the official endorsement of 
additive bilingualism (DoE, 1997), with attendant problems in performance and 
school retention. As is evident from Study 3, this macro status of English was 
always in the spotlight of the ToTSA programme. As co-ordinators we were 
keenly aware of the converging constraints on language ‘choice’ (see Benson, 
2008), such as the multilingual composition of the group, the fact that most of the 
more experienced instructors were not conversant in an African language, and the 
paucity of texts in African languages. Within the contexts of biliteracy, these 
constraints could easily have become a gridlock of collusion20 with the host 
institution’s monolingual language regime21 (cf. Coulmas, 2005), particularly in 
regard to assessment. In our paper we draw attention to the problems and 
possibilities of moving the language regime away from the monolingual towards 
the bi/multilingual end of the contexts continuum, for example by encouraging the 
use of other languages in group discussions. 

The meso point of the continuum is represented by the two former colonial 
languages, French and Portuguese. On the African continent both have official 
status at the level of the African Union22 and in a number of countries, although 
the rise of English globally has gradually dimmed their lustre to the extent that 
English is more likely to be the subject of acquisition planning in ‘francophone’ 
and ‘lusophone’ countries than either French or Portuguese is in ‘anglophone’ 
countries. The insistence on the exclusive use of the colonial language in the 
administrative and educational systems helped to create a small elite class, and 
resulted in a severe form of mother-tongue deprivation, a feature that has largely 
continued to this day. A total of ten ToTSA participants came from ‘lusophone’ 
Africa, and seven from ‘francophone’ Africa, and some allowance was made for 
the use of Portuguese and French in class as well as for assessment purposes. As 
part of the diversification of assessment measures, as we term it in Study III, we 
provided for an oral exam which counted 30% towards the final mark. This in 

                                              

20 Alexander’s term (personal communication, 2003), which I’ve used in Plüddemann, 2003. 
21 At UCT, use of languages other than English is largely symbolic (official website and 
letterheads and signage). Some advances have been made in institutionalising multilingualism, 
but these do not affect the ‘core business’ of teaching and assessment. An exception is the 
requirement that (non-Xhosa-speaking) medical students pass a service-oriented Xhosa 
communication course.  
22 Alongside English, Arabic and Kiswahili. 
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itself helped to shift the emphasis away from the traditionally powerful literate end 
of the continuum towards the oral end. On one occasion, use was made of 
translanguaging practices (cf. Baker, 2001: 280ff.) in which the question was 
posed in English, answered in (Mozambican) Portuguese by the candidate, before 
being interpreted into English by the translator for the benefit of the examiners. 
Translations of written assignments into French and Portuguese were provided, an 
investment designed to valorise these languages and nudge them further towards 
the macro and bi/multilingual ends of their respective contexts continua.  

Towards the lower end of the context continuum is Afrikaans, that 
ambivalently-situated ‘language’ of cultural identification and simultaneous 
symbol of dispossession and oppression in southern Africa. In South Africa, its 
standard variety had become a powerful symbol of white nationalism over the 
course of a 50-year taalstryd or language struggle going back to the 19th century. 
From 1925 Afrikaans was institutionalised by Afrikaner nationalists as co-official 
language alongside English. After 1948, Afrikaans increasingly became a symbol 
of oppression for its overt association with apartheid. The Soweto uprising of 1976 
signalled the end of Afrikaans as a language in black African schooling, although 
it would take another two decades before the language was effectively relegated to 
the level of the ‘other nine’ African languages in South Africa’s new Constitution 
of 1996. On the other hand, varieties of Afrikaans were also spoken by black 
people, as in the more rural Oranjerivier Afrikaans and the more urban Kaapse 
Afrikaans, which includes heavily codemixed sub-varieties. In Namibia, South 
Africa’s illegal occupation from 1915 to 1989 left an ambivalent legacy, with 
Afrikaans functioning both as language of dispossession and as lingua franca. This 
point is relevant to ToTSA, as several of the 12 Namibian participants spoke 
Afrikaans as a third or fourth language, and a few of the South Africans used it in 
their work situation. More on this under the content of biliteracy, below.  

Finally, at the micro end of the context continuum are the indigenous 
languages of Africa, very few of which have official (as opposed to national) 
status on the continent. In South Africa, despite being officialised as part of the 
negotiated settlement that ended apartheid and which bestowed on them the same 
de jure status as English, the nine African languages have a de facto rank far 
below English in terms of status, corpus and acquisition. Arguably, there is even a 
pecking order within this group (Bloch & Alexander, 2003), with isiZulu on top, 
followed by isiXhosa, then the Sotho languages, and so on. It is important to note, 
however, that these differences in status pale into insignificance in light of the 
much bigger common position of marginality they occupy, measured by use in 
traditionally high-status domains such as public political discourse, the formal 
economy, the courts, education, and the mass media. Of huge significance for 
ToTSA, however, is that the programme consciously positioned itself as part of 
the spearhead for the (re)valorization of African languages that Alexander (2003), 
amongst others, made central to the notion of the African Renaissance. The 
ToTSA objectives to rehabilitate mother-tongue education, and to promote the 
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terminological elaboration of the indigenous languages, speak also to the agenda 
of the African Academy of Languages (ACALAN), the specialised language 
agency of the African Union. Collectively, these and other initiatives23 to 
overcome the marginalisation of the continent’s indigenous languages can be said 
to amount to a significant attempt at nudging the latter away from the micro 
(power) end of the contexts continuum towards – if not the macro end, then 
certainly a more meso position. Use of isiXhosa in group discussions and 
assessment24 constituted a small but significant shift away from exclusive focus on 
monolingual towards bilingual and biliterate practices.  

Media of biliteracy: the standard/non-standard dilemma  

By contrast to the contexts of biliteracy continua, the media of biliteracy continua 
were less relevant to the ToTSA programme. This was circumstantially 
determined, and had nothing to do with the continua model as heuristic in itself. 
Given the tension between the programme’s stated focus on African languages and 
mother-tongue education within an additive bilingualism paradigm, on the one 
hand, and the use of English as its main ‘vehicular language’, on the other, it is not 
surprising that the focus throughout was more on issues between (use of) 
languages than on the question of varieties within languages. The second reason is 
that the programme focus was more on accessing and negotiating conceptual 
knowledge and developing certain advocacy and research skills, than on fostering 
biliteracy amongst participants; it did not seek to ‘make people biliterate’. While it 
sought to develop language awareness and knowledge about language (including 
literacy) development and use in the political economy and in education, ToTSA 
was not designed to teach ‘English’ or any other language, for that matter. As 
multilingual teacher trainers and educators working in post-colonial contexts, most 
participants were in any case already biliterate in the sense of being able to engage 
meaningfully with print in two or more languages.25 Thus issues of exposure to 
two written languages (successive to simultaneous), language structures (similar to 
dissimilar), and scripts (convergent to divergent) were not foregrounded; instead, 

                                              

23 See Alexander (2003) for an overview of the Implementing the Language Plan of Action for 
Africa (ILPAA) inititiaves aimed at revalorizing African languages. The core projects of the 
newly constituted ACALAN centred on children’s stories, translation, terminology development, 
a common panAfrican postgraduate degree in applied linguistics (PANMAPAL), the declaration 
of the Year of African Languages 2006, and a linguistic atlas.  
24 Examples of essay-type questions in four languages (English, French, Portuguese, isiXhosa) 
were published in LEAPnews. 
25 The typical combination tended to be in the former colonial language (English, French, 
Portuguese) and a relatively elaborated national or local language such as Afrikaans, isiXhosa, or 
Setswana (in the case of the South African and Namibian participants) or a national or regional 
language of wider communication (Amharic, Kiswahili, Mauritian Kreol). 
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they were dealt with incidentally26 rather than systematically. The issue of 
standard versus non-standard varieties (e.g. of isiXhosa) was one such. It came up 
in relation to terminology development / term elaboration, a topic discussed in two 
of the modules. The multilinguality of the participants placed its own limits on the 
extent to which the issue of varieties within language(s) could have been dealt 
with in practice.  

Development of biliteracy: the language/content dilemma 

In Hornberger’s (2004) discussion of the development of biliteracy continua the 
central point that emerges is the concept of a long-term reflective dialogue 
between teachers and university researchers who together grapple with common 
pedagogic concerns around fostering biliteracy development. This ongoing critical 
dialogue finds its expression in enquiry communities (2004: 72), which are based 
on a knowledge-of-practice conception of teacher learning that stresses systematic 
reflection by practitioners and simultaneous openness to the theorised experiences 
of others as its twin sources of knowledge. The enquiry communities enact an 
enquiry stance that is opposed to the theory-practice divide of traditional 
epistemology, and problematises knowledge generation and knowledge use 
(ibid.:73). Without using the term, what Hornberger is describing here is 
participatory action research of a sustained kind (Auerbach, 2011). 

Arguably, the ToTSA programme represents such a piece of sustained action 
research. As described in Study III, each instantiation of the programme (2002–
2005), in particular the intensive 5-week block of contact time in Cape Town, 
comprised an enquiry community consisting of students, instructors and resource 
people. While different students and resource people came every year, the core of 
instructors and one resource person (Benson) remained constant. However, the 
focus was less on developing individual biliteracy, and more on developing 
academic literacy amongst participants. Many had not (recently) been exposed to 
the rarefied demands of academic study at post-graduate level, and so it behoved 
the programme to apprentice students into the required discourse and academic 
practices, including meaningful and accurate use of sources. As reported in Study 
III, this need had been expressed in 2002 and again with greater urgency in 2003, 
and became increasingly apparent as staff and resource people started marking 
essay drafts, and so by 2004 an additional weekly academic literacy was 
timetabled in. The lessons from the academic support versus academic 
development debate, which had raged at South African universities for two 
decades, had been internalised by staff. As a result, the nature of the 2004 

                                              

26 The December 2005 edition of LEAPnews, for instance, carries an article on print media in 
African languages, written by editor Carolize Jansen. The article is accompanied by a photograph 
of an Ethiopian ToTSA participant reading an Amharic newspaper written in the characteristic 
Ge’ez script. Jansen had offered a session on the media in Africa as part of the 2005 ToTSA 
programme.  
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academic literacy programme consciously sought to integrate (‘infuse’) technical 
skills with conceptual knowledge covered in the course. In a scaffolded 10-hour 
programme spread over the five weeks, a curriculum cycle (cf. Gibbons, 2002) 
was followed that centred on the genre of the persuading essay. The cycle 
consisted of modelling, discussion, joint production, and independent production, 
and required participants to draft an essay on the arguments they would marshall 
to defend mother-tongue based bilingual education in their own working context. 
Insofar as the task also required an ‘advocacy mindset’ on the part of participants, 
bearing their home-country constituencies in mind, it encouraged elements of 
rhetoric associated with the oral end of the oral – literate continuum, and an 
awareness of the L1 within the L2 development of academic (bi)literacy. While the 
production (of the essay) was stressed, the awareness of the (local) constituency 
back home encouraged an investment in the reception end of the continuum. A 
team of three resource persons provided detailed feedback on first drafts, and as a 
trio constituted an enquiry community, albeit it short-lived one. Results were fed 
into PRAESA, broadening the enquiry community and helping to streamline the 
programme, as indicated in Study III. Following the end of the ToTSA course, 
resource constraints meant that the infusion of academic literacy into conceptual 
material had to be done largely via distance-education mode, with the exception of 
two visits by staff to participants in Malawi in 2004 and 2005. Leaving aside the 
few participants who had come to ToTSA with higher degrees, it would stand to 
reason that academic literacy would have been most developed amongst those 18-
20 participants who pursued the ToTSA programme for degree purposes, rather 
than those who attended without registering (and who therefore did not write the 
assignments).27

For the four years of its duration ToTSA compelled the PRAESA team, 
supported by bilingual education specialists, to become an enquiry community and 
to treat the programme as a form of practitioner enquiry or action research, 
understood as “a systematic do-it-yourself approach to improving our work in line 
with our own beliefs, generating learning that we share with a community of 
practice” (Plüddemann & Jabe, 2009: 287). Specifically, the 2004 academic 
literacy strand ‘qualifies’ as action research on all six of the following counts 
(ibid.: 280): it was initiated by us as instructors; the starting point was clear, 
namely the ‘problem’ of academic literacy, while the process remained open-
ended; we as practitioners carried the main responsibility who experienced internal 
motivation rather than external pressure; we made use of various research tools, 
including structured weekly feedback from participants (see Study III for details); 
there was a reciprocal relationship between us as practitioners and outside experts
who came to observe and evaluate the programme and who acted as ‘critical 
friends’; and it had as its end-point the improvement of our own local practice, and 

                                              

27 There were a few notable exceptions of participants with prior higher degrees who did not 
register for the degree programme but nevertheless submitted assignments.  
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did not claim to be representative of other contexts. The academic literacy project 
over the four years of ToTSA also followed all eight steps of the research plan in 
action (ibid.: 281–287): we identified the problem (lack of familiarity with the 
genre of the persuading essay and its associated academic conventions); we 
discovered our motivation (empowerment of students); we chose appropriate 
research methods (evaluation reports; interviews; student feedback); we deepened 
our understanding of the research problem (by reading and consulting widely); we 
decided on an intervention strategy, and duly intervened (‘infused’ academic 
literacy strand, with distance-education follow-up and selected site visits); we 
evaluated the impact of our strategy (student assignments, ongoing evaluations, 
reports); we ensured validity (by sharing our findings with our students, colleagues 
and the research community by publishing Study 3); and we continued reflecting 
on the value of our investigation, most immediately with the 2005 ToTSA cohort. 
Similarly, albeit on a larger scale, the ToTSA programme as a whole can 
justifiably be termed an action-research project, with its annual action-reflection 
cycle aided and abetted by an ongoing dialogue that had as its core issues of 
personal empowerment and emancipation (see Shor & Freire, 1987). 

The above development of academic literacy in the ToTSA programme has, I 
hope, illustrated the value of this particular ensemble of biliteracy continua.  

Content of biliteracy: the language/culture/identity dilemma 

Finally, it is necessary to turn to the content of biliteracy, indexed as the language/ 
culture/ identity dilemma (Hornberger, 2004: 74–76). The issue here is the 
negotiation of cultural identities during (biliterate) language learning in the face of 
cultural stereotypes and social inequality. Hornberger reminds us that the teaching 
of English as a foreign language, in particular, is not value-free or ideologically 
neutral, but comes with a certain ‘baggage’, the weight of which depends on a 
multitude of factors. Similarly, bilingual teachers-in-the-making do not merely 
acquire knowledge, skills and values, but negotiate professional identities for 
themselves in the process of their empowerment. These identities, in turn, are 
linked to issues of social status, legitimacy, and resources in a complex interplay 
of global ‘language’ currents, national developments, and local realities (the 
contexts of biliteracy continua; see also Stroud, 2003). We might add that this 
negotiation of professional identities is not limited to pre-service teachers and 
novices, but extends to seasoned educators and teacher trainers who view 
themselves as professional language activists in the pursuit of social justice.  

In Study III the issue of cultural identity was subsumed under the broader 
category of empowerment. We foreground the issue of individual and collective 
empowerment, interpreted as the ‘potentially transformative effects on the 
participants, instructors and organisers’ (372). Empowerment was understood to 
emanate from a commitment to ‘mother-tongue based bilingual education as an 
alternative ideology of ‘language planning from below’ (Alexander, 1992), and 
resulted from emancipatory action-researching of the programme (373 – see 
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discussion of development of biliteracy continua, above). The concept of 
empowerment was linked to that of advocacy (385), and relates to the sense 
participants had of being buoyed by the ToTSA experience and feeling equipped 
to engage confidently with sceptics back home on the value of MTBBE. The 
comments on page 385 testify to this instrumental notion of empowerment. A 
more identity-related sense of emancipation was experienced by a South African 
participant, who wrote of her new-found appreciation of Kaaps (Cape Flats variety 
of Afrikaans) as ‘a language of value’ (cited on p. 385; see also Jardine, 2008). 
Her response illustrates the value, in urban multilingual contexts, of re-orienting 
descriptions of language proficiency away from essentialised notions of the 
mother tongue towards affiliation, heritage and expertise, as suggested by 
Hornberger (2004: 75, citing Leung et al., 1997). The same participant, in her 
2008 email response, highlights amongst her gains from the ToTSA programme 
‘an enduring admiration for those who have the ability to communicate in more 
than two languages’, being ‘less judgemental towards struggling English second 
language speakers’, gaining ‘an understanding of the link between language use 
and respect e.g. making an effort to speak another's language as a way of affirming 
their being’, and recognising that ‘experience [was] more effective than books in 
teaching me about my own prejudices’ when meeting fellow African students. 
These liberating and humanising effects of the programme constitute an affective 
form of empowerment that complements the more cognitive gains reflected in 
most of the other responses. It would be safe to assume that many, if not most of 
the other South Africans had similar ‘aha’ experiences, judging from the 
camaraderie and informal language learning experienced every year. Much of the 
credit for the effectively anti-racist (and therefore anti-xenophobic) impact of the 
programme must go to PRAESA director Neville Alexander, whose political-
personal openness to others and radical embrace of an African identity set the 
tone. Alexander’s orientation to language, culture and identity in relation to the 
ToTSA curriculum is discussed below. In terms of the content of biliteracy 
continua, therefore, the programme offered what might be termed a highly 
interactive or peopled28 site for negotiation of individual and collective identity. 

Finally, it may be useful to refer briefly to the ToTSA curriculum in relation to 
the language/ culture/ identity dilemma. The programme’s framing module, 
termed Language, Culture and Society, was conceptualised and taught mainly by 
Alexander. As the name suggests, it explored the relationship between language 
and society, and covered the central features of macro language policy and 
language (status, corpus, acquisition) planning. Two of the topics, both captured in 

                                              

28 The dichotomous pairing of decontextualised – contextualised (content of biliteracy) 
(Hornberger, 2004: 66) is troubling for the implication that language learning and teaching could 
occur in a vacuum – a notion that has been debunked by the New Literacy Studies and by the 
New London Group, amongst many others.  
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a resource file29, are on language and culture, and language and identity, 
respectively. What is of interest is the fluid, non-essentialist view of culture that 
emerges. The entry on language and culture, for instance, acknowledges that all 
so-called cultural groups and practices can be seen as hybrids or blends because of 
intergroup contact and interaction’. It stresses the historical and process nature of 
culture, its changeability, and its plurality, and introduces an intertextual reference 
to the continua of biliteracy by proposing to ‘highlight those terms that lie nearer 
to the verbal pole of the continuum between verbs and nouns’. Terms mentioned 
include cultural practices, which resonates with the situated view of literacies 
proposed by the New Literacy Studies. The text argues that concepts such as 
multicultural, cross-cultural, intercultural, and transcultural aspects  

involve the tension between unchanging (essentialist) and changeable (situational) 
understandings of culture. Which of these will be relevant in a given case is very much 
a political/ideological matter. It is clear that because of the revolution in 
telecommunications and in intercontinental travel, hybridity is becoming the norm; 
“pure” cultures, peoples, languages, etc. are artificial, even hypothetical constructs that 
do not occur in real life. (Benson for PRAESA, 2005) 

This constructivist orientation to culture is similarly evident in the entry on 
language and identity, which refers to multiple individual identities (gender, 
religion) that are subject to situational determinants (ToTSA manual). Taken 
together, the two entries represent a noticeably more fluid view of culture and 
identity than the at times monolithic conception of ‘mother tongue’ and ‘language’ 
that informed much of PRAESA’s work, including my own. It is a point that was 
raised early in the life of ToTSA. In her draft report30 at the conclusion of the pilot 
programme in 2002, Brigitta Busch suggests that the objectives be broadened to 
move beyond mother tongue education to include the promotion of multilingual 
education. In light of requests by participants for approaches to dealing with 
multilingual classes, Busch asks whether the programme organisers had 
deliberately limited the objectives to language issues, and suggests that ‘an 
approach that views languages as a resource would probably allow the course to 
address higher-level goals in relation to education in general, such as improved 
access to education’ (2002). A more wide-angled lense would include a focus on 
the culture of learning, and would enable the course to overcome its then-current 
limitations by addressing issues of intercultural learning, amongst others (ibid.). 
As we report on in Study III, almost all the suggestions put forward by Busch were 

                                              

29 The ToTSA manual consists of individual entries on the main themes in each of the four 
modules. Entries were drafted by individual instructors and ‘over-written’ by Benson to fit in 
with the template of the manual. Copies of the loose-leaf manual were handed out to the last 
ToTSA cohort, in 2005.  
30 Busch’s critically constructive comments and suggestions reported on here were meant as in-
house feedback and were written in German (Alexander was fluent and highly literate) in a 
different typeface. They were edited out of the final report to the funders. 
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subsequently taken up to improve the course. They did not, however, 
fundamentally alter the tension between a more modernist, essentialist view of 
language – located at the (power) majority end of the majority-minority content 
continuum – and the more postmodern, constructivist views on culture and 
identity, which were closer to its (power) minority end. From a language 
ideological point of view, it would be fair to say, the article falls somewhere 
between the traditional view of languages as ‘silos’, as separate entities in their 
own right, and a more postmodern view of language repertoire as a resource for 
meaning-making in a heteroglossic context. These language ideological issues are 
taken up again in the discussion of Study V, below.

Study IV: Using African languages for teacher education 

This article reports on the use of an African language in an action research 
module which was offered as part of a continuing teacher development 
programme. The article firstly addresses the role of African languages in teacher 
education and how African languages can be used as languages of tuition for 
providing better epistemological access to learning content. Secondly, it touches 
on teachers’ perceptions of the role of the mother tongue in their own professional 
development and teaching practice. Furthermore, the article argues that 
investment in African languages at teacher training level is crucial if mother-
tongue based bilingual education (MTBBE) is to be effectively implemented. It 
concludes that there is a need for shifts in language attitudes, changes in 
institutional language policies, investments in staffing as well as teaching and 
learning resources across the curriculum for the realisation of MTBBE in schools. 
[Abstract provided with published article] 

Overview 

Study IV, co-written with Vuyokozi Nomlomo and Ncedo Jabe, can be read as a 
rejoinder to the previous one in that its focus is on teacher empowerment through a 
multilingual training programme. Like Study III, this article was jointly written by 
the practitioners involved in the training programme module being reported on. 
The collective authorship thus encodes the mode of teaching that preceded it, 
representing a unity of teaching and research that is indivisible in principle, if not 
always in practice.31  

This fourth piece, then, continues the argument that the languages of tuition 
(for teacher training) should match the LoLTs the participants are expected to use 
in their work (for teaching) – a self-evident congruence for speakers of dominant 

                                              

31 The fact that it is permissible to include co-authored papers in a PhD portfolio in the humanities 
indicates a recognition of this symbiotic relationship. By implication, it also acknowledges the 
artificiality, in some contexts, of insisting on single authorship, much as this is financially 
rewarded and thereby encouraged by Higher Education in general. 
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languages worldwide, but an arduous undertaking in the case of dominated 
languages. In several of its modules the ACE in Bilingual Education, jointly 
offered by PRAESA and the University of the Western Cape in 2007/8, was able 
to get close to fulfilling this mandate. The course was offered in support of the 
provincial education department’s Language Transformation Plan, which 
supported 15 pilot schools in extending the use of isiXhosa as a LoLT into Grades 
4-6 in order to improve learning outcomes in literacy and numeracy. Each school 
had sent one teacher onto the ACE programme, and the action research module 
required participants to do some fieldwork in their own classrooms and reflect on 
its significance. The alignment of ‘medium’ and ‘message’ was made possible by 
a rare lack of linguistic heterogeneity amongst the 15 course participants, all of 
whom spoke isiXhosa first and were reasonably proficient in English, on the one 
hand, and by the fact that the lecturing staff collectively were fluent and literate in 
isiXhosa and English, on the other. In its commitment to using isiXhosa as part of 
its mode of delivery and assessment, the module successfully challenged the 
anglocentric habitus of teacher education programmes locally and the monolingual 
assessment regime of the university. It raised interesting questions of quality 
assurance, as indicated by the external moderator in her supportive comments. In 
subsequent interviews with some of the teachers, emerging themes reported on in 
the article include teachers finding their voices through translation (by Jabe and 
Nomlomo) of key terminology, the value of learning a metalanguage in coping 
with complex (English) texts, the emancipatory effect of MT use, the value of 
being able to write the assignment bilingually, and, crucially, the importance of 
having been given the choice of language use. One participant’s use of two 
languages in her written assignment, which we report on in Study IV, challenged 
the monolingual habitus and the standard language ideology in spectacular style. 
In its theory section the article mentions the genre-based approach to academic 
literacy that is central to the programme’s conceptualisation. The curriculum cycle 
advocated by genre theory, with its four-part sequence of building knowledge, 
modelling the text, joint construction, and independent production, was 
approximated in the module. However, the article does not return to this theme, 
suggesting perhaps that collectively we had not internalised its full meaning.  

The following section takes a theme central to both Study IV and the thesis as a 
whole, namely teachers’ role in language policy realisation ‘from below’.  

Teachers and the language policy realization continuum: four positions  

Teachers potentially occupy a range of positions vis-à-vis a language regime, 
understood as the habits, legal provisions, and ideologies that inhibit language 
choices (Coulmas, 2005: 7). Where these constraints on individual language 
choice are not aligned with each other, they create pressure for change (ibid.). By 
virtue of the various sites of their activity– in the classroom, in the school, in the 
community, in workshops and lecture halls and as citizens – and their simultan-
eous situatedness in national and global language regimes, teachers are caught up 
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in the dialectic of micro-choices and macro-choices. Following Coulmas, micro-
choices would involve the daily decisions about classroom language use, such as 
dealing with gendered speech, dialects, and code-switching (CS). Concerning the 
latter, for example, an important distinction can be made between content subjects 
and language subjects (Ferguson, 2003). In content subjects, the focus would be 
on conceptual knowledge and the application of skills accessed through language, 
whereas language subjects are by definition concerned with the acquisition of 
language. Teachers of additional-language subjects can be expected to be more 
(self-)conscious about language use, and to discourage learner CS (ELTIC, 1997). 
A key decision for all teachers, not only those working in contexts where learners 
are taught in an additional language, is how to assess conceptual knowledge if 
language ‘gets in the way’, i.e. the language versus content dilemma in terms of 
the continua of biliteracy (Hornberger, 2004). Macro-choices, on the other hand, 
involve the status allocation of languages and varieties, the promotion of 
languages for education, and managing patterns of multilingualism (Coulmas, 
2005: 6). While these are normally associated with macro-players such as 
governments and supra-national agencies (Ricento & Hornberger, 1996), the 
decentralization of decision-making in South African education has meant that 
schools themselves are required to carry out some of these functions. Thus 
decisions about a school’s internal language(s) of administration and oral and 
written communication with parents, for example, constitute a form of status 
allocation or planning in which teachers are ineluctably involved. Similarly, a 
school governing body’s decisions about curricular language use (as a medium, as 
a subject) are about promoting languages for education, and centrally implicate 
teachers. Furthermore, the South African language-in-education policy for public 
schools, or LiEP (DoE, 1997) explicitly calls on schools to manage their patterns 
of multilingualism by, for example, keeping track of parental requests for 
additional languages, and by managing learner multilinguality by drawing on 
outside resources such as teacher aides. Again, teachers are entangled in such 
constrained choices.  

Enter the ACE in Bilingual Education at the University of the Western Cape, 
the subject of Study IV. As already discussed, the programme was offered in 
support of the provincial authorities’ pilot Language Transformation Plan 
(henceforth LTP), which sought to extend the use of African languages (i.e. 
isiXhosa in the Western Cape context) for teaching and learning from the first 
three to the first six compulsory school years, i.e. through grade 6. The LTP in its 
broader context is revisited in the discussion of Study V, below. The present 
concern is to show how teachers such as the 15 who completed their action 
research projects as part of the ACE have come through a policy trajectory (Ball, 
2006: 17) that has positioned them variously. However, the focus is not so much 
on the individual teachers involved, as on primary school teachers in the Western 
Cape more broadly who have come through a similar set of ‘local conditions, 
resources, histories and commitments’ (ibid.: 17) in relation to changing language  
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regimes. In what follows, I posit four positions for teachers on an imaginary 
language policy realisation continuum (see figure 1): teachers as policy violators, 
interpreters, performers, and advocates, respectively. Additional examples from  
other contexts will be adduced as evidence. An attempt will be made to link these 
to broader orientations to language. 

Teachers as policy violators 

A substantial body of research attests to the fact that language regimes that deny 
learners the educational use of a well-known language during their formative years 
contribute to poverty, understood as capability deprivation. This is as true for post-
colonial sub-Saharan Africa as it is for most African-language speakers in post-
apartheid South Africa. And while no-one claims mother-tongue based bilingual 
education to be the proverbial silver bullet (Alexander, 2010), mother-tongue 
based education is almost universally recognised as a necessary (if insufficient – 
see Stroud, 2003) condition for successful schooling. Its absence, particularly for 
learners from dominanted language groups, is accompanied by widespread school 
underarchievement, push-out rates (Skutnabb-Kangas, 2004), and economic 
wastefulness (Grin, 2005), as well as by subjective alienation, a lack of self-
confidence, an absence of parental involvement (Braam, 2004; Nomlomo, 2006) 
and a denial of linguistic citizenship (cf. Stroud, 2001).  

It has been equally well documented that in a context in which learners are in 
effect denied epistemological access to the curriculum on account of failing 
language policies, committed teachers who have a language in common with all or 
most of their learners step into the breach: they improvise by codeswitching, 
codemixing and translanguaging for a range of epistemological and regulatory 
functions (Ferguson, 2003; Kamwangamalu, 2010; Probyn, 2009; Jardine, 2008; 
Da Rocha, 2010; Garcia, 2009; Hornberger & Link, 2012). While such resourceful 
practices ameliorate the most basic gaps in comprehension, and are welcomed by 
learners, they also create unintended problems. These include learner tune-out 
during delivery in English (while waiting for delivery in the home language), and 
what we have previously termed ‘a disabling type of diglossia’ in the classroom, 
i.e. oral Xhosa, written English (Plüddemann et al., 2004b: 31). Furthermore, even 
inspired codeswitching by the teacher cannot compensate for the symbolic 
violence of the home language vs school language break, and is frequently 
accompanied by teachers initiating ‘safetalk’ classroom routines that give the 
appearance of learning taking place (Arthur, 2001), by the encouragement of rote 
memorisation as a substitute for cognitive-linguistic comprehension and the 
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Fig. 1: Continuum of policy realization positions for teachers 
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negotiation of knowledge, and by reductionist ‘teach to the test’ practices (Brock-
Utne, 2004). In short, teachers become experts in the art of circumventing 
unworkable overt language policies, and become covert policy violators. It is an 
uncomfortable position, however.  

Although most teachers [observed in three Western Cape schools in 2002] use isiXhosa 
when teaching, all of them say that teaching in isiXhosa is not official policy. A teacher 
from a secondary school mentioned that ‘if the Department could see us teaching in 
isiXhosa we could be in great trouble because the language of teaching is English. But 
because our learners are having difficulties in this language we use isiXhosa.’ Thus 
isiXhosa is being used as an underground, unofficial language under the guise of 
English. (Plüddemann et al., 2004: 31) 

It is precisely such ‘covert operations and subterfuge’ that the WCED sought to 
make redundant in 2007 through its pilot language transformation plan (LTP)32. 
While this is not the place to evaluate the LTP, it should be noted that the initiative 
was fatally undermined by national curriculum policy since 2009. The Curriculum 
and Assessment Policy (CAPS) has in effect usurped the power of the LiEP and 
undermined its additive multilingual ethos by prescribing that the first additional 
language (read English) be taught from grade 1, with a view to its probable use as 
LoLT from grade 4 (DBE, 2009: 14). This capitulation to what Achebe once 
called the ‘fatalistic logic of the unassailable position of English’ (cited in 
Alexander, 1989: 28) is in fact, somewhat perversely, the surest guarantee that 
English will continue to remain ‘unassailable yet unattainable’ (Alexander, 2000). 
It will also continue to condemn teachers to remaining policy violators. 

Teachers as policy interpreters 

As I have tried to suggest (above), for teachers in South African schools in the 
post-apartheid era, language policy is frequently a conundrum that cannot be 
solved by themselves individually. The best that teachers feel they can do, in 
countless cases, is to try to make sense of the plethora of policy texts and 
regulations and adapt these to their own situations as best they can. A second 
position on our imaginary continuum thus locates teachers as language policy 
interpreters33. In her discussion of education policy realisation in California in the 
1980s, Darling-Hammond (1990) takes a similarly constructivist, situated view. 

                                              

32 The LTP had its origins in the poor literacy and numeracy results attained by African-language 
speaking learners in particular, and posited that LoLT had much to do with this. It is no accident, 
therefore, that 13 of the 15 ACE teachers chose for their action research topics related to literacy, 
in most cases their learners’ problems with reading. 
33 For a good example of a text that views teachers as policy interpreters, see Ferreira (ed., 2009), 
consisting of contributions by South African language teacher educators written for South African 
language teachers within the framework of the then-current National Curriculum Statement. Such 
are the exigencies of education policy reform in the ‘newSA’, however, that parts of this splendid 
volume are already outdated! 
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She highlights the teacher’s role as policy interpreter and adaptor, although she 
stops short of claiming that teachers are policy actors. To view implementation as 
‘straightforward compliance’ is to betray a lack of understanding of how teaching 
works (1990: 236). Furthermore, where policies are poorly communicated to 
schools, teachers ‘interpret the thin guidance they’ve received, [and] fill the gaps 
in their understanding of the policy with what is already familiar to them, creating 
[a] “melange” of practices’ (ibid.: 236). Local agencies, she avers, ‘must adapt 
policies rather than adopting them’ (ibid.). Congruent with the views already 
discussed above, Darling-Hammond is critical of top-down notions of policy 
implementation by which teachers ‘are expected to change their beliefs, know-
ledge, and actions based on a change process that consists primarily of the 
issuance of a statement and the adoption of new texts’ (ibid.:237); such practices 
are antithetical to understandings of human learning. Instead, policies should be 
better communicated to teachers, policy-makers should consider the cumulative 
impact of previous policies, and existing teacher knowledge should be the starting 
point for any new policy (ibid.: 240).  

Writing from within a UK context, Stephen Ball (2006) similarly warns against 
reifying policies as texts. At school level, he notes, principals and heads of 
departments (rather than ordinary teachers) often play a leading role in mediating 
policy. Policy as discursive process is thus potentially in tension with policy as 
text, implying the possibility of collective resistance (2006: 45): 

Policies do not normally tell you what to do, they create circumstances in which the 
range of options available in deciding what to do are narrowed or changed or particular 
outcomes are set. A response must still be put together, constructed in context, off-set 
against other expectations. All of this involves creative social action not robotic 
reactivity. (ibid.: 46) 

Ball’s conception of the policy process as creative social action not only reminds 
us that policies are about changing (people’s) behaviour, but draws attention to the 
collective (rather than individually isolated) nature of the required response. The 
invocation of the mediating role of school principals and heads of department de-
emphasises the individual classroom teacher’s role, and is a thus a step short of 
valorizing teachers as policy performers.  

Teachers as policy performers 

Lo Bianco (2010) posits teachers as the neglected actors in traditional approaches 
to language planning (LP). Such approaches, labelled policy as ‘science’ and LP 
as problem solving, respectively, tended towards a top-down view that emphasised 
government responsibility and resource allocation for status planning, corpus 
planning, and acquisition planning. In their educational application, these 
approaches assumed teachers to be ‘conduits of pre-existing plans rather than 
actors’ (2010: 156). That is to say, mechanistic approaches overlook the dialogic, 
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interactive processes involved in the policy realisation process. In their stead, Lo 
Bianco’s foregrounds the role played by (language) teachers, together with 
experts, in effecting language change in schools; his proposal is for ‘an interactive 
democratic LP based on dialogue accompanying technical expertise’ (2010: 155). 
Language teachers, in particular, realise language policy discursively through 
performative action, or ideological language use that consciously models 
envisaged language changes (ibid.: 161). That is, teachers perform expected 
language behaviour and in so doing, contribute to language policy changes in a 
school. Performative action is always in relation to the two other sources of LP, 
namely policy texts and public discourse. The pedagogic implications, following 
Lo Bianco, are to regard teachers as language planners with a voice, and to view 
classroom language use and language teaching, in particular, as legitimate forms 
of language planning.  

A view of language planning as performative action in dialogue with public 
texts and public discourse resonates with views held by activist scholars working 
in the global ‘centre’ as well as in the ‘periphery’. Ricento & Hornberger (1996), 
for instance, develop the traditional concept of language policy and planning 
(LPP) as policy formulation, implementation and evaluation into the metaphor of 
the multilayered ‘onion’. Each of the three proverbial layers – the national 
(legislation), the institutional (schools, etc), and the personal - is subject to LPP 
processes and agency (1996: 409). In this decentralized scheme, classroom 
practitioners (teachers) are placed at the core of language policy activity. For their 
proximity to the grassroots, teachers are the primary language policymakers (ibid.: 
418). Empowering outcomes are not guaranteed, however, as teachers are not 
immune from global hegemonies realized locally (cf. Pennycook, 2000), such as 
potentially oppressive language ideologies. Envisaged change to the language 
regime at classroom level can therefore only result through critical reflection and 
conscious action, best done through participatory action research involving the 
teacher with her students and (often) an outside expert or colleague (ibid.: 418-9). 
Such practitioner LPP, in turn, has the centrifugal potential of impacting on 
successive outer layers, with clear implications for teacher education. Like 
Hornberger’s (2004) continua of biliteracy (see Study III), the onion metaphor 
encapsulates the inter-relatedness and complexity of the LPP process. Taken 
together, these frameworks imply that a pronouncement of whether, or to what 
extent, a policy has been realised can only be answered with reference to what 
happens in practice within each layer. This in turn implies an ethnographic 
approach that ‘conceptualizes language policy as a process that begins with a 
potentially heterogeneous text that is interpreted and appropriated in unpredictable 
ways by agents who appropriate, resist, and/or change dominant and alternative 
policy discourses’ (Johnson & Freeman, 2010: 15). Such an approach highlights 
agency in the policy process, and opens up implementational spaces as well as 
ideological spaces that reflect policy as appropriation rather than as necessarily 
predictable implementation (ibid.:14). That is to say, language policies are 
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multidimensional, go beyond written statements, and can only be understood by 
researching actual practices (Menken & Garcia 2010: 3).  

Teachers as policy advocates 

Along our imaginary language policy realisation continuum, the most radical 
position is inhabited by teachers who, by virtue of their commitment to and insight 
into a speaker-centred language transformation, have moved a step ahead of 
prevailing policies and practices. These policy advocates anticipate the future. A 
position akin to this is articulated by Benson (2004) in her overview of the 
numerous roles bilingual educators in developing countries are expected to fill. 
These include those of pedagogue, linguist, intercultural communicator, 
community member, and advocate. The latter is especially pertinent here, and 
speaks also to the discussion of the contexts of biliteracy in Study III. Benson 
makes the telling point that in a developing context such as Mozambique, where 
indigenous people and their languages and cultures had been oppressed for 
generations by the Portuguese colonisers, and where the exogenous former 
colonial language continues to be dominant in the formal linguistics market and 
hence in education several decades after independence, it should come as no 
surprise that local teachers who were part of an experimental bilingual programme 
(PEBIMO) that demonstrated the benefits of a mother-tongue based bilingual 
approach in school, may be ahead of official language policy that continues to 
marginalize indigenous languages, and of parent communities subject to inherited 
myths about their supposed inferiority. Encouragingly, Benson reports on the 
advocacy role played by such teachers in informing education officials and parents 
of the value of the programme, thereby laying the groundwork for a post-
experimental extension of bilingual education (2004: 122–3). This, then, 
represents a third point on our language policy realisation continuum.  

The second example of teachers as policy advocates comes from two of the 
LTP schools in the Western Cape. Study 4 has already cited the action research 
project of Teacher Y, a Xhosa-speaking foundation phase teacher who 
documented her efforts in seeking to drive the LTP process at her school by 
discussing the language issue with colleagues, the governing body, and parents. 
For years the school34 had been characterised by a double language mismatch in 
which Xhosa-speaking learners (up to 90% of the roll) where taught in English by 
Afrikaans-mainly teachers. As the staff profile changed with the appointment of 
more Xhosa/English bilingual teachers, new language policy choices became 
available. In her assignment Teacher Y reports on how she demonstrated the value 
of the mother tongue as a basis for learning other languages (i.e. English). On 
hearing her learners reading in both languages, the staff were reportedly impressed 

                                              

34 Located next to an informal housing settlement in an otherwise plush suburb in southern Cape 
Town. 
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and bought into the idea of mother tongue based bilingual education. A subsequent 
language policy workshop I facilitated at the school (in 2009) confirmed Teacher 
Y’s advocacy role, although several key questions remained unanswered. Another 
ACE participant, Teacher K, went a step further as advocate. After a consultative 
process she ended up drafting her school’s first-ever written language policy, 
which was submitted (in amended form) as an assignment for the ACE language 
policy module. The draft policy is both theoretically and strategically insightful. 
Amongst other steps to realise mother tongue based bilingual education, the 
document identifies the need for teacher and learner support material in isiXhosa 
and for teacher development, since (Xhosa-speaking) teachers had not been 
trained to use the language across the curriculum. Both examples reveal pro-active 
teachers who were ahead of the language policy processes in their respective 
school communities, and who became advocates for something envisaged but not 
yet extant.  

Our final example comes from a working-class community in one of Cape 
Town’s southern suburbs. Taking the teacher-as-advocate position a step further, 
Braam (2004) applies Alexander’s ‘planning from below’ concept (see Study 1) to 
‘the determination of school language policy that should incorporate educational 
theory and practice in such a way that the participants become conscientised about 
the social, economic and political implications of language practice and policy’ 
(55). Braam’s study is of a primary school that valorized English and stigmatised 
vernacular Afrikaans (Kaaps), though both were widely spoken and understood by 
the school community. Through a year-long process of awareness-raising and 
stakeholder involvement, facilitated by Braam, the school arrived at an additive 
bilingual language policy that culminated in a limited experiment with dual-
medium education that sought to valorize both languages as resources as part of a 
process of community empowerment. The central role played by teachers as 
shapers and enactors of this policy is described by Busch (2010), who on a 
subsequent research visit to Cape Town35 followed up on the dual-medium 
arrangement at the school. She discovered teachers who had been pro-active in 
initiating and sustaining the dual-medium class, and whose ‘linguistic repertoires 
and practices went well beyond the competence acquired through formal language 
learning and teacher training’ (2010: 291). While none of the teachers had been 
trained for dual-medium classrooms, many felt comfortable in their new roles. 
Tellingly, the younger teachers were less ambivalent about using Kaaps, and 
viewed it as ‘a valuable resource’ (ibid.: 291). A not dissimilar process of 
‘normalisation’ was followed in a Xhosa-dominant township school, where in a 
three-year developmental research process teachers were capacitated into realising 

                                              

35 Busch acted as external evaluator to PRAESA’s 3R’s research project (2007–2010), with its 
twin foci on creating literate school communities and dual-medium biliteracy education, 
respectively. 
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an MTBBE-aligned language policy and fostering a literate school environment 
(Bloch et al., 2010).  

In conclusion, two points are worth highlighting briefly. The first is that 
occupying one position on our imaginary continuum of language policy realisation 
is not necessarily to the exclusion of other positions; it is merely to emphasise the 
dominant role experienced by teachers in a context constrained by a specific 
configuration of the language regime. Thus a teacher could conceivably vacillate 
between the policy violation and policy interpretation positions; and a shift in the 
language regime, such as a change in national or provincial government, could 
catapult some teachers into becoming policy advocates literally overnight. 
Secondly, it may be useful to view the various positions on the continuum in 
relation to Ruiz’ (1984) now-classic language orientations. Thus the policy 
violation position would correspond to language as a problem, the policy 
interpreting position to language as a right, and the policy advocacy position to 
that of language as a resource, with the policy performance position falling 
somewhere between the last two. The elaboration of this idea is the topic for 
another paper, however! 

Study V: Home-language based bilingual education: Towards a learner-
centred language typology of primary schools in South Africa.  

This discussion document proposes a new language typology of primary schools 
under the rubric of home-language based bilingual education that goes beyond the 
time-honoured but limiting terms of single-medium, dual-medium and parallel-
medium education. It does so, firstly, by combining the description of schools in 
language-medium (LoLT) terms with a learner-centred focus on home language 
(HL) in order to gauge the overlap between HL and LoLT. Such a gauge is a 
necessary point of departure for systematic intervention if the language-in-
education policy of additive bi-/multilingualism is to be realised. Secondly, the 
proposed typology draws attention to the limitations of the monolingual habitus in 
the collection and classification of language-related data from the schools. It is 
argued that departmental databases should, where applicable, recognise up to two 
home languages per learner, and should also acknowledge that learners in dual-
medium classes are exposed to two LoLTs. Thirdly, the proposal is for a new 
typology of schools in which the four main categories (single-medium, dual-
medium, transitional, parallel-stream) differ from each other with regard to the 
degree of overlap between learner HL and LoLT. Examples are provided of non-
home-language based models by using existing information about schools. 
However, the emphasis is on the description and illustration of 26 home-language 
based models, using the new subject division and time allocation recommended by 
the 2009 NCS Review report. A concluding section identifies the issues that have 
to be addressed to improve the typology. The proposed classification system aims 
to assist schools to develop a relevant form of home-language based bilingual 
education, and to guide education stakeholders to supporting the schools in 
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regard to teacher development and deployment, provision of learning materials 
and documentation in relevant languages, and on-site support.[Abstract 
provided.] 

Evolution of a typology 

The report (Study V) represents an attempt to contribute at a systemic level to the 
language classification of primary schools for the purposes of planning and 
ultimately, of policy realisation. It was fed into discussions at a time when the 
policy framework for realising mother-tongue (or home-language) based bilingual 
education in the country, and particularly in the Western Cape, was at its most 
enabling. The piece also represents a point of closure, albeit provisional, to my 
ruminations about discourse in the field of bi/multilingual education since the late 
1990s. The issue of unstable terminology in an emerging field has always been a 
vexed one. On the one hand, it is necessary to establish clarity by defining or 
describing key concepts in ways that find broad agreement (if not consensus). On 
the other, trying to impose order on a set of shifting terms with vague or partially 
overlapping meanings by proposing new definitions can easily become an exercise 
in pedantry, good intentions nothwithstanding. An early piece on the topic 
(Plüddemann, 1997), which interrogates the imprecisions around the established 
terms ‘additive’ and ‘subtractive bilingualism’, was an attempt to make 
distinctions between individual proficiency, basic orientation towards language, 
and models of bilingual education. That is to say, it argued that ‘subtractive 
bilingualism’ was oxymoronic, and that ‘additive bilingualism’ conflated too 
many conceptual categories to be useful. The 1997 article had negligible impact, 
as far as I am aware. However, it provided a starting point for my attempts to find 
a more precise set of terms that would have a value for educational planning.  

The next stage of the journey was a piece of research commissioned in 2002 by 
the provincial education authorities (WCED) on the topic of dual- and parallel-
medium education. The study, undertaken together with three PRAESA 
colleagues36, involved finding out what schools that classified themselves as dual-
medium and/or parallel-medium meant by these terms, and how they came to be 
such. Published two years later in an in-house format by PRAESA (Plüddemann et 
al., 2004b) and still cited by researchers, the paper links shifts in LoLT patterns to 
broader sociolinguistic considerations. It also problematises the concept of LoLT 
in the context of ex-DET schools37, drawing attention to the plight of teachers who 

                                              

36 Daryl Braam, Michellé October, Zola Wababa. 
37 Ex-DET (former Department of Education and Training) schools are those historically reserved 
for black (African-language speaking) students under apartheid. In the post-apartheid era these 
schools, which constitute the majority but also the poorest sector in the country, continue to serve 
mainly working-class urban and rural ‘black Africans’ and have to all intents and purposes 
remained unaffected by the official desegregation of schooling post-1994. The label ex-DET, 
while problematic in its own way, is used to avoid perpetuating a racialising discourse.  
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resort to (unofficial) codeswitching and other practices in an effort to mitigate the 
effects of the MT-LoLT mismatch (see discussion of Study IV, below). A 
pernicious consequence of this has been the disjuncture between the language of 
teaching and the language of assessment, something the education system as a 
whole is not designed to deal with (DBE, 2010). Further, the paper introduced the 
distinction between dual-medium by default (see also Williams, 2007), and dual-
medium by design. At the time this appeared an important contribution, as the 
policy environment opened up various possibilities for planned bi/multilingual 
models in contexts in which many learners were ‘English-seeking, but Xhosa-
speaking’38.  

Sometime in 2007 there was a debate in PRAESA on how to define ‘bilingual 
education’ and ‘dual-medium education’. At the suggestion of the director, I wrote 
up an internal discussion document. After this was deliberated upon, I was tasked 
with writing it up as a fully-fledged paper, which gave me the chance to develop 
the terms and bi/multilingual models into a something resembling the current 
typology. In view of its potential as a tool to facilitate the implementation of 
mother tongue based bilingual education (MTBBE), the typology became the 
focus of a symposium held at UCT on 28 July 2009. The meeting was also 
addressed by a representative of the national Department of Basic Education. The 
DBE input presented the traditional set of definitions on what constituted a dual-
medium and parallel-mediums school, taken from a recently updated DBE 
dictionary of terms. My PRAESA colleagues and I queried these, and I proposed a 
typology that factored in the learner home-language vs LoLT match as a 
definitional feature of each school with the aim of providing an actionable 
database for the promotion and resourcing of mother-tongue based bilingual 
education. The meeting broadly supported the proposed typology in a critical, 
productive and wide-ranging discussion. However, the DBE delegates were not 
convinced, going so far as to voice their doubts about the advantages of a mother-
tongue based approach (and in effect, therefore, questioning the country’s 
language-in-education policy that they were obliged to promote). While the 
proposed typology was not rejected outright, it was felt to be too complex, that 
adopting it would have untenable resourcing implications for education 
departments, and that defining schools in terms of their language deficits was 
objectionable (more on all these, below). Nevertheless, the door was kept open for 
continued dialogue on the matter, and a number of tasks were envisaged in 
preparation for a follow-up meeting that would be held in 2010. 

Subsequently, the typology was presented at a number of gatherings with the 
aim of sharpening thinking in a policy environment that has, until recently, been 
conducive to the implementation of MTBBE. Two of these meetings were 

                                              

38 I coined this phrase in an unpublished 2003 paper. The phrase was designed to capture the 
dilemma of language aspirations experienced by the African-language-speaking majority in a 
linguistic market dominated by English. 
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convened by former colleague Daryl Braam, working from the Eastern Cape. 
Presentations took place at: 

• the National Policy Dialogue Forum involving the 3Rs Consortium 
and the Department of Basic Education, Pretoria, 9–11 December 
2009 

• the 3R’s/DBE Research Indaba, Pretoria, 20 September 2010 
• the Language in Education Colloquium, ECSECC/ECDoE, East 

London, 11–12 November 2010 
• the Practitioners conference: Implementing multilingual practice, 

ECSECC, East London, 29–30 September 2011. 

Since then there have been no further developments with regard to the typology. 
The lack of uptake on the part of the DBE suggests internal divisions and 
conflicting views about the educational value of African languages that have a 
paralysing effect on the bureaucracy.39 It is also symptomatic of a larger ambiva-
lence on the part of government on the language question and the de facto over-
investment in English in the post-apartheid period40 (see McCarty et al., 2011: 
353, in which Hopson makes a similar point about Namibia’s language policy in 
the first two decades after independence). The lack of demand for MTBBE on the 
part of school communities, despite converging expert opinion on its salience for 
pedagogic, linguistic and broader socio-economic development reasons (Le 
Cordeur, 2011), is a direct outflow of the absence of government action, and 
contributes to the continued marginalisation of the poor. 

It remains, then, to reflect on the merits or otherwise of the typology as an 
interventionist tool in support of the promotion of mother-tongue based bilingual 
education in South Africa. Before continuing on to the more theoretical discussion 
of the typology, it may be useful to contextualise its entextualisation by locating it 
in relation to previous typologies in the field of bilingual education.  

                                              

39 A point confirmed to me by a senior education planner in 2010. 
40 Two developments in 2012 confirm the impression that the ANC government has an ad hoc 
approach to African languages and multilingualism. In February 2012 the minister of higher 
education, Dr Blade Nzimande, appointed an advisory panel on the use of African languages in 
higher education. This follows remarks he had made a year previously, to the effect that 
demonstrated proficiency in an African language should be a graduation requirement for 
university students. The uproar that greeted his remarks forced the Minister to backtrack and 
approach the matter more scientifically. In October, the Use of Official Languages Bill was 
finally signed into law by President Zuma. The Bill compels national government and state 
enterprises to use at least three languages in interactions with the public, a dilution from the four 
languages originally proposed in 2000.  
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Typologies revisited 

Typologies41 have been a feature of language planning in (bilingual) education 
across a range of historical and geographic contexts. Whether in apartheid South 
Africa (the single-medium, dual-medium, parallel-medium distinction that was 
applied to schooling for classified whites) or in bilingual education for language 
minorities in the USA, or in an expanding European Union with its ever greater 
multilinguality, or in latter-day Ethiopia with its regionally-specific language-in-
education models, language researchers and bureaucrats have sought ways of 
classifying different types of programmes for language-in-education planning 
purposes. The following list concentrates on examples mainly from the USA, 
including Baker’s (2001) four strong forms versus six weak forms of bilingual 
education, Skutnabb-Kangas’ (1988) high degree of success versus low degree of 
success programmes, Thomas & Collier’s (1997) six programme models (from 
two-way developmental bilingual education to ESL pullout), Thomas & Collier’s 
(2002) eight programme models (mainstream ESL plus seven models designed for 
English Language Learners), and Thomas & Collier’s subsequent focus (2004) on 
successful dual-language programmes (90:10 and 50:50 one-way and two-way 
bilingual programmes, respectively). European models such as CLIL (Baetens 
Beardsmore, 2009) tend to reinforce this trend. Examples from the political South 
have borrowed from these, while adding new dimensions. The NEPI (1992) 
schema, generated for a post-apartheid dispensation, identifies three main types of 
medium of instruction policies, namely models which use (i) non-indigenous 
languages as the main language of teaching, (ii) indigenous languages as the main 
language of teaching, and (iii) both categories in combination. Heugh’s (1995) 
more complex typology of bi/multilingual models, developed during the transition 
to the officially multilingual South Africa, represents a dialogue with and a 
development of some of the US typologies cited above. The typology connects 
social policy, language in education policy, and educational outcomes. It proposes 
a basic divide between additive bilingual programmes (those that promote 
bilingualism) and subtractive programmes (those that do not), and links these to 
three orientations to language (as problem, right, resource). This typology is 
adapted to a broader pan-African context in Heugh (2011: 113–115), with two 
applicable additive bilingual models (mother-tongue education throughout; dual-
medium on mother-tongue foundations) being contrasted with two subtractive and 
transitional (bilingual) models. 

Across their various contexts, all the above studies have at least three things in 
common. The first is a concern for social justice and integration for marginalised 
groups, whether or not these are numerically in the majority. The second is a basic 

                                              

41 A typology is “a branch of knowledge that deals with classes with common characteristics; (a) 
classification of esp. human behaviour or characteristics according to type” (New Shorter Oxford 
English Dictionary, 1993: 3442). 
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divide between programmes that serve this goal, and those that do not, and the 
authors’ belief that forms of mother-tongue based (bilingual) education (Alexan-
der, 2010) are key, for linguistic, pedagogic, cultural-identity, social, economic, 
political and ecological reasons (see definition of home-language based bilingual 
education in Study V, p. 23). Most importantly for present purposes, all the 
typologies are cast in a modernist mould, a point touched on but not explored in 
Study V. That is to say, they are based on a view of language as something 
pluralisable, of languages as fundamentally distinguishable one from the other, as 
systems that can be enumerated, classified separately, even reified as objects and 
‘distributed’ across the curriculum. The main pedagogic implication of this view is 
the strict separation of languages in the school day and across the school 
curriculum, and the assumption that bilingualism is a form of plural 
monolingualism. That this involves reducing socioliguistic complexity to manage-
able units amenable to policy intervention (multilingualism) appears inevitable.  

In what follows I respond to a number of challenges confronting the typology, 
both real and imagined. I begin with a focus on the more conceptual or theoretical 
issues that arise from within a postmodern paradigm, and end with some practical 
or regulatory concerns voiced by the education department officials (as hinted at, 
above).  

The challenge of sociolinguistic complexity 

At the core of this challenge is addressing the charge that the typology pivots on 
the sociolinguistically-untenable notion of the mother tongue or native speaker. 
Classifying learners in bilingual programmes by mother tongue/home language, as 
the typology does, potentially carries a number of problematic assumptions. 

  
One problem with many bilingual programmes… is that they ignore the multilingual
complexity of their clients, focusing often on one or two major local languages and the 
metropolitan language. In other words, educational programmes do not see the areas in 
which they work as linguistic ecologies. This parsimonious view of bilingual education 
is encoded in, and reinforced by, concepts such as mother tongue, native language, 
second language, etc. – a taxonomy that represents a specific, monolingual point of 
view. In multilingual communities, speakers may have more than one mother tongue: a 
potential mother tongue in the sense of first learnt may not be the best mastered; a non-
primary language may not be a ‘second language’ in the sense that it can be taught with 
typical ‘second language methodologies’. In other words, the set of assumptions laid 
down in the taxonomy may not at all apply, and may even bias planners towards 
pedagogic solutions that are not appropriate for the contexts. (Stroud, 2002: 56) 

Stroud’s point about the multilingual complexity of linguistic ecologies is an 
important one, and the illustration of the problems associated with a monolingual 
concept of the mother tongue is compelling. This reification of the mother tongue 
or home language has been indexes a monoglossic ideology (Garcia & Torres-
Guevara, 2010), a monolingual habitus (Gogolin, 1997) and the product of an 
ideology ‘that reduces the complexity of heteroglossic life-worlds’ by splitting 
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languages into bounded units (Busch, 2010: 285). People living in impoverished 
urban zones in South Africa and in other post-colonial contexts experience 
language contact on a daily basis, and pragmatically use whatever linguistic 
resources come to hand, including the global language English, to perform a range 
of instrumental and cultural-identity functions (Pennycook, 2000). However, most 
children growing up in working-class and informal areas speak codemixed 
(McCormick, 1990) or translanguaged varieties (Garcia, 2009), also termed urban 
vernaculars (Makoni, 2003), and generally do not have access to the standard 
variety of the power or legitimate language (Bourdieu, 1991). In a post-apartheid 
society in which the language varieties spoken by the majority are seldom utilised 
for high-status functions but where English as the ‘first among equals’ has 
enormous indexical value (Blommaert, 2010), it is unsurprising that it is the 
language of aspiration (Desai, 1999), and that school language policy decisions 
would reflect this. While standard languages are officially valorised in schools for 
purposes of language acquisition and literacy (Stroud, 2003), teachers in working-
class schools seldom control these fully. The result, as shown by research 
conducted in a peri-urban multilingual township on the Cape Flats, is a form of 
truncated multilingualism (Dyers, 2008) which limits the mobility of its users and 
effectively traps them in the poverty cycle of the township. Thus, for example, an 
11-year old girl growing up in the multilingual township of Delft on the Cape Flats 
might speak Kaaps to her father and siblings at home and to her friends in the 
neighbourhood, and ‘Cape Flats English’ to her mother who has ambitions of 
socio-economic mobility for her daughter. The girl is in the English class of a 
local parallel-stream primary school where she is exposed to a limited number of 
texts in standard English across the curriculum, does assignments in English and is 
formally and externally assessed in English. However, her teacher does not fully 
control the standard variety. She tends to socialise in Kaaps with her classmates 
and gets better marks for (standard) Afrikaans as a subject than for English. What, 
then, would her mother tongue be? And what would be gained by classifying her 
as a mother-tongue or home-language speaker of either Afrikaans or English?  

The typology seeks to address the issue of sociolinguistic complexity in the 
following ways. Firstly, it acknowledges that there are limits to the extent to which 
an official information management system for schools can move beyond a 
monoglossic ideology of the reified native speaker (Garcia & Torres-Guevara, 
2010) to incorporate heterogeneity and sociolinguistic repertoire (Busch, 2010) 
and a language-as-resource orientation (Ruiz, 1984). Recall that the typology was 
designed first and foremost to refine existing templates used by the education 
department’s data-gathering arm; it was primarily intended to reorganise existing 
information in ways that made it more amenable to direct policy-aligned 
intervention. In this sense the typology is reformist rather than revolutionary. 
Administrative forms that schools have to submit annually to the department allow 
for only one home language (and one LoLT) per learner. Secondly, however, the 
fact that the typology caters for up to two home languages per learner, and insists 
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on allocating two LoLTs to learners in dual-medium classes goes some way to 
overcoming the monolingual habitus and addressing linguistic heterogeneity. On 
their own, these improvements may do little to undermine an ideology in which 
bilingualism is seen as double monolingualism (Garcia & Torres-Guevara, 2010), 
a form of parallel monolingualism (Escamilla & Hopeworth, 2010) or plural 
monolingualism (Makoni, 2003, with reference to the eleven separately 
officialised languages of the South African Constitution; Heugh, 2003 with 
reference to the Pan South African Langauge Board). What does not help matters 
is the lack of consensus around what constitutes dual-medium education and the 
almost complete absence of planned or structured dual-medium programmes in 
schools, with particular reference to the Western Cape (Williams, 2007; 
Plüddemann et al., 2004b). As pointed out in the typology, the DBE’s own 
definition of dual-medium education is idealised – unlike that of the typology, 
which sets itself the task of catering also for the ‘messy realities’ of unstructured, 
ad hoc dual-medium classes within otherwise parallel unilingual streams, for 
instance (for definitions of dual-medium education, see Study V, p. 27). But there 
is a third way in which the typology seeks to overcome the monolingual habitus, 
and it is through the notion of language integration in bi-LoLT programmes.  

In LoLT integration the two LolTs are used in the same lesson, although not necessarily 
in equal propotions or for the same functions. Codeswitching and codemixing are 
permitted, provided that both languages are used systematically for teaching, learning 
and assessment and undue repetition is avoided. This implies that both LoLTs are used 
orally and in writing in LoLT-integrated subjects. Two important practices in LoLT 
integration are (i) that all forms of assessment (in content subjects) are made available 
biligually, and (ii) that assessment tasks can be answered in either LoLT, and/or using 
codemixing and codeswitching. (Study V, p. 28)  

While the term LoLT integration may be new, the concept of concurrent uses of 
languages in a lesson is not (Baker, 2001: 279ff.). Unlike its implied opposite, 
language separation, LoLT integration confronts the sociolinguistic reality of 
translanguaging and codemeshing already discussed, above. It is much closer to 
the dynamic bilingualism described by Garcia (2009) than to the more static 
additive bilingualism model that has informed much of the discourse about 
multilingual education in South Africa. The notion of LoLT integration tries to 
accommodate the way urban township youth and teachers actually use language 
outside of the classroom, with translanguaging practices occurring at the lexical, 
morphological and phonological levels involving isiXhosa, Afrikaans and English. 
For example, it accepts that in certain urban contexts it may be easier for learners 
to do maths and science in a bilingualising manner than in standard isiXhosa, as 
many everyday words and numerals are first encountered in relexified English 
with Xhosa prefixes, such as iigerms (for iintsholongwane) or i-oksijini (for 
umonga-moya). A LoLT integration approach also goes some way to addressing 
the ‘gulf’ between urban vernaculars and the standardised variety of South 
Africa’s official languages (Ridge, 2001; Makoni, 2003; Webb, 2002), and 
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therefore has a better chance of drawing on learner’s funds of knowledge and 
socio-cultural identities, and of securing their participation in class. By positing bi-
LoLT models that combine language separation and language integration 
approaches, the typology has sought to cater for the widest possible range of 
contexts. For example, in the hinterland and the ‘deep’ rural areas a monolingual 
approach to mathematics and science may still be possible, although dialectal 
complications might have to be addressed (cf ECDoE 2005; Madiba & Mabiletja, 
2008) in addition to perennial issues around resourcing, training and community 
advocacy. Textbook requirements for each of the models in the typology are spelt 
out.  

In the above-mentioned ways, then, the typology has sought to address 
anticipated concerns raised within the research community about a homogenizing 
models approach to bi/multilingual education. Benson (2008), for instance, 
emphasises the need to move beyond attempts at abstract modelling, in favour of a 
situated, ethnographic approach that takes the full measure of local language 
contexts and conditions. While these concerns are valid, it would be unrealistic to 
expect a classification system on its own to take the measure of sociolinguistic 
complexity. Benson’s concern, though, can and should be addressed by alternative 
data-gathering approaches, such as the  

notion of language portfolio [which] means that descriptive models of working with 
language need to be complemented with more sociologically oriented studies that 
explore the composition and meaning of multilingualism for local communities. In line 
with this, good quality sociolinguistic surveys that will capture community language 
use, attitudes and developmental trends in language vitality ought to be made available. 
(Stroud, 2002: 57) 

Such surveys, then, would include but go beyond the language vitality surveys 
reported on in Study II, above, to develop a more fine-grained account of 
repertoire within local linguistic ecologies. That is, a focus on language portfolio 
would complement what Blommaert has called the sociolinguistics of distribution, 
or a horizontal focus on language-in-place, with the sociolinguistics of mobility, or 
a vertically-scaled language-in-motion (2010: 5). Within the institutional context 
of bilingual education this would entail, centrally, developing a micro-ethno-
graphic account of actual language use within a school community. As Busch has 
written in regard to her work in schools (already referred to in Study IV):  

A learner-centered school language policy acknowledges and valorizes the resources 
and aspirations that the school community – learners, teachers and parents – bring with 
them. It refuses to reduce the heteroglossia of individual speakers either to mono-
lingualism or to a dichotomy between ‘mother tongue’ and ‘target language’. The 
awareness of diversity not only in the sense of a multitude of separate and bounded 
language communities but also within a community, within a network of communi-
cation or within a given situation relies on the concept of heteroglossia, i.e. the 
multilinguality, the multivoicedness and the multidiscursivity of society, developed by 
Bakhtin (1981). Such an approach views multilingualism in terms of situated practices 
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and not as abstract and absolute competences. The idea of a perfect mastery of two or 
more languages is dismissed in favour of the notion of multilingual competencies 
organized around activities, situations and topics. In this view, linguistic practice 
differing from the normalized standard, such as language crossing (Rampton 2005), or 
the appropriation of elements across language boundaries, is understood as resource 
rather than as deficiency. (Busch, 2010: 283–4) 

Busch’s comments go to the heart of the postmodern challenge to the typology, 
and indeed to modernist assumptions about ‘language’. The heteroglossic 
approach referred to above is located within a language-as-resource paradigm. It 
involves multimodal language biographical work and a multimodal topological 
approach which, together index the local language regime of a school (ibid.: 292). 
The school is understood as a nexus of practice, a spatial entity, in which 
‘linguistic hierarchies and power relations, as well as competing and subversive 
practices’ are uncovered through enthographic description (ibid.). This approach 
has been followed in a number of PRAESA project schools and has informed the 
meaning of school language policy as a participatory process with a speaker-
centered orientation (Braam, 2008). It is clear, therefore, that the typology should 
be seen as a macro instrument that requires additional local investigative and 
advocacy work for its full effect.  

The challenge of bureaucratic constraint  

The other challenge to the typology comes in the form of a set of concerns voiced 
by education officials who attended the July 2009 symposium. While open to 
dialogue, the officials from the national department nevertheless raised a number 
of objections and concerns of a conceptual as well as a regulatory nature. That is, 
their concerns were both ideologically and practically motivated. These can be 
briefly summarised as follows: 

1. How do you determine what language the child knows best? 
2. The typology assumes consensus on what a LoLT is. It cannot cope 

with the widespread disjuncture between the language of teaching and 
the language of assessment.  

3. Defining schools in terms of their language deficits is objectionable.  
4. The typology is too complex, and therefore unworkable in its present 

form. 
5. The typology is not aligned terminologically or conceptually with 

existing definitions used by the DBE, particularly with reference to 
dual-medium education. 

6. The typology assumes general buy-in to the policy of mother tongue 
based bilingual education on the part of the DBE. This is not 
necessarily the case. 

7. Even if the typology were adopted, it would have major resourcing 
implicationsrelated to information sharing, mobilization at the local 
level, teacher training, and textbooks. 
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8. The typology may not be workable in more multilingual contexts such 
as Gauteng province. 

From the above it is apparent that one set of objections and concerns stems from 
an underlying unease with the ideological orientation indexed by the typology. 
This is suggested by the officials’ hesitancy, scepticism and at times obstructive 
refusal to countenance the policy-aligned orientation that frames the typology. It is 
an indictment of the national DBE that even senior officials were not convinced of 
the merits of additive or mother-tongue based bilingual education (objection 6), 
the policy since 1996/7. They wanted reassurance in the form of pilot studies to 
demonstrate the advantages of MTBBE over current early-exit transitional 
programmes. It was disturbingly clear that the language regime inhabited by these 
officials within the highest power scale of the national DBE was one where the 
language habits, legal provisions and ideologies were not aligned with each other 
(cf. Coulmas, 2005: 7; see also Study IV). That is, their choices were constrained 
by the tension between overt pro-multilingual legislation and an anglocentric, 
monolingual habitus that functioned, and continues to function, as a covert 
language policy (cf. Du Plessis, 2006). In fact, their response indicates tacit 
approval of the premature switch-to-English approach endorsed by the national 
curriculum in its various guises (pre-eminently CAPS), and not of the additive 
bilingualism intent of the LiEP. The effect of this non-alignment between policy 
text (legislation) and collective mindset infused with power (ideology) is to 
perpetuate the marginalisation of dominated languages and their speakers. This is 
done on the pretext that schools are officially mandated to decide on their own 
language policies. It is worth noting that the decentralisation of decision-making 
on language matters to the level of the school mandated by the South African 
Schools Act (84 of 1996) and the LiEP has long been criticised by researchers and 
language activists for precisely this reason (Granville et al., 1997; Desai, 1999; 
NCCRD, 2000). The very meaning of language policy realisation is contested by 
such constraints. 

 The other set of concerns is of a more regulatory or practical character, and 
would have to be addressed even if (or once) the ideological objections were 
overcome. The question of how to determine the child’s best-known language has 
already been partially answered with reference to the need for complementing 
broad school surveys with more detailed language biographic work, and 
broadening the concern with ‘home language’ to one of repertoire or portfolio (see 
also Study V, p. 52). What may facilitate this process considerably is the planned 
introduction, from 2013 onwards, of a national database for learner-specific 
information. The LURITS database for individual learners makes provision for 
home language, language of instruction, and preferred language, respectively. If 
all three language categories were to allow for more than one language, it would 
go some way towards addressing the monolingual habitus and the mother-tongue 
issue. Tracking learners’ performances in literacy and mathematics, for example, 
could then be correlated with home language, and with LoLT, and with preferred 
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language, enabling parents and schools to exercise better-informed language 
choices. The issue of what constitutes a LoLT remains a equally vexed one, and 
can in the long run only be solved by aligning learners’ best-known languages 
with teaching and assessment regimes. What may have to suffice in the short term 
is to use the current national (and indeed global) obsession with standardised 
assessment to shift the attention away from the language of teaching to the 
language of assessment. In terms of sociolinguistic scale, written assessment 
occupies an arguably higher, more power-infused scale than does oral classroom 
teaching, something not lost on either teachers or learners. Redefining LoLT as the 
language of assessment would play into this power dynamic, and focus on the 
point where it ‘really hurts’ for learners who struggle with epistemological access 
on account of language.  

The point about ‘defining schools in terms of their language deficits’ refers to 
the proposed classification, in the typology, of schools as either mother-tongue-
based (MTb) or non mother-tongue based (nonMTb). For example, before joining 
the pilot language transformation plan in the western Cape, all 16 schools would in 
2006 have been classified as nonMTb according to the typology, as fewer than 
75% of learners through grade 6 were being schooled in their MT. Three years 
later, however, six of the 16 had managed to ‘transform’ themselves into MTb 
institutions mainly by extending MTE from the first three to the first six grades, 
with accompanying improvements in literacy and numeracy scores. It may be true 
that schools officially classified as nonMTb could be stigmatised. That, however, 
might just be the stimulus they need to embark on a process of language 
transformation! More pertinently, perhaps, the fear is that such a label would draw 
attention to itself and compel the department to take action and commit resources 
in the form of information sessions, advocacy and on-site support of school 
communities.  

It may well be the case that the typology, in all its detail, is too complex to be 
useful. However, the basic point about establishing the degree of ‘fit’ between 
learner home language (howefer defined) and LoLT, and making this the basis for 
school classification, is simple enough for a child to understand – particularly one 
who experiences the disjuncture!42 The lack of terminological alignment between 
the typology and the department’s existing set of educational terms can be 
overcome with a little conceptual flexibility on either side. A concrete request by 
the department was the call for a study on the practice of dual-medium education, 

                                              

42 A particularly powerful, if controversial, example of this can be found in the dvd Sink or Swim, 
commissioned by PRAESA and produced by Nikki Westcott. In a memorable scene, a group of 
privileged English-speaking boys in a plush private school, who had been taught in English 
throughout and had taken isiXhosa as a third language, were subjected to a science lesson taught 
through the medium of isiXhosa by a PRAESA staff member and former science teacher. The 
results were predictably disastrous, enlightening – and comical only for the fact that the boys 
were part of a temporary experiment and had access to English resources – something that does 
not, of course, apply to township children in the reverse situation.  
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and an accompanying position paper – something that had in fact already been 
done several years previously, albeit only in the Western Cape (Plüddemann et al., 
2004b; cf. Williams, 2007). Finally, the concern voiced by the officials that the 
typology might not be applicable in Gauteng is worthy of consideration. I suspect, 
however, that the department’s real worry is not how to classify schools 
characterised by a high degree of multilinguality (and hence probably nonMTb for 
the most part), but where to find the resources to assist such schools once the label 
had marked them for special support.  

 I have argued that the typology seeks to incorporate heterogeneity and to 
challenge the monolingual habitus and the standard language ideology by allowing 
for two home languages per learner, by insisting that learners in dual-medium 
classes be recognised as being exposed to two LoLTs, by broadening definitions 
of bi-LoLT models, and by suggesting that the principle of language integration
be explored alongside more traditional language separation models. Contrary to 
other classification systems (dual-medium, parallel-medium), it is deliberately 
learner-centred by foregrounding the learner MT-LoLT degree of fit in the 
schools’ language descriptor. It does this in order to enable education authorities 
to identify schools in need more easily, with a view to allocating resources for the 
realisation of MTBBE. 

In conclusion, I would like to suggest that in a democratic society, the 
involvement of a non-governmental organisation in proposing a refinement of an 
official data-gathering instrument is both similar to, and different from, 
Alexander’s (1992) invocation of the right to propose, i.e. to engage in language 
planning from below. The difference is that Alexander’s proposal for written 
standardization of harmonised Nguni and Sotho language varieties fell within the 
political interregnum, with the apartheid regime still in control. The typology, on 
the other hand, came 15 years into democracy and a policy environment that 
remains, on paper, extraordinarily enabling of multilingualism. Given the direct 
engagement with government at this time, the typology process thus constitutes 
less of an intervention from below and rather one from inside the proverbial 
‘onion’ (Ricento & Hornberger, 1996). That is, the attempt to reform an official 
planning instrument in the interests of realising official language policy constitutes 
an act of language planning from within.  

Conclusion 

In this thesis, which covers the first decade-and-a-half of post-apartheid South 
Africa, I have argued that language policy, bilingual education and linguistic 
heterogeneity are complexly related. Within an overarching language regime 
showing signs of elite closure and an anglocentric disposition in the political class, 
which is emulated by the people, the status of English remains unassailable while 
proficiency in English remains unattainable for the majority. However, within the 
implementational spaces afforded by the 1996 Constitution and the 1997 
language-in-education policy, the work of PRAESA and other language advocate 
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groups demonstrates the possibilities, in loco, of bringing in African languages 
‘from the margins’ into mainstream educational activity. This thesis has suggested 
in outline that such a process of language policy from below is best accompanied 
by an acknowledgement of linguistic heterogeneity and the principle of language 
integration in the bilingual classroom. That is to say, the inherited monoglossic 
language ideology with its essentialising discourses of language would have to 
make way for a more heteroglossic language ideology, informed by an orientation 
of language as a resource.  

It is evident, however, that these conclusions are still sketchy and that much 
research needs to be done to gain a fuller picture. In this regard, three immediate 
tasks suggest themselves. The first would be to simplify the typology (Study V) 
and see if ways could be found of integrating it with the proposed national learner 
database in ways that de-essentialise official discourses on language. A second 
task would be investigate ways in which school communities are dealing with 
linguistic heterogeneity, and seeing to what extent a speaker-centred approach 
could contribute towards a heteroglossic whole-school language policy, 
understood as text, as process, and as practice. Ways would have to be found to 
bring in dominated languages from the wings, and allow them to take centre stage 
alongside English. Thirdly, what should be explored are the implications of taking 
up the postmodern challenge for language teacher education programmes at 
universities, and the ways in which these might lead by anticipating such 
developments. This will increasingly involve digital literacies and a critical 
integration of theories of multi-modality with multilingualism. 
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This article describes a South Africa-based training programme in multilingual
education for African educators and assesses its potentially transformative effects
on participants. Based on a range of data collected during four course runs, as well
as an e-mail survey of past participants, the authors explore how the programme
has supported educators in promoting mother tongue-based schooling in multi-
lingual African contexts. There is also a discussion of principal challenges
involved in delivering a course that balances theory, ideology and practical
knowledge. The authors conclude with implications for similar courses to
positively impact educational practice in multilingual settings.

Keywords: bi/multilingual education; bi/multilingual teacher education; language
policy; southern Africa

Introduction

Both this article and the programme it describes are based on the authors’ belief that

people’s own languages should be used for individual learning and empowerment,

as well as economic development in multilingual African countries and beyond,

and that these languages must be accorded far greater prominence in education.

We believe that long-term use of ex-colonial languages in schools and literacy

programmes has excluded far too many learners, and we work among progressive

educators, governments and donors in re-orienting educational systems towards the

principles of additive bi or multilingualism1 to promote access, democratisation and

participation.

Re-orientation of exclusive education systems requires time and must address a

number of practical challenges, including teacher training, materials development

and parent and community involvement. There is great need for specialised training

for educational practitioners who will design and supervise mother tongue-based

schooling and will train teachers to implement it. Such practitioners are rarely given

opportunities to attend academic programmes in northern countries, and even if they

did, they might not find programmes of study that would be relevant to their work in

multilingual African contexts.
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Some years ago, the Project for the Study of Alternative Education in South

Africa (PRAESA), a non-governmental organisation based at the University of

Cape Town (UCT), decided to create a course that would address the need for

qualified implementers of multilingual education on the continent. This course,

known as the Training of Trainers Programme for Educators in Multilingual Settings

in Southern Africa (ToTSA), was piloted in 2002 and ran for three additional years

(2003�2005).
The aim of this article is to describe the ToTSA course as well as to analyse its

potentially transformative effects on the participants, instructors and organisers.

Both of us were integrally involved; Plüddemann was one of the original designers of

the programme and an instructor, organiser and academic advisor throughout, and

Benson joined the ToTSA staff in the second year as an evaluator and instructor,

returning for the third and fourth years to help develop the course into its final form.

Together, we collected a range of data from participants each year, some of which

will be used here (having gained their permission, and using pseudonyms) to

demonstrate the impact ToTSA has had on their attitudes and knowledge. This is

complemented by a total of 15 responses we received to our November 2008 email

request for reflections on how ToTSA influenced participants’ lives and work. We

will go into some detail on the course content to provide resources and inspiration to

readers of this chapter. Finally, we will explore the possibility for short-term

intensive input of this kind to positively impact on educational practice in

multilingual settings.

The origins of ToTSA

The original intention was to develop a model that would inspire future training

efforts in southern Africa and beyond. According to PRAESA’s director Neville

Alexander, the programme had two reasons for being, the first of which was to

promote a fundamental educational principle:

. . .namely that most people learn best in their mother tongue; and that concepts, once
understood in one language, are readily transferable to an additional language, under
appropriate conditions. In post-colonial Africa, accepting [these principles] necessarily
involves freeing our minds from the shackles of colonialist thinking and the
‘monolingual habitus’ or mindset. Of course English, Portuguese and French are
here to stay; and we have to provide our children with access to these. But we insist on
the development and use of indigenous African languages in high-status domains such
as education, alongside the former colonial language. Mother-tongue based bilingual
education stands a much better chance of promoting individual empowerment and
economic development. (Alexander 2003a, 3)

By monolingual habitus, Alexander is referring to Gogolin’s (1997, 2002) character-

isation of the prevailing belief in the fundamental myth of uniformity of languages

and cultures within a nation-state. This belief often results in what Djité (2008) refers

to as the ‘pathologising of multilingualism’, where people who are bi or multilingual

in the ‘wrong’ languages are considered to be seriously handicapped, particularly in

school. Meanwhile, there is increasing evidence to the contrary, i.e. that bi and

multilinguals experience a number of benefits including high levels of metalinguistic
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awareness and cognitive flexibility, and even the delay of dementia among the elderly

(Bialystock 2001).

The second reason for creating ToTSA, according toAlexander, was tomake use of

PRAESA’s experience in working with a range of stakeholders including educators,

language activists, governments and donors:

We have been fortunate enough to be able to establish a network [through] the Language
in Education in Africa Project (LEAP), which gave rise to [a] newsletter six years ago.2 It
is out of the interactions within this educational community that the training of teacher-
trainers programme arose conceptually. The fact that we at PRAESA have started the
programme here at the University of Cape Town is more a matter of being in the right
place at the right time, than wanting to claim ownership. In fact one of the programme’s
objectives is that it will eventually proliferate across various centres in the subcontinent,
with different foci according to people’s specialisations. (Alexander 2003a, 3)

The programme was, therefore, designed to be adopted and adapted for use in

different places depending on the needs of the participants. This greater purpose

influenced many aspects of ToTSA during its four years, including the choice of

participants and guests, curriculum decisions, language assistance and programme

follow-up.

It should be noted that ToTSA is the only course we know of to date that has

addressed the need for building professional capacity amongAfrican practitioners and

policy-makers working in multilingual education. Its intensive five-week design

allowed the programme to be accessed by practitioners who would not otherwise be

able to leave their work. The education-related course content could be compared to

that of the regional training of trainers in bilingual intercultural education in Puno,

Perú which raised the capacity of practitioners and other implementers from the

Andean region to bring their mother tongues and home cultures into primary

schooling (López 2005).3 However, the ToTSAprogrammewas particularly tailored to

post-colonial African contexts in its social, political and cultural content, in

which African Renaissance literature (e.g. Alexander 2003b; Prah 2002) figures

prominently, as well as its linguistic development content, which highlights current

conditions and trends in harmonising varieties and developing and standardising

orthographies for African languages (e.g. Prah 1998). Harmonisation of language

varieties in particular has been important for developing educational materials that

will have maximum usefulness and viability for publishing. In exploring these themes,

ToTSA has addressed the great need for building capacity among planners and

practitioners, including teacher trainers and materials developers, whose efforts over

time have created a demand for ever-higher levels of formal education.

Undergirding the ToTSA pedagogy was a belief in individual and especially

collective empowerment. While acknowledging the symbolic power of the ‘legitimate

language’ (Bourdieu 1991; Goke-Pariola 1993) and top-down language planning in

post-colonial contexts, the programme explored mother tongue-based multilingual

education and an alternative ideology of ‘language planning from below’ (Alexander

1992). An emancipatory action research approach was proposed, for which both

technical skills, as well as political consciousness had to be developed in the

programme (see Walker 1990).

Challenges were faced in developing and conducting the ToTSA programme. One

was finding an appropriate balance between theoretical, ideological and practical
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components so that participants would get a good educational background, as well as

skills they could immediately apply. Related to this was the challenge of developing

participants’ academic literacy to be able to handle university-level reading, writing

and critical thinking. However, our main challenge, on which we will expand later,

was the fact that the medium of instruction was English, a second, third or more

distant language for many of the participants. This is not unlike the situation of the

Andean programmes, which have relied very much on Spanish, the dominant

language, to empower speakers of Indo-American languages. Ideally, there would

have been more use of participants’ own languages in ToTSA, but finding an optimal

solution proved elusive due to the diversity of their origins. The organisers went to

great lengths to mitigate this limitation during the ToTSA course, as we will describe.

In addition, PRAESA continues to promote the development of Portuguese and

African language-medium versions of ToTSA.

Since the creation of ToTSA, some African countries have taken steps to

professionalise multilingual teacher training, but there is still a great demand for

ToTSA-style training because of its special timing and design, as well as the level of

practitioners served. In addition, as we will argue, ToTSA has done more than teach

and train; it has facilitated international networking and empowered participants to

face the challenges inherent in their own contexts.

The ToTSA programme

The essence of ToTSAwas a five-week intensive academic course designed to provide

participants with a critical understanding of policy and planning, management and

resourcing, pedagogy and socio-economic and cultural issues relating to implemen-

tation of mother tongue-based education in multilingual African contexts. Aiming

for a multiplier effect, the course targeted implementers from governments or NGOs

such as teacher trainers, educational managers and college or university instructors.

The final organisation of the course involved four academic modules, each of which

represented a major stream of content, but all of which were delivered during all four

years in an integrated manner.

ToTSA could be taken as a free-standing training course of five weeks’ duration,

where participants received a certificate upon completion, or it could be used to

initiate further work on a Postgraduate Diploma or Master’s Degree, depending on

the individual participant’s incoming level of formal education. Participants who

chose the training without the degree programme were awarded a certificate of

completion upon fulfilment of course requirements. Through an official agreement

with the School of Education at UCT, those who opted for a diploma or degree could

complement the initial training with a distance (research) component and a final oral

examination. For the Diploma, participants completed practice-based research

assignments during their time away from Cape Town; for the Master’s, they

conducted research and prepared a thesis for examination.

Objectives

According to an internal PRAESA report to Open Society Initiative for Southern

Africa (OSISA) programme funders (Alexander 2004), the overall objectives of the

ToTSA programme were the following:
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. to train trainers of educators to understand the planning, management,

pedagogical and socio-economic implications of education in a multilingual

society;

. to share scarce human resources in the area of bilingual education and

specifically to identify and consolidate centres of specialisation in the sub-

region, which can help to train the core personnel for the education

departments of all the SADC4 member states;

. to rehabilitate mother-tongue (i.e. L1-medium) education in the sub-region on
the basis and within the paradigm of additive bilingualism;

. to promote the terminological elaboration of the indigenous languages in such

a manner that they can be used as languages of tuition at all levels of education;

and

. to help to establish a culture of reading in the African languages of the

sub-region by, among other things, attending to early literacy, family and

community literacy practices and by promoting the production of appropriate

education, as well as leisure materials.

As the reader can see, these objectives were very detailed and referred to the content

of the courses, which were led by PRAESA specialists with hands-on experience in

these areas. In the next section we describe the curriculum in more detail.

Curricular content and materials

To implement the objectives mentioned earlier, the ToTSA course sessions aimed to

help participants develop a critical understanding of policy and planning, manage-
ment and resourcing, pedagogical aspects and socio-economic and cultural issues

related to implementing mother tongue-based bilingual education in multilingual

African contexts. Another goal of the sessions was to promote the ‘intellectualisation’

of African languages so that they can be used to establish a culture of reading and to

support all levels of education. A final goal was to empower participants to use both

new and consolidated knowledge to improve schooling for speakers of African

languages, starting with their own work.

Although the ToTSA course curriculum evolved over time, its content was
relatively consistent throughout the four years, at least in terms of the overarching

themes. For the pilot Year 1 of the course (2002), instruction was organised around

topics in which PRAESA instructors were specialised, topics that corresponded to the

themes of policy and planning, management and resourcing, pedagogical aspects and

socio-economic and cultural issues. Lessons were offered in one to three-hour

segments according to the content and to instructor availability, meanwhile following

a logical progression within each theme. For Year 2 (2003), the same type of lesson

delivery was followed, but in response to feedback from pilot participants regarding
the need for more hands-on training, we added school visits, presentations of local

school research, case studies of classroom teaching, processes and practices in early

literacy development and demonstrations of first and second language teaching

methods. There was greater effort made to demonstrate connections between theory

and effective practice, and how basic principles from international research provide a

foundation for mother tongue-based schooling.

In Year 3 of the ToTSA programme (2004), the main areas of study were refined

for academic purposes, as the UCT School of Education demanded justification for
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the academic nature of the training. The content, while still delivered in an integrated

and varied way, was organised under four compulsory modules:

. Language, culture and society

. Language-in-education policy

. Language and literacy learning

. Implementing multilingual education

The Language, culture and society module covered aspects of language planning,

including harmonising African languages and terminology development, and

themes like identity, empowering African languages and indigenising education.

The Language-in-education policy module examined the prerequisites for policy-
making and how policies and practices interact. The Language and literacy learning

module focused on educational, psychological and linguistic theories as related to

home and classroom practices. Finally, the Implementing multilingual education

module emphasised concrete models and strategies for organising mother tongue-

based instruction. This organisation of modules continued through Year 4 (2005),

during which they were further developed, updating references and initiating

creation of related training materials that could be used by ToTSA graduates

to support their future work. For the final details of the four modules, see
Appendix 1.

A key resource for course participants was a substantial compilation of readings

(photocopied chapters and articles), as well as presenters’ course notes. These

were subsequently synthesised by the presenters, with Benson’s assistance, into a

Resource Manual consisting of theme-based materials designed to support the

training of trainers or teachers in mother tongue-based bilingual education (see list

of Resource Manual contents in Appendix 2). Based on actual ToTSA lessons,

these materials combine course content with suggestions for practical activities,
handouts and overheads to help ToTSA graduates interpret relevant information

for people in their own countries and contexts. Organised in a looseleaf file,

each theme is paged separately so that it can be added to, subtracted from or

experimented with, depending on the needs of the trainer and the participants.

Users were encouraged to provide feedback on the materials and share their own

resources and ideas for adaptation; however, organisers have not yet followed up on

use of the manual.

Course participants and support

ToTSA participants were recruited from all over southern Africa and beyond, both

through the network of contacts PRAESA had already established and by mailing

brochures to universities and government departments of education in the region.
As time went on, more people became aware of the programme and referred

colleagues and friends; some government education ministries made efforts to send

representatives (for example, one year there was a representative from each of the six

primary teacher training institutions in Malawi), while some NGOs (like Ledikasyon

pu Travayer/LPT in Mauritius) sent one representative per year. South African

participants tended to be education officers from the nearby provinces. Over the four

years of ToTSA, some 82 people attended, most of whom were teacher trainers. The

majority were from South Africa (28), followed by Namibia (12), Malawi and
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Mozambique (8 each), Swaziland (6) and Madagascar (5). Many other countries

were represented by at least one participant during the four years, and overall a

gender balance was maintained, as shown in Table 1.

As indicated at the end of Table 1, fewer than 20% were interested in or able to

pursue a postgraduate qualification through the programme. The vast majority

attended out of their more immediate interests in deepening knowledge and skills

in the field of multilingual education. However, there were a number of optimistic

participants, particularly in 2003, who aimed for higher degrees but were not able to

qualify due to lack of previous education and/or academic literacy. In 2004, we began

Table 1. ToTSA participants 2002�2005: statistical overview.

2002 2003 2004 2005 Total

Country of origin
Angola 1 1 2
Botswana 1 1 2
Burkina Fasoa 1 1
Cameroona 1 1
DR Congo 1 1
Ethiopiaa 1 1 2
Kenyaa 1 1
Madagascar 1 3 1 5
Malawi 2 6 8
Mauritius 1 1 1 3
Mozambique 5 3 8
Namibia 2 2 5 3 12
South Africa 8 5 7 8 28
Swaziland 2 1 2 1 6
Italya 1 1
Ghanaa 1 1

Total 21 19 24 18 82

Gender
Female 13 9 13 9 44
Male 8 10 11 9 38

Total 21 19 24 18 82

Occupation
Teacher trainerb 18 16 20 16 70
Teacher 1 1 4 6
Student 2 1 1 4
Other 1 1 2

Total 21 19 24 18 82

Student status
MA completedc 1 3 4
MA in process 1 1 2
PGDE (completed)c 2 2 5 9
Certif. of attendance 13 13 17 18 61
Incomplete attendance 4 1 1 6

Total 21 19 24 18 82

aNon-SADC countries.
bIncludes college/university lecturer, subject adviser, curriculum developer and NGO representatives
responsible for inservice or preservice teacher training.
cMaster’s degrees and PGDEs took an average of four to five years to complete; note that in the last year of
ToTSA, we were not able to offer post-graduate continuations of the course because it was the final year of
funding, and no follow-up would have been possible.
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providing additional academic support, and by mid-2009, nine have earned the

Postgraduate Diploma in Multilingual Education, four have earned the MA degree,

and two have transferred for logistical reasons and are in the process of completing

their MAs at other universities.

To be able to attend the five-week programme, individual participants were

sponsored by NGOs working in their home countries and/or by governmental

agencies; some examples are the Austrian and German development cooperation

agencies, the latter of which has long experience of supporting bilingual intercultural
education in Latin America and Africa. In addition, because PRAESA has a strong

working relationship with the Ford Foundation, we were able to fund participants

where other sources of support were not available. Other funders included the Royal

Netherlands Embassy (RNE) in Pretoria and the OSISA, both of which supported

other activities of PRAESA.

Teaching and assessment of participants

While most teaching was done by PRAESA staff, several local colleagues from
neighbouring universities, as well as visiting international specialists in bilingual

education joined the programme for varying lengths of time (see Table 2). Most were

interested in certain course sessions or in observing how the programme functioned,

and many presented sessions on their areas of specialisation, while some were

commissioned as evaluators. Some were potential implementers of future French or

Portuguese versions of the course. All contributed valuable insights and critiques that

were subsequently taken up by the teaching staff. Experienced specialists contributed

to the teaching capacity, and in some instances also acted as mentors to younger, less
experienced PRAESA staff. In the process, a new model of co-operative, interna-

tional, interdisciplinary tuition was established, together with strengthening a diverse

network of scholars and language practitioners.

As mentioned earlier, a key challenge for the teaching staff was to adjust the

content and pace of delivery and classroom interaction in the light of two intersecting

factors. One was that while most participants were experienced professionals

(teacher trainers or language and literacy specialists), many had no prior university

qualifications and lacked the conventional academic background for postgraduate
study. This meant that they sometimes needed assistance in academic literacy.

Table 2. ToTSA resource people 2002�2005: statistical overview.

Resource people 2002 2003 2004 2005 Total

Austria 1 1
Cote d’Ivoire/Australia 1 1
DR Congo/South Africa 1 1
Kenya 1 1
Madagascar 1 1
Malawi 1 1
Mozambique 1 1
Nigeria 1 1
South Africa 3 2 5
Sweden/USA 1 1 1 3
USA 1 1
Total 2 3 8 4 17
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Secondly, as mentioned, English was the main medium of instruction, yet the vast

majority of participants were speakers of English as a second or foreign language.

A substantial number of participants, especially those from so-called ‘francophone’

and ‘lusophone’ countries, were unaccustomed to using English in their daily

working lives, much less as an academic language. As Alexander (2004) explains, this

combination of factors:

. . .called for a very sensitive pedagogy, one that simplified but did not ‘dumb-down’ the
course content and at the same time managed to maintain its academic and scholarly
integrity. Wrestling with this issue can be said to have been the abiding focus in all
ToTSA-related discussions and analyses undertaken by the teaching staff. (Alexander
2004, 6)

One result of this ‘wrestling’ was a voluntary academic literacy strand introduced

during the 2004 programme that consisted of computer literacy classes, English essay

writing seminars involving a process writing approach and interactive journal writing

mentorship (via email) in which teaching staff were paired off with up to three

participants each. Two outside resource persons, one of whom was able to

correspond with participants in French and one in Portuguese, played valuable

supporting roles in this academic literacy strand, as well as alerting instructors to

difficulties in understanding the content of articles or discussions. In response to a

felt need, a French-medium discussion group was created to process the content of

each week’s sessions.

Regarding the language of instruction, care was taken by the teaching staff to

speak slowly and clearly, and participants were encouraged to use other languages as

they wished. This latter solution was used more outside than during class, but did

function well when needed for clarification in class, because so many participants

were competently multilingual and could provide simultaneous translation or

negotiate meanings with the speaker. At times we were able to group participants

by language and/or by country, promoting languages other than English in small

group work, and at times there were exercises using people’s mother tongues, for

example when participants learned to write and illustrate their own stories.5 Each

year there were some meta-discussions regarding the irony that we were using ex-

colonial languages to empower speakers of African languages; these discussions were

informed by readings of scholars like Ngũgı̃ (1987), who by happy coincidence in

2003 was invited to give the Steve Biko Memorial Lecture at the UCT when that

year’s ToTSA participants could attend.

Assessment of participants in this programme proved to be a thorny issue with

the university authorities, who were eventually persuaded that an oral assessment

component (representing 30% of the grade) was legitimate. PRAESA insisted on

diversifying the forms of assessment because it was in the interests of all, particularly

those with little prior experience in formal academics, and those less comfortable

with writing in English. Another way, assessment was diversified was to allow oral

(and in some cases written) exams to be done in French, Portuguese or isiXhosa,

where we again relied on the help of resource people with these language skills. In

this sense the programme ended up in violation of the university’s English-only

assessment policy, but we felt it was more appropriate. Due process was, however,

followed in regard to the appointment of external examiners, a quality assurance

move that served to reassure the authorities.
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Methods of evaluating the ToTSA course

Various types of evaluative data were collected during the four years of ToTSA,

including not only information requested of course participants but also of

course leaders, as well as outside evaluators. Some of the data comes from form-

ative assessment of the course participants throughout the process, but we also

experimented with various ways to ask participants to rate the sessions. The following

types of data were collected by year as shown in Table 3.

Some of the descriptive data we will share below comes from Benson’s 2003

evaluation, which was based on many different types of feedback from participants,

who agreed that their verbal and written comments could be shared for the purposes

of evaluation and further development of the ToTSA course. Figure 1 provides

examples of the types of written assignments used for formative assessment and

course evaluation throughout the course.
As course organisers, we continued to use evaluative methods in Years 3 and 4,

and in addition we received feedback from ToTSA participants. This feedback was

gathered formally, informally and through visits by Plüddemann and other staff to

Diploma and MA candidates in the field, as well as by reading their written work.

We also have all of the assignments that were given to ToTSA participants during

the course, as well as the action plans written by participants during the final week

of the training during Years 2�4; the latter are inspirations in themselves, as well as

evidence of the empowering qualities of the ToTSA course.

Table 3. Evaluative data collected on ToTSA years 2002�2005.

Year Data collected

2002 pilot Year 1 External evaluation report by Busch (2002)

2003 Year 2 Global evaluative comments by Obanya (2003)
Evaluation and analysis by Benson (2003) including:
� Initial questionnaire completed by participants
� Weekly course evaluations completed by participants
� Weekly written work submitted by participants
� Participant observation and note-taking throughout the course
� Informal discussions with participants outside of course hours
� Final evaluative discussion with participants at end of course
� Discussions and course planning meetings with instructors
� Oral feedback received during/after sessions
Action plans completed by participants the final week

2004 Year 3 Weekly course evaluations completed by participants (summarised by
Benson 2004a)

Action plans completed by participants in the final week
Report by Nkoma-Darch (2004) based on final evaluative discussion with
participants at end of course

External assessor’s report by Mtenje (2004)
Global evaluation report by Djité (2004)

2005 Year 4 Weekly course evaluations completed by participants
Action plans completed by participants in the final week
Final evaluation discussion with participants
Report by Plüddemann and Braam (2005) on visit to Malawi in support of
ToTSA participants
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Finally, as mentioned earlier, in preparation for this paper we sent out four quick

questions via email to ToTSA graduates in November 2008, and received 15

responses. The questions to which they responded were:

(1) Overall, what did you gain from the ToTSA experience?

(2) What are you applying or adapting in your own work, and how?

(3) To what extent are you maintaining, or benefiting from, the networking that

began at ToTSA?

(4) If you were to start a similar programme in your institution, region or

country, which aspects of ToTSAwould you include, and what else would you

put in?

While the number of respondents to these questions represents slightly less than

20 per cent of the total number of ToTSA participants, we feel it is large enough to

draw some conclusions. This is particularly because their rich qualitative responses

confirmed and expanded on many of the findings we had from earlier evaluations

that had included all participants.

Effects of the ToTSA course

In this section, we will discuss the main points made by course participants

concerning the course content and curriculum, course delivery, participation and

achievement and registration and accreditation. We will conclude by discussing the

transformative power of the ToTSA course.

Course content and curriculum

The external evaluator of the pilot year (Busch 2002) found the orientation of the

ToTSA course unique for reaching beyond traditional academic content to include

the following dimensions:

. theoretical insights with high relevance to practitioners;

. aim to achieve sustainability by encouraging networking and exchange;

(Prior) Complete a questionnaire on motivation(s) for attending the 
course, what you know about mother tongue-based teaching and 
learning, and what you want to accomplish at ToTSA. 

End of wk 1: Write for 15 minutes on what you learned this week that you can 
apply to your work at home. 

End of wk 2: Write your response if someone in your country says that mother 
tongue-based bilingual education is a waste of time and money. 

End of wk 3: Write how you are feeling about the course, the assignments, and 
what is possible for you to do. 

End of wk 4: What is your personal plan of action for putting what you have 
learned in the course into practice? 

Figure 1. ToTSA weekly assignments (2003).
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. promotion of south�south cooperation and pan-Africanism; and

. correspondence to trends in north�south cooperation by emphasising local

capacities and resources.

These sentiments were echoed in the next three years by visiting scholars and

practitioners, all of whom found the course relevant to African needs in addressing

all aspects of language planning, including corpus, status and acquisition planning.

Benson (2003) noted that the course benefited greatly from the leadership of

Dr Neville Alexander, who provided an intriguing model for presenting theoretical

information and research results while taking a clear ideological stance on the issues.

This was complemented by the combined strength of the instructors, who shared

their experiences in developing strategies for promoting mother tongue-based

programmes, arguing for change and taking action even where government structures

are stalling.

Like the outside evaluators, course participants were pleased with the course. The

weekly session-by-session evaluations used in Years 2�4 provided evidence of high

participant satisfaction with the curriculum in general and the content of sessions in

particular. In 2003, for example, participants routinely rated sessions between four

(very useful) and five (extremely) on a scale of five, with the overall five-week average

at 4.0. The following comments were typical:

It was more than I expected, discussing problems in society and practical issues [in
addition to] theory.

The findings and facts, especially the surveys and what happens when the mother tongue
is used, are helpful for me.

I’ve been empowered, inspired, motivated and further challenged.

The 2003 evaluation summarised three points regarding content. First, the daily

integration of the four modules was seen as a strength, since it allowed for content

overlap and flexibility in instruction, as well as varying the topics to keep everyone

interested and involved. It was recommended that the curriculum framework be

spelled out by module for the sake of balance in time and course organisation, which

was indeed done the following year, while maintaining the integration in practice.

Second, course sessions were seen as highly relevant, useful and applicable to

participants’ work, though there was still a felt need for dealing with more practical

aspects of L1 and L2 teaching; this was addressed the next year by improving

the relevant sessions and making some field visits to classrooms. Third, participants

were pleased with the framing of the course and with instructors’ clarity regarding the

empowerment of African languages and their speakers, an ideology which helped pull

themes together and facilitate participants’ understanding of the interaction between

theory and practice.

The 2004 evaluation summarised by Benson (2004a) elicited qualitative rather than

numerical responses to the usefulness of sessions, but responses continued to be

overwhelmingly positive. When asked to name the most useful aspects of the course

related to content, participantsmentioned the structure, the combination of theoretical

and practical sessions, learning about each other’s countries and learning about how to

train teachers for mother tongue-based bilingual education. Outside evaluator Djité

(2004), 2) was ‘ . . .impressed by the quality of the presentations, the activities during the
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sessions and the related background readingmaterials’ and felt that these aspects ‘were

as good, if not better, as those of any intensive training seminar I have ever been

associatedwith’.Meanwhile, he expressed concern that the readings, while appropriate,

should be targeted and assistance be given in processing their meaning. This latter

recommendation was followed in the 2005 course, where we suggested and previewed

certain readings prior to sessions dealing with related content.

Course delivery

It was admittedly a challenge for the instructors to deliver a full five-week

programme of intensive instruction (three hours in the morning and two in the

afternoon) that maintained a high level of interest on the part of participants, as

well as providing time for library work and other study. However, each year
participants registered their appreciation that course organisers responded quickly

and constructively to their weekly feedback, that they dealt respectfully with

participants’ language needs, and that the final week was used to catch up on

themes about which participants requested more information. Recommendations

given in 2003 were taken the following years to make sessions as participatory as

possible, to model pedagogically sound strategies for training and to accommodate

participants’ languages as much as possible. Despite all of the above-mentioned

efforts to deal with English as the ToTSA medium of instruction, the issue was
raised each year. Outside evaluator Nkoma-Darch (2004) recommended offering

some of the lectures in participants’ own mother tongues by inviting lecturers who

could use these languages, and to develop more group work in African languages.

The latter idea was used in 2005, but the former was not, due to the linguistic

diversity represented by the participants as a group. As we have already noted, the

medium of instruction issue requires more attention and creative problem-solving in

future programmes.

Participation and achievement

Throughout the four ToTSA courses, participants generally attended all sessions and

behaved in a professional manner. Other than occasional absences for medical

reasons, a high level of motivation enabled participants to attend all sessions and

complete all work.

Some examples from the weekly writing assignments given in 2003 demonstrate

how participants developed their ideas over the five-week period. For example, early

in the course a Swazi participant described an anti-bilingual education argument

from her country and said she supported it, but her group work in the final week
demonstrated that she understood and had come to believe in a counter-argument.

Another example is a Malawian teacher trainer who wrote clearly in her final plan of

action why she would completely change her approach towards the mother tongue

when supervising her teacher trainees, and would no longer insist on ‘English-only’

classroom practices.

Comments made at the conclusion of the 2003 course (and echoed by 2004 and

2005 participants) demonstrate what participants themselves felt they had learned:

This course was extremely useful because it has highlighted a number of things which I
had taken for granted, e.g. the significance of MT from a cultural, political and
economic perspective. It has enormously changed my way of thinking.
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This is the most significant course I have attended. [I am] changing my teaching focus �
also part of the journey towards my becoming more literate, accepting and passionate.
I have gathered and gained skills and knowledge to propagate and advocate for MT-
based BE in my country. I am fully equipped both in terms of theory and the practical
aspects. It’s worth fighting for.

Registration/accreditation

PRAESA had mixed feelings about the academic certification element of the course

from the beginning; ideally participants would be so dedicated to the cause of mother

tongue-based bilingual education that they would attend merely to learn and apply

this knowledge in their work. However, it was clear that many participants had been

living and working in contexts that did not allow them opportunities to become

certified professionals. The 2002 and 2003 participants appreciated the opportunity

to earn a postgraduate diploma or Master’s, as they felt their words would carry

more weight at home if backed up by a degree from a well-known university. The

latter group even called for expanding the level in both directions, i.e. ‘downward’ to

include a Bachelor’s degree and ‘upward’ to include a Ph.D., depending on

participants’ needs. This expansion was not realised, but we were able to better

prepare the 2004 and 2005 groups with academic literacy support, as mentioned. In

addition, Plüddemann on behalf of PRAESA worked to coordinate ToTSA with the

university’s very demanding and not always comprehensible requirements to have

participants’ varying backgrounds be interpreted and accepted as admission

requirements, though not all managed to earn the degrees to which they had aspired.

In the end, according to the November 2008 responses, it appears that PRAESA’s

efforts in terms of academic support were appreciated. With regard to what they had

gained overall from participating in ToTSA, several identified their own studies: one

of these had earned a postgraduate diploma, and two had earned MAs, from the

UCT; two others are now working on PhD studies, having been set on the road by the

ToTSA programme. These participants confirmed that their formal degrees provided

recognition of their work and opened doors to positions of greater responsibility and

influence.

Discussion and implications

As mentioned earlier, the ToTSA programme was designed to meet the needs of mid-

level practitioners who were already involved in language-related educational

activities. In this regard, Obanya (2003) noted the following:

That the programme is addressed to mature students is . . .a welcome idea. This is a
target audience that already has a professional goal in the field of education. It is also
one with which PRAESA can engage in reflexion and not simply in didactic forms of
teaching.

From the beginning, it was clear that participants, instructors and visitors alike found

that ToTSA met the immediate needs of the target population and thus was

potentially transformative, because participants would go back to their work not

only with new knowledge, but also with renewed energy and empowerment. ToTSA’s

‘unique orientation’ (as identified by Busch 2002), which built upon the ideological,

as well as academic leadership of Dr Neville Alexander (as described by Benson
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2003), gave participants, instructors and other visitors all a sense of belonging to a

larger pan-African or even global movement to empower people and their languages

via education and particularly mother-tongue literacy. This was summed up again by

Djité (2004):

The ToTSA course has a unique and innovative approach to capacity building in the
area of mother tongue-based bilingual education. I have no doubt that the course
participants go away with a clear sense of the pedagogical and theoretical underpinning
of training and feel much more confident about their career choice and their capacity to
make a difference in what still remains a difficult area of endeavor.

Empowerment and advocacy

Indeed, the participants who responded to our survey in late 2008, who had attended

the ToTSA course between three and six years ago, confirmed that their empower-

ment was profound. Among the overwhelmingly positive responses to the question of

what they gained from the experience overall, many testify to the sense that new

worlds were opened up to them:

. . . theoretically insightful

. . . the life-changing experience ToTSA was for me

. . .profound grasp of issues in implementing MTBBE [mother tongue-based bilingual
education]

. . .new and significant insights into the relationship between linguistics and education

. . .enlightened with regard to language development in children.

Specifically, participants noted newly won insights into ‘the importance of using the

mother tongue in education in a multilingual society’, not only in early childhood

education but also throughout the education system, and that this knowledge

helps in the learning of a second or foreign language. The sense that the course had

helped to crystalise issues for participants was summed-up by a respondent from

Madagascar, who said she could now analyse why her country’s earlier attempt to use

the mother tongue, Malagasy, as a language of learning failed despite the pedagogical

soundness of its aims.

The 2008 respondents also deeply valued their exposure to colleagues from other

African countries, which apparently helped dispel some myths, particularly amongst

South African participants. One admitted that as a result of the course she was ‘less

judgmental towards struggling English second language speakers’, and that meeting

fellow African students and scholars showed that ‘experience is more effective than

books in teaching me about my own prejudices’. Contact with African colleagues

was ‘educational’ and enabled the setting up of ‘new networks and collaborative

relationships’. In one case, a writing assignment helped a South African participant

realise that her own language, Kaaps (a variety of Afrikaans), ‘is a language of value’.
Some mentioned that the programme has assisted them in their own advocacy of

mother tongue-based education. One participant in Mauritius said that ToTSA has

strengthened her advocacy work around establishing Mauritian Kreol as a language

of education. Other testimonies to advocacy were the following:

With the input from ToTSA 2004, I have got the necessary theoretical knowledge for
defending mother tongue multilingual education. This definitely empowers me in my
daily life when I have to argue in favour of [the] mother tongue.
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I have confidence to speak on language policy in Ghana [and to] offer workshops on
terminology development in Ghanaian languages.

It was easy for me to participate in the discussions [about curriculum reform], to give my
opinions and find strong arguments to support my ideas . . . I think that I have
contributed to the implementation of L1 as language of learning in Madagascar.

In a few stand-out cases reported in 2008, the ToTSA course has inspired

participants to initiate programmes and projects in their own contexts. One of these

is a dual-medium English/isiZulu certificate programme for primary teacher trainees

at a South African university, with a focus on the role of the mother tongue in

literacy development. Another is a bold project proposal for the setting up of a

school to promote indigenous languages in the war-torn Democratic Republic of the
Congo, where African languages have been suppressed for decades. A third is a

proposal for a MTBBE unit to be established at a university in Ghana. PRAESA and

Benson have also been supporting a ToTSA colleague in Angola who is promoting

development of school materials in local languages and has created a special

university programme to train language specialists in preparation for introducing

mother tongue-based bilingual education for the first time in his country.

In response to the second question on the 2008 survey regarding use participants

had made of knowledge gained at ToTSA, most said they are using it for their own
teaching and advocacy work, whether at the academic level (one respondent), in

teacher training (five respondents) or working with youth (one respondent). A few

were specific about how they had adapted the ToTSA philosophy; for instance, one

Mozambican participant summarised and translated key readings from English to

Portuguese for primary teachers, and one South African university teacher found the

file of ToTSA readings to be ‘a great resource’ and had arranged for some of the key

texts to be translated into Sesotho sa Leboa as part of a dual-medium undergraduate

degree programme. The latter participant testified to the value, for her own teaching,
of the ToTSA focus on early literacy and biliteracy; her students had been fascinated

to see that initial literacy in two languages was possible, and had translated some of

PRAESA’s stories for young children into Sesotho sa Leboa. For an adult literacy

trainer in Mauritius, ToTSA resources including the academic literacy strand were

useful in helping to run training courses and do public advocacy around mother-

tongue education. Reportedly, many of the resources produced by PRAESA � stories
for young children, newsletters, readings for teachers and occasional papers � have

found their way into resource centres around the continent. Finally, an Ethiopian
academic was motivated by participation in ToTSA to write and publish no fewer

than 15 children’s stories in Amharic, one of which had won a prestigious national

award.

Networking

When asked on the recent survey how they had benefited from the networking that

began at ToTSA, respondents felt that there was room for improvement. Some said

they were in continuous contact with each other and some of the tutors, particularly

Benson and Plüddemann, while others spoke of occasional exchanges with fellow

participants; a few lamented the lack of continued contact. One said that responses to

his entry on the PRAESA blog (www.praesa.org) had been slow and should be

improved. Another felt that ToTSA had paved the way for his contact with other
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agencies such as Academy of Languages (ACALAN) (www.acalan.org) and

Linguapax (www.linguapax.org) and several said that they had been equipped to

present papers on mother tongue-based bilingual education at local, national and

international conferences. A few mentioned the networking value of the quarterly

magazine LEAP which is published and distributed by PRAESA, and indeed a

number of them have been interviewed and their work highlighted in this magazine.

Prospects for the future

Our final 2008 survey question asked which aspects of ToTSA participants would

include if they were to start a similar programme in their institutions, regions or

countries. The purpose of this question was not only to determine the relative

importance of various types of ToTSA content, but also to determine the potential

for stimulating spin-off courses in other parts of the continent, which was one of the

original goals of the programme.

Several respondents said they would retain all or most aspects of the ToTSA

programme, but would add areas of specialisation suited to their own contexts. Thus

there would be more on the production of materials in African languages for

the Mozambican context of teacher training for early bilingual education, and

more sharing of experiences and how to work with parents for the Mauritian

context of empowering people with a learning-by-doing pedagogy. A participant

from Cameroon would add an adult literacy component, while another Mozambican

would emphasise mother-tongue education even at higher levels of education. An

insightful critique of the programme came from a South African academic, who

identified the relationship between language and cognition (the work of Cummins

and Vygotsky, respectively) as a gap:

Overall, ToTSA has more of a sociolinguistic and sociopolitical orientation, and needs
to focus more on cognition especially because constructivist paradigms might provide a
more powerful basis for the ‘intellectualisation of African languages’.

Finally, an academic from Madagascar said she would ‘try to explain to people the

importance of research, and at the same time making them understand that they are

in the heart of the development of their country’.

While the ToTSA programme is not being offered at present in any country,

PRAESA and some of its key staff have continued to promote African languages in

education. One effort has been the development of ToTSA materials in Portuguese

and discussions with Eduardo Mondlane University in preparation for a potential

Mozambican/Angolan version of the course, which unfortunately has not yet been

realised. However, another effort that goes beyond ToTSA is the creation of a

postgraduate programme known as PANMAPAL, the Pan-African Master’s and

Ph.D. Programme in African languages and Applied Linguistics, run under the

auspices of the African ACALAN and coordinated by the University of Yaoundé

(www.acalan.org/eng/projets/mphd.php). The programme aims:

. . . to train qualified linguists, language professionals, educators and other practitioners
to become specialized in African languages and the application of relevant linguistic
theory in the resolution of the issues and challenges that arise in the implementation of
status, corpus and acquisition planning connected with the intellectualisation project.
In this regard, we are especially concerned about the facilitation and establishment of
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mother tongue-based bi/multilingual educational systems on the continent. (Alexander
2005)

The PANMAPAL programme, intended for implementation in five regions of the

continent, is currently offered at the University of Addis Ababa and the UCT. Two

graduates of the ToTSA programme with postgraduate diplomas, both from

Namibia, have gone on to enrol in PANMAPAL at UCT, and we hope that others

may follow.

Implications for future programmes

We have discussed how ToTSA organisers were facedwith three main challenges which

were resolved to greater or lesser degrees during the four years of the course. We put a

lot of thought and effort into the first challenge, finding an appropriate balance

between theoretical, ideological and practical components, and judging by most

participants’ comments we were successful, particularly during the last two years. We

also worked hard at the second challenge, developing participants’ academic literacy

to be able to handle the academic demands of the programme. With this we were

slightly less successful, judging by how few participants were awarded the desired

degrees by UCT in relation to the number who aspired to them.

However, it was the third challenge regarding the medium of instruction that

remained constant during the four years of the course. We were keenly aware of

the difficulties participants experienced dealing with the English medium in

understanding presentations, participating in discussions, reading the literature and

completing writing assignments, and we were similarly aware of the irony of

empowering African language professionals through English. As noted, we discussed

the issue at the meta-level in the context of the African Renaissance and

empowerment of African languages. We also took practical steps to encourage use

of any and all languages in question/answer and discussion sessions, and to the

degree instructors could manage it some other languages could be used for

discussions and written work. However, we were least convinced that we met this

challenge satisfactorily, though it was gratifying to see how multilingual participants

found creative ways to support each other emotionally, as well as linguistically.

Does the programme’s limited use of African languages mean these are doomed

to perpetual exclusion or marginalisation in regional teacher training programmes on

the continent? Not necessarily. Of course, a central goal of such training programmes

should be to match the language(s) of tuition with the language(s) trainers are

expected to use, at least for major parts of the training (see e.g. Stroud 2002). This

simple alignment (of medium of instruction in schools�medium of teacher

education�medium of training-of-trainers) that is taken for granted in many

‘developed’ countries should as a matter of course be extended to post-colonial

Africa � as Benson (2004b) argues on the basis of experience in Guinea-Bissau and

Mozambique. However, given the monolingual orientation towards teacher educa-

tion despite the high degree of multilingualism in sub-Saharan Africa (cf. Ostler

2007), and the fact that languages of wider communication (LWCs) are regionally

distributed, achieving such an alignment is no simple task for a national programme,

let alone a cross-national one. As the South African Ministry of Education has

noted, ‘the objective of developing the official indigenous African languages as

mediums of instruction in higher education would require a systemic undergirding of
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the entire schooling system and the enhanced social and public use of these languages

in the daily lives of South Africans’ (Ministry of Education (MoE) Ministerial

Committee 2003, 20).

One way forward in regard to the language of tuition at the training-of-trainers

level would be to create decentralised multilingual training that is at least dual-medium

in delivery and regional in organisation. The realisation of MT-based multilingual

education, with its goal of advanced competence (including literacy) in two languages

across the curriculum, and conversational competence in a third language, requires

something of a paradigm shift for organisers and participants alike. ACALAN has

pointed the way by strongly favouring the intellectualisation of African languages for

use in higher education. As in South Africa, only the democratisation of society, and

with it the profiling and resourcing of people’s languages for use in high-status

domains, will create the environment for African languages to flourish in education.

Some larger languages such as Kiswahili in Tanzania and Amharic, Afan Oromo and

Tingrinya in Ethiopia (Heugh et al. 2007) are already used successfully in teacher

education, and in South Africa, isiXhosa and isiZulu are starting to be utilised in
isolated teacher development programmes. Decisions about which languages to use

must take into account their status, existing corpus, geographic spread and

institutional use, as well as how to expand these. Language cultivation costs related

to advocacy, materials and training must be weighed up not only against costs but also

against the ‘counter-factual’ (Grin 2005; Heugh 2006), i.e. the costs of not doing so.

All this calls for a major shift at the political level from a monolingual habitus

(Gogolin 1997, 2002) to a multilingual one.

Regarding use of dual-medium approaches to delivery, ToTSA-like programmes

seeking to promote bilingualism and biliteracy should ideally model their message by

demonstrating the viability of using African languages at the training level.

Realistically, LWC/indigenous languages could initially be used as supportive

languages of tuition alongside exoglossic languages, either in parallel or each for

specific domains. Classroom discourse, course texts and notes, as well as assignments

of an oral, written and multimodal nature could be subject to the dual-medium

principle, albeit with in-built flexibility to accommodate local and regional

variations. Realistically, the vast percentage of texts may initially be in English/
French/Portuguese, with the remainder in African LWCs, until translations and/or

original texts can be developed; participants themselves could contribute to growing

bodies of texts in their own languages.6 The training staff, as well as the participants

should be bilingual and biliterate in the relevant languages; while they are developing

their linguistic competence, other resources could be used such as interpreters.

Taking a regional approach to organising training programmes could group

participants who share African LWCs and/or official languages beyond political

borders. For example, in the east African region, a Kiswahili/English course might

work for educators across a few countries. Although use of an LWC like Kiswahili does

not necessarily model mother tongue-based teaching and learning, it demonstrates

both symbolically and concretely that African languages have a place in education.

Meanwhile, across southern Africa, use of mutually intelligible languages from the

Bantu continuum (per Prah 1998) might represent a creative solution, where

instructors and participants use their own languages but understand each other’s.

Whatever the permutations, our experience suggests that regional programmes
actively use participants’ own languages and LWCs are likely to be more relevant to

participants than ToTSA-like international programmes in exogenous languages. This
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is not to deny the importance of innovative continent-wide programmes, which can

benefit from the same type of empowerment and cameraderie created by ToTSA. It is

simply to assert that the success of such programmes will be enhanced in no small

measure by the medium being the message.

Conclusion

The ToTSA programme was developed to help meet the need for qualified

multilingual education professionals on the African continent, and according to
the evaluations undertaken during and after the programme, many of its objectives

appear to have been achieved. In terms of the content and delivery of the course,

some participants would have added certain aspects particular to their situations, but

none would have taken anything away. Outside evaluators praised the relevance,

timeliness, language planning content and ideological stance of the course. Regarding

achievement and the degree-earning aspects of the programme, virtually all

participants were happy with what they had learned and some were able to earn

postgraduate diplomas or MAs, though academic literacy was an issue that had to be
addressed. The use of English as language of instruction was an issue about which all

were aware and thus organisers were able to implement some language support

measures. Finally, while the goal of promoting networking was not fully realised, the

goal of academic and personal empowerment was clearly realised, as evidenced by

overwhelmingly positive evaluations of the ToTSA programme overall.

As participants and evaluators have pointed out, it is a challenging task to re-

orient education systems towards principles of additive bi or multilingualism so that

African people will have more equitable access to quality education. While we have
shared evidence that the ToTSA programme has contributed to building the capacity

of professionals across the continent who are meeting these challenges, there is still

much to be done. It is our hope that this chapter will encourage and inspire readers to

begin or continue contributing to the promotion of African languages in education.
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Notes

1. We use the terms bi or multilingual education, as well as mother tongue-based programmes
to refer to education beginning in the learner’s first language and teaching at least one
additional language. In post-colonial African contexts, such an approach has far-reaching
pedagogical, political and economic implications both for learners and for society.

2. The LEAP newsletter is available on the PRAESA website: www.praesa.org.za.
3. One highly productive outgrowth of the Puno project was an MA programme for bilingual

education professionals supported by GTZ (German Technical Cooperation) and based at
the Universidad de San Simón in Cochabamba, Bolivia (López 2005).

4. SADC, the Southern African Development Community, is an economic bloc consisting of
the majority of African countries south of the equator. Most are former British colonies,
which is one reason why English was the main language of tuition on the course.

5. There was a great deal of informal language learning and comparing between participants
as well. For example, one Namibian participant in 2005 made it her personal goal to teach
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everyone the five different ‘clicks’ of her language, Khoe-khoegowab, by the end of the
five-week course!

6. Another place to start could be instructors’ own notes and handouts, after which efforts
could gradually extend to purposeful translation of key texts and/or reviews of literature,
in collaboration with regional terminology experts where needed.
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Appendix 1: The four ToTSA modules

Module 1: language, culture and society

This course will focus on the relationship between language and society, and will cover the
central features of macro-language policy and language (status, corpus, acquisition) planning
which will be explored at other levels in other courses:

. Language and power, including the role of language in the economy.

. Language, culture and identity.

. Language, ethnicity, racism and sexism, with special reference to southern Africa examples.

. Language policy and social change, including the study of language attitudes.

. Language, culture and curriculum change.

. Intellectualising African (indigenous) languages.

. Terminology development.

. Indigenous knowledge systems and their critique.

Module 2: language-in-education policy and planning

This course provides a critical examination of mother tongue-based bilingual education and
includes:

. The relationship between language policy and curriculum.

. Typologies and evaluation of mother tongue, bilingual and multilingual policies and

programmes.
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. Longitudinal studies and case studies, especially from Africa.

. Implications for implementation � policy/programme design, provisioning/costing of

teacher education and textbooks/learning support materials.

. Policy/programme evaluation.

Module 3: language and literacy learning in multilingual settings

The emphasis in this course is on language and literacy learning. Its focus is on developing
understandings of how young children learn, and the theoretical and other significant aspects
of language and literacy learning that underpin the effective teaching of pre-school and
primary school aged children in a range of settings. Themes include:

. (Bi-) literacy development and (additional) language learning.

. Social and pedagogical issues in (bi-) literacy development.

. Developing environments conducive to literacy learning � including: theoretical and

practical considerations for materials development and translation.

. Current critiques of first and additional language learning and acquisition theories,

language and cognition.

Module 4: implementing multilingual education

This course examines in practical detail classroom and management issues affecting the use of
home and additional languages as languages of teaching and as subjects, including:

. Language across the curriculum.

. Approaches to teaching methods.

. Bilingual and bi-literacy classroom practices.

. Teacher participation in developing and adapting learning support materials.

. Teacher participation in terminology development and use.

. Assessment of learners in bilingual/multilingual learning environments.

. Teachers as researchers.

. Intercultural communication in the classroom.

Appendix 2: Contents of the resource manual

Introduction

Letter from Neville Alexander
Introduction to the manual
Suggestions for how to use the manual
Overview of the four modules

Module 1: language, culture and society

Theme 1: Language and power.
Theme 2: Language and culture.
Theme 3: Language and identity.
Theme 4: Introduction to language planning.
Theme 5: Language and the economy (planned).
Theme 6: Language planning from below (planned).
Theme 7: Lingua francas, LWCs and harmonisation (planned).
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Module 2: language-in-education policy and planning

Theme 1: Principles and models of bilingual education.
Theme 2: Language-in-education policies in Africa.
Theme 3: Costing of mother tongue-based bilingual programmes.
Theme 4: Myths, fallacies and truths (planned).
Theme 5: Planning for implementation (planned).
Theme 6: Role of the educator/researcher in MTBBE (planned).

Module 3: language and literacy learning in multilingual settings

Theme 1: Literacy as a social practice.
Theme 2: Environments for literacy.
Theme 3: Culture of literacy: reading and writing approaches.
Theme 4: Principles of L1 and L2 acquisition (planned).
Theme 5: Interdependence, transfer and transition (planned).
Theme 6: L1 and L2 teaching methodologies (planned).
Theme 7: Biliteracy and bilingual teaching methodologies (planned).

Module 4: implementing multilingual education

Theme 1: Language attitudes.
Theme 2: Teacher action research.
Theme 3: Bilingual assessment.
Theme 4: Intercultural education (planned).
Theme 5: Dual-medium education (planned).
Theme 6: School language policy development (planned).
Theme 7: Terminology development for content subjects (planned).
Theme 8: Materials development for bilingual classrooms (planned).

(Themes in italics not yet completed)
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IP intermediate phase
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nonHLb non home-language based
type M maintenance (model)
type T transitional (model) 

Note for this Occasional Paper
Normally the papers are printed in A5 format, but because of the importance of the tables to the content of 
this paper it was decided that the format would change to A4 this time. – The editor
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Abstract
This discussion document proposes a new language typology of primary schools under the rubric of home-
language based bilingual education that goes beyond the time-honoured but limiting terms of single-medium, 
dual-medium and parallel-medium education. It does so, firstly, by combining the description of schools in 
language-medium (LoLT) terms with a learner-centred focus on home language (HL) in order to gauge the 
overlap between HL and LoLT. Such a gauge is a necessary point of departure for systematic intervention 
if the language-in-education policy of additive bi-/multilingualism is to be realised. Secondly, the proposed 
typology draws attention to the limitations of the monolingual habitus in the collection and classification of 
language-related data from the schools. It is argued that departmental databases should, where applicable, 
recognise up to two home languages per learner, and should also acknowledge that learners in dual-medium 
classes are exposed to two LoLTs. Thirdly, the proposal is for a new typology of schools in which the four main 
categories (single-medium, dual-medium, transitional, parallel-stream) differ from each other with regard to 
the degree of overlap between learner HL and LoLT. Examples are provided of non-home-language based 
models by using existing information about schools. However, the emphasis is on the description and illustra-
tion of home-language based models, using the new subject division and time allocation recommended by the 
2009 NCS Review report. 

A concluding section identifies the isues that have to be addressed to improve the typology. The proposed 
classification system aims to assist schools to develop a relevant form of home-language based bilingual educa-
tion, and to guide education stakeholders to supporting the schools in regard to teacher development and 
deployment, provision of learning materials and documentation in relevant languages, and on-site support. 

Opsomming
Die taaltipologie vir skole wat hier voorgestel word onder die hoofopskrif huistaal-gebaseerde tweetalige 
onderwys gaan verder as die tradisionele taalmedium-klassifikasie, op die volgende wyse. Eerstens kombineer 
dit die beskrywing van skole in terme van taal van leer en onderrig (TLO) met ’n leerder-gesentreerde fokus op 
huistaal (HT) om sodoende die oorvleueling van die HT-TLO te bepaal. So ’n bepaling is ‘n nodige vertrek-
punt vir stelselmatige ingryping indien die talebeleid vir skole se doel van toevoegende twee- of meertaligheid 
gerealiseer gaan word. Tweedens word die aandag gevestig op die tekortkominge van die enkeltaal-habitus in 
die versameling en klassifikasie van taaldata. Daar word geargumenteer dat departementele databasisse, waar 
toepaslik, tot twee huistale per leerder behoort toe te laat, en ook moet erken dat leerders in die geval van 
dubbelmediumonderrig aan twee TLOe in dieselfde graad blootgestel word. Derdens word daar ’n voorstel 
gemaak vir ’n nuwe taaltipologie vir skole waarin elk van die vier hoofkategorieë (enkelmedium, oorgangsme-
dium, dubbelmedium en parallele-baan) van mekaar verskil ten opsigte van die graad van ooreenkoms tussen 
die leerders se HT en die TLO. Die dokument verskaf voorbeelde van nie-huistaal-gebaseerde modelle deur 
gebruik te maak van bestaande inligting oor die skole. Die klem val egter op die beskrywing en illustrasie van 
huistaal-gebaseerde modelle, waarin gebruik gemaak word van die vakindeling en tydsrooster wat deur die 
2009 hersiening van die NKV voorgestel is.

’n Slotgedeelte identifiseer die kwessies wat aangespreek moet word ter verbetering van die voorgestelde 
klassifikasiestelsel. Die tipologie stel hom ten doel om skole te help om ’n relevante vorm van huistaal-gebas-
eerde tweetalige onderwys te realiseer, en om die beamptes en ander rolspelers wat aangesê is om die skole te 
ondersteun, te help om sáám toepaslike intervensies met betrekking tot onderwyseropleiding en -ontplooiing, 
die verskaffing van leermateriaal, sowel as plaaslike ondersteuning te beplan.

Isishwankathelo
Olu xwebhu lwengxoxo lumemelela uhlobo olutsha lokusetyenziswa kolwimi kwimfundo yamabanga aphantsi, 
phantsi kommiselo wemfundo engeelwimi ezimbini esekelwe kulwimi lwasekhaya. Lo mmiselo ugqithela 
ngaphaya kwexesha elinemida elinikezwa yimfundo engulwimi-nye, imfundo engeelwimi ezimbini kunye 
nemfundo engeelwimi zenkobe kumagumbi anxuseneyo kwisikolo esinye. Iyakwenza oku, okokuqala, ngokuthi 
idibanise inkcazelo ngeelwimi ezisetyenziselwa ukufundisa (LoLT) ezigxininisa ukusetyenzisweni kolwimi 
lwasekhaya oluya kuthi lukhuthaze ukuzibandakanya kwabafundi kwimfundo. Le nto isinceda ukuqwalasela 
unxulumano phakathi kolwimi lwasekhaya nolwimi lokufundisa esikolweni. Olu nxulumaniso sisiqalo son-
genelelo olululo ukuba umgaqo nkqubo wezolwimi kwimfundo engeelwimi ezimbini nangaphezulu ungathi 
uphunyezwe. Okwesibini, olu hlobo lutsalela umdla kwizithintelo ezibangelwa ngumkhwa kalwimi-nye 
ekuqokelelweni, nasekuchazweni kolwazi olunxulumene neelwimi kwizikolo. Kukho ingxoxo ethi kufuneka 
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ingqokelela yolwazi yesebe, apho kunakho khona, yamkele ukuya kutsho kwiilwimi ezimbini zasekhaya kum-
fundi ngamnye, kwaye yamkelwe into yokuba abafundi kumagumbi afundisa ngeelwimi ezimbini babhencelwe 
iilwimi ezimbini ukufunda nokufundisa. Okwesithathu, esi sicelo sesohlobo olutsha lwezikolo apho izintlu 
ezine ezingundoqo (ulwimi-nye, ulwimi-mbini, ukutshintshela, amacandelo anxuseneyo) zahlukeneneyo xa ku-
jongwe iqondo lokuyelelelana phakathi kolwimi lwasekhaya lomntwana kunye nolwimi lokufundisa esikolweni. 
Imizekelo inikeziwe  yezintlu ezingasekelelwanga kulwimi lwasekhaya ngokuthi kusetyenziswe ulwazi olusele 
lukhona malunga nezikolo. Nangona kunjalo, ugxininiso lukwinkcazelo nezalathisi ngeentlobo  zemfundo 
ezingama-26 ezisekelwe kwimfundo engeelwimi zasekhaya, kusetyenziswa uhlobo olutsha lokwahlula izifundo 
nokwabiwa kwexesha oluphakanyiswa kwingxelo yophononongo lwe NCS ka2009. 

Icandelo lokugqibela livelisa imiba ekufuneka inikwe ingqwalasela ukuphucula olu hlobo. Olu hlobo 
luphakanyiswayo lokucalula lujolise ekuncedeni izikolo ekubeni zivelise indlela eyiyo yemfundo engeelwimi 
ezimbini esekelwe kulwimi lwasekhaya, kwaye inike nomkhomba- ndlela kwiziphanda mandla  ekuxhaseni 
izikolo malunga nophuhliso lootitshala nasekubatyaleni ezikolweni, unikezelo lwezixhobo zokufunda nokufun-
disa ngeelwimi ezifanelekileyo, kunye noncedo olu fumanaka ngqo esikolweni.
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Part One: Contexts and Issues

1. The home language, bi-/
multilingualism and education
Underlying the discussion to follow is a definition 
of the home language or mother tongue as ‘a child’s 
principal language (or one of his/her principal 
languages) at the time of his/her first contact with 
the official education system, i.e., at the age of four 
or five’1. While it is of course possible to question the 
notion of the mother tongue or principal language, or 
of the native speaker, as some researchers have done, 
a child- or learner-centred schooling system cannot 
get away from seeking to establish the young child’s 
best-known language(s), the one (or more) she or he 
feels most comfortable in, and that is most likely to 
enable successful literacy development and learning 
at school. It is likely that in most contexts, certainly 
in most African contexts, the child’s home language 
will be one or more local or regional dialect, sociolect 
or non-standard variety, at some remove from the 
spoken prestige variety or the written standard. In 
such contexts, a mother-tongue or home-language 
based schooling system has the task of using the 
child’s principal language to mediate access to the 
standard variety and of adding the latter to the child’s 
repertoire. This is what happens as a matter of course 
in most education systems in the political North, 
certainly for language majority children. While it is 
much more difficult to do so in multilingual post-co-
lonial contexts in which the former colonial language 
has a massive head-start over national or local lan-
guages in terms of legitimacy, stake in the linguistic 
market, and cultivation, in essence the task remains 
the same. At this point it may be useful to distinguish 
between multilingualism and multilinguality. 

… ‘multilingualism’ may need to be distinguished 
from ‘multilinguality’. It seems to me… that the 
form in -ity simply refers to the fact that ‘the 
languages are out there’; but the -ism connotes some 
element of policy: ‘The many languages are there 
because we want them to be, and we feel we must 

1  As cited in Alexander 2006:4, this definition has been 
adopted by the Council of Europe, who in turn have taken 
it from the work of Ayo Bamgbose.

have a policy to cope with them.’ I am conscious 
in having now come to a country with eleven 
official languages, but with at least 24 which are 
somebody’s mother tongue. So, at the national level, 
South Africa’s multilinguality is twice as varied as 
its multilingualism. (Ostler 2007:30)

Multilingualism is thus a policy orientation to-
wards the formal recognition of multiple languages 
and the systemic promotion of language learning, 
while multilinguality is the repertoire of languages 
or varieties already known by users individu-
ally or collectively. The adjective ‘multilingual’ 
neatly captures both, but can also obscure this 
crucial difference, particularly at a taxonomic or 
typological level. The typology proposed here is 
designed to relate multilingualism to multilingual-
ity: language policy via the realisation of relevant 
language models at school level should seek to 
extend learners’ existing language repertoires as 
resources for greater participatory and liberatory 
citizenship (Stroud 2001; Stroud & Heugh 2004). 
The emphasis is on political and social participa-
tion of linguistic communities in a multilingual 
polity – hence multilingual citizenship. Thus the 
typologically-driven need to label languages as 
Afrikaans, English, isiXhosa and so on should not 
be mistaken for subscription to the modernist view 
of languages as discrete, countable and bounded 
units (Makoni 1998). Any language classification 
system lays itself open to the charge of essential-
ism and of reproducing multiple monolingualisms 
rather than accounting for multilinguality, multi-
voicedness, individuals’ access to multiple semiotic 
resources. On one level, it is unrealistic to expect 
a language classification system for schools to 
appropriate postmodernist concepts such as disin-
venting and reconstituting languages – tantalising 
as these are for the vital project of re-standardising 
African languages.  Yet postmodernist notions 
of heteroglossia, individual repertoire, crossing, 
affiliation and expertise underpin the typology 
presented here. These express themselves in a 
critique of the monolingual habitus as reflected in 
official classifications of all learners as having only 
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While the former is easily picked up in informal 
interaction between peers within a year or two, 
CALP takes several years to develop. Subsequently 
Cummins modified his model into a four-quadrant 
matrix staked out by two intersecting axes represent-
ing contextual support (from context-embedded to 
context-reduced) for receiving or expressing meaning, 
and cognitive demand: the cognitively-undemanding 
to cognitively-demanding nature of a particular task 
(Baker 1993:143). The task of language education is 
to enable learners to move from one quadrant to the 
next, gradually reducing the scaffold of contextual 
support while increasing cognitive demand – a 
process accomplished both through exploratory 
talk (cf Ramani & Joseph 2006) as well as through 
literacy. Cummins’ interdependence principle, or 
the common underlying proficiency model, implies 
that cognitively-demanding concepts grasped at a 
context-reduced level are transferable across lan-
guages in a bilingual individual (Baker 1993:140) 
– provided that a certain threshold of language 
proficiency has been reached. Crucially, failure to 
function fully in one or both languages may nega-
tively affect a learner’s cognitive functioning and 
academic performance (ibid:135). 

What this means is that a well-developed 
home language is generally a prerequisite for the 
successful learning of an additional language. The 
corollary, as Gough (1994:10) cautiously puts it, 
is that ‘if appropriate support is not given to the 
mother tongue, learning an additional language may 
possibly be quite damaging to both’. One implica-
tion for children who speak dominated languages 
is that the transition from the home language to 
English, assuming there has to be one, should be 
delayed until at least the age of 12 in order to enable 
the transfer of CALP-ability (the ability to func-
tion at cognitively demanding levels with reduced 
contextual support) from the first language to the 
second language to take place. In the less than 
ideal conditions of sub-Saharan Africa, it has been 
convincingly argued, it would take at least 6–8 years’ 
exposure to a second language before the latter can 
be meaningfully used as the (main) language of 
teaching (Alidou et al. 2006). 

Cummins’ work has been widely appropriated 
in South Africa. In particular, from the late-1980s 
onwards it provided a ready explanation for the 
failure of ex-DET3 schooling to enable Bantu-
language speaking learners to make a successful 
transition from mother-tongue education (MTE) 
to English as medium of instruction (MoI) in Std. 2 

3  The former (apartheid-era) Department of Education and 
Training (DET), responsible for schooling for Bantu-lan-
guage speakers. 

one home language2, in a critique of the failure to 
classify learners in dual-medium classes as having 
two languages of learning and teaching (LoLTs), 
in the attempt to develop a nuanced range of what 
are termed bi-LoLT models that subscribe to the 
principle of LoLT integration while providing for 
bilingual and codemixed assessment, and in the call 
for a speaker-centred approach to language policy 
formulation at school level that takes into account 
children’s language biographies. Recognising the 
need for using home languages as a resource for 
learning the standard variety and the world of 
literacy that accompanies it, does not therefore 
mean subscription to the standard language ideol-
ogy. Admittedly, it is not always possible to signal 
this heteroglossia at the typological level. 

The discussion to follow reflects the near-
consensus amongst researchers world-wide (if 
not amongst school communities themselves) 
that education based on the home language or 
mother tongue is generally more effective than 
that which is not. That is, home-language based 
(henceforth HLb) education is a necessary (if 
insufficient) condition for promoting education 
quality as measured by performance at school 
and the attainment of advanced bilingualism and 
biliteracy. Fifty-odd years after UNESCO’s (1953) 
valorisation of vernacular education, home-lan-
guage based education remains valid because it 
is learner-centred and therefore pedagogically 
sound, lays the foundation for all other (including 
language) learning, consolidates the socio-cultural 
core of the child’s identity, is politically affirming 
of dominated groups, and is ultimately cost-effec-
tive economically. In short, what has been called 
the first-language-first principle (Young 2002) 
enjoys near-universal support. 

What is equally well recognised in bilingual 
learning theory is that the home language is in 
most cases a necessary basis for additional-language 
learning. The classic theoretical foundation for this 
view derives from Jim Cummins, whose work helps 
explain why additional-language learners who have 
surface-level fluency when conversing with their 
friends are unable to perform academically in their 
additional language. Initially, Cummins posited a 
basic distinction between basic interpersonal com-
munication skills (BICS), ‘the manifestation of lan-
guage proficiency in everyday communicative con-
texts’ (1984:137) and cognitive/academic language 
proficiency (CALP), the ‘manipulation of language 
in decontextualised academic situations’ (ibid.). 

2  The PanSALB-MarkData survey of 2000 found that one 
in three adults in the country reports having two home 
languages.
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(Grade 4)4. The associated term-pairing of ‘additive’ 
and ‘subtractive bilingualism’ that has been formative 
in South African educational discourse, is explained 
under 3. below. 

2. Hegemony and the 
anglocentric linguistic market
The work of Pierre Bourdieu provides a powerful ex-
planatory framework for the continued minorisation 
of Bantu-language speakers in South Africa, and of 
Bantu languages in the education system. In particu-
lar, Bourdieu’s work lends itself to the analysis of the 
reproduction of social inequality through language in 
education. Bourdieu’s notion of linguistic exchanges 
as relations of symbolic power (1991:37) is helpful 
in the context of a highly socially stratified, multilin-
gual society5. For Bourdieu, the process by which a 
language becomes dominant is not simply a function 
of the political will to unification, but also ‘of the 
unification of the market in symbolic goods which 
accompanies the unification of the economy and 
also of cultural production and circulation’ (1991:50). 
Language – particularly the official language – is a 
prime example of a symbolic good, whose generalised 
use is promoted not so much through institutional 
sanction or compulsion, but through what Bourdieu 
terms symbolic domination: ‘All symbolic domina-
tion presupposes, on the part of those who submit 
to it, a form of complicity which is neither passive 
submission to external constraint nor a free adherence 
to values’ (1991:51). This complicity is located in the 
habitus, a set of dispositions that lies beyond ‘the usual 
dichotomy of freedom and constraint’ (ibid). The 
habitus is constituted by attitudes, often unspoken, 
that are passed on by means of a process of symbolic 
violence. What Bourdieu is describing here is hegem-
ony, the social process by which a dominant ideology 
becomes naturalised and is unquestioningly accepted 
by both the dominant and subordinate (subaltern) 
groups as legitimate. In the unified linguistic market, 
those with proficiency in the dominant language 
(‘legitimate competence’ (ibid:55)) have linguistic 
capital that yields a profit of distinction only to the 
extent that they are an exclusive club. Once enough 
people know the dominant language, it is no longer 
a scarce resource, and legitimate competence, while 

4  It is a quirk of history that Carol Macdonald’s influential 
Threshold Report on the effects of the transition on 
African-language speaking learners to English in Std.3 
(summed up in Macdonald 1990), did not allude to 
Cummins’ threshold hypothesis. Macdonald has said she 
was  unaware of Cummins’ work at the time (personal 
communication). 

5  As measured by the Gini coefficient, South Africa is 
officially the world’s most unequal society, with the greatest 
difference between rich and poor. 

still a form of cultural capital, can therefore no longer 
bestow advantage on its speakers. For Bourdieu, the 
education system is central to the reproduction of 
inequality because ‘it has the monopoly in the large-
scale production of producers/ consumers’ (ibid:57). 

The determinism of Bourdieu’s otherwise ex-
tremely productive sociology of language has not 
gone unchallenged. Martin-Jones (2005), for example, 
identifies two problems: the exaggerated emphasis 
on the saturating power of symbolic domination 
that leaves little or no room for agency and the 
possibility of change in the status quo; and a rather 
too monolithic view of linguistic markets as ‘uni-
fied’ and unchanging over time. She points out that 
‘[t]he conditions for the valuation and legitimation 
of a language and for the exercise of symbolic power 
are always contingent and changing. For each of the 
settings where we wish to investigate the practice of 
bilingual education, we also need to build a socio-
cultural and historical account of these conditions’ 
(2005:45). 

Applications of Bourdieu’s work (1991) in the 
South African educational context have had explana-
tory power when used in conjunction with Gramsci’s 
concept of hegemony, (Gogolin 1997, Iannici & Kok 
1999), with post-colonial theory (Niedrig 2000), 
with Ngugi’s critique of the colonised mind and 
with what might be termed African-languages-
as-developmental-resources theory (see Alexander 
2000, Heugh 2003). Collectively, these studies show 
that language policy is dialectically linked to status 
issues; that is, the use of a particular language for 
high-status domains such as education and technol-
ogy is both a reflection of its power in the political 
economy, and a reinforcement of it. In post-colonial 
African countries in which former liberation move-
ments become ruling elites and African-language 
speaking majorities remain social minorities 
(Alexander 2001), educational language policy in 
practice tends to both reflect, and deepen, the existing 
power differential. These scholars have helped explain 
the paradox that in pursuing assimilationist language 
practices, the majority of people in post-colonial 
societies appear to misrecognise their own objective 
(class) interests. Alexander (1995) has drawn atten-
tion to the need to resolve what he calls Tollefson’s 
paradox, or the situation whereby a society that 
requires people to be proficient in the dominant 
language at the same time creates the conditions 
whereby such proficiency cannot be attained. The an-
swer, Alexander suggests, is to elevate the languages 
spoken by the majority, the dominated languages, to 
positions of power and status alongside English. The 
question is whether emancipatory language policy 
and practice in the education system can change 
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the societal language regime, or whether it is always 
determined by the latter. 

What follows is an historical account of the 
conditions under which bilingual education came 
to be in South Africa. It implies that the impetus 
for changing the status quo with regard to language 
policy in education must come from society, from 
without, as it were.

3. Bilingual education in South 
Africa: the two traditions 
Mother-tongue education (MTE) and bilingual 
education in South Africa bear the weight of history 
(De Klerk 2002). Unlike MTE, bilingual education is 
a contested term that has at least two meanings:

The term originally meant the use of two languages 
as mediums of instruction. It included, but was 
not restricted, to the learning of two languages as 
subjects. Therefore it usually means: the L1 plus 
an L2 as mediums of instruction. In South Africa 
bilingual education is understood as mother tongue 
instruction (L1 medium) throughout school plus a 
second language taught as a subject to a high level 
of proficiency. (Alidou et al 2006:4)

Probably unintentionally, the above reference to bi-
lingual education in South Africa appears to exclude 
dual-medium education. If we give the authors the 
benefit of the doubt, we find that their view of the 
two meanings of bilingual education is similar to that 
of Jim Cummins: 

…bilingual education is generally defined in terms 
of the means through which particular educational 
goals are achieved. Two or more languages are used 
for instructional purposes in order to promote cer-
tain kinds of educational outcomes … However, the 
term bilingual education is sometimes defined in 
relation to goals, to refer to educational programmes 
that are designed to promote bilingual proficiency 
among students. When used in this broader sense, 
bilingual education may entail instruction primarily 
through only one language. (Cummins 2003:5)

Taken together, the two quotes capture the two 
traditions of bilingual education in South Africa. 
Historically, the term bilingual education arose in 
response to the struggle for political control and 
economic power between Afrikaans and English 
more than a century ago. During the Union period 
(1910–1948), the dominant understanding of bilin-
gual education was dual-medium education, in which 
Afrikaans- and English-speaking white pupils were 
schooled in the same classes in order to promote not 
only bilingualism, but political reconciliation and 
social and cultural integration after the bitter Anglo-
Boer (South African) wars. The bilingual school (cf 
Malherbe 1943) was hugely successful in linguistic 

and pedagogic terms, but fell foul of the hegemonic 
aspirations of Afrikaans-speaking whites over their 
English-speaking compatriots. Well before 1948 the 
conservative Afrikaner class were able to give expres-
sion to their anti-English sentiment by phasing out 
dual-medium education in favour of parallel-stream 
(known as parallel-medium) and single-medium 
schools, a process that was accelerated under apart-
heid. Thus bilingual education defined in terms of 
the means through which educational goals were to 
be achieved –  two media of instruction – increas-
ingly made way for bilingual education understood 
in relation to the goal, namely of promoting bilingual 
competence amongst pupils. In effect, single-medium 
schools in which the second language was taught as a 
compulsory subject all the way through fell within the 
ambit of bilingual education. While this is arguably 
a weaker form of bilingual education than dual-me-
dium, most Afrikaans-speakers nevertheless learnt 
English to a fairly high level in this way, i.e. through 
the subject route. 

Meanwhile, in the first phase of Bantu Education 
(1955–1975), African-language speakers were given 
the poisoned chalice of MTE, followed by a particular-
ly disabling form of dual-medium education. Ironically, 
the prescription of MTE for all eight years of primary 
schooling may have benefited a whole generation of 
learners more than was intended by the architects of 
apartheid (cf Heugh 1995), and certainly more than 
succeeding generations who laboured under early-exit 
transitional (or early-transit) programmes. Nothing 
underlines more clearly the fact that apartheid-era lan-
guage struggles between Afrikaans and English were 
fought at the expense of Bantu-language speakers than 
the oppressive 50/50 ruling, in terms of which half the 
subjects at secondary school had to be in Afrikaans, 
and the other half in English. The fact that the 50/50 
ruling was not widely applied in black schools (NEPI 
1992:28) does nothing to contradict the fact that it 
was a corruption of the dual-medium principle, since 
neither of the two languages was a home language for 
learners. In purely technical terms the period of eight 
years’ MTE might qualify today as mother-tongue 
based bilingual (or multilingual) education under the 
broader goals definition.

Under Bantu Education Phase II (1976–1994), 
the three years following the 1976 Soweto revolt were 
marked by the termination of the use of Afrikaans 
as MoI amongst African-language speakers, the 
reduction of MTE to the first four grades, and the 
status-enhancement of English to the point where it 
became the sole (on paper) MoI from Std 2/Grade 
4. The fact that students were (consecutively) ex-
posed to two MoI technically makes this early-exit 
transitional model a candidate for the means defini-
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tion of bilingual education, albeit a weak variant 
of it. The mantel would be ill-fitting, however, as 
the officially bilingual apartheid state understood 
bilingual education to refer to the Afrikaans/English 
combination only. For African-language speakers 
all three languages remained compulsory as subjects 
practically all the way through schooling. Despite this 
design feature, the linguistic goal was not to promote 
advanced competence in two or more languages or to 
empower African-language speakers; on the contrary. 
Apartheid-capitalism’s segregationist project required 
a pool of cheap (black) labour with only a limited 
competence in the languages of power (Afrikaans 
and English); and African languages had no cultural 
capital in any case. Thus while appearing to qualify 
as bilingual education on both the means and goals 
definitions, Bantu Education Phase turns out to be 
compatible with neither. The example is interesting 
because it suggests that issues of definition in lan-
guage matters should be subject to larger sociology 
of language considerations. Put differently, language 
regimes and the power hierarchy of languages in 
society determine the parameters within which the 
technical aspects of language acquisition planning 
should be understood. 

The dichomotous pairing of ‘additive’ and ‘subtrac-
tive bilingualism’ entered the South African lexicon 
sometime in the early 1990s through the National 
Language Project, the National Education Policy 
Investigation (NEPI), and PRAESA. The terms, tak-
en from the work of North American and European 
researchers such as Lambert, Cummins, Skutnabb-
Kangas, Ramirez and others were tailor-made for 
local conditions despite the obvious differences in 
context6. This was because of the similarities in status 
between language minority groups in the political 
North, and the dominated position of black people 
and of Bantu languages in South Africa. Often used 
in conjunction with Cummins’ BICS/CALP distinc-
tion, ‘subtractive bilingualism’referred to schooling 
that neglected or prematurely abandoned learners’ 
mother-tongue or home language as LoLT, typically 
after only three or four years’ use7. Subtractive bilin-
gualism, also termed subtractive/transitional bilin-

6  The work of J. David Ramirez confirmed the value of 
Cummins’ concepts through the findings from a longitudi-
nal study into bilingual education in the USA (Ramirez et 
al. 1991). Ramirez’ visit to the NLP and PRAESA in 1993 
helped popularise the concepts in South Africa.

7  Despite its utility across a range of contexts, upon closer 
inspection the concept of subtractive bilingualism is 
somewhat oxymoronic, since ‘you can’t subtract what isn’t 
there’ (Terry Wiley, personal communication). Similarly, 
‘additive bilingualism’ is tautologous, since the attainment 
of (individual) bilingualism implies an a priori ‘additive’ 
process. For critiques of this adjacency pairing, see Wiley 
(1996) and Plüddemann (1997).

gualism by Heugh (1995), was associated with poor 
academic performance, low levels of bilingualism, and 
an assimilationist mindset that valorised English at 
the expense of African languages. The term offered 
language activists and analysts a powerful critique of 
the disastrous language policies of the crisis-riddled 
ex-DET and, subsequently, of straight-for-English 
(immersion or submersion8) schooling for African 
language-speakers in historically white and coloured 
schools. 

Additive bilingualism, its corollary, came to 
stand for the maintenance of the mother tongue as 
LoLT for a minimum of six years, either alone or 
alongside a second LoLT. Its orientation was towards 
advanced individual bilingualism, cognitive develop-
ment and social empowerment. On the face of it, 
additive bilingualism represented an achievable goal 
for schooling for African-language speakers: simply 
extend MTE up to the end of Grade 6 or 7 (and 
preferably beyond), as Afrikaans-speakers had done 
with Afrikaans. The term became a rallying cry for 
language activists, and lent coherence to a movement 
for a more liberatory language policy, to the extent 
that it was to become the cornerstone of the first 
post-apartheid language-in-education policy9. 

In the pre-1994 period of glasnost, a policy paper 
generated under the aegis of the ANC-aligned 
National Education Policy Investigation (NEPI) 
recommended a return to a strong form of bilingual 
education under the rubric of national additive 
bilingualism:

A strict definition of bilingual education requires 
that both the dominant (e.g. English) and the 
subordinated languages (e.g. the African languages) 
are used at some stage in the curriculum as media 
of instruction. The use and the development of 
the African languages as languages of education 
will help to avoid subtractive bilingualism for 
their mother-tongue speakers and will also help to 
enhance their status. (Luckett 1993:76)

This was a bold call, for as we have seen it went 
against the prevailing trend of a progressively reduced 
role for African languages in education (from 8 
years to 4 years), with pressure from some school 
communities for a straight-for-English option (see 
Heugh 1995). Luckett’s concern was for the em-
powerment of African-language speakers through 
a form of bilingual education that emphasized the 

8  The difference is that submersion characterises the 
complete absence of the MT from the school timetable, 
whereas immersion refers to the use of the MT as a subject 
only, often at second- or third-language level. These uses 
follow Thomas & Collier (1997).

9  It also lent its name to the Additive Bi-lingual Education 
(ABLE) project, an experimental dual-medium programme 
in a rural part of the Eastern Cape. See Koch et al 2009.
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means – two media of instruction – in order to ensure 
bilingual competence and the status enhancement of 
speakers. Under pressure from the ‘reality principle’ 
of the popular aspiration for English, NEPI diluted 
Luckett’s more radical multilingualism to various 
options that, ultimately, failed to challenge the 
hegemony of English. 

4. Policy support for (additive/
mother-tongue-based/HLb) 
bilingual education 
The first language-in-education policy (DoE 1997) 
of the democratic, officially multilingual South Africa 
was ‘conceived of as an integral and necessary aspect 
of the new government’s strategy of building a non-
racial nation in South Africa’. The LiEP has among 
its aims the pursuit of ‘the language policy most 
supportive of general conceptual growth amongst 
learners, and hence to establish additive multilingual-
ism as an approach to language in education’. The 
nation-building project was enabled by a political 
concession to the vocal pro-Afrikaans lobby, which 
insisted on the right to single-medium schools. As a 
result, these too had to be accommodated under the 
rubric of additive multilingualism (De Klerk 2002). 
While the principle was made explicit, the routes to 
attaining it were deliberately left open:

A wide spectrum of opinions exists as to the locally 
viable approaches towards multilingual education, 
ranging from arguments in favour of the cognitive 
benefits and cost-effectiveness of teaching through 
one medium (home language) and learning ad-
ditional language(s) as subjects, to those drawing on 
comparative international experience demonstrating 
that, under appropriate conditions, most learners 
benefit cognitively and emotionally from the type 
of structured bilingual education found in dual-me-
dium (also known as two-way immersion) pro-
grammes. Whichever route is followed, the underly-
ing principle is to maintain home language(s) while 
providing access to and the effective acquisition of 
additional language(s). Hence, the Department’s 
position that an additive approach to bilingual-
ism is to be seen as the normal orientation of our 
language-in-education policy. With regard to the 
delivery system, policy will progressively be guided 
by the results of comparative research, both locally 
and internationally.

Apart from some unstable terminology (‘additive 
multilingualism’, ‘an additive approach to bilingual-
ism’, ‘structured bilingual education’ and ‘multilingual 
education’ appear to be used interchangeably at times), 
the policy is quite clear about the primacy of the goals 
and its guiding principle. However, the fact that the 
LiEP indicates two of its preferred ‘delivery systems’ 
(single-medium MTE and structured dual-medium 

education) illustrates the interconnectedness of goals 
and means in definitions of bilingual education. It also 
suggests that Cummins’ (2003) distinction between 
means and goals definitions may need to be refined. 

The LiEP is perhaps best described as a symbolic 
rather than a material policy due to the absence of an 
implementation plan. This, combined with the fact 
that it is unenforceable due to its essentially voluntar-
ist character, means that its lack of realisation since 
1997 is hardly surprising. The endorsement of official 
multilingualism at a policy level continues to stand in 
contradiction to the oft-cited hegemony of English in 
the public sphere (cf. Alexander 2001). A ‘gridlock of 
collusion’10 exists between the ruling English-know-
ing elite and the English-seeking masses. Compared 
to the massive investment in human and material 
resources by the DoE in squeezing schooling into an 
outcomes-based mould, government commitment to 
the LiEP has been, at best, half-hearted11. The lack of 
political will in relation to the capacitation of school 
governing bodies, for instance (cf. Probyn et al. 2002), 
has found its counterpart in an often ill-considered 
flight from the mother tongue by African-language 
speakers in the quest for a quality English-medium 
education, in emulation of the elites. For the majority 
of speakers of African languages, this collusion has 
resulted in the most debilitating school language 
practices to date, namely limiting MTE to a mere 
three years before the premature transition to English 
as LoLT. It is tragic that the maximal use of  English 
– what Brock-Utne (2004), following Phillipson, calls 
the maximum exposure fallacy – is viewed by the ma-
jority of schools in the still impoverished townships 
as the best guarantee of educational success, economic 
security and social mobility. For it has the very op-
posite effect, as poor results in systemic evaluations 
in literacy and numeracy continue to show12. Unlike 
English-speakers and many Afrikaans-speakers, who 
experience MTE all the way through schooling, most 
speakers of African languages thus remain education-
ally disadvantaged. 

In addition to the LiEP, there is considerable policy 
support nationally and provincially for an additive or 
mother-tongue based or home-language based bilingual 
education approach. The Revised National Curriculum 
Statement (DoE 2002) goes some way to supporting 
the LiEP’s additive multilingualism, although not 
without some ambivalence. It recommends that

10  Alexander’s term, as cited in Plüddemann 2003
11  The DoE’s 2001 language-in-education policy imple-

mentation plan is a flawed document that was never 
implemented. 

12  See DoE 2005, for example, which identifies language as 
a major factor in Grade 6 learners’ performances in literacy 
and numeracy.
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the learner’s home language should be used for 
learning and teaching wherever possible. This is 
particularly important in the Foundation Phase 
where children learn to read and write. Where 
learners have to make a transition from their home 
language to an additional language as the language 
of learning and teaching, this should be carefully 
planned …

In 2008 the Department of Education announced 
that it was committed to a national mother-tongue 
education pilot project to Grade 613. Thus there is 
strong policy support for an additive- or mother-
tongue based or home-language based bilingual 
education at a national level. A similar orientation 
informs two provincial pilot projects, in the Western 
Cape and in the Eastern Cape, respectively. 

Mother-tongue-based bilingual education 
(MTbBE) is a key concept in the Language 
Transformation Plan (LTP) of the Western Cape 
Education Department (WCED 2006). The 
LTP seeks to enhance the status and use of home 
languages in education by, centrally, supporting 
schools to extend the use of isiXhosa for teach-
ing and learning (including assessment) through 
Grade 6. The plan, finalized in 2006, first launched 
in 2007 and revived in 2009, aims to support 16 
pilot schools to use the mother tongue for teaching 
up to at least the end of Grade 6, and also seeks to 
promote conversational trilingualism. In 2007/8 one 
teacher from each of the pilot schools was sponsored 
by the WCED to complete an adapted in-service 
qualification, the Advanced Certificate in Bilingual 
Education (ACE). The course was offered by the 
education faculty at the University of the Western 
Cape and PRAESA, and sought to model its mes-
sage by offering some teaching and assessment in 
isiXhosa (alongside English)14. It also attracted the 
interest of educational publishers, for whom the ex-
panding market in Xhosa-language textbooks across 
the curriculum offered an enticing prospect. Yet the 
LTP is in danger of losing momentum. The ACE 
has not been offered again as WCED sponsorship 
was not renewed, the LTP project manager resigned 
in December 2009 and the position was only filled 
several months down the line, and at least one senior 
official has publicly undermined the LTP. All is not 
lost, however, as literacy and numeracy results from 
some of the 16 pilot schools have improved, forcing 
government to acknowledge the value of a home-
language based (bilingual) education.

13  Address by Jenny Kinnear (DoE) at a national colloquium 
on mother tongue-based bilingual education, hosted by 
PRAESA at the University of Cape Town, 5–6 December 
2008

14  See Plüddemann, Nomlomo & Jabe (forthcoming edition 
of AlterNation) for an account of the ACE programme.

Prospects for additive- or mother-tongue based 
bilingual education in the Eastern Cape appear 
to be good. The Home-Language-based Bilingual 
Education project is an initiative of the provincial 
Department of Education, supported by the Additive 
Bi-Lingual Education (ABLE) project, PRAESA, 
the Pan South African Language Board, and the 
Eastern Cape Social and Economic Consultative 
Council. Recently relocated to the office of the 
Deputy Director-General under the aegis of the 
MEC for Education, the project is a potentially far-
reaching attempt at improving education in disad-
vantaged locales in what is a predominantly rural and 
Xhosa-speaking province. At present, most schools in 
the Eastern Cape switch to English after only three 
years of mother-tongue education. The lack of fit 
between the learner’s home language and the school’s 
language of teaching is by now widely recognised as a 
key factor in continued poor performances in Grade 6 
literacy and numeracy tests, and in the matric exams 
at the end of Grade 12. 

The overall aim of the Eastern Cape project is to 
demonstrate how the national language-in-educa-
tion policy (LiEP) of additive bilingual education 
can be realized in some pilot schools in the Eastern 
Cape, with a view to a subsequent roll-out across 
the province (ECDoE 2009). The project recognises 
that unless children’s home languages are used for 
teaching and learning for at least the first six grades, 
academic performance will suffer. At the same time, 
it acknowledges parental pressure for English. The 
concept of home-language-based bilingual education 
is meant to signal this dual awareness. Because it 
appears in national legislation such as the language-
in-education policy and the National Curriculum 
Statement, the term home language was preferred to 
mother tongue.

The pilot project is to involve seven Xhosa-domi-
nant primary schools that are spread geographically 
throughout the province. The schools will come 
from three mainly rural districts (Cradock, Qumbu, 
Cofimvaba) and one mainly urban district (East 
London). The Cradock school, Sosebenza Primary, 
has a head-start, as it has been supported by project 
ABLE in a similar programme since 2002 (see Koch 
et al 2009). The school is set to become a resource for 
the six new pilot schools. A starting date for full-on 
support to the schools has been agreed upon ( July 
2010), and there has been some progress towards 
the establishment of an HLbBE unit to support 
the process, with the Nelson Mandela Metropolitan 
University in Port Elizabeth emerging as the most 
likely host.
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5. Clarifying MTbBE 
5.1 South African uses
In South Africa today, a range of educationists, 
researchers and language activists associate their work 
with the concept of mother tongue-based bilingual 
education (MTbBE)15. The term was originally iden-
tified mainly with PRAESA, whose strategic peda-
gogical objective since 2001/2 has been ‘the establish-
ment of a mother-tongue-based bilingual education 
system. In this conception English, rather than any 
other important language, is taken to be the constant 
element in the equation’ (Alexander 2003:12). The 
central concern is that the education system should 
be based on learners’ mother tongues while providing 
access to English, the global lingua franca. In such a 
system, the MT features as the formative medium of 
education, preferably throughout schooling and even 
into tertiary education (ibid:27). 

Despite its importance and growing use, MTbBE 
as a concept remains surprisingly vague. While 
there is general agreement on the overall objective, 
the absence of clear definitions and a set of relevant 
models to illustrate the concept are causing unease 
and even confusion amongst school communities and 
service providers in the Western Cape. Part of the 
reason for this vagueness is the existence of contend-
ing definitions of MTbBE in the public realm. It 
may thus serve a useful purpose to unpack the term. 
However, given ‘the complexities of attempting to 
categorize bilingual education programmes in any 
rigid manner’ (Cummins 2003:5), it will be important 
not to become too dogmatic in the process of defin-
ing the terms.

We have already discussed the two contending 
definitions of bilingual education, above. A similar 
tendency can be seen in current understandings of 
MTbBE in South Africa. On the one hand, we have 
the goals-oriented definition, which allows for ‘a range 
of possible permutations: single-medium schools 
are acceptable, provided there is no exclusion on the 
basis of colour or religion. The proviso will be quality 
English teaching. In practice, most schools are likely 
to become dual- and parallel-medium institutions’ 
(Alexander 2005:9). Such an understanding of 
MTbBE establishes continuity with the inclusive 
spirit of the 1997 national language-in-education 
policy, and will reassure Afrikaans single-medium 
schools. However, positioning MTbBE as the succes-
sor term to additive multilingualism does not say how 
it differs from the more traditional modes of delivery 

15 See LEAPnews 21&22 (Plüddemann 2010) for a report on 
the national colloquium on mother tongue-based bilingual 
education, hosted by PRAESA in December 2008.

(single-, dual-, parallel-medium). While the mention 
of these modes illustrates that means and ends are 
closely linked, it does not clarify the ‘value-added’ 
element of MTbBE.

The means-oriented definition of MTbBE 
similarly does not provide a great deal of guidance. 
The Western Cape Education Department’s LTP 
mentions MTbBE only once, under the plan’s first 
transformation target, which is to ‘support use of MT 
as LoLT till the end of Grade 6, where practicable’. 
The formulation is as follows: 

… a learner’s mother-tongue should be actively sup-
ported in the classroom by the use of the mother-
tongue as the language of learning and teaching 
(LoLT), wherever practicable, at least until the end 
of Grade 6 in class groups of 40 (primary) learners. 
The ideal will be mother-tongue based bilingual 
education (MTbBE), which means that the mother 
tongue is used for learning and an additional 
language is gradually added and strengthened to the 
point where it could be the LoLT after a period of 
say six years. (WCED 2006)

The note of bureaucratic caution is unmistakeable. 
The crucial clause about strengthening the additional 
language is frustratingly cryptic, but does imply modes 
of delivery in which learners are exposed to two LoLTs 
during their primary schooling. The suggestion is that 
MTbBE involves introducing the additional language 
(read English) as a subject from day one. English is 
strengthened through incremental use as a supportive 
LoLT alongside the MT-LoLT, before it takes over as 
the sole LoLT from Grade 7. That is, the presumption 
is for a late-exit transitional bilingual programme with 
dual-medium features. But it does not say how this 
might be realised in practice. The formulation implies 
that another (non-MTbBE) route to the plan’s first 
transformation target exists, but does not spell out 
what this might be. Thus the WCED’s adoption of the 
means definition is too cryptic to help schools wishing 
to put MTbBE to work.

A pamphlet produced by PRAESA in support 
of the WCED’s language transformation plan in 
2007 provides a detailed rationale for MTbBE, but 
says little about the form(s) it might take. ‘Mother 
tongue-based bilingual education means learning in 
the mother tongue first and for as long as possible. 
Another language is added gradually and both lan-
guages get used for teaching and learning.’ And, ‘we 
speak of a mother tongue-based bilingual educational 
system in those cases where the mother tongue is not 
the only language of learning and teaching’ (WCED 
& PRAESA 2007).

The first statement is learner-centred and sug-
gests that MTbBE involves concurrent exposure to 
two LoLTs after an initial MT phase. To that extent 
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the formulation overlaps with the WCED version. 
But the PRAESA definition does not specify the 
minimum permissible duration of MT-as-LoLT; 
and there is no mention of a transition at the end of 
Grade 6. This implies that both late-exit transitional 
as well as structured dual-medium programmes (to 
the end of Grade 7) qualify as MTbBE. The refer-
ence to system introduces an institutional dimension, 
although this is not elaborated. What seems clear, 
though, is that single-medium schools are not in-
cluded, meaning that the formulation conforms to the 
means definition of MTbBE.

Thus current definitions of MTbBE, therefore, do 
not ‘speak with one voice’. It is ironic that the clearest, 
most detailed definition of MTbBE is no longer in 
circulation because it was overtaken by political events 
in the Western Cape and does not have official status. 
A report produced for/by the provincial education de-
partment glosses MTbBE as follows (WCED 2002):

Mother-tongue-based bilingual education (MTE) 
is, in the South African context, a more persuasive 
and more easily comprehensible rendering of the 
meaning of ‘additive multilingualism’. It includes 
the following definitional features:

a) using the mother-tongue (= home language(s) 
or L1) of the child/learner as a formative Lolt 
from Day 1 in Grade R or Grade 1 up to and 
including the last day of the school year in 
Grade 6;

b) introducing the first additional language (FAL) 
as a subject as soon as possible in the foundation 
phase, including Grade R;

c) assuming that a dual-medium approach is 
preferred by the parents or guardians, gradually 
using the FAL as a supportive Lolt as and when 
the children have adequate competence; and

d) ideally, using L1 + FAL as complementary Lolts 
at a 50:50 level by the end of Grade 6. Normally, 
however, other permutations of this dual-me-
dium model can be expected to prevail because 
of teachers’ limited language proficiency and 
subject knowledge as well as other constraints of 
a material or managerial nature.

Note:  In the context of the Western Cape, any 
reference to bilingualism and to a third language 
relates to Afrikaans, English and Xhosa and to 
combinations thereof.

MTbBE is clearly a more complex term than any of 
its predecessors, combining elements of a pedagogic or 
learner-oriented dimension (‘mother-tongue based’) 
with a term that carries a heavy signalling load (bilingual 
education). The extended definition is quite specific 
about the favoured language distribution model. 

Yet while the signifier is new, the signified is not. 

Stripped of its 21st century nomenclature, MTbBE 
(or the ideal version outlined in (c) and (d), above) 
is similar to the model adopted by the former Boer 
Republics almost a century previously. The latter 
made MTE compulsory for the duration of primary 
schooling (7 years) while introducing the second 
language as a subject and gradually and increasingly 
using it as a ‘subsidiary’ MoI, before deploying both 
MoIs on an equal footing in dual-medium classes in 
high school (cf Malherbe 1977:6). MTbBE is also 
similar in conception to the 90:10 dual-language 
immersion model in US bilingual education (cf 
Thomas & Collier 1997), which uses different ter-
minology to outline the same basic idea of scaffold-
ing the second language alongside the MT-LoLT. 
The difference is that MTbBE, in the WCED 2002 
conception is limited to the first six grades. There 
is no vision for a dual-medium arrangement, or 
for socio-cultural integration of different language 
groups in high school. One likely reason is the 
assumption that African-language-speaking parents 
would tolerate a maximum of six years’ MTbBE and 
insist on English as sole LoLT thereafter. A second 
reasons has to do with the design of the curriculum 
into three-year phases, the penultimate one of which 
(Grade 7–9) cuts across the current configuration of 
most primary schools (1–7). Whatever the reason, 
MTbBE in its WCED 2002 variant implies an 
exit for the MT as LoLT once the FAL is ready to 
function as LoLT, in this case at the end of Grade 
6. It is a late-exit transitional bilingual model, with 
distinctive dual-medium features.

However, the formulation is not without its own 
gaps. Following the presumption of parental prefer-
ence for dual-medium education in (c), the ideal 
version of this assumed preference is spelt out in (d), 
as if dual-medium (in one form or another) were the 
only option. But (d) does not address the possibility, 
implied in (c), that parental preference might not be 
for dual-medium, but for the continuation of single-
medium MTE to the end of Grade 6, provided the 
second language is known well enough by then for 
it to take over as LoLT. Such an abrupt, if delayed, 
exit of the MT as LoLT would amount to a late-exit 
transitional bilingual programme with single-medium 
features. Provided parents are satisfied that the quality 
of English teaching is good, they may well opt for such 
an approach – particularly if they are not convinced of 
the English competence of the other teachers. 

Whatever the gaps, the WCED’s 2002 definition 
of MTbBE appears to favour the late-exit model 
with scaffolded dual-medium features, rather than the 
variant with single-medium features. The amount of 
detail in the above definition would have helped of-
ficials, researchers and schools conceptualise MTbBE. 
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It is unfortunate, therefore, that it does not carry 
official sanction. 

Understanding the reasons for the current vague-
ness at the heart of MTbBE is a necessary condition 
for addressing it. Current definitions, whether of 
the goals- or the means-orientation, are not detailed 
enough to help schools and service providers concep-
tualise MTbBE. The call by a senior WCED official, 
made at the revival of the LTP in March 2009, for 
a common understanding of MTbBE models is 
therefore highly relevant16. 

5.2 International uses
In international appropriations of the term MTbBE, 
there is practically consensus on its goals and, to a 
lesser extent, on the means whereby these are to be 
realised. Together, the integration of goals and means 
definitions suggests a new synthesis. 

On the African continent, the term has found 
its way into the African Academy of Languages 
(ACALAN), the language agency of the African 
Union. One of ACALAN’s core projects, the 
Panafrican Master’s and PhD Project in African 
languages and Applied Linguistic (PAMAPAL), aims 
to build a core of language practitioners, linguists and 
educators to help intellectualise the African languages. 

In this regard, we are especially concerned about the 
facilitation and establishment of mother tongue-
based bi/multilingual educational systems on the 
continent. As in most other regions of the world, 
African culture in general and African languages in 
particular are also threatened by the current trend of 
globalisation, manifested in, among other phe-
nomena, the global hegemony of English. The role 
of African universities in this context is to ensure 
that the languages of the people are appropriately 
positioned in all domains of life. If African lan-
guages are to be strengthened in order to be one of 
the decisive features of the African renaissance and 
of the ‘African century’ (with all that this implies in 
social, economic and political terms), a dedicated, 
competent corps of language professionals has to be 
created and consolidated in the course of the next 
ten years, more or less. (ACALAN n.d.)

The slight alteration of the term to mother tongue-
based bi/multilingual educational systems is strongly 
reminiscent of Alexander’s caveat (quoted above) that 
‘bilingual’ is not to be taken too literally, as ‘the term 
implies multilingual systems’ (Alexander 2003:32). 
What is interesting about the above passage is that 
no definition is attempted. And it is about more than 
goals. MT-based bi/multilingual education is slated 
to be a key beneficiary of the intellectualisation of 

16  On 6 March 2009 Genevieve Koopman, WCED cur-
riculum director for Grades R–9, said that it was ‘important 
to reach a common understanding of mother-tongue based 
bilingual education models’.

African languages. The latter project is described as 
indispensable to a historic counter-hegemonic strat-
egy on the continent, under the aegis of the African 
renaissance, against the forces of globalisation and the 
hegemony of English. It is a quintessentially modern-
ist ‘grand narrative’ in terms of which the African 
renaissance and the ‘African century’ are positioned 
as the fulfilment of history. This goes beyond a mere 
goals-oriented definition of bilingual education. In 
effect, bilingual education has been elevated to the 
realm of the teleological. 

Other international uses of the term bi- or 
multilingual education/MTbBE have avoided 
teleology, without sacrificing a clear set of goals or a 
detailed description of means. Carol Benson, writing 
from within a global bilingual education perspective, 
acknowledges her debt to Alexander and PRAESA: 
‘[MTbBE] is being promoted by my South African 
colleagues to refer to bilingual schooling using 
traditionally marginalized indigenous languages along 
with official ones, differentiating such schooling from 
that using two elite languages such as French/English 
or Portuguese/English’ (Benson 2004:2). It is thus 
a clear example of the means definition of bilingual 
education (two LoLTs). 

The appropriation of MTbBE by Benson as well 
as by SIL has, in turn, been influential elsewhere.  The 
international charity Save the Children has adopted 
MTbBE as its language-in-education approach, 
which is explained as follows:

‘Mother tongue based bilingual education’ means 
starting with the learner’s knowledge and experi-
ences; providing the child with a foundation in 
their first language and building a second language 
on this. Oral, reading, writing and thinking skills 
are developed in the first language, while teach-
ing the second language as a subject. Exposure to 
the second language gradually increases, without 
sacrificing children’s literacy and cognition in the 
first language. Additional languages can be added in 
this way (termed mother tongue based multilingual 
education). (Save the Children (UK): c. 2007).

MTbBE in this definition is a learner-centred (rather 
than a system) term in which the emphasis falls on 
the formative role of the MT in cognitive-linguistic 
(including literacy) development. A sequential 
bilingualism gradually makes way for a simultaneous 
bilingualism via a phased dual-medium approach; 
tellingly, there is no reference to an exit moment for 
the MT, implying the undesirability of a transitional 
bilingual model. Interestingly, the addition of further 
languages is referred to as mother tongue based 
multilingual education, although it is not altogether 
clear whether this moniker applies only if and when 
the third language is used as a LoLT. If so, it would 
fit the current model of some of the (primary and 
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high combined) European schools, where pupils are 
exposed systematically to three media of instruction 
over the course of their schooling. But it is doubtful 
if the strong version of this approach (three MoI) has 
relevance elsewhere.

UNESCO’s Advocacy Kit for Promoting 
Multilingual Education: Including the Excluded 
(2007), written for Asia and the Pacific, is a com-
prehensive text consisting of a general orientation to 
language policy in the region, and separate booklets 
for policy makers, programme implementers, and 
community members, respectively. The Kit also rep-
resents a synthesis of the two traditions of bilingual 
education. 

The best way to overcome these challenges [of 
exclusion] is through ‘mother tongue-based 
multilingual education’ (MLE). In strong MLE 
programmes, learners from non-dominant language 
communities use their own language for learning in 
the early grades as they are also learning the official 
language as a subject. As the learners gain compe-
tence in speaking, reading and writing the national 
language, teachers begin using it for teaching. The 
best MLE programmes encourage learners to use 
both languages for communication and for learning 
throughout primary school. 

The above extract appears to conform to the means 
definition, whereby the form of MTbBE/MLE 
is spellt out. What is a little surprising, given the 
diversity of contexts referred to in the report (the 
whole of Asia and the Pacific), is the prescription 
that, in effect, an incremental dual-medium model 
on mother-tongue foundations should be followed. 
Interestingly, the document’s reference to ‘strong’ 
MLE programmes implies that there are weaker 
MLE versions. These are not elaborated, although 
the implication is they are programmes in which 
the learners’ own language is not used formatively in 
acquiring literacy, or not used long enough to effect a 
successful transfer of concepts to the second language. 

Elsewhere, however, the goals-orientation of 
UNESCO’s support for multilingual education is 
highlighted:  improving educational quality, pro-
moting social and gender equality, and enhancing 

intercultural communication through education. 
The mention of gender does not feature in any of 
the other definitions, and adds a new and inclusive 
dimension. The goals-orientation of the definition is 
deepened in the following extract:

In addition to educational and long-term financial 
benefits, MLE programmes serve a wider purpose. 
Government support for strong MLE programmes 
demonstrates to all citizens that minority languages, 
and those who speak the languages, are valued. 
MLE programmes that help learners to build a 
good ‘bridge’ between their home language and 
the official languages help to build national unity 
without forcing people to sacrifice their unique 
linguistic and cultural heritage. Experiences around 
the world have demonstrated that denying or 
suppressing people’s linguistic and cultural heritage 
has been a cause for division and strife. MLE sup-
ports unity through affirming diversity rather than 
instead of diversity. (UNESCO 2007 – Programme 
Implementers Booklet, p.26)

The references to citizenship, nation-building, and 
the support of unity through affirming diversity 
constitute, together with the aforementioned edu-
cational and financial benefits, a strong rationale for 
MTbBE/MLE.

Taken together, the UNESCO explanations of 
MTbBE/MLE suggest a new synthesis of means 
and goals definitions. The analysis of the problems 
(of inequality arising from exclusion and marginali-
sation of speakers of dominated languages) leads to 
the rationale for change in a specific context (social 
integration, citizenship, community and national 
cohesion, respect for linguistic and other human 
rights), which leads inelctuably to a particular form 
of intervention within specified parameters (MLE). 
The apparent prescription concerning the means 
is derived directly from an analysis of the situa-
tion, read against first principles that emphasise 
social justice: in contexts in which social minority 
languages are marginalised by powerful national 
languages, the optimal model is an incremental form 
of dual-medium education on mother-tongue or 
home-language foundations. 
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Part Two: Towards a Learner-centred Typology
The terms ‘Home Language’ and ‘Mother Tongue’ 
are glossed separately, when it would have been 
more useful to combine them in one definition 
that mentions both frequency of use in the home 
environment, and use as instrument of cognition 
and communication. Furthermore, the definition 
of Home Language as ‘[t]he language that is most 
spoken at home by a learner’ does not allow for 
more than one home language, and in so doing 
perpetuates the monolingual habitus. 

The definition of Language of Learning and 
Teaching (LOLT) as ‘a language medium through 
which learning and teaching including assess-
ment occurs’ is valid for dominant languages, i.e. 
English and Afrikaans. But it does not address 
the reality of Bantu-language contexts. The 
definition blithely assumes a linguistic unity of 
teaching-learning-assessment, i.e. it does not 
acknowledge that the language of assessment in 
most Bantu-language contexts is frequently not 
the language used for teaching, particularly from 
Grade 4 upwards. That is to say, it ignores what in 
the Eastern Cape and the Western Cape might 
be termed the OXWE (Oral Xhosa, Written 
English) phenomenon. 

The existing single/dual/parallel classification of 
schools by language medium does not cater for 
the majority of primary schools (i.e. ex-DET) in 
the country, most of which offer home-language 
(MT) education to the end of Grade 3 before 
(officially) switching to English as the LoLT. A 
ready alternative does exist, namely the inter-
nationally accepted term early-exit transitional 
bilingual education, which we will abbreviate as 
early-transit. 

The Dictionary lacks the concept of a language 
stream, a term useful for distinguishing between 
parallel classes separated by LoLT(s). The given 
definition of a Parallel Medium School as ‘[o]ne 
that offers two or more media of instruction in 
different classes in the same grade, for all grades 
of the school’ is unduly limiting, in two respects. 

1.

2.

3.

4.

This section examines the limitations of official 
terminology regarding language in schools in South 
Africa, before proposing a learner-centred typology 
and defining its key terms. Non-home-language 
based models are illustrated with the help of existing 
EMIS information. 

6. Limitations of current official 
definitions and typologies
The current EMIS databases do contain useful 
information about the language composition of a 
school’s learner population, and about the school’s 
language policy. Learners are listed per school 
by home language, by language of learning and 
teaching (LoLT), and by language subjects taken, 
per grade and/or per phase. EMIS also has infor-
mation about the schools’ language self-classifica-
tion in LoLT (language-medium) terms that were 
inherited from the apartheid era. These comprise 
single-medium, dual-medium and parallel-medi-
um of instruction. All this information is solicited 
from the schools themselves in annual returns. 

However, a Western Cape study into dual- and 
parallel-medium schools conducted in 200217 found 
that the EMIS database had three main shortcom-
ings: it had no appropriate term for schools that 
switch from one LoLT to another (i.e. ex-DET pri-
mary schools); it allowed for only one home language 
per learner; and in regard to dual-medium education, 
it failed to indicate that learners were exposed to two 
LoLTs. These shortcomings were indicative of an 
unfamiliarity with international research on bilingual 
education typologies, and of the critique of the 
monolingual habitus or collective mindset (Gogolin 
1997). 

The Department’s recent Dictionary of education 
concepts and terms represents an advance in some re-
spects, and several of the definitions will help schools 
make sense of the language issues. However, there are 
a few gaps and also some unduly limiting definitions. 
Only the most salient will be highlighted here. 

17  Plüddemann et al 2004
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It appears to refer only to single-LoLT streams 
and to exclude the possibility of two- or bi-LoLT 
streams. And it also excludes schools that may of-
fer parallel classes for some but not all grades, and 
schools that may have a combination of parallel-
stream and dual-medium features. In effect, it is a 
definition made only for stable bilingual schools, 
and does not accommodate schools in transition 
from one LoLT (combination) to another.

The definition of Dual Medium of Instruction as 
‘[t]he use of two media of instruction by a teacher 
in a lesson, switching from one medium to the 
other on a 50:50 percent basis’ is unduly limiting 
in two senses: (a) the concept of dual-medium 
is limited to synchronic time (one lesson at a 
time), i.e. there is no attempt to define a stream or 
school in dual-medium terms; (b) the definition is  
limited to one particular interpretation of dual-
medium education (the so-called 50:50 model), 
and excludes other dual-medium models with 
proven track records, such as ‘one day, one lan-
guage’ or ‘one subject, one language’ or scaffolded 
dual-medium (e.g. 90:10)18.  

Fundamentally, the inherited language clas-
sification of schools by LoLT does not factor 
in learners’ home languages – an indispensable 
ingredient in the language provision of a learner-
centred education that is in the interests of policy 
realisation. 

7. Towards a learner-centred 
typology
For the reasons outlined above, a new language typol-
ogy has become necessary. The proposed typology is 
based on the existing EMIS databases, and would 
require the DoE to obtain relatively little additional in-
formation from schools. At present arriving at a school 
language profile is somewhat laborious, and requires 
combining information from three different sources: 

the school’s LoLT(s),

learners by home language, and 

learners by LoLT. 

Using the existing measure of cross-tabulating figures, 
it is possible to work out how many learners per 
grade are being taught in their home language(s) in a 
particular school. But as yet we have no quick way of 
classifying the school in terms of the learner HL/
LoLT match. Such a classification is essential if we 

18  See Busch (2006) for an overview of dual-medium 
approaches, and Thomas & Collier (2002) for detailed 
descriptions of these and other bilingual models in the US 
context. 

5.

6.

•

•

•

want to monitor the extent of home-language based 
education in a context of increasing multilingual-
ity. A LoLT descriptor such as ‘parallel: Afrikaans/ 
English’, for instance, merely indicates the LoLT 
configuration, but does not reveal whether or not (or 
what proportion of ) learners are experiencing home-
language-based education. In several Western Cape 
schools, the English stream would be made up largely 
of Xhosa-speaking learners. Failure to describe such a 
school in ways that reflect the essential disadvantage 
suffered by African-language speaking learners 
will simply perpetuate existing inequalities and the 
‘bimodal distribution of achievement’ in reading and 
numeracy (Fleisch 2008). 

A number of key assumptions inform this typol-
ogy. The first is that typologies are both descriptive 
and (potentially) normative, reflecting not only ‘what 
is’ but also ‘what should be’. They classify not only 
according to existing frameworks, but in their terms 
of reference can also reflect a counter-hegemonic 
orientation. As Cummins says, ‘typologies can serve a 
useful purpose in highlighting major issues that need 
to be addressed in planning and implementing such 
programmes’ (2003:5). The second is that it is possible 
and desirable to ascertain learners’ home language(s) 
upon entry to school, without violating policy. The 
third is that it is necessary to redefine what a LoLT 
is, as there is no unanimity on the matter amongst 
schools which use an African language for teaching. 
Finally, despite its essentially voluntary character, the 
language-in-education policy that advocates additive 
bi-/multilingualism is set to be realised, particularly 
in the Cape Corridor and possibly further afield; the 
typology, it is hoped, would enable this process to 
be better supported. What is being proposed is a set of 
terms that, based largely on existing EMIS databases, 
would provide a more efficient way of identifying typical 
schools by taking into account the degree of match between 
learner home language (HL) and LoLT. 

Many language programme typologies of schools 
exist, and several have been put forward in the past 
two decades. Alternatives to the state’s classification 
of schools were developed by language activists as 
part of the struggle for national liberation in the 
latter years of apartheid. The pioneering work of 
the National Language Project from the mid-1980s 
and its offshoots looked beyond the exclusionary 
Afrikaans/English pairing toward a democratic 
society in which African languages would come 
into their own, multilingualism would empower 
people (Alexander 1995), English would be the 
initial linking language (see Alexander 1989), and 
education would be based on the mother tongue 
(Alexander 2006). It paved the way for typologies 
by NEPI (1992), which was closely aligned to the 
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African National Congress; by Heugh (1995); and 
more recently by Alidou et al. (2006:5), elaborated in 
Heugh 2006. 

The NEPI schema is comprehensive in that it 
covers all categories, not only those regarded as 
additive bilingual. It distinguishes between three 
broad types: those in which the main language 
of teaching is a non-indigenous language(s), viz. 
immersion, delayed immersion, and submersion; 
models in which the main LoT is an indigenous 
language, viz. learners’ home language or a lingua 
franca; and models that use both an indigenous 
and a non-indigenous language, such as gradual 
transition models, and more flexible multilingual 
models (1992:47–58). The latter two options 
contain the seeds of some of the bi-LoLT models 
proposed below.

Heugh’s (1995) typology of bi-/multilingual educa-
tional models links social policy, language-in-education 
policy, and educational outcomes, and distinguishes 
between additive and subtractive/transitional bilingual 
models within three orientations to language: language 
as a problem, as a right, and as a resource, respectively. 
It is a highly developed and theoretically coherent 
classification system, and has inspired the goals section 
of the definition of home-language based bilingual 
education (see section 10, below). 

The Alidou et al 2006 & Heugh 2006 typology 
identifies only ‘additive bilingual’ or ‘strong bilingual 
models’, namely (1) ‘home-language [mother-tongue 
education] throughout’ schooling, with good sec-
ond-language teaching (2) ‘additive bilingual educa-
tion’, meaning MTE with good second-language 
teaching to Grade 6 or 8, followed by dual-medium 
education, and (3) ‘very late-exit transition to L2’, 
meaning MTE with good second-language teaching 
to Grade 8, followed by second-language teach-
ing from Grade 9. Despite a minor terminological 
inconsistency –‘additive bilingual’ is used to refer to 
both the overarching category as well as to one of 
the three sub-categories within it – the classification 
forms a useful point of departure for our proposed 
typology. It should be noted, however, that all three 
additive bilingual models assume MTE (single-
medium) for the duration of primary schooling, 
with the additional language learnt as a subject; the 
difference in programme models takes effect only in 
secondary school. 

Together, these typologies thus form an indispens-
able backdrop to the present discussion. 

8. Proposed terms and typology
Many of the proposed typology’s key terms used are 
already in circulation; several have a long history. Any 
school consists of at least one stream, which is an 

administrative term to describe the LoLT arrange-
ment viewed longitudinally, i.e. across the totality 
of grades offered, without reference to learners by 
home language. Schools can have one stream or 
multiple streams. A single-stream school has only 
one language model, i.e. all learners who progress 
through the school from the entry year to the exit 
year would have experienced the same LoLT arrange-
ment. A parallel-stream school has two or more 
language models, for at least one grade of the school.  
A parallel cohort embarking on a new language 
model, typically from Grade 1 upwards, also defines 
a stream, even where the cohort has not yet reached 
the school’s exit year. Since a learner can experience 
single-medium and dual-medium education but 
cannot experience parallel media of instruction, the 
traditional term parallel-medium (education) be-
comes oxymoronic and is replaced by parallel-stream 
(school). A language model represents the overlay 
of a school’s (stream’s) LoLT arrangement and the 
language approach experienced by a cohort, i.e. the 
combination of LoLT and learner HL. We distin-
guish between home-language based and non-home-
language based models.

The school’s language approach is its ideologi-
cal commitment to the learner’s home language, 
measured by the duration of the use of the home 
language as a LoLT.  A home-language based 
(HLb) approach is an orientation that values the 
HL as the main vehicle for teaching and learning, 
either singly or (as the formative LoLT) alongside 
the FAL-LoLT. Given the multilinguality of many 
school populations, it is necessary to stipulate a 
cut-off point, in terms of learner proportions, for 
what qualifies as home-language based. Only schools 
in which at least 75% of learners in both the foundation 
phase and the intermediate phase are educated in their 
home language, and in which the HL-LoLT is used for 
at least 50% of curriculum time in Grades 1–6, qualify 
as home-language based. As a corollary, a nonHLb 
school is one that does not value the HL as the 
main vehicle for teaching and learning. A nonHLb 
school is one in which fewer than 75% of learners 
are educated in a home language in the FP or the 
IP, and/or where the proportion of curriculum time 
allocated to the HL-LoLT drops to below 50% at 
any point in Grades 1–6. In bi-LoLT models (see 
below), the HL-LoLT is contrasted with the FAL-
LoLT, which refers to the use of the first additional 
language (FAL) for teaching and learning, including 
assessment. In bi-LoLT models the FAL-LoLT is 
usually supportive of the formative HL-LoLT. 

In basic terms, we distinguish between eight 
models or categories of schools. Four HLb categories 
are mirrored by four nonHLb categories. 
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Approach Model/school type Full name Divides into 

Home-
Language 

based (HLb)

1. single_HLb (HLE) Single-medium_home-language based 2 models

2. dual_HLb Dual-medium_home-language based 9 models

3. late-transit Late-exit transitional bi-LoLT 9 models

4. parallel_HLb Parallel-stream_home-language based 6 models

Non  
Home-

Language 
based 

(nonHLb)

5. immersion Single-medium_non-home-language based n/a

6. dual_nonHLb Dual-medium_non-home-language based n/a

7. early-transit Early-exit transitional  bi-LoLT n/a

8. parallel_nonHLb Parallel-stream_non-home-language based n/a

Table 1: Abridged language typology of schools, incorporating both HLb and nonHLb schools

Categories 1–4 are home-language based (HLb), 
and therefore desirable in terms of the language-
in-education policy. They are single_HLb, late-
transit, dual_HLb, and parallel_HLb. Categories 
5–8 are nonHLb and not in keeping with the 
additive bi/multilingual spirit of the policy. They 
comprise immersion (single_nonHLb), dual_
nonHLb, early-transit, and parallel_nonHLb.The 
task for the education system is to enable schools 
(particularly those in categories 5–8) that want 
to change, to do so; and to raise awareness of the 
need for change amongst the unconscientised. 
The major challenge will be to support early-
transit schools into becoming late-transit schools. 
A secondary challenge relates to ameliorating the 
HL-LoLT mismatch in immersion and in paral-
lel_nonHLb schools. Beginning with reclassifying 
existing information, EMIS databases could play 
a more enabling role in the quest for language 
policy realisation in schools.

9. Non-Home-Language-based 
models
As indicated, the nonHLB approach is realised in 
immersion, dual_nonHLb, early-transit, and paral-
lel_nonHLb models. Each of these is briefly dis-
cussed and illustrated with the help of an example, 
below.

Immersion (cat. 5): single-medium_nonHLb 
school that has one and the same LoLT for all 
learners in all grades, and where the LoLT is 
the HL of fewer than 75% of learners in the 
Foundation and/or Intermediate Phases, and/or 
is used for less than 50% of curriculum time in 
Grades 1–6. If the HL is not taught as a subject, it 
becomes a submersion school.

English LoLT

Phase HL Afr
HL 

Eng
HL 

Xho
HL oth

% 
HLb

FP 7 25 262 29 7.7

IP 13 20 208 15 7.8

SP 2 8 79 3 8.7

Table 2. Single-medium_nonHLb school 
(School A, 2005)

Many straight-for-English schools that have under-
gone rapid demographic change qualify in this cat-
egory. Teachers often cannot speak the learners’ home 
languages. In an extreme case such as that of School 
A in Cape Town’s southern suburbs (Table 2), the 
degree of mismatch between learner HL and LoLT 
is almost total. This category also includes situations 
of linguistic complexity, as in Gauteng. Other schools 
are experiencing demographic change more slowly. 

Afrikaans LoLT
Phase HL Afr HL Xho HL oth % HLb

FP 74 23 1 75.5

IP 72 21 6 72.7

SP 37 8 1 80.4

Table 3.  Single-medium_nonHLb school 
(School B, 2007)

School B (Table 3), a formerly Afrikaans-only school, 
is now a borderline non-HLb school as a result of 
the enrolment of Xhosa-speaking learners and the 
school’s failure to provide HLb education for them. 
In 2007 just over 75% of learners in the Foundation 
Phase and just under 73% of Intermediate Phase 
learners experienced HLb education. Even though 
the proportion of learners experiencing HLb educa-
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tion exceeds 75% for the school as a whole, the 
typology’s learner-centred focus means the ques-
tion of whether the school is HLb or not has to be 
answered per phase. 

Early-transit (cat. 6): nonHLb single-stream school 
in which learners’ HL is used as a LoLT for fewer 
than the first six compulsory grades, before the switch 
to a non-HL LoLT, typically by Grade 4. The two 
LoLTs are thus used consecutively. In School C 
(Table 4), isiXhosa is replaced by English as LoLT at 
the start of the Intermediate Phase (IP). The majority 
of (ex-DET) primary schools in the country switch 
to English in Grade 4 (Wits-EPU 2009).

Phase
English isiXhosa % HL 

LoLTHL LoLT HL LoLT

FP 1 2 544 544 100.0

IP 5 504 509 11 3.1

SP 0 137 135 3 2.2

Table 4. Early-transit school (School C, 
2005)

Dual_nonHLb (cat. 7): nonHLb single-stream 
school in which learners in at least one class experi-
ence the curriculum through two concurrent LoLTs, 
but in which fewer than 75% of learners in the 
IP and FP are taught in their HL(s), and/or the 
HL-LoLT is used for less than 50% of curriculum 
time at any point in Grades 1–6. A few cases of 
this type of school are found on the Cape Flats in 
a situation of rapid language shift from Afrikaans 
to English, combined with the ‘English-seeking’ 
phenomenon mentioned earlier. Typically, a small 
Afrikaans single-medium school with one class 
per grade admits Grade 1 Xhosa-speaking children 
whose parents insist (in emulation of the elites, both 
black and white) on English-medium schooling 
because it is seen as the best (only) guarantee of 
a quality education. For fear of a drop in the roll, 
and the consequent threat of losing teaching posts, 
the school admits these English-seeking learners, 
who are absorbed into the Afrikaans mainstream. 
Teachers are forced to use some English in class, 
and if this codeswitching practice is accompanied 
by the availability of textbooks in English and the 
possibility of doing assessment in English, learners 
in those classes are in effect exposed to dual-me-
dium education by default. If the phenomenon 
repeats itself over the next 2–3 years and the number 
of Xhosa-speaking learners grows in relation to 
Afrikaans-speakers, the school’s Afrikaans-medium 
class in each successive grade is gradually replaced 
by a dual-medium class, which in turn is eventually 
replaced by an English-medium class. Once more 

than 25% of learners in the FP and/or the IP are 
not schooled in their HL, the school as a whole is 
defined as dual-medium_nonHLb. Being doubly 
immersed in two non-HL LoLTs represents the 
worst of both worlds for Xhosa-speaking learners, 
particularly if they are also denied access to their 
HL as subject (submersion). In our hypothetical 
example (Table 5), the school offers three different 
LoLT arrangements and has a quasi parallel-stream 
character. But because there is only one class per 
grade, it cannot be termed a parallel-stream school. 
Should an English-medium class be established 
alongside an Afrikaans- or dual-medium class in 
the same grade, the school would become a parallel-
stream institution (see below). 

Phase Learners by HL LoLT(s) % HLb

FP Afr/Eng 24, Xho 96 Eng 25%

IP
Afr 72, Afr/Eng 24, 
Xho 24

Afr&Eng 80%

SP Afr 36, Afr/Eng 4 Afr 90%

Table 5. Dual-medium_nonHLb school (hy-
pothetical example). Note that some learners 
have two home languages (Afr & Eng)

Parallel_nonHLb (cat. 8): nonHLb parallel-stream 
school that offers two or more language models in 
different classes in the same grade for at least one grade, 
provided that fewer than 75% of learners in the founda-
tion and/or intermediate phases in one or more of the 
streams experience a HL-based education, and/or where 
the HL-LoLT is used for less than 50% of curriculum 
time at any point in Grades 1–619. Typically, the Afrikaans 
stream would be HLb, while the English stream would 
frequently be nonHLb. In the Western Cape, the major-
ity of those enrolled in the English stream are very often 
speakers of isiXhosa or other African languages, as in the 
School D example (Table 6). 

Afr LoLT Eng LoLT

FP 98.0% HLb FP 5.3% HLb

IP 86.9% HLb IP 4.2% HLb
SP 100% HLb SP 5.8% HLb

Table 6. Parallel-stream_nonHLb school 
(School D, 2007). Learners by HL (Grades R–6, 
N = 668): Afrikaans 299; English 17; isiXhosa 
315; other 27

19  Some linguistically complex parallel-stream schools may 
need their own (sub-)category, for example those in which 
a small or new stream is non-HL-based but the proportion 
of learners receiving HLbE remains above 75% for the 
school as a whole. 



PRAESA – Occasional Papers No. 3222

Afrikaans
phase

English

HL LoLT % HLb HL LoLT % HLb

467 420 100 FP 205 268 76.5

479 404 100 IP 122 219 55.7

140 126 100 SP 24 44 54.5

Table 7. Parallel-stream_nonHLb school (School E, 2007). Learners by HL (Grades R–6, N = 
1311): Afrikaans 946; English 327; isiXhosa 193; other 7

Afr LoLT Eng LoLT Xho LoLT

FP 95% HLb FP 48% HLb FP 99% HLb

IP 95% HLb IP 30% HLb IP 33% HLb

SP 99% HLb SP 30% HLb SP

Table 8. Parallel-stream_nonHLb school 
(School F, 2009 – approximate figures). 
Note that isiXhosa is offered as LoLT from Grades 
1–4 only

The school thus has a single_HLb stream parallel to 
an immersion stream parallel to an early-transit (but 
aspirant late-transit) stream, a situation that can be 
represented as follows: 

single_HLb (Afr) // single_nonHLb (Eng) // early-
transit (Xho>Eng)   
where // denotes ‘parallel to’, and > denotes ‘early-
transit’ (as opposed to >> for ‘late-transit’)

It is an example of the type of new school that we can 
expect to see more of in the future. No-one said that 
matching multilinguality with multilingualism would 
be easy!

The School E example (Table 7) shows that the 
Afrikaans stream is entirely HLb but that in the 
English stream, only the FP is HLb. The IP is non-
HLb as a result of the school’s inability or unwilling-
ness to provide the growing number of Xhosa-speak-
ers with teaching in isiXhosa. 

The complex LoLT arrangement at the multilin-
gual School F (Table 8) reflects the social dynamics 
of language in a new township on the Cape Flats. 
The school, which is one of the WCED’s 16 pilot 
LTP schools, has three parallel streams, each with its 
own character. The Afrikaans stream in this work-
ing-class community is overwhelmingly HLb, tes-
timony to the strong identification with Afrikaans 
(Dyers 2008) and its established character as a 
LoLT. The English stream is multilingually com-
posed and nonHLb, with more than half of those 
enrolled in it having either Afrikaans or isiXhosa as 
a HL – testimony to the parental aspiration for an 
English-medium education. The isiXhosa stream is a 
mirror image of the Afrikaans stream at FP level. In 
the IP, however, only the Grade 4 class uses isiXhosa 
as a LoLT, largely due to the non-availability of 
textbooks and other learning resources in isiXhosa 
across the curriculum. 
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Part Three: HLBBE Models 
HLbBE is a form of schooling in which minimally 

75% of learners in both the foundation and inter-
mediate phases are taught and assessed in a home 
language for at least 50% of curriculum time in every 
grade up to at least the end of Grade 6, provided that 
a FAL is taught as a compulsory subject from the 
school’s entry year with a view to its probable use as 
a LoLT at some point in the learner’s school career. 
HLbBE comprises maintenance and late-transit 
models, in both single-stream and parallel-stream 
variants. The four basic HLbBE models are single-
medium_HLb, late-transit, dual-medium_HLb, and 
parallel-stream_HLb.

10.2 Designing models: factors to 
consider
In what follows the focus will be on the forms of 
HLbBE rather than on its goals, as the latter are en-
coded in the Constitution and other pieces of legisla-
tion, notably the language-in-education policy (DoE 
1997) and its provincial counterparts in the Western 
Cape and the Eastern Cape. Before launching into 
the HLb models, it is worth considering what factors 
should be considered in designing a viable model. A 
good HLb model will emerge from the socio-educa-
tional context in which the school community finds 
itself, and cannot be decided in a vacuum. Factors 
that will influence the school’s language policy 
include, amongst others

the linguistic market and the politics of language

learners’ home language(s) and language 
biographies

teachers’ language repertoires and subject 
competence

availability of textbooks and teachers’ guides in the 
relevant languages

departmental support – curriculum documents, 
circulars, record-keeping documents, workshops 
and courses etc – in the relevant languages

parents’ language attitudes

extent of the school leadership’s language 
awareness

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

The focus in this section is on HLbBE models that 
have been designed, rather than those that arise 
by default. This is because the linguistic and other 
goals of HLbBE are best realized through planned 
or structured models, rather than via ad hoc or 
unstructured ones that simply follow the path of least 
resistance. Nevertheless, in reality many schools find 
themselves in situations determined by factors largely 
outside their control, and are forced to come up with 
ad hoc models. These unstructured models are best 
viewed as a stage en route to structured or planned 
HLb models, and will be discussed only where 
relevant.

10. Overview of home-language 
based models
In line with local and international convention, a 
model takes its name from the language(s) used for 
teaching and assessment in the content subjects. See 
Table 10, overleaf.

10.1 HLbBE: a definition
The definition of home-language-based bilingual 
education (HLbBE) has a goals component and a 
forms component.

HLbBE has the socio-cultural goal of consolidat-
ing the core of the child’s identity; the linguistic 
goal of developing competence in a home language 
and at least one additional official language, both 
orally (bilingualism) and in writing (biliteracy), 
as well as conversational fluency in a third; the 
educational goal of laying the foundation for all 
other learning by developing competence to use 
two languages for learning; the civic goal of pro-
moting a multilingual citizenship in all learners, 
thereby contributing to the struggle against racism, 
ethnocentrism and xenophobia; the political goal 
of cultivating marginalised official languages, and 
thereby empowering their HL speakers; and the 
economic goal of achieving greater efficiency in the 
education system, in cost-benefit terms, and in 
enabling participation in, and the transformation 
of, linguistic markets.
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the weight of the school’s inherited or traditional 
language policy. 

It is only by considering all of these factors together 
that a viable model will emerge. The point about 
determining leaners’ home language(s) and language 
biographies as part of the school’s language policy 
process (Braam 2008) is taken up again in the conclu-
sion, below. 

10.3 The curriculum connection
The illustrative examples that follow use the new 
subject division and weekly time allocation as 
proposed for 2011 onwards by the Report of the 
Task Team for the Review of the Implementation 
of the National Curriculum Statement (Final Report, 
October 2009). 

Subject FP IP

Home Language 6 hrs 6 hrs

First Additional Language 5 hrs 5.5 hrs

Mathematics 5 hrs 6 hrs

General Studies: Creative 
Arts 2 hrs;  
Phys Ed 2 hrs;  
Health Ed 2 hrs (FP)/ 
Religious Ed 1 hr (IP)

6 hrs 5 hrs

Natural Science (incl. aspects 
of Technology)

– 2 hrs

Social Sciences – 2 hrs

Total hrs/week 22 hrs 26.5 hrs

Table 11: Proposed new subjects with 
weekly time allocations, according to the 
NCS Review Report

The Review proposes an increase from the cur-
rent three learning areas to four subjects in the 
Foundation Phase (FP, to Grade 3), with clear 
weekly time allocations (see Table 11). The heavy 
emphasis on English is reflected in the fact that the 
First Additional Language (FAL) is now a subject 

• unto itself, and is given almost as many hours as 
Home Language (HL) from the word go. In the 
Intermediate Phase (Grades 4–6), the number of 
subjects is reduced from eight to six so as to make 
the transition from the FP less problematic. Whether 
General Studies is indeed one subject with three 
components, or whether it will be treated as three 
separate subjects, remains to be seen.The language 
subjects have been included in the examples below in 
order to present a more holistic picture of language 
exposure, from a teaching-learning perspective. It 
is clearly in the interests of horizontally integrated 
teaching and learning that links are actively forged 
between language and content subjects.

There are 26 HLbBE models in total. Each of the 
26 is briefly explained and illustrated.  

11. Single_HLb
In principle there is only one single-medium_HLb 
model. In practice it may be useful to distinguish 
between traditional single-medium primary schools 
that go up to Grade 7, and those (combined) schools 
that go up to Grade 9. Single-medium schooling in 
Bantu languages to Grade 9 appears to be some years 
off, however, and has far-reaching systemic implica-
tions that cannot be dealt with here. 

HLE 1  (home-language education_type 1)

HLE 2  (home-language education_type 2)

Definition
A single-medium_HLb or HLE (home-language 
education) school uses one and the same LoLT for 
all learners in all grades of that school, provided 
that the LoLT is the HL of at least 75% of learners 
in both the Foundation and Intermediate Phases. 
We distinguish between two HLE types. HLE 
Type 1 is a single_HLb school in which a Bantu 
language is used as the only LoLT for all learn-
ers in every grade of the school. HLE Type 2 is a 
single_HLb school in which either Afrikaans or 
English is the only LoLT for all learners in every 
grade of the school. The reason for the distinction 
is that Type 1 schools will initially require higher 
levels of training and support, as Bantu languages 
have not been profiled and resourced to the same 
extent as Afrikaans and English. This need will 
make itself felt in courses for teachers, the sourcing 
of literature, textbooks, software, environmental 
print and other resources for learning in the 
relevant African language, and ongoing advocacy 
amongst parents (as there will be sceptics, even 
amongst school communities that commit to HLE 
type 1). 

•

•
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NS 2 hrs NS 2 hrs NS 2 hrs

SS 2 hrs SS 2 hrs SS 2 hrs

Figure 1: illustrative HLE model

Successful examples
Home-Language Education (HLE), otherwise 
known as mother-tongue education (MTE), is the 
most common form of education worldwide (except 
in sub-Saharan Africa due to colonisation), and has 
stood the test of time. In South Africa successful 
examples are Afrikaans single-medium institutions 
in which all or almost all learners speak Afrikaans at 
home, and some English-medium schools in which 
the vast majority of learners have English as a home 
language. Such schooling has produced generations of 
bilingual South Africans. MTE for African-language 
speaking primary schoolers in the first phase of Bantu 
Education (1953–1975), while based on a sound 
pedagogical principle, cannot be said to be a success-
ful example – because of the political baggage and 
inferior resourcing associated with it. 

Requirements
As the example of Afrikaans-medium schooling has 
shown, HLE requires first and foremost a positive 
attitude from the grassroots towards the maintenance of 
the HL as well as a belief in the economic value of being 
highly literate in the language. Technically, HLE requires

teachers who are proficient and literate in the 
language 

textbooks, other LTSMs and teachers’ guides in 
the language

curriculum and other departmental documents 

•

•

•

that help teachers keep records and understand 
policy, in the language

assessment exemplars, tests and exams (internal 
and external)  in the language

teacher training and support in the language, etc.

In view of the prominence and status of English to-
day, the teacher of English (as a FAL subject) would 
preferably be a recognized ESL specialist.

Even amongst largely unilingual Bantu-language 
speaking school communities today, HLE is probably 
not a viable option at present. The main reason is that 
languages such as isiXhosa and Sesotho lack ‘clout’ 
politically and economically and in higher education, 
making the choice of HLE an unattractive option for 
parents. Even if quality textbooks were available in 
the relevant languages up to Grade 7, thereby remov-
ing a major obstacle to the implementation of HLE, 
parents are likely to insist on at least some LoLT-use 
of English in the later primary years. 

Pros and cons
If properly supported, single-HLb has a major 
advantage over the current early-transit model. It 
would stand a good chance of promoting cognitive 
linguistic growth in the largest number of pupils 
by immediately removing a key barrier to learning. 
However, there would currently be little or no support 
from provincial education departments, the publish-
ing industry, or parents for a move to extend HLE 

•

•
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to Grade 7 with immediate effect (2011). However, 
should versions of late-transit models be shown to 
be successful in the next 2–3 years, this could create 
a favourable climate for the extension of the HL as 
LoLT to Grade 7 or even Grade 9 – but probably in a 
dual-medium combination with English, rather than 
as single_HLb, given the dominance of English at 
secondary school level and beyond.

12. Bi-LoLT models: late-transit 
& dual-medium
Single-stream HLb models in which learners are 
exposed to two LoLTs, whether consecutively and/or 
concurrently, are referred to collectively as bi-LoLT 
models. Bi-LoLT models are found in the main-
tenance and the transitional_HLb categories, and 
comprise dual_HLb and late-transit models. The 
term bi-LoLT is preferred to bilingual, as ‘bilingual’ 
also includes single-medium (or single-LoLT) 
models designed to promote high levels of bilingual-
ism, as discussed above. In bi-LoLT models learners 
experience some or all of their primary education 
through the medium of two LoLTs, provided that 
the HL-LoLT (of at least 75% of learners) is used 
through Grade 6. 

A dual_HLb school (cat. 2) is a single-stream 
HLb model in which learners are exposed to the 
concurrent20 use of two LoLTs for at least the 
school’s exit year (in most cases Grade 7), usually 
after an initial HL stage. In structured dual-medium 
models, the (formative) LoLT is the HL of at least 
75% of learners in both the FP and the IP, and the 
HL-LoLT is used for no less than 50% of curricu-
lum time through Grade 6. There is thus no exit of 
the HL-LoLT. Various sub-types of dual_HLb exist, 
depending on when the FAL-LoLT is introduced 
(year of onset), to what extent it is first introduced 
(abruptly or incrementally), and how it is used 
alongside the HL-LoLT (LoLT allocation principle, 
i.e. by LoLT separation, by LoLT integration, or by 
a mixed approach).

In unstructured dual-medium_HLb models, 
dual-medium classes often represent an improvisa-
tion rather than a principle. Unstructured dual-me-
dium classes typically occur in situations of bi- or 
multilinguality where the small numbers of learners 
from either or both home-language backgrounds 
do not warrant separate classes in the same grade, 
or where a few parents insist on immersion in a 
LoLT that is not yet offered separately. Learners 
are exposed to the use of two LoLTs, but the goal 

20  Concurrent here is taken to mean in the same year/grade, 
not necessarily in the same class or subject. 

of this sub-type is not necessarily biliteracy across 
the curriculum, as the arrangement is often, at best, 
a compromise on MTE (HLE). In well-resourced 
contexts learners have textbooks written in their 
home language, and are expected to take notes and 
do assessment tasks in their HL, while teachers 
improvise with various codeswitching strategies, 
usually without any prior training and with very 
little classroom support. In situations of severe 
‘language mismatch’, a few learners may be ‘sub-
merged’ in the FAL-LoLT without any recourse 
to their HL. Where the proportion of learners 
‘submerged’ in this way is less than 25% in the FP 
or the IP, the school remains dual_HLb.

A late-transit (cat. 3) school is a single-stream 
HLb model in which the HL of at least 75% of 
learners is used as a (formative) LoLT through21 
Grade 6, before being discontinued as LoLT from 
Grade 7 in favour of the FAL-LoLT. Various sub-
types of late-transit_HLb exist, depending on when 
the FAL-LoLT is introduced (year of onset), to what 
extent it is first introduced (abruptly or incremen-
tally), and how it is used alongside the HL-LoLT 
(LoLT allocation principle, i.e. by LoLT separation, 
by LoLT integration, or by a mixed approach).

Because they differ only in the duration of the 
HL-LoLT, dual-medium and late-transit models will 
initially be grouped together under more meaningful 
headings than model type. The basic distinction here 
is between abrupt/50:50 models and gradual/incre-
mental models.

A brief explanation of the pairing of formative 
and supportive LoLTs is relevant here22. A forma-
tive LoLT is one in which concepts, content and 
skills are taught and learnt initially, i.e. formed in 
the learner’s mind, usually via the home language. 
The formative LoLT is thus the primary vehicle for 
cognitive/academic linguistic growth. It is usually 
given more curriculum time than the supportive 
LoLT, particularly in the initial years of a bi-LoLT 
programme.The supportive LoLT is usually the 
FAL, which initially functions to illustrate or 
provide examples of the concepts, content or skills 
learnt through the HL, and is gradually strength-
ened to become the formative LoLT in bi-LoLT 
programmes. The terms formative and supportive 
LoLTs apply particularly to integrated bilingual 
learning, but can also be used in LoLT separation 
models.

At level 8 the bi-LoLT models are divided 
according to LoLT allocation, the pedagogic 
principle by which the roles and functions of 

21  As in bilingual education in the USA, ‘through Grade 6’ is 
taken to mean ‘up to and including Grade 6’. 

22  See also Gough’s (1994) use of these terms
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LoLTs in bi-LoLT models are allocated. There 
are three ways of allocating LoLTs: by LoLT 
separation, by LoLT integration, and by a com-
bination of the two, i.e. a mixed approach. LoLT 
separation23 is when different LoLTs are used 
for different subjects (or themes or components 
within the same subject), or by different teach-
ers, or at different times within the same grade. 
The two LoLTs are not used in the same lesson; 
codeswitching is therefore avoided. For present 
purposes the focus will be on LoLT separation 
by subject matter only. 

In LoLT integration the two LoLTs are used 
in the same lesson, although not necessarily in 
equal proportions or for the same functions. 
Codeswitching and codemixing are permitted, 
provided that both languages are used systemati-
cally for teaching, learning and assessment and 
undue repetition is avoided. This implies that 
both LoLTs are used orally and in writing in 
LoLT-integrated subjects. Two important prac-
tices in LoLT integration are (i) that all forms 
of assessment (in content subjects) are made 
available bilingually, and (ii) that assessment tasks 
can be answered in either LoLT, and/or using 
codemixing and codeswitching.

Accordingly, LoLT separation & integration 
combined represents a mixed LoLT allocation 
approach in bi-LoLT models that recognises the 
complexity of many bi/multilingual contexts and the 
existence of code-mixed varieties. The model suggests 
that some subjects are best taught monolingually 
and others bilingually, while yet others may undergo 
a LoLT change over time as learners become more 
proficient in the FAL-LoLT.

23  See Baker 2001:273ff for a discussion of language separation.

12.1 Abrupt/50:50 bi-LoLT models
Abrupt/50:50 bi-LoLT models involve the full-on 
or maximal use of the FAL-LoLT from its introduc-
tion or grade of onset, as an equal partner alongside 
the HL-LoLT, or as sole LoLT from Grade 7 in the 
case of some late-transit variants. 

Once introduced, there is no proportionate increase 
in use of the FAL-LoLT. Abrupt/50:50 bi-LoLT 
models differ from each other in relation to FAL-
LoLT starting point, duration of HL-LoLT use, and/
or principle of LoLT allocation. Where the HL-LoLT 
is continued to the school’s exit year, it is a dual-me-
dium model; discontinuation of the HL-LoLT at the 
end of Grade 6 results in a late-transit model. 

12.1.1 Abrupt_initial_separation: late-
transit-1 & dual-1

Abrupt_initial_separation bi-LoLT models involve 
the sudden and full-on (50:50) use of the FAL- LoLT 
from Grade 1 alongside the HL-LoLT, with subjects 
separated by LoLT (one subject, one LoLT). Once 
introduced, there is no proportionate increase in use 
of the FAL-LoLT, use of which does not exceed 
50% of curriculum time during its partnership with 
the HL-LoLT. Where the HL-LoLT is continued 
to the school’s exit year, it is a dual-medium model; 
discontinuation of the HL-LoLT at the end of Grade 
6 results in a late-transit model. We thus have:

Late-transit-1 (abrupt_initial_separation)

Dual-1 (abrupt_initial_separation)

In the illustrative examples of the late-transit-1 
(Figure 2) and dual-1 (Figure 3) models, LoLT 
separation is on a 50:50 basis for each of the first six 
grades and to the school’s exit year, respectively. Two 
subjects are taught through the HL-LoLT (Maths, 

•

•

FAL-LoLT
LoLT  
allocation  principle

HL-LoLT use Model
Manner of onset Year of onset

ABRUPT/  
50:50

Initial 

Separation
Gr 1–6 
through exit year

Late-transit-1 
Dual-medium-1

Integration
Gr 1–6 
through exit year

Late-transit-2 
Dual-medium-2

Mixed
Gr 1–6  
through exit year

Late-transit-3 
Dual-medium-3

Delayed

Separation
Gr 1–6 
through exit year

Late-transit-4 
Dual-medium-4

Integration
Gr 1–6 
through exit year

Late-transit-5 
Dual-medium-5

Table 12: Overview of abrupt/50:50 bi-LoLT models
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Social Science) and the other two through the FAL-
LoLT (General Studies, Natural Science). It should 
be noted that each 50% refers to curriculum time, 
not to the number of content subjects – a relevant 
consideration where some subjects are allocated more 
hours per week than others. In practice, other permu-
tations of the abrupt_separation model might apply, 
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Figure 2: illustrative example of a late-transit-1 model (abrupt_initial_separation)
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Figure 3: Illustrative example of a dual-1 model (abrupt_initial_separation)(abrupt_initial_separation)

for example if only one or two of the three General 
Studies components are taught in English. 

Textbooks would have to be in the respective 
LoLT for all learners. Assessment tasks and assign-
ments would be set unilingually, in the respective 
LoLT, and learners would be expected to answer 
unilingually. The approach has the advantage that 

  Late-transit-1 Subject Dual-1

Gr 1–6 All textbooks in HL
Mathematics

Gr 1–7 All textbooks in HL

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 1–7 All textbooks in FAL General Studies Gr 1–7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 4–7 All textbooks in FAL Natural Science Gr 4–7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 4–6 All textbooks in HL
Social Science

Gr 4–7 All textbooks in HL

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Table 13: Textbook requirements for above examples of late-transit-1 and dual-1, 
respectively 
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not all teachers of content subjects would need to 
be bilingual and biliterate. The risk is that the strict 
separation of LoLTs may be unimplementable, as 
the majority of learners in working-class areas would 
be unable to cope with subjects taught and assessed 
entirely in English, particularly in the early grades.

12.1.2 Abrupt_initial_integration: late-
transit-2 & dual-2

Abrupt_initial_integration bi-LoLT models are those 
in which all content subjects are taught bilingually, 
i.e. from Grades 1–6 in the case of late-transit-2, and 
through to the school’s exit year in the case of dual-2. 
There is no proportionate increase in the FAL-LoLT. 
In both models the HL is generally the formative 
LoLT and the FAL is the supportive LoLT, although 
the roles may be reversed in some subjects in the later 
years. We thus have:

Late-transit-2 (abrupt_initial_integration)

Dual-2 (abrupt_initial_integration)

In the illustrative examples of abrupt_initial_integra-
tion models (Figures 4&5), all subjects are taught 
bilingually – through Grade 6 in the late-transit 
variant, and through Grade 7 in the dual-medium 
variant. What could not be reflected in the Table is 
that in Grade 1–3 the HL-LoLT would be strongly 
formative, with the FAL only weakly supportive. In 
Grade 4–6, the FAL-LoLT would be used to support 
learning increasingly, with a view to taking over as 
sole LoLT in Grade 7 (late-transit-2) or becom-
ing the formative LoLT in one or other subject in 
Grade 7 (dual-2). While the concept of LoLT is not 
extended to the language subjects, a LoLT integration 
model might, in contexts where English is more like 
a foreign language, benefit from the bilingual teach-
ing and learning of the FAL itself, particularly in the 

•

•
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Figure 4: Illustrative example of late-transit-2 model (abrupt_initial_integration)(abrupt_initial_integration)

Figure 5: Illustrative example of dual-2 model (abrupt_initial_integration)(abrupt_initial_integration)
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early years. Only the HL subject is taught monolin-
gually throughout.

All textbooks in bilingual subjects to be shared 
by learners in ‘study buddy’ pairs to ensure each 
learner has access to both versions of the textbook; 
or all textbooks in bilingual subjects to be in the 
HL, while the teacher has access to both language 
versions and provides bilingual glossaries and ex-
planations of key terms (bilingual concept literacy)

In the bilingual subjects, assessment tasks and 
assignments would be set bilingually, and learners 
would have the right to answer in either language 
or in a mix of languages.

The approach has the advantage of being more 
‘natural’ in that the bilingual integrated mode will 
be familiar to most teachers and learners in the 
oral domain, and codeswitching/mixing codemix-

•

•

•

ing is common. Extending it into writing and 
assessment will help teachers to systematise its 
use, thereby maximising its potential as a learning 
resource.

There are two risks. The first is that teachers will 
not be able to monitor their classroom language 
use and will heel over to whichever language 
they feel more comfortable with, or  which car-
ries more clout (probably English), thereby risk-
ing a continuation of the status quo (and poor 
learner performance) and compromising the 
model. The second is that the sharing of text-
books might not work out, particularly when it 
comes to taking them home; it requires a high 
degree of co-operation and commitment from 
the ‘study buddies’ – not just in one subject, but 
in all of them.

•

Late-transit-2 Subject Dual-2

Gr 1–6 Half in HL, half in FAL* or all 
textbooks in HL**

Mathematics Gr 1–7 Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 1–6 Half in HL, half in FAL* 
or all textbooks in HL**

General Studies Gr 1–7 Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 4–6 Half in HL, half in FAL*or all 
textbooks in HL**

Natural Science Gr 4–7 Half in HL, half in FAL* 
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 4–6 Half in HL, half in FAL* 
or all textbooks in HL**

Social Science Gr 4–7 Half in HL, half in FAL* 
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

* learners to pair off as ‘study buddies’ to ensure access to both language versions of the textbook
** teacher to have both language versions and provide bilingual glossaries and explanations of key terms

Table 14: Textbook requirements for above examples of late-transit-2 and dual-2, 
respectively 
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Figure 6: Illustrative example of late-transit-3 model (abrupt_initial_mixed) (abrupt_initial_mixed)(abrupt_initial_mixed)
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12.1.3  Abrupt_initial_mixed: late-
transit-3 & dual-3

Abrupt_initial_mixed bi-LoLT models are those 
in which some content subjects are consistently 
taught monolingually from Grade 1 and others are 
consistently taught bilingually from Grade 1. There is 
thus no change in the proportionate use of the FAL-
LoLT through Grade 6 (late-transit-3) and through 
the school’s exit year (dual-3), respectively. In both 
models the HL is generally the formative LoLT and 
the FAL is the supportive LoLT, although the roles 
may be reversed in some subjects in the later years. 
We thus have:

Late-transit-3 (abrupt_initial_mixed)

Dual-3 (abrupt_initial_mixed)

In the illustrative examples of abrupt_initial_mixed 
models (Figures 6 and 7), some subjects are taught 

•

•
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Figure 7: Illustrative example of dual-3 model (abrupt_initial_mixed)

monolingually, i.e. they follow the principle of LoLT 
separation, while others are taught bilingually (LoLT 
integration). Social Science and two of the three 
strands of General Studies (Health, religious & moral 
education; Creative Arts) are taught in the HL-
LoLT, while the third strand (Physical Education) is 
taught in the FAL-LoLT – through Grade 6 (late-
transit-3) and through the school’s exit year (dual-3), 
respectively. The two bilingually-taught subjects are 
Maths and Natural Science, in which the HL is 
formative while the FAL is supportive. The above 
model lends itself to much variation, depending on 
local conditions.

All textbooks in bilingual subjects to be shared 
by learners in ‘study buddy’ pairs to ensure each 
learner has access to both versions of the textbook; 
or all textbooks in bilingual subjects to be in the 
HL, while the teacher has access to both language 

•

  Late-transit-3 Subject Dual-3

Gr 1–6 Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Mathematics Gr 1–7 Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 1–6 Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

General Studies Gr 1–7 Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 4–6 Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Natural Science Gr 4–7 Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 4–6 All textbooks in HL Social Science Gr 4–7 All textbooks in HL
Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

*  learners to pair off as ‘study buddies’ to ensure access to both language versions of the textbook
**  teacher to have both language versions and provide bilingual glossaries and explanations of key terms

Table 15: Textbook requirements for above examples of late-transit-3 and dual-3, 
respectively 
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versions and provides bilingual glossaries and 
explanations of key terms (bilingual concept 
literacy).

In the bilingual subjects, assessment tasks and 
assignments would be set bilingually, and learners 
would have the right to answer in either language 
or in a mix of languages. In the unilingual sub-
jects, assessment would be unilingual.

The approach has the advantage of being more 
‘natural’ in that the bilingual integrated mode 
will be familiar to most teachers and learners 
in the oral domain, and codeswitching/ mix-
ing is common. Extending it into writing and 
assessment will help teachers to systematise 
its use, thereby maximising its potential as a 
learning resource. A second advantage is that 
the English-only approach in the most physical 
and linguistically least demanding component 
of General Studies will encourage rapid acquisi-
tion of English.

There are three risks. The first is that teachers 
will not be able to monitor their classroom 
language use in the bilingual integrated subjects 
and will heel over to whichever language they 
feel more comfortable with, or carries more 
clout (probably English), thereby risking a 
continuation of the status quo (and poor learner 
performance) and compromising the model. 
The second is that the model may be confusing 
to administer and support (from the outside), 
as it is complex. The third is that the sharing of 
textbooks might not work out, particularly when 
it comes to taking them home; it requires a high 
degree of co-operation and commitment from 

•

•

•

the ‘study buddies’ – not just in one subject, but 
in most of them.

12.1.4 Abrupt_delayed_separation

Abrupt_delayed_separation bi-LoLT models 
involve the delayed full-on (50:50) use of the 
FAL- LoLT from Grade 4 or later alongside the 
HL-LoLT, with subjects separated by LoLT (one 
subject, one language). Once introduced, there is 
no proportionate increase in use of the FAL-LoLT, 
use of which does not exceed 50% of curriculum 
time during its partnership with the HL-LoLT. 
Where the HL-LoLT is continued to the school’s 
exit year, it becomes a dual-medium model; dis-
continuation of the HL-LoLT at the end of Grade 
6 results in a late-transit model. There are two 
variants of each, depending on the year of onset of 
the FAL-LoLT. In the delayed variant (4a), onset 
of the FAL-LoLT is postponed to Grade 4; in the 
very delayed variant (4b), the use of the FAL-LoLT 
is postponed to the school’s exit year (Grade 7 in 
most cases). We thus have:

Late-transit-4 (abrupt_delayed_separation)

Dual-4 (abrupt_delayed_separation)

In the illustrative examples of the delayed 50:50 model 
(4a – see Figures 8&9), two subjects are taught in 
the HL-LoLT throughout (Maths, Social Science), 
General Studies is taught first through the HL and 
then (from Grade 4) through the FAL, and NS is 
taught in the FAL. In the late-transit variant, the 
FAL-LoLT takes over completely from the HL-LoLT 
in the school’s exit year (Grade 7). In the dual variant, 
the 50:50 LoLT allocation continues into Grade 7. 

•

•
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Figure 8: Illustrative example of a late-transit-4a model (LoLT separation from Grade 4)
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  Late-transit-4a Subject Dual-4a

Gr 1–6 All textbooks in HL Mathematics Gr 1–7 All textbooks in HL

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 1–3 All textbooks in HL General Studies Gr 1–3 All textbooks in HL

Gr 4–7 All textbooks in FAL Gr 4–7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 4–7 All textbooks in FAL Natural Science Gr 4–7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 4–6 All textbooks in HL Social Science Gr 4–7 All textbooks in HL

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Table 16: Textbook requirements for above examples of late-transit-4a and dual-4b, 
respectively 

The approach has the advantage that not all teach-
ers of content subjects would need to be bilingual 
and biliterate. 

The risk is that the strict separation of LoLTs 
may be unenforceable, as the majority of learn-

•

•
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Figure 9: Illustrative example of a dual-4a model (LoLT separation from Grade 4)

Textbooks would have to be in the respective 
LoLT for all learners. 

Assessment tasks and assignments would be set 
unilingually, in the respective LoLT, and learners 
would be expected to answer unilingually. 

•

•
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Figure 10: Illustrative example of a late-transit-4b model (LoLT separation from Grade 7)
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ers in working-class areas would be unable to 
cope with Natural Science taught and assessed 
entirely in English from Grade 4.

In the illustrative examples of the very delayed 50:50 
model (4b), use of the FAL-LoLT begins in the 
school’s exit year (Grade 7). The late-transit-4b 
variant (Figure 10) has single-medium features in the 
sense that the HL is the sole LoLT through Grade 6.  
In the dual-4b variant (Figure 11), use of the FAL-
LoLT is limited to half the curriculum time from 
Grade 7. It should be noted that each 50% refers 
to curriculum time, not to the number of content 
subjects – a relevant consideration where some sub-
jects are allocated more hours per week than others. 
In practice, other permutations of the model might 
apply, for example in the choice of LoLT allocation to 
particular subjects.
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Figure 11: Illustrative example of a dual-4b model (LoLT separation from Grade 7)

  Late-transit-4b Subject Dual-4b

Gr 1–6 All textbooks in HL Mathematics Gr 1–7 All textbooks in HL

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 1–6 All textbooks in HL General Studies Gr 1–6 All textbooks in HL

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 4–6 All textbooks in HL Natural Science Gr 4–6 All textbooks in HL

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 4–6 All textbooks in HL Social Science Gr 4–7 All textbooks in HL

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Table 17: Textbook requirements for above examples of late-transit-4b and dual-4b, 
respectively

Textbooks would have to be in the respective 
LoLT for all learners. 

Assessment tasks and assignments would 
be set unilingually, in the respective LoLT, 
and learners would be expected to answer 
unilingually. 

The approach has the advantage that not all 
teachers of content subjects would need to be 
bilingual and biliterate, and that the delay in the 
introduction of English as LoLT would lay a solid 
platform for cognitive/linguistic development 
through the HL-LoLT

The risk is that parents might object to the 
delayed use of English as LoLT, thereby exerting 
pressure on the model to become a 4a variant 
(see above).

•

•

•

•
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Late-transit-5 (abrupt_delayed_integration)

Dual-5 (abrupt_delayed_integration)

What cannot be reflected in Figures 12 and 13 is the 
extent to which the FAL-LoLT may develop into an 
increasingly formative LoLT by Grade 6. 

All textbooks in bilingual subjects to be shared 
by learners in ‘study buddy’ pairs to ensure each 
learner has access to both versions of the textbook; 
or all textbooks in bilingual subjects to be in the 
HL, while the teacher has access to both language 
versions and provides bilingual glossaries and expla-
nations of key terms (bilingual concept literacy).

In the bilingual subjects, assessment tasks and 
assignments would be set bilingually, and learners 
would have the right to answer in either language 
or in a mix of languages. In the unilingual sub-
jects, assessment would be unilingual.

•

•

•

•
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Figure 12: Illustrative example of late-transit-5 model (abrupt_delayed_integration)(abrupt_delayed_integration)
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Figure 13: Illustrative example of dual-5a model (abrupt_delayed_integration)(abrupt_delayed_integration)

12.1.5  Abrupt_delayed_integration (late-
transit-5 & dual-5)

The LoLT integration model is defined by the use of 
both LoLTs in the same lesson. Abrupt_ delayed_in-
tegration bi-LoLT models are those in which the on-
set of the FAL-LoLT is postponed, usually to Grade 
4, and all content subjects are taught bilingually from 
that point onwards i.e. to the end of Grade 6 in the 
case of late-transit, and to the end of the school’s exit 
year in the case of dual-medium. Where bilingual 
integrated use of the FAL-LoLT is postponed to the 
school’s exit year, we speak of a very delayed dual-
medium variant. There is no proportionate increase in 
the FAL-LoLT. In both models the HL is generally 
the formative LoLT and the FAL is the supportive 
LoLT, although the roles may be reversed in some 
subjects in the later years. We thus have:
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The approach has the advantage of being more 
‘natural’ in that the bilingual integrated mode 
from Grade 4 up will be familiar to most teachers 
and learners in the oral domain, and codeswitch-
ing/ mixing is common. Extending it into writing 
and assessment will help teachers to systematise 
its use, thereby maximising its potential as a 
learning resource. A second advantage is that the 
LoLT allocation within each phase (FP and IP, 
respectively) is uniform, making for easier imple-
mentation and record-keeping.

The first risk is that teachers will not be able 
to monitor their classroom language use in the 
bilingual integrated subjects and will heel over 

•

•

to English, thereby risking a continuation of the 
status quo (and poor learner performance) and 
compromising the model. Again, there is the risk 
that the sharing of textbooks might not work out, 
particularly when it comes to taking them home; 
it requires a high degree of co-operation and com-
mitment from the ‘study buddies’.

In some contexts, as in Figure 14, it may be advanta-
geous to postpone the onset of the FAL-LoLT to 
Grade 7 and to introduce it in bilingual integrated 
form across all subjects in preparation for the pre-
sumed switch to English in secondary school. This is 
termed the very delayed variant of the dual-medium 
model (dual-5b).

  Late-transit-5 Subject Dual-5a

Gr 1–3 All textbooks in HL Mathe-
matics

Gr 1–3 All textbooks in HL

Gr 4–6 Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 4–7 Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 1–3 All textbooks in HL General  
Studies

Gr 1–3 All textbooks in HL

Gr 4–6 Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 4–7 Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 4–6 Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Natural  
Science

Gr 4–7 Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 4–6 Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Social 
Science

Gr 4–7 Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

*  learners to pair off as ‘study buddies’ to ensure access to both language versions of the textbook
**  teacher to have both language versions and provide bilingual glossaries and explanations of key terms

Table 18: Textbook requirements for above examples of late-transit-5 and dual-5b, 
respectively 
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Figure 14: Illustrative example of dual-5b model (abrupt_very delayed_integration)
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In Grade 7 textbooks in bilingual subjects to be shared 
by learners in ‘study buddy’ pairs to ensure each learner 
has access to both versions of the textbook; or all 
textbooks in bilingual subjects to be in the HL, while 
the teacher has access to both language versions and 
provides bilingual glossaries and explanations of key 
terms (bilingual concept literacy).

In Grade 7, assessment tasks and assignments would 
be set bilingually, and learners would have the right 
to answer in either language or in a mix of languages. 
In Grades 1–6 subjects, assessment would be unilin-
gual, i.e. in the HL-LoLT throughout.

•

•

The continuation of the HL-LoLT into Grade 
7 after a six-year HLE period means this comes 
very close to being a HLE model, with all the 
advantages of sustained HL use.  The model also 
has the advantage of being easy to administer.  

The risk is political: parents might object to the 
lack of English use in the first six grades. 

12.2 Gradual bi-LoLT models
Gradual or incremental bi-LoLT models involve 
the phased introduction of the FAL-LoLT in 
a supportive capacity from its point of onset 
alongside the formative HL-LoLT. Over time 
the FAL-LoLT is strengthened to a position of 
near-equality with the formative HL-LoLT to 
the point where it becomes, or could become, the 
formative or even the sole LoLT. As the propor-
tionate use of the FAL-LoLT increases, that of 
the HL-LoLT decreases without ever dropping 
to below 50% of curriculum time in the first six 
grades. Gradual bi-LoLT models differ from each 
other in relation to FAL-LoLT starting point, du-
ration of HL-LoLT use, and/or principle of LoLT 
allocation. Where the HL-LoLT is continued to 
the school’s exit year, it is a dual-medium model; 
discontinuation of the HL-LoLT at the end of 
Grade 6 results in a late-transit model. 

12.2.1 Gradual_initial_separation (late-
transit-6 & dual-6)

Gradual_initial_separation bi-LoLT models  involve 
the phased introduction of the FAL-LoLT from 
Grade 1 alongside the HL-LoLT following the 
LoLT separation principle. Over time the supportive 
FAL-LoLT is gradually strengthened to a position 
of near-equality with the formative HL-LoLT. As 

•

•

Manner of onset FAL-LoLT start LoLT allocation HL-LoLT use Model

Gradual

Initial

Separation
Gr 1–6 Late-transit-6

through exit year Dual-medium-6

Mixed
Gr 1–6 Late-transit-7

through exit year Dual-medium-7

Delayed

Separation
Gr 1–6 Late-transit-8

through exit year Dual-medium-8

Mixed
Gr 1–6 Late-transit-9

through exit year Dual-medium-9

Table 20: Bi-LoLT HLb models (single-stream)

Subject Dual-5b

Mathematics Gr 1–6 All textbooks in HL

Gr 7 Half in HL, half in FAL* or 
all textbooks in HL**

General 
Studies

Gr 1–6 All textbooks in HL

Gr 7 Half in HL, half in FAL* or 
all textbooks in HL**

Natural 
Science

Gr 4–6 All textbooks in HL

Gr 7 Half in HL, half in FAL* or 
all textbooks in HL**

Social 
Science

Gr 4–6 All textbooks in HL

Gr 7 Half in HL, half in FAL* or 
all textbooks in HL**

* learners to pair off as ‘study buddies’ to ensure ac-
cess to both language versions of the textbook

** teacher to have both language versions and provide 
bilingual glossaries and explanations of key terms

Table 19: Required language versions of 
textbooks for above example of dual-5b
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the proportionate use of the FAL-LoLT increases, 
that of the HL-LoLT decreases without ever drop-
ping to below 50% of curriculum time in the first six 
grades. If concurrent use of both LoLTs continues to 
the school’s exit year, it is a dual-medium model. If 
use of the HL-LoLT stops at the end of Grade 6, it 
is a late-transit model. We thus have:

Late-transit-6 (gradual_initial_separation)

Dual-6 (gradual_initial_separation)

In the illustrative examples late-trans-6 (Figure 15) 
and dual-6 (Figure 16) versions, the FAL-LoLT is 
introduced incrementally according to the LoLT 
separation principle, beginning in Grade 1 with the 
Physical Education strand of General Studies. In 
Grade 4 a second strand (Creative Arts) is added. 
By Grade 6 all three strands are taught in English, 
as is Social Science. The late-transit variant thus 
begins life as an 82:18 (rounded off to 80:20) ver-

•

•

sion, progresses to 73:27 (or 70:30) in Grade 4–5, 
and ends with 53:47 (roughly 50:50) in Grade 6 
before the complete switch to English in Grade 7. 
The dual-medium version differs only in the con-
tinuation of the HL-LoLT for Maths and Natural 
Science through Grade 7, at which point the 50:50 
proportions are reached.

All textbooks in bilingual subjects to be shared 
by learners in ‘study buddy’ pairs to ensure each 
learner has access to both versions of the text-
book; or all textbooks in bilingual subjects to be 
in the HL, while the teacher has access to both 
language versions and provides bilingual glos-
saries and explanations of key terms (bilingual 
concept literacy).

Assessment tasks and assignments would 
be set unilingually (except perhaps in 
General Studies), in the respective LoLT, 
and learners would be expected to answer 

•

•
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Figure 15: Illustrative example of a late-transit-6 model (gradual_initial_separation)
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Figure 16: Illustrative example of dual-6 model (gradual_initial_separation)
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unilingually (except perhaps in General 
Studies) 

The approach has the advantage that not all 
teachers of content subjects would need to be 
bilingual and biliterate, and that phased use 
of English, initially via less verbal subjects, 
would make it easier for children to learn the 
language

The risk is that the sharing of textbooks would 
not work out, particularly when it comes to 
taking them home; it requires a high degree of 
co-operation and commitment from the ‘study 
buddies’.

•

•

12.2.2 Gradual_initial_mixed: late-
transit-7 & dual-7

Gradual_initial_mixed (GIS) bi-LoLT models are 
defined by the phased introduction of the FAL-LoLT 
from Grade 1 alongside the HL-LoLT using a 
combination of LoLT separation and LoLT integra-
tion. Over time the supportive FAL-LoLT is gradu-
ally strengthened to a position of near-equality with 
the formative HL-LoLT. As the proportionate use 
of the FAL-LoLT increases, that of the HL-LoLT 
decreases without ever dropping to below 50% of 
curriculum time in the first six grades. If concurrent 
use of both LoLTs continues to the school’s exit year, 
it is a dual-medium model. If use of the HL-LoLT 
stops at the end of Grade 6, it is a late-transit model. 

Late-transit-6 Subject Dual-6

Gr 1–6 All textbooks in HL Mathematics Gr 1–7 All textbooks in HL

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 1–5
Half in HL, half in FAL* or all 
textbooks in HL**

General Studies Gr 1–5
Half in HL, half in FAL* or all 
textbooks in HL**

Gr 6–7 All textbooks in FAL Gr 6–7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 4–6 All textbooks in HL Natural Science Gr 4–7 All textbooks in HL

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 4–5 All textbooks in HL
Social Science

Gr 4–5 All textbooks in HL

Gr 6–7 All textbooks in FAL Gr 6–7 All textbooks in FAL

*  learners to pair off as ‘study buddies’ to ensure access to both language versions of the textbook
**  teacher to have both language versions and provide bilingual glossaries and explanations of key terms

Table 21: Textbook requirements for above examples of late-transit-6 and dual-6, 
respectively
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Figure 17: Illustrative example of a late-transit-7 model (gradual_initial_mixed)
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We thus have:
Late-transit-7 (gradual_initial_mixed)

Dual-7 (gradual_initial_mixed)

In what follows each is briefly illustrated with the 
help of a hypothetical example.

In the illustrative examples, the late-trans-7 (Figure 
17) and dual-7 (Figure 18) variants are identical up 
to the end of Grade 6. The FAL-LoLT is introduced 
from Grade 1 as a supportive LoLT in the integrated 
bilingual teaching of Physical Education, one of 
the three strands of General Studies. From Grade 
3–6 Maths also gets taught bilingually; and from its 
introduction in Grade 4, Natural Science is similarly 
taught according to the LoLT integration principle. 
The remaining two strands of General Studies 
(Creative Arts, Religious & moral education) as well as 
Social Science are taught in the HL-LoLT to the end 

•

•

of Grade 6. In the dual-medium mode, Social Science 
switches to the FAL-LoLT in Grade 7 (dual). 

All textbooks in bilingual subjects to be shared 
by learners in ‘study buddy’ pairs to ensure each 
learner has access to both versions of the textbook; 
or all textbooks in bilingual subjects to be in the 
HL, while the teacher has access to both language 
versions and provides bilingual glossaries and expla-
nations of key terms (bilingual concept literacy).

In the bilingual subjects, assessment tasks and 
assignments would be set bilingually, and learners 
would have the right to answer in either language 
or in a mix of languages. In the unilingual sub-
jects, assessment would be unilingual.

The approach has the advantage of being more 
‘natural’ in that the bilingual integrated mode will 
be familiar to most teachers and learners in the oral 

•

•

•
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Figure 18: Illustrative example of dual-7 model (gradual_initial_mixed)

Late-transit-7 Subject Dual-7

Gr 1–2 All textbooks in HL Mathematics Gr 1–2 All textbooks in HL

Gr 3–6
Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 3–6
Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 1–6
Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

General Studies Gr 1–7
Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 4–6
Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Natural Science Gr 1–7
Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 4–6 All textbooks in HL
Social Science

Gr 4–6 All textbooks in HL

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

*  learners to pair off as ‘study buddies’ to ensure access to both language versions of the textbook
**  teacher to have both language versions and provide bilingual glossaries and explanations of key terms

Table 22: Textbook requirements for above examples of late-transit-7 and dual-7, 
respectively 
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domain, and codeswitching/ mixing is common. 
Extending it into writing and assessment will help 
teachers to systematise its use, thereby maximising 
its potential as a learning resource. Phasing in the 
bilingual integrated approach (i.e. the use of the 
FAL-LoLT) in an incremental manner will be easier 
for learners to deal with than an abrupt approach.

The first risk is that teachers will not be able 
to monitor their classroom language use in the 
bilingual integrated subjects and will heel over 
to English, thereby risking a continuation of the 
status quo (and poor learner performance) and 
compromising the model. Again, there is the risk 
that the sharing of textbooks might not work 
out, particularly when it comes to taking them 
home; it requires a high degree of co-opera-
tion and commitment from the ‘study buddies’. 
Finally, the model is complex to administer.

•

12.2.3  Gradual_delayed_separation: 
late-transit-8 & dual-8

Gradual_delayed_separation bi-LoLT models  
involve the delayed, incremental introduction of the 
FAL-LoLT in Grade 4 alongside the HL-LoLT 
according to the language separation principle. 
The supportive FAL-LoLT is gradually strengthened 
to a position of near-equality with the formative 
HL-LoLT, without exceeding 50% of curriculum 
(content-subject) time. If use of the HL-LoLT stops 
at the end of Grade 6, it is a late-transit model. 
If concurrent use of both LoLTs continues to the 
school’s exit year, it is a dual-medium model. We thus 
have:

Late-transit-8 (gradual_delayed_separation)

Dual-8 (gradual_delayed_ separation)

In what follows each is briefly illustrated with the 
help of a hypothetical example.

•

•
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Figure 19: Illustrative example of a late-transit-8 model (gradual_delayed_separation)
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Figure 20: Illustrative example of a dual-8 model (gradual_delayed_separation)
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In our illustrative examples, the late-trans-8 (Figure 
19) and dual-8 (Figure 20) models are identical to the 
end of Grade 6. Both content subjects in Grade 1–3 
are taught in the HL-LoLT. The FAL-LoLT is used 
for one of the three General Studies strands (Physical 
Education) in Grade 4, and in two strands (adding 
Creative Arts) in Grade 5–6. The FAL-LoLT is used 
for Natural Science from Grade 4. The proportionate 
use of HL-LoLT: FAL-LoLT is therefore 100:0 in 
Grade 1–3, 73:27 in Grade 4, and 60:40 in Grade 5–6 
(both models) and 50:50 in Grade 7 (dual model only).  

All textbooks in bilingual subjects to be shared 
by learners in ‘study buddy’ pairs to ensure each 
learner has access to both versions of the textbook; 
or all textbooks in bilingual subjects to be in the 
HL, while the teacher has access to both language 
versions and provides bilingual glossaries and expla-
nations of key terms (bilingual concept literacy).

Assessment tasks and assignments would be set 
unilingually (except perhaps in General Studies), 
in the respective LoLT, and learners would be 
expected to answer unilingually (except perhaps in 
General Studies) 

The approach has the advantage that not all teachers 
of content subjects would need to be bilingual and 
biliterate, and that the delayed and staggered use of 
English, initially via less verbal subjects, would make 
it easier for children to learn the language

The risk is that the sharing of textbooks would 
not work out, particularly when it comes to taking 
them home; it requires a high degree of co-opera-
tion and commitment from the ‘study buddies’

•

•

•

•

12.2.4 Gradual_delayed_mixed: late-
transit-9 & dual-9

Gradual_delayed_mixed bi-LoLT models are defined 
by the phased and delayed introduction of the FAL-
LoLT from Grade 4 alongside the HL-LoLT using a 
combination of LoLT separation and LoLT integra-
tion approaches. The supportive FAL-LoLT is gradu-
ally strengthened to a position of near-equality with 
the formative HL-LoLT, without exceeding 50% of 
curriculum time through Grade 6. If concurrent use 
of both LoLTs continues to the school’s exit year, it is 
a dual-medium model. If use of the HL-LoLT stops 
at the end of Grade 6, it is a late-transit model. We 
thus have:

Late-transit-9 (gradual_delayed_mixed)

Dual-9 (gradual_delayed_mixed) – variants 
9a & 9b

In the illustrative examples, the late-trans-9 (Figure 
21) and dual-9a (Figure 22) variants are identical up 
to the end of Grade 6. After an initial HLE stage 
(Grade 1–3), the FAL-LoLT is introduced as a 
supportive LoLT in the integrated bilingual teaching 
of Maths and one of the three strands of General 
Studies from Grade 4, and in Natural Science from 
Grade 5. The remaining two strands of General 
Studies as well as Social Science are taught in the 
HL-LoLT to the end of Grade 6 (late-trans model). 
In the dual-medium model, in Grade 7 Maths and 
one strand of General Studies switch to the FAL-
LoLT, Natural Science continues in bilingual mode, 

•

•

Late-transit-8 Subject Dual-8

Gr 1–6 All textbooks in HL
Mathematics

Gr 1–7 All textbooks in HL

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 1–3 All textbooks in HL

General Studies

Gr 1–3 All textbooks in HL

Gr 4–6
Half in HL, half in FAL* 
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 4–6
Half in HL, half in FAL* 
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 4–7 All textbooks in FAL Natural Science Gr 4–7 All textbooks in HL

Gr 4–6 All textbooks in HL
Social Science

Gr 4–7 All textbooks in HL

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

*  learners to pair off as ‘study buddies’ to ensure access to both language versions of the textbook
**  teacher to have both language versions and provide bilingual glossaries and explanations of key terms

Table 23: Textbook requirements for above examples of late-transit-8 and dual-8, 
respectively 
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Figure 21: Illustrative example of a late-transit-9 model (gradual_delayed_mixed)
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Figure 22: Illustrative example of dual-9a model (gradual_delayed_mixed)

Late-transit-9 Subject Dual-9a
Gr 1–3 All textbooks in HL Mathematics Gr 1–3 All textbooks in HL

Gr 4–6 Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 4–6 Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 1–3 All textbooks in HL General Studies Gr 1–3 All textbooks in HL

Gr 4–6 Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 4–7 Half in HL, half in FAL*  
or all textbooks in HL**

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 4 All textbooks in HL Natural Science Gr 4 All textbooks in HL
Gr 5–6 Half in HL, half in FAL*  

or all textbooks in HL**
Gr 5–7 Half in HL, half in FAL*  

or all textbooks in HL**
Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

Gr 4–6 All textbooks in HL Social Science Gr 4–7 All textbooks in HL

Gr 7 All textbooks in FAL

*  learners to pair off as ‘study buddies’ to ensure access to both language versions of the textbook

**  teacher to have both language versions and provide bilingual glossaries and explanations of key terms

Table 24: Textbook requirements for above examples of late-transit-9 and dual-9a, 
respectively
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while Social Science and the other two strands of 
General Studies continue in the HL-LoLT.

All textbooks in bilingual subjects to be shared 
by learners in ‘study buddy’ pairs to ensure each 
learner has access to both versions of the textbook.

In the bilingual subjects, assessment tasks and 
assignments would be set bilingually, and learners 
would have the right to answer in either language 
or in a mix of languages. In the unilingual sub-
jects, assessment would be unilingual.

The approach has the advantage of being more 
‘natural’ in that the bilingual integrated mode will 
be familiar to most teachers and learners in the 
oral domain, and codeswitching/ mixing is com-
mon. Extending it into writing and assessment 
will help teachers to systematise its use, thereby 
maximising its potential as a learning resource. 
The slightly delayed phasing in of the bilingual 
integrated approach will make it easier for learners 
to deal with than an abrupt approach.

The first risk is that teachers will not be able 
to monitor their classroom language use in the 
bilingual integrated subjects and will heel over 

•

•

•

•

to English, thereby risking a continuation of the 
status quo (and poor learner performance) and 
compromising the model. Again, there is the risk 
that the sharing of textbooks might not work out, 
particularly when it comes to taking them home; 
it requires a high degree of co-operation and 
commitment from the ‘study buddies’. Finally, the 
model is very complex to administer, and depends 
on a large measure of stability in the teaching 
corps. It is the type of mature model that may 
eventuate a few years down the line.

A very delayed incremental dual model using a mixed 
approach is possible by postponing the onset of the 
FAL-LoLT to Grade 7. In the illustrative example 
(Figure 23), three of the four content subjects 
(General Studies, Natural Science and Social Science) 
are taught in HL-LoLT throughout, while Maths 
switches to a bilingual integrated approach in Grade 
7. It is, in effect, a 50:50 dual model with single-me-
dium features. 

In Grade 7 textbooks in Maths to be shared by 
learners in ‘study buddy’ pairs to ensure each 
learner has access to both versions of the textbook, 

•
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Figure 23: illustrative example of a dual-9b model (gradual_very delayed_mixed)

Subject Dual-4a

Mathematics
Gr 1–6 All textbooks in HL

Gr 7 Half in HL, half in FAL* or all textbooks in HL**

General Studies Gr 1–7 All textbooks in HL

Natural Science Gr 4–7 All textbooks in HL

Social Science Gr 4–7 All textbooks in HL

*  learners to pair off as ‘study buddies’ to ensure access to both language versions of the textbook

**  teacher to have both language versions and provide bilingual glossaries and explanations of key terms

Table 25: Textbook requirements for above examples of late-transit-4a and dual-4b, 
respectively
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or all textbooks to be in the HL, while the teacher 
has access to both language versions and provides 
bilingual glossaries and explanations of key terms 
(bilingual concept literacy)

Except in Grade 7 Maths, assessment would be 
unilingual, i.e. in the HL-LoLT throughout. In 
Grade 7 Maths assessment tasks and assignments 
would be set bilingually, and learners would have 
the right to answer in either language or in a mix 
of languages.

The continuation of the HL-LoLT into Grade 
7 after a six-year HLE period means this 
comes very close to being a HLE model, with 
all the advantages of sustained HL use.  The 
model also has the advantage of being easy to 
administer.  

The risk is political: parents might object to the 
lack of English use in the first six grades. 

•

•

•

13. Parallel-stream_HLb models
A parallel-stream school is classified by considering 
the combination of streams in conjunction with the 
degree of learner HL/LoLT match per stream.We 
distinguish between maintenance (type M) and tran-
sitional (type T) versions of parallel_HLb models. As 
indicated, parallel-stream replaces parallel-medium, 
which is a misnomer because it misleadingly implies 
that learners can experience the curriculum through 
parallel media of instruction (LoLTs).

13.1 Maintenance (Type M) models
Maintenance or type M models occur where all the 
streams are either single_HLb or dual_HLb. The 
three possible combinations, in the case of a two-
stream school, are: HLE//HLE, HLE//dual, and 
dual//dual, where the double virgule (//) indicates 
parallel streams.
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Figure 24: Illustrative example of a parallel-1 (Afr//Eng) school, Afrikaans HLE stream 
(above) and English HLE stream (below)
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13.1.1 Parallel-1 (HLE//HLE)
A parallel-1 school has two or more single_HLb 
streams. A typical example would be an institution 
with parallel Afrikaans-medium and English-me-
dium streams, provided that at least 75% of learners 
in both (all) streams are schooled through a HL at 
least up to the end of Grade 6. 

13.1.2 Parallel-2 (HLE//dual)

A parallel-2 school is a combination of HLE and 

dual_HLb streams. An example of an HLE//dual 

school would be one that has an Afrikaans HLE 

stream parallel to a isiXhosa-English dual-medium 

stream in a multilingual peri-urban environment.  

Unless at least 75% of learners in both streams are 
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Figure 25: Illustrative example of a parallel-2 (Afr//Xho&Eng) school, Afrikaans HLE 
stream (above) and isiXhosa&English dual-medium stream (below)
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schooled through a HL at least up to the end of 

Grade 6, the school is not an HLb institution, i.e. it 

becomes a nonHLb school.

In the example, the isiXhosa-English dual-me-

dium stream follows the gradual (LoLT separation) 

approach in which, after an initial HLE phase, 

English is progressively used as a LoLT across the 

curriculum. Had the use of isiXhosa as LoLT been 

limited to the first six Grades, the stream would 

have been late-transit in character, and the model as 

a whole would belong in the transitional category of 

parallel-stream models. 

The challenge in all parallel-stream models 

is how to bridge the gap between the streams to 

avoid a situation of ‘two schools in one school’. 
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In the model above, one way of facilitating joint 

learning would be to combine or reshuffle English-

as-a-subject classes across the streams, possibly via 

team-teaching. Another would be to introduce the 

Second Additional Language (Afrikaans SAL for 

Xhosa-speakers, isiXhosa SAL for Afrikaans-speak-

ers) as an intercultural communication strategy, as 

provided for in the NCS.

13.1.3 Parallel-3 (dual//dual)
A parallel-3 school has two or more dual_HLb 

streams running alongside each other. An example 

of a dual//dual school would be one that has an 

Afrikaans-English dual-medium stream parallel 

to a isiXhosa-English dual-medium stream in a 

multilingual peri-urban environment.  Provided at 

least 75% of learners in both streams are schooled 

through a HL at least up to the end of Grade 6, the 

school is a HLb institution.

In the example, both dual-medium streams 

follow the gradual (LoLT separation) approach 

in which, after an initial HLE phase, English is 

progressively used as a LoLT across the curricu-

lum. Had the use of the HL-LoLT been limited 

to the first six Grades, the stream would have 

been late-transit in character, and the model as a 

whole would belong in the transitional category 

of parallel-stream models. The Second Additional 
Language has been added in from Grade 7, as 
provided for by the NCS.
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Figure 26: Illustrative example of a parallel-3 (Afr&Eng//Xho&Eng) school, Afrikaans//
English dual-medium stream (above) and isiXhosa//English dual-medium stream (below)
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13.2 Transitional (type T) models
Transitional or type T models are those in which one 
or more of the streams is (are) late_transit. There are 
three type T variants: late-transit//HLE, late-transit//
dual, and late-transit//late-transit.

13.2.1 Parallel-4 (Late-transit//HLE)
A parallel-4 school has one or more late-transit 
streams running parallel to one or more HLE 
streams. 

In the example, the late-transit stream 
(Xho>>Eng) follows a gradual mixed LoLT alloca-
tion approach in which, after an initial HLE phase, 
English is incrementally used as a LoLT across 
the curriculum until it takes over as sole LoLT in 
Grade 7. The Second Additional Language has 
been added in from Grade 7, as provided for by the 
NCS.

13.2.2 Parallel-5 (Late-transit//dual)
A parallel-5 school has one or more late-transit 
streams running parallel to one or more dual_HLb 
streams. 

In the above example, both streams follow an 
incremental approach to bilingualism. The difference 
is that the dual-medium stream (Afr//Eng) continues 
using the HL-LoLT through to the school’s exit year 
(Grade 7), whereas the late-transit stream (Xho>>Eng) 
discontinues the use of the HL-LoLT at the end of 
Grade 6. The Second Additional Language has been 
added in from Grade 7, as provided for by the NCS.

The model allows for some variation according to 
frequency and staffing. If all the subjects are taught 
by the same teacher, the approach also demands that 
the teacher be comfortable orally and in writing in 
both languages. If some teachers on the staff are not 
able to teach through both languages, the subjects 
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Figure 27: Illustrative example of a parallel-4 (Afr//Xhosa>>Eng) school, Afrikaans HLE 
stream (above) and isiXhosa>>English late-transit stream (below)
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could be divided up according to the relevant teachers’ 
language proficiency.

To take an ideal-typical example from the Cape 
Flats: a primary school in a new working-class area 
(township) has a total roll of 560 learners; half of 

these have Afrikaans as their home language, the 
other half isiXhosa, distributed evenly throughout the 
Grades. Each class has 40 learners, and each Grade 
has two classes. Half of the 14 teachers are Afrikaans-
English bilinguals, the other half are Xhosa-English 
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Figure 28: Illustrative example of a parallel-5 (Afr-Eng//Xho>>Eng) school, Afrikaans-
English dual-medium stream (above) and isiXhosa>>English late-transit stream (below)
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Afrikaans-English dual-medium_HLb 
stream

IsiXhosa>>English late-transit 
stream

1st period Maths (in Afr) Maths (in Xho) 1st period
2nd period NS (in Afr) NS (in Xho) 2nd period
3rd period HL (in Afr) HL (in Xho) 3rd period

4th period 
GS #1: in English in mixed classes

5th period 
FAL: in English in mixed classes  

6th period SS (in Afr )                      SS (in Xho )                      6th period

7th period GS #2 (in Afr) GS #2 (in Xho) 7th period

Figure 29: illustrative example of a parallel-5 (late-transit//dual) school, Grade 5 timetable
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bilinguals – one per grade. Given this profile and 
the necessary political will, the school could decide 
to have an Afrikaans-English dual-medium stream 
running parallel to an isiXhosa>>English late-transit 
stream. In order to combat racism as well as affording 
learners the opportunity to learn a third language 
informally from their peers, classes for subjects taught 
in English would be deliberately mixed. At Grade 5 a 
typical day could be timetabled thus:

In this model, the HL would function as LoLT 
in parallel streams for cognitively more demanding 
subjects such as Maths, NS, SS and for one strand 
of General Studies (cf. the culturally sensitive issue 
of sex education in the age of HIV/AIDS). For the 
more hands-on strands of General Studies, namely 
Creative Arts and Physical Education, the FAL 
(English) would function as LoLT. For these two 
subjects the two classes would be mixed on a 50:50 

basis, i.e. each class would be made up of 20 HL 
Afrikaans-speaking learners and 20 HL Xhosa-
speaking learners. Ideally, therefore, the teachers 
would be trilingual! Of course the reality is always 
more complex and messy than this, implying that 
the model would have to be adapted to suit local 
conditions. 

13.2.3 Parallel-6 (Late-transit//late-transit)
A parallel-6 school has a combination of two or more 
late-transit streams. 

In the illustrative example, the Afr>>Eng stream 
follows a delayed late-transit model while the 
Xho>>Eng stream adopts an incremental approach to 
bilingualism, viz. late-transit_gradual (mixed). In both 
cases the HL-LoLT is discontinued at the end of 
Grade 6. The Second Additional Language has been 
added in from Gr 7, as provided for by the NCS.
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Figure 30: Illustrative example of parallel-6 (Afr>>Eng//Xho>>Eng ) school, Afrikaans>>English 
late-transit stream (above) and isiXhosa>>English late-transit stream (below)
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Part Four: A Bouquet of Challenges 
is necessarily the best way of ensuring her child 
becomes competent in English (the maximum 
exposure fallacy). 

A situation where the parent’s choice of LoLT 
is likely to disadvantage the child creates a di-
lemma for the school. Bilingual education special-
ist Carol Benson recommends that schools survey 
the language competence of incoming learners by 
doing quick individual assessments of children’s 
spoken language (Benson 2008), and advising 
parents accordingly – without turning the process 
into a linguistic gatekeeping exercise, as this would 
be illegal. Teachers who would have been briefed 
for the purpose and who speak the relevant lan-
guages would do a preliminary oral assessment at 
the start of the year in individual interviews lasting 
2–5 minutes, using a bank of questions. Questions 
would range from simple ones requiring one-word 
answers and little or no competence, to those 
requiring a few more words, some expression (an-
swering questions about self ), more expression (e.g. 
future plans), and advanced competence, respec-
tively (see Benson 2004; Benson 2008). If a learner 
does not know the answer, the teacher would stop 
or go on to the next question. Care would have to 
be taken to vary the questions from one learner or 
cohort to the next, to discourage rote memorisation 
of prepared answers. Learners’ responses could be 
graded along a five-point scale:

Benson notes that this type of baseline assessment 
would give schools a useful overview of who can do 
what in the LoLT(s), and could help schools adjust 
their expectations. In cases where older children join 
a school (e.g. in Grade 4), the assessment of linguistic 
competence should include reading and writing, and 
would take a little longer. 

14. Challenges for information 
gathering and management 
The typology proposed here is by no means foolproof. 
Indeed, its apparent complexity may even seem 
foolish! Whatever the case, it stands and falls by 
two quite fundamental things: the school’s ability to 
determine the incoming child’s home language (and 
competence in the LoLT, where this is not a home 
language); and systemic agreement on what consti-
tutes a LoLT. 

14.1 Determining incoming learners’ 
language repertoire
It is clear that schools will have to be enabled to 
determine incoming learners’ home language(s), 
and their competence in the preferred language 
medium (where this differs from the home lan-
guage), by doing quick individual assessments of 
children’s spoken language and advising parents as 
to the appropriate choice of LoLT. In the case of 
speakers of dominant languages such as English 
and, in some contexts, Afrikaans, determining a 
young child’s home language(s) is a simple mat-
ter of asking the parent or guardian. With vested 
interests in ensuring their child is taught in the 
dominant language, the caregiver’s answer is likely 
to be accurate. The problem, of course, is that in 
a stratified linguistic market in which the Bantu 
languages (notwithstanding the ‘official’ tag) are 
not yet equal in status or in corpus to English and 
Afrikaans, an ‘English-seeking’ Xhosa-speaking 
caregiver may be tempted to try to mislead the 
school when enrolling her child. She would do so 
in the mistaken belief that immersion in English 

1 2 3 4 5

Little or no addi-
tional language

A few words/ more 
understanding than 
speaking

Survival level

Good expression, 
speaks in a round-
about way, still 
some difficulties

Native-like, i.e. like 
a home-language 
speaker

Table 9: Preliminary assessment of proficiency in additional language (oral) (Benson 2004)
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Gaining a basic sense of the child’s existing 
language repertoire or degree of multilinguality opens 
the way for a learner-centred approach to the LoLT 
issue, and also lessens the risk of imposing LoLT 
models on schools (Benson 2008). The possibility 
that some learners may have more than one home 
language would have to be considered, as would the 
issue of attitudes with regard to varieties of languages, 
and questions of identity. The latter issue is particu-
larly pertinent in the case of Kaaps-Afrikaans or 
Afrikaaps24 speakers, many of whom cannot identify 
culturally with standard Afrikaans, an attitude that 
has been transmitted integenerationally. In such 
instances the school may advise the parent to agree 
to a form of structured dual-medium (Afrikaans-
English) education.

In the interests of arriving at a more speaker-
centred language policy, the school should regularly 
canvass learners’ language repertoires and language 
awareness by means of a language biography that 
would include a self-drawn language portrait 
(Busch 2006; Braam 2008). Such a process would 
not only inform the school’s choice of LoLTs and 
language subjects, but would crucially affirm learn-
ers’ language identities ( Jardine 2006) and give 
them a stake in what would become a more demo-
cratic policy process. Learners would, in short, 
experience a localised form of linguistic citizenship 
(Stroud 2001). 

14.2 Agreement on LoLT
A second major challenge for our proposed typology 
is arriving at a common understanding of what a 
LoLT is. As already indicated, the DoE’s definition 
of a LoLT as ‘a language medium through which 
learning and teaching including assessment occurs’ 
does not represent the reality of what happens in 
most African-language schooling contexts. Because 
of the lower status and smaller corpus of African 
languages in relation to English in the formal 
linguistic market, the education system views home 
languages as, at best, a transition to English. In this 
context it should come as no surprise that schools 
in which an African language is used formally for 
teaching have no common understanding of what a 
LoLT is. For one subset of these (mostly ex-DET) 
schools, the LoLT is reported as being that which is 
written in the school’s language policy, irrespective 
of what happens in practice. These are the schools 
who would indicate, without qualification, that 

24  The neologism Afrikaaps was used in a 2010 theatre 
production of the same name, directed by Catherine 
Henegan, which celebrated this spoken variety and called 
for its ‘legalisation’ and use in the schooling system.

English is the LoLT from Grade 4 upwards. For 
the other subset, LoLT is defined by actual class-
room practice, in particular the language used for 
(oral) teaching and classroom interaction – without 
reference to policy. These are the schools which 
indicate that isiXhosa is used as a LoLT beyond the 
Foundation Phase, even though this is not reflected 
in their language policies. Neither subset of schools 
has been assisted by an education system that, 15 
years into democracy, has yet to provide meaningful 
support to schools in the formulation and imple-
mentation of progressive language policies.  

What, then, are the implications for our proposed 
LoLT typology? How do we get schools to accurately 
identify their LoLT(s)? More fundamentally, does 
the concept of LoLT even apply? Is asking about the 
school’s LoLT not a trick question? 

One way of approaching the issue would be to 
require of each teacher in the school to complete 
a one-page questionnaire, and for district officials 
to follow this up with focus-group interviews with 
teachers. This would best be done about a month 
into the new academic year. Questions would seek 
to probe the extent of the alignment between 
the language(s) used orally for content-subject 
teaching (specifying each learning area or subject 
separately), for writing on the board, the language 
of the textbook, the language(s) used for internal 
(written) assessment and for external assessment. 
This wealth of information would complement 
the annual return in which schools are obliged 
to indicate learner numbers by HL, LoLT and 
language subjects taken. Information would be 
made available to circuit managers and curriculum 
advisors, on the one hand, and to EMIS at Head 
Office, on the other. 

For many (ex-DET) primary schools such a 
process will come as a shock, for others it will be 
a relief. It would break the decades-old conspiracy 
of silence over the unworkability of an English-
medium education (leading to codeswitching and 
other resourceful but desperate practices), with the 
chance of a change for the better. For perhaps the 
first time, the DoE would be signalling its serious 
intent of getting to the bottom of the language 
issue in schools. Many schools would need help in 
completing the questionnaire, which would offer 
district officials the chance of providing support. 
An intended consequence would be that schools 
become more rigorous in monitoring actual lan-
guage practices in the classroom. To the extent 
that schools provide accurate information, and the 
exercise is not perceived as being punitive (and has 
the support of the teacher unions!), learners would 
be the ultimate beneficiaries. 
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15. Challenges for provisioning 
and support 
There are several major obstacles that have to be over-
come if a HLbBE system is to be realised in the schools. 

15.1 Translations: curriculum 
documentation and textbooks
A major challenge to the education system is to make 
available all printed matter in the relevant languages. 
Concerning support, the HLbBE option should be 
made as attractive as possible to schools and to the 
officials that serve them.  Apart from an attractive 
array of textbooks and other LTSMs in the relevant 
African languages, it is imperative that departmental 
documentation be available in translation. This would 
include the following: 

As recommended by the NCS Review Report, the 
proposed new Curriculum and Assessment Policy 
and an annual appendix for elective content, plus 
all other policy documents

All official documentation from the Province or 
the District to the schools, i.e. circulars, lesson 
plans, assessment exemplars, report cards, grading 
descriptors, marksheets etc.

All internal curriculum and planning documenta-
tion for subject advisors, etc.

In addition, training courses for teachers should 
increasingly be offered through the language(s) teach-
ers are expected to use for their own teaching; these 
range from internal (non-credit bearing) departmen-
tal worshops to formal in-service and (eventually) 
pre-service courses at HEIs (and teacher training 
colleges, once these have been re-established).

Regarding textbooks in African languages, let us 
look at a concrete example to illustrate the scale of 
the challenge facing the education system. For the 
textbook industry, economies of scale dictate that 
the optimal unit price of a textbook is reached at 
between 50,000 and 70,000 copies (NCS Review 
Report 2009:70). This means that smaller print-runs 
are not financially viable, as the higher unit price 
would result in smaller sales. What are the chances 
that this number would sell in a province committed 
to HLbBE, such as the Eastern Cape? Grade 4–6 
learner numbers in this Xhosa-dominant province 
suggest that fully one-third of Xhosa-dominant 
primary/combined schools would have to buy-in to 
a particular title to make its production worthwhile. 
Using the NCS Review Report guideline that 
each learner should have one textbook per subject 
per grade – and assuming for the moment that 
all textbooks are monolingual, it follows that if all 
applicable schools opted for Xhosa textbooks for 

•

•

•

content subjects in Grade 4–6, there would be room 
for a maximum of three educational publishers – on 
the assumption that each would corner one-third of 
the market. The size of the market would increase to 
the extent that Western Cape schools also adopted 
HLbBE/ MTbBE. Although a niche market might 
open for smaller publishers with specific expertise in, 
for example, a newer subject such as General Studies, 
in practice it is likely that only the two or three big-
gest educational publishers would be willing to take 
the risk of producing textbooks in isiXhosa. 

From the point of view of implementing an 
integrated bilingual model, a key task for schools will 
be to find textbooks that match subjects taught and 
assessed bilingually (e.g. Maths and Natural Science), 
as opposed to those taught and assessed monolin-
gually. Since each learner can have only one textbook 
per subject, the question arises as to what language or 
languages the ideal textbook should be in.  

The answer is to be found in two stages. In 
stage one, textbooks for Grade 4–6 content subjects 
should be produced monolingually. This would mean 
the immediate translation or ‘versioning’of Maths, 
Natural Science, Social Sciences, and General Studies 
textbooks into isiXhosa, plus the accompanying 
teacher’s guides. The process is already underway, as 
isiXhosa versions in support of the NCS have been 
available for some time for Mathematics (Grade 
4, 5, 6), Natural Science (Grade 4, 5, 6) and Social 
Sciences (Grade 4). Assuming that most of the 
concepts and content will remain the same, version-
ing these textbooks for the proposed Curriculum 
and Assessment Policy should be fairly quick. Two 
options present themselves. Either each learner would 
have only the HL (isiXhosa) version – since the 
formative LoLT in the intermediate phase would be 
the HL – while teachers of content subjects taught 
in a bilingual integrated mode would have access to 
both the isiXhosa and the English versions. Or half 
the class would have the HL version and the other 
half the FAL version, with learners being paired off 
as ‘study buddies’ to ensure all learners have access to 
both versions. Each of these options has advantages 
and disadvantages, and would have to be carefully 
considered at school level. Whichever option is 
chosen it will be vital for the teacher to make avail-
able key concepts and content in both languages in 
subjects taught bilingually (i.e. via LoLT integra-
tion). It is useful to remember that this process has 
been going on covertly and in an ad hoc fashion 
for decades; the availability of Xhosa textbooks and 
supporting documentation will enable its systematisa-
tion. Translations will become more refined to the 
extent that teachers and subject advisors give targeted 
feedback to publishers. Making available monolingual 
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textbooks in isiXhosa is also a necessary step in the 
intellectualisation of isiXhosa and in placing the 
language on a par with English, and will send im-
portant signals to educational stakeholders about the 
equivalence in status between the two languages. 

Stage two would be reached once the transla-
tions have been given the stamp of approval and the 
integrated bilingual models have reached a measure 
of stability. At that point textbooks that are bilingual 
to varying degrees are conceivable, such as ones that 
use the HL as the formative medium (with bilingual 
glossaries of key concepts), those that use an integrat-
ed bilingual approach, and those that are in the FAL 
mainly while providing language support in the HL25. 
Until the various models have stabilised over the 
next few years it is unlikely that publishers will risk 
producing integrated bilingual textbooks, no matter 
how pedagogically sound and innovative these might 
be. On the other hand, delaying the publication of 
such textbooks, and producing only single-language 
versions, could end up determining which models 
are put into practice – a case of the tail wagging the 
dog. Clearly discussions will have to occur between 
provincial education departments and the relevant 
textbook publishers in order to find common ground.

15.2 Advocacy and incentives
There are no guarantees that even a well-resourced 
and supported HLbBE programme would be realised 
in the schools. This is because of a significant policy 
constraint, namely that implementation of a too-
specific language policy cannot under the present 
dispensation be made compulsory for schools. The 
Constitution guarantees the parents’ right to choose 
the language of learning and teaching (LoLT) for the 
child. And the national language-in-education policy 
for public schools (DoE 1997) specifies only that the 
school’s LoLT(s) must come from the ranks of the of-
ficial languages. Although the policy’s key concept of 
additive multilingualism seeks to encourage schools 
to use learners’ home languages as LoLTs for as long 
as possible, the policy cannot force them to do so. 
The ECDoE thus cannot prescribe to schools that 
the child’s home language (HL) be used as a LoLT 
at any stage, despite the well-researched benefits of 
mother-tongue (based bilingual) education. Thus even 
if the ECDoE ‘rolled out’ the HLbbE programme, it 
could only be on a voluntary basis; schools could opt 
to continue with the predominant early-transit-to-
English model.

This does not mean that schools should simply be 
left to their own devices. On the contrary: the educa-

25  See McCallum 1994 for a costed overview of these and 
other bilingual textbook options

tion system has the responsibility to do what it can to 
enjoin schools to opt for HLbBE. Given the political 
will to advocate and resource HLbBE, a mixture of 
pressure and support could work. 

Pressure would take the form of a requirement 
for schools to submit an annual language policy and 
implementation plan that follows agreed-upon steps, 
one of which must be to take (prior) advice from the 
Department, and to amend their policies after receiv-
ing feedback. Advice and feedback would be given by 
the District office, where needed in conjunction with 
specialist outside agencies. Each school must show 
how its proposed language policy is aligned with the 
LiEP’s concept of additive multilingualism. The im-
plementation plan should specify the names of teach-
ers allocated to teach each subject, per grade, with an 
indication of the teacher’s proficiency in the required 
LoLT(s). It should also specify which textbooks are 
to be ordered. In keeping with the recommendation 
by the NCS Review Report that provisioning (i.e. 
control of acquisition and distribution) of textbooks 
for schools must be taken over by the province, the 
school’s textbook choices will be scrutinised to gauge 
the degree of match with the school’s language policy 
and implementation plan.

16. From classification to policy 
realisation
Throughout, the underlying assumption has been 
that the typology can be harnessed to the service of 
language policy realisation at school level; that ty-
pologising schools in terms of their language deficits 
(in relation to the policy ideal) will lead to systemic 
intervention and support at provincial, district, and 
circuit levels. That is, it assumes the political will to 
change on the part of the education system. How this 
political will might translate into policy realisation, 
using an EMIS system reshaped by the new typology, 
is briefly spellt out, below. 

As already indicated, the proposed typology is 
openly normative in that it indicates, via the learner 
HL-LoLT match, which schools are in line with 
the additive bi/multilingual spirit of the national 
LiEP and certain provincial counterparts. It aims 
to assist the education authorities to identify ap-
propriate interventions needed in order to move 
troubled schools in policy-aligned directions. Specific 
areas of intervention include school language policy 
development (with all the advocacy work this entails), 
teacher deployment and development, and provision 
of textbooks and other LTSMs in relevant languages. 
By describing schools in relation to suitable models, 
a database based on the new typology would in effect 
provide officials and other language planners with 
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a roadmap towards policy realisation. This process 
would be enhanced by a visual-spatial dimension 
in the form of a digitised map using geographical 
information systems (GIS) on which schools are 
language-profiled via a series of data overlays26. The 
new typology could assist provincial and district 
officials to support 

immersion schools into becoming single_HLb 
schools

early-transit schools into becoming late-transit 
schools 

dual_nonHLb schools into becoming dual_HLb 
or parallel/dual_HLb schools 

parallel_nonHLb schools into becoming paral-
lel_HLb schools.

Some of these options would have budgetary implica-
tions for the Department, and others for the schools 
themselves. The major budget items relate to learning 
resources in African languages, and in-service and 
pre-service teacher development courses.

Nation-wide, the priority must be to help early-
transit schools (cat. 7) transform themselves into 
late-transit schools (cat. 3). For example, in the 
Western Cape’s East Metropole district, a certain 
circuit comprises 21 schools, of which 13 are primary 
schools. All are Xhosa-dominant ex-DET institu-
tions, but only 11 are early-transit schools; already, 
two are late-transit schools27, as they belong to the 
WCED’s language transformation plan. The circuit 
manager’s (CM) task would be to assist the early-
transit schools with planning on how to address their 
advocacy, training and textbook needs in order to 
become late-transit institutions. An enterprising CM 
might use staff in the late-transit schools as a possible 
advocacy or training resource. Utilising EMIS data 
based on the new typology, the CM would be able 
to identify the number of textbooks needed in the 
circuit. For argument’s sake, if each of the 11 schools 
has two classes per grade consisting of 40 learners 
each, and a decision was taken to replace mathematics 
textbooks written in English with those versioned 
into isiXhosa, some 880 Grade 4 learners would 
require the new textbook. If only one circuit in each 
of the WCED’s seven other districts were prepared 
to go the same route, the number of Xhosa textbooks 
required just for that one Grade 4 subject would grow 
to over 6000 – not a large print-run, but perhaps 
large enough to tempt cautious publishers into taking 

26  See October et al. (2005) for the uses of digital language 
mapping in one schooling district. GIS technology to 
enhance strategic planning is used by the WCED’s EMIS 
unit. 

27  One of these is supported by PRAESA in terms of the 3Rs 
research project.

•

•

•

•

the risk, particularly if similar orders were placed for 
other subjects, and for the remaining grades of the 
intermediate phase; and if encouraging noises ema-
nated from provinces with a similar need. 

A second need, if the spirit of the language 
policy is to be realised, is to support multilingually-
composed schools to offer some home-language 
maintenance. In some cases, the support required to 
turn an immersion school (cat. 2) into a single_HLb 
school (cat. 1) is one additional teacher who is fluent 
and literate in an African language. To transform a 
number of immersion schools (English-medium) 
in a particular circuit into single_HLb schools 
may require, as an interim measure, a reshuffling of 
personnel between schools, by mutual consent, until 
new posts are created or can be filled by an African-
language speaker. Using EMIS data based on the new 
typology in conjunction with GIS technology would 
make it that much easier for district officials to plot 
appropriate interventions. 

17. In conclusion
In conclusion, the language typology of schools 
proposed here goes beyond the traditional language-
medium classification of schools in the following 
ways. Firstly, it draws attention to the limitations of 
the monolingual habitus in the collection and clas-
sification of language data. It argues, in particular, 
that learners’ multilinguality be formally recognized 
in EMIS databases by allowing for up to two home 
languages per learner. And it states the case for 
allocating two LoLTs to learners in dual-medium 
classes. Secondly, it seeks to clarify the meanings of 
mother-tongue based bilingual education against the 
historial background of bilingual education in South 
Africa. Thirdly, it proposes the overlay of a technical 
description of schools by LoLT arrangement with 
a learner-centred focus on home language (HL) in 
order to gauge the extent of the HL-LoLT match. 
Such a gauge is a necessary point of departure for sys-
temic intervention if the additive bi/multilingual goal 
of the language policy for schools is to be realized. 
Fourth, it proposes a basic eight-category language 
typology of schools, in which each of the four broad 
types (single-medium, transitional, dual-medium, 
parallel-stream) is differentiated by the degree of 
the HL-LoLT match to determine whether they are 
home-language based. The definition of home-lan-
guage based bilingual education finds expression in 
four basic language models, which are broken down 
into a total of 26 models. Using the subject division 
and timetable allocation proposed by the 2009 NCS 
Review report, the paper provides illustrative exam-
ples of these home-language based models. Finally, a 
number of challenges for the typology as well as for 
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realising HLbBE in schools are identified, and some 
solutions are suggested.

Several issues remain to be addressed. Apart 
from its complexity, the typology is LoLT-centric, 
and does not consider language as a subject seri-
ously enough – a limitation, given policy support for 
second additional language. Secondly, the 75% ruling 
to determine an HLb model may require revising, 
alternatively may need to be adapted at provincial 
level.  In a province with a very large proportion of 
mostly unilingual schools (in which learners have the 
same HL, which they share with the teachers), it may 
make sense to increase to, say, 90% the required pro-
portion of learners in the FP and the IP whose HL 
is used as a LoLT in order for the school to qualify 
as HLb. Even in situations of high multilinguality, 
the 75% figure for HL-LoLT match may well be too 
low; teachers in classes of 40 learners may find it very 
difficult to cope with more than four or five learners 
whose HL is not the LoLT. This implies the HL-
LoLT match threshold may have to be raised to 80% 
or 85%. The exact figure will have to be determined 
after a careful study of existing school language 
profiles, and a calculation in cost-benefit terms of 
investing in an HLb system. 

Thirdly, the typology does not consider the 
language contact phenomenon of linguae francae 

(linking languages), and the extent to which 
these may (have to) function as proxies for home 
languages in some multilingual contexts. In 
environments in which an indigenous language 
functions as a language of wider communication 
amongst speakers of several different home lan-
guages, the nearest equivalent to HLb education 
for many children may be lingua franca education. 
This is already the case with regard to Amharic in 
Ethiopia’s capital Addis Ababa, and with Kiswahili 
in Dar-es-Salaam and other Tanzanian cities. And 
it may become an issue in South African schools 
to the extent that an indigenous language such 
as isiZulu, which functions as a lingua franca in 
parts of Gauteng and KwaZulu-Natal, becomes 
widely used as a LoLT. Particularly for speakers of 
the other Nguni languages isiXhosa, Siswati and 
isiNdebele, all of which are mutually intelligible, 
the use of isiZulu at school may be more enabling 
than immersion in English. Politically, however, 
it may prove to be unacceptable. Whatever the 
permutations, the proposed typology does not yet 
have a way of signalling such use of a lingua franca 
as a proxy for HLbBE. 

These and other limitations are best overcome 
through a critically constructive engagement with the 
proposed typology. 
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Glossary 
Abrupt/50:50 bi-LoLT model: the full-on or 
maximal use of the FAL-LoLT from its introduc-
tion or grade of onset, as an equal partner alongside 
the HL-LoLT, or as sole LoLT from Grade 7 in the 
case of some late-transit variants. Once introduced, 
there is no proportionate increase in use of the FAL-
LoLT. Abrupt/50:50 bi-LoLT models differ from 
each other in relation to FAL-LoLT starting point, 
duration of HL-LoLT use, and/or principle of LoLT 
allocation. [Typology level 6]

Bi-LoLT model: single-stream HLb model in 
which learners are exposed to two LoLTs, whether 
consecutively and/or concurrently. Bi-LoLT models 
are found in both the maintenance and the transi-
tional_HLb categories, and comprise dual_HLb and 
late-transit models. 

Delayed bi-LoLT model: one in which the FAL is 
first used as a LoLT in Grade 4 (in the case of Grade 
7: very delayed bi-LoLT model). [Typology level 7]

Dual_HLb (cat. 2): single-stream HLb model in 
which learners are systematically exposed to the 
concurrent28 use of two LoLTs for at least the school’s 
exit year (in most cases Grade 7), usually after an initial 
HL stage, provided that the (formative) LoLT is the 
HL of at least 75% of learners in both the FP and the 
IP, and that the HL-LoLT is used for no less than 50% 
of curriculum time through Grade 6. There is thus no 
exit of the HL-LoLT. There are nine sub-types (dual-1 
to dual-9), which differ with regard to the year of onset 
of the FAL-LoLT, the manner of onset of the FAL-
LoLT, and the LoLT allocation principle.

Dual_nonHLb (cat. 7): nonHLb single-stream 
model (school) in which learners in at least one class 
experience the curriculum through two concurrent 
LoLTs, but in which fewer than 75% of learners in 
the IP and FP are taught in their HL(s), and/or the 
HL-LoLT is used for less than 50% of curriculum 
time at any point in Grade 1-6. 

Dual-1 (abrupt_initial_separation): bi-LoLT 
model involving the sudden and full-on (50:50) 
use of the FAL-LoLT from Grade 1 alongside the 
HL-LoLT, with subjects separated by LoLT (one 
subject, one LoLT). Once introduced, there is no 
proportionate increase in the use of the FAL-LoLT, 
use of which does not exceed 50% of curriculum 
time during its partnership with the HL-LoLT. The 
HL-LoLT is continued through the school’s exit 
year. [Typology level 9]

Dual-2 (abrupt_initial_integration): bi-LoLT 
model in which all content subjects are taught 

28  Concurrent here is taken to mean in the same year/grade, 
not necessarily in the same class or subject. 
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•

•

•

•

•

•

bilingually through the school’s exit year. There is no 
proportionate increase in the FAL-LoLT. The HL 
is generally the formative LoLT and the FAL is the 
supportive LoLT, although the roles may be reversed 
in some subjects in the later years. [Typology level 9]

Dual-3 (abrupt_initial_mixed): bi-LoLT model in 
which some content subjects are consistently taught 
monolingually from Grade 1 and others are consist-
ently taught bilingually from Grade 1. There is thus 
no change in the proportionate use of the FAL-
LoLT through to the school’s exit year. The HL is 
generally the formative LoLT and the FAL is the 
supportive LoLT, although the roles may be reversed 
in some subjects in the later years. [Typology level 9]

Dual-4 (abrupt_delayed_separation): bi-LoLT 
model involving the delayed full-on (50:50) use of 
the FAL- LoLT from Grade 4 or later alongside the 
HL-LoLT, with subjects separated by LoLT (one 
subject, one language). Once introduced, there is no 
proportionate increase in use of the FAL-LoLT, use 
of which does not exceed 50% of curriculum time 
during its partnership with the HL-LoLT. The HL-
LoLT is continued to the school’s exit year. There 
are two variants, depending on the year of onset of 
the FAL-LoLT. In the delayed variant (4a), onset of 
the FAL-LoLT is postponed to Grade 4; in the very 
delayed variant (4b), the use of the FAL-LoLT is 
postponed to the school’s exit year (Grade 7 in most 
cases). [Typology level 9]

Dual-5 (abrupt_delayed_integration): bi-LoLT 
model in which the onset of the FAL-LoLT is post-
poned, usually to Grade 4, and all content subjects 
are taught bilingually from that point onwards i.e. 
to the end of the school’s exit year. Where bilingual 
integrated use of the FAL-LoLT is postponed to the 
school’s exit year, we speak of a very delayed dual-
medium variant. There is no proportionate increase 
in the FAL-LoLT. The HL is generally the forma-
tive LoLT and the FAL is the supportive LoLT, 
although the roles may be reversed in some subjects 
in the later years. [Typology level 9]

Dual-6 (gradual_initial_separation): bi-LoLT 
model that  involves the phased introduction of the 
FAL- LoLT from Grade 1 alongside the HL-LoLT. 
Over time the supportive FAL-LoLT is gradually 
strengthened to a position of near-equality with 
the formative HL-LoLT. As the proportionate use 
of the FAL-LoLT increases, that of the HL-LoLT 
decreases without ever dropping to below 50% of 
curriculum time in the first six grades. Use of the 
HL-LoLT continues through to the end of the 
school’s exit year. [Typology level 9]

•

•

•

•
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Dual-7 (gradual_initial_mixed):  bi-LoLT model 
defined by the phased introduction of the FAL-
LoLT from Grade 1 alongside the HL-LoLT 
using a combination of LoLT separation and LoLT 
integration. Over time the supportive FAL-LoLT is 
gradually strengthened to a position of near-equality 
with the formative HL-LoLT. As the proportionate 
use of the FAL-LoLT increases, that of the HL-
LoLT decreases without ever dropping to below 50% 
of curriculum time in the first six grades. Concurrent 
use of both LoLTs continues to the school’s exit year. 
[Typology level 9]

Dual-8 (gradual_delayed_ separation): bi-LoLT 
model  involving the delayed, incremental introduc-
tion of the FAL- LoLT in Grade 4 alongside the 
HL-LoLT according to the language separation 
principle. The supportive FAL-LoLT is gradually 
strengthened to a position of near-equality with 
the formative HL-LoLT, without exceeding 50% of 
curriculum (content-subject) time. Concurrent use 
of both LoLTs continues to the school’s exit year. 
[Typology level 9]

Dual-9 (gradual_delayed_mixed – two variants): 
bi-LoLT model defined by the phased and delayed 
introduction of the FAL-LoLT from Grade 4 along-
side the HL-LoLT using a combination of LoLT 
separation and LoLT integration approaches. The 
supportive FAL-LoLT is gradually strengthened to a 
position of near-equality with the formative HL-
LoLT, without exceeding 50% of curriculum time 
through Grade 6. Concurrent use of both LoLTs 
continues to the school’s exit year. [Typology level 9]

Early-transit (cat. 6): single-stream nonHLb model 
(school) in which learners’ HL is used as a LoLT for 
fewer than the first six compulsory grades, before 
the switch to a non-HL LoLT, typically by Grade 
4. The model is designed to use the two LoLTs 
consecutively. 

FAL-LoLT: use of the first additional language 
(FAL) for teaching and learning, including assess-
ment. In bi-LoLT models the FAL-LoLT is usually 
supportive of the formative HL-LoLT. 

Formative and supportive LoLTs: A formative 
LoLT is one in which concepts, content and skills 
are taught and learnt initially, i.e. formed in the 
learner’s mind, usually via the home language. The 
formative LoLT is thus the primary vehicle for 
cognitive/academic linguistic growth. It is usually 
given more curriculum time than the supportive 
LoLT, particularly in the initial years of a bi-LoLT 
programme.The supportive LoLT is usually the FAL, 
which initially functions to illustrate or provide 
examples of the concepts, content or skills learnt 
through the HL, and is gradually strengthened 

•

•

•

•

•

•

to become the formative LoLT in bi-LoLT pro-
grammes. The terms formative and supportive LoLTs 
apply particularly to integrated bilingual learning, 
but can also be used in LoLT separation models.

Formative LoLT. See formative and supportive 
LoLTs. 

Gradual/incremental bi-LoLT model:  involves the 
phased introduction of the FAL-LoLT in a sup-
portive capacity from its point of onset alongside the 
formative HL-LoLT. Over time the FAL-LoLT is 
strengthened to a position of near-equality with the 
formative HL-LoLT to the point where it becomes, 
or could become, the formative or even the sole 
LoLT. As the proportionate use of the FAL-LoLT 
increases, that of the HL-LoLT decreases without 
ever dropping to below 50% of curriculum time in 
the first six grades. Gradual bi-LoLT models differ 
from each other in relation to FAL-LoLT starting 
point, duration of HL-LoLT use, and/or principle of 
LoLT allocation. [Typology level 6]

HLE 1 and HLE 2:  HLE Type 1 is a single_HLb 
school in which a Bantu language is used as the only 
LoLT for all learners in every grade of the school. 
HLE Type 2 is a single_HLb school in which  either 
Afrikaans or English is the only LoLT for all learn-
ers in every grade of the school.

Home-language based (HLb) approach: orientation 
that values the HL as the main vehicle for teach-
ing and learning, either singly or (as the formative 
LoLT) alongside the FAL-LoLT. Only schools in 
which at least 75% of learners in both the founda-
tion phase and the intermediate phase are educated 
in their home language, and in which the HL-LoLT 
is used for at least 50% of curriculum time in Grade 
1-6, qualify as home-language based. 

Home-language based (HLb) models: language 
models that follow an HLb approach. The four 
basic categories are: 1. single_HLb; 2. late-transit; 3. 
dual_HLb; 4. parallel_HLb.

Home-language-based bilingual education 
(HLbBE) is defined in terms of its goals as well 
as its form. HLbBE has the socio-cultural goal of 
consolidating the core of the child’s identity; the 
linguistic goal of developing competence in a home 
language and at least one additional official language, 
both orally (bilingualism) and in writing (biliteracy), 
as well as conversational fluency in a third; the 
educational goal of laying the foundation for all 
other learning by developing competence to use two 
languages for learning; the civic goal of promoting 
a multilingual citizenship in all learners, thereby con-
tributing to the struggle against racism, ethnocen-
trism and xenophobia; the political goal of cultivating 
marginalised official languages, and thereby empow-
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ering their HL speakers; and the economic goal of 
achieving greater efficiency in the education system, 
in cost-benefit terms, and in enabling participation 
in, and the transformation of, linguistic markets.

HLbBE is a form of schooling in which minimally 
75% of learners in both the foundation and inter-
mediate phases are taught and assessed in a home 
language for at least 50% of curriculum time in every 
Grade up to at least the end of Grade 6, provided 
that a FAL is taught as a compulsory subject from 
the school’s entry year to the exit year with a view 
to its probable use as a LoLT at some point in the 
learner’s school career. HLbBE comprises mainte-
nance and late-transit models, in both single-stream 
and parallel-stream variants. The four basic HLbBE 
models are single-medium_HLb, late-transit, dual-
medium_HLb, and parallel-stream_HLb.

Immersion (cat. 5): single-medium_nonHLb model 
(school) that has one and the same LoLT for all 
learners in all grades, and where the LoLT is the 
HL of fewer than 75% of learners in the Foundation 
and/or Intermediate Phases, and/or is used for less 
than 50% of curriculum time in Grade 1-6. If the 
HL is not taught as a subject, it becomes a submer-
sion school.

Initial bi-LoLT model: one in which the year of 
onset or first use of the FAL-LoLT is Grade 1. 
[Typology level 7]

Language approach: term used to describe the 
school’s ideological commitment to the learner’s 
home language, measured by the duration of the 
use of the home language as a LoLT.  A school’s 
approach is either home-language based or non-home-
language based. 

Language model: the overlay of a school’s (stream’s) 
LoLT arrangement and the language approach ex-
perienced by a cohort, i.e. the combination of LoLT 
and learner HL.  There are eight basic models, of 
which four follow a home-language based approach 
while the other four are non-home-language based.  
See also stream.

Late-transit (cat. 3): single-stream HLb bi-LoLT 
model in which the HL of at least 75% of learners 
is used as a (formative) LoLT through29 Grade 6, 
before being discontinued as LoLT from Grade 7 in 
favour of the FAL-LoLT. There are nine sub-types 
(late-transit-1 to late-transit-9), which differ with 
regard to the year of onset of the FAL-LoLT, the 
manner of onset of the FAL-LoLT, and the LoLT 
allocation principle.

Late-transit-1 (abrupt_initial_separation): 

29  As in bilingual education in the USA, ‘through Grade 6’ is 
taken to mean ‘up to and including Grade 6’. 
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bi-LoLT model involving the sudden and full-on 
(50:50) use of the FAL- LoLT from Grade 1 along-
side the HL-LoLT, with subjects separated by LoLT 
(one subject, one LoLT). Once introduced, there is 
no proportionate increase in use of the FAL-LoLT, 
use of which does not exceed 50% of curriculum 
time during its partnership with the HL-LoLT. 
Discontinuation of the HL-LoLT is at the end of 
Grade 6. [Typology level 9]

Late-transit-2 (abrupt_initial_integration): bi-
LoLT model in which all content subjects are taught 
bilingually from Grade 1-6. There is no proportion-
ate increase in the FAL-LoLT. The HL is generally 
the formative LoLT and the FAL is the supportive 
LoLT, although the roles may be reversed in some 
subjects in the later years. [Typology level 9]

Late-transit-3 (abrupt_initial_mixed): bi-LoLT 
model in which some content subjects are consist-
ently taught monolingually from Grade 1 and others 
are consistently taught bilingually from Grade 1. 
There is thus no change in the proportionate use 
of the FAL-LoLT through Grade 6. The HL is 
generally the formative LoLT and the FAL is the 
supportive LoLT, although the roles may be reversed 
in some subjects in the later years. [Typology level 9]

Late-transit-4 (abrupt_delayed_separation): 
bi-LoLT model involving the delayed full-on 
(50:50) use of the FAL- LoLT from Grade 4 or later 
alongside the HL-LoLT, with subjects separated by 
LoLT (one subject, one language). Once introduced, 
there is no proportionate increase in use of the 
FAL-LoLT, use of which does not exceed 50% of 
curriculum time during its partnership with the 
HL-LoLT. The HL-LoLT is discontinued at the 
end of Grade 6. There are two variants, depending on 
the year of onset of the FAL-LoLT. In the delayed 
variant (4a), onset of the FAL-LoLT is postponed to 
Grade 4; in the very delayed variant (4b), the use of 
the FAL-LoLT is postponed to the school’s exit year 
(Grade 7 in most cases). [Typology level 9]

Late-transit-5 (abrupt_delayed_integration): 
bi-LoLT model in which the onset of the FAL-
LoLT is postponed, usually to Grade 4, and all 
content subjects are taught bilingually from that 
point onwards i.e. to the end of Grade 6. There is no 
proportionate increase in the FAL-LoLT. The HL 
is generally the formative LoLT and the FAL is the 
supportive LoLT, although the roles may be reversed 
in some subjects in the later years. [Typology level 9]

Late-transit-6 (gradual_initial_separation): 
bi-LoLT model that  involves the phased introduc-
tion of the FAL- LoLT from Grade 1 alongside the 
HL-LoLT. Over time the supportive FAL-LoLT is 
gradually strengthened to a position of near-equality 

•

•

•
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with the formative HL-LoLT. As the proportionate 
use of the FAL-LoLT increases, that of the HL-
LoLT decreases without ever dropping to below 50% 
of curriculum time in the first six grades. Use of the 
HL-LoLT stops at the end of Grade 6. [Typology 
level 9]

Late-transit-7 (gradual_initial_mixed):  bi-LoLT 
model defined by the phased introduction of the 
FAL-LoLT from Grade 1 alongside the HL-LoLT 
using a combination of LoLT separation and LoLT 
integration. Over time the supportive FAL-LoLT is 
gradually strengthened to a position of near-equality 
with the formative HL-LoLT. As the proportionate 
use of the FAL-LoLT increases, that of the HL-
LoLT decreases without ever dropping to below 50% 
of curriculum time in the first six grades. Use of the 
HL-LoLT stops at the end of Grade 6. [Typology 
level 9]

Late-transit-8 (gradual_delayed_separation): 
bi-LoLT model  involving the delayed, incremen-
tal introduction of the FAL- LoLT in Grade 4 
alongside the HL-LoLT according to the language 
separation principle. The supportive FAL-LoLT is 
gradually strengthened to a position of near-equality 
with the formative HL-LoLT, without exceeding 
50% of curriculum (content-subject) time. Use of the 
HL-LoLT stops at the end of Grade 6. [Typology 
level 9]

Late-transit-9 (gradual_delayed_mixed): bi-LoLT 
model defined by the phased and delayed introduc-
tion of the FAL-LoLT from Grade 4 alongside the 
HL-LoLT using a combination of LoLT separation 
and LoLT integration approaches. The supportive 
FAL-LoLT is gradually strengthened to a position 
of near-equality with the formative HL-LoLT, 
without exceeding 50% of curriculum time through 
Grade 6. HL-LoLT stops at the end of Grade 6. 
[Typology level 9]

LoLT allocation: pedagogic principle by which 
LoLTs in bi-LoLT models are allocated. There are 
three ways of allocating LoLTs: by LoLT separation, 
by LoLT integration, and by a combination of the 
two, i.e. a mixed approach. 

LoLT integration: principle of LoLT allocation 
in a bi-LoLT model whereby the two LoLTs are 
used in the same lesson, although not necessarily 
in equal proportions or for the same functions. 
Codeswitching and codemixing are permitted, 
provided that both languages are used systematically 
for teaching, learning and assessment and undue 
repetition is avoided. This implies that both LoLTs 
are used orally and in writing in LoLT-integrated 
subjects. Two important practices in LoLT integra-
tion are (i) that all forms of assessment (in content 

•

•

•

•

•

subjects) are made available bilingually, and (ii) that 
assessment tasks can be answered in either LoLT, 
and/or using codemixing and codeswitching.

LoLT separation & integration combined: a mixed 
LoLT allocation approach in bi-LoLT models that 
recognises the complexity of many bi/multilingual 
contexts and recognises the existence of code-mixed 
varieties. The model suggests that some subjects are 
best taught monolingually and others bilingually, 
while yet others may undergo a LoLT change over 
time as learners become more proficient in the 
FAL-LoLT.

LoLT separation:  principle of LoLT allocation in 
a bi-LoLT model whereby different LoLTs are used 
for different subjects (or themes or components 
within the same subject), or by different teachers, or 
at different times within the same grade. The two 
LoLTs are not used in the same lesson; codeswitch-
ing is therefore avoided.

Maintenance model:  one that sustains the HL as 
a LoLT, either singly or alongside a second LoLT, 
through to the school’s exit year.

Non-home-language based (nonHLb) approach: 
orientation that does not value the HL as the main 
vehicle for teaching and learning. A nonHLb school 
is one in which fewer than 75% of learners are edu-
cated in a home language in the FP or the IP, and/or 
where the proportion of curriculum time allocated to 
the HL-LoLT drops to below 50% at any point in 
Grade 1-6. 

Non-home-language based (nonHLb) models: lan-
guage models that follow a nonHLb approach. There 
are four broad categories or types: 5. immersion 
(single_nonHLb), 6. early-transit; 7. dual_nonHLb; 
8. parallel_nonHLb.

Parallel_HLb (cat. 4): a multi-stream HLb model 
that offers two or more LoLTs in different classes 
in the same grade for at least one grade, provided 
that at least 75% of learners in the FP and the IP 
in each stream experience a HL-based education. 
Parallel_HLb models divide into maintenance (type 
M) and transitional_HLb (type T) models. 

Parallel_nonHLb (cat. 8): nonHLb parallel-stream 
school that offers two or more language models in 
different classes in the same grade for at least one 
grade, provided that fewer than 75% of learners in 
the foundation and/or intermediate phases in one or 
more of the streams experience a HL-based educa-
tion, and/or where the HL-LoLT is used for less 
than 50% of curriculum time at any point in Grade 
1–6. 

Parallel-stream school: a school that has two or 
more language models, for at least one grade of 

•

•

•
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the school.  A parallel cohort embarking on a new 
language model, typically from Grade 1 upwards, 
also defines a stream, even where the cohort has not 
yet reached the school’s exit year.

Single-medium_HLb (cat. 1): model which uses 
one and the same LoLT for all learners in all grades 
of the school, provided that the LoLT is the HL of 
at least 75% of learners in both the Foundation and 
Intermediate Phases. Also referred to as home-lan-
guage education (HLE). See HLE 1 and 2.

Single-stream school: a school that has only one 
language model. 

Stream: cohort by LoLT arrangement across the 
grades without reference to learners by home lan-
guage (e.g. ‘the English classes in a parallel-stream 
school’). Schools can have one stream (see single-

•

•

•

stream school) or multiple streams (see parallel-
stream school). See also language model.

Supportive LoLT. See formative and supportive 
LoLTs.

Transitional_HLb model: one that limits the 
HL-LoLT to the first six grades, either singly or 
alongside a second LoLT. 

Type M: parallel_HLb school in which models in all 
the streams fall into the language maintenance cat-
egory. In a two-stream school, maintenance models 
comprise HLE//HLE, HLE//dual, and dual//dual.  

Type T: parallel_HLb school in which one or more 
of the models is late-transit. In a two-stream school, 
late-transit models comprise late-transit//HLE, 
late-transit//dual, and late-transit//late-transit.  

•

•

•

•
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