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Abstract

Since the introduction of Bilingual Education into the government school system in Sri Lanka, it
has become an important aspect of national educational reforms. While previous research has
largely focused on English language proficiency, learning outcomes, and implementation
challenges, comparatively little attention has been paid to the main purposes of education
embedded in bilingual education policy documents. This study examines how the educational
purposes are conceptualized in the bilingual education policy documents with the aim of filling the

research gap.

This study follows a qualitative research design based on document analysis. Due to the absence
of a single and formal policy for bilingual education in Stri Lanka, the analysis draws on a range of
official policy documents, including Ministry of Education circulars, reports from the National
Educational Commission, policy guidelines and the Handbook on Bilingual Education (2016). As
the analytical frame, I used the three main concepts of educational purposes, qualification and
socialization, and subjectification, which have been introduced by Gert Biesta.

According to the findings from this study, it reveals that the bilingual education programme in Sti
Lanka has been organized mainly around the purpose of qualification. It emphasizes English
language proficiency, academic results, employability and participation in the global economy as
the main purposes of the programme. Although it mentions national integration, intercultural
understanding and social cohesion, comparatively limited attention has been given to it. As well as
subjectification, which aims to build up independent, critical and responsible individuals, it is
largely absent from the policy documents. The analysis also identifies theoretical tensions within
each of Biesta’s three domains. These tensions show how the Sri Lankan context can make
concepts such as socialization and subjectification more complex in a postcolonial, multiethnic
setting,

Drawing on these findings, the thesis argues that the current policy documents present a narrow
understanding of bilingual education by prioritizing economic and instrumental objectives over
broader educational purposes. To address this limitation, this study proposes a reconceptualized
policy framework informed by Biesta’s philosophy of education, which seeks to establish a more
balanced relationship between qualification, socialization, and subjectification. Moreover, this
study contributes to ongoing discussions on bilingual education policy documents, educational
aims and language policy in multilingual societies by shifting attention from language learning alone
to the wider purposes of education. It also offers recommendations for strengthening future
bilingual education policy in Sri Lanka through a more educationally balanced and holistic
approach.

Keywords: Bilingual Education Programme (BEP), Bilingual Educational Policy Documents,
Document Analysis, Educational Purposes, Gert Biesta, Language Policy, Postcolonial Education,
Qualification, Socialization, Sri Lanka, Subjectification.
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Chapter One: Introduction

1.1 Background of the Study

This study emerges from my own experiences as a bilingual teacher in Sri Lankan government
schools over a period of ten years. During this time, I witnessed important changes in how bilingual
education was understood and promoted. The demand for bilingual education increased
considerably, and more schools established bilingual streams, and enrolment became more
competitive. As a teacher working within this context, I began to ask why this was happening.
What were the reasons behind influencing parents and students towards bilingual education with

such urgency? From my own observations in the classroom and from conversations with parents, students,
and colleagues, I began to see a clear pattern. For many of them, the main reason for learning English was
to improve their chances of finding better employment in the future. Education was often viewed mainly
in terms of examinations, qualifications, and access to the job market, rather than as a way of developing

personally, understanding others, or taking part in society.

This focus was understandable, given that proficiency can give people in Sri Lanka access to
employment and other opportunities that may be harder to reach without strong English
proficiency. However, as I continued teaching, I started to feel that something was missing. It was
not only missing from the bilingual education system, but also from the way education itself was
being understood and valued.

The policy documents governing bilingual education spoke of social harmony, intercultural
understanding, and equal access to opportunity, yet in the classroom, these purposes felt distant
from the reality that I was experiencing every day.

These questions stayed with me when I started my master's programme. It was during this time
that I came across Gert Biesta’s work, which helped me put into words ideas that I had been
thinking about but could not clearly explain. Biesta’s three-domain framework, qualification,
socialization and subjectification helped me to understand that experiences which I had in bilingual
classrooms were not simply practical problems of implementation. They also pointed to a deeper
question about how bilingual education was being understood and governed. This thesis therefore
examines this tension through Biesta’s framework as an analytical and normative tool. It asks
whether bilingual education in Sri Llanka might be understood more broadly, beyond its emphasis
on language proficiency, qualification and future employment.

Bilingual and multilingual education has received increasing attention in education systems around
the world. Globalization, international mobility, and expanding forms of global communication
have increased the importance of linguistic and cultural competencies. In response, many countries
have introduced bilingual or multilingual education policies that aim to develop students’
proficiency in international languages such as English, while maintaining national languages and
cultural identities. Through these reforms, bilingual education is widely considered a way of

expanding educational opportunities, improving academic outcomes and preparing students to be
active in a globalized world. (Cummins, 2000; Garcia, 2009; Baker, 2011, as cited in NEC, 2024).

Research on bilingual education shows that learning more than one language can give students
greater access to knowledge and educational opportunities. Bilingual education policies can also
serve broader educational and social goals, such as encouraging intercultural understanding,



strengthening social cohesion, and helping students participate in global economic and cultural
networks (Garcfa, 2009; Baker, 2011). For these reasons, bilingual education has been introduced
as a crucial aspect of educational reforms in many countries.

However, the implementation of bilingual education has also generated a significant discussion
among educators, policymakers, and researchers. Most of the studies have found that there are
many functional problems connected with the implementation of bilingual education in Sri Lankan
schools. These studies highlight several challenges, including limited English proficiency among
teachers and students, a lack of suitable teaching materials, inadequate teacher training and
institutional support and differences in educational resources between urban and rural schools
(Wijesundera, Yatigammana, & Sethunga, 2021; Wijayatunga, 2018). More recently, the National
Education Commission, NEC (2024), similarly highlights the challenges related to teacher
education and professional development, instructional materials and the effective implementation
and expansion of bilingual education in Sri Lankan schools.

While such research presents key observations about the implementation of bilingual education in
Sti Lanka, comparatively limited focus has been given to finding the broader educational purposes
that bilingual education policy seeks to promote. Most of the existing literature focuses on issues
of implementation and effectiveness, particularly in relation to students’ language development
and academic performance. However, the main educational purposes behind these policies have
received relatively little attention.

1.2 Theoretical Orientation

Opver recent years, globalization and international competition have influenced the discussions
about the purposes of education. Most countries attempt to shape their education systems to
prepare students to respond to current global economic and social contexts. As a result, such
educational reforms often underline measurable outcomes such as test results, teacher standards
and institutional quality. In this context, education is mostly limited in terms of efficiency,
performance and competitiveness within a global knowledge economy (Biesta, 2016b).

However, some educational researchers argue that such improvements limit the wider aims of
education. Gert Biesta, in Good Education in an Age of Measurement, mentions that contemporary
education policies often focus on measurable outcomes and effectiveness. They lead to what he
describes as “a culture of measurement in education” where educational success is largely defined
through performance indicators and accountability mechanisms (Biesta, 2016b, p. 2). Therefore,
Biesta argues that discussions about educational purposes should move towards more fundamental
questions: “the question of what education is for” (Biesta, 2016b, p. 19). Likewise, Biesta in
Beautiful Risk of Edncation highlights that educational dialogues often aim at “what works”
concerning the enhancement of learning outcomes while paying less attention to the normative
question of what education should aim to achieve (Biesta, 2016c, p. 3).

Considering these contexts, it is important to examine the purposes included in the educational
policies. These policies often introduce reforms that focus on improving performance, enhancing
competitiveness and widening access to global opportunities. At the same time, they also embed
underlying assumptions regarding the broader goals of education. These goals direct both the
knowledge and skills that students should acquire and the values, traits and capacities essential for



individual growth. Furthermore, education policies represent the basic concepts about the type of
society they want to create, which includes the social, cultural and economic roles that education
is expected to support. Researchers can get an in-depth understanding of the effect and
significance of educational reforms by analyzing both the aims and deeper meanings reflected in
policies. In this study, I draw on the educational theory of Gert Biesta, who differentiates three
purposes of education: qualification, socialization and subjectification (Biesta, 2016a). This
framework provides a way of examining the broader educational purposes underlying bilingual
education policy documents in Sri Lanka. “Qualification” concerns the acquisition of knowledge,
skills and competencies that enable students to participate in further education, employment and
economic life. “Socialization” involves how education introduces students to existing cultural,
social and political practices. “Subjectification”, in contrast, concerns the development of students

as subjects who can think critically, act and take responsibility for their own position in the world
(Biesta, 2016a, 2016b).

The importance of this distinction for the present study is that it allows educational success to be
understood in broader terms rather than through a single measure. Though the qualification
remains an important purpose, Biesta argues that education cannot be fully understood when
attention is given only to what students learn or achieve. Therefore, the three domains provide a
way of considering the different purposes that may be present in an educational policy, as well as
tensions between them (Biesta, 2016a, pp. 21-22, 26-27).

This distinction is really important for bilingual education. Bilingual programmes are often justified
in terms of language proficiency, academic achievements and future employment opportunities.
Yet, learning through more than one language may also create opportunities for students to
experience linguistic and cultural differences, participate in diverse communities and develop their
own identities. These possibilities bring the purposes of socialization and subjectification into the
discussion alongside qualification. Within the context of bilingual education policy, this perspective
raises important questions about the broader educational purposes that such policies promote.
Beyond improving language proficiency and academic performance, bilingual education can
support intercultural communication, encourage dialogue between linguistic communities, and
contribute to the development of students’ identities as participants in diverse societies (Garcia,
2009). These broader dimensions of bilingual education reflect the purposes of socialization and
subjectification highlighted in Biesta’s framework.

1.3 Aims and Research Questions

These experiences guided me to question whether bilingual education in Sri Lanka is understood
mainly in terms of what students are expected to learn or whether it also reflects broader ideas
about what education is for. Gert Biesta’s framework of qualification, socialization and
subjectification provides a useful way to explore this question. It allows us to look beyond what
policy documents say bilingual education should achieve and examine which of these three
dimensions are given greater attention and which receive less attention. By analyzing the official
bilingual education policy documents, this study finds how the programme conceptualizes the
purposes of education and identifies the educational priorities that shape the current policy
documents. Beyond this aim, this study aims to suggest a reconceptualized policy framework that
addresses the limitations of the current policy documents and offers a more educationally balanced
approach to bilingual education.



It is important to note that Sri Lanka does not have a single formal bilingual education policy
document. For this reason, the Bilingual Education Programme (BEP) is governed by the
collection of Ministry of Education circulars, cabinet decisions, and National Education
Commission (NEC) reports issued at different times. Without a coherent overarching framework,
a situation confirmed by the Supreme Court in SC Appeal No. 52/2020, which found that "there
is no clear Government policy on bilingual education" (p. 32). Throughout this thesis, therefore,
the term "bilingual education policy" refers to this body of policy-related texts taken together. By
analyzing these key policy documents, the study aims to identify the prevailing educational
purposes embedded within them and examine how these purposes align with the three educational
domains outlined by Biesta.

The study is guided by the following research questions:

1. What educational purposes are represented in Sri Lankan bilingual education policy
documents?

2. What does Biesta's three-domain framework of qualification, socialization, and
subjectification reveal about the educational purposes embedded in those documents?

3. What tensions emerge between Biesta's framework and the Sri Lankan bilingual education
context, and how might other theoretical perspectives help address these tensions?

4. How might bilingual education in Sri Lanka contribute to broader educational aims beyond
qualification?

1.4 Research Design and Methodology

This study applies a qualitative research design based on document analysis to examine the
educational purposes reflected in Sri Lankan bilingual education policy documents. This study
focuses on examining how policy documents frame the aims and priorities of bilingual education
and what these present about the fundamental purposes of education.

This analysis is guided by Gert Biesta’s educational philosophy, particularly his conceptualization
of the three domains of education, qualification, socialization and subjectification, as developed in
Beyond 1 earning: Democratic Education for a Human Future (Biesta, 2016a). This framework is further
informed by Biesta's discussions of the purposes of education in Good Education in an Age of
Measurement: Ethics, Politics, Democracy (Biesta, 2016b) and The Beautiful Risk of Education (Biesta,
2016¢). Together, these works provide the theoretical lens through which the study examines how
Sri Lankan bilingual education policy documents understand the purposes of education and the
educational priorities embedded within official policy documents.

The empirical sources consist of official policy documents which have shaped the development
and implementation of bilingual education in Sri Lanka since its introduction in 2001. Although
there is no formal, single policy for bilingual education in Sri Lanka, the study analyses a range of
policy texts, including circulars from the Ministry of Education, policy guidelines, the Handbook on
Bilingual Education (20106), reports published by the National Education Commission, and other
official documents that define the objectives and implementation of bilingual education. The
documents were read repeatedly and examined thematically using Biesta’s three domains as the
main analytical categories. The analysis focused on the educational priorities promoted in the
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documents and on the extent to which qualification, socialization and subjectification were
represented.

This study is completely based on publicly available policy documents and does not need any
separate ethical approval, as no human participants were involved here. Nevertheless, the research
has been conducted in accordance with principles of academic integrity through the transparent
selection, interpretation and citation of all documentary sources.

1.5 Contribution of the Study

This study contributes to existing research in two main ways. First, it provides a critical policy
analysis of bilingual education in Sri Lanka using Biesta’s three-domain framework of educational
purposes. The analysis shows that the programme is mainly driven by a qualification—oriented
approach, while socialization receives less attention and subjectification is largely absent. Second,
by examining the purposes reflected in policy documents, the study provides a broader
understanding of how bilingual education is defined within national education reforms. The
findings also contribute to wider discussions about the relationship between language policy,
educational aims and the broader role of education in contemporary society.

1.6 Structure of the Thesis

This thesis is structured as follows. Chapter 2 presents the theoretical framework of the study,
focusing on Biesta’s theory of educational purposes. Chapter 3 provides background on the
development of bilingual education policy documents in Sri Lanka. Chapter 4 presents the findings
and discusses these findings in relation to the theoretical framework. Finally, Chapter 5
summarizes the study's key conclusions and discusses implications for educational policy and
future research.
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Chapter Two: Theoretical Framework — Gert Biesta's Philosophy of
Educational Purposes.

Through this chapter, I will present the theoretical background of this study, drawing on the
educational philosophy of Gert Biesta. First, it is worth briefly reviewing his contribution to the
field of education. Biesta’s work has largely focused on the relationship between education,
democracy and citizenship, as well as the theory and philosophy of education. Moreover, Biesta
has written on a wide range of related areas, including vocational and adult education, lifelong
learning, teacher education and the philosophy of educational and social research (Carter, 2019,
p-129). Through these topics, he offers a sustained and in-depth engagement with the question,
“What is education for?” I selected Biesta as my core theory for this thesis because he argues for
identifying and finalizing the different purposes education can serve. Additionally, he offers a
strong set of values or principles for evaluating whether those purposes are sufficient to realize the
goals of a genuinely good education. This chapter provides mainly Biesta’s four major books,
Beyond 1earning (2016a), Good Education in an Age of Measurement (2016b), The Beantiful Risk of
Eduncation (2016¢) and The Rediscovery of Teaching (2017), as well as an interview Biesta gave to Stephen
Heimans at the Australian Teacher Education Association Conference in 2019, published in the
Asia-Pacific Journal of Teacher Education (Heimans & Biesta, 2020). This interview is particularly
valuable because, in it, Biesta explains the way he thinks and the connection between his works in
his own words. This chapter is organized as follows: Section 2.1 introduces Biesta and his
intellectual trajectory. Section 2.2 outlines the three-domain framework. Sections 2.3 to 2.5
examine each domain in depth. Section 2.6 discusses the tensions between the domains. Section
2.7 explains how the framework functions as both an analytical and normative tool in this thesis.

2.1 Biesta and the Question of Educational Purpose

In this section, I discuss the educational philosophy of Biesta based on his central question of what
education is for. First, this question is considered in relation to his broader intellectual
development. Then it examines Biesta’s critique of his concepts of culture of measurement and
learnification. These ideas help to understand why Biesta argues for a broader consideration of
educational purposes beyond measurable learning outcomes.

2.1.1 The Central Question

Biesta begins from a question that he considers fundamental to education: not simply “what
works” but “what is education for?”. He argues that the language of “learnification” and the
growing “culture of measurement” have displaced this question by shifting attention towards
technical and managerial concerns about efficiency and effectiveness. He mentions this in his book
Good Education on the Age of Measurement (Biesta, 2016b) as, “They rather displace the normative
question of good education with technical and managerial questions about the efficiency and
effectiveness of processes, not what these processes are supposed to be for” (p.2).

For Biesta, there is no final technical answer to the question of “what education is for?”” Rather,
this question should stay open, requiring constant reflection and deliberation about educational
values and purposes that education should serve. Such deliberation concerns not only educators
and policymakers but all citizens more broadly since education is a matter of public concern
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(Biesta, 2016b, p.2). From this starting point, Biesta develops his three-domain framework of
educational purposes, which forms the main analytical and normative guide for this study.

2.1.2 Intellectual Development

Gert Biesta is widely recognized as an influential contemporary philosopher of education.
Originally, he was a Dutch educational philosopher who expanded his work towards educational
theory, philosophy of education, and educational policy critique.

In 2020, in his interview with Heimans, Biesta reflects on the development of this concern. He
often tends to question the prevailing assumptions in modern education and tries to reintroduce
real educational thinking, instead of focusing only on testing, results and economic value. Biesta
says that his main work began with Beyond Learning (2006), a book that took him about ten years
to think about and write. In the interview with Heimans, he explains this as,

Beyond Learning raises a very fundamental question for the field, namely, whether
learning' is the central concept in education or whether it isn't. Most people would
say, yes, of course it is, but in the book, I express quite a lot of doubts about this
and explore something 'beyond' learning. One main point of critique of the
language of learning is that it often makes people forget what the learning is for.
That is the question of the purpose of education" (Biesta, as cited in Heimans &
Biesta, 2020, p. 101).

The question of “what education is for?”” has become the central theme of Biesta’s later works. At
the same time, it provides the theoretical starting point for the present study, which asks how the
purposes of bilingual education are understood in Sri Lankan policy documents. The relevance of
this question becomes clear when considering the policy documents that pay significant attention to

measurable language outcomes.

2.1.3 The Culture of Measurement

In Biesta’s second book, Good Education in an Age of Measurement (2016b), he develops his critique
of the growing “culture of measurement” in contemporary education. He examines the tendency
to define educational quality through test results, rankings, performance indicators and
accountability measures. In such a context, what can be measured can easily come to appear more
important than what cannot. Biesta shows this distinction by arguing that measurement can
indicate whether an activity is effective without being able to determine whether the activity itself
is worthwhile (Biesta, as cited in Heimans & Biesta, 2020, p. 102). This answer makes Biesta’s
argument clearer; measurements can show only if a practice reaches its outcomes, but not

determine whether those outcomes are educationally valuable.

In his book, Good Education in an Age of Measurement (2016b), Biesta argues that the more
fundamental question of what education is for can be pushed aside due to paying too much
attention to educational outcomes, effectiveness and efficiency (Biesta, 2016b, pp. 10-18).
Measurement can provide information about outcomes, but it cannot determine the value or
purpose of those outcomes. For this reason, Biesta warns that data, statistics and rankings may
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increasingly influence the making of educational decisions when the questions about good
education are left aside (Biesta, 2016b, pp. 4-5, 26—27). This distinction is important for the
present study as it makes it possible to examine bilingual education policy documents not only
based on the outcomes it seeks to produce, but also in terms of the educational purposes that these

outcomes are expected to serve.
2.1.4 Learnification

Another central concept in Biesta’s critique is “learnification”. He first introduced the term in
Beyond 1 earning: Democratic Edncation for a Human Future (2016a) to describe the increasing tendency
to reduce education to the language of learning. He later developed this critique in Good Education
in an Age of Measurement (2016b), connecting learnification to the loss of attention to broader
educational purposes. In this sense, learnification refers to a shift in educational language in which
teaching becomes “the facilitation of learning”, curricula become “learning opportunities,” and
education is described as a “process of learning” Biesta (2016b, p. 18). For Biesta, the problem is
not learning. Rather, it gives less attention to the questions about what is worth learning, why it is
worth learning and what kind of person education might help to form.

In Heiman’s interview, Biesta connects learnification directly to the problem of teacher education,
noting with some concern that Australian teacher standards discourse was dominated by the
language of learning rather than teaching:

"I think there is something important there, and behind that is my long-standing
interest with understanding education in its own terms and not from the outside
or through other kinds of theories... teaching and education are very quickly de-
intellectualized, saying, 'Oh, it's just practical.' It's just skills. It's just behavioral."
(Biesta, as cited in Heimans & Biesta, 2020, p. 104).

The main issue, then, is not that learning has no place in education, but that learning can become
the final aim rather than being a part of a larger educational purpose. A language of values and
purposes is needed to address questions about what should be learned, why it matters and what
kind of person education should support. Biesta’s three-domain framework provides such a

language.
2.2 The Three Domains of Educational Purpose: An Overview

Biesta’s response to the question of educational purpose is developed through three interrelated
domains: qualification, socialization and subjectification. Rather than treating these as completely
separate functions, he presents them as different dimensions through which education can be
understood. " I wish to suggest that education generally performs three different (but related)
functions, to which I will refer as the qualification, socialization and subjectification function of
education” (Biesta, 2016b, p. 19). These three domains are analytical, rather than separate realities
in educational practice. In practice, the three can overlap, even when a policy or educational
practice gives greater visibility to one of them. This makes the framework help to identify not only
what a policy emphasizes, but also what receives less attention.
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Moreover, Biesta provides a compelling explanation of the relative priority of the three domains
and outlines how he would structure a teacher education programme accordingly in his interview
with Heimans.

I would build it so that I have these three domains of purpose, qualification,
socialisation, subjectification and for me, subjectification is the heart of it because
that's the whole challenge of existing in the world but not as an object, but as a
subject. Then you can say, to do that well, you need to have orientation in the world
and that for me is the task of socialisation... They can say if you do not just want to
have orientation but also be able to act and subject, you need to become qualified.

So, the qualification for me is the last step (Biesta, as cited in Heimans & Biesta,
2020, p. 110).

From this discussion, it is clear that Biesta does not treat the three domains as equally weighted in
every educational discussion. In particular, he places strong emphasis on subjectification while also
accepting the importance of socialization and qualification. Socialization helps students develop
an understanding of their place in the world and how they should relate to it, while qualification
provides the knowledge and skills that enable them to act. Therefore, these three domains remain
interconnected rather than forming a simple sequence.

2.2.1 Qualification

Qualification refers to the knowledge, skills, competencies and dispositions that education enables
to develop. According to Biesta, these can take various forms from preparation for a particular
occupation to broader forms of knowledge and understanding that allow people to participate in
society.

It lies in providing them with the knowledge, skills and understandings and
often also with the dispositions and forms of judgment that allow them to “do
something”—a “doing” that can range from the very specific (such as in the
case of training for a particular job or profession, or the training of a particular
skill or technique) to the much more general ( such as an introduction to
modern culture, or the teaching of life skills, etctera) ( Biesta, 2016b, p.19-20).

Qualification therefore includes subject knowledge, literacy and numeracy, vocational skills and
preparing students for further study or employment. Some aspects of qualification can be assessed
relatively easily through examinations and other forms of performance measurement. This causes
qualification to become particularly visible in education systems that place strong emphasis on

measurable outcomes.

Biesta’s concern arises when qualification becomes the dominant way of understanding education.
When considering knowledge and skills as measurable outcomes, less attention may be given to
the students’ capacity to think critically, take responsibility and develop as subjects in their own
right. Students may therefore acquire knowledge and skills without being supported in developing
as self—determining persons. This is what Biesta (2016b) identifies through the subjectification
dimension of education. He links this narrow view of educational purposes to the rise of the
neoliberal approach to education. Moreover, he argues that the language of human capital makes
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education productive and legible in economic terms. While this language can make educational
outcomes more visible and measurable, it can also make less visible those aspects of education that
cannot easily be expressed through economic or productivity measures.

In his interview with Heimans, Biesta expands this argument by using the idea of “technological
thinking”. He describes this as an effort to turn education into a system that gives predictable
outcomes by controlling all conditions. However, he argues that such an approach can turn
education into something like an assembly line, where achieving predictable outcomes becomes
more important than allowing students to develop as distinct individuals. “The risk is that if you
try to transform education in that way, it may become very predictable, but the problem is that
what you get at the end of the assembly line are identical things and not people who have been
challenged to put themselves in the world”(Biesta, as cited in Heimans & Biesta, 2020, p. 100).

A similar concern appears in his book The Beautiful Risk of Education, where Biesta (2016c) argues
that when educational outcomes are fully predestined, the openness and uncertainty that are central
to education can be reduced. When outcomes are fully fixed and specified, there is no opportunity
for the unexpected or transformative possibilities that may emerge through educational
encounters. Education can become a process of managing learning towards predetermined
outcomes rather than creating opportunities for something new to emerge (Biesta, 2016¢, p. 2).

According to Biesta, as cited in Heimans & Biesta (2020, p. 110), he highlights the possible
consequences of an excessive focus on qualification for students’ broader development. This is a
strong claim: when education focuses only on qualification, it not only limits the educational
experiences but also does not help students “arrive” as persons in the world.

2.2.2 Socialization

The second domain, "Socialization," concerns the way in which education introduces students into
existing social, cultural and political orders (Biesta, 2016b). Through education, students encounter
particular norms, values, traditions and ways of participating in social life.

"The socialization function has to do with the many ways in which, through
education, we become part of particular social, cultural and political “orders.”
Sometimes socialization is actively pursued by educational institutions, for example
with regard to the transmission of particular norms and values, in relation to the
continuation of particular cultural or religious traditions, or for the purpose of
professional socialization (p. 20).

Socialization is all the education does to make students members of particular communities and
societies; it involves the passing on of cultural values and traditions, the development of common
norms and practices, and the creation of a sense of citizenship and social belonging. Biesta treats
socialization as a legitimate and independent purpose of education, one that is quite separate from
qualification. Qualification is about what students can do. Socialization is about where students
belong and how they come to share the values and practices of the communities they belong to.
Biesta, does not, however, treat all forms of socialization as equally desirable. The important
question, he argues, is what kind of socialization education promotes. Education can reproduce
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existing social arrangements and norms, but it can also create opportunities for students to
question and engage with those arrangements.

This allows Biesta to distinguish between two forms of socialization. The first is a reproductive
form, in which students are mainly introduced to existing social structures and norms. The second
is a more democratic form in which students encounter difference, question existing structures,
and participate in shaping shared social life.

Further, in Beyond I earning (2016a), Biesta challenges the understanding of democratic education
as the preparation of the students for their future participation in an already existing democratic
order. Instead, he emphasizes the importance of creating educational spaces in which the students
can actively participate and experience democracy through their daily interactions. He argues that
democracy is concerned with “plurality and difference, not identity and sameness” (Biesta, 20104,
p. 120). From this perspective, socialization cannot be limited to reproducing the existing social
norms. Education can also create spaces in which students experience people and perspectives
different from their own and participate in a shared social world. This is particularly relevant to
bilingual education, where linguistic and cultural differences are part of the educational setting.

Moreover, Biesta clarifies the relationship between socialization and the other educational
domains. He describes socialization as guiding students to understand the world and the social and
cultural contexts in which they live. It involves introducing students to the histories they inherit,
the ways in which society is organized and the practices and cultures they participate in. At the
same time, this process should enable students to develop the capacity to act within the world

rather than simply follow existing arrangements without question (Heimans & Biesta, 2020, p.
110).

This presents socialization as a relatively open process rather than as the simple reproduction of
prevailing social arrangements. From this perspective, education does not merely introduce
students into existing norms and practices. It can also help students to recognize that these
arrangements have histories and are therefore open to questioning, reinterpretation and
transformation.

Biesta develops this idea further in his discussion of the role of the teacher in his book The
Rediscovery of Teaching (2017). In his view, the teacher can interrupt students’ existing ways of seeing,
thinking and desiring. The teacher may introduce questions or perspectives that challenge what
students already take for granted. As Biesta explains, “.... whereas the question of the desired and
the desirable is introduced by the teacher — as a powerful interruption — the ambition is that this
question becomes a living question in the life of the student” (Biesta, 2017, p. 20).

The teacher may therefore introduce the new ideas, views or questions which challenge students’
existing assumptions rather than simply reproducing them. However, the teacher cannot determine
how students will respond to such an interruption. As Biesta emphasizes, teachers “never know”
whether or when such a return will happen, making teaching inherently unpredictable and open-
ended (Biesta,2017, p.19). In this sense, education can involve socialization into an existing world
while also creating possibilities for students to question, reinterpret and potentially transform that
world.
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2.2.3 Subjectification

The third domain, subjectification, concerns students’ emergence as a subject rather than simply
as members of an existing social order. It involves the possibility of thinking and acting for oneself,
developing one’s own voice and taking responsibility for one’s way of being in the world. In this
sense, subjectification is closely connected to independence, critical engagement and responsibility.
Biesta explains it as follows:

I prefer to call it subjectification—the process of becoming a subject (see also
Chapters 4 and 5). The subjectification function might perhaps best be understood
as the opposite of the socialization function. It is precisely not about the insertion
of “newcomers” into existing orders, but about ways of being that hint at
independence from such orders, ways of being in which the individual is not simply
a “specimen” of a more encompassing order (Biesta, 2016b, p.21)

This understanding of subjectification rests on a particular view of what it means to be human.
For Biesta, becoming a subject is not simply a matter of fulfilling a predetermined identity or social
role. It emerges through educational conditions that allow individuals to experience the world and
respond to it in their own way.

2.3 Coming into Presence and the Beautiful Risk

In The Beantiful Risk of Education (2016c), Biesta introduces a new concept of “coming into
presence"” in relation to subjectification. The concept refers to the possibility for the individual to
appear in the world in a way that cannot be fully determined in advance. Therefore, it is about
developing the capacity to think, respond and take responsibility for one’s existence, not simply
about becoming what society expects.

Moreover, in the interview with Heimans, Biesta explains why he used the aesthetic word
'beautiful' instead of a moral word. He emphasizes that it refers to the way something new can
appear in the world. For education, this means that teachers cannot fully determine who students
will become or how they will respond to educational encounters. He says that, as educators, we
must see how students can appear in the world and become people who can think and act for
themselves. Education is not filling knowledge into their minds but helps them to become real
persons, active persons. We cannot control the process and that is why it is both risky and
beautiful. And through this idea, he emphasizes the importance of seeing subjectification as a
purpose of education.

....... '‘Beautiful' is an aesthetic word, and aesthetics, for me, is about how things
can appear, how things can arrive in the world, so to speak. And that is a basic
educational theme because as educators we are interested in how children and
young people can appear in the world. (Biesta, as cited in Heimans & Biesta, 2020,
pp. 102-103)

As Biesta writes, the risk of education is that the student will respond in ways that go beyond what
the teacher intended (2016c, p. 5). And the risk is therefore not simply a problem to be eliminated.
It is part of what makes education possible as an open-ended encounter.
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2.4 Teaching as the Gift of Interruption

In The Rediscovery of Teaching, Biesta (2017) challenges the tendency to understand teaching as the
facilitation of students’ learning. For him, teaching involves bringing students into an encounter
with something beyond their existing interests, assumptions and desires. The teacher may therefore
introduce ideas, perspectives or questions that students did not initially seek. Biesta describes this
as a form of interruption because it can open possibilities for students to see and question the
world differently.

This interruption is not aimed at determining what students should think or what kind of persons
they should become. Rather, it creates an opportunity for students to consider whether what they
encounter is desirable, meaningful or worthwhile (Biesta, 2017, p.13). In this sense, teaching
contributes to subjectification by creating conditions in which students can respond to something
beyond themselves. Because the teacher cannot control how students will respond, teaching
remains uncertain and risky. Without this openness, education may become closer to training than
to education in Biesta’s sense. At a deeper level, Biesta’s argument is that education should bring
students into contact with a world that extends beyond their existing preferences and assumptions.

Biesta also emphasizes that good teaching is intrinsically disruptive rather than confirmatory. For
him, teaching involves interruption: it introduces students to ideas, experiences or perspectives
that may go beyond what they already know or assume. Such interruptions create opportunities
for students to reflect on whether what they desire or experience is desirable, meaningful or
worthwhile (Biesta, 2017). In this sense, teaching is closely connected to subjectification because
it creates possibilities for students to move beyond simply confirming who they already are or what
they already believe. Education, therefore, is not only about supporting students’ existing
development or potential. It can also involve challenging their assumptions, desires and ways of
relating to the world.

From this perspective, interruption is not an occasional feature of education but a fundamental
part of the educational process. Without such encounters, Biesta argues, education risks becoming
a matter of managing learning primarily rather than creating opportunities for students to respond
to something beyond themselves (Biesta, 2017).

2.5 The Tensions Between the Three Domains

In Gert Biesta’s works, especially The Beautiful Risk of Education (2016¢) and Good Education in the
Age of Measurement (2016b), he refers to the difficulties that can emerge due to this tension between
the three domains: qualification, socialization and subjectification. Biesta does not present three
domains as purposes that can simply be maximized at the same time. They overlap and support
one another, but they can also come into tension. Each represents an important dimension of
educational purpose and giving priority to one can have consequences for the other.

Mostly, Biesta pays special attention to the central tension between socialization and
subjectification. Socialization introduces students to existing norms, traditions and social practices,
whereas subjectification creates the possibility of questioning or moving beyond those
arrangements. An education that focuses too much on socialization may encourage conformity
and limit students’ ability to think independently and critically.
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While socialization aims to encourage the norms, traditions and expected behaviors in the current
social system, subjectification requires questioning those norms, thinking critically and differently
and challenging them. When education prioritizes socialization, it risks encouraging conformity
and marginalizing individual agency. On the other hand, when education overvalues
subjectification, it may encourage individualism at the expense of social responsibility. Similarly,
qualification and subjectification also stand in tension. If education focuses too much on
qualifications as standardized tests, fixed outcomes and efficiency, students may be skilled at
meeting predetermined expectations, but they lack critical thinking, decision-making and
autonomy. They may just follow the instructions. At the same time, subjectification cannot replace
the knowledge and skills that qualification provides. The point is therefore not to eliminate
qualification, but to consider how it relates to the other purposes of education.

Biesta advises that these tensions are not to be resolved, but to argue that good education must
hold them open and respond to them attentively. In Biesta's (2016b) view, good education is not
about finding a fixed balance between the three domains, but rather about being continuously
engaged with the question of what good education means, a question that has no final answer and
must remain permanently open.

In the interview with Heimans, Biesta, moreover, provides a wide explanation of how these three
domains associate when education fails. This becomes particularly important when qualification
comes to dominate educational thinking. As Biesta explains, knowledge and skills have little
educational meaning if students are not also supported in developing a relationship with the world
and in becoming responsible subjects. "If you are not there and if you are not in the world, then
there is no point in getting knowledge and skills because they are nowhere" (Biesta, as cited in
Heimans & Biesta, 2020, p. 110). Qualification, in other words, gains its educational importance
through its relationship with the other purposes of education.

However, these tensions also raise a question of how Biesta’s framework is applied to the Sri
Lankan bilingual education context. The purposes of bilingual education are not limited to the
individual learner but are also connected to the historical relationship between language, ethnicity
and social cohesion. This context therefore provides an opportunity to examine whether the
tensions identified by Biesta take a particular form in Sri Lanka. This is especially relevant when
education is expected not only to educate individuals but also to address historically divided social
relations. This question is explored further in Chapter Four.

2.6 Biesta’s Framework as an Analytical and Normative Tool

In the present study, Biesta’s framework serves two related purposes. First, it functions as an
analytical framework that provides the necessary concepts through which to understand the
educational purposes represented in the bilingual education policy documents in Sri Lanka.
Second, it functions as a normative framework that allows these purposes to be considered in
relation to Biesta’s broader account of good education.

Biesta’s framework provides a set of conceptual dimensions through which the content of policy
documents can be systematically examined. When policy documents express the purpose of
bilingual education, those articulations can be organized within the three domains: Do they
elaborate on improving language competencies for economic and academic acquisition
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(qualification)? Do they address the questions of cultural identity, social cohesion or intercultural
understanding (socialization)? Do they contribute to the development of independent, reflective
and self-determining learners (subjectification)? This integration enables the evaluation of both the
purposes that are embedded in the policy documents and what purposes are not presented or
marginalized.

Biesta’s framework also has a normative dimension. It is not limited to describing the educational

purposes stated in policy documents. Instead, it helps to ask whether the educational purposes
embedded in the policy documents represent an adequate understanding of education. In this
sense, this framework allows us to analyze the broader question of what bilingual education might
be expected to serve, moving beyond the question of what the policy says. Where the policy gives
limited attention to specific educational purposes, this framework provides a basis for discussing
what may be missing and why those dimensions are important.

Hence, the purpose of using this framework is not only to describe the facts simply in the policy
documents. It is also to examine which educational purposes are prioritized in these documents.
The analysis then asks whether bilingual education can be understood more broadly than its
emphasis on language proficiency and qualification suggests.

2.7 Summary

This chapter contains Gert Biesta’s educational philosophy as the theoretical framework of the
study. This discussion begins with Biesta’s central question: what education is for? And considered
his critiques of the culture of measurement and learnification. Then it examined the three purposes
of education: qualification, socialization and subjectification. Particular attention was given to the
tensions between the three domains, because these tensions help us understand the effects of
giving more attention to one educational purpose than others.
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Chapter Three: Bilingual Education Policy in Sri Lanka — Historical
Development, Present Context and Key Challenges

This chapter provides the historical and contextual background needed to understand the
development of bilingual education in Sri Lanka. Bilingual Education is not governed by a single,
formal policy document; rather, it has developed through a collection of Ministry of Education
circulars, Cabinet Decisions, National Education Commission (NEC) reports and related policy
documents. The Supreme Court confirmed this directly in SC Appeal No. 52/2020, finding that
“there is no clear Government policy on bilingual education” (p. 32), while the NEC (2022)
similarly identified the “absence of a sound bilingual education policy” as a central systemic
problem (p. 141). This absence is not merely a background condition; it is itself a central finding
of the study. As this chapter discusses later, the absence of a well-defined and coherent policy
framework has become an important issue in the development of the Bilingual Education
Programme.

This chapter traces the development of bilingual education from its historical and sociolinguistic
roots through the Bilingual Education Programme (BEP) and its later development. So far, it also
examines the structure and the stated objectives of the present programme. It then considers the
main challenges that have affected its implementation. Particular attention has been given to the
National Education Commission’s (2024) situational analysis, which provides recent evidence on
the current position of bilingual education in Sri Lanka. The roots of the bilingual education policy
date back to the colonial era. But formal attention was paid to it and introduced as a policy in the
system in 2001.

The chapter is organized as follows. Section 3.1 situates bilingual education within the historical
and sociolinguistic context of Sri Lanka. Section 3.2 traces the policy history from the colonial
period through the Sinhala Only Act to the launch of the BEP. Section 3.3 describes the structure
and objectives of the present bilingual education approach. Section 3.4 examines the key challenges
identified in research and policy analysis. Section 3.5 discusses the findings of the National
Education Commission (2024) situational analysis as the most comprehensive and recent
assessment of the programme. Section 3.6 summarizes the chapter and prepares the ground for
the analysis in Chapter 4.

3.1 Language, Ethnicity and Education in Sri Lanka: A Sociolinguistic Overview

Sri Lanka is a multiethnic, multi-religious, and multi-linguistic country. According to the 2024
Census, 74.1% of Sri Lanka’s population are Sinhalese, 12.3% Sri Lankan Tamils, 10.5%
Moors/Muslims, and 2.8% Indian Tamils, while the remaining 0.3% belong to other ethnic groups
such as Burgher, Malay, Chetty, Bharatha, and Veddah (Department of Census and Statistics, Sri
Lanka, 2024). Sinhala is the majority language, while Tamil is the other major national language.
English occupies a different but historically significant position. During the period of colonization
(1815 - 1948), English became associated with elite education and social mobility. It has created a
contested position in the linguistic landscape of Sri Lanka. Moreover, it is continuously recognized
as a link language and later continues as the medium of higher education, formal employment and
international communication. At the same time, English-medium education was a key criterion in
creating an unequal distribution of education and also social standards. An elite society was created
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with the people who could learn in the English medium and got opportunities to have higher
education. Later, it also affected the education system by creating elite private and government-

assisted schools in urban areas and largely out of reach for rural public-school students (NEC,
2024, p. 2).

The linguistic background and the political history of Sri Lanka are closely interconnected. The
relationship between language and ethnic identity has been one of the defining divisions of post-
independence politics. The introduction of the Sinhala Only Act, making Sinhala the sole official
language of the state in 1956, marginalized the Tamil-speaking community in Sri Lanka. This
directly affected the minority community who do not speak Sinhala when seeking public sector
employment and higher education. Hence, this act was considered a turning point in the political
and linguistic background of Sri Lanka, as it led to the worsening of inter-ethnic relationship up
to a civil war in Sri Lanka between the Sri Lankan state and the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam
(LTTE) that lasted from 1983 to 2009. Based on this situation, language barriers have played a
major part in emerging conflicts among ethnic groups. It shows how language education policies
and practices are important for political stability, social cohesion and post-war reconciliation.
Moreover, in a situation where language groups are constantly in conflict, language policy decisions
are mainly influenced by political and nationalist ideologies (Coperahewa, 2009, cited in
Jayasooriya, 2025, p. 19).

This history shows why language policy in Sri Lanka cannot be understood only as an educational
issue. Decisions about the language of instruction have also been connected to questions of
political participation, social inequality, ethnic identity and social cohesion. As the NEC (2024)
report by Wijesekera and Nanayakkara observes, the origin of separate Sinhala-medium and Tamil-
medium streams has contributed to ethnic segregation within the public-school system. "Sri
Lankan BE has shown its potential to create ethnolinguistic harmony, cohesion and inclusivity in
multiethnic BE classrooms compared to the ironic spread of ethnic polarization and exclusivity by
the public-school system resulting from the medium of instruction against its very own goals."
(NEC, 2024, pp. 1-2).

Against this background, bilingual education has been presented as having the potential to create
opportunities for students to integrate with linguistically and ethnically different communities
through the functioning of English-medium instruction. As Wijesekera (2018) mentions, English
plays the role of a “neutral language” that can transcend the Sinhala—Tamil division. However, in
practice, the realization of this potential remains partial and uneven, as it is limited by the existing
policy framework.

From this perspective, it is clear that language policy in education has never been only an
educational process. Every decision about the medium of instruction- which language, for which
students, and at which stage of schooling is based on the political and social significance that
extends beyond the classroom. This perspective is important to understand both the strengths and
limitations of bilingual education policy in Sri Lanka.

3.2 Historical Development of Bilingual Education Policy

This section explains the historical development of bilingual education policy in Sri Lanka and
identifies the major developments that shaped the present Bilingual Education Programme in Sri
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Lanka. It first considers the origins of the programme and then examines the longer educational
legacy of the Sinhala Only policy. Together, these developments help explain the linguistic and
policy context in which bilingual education emerged.

The roots of the present bilingual education programme can be traced to the unequal position of
English within the colonial education system. During British rule, a limited number of people were
able to get the opportunity to get an English-medium education. English-medium education was
opened only to urban, Christian and socially privileged groups and others received their education
only in Sinhala or Tamil. Thus, the colonial education system created social disparities and a social
hierarchy of standards based on English-medium education and English competency. So, the
English-skilled persons were considered the elite of the society, and they easily had opportunities
in social, economic and international advancements. NEC (2024, p. 2), drawing on Bourdieu
(1994), positions English as a form of social, economic and cultural capital accessible to a limited
section of Sri Lankan society.

After independence in 1948, language and education policy moved in a different direction in Sri
Lanka. The general education system was converted to mother-tongue instruction (MTT) in Sinhala
and Tamil through the Official Language Act in 1956. At the same time, English was removed
from the mainstream curriculum as a medium of instruction. Later, this decision was strongly
influenced by the decline in English proficiency among the population. This decline also
contributed to the introduction of bilingual education in Sri Lanka. The National Education
Commission (NEC) explained that the main reason for introducing English Medium Instruction
(EMI) through bilingual education was the inadequacies in teaching English as a second language
(NEC, 1997, as cited in Wijesekera & Nanayakkara, NEC, 2024, p. 1).

3.2.1 The 1997 Presidential Task Force and the Origins of the BEP

In 1997, the Presidential Task Force on General Education formulated the formal policy
foundation of bilingual education. This Task Force identified declining English proficiency in
public schools as a major obstacle not only to individual development but also to national
development. As a result, the committee recommended the introduction of English-medium
instruction in selected subjects to address this gap (NEC, 2024, pp. 3—4). The National Education
Commission supported these recommendations in its 2003 report. It proposed introducing
bilingual education for all students in junior secondary classes, without considering socioeconomic
or geographical disparities. The aim was to give students opportunities to develop English
proficiency and improve their access to higher education and future employment opportunities.
(NEC, 2024, pp. 1-2)

The Bilingual Education Policy (BEP) was formally launched in 2001 for the advanced-level classes
in the science stream with English-medium instruction in Biology, Chemistry, Physics, Combined
Maths and Agriculture. Later, this was extended up to the lower secondary level, grade 6, in 2002
under the National Amity School Project. This project was aimed not only at developing English
proficiency but also at promoting social harmony and ethnic cohesion. They supposed that it
would happen when providing opportunities to interact with Sinhala-speaking and Tamil-speaking
students together in shared English-medium classrooms (Ministry of Education Circular, Sri
Lanka, 2002/12, as cited in NEC, 2024, p. 40).
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From its eatly development, therefore, the Bilingual Education Programme (BEP) was contained
within two educational purposes. Improving English proficiency was closely connected to the
opportunities for higher education and employment, while the shared classroom environment was
also expected to contribute to social interaction and cohesion. How these different purposes have
been reflected in the later developments of the programme is considered in the following sections.

3.2.2 The Sinhala Only Act and its Educational Legacy

The Sinhala Only Act of 1956 is particularly a landmark of the linguistic and political history of Sri
Lanka. When discussing the bilingual policy in Sri Lanka, it is essential to have an idea of the
Sinhala Only Act, as we cannot complete the BE policy without this act. According to the Act,
Sinhala was made the sole official language. This created difficulties for the Tamil-speaking
community and limited their ability to participate fully in public life. The impact on education was
especially severe, as Tamil-speaking students felt marginalized and disadvantaged in the system
because of their Sinhala language competency. At the same time, the state offered a Tamil-medium
stream, which led to the establishment of linguistic and ethnic separation within the school system
in Sri Lanka (Jayasooriya, 2025, p. 23).

The marginalization of minority languages and unequal language policies contributed to ethnic
tensions, which led to the civil war in Sri Lanka for nearly three decades. Even after the civil war
in 2009, it was a remarkable challenge to build a genuinely inclusive education system in the society,
as the divisions and wounds of three decades of war remained acute. Based upon this situation,
the approach of bilingual education serves as a bridge for reconciliation and the cultivation of

shared civic identity is not only an educational objective but also a political and moral responsibility
(Wijesekera & Alford, 2019, p. 24).

3.3 The Structure and Objectives of the Present Bilingual Education Programme

This section examines how the Bilingual Education Programme is designed, its structure and the
objectives which are stated in official policy documents. This provides a basis for understanding
both what the programme currently offers and what it is officially intended to achieve.

3.3.1 Programme Design and Coverage

The Bilingual Education Programme in Sri Lanka is a result of a long process under a series of
circulars governed by the Ministry of Education. The most important circular is 2008/12, which
remains the main policy framework in public schools. Under this circular, bilingual education is
implemented from grade 6 onwards, with a maximum of five subjects such as Science,
Mathematics, Geography, Citizenship Education and Health and Physical Education. They are
offered through English-medium instruction, while History and Religious Studies are required to
be taught in the mother tongue, Sinhala or Tamil. In 2016, Content and Language Integrated
Learning (CLIL) was introduced as a recommended methodology for bilingual classrooms, as a
prescribed methodology for bilingual classrooms, along with a handbook published by the Ministry
of Education (MOE, 2010).

However, the extent of the programme remains extremely limited. According to the school census
data analyses by Wijesekara and Nanayakkara (2024), only 757 of the 6237 secondary schools in
Sri Lanka, approximately 12%, offer bilingual education. Moreover, only around 4% of secondary-
level students have access to the BEP, despite its introduction more than two decades ago (p. iii).
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The limited access to the programme is important because expanding bilingual education was an
aim to provide opportunities for learning in English medium more widely. Instead, this unequal
access remains further to coexist with the expansion of private and international schools from
eatlier grades for those who can afford it NEC, 2024, p. 1).

3.3.2 Stated Objectives of the BEP

The stated objectives of the present bilingual educational programme in Sri Lanka provide an
important indication of how bilingual education has been understood within official policy
discourse. According to the Ministry of Education (20106), it consists of four dimensions. First, the
programme aims to develop social harmony and cohesion in a pluralistic society by using English
as a link language. Second, it aims to provide opportunities to all the students at the secondary
level, irrespective of socioeconomic and regional disparities, to acquire proficiency in both their
first language and English as a second language. Third, it expects to enable students to use local
languages and English as a means to participate in the knowledge society. Fourth, it seeks to link
academic learning with the socioeconomic, political, and cultural dimensions of the world of work
through national languages and English as a link language (MOE, 2016, p. 7, as cited in NEC,
2024, p. 7).

3.4 Key Challenges in Implementation

Although the programme has clear aims, implementing them has been challenging. These
challenges include the absence of a clear policy framework, unequal access, shortages and
weaknesses in teacher training programmes and the limited use of bilingual education to encourage
interaction between different linguistic and ethnic groups. The following subheadings examine
these challenges and provide the necessary context for the later analysis of policy purposes.

3.4.1 The Absence of a Clear Policy Framework

One of the most persistent challenges is the absence of a clear and coherent policy framework for
bilingual education in Sri Lanka. After 20 years of operations, BEP is administered mainly by a
series of circulars of the Ministry of Education. The NEC (2024, p.9) notes that at least twelve
policy documents, along with three cabinet memoranda and other texts, are often contradictory,
lack sufficient evidence, and do not reflect the realities of school conditions. The Supreme Court,
in its influential decision in Appeal No. 52/2020, cleatly stated that the circulars issued by the

Ministry of Education showed a clear lack of vision and a lack of government policy on bilingual
education (NEC, 2024, p. 2).

Similarly, the NEC (2022) identified the absence of a sound bilingual education policy and
inconsistencies in implementing Ministry of Education guidelines as an important challenge of the
system. Moreover, it describes the term “circular paradox", which explains the situation where
successive circulars contradict one another and were issued without adequate evidence or
consultation. At the same time, it reflects the perspectives of the directors and the deputy directors
of bilingual education, described as a lack of decision-making, a lack of a strategic plan and the
absence of any monitoring system. One of the former permanent secretaries of the Ministry of
Education stated during the interview like this:
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The problem or the fault is thetre is no direction; there is no one clear message. It's,
you know, duplicity and hypocrisy. They are the people who decide on policy and
tell the roll-out policy to have one set of standards for themselves and another set
of standards for the children in the government schools." (Former Permanent
Secretary, as cited in NEC, 2024, p. 16)

This lack of a unified policy framework has affected the way of understanding this programme
and the implementation across school levels. This bilingual education has developed through a
series of circulars, reports and other policy documents issued at different points in time rather than
operating within a clearly articulated national framework.

3.4.2 Equity, Access and Social Division

The second challenge is access and equity. The BEP was designed to open access to English-
medium education, which had previously been available to only a limited number of students. By
introducing bilingual education in public schools free of charge, the policy aimed to make English—
medium education more accessible to a wider group of students. However, in practice, access to
bilingual classes remained challenging. There were not sufficient resources, particularly qualified
English-medium teachers. In addition, formal and informal selection processes meant that not all
students had an equal opportunity to enroll in bilingual classes. According to NEC (2024), 75%
of schools with bilingual programmes conduct selection tests to limit student enrolment, even
though the relevant ministry circular specifies only students’ willingness and resource availability
as criteria for entry.

And the BEP is distributed very unequally across the country. Schools in the Western Province
and the urban areas have a big demand for BEP, while provinces such as North Central and Uva
have far less demand for bilingual schools. This disparity directly contradicts the NEC’s stated aim
of ensuring equal access to bilingual education for all students, regardless of regional location
(NEC, 2024, p. 12). Allowing private and international schools to offer English-medium
instruction from grade one also created concerns about equal access. The families who could
afford private education mainly got the advantages from this. As a result, an unequal system
developed in which access to English-medium education was more easily available to students
from privileged backgrounds. As the NEC (2024, p. 16) notes, "While international schools are
mushrooming, expanding access to EMI for those who can afford it, the majority are excluded
from EMI due to limited availability of BE in public schools." Due to this structural inequity, the
number of complaints and legal challenges on human rights rose among parents who were seeking
access to English-medium education for their children in public schools. It led to the Supreme
Court judgement of 2023 that brought the policy failures of the BEP into sharp public relief.

“Sri Lankan BE context (particularly its involvement with EMI) aptly provides
evidence for the lack of these, which was evident in the Supreme Court (SC Appeal
No. 52/2020) judgement that says “...there is no clear Government policy on
bilingual education” (p.32). Similarly, NEC (2022) also points out the “[a]bsence
of a sound bilingual education policy and discrepancies in implementing the
Ministry of Education directives on bilingual education in schools” (NEC, 2022,
cited in NEC, 2024, p. 1).
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These judgements confirm that the absence of a formal policy framework is not a minor issue but
a major institutional problem that has shaped every aspect of the BEP's implementation.

3.4.3 Teacher Shortage, Training and Professional Development

The main practical challenge of the expansion of bilingual education in Sri Lanka is the shortage
of qualified teachers and teachers who are able to teach the subject content through English-
medium instruction. According to NEC (2024), both pre-service and in-service teacher education
for bilingual teaching are severely inadequate. As the main institutes of teacher training in Sri
Lanka, the National Colleges of Education (NCOEs) that train teachers for bilingual programmes
do not include Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) methodology, which is used as
the methodology for bilingual education in their curriculum. Teachers are trained and taught the
same general pedagogical approaches as mother-tongue instruction teachers, without specialized
preparation in linguistically and pedagogically demanding English-medium content teaching.
According to the survey done by the NEC in 2024, 15.9% of bilingual teachers use CLIL
methodology in their classrooms.

In-service teacher training for bilingual education is also at an insufficient level. NEC (2024)
reports that the provincial budget allocated for bilingual education is in the lower range of 200,000—
300,000 Sri Lankan rupees annually, while other educational programmes receive millions (p. 28).
Hence, most of the bilingual teachers have had no access to systematic professional development.
And these insufficient investments for bilingual education are made worse by an ineffective teacher
transfer system. When a skilled and committed bilingual teacher or principal is transferred, the
programme in that school often collapses, as there is an unavailability of a strong system in place
to support it without relying on individuals.

3.4.4 Social Cohesion and the Missed Opportunity of Multiethnic Schools

One of the most important findings of Wijesekera’s (2018) doctoral research, which is extensively
cited and built upon in the NEC (2024) report, concerns the social and interethnic dimensions of
bilingual education. In multiethnic schools, where both Sinhala and Tamil medium streams exist
alongside English-medium bilingual classes, these bilingual classes have shown the potential to
function as a unique social space in which students from different linguistic and ethnic
backgrounds develop shared identities and positive inter-ethnic relationships. Drawing on
ethnographically informed qualitative data from multiple schools, Wijesekera (2018) demonstrates
that bilingual classrooms in multi-ethnic schools cultivate what she terms “supraethnic identity", a
form of shared belonging that extends beyond the Sinhala—Tamil divide and is facilitated by
English functioning as a genuinely neutral common medium (p. 55).

The NEC (2024) report emphasizes that there are currently approximately 35 multiethnic bi-media
schools in Sti Lanka, where schools have both Sinhala-medium and Tamil-medium instruction
available alongside English-medium bilingual education. These schools represent the only social
space that can create shared lived experiences for ethnolinguistically and religiously diverse
students. As it mentions, "BE classrooms in multiethnic bi-media schools are the only social space
that can create shared lived experience for ethnolinguistically and religiously diverse students.
Hence, it is critically pertinent that these spaces be utilized to bring the nation together." (NEC,
2024, p.19)
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According to the research done by Wijesekera & Alford (2019) and Wijesekera, Alford & Mu
(2019), it is demonstrated that bilingual classrooms in multi-ethnic schools have the possibility and
capacity to enhance inter-ethnic understanding and social cohesion. However, the policy failed to
expand bilingual education in such schools. The 2008 ministry circular also banned separate
bilingual classrooms, which reduced opportunities for students from different ethnic backgrounds
to learn and interact together. These decisions weakened the potential of bilingual education to
support greater social interaction. This represents not only a missed educational opportunity but
also a serious social and moral failure in Sri Lanka’s post-contlict context.

3.5 The NEC (2024) Situational Analysis: Key Findings

The situational analysis commissioned by the National Education Commission and conducted by
Wijesekera and Nanayakkara (NEC, 2024) represents an important contemporary, detailed,
comprehensive review of bilingual education in Sri Lanka. This survey has been conducted using
a qualitative method, with 176 bilingual teachers and 776 bilingual students, conducting discussions
and interviews with teachers, principals, zonal and national coordinators and former ministry
officers, alongside analyzing the policy documents, including all relevant Ministry of Education
circulars and cabinet decisions since 2001.

First, the (NEC) 2024 confirms that the acquisition of English proficiency for academic and
economic purposes is the common perception and motivation for the bilingual education of
parents, students, teachers, and policymakers. This shows that bilingual education is understood
mainly in terms of the knowledge and skills that students are expected to acquire through the
programme. In Biesta’s terms, this reflects a strong emphasis on the qualification purpose of
education. Even though the broader educational purposes, such as social harmony, intercultural
understanding and the development of identities presented across linguistic and cultural
boundaries, refer to the broader purposes, they receive considerably less attention in the
implementation of the programme. This is important as it shows the gap between the broader
educational purposes embedded in the policy documents and the purposes that are prioritized in
practice. According to this, bilingual education is mainly oriented towards English language
proficiency and its academic and economic benefits.

Second, the NEC (2024) shows that bilingual students perform strong academic results than
students receiving mother -tongue instruction. Between the periods of 2018 and 2021, the average
GCE (General Certificate of Education) Ordinary Level exam pass rate among bilingual students
was 95%, compared with 87% among students receiving mother-tongue instruction (NEC, 2024,
p. 21). Furthermore, this study shows that learning subject content through English can contribute
to the development of English language proficiency more effectively than teaching English as a
separate subject (NEC, 2024, p. 21). This demonstrates a significant educational benefit of the
BEP, particularly in connecting with the students’ subject knowledge and English proficiency. At
the same time, the programme places more attention on examination performance and language
proficiency. This strengthens the understanding of bilingual education as a qualification-oriented
educational purpose. Therefore, it is clear that this programme provides important educational and
linguistic benefits. However, it is important to consider whether it achieves the broader educational
purposes beyond measurable educational success.
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Third, the NEC (2024) study shows the social and inter-ethnic potential of bilingual education.
This potential is also mentioned in the findings of Wijesekera (2018). As she mentions, bilingual
classrooms in multiethnic schools provide students not only English language proficiency but also
rich social experiences, interaction with linguistic and cultural differences and the development of
mutual respect between students from different ethnic backgrounds. In some cases, students also
voluntarily chose to study a second national language as an examination subject. These outcomes
suggest that bilingual education can contribute to results that extend beyond the development of
English Language proficiency. They reflect the role of bilingual classrooms in creating
opportunities for students to engage with others across linguistic and cultural differences and to
develop new ways of relating to one another. This is important for the present study because it
shows that the value of bilingual education cannot be understood only from the qualification or
measurable language outcomes. Its implementation can also contribute to broader processes of
socialization and subjectification.

As the fourth key finding, NEC (2024) identifies what it calls an “attitudinal problem” within the
education system. This includes negative views of bilingual education among some decision-
makers, resistance to English-medium instruction and limited awareness of the wider social,
educational and linguistic benefits of bilingual education. This shows a deeper misunderstanding
about the purpose and importance of bilingual education within the system. It is not only seen as
a technical or resource issue. It is also reduced to a qualification-focused approach. So far, it reflects
deeper conceptual limitations in how bilingual education is understood and valued within the
educational system.

3.6 Summary

This chapter has provided the historical, contextual and empirical background of the bilingual
education programme in Sri Lanka. Moreover, it has shown that the development of bilingual
education has been closely connected with the changing position of English, the history of
language and ethnic relations and wider considerations about educational opportunities and social

cohesion.

At the same time, this chapter highlights the gap between the stated aims and its limited access
and the unequal implementation of this programme. At the beginning, bilingual education was
connected to the development of English language proficiency and expected to foster emerging
social interactions among the different language groups. But still, access to bilingual education is
limited, and there also exist challenges in implementation.

These historical and contextual issues provide the background for the analysis that follows. The
next chapter examines the policy documents themselves through Biesta’s three domains of
educational purposes: qualification, socialization and subjectification.
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Chapter Four: Analysis — Reading Sri Lankan Bilingual Education Policy
Documents Through Biesta's Framework

This chapter analyses the Sri Lankan bilingual education policy documents through the lens of
Biesta’s three domains of educational purposes: qualification, socialization and subjectification.
This analysis considers how these three purposes are represented in the policy documents. It
reveals the way in which bilingual education is understood in Sri Lanka. Particular attention has
been given to the strong emphasis on qualification, the limited attention to socialization and the
absence of subjectification in the policy discourse.

The central argument is that the bilingual education programme needs to be fundamentally
reconceptualized in line with Biesta’s framework, not mainly reformed at the level of
implementation but redesigned from the ground up around a comprehensive understanding of
what bilingual education should be. For this analysis, I have drawn on the key policy documents,
such as the NEC report and the CLIL handbook (MOE, 20106) and related research, which was
analyzed in Chapter 3.

This chapter is organized around Biesta's three educational domains. First, it examines the
dominance of qualification in Sri Lankan bilingual education policy documents, then analyses the
limited enactment of socialization, and finally considers the near absence of subjectification. It
concludes by arguing that good bilingual education requires a better balance among all three
domains.

4.1 Qualification: The Dominant Orientation of Sri Lankan Bilingual Policy Documents.

The analysis shows qualification as the most highlighted educational purpose in the policy
documents governing the Sri Lankan Bilingual Education Programme. Particularly, it focuses on
English language proficiency, academic achievements, measurable outcomes and access to future
educational and employment opportunities. This section examines how this qualification-oriented
understanding is expressed in the policy documents and its impacts both educationally and socially.

4.1.1 The primacy of Qualification in policy Discourse.

One of the most consistent patterns across the Sri Lankan bilingual education policy documents
is the strong emphasis placed on qualification. From the earliest policy documents to the most
recent documents, the purposes of bilingual education have been articulated primarily in terms of
English Language proficiency. That purpose is also connected with higher education, employment
opportunities, personal development and national development. Most of the time, the purposes
of bilingual education focus on acquiring English language proficiency. Within this context,
learning through the English medium is presented as a way of fulfilling the need for English
language proficiency and supporting economic development.

According to the NEC (2024) report, providing an opportunity to acquire a level of English
language proficiency to qualify for higher education and career development for all students was
the main objective of the bilingual policy documents in Sri Lanka. English Medium Instruction, or
EMI, covers the instrumental, qualification-oriented background, and as defined by the
policymakers, teachers, students, and parents, it is understood mainly as a medium or tool that is
used to acquire the English language (NEC, 2024, p. 2).
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This qualification-oriented purpose is not incidental to the Sri Lankan bilingual education policy
documents. It was embedded in the Cabinet Decision No. 01/0981/11/067 of December 2000.
It is formally authorized to implement English-medium instruction at advanced-level classes with
the aim of developing competence in English as an international language in the context of
globalization, acquiring higher education and job requirements (Cabinet Decision, as cited in NEC,
2024, Appendix 1). The other circulars also reinforced this framing. As mentioned in NEC (2024),
the main purpose of implementing English-medium instruction was to create school leavers able
to secure and confirm better-paid employment in the local and global job market, meet English
language requirements of higher education and qualify for tertiary education (p. 21).

Biesta's three-domain framework helps us look beyond the policy's strong focus on qualification
and consider a question that is largely absent from the policy itself. Rather than asking only whether
the programme is effective, it asks whether its aims reflect the broader purposes of education. As
Biesta argues, a focus on measurement and qualification alone cannot answer the more
fundamental question of what education is actually for.

"There is ineffective and effective torturing, but that doesn't mean that effective
torturing is good! So, the real question is what's the good of the practice? And

that's a question to which measurement can never provide the answer." (Biesta, as
cited in Heimans & Biesta, 2020, p. 102)

In the Sri Lankan context, this challenge directly addresses the core issue in educational policy.
According to the G.C.E. Ordinary Level examination data cited in the NEC (2024) report, bilingual
students achieve a 95% pass rate when compared to 87% for mother-tongue instruction students,
with a 100% English language pass rate in some educational zones (p. 25).

It demonstrated that the bilingual education programme is highly effective by its qualification
metrics. At the same time, Biesta’s framework presents a broader question about what these
outcomes are aimed to achieve. It can show that students acquire particular knowledge and skills
through high examination performance and English language proficiency. But it cannot answer
the question of what bilingual education is ultimately for.

It creates a tension between the effectiveness of education and the purpose of education. From
the perspective of qualification, the strong examination results and good English language
proficiency indicate that the programme is effective in producing particular knowledge and skills.
But it is not sufficient to confirm that this programme fulfills the wider educational purposes only
by performing measurable outcomes. Therefore, the bilingual education policy context in Sri Lanka
illustrates the tension identified by Biesta between what can be measured and the broader question
of what education is for. The issue is not that qualifications are not important but that their
measurable success may make them more visible and influential than educational purposes that

are less easily measured.

4.1.2 Learnification and the Reduction of Bilingual Teaching

The qualification-oriented pattern of the bilingual education policy document in Sri Lanka can be
closely connected to Biesta’s concept of “learnification”, which he describes as “an ugly term”.
The emphasis on measurable outcomes also raises a related issue in Biesta’s work. It is the tendency
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to understand education mainly through the language of learning outcomes. Biesta refers to this
tendency as “Learnification”. It refers to the reduction of education to the production of
measurable learning outcomes, such as test scores and examination results, while ignoring the
important aspects of education, such as values, purposes, and the relational aspects between the
teachers and the students. Because “Learning” is an individual concept, it does not have a clear
direction. Without purpose, “learning” becomes an empty word. In the bilingual context of Sri
Lanka, learnification is visible in how the programme is evaluated, managed, and experienced. Its
success is measured by the examination pass rates and the English language test scores, while
teacher effectiveness is assessed by students’ measurable language gains.

In Sti Lanka, Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) is used within bilingual education
as an approach that combines subject learning with language development. Therefore, it has the
potential to support both subject knowledge and English language development. However, as the
NEC (2024) reports, only 15.9% of surveyed bilingual teachers use CLIL methodology, even
though it has been officially prescribed since 2016 (NEC, 2024, p. 25). The majority of teachers
reported that they use the same general teaching strategies in mother-tongue instruction
classrooms. In addition, teacher educators at National Colleges of Education also reported that
student teachers are not taught about CLIL, language acquisition theory or the specific pedagogical
requirements of teaching subject content through English.

These findings show that the issue is not simply whether CLIL has been formally embedded in the
bilingual education policy documents. The most important thing is that they raise questions about
whether the necessary pedagogical conditions exist for bilingual education to function as more
than the delivery of subject content through English. The problems of learning subject content in
English within bilingual education. In practice, bilingual teaching may therefore become mainly
focused on improving English language proficiency and examination performance, rather than
supporting the greater opportunities of bilingual learning. From Biesta’s perspective, this reflects
a tendency to focus more on measurable learning outcomes than on the wider purposes of
education (Biesta, 2016b). It can also be understood with his critique of education treated as a
"perfectly operating machine", where efficiency and predictability take precedence over the
uncertainty, judgement, and educational encounters (2016c, p. x). In this context, teachers may be
positioned as implementers of predetermined curricula, while students are primarily viewed as

learners expected to achieve measurable outcomes.
4.1.3 Qualification, Inequality and the Limits of Access

There is another important dimension of qualification dominant in the Sri Lankan Bilingual
Education Programme that Biesta’s framework emphasizes; it connects with educational
inequality. The BEP was introduced partly to provide democratic access to English language
qualifications by making English-medium instruction available in public schools. In practice, this
objective has not been achieved. As the NEC (2024, p. 7) reports, the programme is concentrated
mainly in urban and western province schools. As a result, only 4% of secondary students have
access to bilingual education.

At the same time, families who can afford the cost of English-medium education have
opportunities through private and international schools, which offer English-medium instruction
from grade one and these schools have expanded their provision (NEC, 2024, p. 14). This creates
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an important difference in access to English-medium education. While the BEP was intended to
make English—medium learning more widely available through the public education system, access

remains uneven.

This unequal access is also important when English proficiency is understood as a form of capital.
According to Bourdieu (1994), as cited in the NEC (2024, p. 2), English proficiency is a form of
social, economic and cultural capital. In this context, English proficiency can provide students with
advantages in education, employment and wider social participation. However, these advantages
can also be distributed unevenly if access to English-medium education is already unequal. A
qualification-oriented programme that reaches only a small group of students may therefore
reproduce existing inequalities rather than reduce them. The students who have access to bilingual
education can gain advantages in English language proficiency, while those who do not have access
may remain disadvantaged. As NEC (2024) observes, this unequal access to English-medium
education leads to social differentiation and inevitably affects social justice (p. 2).

From Biesta’s perspectives, this raises questions about how the purposes of bilingual education
are understood. The issue is not whether more students should have access to a bilingual
qualification. It is also important to consider what kind of educational opportunities that access is
intended to provide. If bilingual education is understood mainly according to the qualification, its
success can be measured by the number of students who achieve English proficiency and academic
qualifications. But Biesta’s framework shows that this is not sufficient for understanding the wider
educational purposes. According to this, socialization and subjectification also need to be
considered. Particularly, in relation to social participation, students’ identities and their ability to
connect with the diverse society.

4.2 Socialization: Present in Policy Language, Limited in Practice

Socialization has a visible but more limited presence in the policy documents in contrast to
qualification. Mainly, this programme is connected with social harmony, social cohesion and
students’ opportunities to interact with different linguistic and ethnic groups. However, the
analysis emphasises the gap between those mentioned purposes and the educational realities
described in the available evidence. Therefore, this section examines both how socialization is
reflected in policy language and the challenges of putting it into practice.

4.2.1 Socialization in Policy Language

Socialization retains a limited presence in the official objectives of the BEP. As articulated in the
CLIL Handbook (MOE, 2016) and cited in the NEC (2024, p. 7) report, the revised objectives of
this bilingual education programme include the development of social harmony and social
cohesion in a pluralistic society using English as a link language and the provision of opportunities
for all the students of all backgrounds to acquire proficiency in both their first language and
English while continuing to uphold Sinhala and Tamil as national languages. In 2002, through the
National Amity School Project, bilingual education was expanded to the lower secondary level. It
was mainly framed to bring both Sinhala-speaking and Tamil-speaking students together in shared
classrooms, using English as a common medium to transcend the ethnic polarization of the
mother-tongue instruction system, which represents the socialization purpose.
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The socialization language in these policy documents aligns with what Biesta (2016a, p. 20)
describes as the insertion of individuals into existing social, cultural and political orders,
introducing students to shared norms, values and ways of belonging. So that they can become
members of a particular community or society. In this case, the policy aims to prepare students to
live in a multilingual, multicultural Sri Lankan society where different ethnic and religious groups
coexist peacefully and feel connected as one nation, even if this ideal is not always fully realized in
practice. Even though the policy language shows an awareness that bilingual education could serve
purposes beyond qualification, such as developing a sense of belonging together, understanding
the cultural differences and ethnic backgrounds and building shared civic and national identity,
these purposes are not strongly realized in practice because the programme is still largely organized
around qualification and performance.

4.2.2 The Gap Between Policy Document Language and Educational Reality

Although the policy document mentions the social goals as socialization purposes, these goals have
not been fully realized in practice. This gap is the central characteristic of the socialization aspect
of Sri Lankan bilingual education policy. This disconnection between policy discourse and actual
educational practice is not accidental. It results from specific policy decisions, emphasized in
Ministry of Education Circular 2008/12, which banned separate classrooms for bilingual students
in multiethnic schools, undermining the conditions necessary for genuine inter-ethnic interaction.

Through the ethnographically informed research by Wijesekera (2018), the most powerful
evidence can be presented for this gap. Wijesekera (2018) documents with rich qualitative evidence
how classrooms in schools where both Sinhala and Tamil medium streams operate as unique social
spaces for the students from different ethnic and religious backgrounds. She argues that this
multiethnic BE classroom facilitates a shift in students’ identities from ethnic-centered belonging
toward identities that transcend ethnic boundaries, which she terms “supraethnic identities", which
form a shared belonging that moves beyond the Sinhala and Tamil division. Students in these
classrooms reported that their English language served as a “neutral language” that created more
equal relationships across ethnic groups by working together on the same academic tasks, fostering
mutual respect and curiosity about other languages and cultures. Crucially, Wijesekera also found
that the multilingual environment in the BE classroom encouraged students not only to value
learning English, but also to value learning each other’s first language (Sinhala or Tamil). Students
began to think the other group’s language as useful and meaningful, both socially and culturally.
As a result, some students have voluntarily chosen to study the second national language, not

because they were forced by the policy but because it emerged through everyday interaction with
each other (pp. 155, 299, 304-305).

These findings explain clearly the kind of democratic socialization which Biesta, in Beyond Learning
Democratic Education for a Human Future (2016a), says education should cultivate. As Biesta (2016a)
argues, this is not the insertion of students into a pre-existing social system and shaping them to
fit into it, but the creation of opportunities for students to meet and interact with others who are
different from them. Through these experiences, students can develop their capacities to live
together respectfully and democratically in a diverse society. (P. 120). As Wijesekera (2018) shows
in her research, students are genuinely sharing educational experiences in the multiethnic bilingual
classrooms, not just as an accidental result of learning another language but as the result of
interaction across ethnic groups (pp. 181 — 180).
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Still, as the NEC (2024) report highlights, there are institutional possibilities of implementing this
interaction in approximately 35 multi-ethnic bilingual schools in Sri Lanka (p. 19). Through the
Ministry of Education Circular 2008/12, this socialization potential was banned by separating
classrooms for bilingual students because mixed classes would prevent the creation of an elite
English-medium group within schools. As the NEC (2024) report notes, the authors of the circular
failed completely to consider how separate bilingual classrooms in multiethnic schools could foster
social cohesion by bringing students from different ethnic and religious backgrounds into a shared
educational space (NEC, 2024, p. 9). Moreover, the circular required that bilingual students should
be physically integrated with mother-tongue instruction students for all subjects except those
taught through the English medium. But this made learning difficult, disruptive, and discouraging,
as reported by the teachers and the students (pp. 9, 17-18).

However, this finding also raises a deeper question about Biesta’s concept of socialization when it
is applied to the Sri Lankan context. Biesta describes socialization as education introducing into
existing social, cultural and political orders. Yet the Sti Lankan social context has itself been shaped
by historical linguistic and ethnic divisions. If education simply introduces students into existing
social relations, there is a possibility that it may reproduce some of the divisions that bilingual
education is expected to overcome. The experience of multiethnic bilingual education is expected
to overcome. The experience of multiethnic bilingual classrooms documented by Wijesekera
(2018) suggests that education can instead create opportunities for students to encounter
difference and develop new forms of social belonging. This creates a tension between socialization
as participation in an existing social order and education as a possible means of transforming
problematic social relations. The Sri Lankan case therefore does not reject Biesta’s concept of
socialization, but shows that its meaning becomes more complex in a post-conflict, multilingual

context.

This policy decision illustrates what Biesta (2016b) would recognize as the marginalization of the
socialization domain through prioritizing the qualification. The policy concerns that the separate
classrooms might create social hierarchy, connected to unequal status and access, and be given
priority over the educational possibility that those same classrooms could foster democratic
interaction among ethnically diverse students. As the NEC (2024) report shows, this prioritization
has had a negative effect because the decisions have been made in an unplanned and inconsistent
way; some authorities have shown negative attitudes and an absence of evidence in planning. Based
on this situation, the social goal of bilingual education in Sri Lanka, especially its potential to
promote harmony and inclusion between different ethnic and language groups in schools, has not
been properly recognized or supported in the implementation process (pp. 1, 9, 18, 41).

4.2.3 Socialization and post-conflict demand.

The importance of this socialization failure cannot be overemphasized when applying it to the
post-conflict era in Sri Llanka. Biesta (2016a) argues that for democratic socialization, opportunities
should be created in which students can experience real diversity, diversity of perspectives, values
and ways of life and develop the kind of plural sensitivity required for democratic life (pp. 138 -
140). SriLanka, as a society, is still carrying the wounds of three decades of civil war. The ethnically
segregated school system has reinforced ethnic divisions rather than helping to overcome them.
Hence, the 35 multiethnic bi-media schools with bilingual education represent a rare and
irreplaceable resource. It mentions that "BE classrooms in multiethnic bi-media schools are the
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only social space that can create shared lived experience for ethnolinguistically and religiously

diverse students. Hence, it is critically pertinent that these spaces be utilized to bring the nation
together." (NEC, 2024, p. 19)

According to Biesta’s perspectives, this failure of the Sri Lankan Bilingual Education Programme
to cultivate and expand these opportunities is not just an administrative issue. It reflects a
foundational educational failure that fails to take seriously the socialization dimension of what
education ought to be for. As Biesta argues in his interview with Heimans, education is
fundamentally about creating opportunities for people to meet one another and explore what it
means to live well together (Heimans & Biesta, 2020, p. 102). These multiethnic bilingual
classrooms in Sri Lanka represent some of the most institutional spaces where such encounters
across difference are made possible. However, through the policy documents, this possibility is
marginalized in prioritizing examination performance and English-language qualification, which
is, in Biesta’s terms, a reflection of a policy that has forgotten what education is for.

Thus, the issue is not simply that socialization is insufficiently represented in the policy. More
fundamentally, the Stri Lankan case shows that the meaning of socialization becomes contested
when the existing social order itself contains historically produced divisions. This does not
invalidate Biesta’s concept of socialization, but it indicates that its application in a post-conflict
and multilingual context requires attention to the possibility that education may participate in
transforming, rather than only reproducing, social relations.

4.3 Subjectification: The absent dimension

Subjectification represents the most significant absence identified in the analysis of the Sri Lankan
bilingual education policy documents. As the analysis suggests, the policy documents pay
considerable attention to language proficiency, academic achievements, and social purposes; they
provide less attention to the students’ experiences as independent and responsible subjects. This
section therefore examines the absence of subjectification in the policy documents and and
consider whether bilingual educational experiences and teachers’ roles can create opportunities for
subjectification to develop.

4.3.1 The Invisibility of Subjectification in Policy.

As shown above, the Sri Lankan BE policy document shows the socialization dimension as
partially present but not adequately addressed. An analysis of the policy documents shows that the
subjectification dimension is almost absent. According to Biesta (2016b, p. 21), subjectification, as
considering the student as an emerging subject, a unique, self-determining person, simply does not
appear in the policy documents governing the BEP in Sri Lanka. Across the policy documents,
students are consistently addressed as learners to be qualified as future workers, future university
students, and future participants of the global economy and the world of work. The policy
documents do not reflect the role that Bilingual Education in Sri Lanka could play in helping
students develop as independent, critically reflective and distinct individuals, capable of interacting
with a linguistically and culturally diverse world while taking responsibility for their own lives
within it.

This absence of the subjectification dimension in the policy documents governing the Bilingual
Education Programme in Sri Lanka is neither accidental nor minor. Rather, it is evident across the
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policy documents and appears consistently throughout the policy discourse. The purposes
associated with subjectification remain structurally invisible in the policy language. The policy
documents mainly position students as the recipients of instruction and as beneficiaries of English
language acquisition rather than as subjects engaged in a process of becoming. This is exactly what
Biesta, in Beyond Learning Democratic Edncation for a Human Future (20162, p. 99) argues: that
education is understood too narrowly as producing particular identities such as "the lifelong
learner, the good citizen and the high-achieving student” while the education process is considered
as "a technology, as an instrument that can be put to work to bring about predetermined ends”.
The Sti Lankan Bilingual Education Policy documents reflect this way of conception, as the
students are positioned as future economic workers, university entrants and contributors to the
economy through the acquisition of English. There is less attention to how bilingual education
might support them in developing as autonomous individuals who can exercise judgement,
respond to others and shape their own lives.

Common-sense thinking about education generally thinks of education as
the insertion of newcomers into a particular order. Education is seen in
terms of the creation of particular identities, the lifelong learner, the good
citizen, the high-achieving student, and in terms of the creation of a
competitive, stable, and successful social order. For this to be possible, the
educational process itself has to be depicted as a technology, as an
instrument that can be put to work to bring about predetermined ends.
(Biesta, 2016¢, p. 99)

When applied to Sri Lankan bilingual classrooms, this observation encourages us to think about
bilingual education differently. The issue is not only whether bilingual students are acquiring their
English language proficiency, as confirmed by the NEC (2024), but also whether bilingual
classrooms create opportunities for the students to engage with new perspectives that challenge
their existing views and help them grow as individuals. Based on the existing evidence, the findings
suggest that the programme does not provide the pedagogical and structural conditions necessary
for such educational experiences.

4.3.2 The Role of Bilingual Experience in Personal Growth.

The absence of subjectification of the Sri Lankan Bilingual Education policy documents is
significant because, when engaged with seriously, the educational experience of bilingual learning
can support students to develop as reflective and independent individuals. As Garcia (2009) and
Cummins (2000) argue in studies of multilingual identity, learning to inhabit a second language is
not simply a cognitive process but a deeply transformative experience that reshapes the learner’s
relationship to the world. Learning another language opens alternative ways of organizing
experiences, different conceptual possibilities and another mode of being in and with the world.
The bilingual person occupies different perspectives on the world from other linguistic reflections,
with the ability to see the assumptions and limitations of one linguistic world through another. As
a result, they develop a more critical reflection on themselves and the world than monolingual
people do. As a multiethnic and multilingual society, such as Sri Lanka, where intergroup
misunderstandings persist, this transformative potential is important, highlighting what is at stake
in a bilingual education programme that seeks to shape future citizens.
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Biesta’s concept of subjectification adds a normative and educational meaning to the insight. In
The Beauntiful Risk of Education, Biesta (2016c, p. 85) describes subjectification as the “coming into
presence” of the student as a unique subject, an event that emerges in relation to others, not in
isolation. As he argues in the same book, this event depends on how the students conduct a
meaningful interaction with others who are different: education loses its essential educational

character when we '

" eradicate the very risk of being interrupted by the other, the risk of being
addressed by the other, of being put into question by the other" (Biesta, 2016¢, p. 146). The
bilingual classroom creates opportunities to meet and interact with another language, another
culture and another way of being in the world that addresses the students and supports their

development as an autonomous subject.

Wijesekera (2018) provides empirical evidence that this subjectification potential is real and has
already operated partially in bilingual classrooms in Sri Lanka. Students in those classrooms
reported the development of new perspectives on their own mother tongue through the
interaction with English and with the second national language (Tamil or Sinhala). They become
more able to understand and value ways of being different from their own. They also developed
forms of self-determination and self-expression that were not available to them in mother tongue
instruction classrooms. These are not only linguistic outcomes but also the kinds of existential and
relational developments which Biesta (2016, p. 85) defines as genuine subjectification, with the
process of coming into presence as a unique individual capable of taking responsibility for one’s
place in a pluralistic world.

4.3.3 Teaching as Gift: The Bilingual Teacher’s Educational Responsibility.

The subjectification dimension of bilingual education has important implications for how we
understand the role of the bilingual teacher. In the book Rediscovery of Teaching (2017), Biesta argues
for the concept of teaching as the giving of a gift, as the introduction of something new into the
students’” world that the students did not choose, did not expect and that therefore requires a
response that cannot be pre-planned or controlled.

Education can also be understood as an encounter with something that is radically
new, something that students precisely do not already have. We could think of this
as an encounter with something that comes to you without reason, so to speak,
because if it is something that is really new, that really comes from the outside,
students may not yet have any anchor points for connecting to what is coming to
them and may therefore not (yet) be able to see the reason for what is coming to
them. The new that is coming to them may therefore feel more like a burden that
needs to be carried than an insight that is already familiar or that can easily be

incorporated into or added to what students already know and understand. (Biesta,
2017, p. 35)

The bilingual classrooms are gifts of this kind, as they open up languages and cultural worlds. A
student who enters a bilingual classroom in Sri Lanka in this sense experiences not only English
as a linguistic proficiency, but also an entire world of knowledge, culture and human experience
that was not of their choosing and that exceeds what they already know. According to Biesta’s
perspectives, the teacher’s responsibility is not only to facilitate the English language skills but to
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introduce the students to this world in a way that challenges, interrupts and invites the students to
figure out who they are in relation to it.

The findings of the NEC (2024) about teacher preparation give a clear idea of how far current
policy documents governing the Bilingual Education Programme take this responsibility seriously.
It shows that only 15.9% of surveyed bilingual teachers use the prescribed CLIL methodology
when teaching in the bilingual classrooms (NEC, 2024, p. 25). Moreover, the teacher educators at
NCOEs (National College of Education) confirmed that they do not teach the CLIL methodology,
language acquisition theory or the specific pedagogical demands of English-medium content
instruction to the student teachers. They use the same strategies that are used for the mother
tongue instruction teachers (NEC, 2024, p. 28). This is the way of teaching a workforce prepared
ot perhaps not prepared at all, for qualification delivery rather than for the kind of educationally
significant encounters with language, culture and difference that genuine bilingual teaching could
make possible.

At the same time, the absence of subjectification in the policy documents raises a further tension
concerning whether subjectification can itself be directly prescribed through the policy. If
Subjectification involves students becoming subjects in ways that cannot be fully predetermined,
a policy that specifies critical thinking, independence or self-determination as expected outcomes
may risk turning subjectification into another predefined educational objective. Therefore, the
challenge is not simply to add subjectification into another policy outcome, but to create
educational conditions in which students can encounter difference, exercise judgement, and
develop their own relations to the world. This limits how far a policy framework can determine
the outcomes of subjectification.

4.4 Tensions Revealed by the Sri Lankan Context

The analysis of the three domains reveals a clear imbalance in the policy documents governing the
Sri Lankan Bilingual Education Programme. It also reveals several tensions that become visible
when Biesta’s framework is applied to this particular educational and historical context. These
tensions are important because they show that Biesta's three purposes of education cannot always
be understood as fixed or separate categories. Rather, their meaning and relationship can be
changed depending on the social conditions where the education takes place. In the Sri Lankan
context, the dominance of measurable qualification outcomes, the limited opportunities for social
interaction across linguistic and ethnic boundaries and the absence of subjectification from policy
documents raise a question about how Biesta’s concepts operate within a post-conflict and
multilingual society.

4.4.1 Qualification: Effectiveness versus Educational Purpose

As the first tension, it concerns the relationship between educational effectiveness and educational
purpose. As discussed in section 4.1, the Sri Lankan Bilingual Education Programme pays
considerable attention to English proficiency, academic achievement and measurable learning
outcomes. These outcomes are important from the perspective of qualification, because they
indicate what the students are expected to know. And be able to do. However, the strong visibility
of measurable outcomes creates a tension with Biesta’s broader question of what education is for.
A programme can demonstrate effectiveness in producing particular knowledge and skills while
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still leaving other educational purposes less visible. In this sense, the Sri Lankan case shows how
qualification can become dominant not necessarily because the other purposes are explicitly
rejected, but because the qualification outcomes are easier to define, measure and evaluate within
policy documents and accountability structures.

This tension does not mean that qualification should be reduced or treated as an undesirable
purpose of bilingual education. English proficiency and academic knowledge are significant
educational aims in the Sti Lankan context, particularly given the opportunities associated with
access to higher education and employment. The issue is rather one of proportionality and
purpose. When measurable achievement becomes the most visible indicator of programme
success, educational purposes such as social participation, democratic interaction and students’

development as subjects may receive less institutional attention. The Sri Lankan case therefore
supports Biesta’s concern about the dominance of measurable learning outcomes, while also
showing the problem of whether educational success can be adequately understood through
measurable outcomes alone. Biesta argues, "An answer to the question of what constitutes good
education should therefore always specify its views about qualification, socialization and
subjectification” (Biesta, 2016b, p. 21). He further notes that while synergy between the three
domains is possible, there is also potential for conflict between them, particularly between the
qualification and socialization dimensions on one hand and subjectification on the other (Biesta,
2016b, p. 22). From this perspective, the central concern in the Sri Lankan context is not the
presence of qualification itself, but the extent to which it has become the dominant basis for
defining and evaluating the success of bilingual education.

This imbalance also shows some important consequences for how bilingual education is
experienced and understood. Qualification has influenced not only the stated aims of the
programme but also assessment practices, examination formats and classroom expectations, while
socialization remains only partially realized and subjectification is largely absent from formal policy
documents. Therefore, the problem is not that the programme produces competent English
speakers, but that English proficiency and examination performance can be treated as sufficient
evidence of educational success. If bilingual education is also expected to prepare students to
participate in a multilingual and socially diverse society, then opportunities to develop confidence,
independence, critical judgement and the capacity to engage with different perspectives are equally
important. The Sri Lankan case consequently reveals a tension between being effective at
producing measurable educational outcomes and fulfilling a broader conception of educational
purpose.

4.4.2 Socialization: Reproduction versus Transformation

The second and more context-specific tension is the meaning of socialization. Biesta mentions
that socialization is introducing students into the existing social, cultural and political orders. When
considering the situation of Sri Lanka, there is an important question about what happens when
the existing social order itself has been shaped by ethnic and linguistic divisions. If education
introduces students only to the existing social relations, there is a possibility that some existing
divisions may also be reproduced. This is particularly significant in the context of bilingual
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education because the policy assigns the programme a social purpose that extends beyond
participation in existing society. It also presents bilingual education as a means of creating
opportunities for interaction and social cohesion among students from different linguistic and
ethnic backgrounds.

The evidence from the multiethnic bilingual classrooms discussed earlier suggests that such
interaction can create forms of social belonging that are not simply inherited from the existing
social order. Wijesekera’s (2018) findings show that students can develop relationships across
linguistic and ethnic boundaries through shared educational experiences and these interactions
may contribute to forms of supraethnic belonging. This suggests that bilingual education may have
a transformative dimension in addition to its socializing function. The educational value of these
classrooms therefore lies not only in introducing students to an existing social world, but also in
creating opportunities for students to encounter difference and develop new ways of relating to
others.

This creates a tension between socialization as participation in an existing social order and
education as a possible means of transforming problematic social relations. The Sri Lankan case
therefore complicates Biesta’s concept of socialization rather than simply confirming it. In a
relatively stable social context, socialization may be understood primarily as becoming part of an
existing social world. In a context marked by historical linguistic and ethnic divisions, however,
education may need to provide spaces in which students can encounter, question and potentially
transform inherited social boundaries. This does not invalidate Biesta’s concept of socialization;
instead, it suggests that its application requires greater attention to the historical conditions of the
social world into which students are being socialized.

4.4.3 Subjectification: Policy Prescription versus Openness

The third tension emerges around subjectification and the role of educational policy documents.
As discussed in section 4.3, subjectification is largely absent from the explicit purposes of Sri
Lankan bilingual education policy documents. However, simply adding subjectification as another
policy objective may itself create a conceptual difficulty. Biesta mentions subjectification as
becoming subjects who can think, act and respond in their own ways, rather than being formed
according to predetermined educational outcomes. Policy, by contrast, normally operates through
objectives, expected competencies and predetermined outcomes. This creates tension between the
openness associated with subjectification and the tendency of policy to define in advance what
education should produce.

This tension suggests that subjectification should not be understood simply as another outcome
to be added to the Bilingual education programme. If critical thinking, independence or agency
were transformed into fixed competencies that every student must demonstrate, subjectification
could risk becoming another form of predetermined qualification. The challenge for policy is
therefore not to prescribe exactly what kind of subject students should become, but to create
educational conditions in which students have opportunities to encounter difference, exercise
judgement, respond to others and develop their own relationship with the world. In this sense, the
Sri Lankan case also raises a question within Biesta’s framework: how can a policy promote the
conditions for subjectification while preserving the openness that makes subjectification possible?
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Taken together, these tensions show that applying Biesta’s framework to Sri Lankan bilingual
education involves more than identifying whether qualification, socialization and subjectification
are present or absent. The framework raises questions about how educational purposes are shaped
by context. Qualification can become dominant because measurable outcomes are institutionally
visible, socialization can become problematic when the existing social context contains divisions
that education may also be expected to transform and subjectification creates a tension between
the openness of becoming a subject and the predetermined nature of policy objectives. Therefore,
the Sti Lankan context does not undermine the usefulness of Biesta’s framework. Instead, it
demonstrates that the framework needs to be applied critically and contextually, since the
relationship between educational purposes may change according to the historical and social
conditions in which education takes place.

4.5 Reorientation of Bilingual Education Policy Documents

The above identified tensions show the need for orientation of the bilingual education programme
in Sri Lanka. Such a reorientation does not require abandoning the existing emphasis on English
proficiency and academic achievement. For that, it requires a broader understanding of educational
purposes, in which qualification is placed in productive relation with socialization and
subjectification. The purpose of this reorientation is therefore not to replace one dominant
educational purpose with another, but to create a policy framework in which linguistic competence,
participation in a diverse society and students’ development as independent subjects are considered
together. This requires changes not only to the stated aims of the policy but also to the conditions
through which bilingual education is implemented in school.

4.5.1 Rebalancing the Three Educational Purposes

The priority should be to broaden the stated purposes of bilingual education beyond language
proficiency and academic achievement. English language competence and subject knowledge
should remain central because they provide students with important opportunities for higher
education and employment. However, policy documents should make socialization and
subjectification equally visible as educational purposes. This would require policy objectives that
recognize students’ ability to participate in linguistically and culturally diverse communities, engage
respectfully with difference, exercise judgment, and develop confidence and agency. Such a
framework would make it possible to evaluate the success of bilingual education not only through
examination results and English proficiency, but also through the quality of students’ participation
and development as subjects.

4.5.2 Strengthening Social Interaction and Social Cohesion

The second priority should be given to strengthening the social dimension of bilingual education
by creating opportunities for interaction among students from different linguistic and multiethnic
backgrounds. As discussed, the findings in section 4.2 suggest that multilingual and multiethnic
bilingual classrooms can provide valuable spaces for students to experience difference and develop
relationships across linguistic and ethnic boundaries. Therefore, the policy documents should
avoid arrangements that unintentionally reduce these opportunities for interaction. Instead,
bilingual education should be implemented in ways that encourage meaningful collaboration,
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shared learning experiences and communication across language groups. Importantly, this
recommendation should not be understood simply as a call for physical integration. What is
required is the creation of educational conditions in which interaction can become meaningful and
contribute to students’ ability to live together in a diverse society.

4.5.3 Creating Conditions for Subjectification

The third priority is to create educational conditions that allow subjectification to emerge without
turning it into another predetermined policy outcome. Policy should create opportunities for
students to develop independence, exercise judgment, respond to different perspectives and take
responsibility for their own actions rather than defining a particular type of student that bilingual
education must produce. Classroom practices such as discussion, inquiry, collaborative problem—
solving and opportunities for students to express and justify their own views can supportt this.
Hence, the role of the policy documents is not to prescribe the exact form that subjectification
should take, but to provide teachers and schools with conditions that make such experience
possible.

4.5.4 Strengthening Teacher Agency and Implementation

The reorientation of policy also requires greater attention to teachers and the conditions in which
policy is enacted. The findings indicate that policy intentions can not be realized through formal
policy statements alone. Teachers interpret and enact bilingual education within particular
classroom, school, and community contexts. Therefore, teachers require appropriate professional
development, pedagogical support and sufficient flexibility to respond to the linguistic and social
characteristics of their students. Teacher development should widen beyond language proficiency
and subject-specific pedagogy to include approaches that support multilingual interaction,
democratic participation and students’ agency. Strengthening teacher agency would allow the
broader purposes of bilingual education to be translated into meaningful classroom practices rather
than remaining primarily at the level of policy discourse.

4.5.5 Towards a More Integrated Policy Framework

Taken together, these recommendations suggest the need for a more integrated policy framework
for bilingual education in Sri Lanka. Such a framework should recognize qualification, socialization
and subjectification as interconnected but potentially competing educational purposes. At the level
of qualification, the policy should maintain clear expectations for language and subject learning.
At the level of socialization, it should create sustained opportunities for meaningful interaction
across linguistic and ethnic differences. At the level of subjectification, it should also be supported
through teacher education, appropriate assessment practices and context-sensitive
implementation. The aim is therefore not to achieve a simple balance between three separate
domains, but to develop a policy framework capable of holding their tensions productively within
the Sri Lankan educational context.
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4.6 Summary

This chapter analyzed the Sri Lankan Bilingual Education Programme through Biesta’s three
educational purposes: qualification, socialization and subjectification. The analysis revealed a clear
imbalance in the policy framework. Qualification is strongly emphasized through English
proficiency, academic achievement, higher education and employment, while socialization is
present in policy discourse but only partially realized in practice. Subjectification, in contrast,
remains largely absent from the formal policy documents.

At the same time, this analysis shows that these three purposes become more complex when
applied to the Sri Lankan context. The dominance of measurable outcomes creates a tension
between educational effectiveness and the broader educational purposes. Similatly, the
socialization dimension raises an important question because the existing social order has been
shaped by linguistic and ethnic divisions. Therefore, bilingual education may need not only to
socialize students into society but also to create opportunities to question and transform inherited
social boundaries. The absence of subjectification also creates a tension between policy objectives
and the openness required for students to develop as independent subjects.

Opverall, the Sri Lankan case does not reject Biesta’s framework but shows the importance of
applying it critically and contextually. The findings therefore support a reorientation of bilingual
education policy towards a more integrated understanding of qualification, socialization and
subjectification. Such a reorientation should maintain the importance of English proficiency and
academic achievement while also strengthening social interaction, student agency and teacher
capacity to support broader educational purposes.
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Chapter Five: Conclusions

This concluding chapter presents the findings of the thesis and considers the theoretical and policy
implications. It also discusses the limitations of the study and identifies directions for future
research.

5.1. Summary of Findings

This chapter brings together the main findings of the study and considers what they mean for
bilingual education policy documents in Sri Lanka. At the beginning, it summarizes the findings in
relation to the research questions and then discusses the theoretical contribution of the study.
Moreover, the chapter also discusses what the findings mean for bilingual education policy, reflects
on the limitations of the study, and suggests areas for future research.

5.1.1. Research Question 1: What educational purposes are represented in Sri Lankan
Bilingual Educational Policy Documents?

As the first research question, I ask what kind of educational purposes are represented in the key
policy documents governing bilingual education in Sri Lanka. As the analysis presented, the
qualification is the dominant educational purpose represented in the Sti Lankan bilingual education
policy documents. English proficiency is primarily presented as a means of improving academic
achievement, accessing higher education, increasing employment opportunities, and participating
in the global economy. This finding is consistent across the full range of policy documents
examined, from Cabinet Decision No. 01/0981/11/067 of December 2000, which authorized the
introduction of English-medium instruction in response to international competitiveness and
employment requirements (as cited in NEC, 2024, p. 46), through the NEC reports of 2003 and
2022, to the Ministry of Education CLIL Handbook of 2016.

Socialization is also present in the policy discourse, although it is considerably less developed than
qualification. Policy documents refer to social harmony, ethnic cohesion and the role of English
as a link language in a pluralistic society. This purpose is particularly visible in the National Amity
School Project (Ministry of Education Circular 2002/12), which sought to bring Sinhala- and
Tamil-speaking students together through a common English-medium stream (NEC, 2024, p.46).
It also reflected in the objectives of the CLIL Handbook (MOE, 2016), which refers to social
harmony and cohesion in a pluralistic society using English as a link language (NEC, 2024, p.7;
MOE, 2016). However, as the analysis in chapter 4 demonstrated, this purpose has not been
adequately supported by the policy arrangements and implementation. In particular, Circular
2008/12 restricted the separated bilingual classrooms that had created opportunities for sustained
interaction among students from different linguistic and ethnic backgrounds (NEC, 2024, p. 9).

In contrast, the subjectification dimension is largely absent from the analyzed policy documents.
Students are predominantly constructed in relation to academic achievement, English proficiency,
higher education, employment and future participation in the global economy. There is little
explicit policy language concerning students as autonomous, responsible or self-determining
subjects. The policy framework therefore provides limited conceptual space for understanding
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bilingual education as a process through which students may develop their own voices, exercise
judgement, encounter difference and come into the world as subjects.

Opverall, the findings indicate an uneven distribution of educational purposes within the BEP.
Qualification is strongly articulated; socialization is formally recognized but weakly supported and
subjectification remains largely unarticulated. This imbalance provides the basis for the further
theoretical and policy analysis developed in the following sections.

5.1.2. Research Question: 2 — What does Biesta’s framework reveal about the educational
purposes embedded in the BE policy documents?

As the second research question, I ask what Biesta’s three-domain framework of qualification,
socialization and subjectification reveals about the educational purposes embedded in the Sti
Lankan BE policy documents. The analysis of Chapter 4 demonstrates that Biesta's framework
provides a productive analytical lens because it makes visible distinctions between different
educational purposes that may otherwise remain hidden within policy language. More importantly,
it allows the dominance of qualification to be considered not simply as an administrative or

technical feature of policy, but as a question concerning what bilingual education is understood to
be for.

The dominance of qualification becomes particularly significant when considered alongside
Biesta's concept of learnification. The policy documents' emphasis on examination results, English
proficiency, teacher competencies and measurable outcomes reflects an orientation to understand
educational quality through the learning outcomes that students are expected to achieve. As
discussed in Chapter 4, this creates a risk that bilingual education becomes understood primarily
as an efficient means of delivering subject knowledge through English, rather than as an
educational experience involving broader purposes. The problem is therefore not the pursuit of
English proficiency itself. English proficiency is an important and legitimate purpose of bilingual
education. The concern is that measurable achievement may become treated as sufficient evidence

of educational success.

Biesta's framework also reveals the limited development of socialization within the bilingual
education policy documents. Although policy documents refer to social harmony and ethnic
cohesion, they provide limited institutional support for ongoing interactions among students from
diverse linguistic and ethnic backgrounds. However, the evidence discussed in Chapter 4,
particularly the findings of Wijesekera (2018), illustrates that such interactions are possible in
linguistically and ethnically diverse bilingual classrooms. These classrooms can provide
opportunities for students to develop mutual understanding, supraethnic identities, interest in
other languages and more positive relationships across ethnic boundaries. The problem, therefore,
is not that bilingual education is incapable of contributing to democratic socialization, but that the
policy framework has not adequately protected or developed this possibility.

The absence of subjectification also becomes significant through Biesta's framework. If education
is understood only as the acquisition of knowledge and skills, the question of who the learner is
remains insufficiently addressed. Biesta’s argument that qualifications must be embodied by a
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subject is particularly relevant here (Heimans & Biesta, 2020, p. 110). In the Sri Lankan context,
bilingual education may provide students with opportunities to encounter another language,
culture, and way of understanding the world. Such experiences may contribute to students'
development as more independent and responsible subjects. However, these possibilities cannot
be guaranteed or produced as predetermined outcomes.

The application of Biesta's framework therefore reveals both the strengths and the limitations of
the current policy orientation. It shows that the BEP has developed substantial attention to
qualification while leaving the other educational purposes comparatively underdeveloped. At the
same time, applying the framework to the Sti Lankan context also raises questions about the
concepts themselves, which is considered further in the theoretical contribution of this thesis.

5.1.3. Research Question 3: What theoretical tensions emerge when Biesta's framework is
applied to the Sri Lankan bilingual education context?

The third research question asks what theoretical tensions become visible when Biesta’s three-
domain framework is applied to bilingual education policy documents in Sri Lanka. As discussed
in section 4.4, three main tensions emerge, each relating to one of Biesta’s three educational
domains.

The first tension concerns qualification and relates to the difference between educational
effectiveness and educational purpose. English proficiency, academic achievements, and
measurable outcomes are the main emphases of the Bilingual Education Programme in Sri Lanka.
These are legitimate educational goals, especially because English proficiency can create
opportunities in the Sri Lankan labour market. However, focusing too much on measurable results
may lead to the assumption that educational effectiveness is the same as educational value. This
reflects Biesta’s concern about the dominance of measurable outcomes, while the Sri Lankan
context also shows that the question of what these outcomes are for cannot be separated from
broader social and educational purposes.

The second tension concerns socialization and the relationship between reproduction and
transformation. Biesta describes socialization as the process through which students are
introduced into existing social, cultural and political orders. In the Sri Lankan context, however,
this process cannot be separated from a long history of ethnic and linguistic division. According
to Wijesekera’s (2018) findings on multiethnic bilingual classrooms, which are discussed in chapter
4, bilingual education can also create opportunities for new forms of social belonging that go
beyond simply reproducing existing social arrangements. This complicates Biesta’s concept of
socialization. In a society still dealing with the effects of ethnic conflict, socialization into the
existing social order may also create opportunities to transform divided or unequal relationships
within that order.

The third tension concerns subjectification and the difficulty of translating a fundamentally open
concept into policy language. Since subjectification is largely absent from the Sri Lankan bilingual
education policy documents, there may be a tendency to simply add it as a further policy objective.
However, this could turn subjectification into another predetermined and measurable outcome.
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This would go against its understanding as an educational process that cannot be fully controlled
or defined in advance. The Sri Lankan case therefore suggests that subjectification may be better
understood as something that policy can create conditions for, rather than prescribe as a fixed
educational outcome.

Taken together, these tensions show that applying Biesta’s framework to bilingual education in Sri
Lanka involves more than identifying whether qualification, socialization and subjectification are
present or absent in policy documents. It also requires attention to the historical, social and political
conditions of the Sri Lankan context. These conditions shape how the three concepts are
understood and applied, and may sometimes make their application more complex. The analysis
therefore suggests that Biesta’s framework is useful for examining educational purposes, but that
its concepts should not be applied uncritically across contexts. These tensions are considered
further in the theoretical contribution of this thesis in section 5.2.

5.1.4. Research Question 4: How might Bilingual Education Contribute to Broader
Educational Aims Beyond Qualification?

The fourth research question considered how bilingual education might contribute to broader
educational purposes beyond qualification in the Sri Lankan context. The analysis in Chapter 4
suggests two particularly important possibilities: democratic socialization through meaningful
interaction across difference and subjectification through encounters with linguistic and cultural

plurality.

In relation to socialization, multiethnic bilingual classrooms represent a significant but underused
educational possibility. The NEC (2024) report shows that students from different linguistic and
ethnic backgrounds can learn together in bilingual classrooms in multiethnic bi-media schools.
Moreover, it highlights these as important spaces that provide such opportunities. The evidence
presented by Wijesekera (2018) further suggests that these encounters may contribute to mutual
respect, supraethnic identities, and greater interest in other languages. In a post-conflict society,
such experiences matter beyond academic learning because they may give students opportunities
to learn how to live with difference. Bilingual education can therefore contribute to broader
democratic and social aims when the conditions for meaningful interaction are sustained.

In relation to subjectification, bilingual education can create opportunities for students to engage
with experiences beyond their existing linguistic and cultural backgrounds. Learning through
another language can introduce them to different perspectives, ways of expressing ideas and ways
of understanding the world. These experiences may lead students to question what they already
believe, including their own judgements and gradually develop a greater sense of independence
and responsibility. In this way, bilingual classrooms can become spaces where students encounter
ideas and experiences that cannot always be predicted or controlled. This connects with Biesta's
understanding of education as an encounter with what is unfamiliar and beyond the learner's
control, as well as his idea of the "beautiful risk" involved in education (Heimans & Biesta, 2020).

However, these possibilities should not be understood as guaranteed outcomes of bilingual
education. Subjectification cannot simply be added to a policy document as another measurable
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competency. Once a particular form of subjectivity is predetermined as a policy outcome,
subjectification risks being reduced to another form of qualification. The role of policy is therefore
to create educational conditions in which such experiences may become possible, while allowing
the development of students as subjects to remain open and unpredictable.

When considered together, the findings suggest that bilingual education does not need to choose
between qualification and broader educational purposes. English proficiency and academic
achievement remain important purposes of the BEP. However, they can be understood within a
broader educational framework that also recognizes the possibilities of democratic socialization
and subjectification. The issue is therefore not replacing qualification with other purposes, but
developing a richer understanding of what bilingual education can be for.

5:2: Theoretical Contribution of the Thesis

This thesis makes two interconnected contributions: an analytical contribution to the study of
bilingual education policy and a contextual contribution to the application of Biesta’s educational
framework.

The first contribution lies in applying Biesta's three educational purposes: qualification,
socialization and subjectification, to the policy documents governing bilingual education in Sti
Lanka. While Biesta’s framework has been applied widely to examine education policy and broader
questions concerning the purpose of education (Biesta, 2016b, 2017), its application to the Sri
Lankan Bilingual Education Programme provides a perspective on bilingual education policy in a
post-conflict and postcolonial society in the South Asian context. The analysis demonstrates that
policy documents can be examined not only in terms of their administrative provisions and
intended outcomes but also in terms of the underlying educational purposes they prioritize.

Through this application, the thesis shows that Biesta’s framework offers an analytical view for
identifying the dimensions of educational policy which are not fully captured through policy
internal or purely empirical analyses. Specifically, the analysis illustrates that the qualification
dimension is strongly embedded in the policy documents, while socialization is present but
insufficiently developed and subjectification is largely absent. This distinction provides an
alternative way of understanding policy limitations. What may appear to be problems of
implementation, teacher preparation or policy coordination can also be understood as problems
concerning the educational purposes that the policy framework prioritizes.

The second contribution concerns the relationship between bilingual education and Biesta's three
domains. The analysis suggests that language has a distinctive relationship with all three educational
purposes. Within qualification, English functions as an important form of academic and economic
capital. From socialization perspectives, language can help students develop a sense of cultural
belonging and build connections with people from different linguistic and ethnic backgrounds.
From a subjectification perspective, learning another language can also expose students to
perspectives and possibilities that go beyond the linguistic world they are already familiar with.
This suggests that language in bilingual education may contribute to all three of Biesta’s educational
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purposes in different ways. The relationship between language and the three educational purposes
provides a theoretical insight that could be developed further in future research.

At the same time, this thesis does not treat Biesta's framework as a complete or context-free
account of educational purpose. When applying the framework to the Sri Lankan bilingual context,
it reveals tensions that suggest these concepts need to be understood in relation to the country’s
historical and social circumstances. In particular, the Sri Lankan context makes the distinctions
between socialization into an existing social order and the transformation of relationships within
that order more complex. If socialization involves introducing students to existing social, cultural,
and political relationships, an important question arises in a context where these relationships have
been shaped by a long history of linguistic and ethnic divisions.

The application of Biesta's concept of subjectification raises a related tension. Subjectification
depends upon openness and cannot be fully predetermined. If policy attempts to define
subjectification as a specific measurable competency or type of student to be produced, it risks
turning subjectification into another form of qualification. The Sri Lankan case therefore suggests
that policies should create conditions for subjectification rather than prescribe its final form.

These observations do not challenge Biesta’s framework. Instead, they suggest that applying it to
a multilingual, postcolonial, and post-conflict context can reveal tensions within the distinctions
themselves. The theoretical contribution of this thesis is therefore not to develop a new
educational theory, but to show how Biesta’s framework can be useful for analysis while also being
questioned when applied to a particular context.

5.3 Policy Implications.

The findings of this thesis have several implications for bilingual education policy documents in
Sri Lanka. Some of these implications are in line with the recommendations made by the NEC
(2024). However, this study looks at these issues from a broader educational and philosophical
perspective, particularly by considering what bilingual education is expected to achieve beyond

language and academic outcomes.

First, Sri Lanka would benefit from having a clear and comprehensive policy framework for
bilingual education, rather than relying on a number of circulars and policy documents developed
at different times that do not always provide a consistent direction. This is consistent with the
NEC (2024) recommendation for a more systematic policy framework. However, the present
study adds that such a framework should not only improve administrative coherence. It should
also articulate the broader purposes of bilingual education by recognizing qualification,
socialization and subjectification as interconnected educational purposes. A new policy framework
should therefore avoid reproducing a qualification-dominant approach simply through more
efficient implementation.

Second, bilingual education should be protected and expanded in multiethnic bi-media schools
where it can provide sustained opportunities for interaction across linguistic and ethnic differences.
The evidence discussed in this thesis suggests that such classrooms can contribute to mutual
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understanding and the development of supraethnic identities (Wijesekera, 2018). In a post-conflict
society, these spaces have educational as well as wider social significance. Policy should therefore
recognize meaningful inter-ethnic interaction as an educational possibility rather than treating
bilingual education solely as a mechanism for improving English proficiency.

Third, teacher education for bilingual teaching requires further development. The NEC (2024)
found that only 15.9% of surveyed bilingual teachers reported using CLIL, which points to a
significant gap between the intended pedagogical approach and classroom practice. However, this
gap should not be understood simply as a lack of technical training. Teacher education should also
help teachers understand bilingual classrooms as spaces for linguistic, cultural and educational
encounters. Teachers need the pedagogical knowledge to support both language and subject
learning, while also creating opportunities for discussion, inquiry, interaction and students'
engagement with different perspectives. Strengthening teacher agency is therefore an important
condition for the broader educational purposes identified in this study.

Finally, the findings suggest that educational policy should give greater attention to the question
of what bilingual education is for. Policy development should not focus only on administrative
efficiency, measurable outcomes, or implementation procedures. It should also consider the kinds
of educational experiences and social relationships that bilingual education can create. The
Supreme Court's observation about a "clear lack of vision" in relation to Ministry of Education
circulars (SC Appeal No. 52/2020, as cited in NEC, 2024, p. 8) can be understood in this broader
sense. Effective policy requires not only administrative coherence but also a clear educational
vision capable of guiding and justifying policy decisions.

5.4 Limitations

This thesis has several limitations that should be acknowledged. The first one is the methodology.
This study conducts a critical educational analysis of bilingual education policy documents,
building on Biesta's framework as both an analytical and normative lens. This approach is
concerned not only with describing policy but also with evaluating the educational purposes it
promotes. As a result, its findings are interpretive and evaluative rather than strictly empirical. The
argument that the Sri Lankan bilingual educational programme is qualification-dominant,
socialization-partial and subjectification-absent is an interpretation of the policy documents
informed by Biesta’s theoretical framework. While alternative interpretations are possible, this
analysis is based on a systematic reading of the policy documents and is supported by evidence
from the texts.

The second limitation concerns the range of the documentary evidence. The thesis relies primarily
on Ministry of Education circulars, NEC reports and the CLIL Handbook, as well as research
findings reported in NEC (2024) formal policy documents, as well as research findings reported
in NEC (2024) and in Wijesekera (2018). It does not include original ethnographic or interview
data from teachers, students or policymakers. The voices of those who experienced bilingual
education, including the students' voices already captured in the NEC (2024) study, enter this
analysis only indirectly, through the interpretations of other researchers rather than in their own
direct form. Future research employing original qualitative methods would be able to examine how
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the tensions between qualification, socialization and subjectification are lived and negotiated by
educational actors in practice.

The third limitation is the application of a European educational philosophical framework to a
postcolonial South Asian context. Biesta's framework was developed in and through engagement
with European and North American educational philosophy and policy. Consequently, some of
its foundational assumptions, which are embedded in the framework, may not fully align with the
historical, cultural and philosophical traditions of Stri Lanka. For example, Biesta’s understanding
of subjectification, democratic education and social relationships may be interpreted differently in
a society shaped by diverse religious traditions (Buddhist and Hindu traditions), as well as by its
postcolonial and post-conflict history. A similar tension can be identified in the discussion of
socialization in chapter four.

A related tension emerged in Chapter 4 in the interpretation of Wijesekera’s (2018) finding of
“supracthnic identities” among bilingual students. While this framing provides a useful
interpretation of data, it also risks importing a liberal- pluralist model of diversity that does not
tully align with the context of Sri Lanka. Especially, the Sinhala -Tamil relations cannot be
understood only through a liberal-pluralist model of diversity, as they have been developed
through the complex historical background involving colonial-era ethnic categorization and a
protracted civil war. Although this does not reduce the analytical value of Biesta’s framework for
the present study, it suggests that future research should examine how Biesta’s ideas relate to local
educational philosophies and the historical, cultural, and political contexts that have shaped
educational ideas and practices in Sri Lanka. This is an important issue that the present study
acknowledges but does not explore in depth.

At the same time, this study reflects the policy context as it existed at the time the research was
completed. Since then, further developments may have taken place within the Ministry of
Education following the NEC (2024) report and related policy initiatives. Such developments are
not covered by the present analysis.

5.5 Directions for Future Research.
The findings of this thesis open several directions for future research.

One immediate direction is ethnographic or interview-based research that examines how the
different purposes of bilingual education are actually lived and experienced in Sri Lankan bilingual
classrooms with direct information from teachers, students and parents. Such research would
complement the policy documents analysis undertaken in this study by connecting its theoretical
arguments to the lived experiences of teachers, students, and parents involved in the Bilingual
Education Programme. According to the students' comments on the NEC (2024) survey, many
students have had meaningful educational experiences that may have contributed to their
development as independent and responsible persons in what Biesta terms subjectification.
Therefore, there is much more to learn if researchers spend time talking to students in-depth
through interviews and other qualitative methods.
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The second direction concerns the relationship between bilingual education and post-conflict
reconciliation in Sri Lanka. This thesis argues that the multiethnic bilingual classrooms help
students to socialize democratically by developing mutual understanding. Such experiences are
especially important in a country trying to rebuild relationships after conflict. However, the
evidence for this argument currently comes mainly from Wijesekera's (2018) research, which was
conducted in only a few schools. Therefore, the evidence is promising but limited. Here, more
extensive and carefully planned studies are needed to investigate whether bilingual education
actually affects interethnic relationships, attitudes towards diversity, civic values, and social
cohesion. For that, researchers should follow longitudinal studies to examine whether the students
who learned together across ethnic and language boundaries become more accepting,
understanding and able to live with difference as adults. Such evidence would provide a much
stronger basis for the policy arguments advanced in this thesis.

Another possible area for future research is to apply Biesta's framework to countries that have
experienced colonialism or have post-conflict and have bilingual education contexts. This thesis
argues that Biesta's framework helped reveal the qualification-dominance and socialization
underdevelopment of Sti Lankan Bilingual education policy documents. But a similar pattern
might also exist in other countries in South Asia, Sub-Saharan Africa or Southeast Asia that have
inherited educational systems from colonial rule, experienced ethnic tension or conflict and
focused on language learning mainly for jobs, economic growth and competitiveness. Researchers
could compare several countries using Biesta's framework. Comparing different countries could
strengthen both the findings of this thesis and Biesta's theory.

The fourth direction concerns teacher education. As the argument mentions in this thesis, bilingual
teachers need to be prepared not only as deliverers of language competencies but also as
introducers of new ideas, perspectives and ways of being. They should broaden students' horizons
and support the students' growth as persons. Thus, the researchers should study how a teacher
training programme could be redesigned to reflect this broader understanding of teaching, and
how it might be implemented in a resource-constrained context like Sri Lanka, which is urgently
needed. One place to begin is with Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL), which, as
the CLIL Handbook (MOE, 2016) recognizes, is not just teaching about learning English language
acquisition; it can also support broader educational aims, such as critical thinking, intercultural
understanding, democratic socialization and subjectification.

5.6 Closing Reflection

This thesis starts with Biesta's key idea that we should always keep asking a basic question: "What
is the purpose of education?" In the context of Sri Lankan bilingual education, the policy
documents say that bilingual education mainly exists for the acquisition of English language
competency, and this is not wrong, but it is too limited and incomplete as a definition of education.
This narrow view treats education only as something measurable, like exam results or language
proficiency. But education could actually be much more meaningful and deeper than that. Bilingual
education could expose students to different languages and cultures in a way that changes how
they see themselves and how they understand the world around them. It can bring together
students from different ethnic backgrounds in a way that helps them interact meaningfully and
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equally and support reconciliation in a society still affected by past conflict. At the same time, it
can help students become self-aware individuals, capable of making choices, able to live
responsibly and thoughtfully in a multilingual, diverse society and to work well with others.

Biesta's framework gives us a broader, richer vision of education and clearly mentions when
education is failing. At the same time, this study does not treat Biesta’s framework as a complete
or context-free account of educational purpose. Applying the framework to Sri Lankan bilingual
education has revealed tensions that require the concepts to be considered in relation to the
historical and social context. In particular, the expectation that bilingual education can contribute
to social cohesion and reconciliation complicates the distinction between socialization into an
existing social world and education that may contribute to transforming relationships within that
world. The study therefore uses Biesta not only to evaluate the policy, but also to show where the
Sri Lankan case puts pressure on, and adds complexity to, his conceptual distinctions. This
therefore suggests that the problem is not only administrative or technical, but also concerns how
the educational purposes of bilingual education are understood. Biesta argues that if education
only focuses on knowledge and skills, then it does not truly help students in a meaningful way; it
does not take them forward in a deeper sense of becoming educated persons. Without grounding
in socialization and the emergence of subjectification, qualifications become meaningless on their
own. They are not connected to a fully-developed person who can carry them meaningfully in life
(Heimans & Biesta, 2020, p. 110). This idea is a strong challenge to current thinking, and Sri Lankan
bilingual education policy should seriously consider it because it exposes a major weakness in how
education is currently understood.

The evidence reviewed in this thesis, particularly the remarkable findings of Wijesekera's (2018)
research on multilingual bilingual classrooms and the NEC (2024) report, documents that students
are already experiencing something potentially transformative. Hence, this richer vision of bilingual
education is not just an idea; it is already partly visible in reality. They are already, partially and
precariously present. What is missing is the clear policy structure that supports this vision, teacher
training that prepares educators for it, and most importantly, the conceptual courage to seriously
ask, what is bilingual education for? To answer this question, we need to recognize the full value
of bilingual education, including the full educational, social and human possibilities of learning to
live meaningfully in more than one linguistic and cultural world.
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