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Boundaries  

The Boundaries of the Districts of our Connexion have not changed much over the last 150 years or so, although the population 
demographic and the mission needs of communities are always changing. The last big changes that took place was Mozambique 
that became a District in 1975, Zimbabwe that became an independent Connexion in 1977, and Namibia that constituted a District 
and dissolved as a District some time later. The Clarkebury District, having left the Connexion in 1978, was reincorporated in 1988.  

Following Obedience 81 an intentional process of geographic Circuits was initiated, to give expression to our outward unity as One 
and undivided. This was more successful in some places than others.  

The conversation has been on the table again since 2001. We have been talking, and resolving to talk about District Boundaries 
for 16 years now. This has been through the initiative of the Structures Committee which was mandated by Conference to do so. 
In the past few years, Botswana and now Namibia are seeking to become Districts. The Conference 2001 resolution asks the 
Connexion to investigate and consider boundary changes with special reference to maximising mission effectiveness, maximising 
organisational and financial effectiveness and any other relevant matters. Intentional conversation took place again in 2007 and 
11 with the Connexional Structure Indaba.  

In 2016 the Structures Committee under the guidance of its Boundaries Subcommittee called for Connexional Conversations in 
regions, to begin a consultative process. These conversations have taken place during 2017, with a Connexional team of 6, visiting 
clusters of Districts that share borders, and invited from each District, to send their Bishop, Lay Leader and Mission Coordinator, 
District Secretary plus three persons, as well as further representation of three, from other countries, per District.  

These regional consultations, under the facilitation of Mr Craig Arends, did very good work, and striking was the similarity in the 
discernment of all of the four consultations.  

 

Reasons to re-consider District Boundaries  

1. Consultations agreed that Districts exist, firstly for the sake of mission. The question is then asked, are our districts currently 
shaped well, for the purpose of mission? The accompanying question is “Does structure define mission, or does mission define 
structure?” These theological concepts were considered from the vantage point of the church’s understanding that mission is at 
the heart of who we are, and Districts should serve mission.  
 
With the size of current Districts, there is not the collective energy in most instances, to focus on each and every corner of districts. 
Main centres receive disproportionate attention, and the “Extensio Dei” – the ever-expanding mission of God, that always 
considers the smallest and the poorest, is often not central to the strategy of a District, because it is overwhelmed by the expanse 
of its work.  
2. Districts exist, secondly, for accountability, fellowship and administration. However, with enormous distances covered in many 
of the Districts, all of these key functions suffer, as well as the efficacy of District structures, and the well-being of those who have 
responsibility for a District.  
 
Without trying to emulate our Mother-church, it is useful to see the District structure of the Methodist Church in Britain, where 
the Connexion- District- Circuit- Society structure developed in early Methodism. Britain is about 200 000 km2which means you 
can fit 13 Britains into our Connexion. They have 31 Districts and we have 12. What it suggests is, it is no wonder that District 
officials are over-worked, stretched thinly, and that the administration and accountability in Districts is an extremely demanding 
task.  

3. Sovereignty. Our Connexion is made up of six nations. Dealing with a government, from the Methodist office in South Africa, 
causes diplomatic and relational challenges. Consideration to countries who are able to form Districts, should be given. 
Furthermore, the question is asked whether we should be continuing to use the term, District, or consider using the term “synod” 
instead, in order for us not to say a nation is a District of a church in another country.  

4. Fourthly, the consideration of costs for people to travel to District meetings, retreats, conventions and Synods means that if 
Districts are shaped differently, much of what we now spend on travel, can be spent on mission. The cost factor also impacts 
therein that some Districts will be able to change to a partially-separated Bishop, which means that a Circuit will partly carry the 
cost of stipends of Bishops.  

5. The geography of the Connexion stays the same, but population growth and population distribution and migration must always 
be part of the debate on boundaries.  

6. All Consultations agreed strongly that the current shape of Districts is not desirable.  



 

Obstacles to change  

The idea of changing the configuration of Districts in the Connexion, urgent as we may see it to be, will not be without pain. 
Obstacles we will have to sensitively negotiate include:  
1. There are Methodists with a sense of District identity who might find it difficult to amend their thinking to a Connexional identity 
that overarches our Methodist identity. There are many members whose focus is the local Society or Circuit where they belong, 
and they are not concerned about the greater structure of the church.  
2. Most people have an inherent aversion to change, and need to be assisted in their thought processes regarding change.  
3. The thought that “someone” is designing and imposing something that is not wanted or negotiated, and that there are hidden  
agendas behind the process.  
4. There might be those who see change of District boundaries an imposition to a perceived power to a person or a structure.  
5. We are fearful of the unknown.  
6. People frequently prefer their known comfort zone.  
7. It is easy to ascribe the word “tradition” to the status quo.  
8. Circuits and Synods are not always in good communication, and there seems to be a gap between Conference and Districts.  
9. We will have to carefully consider our model of financing the smaller Districts.  
 
Principles- agreed to by all Consultations  
1. Inclusiveness/ diversity. As far as possible, demographic, language, race diversity etc. is to be an important part of any District.  

2. There us unanimity that Districts should be smaller. We need to minimise the distance between the “hub” of the Distr ict, and 

the furthest Circuit.  

3. Mission is at the centre of the existence of every District.  

4. Structures must be dictated by mission.  

5. In considering “Who do we need to be” to take seriously our mission call, we understand that there will be some sacrificial 

decisions to consider.  

6. Connexionality is a cornerstone of our self-understanding, and must not be compromised.  

7. Our Methodist ethos is non-negotiable. (Wesleyan)  

8. Districts must be sustainable.  

9. Boundaries are nor ever designed to be static, they should meet the needs of the time.  

10. All places of human habitation are worthy of ministry by the MCSA, however far, small or poor.  

11. We express our Connexionality, we commit ourselves as Districts, to support one another, and especially newly-formed 

Districts with a theological understanding of Kenosis/ self-emptying and a theology of giving and sharing, especially with newly-

formed Districts.  

 
A possible picture of the Connexion  
Proposal to Conference  
The Structures Committee proposes to Conference that:  
1. Conference requested to endorse the Process as presented at Conference 2017.  

2. Districts to recommend 2 (1 lay/1 clergy) facilitators to lead the process with Bishops.  

3. November 2017 –Bishops’ and Secretaries’ Consultation – to be briefed on the Processes.  

4. October/November 2017 District Facilitators to be Trained  

5. December 2017 – May 2018 District/Inter- District Regional Consultations with Circuits to be facilitated by the District 
Facilitators where necessary.  

6. Synods May 2018 – Connexional Boundaries Committee to prepare Documents for discussion including possible resolutions.  

7. Conference September 2018 – To receive reports and recommendations from District Synods and appoint Preparatory Task 
Teams.  

8. October 2018 – 2019 Task Teams to provide operational processes to set up the restructuring including preparatory work and 
possible elective Synods and endorse the establishment of new structures.  

9. Conference 2019 to receive preparatory reports and make the necessary appointments.  

10. January 2020 – Implementation and Inauguration.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

SYNOD 2018 RESPONSES 
 
Appendix 5 Order of Business for Synods 
 
The questions under this heading should, where possible be dealt with by the District Executive for report to the Synod. 
 
Question 6 
 
6.1 Do we recommend any alteration in the District Boundaries? 
6.2 Do we authorise and record any alteration in the boundaries of existing Circuits? 
6.3 Do we authorise the division of any Circuit or the amalgamation of any Circuits? 
6.4 Do we authorise the change of a Circuit name? 
6.5 Do we approve and record any new station? 
 
Preamble: 
 
Following a series of conversations since the 2001 Conference the 2016 Conference resolved to appoint a Connexional Boundaries 
Committee as a sub-committee of the Connexional Structures Committee. 
 
This Committee facilitated Connexional wide Conversations in regions to begin a consultative process these included all districts, 
which were represented by amongst others Bishop’s, Secretaries, Lay Leaders and Mission Unit Coordinators. These consultations 
were facilitated by an independent consultant attended by Connexional officials and the following principles and possible revision 
of district boundaries were agreed to and presented to Conference, who adopted the report and instructed the Structures 
Committee to continue the process. 
 

1. Consultations agreed that District’s Exist primarily for the sake of Mission and consequently Mission should therefore 
define our structures. 

2. Secondary yet importantly, Districts exist for accountability, fellowship and administration on, of and for our common 
expression of Mission. 

3. In respect of Governance, Culture and Identity it is important that recognition be given to the Sovereignty of each country 
which is constituent of our Connexion. 

4. Consideration be given to how our current shape of Districts impact on our Financial and Human Resources in addition 
to how the huge distances travelled affect our core reason for existence. 

5. The current Connexional Geographical Shape remains unchanged. 
6. The current shape of our District Boundaries is not desirable and negatively impacts on our desire to be shaped for 

Mission. 
 
 
The Principles agreed to are: 

• Mission to remain the core of the District’s existence. 

• Districts be shaped for Mission 

• Bearing in mind that change is difficult, that we take our call to Mission as the basis for all change and be prepared to be 
sacrificial in our response to it including committing all Districts as Mission Units to offer support through a theology of 
giving and sharing. 

• Our Connexionality remains the cornerstone of our self-understanding 

• Our Methodist Ethos is non-negotiable. 

• All places of human habitation are worthy of ministry by the MCSA 

• Districts should geographically be “smaller “minimising distance between the centre and the boundaries, ideally with a 
maximum of approximately 4 hours. 

• That diversity and inclusivity in respect of language, race, and culture is to be an important feature of all our Districts. 

• All Districts need to be sustainable, whilst never static in its design 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Given the above agreed to principles the District Synod is invited to respond by entering into conversation and respond to the 
following questions for report and resolution to Conference. 
 
What is the District Boundary Committee’s report on the Circuit, District and Inter-District Conversations held during the past 
year? 

___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
How do we understand the impact that District Boundaries have on our core reason for Existence? 

___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
What in our current district boundaries have helped and hindered the District in achieving its Missional Goals? 

___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
What does our “perfect” District Boundary look like? 

___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Using the Possible Boundary Changes Map: 
 
What Circuit boundary changes do we recommend to Conference that will allow us to be better shaped to achieve our Missional 
Imperatives and Goals? 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
What District boundary changes do we recommend to Conference that will allow us to be better shaped to achieve our Missional 
Imperatives and Goals? 

___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 


