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Introduction

I was asked to share something on African Christianity for this lecture and decided to talk about Secularization of Mission Education in Africa from a historical point of view, and use Tanzania as a reference. I should declare that this lecture is largely a revised version of a chapter in my doctoral thesis on the role of the indigenous Christians in the growth of Christianity in Tanzania from mid 19th century to early 20th century. 
Historically, the issue of secularization of mission education embraced continents, races and cultures, and governments. After a survey and an analysis that will start from North America, then West Africa, East Africa and Europe, I will focus on secularization of mission education in the out-schools or village schools owned by an Anglican mission known then as the Church Missionary Society (CMS) that operated in Tanzania from mid-19th century onwards. Apart from the British colonial government and the CMS mission, and a number of ecumenical bodies in Europe, the indigenous teachers were also key players in the drama of secularization. It is historically correct to say that what I refer to here as ‘teachers’ were in fact the ‘catechists’, or the ‘evangelists’ because during the period in question and beyond, the school teacher did both the teaching job as well the evangelistic work, in the classroom or beyond. 

I should mention sooner rather than later, that the village schools and the teachers who taught in them were indeed the powerhouse for the horizontal expansion of Christianity during the era of the missions almost anywhere in Africa, and indeed in much of the global south in the 19th and early 20th centuries. So when education was finally secularized by the British colonial government, one realizes that the stakes were so high for the European missions in Africa, and their protests that we shall soon hear were not without some justification.

The Phelps-Stokes Commissions
It would be difficult to understand how mission education in Africa was secularized and the political impact of that process if we do not understand the philosophy of adaptation on education as was understood by secular educationists in North America in early ‘20s. So let me start by giving a brief background on the philosophy of adaptation. 
The American influence on African education, and the political impact it had on secular and religious during the colonial period has been explored in detail by Kenneth King (Pan Africanism and Education, 1971). I will therefore give only a brief summary of that influence here. 

Early in 1919, Thomas Jesse Jones, then director of the Phelps-Stokes Fund (a philanthropic organisation started in May 1911 in New York) began persuading his organisation about the need for a survey of African education which might eventually show similarity between the educational needs of Africans in Africa, and those of the African Americans in the southern states of America. By then, he had already shared his views at the World Missionary Conference (WMC) at Edinburgh in 1910. The Africa section of the Report of Commission III of the Conference, entitled ‘Education in Relation to the Christianisation of National Life’ shows that Jones’ ideas became influential. The section on Africa concludes by pointing out, that the value of industrial training and agricultural training for the black race had been “abundantly proved by the experience of the Normal and Agricultural Institute at Hampton, Virginia, and the Normal and Industrial School at Tuskegee, Alabama.” (WMC, 1910, 277). 

Coincidentally, at the very time (namely in 1919), the Baptist Foreign Missionary Society in America had expressed through the Foreign Missions Conference of North America, the need for a study of African education in West Africa to be carried out by the Phelps-Stokes Fund. This led to the formation of the first Phelps-Stokes Commission that toured West Africa, South Africa and Equatorial Africa between 4 September 1920 and August 1921, and it is sometimes referred to as ‘the commission to West Africa.’ It was chaired by Jesse Jones. The report of the commission was authored by Jones himself. It was published in 1922. The report proposed what it regarded as “a solution to … the problem of educated African, the over-supply of clerks, the mission boy, or black Englishman ….” (King, 45). Jones later chaired the second Commission, this time mainly to East and Central Africa in 1924, and again authored its report which was published in 1925. 

Through these commissions, the ideological and racial assumptions, implications, and controversies that surrounded education of African Americans in America itself were now being transported to Africa. Essentially, Jones propagated three things about education for Africans and African Americans.

First, it should be different from the literary education offered to the white race (King, 253). Secondly, it should be ‘for life,’ that is to say, it should be adapted to address what was regarded as the economic ‘backwardness’ of Africans and African Americans. Thirdly, it should focus on agriculture—‘the key’ to economic future of the peoples of the two regions. 

Yet, at the heart of the matter was the fact that Jones and his sympathisers believed that by providing that alternative education, Africans and African Americans could be “immunized successfully against politics” and made to co-operate submissively with Western colonial rulers, settlers, and educators (King, 258). But not everyone supported these ideas. 

Of many African Americans, some of the best known opponents of Jones’ ideas were W. E. B. Dubois and Marcus Garvey. Dubois criticised Jones’ dislike of African advance through higher education, fear of African independence, and his inclination toward the views and needs of white missionaries in Africa. On his part, Garvey argued that education offered to Africans and African Americans should be the same as that of the Europeans and white people in general (King, 144-145, 258). The opposition of the Europeans, particularly Norman Leys and Roland Allen will be discussed later because they relate more to the debate within missions on the issue of co-operation between governments and missions.  
British Government Policy on Education in Africa

In Britain, The Privy Council Memorandum on Industrial Schools for Coloured Races produced in 1847 by the committee of the Council on Education was the first ‘serious’ policy document on education in British colonies, including those in Africa. It recognised the influence of Christianity in education, especially in character development. Equally it sought “to make the school the means of improving the condition of the peasantry…; to give the ‘coloured’ races “a practical training in household economy…;” and the knowledge to apply writing and arithmetic skills to daily life, and to give “the small farmer the power to enter into calculations and agreements.” (The Privy Council Office, Miscellaneous Pamphlets, No. 1, 2). 

The memorandum singled out day schools and model farms as the two most important institutions required for the achievement of the objects of education for the ‘coloured’ races. It should be pointed out, however, that the impact of this policy was minimal, perhaps because neither the colonial government nor missions had sufficient resources to implement it. At least this was the case in West Africa (Year Book of Education (YBE), 1938, 711). 
The second major British policy initiative on African education took place in the 20th century after the tour of the first Phelps-Stokes Commission to West Africa, leading to a conference in London in June 1923, on “the future of Native Education in Africa.” (YBE, 1932, 748). Apart from government officials at home and those on service in the British colonies in Africa, including some governors, there were also representatives from churches, missions, and philanthropic bodies. 
J. H. Oldham, Secretary of International Missionary Council (IMC), and Jesse Jones (director of the Phelps-Stokes Fund) were among those present. The conference was convened with the sole purpose of considering a memorandum submitted to it earlier by the Education Committee of the Conference of Missionary Societies in Great Britain and Ireland. In fact, that memorandum Education Policy in Africa, was written by J. H. Oldham himself (YBE, 1937, 413). 

Some Parallels with Initiatives in America

The parallel with the steps taken in America in 1919 is striking, in that in both cases, a major step towards African education was being taken after the initiative of an ecumenical body to respond to the opinion, that the results of education in Africa, which by then was largely left to the missions, had been unsatisfactory. The conference resulted in the formation of the Advisory Committee on Native Education in Tropical Africa (ACNETA). 

In March 1925, the advisory committee submitted to the British government its first policy statement, Education Policy in British Tropical Africa, often referred to as Command Paper 2374. The tone and terminology used even in section titles of this memorandum (and various subsequent memoranda issued in 1935, 1941, and 1948 by the Advisory Committee) indicate that the committee was significantly influenced by the reports of the two Phelps-Stokes commissions. So a paragraph in the memorandum reads: “Education should be adapted to mentality, aptitudes, occupations and traditions of various peoples, conserving as far possible all sound and healthy elements in the fabric of their social life…Its aim should be to render the individual more efficient in his or her own condition of life, whatever it may be, and promote the advancement of the community as a whole through the improvement of agriculture, the development of native industries, [and] the improvement of health …” (ACNETA, 1925, 2) 

This approach to education was radically different from what the majority of the missions had been doing, and was likely to alienate many missions and their educational work, which was basically literary and evangelistic in nature. Even so, missions were still needed on board if the new policy had to be implemented successfully. They had the mechanism, namely the educational structure, save for the content of what they taught. But the nature of cooperation, if at all this was achievable, became a subject of much debate within missions, and between them and governments. The debate involved politicians, settlers, secular educationists, and Western missionaries. I want to limit my talk to the debate within missions, which I will analyse first, and later, between missions and the British colonial government in Tanzania.

Le Zoute Conference and Adaptation on Education 

The debate within missions is best illustrated by referring to the Le Zoute conference and its aftermath. It is here also where the views of Roland Allen and Norman Leys (mentioned earlier) will be considered.

Le Zoute conference was convened by the International Missionary Council (IMC), in Belgium in September 1926. The title of the conference was ‘The Christian Mission in Africa’ and this also became the title of a book by Edwin Smith, the official historian of the Le Zoute conference. There were 221 delegates interested in African education—the majority of whom were Westerners. But there was a severe under-representation of Africans and African-Americans. Only 4 Africans and 7 African Americans were present at the conference. In this regard, some have described Le Zoute as “…basically a conference of Europeans talking about Africa…” (Jack Thompson, Christianity in Northern Malawi, 250). 

The conference debated and made resolutions on many issues—educational, political, and economic. I will leave the other issues and focus on its discussion on education which is of relevance to this lecture. On education, it debated and made resolutions on issues of policy, curriculum, education of women, the medium of instruction in schools, and religious education. Those who accepted the idea of co-operation followed Jones’ ideas, and argued that though until then missions had been the chief providers of education in Africa, such education had been largely literary and evangelistic in nature. This needed broadening if not changing, so that it becomes “education for life”—covering health and sanitation, appreciation and use of environment; household and home, as well as recreation. 

In his paper at Le Zoute, ‘The Relation of Christian Missions to the New Forces that are Reshaping African Life,’ J. H. Oldham called for “a fresh advance, a further step forward, an enlargement of our conception of the mission of the Christian Church.” (Smith, The Christian Mission, 162, 163). In general, official resolutions at Le Zoute were favourable to the idea of adaptation, and of cooperation between missions and governments to implement policies based on that philosophy. 

As stated earlier, Roland Allen (an Anglican missiologist) and Norman Leys (an educationist in Kenya) were among those opposed to the idea of adaptation. In response to those who supported co-operation, and to Oldham’s paper cited above, Rolland Allen accused Oldham of what he regarded as a liberal thought which encouraged missions to become government agents by forsaking their “proper work” of evangelism. Allen appealed to the historical experience, for example in England, in the 18th and 19th centuries arguing that British government intervention in education, particularly in elementary education through regulations and supervision had served only to weaken church schools while government schools became stronger. The same was likely to happen in Africa (Allen, Le Zoute, 1927, 11-36).
If Allen’s objections centred on the future of evangelistic nature of mission education, objections made by Norman Leys somehow took a different line. Leys focused more on the political implications of adaptation for the future of Africans. 
Leys cited the Kenyan context to support his case, but his argument had wider application. The purpose of adaptation, Leys said, was to induce rural Kenyans to leave the land and work for wages for Europeans. If missions entered into partnership with a government that refused Kenyans any rights in land ownership, and Kenyans realised that in Christianity “missions offer them something less than the fullest life they can realise, they will as the years pass increasingly turn elsewhere than to the Church” (‘Missions and Government’ in The Scots Observer, 1926, 13.) The aim of mission education, Leys argued, was to enlighten, and given the meagre resources missions possessed, he reckoned that the task had been done well. Yet, under the influence of men such as J. H. Oldham, Leys noted that the kind of partnership between government and missions that was being proposed was one that altered the nature of mission education. 

With this representative picture of the complex debate even among Europeans, and within missions, it is now possible to proceed and consider the implementation of British Education Policy (Command Paper 2374) in Tanzania. 
Colonial Educational Policy in Tanzania 1919-1924

Let me give a very brief background on the educational scene in Tanzania prior to the implementation of the British educational policy. 

Until 1918, Tanzania (then ‘Tanganyika’) was still officially under German occupation. However, one has to note that by September 1916, German colonial administration had almost collapsed and by November 1917, German forces had surrendered in Tanzania. Tanzania became a British mandate in 1919, but it was not until 1922 when the mandate was confirmed officially by the League of Nations. So the giving up by Germany, of its African colonies namely Tanzania, Namibia, Togo and Cameron at the Treaty of Versailles, and the drawing up of the ‘Tanganyika Mandate’ was a mere formality. Until then, education in Tanzania was largely in the hands of missions. The British colonial educational policy in Tanzania under the first governor, Horace Byatt (1916-1924) was by and large similar to that of the German colonial administration. It was similar in that like its predecessor, the priority of the British colonial government at this time was to build up a supply of low ranking administrative personnel. 

Christian missions also continued their activities with a relative degree of independence in terms of education administration, finance, and use of schools for evangelistic purposes. This continued until 1924. Put briefly, the government and missions pursued separate educational enterprises. 
Colonial Educational Policy in Tanzania from 1925 Onwards

However, the arrangement described above was short-lived. Some of the issues raised in the Policy document (Command Paper 2374), and highlighted at the Le Zoute conference were bound to affect the work of missions in Tanzania, directly or indirectly. Until 1925, 17 missions in Tanzania (of which 12 Protestant, and 5 Catholic) were the major providers of secular education—much of it through the village schools. A government education report for 1922-1923 showed that there were 2,200 mission schools attended by 115,000 children, and with 2,200 African teachers, compared to 65 government schools, with 135 African teachers. Yet despite this major contribution by the missions as chief providers of education, mission education never remained the same from 1925 onwards. Of immediate interest is how the education policy affected the status of the village schools, because it was in this category of schools that much of the evangelisation took place, and the contribution of the indigenous teachers was most notable. 

The colonial education policy did not impose an injunction upon the development of post-primary and higher education for Africans in the 1920 and 1930s. The reason was mainly that the British colonial government depended on central schools, as well as industrial, technical, and teacher training to raise much of the manpower for its administrative and industrial needs. Yet, for social and political reasons, it appears that the protagonists of the philosophy of adaptation and those who wholeheartedly subscribed to it, including key mission leaders such as J. H. Oldham, realised that it would not succeed unless weighty attention was paid to the village schools. To him, although the village schools left a lot to be desired, it was through these places that the majority of the population was to be reached with new ideas. 

There was another reason why education offered by missions in the village schools attracted attention. As pointed out earlier, until 1924, the mechanism for the co-operation between government and missions was not in place yet, and the policy was that missions should carry on their educational work without government influence or intervention. Yet it should be emphasized, that even at this period, British colonial administration in Tanzania under Horace Byatt (the first governor 1916-1924) was nervous about the potential political consequences of leaving scattered village schools unsupervised. He feared that the ‘revolutionary’ element could come through these schools. So the option was either for the government to have a say in what the missions did, or limit the type of education offered in mission schools, that is, limiting it to religious instruction only.
Re-Definition of the Role of the Village Schools and Indigenous Teachers 

It is accurate to say that such political concerns were present. It was important that as Jones had thought, the Africans had to be ‘immunized’ against politics. However, the main criticism against missions in Tanzania (as elsewhere in Africa) centred largely on their failure to enable village schools to live up to ‘their’ potential for adaptation. Instead they dwelt on literary education.
Poor supervision was singled out a major cause of that failure. For indeed, Jones had already given sufficient negative publicity about the state of village schools, and the indigenous teachers who taught in such schools. To him, village schools as ‘‘little nothings’, neglected, poor and unsupervised. Their buildings are often ugly shacks with no equipment, distinguishable from Native huts only by their size” (Jones, Education in East Africa, 1925, 59). On the qualification of the African teachers assigned to these schools, Jones was equally critical. He wrote: “a large number of their teachers are ignorant and untrained, ‘blind leaders of the blind,’ either futile as regards community influence or exercising an influence which has no basis in reality” (Jones, 1925, 59). 

To a degree, Jones' description of the physical status of village schools, and his comments about the qualification of most of their teachers was not entirely wide off the mark. But that is far from suggesting that he and members of the commissions called for the improvement so that village schools might do better in imparting literary and religious education, and continue as evangelistic centres. Jones’ comments should be viewed in the context of his political and perhaps racial motives to keep the African in ‘his or her place’.
From the colonial government point of view, and of the Phelps-Stokes commission, the drive to improve the village schools remained ‘an unfinished business.’ The remedy had to come from the American Jeanes’ system of supervision in America, whereby an itinerant teacher was appointed for regular supervision of schools. Jones proposed that this system be “introduced by colonial governments and mission societies for the supervision of the village schools in every part of Africa” (Jones, 1925, 44). Indeed the British colonial government in Tanzania (now under Donald Cameron, who succeeded Byatt as governor in 1925) indicated its “approval of the plan of itinerant teachers to guide and encourage little schools throughout the territory.” (Jones, 1925, 192). Cameron saw relevance and applicability of his administrative style—of ‘Indirect Rule’—for African education, because it emphasised the use of indigenous institutions. So, arguably, Cameron was eager on educational reforms, perhaps more than Byatt, his predecessor.

Soon after the visit of the second commission of the Phelps-Stokes Fund in 1924 to Tanzania, the British colonial government in Tanzania held a conference with missions in 1925 under the chairmanship of Cameron, the newly appointed governor. The question of supervision, and the status of village schools, and of indigenous teachers formed part of the discussions at the conference. Colonial government officials present claimed that the problems of supervision were common in the colonies of the British empire.

This was a major indicator that the British colonial government in Tanzania had taken on board the call for the transformation of the status of the village schools and of the indigenous teachers. It is striking that the indigenous teachers who were described by Jones as ‘blind leaders of the blind’ were to be the light, but of course after being transformed through new education, namely the so-called education for life. 

Conflicting Responses to Colonial Education Policy

Soon after the 1925 conference, the Advisory Committee for Native Education (ACNE) was formed in 1926 in Tanzania. With their prominent position in the provision of education, missions had hoped therefore, that the formation of the advisory committee in 1926 would make the government recognise even further the role of missions, and foster their co-operation.

In fact they felt that the policy document itself, and more so the 1925 conference had vindicated their practice, particularly on the following points. First, “all elementary instruction to be [given] in the mother tongue;” secondly, “religious instruction to be one of the main subjects as the chief means of character building;” thirdly, “elementary schools and the training of teachers for them to be the special task of the missions”; and fourth and lastly, “as far as possible the schools were to be fitted into the background and requirements of native life.” (Richter, Tanganyika, 1934, 65). 

Yet, in light of the description of the status of the village schools and the indigenous teachers given by government officials at the 1925 Dar es Salaam conference, it looked almost certain, that the fate of the village schools and the African teacher or the evangelistic role of the elementary mission schools was now sealed. Indeed as Richter notes “the missionaries were rather surprised and puzzled when on 25th February, 1927, a comprehensive ‘Native Education Ordinance’  (NEO) was published in Dar es Salaam which laid down a pretentious Government educational programme along the lines which to some extent diverged from those of the preceding conferences.” (Richter, Tanganyika, 65).

There were six main points in the Ordinance that alarmed the missions. These were as follows: “(a) All schools shall be put under Government supervision. No school may be opened unless registered. New schools must satisfy the Provincial Education Committee that they are necessary and that they have a minimum staff. Bush schools which do not conform to the Government syllabus be closed within five years. (b) Instruction to be, even in the bush schools, exclusively in the Swahili language. (c) Central Schools (Intermediate) with a four years’ course to be exclusively in English. (d) Teachers of the first grade must have passed at least Standard IV of the Central schools and have had four years’ teacher training; second grade teachers must have passed the vernacular school and have had two years’ training. No person shall be allowed to teach in a Government or assisted [mission] school who is not registered as a first or second grade teacher, or is at least on the provisional list. (e) Religious instruction to be allowed only outside of the regular school hours. (f) Approved schools shall get Government grants up to two-thirds of the salaries paid to African teachers and to £300 for the European staff.” (Minutes, ACNE, February, 21, 22, 1927. Cf. Richter, Tanganyika, 65, 66). The conditions spelt out in the 1927 Ordinance sounded like a death sentence to the freedom of missions to carry on educational activity along evangelistic lines. 
The second meeting of ACNE in 1927 in Dar es Salaam was attended by delegates from Anglican, Roman Catholic and Lutheran missions. It made it clear that unregistered schools would not be inspected, but neither could they get grant-in-aid until registered. It added that teachers in the unregistered schools must be paid according to government scales; and the expulsion of pupils was possible but missions had to report, through their education secretaries, to the Director of Education; and that teachers were not to be recruited simply for their spiritual enthusiasm. 

Missions were now faced with the prospect of closing their village schools that did not conform to government standards. All this—let alone the obvious marginalisation of religious instruction in the school timetable—was a serious blow. With a sense of urgency, Protestant missions, particularly those of German origin, responded to the 1927 ordinance by convening a meeting at Marangu, near Mount Kilimanjaro in northern Tanzania, in September 1928. Non-German missions were also invited to attend as guests.
The meeting made the following ‘counter’ responses. First, that religious instruction be taught in all schools, including those under grants-in-aid system, and this be done in a Christian atmosphere, and within regular school hours. Secondly, missions should not be restricted to open unregistered and unassisted village schools as they wished for evangelistic purposes because Muslims were allowed to open similar schools. Third, instruction in the first years at the elementary schools be in the vernacular, but Kiswahili be taught as a main subject, the latter becoming the medium of instruction in later years. Fourth, indigenous teachers be trained in Kiswahili, with English taught only as a subject. Fifth, grants for teachers be paid, not direct to the teachers, but to the school, apparently to avoid fostering the spirit of independence among teachers. Sixth, that missions, and schools concerned be notified of inspection visits by government inspectors beforehand to avoid being caught off-guard (Resolutions, Marangu, 1928; Cf. Richter, Tanganyika, 66). 

To these suggestions, the colonial government offered only minimum assurances, and on the whole, maintained government position as stated in the 1927 ordinance. The issue of the basis on which government grants-in-aid should be disbursed to registered or assisted mission schools also became contentious. In theory, guidelines in policy document of 1925 established that voluntary agencies (that is, the missions) would be given grants-in-aid, because it was economically viable for the government to do so, and that missions had a long experience in providing specialist education, especially one that assisted character building. These points were highlighted again in the 1933 policy document, Memorandum on Educational Grants-in-Aid. 

Despite this, grants-in-aid to mission schools were disbursed on the basis of the quality secular education, not of religious teaching. In fact, far from missions acquiring an ‘automatic’ recognition, they had to earn their status and place in the new national educational front through efficiency. That is to say, “grants-in-aid were rewards for efficiency rather than the means to attain efficiency.” (Thompson, ‘Historical Survey’ in Gottneid, Church and Education, 1976, 67; Cf. Murray, School in the Bush, 265). It is at this time that the famous advice was given by Archbishop Arthur Hinsley (a papal delegate) to Catholic missions in Tanzania: “collaborate with your power; and where it is impossible to carry on both the immediate task of evangelisation and your educational work, neglect your churches in order to perfect your schools” (Thompson, ‘Historical Survey,’ 44, 45). 

Despite tokens of ‘smooth’ co-operation and clarifications given by the British colonial government, and by its giving of grants to mission institutions that fulfilled the criteria set out in the 1927 ordinance, some missions viewed government intervention as disruptive and marginalising. For some missions though, particularly those with meagre financial resources such as the CMS mission, the system of grants-in-aid was crucial for the success of their work. It is worth noting that the Universities’ Mission to Central Africa (UMCA), another Anglican mission operating in Tanzania also from mid 19th century, applied for a grant too. That both these missions were Anglican could be the reason (beside financial limitations) why they accepted government funds at a time when other non-British missions feared the erosion of their freedom and autonomy and did not automatically apply for grants.
Nonetheless, like other missions, both the CMS and UMCA were equally frustrated by the educational restrictions imposed on all missions by the British colonial government.  Indeed the issue of the standard of education in village schools in Tanzania (the quality of their teachers and syllabus) remained a contentious one between government and missions for a long time after the introduction of the 1927 ordinance. Government criticism of such schools never ceased, and some missions were accused of being vocal about co-operation and fairness from the government, “ ‘but an interpretation of their view often appears to be that the state should pay everything and the church control everything’ ” (Thompson, ‘Historical Survey’, 40).  

Yet, though in such an uncomfortable situation, and frustrated, some missions began to show a change of heart, and had to adhere to the philosophy of adaptation. Most missions in Tanzania were now “convinced that educational wisdom is on their side; if the danger of an intellectual inflation and of an unhealthy caricature of “White” civilization is to be avoided, native education must be fitted in with the natives’ background and surrounding.” (Richter, Tanganyika, 67). 
It is interesting to note that such a comment came from within mission circles. This indicates something typical of some missions in Tanzania and other British colonies in Africa at this time. They complained bitterly against government interference and control of mission education at all levels, and feared the erosion of the influence of the village schools as evangelistic and catechetical centres. Yet, it is these very missions that seemed, in principle, now, to be at home with the philosophy of adaptation. A clue to this ‘change’ of heart may be seen in the context of the Marangu meeting in 1928. There, among other things, missions had expressed concern over the danger of ‘fostering the spirit of independence’ among teachers, though of course not in the political context as would have been seen by the colonial government. Missions feared the erosion of the authority of the missionaries over the African teachers, especially if the latter were to receive payment of their salary direct from the government. 
Language Debate and the Philosophy of Adaptation

It has to be recalled that one of the areas of contention between missions and the British colonial government was the issue of the language to be used at different levels of education. Here too, knowingly or unknowingly, missions were almost starting to lean towards the policy of adaptation. At this point, it may be appropriate to revisit the Le Zoute conference once again. 
One of the issues that featured at Le Zoute, and continued to dominate discussion on African education as has been indicated above is that of the medium of instruction in schools, including mission schools. The core of the debate on language was whether English or the vernacular languages be used. If the former is introduced, should it be taught as a subject among many, or be adopted as a medium of instruction, and if so, at what level.

But there were those who argued that the vernaculars should be given preference especially at the elementary level of education. It has to be observed that the whole issue of the vernacular languages was closely linked with the politics of education for the masses, and of ‘preservation’ of African institutions. The official resolution on language at the Le Zoute conference in 1926 supported this idea. That is to say, it favoured the use of the vernaculars as a medium of instruction in elementary education. English could then be introduced in the latter years. Tanzania was unique in that it had a third language for consideration, namely Kiswahili. This will be revisited a little later. In an effort to promote the vernaculars in schools after the Le Zoute Conference, and deal with the so-called the ‘language problem, in Africa, the International Institute of African Languages and Culture was founded in 1926. This was an initiative of ecumenical mission bodies in Britain (Smith, 116-117, 166).

The other major alternative view at Le Zoute did not feature in the official resolutions of the conference. C. T. Loram (a member of Native Affairs Commission in South Africa, and of the two Phelps-Stokes commissions and a delegate at the Le Zoute conference) noted that Africans “knew that the key to the attainment of the white man’s power lies in the white man’s language. Any attempt to adopt the vernacular as the medium of instruction would meet with strong opposition of certain classes of literate Africans who would feel that the door of opportunity was slammed in the face of their children. Moreover, English is in some regions the language of Government and commerce, and the African who does not know English is placed at great disadvantage—he is at the mercy of unscrupulous white men” (Smith, 68-69).

The issue of the vernaculars in African education necessitated the drawing up in 1927, by the Advisory Committee on Native Education of a memorandum on The Place of the Vernacular in Native Education. This document outlined three major ‘problems’—though this characterisation was primarily from the viewpoint of Westerners interested in African education at the time. First, the multiplicity of African languages and dialects; second, the difficulty of training indigenous teachers in a multiplicity of languages so that they may teach a subject in a second or third language; and third, the difficulty of producing textbooks and literature. 

The memorandum, with its focus on the socio-economic and even political aspirations of Africans, echoed Loram’s views above. It argued that “there can be no doubt that one of the main incentives, if not the incentive, of African parents in sending their sons to school is for them to acquire a knowledge of English. A knowledge of English is naturally regarded by them as the principal means whereby economic advance can be obtained by them in later life. Any attempt, therefore to delay unduly the introduction of English into African schools would be regarded as an attempt of the Government to hold back the African from legitimate advance in civilisation” (African No. 1110, 1927, 10, 11). Loram’s views, supported by the memorandum on the vernaculars indicate that not all the white people agreed with the policies that would keep the African in ‘his or her place’. And this is an important distinction. 
So far our discussion has centred mainly on analysing the debate within the missions, and between them and the colonial government, especially in Tanzania. But what did the indigenous African teachers in Tanzania think about the changes in educational policy, and the level of education hitherto provided by missions? Was it ‘too much education as some Western missionaries working in Tanzania suggested? 

For the purpose of this lecture, it might be sufficient to document the views and experiences of indigenous teachers in the sphere of CMS only. 
Your are ‘Eagles and Not Chickens: Aspiration of African Teachers

In its battle with missions ‘for the Africans,’ the British colonial government in Tanzania believed that on the issue of educational advance, it had Africans on its side because Africans wanted better academic education. At the heart of this was the quest for knowledge of the English language. Most missions in Tanzania objected to the use of English as an exclusive language of instruction in central schools, and preferred Kiswahili instead (Raum, ‘Educational Problems,’ in The International Review of Mission, Vol. XIX, 1930, 567). The colonial government wanted Kiswahili to be used at elementary level, and English in central schools and above. Of course it is known that the government's motive was to build the task-force to assist in its administration of the country. But despite the ulterior motive of the British colonial government, the fact remains, that indigenous teachers noted that the level of education in some missions, such as the CMS mission, was lower, offered mostly in the vernaculars. Therefore the indigenous teachers were pleased that the government wanted it to be improved. 
Africans wanted to be ‘eagles’ who could fly, not ‘chickens,’ and in this sense, a word should be said about the man who used the saying ‘you are eagles, not chickens.’ James Kwegyir Aggrey, a Ghanaian member of the second Phelps-Stokes Commission that toured East Africa in 1924. Aggrey supported wholeheartedly the need for co-operation between government and missions, and apparently the philosophy of adaptation, so that education becomes ‘education for life’. Though he did not go to Le Zoute, Aggrey’s impact on the question of co-operation between government and missions in Africa was significant. 

He was, as King rightly stresses, a ‘the prototype of the good African’—someone willing to cooperate with white people on their terms. And that was because of his ‘literary’ academic achievements. King says that Aggrey himself “had studied in the [United] States for over twenty years, and he insisted on adding qualification after qualification to his name.”(Pan Africanism, 232). Smith, his biographer recorded one of Aggrey’s speeches where he told the story of an eagle that wouldn’t fly because it had been tamed as a chicken. Aggrey said: “My people of Africa, we were created in the image of God, but men have made us think that we are chickens, and we still think we are; but we are eagles. Stretch forth your wings and fly.” (Smith, Aggrey of Africa, 1929, 136, 137). 

Yet his impact on his fellow Africans especially in Tanzania was for reasons quite different from the philosophy of adaptation that he stressed. Aggrey is remembered in parts of Tanzania which he toured during the Phelps-Stokes commission in East Africa for the respect he commanded among the whites, and for the fact that he stayed at the British governor’s residence in Dar es Salaam, and shared a dinner table with him in 1924. One of my oral informants during my field research in Tanzania in 1997, Yusufu Masingisa who was 93 years old in 1997 (now deceased), could still remember a lot about Aggrey and recalled the impact of his visit with the second Phelps-Stokes Commission in 1924 (Masingisa, Oral interviews, September 16 & 17, 1997). 
Indigenous teachers were obviously frustrated by the poor educational level in the CMS mission, particularly because, unlike in the UMCA mission, teaching was not done in English. Yusufu Masingisa, one of my oral informants whom I had mentioned earlier was one of the teachers who regarded the level of education in the CMS mission as poor, because it was offered in the vernaculars. Masingisa was a teacher from 1921 to 1926, but quit his post for six years, hoping to go to Malawi (then Nyasaland) where the UMCA was also operating, but never made it. It was just too far away. Nevertheless, later, he was chosen to study nursing at a local school (Masingisa, oral interviews, September 16 & 17, 1997). 

As pointed out already, it seems that knowledge of the English language was a significant factor in the African opinion as to what constituted ‘better’ education. Colonial education offered to the Europeans and Indians was better than that of the Africans. This was discriminatory (Isaka Mlahagwa, oral interview, September 14, 1997). However, since colonial educational policy wanted a certain level of African education be offered in English, Africans found this liberating, though as has been stressed above, colonial government had a very different purpose for doing this. Surprisingly, the majority of the missions felt that education in English medium was ‘too much education’ for the African.

Socio-Economic Benefits for Indigenous Teachers

One of the significant outcomes of the impetus given to education by the British colonial government in Tanzania in the mid-1920s was the enhancement of the social and economic prospects of some indigenous teachers in the CMS mission especially after going through teacher training courses at Kongwa College in central Tanzania. The upgrading of the standard of the village schools meant also the raising of the qualification of teachers, and teacher training was the apex of the educational ladder in most missions (Hewitt, Problems of Success, 199). Better training meant better salary (cf. Nehemia Uguzi, oral interviews, June 18 & 19, 1997; Cleopa Mwaka, oral interview, July 4, 1997).

Though working under the mission, like all licensed teachers, those who had government certificates were now receiving their salary from the government – something which missions had feared would erode their authority. Better training and more government control through regulations brought with it other benefits to indigenous teachers such as job security and a new sense of freedom. There was now a degree of protection against frequent suspensions or dismissals of indigenous teachers by missionaries on the basis of “offences” or allegations that were not related to capacity to fulfil their professional duty. Now, even when teachers refused to carry out some of their ‘expected’ but unjustified duties, they could not be sacked easily. Of course they continued to perform their ‘traditional’ dual task: school work and church work, including evangelisation, and this was compulsory (Cleopa Mwaka, oral interview, July 4, 1997). I should emphasize that most if not all the indigenous teachers fulfilled their duties within missions with great commitment and loyalty to God. 

It seems that CMS missionaries (as were those belonging to other missions) were perhaps rather unprepared to deal with the new sense of freedom among African teachers. Being the product of their era, it seems that missionaries made serious miscalculations regarding the level of the aspirations of the Africans, and their desire to be free. There were reports of strikes by indigenous teachers, or departures from mission schools to government schools. The philosophy of adaptation had almost highlighted, perhaps more sharply than before, the distinction between the traditional church-teacher, and the new school-teacher who helped in church mainly in order to keep his largely secular job. For the indigenous teacher, it was like serving two “masters.” Yet, serving two “masters” was often a difficult task. 

Conclusion

Perhaps on that note, I should now revisit the survey and the analysis I have made so far, with a view to bringing this lecture to a conclusion. I have attempted to trace (briefly) the American background of the philosophy of adaptation on education. I have noted how through the Phelps-Stokes Fund, and its two commissions to Africa, the philosophy of adaptation was embraced by the British colonial government in Africa. I have highlighted the wider influence of the philosophy of adaptation upon ecumenical bodies such as the Le Zoute conference that met in Belgium in 1926, and upon certain influential individuals like Oldham. 
I have emphasised that there were multiplicity of perspectives, both within the missions themselves and within government circles on secularization of mission education in Africa. This was characteristic of both the colonial and missionary enterprise in much of Africa, if not elsewhere too. If there is a contribution from this lecture, it goes some way to correct a common view, found both in Africa and in the West, that white people (be they colonizers or missionaries) were often of a common mind on issues regarding the Africans. This is particularly important when it is remembered that missions have often been accused of being bearers of the colonial flags. While such an accusation is not entirely wrong, that was not the case in Tanzania particularly as regards mission education from 1920s onwards. 

Equally, contrary to a popular view in Africa and in the West, that Africans were passive creatures on the receiving end of the colonizers and the missionaries, this lecture highlights the fact that Africans were key players in the colonial drama. They were capable of selecting and taking what they wanted, and rejecting what they disliked. Indeed, to one’s surprise, from the perspective of indigenous African teachers, at least in Tanzania, the policy of adaptation of education which was embraced by the British colonial government, though not free of racial motives in design and implementation, brought with it some socio-economic benefits and freedom. Perhaps these benefits and freedom would have hardly come so soon within the missions if mission education had continued along the basic lines of being primarily evangelistic. 
Certainly, some policies and decisions of the British colonial government in Tanzania such as the imposition of restrictions on the teaching of religious education in schools and the control of the process of opening of new schools disregarded the primary nature of the work of the missions. However, it may be observed that prior to government initiative in education, perhaps some missions, especially the CMS mission, had become too complacent about the quality and level of education they offered, whether literary and academic, or for evangelistic purposes. 

Positively, mission education has left the African church with a legacy of the desire for horizontal evangelistic expansion. But one wonders whether the missions ever imagined that there would be a time when the Church would have to be in the hands of indigenous Africans, and that these had to be leaders well equipped with proper education for leading the church in strong ministry and mission. Despite efforts to secularize it during the colonial period, another legacy of mission education is the insufficient attention paid to training for secular skills for church ministry, and the notion that the church as an institution does not necessarily need well trained staff (accountants, managers, administrators and so on), as long as someone has enthusiasm for evangelism! Without being inward looking and sectarian, and without abandoning the principle of equal opportunity in employment, more could be done to address the impact of this legacy.

On the political front, one notes that some African statesmen such as the late Julius Nyerere (first President of Tanzania since 1961) advocated similar educational orientations as those proposed in the philosophy of adaptation on education. However emancipation of the African had been their key motive, not ‘keeping the African in his or her place.’ Yet it is ironical, that in 1967, only six years after Tanzania gained freedom from British colonial occupation, the government of Tanzania nationalized all church schools and educational institutions, including those built by the CMS mission.

The consequence was far reaching perhaps even more than what the missions experienced during the colonial era. Despite the effort to continue teaching religious education as a subject, to a large extent, for better or for worse, Churches lost influence and perhaps interest in secular education offered through secular government education system.
I must stress here that reasons for the nationalization of schools were complex, and in hindsight, may be regarded as sensible. Among other things, the government of Nyerere wanted to end the sectarian control of schools by various Christian denominations. In most cases, pupils attended schools owned by their denomination. Nyerere wanted education to be accessible to all Tanzanians regardless of social status, race, religious affiliation, gender, and ethnic origin. To a great extent, this was achieved, more so during his time as President.
_____________________
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