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ABSTRACT

The Language Policy for Schools in Namibia states that, the language of instruction for initial literacy is the mother tongue or the predominant local language for multilingual schools, in the early phase of schooling. Silozi is the sole language of initial literacy instruction in multilingual Zambezi education region based on the assumption that it is the predominant local language. The use of learners’ familiar language as medium of instruction enable epistemic access while unfamiliar disables epistemic access. In view of the preceding, the purpose of the study was to establish whether the exclusivity of SiLozi as language of instruction was appropriate in selected pre-primary classrooms of Sibbinda Circuit and to determine whether it enabled or disabled epistemic access to the pre-primary children with SiFwe as a dominant language in the area. 
The study was guided by four objectives namely: to assess the teachers and learners’ familiarity with SiLozi; to analyse the teachers and learners’ classroom language practices; to find out the challenges teachers and learners faced with the use of SiLozi as sole language of instruction; and to establish whether SiLozi was appropriate for use as sole language of instruction in the pre-primary. The study was anchored on a pragmatic paradigm. A mixed methods strategy was employed through a convergent parallel design. Simple random and purposive sampling designs were used to come up with 192 participants of whom 168 were pre-primary scholars, 6 were pre-primary teachers, 6 were principals and 12 were parents. Data were collected through a familiar language test, lesson observations, interviews and document analysis. Quantitative data obtained from the familiar language test were analysed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS version 20) to generate descriptive statistical information in form of frequencies and percentages while qualitative data were analysed thematically according to research objectives.

The findings of the study revealed that, the majority of learners were not familiar with SiLozi language of instruction. Results from the familiar language tests showed that 73.2 % of leaners scored below average and only 26.8% score average and above. The findings also revealed that teachers pedagogically democratized their classrooms by adopting translanguaging strategy as a pedagogical language practice. However, although some teachers were translanguaging through officially sanctioned languages (SiLozi and English), pupils could still not understand because the two languages were not familiar. Further, findings showed that teachers and learners faced numerous challenges including lack of familiarity with SiLozi by learners; inadequate vocabulary by teachers to translate materials written in English; lack of suitable SiLozi teaching and learning materials; inconsistent language policy from Pre-school to Primary school and lack of infrastructure, overcrowding and lack of qualification by teachers. Finally, the study concluded that the exclusivity of SiLozi as language of instruction for initial literacy is not appropriate as it disabled epistemic access to the pre-primary children where SiFwe is a dominant language in the area. Arising from the findings, the study recommends translanguaging as a pedagogical practice whose implementation and practice would pedagogically democratize the classrooms, engender multilingualism, counteract symbolic violence and ensure epistemic access. Finally, the study recommends refresher courses to equip teachers with skills of resemiotisation, semiotic remediation and multilingual pedagogical practices and eclecticism to acquaint them with how the SiLozi language pedagogy can be recontextualised in the multilingual classrooms.
Keywords: Language of Instruction, Initial Literacy, Epistemic Access, Translanguaging, SiLozi
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DEFINITIONS OF TERMS
Classroom language practices: Refers to language forms such as (verbal or none verbal), 




translation, translanguaging, etc. 

Epistemic Access: refers to access to the knowledge that school provides, in this case access to  




basic literacy knowledge provided in the junior primary (pre-




primary) through SiLozi MoI.
Familiar Language: A language which is well known and commonly used by an individual.

First language: This is the language the child interacts with and which is the language of daily 




interaction and communication within his/her family and 





community.

Initial Literacy: The official start of learning how to read, write and speaking and numeracy 




(Grade 0).

Junior primary: This is the first cycle of primary school or lower level of schooling offering 




basic primary education for children from pre grade to grades 1 to 




3. Also referred to as Pre and Lower Primary

Language of instruction: This is the language the teacher uses when teaching. It is also referred 



to as the ‘medium of instruction’.

Language policy in education: Also referred to as language in education policy is the stipulated 



language of instruction for pre-primary and lower primary school 




and also for child care programmes

Monolingual Education: The practice of using only one language for classroom instructions

Mother tongue: The language used by the mother with the child. It is therefore the first 





language a child acquires from the primary caregiver (mother). 




This is mostly the native language except in special circumstances. 

Multilingual class: A class consisting of pupils from different linguistic backgrounds.

Multiple language practices: The use of several languages for classroom instruction. 

Predominant language: A language commonly used and influential to a particular society.

Pre-primary: This term is used to refer to the one year formal schooling before joining grade 




one as stated in the National Curriculum Framework for Basic 




Education in Namibia.

Sibbinda Circuit: Describes a geographical division of several schools that are governed 




together within the area of Sibbinda.
Translanguaging: The utilisations of the full linguistic repertoire of the learners in a classroom       



in order to help the learners’ understand a given concept.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

1.1 Overview  

This chapter provides introduction to the research study on whether the exclusive use of SiLozi as medium of instruction (MoI) is appropriate and whether it enables or disables epistemic access in selected pre-primary classrooms of Sibbinda Circuit.  The background information provides the sociolinguistic composition of Namibia and Zambezi region in particular and the Language policy in relation to medium of initial literacy instruction in the context of multilingual Zambezi. Thereafter, the chapter presents the problem under study, the purpose and objectives of the study as well as the specific questions through which the objectives are addressed.  Subsequently, presented are the significance of the study, delimitations and limitations and concludes with composition of this dissertation and summary of the chapter.
1.2 Background  
Namibia is a multilingual country. According to Mwinda & van der Walt (2015), there are thirty (30) languages currently spoken in Namibia. This figure is not reliable as Steigertahl (2018), Kavhura (2018) and Ausiku (2010) showed that there were still numerous indigenous Namibian languages excluded in the Ethnologies. Hence, the actual number of linguistic varieties in Namibia is still unknown (Legère & Trewby, 1999). Nevertheless, fifteen (15) of these languages, namely; Afrikaans, English, German, Portuguese, Ju|hoansi, Khoekhoegowab, Oshikwanyama, Oshindonga, Otjiherero, Rukwangali, Rumanyo, Setswana, Silozi, Thimbukushu and Namibian Sign Language  (Ministry of Education, 2010) have been accorded the status of national languages and are recognized for educational purposes (Ausiku 2010) with English as the sole official language. On the contrary, Batibo (2014: 19) notes that 16 languages in Namibia have been adequately documented and have teaching and learning materials for use in primary school. Batibo (2014) noted the successful development of the Naro, a Khoisan language, spoken on the western parts of Botswana by approximately 10.000 people who also began to be used in the pre-schools and community-based literacy schools. Similarly, the Zambezi education region in the north-eastern part of Namibia, where this study was conducted, is also a multilingual environment, as scholars have discovered that there are eight (8) spoken “languages” including, Barakwena (Khoisan), Thimbukushu, Chimbalangwe, Shiyeyi, Chifwe, Chisubia (ChiKhuhane), Chitotela, SiLozi  and others (Steigertahl, 2018; Kavhura, 2018; Silume, 2017; Nzwala, 2015; Sitwala, 2010; Kangumu, 2008). Out of eight of these languages only one, SiLozi, is recognised and used as language of initial literacy teaching and learning in the region. 
The use of language as a medium of instruction in the teaching/learning situation goes a long way in determining the success achieved by the learners.  Language of instruction refers to the medium used in imparting knowledge and inculcating values and norms of the society in the young ones in the formal school system (Fakeye, 2011). However, language of instruction (LoI), according to Musa (2012) in educational institutions in multilingual societies has always been a matter of concern. The complexity of education and language issues is as a result of the multi-ethnic and multi-lingual situations (Ouadraogo, 2000). In that regard, Makalela (2005) noted the prevalence of more than one language in a country or region as the main reason education planners often select a language as medium of instruction in schools that is considered ‘neutral’ to ensure that no language group will be deemed superior and also to protect national unity. The Namibian situation is aptly captured by Mostert, et al. (2012) who asserted that the multilingual nature of Namibian schools obviously complicates the task of educators, especially in the early phase where the medium of instruction is the mother tongue. Worse still is the situation like that of the Zambezi region where there are diverse languages and learners with diverse mother tongues are found in one classroom. Thus, it becomes difficult to select one mother tongue as the language of initial literacy instruction that is acceptable to everyone. Therefore, an exclusive language of instruction is appropriate. 
According to Davids (2012) the language in which education is principally conducted, is one of the most far-reaching and significant features of any education system. The education model in Namibia requires that learners receive instruction in their mother tongue and or predominant local language during the early years of their primary school education which later should be offered as a subject when the medium of instruction changes to English in the fourth grade (Ministry of Basic Education Sport and Culture [MBESC], 2003). However, the language policy for Namibia does not ensure children in Namibia to be taught in their mother tongue, but only makes provision for the language of the majority group in that community to be selected as the language instruction, therefore implies that not all learners are then taught in their home language (Koker 2019, Iitula 2016, Iipinge, 2013, Harris, 2011). In the National Curriculum for 2010, it is clearly stated that in multilingual schools where there are an insufficient number of learners to constitute a mother tongue medium class, the medium of learning for those learners will be the predominant local language (Ministry of Education, 2010). Thus, an exclusive language of instruction is appropriate for multilingual schools like those in the Zambezi education region. According to Kavhura (2018), the children who find themselves in this situation are facing stigma to form up their group in order to qualify to learn their mother tongue in schools; therefore they opt to learn the foreign language or their colonial language for alternatives (Totemeyer, 2013). The argument of Benson & Kosonen (2013) stated that using one language in multilingual societies is a primary cause of creating division, inequalities, and inequities because many are forced to learn or teach through the language they are not familiar with. 
Brock-Utne (2007) cited in Kavhura (2018) explains that in schools nowadays students are taught in languages they neither speak nor understand; therefore, it is generally assumed that poor academic performance stems from poor additional language familiarity. This argument reflects an underlying assumption that leaners leave the junior primary phase (Pre-Primary) with poor grounding in the language of instruction. Hence, low literacy levels are mainly due to an inadequate command of the language of instruction. This, in my view is a clear indication that the exclusivity of language of instruction plays a major role as one of the barriers to the provision and reception of adequate initial literacy in Namibian schools. 
Bose and Choudhury (2010) express the view that language plays a vital role in thinking, learning and teaching. In fact, MoE (2010; 2014) notes that language is the most important tool for thinking, the most essential means for all communication and learning, and one of the most important aspects of identity. Therefore, as key factor, language of instruction becomes a pedagogic barrier to epistemic access and initial literacy when students attempt to negotiate meaning. Thus, it can enable or disable epistemic access, especially learning through an unfamiliar language. In that regard, Wolfaardt (2001: 14) in her study of the language policy of Namibian schools asked the controversial question that also is important to this study: “Does the current National Language Policy make learning possible?” However, she does not give a clear answer but it can be concluded from the findings that the policy did not hold back the optimization of learning (Cantoni, 2007). In view of this, Banda, Mostert, & Wikan (2012) suggested that a study on the national language policy, particularly on how appropriate the current policy was and how effectively it could be implemented should be conducted. It is in my view that the scholars were suggesting a study on whether the language of instruction was appropriate in bilingual and multilingual environments; especially that Namibia follows a bilingual education system (Shiweda, 2013). 
Concerning SiLozi as medium of instruction in the junior primary, Nzwala (2015) stated that teaching learners in their first language (SiLozi) was an area of great concern and a critical subject that required further examination. It was from the preceding that the current study examined how the pre-primary children constructed meaning in classroom interaction in multilingual education contexts in which the model prescribe a monolingual discourse. In particular, the study looked at whether the exclusive use of SiLozi as language of instruction was appropriate and whether it enabled or disabled epistemic access in the teaching and learning of initial literacy in selected pre-primary classrooms where SiFwe was the predominant familiar language in Sibbinda circuit of Zambezi region of Namibia.

1.3 Language Policy and Medium of Instruction
 Historically, the language of instruction in schools in Namibia was either English or Afrakaans. Thus, the majority of the indigenous languages spoken by the majority of the Namibian population were marginalized (Nzwala, 2015). However, shortly after independence in 1990, Namibia perceived the need to have a new language policy for schools in order to promote mother tongue use, alongside English, in schools and colleges of education. A document called The Language Policy for Schools: 1992-1996 and Beyond, was formulated and implemented shortly afterwards. The language policy was not explicit in how mother tongue was to be implemented, therefore majority preferred to teach through English rather than through the mother tongue. Thus, previously disadvantaged learners were further marginalised in that process, as non-English speaking teachers were expected to teach through the medium of English (Ministry of Basic Education, Sport and Culture [MBESC], 2003). The Namibian Language Policy for Schools in Namibia mentions that one is considered an effective participant in society if you are able to communicate and use the functional tools in your mother tongue to your personal advantage and social benefits (MBESC, 2003). This meant that effective teaching and learning was not possible when both teachers and learners were not familiar with the language of instruction. Therefore, an appropriate language of instruction was required to ensure epistemic access. Hence, MBESC (2003) suggested that for pedagogical reasons it was ideal for learners to study through their mother tongue, particularly in the early years of schooling when basic skills of reading, writing and concept formation were acquired. This means that children learn best when they are taught in their own language.
The Language Policy for Schools was revised after independence on three separate occasions mainly, because of various discrepancies that were encountered in the successful implementation of the policy (Koker, 2019). In late June 2013 an educational policy review was conducted (Batobi, 2014), however, an extensive review of the educational policy was carried out in 2015 and 2016 (UNICEF, 2016; 2017). The result of this reform work was a new Education Bill that referred to the right of a learner to be taught in the language of his or her choice where possible, and empower local school boards to determine the best language of instruction in their locations (UNICEF, 2016; 2017). From this, it is clear that the policy creates room for selecting those local languages deemed suitable by school authorities at the expense of other most familiar local languages, particularly in the multilingual environments. Thus, the development of indigenous Namibian languages is unequal. Nevertheless, the revised Language Policy for Schools in Namibia 2003 aims to promote the use of familiar language in the formative years of schooling. Therefore, the current language policy closely follows the former policy of 1992-1996 and beyond that stipulates that indigenous Namibian languages may be used as the medium of instruction up to grade four, while English becomes medium of instruction from that grade onwards (Koker, 2019; Ankonga, 2018; UNICEF, 2016; 2017). 

It must be understood here that the languages being referred to by the policy are the sixteen (16) officially sanctioned languages outlined earlier. This was based on the understanding that these languages are written, and have standardised orthography, unlike other oral languages that have no orthography. Therefore, it is evident that to date there is still discrimination of indigenous Namibian languages because the policy still follows the historic language policy, where only sanctioned monoglossic language serves as language of instruction despite the multilingual context of Namibian schools. Therefore, this dismisses the assertion by Batibo (2014) that all the indigenous Namibian languages were being promoted and used in education. As earlier discussed, the policy states that in classrooms where pupils with different home languages were found, only one of those languages could be the medium of instruction in the junior primary. Thus, a predominant local language was ideal for instruction in multilingual schools. 

Therefore, due to the multilingual nature of Zambezi education region, mother tongue and or predominant local language was taken to mean SiLozi within the education circles (Kangumu, 2008; Kavhura, 2018). Thus, the language policy, maintained the status of SiLozi as the sole medium of instruction in the Zambezi Region even after independence. As mentioned lately, this was based on the notion that it was the only written and amply developed language in the region, (Kangumu, 2008; Tötemeyer, 2010) as compared to other varieties. Furthermore, the adoption of SiLozi in the Zambezi Region after independence was prominently, first on the conception or misconception that SiLozi was ‘widely spoken and understood’ by everyone in the region (Kangumu, 2008; Kavhura, 2018). Secondly, the issue was politically based, according to (Kangumu (2008), SiLozi was seen as a mediator to help harmonise or rather overcome the seemingly antagonism and tribal tensions between the Masubia and Mafwe people. Thus, Silozi had been considered “neutral” in the region and it was therefore selected in connection to “language” harmonisation for educational purposes and regional unity (Kavhura, 2018; Steigertahl, 2018). The spread of SiLozi in the Zambezi education region was thus due to the delusion that it was a dominant communication and teaching language in schools, particularly in the early phase of primary education. 

As such, to date, SiLozi continues to be offered as the sole medium of initial literacy instruction in the junior primary phase (Pre Primary and Grades 1-3) and only local language subject learnt from Grade 4-12 and as a major combined with other subjects at university of Namibia taking studies in languages for primary and secondary phases of education.

Language plays a major role in education and in the pre-primary classroom in particular. Therefore, emerging from this view coupled with Harris (2011) and Mostert, et al. (2012)’s submissions of the ongoing conflicting opinion about the appropriate language to use for learners’ education and that of other scholars cited earlier, the exclusivity of SiLozi as language of initial literacy instruction in bilingual and multilingual pre-primary classrooms was worthy of investigation in order to contribute to the understanding of this phenomenon. It was through gaining insight into this language practice that appropriate practices and meaningful support could be provided to learners and teachers alike to ensure epistemic access and sufficient initial literacy development. While studies have looked at SiLozi as language of instruction in the Zambezi region, they however, have not looked at its appropriateness in bilingual or multilingual pre-primary classrooms. The objective of this study was therefore to establish whether the exclusivity of SiLozi as medium of instruction was appropriate and whether it enabled or disabled epistemic access in selected pre-primary classrooms in an area where SiFwe was the predominant familiar language in Sibbinda Circuit of Zambezi education region.
1.4 Statement of the problem 

The Namibia Language in Education Policy mandates that a child be instructed in his/her mother tongue during the first four years of junior primary education (Pre-Primary, Grades 1-3). Silozi is the sole language of instruction (LoI) in lower primary in multilingual Zambezi education region on the assumption that it was the predominant local language (Kavhura, 2018; Tötemeyer, 2010; Kangumu, 2008). However, it was not known whether the exclusive use of SiLozi as LoI was appropriate for initial literacy teaching and learning. Hence, it was imperative to establish if SiLozi LoI was a factor in ensuring or disabling epistemic access in schools, to the pre-primary children where SiFwe is a dominant language in the area. 
1.5 Purpose of the Study 
The aim of the study was to establish whether the exclusive use of SiLozi as language of instruction for initial literacy teaching and learning was appropriate in selected pre-primary classrooms of Sibbinda Circuit in Zambezi education region and to determine whether it enabled or disabled epistemic access to the pre-primary children where SiFwe is a dominant language in the area.
1.6 Objectives of the Study
a. Assess the teachers’ and learners’ familiarity with SiLozi (the medium of instruction).
b. Analyse the teachers’ and learners’ classroom language practices in selected pre-primary classrooms of Sibbinda circuit.

c. Establish the challenges teachers and learners face with the use of SiLozi as sole MoI in selected pre-primary classrooms of Sibbinda circuit.
d. Establish whether SiLozi was appropriate for use as sole language of initial literacy instruction and whether it enabled or disabled epistemic access in the pre-primary where SiFwe was the predominant familiar language.
1.8 Research Questions 

a. How familiar were teachers and learners with SiLozi (the medium of instruction)?

b. What were the teachers’ and learners’ classroom language practices in the selected pre-primary classrooms of Sibbinda circuit?

c. What challenges did teachers and learners face with the use of SiLozi as medium as MoI in selected pre-primary classrooms of Sibbinda circuit?

d. How appropriate was SiLozi for teaching of initial literacy skills and ensuring epistemic access in the Pre Primary in a predominantly SiFwe peaking environment?

1.9 Significance of the Study 

It is hoped that the findings may help language planners to understand the current language situation in Zambezi region and Sibbinda circuit in particular. It may also help educationists and language planners to know whether SiLozi is appropriate for use as sole medium of initial literacy instruction. This could in-turn help the ministry through language policy makers to be able to make informed decisions concerning language policy in order to come up with better choices or alternatives on the language of instruction appropriate if there could be any need in the Zambezi Region. Further, it is hoped that the findings may be beneficial to the school administrators as they might know what is happening in the pre-primary classrooms and come up with better strategies to help both teachers and learners. The study is beneficial to SiLozi language teachers, especially   may discover the type of classroom interaction conducive to learning and come up with modalities on how SiLozi could be made more appropriate and relevant as medium of initial literacy. The outcome of the study may be beneficial to future researchers on the use of SiLozi in other environments predominated by other local languages. Lastly, it is hoped that the findings of this study would contribute to the growth of the body of knowledge in medium of instruction and in initial literacy. 

1.10 Delimitation of the Study 

This study was confined to Sibbinda Circuit in Zambezi Region. It targeted pre-primary (grade 0) classroom teachers, learners, school managers and parents in selected six schools of Sibbinda Circuit. Thus, the findings were relevant to Sibbinda Circuit of Zambezi Region, especially the SiFwe speaking environment where the study was conducted.

1.11 Limitation of the Study

Since only six (6) pre-primary classrooms were sampled from Sibbinda Circuit, the findings may not be generalised as being representative of Zambezi Region as a whole.  
1.12 Dissertation Chapter Outline
Chapter One provides an overview of the study, background leading to the statement of the problem, its purpose, objectives, and research questions. It also provides the significance of the study as well as its delimitations and limitations.
This Chapte Two presents the review or related literature and includes a critical discussion of the multilingual education in the context of the study in the Zambezi Region. The chapter concludes with a review of related studies conducted on the issues of language of initial literacy instruction according to research objectives. 
Chapter Three presents the conceptual and theoretical framework. Conceptually, the study includes Translanguaging and Ruiz Language Orientation. Theoretically, it includes Basil Bernstein’s Code and Pedagogic Discourse Theory and Critical Discourse Analysis Theory.
Chapter Four offers the research paradigm, approach, design, target population, sample size, sampling procedure, research instruments, data collection procedure, data analysis as well as ethical considerations.
Chapter Five presents the findings according to the research objectives. 
Chapter Six presents discussion of the analysis of results presented in chapter five.
Chapter Seven presents conclusions, recommendations and implications for further research.
 1.13 Summary of the Chapter 
The chapter has provided background to the study, the statement of the problem, purpose of the study, objectives and research questions, significance of the study, delimitation, limitation and a structure of the dissertation. The next chapter discusses the review of related literature.
CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
 2.1 Overview 

This chapter presents the review of related studies done outside Africa, within Africa and in Namibia. The chapter begins with a discussion of the concept of dynamic bilingualism, followed by monolingual language instruction in multilingual classroom, teachers’ and learners’ language practices in multilingual classroom, challenges faced by both teachers and learners in multilingual classroom. The chapter ends with a summary. 

 2.2 Bilingual Education
According to Licona (2015), dynamic bilingualism arose as a conceptualization of bilingualism as a process in which bilinguals develop complex repertoires of linguistic practices that includes two or more languages developing together. Thus, the model aims at educating children bilingually without expecting monolingual standards, and allowing the development of academic competency in both the mother tongue and target language (Restrepo, García, & Henao, 2016). Further, Licona (2015) asserts that this type of bilingualism contrasts both subtractive and additive models of bilingualism. Subtractive bilingualism is understood as replacing the home language with the standardized and privileged national language of the society in which students live (Flores & Schissel, 2014), in this case, replacing SiFwe with SiLozi. On the other hand, additive bilingualism is a theory of bilingualism in which individuals develop two languages separately, such as learning one language (SiLozi) first and then adding a second language (English). This model assumes that the development of each language is separate and as a result produces bilingual individuals that are essentially two separate monolinguals (Licona, 2015).

Dynamic bilingualism is described by Flores and Schissel (2014) as characterized by its flexibility, and acceptance of two or more languages in the classroom in order to communicate, achieve metalinguistic awareness and develop new language practices. Dynamic bilingual model therefore refers to the education program that recognises the learners’ linguistic repertoire and enable them to communicate in their multiple languages in a multilingual classroom. In other words, a Dynamic Bilingual Framework allows teachers and students to take advantage of translanguaging in the teaching and learning of the integrated content and language (Restrepo, García, & Henao, 2016). Garcia (2009:119) explained that a dynamic typology “allows the simultaneous coexistence of different languages in communication, accepts translanguaging, and supports the development of multiple linguistic identities to keep a linguistic ecology for efficiency, equity and integration, and responding to both local and global contexts”. Flores and Schissel (2014) note that viewing bilingualism dynamically frames the language blending, mixing, and co-existing not as a problem to be fixed, but as a legitimate communicative practice that exists in bilingual communities. Thus, under this model all learners are considered as a whole, their bilingualism continuum is acknowledged and it is seen as a resource. This is relevant to the present situation in Namibian schools where learners with diverse linguistic repertoires are found in one classroom and the home language is viewed to be discarded in favor of the more socially or politically dominant language. This means that languages are resources for meaning making, linguistic awareness, bilingual identity as well as multiliteracy development in multilingual classrooms. Namibia perhaps requires this model in order to ensure epistemic access. As mentioned earlier, translanguaging, which is one of the main concepts that guides this study, is seen as a pedagogical resource in the classroom; for these reasons, this framework is seen as the most suitable to apply in the present study. 
 2.3 Studies on the Use of One Language as MoI in Multilingual Settings
Familiarity with the language of instruction is important as Qorro (2005) in Magulu (2016) explains that familiarity in the language of instruction enables learners to ask questions or clarifications, discuss a point with peers or the teacher, think critically how new knowledge relates to that which they already know. On the other hand, lack of it, denies learners the necessary tools for understanding, for formulating questions and points for discussion or to think critically. Moreover, language of instruction is seen as the major tool through which literacy and concepts are internalized (Magulu, 2016). Thus, an appropriate language of instruction is crucial for epistemic access. Studies have been conducted on the subject of the use of a monolingual language of instruction and have revealed that there is need of using an appropriate language of instruction in teaching and learning. 
Magulu (2016) conducted a comparative study on the impact of language of instruction on teacher-pupils classroom interaction in primary schools in Tanzania. The main objective of the study was to explore how the language of instruction impacts the classroom interaction between pupils and teachers in public vs. private primary schools in Shinyanga municipality. She found out that the use of foreign language (English) as LoI had a negative impact to pupils and teachers in classroom interaction. Both teachers and pupils were not fluent to use English as LoI. Moreover, she discovered that pupils and teachers in the English medium school experienced difficulties, discomfort and tension in the teaching and learning process. Lack of pupils’ participation during teaching and learning was also observed. Further, regular use of teacher-cantered method was also observed in the English medium school compared to Kiswahili medium school where pupils’ participation was high as teachers used participatory teaching method (learner centred approach). 

She therefore concluded that pupils understood better and participated fully when taught in a familiar language than when a non-familiar language is used as it has been claimed by several intellectuals and researchers in the same field of study.

Magulu’s study was comparative and focused on impact of the language of instruction in the upper primary classes. However, it provides us with insights of the negative impact of the use of an unfamiliar monolingual language as MoI. Thus, the present study is different to that of Magulu in that it aims to establish whether the exclusive use of a monolingual language as MoI in a bilingual classroom is appropriate. Unlike Magulu’s study that focused on the upper primary, the present study focused on the pre-primary classroom since it is the grass root where medium of instruction should be the children’s mother tongue as per policy guidelines in Namibia and yet a monolingual instruction is employed in a multilingual Zambezi region. Thus, there might be similarities and differences in the findings.
Layton (2014) in South Africa, although her study was aimed at identifying the language ideologies that were being constructed and reinforced in an English medium foundation phase multilingual South African classroom, she found that the use of a monolingual language of instruction limited the teaching of language and literacy. Further, she noted that it inhibited the students from using their full linguistic repertoire in the classroom and that reduced students to deficient monolingual speakers which resulted into further negative perceptions. The study concluded that monolingual discourse practices have an impact on both language and literacy development for multilingual learners in a classroom where the medium of learning is unfamiliar. This implies that exclusive language of instruction which at the same time is unfamiliar to learners is not appropriate to facilitate language and initial literacy development in the early phase of education. It hinders epistemic access which results into low literacy levels.
Mwanza (2012) in Zambia wanted to finding out if Nyanja was appropriate for use as a language of initial literacy in Lusaka considering that it was a cosmopolitan environment. Using a mixed methods, the study targeted Grade one (1) pupils. The sample covered 6 basic schools, and it involved 164 respondents while data was collected through classroom observations, interviews and familiar language test. The findings revealed that Cinyanja was the language of play in both high and medium density areas and the dominant language of play in the low density area was English. Moreover, it was found that other languages such as Bemba, Tonga and Nsenga were also spoken by children during play. In the same study, different views emerged that the language (Cinyanja) in question was not a language of play to all children, neither was it in all residential areas of Lusaka. Interestingly, the study also revealed that some variations existed between the Cinyanja spoken at play and the one which was recognised and recommended in schools. The researcher concluded that there was a mismatch between the spoken Cinyanja by children during play and the officially recognised variety in schools. In other words, there were ‘informal (familiar and frequently used by most teacher and pupils) as well as formal Cinyanja (formal and less used)’. Further, it was reported that the Standard (Formal) Nyanja was problematic, since, both teachers and pupils were not proficient. Thus, he concluded that Chinyanja was not appropriate as sole language of initial literacy instruction in Lusaka District.
Mwanza’s study is related to the current study in terms of research purpose, approach and instruments. However, it is different in that his focused on urban basic schools and grade 1 pupils, thus rural schools were not investigated. The current study therefore has been designed to cover pre-primary learners in rural schools. Further, while his was done in a cosmopolitan environment in Zambia, the current was done in Namibia precisely in a predominantly SiFwe speaking environment. While the research strategy in current study was similar with that of Mwanza’s, it was however, not known whether or not SiLozi was an appropriate medium of instruction for pre-primary learners in a predominantly SiFwe speaking environment of Sibbinda Circuit. Chapter six and seven provides the findings. 
Zimba (2007) conducted a study with the aim of finding out the effects of using Cinyanja as a language of initial literacy for grade one in a predominantly Tumbuka speaking area in Lundazi rural schools in Zambia. In other words, he wanted to find out if Cinyanja was appropriate for use as a language of initial literacy in Lundazi district where most of the people spoke Tumbuka. Findings showed that in Katete the control group where they spoke Chewa, pupils performed well in initial literacy exercise because they were familiar with the medium of instruction. However, in Lundazi which was used as the experiment group many Tumbuka-speaking pupils faced problems in understanding Nyanja. Pupils made a lot of errors whenever they tried to speak, read and write Nyanja. The challenges pupils faced were attributed to the use of an unfamiliar language. Thus, the study concluded that Nyanja was not an appropriate language of instruction in Lundazi which is predominantly Tumbuka speaking.  
Similarly, Mubanga (2012) carried out a study in Chongwe district of Zambia where Soli was the predominant language and Standard Nyanja as the medium for teaching initial literacy. She wanted to establish if Cinyanja was effective and suitable as a medium of initial literacy in Lwimba an area that was predominantly Soli in Chongwe district. Similar to the present study, Mubanga’s study used both the qualitative and quantitative methods to collect data from a population sample of 97 grade one NBTL pupils. The findings of the study were that Nyanja as a medium of teaching initial literacy in Lwimba failed to encourage creativity in speaking among learners. Pupils that accumulated less vocabulary, failed to form sentence patterns and grammatical rules in Nyanja. The findings also showed that Soli pupils did not do well in the end of Term 1 test and that a significant difference in reading performance between Nyanja and Soli speaking pupils was observed. Thus, Cinyanja was not appropriate for use as language of initial literacy in Lwimba.
Despite revealing that Nyanja was not a familiar language for most of the pupils and that it was not an appropriate language of teaching initial literacy skills, Zimba and Mubanga’s studies were not done in the pre-primary and the objectives were not to establish whether Nyanja was an appropriate language but to find out the effects of using Nyanja as language of initial literacy for grade ones in a predominantly Tumbuka and Soli-speaking areas. Moreover, while these studies highlights on the effects of using an unfamiliar language, the findings however cannot be generalised to other countries since they were all conducted in Zambia and in specific areas. Thus, the situation in Zambia might be different to that of Namibia. However, the two reviewed studies are similar with the current study in that they look at the exclusive use of a monolingual language as medium of initial literacy instruction in a bilingual environment, in contrast the current looks at the suitability of SiLozi as an exclusive language of initial literacy instruction in the pre-primary classrooms.
A qualitative study on the use of a monolingual language instruction was conducted by Chinyama (2016) in Zambia with the aim of establishing the effect of using Bemba as Medium of Instruction (MoI) on the reading levels of grade two pupils in a predominantly Namwanga speaking area in Nakonde District. Through interviews, observations, focus group discussions and document analysis, the findings revealed that learners were facing phonological, morphological and semantic challenges. Both pupils and some teachers were not competent in Bemba. Teachers whose mother tongue was not Bemba had communication challenges during literacy lessons because of language barrier. Moreover, it was found that the differences between Bemba and Namwanga vocabulary contributed to the learning difficulties among Namwanga children. Hence, Bemba was not suitable for use as MoI because it was not a familiar language in most of the schools in Nakonde District. 

Chinyama’s study also helps us understand that a monolingual language of instruction in heterogeneous classrooms is not only a challenge for learners, but also hinders teachers and parents because they would not be able to help them learn effectively because of language barriers. Further, the study informs us that an unfamiliar language is not appropriate for initial literacy because it contradicts with the learners’ background knowledge and brings confusion. However, Chinyama’s study focused on the grade two class and how the language affected the reading levels of the pupils in Zambia whereas the current study focused on the pre-primary classrooms and aimed at establishing whether an exclusive monoglot LoI was appropriate for initial literacy development. Thus, it was interesting to finding out if the exclusive use of SiLozi MoI had had an impact on learners and both teachers and parents in the Sibbinda Circuit in the Zambezi region of Namibia where SiFwe was the commonly used language. Further, while her study is also related to the present, hers was qualitative whereas the current was mixed methods. Moreover, her study sidelined the pupils as she stated that they were not part of the sample yet she drew conclusion that they were negatively affected. Thus, the fact that they were observed and drew conclusions, it meant that they provided the required information and thus they were part of the study.  For that reason, the current study focused on the preprimary learners contrary to hers because these were the direct recipients of the instruction and therefore contributed significantly to determining whether SiLozi monoglot was appropriate in a bilingual environment of Sibbinda circuit. 
Another study by Mkandawire (2017) in Zambia sought to establish the educational value associated with mother tongue based instruction that is familiar to learners verses other languages such as English and local languages that are not familiar to learners as medium of instruction in the teaching of reading and writing literacy skills to grade one at primary level. The study reported that both Zambian languages (Cinyanja) and English language played a significant role in literacy education as they both facilitated learning to some pupils and they were also a hindrance to some pupils. However, it was noted that learners could not actively participate in the lessons offered in English language and they were more active in a Cinyanja lesson. Furthermore, learners could actively participate in answering teacher’s questions by using common Cinyanja spoken in towns and cities when playing and not the Chewa taught in schools. It was recommended that teachers at primary school level teaching grade ones should use multiple languages by translating statements, words and phrases from one language to the others which are spoken by pupils in class. This would easily help pupils to understand teaching concepts easily and were likely to break into reading and writing skills faster. 

Mkandawire’s study is in agreement with Banda & Mwanza (2017) who reported that low literacy levels among primary school learners in Zambia was due to a number of factors such as the  monolingual/monoglot one-language-a-time discourse practices in language education (language policy); outdated orthographies, because often ‘what you say is not what you write.’ Moreover, the use of standard language (Chewa) in textbooks as also observed by Mkandawire (2017) and Mwanza (2012) proved to be problematic in as far as initial literacy development was concerned. Lastly, as it has been noted by other studies such as (Zimba, 2007; Mubanga, 2012; Mwanza, 2012; Chinyama, 2016 and Mkandawire, 2017) the monolingual language policy which insists on the use of unfamiliar language of instruction in multilingual environments creates academic havoc not only for the pupils but even teachers in the provision and development of effective sufficient initial literacy.
Arising from all the reviewed studies above is that the monolingual language ideology embedded on the notion of predominant language in heterogeneous environments is partially the root cause  of poor literacy skills in most of the children’s’ education and rarely thought about yet, it is key factors in literacy development. Thus, the issue of inappropriate language of instruction is one of the major hindrances to epistemic access and effective initial literacy development in multilingual classrooms. It was therefore, important to carry out the current study as results are presented and discussed in the following chapters. 
In Namibia, Cantoni (2007) conducted a single case study in one of the public schools with a sample size of approximately 400 learners from grade 1 to 10 with teachers through observation and interviews. The study was mainly focused on the effectiveness of language choice in education. It was found that the use of English instead of Oshiwambo (the mother tongue) as a medium of instruction hindered the full participation of learners because it did not seem to provide comprehensible input. Thus, it did not seem to work as a tool for constructing knowledge in the content subjects and it was an obstacle for the learner centeredness that was so desired by the education ministry in the country. Moreover, some differences in behaviour were observed when Oshiwambo was used among the students and the teachers. It was concluded therefore that the use of the official language (English) did not facilitate the participation of the pupils but maintains a “culture of silence”. Thus, learners’ sufficient literacy development was hindered because of language barrier.

While Cantoni studied grade 1 to 10 pupils and teachers, the study does not bring out how the learners literacy was affected because she just used interviews and observations to collect data, and these may not give adequate details of how learners were affected. For this reason, the current study included a familiar language test which was thought to provide a true reflection of how learners’ literacy was impacted by the use of foreign language (SiLozi) for initial literacy development in the pre-primary classrooms in Sibbinda Circuit of the Zambezi region.

Also, Julius & Hautemo (2017) conducted a qualitative study whose aim was to explore factors that constrain four different Upper Primary phase teachers from four different schools in the northern part of Namibia to effectively teach English as a Second Language subject. Analysis of data revealed that the syllabus were way ahead of learners’ actual competency in English Second Language and the reasons for that suggested that the level of instruction in the curriculum appeared to be too ambitious relative to learners’ skills. In addition, data revealed that when learners transitioned into the upper primary phase, they still had such a poor foundation that they continued to learn little and lagged behind grade appropriate outcomes throughout their school careers. It was suggested that the damage seemed to have started as early as from the first grades and learners were promoted to the next grades without having achieved the necessary outcome for that grade until they reached matric, and that ultimately lead to large annual failure rates of learners in junior and senior secondary examinations. 
Also, Kaputu (2016) investigated the literacy difficulties experienced by fourth graders who previously received instruction in the mother tongue (Otjiherero) at the lower primary phase and at the time of the study, had transitioned to the upper primary phase where they receive instruction in English in the Otjozondjupa Region of Namibia. Results showed that most of the learners experienced difficulty with decoding, reading, spelling, listening, and reading comprehension skills at the upper primary phase. Furthermore, the results showed that teachers were familiar with three different kinds of reading instructional methods, all of which they used in literacy instruction. The teachers viewed transitioning learners as a challenge in that those learners lacked the English alphabet knowledge and English letter sound knowledge, resulting in always having to revisit the lower primary phase English curriculum in order to bring those learners up to standard. The study concluded that the literacy difficulties the learners experienced stemmed from a lack of thorough grounding in the basics of literacy learning at the pre-primary and lower primary phases of schooling. 

The message emanating from the two studies above was that while children received instruction in the mother tongue, the language of instruction was not effective enough to inculcate the necessary literacy skills in children in the junior primary phase. In other words, there was no transfer of common underlying proficiency from Mother tongue to English. Thus, transfer of skills from mother tongue to English did not take place. Further, the findings suggest that a monolingual language of instruction even at upper primary level is not appropriate for bilingual leaners. However, while the above studies were done in the upper primary, they point back to the junior primary and particularly the language of instruction. Thus, suitable language of instruction is fundamental to effective teaching and learning and the development of necessary initial literacy skills in the junior primary children which fosters further academic skills. Thus, while the two studies seem to be different in terms of focus, they helps us understand that there is need for enquiries in the early primary phase since it is assumed that the problem lies with poor foundation in the medium of instruction in that educational phase. In view of the preceding, the current study was imperative to establish whether the exclusivity of SiLozi as medium of initial literacy instruction facilitated or hindered access to effective teaching and learning which would bring about effective grounding in SiLozi the target language in multilingual pre-primary learners.
Other studies by Wolfaardt (2001) and Harlech-Jones (2001) in Namibia also showed that there was a big obstacle of using English as a language of instruction in the education system.

the level of proficiency in English is not high to meet the requirement of grade pupils, thus learner are not always able to understand instructions as a result they are not able to perform as they would have done in their mother tongue Woldfaardt (2001: 12-15). 

One of the most salient features of a bilingual education programme is the use of the first language as the medium of instruction” (Harlech-Jones 2001: 123)

Harlech-Jones concluded that teachers were “being required to implement the impossible”. As a result, both scholars insisted on the use of local languages as language of instruction because it helped students in supplying background knowledge and experiences; enhance the development of their basic reading skills and also their oral and written use of the language. While Wolfaardt and Harlech-Jones advocate and support the language policy in the use of local language instruction, the pertinent questions of the appropriateness of that local language especially in multilingual environments where that local language is being advocated is appropriate. Thus, while SiLozi was a sole local language of instruction in the junior primary phase in the Zambezi region, it was not known whether it was effective and suitable in the heterogeneous pre-primary classrooms of Sibbinda Circuit. It was therefore, interesting to finding out from the multilingual context of the Zambezi Region focusing on pre-primary classrooms in a situation where SiFwe was the predominant language. Findings are presented and discussed in chapter five and six.
Simasiku, Kasanda, & Smit, (2016) sought to find out if language of instruction mattered in terms of classroom participation and the year-end examination results in classrooms that used a second language as medium of instruction. The study investigated 12 English Second Language (ESL) teachers at 12 schools in the Zambezi Education Region in Namibia. The study found that the use of a second language as medium of instruction was a barrier to thinking, classroom participation and that it affected learners’ performance in the year end examinations. Similarly, Simasiku, (2016) found out that English Second Language teachers were of the view that the use of English as the only medium of instruction in the English Second Language classrooms, impacted negatively on the year-end results. Thus, a monolingual unfamiliar language of instruction is not appropriate. Chinyama (2016) actually noted that, learners achieve more when taught through the medium of a familiar language as compared to using other languages which are not first languages of the learners. Second language is not only English but it can even be a local language that a child is not very familiar with. Zambezi Region is a multilingual environment and SiFwe is the predominately used language in the area of study where according to the language policy SiLozi is the MoI. In this context, it can therefore be said that SiLozi is a second language to almost all the people of the Zambezi region. However, it is mother tongue in the name of predominant language as per policy provision. It was in these contexts that the current study was vital to establish the effectiveness and suitability of SiLozi as sole medium of initial literacy instruction in the multilingual pre-primary classrooms of Sibbinda circuit. 
 2.4 Studies on Teachers and Pupils Language Practices in Multilingual Classrooms
Studies have been conducted on the issue of classroom language practices. Lenis (2015) sought to establish the literacy practices enacted by a Dominican kindergarten teacher, and her students during the language arts block in Western Massachusetts. It was reported that, despite the teacher’s obligation to comply with the national and state mandated curriculum and regulations, she challenged and questioned the policies. Thus, regardless of the state’s language policy restricting the student’s home language use in the classroom, she made use of Spanish (student’s home language), both, to mediate her teaching practices and student’s second language development process, as well as to validate her student’s home language and culture. The study suggested that teachers should not just receive and implement policies because they are from central state. Instead, they should question and negotiate changes that will not only be beneficial to them but enhance and mediate students learning. Thus, the teacher exercised translanguaging as the classroom language practice to ease teaching and learning for the maximum benefit and development of both languages. Since it was not known the classroom language practice of teachers and leaners in the selected multiannual pre-primary classrooms of Sibbinda circuit with SiFwe as the predominant language and SiLozi as the exclusive medium of instruction, the present study was particularly crucial.

Soffronow (2015) explored on four Filipino teachers' experiences of working in a multilingual context in Philippines. Her study aimed at describing the status of the languages used within the context of the schools, and how the teachers expressed the correlations between language and identity. The results demonstrated a complex linguistic situation where the teachers had a pragmatic approach to the three languages in their everyday lives, and the use of code-switching was common. English had a high status in the society, which was also noticeable in the classroom, but the teachers worked to support pupils' identity development by also allowing them to express themselves in their mother tongue. Thus, the teachers, allowed pupils to draw on their sociolinguistic background knowledge to effectively make meaning of the lessons. Also, Salah & Farrah (2012) in their study on the extent to which Arabic was used in the primary English classroom, the attitudes of teachers toward using Arabic and their reasons behind using it, found that Arabic was sometimes used in the primary English classrooms by teachers for translating abstract words and terminologies. This implies that teachers employed multiple language practices to for meaning making. Therefore, the current study on the appropriateness of SiLozi in the pre-priamary is crudtial to understand teachers and learners classroom language practices.
Moreover, Pulinx & Van Avermaet (2014) examined how language policies in education were reflected in teacher beliefs in schools in secondary education in Flanders (Belgium). The findings indicated that the language policies in Flemish education were based on a strong monolingual ideology; and that a clear classification of languages was present in the Flemish education context, classifying the dominant language as the only legitimate language and banning low status languages from the field of education. In addition, they found that teacher beliefs regarding the use of (home) language in education coincided to a large extent with the monolingual policies implemented in Flemish education. As such, they discovered that the language proficiency of migrant students appeared to be decreasing instead of increasing despite all the support measures (e.g. remedial teaching, pull out classes, languages testing) put into place. Therefore, they concluded that teachers could be key actors in bringing about more open and inclusive language policies in education. Thus, a transition from a monolingual towards a multilingual approach regarding home languages in education would be most successful when initiated by teachers at school and classroom level. Hence, epistemic access will be facilitated and learning will be meaningful to the pupils. However, findings about the teachers and learners classroom language practices in the selected pre-priamry classrooms are discussed in the following chapters.
Odinko & Williams (2006) sought to investigate how teachers and their pupils interacted during instruction in numeracy lessons in Nigeria. The results revealed that the major language of instruction was English rather than the language of the pupils' immediate community.  The use of instructional time and direction of interaction tended to be sensitive to language of instruction. It was further reported that teachers-initiated interactions and whole class activities were associated more with the use of English as language of instruction while learner-initiated interactions and individual/small group activities were associated more with use of language of the pupils' immediate community in instructional delivery; and the direction of communication was mainly from the teacher to the whole class. This implied that the monolingual ideology which in most cases is unfamiliar impacts negatively on learning and epistemic access as traditional teacher centred teaching methods and techniques were employed. Thus, pupils could not comprehend the lesson and effective learning was compromised, hence poor initial literacy development background in the target language of instruction.
Thus, Odinko & Williams’s findings helps us understand that when an unfamiliar language is used as medium of instruction, learners will interact in the language they are familiar and comfortable with because they are more proficient and that eases and quickens the development of the required initial literacy. Despite their study focusing on the teachers and learners interaction in numeracy in the preprimary, their findings, however, cannot be generalised to every teacher-learner interaction worldwide. For that reason, it was important for this study to be undertaken to find out the teachers and learners classroom language practices since SiLozi was the medium of instruction in the pre-primary classrooms. Thus, while teachers and learners in Odinko & Williams’s study are said to have initiated interactions in different languages, it was not known whether teachers and learners initiated interactions were in different languages given that SiLozi was the exclusive medium of instruction and SiFwe the predominant spoken language in in selected pre-primary classrooms in Sibbinda Ciercuit of the Zambezi Region in Namibia. 

Mapunda (2010) investigated the effectiveness of the use of Swahili in classroom interaction in rural Tanzania with specific reference to Ruvuma and Coast Regions in Tanzania, in the context of the medium of instruction (MoI) policy. The data collection methods were semi-structured interview, observation and pupil language assessment. The focus of the study was literacy acquisition, at the level of Standard One. The study reported that in Songea Rural District where the language of the community was not the MoI classroom interaction was constrained whereas in Bagamoyo where the language of the community was also the MoI, it was dynamic; pupils interacted well among themselves and with teachers, and there was competition for turns. As such the following were observed: in the schools in Songea pupils learnt less, lesson foci were diverted to cope with communication difficulties, and there was less progress in literacy skills mastery and in curriculum coverage. Pupils in the School in Bagamoyo had had a higher level of expressive ability, and did not therefore display many shortcomings. The findings suggested that there was something wrong with the MoI policy in relation to classroom interaction in remote rural areas. It was thus recommended that classroom interaction in the initial years be in a familiar language or at least the policy should be lenient enough to provide for teachers to interchange the classroom language in times of difficulty, and teachers be specifically trained to teach in bilingual contexts where the MoI was not the first language of the pupils. Similarly, the language policy should allow teachers to interchange the classroom language in times of difficulty. 

Mapunda’s study is different from my own in that his was a comparative analysis of the effectiveness of the use of Swahili in two areas where one was also the community’s immediate language and MoI and the other was not. However, the similarity is that it looks at the effectiveness of medium of instruction. For this reason it was significant to the current study in that it highlighted that when a different language to that of the community is used as MoI, effective teaching and learning is hindered. While his was a comparative study, the present looked only in one area where the language of the community was not the MoI. Further, his primary focus was standard one in Tanzania, therefore the findings cannot be generalised to other countries and pre-primary as the major focus of the current study. It was therefore interesting to see the effectiveness of the exclusive use of SiLozi in classroom interactions with SiFwe as the common language.

In Madagascar, standard Malagasy language as opposed to other Malagasy varieties is the initial language of instruction from grade 1 to 2 whereas French is the medium of instruction from grade 3 onwards. A study conducted by Rabenoro (1999) discovered the mismatch between language in education policy and the actual language practices in the classroom. The study revealed that in practice, when teachers were appointed to the area they originated from, many of them used the local variety of Malagasy instead of the official Malagasy or standard French. The study noted a “tremendous gap between the official instructions and the reality” (Rabenoro, 2009: 180).  Thus, teachers deviated from the recommendations of the language policy because it contradicted with the learners’ sociolinguist background and thus epistemic access was denied. Thus, for teachers to ensure learning, they resorted to languages familiar to learners but which were not officially sanctioned for classroom instruction Moreover, the classroom was often characterised by power and dominance, thus teachers’ deviation also may be as a result of power relation and struggle that exist between policy makers and teachers, and between teachers and learners in the classroom. Huckin et al. (2012:115) stated that “the classroom is a place where power is circulated, managed, exploited, resisted, and often directly impacted by institutional policies and changes”. On this basis, Mwanza (2016) clarified that it is in the classroom where government policies and directives as well as teacher’s decisions and directives are accepted or rejected and or ignored in the process of teaching and learning. This is practically what was happening in the study under review. 
Thus, because of the mismatch between the language policy and the linguistic composition of the classroom, the teacher ignored the language policy by using the informal language of the learners to enable epistemic access and ease learning. Rabenoro‟s findings are elaborated by Haugen (2009) who argued that education policies are normally characterized by contradictions and not by progression or retrogression; contradictions in the sense that there is a mismatch between the government’s stipulated language of instruction and the actual language practices in the classroom. Thus, contexts like these ones force some teachers to deviate from the policy recommendations in order to fulfil the learners’ educational needs and aid their learning. However, Rabenoro study did not reveal the reasons for teachers’ preference of using the local variety of Malagasy language as opposed to the language policy. However the mismatch between the teachers’ language practices in the classroom and what the language in education policy stipulated could be attributed to both teachers and learners lack of proficiency in the standard language. Mwanza (2012) found that teachers deviated (code switched) from using the recommended standard language to using other varieties familiar to both teachers and learners because they were both not fluent in the standard Nyanja. Thus there was a mismatch between policy and the actual classroom language practices. Thus, since the Namibian language policy recommended the exclusive us of SiLozi in the Zambezi region as MoI, the current study was necessary to analyse the teachers and learners’ classroom language practices where SiFwe was the predominant language
 Similarly, Simachenya (2017) carried out a qualitative study in Zambia with the aim of analysing the language practices employed by teachers and learners in multilingual classrooms of selected primary schools in Livingstone Urban. The study reported that some teachers in Livingstone Urban used Chinyanja and English for classroom interaction instead of the prescribed Chitonga because they and some of their learners were not proficient in Chitonga. In his findings, Simachenya coined the term “Language Reciprocity” to describe language practices where the listener responds in the same language the speaker uses. For instance, in a multilingual classroom, pupils would provide answers in the same language used by the teacher, and likewise the teacher would give an answer in the same language used by the pupil. Thus, language reciprocation is used in a multilingual classroom to meet the different communicative needs of each learner. This study revealed that language reciprocation helped learners from different linguistic background to follow the lessons. It also enabled them to participate in the learning activities. Thus, because of language reciprocation by both the teacher and learners epistemic access was facilitated and teaching and learning was eased. 
Thus, Simachenya’s study was similar to the present in that it analysed the language practices employed by teachers and learners in multilingual classrooms in which the language of instruction in the lower primary was Tonga and the language of instruction in the upper primary was English. However, the current study was different in that while it analysed the classroom language practices by teachers and learners, its main objective was to establish whether the exclusive use of a monoglot (SiLozi) MoI in the pre-primary where the common language was SiFwe. Moreover, unlike the reviewed study that employed only the qualitative method of data collection and analysis, a mixed methods of data collection and analysis was employed in the present study. However, it was not known the language practices employed by teachers and learners in the selected pre-primary classrooms. 
Bwalya (2019) aimed at analysing teachers’ language practices in the grade 6 multilingual classrooms of Chibombo District in Zambia and to determine whether these language practices were pedagogically democratic or not. The study used a mixed methods design. Among other objectives of the study was to establish the sociolinguistic composition of the classrooms and analyse teachers’ language practices in selected grade six classrooms. The findings showed that the grade 6 classrooms of Chibombo District were multilingual as teachers and learners were able to speak more than one language. The following languages were represented in the classrooms; Nyanja (22.5% learners & 15% teachers), Bemba (23% learners & 40% teachers), Lenje (29% learners & 4% teachers) and Tonga (16% learners & 23.3% teachers). The findings also showed that while some teachers democratized their classrooms through the adoption of translanguaging as a pedagogical language practice, others insisted on monolingual language practices which resulted in symbolic violence. Thus, teachers’ language practices did not fully democratise the classroom due to semi-translanguaging. Therefore, the current study was particularly important as it would assist in understanding whether or not teachers’ language practices in the pre-primary are pedagogically democratic to ensure epistemic access and affiliate effective teaching and learning. 
Mchazime (2001) in Magulu (2016) conducted a study in Malawi with a view of finding out whether English was the most appropriate language of learning from senior primary school for children in Malawi. Standard seven pupils were the target of the study. The sample covered 15 schools out of 2700 rural senior primary schools, and it involved 664 pupils in natural classroom setting through classroom observations and interviews. Among the three research questions, the study addressed the question of whether the use of English as language of learning increased participation in the learning process. The results showed that English prevented teachers and learners from effective and sufficient participation in the learning process. Teachers acknowledged that using English as the language of learning limited their interaction with the pupils. They delivered lessons which sometimes resorted to code switching since they wanted to make up for their deficiency in vocabulary and lacked appropriate language that would make pupils understand what they were teaching.

Moreover, the observation showed that whenever the teacher asked questions the few pupils who understood the question answered in a single word even where the question required them to explain. Most of the classroom interactions among the pupils were done in Chichewa rather than in English. Thus, pupils failed to communicate effectively with their teachers about the key concepts and were not confident to express their points of views because of the language barrier. However, unlike what was happening in the English medium schools, pupils in the Chichewa medium schools understood their teachers better, discussed and argued their ideas and clarified them to both teachers and fellow pupils because of using a familiar language. Through classroom interaction, they were able not only to grasp the meaning of the new concepts or skills but also to expand the meaning of what they were learning and relate it to the local experiences. Hence the study showed that a language that was closer to the child’s home language was better for the child to use as the language of leaning in schools than a language that was far removed from his or her home language. Thus, the teachers and learners classroom language practices in the selected pre-primary classroom of Sibbinda circuit were discussed to provide the language situation in classroom interaction where the MoI (SiLozi) was different to the learners’ language (SiFwe).

Mwinshekhe (2007) conducted a research based on overcoming language barrier in secondary schools in Tanzania. She conducted a quasi- experiment classes with three groups. One group was taught in Kiswahili (treatment 1), another in English (treatment 2) and the control group which was taught in code switching (the norm). She found out that a large number of students in English medium class agreed that language of instruction was the major factor that contributed to poor performance. Also among her findings came with several issues including low level of participation of students and low performance level in science subject was a result of using English as LoI, because English was a barrier to students and teachers. Thus, she learnt that because of the language barrier, the use of translanguaging through code-switching in teaching and learning among teachers was a coping strategy. Therefore, she concluded that those students in her experiment: who were taught in Kiswahili performed far better than those who were taught in English and code switching. Hence there was a need of changing the LoI.  This study was similar to the present in that it established the language practices and copying strategies use by teachers to facilitate teaching and learning where the medium of instruction was not familiar. Therefore, there might be similarities as well as differences in the findings. Thus, the teachers and learners classroom language practices and coping strategies in the selected pre-primary classrooms are discussed.

Kagwesage (2013) conducted a study on language of instruction in higher education in Rwanda. The study aimed at examining strategies that multilingual university students in Rwanda use in order to successfully deal with complex academic material offered through the medium of English, a foreign language. Findings reveal that students had multiple coping strategies that enabled them to complete academic tasks given through the medium of English. One of the prominent strategies and practices was the successful use of other languages at their disposal to mediate cognitively demanding academic tasks. It was further, found that, although other spoken languages were not officially recognised as media of instruction in higher education, they played a mediating role in content learning through responsible code switching and translanguaging. 

Kagwesage’s study helps to understand that vernacular languages were fundamental, for they played a mediating role in content learning in multilingual settings even at higher institutions. This implies that familiar languages were important in the education of pupils for whom unfamiliar language was used as medium of instruction. It also meant that, if students of institutions of higher learning made use of spoken languages at their disposal to mediate cognitively demanding academic tasks, then it would be more fundamental for the lower primary grades since they were beginners and an unfamiliar language was used as language of classroom instruction. While the focus of Kagwesage’s study was on the copying strategies that multilingual university students used in order to successfully deal with complex academic material offered through the medium of English, this study focused on SiLozi as medium of instruction in the lower primary schools. In addition, while ‘vernacular’ languages in Kagwesage’s study played a mediating role in content learning through code switching and translanguaging strategies, the findings could not be generalised to all multilingual universities and or multilingual schools precisely the lower primary phase. Thus, the fact that most Zambezi Region primary schools were multilingual and an unfamiliar language to most children was used, a study was worthy undertaking to establish the coping strategies that teachers and learners use to mediate and enhance the teaching and learning of initial literacy with Silozi language as medium of instruction in an area where SiFwe was the predominant language. 

A study by Mashiyi (2011) in South Africa aimed at establishing how teachers in selected urban and rural high schools in the Mthatha District understood, interpreted and implemented MOI policies within their practice. The study reported that MoI policies were not implemented uniformly in urban and rural contexts or within each context. Thus, learner linguistic profiles, mismatch between a teacher’s home language and that of his/her learners, the subject being offered, the need to promote understanding of content, teachers’ understandings, misconceptions and beliefs about the role of language in education: all these were found to be factors which influenced a teacher’s language choice during lesson delivery. The study showed that, generally, teachers endorsed the use of English as a language of learning and teaching (LOLT) at high school, together with the learners’ home language. Although some teachers believed that they used English mainly for teaching, indigenous languages were also used extensively, especially in rural and township schools; code-switching, code-mixing, translation, repetition, and township lingo all made the curriculum more accessible to learners. Thus, teachers used various language practices (translanguaging) to facilitate epistemic access and enhance teaching and leaning. However, the anomaly was that assessments were conducted only in English, even in contexts in which teaching had been mainly in translanguaging mode. 
It is clear from the above study that teachers language choice during delivery in a multingual classroom would be influenced by various factors. Thus, teachers would employ numerous language practices aiming at providing epistemic access and facilitating teaching and leaning for improved academic performance and progression. However, while the reviewed study provides the different classroom language practices employed by teachers in urban and rural high schools in South Africa, the findings were limited in that it was focused on high schools. Nonetheless,  the study was crucial. Thus, unlike the above study the current study was focused on selected rural pre-primary classrooms of Sibbinda circuit of Zambezi region in Namibia with SiLozi monoglot MoI and SiFwe as familiar langauge. Thus, teachers and learners’ classroom language practices were worth studied in the present study. 
Shifidi (2014) explored the existence of translanguaging in Namibian schools in three regions (Khomas, Oshikoto and Ohangwena) in terms of the extent to which translanguaging occured during lessons as well as looking at teachers’ opinions whether translanguaging had a potential to enhance learners’ understanding of the subject contents. The study revealed that translanguaging prevailed in Namibian schools especially in rural schools and both teacher and learners were positive towards the pedagogical language practice. The practice was found potential in facilitating learning and understanding difficult concepts, participation, and socialization in multicultural/lingual classrooms. Interestingly, the study also found that certain schools had internal policies that prohibited learners from using their lingustic resources within the school premises, even to the extent of charging them to pay a certain amount as a punishment for their practices. That, according to the researcher stimulated learners’ contempt of their mother tongues and devalue their cultural and linguistic heritage.
Arising from the study was that translanguaging was a strategic methodology that could work to help students learn better in a multingual setting. From the findings, it could be fair to argue that schools with internal policies that prohibited learners from their linguistic resources as tools for communication in the school premises viewed language as a problem. Thus they had a negative view towards the use of alternative models of classroom language practices that faciliated epistemic access and effective learning. Nonetheless, it was not known the language practices in the lower primary classes in the Zambezi Region. 
Additionally, Denuga, James, & Michael (2017), examined the functions of translanguaging through code-switching in primary schools by science teachers. Analysis of data shoewed that translanguaging was in varrience in the two observed lessons. However, the practice was frequently used for reiteration and message qualification. In other words, translanguaging facilitated epistemic access and ensured effective instruction in the science classrooms. Therefore, the study concluded that  tranlanguaging through code-switching was a necessary pedagogic practice for teachers to achieve teaching goals in content-based lessons involving students who lacked proficiency in the instructional language.
A study by Simasiku (2014), set out to investigate the perceptions of Grade 10 English Second Language teachers about the effects of Code Switching in their classrooms in the Caprivi Education Region of Namibia. Concurring with Simasiku (2016b), it was observed that code switching was prevalent in the Zambezi education region English medium classrooms. Thus, translanguaging was inherent in classrooms that used a second language as medium of instruction. Majority english second language teachers embraced the practice as they percieved it as having positive effects. In that respect,  Simasiku (2016b), contended that due to the Zambezi region context, where English is a second language or a third language after Silozi and other Zambezi region language varieties, translanguaging was critical for pedagogical reasons especially among learners who were not proficient in English. Simasiku (2014: ii) further argued that “Language classrooms should become learning environments where learners actively participate and grasp the knowledge that they are taught in a language they are comfortable with” 

Similarly, Simasiku (2016a) and Simasiku, Kasanda, & Smit (2015a) found that English Second Language teachers were of the view that the use of English as the only medium of instruction in the English Second Language classrooms, impacted negatively on the year-end results. The scholars argued that the continuous exclusivity of english as language of instrciton in Namibian schools will continue restaraining both teachers and learners in providing and receiving quality teaching and learning. Further, English second language teachers in Simasiku, Kasanda, & Smit (2015b, 2015c)  perceived translanguaging as enhancing academic achievement because it fulfiled the linguistic and conceptual gaps, aided multiple communication purposes and enhanced teaching and learning of English as a second language. Thus, the use of familiar language helped learners to attach meaning to the newly acquired English vocabulary. Both studies argued that translanguaging was an additional resource that sped collaboration between learners and teachers in English medium classrooms and should be treated as such by both teachers and educational policy makers. The argument here is that the use of a familiar language in exclusively English medium instruction classrooms enabled learners to access learning, actively involve in their learning, understand the subject matter better and the difficult English concepts. Thus, familiar language enabled epistemic access and enhanced English second language learning and literacy development. 
From the studied above it is clear that teachers as core implementers of the policies in the classroom employ language practices they deem approriate for meaningful teaching and learning in their classrooms. Thus, it is evident that the excluivity of a language of instruction in heterogenenous classroom is not appropriate. Nevertheless, while the reviewed studies focused on secondary schools and have proven that translanguaging was the language practice by teachers in their classrooms to ensure epistemic access, this study was therfore worth undertaking to establish the language language pratices in the pre-priamry classroom with local language instruction. 
Denuga (2015) investigated how Grade 7 Natural Science teachers mediated learning through code-switching from English to Silozi in the Zambezi Region of Namibia. She reported that code-switching was widely employed in Grade 7 Natural Science classes in the Zambezi Region. She, further, found that teachers code-switched to help learners understand the subject content, to explain concepts, to emphasize points and to include learners’ participation in the subject. In her findings, Shilamba (2012) also found that translanguaging was widespread in most of the grade 8 mathematics classrooms in the Ohangwena region. She further found that teachers translanguaged because the majority of the learners’ language familiarity was not good. Translanguaging was mostly used as a strategy to support and promote learners understanding in mathematics. However, the studies also showed that some few teachers were against code-switching because examinations were written in English and the language policy did not recommend the practice. Iipinge (2018) found that despite teachers acknowledgement of learners lack of familiarity with the language of instruction, did not use the learners linguistic resources in their classrooms because of the notion that mother tongue (Oshiwambo) compromised the effective mastery of English and also that the current language policy did not allow it. 
However, scholars from the preceding studies argue for the official acknwledgement and legimisation of translanguaging as a legitimate realistic practice and recognised as an important practical communicative strategy and meaning making tool to assist learners learning in unfamiliar languages epistemic access was to be realised in Namibian schools. This implies that linguistic diversity should be at the centre of any policy implementation. Thus, there is need to recognise children’s linguistic repertoires to maximise understanding and learning achievement in multilingual classrooms (Mwanza, 2016).
Naha, Nkengbeza & Liswaniso (2018) in their study on the effects that translanguaging had on English teaching and learning in the senior primary in Zambezi region, established that translanguaging has positive effects on English language learning and teaching. It helped learners to understand difficult aspects of the lesson taught and therefore were able to follow the instructions given. When the teacher explained what was said in mother tongue, it helped learners to participate especially those with English learning difficulties. It also helped them to express themselves when they did not know how to say certain things in English. Furthermore, translanguaging helped teachers manage their classrooms. This means that teachers employed multiple language practices in their classrooms to ensure effective teaching and learning. Therefore, translanguaging was an effective pedagogic stratergy to ensure epistemic access in the classrooms where the medium of instruction was unfamiliar to learners. This implies the classroom language practicess for the pre-primary teachers with SiLozi medium of instructions were worth studying in the present study.
It is worth noting that, although the foregoing studies varied in terms of focus with the present on, they still informed us of the possible reasons teachers would opt for some language practices and strategies and not others. Further, the studies helped us that teachers sometimes would negotiate the policy for the purposes of making teaching and learning accessible to everyone in their classroms. Moreover, the message from the literature so far was that, it was possible for tachers to have negative views towards a strategy of mediating learning such as translanguaging and maintained not to use it because of power relations despite their students experiencing difficulties with the language of instruction. Thus, teachers would choose to reproduce and uphold the power embeded in the policies. However, the pre-primary language practices are presnted and discussed in the following chapters.
  2.5 Studies on Challenges Teachers Face in Multilingual Classrooms
Studies have also been conducted in different environment focusing on the challenges in the use  of mother tongue as medium of instruction. Today mother tongue based multilingual education has become increasingly important educational principle to make the child’s language, culture and context the foundation of learning (Mulatu, Basha, & Aklilu, 2014). They argued that desspite the merits of educating pupils in their mother tongue both for their later acquisition and transference of reading skills to other languages, and for their total gain from educational input, the mother tongue as medium of instruction (MoI) still meets with resistance. Because of that, (Mulatu et al, 2014) carried a study titled: Challenges in Use of Mother Tongue Based Education As Medium of Instruction in Primary School for quality enhancement: In case of Wolaita Zone Administration. 

The study result revealed different influences at play on language choice of parents such as: lack of understanding, overcrowded and unorganized Wolaita medium public schools, reluctance of private schools to provide Wolaita medium instruction, absence of a clear policy that obliged the private sector to provide mother tongue education, and the hegemonic position of Amharic/English language. In this regard, it viewed that parents disregard the role of mother tongue education in favor of second language medium. The study, therefore, recommended that parents should be encouraged to choose their own language for their children and others should also appreciate their choices, teachers and school practitioners should also pay attention to students’ attitude and motivation towards medium of instruction, as they are important predictors of academic performance, zone administration and education bureau should prepare and deliver enough  educational materials to the student within appropriate time schedule of the academic year. Also highly trained and pedagogically equipped teachers should participate into the teaching learning process in order to correct the misconceptions held towards vernacular language instruction. Furthermore, preparation of dictionaries and developing vocabularies in all subject areas to satisfy the need of the modern science and technology were also deemed necessary.
The message from the study was that mother tongue instruction was faced with numerous challenges in multilingual environments especially when policies were not well planned and implemented. However, it was not known the challenges that the stakeholders such as parents, school managers, teachers, and pupils were encountered with in the Zambezi Region of Namibia. Mulatu et al’s study helps us to understand that various influences are at play in choice of mother tongue instruction and stakeholders always have different views mostly based on misconceptions. While Mulatu et al focused on both private and public school, the present study will focus on selected public schools in Namibia and Zambezi Region in general but in selected circuits precisely and on SiLozi language establish the challenges faced by teachers and pupils.

Ntumi (2016) examined the challenges that pre-school teachers encountered in the implementation of the early childhood curriculum; exploring teaching methods employed by pre-schools teachers in the Cape Coast Metropolis in Ghana. The key findings of the study revealed that pre-school teachers were faced with a lot of challenges in implementing the early childhood curriculum. A notable one among them were that most pre-school teachers did not understand the early childhood curriculum, pre-school teachers did not have enough teaching and learning materials to help them implement the early childhood curriculum, parents did not involve themselves in their wards education therefore it made it difficult for pre-school to do the work alone. It was also revealed that teachers, teaching and learning materials were the main factors that influenced the implementation of the early childhood curriculum. This mplies that when techers as core implementers do not understand the curriculum, coupled with inadequate resource and the use of language that is unfamiliar, effective teaching and learning becomes a challenge for the teacher and learners in any education situation. 
Chibesakunda & Mulenga (2019) carried a study to establish views and investigate challenges faced by teachers and learners in the use of Icibemba in teaching initial literacy in primary schools in Serenje district in Zambia. The findings revealed that although the Ministry of General Education zoned Serenje district under Icibemba instead of Icilala in teaching initial literacy, learners’ performance was low because the language used in school was unfamiliar to learners. Additionally, findings also showed that there was a lack of teacher’s guide books and learners’ text books to use in teaching initial literacy hence teacher’s delivery of lessons was negatively affected. Researchers concluded that learners performed poorly in literacy due to the fact that the zoned language was unfamiliar to learners in that area where it was used as a medium of teaching literacy. Equally, Simfukwe (2019), Sampa (2019), found that lack of familiaruty with the language of instruction by pupils was the main challenge teachers experienced in the multingual clarooms. However, teachers managed to help pupils who did not speak the language of instruction to learn through translanguaging. This means that an inappropraite language of instruction hinders epistemic access, hence it is not appropriate in multingual classrooms. 
Mbewe (2015), investigating perceptions of teachers, pupils and parents towards using Chinyanja as a medium of instruction in Lusaka district in Zambia also investigated the challenges that teachers and pupils were facing during implementation of Chinyanja as a medium of instruction. The study identified that translational and mispronunciations challenges; lack of pedagogical knowledge by teachers to teach in Chinyanja; lack of proficiency in Chinyanja by teachers and pupils; over enrollment; language diversity; inadequate teaching and learning material; and lack of parental support for Chinyanja as language of instruction were the challenges being faced by teachers and pupils in implementing Chinyanja as a medium of instruction. However, suggestions to overcome those challenges among other included training teachers in local languages; cross-coding so that the difficult words in Chinyanja could be explained in English; distributing more teaching and learning materials, re-translating Chinyanja books into Chinyanja that was spoken in Lusaka district and giving lower grades to teachers who knew Chinyanja well.

While Mbewe established those challenges and provided measure to overcome them, it must be mentioned that the situation in Namibia was different in that most teachers were trained in the local languages and the lower grades were said to be given to teachers who were proficient in the medium of instruction since they received training. Thus, they had all the necessary pedagogical knowledge and linguist background to handle the classes. However, in the case of the Zambezi region the LoI was not the same as the mother tongue for most of the learners in school. Thus, there might be similarities and differences in the challengs experienced by both teachers and learners in the present study with that of Mbewe. Thus, Mbewe’s study study was significant to the current study. However, it was not known the challenges faced by both teachers and laerners in the selected pre-primary classroom of Sibbinda circuit where SiLozi was the exclusive medium of instruction while SiFwe was the familiar language. 

Banda, Mostert, & Wikan (2012) pilot’s intention was to broadly explore the language of instruction situation and possible challenges in  each of the sampled schools in Zambia, Namibia and Norway. The pilot discovered challenges in the implementation of the language policy. The findings revealed that Norway lacked qualified teachers in teaching literacy in the mother tongue in schools. A lack of materials in the different mother tongues was also reported.
In Zambia it was found that some language teachers were not trained in teaching literacy in the local African language. The seven Zambian languages used as the languages for initial literacy were not screened to find out if they were really the languages of play for children but were merely zoned based on the lingua franca in the provinces of the country. The posting of teachers to these provinces had also posed a challenge in Zambia. Some teachers were posted to provinces that use a different Zambian language for literacy than the mother tongue of the teacher. In such situations such teachers met a huge challenge of teaching literacy in a language they did not know. Such teachers just worsened the situation of those children who were also learning initial literacy not in their mother tongues. The lessons produced by suc. In such situation the teacher together with her/his pupils was a stranger to the language used for initial literacy h teachers were, therefore, not good. In addition to this some teachers also lacked knowledge in bilingual teaching and were not able to assist learners sufficiently. Other problems in Zambia included the lack of teaching material in African languages and the pupil-teachers ratio which lead to overcrowded classes. The end result was low reading levels and the majority of pupils not breaking through to literacy throughout their primary school education.

As in the case of  Namibia the implementation of the language policy caused some problems. Some

schools had several languages as MT which made it difficult to select a specific language for initial literacy. This lead to the fact that some schools then opted for English since this was the official language and it was seen as the «neutral» choice even though very few learners had this as their MT. In other schools, where learners had the same MT, some teachers felt the materials in the MT were not sufficiently developed for teaching literacy skills. It was discovered that each class had a reading corner but this was very limited and contained mainly English books. Several learning materials were displayed on the walls but all these materials had to be made or bought from the teachers own pocket. Moreover, some school heads were concerned about the teachers’ proficiency in the languages used for initial literacy, as well as their proficiency in English. 
From the pilot study it was thus discovered that the common challenge in all three countries was lack of qualified teachers, especially teachers teaching initial literacy. Thus, strengthening of teacher training in the languages of initial literacy was suggested in all three countries. It was also suggested that teacher training institutions should mainstream modern language teaching techniques used in the training of the official languages to language training of languages of initial literacy aswell. Morever it was recommended that teacher eductaion also needed to to incorporate intercultural understanding to a larger extent so that the teacher in the classroom will be able bring together the learner’s two worlds. Lack of adequate learning materials specifically in the languages of initial literacy was another common problem. It was thus recommended that materials in these languages needed to be developed and provided to schools. All materials should fulfil the required standards to ensure quality teaching in the different languages. In conclusion, the pilot recommended the study of the national language policy, particularly how appropriate the current policy was and how effectively it could be implemented. It is on this major recommendation and others as presented that this study investigated the challenges pre-primary teachers faced with SiLozi as a meium of instruction in the teaching of initial literacy in selected schools where the predominant language was SiFwe in Sibbinda circuit of the Zambezi region.
Mostert, et al. (2012) also reported on the challenges experienced in the implementation of the language policy in Khomas region in Namibia. All three school principals indicated that they experienced challenges that negatively affected the implementation of languages of initial literacy and instruction at their respective schools. The main challenges mentioned were related to learning materials, teachers’ proficiency in local languages and English and also learners’ proficiency in English. Unqualified teachers for the languages of instruction and initial literacy was also a

challenge.

Kaputu (2016) investigated the specific literacy difficulties experienced by fourth graders who previously received instruction in the mother tongue (Otjiherero) at the lower primary phase and at the time of the study, had transitioned to the upper primary phase where they receive instruction in English. The mixed method design was used to collect data. Results showed that most of the learners experienced difficulty with decoding, reading, spelling, listening, and reading comprehension skills at the upper primary phase. Furthermore, the results showed that teachers were familiar with three different kinds of reading instructional methods, all of which they used in literacy instruction. The teachers viewed teaching transitioning learners as a challenge in that these learners lacked the English alphabet knowledge and English letter sound knowledge, resulting in always having to revisit the lower primary phase English curriculum in order to bring these learners up to standard. The study concluded that the literacy difficulties the learners experience stem from a lack of thorough grounding in the basics of literacy learning at the preprimary and lower primary phases of schooling.

Siyave (2017) did a study to investigate the teaching of reading in Rukwangali in grade 3, four Namibian classrooms.  The study revealed that teachers used multiple methods that included phonics and syllabification to help struggling learners to decode difficult and long words; look-and-say method for whole word recognition; and thematic approach to expand learner’s vocabulary and enhance their understanding. The study also found that lack of reading books written in Rukwangali and large classrooms constrained the teachers from teaching in a more learner-centred way. Equally, Nepando (2018) found that pupils had challenges to pronounce syllables, omitted words when reading, and failed to read fluently. She atributed these challengs to factors such as lack of reading continuity, automatic promotion, poor reading readiness background, lack of home support and poor teaching methods. While these are many of other factors, it can be argued that the main factor is the language of instruction which was not familiar to learners and teachers alike hence poor teaching strategies and lack of home support since teachers and learners are multingual. Lumbu (2013) found that JSC teachers were faced with poor English language proficiency and effects of error fossilization and error inheritance. Magulu (2016) argue that familiarity in the language of instruction enables one (teacher) to chose suitable teaching methods while lack of it forces to use, teacher centred methods that hinders effective interaction. 
Nzwala (2015) conducted a study to establish the challenges faced by Bachelor of Education (Pre and Lower Primary) final year University of Namibia students at Katima Mulilo Campus when they taught through the medium of mother tongue (SiLozi in this case) during School Based Studies (SBS). The study was purely qualitative and used only two methods of data collection which were Interview guides, lesson observation checklists. The sample size included two student teachers who taught in Grade 2 and Grade 3 at two different School Based Studies support schools. The results of the study showed that Pre and Lower Primary Bachelor of Education final year student teachers were faced with various challenges with regards to the use of SiLozi as language of classroom instruction during SBS. The challenges experienced ranged from their inability to express themselves fluently in the target language (SiLozi); difficulties in translating concepts from English into SiLozi (mother tongue) since the curriculum is in English; writing words; planning lessons in the target language; a lack of materials in line with topics, more especially topics of integration. The study, therefore, recommended that the Silozi orthography should be made available to all the schools in the region; also, teachers should receive intensive training on how to teach through the medium of Silozi; lessons that are taught through the medium of Silozi should be planned in Silozi and not in English; there should be Silozi dictionaries to assist teachers with translation. Finally, there should be relevant Silozi teaching and learning materials.

This study is important in as far as it gave us that some teachers in training in the Zambezi Region who were to be entrusted with the responsibility of mother tongue teaching to pupils at pre and lower primary in a short period of time were encountered with several challenges with the recommended language of classroom instruction. However, while Nzwala reveals some challenges experienced by teachers, the study can be criticised firstly for targeting student teachers because at that level, most students in training had not yet fully mastered the teaching and handling of the subject matter in schools. Secondly, the sample size used in the study was very small and thus, the results cannot be generalised to all student teachers in the pre and lower primary section. 
Moreover, learners were sidelined in the study in that they were not studied on their proficiency to determine whether or not were familiar in the medium of instruction (SiLozi) and also whether they experienced any challenges in using it. For that reason, it was not known whether or not learners contributed to the challenges student teachers encountered and the opposite also is not known on whether the student teachers’ teaching strategies and poor proficiency in the medium of instruction affected the learners’ mastery of the subject content. In other words, it was not clear whether or not the student teachers and pupils influenced one another in one way or the other because it does not bring to light the teachers and learners classroom language practices. In fact, this study did not bring out whether or not SiLozi was an appropriate language of instruction. Further, Nzwala did not sure the student teachers’ views on the use of SiLozi language of instruction in schools. The study also focused on grade two and three who are expected to have broken through in the medium of instruction. On the contrary, my study focused on preprimary learners and teachers who are expected to have undergone three years or four years of training thorough training and mastered the teaching skill in the target language (SiLozi) and are expected to be fluent in the LoI. However, it was not known whether they were proficient enough and their classroom language practices. The current study was therefore informed by all the contrasts observed in Nzwala’s study. 
 2.6 Summary of the Chapter 
This chapter has provided literature on the studies based of the effectiveness and suitability of a monolingual language of instruction in providing access to effective teaching and learning and initial literacy development in multilingual classroom. The chapter also provided literature on the possible language practices teachers would embrace in their multilingual classrooms to accommodate all learners and ensure epistemic access. Moreover, studies on challenges both teachers and learners face in multilingual classrooms with monolingual policy have been reviewed in this chapter. The review of related literature was thematically arranged according to the research objectives.
CHAPTER THREE
CONCEPTUAL AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

 3.1 Overview 
This chapter presents the conceptual and theoretical framework. Conceptually, the study is framed by translanguaging as a pedagogic discourse and Richard Ruiz’s (1984) Three Language Orientations. Theoretically, the study drew on Bernstein’s Code and Pedagogic Discourse Theory and Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) Theory. The rationale for using all of these concepts and theories in this study is that they were all relevant to the study and they complement one another as they each offer distinctive insights into the views in which languages are applied in multilingual classrooms in favour of a monolingual or multilingual type of education. Moreover, they also provide significant insights into the ways in which language can either enable or disable epistemic access in a multilingual classroom. In terms of structure, the chapter begins with conceptual framework and followed by the theoretical framework. 

 3.2 Conceptual Framework 
Two notions “concept” and “framework” compose the term “conceptual framework” and thus requires clarification.  “A concept is an image or symbol representation of an abstract idea” as for a framework “it is a structure that provides guidance for the researcher” (Liehr and Smith (1999: 7; 13). Miles & Huberman (1994) summarized conceptual framework as a system of concepts, assumptions, and beliefs that support and guide the research plan. Moreover, Grant & Osanloo (2014) a logical structure of connected concepts that help provide a picture or visual display of how ideas in a study relate to one another within the theoretical framework. In other words, the conceptual framework is the researcher’s understanding of how the particular variables in a study connect with each other. Thus, it identifies the variables required and these makes a researcher’s “map” in pursuing the research investigation. This study was therefre framed by translanguaging and the three language orientations.
3.3 Translanguaging Pedagogy 
Namibia and many other countries around the world run multilingual education programs yet still apply monolingual principles. In Inbar-Lourie’s words (2010:351), “language teaching pedagogy has tended to ignore or even suppress bilingual or multilingual options endorsing a predominantly monolingual policy, one which equates ‘good teaching’ with exclusive or nearly exclusive target language use”.  This means that a monolingual approach in the classroom does not take into account the complexity and dynamism of several language systems in multilingual practices (Portolés & Martí, 2017). Hence, new pedagogical approaches, such as translanguaging have been proposed.
Translanguaging is conceptualized as “the purposeful pedagogical alternation of languages in spoken and written, receptive and productive modes” (Hornberger and Link 2012: 262). As a pedagogical practice, the basic principle of translanguaging is to engender multilingualism, counteract symbolic violence and ensure epistemic access in heterogeneous classrooms. As García (2009: 44) notes, translanguaging is about “engaging in bilingual or multilingual discourse practices [and] not on languages as has often been the case, but on the practices of bilinguals that are readily observable.”  According to García (2009a), translanguaging is “the use of children’s full linguistic repertoire to make meaning without thinking of the fact that they have one language that is different from the other.” Childs (2016) understands translanguaging as a means of providing planned and systematic use of the home language of learners with the language of the classroom in order to foster learning and teaching. Thus it is a strategic use of two or more languages inside one lesson which may help the learners to learn and understand through interactional communication with the teacher and their peers (Shifidi, 2014). 
From the foregoing, the point is that languages are not entities detached from each other. Thus, translanguaging denotes any pedagogic language practice of alternation between languages viewed not as separate entities but as a single unit for ensuring epistemic access and as a meaning making resource. Therefore, translanguaging pedagogy proposes a shift from monoglossic to heteroglossic ideologies in the education of bilingual students (Parra, 2018). Thus, translanguaging pedagogy challenges the strict language separation fostered in multilingual contexts like that of the Zambezi education region of Namibia where SiLozi is the exclusive MoI in the pre-primary classrooms. The alternation, integration and flexible use of languages have proven beneficial for language learning, especially in the initial stages (García & Li Wei, 2014; Jones & Lewis, 2014). In fact, Parra (2018) notes that integrating languages supports more efficient and targeted instruction since students are able to compare and contrast their languages, and draw on their prior linguistic knowledge and skills. Consequently, language and initial literacy instruction could be achieved. According to Ó Duibhir and Cummins (2012: 36), “the central rationale for integration across languages is that learning efficiencies can be achieved when teachers explicitly draw children’s attention to similarities and differences between their languages and reinforce effective learning strategies in a coordinated way across languages”. Thus, the main goal of any effective multilingual language pedagogy would be to develop students’ language awareness, that is, “an awakening to languages” (Cenoz, 2009: 13). 

However, as a pedagogical strategy, translanguaging then expands beyond instructional strategy into the notion of the process of meaning-making (Pablo-Wrzosek, 2017). Meaning-making, from a translanguaging conceptualisation, according to Pablo-Wrzosek (ibid) includes how students draw on and choose from multiple languages and experiences to build on academic comprehension, develop expertise, maintain dual or triple language competencies, extend and position identities.  Since the study focus is on LoI and initial literacy development, Parra (2018) notes that language and literacy are viewed as meaning making and knowledge building activities that enable humans to understand and act in their world. Thus, language and literacy are socially situated processes in which learners are socialized into a particular community’s meaning making practices. In relation to the literacy and pedagogical practices from the forgoing aimed at developing sufficient initial literacy for meaningful learning in a multilingual classroom, Parra (2018) suggested three interrelated aspects: meaning making, identity, and linguistic awareness as discussed further. 

Meaning making: Students’ home language is a fundamental meaning making tool that provides access and supports engagement in academic language and literacy practices (Brisk & Harrington, 2000; van Lier, 2004 in Parra, 2018). In order to provide access and maximize pupils’ learning, translanguaging pedagogy enables them to use their prior knowledge, which is the point of departure in making meaning of new knowledge (Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 2000 in Parra, 2018). 

 Bilingual identity: Parra, 2018 notes that translanguaging pedagogy opens “Third Spaces” that bridge students’ home language practices with academic language practices. Thus, it connects home to school as there is recognition and respect for linguistic diversity in the classroom where translanguaging takes place
Linguistic awareness: Translanguaging pedagogy can potentially support teaching and learning for transfer across languages, by placing students’ languages alongside each other and this raises students’ awareness of how they can use their prior linguistic skills in their language learning and literacy development (Horst, White & Bell, 2010). 
3.4 Richard Ruiz’s Three Language Orientations 
The study also drew on the three language orientation framework by Ruiz (1984:15–16) who proposed that language orientations “influence the nature of language planning efforts regardless of the context,” and “delimit the ways we talk about language and language issues,” and “determine the questions we ask and the conclusions we draw.” He, therefore, offered language as a problem, language as a right, and language as a resource as three conceptual positions of viewing language. 

A problem perspective on language: According to Ruiz (1984) advocates for educational program models that are monolingual in structure, with the rationale that linguistic minorities are best served by as much exposure to the dominant language as possible in the interest of “inclusiveness.” This ideology emphasises the point that one language is powerful that the other and, hence, status is given to the (so called) powerful language. Thus, in most language classrooms to date one language dominates communication while devaluing other non-dominant language. This orientation brings to light the issue and stand point of the monolingual language policy programs in bi/multilingual settings that favours learning the dominant language at the expense of losing their home language.  Language as a problem orientation is thus exclusive as it sidelines other pedagogical discourses that are not official since linguistic diversity is perceived as a deficit and as a source of divisiveness. Therefore, this orientation with its notion of ‘one jacket fits all’ (Banda & Mwanza, 2017) is not applicable for the development of initial literacy in a multilingual classroom.
Language as a rights perspective essentially advocates for the entitlements of individuals and groups to actively use and maintain their languages in the social arena, and for access to interpreter services and tuition in the majority language (Harrison, 2007). Language as a right orientation is thus consistent with those societies whose philosophical drive is the principle of equality. This implies that all languages are equal, that there is no’ strong and weak’ language. This notion, extended to the classroom therefore, entails that all languages available should be valued as equal with the language of instruction and be equally used for meaningful learning especially in classrooms where pupils with diverse languages are found.

Language as a resource orientation is the main drive and is the antithesis of language as a problem (Ruiz, 2010). Thus, under this orientation, the status of socially subordinated languages can be contested and enhanced, in the process of easing tension between dominant and minority language communities (Catalano & Hamann, 2016).  Through this orientation, language is viewed as a resource to be “managed, developed and conserved” and also “regard language minorities as important sources of expertise” (Ruiz, 1984:28). This orientation according to Martínez (2017) questions language hierarchies by valuing and encouraging bi/multilingualism. Therefore, language as resource orientation suggests that language coexist interdependently and hence, the values of each language and its community is acknowledged as part of the whole. When applied to the classroom, language as resource orientation allows for the use of multiple languages, has an additive perspective and therefore cognitive advantageous to the learners.   

A resource perspective on language mirrors the pedagogical language practices such as translanguaging and code switching. However, in the later, languages are viewed as separate entities that can never be mixed. According to this study, language as a resource orientation is thus characterised by alternative pedagogic language practices which ensure epistemic access and hence meaningful learning for initial literacy development. 
The conceptualization of the three language orientations offers the positive and negative language ideologies. A problem perspective on language suggests the negative attitudes or views held towards either on own language or the languages of other people while language as a resource and as a right standpoints looks at the positive language ideologies towards both informal and formal languages. From a multilingual classroom perspective, negative views towards learners familiar but informal languages by teachers impedes the use of these languages, hence epistemic access is deprived off as well. On the other hand, positive perceptions towards both informal and formal languages by teachers promote the use of multiple languages, hence enabling epistemic access and multiliteracy development.
Peirce (1989)  cited in Martínez (2017) noted that teachers engage in a pedagogy of possibility, that is, a pedagogy that encourages teachers to reconsider which language discourse practices are possible. Also, citing Planas & Civil, (2013), Martínez (ibid) stated that teachers’ regulatory role may silence students’ use of their preferred languages, potentially muting all contributions from particular students. Alternatively, teachers may enhance learning opportunities through the strategic and intentional use of students’ linguistic resources. 

Therefore, teachers being the implementers of government language policies know best and understand their classroom contexts and situations. This implies that they are familiar with the suitable alternative language practices that ensure epistemic access for their language classrooms. However, they are guided by power existing in these policies and thus would influence their practices. For the purpose of this study and in response to the major question of whether or not SiLozi was an appropriate language for initial literacy development in the selected pre-primary classroom, the language orientation framework is also utilized as a mirror through which to see and evaluate teachers’ language practices and their perception of the exclusive use of SiLozi as LoI in selected pre-primary classrooms in a SiFwe speaking environment of Sibbinda circuit.  

Therefore informed by Translanguaging and Three Language Orientation, Figure 3.1 below presents a diagrammatic expression of the conceptual framework in relation with the theoretical frame work.
               [image: image1.png]Multilingual Pre-Primary Classroom

v
\ \/ V.
Language as Language Language as
a Problem as a l}ijht a Res.ource
v ¥
Monolingual Translanguaging

Pedagogic Practice

v

Pedagogic Practice

\/

SiLozi SiLozi and Familiar
Exclusively Languages
\/ V
Symbolic Violence: Democratization:

Limited Learner Participation
Limited Epistemic Access
Poor Initial Literacy Development

Massive Learner Participation
Maximum Epistemic Access

Sufficient Initial Literacy Development





Figure 3.1: Representation of Possible Classroom Languages Practices in Multilingual Classrooms and their Effects
 The diagram above shows two language choices and modes regarding language practices in a multilingual pre-primary classroom. When language is viewed as problem, teachers may choose to use one language only (SiLozi) which will pedagogically exclude and deprive pupils of initial literacy development and epistemic access, hence, results into symbolic violence due the use of unfamiliar language. Moreover, the monolingual practice also yields limited pupil participation and poor initial literacy development in the target language (SiLozi). On the other hand, when language is perceived as a right and resource, teachers may appreciate and recognise diversity as a resource for meaning making in the classroom. Hence, teachers may employ translanguaging in which multiple languages will be used to teach initial literacy and results into democratization of the classroom thereby promoting inclusion and massive learner participation and maximized initial literacy development, hence, enabling epistemic access. 
In summary, the conceptual framework explains how language can be practically perceived and pedagogically employed in a multilingual classroom to enable or disable epistemic access. Therefore, the conceptual framework together with the two theories discussed in the subsequent section helps to decipher how language is conceptualized and practically applied for the betterment of the learners and to their disadvantage at the same time in a heterogeneous pre-primary classroom context where SiLozi is the sole medium of instruction in Sibbinda circuit of Zambezi region.  In that regard, the two frameworks are relevant to this study in that they will help to explain whether exclusive use of SiLozi is appropriate for use as language of instruction in the pre-primary classrooms and whether it enables or disables epistemic access. 
 3.5 Theoretical Framework 
A theoretical framework is also a composition of two terms, “theory” and “framework”. The former is “a set of interrelated concepts, which structure a systematic view of phenomenon for the purpose of explaining or predicting events” (Liehr & Smith, 1999:8). A framework as earlier discussed describes a structure that provides guidance for the researcher (Liehr & Smith, 1999). Thus, Grant and Osanloo (2014), explain that a theoretical framework serves as a structure and provides a grounding base to a study. Therefore, a theoretical framework is ultimate because it provides the researcher with a clear structure and vision to conduct appropriate research. In this study, the Code and Pedagogic Discourse Theory and Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) Theory were the two theories that framed the study.
3.6 The Code and Pedagogic Discourse Theory  
In his Code theory, Bernstein (1973) argued that every pedagogical discourse is characterised by power and control. Acknowledging that pedagogical discourse relates to classroom discourse, it thus implies that classroom interactions are characterised by power relation, and therefore the entire education system is driven and controlled by power. Thus, classroom teaching under this theory does not take place in a vacuum. “It is affected by several factors such as government through curriculum, syllabus, teacher training, national exams, school inspections, school administration and the context of the school on one hand, and informal knowledge and the learners’ social cultural background on the other hand” (Mwanza, 2016:93). Thus, the school/ education system is characterized by power. This power exists in the form of influence based on one’s position and responsibilities.
 Power is also found and circulated in texts (documents) such as language policy, syllabus, curriculum as well as textbooks. This means that everyone and every element in the education system has power. In terms of LoI in the teaching of initial literacy, language ideologies and how a particular teacher conceptualises is crucial as Mogashoa (2014) asserts that language is a material form of ideology, and language is invested by ideology. These factors are key elements in effective classroom practice to ensure epistemic access. Thus, they affect the teacher’s choice of the classroom language and pedagogical practice employed for initial literacy development. This is true to the teaching of initial literacy in the multilingual Zambezi region where SiLozi is the sole MoI. Hence, the classroom application of SiLozi was examined within this theoretical framework.
Regarding Bernstein’s Code Theory and its purpose, Haugen (2009:152) accounted that “the code theory examines the reproduction of power in schools by looking at the way content is classified and the interactions are framed”. Central to the theory is ‘classification’ and ‘framing’. Significant to the Code and Pedagogic Discourse Theory also are the extended notions of “recontextualisation of knowledge” and “horizontal and vertical discourses.” Moreover, Bernstein (ibid) established a link between education failure and language failure.
In explaining classification, Sadovnik (2000) expounded that classification is all about the organisation of knowledge into the curriculum. Narrowing it to the education system Mwanza (2016), explained that classification may refer to governments’ powers over the curriculum and guidelines on what schools or teachers should do. Thus, classification determines what is, or will be, recognised as legitimate. Therefore, this implies that everything within the education system revolve around the question of appropriateness to context. In the context of the multilingual Zambezi region, the Namibian government classified SiLozi as the appropriate LoI in the junior primary phase of education. However, given that teachers are the core implementers of the government language policies within the school system, the concept of classification is therefore applied in this study to determine the power relation between the government and teachers in relation to government’s language choices and teachers’ language practices in the multilingual pre-primary classrooms of Sibbinda circuit.
Framing on the other hand is concerned with the amount of control teachers and learners have over what goes on in the classroom. According to Bernstein (1973: 88b) framing pertains to “the degree of control teacher and pupil possess over the selection, organization, pacing and timing of the knowledge transmitted and received.” However, Mwanza (2016) argued that framing also includes the control (or lack of it) teachers have in implementing the curriculum. As for Sadovnik (2001:3) “framing is related to the transmission of knowledge through pedagogic practices.” Thus, framing determines how this knowledge is to be realized.  In other words, it refers to the means through which knowledge and skills are transmitted and acquired in the classroom. Therefore, to transmit and acquire the knowledge and skills, the teacher and learners require to engage in an interaction through an appropriate language. Thus, suitable language practices are central to classroom interaction for epistemic access. In this study, the pre-primary classrooms are characterised by multiple languages and the medium of instruction (SiLozi) is not familiar to most of the learners. Thus, learners are not proficient in the LoI, hence the question of whether or not it is appropriate for epistemic access. From the forgoing therefore, the study interrogates the language practices employed by teachers despite the monoglossic ideology explicitly stated in the language policy. Bernstein concept of framing therefore helps to analyse how the interactions in the classroom with regard to multiple language practices are framed in this this study.
Framing is further classified as internal or external. According to Mwanza (2016:94) “internal framing refers to the influence the learners will have over the teaching” while external framing “refers to the control from outside pedagogic practice on communication.” For instance, internal framing comprise the learners’ preferences, choices, interests, background, age and other special characteristics of the learner whereas external framing include the influence of the government through government policies and expectations (Mwanza, 2016). However, it must be understood that internal framing is affected by the decisions taken by the teacher and influence of the government. Thus, internal framing may be weak or strong, implying that the learner may be or may not be considered as an important factor on classroom choices and decisions. Sadovnik (2001:3) stated that “strong framing refers to a limited degree of options between teacher and students; weak framing implies more freedom”. In this regard, the school a place where power circulates, is managed, accepted, negotiated, abused, resisted and abused. 
From the forgoing, the analysis of this theory seeks to examine the reproduction of power in schools by looking at the way government controls the choice of classroom language practices through policies and how teachers negotiate their control given the context and situation of their classrooms. Haugen (2009:12) observed that “power relations are exercised and negotiated in discourse” in classrooms. Zambezi region primary schools and pre-primary classrooms in particular are not immune to this reality, hence, the question of the exclusive use of SiLozi in the teaching of initial literacy in a predominantly SiFwe speaking environment. Thus, the theory helps to understand how external framing affects internal framing in teaching of initial literacy. In other words, it helps to establish an understanding of how teachers exercised and negotiated power in the teaching of initial literacy in their classrooms. In this case, the concept of framing as stated earlier helps to understand whether teachers stick to what is stipulated in the Curriculum and policy guidelines “SiLozi only in the junior primary” or they employ other classroom language practices to ensure epistemic access.
Bernstein (1975) also contemplated on two discourses associated with the curriculum and classroom practices namely the horizontal and the vertical discourses. He explained that the horizontal discourse is a form of knowledge usually typified as every day or common sense and unofficial knowledge. Linguistically, it refers to the unofficial languages and therefore illegitimised, SiFwe in this case. As for the vertical discourse, it is a coherent, explicitly and systematically principled structure that is hierarchically organised. This is the formal and legitimised discourse. In other words, it is the official language, for instance SiLozi in this study. In relation to this study and from the forgoing, the horizontal discourse in the classroom represents the informal languages (SiFwe and others) and home literacies that learners bring to the classroom whereas the vertical discourse is characterised by the school formal and legitimate language (SiLozi) and to large extent English. This implies that in terms of status and function some languages exert more power over others. Thus, some languages are legitimised and others illegitimised. 
Related to the argument above is the fact that schools in the Zambezi region are characterised by both vertical and horizontal discourses. This means that learners come to school with some linguistic knowledge and literacies. Therefore, what children come to school with from their primary sites of socialization inevitably influences the extent to which they are able to resonate in the classroom (Robertson, 2017). This interplay between horizontal and vertical discourses in the classroom is also supported by Haugen (2009) who believed that the background of every learner is very central to every teaching and learning situation in school; and following the education principle of learning from the known to the unknown (Mwanza, 2016). Moreover, Bernstein, (1990:169) argued that horizontal discourse can be used as a resource to access the vertical discourse when he stated that, “segments of horizontal discourse become resources to facilitate access to vertical discourse.....” 
Furthermore, Mwanza (2016) argued that it is impossible for one teach the formal language without recognising the linguistic resources and knowledge which learners come with to the classroom. Thus, one language is not better than another. This implies that the interplay of both the horizontal and vertical discourse is central in ensuring epistemic access and meaning making among learners for initial literacy development. The concept of vertical and horizontal discourse therefore is used in this study to analyse whether and how teachers allow for the co-working of the formal and informal language given the SiLozi exclusive medium of instruction situation stipulated in the language policy. In other words, do teachers accommodate learners’ sociolinguistic backgrounds while still trying to teach initial literacy in SiLozi the official MoI? This interrogation is important in that in most cases the horizontal discourse is decontextualized. Thus, the role of the teacher is to recontextualise the vertical and horizontal discourse so that it is responsive to the characteristics of the learners in class and provide epistemic access for meaningful learning.  
The concept of ‘recontextualisation’ comes in at this point. Bernstein (2000) in Robertson (2017) explained recontextualisation as the rules involving taking areas of knowledge and skills from outside the schooling system (for example, linguistic knowledge or sociolinguistic backgrounds of learners) and relocating them within the schooling context. Moreover, Bernstein (1990) cited in Clark (2005) referred to recontextualisation as a principle for appropriating other discourse and bringing them into special relation with each other for the purposes of their selective transmission and acquisition. Also, Robertson (2017), argued that part of the recontextualisation process involves too, decisions relating to the selection of guiding pedagogical principles (interpretations of how teaching and learning is best achieved). Bourne (2006) agreed by referring  recontextualisation to teacher’s interpretation and application of the policy and methods of teaching in order for the policy and method to be relevant and appropriate to the specific learning and teaching situation. Related to the current study, recontextualisation may involve teachers‟ reinterpretation and reapplication of the language in education policy so that it is relevant and appropriate to their own particular teaching-learning situations and contexts.  
The Zambezi region classrooms are multilingual, thus the language in education policy as reflected in the document is linguistically decontextualized, and hence the need for recontextualisation in terms of language practices in specific classrooms and regions. In relation to this study, since SiLozi may not be familiar to some learners, the teacher may make use of the pedagogical language practices such translanguaging to adapt the lesson to the linguistic context of the learners. This implies that, teachers should negotiate the MoI policy and apply it through the use of multiple languages in order to ensure epistemic access to the leaners in a classroom where there is need. It is in this view that using the recontextualisation principle in this study, classroom interaction was examined to find out whether or not pre-primary teachers found learners’ sociolinguistic background as suitable resources which they could use to help learners access SiLozi as the official MoI in their leaning of initial literacy. In other words, it was used to find out the power relation the language policy (government) and teachers and how teachers interpreted and applied the language policy in order to respond to linguistic abilities of their learners to ensure epistemic access for literacy development.
Pertinent to Beintern’s theory and significant to the current study is the attribution of education failure to language failure. In his pursuit, he tried to find answers to the enquiry of why most the uneducated children came from the lower working class while they received equivalent basic schooling (Halliday, 1975). In response to his enquiry, he discovered that the lower working class people utilised the horizontal discourse while the medium to upper class people used both the horizontal and vertical discourse. However, the school preferred discourse was the vertical one, thus favoured children from the medium to upper class working parents. On the basis of his assumption and findings, he concluded that “the distribution of educational access was very clearly tied to class, particularly through the language used in its distribution, and that educational failure was often, in a very general sense, language failure” (Clark, 2005: 34). This implies that the learners who did not succeed in the school system may be the ones who were not using language in the ways it was required by the school Zulu (2019).  In this case, the use of familiar languages is central to help learners succeed in their academic careers. In other words familiarity with the language of instruction is fundamental to both language and literacy development and educational achievements.

Namibian schools are not immune to the reality of Beintern’s idea of education failure due to language failure. Many studies (Tötemeyer, 2010; UNICEF Namibia, 2011; Harris, 2011; Likando & Wolhuter, 2013; Kirchner, Alexander, & Totemeyer, 2014; UNICEF, 2016) have attributed low literacy levels to the use of unfamiliar language. The implication is that when children lack familiarity in the language of instruction for initial literacy, they might experience significant challenges in developing literacy skills in SiLozi language. In the context of this study, it means that learners should use their familiar language to help accecc and easily develop literacy skills in SiLozi. This means that for teachers to ensure epistemic access to the pre-primary children, in their decisions on the language choices and practice they need to be more careful. Bernstein’s idea of education failure due to language failure is therefore important to this study of whether the exclusive use of SiLozi as LoI facilitates or hinders learning in mulitingual classrooms of selected pre-primary classrooms of Sibbinda circuit.
In summary, Bernstein‟s Code and Pedagogical Discourse Theory was used in this study, particularly by applying the concepts of classification and framing, horizontal and vertical discourse, recontextualisation of education knowledge and the linking of education failure to language failure. The theory looks at how teachers and pupils interact in the classroom and what influence the pupils have over the content which is given to them by the teachers. It also suggests the use of home languages and school languages in classroom interaction and that the failure to do so contributes to education failure of the learners. The theory is thus useful in examining the power relations in the classroom and how this affects language choices and practices in multilingual classroom settings.  It is also helpful in making inferences on whether the exclusive of a monoglossic language is appropriate in a bilingual classroom for initial literacy development.
3.7 Critical Discourse Analysis Theory 
The political nature of language is not only at the macro-level of structures but also at the micro-level of classroom interactions (Setali, 2008). Thus, language policy and what happens in the school system is the interplay of power relation. It is on this basis that Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) theory is also used in this study to analyse teacher-learner relations and the influence of government over what happens in the classroom in terms of language choices (Mwanza, 2016).  According to van Dijk (1998a) Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) is a field that is concerned with studying and analyzing written and spoken texts to reveal the discursive sources of power, dominance, inequality and bias. It examines how these discursive sources are maintained and reproduced within specific social, political and historical contexts. Thus, CDA views language as a form of social practice and focuses on the ways social and political domination are reproduced in text and talk (Fairclough, 2003; 

 HYPERLINK "https://file.scirp.org/Html/5-6303687_79759.htm" \l "ref74" \t "_self" Wodak, 2001), hence it also regards the context of language use to be significant. In short, it is concerned with the relation between language and power (Wodak, 2001). In the context of this study CDA is used to examine power relation with regard to what teachers deem appropriate language in their classrooms to ensure epistemic access in the teaching and learning of initial literacy.  
Mwanza (2016) noted that most interaction is characterised by power relations and thus classroom interaction is not immune in this case. In fact, Rahimi & Riasati (2011) noted that language is not produced in a context free vacuum, but in discourse contexts that are constructed with the ideology of social systems and institutions. Hence, Banda and Mohamed (2008) cited in (Mwanza, 2016) views language as socially constituted practice where text, whether written or spoken, is considered as discourse which is produced by speakers who are socially situated. Therefore, discourse (i.e. language) is seen as structured by power and dominance. In this regard, power involves control by one group over another (teacher over the learners), while dominance refers to hegemonic existence where the minds of the dominated are influenced  (Mwanza, 2016) “in such a way that they accept dominance, and act in the interest of the powerful out of their own free will” (Van Dijk, 1993:255). These power relations can be opaque or transparent as observed by Huckin, Andrus and Clary-Leman (2012) who stated that CDA main interest is in examining opaque as well as transparent structural relationships of dominance, discrimination, power and control when they are manifested in language. Also, Fairclough (1992) noted that CDA aims at making transparent the connections between discourse practices, social practices, and social structures, connections that might be opaque to the layperson. Thus, CDA major objective it to critically examine social inequality as it is expressed, constituted and legitimised by language use (Rahimi & Riasati, 2011).
From the foregoing, it is clear that CDA is primarily interested in analysing power relations which are observable such as between the teacher and the learners and those power relations which are visibly clear but still exists such as ideologies which people have. In respect of power and dominance, CDA focuses on the weak, the controlled and the discriminated against (Mwanza, 2016). In that regard, he therefore argued that CDA is not only useful in analysing educational institutions but also what goes on in the classroom when he noted that it provides a good assessment of the nature of interaction and the underlying assumptions behind how the teacher treats the learners and how learners behave in the learning process. Thus, from a classroom perspective, CDA focuses on the teacher and especially the learner as the weak, the controlled and the discriminated against. It is on this view that CDA in line with the concepts of classification and framing from Bernstein’s theory was used to analyse classroom relationships and interactions between teachers and learners with regard to language choices and practices given the “SiLozi only LoI” in a SiFwe-speaking environment. 
In relation to CDA and the classroom, Huckin et al. (2012:115) stated that “the classroom is a place wherein power is circulated, managed, exploited, resisted, and often directly impacted by institutional policies and changes”. Thus, the scholars provide that the classroom is the place where most government education policies are implemented and as such, power can be misused, abused, rejected, managed and negotiated. In other words, however is that while influence of government normally provides direction and sometimes a challenge on the teacher’s decisions, the teacher still decides on the language practices given the school context, classroom environment and the social structures in particular. Hence, CDA is crucial in analysing teacher’s decisions as they agree, disagree or contradict the status quo. It is for this reasoning that CDA exposes how government policies and directives as well as teacher’s decisions and directives can be accepted, rejected and or ignored in the process of teaching and learning (Mwanza, 2016). 
In the context of the current study, it implies that, learners as recipient of the government and teachers decisions and directives also may choose to respond otherwise especially that the “SiLozi only MoI” which may not be familiar to some learners in class. Therefore, what this entails regarding this study is that sometimes, there are contradictions between the government language policy and the actual teachers’ language practices in the classroom; a view held by Haugen (2009) when she argued that education policies are normally not characterized by progression or retrogression but by contradictions. Huckin et al. (2012) exemplified the contradictions further when they stated that sometimes, teachers are caught up in an ideological dilemma in their classroom practice as they implement government’s policy directives on one hand and as they respond to their professional need to create a free classroom atmosphere on the other hand. As the focus of this study, the ideological dilemma in this case is the “SiLozi monoglossic ideology” that is implemented in a bilingual classroom.  
Drawing attention to the concept and context of power and dominance in documents, Mwanza (2016:104) stated that “power and dominance can be exercised through policies as well as documents”. He therefore argued that  CDA is not only used to analyse classroom interaction in terms of what power the teacher had over the learners, and what control government and the school administration had over what happened in the classroom and the place of the learners in education policies and classroom activities. Similarly, Huckin et al. (2012:107) stated that CDA can be used to “explain abuses of power promoted by texts by analysing linguistic/semiotic details in light of the larger social and political contexts in which those texts circulate.” It is from this reasoning that the analysis of documents such as the syllabus, and teachers’ manual was done in this study to find out the underlying ideologies behind the text and how that influenced or affected classroom teaching and learning of initial literacy.
Since the study also focused on the teachers’, school managers and parents’ views on LoI, CDA was vital in analysing these ideologies. Views are opinions or observations held by an individual towards a particular subject and these may influence and make people behave in a certain way.  Pulinx & Van Avermaet (2014) agree with this when they noted that language beliefs contribute to the continuation of the institutional circle of collective misrecognition, comprising subtle misrecognitions of languages considered as inferior by the dominant group and invisible exertions of symbolic power often disguised as favorable to multilingual practices and equality of opportunity. In other words, views can be turned into attitudes which may eventually cause teachers failure or success. In this case, teachers, school managers and parents’ views towards the use of SiLozi as MoI in the pre-primary were analysed
In summary, CDA helped to analyse power relations between teachers and learners on the one hand and policy makers and teachers on the other. The theory also critically analysed selected documents and the ideologies on which the texts were based. As part of CDA, teachers, principals and parents views were discussed in as far as they affected teachers’ choice language practices in relation to multilingual education in the Zambezi region
  3.8 Summary of the Chapter
This chapter presented the theoretical and conceptual frameworks which were used to frame and analyse the data in the study.  Conceptually, the study was framed by translanguaging as a pedagogic discourse which seeks to create an appropriate environment for learning by stimulating students to draw on all of their linguistic resources. Thus, engaging students in authentic academic literacy practices, also provides the opportunity to learn how language works. The study also was conceptually framed by Richard Ruiz’s (1984) Three Language Orientations which seeks to explain the way language is perceived and its influence in the manner in which it is used particularly in a classroom. Theoretically, the study drew on Bernstein’s Code and Pedagogic Discourse Theory and Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) Theory. The two theories looks at the forms of knowledge, power relations and struggles in the education system and the practical implementation of the syllabus in the classroom by the teacher and the underlying language ideologies. 
CHAPTER FOUR

RESEARCH METHODS
4.1 Overview 
This chapter presents the research design and the methods of data collection and analysis which were used in the study. The chapter begins by discussing the concepts of research paradigm and research design and explains how these concepts were applied in this study. The study employed a mixed research design. Hence, this chapter discusses qualitative and quantitative methods and how they were applied in this study respectively, and the choice of a mixed research design is explained and justified. The target population, sample size, sampling procedures and research instruments are also presented and explained, followed by the data collection procedure and methods of data analysis. The chapter also explains issues of reliability and validity of the methods and instruments used with regards to the findings emanating from the study. The chapter ends with a presentation of the ethical issues which were considered in the study.

4.2 Research Paradigm
Paradigms are vital in guiding the design and conduct of research. Bryman (2004) and Selvam (2017), identifies a paradigm as a cluster of beliefs and dictates which, for scientists in a particular discipline influence what should be studied, how research should be done [and] how results should be interpreted. In other words, study paradigms denote the means in which scholars understand reality, build knowledge and gather information about the phenomenon in question (Tracy, 2013:38). Further, paradigms can be referred to as a framework, viewpoint, or worldview that is based on researchers’ assumptions and philosophies about the social world (Masenya, 2018). Thus, a paradigm is an underlying philosophical research framework upon which a study is founded. The explanations above suggest that paradigms differ based on how reality and knowledge are defined; what assumptions are upheld in terms of the research and theorising; and which strategies are used to gather, collect and analyse data (Feilzer, 2010; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; Tracy, 2013; Masenya, 2018)
For the purpose of this study, a pragmatic paradigm was followed. Pragmatism is a desirable philosophical companion for mixed methods and provides a framework for designing and conducting mixed methods research (Delaney, McCarthy, & Beechman, 2017). According to Creswell and Plano Clark (2011), pragmatism is a set of notions that include mixing study designs and implementing unconventional approaches to analyse and understand a multifaceted phenomenon. Thus, pragmatic paradigm implies that the overall approach to research is that of mixing data collection methods and data analysis procedures within the research process
The pragmatic paradigm uphold that reality should be viewed from multiple views (Creswell, 2012). Feilzer (2010:13) states that realities are both singular and multiple; and that these realities are open to inquiry and orient themselves to solving practical problems in the real world. Thus, in order to gain a holistic view of the phenomena in question, pragmatists take both biased and unbiased perspectives into account when they analyse reality (Masenya, 2018). Moreover, the researcher is free to choose the methods, techniques and procedures that best suit his research. Thus, pragmatic framework grants full freedom to apply whatever methods that seem most appropriate (Creswell, 2013), regardless of whether they are quantitative or qualitative, to best answer the research question at hand (Creswell, 2012; Mulenga, 2015). Hence, pragmatic research is usually associated with mixed method studies. It was in the light of the above that a pragmatic paradigm thought to be well suited to mixed methods research was the underlying philosophical research framework that formed the foundation of this study. The study employed different data gathering methods, both in the quantitative and qualitative approaches.
4.3 Research Approach
According to Creswell and Plano Clark (2011) there are three different approaches that studies can apply: qualitative, quantitative and mixed methods. Bricki and Green (2002) state that qualitative studies are designed specifically to observe social interaction, in which individuals’ experiences, understandings and perceptions regarding a certain issue are elicited (Quinlan et al., 2015:124), through a small group of participants in order to obtain a richer description of the phenomenon in question (Masenya, 2018). Quantitative studies, on the other hand, aim to quantify and measure individuals’ opinions, knowledge and attitudes (Cooper and Schindler, 2014). Thus, the main differences between qualitative and quantitative studies lies in the research type; analytical objectives; data collection methods; forms of data; and the sample size of the study (Creswell et al., 2003; Mack et al., 2005:2; Masenya, 2018). Irrespective of the differences, qualitative and quantitative studies are not mutually exclusive (Masenya, 2018). Literature has established that in some studies there is a need to combine elements of both studies in order to create what is known as a mixed methods study.
In that regard, a mixed methods approach was employed in this study. The reason for this is that mixed methods studies have the potential to capitalise on respective strengths from both qualitative and quantitative study methods (Greene, 2008). Moreover, Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) state that mixed methods are able to produce clearer and holistic answers to questions of phenomena that are complex in nature. Thus, the approach was appropriate in order to benefit from either method because one data collection form, supplies strengths to offset the weaknesses of the other form and that a deeper and probably complete understanding of the research problem is realized (Mulenga, 2015; Demir & Pismek, 2018). Further, Creswell (2009; 2012) and Denszin & Lincoln (2000) cited in Chibale (2016) stated that when both the qualitative and quantitative methods and techniques are used in a study the researcher is enabled to cross validate the results from all the methods used to provide credible results. Therefore, I used a mixed methods approach in order to gain full insight of the research problem. Moreover, I used the strategy as a means of triangulating my results which further provided reliability and validity to the findings. In other words, the mixed methods strategy unlike the mono-method approach validated the study objectives. For instance, in this study, research question one required quantitative data collection strategy through a familiar language test to capture information on the familiarity of pupils with SiLozi MoI, whereas research questions two and three demanded qualitative data on language practices and challenges of the use of SiLozi as sole LoI. Thus, question four as the major question, required a heterogeneous strategy to provide whether or not the exclusive use of SiLozi was appropriate in this case.
4.4 Research Design
A study design, according Creswell & Plano Clark (2007) and Creswell (2009) refer to the type of strategies and procedures that research studies follow for collecting, analysing, interpreting and reporting data in pursuit of fulfilling its analytical objective (s). In fact, Fouché et al. (2011) indicate that study designs are important because they guide researchers in making logical methodological decisions and interpretations for their study. Mixed methods studies follow different designs. For the purpose of this study, a convergent parallel design was followed. A convergent parallel design entails that the researcher concurrently conducts the quantitative and qualitative elements in the same phase of the research process, weighs the methods equally, analyzes the two components independently, and interprets the results together (Creswell & Pablo-Clark, 2011; Demir & Pismek, 2018). Thus, both qualitative and quantitative methods were integrated concurrently in order to allow triangulation and cross-validation of the data in this study.
4.5 Target population 
A target population refers to individuals or groups to whom the study applies (Masenya, 2018).  These individuals or groups share a general set of characteristics and are in possession of information that the researcher requires (Zikmund & Babin, 2013:312). For the purpose of this study, the target population are pre-primary pupils, teachers, school principals and parents to the pre-primary learners in a SiFwe-speaking environment of Sibbinda Circuit. 
4.6 Study Sample 
The sample size refers to the quantity of individuals extracted from the target population to participate in a study (Chuan, 2006:78), in order to draw conclusive findings (Berndt & Petzer, 2011:182). The sample comprised six (6) schools from Sibbinda circuit, and six (6) classrooms were selected with learners amounting to one hundred sixty eight (168). Six school principals of the selected schools and six (6) pre-primary classroom teachers representing the selected classrooms were sampled. Moreover, Twelve (12) parents were sampled, two (2) each from the six schools with children in the pre-primary classrooms. Therefore, the total sample was one hundred nighty two (192) participants consisted of 168 pre-primary scholars, 6 teachers, 6 principals and 12 parents.
4.7 Sampling Technique 
The sampling technique that the study employed to select classrooms from sampled schools was simple random sampling, a technique that was thought to accord all the classrooms an equal chance of being included in the sample (Selvam, 2017). In this study, school names were written on a piece of paper, and a ruffle draw was then conducted to select the six schools which automatically included the pre-primary classrooms and all pupils in those classrooms since each school had one pre-grade. It is worth mentioning here that all pupils in the six classrooms were selected to participate in the familiar language test. This was done based on the assumption that some learners who may be speaking other languages other than SiFwe may be present in those classrooms and may equally be affected by the exclusive use of SiLozi as MoI. Thus, all pupils were chosen because they were the direct recipient of SiLozi LoI. 

Since each school had one pre-grade, six teachers were purposively elected, this was done in order to access the specific information and knowledge by virtue of their experience being the core implementers of the SiLozi language of instruction in classrooms under study. Similarly, school principals were purposively selected as were directly involved in the implementation of the policy documents that guide the use of SiLozi language at early levels of education. 

Purposive sampling was also used to select the twelve parents whose children were attending pre-primary in the selected classrooms. The pre-primary classroom teachers assisted to identify two parents from each school. In this study, parents were involved because they partly made decision on the choices of language of instruction for their children in school. 
The SiFwe-speaking environment of Sibbinda Circuit was chosen based on the language policy relative to its socialinguistic context. Thus, it was purposely selected. The selection of the pre-primary classrooms was influenced by the fact that it was at this level that a child’s foundation for future education and social success was laid. Therefore, it was purposefully selected because this was the first class that experiences the switch of the home/familiar language (SiFwe in this case) as they step into the use of SiLozi “predominant local language” as medium of initial literacy instruction in the formal elementary schools of the Zambezi education region of Namibia.
4.8 Data Collection Instruments 
Data refers to the information or evidence that researchers collect in order to obtain a better understanding of social phenomena (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003). The process in which a researcher gathers data from participants of a specified sample is known as data collection (Struwig & Stead, 2013).Taking into account that this study was a mixed method, both qualitative and quantitative data collection instruments are covered in the following sections.
4.9 Qualitative Instruments 

 4.10 Interview Guides
Interviews can be defined as the exploration of individuals’ perceptions, experiences and motivations in an attempt to understand a phenomenon (DePoy & Gilson, 2008). For the purpose of this study, semi-structured individual face to face interviews were used, given that the aim was to capture the participant’s perspectives on the subject matter. Prior to the interview, an interview schedule along with a guided set of questions were asked to establish the challenges both teachers and learners were facing with SiLozi and whether SiLozi was appropriate as sole LoI in the selected pre-primary classrooms. Interviews were appropriate as they were flexible while comprising of open ended questions (Selepe, 2016) allowed to ask probing questions in order to deepen the participant’s response and to encourage the participant to follow their line of thought on the subject. Thus, the instrument, using the face to face technique, allowed me to gain a complete and detailed understanding of the subject matter. The face to face interviews were recorded using a voice recorder, and this served as a backup for the information which was later transcribed as verbatim transcript used when organising the data for analysis.
 4.11 Lesson Observation Checklist
Observation means a researcher records observations and takes field notes on the behavioural patterns as well as activities of individuals, objects and occurrences as they unfold (Angrosino, 2007; Creswell, 2013). Thus, classroom observations allow the researcher to have first-hand experience of what is taking place in a setting as it involves watching the physical setting, participants, activities, interactions and conversations. The lesson observation checklist was also used to collect qualitative data during lessons on the actual classroom language practices by teachers and learners. Moreover, it was used to assess their familiarity with medium of instruction (SiLozi) and determine the appropriateness of SiLozi as sole medium MoI in Sibbinda Circuit. In this study, non-participant observation technique was used and a video camera as a backup and structured observation checklist were used to record only those aspects which were appearing on the check list. This was very important because it helped the researcher to get first-hand information on how teachers and learners managed to provide and receive instruction. The lesson observations provided a naturalistic way of data collection in which authentic data were collected and compared with the data collected using other methods and data collection instruments.
4.12 Document Review 
Documents were very important in this case as another source of data collection since they supported and supplemented on the evidence from other sources (interviews and observations). Therefore, documents such as the syllabus, teachers’ manual, and teachers’ lesson preparation, learners’ story books and other teaching-learning aids were reviewed to analyse the language (s) they were written and their appropriateness to initial literacy teaching.
4.13 Quantitative Instruments

 4.14 Familiar Language Test 
In order to reflect more accurately on the learners’ familiarity with SiLozi MoI, a familiar language test was administered. The test was oral and took a one to one form. The child was asked to name the object shown on the picture on the flash card. The researcher showed the pictures and children were asked to name what they saw on the picture in SiLozi. To make scoring easier, the researcher listed the children’s responses on the test scoring sheet. When children did not respond after one minute, the researcher prompted the child by pointing at an object and encouraged the child to name it. As the name suggests, the test was used to assess the learners’ familiarity with SiLozi. This was applicable to determine whether SiLozi was the familiar language and its suitability as medium of instruction. This test was first designed and used before in Zambia by Tambulukani and Bus (2006, 2011), in their study, the test was used to measure familiarity to Zambian languages. Equally, Mwanza (2012) used the test in his attempt to establish pupil’s familiarity with the standard language of instruction (standard Nyanja) in Lusaka (Zambia). He noted that the test proved to be a very effective tool to knowing the language with which the child was familiar with as it generated the results as the child was asked to practice a particular language. It must be mentioned, however that, in his study (Mwanza, 2012), the test was modified in terms of the material used to administer it. Consistent with Mwanza, the test in this study was administered by having twenty pictures with different objects and asked the learners to name the object on the picture in SiLozi. The test is an effective tool, hence, Tambulukani (2015) and Mwanza-Kabaghe (2015) used it, and in the later it was simply used as measure of expressive language.
1.15 Data Validation 
According to Selvam (2017: 53), a data collection instrument is said to be “reliable if it produces the same results when repeated either with the same population or under similar conditions with another population” and “…valid if it really measures what it purports to measure.” In fact, Quinlan et al. (2015) argue that all data collecting instruments should be subjected to a pre-test or a pilot test in order to find out how, in reality, participants will respond. For the purpose of this study, the interview questions were pre-tested on four teachers, two school principals and four parents at two of the schools in Sibbinda Circuit. The feedback received from the pretest stage was used to make certain questions more understandable. Furthermore, the feedback obtained the twelve participants was excluded from the main sample. Similarly, a familiar language test was piloted on a convenience sample of 30 pre-primary scholars. After completion, the test was analysed and all the necessary amendments were made with the help of the teacher who availed necessary pre-primary materials from where some pictures where adapted. The pre-test of the instruments was essential to allow for necessary adjustments and corrections to ensure accuracy and consistency of the instruments to provide valid results. The data from the participants involved in the pilot of the test were not included in the data collected from main sample of the study.
Data was also validated through triangulation and member check. Hussein (2009:2) defined triangualtion as “the use of multiple methods mainly qualitative and quantitative methods in studying the same phenomenon for the purpose of increasing study credibility. This implies that triangulation is the combination of two or more methodological approaches, theoretical perspectives, data sources, investigators and analysis methods to study the same phenomenon.” In this study, there was triangulation of research methods, research instruments, types of data and sources of data. Thus, I used both qualitative and quantitative methods, used a semi-structured interview guide, an observation checklist, document review and a familiar language test. Data sources included teachers and learners, school principals, parents and documents. Triangulation in this study rendered validity and credibility of the results. 
4.16 Data Collection Procedure 
It is worth noting that this was done in two phases as follows:
4.17 Pre-visit to study schools
Every school was pre-visited and the researcher took time to be there to make sure that all the participants were familiar with him. This was necessary because it was intended to remove any anxiety and develop trustworthiness. The researcher was able to meet the principals, teachers, learners and parents that were to take part in the study. During the familiarization visits, the researcher carried out activities similar to those that were to be carried out during the actual study. These included, being at school and rendered help when asked, creating teaching-learning aids and taking part in their tea break and deliberating on the children’s education difficulties and the way forward.  This helped to create a rapport with all the participants. Hence, during the actual study were free with the researcher. 

4.18 Actual data collection procedure
The researcher’s presence in the school was reported at every visit and permission was sought to carry out the study. The purpose of the study was introduced to the participants who consented to participate and were always reminded of their voluntary participation. Observations were conducted first, followed by the learners’ familiar language test and later accompanied by teachers, principals and parents’ interviews. This helped removed possible biases that could arise from pre-empting the purpose of the study. If interviews were carried out first the participants (teachers) might have come up with acting strategies to avoid daily practices. The lesson observations and test were conducted in the morning session, this was on the belief that teachers and learners were likely to participate actively in the lesson because they were “fresh”. 

4.19 Data analysis 

Since the study employed a mixed design, data was analysed both quantitatively and qualitatively.  Quantitative data obtained from the familiar language test was analysed using descriptive statistics to get individual scores and frequencies. Descriptive statistics is defined as “procedures for organizing, summarizing and describing quantitative data about the sample or about the populations where complete population data are available” (Aggarwal, 2015: 3). Thus,  statistical analysis using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS, version 20) Software was used for the quantitative data. For qualitative data, thematic analysis was used to analyse the data from observations, interviews and documents. Thematic analysis according to Selvam (2017: 183) is “a process of working with raw data to identify and interpret key ideas or themes.” This was done by first transcribing the recorded lessons and interviews and later these were arranged according to themes in relation to the research objectives.
4.20 Ethical Consideration
Permission to carry out this study was sought from the Ethics Committee of the University of Zambia. Permission was also requested from the Ministry of Education through the Regional Director of the Zambezi Region Education Directorate. The school principals for the selected schools were also consulted and the study and its purpose was explained. Furthermore, to safeguard the wellbeing of the participants, all members were informed of the nature and purpose of the study and requested for their informed consent. With regard to the pre-primary children informed consent was given by their parents/guardians. Thus, participants were informed of their voluntary participation and not coerced by anything in this study. Prior to observations, interviews and test, participants were also made aware that the information collected would be treated with utmost confidentiality and thus would only be used for purposes of academic reference. All the information gathered was used for the purpose of this study. Neither photograph nor voice and video recording was done without the participants consent. Thus, only those who consented participated in this study. To ensure privacy, codes such as A, B, C, D, E, F were used as pseudonyms for the schools, teachers and principals (i.e. SA, TA, PA). For parents, and learners numbers, were added to the codes used for their names; parents (PA1 and PA2) and learners (pupil 1, 2… sometimes X1, X2 … for names mentioned by the teacher). This means that the names of the schools, teachers, learners, principals and parents used in the presentation (chapter 5) are not real names and used for the purpose of identification and differentiation.
In addition, the researcher ensured minimal interference with the school-programme during the study. Lessons were observed as timetabled. The interviews were conducted at the convenient time for the teachers and principals after the lessons. Equally, the parents’ interviews were conducted in the afternoon at their convenient time. The learners’ familiar language test was administered during class activities in the morning as per teachers’ guidance and agreement. The teachers and principals’ interviews and learners’ familiar language test were conducted in the given school during working hours.
4.21 Summary of the Chapter
This study employed a pragmatic philosophical research framework, a position that was thought to be well suited to mixed methods research. Thus, the study applied a mixed methods approach and utilized a convergent parallel design which involves concurrent collection of quantitative and qualitative data, analyse the two components independently, and interprets the results together. Explained in this chapter are justification for the application of each element such as the research paradigm, approach, design,  population, sample size, sampling procedure, research instruments, data validation, data collection procedure, data analysis and ethical considerations. The next chapter presents the findings in the order of the objectives.
CHAPTER FIVE
PRESENTATION OF RESULTS
 5.1 Overview
This chapter presents the findings of the research gathered from participants through interviews, classroom observation, documents analysis, and familiar language test. The results from each instrument will be presented separately. The data is presented in accordance with the research objectives:  Teachers and learners familiarity with SiLozi, Teachers’ and learners’ classroom language practices, Challenges faced with SiLozi as sole language of instruction, and Suitability of SiLozi as sole language of initial literacy instruction. 
 5.2 Demographic Characteristic of Participants
In this section, the demographic  characteristics  covered  the  gender  of  research  participants,   age  of  participants,  familiar language, level  of  education  of  teachers,   and  teacher’s years of teaching experience. This information, particularly familiar language (s) was necessary to establish whether SiLozi was their familiar language and also link if teachers’ linguistic abilities and repertoires correlated with the pupils’. Moreover, this was appropriate in understanding whether SiLozi was the predominant local familiar language in Zambezi education region, particularly Sibbinda circuit where the study was conducted. 
Information on pupils’ familiar language (s) was also important to find out if teachers had adequate knowledge of the linguistic position on the ground in their classrooms. This was particularly essential since teachers required this knowledge to assist them decide on how to best suited ensure epistemic access in their classrooms. In short, the demographic information was important to understand the pedagogical practices by teachers who taught initial literacy through SiLozi Medium of Instruction at selected pre-primary classrooms (Grade Zero) in Sibbinda Circuit in the Zambezi region. The information was crucial to explain the familiarity of teachers and learners with SiLozi medium of instruction, classroom languages practices, views on suitability of SiLozi and the challenges faced by teachers and learners in the SiLozi media pre-primary classrooms.
5.3 Teachers Demographic Information
Table 5.1 below indicates that all six (6) teachers were females between the ages of 27-49 years. Of the six teachers only one held a Junior Primary Education Diploma (JPED) while the majorities (five) were enrolled in the In-Service Teacher Education Diploma in Junior Primary Education commonly referred to as In-Service Education Training (INSET). The program was initiated by the Ministry of Education, Arts and Culture and UNAM, specifically tailored to the needs of unqualified and under qualified serving teachers to obtain the necessary qualifications, skills and knowledge to teach SiLozi in the Junior Primary Phase (JPP). Teachers were also familiar with different languages, two (2) were familiar with SiFwe, two (2) were also familiar with Mbalangwe while one (1) was familiar with Subia and one (1) was familiar with Lozi. 
Table 5.1: Teachers’ Information 
	Teacher
	Gender
	Age
	Familiar language
	Years of Teaching Experience 
	Academic Qualification

	A
	Female
	27
	SiLozi
	6
	Certificate in Early Childhood Development 

In-Service Teacher Education Diploma– INSET –(Major in all subjects) (qualification not completed)

	B
	Female
	39
	SiFwe
	4
	Diploma in Junior Primary Education (Major in all subjects)

	C
	Female
	38
	Mbalangwe
	6
	In-Service Teacher Education Diploma– INSET –(Major in all subjects) (qualification not completed)

	D
	Female
	49
	Subia
	7
	In-Service Teacher Education Diploma– INSET –(Major in all subjects) (qualification not completed)

	E
	Female
	30
	SiFwe
	5
	In-Service Teacher Education Diploma– INSET –(Major in all subjects) (qualification not completed)

	F
	Female
	36
	Mbalangwe
	5
	In-Service Teacher Education Diploma– INSET –(Major in all subjects) (qualification not completed)


5.4 Principals, Parents and Pupils Demographic Information

Six (6) school principals also participated, five (5) were males and only one (1) was female. Twelve (12) parents were also involved in the study and 10 were females while two (2) were males. However, other information on both the principals and parents were not important to this study, thus not included. A total of 168 pre-primary scholars who also represented different familiar language participated in the study. The following languages were represented in the multilingual pre-primary classroom; SiFwe, Subiya, Totela, Mbalangwe, ThiMbukushu, and Shiyeyi. SiFwe was however, the dominant familiar language of most of the learners. Similarly, information pertaining to pupils’ age and gender were not necessary in the study. 
5.5+Familiarity of Teachers and Learners with Silozi Language of Instruction 
The first research objective was intended to assess the familiarity of both teachers and learners with SiLozi language of instruction. Data collected were both quantitative and qualitative. Quantitative data was collected from pupils using an oral familiar language test whereas qualitative data was collected from teachers and principals using semi-structured interviews. Moreover, qualitative data was obtained through classroom lesson observations.
5.1.1 Pupils Familiarity with SiLozi: Quantitative Data

A familiar language test was administered to pupils to evaluate their familiarity with SiLozi language. It was administered by having twenty pictures with different objects and asked the pupils to name the object on the picture in SiLozi. Pupils’ responses were recorded on the test paper and marked and scored. The assessment of object naming was out of 20 marks. The benchmark was set at an average score of 10/20 on which pupils’ performance was measured to determine familiarity. The score below 10/20 was considered to be below the set benchmark and thus translated as not familiar and the above 10/20 rated as good performance and familiar. The following were the data:
The results indicated that the learners’ performance in the familiar language test was not good. Table 5.2 shows that only 45 learners representing 26.8 % scored average and above, the rest who were 123 presenting 73.2 % scored below average mark.
	Table 5.2: Pupils' Familiarity with SiLozi

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	V.  Percent
	C. Percent

	Valid
	below average
	123
	73.2
	73.2
	73.2

	
	average and above
	45
	26.8
	26.8
	100.0

	
	Total
	168
	100.0
	100.0
	 


The statistics shown in Table 5.3 below illustrates that majority of the learners (73.2 %) had the lowest scores on the Familiar Language Test and only a few (26.8 %) had the highest scores, indicating that many pupils (123) were not familiar with SiLozi medium of instruction and only a few (45) were.

Table 5.3: Pupils Familiar Language Test Scores

	Valid
	 Marks
	Frequency
	Percent
	V. Percent
	C. Percent

	
	0
	2
	1.2
	1.2
	1.2

	
	1
	2
	1.2
	1.2
	2.4

	
	2
	15
	8.9
	8.9
	11.3

	
	3
	35
	20.8
	20.8
	32.1

	
	4
	18
	10.7
	10.7
	42.9

	
	5
	14
	8.3
	8.3
	51.2

	
	6
	9
	5.4
	5.4
	56.5

	
	7
	8
	4.8
	4.8
	61.3

	
	8
	12
	7.1
	7.1
	68.5

	
	9
	8
	4.8
	4.8
	73.2

	
	10
	8
	4.8
	4.8
	78.0

	
	11
	12
	7.1
	7.1
	85.1

	
	12
	5
	3.0
	3.0
	88.1

	
	13
	3
	1.8
	1.8
	89.9

	
	14
	2
	1.2
	1.2
	91.1

	
	15
	9
	5.4
	5.4
	96.4

	
	16
	5
	3.0
	3.0
	99.4

	
	18
	1
	.6
	.6
	100.0

	
	Total
	168
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Table 5.4 below also confirms that pupils were more familiar with the vocabulary of other languages than with the vocabulary of SiLozi medium as shown by pupils’ responses. 
Table 5.4: Learners’ Familiarity with SiLozi

	#
	Name of Object in English
	Name of Object in standard SiLozi
	Names of Object according to Pupils Responses

	1
	Baby 
	Mbututu/Lukeke
	Mbumbu, baby, mwanche, mwanuke, 

	2
	Door 
	Sikwalo 
	Sikwalo,  siyazo, ciyazo, cigwaro, door

	3
	Chair
	Sipula
	Sipula, chipura, chair, makaro

	4
	Hands 
	Mazoho 
	Mazoho, mayanja, mayanza, hands

	5
	Tree
	Kota 
	Sikota, kota, cikuni, sikuni cisamu, thitondo, tree

	6
	Dog
	nja
	Ebwa, ombwa, umbwa, njanana, dog, libwa, nja

	7
	Table 
	Tafule 
	Ntafule, tafule, table

	8
	Window 
	Lihaulo 
	Nji window, windo, nji glass,

	9
	Snake
	Noha
	Kungwe, njoka, ezyoka, snake, noha

	10
	Cow 
	Komu
	Ñombe, citore, mpene, komu, cow

	11
	Keys
	Linotolo/likii
	Keys, likii, makii, nzi nkii

	12
	Eyes
	Meeto
	Menso, mensho, eyes, meeto

	13
	Teeth
	Meeno
	Meeno, meno, teeth

	14
	Bicycle
	Kanamutendele/njinga
	Njinga, injinga, njinjinga, bicycle

	15
	Vehicle/ Car
	Mota/Motikala
	Mota, imota, njimota, simbayambaya,, car

	16
	Sun
	Lizazi
	Kamwi, zyuba, izuba, lizazi, sun, diyuwa

	17
	Elephant 
	Tou 
	Unzovu, ndunjovu, tau, tou, elephant

	18
	House 
	Ndu 
	Situngu, citungu, njuo, inzuvo, ndu, house

	19
	Book 
	Buka
	Imbuka, njimbuka, njibuka, buka, book

	20
	Bag
	Mukotana
	Bag, mukotana, kabegi


5.1.1 Teachers and learners’ familiarity with SiLozi: Qualitative Data
School principals had different views on the teachers’ familiarity with SiLozi language. Majority (4) of the school principals stated that teachers were familiar with SiLozi, reasoning that SiLozi was a national language and mother tongue within the region. They also mentioned that teachers had learnt SiLozi in school and were pursuing further studies in the same language (SiLozi). However, it was noted that SiLozi was not a familiar language for most teachers. A few (2) were of the view that teachers were not familiar since they did not have necessary academic professional qualifications, thus were not fully qualified. The respondents said:
PB: Silozi is a mother tongue and national language within the Zambezi region. So the teacher is proficient in SiLozi that is why she is qualified to teach these learners. 

PE: The teacher is taking SiLozi as a second language not necessarily first language, she is SiFwe-speaking by tribe, so she learnt SiLozi at school, and it is an acquired language but competency wise I think she is well. 
PD: The pre-primary teacher is not really qualified, she is busy studying but as far as SiLozi is concerned she has it on the grade 12 certificate. 
PF: I think the teacher is trying since she is furthering her studies. 
PC: ...Some of them are in training, so they are not 100% proficient because they are underqualified … 
PA: I think the teacher is not really proficient because she is getting difficulties since learners don’t understand the language. 
When asked to give their opinion on their familiarity with Silozi, teachers held different views. Majority (4) said that they were familiar with SiLozi and one of the teachers said that she studied the language at higher institutions of learning. Two of the six teachers stated that they were not so familiar with SiLozi and the reason mentioned was that it was not their mother tongue. Therefore, it was challenging to find new words and meanings of some words as they were required to translate those words into the learners’ familiar languages. They said the following:
TC: I cannot say I am fluent because I have problems here and there with some of the words because we have to translate from English to SiLozi, like our syllabuses are in English so we have to translate the lessons in from English to SiLozi. 

TE: It is difficult to use SiLozi proficiently because it not my mother tongue… I am also learning the language, so finding new words and translating those into the mother tongue of my children it is not ease.
With regard to pupils’ familiarity with SiLozi, all six teachers and principals stated that pupils were not familiar with SiLozi language. They mentioned that pupils did not have SiLozi background since they spoke and came from homes with different languages and SiLozi was solely met as a new language in class during lessons. See some responses below:
TB: It is difficult for these children to understand SiLozi because when they are at home they are using SiFwe as their mother tongue…they are not familiar with SiLozi. 

TC: The learners also are not familiar with SiLozi, it is even worse for them because they are meeting this language only in class during lessons. 

TD: They are not proficient. In fact, they don’t understand SiLozi unless you translate in their mother tongue is when they can understand. 

TE: These learners are not familiar with SiLozi since they don’t use it at home… SiLozi is a new language to them… they speak different languages like SiFwe, Mbukushu and others here so have to translate in their mother tongue. 
TF: Most of these learners are not speakers of SiLozi and so it is difficult for them, only some are proficient in SiLozi because it’s their mother tongue and they come from kindergarten in town where they use English and SiLozi sometimes. 
PA: … for the pre-primary learners, SiLozi is difficult to catch up because it’s a new language to them. They come from homes with different languages and SiFwe is the most spoken language here. Children are not familiar with the SiLozi as medium of instruction. 
PC: Leaners are not familiar with SiLozi since it is not their first language, they are more familiar with SiFwe because it is their mother tongue 

PD: SiLozi is difficult for these learners to understand, they are coming from homes with their own languages. In short they are not proficient, so they will continue struggling, so it is better to interpret in SiFwe when teaching. 
Both familiar language test and interviews confirmed that many pupils and some teachers (two) were not familiar with SiLozi. 

5.1 Summary of Research Findings 
Finding from both quantitative and qualitative data showed that many pupils were not familiar with SiLozi medium of instruction. Findings also revealed that majority teachers were familiar with SiLozi.
5.2 Teachers’ and Learners’ Classroom Language Practices in Pre-Primary Classrooms
The second objective was meant to analyse teachers and learner’s language practices in selected pre-primary classrooms. It sought to provide data on the language practices in multilingual classrooms with a monolingual based policy to ascertain the actual language practices and whether such practices were appropriate for multilingual classes to ensure epistemic access and facilitate development of adequate initial literacy.
5.2.2 Teachers’ and Learners’ Classroom Language Practices in Pre-Primary Classrooms: Interview Data
Given that SiLozi was the medium of instruction and teachers mentioned that learners were not familiar with the language of instruction. Teachers were asked to state how they helped ensure epistemic access to the pre-primary scholars in their classrooms. The findings revealed that all teachers used both SiLozi and familiar local languages and sometimes English to help pupils make meaning and develop SiLozi vocabulary. Consider the following:
TA: … because they don’t understand SiLozi, I first introduce the lesson in SiLozi then I repeat the same in SiFwe so that they understand the topic. Mostly, I use both SiLozi and SiFwe to help most of those who don’t understand SiLozi to understand what I teach them and it is working because they manage to associate those words in SiFwe with SiLozi.
TB: Mainly I teach in SiLozi but I also use SiFwe to explain some concepts and to stress a point as they don’t understand SiLozi. So, this helps them learn SiLozi language and also make meaning of the lesson.
TC: Like I said, I introduce the lesson in SiLozi and translate in the mother tongue to help my learner understand and learn how to speak SiLozi, even though sometimes I have challenges with their language here, but I use learners who understand the language to help explain to others.
TD: For them to understand, I use SiLozi and the mother tongue when teaching, since it is the only way they will be able to learn SiLozi since the don’t understand it.
TE: Since they don’t understand the medium of instruction, I begin the lesson in SiLozi then I interpret in their mother tongue to emphasise and clarify what I said in SiLozi so that they can also make connections and be able to associate the words of the two languages. So you will find that they learn two things; the SiLozi language and its vocabulary and the content to understand those concepts better, so they don’t forget because they remember using their language first then associate to SiLozi.
TF: I teach them in SiLozi but for clarity I interpret in the mother tongue. Sometimes I use English because they are more familiar with English words.
5.2.3 Classroom language practices: Lesson Observations
Since teachers mentioned that they used more than one language in their teaching of initial literacy, it was imperative to see how teachers practically taught the pre-primary learners. In that regard, to ascertain their views, lesson observations were conducted in the six selected pre-primary classrooms. It must be understood here that the information presented in this section are extracts from the transcribed lesson verbatim and not the complete lesson verbatim. Moreover, for identity and variation purposes, pupils are labelled with number (i.e. Pupil 1, 2, etc.) and Pupil X1, 2 is used where the pupils exact name is mention by the teacher. Below are excerpts from the lessons which were observed:

Excerpt 1:  Lesson A
Grade 0: Subject: Religious and Moral Education, Topic:  Joseph’s Story 
The lesson was taught to class of 17 pupils who sat in groups of five by a female teacher aged 27 with SiLozi as familiar languages. The teacher is six (6) years experienced in teaching initial literacy in pre-primary.  She holds a certificate in Early Childhood Development (ECD) and she is in her final year enrolled in the In-Service Teacher Education Diploma in Junior Primary Education, INSET program. Below is the lesson extract 
Teacher: Neluitutileñi maabani, kimañi yasahupula? (Lozi: what did we learn yesterday, who can still remember?). Zinji nitwalituta zyona, muzibele? X1, zinji nitwalituta? (SiFwe: what did we learn yesterday, have you forgotten? X1, what did we learn?)
Pupil X1: Ni twalituta ekande lyo onkombwe kabawinana ne shakame. (SiFwe; we learnt a story about the tortoise and the hare when they were racing).
Teacher: ok, kachenu lukaituta likande la Josefa, ee! (Lozi:… today we will learn about Joseph’s story…). Josefa kali mushimani kazwa halusika lwabashimani boli eleven…eye aba wa number twelve. Ndeye kali wenkomba, ee! kuti beshi kabamushaka hawa, kabamutenda buti? (SiFwe: Joseph was a boy who came from a family of eleven boys… he was the twelfth and last born, the father loved him so dearly, and what did the father do?)
Pupils: kabamushaka hawa (in chorus, SiFwe: He loved him so dearly)
Teacher: …bondatahe sebamupangela siapalo sesinde samibalabala, (Lozi: the father made him a beautiful coat with different colours) … kuti cizyabaro caJosefa kacikwesi amakalakala marotu nibamutendera beshi… bamukurwe kabamufwira omuna… Zinji nibakamutenda Josefa aha akahura kubamukurwe? (SiFwe: Joseph’s coat had different and beautiful colors… his brothers were very jealous… What did the brothers do to Joseph when he arived?)
Pupil 1: nimubatapa cizyabaro, nokuciñataura nokucisinga maroha (SiFwe: they took his coat, ripped and smeared it with blood)
Pupil 2: nibamushumina muhara kumatende namayanja nokumubika murambo (SiFwe: they tied his feet and hand and kept him in a pit)
Teacher: aha! Kuti Josefa nibamuulisa kubantu abo kabaulanga bantu kwakare hena. Aha bayenda kumunzi mbuti nibakahoma beshiwabo kuamana zaJosefa? (SiFwe: yes! They sold Joseph to people who used to buy other people long time ago. What did they lie about Joseph to their father?)
Pupil 3: nibahoma beshi kuti nafwi Josefa (SiFwe: they lied to their father that Joseph died)
Pupil 4: kuti namukwata ondavu abo nibawana bulyo cizyabaro namaroha (SiFwe: that he was caught by a lion and they only found his coat with blood)
Teacher: cwale fa nibata kuli munikandekele zemuutwile mwalikande, mwautwa? (Lozi: now I want you to tell me what heard in the story, do you understand?)
Pupils: Eni (in chorus, Lozi: Yes)
The lesson was taught using both local familiar language (SiFwe) and SiLozi medium and learners participated actively.
Excerpt 2:  Lesson B:
Grade 0: Subject: Preparatory Mathematics, Topic: Classification
The lesson was taught by a female teacher, aged 39 and familiar with SiFwe to a class of 21 pre-primary scholars who sat in a circular form. She holds a diploma in Junior Primary Education with four (4) years of experience in teaching of initial literacy in pre-primary.
The teacher makes the following drawings on the black board:

Figure 5.1        

 Source: Field data (2019)

Teacher: talima kwanu, unibulele libizo lasiswaniso seni dulowile falitapa (Lozi; look here, tell me the name of the picture I drew on the chalkboard)
Pupil 1: silawindi (Lozi: round)
Pupil 2: circle
Pupil 3: sikwenda (Lozi: circle)
Teacher: ehe! Very good, kisikwenda se, ki circle, sikwenda. Siswana ni liswaniso zeñwi za round, kilifi zani? (Lozi; …this is a circle, a circle. It is similar with other round objects, which are those?)
Pupil 4: inge mbola (Lozi: like a ball)
Pupil 5: inge epulu (Lozi: like an apple)
Pupil 6: inge liwili (Lozi: like a wheel)
Teacher: talima liswaniso zeo, haliswani, kuna ni sesituna ni kakanyinyani, cwale nibata yakanisuspeza kuli sesituna kisifi. (Lozi: look at those drawings, they are different, one is big and the other is small, so need someone to show me the big one). Ezi ziswaniso zobire zicincana, cware ndishaka kuti mundisunde ecinene ne cinini, mwashuwi? (Sifwe: these two drawings are different, so I want you to show me the big one and the small one, do you understand). X1, ukuzize ahulu taha tolusupeze sikwenda sesituna, nceci cinene aha hezi zobire? (Lozi: X1, you are so quiet come and show us the big circle, SiFwe: which one is big among the two?)
Pupil X1: nchecici (SiFwe: it is this one, while point on the big circle)
Teacher: aha! Cwale fa kaufela luna seluziba kuli sesituna ni sesinyinyani kisifi. Cwale mwabuka yahao u dulowe liswaniso zepeli, sesituna ni sesinyinyani, lutwile? (Lozi: Very good! So now we all know which one is big and small. Now in your book draw two pictures, big and small, do we understand?)
Pupil 7: (Stands up): bamuruti, eme cinji nditenda? (SiFwe; teacher, what am I supposed to do?)
Teacher:wa dulowa cwana, u dulowe likwenda zepeli, sesituna ni kakanyinyani (Lozi; you draw like this, draw two circles a big and small one). Odurowe ci round cinene aha nakanini aha (Sifwe; draw a big circle here and a small one here)
Pupil 8: (shouting): Ndamani vamuruti (Sifwe: teacher, I am done,) 

Pupil 9: (shouts too): neme vamuruti (Sifwe: me too teacher)
Teacher: Ok, very good. Wena yafelize upende sesituna bufubelu mi sesinyinai bunsu. Hanu cware opende, e cinene kusubira, akanini kusiha. (… Lozi: you who has finished, colour the big one with red and black for the small one. SiFwe: Now you colour the drawings, the big one with red and black for the small one)
The next lesson was taught using both SiLozi and local language (SiFwe) but was dominated by SiLozi.

Expert 3: Lesson C: 

Grade 0: Subject: Visual Art, Topic: Drawing

The class was composed of 25 pupils who sat following each other in rows. The lesson was taught by a female teacher aged 38 and whose familiar language is Mbalangwe. She has six (6) years of experience in teaching pre-primary. However, she is also in her final year enrolled in the In-Service Teacher Education Diploma in Junior Primary Education, INSET program.     


Teacher: kachenu luituta zamibili yamina. Kuna ni lilama zepanga onamubili wahao wo, kililama mañi zepanga mubili? (Lozi: today we are learning about your bodies. There are parts that form up your body, what parts makes up the body?) Teacher points to the chart on the board shown in Figure 5.2 below
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Figure 5.2

            Source: Field data (2019)
Pupil 1: Mazoho (Lozi: hands)
Pupil 2: Mautu (Lozi: legs)
Pupil 3: Meeto (Lozi: eyes)
Pupil 4: Mutwi (SiFwe: head)
Pupil 5: Toes 

Pupil 6: Matwi (SiFwe: ears)

Teacher: ehe, Mazebe. Talima facati falitapa, kizeñata lilama zepanga mubili mi uswanela kuliziba, muutwile? (Lozi: Yes, ear. Look on the chart on the board, there are many parts that makes up the body and you should know them, do you understand?)
Pupils: eni (in chorus, Lozi: yes)
Teacher: Cwale fa mwabuka yahao, dulowa mutu yaswana niwena, lwautwa? (Lozi: Now in book, draw a person like yourself, do we understand. Udulowe muntu yo swana newe mwimbuka yako, mwasuwa? (Mbalangwe: draw a person like you in your book, do understand)
Pupils: eni (in chorus, SiFwe: yes)

Teacher: Lu dulowa sikwenda pili, toho – mutwi, kona lutaha kwamulala- insingo yako, wo, wo kona mulala- ensingo (Lozi: we draw a circle first, heard – heard (SiFwe), then the neck (Lozi) – your neck (Mbalangwe), Lozi: demonstrating, this is the neck- neck (SiFwe))
Pupils: Silently, follow instructions
Teacher: Beya mazoho amabeli kifo - durowe mayanja obire mpaho, mautu muabiza cwani mwaSiFwe? Matende wena, mumushobo wako cinzi? (Lozi: now draw two hands –SiFwe; draw two hands now, Lozi: how do you call legs in SiFwe? Mbalangwe: legs, what are they in your language?)
Pupil 5 (stands up): Oho! matende bulyaho (SiFwe: oh! they are legs like that )
Teacher: Ehe, matende kona mautu mwaSiLozi, cwale fa u dulowe mautu. Ozyu nafetuki, insingo namatende ziya hansi wena (SiLozi: Yes, matende (legs) are mautu (legs) in SiLozi, so now draw the legs. SiFwe: this one is upside down, the neck and legs should face down (Mbalangwe).
Pupils: Silently follows the teachers instruction
Teacher: Halufeleleze musebezi waluna, haufeza uyemise lizoho nitobona (Lozi: Let’s finish up with our work, when you are done raise up your hand I come and see)

Pupils: Eni (in chorus, Lozi: yes)
The lesson was taught using SiLozi predominantly and local languages (SiFwe and Mbalangwe).
The next lesson was taught in SiLozi and English and slight local language (Subia and SiFwe)
Excerpt 4: Lesson D

Grade 0: Subject: Language Development, Topic: My Body 
The class was made up of 42 learners, hey sate in rows. The lesson was taught by a 49 aged female teacher and whose familiar language is Subiya. She is seven (7) years experienced in teaching pre-primary and is also in her final year of the In-Service Teacher Education Diploma in Junior Primary Education, (INSET) initiated by Ministry of education and UNAM.


Teacher: Kacenu luituta zamubili wahao. Unibulele kuli kililama mañi zefumaneha famubili wahao (Lozi: today we learning about your body. Tell me the parts that are found on your body). Teacher points to the chart on the board shown in Figure 5.3 below
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       Figure 5.3                        

                  Source: Field data (2019)

Pupil 1: Mautu (Lozi: legs)
Pupil 2: Zyuru (SiFwe: nose)
Pupil 3: Muromo (SiFwe: Mouth)
Pupil 4: Lizozho (Lozi: Hand)
Pupil 5: Little fingers
Teacher: … Famubuli fa, my body, mubili waka, kuna ni lilama zamubili, parts of the body. Lukaituta feela ze five fateni mwasikuwa, kuna ni eyes, ears, nose, mouth ni teeth. Halulibulele. (Lozi mixed with English: On this body, my body, there are body parts. We will learn only five of them in English, we have eyes, ears, nose, mouth and teeth. Let’s recite them)
Pupils: eyes, ears, nose, teeth, and mouth (recite twice in chorus following the teacher)
Teacher:kwasifateho luna ni eyes mwasikuwa, mwasilozi eyes kiñi? Eyes kisikuwa, it’s a part which we have on our body. Kona kuli eyes mwasilozi kiñi? Shaa? (Lozi: On our face we have eyes in English, what are they in SiLozi? Eyes is an English word, it’s a part which we have on our body. So, what are eyes in SiLozi?)
Pupils: silent 

Teacher: … eyes mwaSiLozi kimeeto. Luna ni ears, ears is part of our body, it is also a part which is on our body, cwale unibulele kuli ears mwasilozi kisikamañi. (Lozi: … they are meeto in SiLozi. We have ears, they are also parts of the body, and so what are they in SiLozi?)
Pupils: ki meeto (in chorus, Lozi: they are eyes)
Teacher:  baatili, meeto ki eyes… ears kimazebe mwasilozi... Mouth is also a part which is on our body, cwale unibulele kuli mouth, mouth is in English, in silozi mouth kiñi? (Lozi: No, meeto are eyes… ears are mazebe in SiLozi… Mouth is also a part which is on our body and is English, so what is the mouth called in SiLozi?)
Pupils: silent

Teacher: …mouth ki mulomo… lutaha kwa nose, kisilama sesiinzi famubili waluna. Nose kisikuwa cwale mwaSiLozi kiñi? X1 ni X2 nibata likalabo kumina kakuli musweli mwabulela. (Lozi: … mouth is called mulomo… we come to the nose, it is a part found on our body. Nose is in English and so what is called in SiLozi? X1 and X2 I need answers from you because you are talking)

Pupil X1: ki meeto, (guessing the answer, Lozi: it is the eyes,)
Pupil X2: ki mulomo (guessing, Lozi: it is the mouth)
Teacher: batili… mulomo it’s mouth, mazebe it’s ears, meeto it’s eyes… nose ki go. Silama samafelelezo ki teeth mwasikuwa, mwasilozi sibizwacwañi? (Lozi: No, mouth is mulomo, mazebe are ears, meeto are eyes and nose is called ngo. The last part is the teeth in English, what are they called in SiLozi?)

Pupils: silent 

Teacher: ki meeno... Show me your eyes, eyes, this is my eyes... toutch your ears, show me your ears…. (SiLozi: they are called meeno…)
Pupil 5: mukwate matwi enu, chee! kamuzyi matwi mucikuwa (addressing other learners next to him holding different parts, SiFwe: hold your ears, don’t you know ears in English!)
Teacher: ... this is my ears. Touch your mouth, hauzibi mouth, touch your mouth (… Lozi: don’t you know the mouth …)
Pupils: in chorus they recite after the teacher and tries to follows the command
Pupil 5: …mouse muromo, kwate muromo wako mbulyaho bata bamuruti (addressing another learner, SiFwe: mouse (referring to mouth) is muromo, hold your mouth that is what the teacher is saying)
Teacher: …this is my mouth. Touch your nose, your nose. Hamuzibi nose, Z, kisikañi se mwamushobo wahao? (… Lozi: don’t you know the nose, X3, (pointing the nose) what is this in your language?)
Pupil X3: Mazyuru (SiFwe: nose)
Teacher: ehe! Owonde mazyuru ako, this is my nose. (Subia and SiFwe: hold your nose…)
Pupils: recite in chorus

Teacher: Sit down

Pupils: Sit down
The lesson in the preceding was taught in SiLozi and English and pupils participation was minimal
Excerpt 5: Lesson E

Grade 0: Subject: Language Development, Topic: Body Parts and Functions 
The lesson was taught to a class of 33 scholars by a female teacher aged 30. SiFwe is her familiar language and she has five (5) years of experience in teaching pre-primary. The teacher is also in her last year of the In-Service Teacher Education Diploma in Junior Primary Education, INSET program. 
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Figure 5.4 

Source: Field data (2019)

Teacher:  Neluitutile lilama zafamubili, cware ndishaka kuti mundisumwine zirama nitwalituta, shaka tumane inga ndimisumwine musebezi wezo zirama, mwashuwi? (Lozi: we learnt about the body parts, SiFwe: and so I want you tell me the parts we learnt, then I will tell you the functions of those parts, do you understand)
Pupils: eni (in chorus, SiFwe: yes)
Teacher: kwasifateho kona kokufumaneha meeto, (a mensho), hape kona kokunzi ngo (e zyuru)… kwatoho kikwa kokunani milili. Toho (mutwi, kwina enshuki) milili… Cwale fa lubone musebeze walilama ze (Reminds children of the body parts and explains using another pupil in front, Lozi: on the face we find the eyes, (SiFwe: eyes), there is also the nose (SiFwe: nose)… Lozi: the head is here where there are hairs. Head (SiFwe: head, there are hairs)… Lozi: now let us look at the functions of these parts.) 
Pupils: eni (in chorus, Lozi: yes)
Teacher: Luna ni mazoho (mayanja), luasebelisa kwkuswala (kukwata) …ngo, ngo (ezyuru), cinji mulisebelisanga ezyuru? (Lozi: we have hands (Sifwe: hands), we use them to touch (SiFwe: to touch)… Lozi: nose, nose (SiFwe: nose), SiFwe: what do you use the nose for, X1? ) 
Pupil X1: kuhemba (SiFwe: to blow)
Teacher: ehe! kuhemba, ohemba nezyuru (wa mina). Ozyu natiye kuhemba, cinji cimwi mulisebelisanga ezyuru, X2, ezyuru? (SiFwe: yes, you blow with your nose (Lozi: you blow). Sifwe: this one said that you blow, what else do you use the nose for, X2, the nose?)
Pupil X2: kuhuzya (SiFwe: to breathe)
Teacher: ehe! Kuhuzya, kuti wabuyela ni ngo…zonshe zizi mwaambi mwakumbi. Mwakona kumina, kubuyela, hape wakona kuutwa minko, kulupelela…Cwale muromo cinji usebeliswa? Points at a child whose hand is up. (SiFwe: to breathe, Lozi: he breathes through the nose …SiFwe: all the answers are correct. Lozi: you can blow, breathe and smell things… SiFwe: what about the mouth, what is its function?)
Pupil 1: kuwamba (SiFwe: to speak)
Teacher: very good … zeñwi hape? (… Lozi: what else?)

Pupil 2: Kulya (SiFwe: to eat)

Teacher: kuca, mulomo wo kiona omusebelisa kwakucisa, waca… Mautu, (amatende), luasebeilsa kwañi? (Lozi: to eat, you use your mouth to eat, you eat…. Legs (SiFwe: legs) what do we use them for?)
Pupil 3: kuyenda (SiFwe: to walk)
Pupil 4: kuraha (SiFwe: to kick)
Teacher: kuyenda (kuzamaya)… very good, oraha embora namatende, wazaya ni mautu. Osizyimana henji ozyimana, hamutwi? Cinji sakaosebelise kukuzyimana (SiFwe: to walk (Lozi: to walk)… very good, you kick the ball with legs (demonstrates with a ball, Lozi: you walk with legs. SiFwe: When you stand, what do you stand on, the heard? What will you use to stand?)
Pupil 6: matende (SiFwe: legs)
Teacher:Lilama kaufela famibili yaluna lina ni musubezi, cwale uswenela kuliziba nimisebezi yazona. Mukabuze bamukurwenu na bashemi benu kumunzi bakamitolokele, mwashuwi?  (Lozi: all parts on our bodies have a function and so you must know them and their functions. SiFwe: Ask your brothers and sisters and your parents at home to explain to you, do you understand?)
Pupils: eni (in chorus, SiFwe: yes)
The lesson was taught using both SiLozi medium and local language (SiFwe).

Excerpt 6: Lesson F

Grade 0: Subject: Language Development, Topic: The Five Senses 
The lesson was taught to class of 30 pre-primary learners by a female teacher aged 36 with five (5) years of experience in teaching pre-primary. Moreover, the teacher in her last year of the In-Service Teacher Education Diploma in Junior Primary Education, INSET program.                               
Teacher: Hautalima falitapa ukabona kuli luna ni liswaniso ze faifi, ake luzibale (Lozi: When you look on the board you will see that we have five pictures, can we count them)
Teacher points to a chart (Figure 5.5) shown below:
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           Figure 5.5

                        Source: Field data (2019) 
Pupils: one, two, three, four, five (in chorus they count with the teacher)
Teacher: Amunife mabizo aliswaniso zeo, siswaniso sa number one, two, three, four ni sa number five libizwa cwani? (Lozi: give the names those pictures, what are picture number one, two, three, four and five called?)
Pupil 1:  tongue

Pupil 2: lizoho (Lozi: hand)
Pupil 3: ngo (Lozi: nose)

Pupil 4: meensho (SiFwe: eyes)

Pupil 5: ears
Teacher: very good, kilingana zeketalizho. Zyumwi no zyumwi akwesi ngana zili faifi not twenty ee. Muntu no muntu akwesi ngana zilikai? (… Lozi: they are five senses. SiFwe: everyone has five senses instead of twenty. How many senses does every person have?)
Pupils: zili faifi (in chorus, SiFwe: they are five)
Teacher: nisupeze meeto, cinji tusebelisa mensho etu? X1, nda, otoroke, nji kala munji obwene? (Lozi: show me the eyes, SiFwe: What do we use them for? X1, take, and explain, what colour are you seing?)
Pupil X1: red
Teacher: aha! Bufubelu. Cware otoloke kuti mbuti nozyibi ye ndi red (Lozi: yes red, Sifwe: now explain how you noticed that it is red)
Pupil X1: ndaboni (SiFwe: I saw)
Teacher: Lusebelisa lingana zaluna kuziba lika seshutanashutana. X usebeliseze ngana yakubona kona hazibile kuli kuli mubala wo kiwomufubelu, kapa?
(Lozi: we use our senses to know dofferent thing, X used her sense of sight to know that this color is red, isn’t it?)
Pupils: eni (in chorus, Lozi: yes)

Teacher: Alubone ngana ye, kiifi ngana yesebelisa lulimi? (Lozi: let us look at this sense, which sense works with the tongue?)

Pupil 6: ngana yakutesita (Lozi: sense of test)
Teacher: lusebelisa lulimi kutesita lico zeluca, ni lino zelunwa. Kona kuli ngana Ningana kiyabutokwa. Zimwi ngana tukwesi nzezi, tonde he bodi? (Lozi: we use the tongue to taste the food we eat and the liquids we take. So all senses are important. SiFwe: what other senses do we have, look at the chalkboard?)
Pupil 7: kukwata (SiFwe: to touch)
Pupil 8: kushuwa (SiFwe: to hear)
Pupil 3: kununkiza (SiFwe: smell)

Teacher: Kilima mañi zelusebelisa kwalingana zetalu zeo zebabulezi? (Lozi: what parts do we use to those three senses mentioned?)
Pupil 1: Mayanja (SiFwe: hands)

Pupil 9: Mazebe (Lozi: ears)

Pupil 5: ears

Teacher: amubafe mazoho, luna ni lingana zeketalizoho mi lisebelisana nililama zafamubili waluna zebabulezi balikani bamina, muutwile? (Lozi: give them a round of applause, we have five senses and they work together with the body parts mentioned by your friends, do you understand?)
Pupils: eni (chorusing, Lozi: yes)

Teacher: stand up, twalituti engana zoli five nezirama tusebelisa kwezo engana, bena kaba anambi mundihe ngana twalituti ne zirama tusebelisa (… SiFwe: We learnt about five senses and the parts of the body we use with those sense, those who haven’t spoken give me the senses we learnt and the parts of the body we use)
Pupil 10: kuswala lusebelisa mazoho (Lozi: to touch we use hands)
Pupil 11: tubona na mensho (SiFwe: we see with eyes)
Pupil 12: kutesita ndulimi (SiFwe: testing, we use the tongue)
Pupil 13: kuutwa, ears (Lozi: hearing, ears)
Pupil 14: kununka tusebelisa zyuru (SiFwe: to smell we use the nose)
Teacher: ehe! Sit down
The lesson above was taught using both SiLozi and Local language and slight English but was dominated with SiLozi
5.2.4 Summary of Research Findings
Data from lesson observation have shown that multiple languages were employed in all the six pre-primary classrooms to facilitate teaching and learning.
5.3.2 Challenges teachers and pupils face with SiLozi sole Language of Instruction
 Objective three sought to establish the challenges which teachers and learners faced in teaching and learning in pre-primary classrooms using SiLozi. Data was obtained through face to face interviews with teachers and principals. 

5.4.2 Lack of familiarity with SiLozi by learners 
All six teachers and principals interviewed stated it was difficult to communicate with the learners due to lack of familiarity with SiLozi. Both teachers and principals explained that learners lacked background in SiLozi because they came from homes with different languages from SiLozi. Below are some of the teachers and principals responses:

TA: …they are not familiar with SiLozi because they don’t speak that language in their homes. So it is difficult to teach using SiLozi only, so you have to explain in their mother tongue for to understand. 

TB: It is difficult for these children to understand SiLozi because at home they are using SiFwe as their mother tongue…they are not familiar with SiLozi. They always have difficulties to follow the lesson if I use SiLozi only, so I also use the local language they are familiar with to explain to them. 

TC: Learners are not familiar with SiLozi since they are meeting this language only in class during lessons, but we translate for them to understand. 

TE: These learners are not fluent in SiLozi since they don’t use it at home… SiLozi is a new language to them… they speak different languages like SiFwe, Mbukushu and others here so I have to translate in their mother tongue. 
PA: … for the pre-primary learners, SiLozi is difficult to catch up because it’s a new language to them. They come from homes with different languages and SiFwe is the most spoken language here. Children are not familiar with SiLozi as medium of instruction. 

PC: Leaners are not familiar with SiLozi, it not their first language, they are more familiar with SiFwe because it is their mother tongue here, so it is challenging for teachers to use SiLozi because they will not understand unless she interprets in the mother tongue. 

PD: These learners don’t have SiLozi background … they are coming from homes with their own languages so it is better to interpret in the vernacular language when teaching because they are more familiar with the language. 
5.6.2. Lack of teaching and learning materials 

Teacher and principals expressed shortage of teaching and learning materials as another challenge encountered in the schools. They explained that all materials including the syllabus, schemes of work, teachers’ manual, learners’ books and most of the teaching materials were all in written in English. So it was up to the teacher to translate information to SiLozi which was also regarded as a challenge for some teachers. Below are the responses:

TA: The syllabus for pre-primary, especially this new curriculum is in English, even though they insist that we should teach them in SiLozi. So we always have to translate to SiLozi because we must teach in Silozi as the recommended language yet we have the materials written in English. 

TB: You will find that the syllabus is in English, scheme of work, teacher’s manual, everything is English. Also the learners’ story books are in English so you need to explain in SiLozi and SiFwe.  So it is really a challenge because most of the teaching materials and pictures on the walls as you can see are written in English. 

TE: We don’t have necessary materials and facilities to use. There are no materials written in SiLozi, the current syllabus is written in English…It is too difficult, you have to translate from English to SiLozi and their mother tongue. So, sometimes I fail to find the right words to use in SiLozi. So, I also plan in English and teach in Silozi and SiFwe because it becomes easy for me…and use other alternatives like sign language to communicate. 
TF: It is quiet surprising that the policy recommends the use of SiLozi in the pre-primary yet we are not provided with materials in that language. We do not have materials written in SiLozi, the teacher’s manual is English and so is the syllabus. So without materials it is difficult to help my learners understand, so I spend time drawing and creating teaching materials so that even the following year I will use them, but this needs time. 

Three principals concurred with teachers that most materials were in English and teachers needed to translate to SiLozi. The following were their responses: 

PA: We don’t have resources written in SiLozi but the teacher must create some teaching and learning aids. Everything, even the syllabi is written in English. 
PF: Some materials are written in SiLozi but most of them are written in English whereas the teacher needs to translate from English to SiLozi, otherwise materials are available but in English. 

PD: All materials are written in English, it is up to the teacher to translate and interpret in SiLozi. The Syllabi, the schemes of work, all resources are written in English… 
While teachers and three principals claimed that they did not have resources in SiLozi, other two school principals expressed that materials were readily available in SiLozi even though they were insufficient. They had this to say:

PE: Much of the resources and or teaching and learning materials are in SiLozi… Yes we have materials but not in sufficient quantities. 
PB: …all materials are written in SiLozi and they are available… 
5.6.3. Lack of vocabulary by teachers to translate teaching materials written in English
Some teachers expressed that translation of materials from English to SiLozi was a challenge. Two teachers stated that at times it was difficult to find corresponding words in SiLozi. In that regard, one of the teachers recommended the provision of dictionaries. Below are the responses:

TC: …even though I get help from other teachers, translation is just difficult because what you have in English you don’t have in SiLozi and vice-versa, so it becomes difficult. I think we need dictionaries when it comes to translation, even though I don’t know if we have dictionaries but those will help much. 
TE: Sometimes I fail to find the right words to use in SiLozi, so I often use them as they are in English and they make sense to my learners. 
5.6.4 Inconsistent language policy from Pre School to primary school

It was noted by one school principal and one school teacher that the language policy from pre schools to formal elementary school was inconsistent. Consider the responses:

PD: At the kindergarten, most of these children are taught in English and when they join the formal education here they are taught in SiLozi, this is a challenge for them… I was suggesting that maybe there should be two sections; one in English and the others in SiLozi or we maintain one language as medium of instruction in both kindergarten and formal school for these young ones to avoid these discrepancies.
TE: One of the challenges is the kindergarten, because children do not understand SiLozi, teachers use SiFwe at that kindergarten most of the time. It is hard to find them teaching in SiLozi or English. That is the big challenge we always get when they reach the pre- primary where they are expected to learn through SiLozi which they can not speak. They get confused, so we start teaching to speak the SiLozi language first that’s when we can focus on the basic literacy they need to know, and it takes time for them to adjust to the language.  

5.6.5. Lack of infrasture and overcrowding 

It was noted by one school principal and one teacher that the language policy from pre-schools to formal elementary schools was inconsistent. Consider the responses bellow:
PD: At the kindergarten, most of these children are taught in English and when they join the formal education here they are taught in SiLozi, this is a challenge for them…I was suggesting that maybe there should be two sections; one in English and the others in SiLozi or we maintain one language as medium of instruction in both kindergarten and formal school for these young ones to avoid these discrepancies. 
TE: One of the challenges is the kindergarten, because children don’t understand SiLozi, teachers use SiFwe at that kindergarten most of the time. It is hard to find them teaching in SiLozi or English. That is a big challenge we always get when they reach the pre-primary where they are expected to learn through SiLozi which they because they can’t speak. They get confused, so we start teaching them to speak the SiLozi language first that when we can focus on the basic literacy they need to know, and it takes time for them to adjust to the language.
5.6.6. Document Analysis of Pre –Primary Instructional Materials

Teachers and principals mentioned the challenges of inadequate infrastructure which also lead to overcrowding of learners in classrooms.  Consider the following responses from two teachers and one principal respectively:
TD: The other challenge is overcrowding, I have 46 learners in my class and so I cannot attend to all of them in a day… 

TE: Overcrowding of learners is another challenge; I have thirty three (33) learners in steady of 25, so helping these children is difficult. The policy recommends twenty five (25), but in our case we cannot base on policy because other children will not be admitted… Sometimes this is because we find ourselves not having enough leaners with the required age level, so to meet the enrolment criteria, management allow to take those turning five years of age that year which becomes a huge challenge because every parent would want their children enrolled. 
PF: Another challenge is the issue of the numbers of enrollment because the policy requires that we admit twenty five (25) learners per class but we end up admitting above thirty (30) and forty (40) since this is a community school. So this leads to the challenge of infrastructure, we don’t have infrastructure to separate these learners as per required numbers by the policy. So if they are forty (40) they will be taught in one class and by one teacher as such. 
5.6.6. Document analysis of Pre- Primary Instructional Materials
Findings from the documents reviewed showed that the instructional materials were all written in English. 
5.6.7 Summary of Research Findings
The findings revealed that teachers and learners were faced with numerous challenges. These  include; lack of familiarity with SiLozi by learners, lack of teaching and learning materials ,inadequate vocabulary by teachers to translate materials written in English, Inconsistent language policy from Pre-school to Primary school and lack of infrastructure which also lead Overcrowding in the classrooms. Findings from documents review also revealed that all were written in English.
 5.6.8 Suitability of SiLozi as sole language of initial literacy instruction in the Zambezi Region 
Having looked at several issues pertaining to the use of SiLozi as medium of instruction and language of initial literacy in the pre-primary, it was necessary to establish whether SiLozi was appropriate for use as sole language of initial literacy instruction in the pre-primary in a predominantly SiFwe-speaking environment of Sibbinda Circuit. To answer the research question, data was collected through face to face interviews with teachers, principals and parents. 
 5.7.1 Teachers’ Views on the Appropriateness of SiLozi as Medium of Instruction in a Predominantly SiFwe Speaking Community
Four out of six teachers said that SiLozi was an appropriate language of instruction while two were of the view that it was not appropriate and preferred the local language (SiFwe) as the most suitable language of instruction. 
For those who said SiLozi was appropriate, their reason for their view was that SiLozi was the common language everyone could understand given the multilingual situation found in classrooms. They also believed that when SiLozi was used as language of instruction learners would learn it faster. They argued that other indigenous languages can be used only to support SiLozi medium. The following is what the four teachers said:
TA: SiLozi is appropriate, because it is a common language in the region, everyone understands it. However, it is a bit difficult for these children, so you always have to go back to the language they understand better. 

TC: I think it is suitable. SiLozi is a one common language that everyone gets to learn in, even though most learners don’t understand it since they use different languages at home … a few understand and they help others sometimes but it is difficult. So, we translate to make the lesson meaningful to the learners and also learn how to speak SiLozi because they will be able to associate the words from the mother tongue to SiLozi. 

TD: …it (SiLozi) is an appropriate language of instruction, they (pupils) are to understand with the help of translating in their mother tongue than in English… if they don’t understand even when I interpret, I demonstrate so that they can see or use pictures or concrete objects to explain further and make them understand me. 

TF: SiLozi is appropriate. However, since learners don’t understand it (SiLozi), we speak in their familiar language which is SiFwe here to communicate to them… 
The two teachers whose view was that SiLozi was not appropriate while suggesting SiFwe, a familiar language to most learners stated that children had communication difficulties with SiLozi. They further explained that pupils’ lack of familiarity with SiLozi hindered their active involvement in the lessons. One of the two teachers’ emphasised that there was no learning taking place due to barriers caused by SiLozi as sole medium of instruction. Here is what they had to say:
TB: It’s not appropriate, these learners should learn their mother tongue here, especially these in grade 0 so that they will be able to learn better and understand what they learn… SiLozi is a problem, children do not participate because of the same language problems… we forced to go back again to their mother tongue (SiFwe) to explain clearly and this is time consuming. 
TE: SiLozi is not a suitable language. It is a borrowed language from Zambia. It is confusing for these learners since they speak different languages at home and only meet SiLozi at school. You will find that most of the time they just quiet, unless you switch to SiFwe, so they should just use their mother tongue like SiFwe which is the common language like other regions do. 
In short arising from the findings, most teachers (4) were of the view that SiLozi was an appropriate language for teaching while a few (2) were not.

5.7.2 School Principals’ Views on the Appropriateness of SiLozi as MoI in Pre-Primary School
Three of the six school principals stated that SiLozi was appropriate as language of instruction.  Their reasons were that Zambezi Region was multilingual. As a result, it was not possible to satisfy all the language users. The other reason was that SiLozi was a national language. As such, it was the most understood language by everyone as compared to other local languages. However, one principal suggested that while SiLozi was the medium of instruction in the pre-primary, teachers should interpret in other local languages for learners to easily understand. They had the following to say:
PB: SiLozi is an appropriate language, all parents in societies in the region are using SiLozi as a national language… everyone understands it unlike other vernacular languages. 
PD:  It is an appropriate language but for these pre-primary learners I am suggesting that when they come into a formal school here, the teacher must interpret in the vernacular language in order to for them to easily understand. SiLozi must remain as the medium of instruction. 
PE: If we look at the political sphere, it becomes quiet difficult for people to opt for any other local language. If in case they opt for one, we are living in a multilingual society so others in a way or the other will feel inferior or overpowered by the other tribe. So Silozi for me is the common ground, so it is appropriate. 

Other three principals were of the view that SiLozi was not appropriate since pupils spoke different languages at home. They stated that it was a challenge for learners because they did not have SiLozi background as they only learnt it in school as a new language. However, they held different language suggestions. Two suggested SiFwe, the predominant familiar language and reasoned that it would easy pupils learning while one proposed English. However, the one principal suggested that teachers should interpret in the local familiar language to facilitate effective learning. Below are the responses of the three principals: 
PA: Silozi is not an appropriate language of instruction, learners don’t understand SiLozi because they don’t speak it at home. Most of them are more familiar with SiFwe. So when they come to school here they learn SiLozi as a new language… I would prefer if they could come up with the languages spoken at home, especially SiFwe here as medium of instruction. 

PC: … if we want to see the bright future of our children let their mother tongue be the medium of instruction like other regions. Let us avoid these negative attitudes towards our languages in this region. SiLozi is not good, it is has been proven that children are struggling to learn through Silozi and literacy will continue going down in this region. 
PF: SiLozi is not a mother tongue for all learners. Many of them speak different languages, SiLozi is not the appropriate as language of instruction… at least if we can just teach them in English since English is just the same like Silozi which is a borrowed language. However, the teacher should interpret in their mother tongue to make learners understand. 
In brief, school principals held different views towards the appropriateness of SiLozi. Three were of the view that it was appropriate while the other three were not and held different language suggestions, two proposed SiFwe, the local familiar language and one was English.
5.7.3 Parents’ Views on Whether SiLozi is an Appropriate MoI in Pre-Primary in a Predominantly SiFwe Speaking Environment

Majority parents (8) were of the view that the use of SiLozi as medium of instruction in the pre-primary was appropriate. They stated that due to multilingualism, SiLozi was thought to be the most suitable language in the region since it would unite and make pupils understand one another as compared to other local languages. Parents also mentioned that SiLozi was the only recognised school language in Zambezi Region and it already had teaching and learning materials necessary to help leaners acquire adequate knowledge. However, it was acknowledged that SiLozi was a challenge for pupils: Below are some of their responses: 
P2A: SiLozi appropriate because it is the only language being used at school here and it already has books containing what a child should know. So if they don’t learn it, it will become difficult because already they don’t use it at home, so the earlier they start it the better easier will learn it. 
P1B: It is appropriate to use SiLozi as medium of instruction for the reason that learners’ mindsets should be changed, so that they do not think like they are still at home, they should see that they are now in school. However, SiLozi has some challenges, you will find that the child doesn’t understand it. 

P1C: … it is appropriate, because if teachers use vernacular languages like SiFwe, Mbukushu or Subia to teach and it is not a school language, learners be confused since it not everyone who understands them. So SiLozi should begin from the pre-primary so that they progress with it. There is nothing we can do, SiLozi is our school language here so it must be taught, and the region is multilingual. 

P1E: … SiLozi an appropriate language of instruction in the pre-primary because everyone understands it even though we have different languages spoken by learners. 
P2E: SiLozi is good because when you look at the population distribution, we have different minority languages… SiLozi is like an umbrella, it covers everybody since most of the people understand it… we cannot not use our languages here since some learners may not be conversant. 

P1F: …SiLozi is good because most of the learners in grade 0 are not from one particular tribe but from different ethnic groups. So to make them as a group or to make a class which can communicate to one another they have to use SiLozi.  SiLozi is the only language that can unite learners since they will understand each other… 
Other three parents stated that SiLozi was not an appropriate medium of instruction. Two of the three parents suggested that pupils be instructed in the local languages. Their reasons for their suggestions were that local languages such as SiFwe, Subia, Mbukushu and others were pupils’ familiar languages and therefore, learning would made accessible and easier. They also mentioned that SiLozi was not the mother tongue for most of the learners and it was only learnt it in class. It was this language situation which they claimed that learners were not performing as expected in school. Further, they said that SiLozi was also a challenge to teachers and therefore thought to be disastrous for pupils who started to learn the language for the first time in school. The one parent who also said SiLozi was not appropriate and suggested English also mentioned that children exited the junior primary with poor foundation in the language of instruction which negatively impacted their academic performance even in other grade phases.  Consider the following responses bellow:
P2B: Silozi is not appropriate because it is not mother tongue… even teachers are struggling to speak SiLozi because it’s not their mother tongue…SiFwe would be appropriate because it is the language they speak, they will be able to understand more and better… We have many languages here in our region and so those languages should be used especially in the pre-primary, like Subia, Mbukushu and others if that is what those learners speak in that area at least to help children learn. 

P1D: Learners should be taught in their local languages here like all other regions do by someone who knows the mother tongue of the local area so that it will be easy for translation … SiLozi is a foreign language and so you cannot expect children to pass in the language they don’t understand. These learners do not speak SiLozi at their homes, it is not their language… One thing that is killing us here is because we are ashamed of our languages and made to believe that SiLozi is the best yet children are suffering in schools and we are quiet.  

P2F: ...SiLozi is not an appropriate language of instruction because we are getting a problem, especially when learners switch from medium of instruction which is SiLozi to English. It takes or maybe go through one to two grades without them comprehending especially  when they transition in grade four…if it was English as the medium of instruction at least some of the skills they would be better, 
One parent stated that SiLozi was both appropriate and inappropriate. Her reason for the appropriate view was that SiLozi was the only recognised school language and as such it was the children’s language, hence they needed to study through it. On the other hand, she said it was not appropriate and reasoned that it was problematic for pupils when they transitioned from SiLozi to English medium of instruction in the senior primary phase where most of the subjects were written and taught English. Therefore, she suggested that SiLozi be medium of instruction to SiLozi related subject and English related use English: Her response is captured below:

P1A: … first, SiLozi is suitable because children should know their language. SiLozi is the language we use at school here in the Zambezi Region. On the other hand, it is not appropriate because when they transition from SiLozi to English, especially in grade four, where most of the subjects are taught in English. They always find it difficult to change their mindset to make connections and links of what they learnt because of language differences. So, I think SiLozi should be taught in SiLozi and English related subjects be in English as medium of instruction 
From the findings above, it is clear that majority of the parents were of the view that SiLozi medium of instruction was appropriate while a few were not and held different language suggestions which were thought to be more suitable to easy learning.
5.7.4. Summary of Findings

Findings revealed that majority teachers, principals and parents were of the view that SiLozi was suitable for use as language of initial literacy instruction in the pre-primary. Multilingualism emerged as the main reason for their view. However, they stated that SiLozi was a challenge for pupils. A few stated that SiLozi was not appropriate while suggesting local familiar language and English on the other hand as most suitable. They mentioned poor foundation in the medium of instruction as an effect on pupils’ initial literacy development in the pre-primary and other educational phases as reasons for their views.
5.7.5 Summary of Presentation Chapter

This chapter provided the results on teachers’ and learners familiarity with SiLozi, the classroom language practices, suitability of SiLozi and the challenges faced by teachers and learners. The findings have shown that majority pupils are not familiar with SiLozi, multiple languages were employed to ensure epistemic access. Data also shows that teachers, principals and parents held different views towards the suitability of SiLozi and both teachers and learners were faced with numerous challenges. The data were presented according to the themes of each research objective. These themes were: teachers’ and learners’ familiarity with SiLozi; teachers and learners’ classroom language practices; challenges teachers and learners face with SiLozi sole language of instruction; suitability of SiLozi as sole language of initial literacy instruction in the Zambezi education region. The results of the study will be discussed according to these themes in chapter six.

CHAPTER SIX
DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

6.1 Overview  
This chapter discusses and analyses the findings of the research presented in the previous chapter. A thematic approach in the order of the objectives guides the discussion in the following themes: teachers and learners’ familiarity with SiLozi; teachers and learners’ classroom language practices; the challenges teachers and learners face during the pedagogical practices and lastly the suitability of SiLozi medium instruction. The discussions are further related to the findings of other scholars in the similar or related fields. Furthermore, concepts and theories that framed the study forms part of the discussion to make links with the findings of the study.
 6.2 Teachers and Learners’ Familiarity with SiLozi 
The first objective sought to assess the teachers and learners familiarity with SiLozi which was the language of initial literacy instruction in the pre-primary. The findings on learners’ familiarity with SiLozi revealed that most of the learners were not familiar with SiLozi language of instruction in the pre-primary. Learners were subjected to an oral familiar language test and the results showed that only 45 learners representing 26.8 % scored average and above and the rest who were 123 presenting 73.2 % scored below average mark. These statistics shows that majority learners’ performance in the sanctioned language of instruction was poor, which meant that many pupils were not familiar with SiLozi medium of instruction. These findings were in line with NIED (2011) that established that the general performance of Grade one pupils in the literacy was way below the benchmark. Results of the national standardized tests carried out in grades 5-7 in English, Mathematics and Science, revealed that the Namibian learners were underachieving, particularly in English and Mathematics (Sasman, 2011). The findings of this study with regard to pupils’ familiarity with the language of instruction and performance are consistent with this assertion. The study revealed that the learners were indeed not familiar with SiLozi language of instruction, hence poor results. Thus, the teachers had no option but to translanguage to help the learners to perform better. Therefore, it is asserted here that an inadequate knowledge of SiLozi is one of the major factors contributing to low literacy levels in the junior primary which also overlaps to the senior primary and other grade levels. Thus, the exclusivity of SiLozi as language of instruction in the pre-primary leaves learners not adequately equipped to handle complex initial literacies in further grades in SiLozi and English. 
The findings are also similar to Zulu (2019) who found that 55.4% of grade 5 pupils scored below average in reading and 94.9% scored below average in writing in selected primary schools of Chongwe in Zambia. Also see Mwanza (2012). Similary, the two studies attributed learners’ poor performance to lack of familiarity in the language of instruction. Tambulukani and Bus’s (2009) suggested that when learners lack familiarity in the language of initial literacy instruction, they might experience significant difficulties in developing literacy skills in the target language of instruction. Therefore, it is concluded here that the pre-primary pupis’ poor performance in the familiar language test were due to lack of familiarity with SiLozi language of instruction for initial literacy. Thus, a lack of familiarity with the language of teaching and learning is partially the major cause for low literacy rates among pre-primary learners who are found in Namibian schools in which diverse languages are spoken. 
Findings from interviews with teachers and school principals on learners familiarity with SiLozi also confirmed the findings. In response, all the six teachers and principals stated that pupils were not familiar with SiLozi language. They mentioned that most pupils did not have SiLozi background knowledge since they spoke different local languages in their homes which they went with to school while SiLozi was solely met as a new language in class during lessons. Lack of familiarity in the instructional language disables epistemic access and disadvantages the previous academically disadvantaged groups even more in terms of adequate literacy development (Mwinda & van der Walt, 2015). 
Considering the fact that most learners were not familiar with SiLozi medium, one teacher (TD) said that unless she interpreted the lesson in the local familiar language that is when pupils understood. In fact, one principal (PD) mentioning SiFwe suggested that it was better to interpret in the local language when teaching pre-primary children in SiLozi medium. The implication of this was that SiLozi exclusively disabled epistemic access. Therefore, the teacher and principal did not view language as problem but rather as a resource that would help ensure epistemic access and aid learners attain familiarity in the target language of instruction if given enough time. In other words, the two participants were confirming and suggesting that translanguaging was the most suitable alternative pedagogical practice to ensure meaningful learning and facilitate epistemic access literacy development to all the learners in the learning processes. 
Even so, one teacher (TF) to be specific said that some pupils were familiar with SiLozi since it was their familiar local language and came from pre-schools where they were taught using English and SiLozi sometimes. Therefore, the 26.8 % of learners who performed better in the familiar language test could be due to that fact. Thus, learners were said to have the SiLozi vocabulary as a result of SiLozi being their familiar language in their homes and or early introduction to SiLozi in pre-schools. They had a head start in initial literacy skills and therefore this had an effect on familiar language test in their favour. This implied that an early introduction to SiLozi could support pupils develop familiarity with the target language of instruction at an early phase. This could be attained by viewing language as a resource and using translanguaging pedagogy at an early phase of their education. However, in Zambia, Mwanza-Kabaghe (2015) and Mumba (2019) found that pupils that had no preschool background performed better than those with preschool background. This implied there were other factors that could atribute to pupils’ poor perfomance. Familiaruty with the language of instruction was thought to be chief among them in multilingual classroms. Nevertheles, although statistics showed that a few  learners performance better in the familiar language test, the findings contrasts Mwanza-Kabaghe (2015) and Mumba (2019) findings. This meant that pre-school education significantly impacts on the child’s future learning. Cetin, Gulhan & Katranci (2018) noted that the pre-school education process positively affects the literacy skills of the children. 
Therefore, the study findings concurs with Munthali et al. (2014) assumption that pupils that enter primary education with pre-school background would generally perform better than their counterparts that enter primary education without pre-school education. As they argued many questions could be asked on the nature of learning or activities that were offered in pre-schools to children, qualifications of teachers in preschools and the curriculum that was followed. In this present study, it was reavealed that pupils went to different pre-schools where different languages of instruction were used, for instance there were those that went to English mdium and others learnt in local familiar language (SiFwe in this case) and when they joined the formal elementary pre-school they were expected to transition to SiLozi medium which became a new language for them. These irregularities of language policy in pre-school and formal elementary school therefore impacted negatively on the pupils pre-school background knowledge and reduced pupils to square one. This implied pupils pre-school backgound was confounded by the inconsistency of the language policy as noted by one principal and teacher (5.6.4) hence they performed poorly. In this case, due to unfamiliarity with the medium of instruction, pupils were faced with two tasks; firstly they needed to learn subject mater and the the language of instruction at the same time. Therefore, Mwanza-Kabaghe and Mumba might have overlooked these facts of  policy irregularities in the preschool and formal school and the impact it had on the pupils. In fact Mwanza-Kabaghe noted that pupils who came with different language of instruction were faced with difficultie of understanding the officially sacntioned language of instruction in the formal schools because they were not familiar with it.
Furthermore, it is my view that there was transfer of what Cummins (1979) termed common underlying proficiency from mother tongue to SiLozi language of instruction, hence a few performed better in the familiar language test. This implied that pupils used their local familiar language to actively access and associate the object name in the pictures to SiLozi, the target language of instruction. In other words, pupils used the local familiar language to access the target language of instruction, hence epistemic access was enabled and initial literacy developed. Therefore, in order to maximize pupils’ performance and adequate literacy development in SiLozi in formal heterogeneous pre-primary classrooms of Sibbinda circuit, translanguaging could be the alternative pedagogical practice as language is a resource and not only a right. 
With regard to teachers’ familiarity with SiLozi, the findings revealed that majority principals (four) were of the view that teachers were familiar with SiLozi. Equally, commenting on their familiarity, most teachers (four) held a view that they were familiar with SiLozi medium. Teachers’ familiarity was attributed to the view that SiLozi was a national and predominant spoken local language in the Zambezi Region. It was also mentioned that teachers had studied SiLozi during school careers and were pursuing further studies in the same language (SiLozi). However, it was noted that SiLozi was not a familiar language for all teachers. As such, the findings also revealed that some teachers (Two) were not familiar with SiLozi. They mentioned that sometimes they lacked vocabulary to interpret some concepts to aid pupils understanding. This could also be associated to their lack of academic professional qualifications which is explained further in subsequent sections.  However, the point to note is that teacher’s lack of familiarity with the medium of instruction worsens the situation of those children who were also learning initial literacy not in their familiar language (see Banda, Mostert, & Wikan, 2012). This meant that when teachers and learners become strangers to the language used for instruction literacy achievement among pupils who were learning the language for the first time would be very poor. 
Therefore, learners’ failure to breakthrough to initial literacy in SiLozi may be related to pupils and teachers unfamiliarity with the target language. In the context of a bilingual or multilingual classroom, the poor literacy levels of pupils may also be related to the manner language of instruction was handled. Thus, other variables become crucial to explain pupils’ literacy levels. In this case, teaching practices used by teachers, availability of teaching and learning materials and pupils and teachers’ perception of the official language of instruction and other local familiar languages all became relevant factors.
Moreover, pre-primary pupils’ familiarity with SiLozi also has pedagogical implications on the language practices of the teachers and pupils. In the context of the present study, if learners are not familiar with SiLozi language of instruction, it would require translanguaging in order to ensure epistemic access. If on the other hand, pupils were familiar, exclusivity of SiLozi as medium of instruction become useful as the policy provision.
In brief, the results on teachers’ and pupils’ familiarity with SiLozi revealed that most pupils and some teachers were not familiar. It was concluded in this study that familiarity in the language of instruction is a pre requisite and significant in the classroom, since language played a central role in the teaching and learning process. Learning in an unfamiliar language creates communication challenges to both the teacher and learners. Therefore, it is acknowledged that it is this language that acts as a barrier to teaching and learning, hence pupils’ performance is poor and literacy levels are extremely low. Hence, it is very important that teachers who find themselves in bilingual or multilingual classroom where the language not familiar to learners is utilized find strategies that enable them to handle their learners’ linguistic challenges (Shilamba, 2012) to ensure epistemic access and facilitate adequate initial literacy development. 
6.3 Teachers and Learners’ Classroom Language Practices in Selected Pre-Primary Classrooms in Sibbinda Circuit
The second research objective aimed to analyse teachers’ and pupils’ language practices in selected pre-primary classrooms of Sibbinda Circuit. It was meant to generate data related to language practices in multilingual classrooms. This was important to determine whether the language practices were appropriate for epistemic access and initial literacy development. The study in the preceding section established that majority pupils and some teachers were not familiar with SiLozi (medium of instruction) thus, made it challenging for them to provide and receive effective instructions exclusively in SiLozi. Therefore, all teachers (six) resorted to translanguaging to ensure that all learners were accommodated in the learning processes. In short, the findings revealed that the pre-primary classrooms were characterized with multiple language practices to ensure epistemic access. Thus, translanguaging pedagogical language practices were employed to facilitate teaching and learning. 
From the lesson observed, all teachers were using translanguaging so as to ensure that all learners were accommodated and received instruction. Further, it was revealed that five of the teachers were using both SiLozi and local familiar language (s) as opposed to one (TD) who used much of SiLozi and English. Thus, while the one teacher employed translanguaging using SiLozi and English, the officially sanctioned languages, the practice disabled epistemic access. In this case, the adoption of the two officially sanctioned languages (SiLozi and English) resulted into symbolic violence as most of those learners who were not familiar were barred from receiving epistemic access. Lesson D from the forgoing chapter (5.4.1. Excerpt 4) showed that learners were not familiar with the languages of instruction (SiLozi and English) but the teacher continued teaching despite pupils’ not understanding and being inactive in lesson. The teacher’s practices seem to contradict the idea that effective instruction and initial literacy development relies largely on the learners’ familiarity level in the language of instruction and the extent to which they actively participate in the learning process. Qorro (2004) argued that, learners can only actively participate in knowledge creation if they are allowed to use a language they understand very well, which, in most cases, is the language that they usually speak in their home environment and day-to-day life. 
However, Mwanza (2016) argued that teachers, when in the classroom, have the power to choose language practices according to their own judgement of the classroom. He further clarifies that sometimes, teachers abuse their authority by making classroom decisions which do not support epistemic access by learners. In the context of this study, the teacher’s translanguaging practices left no room for the learners who were not familiar with the sanctioned languages. The implication is that translanguaging in the officially sanctioned school languages does not necessarily mean ensuring epistemic access. Moreover, it implied that the teacher lacked knowledge of the whole essence of translanguaging and what it really meant to translanguage. On the other hand, the teacher could be ignorant of translanguaging since it is regarded as a deficit, a sign of failure, and illicit rather than a legitimate classroom strategy. For these reasons, the teacher was less likely to use the learners’ linguistic repertoires when she was observed. The teacher’s practice could be due also to the Language policy that does not empower teachers to use translanguaging as the situation demanded, but rather the policy requires teachers subscribe to its guidelines. Similar findings were reported by Simasiku (2014) who found that teachers used English in the presence of a ministerial official but as soon as s/he left the classroom they reverted to using mother tongue.
In principle, the teacher viewed languages as a resource (Ruiz, 1984) and acknowledged the importance of translanguaging in providing a home environment for learners. Yet, were not applied as such. However, excluding learners’ familiar language impacts negatively on effective instruction as teacher centred teaching methods and techniques would be employed and epistemic access is disabled. Banda ( 2019) and ZuLu (2019) stated that language can be used both for inclusion and exclusion. Thus, language can enable or disable epistemic access. In fact, Banda & Mwanza (2017), Bwalya (2019) and Banda and Mwanza (2020) argued that language familiar to learners used as medium of instruction enable epistemic access while unfamiliar disable epistemic access. In this case a combination of SiLozi and English language can be used to exclude (disable epistemic access) learners who are not familiar or to enable epistemic acceess (inclusively) when the teacher uses translanguaging with pupils familiar language.  
Therefore, it can also be argued that language was observed as a problem and not as a resource or a right as suggested by Ruiz (1984). These findings also allude to teacher’s language attitudes and ideologies. It is clear where the teacher maintained the two officially sanctioned languages (SiLozi and English) despite most pupils not understanding the language (s) of instruction, that the teacher held opposing ideologies towards local languages. In other words the teacher held negative perceptions towards multilingualism and translanguaging pedagogical practices that involve pupils’ linguistic repertoires.  In this context, the teacher held “monolingual” ideologies where she believed that the classroom was space exclusively for sanctioned language (s) and the presence of other local familiar languages culminated into language interference. This is in line with Simfukwe, (2019) who found that some teachers held negative attitudes towards teaching literacy in Zambian familiar languages. Commenting on the importance of teacher attitudes towards teaching and learning, Simfukwe, (2019) and Mwanza (2017) advised that there is need for teachers to hold positive attitudes towards languages including local, zonal (predominant) or familiar languages in order to ensure epistemic access among learners of different language backgrounds and abilities.
The teachers language practices and ideology could also means that the teacher was not adequately informed of the multilingual pedagogical language practices and theorization of language teaching to recontextualise eductional knowledge. Moreover, the teacher’s language practices could also be explained by her lack of familiarity with the learners’ familiar language as established in this study (also see Mchazime, 2001; Mwanza, 2012; Mwanza and Bwalya, 2019). Her juxtaposition of SiLozi and English was meant to make up for her deficiency in vocabulary of the local familiar language and lacked appropriate language that would aid pupils’ understand of her teaching. The implication of this as Bwalya (2019) suggested is that teachers should make an effort to learn the local familiar language of the learners where they are deployed to enable access to information and facilitate learning. Probyn (2006), adds that all teachers need to understand the role of language in learning, how to develop learners’ proficiency in the language of learning and teaching and how to use the learners’ home language as a resource to develop conceptual understanding and bridge to learning additional languages. 
The study found that there was consistence in the manner in which both the teachers and learners were translanguaging. The majority of the lessons were taught in SiLozi and local languages which indicated that the teachers’ understood their learners’ language familiarity. The teachers employed the translanguaging approach which allowed the use of multiple languages to help the learners understand. They treated language as a resource to accommodate all learners in lesson. This approach augmented the learners’ participation in the lessons as it accommodated most of those who were not familiar with SiLozi (see 5.4.1 lesson excerpt 1,2,3,5 and 6). For instance, the third lesson was on drawing in Visual Art subject and from the lesson transcription it clearly showed that the teacher was striving to make the learners understand as she would mix SiLozi with both the local language (SiFwe), learners familiar language and (Mbalangwe), the teacher’s familiar language to guide learners in the lesson (5.4.1 excerpt 3: Lesson C). The teachers and learners were both using multiple languages, which implied that epistemic access was enabled in the pre-primary classroom. These findings were in line with Rabenoro (1999) who also found that for teachers to ensure epistemic access, they resorted to languages familiar to learners but which were not officially sanctioned for classroom instruction. This meant that equal access and equal educational opportunity requires that students be given an educational experience that is socially, linguistically, and academically meaningful (Riegelhaupt, 2000: 205). 
Riegelhaupt (2000) concludes that language use in multilingual classrooms must be pedagogically and linguistically sound, culturally relevant, and socially responsive. It must involve well trained teachers who understand the sociocultural reality of their students and know how to appropriately interact within the greater community while using linguistic strategies which support bilingualism and cognitive development. Language use in the classroom must not only mirror the community’s language use but must also provide an effective model and learning environment for bilingual students (Riegelhaupt, 2000, p. 213).
Further, during the interviews one teacher indicated that the syllabus and other teaching materials were written in English. Therefore, they were required to interpret the lessons in SiLozi and local language when teaching the pre-primary learners, so that they can could easily learn, since most learners were not familiar with SiLozi. The teacher’s response showed that teachers employed translanguaging as a whole, the implication that translanguaging was both in text and speech and by both teachers and learners. This finding contrasts Bwalya (2019) who found that teachers’ translanguaging practice were narrow.
6.4 Full-Translanguaging

Form the forgoing, teachers viewed language as resource to ensure epistemic access in both spoken and written form. Therefore, in contrast a “Full – Translanguaging” is revealed in the present study. However, there are similarities and differences between Bwalya (2019) findings and the present study. The similarity is that all instructional materials including the syllabus, schemes of work, lesson plans, learners’ text books, teacher’s resource manual, and most of the teaching-learning materials were all in English.  However, findings in the present study revealed that teachers interpreted these text into SiLozi language of instruction and explained in local familiar language, to mediate learning since learners were not familiar with SiLozi. This is the reason for Garcia (2009) to argue that translanguaging constitutes the multiple use of languages for meaning making and suggested that translanguaging may involve the reading of a text in several languages and talk about it in different languages. Secondly, contrary to Bwalya (ibid)’ results that all the exercises that teachers gave to learners were in English, teachers gave tasks in SiLozi and explained them in the learners familiar language and leaners predominantly completed them in the familiar language (cf. 5.4.1). Again this corresponds with Garcia (ibid)’s suggestion that a lesson can be given in one language and the exercises in another language. 

Thirdly, while Bwalya (ibid) found that all the writings on the board were in one language – English, in the present study the writings were in two languages – SiLozi and English (see 5.4.1 Lesson  B, C and D) and later discussed in the learners familiar language for meaning making. Hence, Garcia (ibid) added that learners can have the lesson in the official language and take notes in their own languages. Lastly, translanguaging in Bwalya (ibid) study involved teachers only, in contrast both teachers and learners were involved. Thus, teachers allowed learners to use their linguistic repertoires and themselves (teachers) used their linguistic resources to facilitate the learning process and provide epistemic access to learners for meaning making. This also resonates with the view that translanguaging involves both learners and teachers using all the languages at their disposal for meaning making Garcia (ibid). Moreover, teachers’ action of using and allowing learners to use familiar local language corresponds with Bernstein, (1990:169) when he argued that horizontal discourse can be used as a resource to access the vertical discourse when he stated that, “segments of horizontal discourse become resources to facilitate access to vertical discourse.....” In fact, Mwanza (2016) argued that it is impossible for one to teach the formal language without recognising the linguistic resources and knowledge which learners come with to the classroom. Thus, one language is not better than another. Therefore, this implied that the interplay of both the horizontal (unofficial and illegitimised language – other local languages, SiFwe for example) and vertical discourse (official and legitimised language – SiLozi and English) were central in ensuring epistemic access among learners for initial literacy development.

The classroom language practices by teachers in this study are what Peirce (1989)  cited in Martínez (2017) noted as pedagogy of possibilities, which means pedagogies that encourages teachers to reconsider which language discourse practices are possible. Also, it is what Bernstein (1990) referred to as recontextualisation, the appropriation of other discourse and bringing them into special relation with each other for the purposes of their selective transmission and acquisition.  Bourne (2006) equated recontextualisation to teacher’s interpretation and application of the policy and methods of teaching in order for the policy and method to be relevant and appropriate to the specific learning and teaching situation. In this case, recontextualisation included teachers’ reinterpretation and reapplication of the language in education policy ensure epistemic access. Therefore, Full – Translanguaging here implied making use of the pedagogical language practices and choices to adapt the lesson to the linguistic context of the learners to best achieve teaching and learning in the multilingual pre-primary classrooms of Sibbinda Circuit.
Apart from recotextualisation, teachers’ language practices also revealed the power relation that existed between government, teachers and learners in the classroom in terms of language choices; the relationship between the dominant and the dominated controlled weak group (Mwanza, 2016). Haugen (2009:12) observed that “power relations are exercised and negotiated in discourse” in classrooms. The implication that both teachers and learners have the power to resist, negotiate or accept policy and teachers’ directives. In this case, both teachers and learners negotiated top down directives by involving language choices and practices which were not recommended but were responsive to the linguistic abilities of the learners in ensure epistemic access, enhancing effective instruction and facilitating initial literacy development. The practice by teachers also implied that they recognised and implemented the linguistic rights of learners to learn in their familiar language (SiFwe) and the language (SiLozi) of ‘wider communication’ as stated by UNESCO (2003). These practices mean that epistemic access was enabled through the language choices and practices of the teachers and learners. As stated by the teachers, the purpose for translanguaging was to mediate learning, which means that the teachers were interested in the process as their focus was on providing access to acquire acknowledge. In this case, it would therefore not be surprising that a few learners’ performed better in the oral familiar language test. 
In brief, the findings revealed aspects of full translanguaging which implies that teachers and learners classroom language practices constituted translanguaging as a whole. This is because the language practices were both in written and spoken form and by teachers and learners in multiple languages – SiLozi, English, and Local familiar languages (SiFwe, Mbalangwe, Mbukushu, Totela and Subia).
6.5 Epistemic Access through Multiple Language Practices
The study has revealed that translanguaging strategies enables epistemic access to bilingual and multilingual learners and teachers alike in the SiLozi medium class. The findings indicated that the use of translanguaging was the suitable alternative pedagogical means to provide the pre-primary learners with opportunities to make sense of the subject content and to maximise their participation in the SiLozi medium for initial literacy. For instance, in lesson B (5.5.1 excerpt 2) the teacher asked how the legs were called in SiFwe. Upon realizing that pupils did not understand the question in SiLozi, she interpreted the question in her familiar language (Mbalangwe). This practice helped some pupils who were able to understand the teachers’language to understand question and were able to link to their familiar languages, hence one pupils managed to respond to the question using her familiar language (SiFwe). This meant that pupils in the lesson were able to listen to the information in one language (SiLozi) and explaining the gist of it orally in another (Mbalangwe) and talk about it in another (SiFwe). That is instruction in a familiar language is relevant for meaningful learning to the child, since it facilitates the transfer of linguistic skills to acquire the language of instruction in a multingual environment, hence enabling epistemic access and facilitating initial literacy development. 
The implication here is that there was target language learning and acquisition, language production and lexis development. This means that the children were able to associate the words {matende [legs]} in both SiFwe and Mbalangwe to the word {mautu [legs]} in SiLozi, implying that children would have developed the SiLozi vocabulary, hence acquiring SiLozi target language of instruction and increasing their linguistic knowledge and initial literacy development. It is this complex way of making sense of the language of instruction that translanguaging pedagogical practice enhances epistemic access to learners and teachers in heterogeneous classrooms. Thus, instruction in the familiar language is more effective and meaningful, because it enables pupils to learn from unknown to known. At the same time, when initial litearcy is provided in the language that is familiar to both the teacher and learners, the teacher can establish if learning has taken place or not and be able to identify the learning challenges experienced by learners and which learners requires further assistance. The findings validates the benefits of translanguaging as an effective medium of instruction in initial literacy pedagogy in the pre-primary. 
These findings are consistent with Hassan and Ahmed (2015) assertion that translanguaging as a pedagogical language practice enables certain concepts to be reinforced through repetition in several languages and clarified in much more details as opposed to using one language. Garcia and Li-Wei (2014) also observes that translanguaging involves issues of language production, the function of language and thought process behind language use. Here, the findings question monolingual bias in the teaching of SiLozi language literacy where the learners’ familiar languages are often excluded. 
It implies, therefore, that teaching SiLozi initial literacy in isolation from the learners’ familiar languages disables epistemic access and development of language and requisite initial literacy. Thus, it is not appropriate, given that language and literacy are socially situated processes in which learners are socialized into a particular community’s meaning making practice. As Makalela (2015: 27) asserts that classroom translanguaging is concomitant to the view that multilingualism is a social practice and its practices form part of a normal brain activity where language systems are not separated and used in segmented and isolated boxes (Wei, 2011).
The study findings clearly shows that when translanguaging is appropriately used as a pedagogic practice, where input in one language is purposefully juxtaposed to the language of output (Makalela, 2015), is an effective way to teach languages in multilingual contexts. This implies that when multiple languages are employed to teach initial literacy in SiLozi in multilingual pre-primary classrooms, symbolic violence will be counteracted and lead to democratization of the classroom, which in-turn would result to maximum pupil participation and full epistemic access for most learners. This affirms the short falls of the exclusivity of SiLozi as language of instruction for initial literacy in the pre-primary classrooms.

Moreover, epistemic access was enabled when teachers translated teaching materials and lessons from English to SiLozi and pupils familiar language. This meant that during the translation and interpretation process there was language production by both teachers and learners. Therefore, both teachers and learners not familiar in either of the languages being used during instruction would have developed vocabulary which in turn enabled the teacher to provide and learners receive instruction meaningfully. 
In short the study concluded that translanguaging enabled epistemic access to the multilingual pre-primary children learning initial literacy in SiLozi in the pre-primary classrooms in Sibbinda circuit. Consistent with Makalela (2015), the findings of the study has shown that the pre-primary teachers embraced the translanguaging approach, which gave room for changing conceptualization of language, particularly towards pupil’s linguistic repertoires as social communicative and learning tools  worthy to ensure meaningful learning opportunities for all learners; enhancing positive language teaching and learning experiences; engendering and naturalizing multilingualism as a classroom norm and investing in their multiple linguistic identities.
6.6 Challenges Teachers and Learners Face with Silozi Sole Language of Instruction

This objective was third and according to the findings presented in the previous chapter, it was shown that pre-primary teachers and learners of Sibbinda Circuit were faced with numerous challenges while teaching and learning in SiLozi. 

The findings in this study showed that teachers had difficulties communicating with pupils when they used SiLozi exclusively as many of them were not familiar. The study established that pupils found it challenging to understand when instruction was provided solely in SiLozi since SiLozi and other Zambezi region local familiar language were not mutually intelligible which implied that there were limited vocabulary between local familiar language  and SiLozi. It can therefore be concluded that pupils’ inadequacy of vocabulary in SiLozi, the medium of instruction hindered epistemic access and acquisition of adequate initial literacy. The finding seem to suggest that learners find it difficult to understand languages which are not native to them and this is line with Schroeder (2004) in Chinyama (2016) who states that where the languages are not native to pupils, many of them fail to speak or fully understand them. Harris (2011), on the educational challenges in Namibia found that a high proportion of learners were unable to understand their subjects well enough due to language problems. Also, Likando and Wolhuter (2013: 161), discussing the “formidable challenges” that face the Namibian education system, mention “the problem of the language of learning and teaching not being the same as the first language of the teachers and learners alike.” This means that learning in an unfamiliar language disables, rather than enables epistemic access. The challenge with unfamiliar language of instruction is that sometimes cognitive development and language learning are confused and makes it difficult for teachers to determine whether pupils have difficulty in understanding the concept itself or the language of instruction (Magulu, 2016).
The study, found that pupils were not exposed to SiLozi in their daily communication oustside the classroom environment. The challenge could be attributed to the fact that not all inhabitants of the Zambezi region spoke SiLozi in their communities but spoke different languages. Furthermore, it was found in this study that due to the linguistic context of the Zambezi region, SiLozi was considered not a Namibian indigenous language but a ‘foreign language’ functioning as lingua franca and not necessarily ‘first language’ as prescribed by the constitution and the language policy of the Namibian schools. These findings are consistent with Nzwala (2015), Tötemeyer (2010) and Ministry of Education and Culture (1993). The findings confirms that second language is not only English but also a local language a child is not very familiar with. In this case, SiLozi is second language to most of the pupils in the Zambezi region. It was found that many pupils (and teachers alike) only accessed SiLozi as a new language during lessons in classrooms at school, as the day-to-day communication was conducted in the indigenous languages which were spoken in the communities. This finding was also reported by Ankonga (2018), Lumbu, (2013). It can therefore be concluded that pupils exposure and interaction in SiLozi is limited to the classroom. Therefore, this limited exposure implies that pupils in the Zambezi region would be expected to be limited in familiarity with SiLozi. Familiarity in any language improves with the daily exposure to that particular language both in the home and school provided that it is used in communication on regular basis with fluent speakers of that language.
The study, further revealed during lesson observation that most of the learners found it difficult, if not impossible, to express themselves in SiLozi which affected their interaction. However, Ankonga (2018) argued that difficult to express oneself is also influenced by many factors such confidence and knowledge of something. While this might be true, the fact remains that familiarity with the language of instruction instils confidence and knowledge of many things if not everything. In fact, lack of it impedes cognitive perception, if pupils struggle to master an unfamiliar language and to express themselves in it, they instead of enthusiasm, develop anxiety and lose confidence and interest to enquire for more (Totemeyer, 2010). In a classroom context, pupils cannot participate in an interaction which promotes learning (5.4.1 Lesson D).  They become voiceless and development of independent thinking and decision-making is shuttered. As a result many children lose zeal to learn when taught in a language they struggle to understand and literacy achievement dwindles. 
In short, education in an unknown language disables just about every area of development, particularly epistemic access, initial literacy, language development and the quality of life in general. Hence, many studies reviewed in the literature advocate the idea of laying a foundation in multiple languages in heterogeneous classrooms as this helps learners to understand things concretely and with ease. Nevertheless, teachers and learners resorted to the use of multiple languages to help develop learners’ familiarity with SiLozi, initial literacy and ensure epistemic access. Riegelhaupt (2000) states that the teacher creates a scaffold by using both languages alternately to convey increasingly specific and complex information, while connecting the new information to the information already presented. The findings indicated that the language preferences by both the teachers and principals was the use of other local familiar language in support of SiLozi (multiple languages). The findings are consistent with Mkandawire (2017), Koker (2019) who postulated that instruction in multilingual junior primary classrooms was effective with the use of multiple languages. It is noted from the findings that lack of familiarity in the language of instruction disables epistemic access and makes learning very challenging and retrogressive. As can be noted from the performance of learners in the familiar language test results that their achievements were very low. 
Learners’ lack of familiarity with SiLozi could also be as a result of inconsistent language policy from pre-school to formal elementary primary school which was also mentioned as challenge in the pre-primary classrooms where SiLozi was the medium of instruction. The study found that while the policy in formal elementary school mandated that children receive instruction in the mother tongue (SiLozi) in the pre-primary, it was not the case with pre-schools as they used different languages of their choice depending on the environment where these preschools were located. It was mentioned during interviews that preschools located in urban areas used English and local familiar language (SiFwe in this case) for those in rural settings. In that regard one principal suggested that the formal should have two sections where one is an English medium and the other SiLozi to avoid confusing leaner. While this was a good suggestion, the fact still remains that these classrooms would be multilingual and some learners would still lack familiarity in the medium of instruction since would not be their familiar languages that would be used.   This implied that learners were exposed to multiple languages already but were to be instructed in monolingual SiLozi which they were not exposed to in the nursery schools. This means that their language familiarity with SiLozi was not enough. Therefore, majority of the learners taught in SiLozi MoI had a familiarity deficiency with adequate vocabulary of SiLozi, hence contributing to teachers’ inability to teach effectively and pupils’ inability to learn well. This finding is also confirmed by the transcribed responses of the lesson observations which showed that pupils responded in multiple language during interaction with the teacher (cf. 5.4.1), also see the responses of the familiar language test (cf. 5.3.1 table 5.3).
The findings in this study further indicated that some teachers believe that teaching exclusively in SiLozi was a quite challenging task because some of them lacked vocabulary to translate teaching materials which were written in English since there were limited teaching resources mainly for mother tongue instruction (SiLozi). It was established that all the teaching materials were written in English and it was the task of the teachers to interpret them into SiLozi.  Begi (2014) cited in Ankonga (2018) states that teachers who have children from different ethnic groups,  will have difficulty in translating certain words into mother tongue of each child, difficulty at understanding all words as well as difficulty to do correct pronunciation at the same time lacking culturally relevant materials. Malone and Malone (2011) concur by saying that learners do not speak or understand neither the official language of the country nor the official language of the school can be found in the classroom. It was mentioned by two teachers that at times it was difficult to translate concepts from English into Silozi. In that regard, one of the teachers stated that sought for assistance from other teachers but she suggested that they be provided with SiLozi dictionaries. This finding was also reported by Lumbu (2013) in the Oshana, Ankonga (2018) in Oshana and Oshikoto and Koker (2019) in Khomas regions of Namibia.
The issue of translating material from English to African languages in Namibian schools is historical and is left unattended to. Brock-Utne (1995: 25–26), reported that teachers complained that they were required to translate syllabi for the indigenous languages written in English by subject advisers. They did not agree with the Western content and teaching methods of the syllabi intended for the teaching of Namibia children. Many textbooks were poor translations of South African books written in English and Afrikaans. They were lacking in cultural specific content. There was greater satisfaction with the school readers but there was a wish that those books should contain stories that transmit cultural knowledge such as stories with traditional ceremonies, folktales, myths, legends and praises.

Moreover, the findings were in tandem with Nzwala (2015) who found that teacher trainees claimed that words in English had no Silozi equivalents and thus used them in English since they were required to translate teaching materials form English to SiLozi. Commenting on finding equivalent words in SiLozi, O’Sulliavan, (1993) noted that sometimes it was not possible to do so, because one did not exist. For instance, there are no SiLozi words for “computer, and helicopter, memory stick”, just as there is no one English word for “kulokulikuñwi” (all together in one place). This means that some words in both SiLozi and English used in everyday speech cannot be translated by single words. Thus, O’Sulliavan, (1993) advised that where the exact equivalents were difficult to find, it would be helpful to use the generic term. In other words, where equivalent concepts do not exist it was advisable to adopt and adapt as it is an acceptable practice of language development. For instance, English words like “pot, book, school, etc.”, found no equivalents in SiLozi but have been adopted and adapted to “poto, buka, sikolo” in spelling and pronunciation. It was therefore not surprising that teachers and learner adopted and adapted some vocabulary words from different languages in their speech during lesson observation to mitigate and counteract the challenges of equivalent words in SiLozi and ensure epistemic access. The implication of this finding suggest that while translanguaging was a pedagogical language practice, it was also a tool for language development.

The study also found that some teachers were not competent to teach mother tongue (SiLozi) and also were not familiar with the local language which made it difficult to translanguage to provide epistemic access (cf. 5.4.1 Lesson 4). NIED (2011) found that some teachers were not competent to teach the mother tongue (L1) effectively or use mother tongue as medium of instruction as a tool to develop the second language (L2). Further, the finding are supported by the Alidou and Brock-Utne (2006) in Ankonga (2018) who indicated that teachers might struggle with the correct vocabulary. This problem leads learners into confusion if the teachers do not know what to say, thus, teachers need to be well prepared to avoid this kind of confusion and makes effective teaching possible. The findings of this study were similarly to Chibesakunda & Mulenga (2019), Sampa (2019), Zulu, (2019) in Zambia who postulated that, there was usually a discrepancy between the language used as medium of teaching and the language spoken by teachers and learners hence it hindered the learners’ active participation in class. Inconsistencies in the deployment and training of teachers were also observed by Banda, Mostert, & Wikan (2012) and Chinyama (2016) who found that they were sometimes deployed in regions that used different Zambian language for literacy which was different the familiar language of the teacher. Also, at higher institutions, teachers were not trained in teaching literacy in the local Zambian languages and these hindered teachers in ensuring epistemic access to the children and contribute to low literacy levels. However, it must be mentioned here that it not the case with Namibia teachers for junior primary (Pre-Primary and Grades 1 – 3), teachers are trained in teaching literacy in the officially sanctioned local Namibia languages, particularly at the University of Namibia, however some are trained in English in private institutions. Also, they are posted in regions with the same Namibian language for literacy with that of the teacher. Thus, both teachers and learners are familiar in the language of initial literacy instruction and therefore literacy levels are expected to be different.

However, the Zambian situation is similar to the findings of the current study in that some regions like Zambezi in this case are multilingual and Namibian languages like SiLozi in this context are sanctioned as medium of instruction premised on the notion that it was ‘predominant. Similar to the Zambian context of the seven regional languages, SiLozi is politically based on regional unification and linguistic harmonization in heterogeneous classrooms.
Lack of teaching and learning materials was one of the main challenges that teachers and learners were faced with in SiLozi.  This problem is recurrent and not receiving special attention as was also reported by Tötemeyer, (2010) and Kirchner, Alexander, & Totemeyer (2014). The findings were also consistent with Koker (2019), Ankonga (2018) who mentioned that lack of materials hindered effective teaching as it took time for teachers to translate the materials from English to mother tongue medium of instruction. It was an extra workload for the teachers.  It was found in this study that teachers had challenges to teach SiLozi to learners who were not familiar with it without necessary materials written in SiLozi. In fact, a study by the Ministry of Basic Education and Culture (1996) established that materials were not systematically adapted to gradually build the child’s literacy skills. Teachers were worried about the inferior quality of teaching and learning materials they used, which according to them were not ideal for early graders without preprimary support or background. This view implies that the use of appropriate teaching material is crucial to help learners understand the subject content presented to them better. However, while two principals argued that materials were available in SiLozi though insufficient, it was found that those that were available were teacher made and were of poor quality and thus could not effectively aid the teaching and learning to ensure epistemic access. Insufficient and inappropriate materials in SiLozi pushes pre-primary teachers to embrace materials whose content, activities, language and culture appropriateness are inappropriate for learner progress. This mean that inadequate and inappropriate teaching and learning materials can be detrimental to effective curriculum implementation which in turn affect epistemic access and  initial literacy levels.
 The dilemma of teaching materials in schools in Namibia is nationwide challenge (Lumbu, 2013) and this problem may eventually fail to address teachers and learners’ needs to deliver and ensure inclusive and equitable quality and relevant education, which creates lower possibilities of maximizing learners’ full potential in SiLozi. Provision of appropriate and adequate teaching and learning materials is crucial for ensuring epistemic access and initial literacy development. 
Moreover, teachers were challenged with big class sizes which was a result of lack of infrastructure. It was found in this study that the teacher- learner ration was uneven to the disadvantage of some teachers as the numbers of learners were reported higher than the recommended one by policy. As established by the study, it was quite challenging for one teacher to give individual attention to a total of 46 pre-primary scholars in order to provide the necessary guidance in areas of need during the teaching and learning process. Thus, the teachers did not have time to interact with the children to assist them gain adequate knowledge for literacy development in the in the target language SiLozi. As mentioned earlier, lack of infrastructure contributed to big classroom size.  It was also found that there was a shortage of classrooms, human resource (teachers) and teaching materials to split learners as per policy guidelines, hence, 46 were taught in one class by one teacher. Thus, infrastructure hinders effective classroom instruction and hence poor literacy development.
Moreover, the study found that the majority (five) of the teachers did not have the minimum diploma qualification required for a teacher to teach in Namibian schools.  This finding is in contrast to Lumbu (2013) suggestion that there were adequately qualified teachers. It is the researcher’s conclusion that most of the teachers have been teaching initial literacy in SiLozi in the pre-primary without appropriate qualifications. It can therefore be concluded that some teachers in the pre-primary might have been deployed on the assumption that when one speaks the language he/she can teach that language. This means that the least qualified teachers were allocated to teach the local languages in schools, particularly in the pre-primary. It can therefore be said that pre-primary classrooms are for the “under/unqualified” since their level of education cannot be questioned by the young children who always believe and trust in everything they teach them.  Totemeyer (2010), also established that some principals were inclined to assigning the most poorly qualified teachers to teach the Namibia languages. This practice demonstrates the low regard in which principals and teachers hold the mother tongues and contributes to the wide-spread prejudice that local languages are inferior languages Totemeyer (2010). 
Unqualified and underqualified teachers are ineffective to handle initial literacy in the early phase of education. The main challenge of these teachers is that they may tend to ignore, skip and leave out those topics they consider and find problematic to handle. Thus pupils are inadequately prepared. The quality of teacher professional training determines the quality and effectiveness of education. Therefore, poor quality teachers bears poor quality education. The conclusion of this, is that the quality of pre-primary teachers will determine the effectiveness of SiLozi curriculum implementation and pupils’ initial literacy development. The pre-primary lacks well trained and motivated teaching staff in order to effectively succeed in the development of basic literacy.
Therefore some of the challenges experienced so fa, most particularly in the Namibia languages include the lack of professionally qualified teachers to teach initial literacy in SiLozi in the pre-primary classroom. However, three school principal mentioned that teachers were pursuing further studies. The five teachers were in their final year of studies enrolled in the In-Service Teacher Education Diploma in Junior Primary Education commonly referred to as In-Service Education Training (INSET). The program was initiated by the Ministry of Education, Arts and Culture and UNAM, specifically tailored to the needs of unqualified and under qualified serving teachers to obtain the necessary qualifications, skills and knowledge to teach SiLozi in the JPP. Further studies could equip teachers with various teaching methods, how to apply the Eclectic Approach, Translanguaging and Learner Centered Approach (LCA) successfully and learn how to incorporate multilingual pedagogical practices and theories in their teaching to accommodate all learners during lesson presentations and cope with the challenges they may face in their multilingual classrooms.

Nevertheless, poor, or lack, of teacher qualifications can constrain effective teaching as both content, methodology and approach may be either absent or level inappropriate. Both Cullingford (2005) and Nakabugo et al. (2008) argue that effective teaching can be constrained by a lack of content knowledge. An inadequately qualified teacher can thus not be expected to teach effectively despite adequate familiarity with the language of instruction. This means that familiarity with SiLozi language of instruction is not an indicator of one being adequately qualified to teach SiLozi in the pre-primary classroom. Therefore, effective delivery require not only knowledge of the language of instruction but also adequate understanding of applicable methods, techniques, approaches and styles which promote active participation in the process of learning and facilitates pupils understanding of the subject matter. This means that an adequate qualification with familiarity with the language of instruction enables teachers to use a participatory and learner centred kind of teaching methods and lack of it forces them to employ a traditional and teacher-centred teaching approaches. Therefore, lack of qualification by teachers contributed to some of the major challenges they faced.
These findings about poor teacher competence and lack of familiarity to the medium of instruction have implication on teacher training. Manchishi and Mwanza (2018) advices teacher training institutions to tailor their teacher preparation to the needs of the schools where they will teach upon graduation. This is because as Kombe and Mwanza (2019) as well as Banda and Mwanza (2020) put it, teacher preparedness is key to the success of a teacher. However, effective teacher preparation should start within college/university through effective peer teaching Manchinshi and Mwanza (2016) and later during teaching practice Manchinshi and Mwanza (2013) before they are deployed they are deployed. Teachers need to possess adequate content, methods and the right attitude (Mwanza, 2016) because lack of thorough and adequate understanding leads to misapplication or misimplementation the curriculum (Mwanza, 2017).
6.7 Measures to Address Teachers and Learners’ Challenges
While this was not part of the research objective it was an emerging them. Participants suggested that teachers should be allowed to use multiple language languages to ensure epistemic access and initial literacy development in SiLozi. In other words, translanguaging should be legitimised as a pedagogical language practice so that teachers will be free to have language practices that truly and holistically reflect the multilingual nature of their classrooms. Furthermore, they mentioned that schools through government grants should procure SiLozi dictionaries to ease their work of translating, since they did not have suitable SiLozi teaching material and most of those available at the schools were in English. Teacher said that were required to translate them (materials) to correlate with SiLozi language of instruction which also was thought to easy interpretation in the local language familiar to learners for comprehension of the subject matter. Moreover, they also suggested that schools together with educational stakeholders should find amicable means to provide adequate infrastructure, together with providing teaching materials and human resource (teachers). Lastly, they mentioned that parents should get involved in the education of their children, they emphasised that parents were the primary teachers of their, therefore, should engage their children in conversations where they use both SiLozi and familiar language, and should equally communicate with teachers to find out their progress and areas of need. 
Apart from the above mentioned measures to the challenges face by teachers and learners in teaching and learning of SiLozi, also teachers mentioned that they used other approaches and techniques to help learners understand the lessons. Translanguaging being the umbrella was mentioned by all teacher.  Teachers believed that using multiple languages through interpretation and translation was appropriate for pre-primary teaching. They also mentioned techniques such as demonstration and use of verbal and none verbal language as very important strategies to use in the teaching of children who did not understand the medium of instruction. They believed that the techniques would help pupils to associate none verbal language to verbal language both in the familiar language and SiLozi after interpretations. Repetition was another strategy mentioned that teachers used to help learners associate and recall formerly learned subject matter. Lastly, teachers stressed the use of teaching aids which included posters, pictures, flashcards and concrete objects and any other material that would help learners understand the lesson.
From the forgoing, it is observed that teachers were not only limited to speech but used a variety of resources to communicate meaning in the classroom and make learning more relevant, interesting and motivating for learners while they learnt initial literacy in SiLozi. Simply put is that teachers were multimodal and eclectic in their teaching. This implies that multimodal and eclectic approaches, techniques and strategies when used appropriately in the classroom where the language of instruction is not familiar to learners can help the teacher to easily clarify concepts and makes it easier for learners to easily understand the concepts under consideration. Therefore, it can be concluded that translanguaging is multimodal and eclectic hence making it an appropriate means of enabling epistemic. In fact, Banda (2019) and Mwanza (2016) argue that translanguaging is multimodal in that it transcends verbal and written modes of language to other mediated and mediatized modes and related literacies learners bring to the classroom. This means that translanguaging promotes inclusion and encourages maximum learner participation in classrooms where language used is unfamiliar which in turn enables epistemic access.
In brief teachers and were confronted with numerous challenges which included; lack of familiarity with SiLozi by learners, lack of teaching and learning  materials, lack of vocabulary by teachers to translate teaching materials written in English, inconsistent language policy from pre-school to primary school and lack of infrastructure and overcrowding and lack of qualification by teachers. However, through multilingual pedagogical practices such as translanguaging most of the challenges were being attended to.
6.8 Suitability of SiLozi as sole language of initial literacy instruction in the Zambezi education Region
The fourth objective was meant to establish whether SiLozi exclusively was appropriate for use as medium of initial literacy instruction in selected pre-primary classrooms of Sibbinda Circuit.
The findings of this study revealed mixed views towards SiLozi medium. As observed from the interview results in chapter five, most of the teachers, principals and parents were of the view that SiLozi was an appropriate language of instruction. The main reason for their view was that Zambezi region was multilingual, hence the classrooms were inherently multingual. Therefore, SiLozi was thought to be the most suitable language as it would unite and make pupils understand one another as compared to other local languages in the classrooms. This view implied that language was a problem Ruiz (1984, 2010) and therefore, SiLozi monolingual instruction was appropriate for linguistic harmonization and pupils’ unification in those multilingual pre-primary classrooms. This finding is consistent with Benjamin (2004:15), who argued that the language policy’s main objective was to unite and harmonize the Namibian people of different linguistic backgrounds and avoid tribalism that will oppose national unity in education, economic, politics and social sectors. This means the policy is not in support of multilingualism as it suggests. Phillipson, Skutnabb-Kangas and Africa as quoted by Melber (1985) in Tötemeyer, (2010) stated that the Namibian language agenda was reinforcing inequalities, the creation or perpetuation of elites and causing the denial, stigmatization and underdevelopment of mother tongues.

Furthermore, they reasoned that SiLozi medium was appropriate since it was the sole language accorded with national status and recognized for educational purposes in the Zambezi region. As such, it was amply developed to help leaners acquire adequate knowledge compared to other local languages. This shows negative perceptions towards other local languages not officially sanctioned. It meant that familiar language was inferior to meet the educational and political demands of the society. It is concurred that failing or banning the use of mother tongue signifies that first language is being inferior (Yadav, 2014). However, educational and political matters are best met with familiar language because one gets closer to the people and the intended message is conveyed and comprehended with ease. Tötemeyer (2010) also observed that lack of standard orthography was the main reason for other local familiar languages not to offered as medium of instruction in schools in the Zambezi region. However, she argued that language use and development worked in juxtaposition, one being the dynamo for the other, impilying that if the decision was take by authorities that some of the hitherto oral languages were be medium of instruction, then an orthography and the requisite vocabulary to describe certain concepts for which no words exist, would be developed, hence the languages begin developing. 
Resistance of familiar language as medium of instruction by policy makers at the expense of predominant local language causes conflicts. This is understandable in the light of the fact that the SiLozi language is a bone of contention in the Zambezi region (Tötemeyer 2010). This has a significant impact on the learners and teacher’ language learning opportunities because lack of coonection on other languages may make pupils not to participate in the lesson ultimately hinder the acquisition of the language of instruction.  Harlech-Jones quotes Berger (1976: 210) as follows: ‘Policies that ignore the indigenous definitions of a situation will fail.’ The effect of an Utopian language policy on the education of the already most disadvantaged, is that they are ‘rendered voiceless and not able to make themselves heard in public debate owing to lack of command of the official language; they are dispossessed of the dominant language, passive, helpless, confused and profoundly suspicious of government’ (Harlech-Jones, 1995: 22–23). Melber (1985: 34) also warns with the chilling slogan: ‘A voiceless people, die a soundless death.’ It also means there is no space for cultural studies to educate learners to take pride in an own cultural identity, learn from one another and develop appreciation for other cultures.
However, while they held positive views towards SiLozi, they also acknowledged that SiLozi was a challenge for children in the pre-primary because they were not familiar and did not understand it. Therefore, they argued that other indigeneous languages could be used to support SiLozi medium. This finding dissmiss the earlier view of the majority and agrees with few that the exclusivty of SiLozi was not appropriate. These findings are in line with Ndeleki (2015) in Zambia, who found that while teachers in sub urban were in favor of the medium of instruction (Nyanja) they claimed that there was need to employ translanguaging  to faciliate learning. This contrast the findings of Iipinge (2018) and Mwanza (2017) in which teachers’ held monolingual purist language ideologies and their negative perceptions towards unofficial languages which resulted into symbolic violence. These views signify a shift in thought and conceptualisation of languages from purist, monoglossic ideologies to heteroglossic set of resources and their use as a social practice meaning making resource in the education of bilingual students Parra (2018). The views are at par with recent developments in the study of language in multilingual contexts which reject the ideology of languages as separate and bounded entities and instead project languages as single units situated set of resources for ensuring epistemic access and their use as a social practice meaning making resource.
In this case, the positive views held by teachers, principals and parents towards other indegenous languages as communicative tools in the SiLozi medium are testament that the the use of multiple languages not only give an opportunity and voice to learners to participate effectively in the lessons but also ensures meaningful learning and development of requisite initial literacy in the language of instruction, thereby enabling epistemic access in target language SiLozi. This means the use of pupils’ sociolinguistic resources lessen learning and enables authentic language and litearcy development. The conclusion based on this finding was that exclusivity of SiLozi as language of instruction was not appropriate in selected multilingual pre-primary classrooms of Sibbinda circuit. 
From the foregoing, it clear that it is possible to hold positive views towards sacntioned language of instruction but does not necessarily mean being in support of its exclusive use. Thus, positve views towards SiLozi does not mean teachers, principals and parents supporting its exclusive use to facilitate teaching and learning. Therefore, to enable epistemic access and facilitate meaningful learning and development of requisite literacy in the SiLozi medium in multilingual clasrooms requires not only positive views but the knowledge of learners’ familiarity with SiLozi, cognitive advantages of familiar language as well as the will to employ pedagogical language practices that ensure inclusive learning.
These findings also corresponds with Cummins (2015) who argued that despite the monolingual education language policies, teachers have the pedagogical freedom in their classroom to come up with classroom activities and practices which would promote learning among learners from linguistically diverse backgrounds. This entails that even in the presence of the Namibian education policy where SiLozi is the sole language of instruction in the junior primary phase, teachers have the pedagogical freedom to permit learners linguistic repertoires and use them as resources to promote learning. It also means that teachers should not just receive and implement policies because they were from central government. Instead, they should negotiate changes that will not only be beneficial to them but enhance and mediate students learning. Thus, a change from a monolingual towards a multilingual approach regarding home languages in education would be most successful when initiated by teachers at school and classroom level. Infact, Mwanza (2020) found that in Zambia, the lack of multilingual classroom practices by teachers influneced by the national policy and coloniality accounted for the continued low literacy levels in the country. He concluded that the period of using mother tongue before transitioning to a second language did not matter in literacy achievement but the democratisaion of the classroom which enables epistemic access.
Further, the findings implies that in the teaching of SiLozi language, the initial literacies of learners’ home or familiar languages could also be used as stepping stones in the learning and development of the required initial literacy in SiLozi. The multilingual ideologies held by teachers, principals and parents are in agreement with the notions of vertical and horizontal discourses to teaching. As stated earlier, vertical discourses describes the officially sanctioned languages while horizontal discourses are the unofficial ones largely shared by teachers, parents and learners. In the context of this study, SiLozi language as recommended by policy forms the vertical discourse. On the other hand, other regional varieties such as SiFwe in the case of this study fall under the horizontal discourse. Thus, the indegenous languages form part of the learners’ background which a teacher need to consider when preparing the lesson as well as when teaching. This means that the vertical and horizontal discourses should work hand in hand to enhance learning achievements by the learner. In this case, learners’ familiar languages become building blocks or resources which learners and teachers will use to access SiLozi the target medium of instruction and gradually move away from the local familiar language varieties.

Moreover, the multilingual ideologies also suggests and correspond with the view that alternative bilingual models of classroom practices such as translanguaging could help the learners of SiLozi and teachers alike to mitigate and counteract the negative effects of monolingual language ideologies and policies as well as to link home and school multilingual literacy practices and identities (Banda 2010; Creese and Blackledge 2010; Mwanza, 2016). This means that translanguaging was the appropriate pedagogical language practice in the teaching of initial literacy in SiLozi. As Garcia (2014) noted that translanguaging entails allowing students to draw from their home languages in the process of learning the target language and teachers accept it as legitimate pedagogical practice. Also, Garcia and Sylvan (2011:385) stated that it is “the constant adaptation of linguistic resources in the service of meaning making”. This is implies that language should be viewed as permeable resources that could be used in the classroom for meaning making in which learners’ linguistic resources become useful in classroom communication (Banda and Mwanza 2017, Mwanza and Bwalya, 2019). In this case, translanguaging in the SiLozi medium does not only give a voice to learners who would not communicate when SiLozi was used exclusively but ensures epistemic access and lessens teaching and learning process for the maximum benefit and development of both familiarity and requisite initial literacy in the Silozi language. In other words, “rather than being divisive, linguistic diversity should be valued and seen as fully compatible with national unity” Ruiz (2010: 162) , educationa development and most importantly, language and literacy maximisation.  
The findings in this study in which teachers, principals and parents held opposing views that SiLozi was not appropriate while suggesting English as the most suitable language for instruction are in tandem with findings from other studies. Banda, Mostert, & Wikan (2012), Mostert, et al. (2012), Ausiku (2010) and Ashton et al, (2008) found that, in Namibia parents and principals preferred English for both initial literacy and language of instruction in the junior primary because it (English) served to unify learners from different linguistic backgrounds since there were so many languages. Also, that children would benefit more from education at upper grade level where English was used as the language of instruction. Further, it was observed that English could be used for communication with any person anywhere while the local languages limited communication. Similarly, Mbewe (2015) in Zambia, found that both parents and learners had positive views towards English and negative views towards Cinyanja as they regarded using Chinyanja for classroom instruction as retrogressive and not beneficial to their children in acquiring future success in different life endeavours. In this case, the view to favour English as expressed by Bwalya (2019), Mwanza (2016, 2017), Ndeleki (2015), Kirchner, Alexander, & Totemeyer (2014) and Tötemeyer (2010), was stemming from the perception that anything with a local tug was considered inferior. Thus, teachers, principals and parents preferrence for  English in this study could be attributed to the fact that they believed that since English is the official language and that all examinations were written through the medium of English, therefore, it has high status. These views support Evan and Cleghorn (2014), who argued that it is because of the historical high status of English. These principal, teachers and parents’ assumption’ supports Jefferies, (1996), Hornby, (1977), and Roy-Campbell (1996) cited in Simasiku (2016) who argue that the preference for English is common in societies where one language is considered more prestigious socio-economically than the mother tongue which is regarded as inferior.
Further, considering that English is the only language of official business, in 1990, the Namibian constitution (Republic of Namibia, [1990]: Sub-Article 3.1) declared English as the sole official language and the main medium of instruction in the schools for Namibia Ankonga(2018), despite English never being a colonial language in Namibia Tötemeyer, (2010). Thus, most African countries prefer English due to status assigned relative to own indegenous language. Therefore, people hold positive perceptions towards English since it is the one which is expected to be used in all formal domains in the country Mwanza (2017). Benzie (1991) in Mwanza (2017) also stated that most Africa (Namibia inclusive) teachers in had greater interest in English than indigenous languages. Thus, teachers, principals and parents views seemed to be influenced by the language policy which favours English at the expense of familiar language. As established earlier, all documents meant to teach SiLozi were predominantly in written English. The language policy also holds the ideology that the primary education cycle should enable learners to acquire reasonable competence in English and prepare them for English as the medium of instruction in later stages of education, inderectly suggesting that English is the appropriate medium of instruction in all educational phases. 
Positive views towards English also implies that the best way to learn a foreign language (English) is to have the language as a language of instruction. Phillipson (1992) calls this as “the maximum exposure fallacy” which means thinking that the more you hear the language around you the easier you learn it. Concurring with Magulu (2016), this is absolutely not true because the situation depends on the context one is exposed to the language is required to learn. Moreover, Qorro (2003) argued that using English as LoI makes children neither learn English (they learn bad and incorrect English) nor subject matter, hence the English language has become a barrier to the knowledge acquisition. Thus, having English both as language of initial literacy and language of instruction is not only a barrier to itself and subject matter but it also disables epistemic access and initial literacy development. In other words, the positive views towards English and negative towards SiLozi and other familiar languages has a substantial impact on the capability of many learners to actively participate in classroom activities, since they are forbidden to use their linguistic resources they already have as stepping stones. Eventually, these learners will struggle to acquire the English language and develop sufficient literacy. It must be reiterated her that familiarity in a language (foreign language including English and SiLozi) does not abruptly come from having that language as medium of instruction but through effective teaching of it as a subject and exposure to an environment of its correct use. These views signifies the purist and monolingual ideologies and conceptualisation  that language is a problem
Furthermore, positive view towards English and negative towards SiLozi and other indegenous languages implies ignorance or lack of knowledge of the cognitive advantages that learners can derive from learning mother tongue during the foundation year in acquiring necessary language skills in the second language (Ausiku, 2010). 
Findings on supporting views towards familiar local language corresponds with the view that learners who come to school with solid foundation in their familiar language develop stronger literacy ability in the school language, since they come to school prepared, so they succeed educationally, (Malone & Malone, 2011). Furthe, the findings are consistent with Effiong (2013) who also believes that learning in mother tongue serves as a motivation to learners because they are motivated to learn from what is known as own language moving to what is unknown as a second language. Moreover, young learners learn with ease if taught in language familiar to them. familiar language as a medium of instruction provides the premise for learning other languages, (Effiong 2013). Correspondingly, Ankonga (2018) claims that when the language of instruction is unfamiliar children lose confidence in themselves and participate passively in the classrooms which ultemately leads to a lack of familiarity with the language of instruction which will negatively disables epistemic access. Haacke (1983: 14) states that instruction in an unknown language impedes cognitive perception; in a classroom situation, the children cannot partake in a dialogue which promotes learning. The development of independent thinking and decision-making after considering various points of view may also be inhibited. As a result many children lose their eagerness to learn when taught in a language they struggle to understand. Classroom interaction is often very poor because learners are not enthusiastic and interested. 
While familiar language is beneficial, however it is challenging in mulilingual contexts where there are multiple spoken languages as it is the case of the findings in this study where most learners are not familiar with SiLozi. Therefore, the views that familiar languages were the most appropriate are at variance with the linguistic realities in the pre-primary classrooms of the Zambezi region. The situation is that even if familiar language would become medium of instruction still there would be some chilren and teachers alike who would not speak or understand the indegenous language because of the multilingual nature of the region. So, both teachers and  learners woul find themselves in learning contexts where they would be not familiar with the language of instruction, as a result struggle to provide and and receive instruction. Therefore, the views that familiar language would be the most suitable still are a representation of language as a problem and a proposition of purist and monoglossic ideology in the education of the pre-primary learners in the Zambezi region. Therefore, in the context of this study, the proposition of the exclusive use of familiar language as medium of instruction is not appropriate because of the multilingual contexts of the classrooms which includes both teachers and learner. Translanguaging rejects the purist and monoglossic ideologies and proposes a transition to heteroglossic ideologies which benefits both learners and the teacher. Translanguaging is therefore the most suitable pedagogical language practice to ensure epistemic access in the pre-primary classrooms of Zambezi region, particularly Sibbinda cicuit.
The conclusion of these findings was that the variance in language views and suggestion were as a result of some factors such as the status attributed to a certain language and the attitude by teachers and stakeholders as also observed by Ndeleki (2015) and Mwanza (2017) which is a result of power relation and linguistic ideologies.
6.1.1 Summary of the Chapter Findings
This chapter adressed the familiarity of teachers and learners with SiLozi, the teachers and learners classroom language practices, challenges faced in the teaching of SiLozi and the suitability of silozi as sole medium of instruction. 
The findings on learners’ familiarity with SiLozi revealed that most of the learners were not familiar with SiLozi language of instruction in the pre-primary. Learners were subjected to an oral familiar language test and the results showed that only 45 learners representing 26.8 % scored average and above and the rest who were 123 presenting 73.2 % scored below average mark. These statistics shows that majority learners’ performance in SiLozi was poor, which means that many pupils were not familiar with SiLozi medium of instruction. Tambulukani and Bus, (2011) and Tambulukani and Bus’s (2009) cited by Zulu (2019) and suggests that when learners lack familiarity in the language of initial literacy instruction, they might experience significant difficulties in developing literacy skills in the target language of instruction. Thus, pupils’ performance  poorly due to lack of familiarity in the language of instruction. Teachers and and principals also stated that pupils were not familiar with SiLozi language, only a few were. Lack of familiarity in the instructional language hinders epistemic access and disadvantages the previous academically disadvantaged groups even more (Mwinda & van der Walt, 2015). With regard to teachers familiarity with SiLozi, it was found that majority teachers were familiar with SiLozi. However a few expressed to have chalenges with SiLozi. Teacher’s lack of familiarity with the medium of instruction worsens the situation of those children who were also learning initial literacy not in their familiar language. 
In terms of clasroom language practices, the pre-primary classrooms were characterised with multiple language practices to. Bothe teachers and learners used diferent languages in their interctions. All teachers were using translanguaging approach to ensure that all learners were accommodated and received instruction. Mwanza (2016) argued that it is impossible for one to teach the formal language without recognising the linguistic resources and knowledge which learners come with to the classroom. Five of the teachers were using both SiLozi and local familiar language (s) as opposed to one who used much of SiLozi and English. Thus, while the one teacher employed translanguaging using SiLozi and English, the recommended official languages, the practice disabled epistemic access. Thus, the adoption of the two officially sanctioned languages (SiLozi and English) resulted into symbolic violence as most of those learners who were not familiar were barred from receiving epistemic access. Qorro (2004) in Magulu (2016) argued that, learners can only actively participate in knowledge creation if they are allowed to use a language they understand very well, which, in most cases, is the language that they usually speak in their home environment and day-to-day life. The teachers and learners language practices in short constituted translanguaging as whole. thus, translanguaging was both in wirtten and spoken form and by teachers and learner. Garcia (2009) argue that translanguaging constitutes the multiple use of languages for meaning making and suggested that translanguaging may involve the reading of a text in several languages and talk about it in different languages.
Both teacchers and learners were faced with numerous challenges while teaching and learning  in SiLozi. Pupils were not familiar with SiLozi medium. Their lack of vocabulary in SiLozi hindered epistemic access and acquisition of requiste initial literacy. Many pupils (and teachers alike) only accessed SiLozi a new language during lessons in classrooms at school, as the day-to-day communication was conducted in the indigenous languages which were spoken in the communities. Children’s lack of familiarity was also as a result of of inconsistent language policy from pre-school to formal elementary primary school. while the policy in form school mandated that children receive instruction in the mother tongue (SiLozi) in the pre-primary it was not the case with pre-schools as they used different languages of their choice depending on the environment where these preschools were located. Lack of familiarity in the language of instruction disables epistemic access and makes learning very challenging and retrogressive. As can be noted from the performance of learners in the familiar language test results that their achievements were very low.  Some teachers also lacked vocabulary to translate teaching materials which were written in English since there were limited teaching resources mainly for mother tongue instruction (SiLozi). Moreover, some teachers were also not familiar with the local language which made it difficult to provide epistemic access. there was usually a discrepancy between the language used as medium of teaching and the language spoken by teachers and learners hence it hindered the learners’ active participation in class. Some teachers were also face with big class sizes which was a result of inadequate infrastucture. this made it challenging for teachers to give individual attention to children in ares of need. (Hassan & Ahmed, 2015)
With regard to suitabilty of SiLozi as sole language of instruction in the Zambezi region, most of the teachers, principals and parents were of the view that SiLozi was appropriate. They multilingualism as the main reason for their view and SiLozi was thought to be the most suitable language as it would unite and make pupils understand one another as compared to other local languages in the classrooms. This view suggested that language was a problem Ruiz (1984, 2010) and therefore, SiLozi monolingual instruction was appropriate for linguistic harmonization and pupils’ unification in those multilingual pre-primary classrooms. However, they also acknowledged that SiLozi was a challenge for children in the pre-primary because they were not familiar and did not understand it. Therefore, they argued that other indigeneous languages could be used to support SiLozi medium. These views were testament of a shift from monoglossic ideologies held by teachers, principals and parents to heteroglossic and conceptualisation of language as a set resources and their use a social practice in the education of bilingual students Parra (2018). The views were at par with recent developments in the study of language in multilingual contexts which reject the ideology of languages as separate and bounded entities and instead project languages as single units situated set of resources for ensuring epistemic access and their use as a social practice meaning making resource. Thus, the exclusivity of SiLozi was not appropriate as medium of instruction in the pre-primary clasrooms.
Further, a few who were of the view that SiLozi was not while suggeting  different languages, with some proposing English and othes familiar language all held purist and monolingual ideologies which opposed the linguistic grounds in the classrooms. The variance in language views and suggestion were as a result of some factors such as the status attributed to a certain language and the attitude Thus, their suggestions were not appropriate. However, translanguaging was found to be the most appropriate pedagogical language practice in the teaching of initial literacy in SiLozi. Translanguaging would help the learners of SiLozi and teachers alike to mitigate and counteract the negative effects of monolingual language ideologies and policies as well as to link home and school multilingual literacy practices and identities (Banda 2010; Creese and Blackledge 2010; Mwanza, 2016). As noted by Garcia (2014), translanguaging entails allowing students to draw from their home languages in the process of learning the target language and teachers accept it as legitimate pedagogical practice. Translanguaging in the SiLozi medium would pedagogically democratise the classrooms, engender multilingualism, counteract symbolic violence, ensure epistemic access and enhance quality, relevance and equitable education. 

CHAPTER SEVEN
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
7.1 Overview 

The previous two chapters presented and discussed the data for this study .This chapter presents the summary, conclusions and recommendations of the study. The aim of this study was to establish whether the exclusivity of SiLozi as medium of initial literacy instruction was appropriate in selected pre-primary classrooms in an area where SiFwe was the predominant familiar language in Sibbinda Circuit of Zambezi Region. The study was guided by four objectives namely: to asses the familiarity teachers and learners with SiLozi; to analyse teachers’ language practices in selected pre-primary classrooms; to find out the challenges teachers and learners faced with SiLozi LoI and establish whether SiLozi was appropriate as sole medium of initial literacy instruction in selected multilingual pre-primary classes. 
7.2 Summary
The following were some of the major findings of this study:

Firstly, the study disclosed that pupils were not familiar with SiLozi medium. The data collected indicated that there was an inconsistency of the language spoken at home and SiLozi as the language of iniatial literacy instruction at school. This resulted in teaching and learning complications that posed a major challenge for both the teachers and learners. Due to the predicament of bridging familiar language and SiLozi exposed to the learner as new language in class, the language of instruction became alien, consequently led to poorer achievements. There was a discrepancy between the policy and multingual language practices on the ground. The exclusive use of SiLozi contradicted the linguistic composition of the classrooms. To bridge the language gap both teachers and learners resoted to translanguaging. 
Secondly, the study findings revealed that due to SiLozi being unfamiliar language to children and contradicting the multilingual reality of the classrooms, teachers negotiated the language policy. They pedagogically democratized their classrooms through the adoption of translanguaging pedagogic language practice to enable access to learning and initial literacy development. With regard to translanguaging, the study revealed that both teachers and learners translanguaged. There was also translanguaging in the texts since all documents and resources meant to teacher SiLozi were written in English. Moreover, it was also revealed in some writings on the board. The type of translanguaging practiced in the classroom was therefore, full translanguaging. Thus, the classrooms were fully democratized. What this means is that a complete translanguaging was practiced in the classrooms as it existed in both written and spoken form and by teachers and learners. Thus, epistemic access was enabled.
Thirdly, the study findings showed that both teachers and leaners were confronted with numerous challenges in using SiLozi as sole MoI. Pupils were faced with lack of familiarity with SiLozi, this made it challenging for them to participate effectively when solely SiLozi was used because the language of instruction became alien. Learners and teachers alike were encountered with inconsistency language policy from pre-school where they were instructed in either English, local familiar language or mixed languages to formal elementary school where SiLozi was the sole medium of instruction. The language situation proved problematic. Teachers’ challenges were coupled with some of them lacking familiarity with the pupils’ familiar language and their language practices resulted into symbolic violence. Lack of teaching and learning materials was another major challenge for teachers to ensure epistemic access. Due to the lack of suitable SiLozi teaching material, teachers adopted and adapted available English materials. This symbolized qualities of a noble and innovative teacher as being resourceful and creative. However, some teachers lacked vocabulary in the translation of words from English to SiLozi in the process of creating own teaching materials. Moreover, preparation of teaching materials was also time-consuming and an extra workload on the teachers’ schedule. Further, lack of infrastructure which also resulted in overcrowding of the classrooms made teacher-pupil ratio uneven and unbalanced. Thus, teachers found it difficult to pay special attention to learners in need. Lack of academic professional qualification also contributed to some of the major challenges teachers encountered. 
Lastly, the study findings discovered that teachers, principals and parents held mixed views towards the suitability of SiLozi as medium of instruction. Because of the notion that language was a problem in the Zambezi education region in general, majority held supporting views towards SiLozi monolingual language practices. While a few held opposing views and suggesting languages such as English and indigenous languages, they also held monoglossic ideologies and purist conceptualization of language. However, despite the variance in views, they held a common understanding that the multiple language approach was the most suitable practice in the pre-primary classrooms to ensure epistemic access. This view signifies that the exclusivity of SiLozi was not appropriate for effective teaching and meaningful learning of initial literacy in the pre-primary. The views were a symbolization of a shift in thought and conceptualisation of languages from purist, monoglossic ideologies to heteroglossic set of resources and their use as a social practice meaning making resource. The views with which the researcher also agrees with, suggests that alternative bilingual models of language practice, translanguaging is the most suitable pedagogical approach to ensure epistemic access in the primary classrooms of Sibbinda circuit.
7.3 Conclusions 
Since the classrooms were multilingual coupled with lack of familiarity with SiLozi language of instruction by almost all the children which also is due to inconsistency language policy and the actual classrooms language practices in selected pre-primary classrooms and the numerous challenges encountered by the teachers and learners in providing and receiving instruction exclusively in SiLozi. The exclusivity of SiLozi is not appropriate as language of initial literacy instruction in an area with SiFwe as the predominant familiar language in Sibbinda circuit. It disables epistemic access and development of requisite initial literacy development to the pre-primary children. Therefore, there is a need to move away from SiLozi monoglossic discourse practices to the multilingual discourse practices in which both teachers and learners in the junior primary in the Zambezi education region are allowed to use their linguistic repertoires, through translanguaging in their classroom practices to ensure epistemic access and development of requisite initial literacy. Thus, translanguaging is the alternative pedagogical language practice suitable in junior primary classrooms (pre-primary) to execute inclusive learning; enhance quality, relevance and equitable education that ensure epistemic access and promote lifelong learning prospects for all.
7.4. Recommendations

Based on the findings of this study, the following recommendations are proposed:
(a) To achieve a dynamic inclusive education, SiLozi should not be the sole language of initial literacy instruction in the pre-primary classrooms of Sibbinda Circuit. The assumption that it is a predominant local language is also a fact that it is a majority young pupils’ unfamiliar language. Unfamiliarity in the language of instruction confounds the child’s learning.
(b) Classrooms are social learning and language development areas, linguistic diversity should be viewed as a resource for meaning making and development of the language of instruction in a multilingual classroom. Teachers should be allowed to decide on the language choices and practices that best suits their classroom environments to ensure effective learning and development of requisite initial literacy in SiLozi. 
(c) Legitimise translanguaging as a pedagogical language practice; to pedagogically democratize the classrooms, engender multilingualism, counteract symbolic violence, ensure epistemic access and enhance quality, relevance and equitable education that promote lifelong learning prospects for all. This also entails production and printing of teaching and learning materials in multiple languages. 

(d) Higher institutions of learning and NIED’s curriculum developers should consider introducing translation as part of the learning areas in the syllabus to inculcate the practice which might easy the work of teachers and learners, particularly in Namibian languages (SiLozi).
(e) Since are required to translate materials English to SiLozi, it is recommended that the resources should be translated and provide adequate materials to ensure effective instruction and easy teachers struggles. Further, schools through grants from government should procure dictionaries to assist teachers with translations. The following dictionaries are available “Dikishinali ya SiLozi-SiLozi (Mwendende, 2010), English-SiLozi Dictionary (O’Sulliavan, 1993) and SiLozi-English Dictionary (Jalla, 1970, Accessible online freely), also there is English-SiLozi Terminologies (Mbala)”. Teachers should also acquaint themselves with the SiLozi orthography, thus it should be made accessible to all schools in. 
(f) Organize training programmes for in-service teachers in the form of workshops to equip teachers with skills of resemiotisation, semiotic remediation and multilingual pedagogical practices and translanguaging and its benefits so that teachers will keep abreast of new developments and theorisation in the field of language teaching.

(g) Namibia being a multicultural and multilingual country with heterogeneous classrooms spread across the country, there is need for the development of a dual-language or dynamic bilingual education system that favours the multiple language practices instead of the existing transition bilingual education   which is a subtractive model as it favours and promotes a monolingual language ideology. There is need to review the current language in education policy. 
7.4.1. Implication for Further Research

Based on the findings of this study and general experience in conducting this research, the following are proposed for future research:
1. There is need for experimental research to compare levels of familiarity and achievements of primary school learners in SiLozi language before and after learning. This could also involve the performance of children with pre-school background compared to their counterparts without.
2. This study focused on the suitability of SiLozi MoI in a predominantly SiFwe speaking environment only. Other studies on the same topic may need to be done in other area specific predominant languages such as Yeyi, Subia, Totela, Mbalangwe, etc.
3. This study established that there is inconsistent language policy from pre-school to formal elementary primary school. Research is needed on the impact of these inconsistencies on the development of initial literacy in SiLozi. Further, the study may compare if there are variations in performance of children transitioning from English to SiLozi and those from SiFwe for example to SiLozi.
4. Experimental research needs to be done on the use of translanguaging as a legitimate pedagogical language practice. A study may compare levels of learner participation and achievement among learners in whose classes, translanguaging is legitimised and their counterparts where translanguaging is not allowed. Such a study would bring out the efficacy of translanguaging in the Zambezi education region context.
5. Other studies on the same topic may need to be done to establish pupils’ familiarity with SiLozi at senior primary and other educational phases. Based on the assumption that learners in these grade phases are more familiar with SiLozi due exposure during learning. 
7.4.2 Summary of Chapter Seven
This chapter has presented the summary, conclusion and recommendations based of the findings of the study and it has further suggested areas for future research that may help to evaluate the policy effectively to ensure effective implementation. On the conclusion, the exclusivity of SiLozi is not appropriate, it disables epistemic access. On recommendations, there is need shift from purist, monoglossic ideologies to heteroglossic, social practice ideologies to ensure inclusive learning; enhance quality, relevance and equitable education that ensures epistemic access and promote lifelong learning prospects for all. 
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APPENDICES
Appendix A. Pre Primary Teachers Interview Guide

THE UNIVERSITY OF ZAMBIA

SCHOOL OF EDUCATION

DEPARTMENT OF LANGUAGE AND SOCIAL SCIENCES EDUCATION

Title of research: Enabling or Disabling Epistemic Access? Exclusivity of Silozi as Language of Instruction in Selected Sibbinda Circuit Pre-Primary Classrooms, Namibia
Dear Participant,

You have purposively been selected to participate in this study because you are directly involved in the teaching of Silozi as medium of instruction in the Pre and Lower Primary. Be as free and truthful as you can to respond to the questions in this interview.

Section A 

1. What is your mother tongue/first language? 

2. When did you start teaching Grade 0 (Pre Primary) and for how long have you been teaching initial literacy with SiLozi medium of instruction in the pre-primary class

3. What is your academic qualification? 

4. What language varieties are present in your classroom?

5. What is the dominant language in your classroom?

Section B

1. (a) How familiar are you with SiLozi language of instruction?

(b) How familiar are learners with SiLozi language of instruction?

2. Apart from SiLozi, are there other languages you use when teaching?

3. (a) What challenges do you face with SiLozi medium of instruction when teaching? 

(b) What challenges do learners face with SiLozi medium of instruction when learning? 

4. From your experience, do you think SiLozi is appropriate as language of instruction in the pre-primary?

 If yes explain

 If no explain

End of interview, thanks very much for your time and cooperation.

Appendix B. Principal Interview Guide

THE UNIVERSITY OF ZAMBIA

SCHOOL OF EDUCATION

DEPARTMENT OF LANGUAGE AND SOCIAL SCIENCES EDUCATION

Title of research: Enabling or Disabling Epistemic Access? Exclusivity of Silozi as Language of Instruction in Selected Sibbinda Circuit Pre-Primary Classrooms, Namibia

Dear Participant,

You have purposively been selected to participate in this study because you are directly involved in the implementation of Silozi as medium of instruction in the Pre and Lower Primary. Be as free and truthful as you can respond to the questions in this interview.

1. (a) How familiar is pre-primary teacher with SiLozi language of instruction?

(b) How familiar are the pre-primary learners with SiLozi language of instruction?

2. Apart from SiLozi, are there other languages you use when teaching?

3. Are there challenges any challenges experienced by the pre-primary teacher and learners in teaching and learning through SiLozi medium of instruction at this school? 

If yes explain

If no explain

4. From your experience, do you think SiLozi is appropriate as language of instruction in the pre-primary?

 If yes explain

 If no explain

End of interview, thanks very much for your time and cooperation.

Appendix C. Parents Interview Guide

THE UNIVERSITY OF ZAMBIA

SCHOOL OF EDUCATION

DEPARTMENT OF LANGUAGE AND SOCIAL SCIENCES EDUCATION

Title of research: Enabling or Disabling Epistemic Access? Exclusivity of Silozi as Language of Instruction in Selected Sibbinda Circuit Pre-Primary Classrooms, Namibia
Dear Participant,

You have been selected to participate in this study because you are directly involved in your children’s use of Silozi as medium of instruction in school. Be as free and truthful as you can respond to the questions in this interview.

1. In your opinion, do you think SiLozi is an appropriate medium of instruction for the pre-primary children in school? 

End of interview, thanks very much for your time and cooperation.

Appendix D: Observation Checklist

THE UNIVERSITY OF ZAMBIA

SCHOOL OF EDUCATION

DEPARTMENT OF LANGUAGE AND SOCIAL SCIENCES EDUCATION

Title of Research: Enabling or Disabling Epistemic Access? Exclusivity of Silozi as Language of Instruction in Selected Sibbinda Circuit Pre-Primary Classrooms, Namibia
School Code:……………Grade:………… Subject:…….… Topic:…..….Teachers Code:………

Language practice in the classroom

	
	SiLozi
	English
	SiFwe
	Other

	The language used by the teacher when teaching
	
	
	
	

	The language used by the teacher when asking questions
	
	
	
	

	The language used by the teacher when emphasizing a point
	
	
	
	

	The language used by the teacher when explaining concepts
	
	
	
	

	The language used by the teacher when Summarizing the lessons
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	The language used by the pupils when asking questions.
	
	
	
	

	The language used by the pupil when answering questions.
	
	
	
	


Appendix E. Familiar Language Test

THE UNIVERSITY OF ZAMBIA

SCHOOL OF EDUCATION

DEPARTMENT OF LANGUAGE AND SOCIAL S CIENCES EDUCATION

Title of Research: Enabling or Disabling Epistemic Access? Exclusivity of Silozi as Language of Instruction in Selected Sibbinda Circuit Pre-Primary Classrooms, Namibia
	#
	Name of Object in English
	Name of Object in standard SiLozi
	Names of Object according to Pupils Responses

	1
	Baby 
	Mbututu/Lukeke
	

	2
	Door 
	Sikwalo 
	

	3
	Chair
	Sipula
	

	4
	Hands 
	Mazoho 
	

	5
	Tree
	Kota 
	

	6
	Dog
	nja
	

	7
	Table 
	Tafule 
	

	8
	Window 
	Lihaulo 
	

	9
	Snake
	Noha
	

	10
	Cow 
	Komu
	

	11
	Keys
	Linotolo/likii
	

	12
	Eyes
	Meeto
	

	13
	Teeth
	Meeno
	

	14
	Bicycle
	Kanamutendele/njinga
	

	15
	Vehicle/ Car
	Mota/Motikala
	

	16
	Sun
	Lizazi
	

	17
	Elephant 
	Tou 
	

	18
	House 
	Ndu 
	

	19
	Book 
	Buka
	

	20
	Bag
	Mukotana
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