
(Continued at Middle of Page 48)

FOR THOSE WHO LOVE THE TRUTH AND HATE ERROR

Kenneth D. Cohn and Buddy R. Roth are the elders of 
the Spring Church of Christ located in Spring, Texas, an 
unincorporated area just north of Houston, Texas. Brethren 
Cohn and Roth have a combined tenure of over 50 years 
as elders of the Spring church. It would be hard to imagine 
a more diverse set of problems that they have encountered 
and handled during their service with the Spring congrega-
tion, including counselling those with personal problems, 
disciplining their own who walk disorderly, and those who 
sow discord among brethren and abide not in the doctrine of 
Christ. They take their oversight responsibilities seriously 
and recognize that this is a service that cannot be delegated to 
anyone else, nor may it be rightfully infringed upon by oth-
ers. They assiduously preserve the autonomy of the church 
over which they have oversight, and respect and honor the 
autonomy of other congregations of the Lord’s church. They 
will vigorously defend the Spring congregation from being 
infected with the problems arising at other congregations, 
and will not allow themselves to be the cause of a prolifera-
tion of other congregation’s problems to the brotherhood at 
large.

Located in New Braunfels, Texas, approximately 200 
miles from the Spring Church of Christ, is (or was) the 
congregation of the Lord’s church identified as the New 
Braunfels Church of Christ. Its evangelist was Lynn Parker, 
who, along with Rick Heimburger, served as the elders of 
the New Braunfels church. Rick Heimburger was married 
to Jennifer Heimburger. The Heimburgers had two sons 
and one daughter. The younger son, Preston, married Lynn 
Parker’s oldest daughter, Caroline. Hannah, Lynn’s middle 
daughter, married Patrick Brown, son of Timothy Brown, a 
former member of the New Braunfels church, and grandson 
of David Brown, evangelist of the Spring Church of Christ. 
Well over two years ago (some time after Rick Heimburger 
passed away) preceding the marriage of Preston and Caro-
line, there arose a conflict between Lynn Parker, Preston and 

Caroline Heimburger, and Jennifer Heimburger, which con-
flict consisted of personal, internal family matters as far as 
we have been able to tell. This conflict continued to worsen 
following said previous marriage. Lynn, Preston, and Caro-
line made certain charges of sin against Jennifer primarily 
that of gossiping (talebearing) and causing division. In due 
time, Lynn sent sister Heimburger a document containing the 
charges of sin he had made against her. Preston and Caroline 
prepared a separate document containing additional charges 
(or at least a different set of occurrences). Sister Heimburger 
responded by denying the allegations of the two documents.

Lynn Parker, his children, sons-in-law, Dave Watson, 
John Rose, et al., believe themselves to be reasonable, just, 
and, if brother Rose’s writings indicate anything at all, logi-
cal, and not inferior to anyone in these attributes. They have 
a right to think so, but they have no right to expect others 
to think so merely because they do. Nor does such thinking 
constitute proof. They have taken the unwarranted position, 
among their other ignes fatui, that the accuser does not have 
the burden of proof in the case, that merely accusing is proof 
enough. They have even gone so far as to say that the ac-
cused has no right to set what she considers fair and reason-
able stipulations to her defense, which stipulations in no way 
disadvantage them. They have assumed that any defense that 
the accused offers is proof of her guilt.

When they reserve for themselves the high ground of 
logical thinking, they are by implication saying that the el-
ders of the Spring Church of Christ and anyone else that 
does not submit to their “logic” to be numbnuts (The pri-
mary meaning of this word denotes a dull, stupid person. It 
is curious to us as to why in the consideration of this primary 
meaning that they demonstrated a below-the-belt thinking). 
They comically consider themselves polymaths in all areas 
of logic. We rightly ridiculed their thinking that they are 
logical and we are dunderheads. If our Lord can ridicule his 
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Editorial...

(Continued in Middle of Page 51)

WHY THIS SPECIAL CFTF?
This special edition of CFTF is concerned with an issue 

that arose some years ago among certain brethren who, when 
the problem began, were members (a few continue to be) of 
the New Braunfels, TX Church of Christ (hereafter NB). The 
particular facts involved in said issue initially concerned 
the conduct of some of those brethren toward one another, 
which matters are also noted in other articles in this special 
issue of CFTF. Because the internal matters of NB regarding 
the same were published far beyond the boundaries of NB, 
other brethren came to know of them.  

It is important to understand that the problem(s) be-
tween the NB brethren was not over whether the Bible au-
thorizes a certain doctrine or not. Initially the differences 
between the NB brethren pertained specifically to whether 
certain NB brethren were biblically right or wrong in with-
drawing fellowship from one of its former members, Jennifer 
Heimburger, and directly or indirectly related matters.

This effort to withdraw fellowship from sister Heimburg-
er was/is promoted and led by brother Lynn Parker, his fam-
ily members, and a few other non-NB brethren who know 
only the Parker side of said matter(s). Moreover, these Parker 
followers have proved that they have no interest in hearing 
what other NB members in good standing when these prob-
lems arose, and for some time thereafter, have to say about 
the NB problems. Furthermore, Lynn Parker will not agree to 
a meeting with all brethren who were NB members in good 
standing, who have firsthand information about the contro-
versy, and who witnessed the festering process until it finally 
came to a head. Lynn will only agree to a meeting with sister 
Heimburger that he controls concerning what brethren can 
attend and who can participate in it. 

It must be pointed out that the present NB church is not 
in fellowship with Lynn Parker and his spiritual cartel, but 
they are once again in fellowship with Jennifer Heimburger. 
The response of the Parker faction to the reconciliation of 
Jennifer and NB is to attempt to denigrate Manuel Guajardo, 
who was one of the brethren who helped begin NB around 
30 or more years ago because of the liberalism in the old 
NB church that began in 1919 and continues in its apostasy.  
Lynn and his friends have attempted to do this by pointing 
out that Manuel once agreed with Lynn regarding Jennifer, 
but now he does not. None of us claim to know all of the 
counsels of one’s heart, but to say that because a man in the 
past held certain views, but now holds opposite views from 
what he once did, is not necessarily a bad thing. If anyone 
who opposed Lynn had changed in order to support him, I 
seriously doubt he would declare that such a person was un-
trustworthy because he had once opposed Lynn.

Some in the Parker Camp have charged that Manuel’s 
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In response to the slander of the Hastings’ family name 
set forth by Lynn Parker and Preston Heimburger, it has be-
come necessary that we, the Hastings family (Lonnie, Ber-
nice, Andy and Linda), provide this narrative of events to set 
the record straight.

To begin, it is our assessment that this whole issue be-
gins and ends at the feet of Lynn Parker. From our personal 
experience through the years with Lynn, we have found him 
to be a man who does not take criticism well, be it construc-
tive, perceived, or otherwise. We have known Lynn to have 
a great skill at helping others see their flaws and helping 
them to make proper adjustments for self improvement, but 
when such focus is aimed at him, the general pattern is that 
of knee-jerk defensiveness followed by an attempt to make 
the bearer of such advice the “bad guy.” Further, it is our 
experience with Lynn that it is not beyond him to “enhance” 
the details of a story to “paint” his version in a better light.

In 2009, a death-bed promise was made by Lynn to Rick 
Heimburger that he (Lynn) would take care of Rick’s wife, 
Jennifer, and their kids so that Rick would have no need to 
worry about their welfare. After Rick’s passing, Lynn and 
his wife, Mary Ann, discussed with Jennifer the possibility 
of buying some land together with the intention of building 
a house that the two families would share (with the help of 
Jennifer’s inheritance from Rick) after the sale of Lynn and 
May Ann’s house in Kingsbury. After a period of time, Jen-
nifer decided it would be better for her to purchase her own 
house.

Not long after Mary Ann left Lynn, Lynn’s son, Garland, 
and Jennifer’s daughter, Rachel,who had been dating, broke 
up (spring of 2012). Shortly after this, a faction developed 
between Lynn’s children and Rachel. Jennifer encouraged 
Rachel to try to work things out with Lynn’s children; how-
ever, Rachel’s attempts were unsuccessful and Lynn’s chil-
dren continued to treat her poorly. We saw on at least one 
occasion where Rachel tried to sit next to Lynn’s children at 
the beginning of church services and they, as a group, got up 
and moved. After many attempts, Jennifer finally got Lynn 
to agree to a meeting between Lynn, Jennifer, and their chil-
dren (and Hope and Staci Coward, since Staci had also been 
involved) to discuss the way Lynn’s children were treating 
Rachel. Jennifer asked Lonnie and Bernice to be witnesses 
to the meeting.

From the beginning of the meeting, Lynn did not let his 
children be involved in the discussion. Lynn claimed the 
problem was actually between the Guajardo’s (another fam-
ily in the congregation) children and Rachel. Lynn, sitting 
across from Rachel, eventually began throwing all kinds of 
accusations at Rachel, shaking his finger at her and growing 
angrier as he spoke. All the while, Rachel sat calmly and 

THE LONNIE AND ANDY HASTINGS
FAMILIES’ RESPONSE

answered each of his accusations.
Jennifer tried several times to get the discussion back to 

the original point of the meeting, but Lynn was convinced 
that the problem had nothing to do with his children and kept 
going back to his claim that the problem was between the 
Guajardo’s children and Rachel. When the meeting ended, 
it was clear to Lonnie and Bernice, as well as Jennifer, that 
nothing had been resolved. We later learned that Lynn had 
instructed his (baptized Christian) children to, in effect, shun 
Rachel and Jennifer instead of trying to resolve their dis-
agreement (a sort of “private” withdrawal of fellowship).

Since the issue between the children was never properly 
settled, the discord eventually migrated to Lynn and Jenni-
fer. Jennifer approached Lynn several times, trying to get 
resolution. Many times, after services, the two could be seen 
by everyone in the congregation off to the side of the audi-
torium or foyer in a discussion, usually ending with Lynn 
pointing his finger with a scolding demeanor in Jennifer’s 
face.

Having no husband and no eldership to turn to at the 
New Braunfels congregation, Jennifer spoke privately with 
Lonnie Hastings, several times with tears of frustration, 
seeking advice on how to set things right. She felt intimi-
dated by Lynn because he tried to turn things around and 
say that she was in the wrong. Lonnie encouraged Jennifer 
to try to talk with Lynn about it, but after her attempts were 
unsuccessful, Lonnie suggested Jennifer seek advice from 
the elders at the Spring congregation since they knew Lynn 
personally from their previous work with him. (Without get-
ting into specifics, the Spring elders advised her that if she 
could not talk to Lynn, she would have to talk with the men 
of the congregation.—Editor) 
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Eventually, in 2013, Jennifer informed us that she 
thought it best to move back to Virginia with Rachel and her 
oldest son, Tyler, to help care for her aging parents and re-
move Rachel and Tyler from the growing family feud atmo-
sphere. But before she moved, she considered trying to meet 
with Lynn one last time in hopes of settling the contention 
between them. She called Andy Hastings on the phone to 
discuss his being in this meeting as a witness, along with his 
father, Lonnie, and gave him a summary of what the meeting 
would be about. Even though it was apparent to anyone in 
the congregation who was paying attention that things were 
not right between the two families, this was the first time 
that Andy was made aware of many of the details of the situ-
ation. After further consideration following the discussion 
with Andy, Jennifer decided not to pursue another meeting, 
since she concluded that no apology from Lynn would be 
forthcoming.

Shortly before Jennifer moved to Virginia, Linda noticed 
one day after church services that Jennifer seemed upset and 
asked her if something was wrong. Jennifer explained that 
she wanted to spend some time with her son, Preston, before 
moving to Virgina, but that he had refused several invita-
tions to come over. As Jennifer and Linda’s conversation 
continued on to other things, Preston walked up. Jennifer 
asked if she would be seeing Preston before she moved, and 
Preston indicated that Sunday was one of his few days off of 
work and that was when he and his wife, Caroline, went to a 
Bible study at the Parkers’ house. Jennifer asked if the Bible 
study was mandatory and couldn’t he miss it once to come 
see her before she moved, as he occasionally would miss the 
Friday night Bible study that previously happened at Lonnie 
and Bernice’s house when something would come up. Pres-
ton responded that the Bible study with the Parkers was not 
mandatory, but made no indication of going to see Jennifer.

The next day, Preston called Linda to “apologize for his 
mother’s poor behavior.” Linda had no idea what he was 
talking about. Preston said he did not want Linda to think 
that he forsook any assemblies or anything when he had oc-
casionally missed the Friday night Bible study at Lonnie 
and Bernice’s. Linda said she did not get that impression 
at all. Preston proceeded to ask Linda if Jennifer had been 
talking to her about anything. Linda replied that she knew 
that Jennifer missed Preston and that she wanted to spend 
some time with him before moving all the way to Virgina. 
Preston mentioned that he and Caroline had been “having 
some problems” with Jennifer, to which Linda simply told 
Preston that he should talk with his mother. The conversa-
tion felt very awkward to Linda, as if Preston was “fishing” 
for something. Evidently, after not getting what he wanted, 
Preston had no problem fabricating a very different conver-
sation than what actually took place, as reported in his “ac-
counting of events” letter dated 1/4/15.

Later that year, at summer camp, a situation arose where 
Lynn, visibly upset, approached Bernice Hastings about 
a girl that “might need to be sent home” because she had 
slapped one of his sons. Bernice was a counselor for the Se-

nior Girls (this girl’s cabin) and knew that the girl was not 
a troublemaker. Bernice later found out from speaking with 
the girl (who was crying and very upset at the way Lynn, a 
director of the camp, had “talked” to her) that Lynn’s son 
had tackled her hard during a game of kick-the-can, knock-
ing her down and landing on her. She was hurt and reacted 
without thinking and slapped him, which she admitted was 
not the right thing to do.

Andy was there and heard the conversion between Lynn 
and Bernice and later asked Lynn about the girl’s side of 
the story and “was there anything done that provoked her?” 
Shortly after the question, Lynn proceeded to point his fin-
ger with a scolding demeanor in Andy’s face, accusing Andy 
that he thought Lynn showed favoritism to his children and 
that Andy got this idea from Jennifer and her “gossip.” Lynn 
went on to tell Andy that he and his wife (Linda) were split-
ting the congregation over stuff like this. When Andy asked 
if he should bring Linda into the conversation since Lynn 
seemed to be accusing both of them of something, Lynn 
quickly back-tracked and said, “No.”

The conversation took place in the middle of the field 
near the volleyball courts and soon involved Lonnie and 
Preston. The conversation lasted for about a half hour, with 
Lynn taking most of that time attempting to tell Lonnie and 
Andy about how he thought Jennifer was wrong. Lonnie and 
Andy listened to Lynn’s recounting of events from his per-
spective and did little to try to argue for Jennifer, especially 
since she had already left the state and declared that she was 
willing to let it go and move on. This “conversation” con-
cluded with Lynn asking Lonnie and Andy if “we could all 
just agree to drop it, and not bring this up any more?” to 
which Lonnie and Andy both very eagerly agreed.

A few weeks later, Lynn called Lonnie and brought up 
the Jennifer issue once again. Lonnie reminded Lynn that 
they both agreed to “let it go, and not bring it up any more.” 
Lynn told Lonnie that, yes, he knew he said that, but that he 
just couldn’t let it go and that he needed to pursue it because 
he still felt that Jennifer “gossiped” against him.

With Jennifer and the Browns (Tim and Trish – a differ-
ent story) gone, the Hastings now became Lynn’s new obses-
sion to “brow beat” from the pulpit. We never brought this 
issue up again; every time the subject was raised, it was by 
Lynn. After seeing a text message from Trish Brown about 
the Hastings “taking back the congregation or starting a new 
one...” Lynn asked Lonnie and Andy if they were making 
plans to leave and start a new congregation within the imme-
diate future. They answered, “No,” which was the truth. We 
don’t know where the “take back the congregation” com-
ment came from, possibly just an overstatement by Trish (of 
which she has repented).

A conversation between the Browns and the Hast-
ings did occur where we mentioned that, for years, we had 
thought about, sometime in the future, starting a local con-
gregation in the rural area where Lonnie and Bernice lived 
since there were no faithful congregations in that area. Both 
Lonnie and Bernice and Andy and Linda were driving across 
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several Texas counties to worship with the congregation in 
New Braunfels, but Andy and Linda were planning on mov-
ing back to the area where Lonnie and Bernice lived before 
their kids started school. Having a local congregation in that 
area would allow us to work in a community we were famil-
iar with, where we were known, and where we would not 
have to invite people to drive across three Texas counties 
to come worship with us. We thought we might be ready to 
try such a work several years after Andy and Linda moved 
closer to Lonnie and Bernice (an idea that Lonnie had men-
tioned to Lynn about a year earlier). We did mention to the 
Browns that, in a worst case scenario, we might consider 
moving the time line up on starting a new congregation if 
things got so bad that we might no longer be able to worship 
at New Braunfels.

The fact that we considered this as a “backup plan” is 
not proof that we were plotting a split—on the contrary, 
the fact that we waited until the very end is proof that we 
were willing to endure a lot, in patient anticipation that Lynn 
would eventually “get it out of his system” and that things 
could hopefully one day return to at least some semblance 
of peace.

However, when Lynn drew his line in the sand and said 
that he was going to bring up this issue between himself and 
Jennifer to the New Braunfels congregation as a fellowship 
issue, we knew that the decision was now made for us. We 
had no other option but to leave because we wouldn’t have 
anything to do with this unscriptural withdrawal of fellow-
ship from a sister who was not guilty of the sins she was 
accused of. Two other families, who were frustrated at what 

they could see happening for themselves, did come with us 
when we announced in January 2014 that we would be start-
ing a new work closer to our own “back yard.”

A few months later, Bernice was invited to a ladies brunch 
hosted by one of the widows at New Braunfels. There were 
at least 6 other women from New Braunfels present when 
Lynn’s new wife, Tammy, arrived and saw Bernice there in 
attendance. Tammy took the host of the party aside and in-
formed her that the Parkers were not in fellowship with the 
Hastings and that she would have to leave. All of the rest 
of the women at the party were shocked, not having heard 
even a suggestion of such by way of announcement at the 
New Braunfels congregation. Again, the Parkers seemed to 
be practicing a “private” withdrawal of fellowship, similar 
to what Lynn had instructed his kids to do in the beginning 
with Jennifer and Rachel.

We have heard both sides of the story, we witnessed the 
strife, and we encouraged both sides to talk to the other. This 
whole matter could have easily been resolved early on if 
Lynn would have encouraged his Christian children to work 
out the difficulty they were having with Rachel, their sister 
in Christ, rather than instructing them to avoid her.

It is our wish that peace be restored between all parties 
involved, but this can only happen if Lynn and Preston will 
do the right thing and repent of their unfounded accusations.

—2559 FM  1681
Stockdale, TX 78160
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In the Fall of 2014, I remembered a brother in Christ and 
gospel preacher that I had not seen or talked with in a good 
while. It was brother Lynn Parker. So, I picked up the phone 
and gave him a call. After we had talked briefly, brother 
Parker brought up a situation that had taken place at New 
Braunfels, of which I had no prior knowledge. He began to 
discuss at length something that had happened there regard-
ing a sister in Christ, who he accused of gossip, and a criti-
cism of the Spring eldership, for supposedly upholding her. 
He also told of a withdrawal that had taken place involving 
this lady. After hearing what brother Parker reported to me, 
the first thing that I resolved was that I would not mention 
this to anyone, but only pray about it, at that point in time.

It is my longing and prayer that this matter will be re-
solved, out of love for the souls involved, the Lord’s church, 
and the cause of Jesus Christ.

We would do well to heed the inspired guidance uttered 

FROM WHOM DID I FIRST HEAR IT?
Danny Douglas

by James, the servant of Christ:
Who is a wise man and endued with knowledge among 
you? let him shew out of a good conversation his works 
with meekness of wisdom. But if ye have bitter envying 
and strife in your hearts, glory not, and lie not against 
the truth. This wisdom descendeth not from above, but is 
earthly, sensual, devilish. For where envying and strife is, 
there is confusion and every evil work. But the wisdom 
that is from above is first pure, then peaceable, gentle, and 
easy to be intreated, full of mercy and good fruits, without 
partiality, and without hypocrisy. And the fruit of righ-
teousness is sown in peace of them that make peace (James 
3:13-18).

—704 Azalea Drive
Mt. Pleasant, TN 38474

fhfh
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A FACTUAL ANALYSIS OF CERTAIN EVENTS
INVOLVING THE LYNN PARKER FAMILY AND

THE NEW BRAUNFELS, TEXAS CONGREGATION
Tim Brown

My family and I were first members of the New Braunfels 
(NB) congregation from late 2007 until around July of 2010 
when we moved away. Sometime around July of 2012 we 
moved back to the area and identified once again with NB 
in August of 2012. We were members there until November 
of 2013. Most of these events about which I am writing hap-
pened after June of 2012.

In my view, being that I was there in the midst of these 
harrowing events, the drama surrounding the Parkers and 
Jennifer Heimburger should have been resolved at NB and 
never gone beyond that. This was/is a squabble between two 
families, that for the record did not involve any false doc-
trine. That original squabble grew and festered until it di-
vided the Parker and Heimburger families. How sad it is that 
things pertaining to this episode have been so sorely misrep-
resented to the point of re-writing history in what is obvi-
ously an effort to destroy the reputations of good and Godly 
people, painting an unsightly narrative of events.

The following excerpts and accompanying commentar-
ies are from the three letters or emails that have been circu-
lated. The first letter is Lynn Parker’s December 2013 letter 
to Jennifer, the second is Preston’s January 2015 letter con-
cerning his “Miscounting of Events,” and, last but not least, 
Lynn Parker’s divisive July 2015 letter

I will address matters for which I can provide relevant 
information gleaned from what I personally witnessed and 
what I think to be relevant because of my own personal ex-
periences with the Parker family.  The account of the events 
I addressed will differ from what Lynn and his followers de-
mand and insist that everyone believe about Jennifer Heim-
burger and related matters. 

EXCERPTS FROM LYNN’S DECEMBER 
2013 LETTER TO JENNIFER

Lynn wrote, “You confided in a lot of folks that had no knowl-
edge of this problem and practically split brethren in NB” 

Lynn’s statement is at best an accusation built on an 
assumption and evil surmising since the list of “folks who 
had no knowledge of this problem” was never produced. 
Where is that “list” and why has Lynn and company never 
produced it? Why, then, did the Parkers mass distribute their 
report? Was it a deliberate and concerted effort on their part 
to needlessly divide brethren? If that is the reason they did 
it, then their effort to divide the brethren was far greater than 
anything Jennifer ever did at NB. As I said in my opening 

statement, my family left in early November 2013, but our 
leaving NB had nothing to do with the trouble arising over 
the Jennifer Heimburger situation. 
Lynn wrote, “How did your conduct help the Church in New 
Braunfels or any place else for that matter?”

I will put Lynn’s own question to him, his family, and his 
supporters. “How did your conduct help the Church in New 
Braunfels or any place else for that matter?” Once again this 
original squabble was between two families at NB. Jennifer 
sought advice from brethren she trusted as to how best deal 
with Lynn Parker. Because Jennifer sought such help, the 
Parkers accused Jennifer of gossip. But over the years Lynn 
has sought help from brethren on several occasions who 
were not personally involved with the problems, circum-
stances, and situations in which he found himself and was 
unsure of how to handle. Did Lynn engage in gossip when he 
sought such counsel? Jennifer was seeking help from others 
because she desired to bring about reconciliation between 
her family and the Parker family members, but every attempt 
she made was thwarted by the Parkers. At the time, my wife 
and I thought this trouble could only end when Jennifer, her 
other son, and her daughter moved to Virginia in June of 
2013. 

Did not this NB problem pertain to differences between 
brethren in a local congregation? How, then, can brethren 
from afar determine who is wrong and who is right by listen-
ing ONLY to the report of the Parkers. For those who have 
erringly sided with the Parkers, why have you not contacted 
me personally to get my account of the events relating to the 
NB, Parkers, Jennifer Heimburger, et al. Why is that? Is it 
not a fact, that all you know about this sad affair is what you 
have been told by the Parker family? What made you not 
seek to know the testimony of other NB members in good 
standing regarding the events related to you by the Parkers? 
What makes you think that you have all the testimony of 
everyone involved in this mess when all you have is what 
the Parkers have spoon fed you? Where does the New Testa-
ment authorize you to conduct yourself in that manner? In 
a similar situation where you were being charged with sin, 
you would not want be dealt with as you have dealt with the 
Jennifer Heimburger and related matters at NB, would you?

EXCERPTS FROM LYNN’S DECEMBER
2013 LETTER TO JENNIFER

Lynn wrote, “I wish you would fairly view the division you 
have caused with your conduct. Not the division in the 
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Church, but among family members as well.” 
Not only was the embarrassing breakup of Garland and 

Rachel taking its toll, somewhere in this time period or possi-
bly before, Jennifer Heimburger had stopped supporting the 
Parker family monetarily and Jennifer had rebuffed Lynn’s 
romantic advances. If that was not enough, the nuptials of 
Preston and Caroline soon followed. It was clearly known at 
the time by my wife and me that there was no love lost be-
tween Jennifer Heimburger and Caroline Parker, Lynn’s old-
est daughter and now Preston’s wife. Early on in planning the 
wedding, as a witness to these events, Caroline began to turn 
Preston against his mother. From the start Caroline rejected 
any input or advice from Jennifer. We saw this happening as 
we were very involved in the wedding planning and events 
leading up to the wedding. It was frustrating listening to the 
complaints while attempting to keep peace and counsel both 
sides during this period. Caroline constantly complained 
about Jennifer. Jennifer asked for advice on several occa-
sions on how to deal with what was happening. From our 
point of view there was very little peace to be made. A brittle 
truce at best was all that was ever accomplished. Curiously, I 
have seen not accusations of gossip against Caroline for her 
complaints about Jennifer as well as her father at that time. 
Yes, she complained about her father.

THE THREAT OF VIOLENCE? 
Lynn wrote, “Talking things out was proper—assaulting 
someone is not.”

The encounter to which Lynn refers in the previous 
quote, I will now relate to you. I witnessed it with my own 
eyes. If Caroline had been a child her actions would have 
called for her to be spanked. Tyler, Preston’s brother, did not 
threaten to hit Caroline, he actually asked Preston for per-
mission to hit or slap her. I would not call that a “threat” as 
Lynn so blatantly misrepresented the situation. Maybe some 
would say I am splitting hairs, but Lynn’s representation of 
Tyler’s seeking permission from his brother to hit Caroline 
to be “assault” is calumnious at best.

 This “threat of violence” was on a Sunday afternoon 
after the second service. I was in the NB kitchen curious-
ly observing what was occurring between Jennifer and the 
Parkers. There had been some other discussions and drama 
going on before this that I was not witness to. Preston and 
Tyler were between me and the door. Preston had his back 
to the door and Tyler was facing him. Caroline was in the 
doorway behind Preston. Caroline kept interrupting the oth-
erwise civil discussion, yelling, and making faces at Tyler 
behind Preston’s back. It was during the goading by Caroline 
that Tyler asked the infamous question already mentioned. 
Preston was not completely aware of what was going on be-
hind him and he eventually told Caroline to go away.

In my estimation, Caroline acted like a petulant thug that 
day and goaded Tyler every chance she had. I wonder if Car-

oline thought that her conduct was that of a Christian woman 
wearing a meek and quite spirit (1 Peter 3:4)?  

The relating of this episode serves as another misrepre-
sentation of events and I wonder if this “threat of violence” 
was so easily misrepresented, what else could have been as 
easily misrepresented to favor Parker’s side of things? 

EXCERPT FROM LYNN’S DECEMBER 
2013 LETTER TO JENNIFER

Lynn wrote, “But we did not run to others trying to get peo-
ple on our side. Do you think that your attitude is reflected in 
the following passages?” 

Maybe the Parkers did not “run to others” to get them on 
their side in the beginning, but they most certainly did later.
Jennifer did not run to anyone to “get” them on her side. I 
have been waiting for a long time for this alleged list of peo-
ple to whom Jennifer ran and the associated proof? I guess 
those of us who have been slandered by the Parkers are sup-
posedly those people. As stated earlier, I believe Lynn’s ac-
tion in distributing this information of a petty squabble be-
tween two families across the brotherhood shows that the 
Parkers are guilty of this more than any so-called evidence 
offered to support the accusations brought against Jennifer.

VARIOUS EXCERPTS FROM PRESTON’S
“ACCOUNTING OF EVENTS” EMAIL

ATTACHMENTS OF JANUARY 4, 2015 EMAIL
Preston wrote, “It is at this point that the two chains of events 
start to come together, and that our separate problems with 
Jennifer become one.”

Having been drawn to the scene by Lonnie’s sinful be-
havior, Lynn Parker came and invited us all into his office (a 
quiet, private area) to talk privately, so that we could avoid 
disturbing the rest of the congregation any further with what 
should have been a private issue (but was fast becoming a 
public one). Jennifer stated that she was not going anywhere 
however, and that where we were, in public, was perfectly 
fine for our discussion. Lynn then proceeded to confront her 
on her vain conversation concerning him and his family; 
how she had still been continuing to speak her opinion to 
others and spread disharmony throughout the congregation 
about a matter in which she disagreed with him, but in which 
he had not sinned. She stated that she had been speaking 
with Lonnie just the other day, and that Lonnie had told her 
that Lynn was guilty of something, but that she couldn’t re-
member what it was. Lynn asked Jennifer if, when he called 
Lonnie back in, would Lonnie say what she was saying that 
he had said? She said yes, that he would. So we called Lon-
nie back in, and Lonnie said that he had no idea what she 
was talking about; then he left again. Lynn then asked Jen-
nifer if she thought that he had sinned; she responded by 
asking if he thought that she had sinned. Lynn replied to 
the affirmative by saying “Just with these things that we’ve 
talked about”, and then asked her again if she thought that he 
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had sinned. Jennifer replied that “No” she did not think that 
he had sinned. The known witnesses to this statement are 
Jennifer, myself, Caroline, Lynn Parker, and (we found out 
later) Patrick Brown who heard it from the openly adjoining 
forum (Remember, it was a very public meeting place.) Lynn 
then asked if their families could move on from this and get 
back the relationship that they had previously had; her re-
sponse was that she still did not agree with him concerning 
the kids, but she did agree that she could move on and let 
it go. The meeting then dissolved without her offering any 
kind of apology.
Preston wrote: “Lonnie’s sinful behavior”

Why was Lonnie’s behavior sinful, but Lynn’s was not? 
Lynn was so angry and yelling that his face turned beet red. 
He looked like he was about to pop. The last I read, the Bi-
ble teaches that we can “Be angry and sin not.” So, why 
was it sinful for Lonnie to be angry and not for Lynn to be 
angry—double standard maybe? This appears to have been 
conveniently written to paint an ugly picture of Lonnie. How 
convenient for the “Story Teller.” Some would say it was a 
rebuke by Lynn and deserved by the recipient. If that is your 
position, I simply ask, “Were you there to witness Lynn’s 
behavior?”
Preston wrote: “Lynn then proceeded to confront her.”

Lynn acted like a belligerent bully in that situation on 
that day. The secular world calls this verbal abuse. Once 
again, some would say it was a rebuke by Lynn and deserved 
by the recipient. I again ask, “Were you there to witness 
Lynn’s behavior?”
Preston wrote: “Jennifer replied that “No” she did not think 
that he had sinned”

I witnessed this statement, although I question whether 
Patrick, my son, did. I will say that I think Jennifer said this 
to get away from a deteriorating situation. Lynn was very an-
gry and threatening in his demeanor and behavior. As it has 
been said before, “Jennifer is like a flower that wilts in the 
sun.” This statement only means that she does not deal well 
with being attacked in this way. She was flustered by the 
bullying she was receiving from Lynn and could not think 
clearly or speak clearly under this type of an assault. She was 
angry, frustrated, and relented in an effort to sin not.
Preston wrote: “This now meant that she had been talking 
at the very least to Lonnie, Bernice, and Linda Hastings, as 
well as Trish Brown; all to the end of convincing them of 
how unloving me, my wife, and the Parkers were.”

I cannot speak for the others who are named by Pres-
ton, but my wife and I came to this conclusion on our own, 
without any encouragement or urging from Jennifer, but by 
witnessing how Caroline, Preston, and Lynn treated Jenni-
fer. I distinctly remember being thoroughly disgusted with 
Preston and Caroline on several occasions. Mainly because 
of the way Preston was treating his mother. Lynn was just 

plainly bullying Jennifer. There was nothing loving or Chris-
tian about any of it and I do not blame Jennifer for leaving 
Texas. 
Preston wrote: “I also spoke to him about the way that he 
had exploded at Caroline and me in the auditorium.”

This is another convenient characterization of Lonnie 
Hastings’ behavior, but no mention of Lynn’s outbursts and 
ill treatment of Jennifer. Once again, some would say it was 
a rebuke by Lynn and deserved by the recipient. I would ask, 
“Were you there to witness Lynn’s behavior?” How conve-
nient for the “Story teller.”
Preston wrote: “Within Jennifer’s “rebuttal” letter she slan-
dered me and my wife with statements that she says came 
from Trish Brown.

Trish countered Jennifer’s statements by saying that Jen-
nifer’s version of the conversation was “embellished and ex-
aggerated and never occurred in the way it was represented.” 
Preston wrote: “However she would once again retract 
that apology the very next day after seeking and receiving 
“advice” about it from Trish Brown. (According to Jennifer 
Heimburger)”
Preston wrote: “Once again however, Jennifer said that 
she went and spoke to Trish Brown to ask her if she really 
should have apologized and upon hearing from Trish that 
she “didn’t think I was wrong” Jennifer then withdrew her 
apology.”

In reference to the previous three excerpts, there were 
many discussions late in these events, before Jennifer’s de-
parture, between my wife, myself, and Jennifer. These dis-
cussions were about how to deal with this difficult family 
situation between Jennifer and the Parkers. We, my wife and 
I, did not think there was much hope of resolution at the 
time. To us, it seemed that Caroline despised Jennifer, and 
Preston was not allowed to go against Caroline in any of it. 
It appeared Lynn only wanted to blame Jennifer for all of the 
problems and not accept any responsibly for his own actions. 
Our discussions with Jennifer were always about how she 
can resolve this. We were never swayed by her in anyway. 
As stated before, we developed our own opinion based on 
what we observed over months and months of drama.

I do not think it constitutes gossip for a Christian to 
speak to another Christian about how to deal with a certain 
situation. If such visits necessarily constituted gossip, most, 
if not all preachers would be the guiltiest of all by the way 
they all talk to each other about the brethren.
Preston wrote: 

A little later that year there was some trouble in the congre-
gation when Trish Brown (a close friend of Jennifer’s) sent a 
series of texts to Desiree Guajardo in New Braunfels who had 
fallen away into sin and had been withdrawn from; apparently 
these texts were for the purpose of convincing the young lady 
to repent. However, in order to convince this young lady, Trish 
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told her that she and the Hastings had plans to leave New 
Braunfels and start another congregation, until such time as 
they could “take back” the congregation in New Braunfels. 
Desiree then forwarded these texts to her parents, who then 
asked Lynn Parker to come to their house for counsel and to 
see the messages. Lynn Parker then contacted Trish’s husband 
Tim Brown to ask him what was going on. Tim, who had not 
had any idea that his wife had even been speaking to Desiree, 
then had a discussion with his wife about what she had writ-
ten, and why she had written it. Tim subsequently made a pri-
vate apology for what his wife had written, saying that she 
wanted to apologize for what she had written to all who may 
have read it, and that she didn’t mean it like she had written 
it. While she did repent of what she had written (I would like 
to emphasize the fact that she repented); it is worth noting 
that the events that she described all came to pass. Her com-
ments had a basis someplace. Lynn then asked Lonnie and 
Andy Hastings if they were planning on leaving and starting 
another congregation like Trish had said, but they both denied 
that what she had written was true; saying that they had no 
plans to leave New Braunfels. (You will see however that they 
do leave New Braunfels shortly after this occurrence, taking 
several other members of the congregation along with them.)

Preston had no firsthand knowledge about any of the 
messages or the events afterward. The last day Jennifer was 
at NB, Lonnie asked Jennifer if she would stay if they started 
a congregation of the church in Seguin. This conversation 
took place in front of my wife and was the basis for the com-
ment in the “text messages” about others starting a congre-
gation. When my wife was resolving the “text messages” 
issue one of the apologies she made was to Lonnie Hastings. 
I was with her when she talked to him on the back porch 
at NB on a Sunday afternoon. Lonnie told her “That’s OK, 
we just weren’t ready for that yet.” They were like us; they 
had talked about it, but had no immediate intention and had 
made no immediate plans to leave NB. We were never going 
to “leave” with them (the Hastings) and had no real inten-
tion at that time of leaving ourselves. This was in late July 
of 2013.

After these events Lynn’s paranoid like delusion(s) and 
his inability to “take a brother at his word” ultimately led 
him to believe that there was some grand conspiracy against 
him. Lynn is not able to let things go even though he con-
stantly demands that of everyone else. That, according to the 
Parkers, is somehow Jennifer’s fault?
Preston wrote:

After that occurrence, Lynn and I decided that we needed to 
talk to the Hastings about Jennifer, to make certain that they 
were not comforting her in her sin, and to try to persuade 
them to assist us in trying to restore her. We also were going 
to speak to them concerning something that had happened in 
which they had welcomed the fellowship of Jimmy Coward, 
one who had been withdrawn from, even though he had said 
that he was not repenting of all the sins for which he had been 
withdrawn.

The previous quotation is another gross misrepresentation of 

events in an effort to slander Lonnie Hastings.
I was at the wedding when Jimmy Coward showed up. 

I was also one of the men who did not let Jimmy Coward 
enjoy this wedding. Jimmy Coward misled Lonnie and came 
to the wedding under false pretenses. He was not “welcomed 
in fellowship” to the Hastings’ home.  Andy Hastings and I 
kept him engaged about his sinful situation the entire eve-
ning. Jimmy did not get to enjoy this event. We (Andy and I) 
made the best of a difficult situation. Jimmy and his family 
came the next day to worship in NB and made a poor at-
tempt at a confession of fault. Jimmy Coward left angry after 
a conversation with Preston following the morning service. 
Lonnie became angry with Preston for this. I had heard that 
Lonnie reacted badly to this, but did not see it. I did witness 
his apologies after the fact.

 A meeting was held after the morning service with all 
those who were at the wedding. Everything was explained 
about what happened at the wedding and how the situation 
was handled. Everything seemed to be resolved and that 
should have been the end of it. But here it is again, men-
tioned by the same people who want everyone else to drop 
it! Could this be evidence of another double standard? Does 
anyone see a pattern of behavior yet? Could it be that the, 
“you must drop it, but I don’t,” and, the “it is always some-
one else’s fault, but not ours” brethren who are the real cul-
prits? Once again, the Parkers are not truthfully representing 
the case and related matters. How can anyone trust the word 
of these brethren in any of this? 
FROM LYNN PARKERS LETTER DATED 7/15/15.

4. Around August, 2013, a text message, sent by a staunch 
ally and close friend of Jennifer Heimburger at the time (Trish 
Brown), to a young, erring sister in Christ, told of plans of 
two families (again, close allies of Jennifer Heimburger) who 
would start a new congregation and/or meet in their homes 
“until things are resolved and we take back the congrega-
tion.” We want to make this clear: This sister later stated that 
she should never have written that message and she made a 
confession of fault, through her husband, to some brethren at 
NB. But the fact is that what she foretold in that text mes-
sage did come true, and is pertinent to the events that un-
folded, with both families leaving the congregation within a 
few months. It is also noteworthy that either (sic) family ever 
called a meeting of the men to express concerns or reasons ne-
cessitating a split (1 Cor. 11:18f) from the congregation prior 
to their leaving.

THE GRAND CONSPIRACY AGAIN
Are all departures from a congregation a “split”? Or, do 

you call it a “split” just because it suits your purposes, and 
paints an uglier picture to suit the situation and events as you 
desire them to be? I know that my family and I did not leave 
NB because of Jennifer.

THE “TEXT MESSAGES”
This situation keeps coming up, time after time, after 
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time, after time, and over, and over, and over, and over, and 
over again, so I will make one more attempt to clarify it so 
one can know what actually happened in this matter.

I can attest to the fact that Trish is in no way a “staunch 
ally and close friend” of Jennifer Heimburger. Trish did 
write some poorly written Facebook messages to Desiree 
Guajardo, who was, indeed, in sin and had the fellowship of 
the NB congregation withdrawn from her at that time. I can 
see how anyone who read these out of context of the situa-
tion could read another meaning into it.

None of what was contained in those “messages” had 
anything to do with Lynn Parker. I know this, not because she 
is my wife and she told me, but because I was there when she 
wrote it and know the intent because it came from me. She is 
no scribe and obviously cannot take dictation.  If I remember 
correctly, this was the same Sunday that the wedding fiasco 
and discussion was occurring. I had a personal conversation 
with Lynn the day after, when I was made aware of the ap-
pearance of the messages and had Trish show me what was 
written. I was very angry over the way the messages were 
written, because I knew the original intent. I can see how 
Lynn was upset and read more into it. My explanation was 
obviously not good enough for him because he continues to 
use this as part of the grand conspiracy against him. Lynn 
chastises brethren for not taking him at his word, but he was 
never happy with the explanation of events from me. Once 
again, is this another example of a double standard? This is 
another misrepresentation of events and testimony to Lynn’s 
seemingly insecurities and paranoia.

Right after the events of the messages, Trish spoke to 
everyone who was involved in the messages personally and 
made amends with everyone personally. Things were re-
solved with all involved parties within a week or so. 

When we left in November of 2013, Lynn brought it 
up again. Lynn states that “she made a confession of fault, 
through her husband.” Is this an attempt to further sully the 
character of Trish and any effort she made to correct this 
misstep? 

I purposely kept Trish from Lynn Parker specifically be-
cause of his ill treatment of women. I had eye-witnessed his 
treatment of Jennifer and determined he would not treat my 
wife in that way. After Lynn pulled this sin from thin air, 
Trish wrote a letter to the NB congregation to take care of 
this once and for all in a public confession of fault. The let-
ter was emailed to Andy Hastings who was going to read it 
to the NB congregation on a Wednesday evening. However, 
the same Wednesday in a phone conversation with Lynn, he 
dropped the issue finally admitting that it had been resolved, 
telling me that the letter was not necessary and did not need 
to be read. Evidently, no matter what I said or how I ex-
plained what happened, it has never been acceptable to him.
“It is also noteworthy that either (sic) family ever called a 

meeting of the men to express concerns or reasons necessi-
tating a split (1 Cor. 11:18f) from the congregation prior to 
their leaving.” 

There was no split as Lynn would like the word to apply. 
This is convenient wording to forward his agenda. In regard 
to our leaving NB, we left NB for personal reasons, personal 
reasons that did not require an explanation to anyone else. 
The reference to 1st Corinthians does not apply to us here. It 
was better for us to leave than to stay. At the time, I believed 
there was no reason to meet and nothing to be said to the 
men of NB. I did tell Lonnie the day we left. I simply told 
him we were leaving and not coming back. As angry feelings 
began to trickle my way the next day, I made phone calls 
and somewhat explained my reasons after the fact. No unre-
solved issues were mentioned by anyone. I have apologized 
on more than one occasion for the way we left because we 
left suddenly. Yet here it is thrown in my face again. This is 
just more convenient wording for the “storytellers” to paint 
a picture that did not exist.

9. The church at New Braunfels presented statements from 
two or more credible witnesses to the sins of Jennifer Heim-
burger. These are credible witnesses and no legitimate proof 
has been offered discrediting these witnesses. Ken Cohn has 
argued that we, as witnesses, should be discounted because of 
our family relationship. That is insufficient basis for impeach-
ment of a witness. Preston Heimburger is related to Jennifer 
Heimburger—should both sides now reject his testimony on 
that basis? We might note that David Brown’s son and es-
pecially his daughter- in-law were close friends of Jennifer 
Heimburger while they were at New Braunfels. David Brown’s 
daughter-in-law was directly involved in some of this. And all 
the brethren involved had known each other for a number of 
years. The testimony of two or more witnesses is Biblically 
sufficient to establish a matter (Deu. 19:15; 1 Tim. 5:19).

“These are credible witnesses and no legitimate proof 
has been offered discrediting these witnesses.” The Park-
ers have always ganged up on anyone who went against the 
Parker way. After all of the personal time I have spent with 
them, it is my belief that they (the Parker children) would 
never go against Lynn even if he was wrong. For me person-
ally,  knowing how Lynn and his children are, nullifies him 
and his children from being credible witnesses to anything, 
especially anything in which they are personally involved. 
Until you have spent intimate time with them on a continu-
al basis, you cannot know the extent of what I speak about 
Lynn and his children. Those from afar who have sided with 
Lynn and friends in this NB matter centering around Jen-
nifer Heimburger have done so knowing that they were not 
in possession of all the information necessary for them to 
draw a correct conclusion about these events within the NB 
congregation. Wisdom would dictate that people who can-
not know any more than they do about the NB and Jenni-
fer Heimburger matters, and who get their information from 
only one source, would do well to stay out of and far away 
from such intra-congregational problems. 
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23. Jennifer Heimburger’s word is not credible. She has ad-
mitted to slander when she made a charge against Preston 
and Caroline Heimburger in writing (her so-called “rebut-
tal” letter of July 2014) stating she heard it from Trish Brown. 
Trish Brown subsequently stated that what Jennifer stated was 
not accurate. Jennifer Heimburger, for this single slanderous 
statement, offered a letter of repentance. Dub McClish admit-
ted, “Have you heard anything from Jennifer since you sent 
her your letter of response? I note that you didn’t send it to 
Ken and Buddy. I think it would be good for them to read 
it. The email from Trish is ‘telling,’ not only regarding her 
confession and the repudiation of the smear of Caroline and 
Preston, but also in its confirmation of the untrustworthiness 
of Jennifer’s word” (Dub McClish letter of Dec. 27, 2014). 
Dub may or may not have changed his position on this now, 
but the fact is that this goes directly toward the lack of veracity 
of her word, and her habit of slander.

“Jennifer Heimburger’s word is not credible.” Let us 
take a look at number 23 a little closer. I have purposely 
kept Trish out of all of the Parker’s nonsense. Trish has been 
attacked almost continually through these slanderous letters 
since we left NB. This continual attempt to make Trish some 
sort of conspirator against the Parkers and a co-conspirator 
of Jennifer’s against them, cannot be farther from the truth. 
In fact, Trish had not spoken to Jennifer for the better part of 
18 months before we called her to address this issue. Jenni-
fer has always said she would take care of her sin if she was 
shown she was wrong in something. If anything this is an 
example of her good word. She has shown she can humble 
herself and follow through when shown she is wrong. Who 
are the ones who cannot let it go while demanding that oth-
ers let it go?

26. Ken Cohn, et al. was not there when these matters oc-
curred, nor was Buddy Roth, nor was David Brown. For that 
matter, none of the Hastings were present at all the events 
chronicled, nor was Tim or Trish Brown (all allies of Jen-
nifer Heimburger). But certain witnesses were. We were. Yet 
Ken Cohn has taken on himself to lead the defense of Jennifer 
Heimburger (and the Hastings) and listen only to those who 
desire to help cover his sins and those of Jennifer Heimburger.

Concerning number 26, it is interesting to note how any-
one and everyone who has not wholeheartedly agreed with 
Lynn Parker in this matter have been slandered—people who 
were very close, personally, with the Parker family. Trish 
and myself, Lonnie and Bernice Hastings, Andy and Linda 
Hastings, Manual Guajardo, David Brown, Buddy Roth, 
Ken Cohn, and possibly even Michael Hatcher and Dub Mc-
Clish were very close, very helpful, and very involved with 
the Parker family. The latter two, Dub and Michael were 
brought into to this as allies by the Parkers in the Jennifer 
affair. 

Lynn has forgotten all of the support that Jennifer and 
Trish gave him when Mary Ann left him. Jennifer gave Lynn 
a gift of somewhere close to $20,000.00. It is also conve-
nient that all of this mess started around the time that Jen-

nifer pulled her monetary support and rebuffed his romantic 
advances. Trish and I were aware of the monetary support 
and saw the makings of romantic intentions with our own 
eyes. 

IN CONCLUSION
In an effort to stay out of what are personal matters be-

tween families, internal church matters rising out of personal 
differences, and the like, where it was almost impossible to 
learn the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, 
I have learned to pick my battles. Jennifer was never fully 
supported by these supposed “staunch allies.” Jennifer was 
alone, under attack, and desperate for someone to help her 
deal with this matter. She saw there was no way ever to  
come to a full resolution of this situation and chose to move 
back home to Virginia. 

I was copied on the draft letter, (rebuttal letter) that 
Jennifer sent to Ken Cohn. It was an attempt by Jennifer to 
glean advice and find out what to do next. That is clear in the 
email that accompanied the letter as Jennifer states “if you 
think I have been gossiping, let me know and I will repent.” 
Jennifer cannot write well at all and was angry when she did. 
I did not respond and neither did Ken Cohn that I know of. 
That was March 1, 2014. Time slid by and I was not aware 
of anything else happening and forgot about it over the next 
four or five months. Although Jennifer should have promptly 
followed up, she let it slide. Do I think Jennifer made a mis-
take in any of this? My answer is, yes, Jennifer should have 
responded in a timely manner. There were many apologies 
by Jennifer going on back then, but never any from the Park-
ers regarding their bad conduct towards her. Jennifer, as far 
as I could tell, was trying to resolve her part in these matters 
and let it go. But the Parkers would not and have not. 

Do I think the Parkers are wrong in any of this? Yes, 
based on what I have experienced. In my view the Parkers 
are definitely guilty of division and gossip because of the 
way they have distributed this information. My view is de-
veloped by what I have witnessed in their personal conduct 
and their misrepresentation of the facts concerning events 
that I saw with my own eyes, or was directly involved in. I 
cannot trust any of their words.

I am sickened by the way the Parkers have misrepre-
sented things. I stand by my words and my accounts of the 
events I have discussed. There is nothing of merit to dis-
credit me other than the mere words of those who would call 
me a liar. If you are one of those please present conclusive 
proof that I am incorrect. Just because some may not like my 
accounts of events, does not change the truth of them. Some 
may say it is “evil surmising.” However, those same people 
cannot see that they are the ones who have engaged in evil 
surmising in arriving at the conclusions they have about the 
NB, Jennifer Heimburger, and related matters. They are con-
tent with only partial information, refusing to even attempt 
to find out what other NB members in good standing at the 
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time these events were transpiring had to relate about these 
matters. My conclusions are based on the fruit I have seen 
borne out over a period of time by the Parkers in their con-
duct and in their words. 

I do not care to have anything to do with the Parkers. If 
they in some way resolve this or show some form of humil-
ity and repentance, I will be thankful, but I will keep my 
distance. There will always be something else with them.

I do on occasion wonder why I have not heard from any 
of those few who have taken the Parkers’ side in these mat-
ters. They desire to be known as being faithful to the Lord, 
and some of them represent themselves as faithful gospel 
preachers. That being the case with them, it is a very sad 
thing that they have been content to listen to only one side of 
what happened at NB regarding the matters I have discussed 
in this article and in which I was personally a part of most of 
them. Now why is that the case, since they claim to be peo-
ple who are for the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth in their word and work? These brethren do not know 
Lynn Parker much, if any, beyond his pulpit preaching, his 
doctrinal positions, and/or, possibly, his writings.  Are these 
“Lynnsiders” scared to be put on the bad list by Lynn? Are 
they fulfilling their Christian duty as taught by the New Tes-
tament when they fail to even attempt to find out the whole 
story about these matters?

Those of us who have known and spent very much, and 
in many cases, close personal time with Lynn and his chil-

dren, know how he and his family are. To offer them con-
structive criticism, even when they request your views on a 
given matter, is the same as accusing them of sin. Until you 
have been in a congregation with the Parkers, you cannot 
understand how frustrating and aggravating it is to be around 
them on a continual basis. As a rule, you do not advise the 
Parkers about anything, especially pertaining to them per-
sonally—even if they ask you to do so. They tell you how 
it is going to be. Further, they are skilled and cunning in the 
way they use scripture, but fail to see how it applies to them.

None of us is perfect. In this matter, mistakes were made 
all the way around. Yet, the Parkers represent Jennifer as the 
fundamental reason for the NB problem. Furthermore, the 
Parkers must prove that they are capable of forgiveness. I 
hope they can see their fault as related to the NB, Jennifer 
Heimburger, and related matters. It is my prayer and wish 
that they change for the better. That is what I would dearly 
love to see regarding any of these problems mentioned in 
this article.

The Parkers have done more to soil themselves and sully 
their own name than Jennifer ever could have, even if she 
had actually tried. Shame on them! I do not intend to visit 
this sad episode again, but I will put it behind me where it 
belongs. This is all that I will say about this.

—7517 Rice Drive
Rowlett, TX 75088

DAVE WATSON’S REFUSAL TO ANSWER QUESTIONS, BUT 
DEMANDING THAT OTHERS ANSWER HIS QUESTIONS

 John W. West

On 06/14/15 I received brother Dave Watson’s letter stat-
ing his refusal to honor the Spring Church of Christ’s with-
drawal of fellowship from Lynn Parker, Preston, and Caroline 
Heimburger. I found it interesting that after over two months 
of silence, Dave decided to make a statement. In his letter 
brother Watson made a “demand” that the Spring Church of 
Christ answer him, but he had refused to respond to questions 
put to him over two months prior. Dave was on multiple Bible 
discussion lists where he attacked the Spring elders, based 
on a one-sided statement. But, again when questions were 
put to him on those same lists, he refused to answer them.   
Brother Ken Cohn (an elder of the Spring Church of Christ) 
posted material and questions for brother Watson to answer 
and he simply ignored them. Again, Dave took a position 
based on a one-sided statement and refused to “hear” the 
other side. However, Dave obligated himself ethically to an-
swer questions (by the rules which he had agreed to follow 
when he joined the lists). However, Dave decided to practice 

the same “hit-and-run” tactics that liberals use in his failure 
to deal with what he knew he was obligated to do, having 
agreed to do so in joining these internet discussion lists. In 
choosing to conduct himself in this manner, Dave lost all 
honor and integrity when he refused to answer questions put 
directly to him. Brother Watson was repeatedly reminded for 
one week after his posts that he had agreed to the terms and 
rules of the lists, a part of which was to answer questions 
put to him. Knowing his obligations to answer questions put 
to him, he, nevertheless, failed to follow the honorable way 
that all Christians should follow and do what he agreed to 
do in the first place, which was to answer them. But, then he 
thinks he has the right to “demand” answers to the questions 
he puts to others. “Thou hypocrite, first cast out the beam 
out of thine own eye; and then shalt thou see clearly to 
cast out the mote out of thy brother’s eye” (Mat. 7:5).

One would think with the Bible knowledge Dave has 
that he would realize that the letter he sent “demanding” “a 
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letter signed by all present and previous male members of the 
Spring congregation stating that every one of them agreed 
with the unscriptural marking and withdrawal of fellowship” 
is nothing more than a form of elder re-evaluation and reaf-
firmation? But Dave knows better than to form a question 
that assumes the withdrawal that he had in mind to be a “un-
scriptural marking and withdrawal of fellowship.”  Thus, his 
question is a “loaded” one, assuming, but not proving, that at 
least some of the Spring brethren would agree with him that 
the “marking and withdrawal of fellowship” he had in mind 
would be opposed by some of the Spring members, especial-
ly the men of the Spring congregation. What percentage of 
the men of the Spring congregation agreeing with the elders 
would it take for Dave to conclude that said withdrawal and 
marking was scriptural? The truth of the matter is that scrip-
tural elders do not have to take a poll of the congregation 
before they make decisions. Dave knows that fact. As elders, 
their work is to make scriptural decisions for the good of 
the congregation (which they did in the situation with Lynn, 
et. al). Does Dave Watson now agree with Dave Miller and 
Miller’s false doctrine of elder re-evaluation and reaffirma-
tion? If not, why would he request something that is based 
on a false doctrine?

Since Dave made a “demand” that his questions be an-
swered, I think he would not mind me showing how he ought 

to have answered the following true/false questions.  
1. TRUE—I, David B. Watson, by requesting mem-

bership on the CFTF, Sons of Demas, and the Sword of the 
Spirit lists, agreed to follow the rules of said lists.

2. TRUE—I, David B. Watson, was under obligation 
by the rules of said lists to answer any and all questions di-
rected to me.

3. FALSE—I, David B. Watson, answered any and all 
questions that were requested of me on said lists.

4. FALSE—I, David B. Watson, responded to the first 
set of questions sent to the Sword of the Spirit list by Ken 
Cohn.

5. FALSE—I, David B. Watson, responded to the sec-
ond set of questions sent to the Sword of the Spirit list by 
Ken Cohn.  

I have no ill-will toward Dave and hope that he will 
see the error of his way in these matters and repent of his 
erroneous conduct and return to the truth. “Repent there-
fore of this thy wickedness, and pray God, if perhaps the 
thought of thine heart may be forgiven thee” (Acts 8:22).

—3901  Aspen Drive
Montgomery, TX 77356

dcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdc

MY LETTER TO BRETHREN AT 
EVANT, TEXAS, CHURCH OF CHRIST

Dub McClish

Introduction
Between April 16, 2015, and July 24, 2015, I engaged 

in a series of exchanges with brother Mike Mallett, a dear, 
long-time friend, and a member of the Evant, Texas, Church 
of Christ. This correspondence, initiated by Mike, related 
to the fellowship issues provoked by brethren Lynn Parker 
and Preston Heimburger, who on March 1, 2015, distributed 
documents to brethren far and wide concerning problems in 
the New Braunfels, Texas, Church of Christ. 

The Evant church does not have elders, so decisions are 
made through periodic men’s meetings. In the April 12 men’s 
meeting, brother Mallett, a former Evant elder, introduced 
the Parker/Heimburger documents to his Evant brethren. 
Brother Jess Whitlock, their well-known, widely-respected, 
and faithful evangelist for approximately seven years, ex-
pressed his conviction that the internal New Braunfels prob-
lems should have been confined to and settled by those in 
that congregation, pleading that they should not be allowed 

to become a source of controversy at Evant. Contrariwise, 
brother Mallett pressed his support of the Parker/Heimburg-
er contentions over the next several weeks. Only four days 
after first introducing these matters in the men’s meeting, 
brother Mallett emailed me with his first question, indicating 
that he had definitely “chosen sides” in the controversy—
based solely on the Parker/Heimburger document. Brother 
Whitlock was feeling ever-increasing pressures from the 
tensions caused by the escalation of this issue, all the while 
brother Mallett and I continued our correspondence over a 
four-month period. 

As will appear below, I have had a long and close rela-
tionship with these brethren and love them dearly. When it 
appeared that these events were reaching crisis proportions, 
even to the possible dividing of the congregation, in des-
peration, I decided to take the initiative and contact other 
brethren at Evant. Therefore, on August 1 and 2, I placed 
calls to five of these men whom I had known through several 
years (I did not try to call brother Mallett, for I knew not 



what more I could say to him than I had already said in our 
exchanges). I was able to reach and discuss these problems 
with four of them (a fifth brother disappointingly refused to 
receive and/or return my several voice-mail messages over 
two days). My phone calls met with mixed responses, some 
listened with little comment, some expressed emotional ties 
with brother Parker, and at least one indicated fear that the 
church would split.

I followed my phone calls by emailing to those same 
five men—plus brother Mallett—my entire compendium of 
email exchanges with him. Since I did not have his permis-
sion to reproduce his letters, I only summarized his ques-
tions/comments to me regarding these issues, so as to pro-
vide context for the reader. Letters from two other parties 
(Preston Heimburger and the Spring elders) are also includ-
ed because they relate directly to my correspondence with 
brother Mallett. The only alterations in my responses were 
to correct typographical and grammatical errors and to add 
a very few brief comments for clarification purposes only.

My Letter to the Evant Brethren
On August 4, 2015, I wrote the following to six brethren at 
Evant, Texas:
Dear brethren:

I come to you humbly, begging for your hearing. You 
have heard/read what Lynn [Parker] has to say, and I pray 
that you will give me the same courtesy. As I reminded some 
of you with whom I spoke by phone Friday and/or Satur-
day, my fond and very pleasant relationship with the Evant 
church is long-standing, exceeding a decade and involving 
two Gospel meetings and at least one other appearance in 
your pulpit as a fill-in. Even before my first meeting there, 
Jack [Wall] and Mike [Mallett], when they served as elders, 
called me a number of times, seeking my advice about one 
thing or another. Moreover, you have been very generous 
toward my efforts in the kingdom, which I genuinely appre-
ciate. And all of this doesn’t even begin to recount the long 
relationships with the families of Jack and Mike that go back 
to previous generations, to say nothing of Doug’s [Pruett] 
being married to my first cousin. Others of you I have come 
to know and appreciate as faithful brethren through my sev-
eral visits with you.

You are all witnesses to the fact that I have not insert-
ed myself into your dealings with the materials that were 
dropped in your laps and the laps of many other unsuspect-
ing brethren by brethren Lynn Parker and Preston Heim-
burger in March. I only knew that at least one member of the 
church had received these materials when Jess [Whitlock] 
notified me that he had done so. I could only assume, know-
ing Lynn’s close relationship with some of you, that others 
of you had likely received them also, yet, as you know, I 
contacted none of you to discuss these matters at all. 

I was drawn into a discussion of them with one of you 

when I received an email from my beloved brother, Mike, 
on April 16, asking my view of the matters that Lynn and 
Preston had distributed. That began a series of exchanges 
between Mike and me that none of the rest of you knew 
anything about—unless Mike told you. Not only did I not 
initiate these exchanges with Mike, I’ve not initiated a dis-
cussion of this unfortunate and destructive situation with 
anyone anywhere. I have given my insight on these matters 
when I’ve been asked, otherwise, the less said about them 
the better, it seemed to me.

I know you brethren did not ask to be involved in these 
matters. Neither did I. They were foisted upon you, me, and 
brethren in several states, almost all of whom, when com-
menting to me, have said, “What does this have to do with 
us in OK, TN, KS, CO, CA, FL, MS, etc.? This is a local 
problem that should have been settled locally.” However, la-
menting that we’ve been “gifted” with this problem doesn’t 
resolve it. We must deal with it Scripturally and justly.

For whatever it’s worth, I’ve known Lynn and his family 
perhaps 3 times as long as any of you have. We’ve worked 
together in numerous lectureships. He preached in a Gospel 
meeting for us at Northpoint in the midst of his divorce cri-
sis. I’ve preached to the NB [New Braunfels, Texas] church 
both in a Gospel meeting and in several lectureships. I ap-
preciate his doctrinal soundness, and I always enjoy hearing 
him preach. Those things being said, I believe Lynn has erred 
and erred grievously by involving brethren far and wide in a 
local problem where neither the sister Lynn is accusing nor 
Lynn and his family were even members for many months 
before Lynn distributed his materials to us all. And now (as 
you know if you read your recent email), the leading mem-
ber of what remains of the NB church has repented of ever 
signing the withdrawal statement and has a declared that the 
NB church is not in fellowship with Lynn and his family.

I’ve also known the Spring elders longer than I’ve known 
Lynn. These are not the men they have been portrayed as be-
ing. I worked with them in various ways (especially on their 
annual lectureships) for many years before they assumed the 
oversight of my support funds. I’ve been a guest (for more 
than just meals) in the homes of both of these men on many 
occasions. They live the Truth they teach and uphold, I be-
lieve, as well as any of us can do. How badly does the Lord’s 
church need more elders like them in these crucial times! 
They have withstood all manner of unjustified assaults over 
many years because of the very visible stand they have tak-
en for the Truth and against error, both moral and doctrinal. 
They are neither foolish nor petty men. Yet some have been 
all too willing to believe accusations against them with noth-
ing but hearsay, tale-telling, gossip, or rumor as their bases. 

They have not meddled with the autonomy of the New 
Braunfels church or any other church. They simply exer-
cised their own autonomy in asking for concrete evidence 
for the allegations against a sister in Christ. You see, other 
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brethren who were at NB when these events were allegedly 
taking place present a totally different picture from that of 
the Parker allegations. It appears to me that if any autonomy 
is in danger of being violated, it is Spring’s, by Lynn’s seek-
ing to prevent the Spring elders from arriving at their own 
conclusions about the withdrawal from sister Heimburger. 
Surely you would all agree that it is possible for fellowship 
withdrawals to sometimes be unjustified by Scripture, as Di-
otrephes demonstrates (3 John 9–10).

If you brethren still have any confidence in my faithful-
ness, integrity, and spiritual maturity, I’m pleading with you 
to do two things: 

1. Read my attachment. I know you are more than wea-
ry of hearing, reading, and discussing this mess (don’t think 
I’m not—it’s been on my doorstep for more than a year). If 
you perceive my reproducing my responses to Mike’s mes-
sages as any sort of attack on him, you will mistake my in-
tent. I rather have compiled what I wrote to him because 
therein I explain why I quit believing Lynn’s case was wor-
thy of support, though I did so at the start. 

2. Appoint one of you to contact the Spring elders and 
arrange a time and place where at least 2 or 3 of you can 
sit down with them and get to know them. Ask these men 
anything you want to. Learn first–hand why they did not 
believe it would be right to honor this withdrawal.

All of you with whom I have talked have said you want 
to do what the Word teaches and therefore what is right, and 
I trust that to be the case. One thing we know to be right 
when such weighty decisions must be made is to “prove all 
things; hold fast that which is good” (1 The. 5:21). You 
brethren have heard little or nothing but what Lynn has fed 
you—and that’s far from all things pertaining to the issues 
before us. You who have served as elders might consider 
the way you would react were accusations made against you 
and believed by some without your even being given an op-
portunity to defend yourselves. It’s bad enough when this 
happens only in the confines of a congregation. What if said 
accusations were then spread to the four winds? I see the 
need for application of the “golden rule” here, that all of you 
know so very well.

You brethren will be in my prayers as you continue to 
wrestle with this situation.

Yours in the Cause,
Dub McClish

Mike Mallett’s Questions/Comments and My Responses
On April 16 Mike asked in an email if I had any “news” 
relative to the Spring/NB church/Parkers issues. He stated 
his belief that Spring was in error and that he was pleased 
that their error was exposed.  
On April 16, I replied by email:
Mike: 

I wrote at some length, so I just put it in a separate docu-
ment and attached it. 
Yours in the Cause, 
Dub 
My attached response:
Mike: 

It’s always good to hear from you. Thanks for your kind 
comments on The Lighthouse. As I’m confident you know, 
for some time I was sympathetic toward what Lynn and 
Preston were doing regarding the withdrawal from sister 
Heimburger. Knowing the possible tragic consequences of 
this matter, I literally lost sleep and prayed often that it might 
somehow be forestalled. I’ve known and appreciated Lynn 
for 30+ years. I don’t say it in any way to boast, but simply as 
a matter of fact: For some reason, Lavonne and I became his 
“go to” counselors in the turmoil for the family that resulted 
from Mary Ann’s desertion (he not only told us this more 
than once, but he told others as well). We spent very, very 
many hours with him (and sometimes his children) on the 
phone and in person during those dark days for them (which 
we never begrudged for a moment). He poured many, many 
tears into our ears as we tried to help him deal with that 
nightmare. So when Lynn and Preston began calling me a 
few months ago first about an impending withdrawal from 
Jennifer Heimburger (whom I barely know and likely would 
not recognize if I saw her), I was naturally inclined to be-
lieve everything they were telling me. I admit that I wrestled 
with this whole problem because of my love and respect for 
all the parties involved. I could of course foresee the impli-
cations for me personally if Spring were really in the wrong. 
It would mean that I would have to forfeit my many years 
of great fellowship and co-working with them, in addition to 
the fact that I would have to find another eldership to handle 
my support funds [which they will have done for 10 years, 
come September]. I would not be honest if this latter conse-
quence did not concern me, but I deny that it was uppermost 
in my concerns. It was a price I was willing to pay if that 
were where the Truth led. The specter of another division 
among the remnant of us that is left since 2005 (oh yes, I 
remember!) was (and is) my great anxiety. 

Although this mess began as a congregational with-
drawal from one member (whether or not justified), some 
time ago that became secondary to a controversy between 
two congregations. When this became evident and Lynn 
and Preston asked Michael Hatcher and me to moderate a 
proposed meeting between them and the Spring elders (by 
this time it was a Spring-New Braunfels controversy), we 
agreed to do so because we loved and respected brethren 
on both sides of the issue and hoped we might contribute 
to a solution. The Spring elders insisted that sister Heim-
burger should have the right to be in such a meeting and that 
she should have the right to  request the presence of David 



Brown, since Lynn and Preston had invited Michael and me 
(with which Michael and I agreed), but Lynn and Preston 
insisted neither she nor David could be in the meeting. When 
it became obvious that no such meeting was going to occur, 
Michael and I withdrew our offer, but we continued to be 
in contact with both Lynn and Preston and the brethren at 
Spring. 

For the most part, up to this point I had heard only what 
Lynn and Preston were telling me. However, I felt an obliga-
tion to let the other parties involved (the Spring elders, Jen-
nifer Heimburger, and other members who were at NB when 
the matters in question were going on) speak for themselves 
(Pro. 18:17). Upon doing so, I came away with a completely 
different picture of what Lynn and Preston had told us and 
continued to tell us. I’m not at all accusing them of lying. I 
have no reason to doubt that they are convinced of the va-
lidity of their cause. However, I have come to believe that, 
for whatever reasons (family loyalties, emotions?) they feel 
compelled to engage in what has now become some sort of 
crusade. The only reason I can think of that the announce-
ment of this withdrawal should ever have gone beyond the 
NB congregation is to notify the congregation in Virginia to 
which sister Heimburger has moved. 

Spring has been accused of “meddling” in NB’s au-
tonomy. This is a coin with two sides. Should Spring (or 
any congregation) have its ability taken away to consider 
the Scriptural justification of a withdrawal by another con-
gregation upon examining the asserted accusations? Would 
not this interfere with Spring’s autonomy? When the elders 
of the Forest Hill Church in Memphis, TN, announced on 
December 1, 2009, that it was marking David Brown and 
me, were the Spring or the NB church obligated to honor 
the withdrawal (for that matter, was the church at Evant ob-
ligated to do so)? Yet, obviously, those churches (along with 
many others) did not honor it. I thus believe the elders at 
Spring had the right to make the decision they made after 
examining not only what Lynn and Preston were/are alleg-
ing, but what other principal parties have stated about these 
matters as well. 

I cannot express to you my grief in the way my beloved 
brother and one-time very close co-worker, Dave Watson, 
responded to the accusations against Spring. Truly, we never 
had a cross word for several years before I asked him to join 
me on The Gospel Journal (this was one reason I invited 
him—we were so much “on the same page”). We not only 
never had the slightest dispute as we worked together on 
the paper nor after we were removed from it in 2005—until 
about 3 or 4 years ago when something seemed to change 
in his attitude and personality drastically. Only a veritable 
handful of brethren are privy to these matters, which we 
have been very careful not to divulge because truly, we did 
not seek him harm (I must ask you to also keep these matters 
to yourself alone for the same reason; as far as I know, Lynn 

is not aware of these matters, and I know of no reason he 
needs to be aware of them). He ceased writing and commu-
nicating almost altogether unless he was assigned a MS for a 
lectureship; he had almost become a recluse. I sent numerous 
emails to him that he never acknowledged receiving over a 
period of 3 or 4 years after they moved back to Florida. He 
went for at least that long without posting anything on any of 
the Yahoo lists several preachers are on. I was so concerned 
by his lack of communication that I expressed this to Peggy 
(his wife) at times. She said she did not know what his prob-
lem in this regard was, but she didn’t deny that it existed. 
He eventually came out against a brother on an issue that 
arose in Florida about 4 years ago (on which he was right in 
principle), but he attacked the brother who was in the wrong 
like a mad dog (the brother eventually repented, thankfully, 
but more because of the imploring pleas of Lavonne, me, 
and another one or two, than Dave’s pugilistic approach). 
You know that I’m not bashful about exposing error and sin 
and calling names when appropriate, but I felt sorry for the 
brother who had erred, even though he was wrong in what 
he did. 

Dave created an issue where there was none in April 
2013, and he launched a broadside against David Brown, 
Rick Beauchamp (who was my fellow-elder until I resigned 
after Lavonne’s death), and me. He accused Rick and me 
of conspiring with David against him to get him to write 
an editorial in CFTF (having to do with elders’ qualifica-
tions). David expressed a view with which Dave disagreed, 
but with which many sound brethren agree. It mattered not 
to him how forcefully the three of us denied that any such 
thing occurred, he was determined that the editorial was 
aimed at him and we were all complicit in it. He did not 
bother to gently ask if that might have been so; he came out 
with both barrels blazing and loaded with accusations, as-
suming David wrote it specifically for his (Dave’s) benefit. 
As I read his words to this day, I’m still nonplussed by them. 
A stranger reading them, not knowing of how closely he and 
I worked together for so many years, would think that I must 
be his mortal enemy. The upshot of all of this is that the 
issue he got so exercised about was not even a fellowship 
issue. He and I knew that we differed on this one issue about 
elders some years before I invited him to work with me on 
TGJ. He didn’t hesitate for one moment to accept my invita-
tion, and the subject never came up all the time we worked 
so closely together. It obviously had not mattered all those 
years, but something snapped, causing him to be willing to 
destroy a very close comradeship. Of all who crossed my 
mind to speak at Lavonne’s memorial service here in Den-
ton, I invited 2. Dave Watson was one of them. Yet barely 
3 months after that sad occasion he exploded as described 
above. Rick, David, and I (along with a couple of others who 
have read the exchanges between Dave and David, Rick, and 
me) are still flabbergasted by his bizarre behavior. 

I believe the way he has jumped on this current contro-
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versy is but another expression of whatever has so greatly al-
tered his personality. This has apparently become his pattern 
of reaction. He jumped into this current situation, throwing 
all caution to the wind and with only partial information. 
However, it would appear that he is in the same no-holds-
barred attack mode concerning these matters. It did him no 
good for us 3 brethren to provide evidence that his evil sur-
misings about us were not so. I assume it would be point-
less to approach him with evidence that contradicts what he 
has already so strongly committed himself to in the current 
matters. I’ve mulled over what could have happened to this 
brother who seemed to be so balanced for so long. Was he 
still smarting from an imagined wrong done to him by Da-
vid’s editorial 2 years ago, for which he still apparently also 
blames me? Knowing my close association with Spring, 
could he have seen in these NB accusations an opportunity 
to strike back at David and me by urging brethren to with-
draw from the Spring church? We’ll likely never know, but 
he is assuredly not the Dave Watson of years past. 

You asked if there were any news regarding the contro-
versy. The only news I have is from the few brethren who 
have called or written to ask me about it (and there haven’t 
been many). I’ve not called or written anybody about it who 
hasn’t already broached the subject with me. They’ve all 
wondered what all of this had to do with them in distant 
cities and states. Not that counting noses has anything to 
do with Truth or error, but the ones who have contacted me 
about the broadcast material (and some others I have been 
told about) are opposed to what Lynn has done. 

Michael Hatcher and I spent the better part of an hour 
with Lynn (and Preston part of that time) in a phone con-
versation on February 22. We knew he was chomping at the 
bit to broadcast that which he earlier sent to 5 brethren (he 
told me you were one of the recipients). We begged him to 
allow us more time to work on the matter, knowing the upset 
the broadcast of this material would cause. Lynn voluntarily 
told us that he would not send the material to any others until 
he heard from us. Michael and I called Jennifer Heimburger 
immediately after we were through with Lynn’s call, and we 
were both encouraged by her willingness to sign a statement 
of repentance. This was in the works and we thought had 
the potential for making a real difference. However, without 
hearing from us (or even checking to see if we were making 
any progress), Lynn reneged on his promise and scattered 
the 35-pages of material. Things will just have to develop as 
they will develop now, I suppose. 

It appears that the Parkers (including Preston, of course) 
have already withdrawn fellowship from me from the word-
ing of a letter I received from Caroline [Heimburger, Pres-
ton’s wife and Lynn’s daughter] on March 31. At least this is 
the implication of what she wrote. I’m confident she wrote 
it with the knowledge and approval of both her husband and 
her dad. I don’t know what more I would have to do to be un-

worthy of their fellowship than her accusations of hypocrisy, 
of no longer standing where I once stood on the Truth, and 
of having abandoned the “old paths.” These words hurt, of 
course, because they came from a young lady whom I have 
known and loved many years. I suppose one is not permit-
ted to change one’s mind in light of additional information. 
Truth be told, I would not have been true to my convictions 
if I had continued in my support of Lynn. 

I really didn’t mean to write so much, but I wanted you 
to know at least some of the bases for my change of mind. If 
nothing else, I hope I have prompted some caution on your 
part lest you become the sort of evangelist for Lynn’s case, 
as did our brother Dave Watson. There is definitely another 
side to this story. Surely, it goes without saying how much 
I value your and Connie’s friendship and fellowship, but I 
will say it, nonetheless. I can predict this: If you hang in with 
Lynn, with no doubts whatsoever that there is another side to 
this drama, you will sooner or later be forced to disfellow-
ship me—and a lot of good sound brethren you and I both 
admire. I pray that this will never be necessary. 

We had a great [Gospel] meeting with Jerry [Brewer]. I 
wish you and Connie could have been here for some of it, 
and I’m sure you would have been had it been possible. Give 
Connie a hug for me. 
Yours in the Cause, 
Dub McClish 
------------------------------- 
On April 24 Mike emailed me, asking if there was a near 
split of the Spring church about three years ago, and if so, 
what was the issue? 
On April 24 I responded as follows: 

Good afternoon! Thanks for your note. I hope you and 
Connie are both having a good day. As to your question, ru-
mors are easily spread and are far too readily believed, I fear. 
Never having been a member at Spring, I am not in a posi-
tion to fully answer what might or might not have been the 
case regarding your question. I’m therefore not the one you 
should be asking. If I wanted to know such information about 
the church where Lee Moses preaches, the best source would 
be from Lee (since they have no eldership). Accordingly, I 
strongly suggest you simply send your same questions to the 
elders at Spring. I hope you will give them an opportunity to 
speak for themselves rather than relying upon second-hand 
sources. They alone have the firsthand information, which 
I’m sure is what you seek. Further, through my years of ac-
quaintance with them, I’ve found them to be men who are 
“easily entreated.” I’m confident that they will be glad to 
address your questions forthrightly, fully, and promptly. The 
easiest way to address them is through email, as follows: 
Buddy Roth: roth.b@sbcglobal.net 
Kenneth Cohn: texankdc@hotmail.com 



One thing more you might consider in trying to sort out 
this mess is the fact that (as you know) Lynn and Preston in-
vited Michael Hatcher and me to moderate a proposed meet-
ing between the Spring elders and Lynn and Preston. I was 
under the impression at the time that they chose us because 
they believed we would be objective and unbiased to help 
sort through whatever might be said in such a meeting. I’m 
now made to wonder if this was an unwarranted assumption. 
They obviously did not believe at the time they invited us to 
thus participate that my close relationship with Spring (of 
which they had full knowledge) would affect my honesty or 
judgment. However, it now appears that Lynn and Preston 
did not really want me to make an honest appraisal of all of 
the available evidence. They apparently wanted me to (and 
thought I would) simply rubber-stamp and defend their ac-
tions, even if additional pertinent facts materialized (which 
they did). As I told you in my lengthy letter about these mat-
ters a few days ago, at the beginning I thought their cause 
was just. However, I could not maintain that position and be 
honest with myself, as much as I love and appreciate Lynn 
and his family for many reasons. I should no more be a “re-
specter of persons” toward Lynn than to the Spring elders. 

We have thus far escaped any real storms, although we 
may have some strong ones tonight. We’ve had wonderful, 
glorious, and abundant rain, for which we truly thank the 
Lord. 
With my friendship and love, as always, 
Dub 
--------------------- 
On April 30, Mike wrote the Spring elders, as I had recom-
mended. However, instead of asking them the questions he 
asked me concerning the Spring church on 4/24, he asked 
them a question about an article in Contending for the Faith, 
if the Spring church had withdrawn fellowship from Lynn 
and Preston, and if so, upon what specific grounds. 
On April 30 the Spring elders replied to his questions as 
follows: 
Brother Mallett, 

We are pleased to answer any questions you have, or 
may have, regarding the Spring Church of Christ. As of this 
date, there has been no official marking of Lynn Parker, or 
for that matter, Preston Heimburger. In the event that we do 
so, we will specify the reasons. Just so you are clear on the 
matter, CFTF is not a publication of the Spring Church of 
Christ. I suggest you direct questions you may have respect-
ing CFTF to its editor, David P. Brown. 

Since you are asking us questions, we are certain you 
will not object to our asking you some questions related to 
the Parker/Heimburger matter. The questions are numbered 
for ease of reply. 

1. When did you first learn of the Heimburger matter? 

2. Who provided you the details of the Heimburger 
matter? 

3. As you understand them, what are the charges made 
against sister Heimburger? 

4. As you understand them, what are the charges made 
against the Spring Church of Christ (or its elders)? 

5. Did you independently verify the charges made 
against sister Heimburger? 

6. Did you independently verify the charges made 
against the Spring Church of Christ? 

7. Have you made inquiry of the former members of 
the New Braunfels congregation (those who were members 
of the New Braunfels congregation at the time of the Heim-
burger events) to ascertain whether each is in agreement 
with the actions of Lynn, et al., respecting the withdrawal of 
fellowship from sister Heimburger? 

8. Do you know if the elders of the Spring Church of 
Christ were informed directly by the New Braunfels congre-
gation that the New Braunfels congregation had withdrawn 
fellowship from sister Heimburger? If so, how was such 
knowledge obtained and provide the date obtained. 

As you may be aware, David Watson and Charles Pogue 
were persuaded by Lynn Parker (and/or Preston Heimburg-
er) that Spring was in sin based solely on their mistaken 
assumptions of our involvement in the Heimburger matter. 
They both listened only to Lynn, et al., and arrived at their 
conclusion as if there were no “other side” than the Parker 
side. To brother Pogue’s credit, when brother Pogue had the 
“other side,” he realized he had concluded erroneously, ac-
knowledged such, and then repented of the false accusations 
he made against Spring and one of its elders. We trust that 
your question to us is part of your effort to get the “other 
side.” Although you may have another motive, we will think 
the best of you until it is proved otherwise. 
Kenneth D. Cohn 
Buddy R. Roth 
Elders, Spring Church of Christ 
[Note: Mike did not respond to any of the questions in the 
letter above, nor has he asked the Spring elders for any fur-
ther details about any of these matters, although he has ac-
cused these brethren of sin.] 
------------------------ 
On April 30 Preston Heimburger wrote to me: 
Dub, 

I have heard an interesting thing from Mike Mallett to-
day. 

Is it true that you and Michael Hatcher called Jennifer 
Heimburger after speaking to Lynn and I; and that during 
your conversation with her she admitted to being in error? 
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And that she was ready to sign a confession of fault? 
You do realize the implications of that? 
If you heard her say that she was at fault, then how can 

you honestly stand behind Ken Cohn/the elders of Spring 
when he says that Jennifer was never the one to create prob-
lems? That she was never at fault? 

Furthermore, if she was at one time ready to admit to 
having sinned, then why would she now no longer be in need 
of said repentance? And if she is still in need of repentance, 
then what (or who) is hindering her? 

Realize that I have personally already heard her admit 
to having gossiped in this; so that would be no great new 
revelation to me. What would be however, is if she admitted 
as much to you. 

If you desire to see truth prevail, then please answer re-
garding your phone conversation with her. 

Preston 
------------------------ 
On May 2 I responded to Preston: 
Dear Preston: 

Thank you for your letter. Please see my attached re-
sponse. 
Yours in the Cause, 
Dub McClish 
My attached response: 
Dear Preston: 

“I have heard…,” and “Is it true…?” sound very much 
like “gossip” terminology to me. 

Yes, Michael and I called your mother as soon as we got 
off the phone with you and Lynn on February 22. She admit-
ted to being in error are your words, neither hers nor mine 
(in what I wrote to Mike). I fear that you have become overly 
excited over nothing. What I described as a “statement of re-
pentance” to Mike was actually an apology she wrote regard-
ing anything she had said or done that others had deemed to 
be gossip or divisive. Lynn had indicated to Michael and me 
in our 2/22 conversation that he (and I presume you) would 
not require a detailed itemization of every accusation you 
have made against her. She still does not believe she was any 
guiltier of “gossip” or division than you, Lynn, and others 
involved were, but she was willing to go “the second mile” 
in such a statement in order to close the book on this sad set 
of circumstances. She sent just such a statement to the New 
Braunfels church. She would doubtless have sent it to all of 
you, but your hasty and ill considered broadcast of the 35-
page blast somewhat short-circuited that—what would have 
been the purpose after the fact? 

It seems evident that you all had immersed yourselves 
so deeply in this crusade that you were determined to pursue 

it at all costs. You and Lynn absolutely broke the promise he 
made to Michael and me that he would do no more broad-
casting of this mess until he heard from us. It was almost as 
though you and he were afraid we might be able to accom-
plish a resolution that would forestall any further dissemi-
nation. So like King Saul, who in his impatience “forced” 
himself (to his personal detriment and to that of the king-
dom), so you, in your misplaced zeal, “forced” yourselves to 
blanket an unsuspecting brotherhood with a family squabble 
and libelous assertions against faithful and sound brethren in 
Spring—Ken Cohn, in particular. And you’ve done so both 
to your personal detriment and that of the kingdom, unneces-
sarily setting brother against brother thereby. 

It is apparent that your crusade has moved beyond any 
attempt to restore Jennifer (assuming for the sake of argu-
ment that she sinned and was worthy of being withdrawn 
from) to attacking the Spring elders. Caroline (in her letter 
to me) accused the Spring elders of conducting a “vendetta” 
against Lynn. That is a strong statement, which she didn’t 
bother to document with any evidence. It is more and more 
appearing that, for whatever reason, just the opposite is true. 
All of this mess has turned into a vendetta on your and your 
family’s part against the elders at Spring—with perhaps now 
only a secondary vendetta against Jennifer, as well. Ironi-
cally, you all have become the ones guilty of the very thing 
of which you have so persistently accused others: namely, 
gossip. These matters should never have left the city limits 
of New Braunfels, Texas. 

Your note brings up an interesting question: Just what 
constitutes “gossip”? Did the many times Lynn and you 
called me and told me various things about Jennifer and 
about the Spring elders (most of which turned out to be 
unsubstantiated) constitute gossip? Is it gossip only when 
others discuss such matters (including your behavior in this 
mess)? Is it gossip when Jennifer talks to others about her 
situation, but not when you talk about her to others? More 
specifically, did you engage in gossip by eagerly receiving 
what Mike told you (prompting your letter to me), and did 
Mike engage in gossip by telling you what he did yesterday? 
Are you engaging in gossip by asking me the questions in 
your note? If you’re not careful, some might easily conclude 
that you and Lynn have set yourselves up as the sole arbiters 
of what is and is not gossip, with a rather glaring double 
standard on display. 

You state that Ken Cohn/the elders at Spring have stated 
that “Jennifer was never the one to create problems” and 
that “she was never at fault.” You should produce their state-
ments to this effect or repent of and cease such allegations. 
I have seen their statements to the effect that they simply 
do not know what all may have gone on at NB and that you 
all have not proved your case against Jennifer (especially in 
light of contrary testimony by principal parties). They have 
further stated that the problems that arose in the NB church 



ought to be settled by those who were there at the time (with 
which a number of brethren are in agreement since receiv-
ing your 35-page tome, incidentally). The fact of the matter 
is that Spring (and now other congregations) would never 
have become involved had you and Lynn not involved them 
by spreading the NB problems beyond the NB church. You 
have the temerity to launch a tirade against the Spring elders 
to the effect that they have interfered with the NB church’s 
autonomy —simply because they did not see sufficient evi-
dence to cause them to withdraw from a sister. If there is any 
issue of autonomy interference, it would seem to me that you 
and Lynn (under the guise of the NB church) have sought to 
dictate to the Spring elders what they must do…or else. 

Oh yes, I “desire to see truth prevail.” This is why I 
could no longer support what you are doing that is causing 
unnecessary harm to the body of Christ—when I sought and 
received additional information that cast a different light on 
the situation. (I confess that I may have even engaged in 
gossip [by your definition] in the course of seeking addi-
tional information. I dared talk with others in my quest for 
truth. I’m in a no-win situation: If I talk to others in seeking 
facts, I’m gossiping, but if I don’t seek more facts, where 
is my desire to see truth prevail?) I’m puzzled as to why 
you expect me (and others) to accept only your testimony as 
credible regarding the assertions you have made (does the 2 
or 3 witnesses rule work only for you?). Why is not the word 
of others who were members at NB at the time the events of 
your assertions allegedly occurred worthy of a hearing (e.g., 
the 2 Hastings families, the Tim Brown family)? Their view 
of these matters is greatly out of synch with yours. Do you 
suggest that we attribute their different recollection of these 
things to bias against you and Lynn? Dare I suggest that your 
assertions relative to these matters and to the discordant rec-
ollections by others might be tinged with your own bias and 
perhaps family loyalty? 

You and Lynn have now spread these matters far beyond 
the New Braunfels church, of which you have not been mem-
bers since last November. Is the Medina County church even 
in fellowship with what remains of the NB church? Do you 
know if the NB church considers itself in fellowship with the 
MC church? I must ask, from a personal perspective, if you 
(and the MC church) have marked and withdrawn from me 
(was Caroline’s letter intended to convey such a message)? 
More than this, you must now come to grips with the follow-
ing: Are you in fellowship with David Brown and the Spring 
church, Michael Hatcher and the Bellview church, the 
Northpoint church, Danny Douglas and the Central church, 
Johnny Oxendine and the San Mateo church, Bruce Stult-
ing and the Fish Hatchery Road church, Lonnie and Andy 
Hastings, Tim and Trish Brown, John West, Charles Pogue, 
Jess Whitlock, Jerry Brewer, Gary Summers, Lester Kamp, 
et al.? You have now forced this matter to where “the rubber 
meets the road,” which was all too predictable. While I love 
you brethren and while I have many pleasant memories in-

volving the Parker family, I am ashamed of any encourage-
ment I gave you before digging more deeply into what has 
become the disastrous campaign for which faithful brethren 
will remember you. 

I am copying this to Mike Mallett, whom you referenced 
as an information (“gossip”?) source. 
Yours in the Cause, 
Dub McClish 
--------------------- 
On May 1 Mike wrote suggesting that perhaps none have all 
the facts in the NB situation, suggesting that maybe there was 
a communication breakdown that caused Preston and Lynn 
to send out the material after promising Michael Hatcher 
and me they would not do so. He also asked some questions 
about a statement of repentance from Jennifer Heimburger. 
On May 2 I responded as follows: 
Mike: 

Thanks for your most recent note. As before, my re-
sponse is in the attached letter, along with some other at-
tachments. 
Yours in the Cause, 
Dub 
My attached response: 
Dear Mike: 

The weather is indeed beautiful today, as it was yester-
day. The one thing that could make it more perfect is for 
Lynn and Preston to cease stirring up unnecessary strife 
among faithful brethren with their “tempest in a teapot” cru-
sade. 

I’ve been pondering the NB/Parker mess, not for several 
days, but for several months. They are obviously determined 
to press this matter, come hell or high water. It seems to be 
their obsession going on several months now—what they 
live for and thrive on. You say that maybe none of us have 
all the facts. Those without more fact have no excuse. I can 
say for sure that those who have invested their confidence 
fully in Lynn and Preston could have had far more facts than 
they are getting from them—”seek and ye shall find” applies 
here. I’m convinced some are content in their ignorance and 
don’t want to know any additional facts lest it disturb the 
set-in-stone position to which they have committed them-
selves (Dave Watson’s knee-jerk reaction is a glaring dem-
onstration). In a previous note, you asked me about Charles 
Pogue’s appearance on Bellview Lectures. He is the direct 
opposite of those who at first reading of the 35-page “book” 
were swayed by it, but he had the integrity of character and 
objectivity to consider that there might be more to the story 
than the 35 pages (I will attach his correspondence with Mi-
chael Hatcher that documents his change of heart upon re-
consideration of his hasty judgment, along with statements 
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from a couple of others). 
No, there was no “breakdown in communication.” As I 

told you in my 4/16 letter, Lynn simply reneged on his clear 
(and voluntary) commitment (witnessed unmistakably by 
both Michael and me) not to distribute any more material on 
this issue until he heard from us, giving us some time to seek 
resolution. Also, as I stated earlier, in less than 5 minutes 
after our phone visit with Lynn ended, we were dialing Jen-
nifer. But no, it was an emergency. The world would end if 
they didn’t broadcast these circumstances as widely and as 
quickly as possible. So Preston let fly with their letter and its 
lengthy attachment. So Lynn admits to making a mistake, I 
assume you mean in regard to the hasty mailing. No, it was 
not just a “mistake.” He had to know what he was doing and 
the repercussions that would accrue. The mistake was not 
merely in the timing, however. It should never have been 
sent to anyone. 

Anyone with one eye and half a brain who knew any-
thing about this business could accurately predict what its 
distribution would cause, and we are now having to deal 
with it. Close relationships between brethren and between 
congregations are threatened, and eventually there will be 
fellowship withdrawals unless Lynn and Preston can be iso-
lated as the factionists they have become—and all of this 
over an internal congregational fuss, with the only propo-
nents no longer even members of said congregation. Just let 
it soak in how ridiculous (yet tragic) this is. 

You say, “the blame can be shared” by both parties, but 
I’m not sure who you are including in the blame-sharing 
(Lynn on one side and Jennifer on the other, Michael and 
me on one side and Lynn on the other, or Lynn and Spring?). 
Whichever you mean, I will appreciate it if you will specify 
your basis for saying that anyone besides Lynn was to blame 
for sending the material out when he did or for causing the 
ruckus among brethren over these matters. 

By now I’m sure you have read what I wrote to Preston 
about Jennifer’s statement, so I need not repeat it. 

You saw the list of brethren and congregations I sent to 
Preston, and the list is growing. Our mutual friend, Darrell 
Debo, belongs in the list of those sorely disappointed in what 
Lynn has done. I fully realize that Truth and righteousness 
are not decided by who or by how many agree on a given 
issue. However, it should give one pause when a number of 
trusted brethren— long proved as mature in the faith—come 
to the same conclusion about an issue. Sooner or later, Lynn 
and Preston must decide if they will continue to be in fel-
lowship with those who have not invested in their campaign. 

Mike, I know and have always admired your zeal for 
the Truth. I also know that you are not timid about taking 
a stand in its defense. I fear, however, that you may have 
confused defending the Truth of God’s Word with defend-
ing Preston and Lynn in their crusade. They are not equal to 

each other. In your defense of his behavior you are “feeding 
the beast” that needs to be starved. I don’t know if he has 
mailed his material to any others at Evant (besides Jess), but 
I beg you not to disturb the Evant church with this mess. I 
further beg you to urge caution should others there try to 
bother the church with it. The Evant church has a great (and 
deserved) reputation for soundness in the faith, proved over 
a number of years. It will be an indescribable tragedy if this 
reputation is tarnished by its defense of the indefensible. As 
you know, there are already so few faithful congregations re-
maining. When Lynn’s house of cards comes tumbling down 
around him (and it’s already getting shaky), those who have 
been content only with Lynn’s partial version and who have 
spurned the additional information available on this situa-
tion are going to be tainted by their defense of him. I am 
begging you as a beloved friend and brother to exercise ex-
treme caution in becoming more deeply entrenched in your 
defense of Lynn and in encouraging him in his mischief. 
While I’m confident he will continue to preach the Truth, 
I’ve lost confidence in his integrity and his obedience to the 
Truth regarding the present crisis he has caused. 

I had seen in the North East bulletin that Jerry was to be 
speaking at Evant Wednesday night. Yes, that work in Kenya 
is a sound and productive work, and I’m glad Evant is sup-
porting it. You’re observation about having to import mis-
sionaries is well taken. Give Connie a hug for me. 
Your friend and brother, 
Dub McClish
Note: The “other attachments” I referred to in my note to 
Mike above were the following: 

1. Letter exchanges between brethren Michael Hatcher 
and Charles Pogue. Charles at first accepted Lynn’s accu-
sations, causing him to write Michael and withdraw from 
Bellview Lectures. Michael called on him to repent of sin-
ning against the Spring elders by accepting the accusations 
without even contacting them and to reconsider speaking on 
the lectureship. Charles immediately realized the hastiness 
of his action, repented (and stated as much to the Spring el-
ders), and went ahead and spoke on the Bellview Lectures as 
planned. 

2. A January 8 letter Johnny Oxendine wrote to Pres-
ton. Johnny is the faithful preacher in San Mateo, CA. (He 
was one of the original 5 to whom Preston/Lynn mailed the 
volume of material, apparently to “test the waters.” This was 
the same multi-page document they then broadcast on March 
1.) Johnny responded that this controversy was of “petty ori-
gin,” was based on hearsay, and should have been handled 
long ago in NB. 
-------------------------- 
On May 4 Mike responded, saying he had read my attached 
letter, but did not intend to read the Pogue and Oxendine at-
tachments. He further said that he had received email from 



Preston that day, but would not read it or anything else sent 
to him by anyone pertaining to these issues. He expressed 
his disgust with all of it and that he was disappointed in sev-
eral folks, including himself. He asked me not to respond, 
said he was sorry for his part in it, and asked my forgiveness. 
On May 4 I responded: 

Dear Mike: Although you requested I not do so, since 
you specifically asked for my forgiveness, I feel compelled 
to respond. While I appreciate your sentiment in this regard, 
you have not offended me personally in any way, and I see no 
need for an apology. I still consider you as a beloved brother. 
I also appreciate both the “tone” and content of your note. 
From the start of this sad story it has been my policy not to 
spread it or introduce it in any conversation with anyone, but 
to respond only when others have called or written me about 
it. I believe you can testify that I have not introduced it in 
any of our many exchanges on various subjects, but have 
only responded when you have asked me something about 
it or commented concerning it. As are you, I’m thoroughly 
sick of reading (and writing) about it. I believe the best way 
to deal with it now is to give it the “silent” treatment as much 
as possible. I pray that this chapter of history can be quickly 
closed—and forgotten.  

I have never ceased to count you and Connie as dear 
friends, and I will most certainly look forward to continued 
correspondence on more pleasant themes. Godspeed, dear 
brother.
Yours in the Cause, 
Dub 
--------------------------- 
I heard nothing from Mike on these matters after May 4 until 
he responded to my inquiry below. 
On July 18, because his unspecified charge against the 
Spring elders (see his April 16 note above) continued to 
haunt me, I wrote Mike as follows: 
Mike: 

I hesitate to write anything else about the fellowship is-
sue that has been precipitated by the dissemination of the 
material by Preston and Lynn, but I feel compelled to do so 
concerning one particular. I assure you that I don’t want to 
do anything to stir unnecessarily this matter any further. I 
know you are weary of dealing with it, as I assure you I am, 
also. Like it or not, however, we are involved in it and are af-
fected by it, whether or not by our own choosing. Therefore, 
I beg your indulgence and patience to clarify something you 
wrote to me a few weeks ago that has continued to haunt me. 
Only you know the answer. In your April 16 note you wrote 
as follows: “I continue to believe that Spring overstepped 
their authority and are in error. I am pleased they were ex-
posed for their error.” 

I would be in your debt if you could specify wherein you 

found the Spring brethren at that time to be in error. This 
is, of course, a serious charge. If you believe they are still 
in whatever error you then believed them to be in, I hope 
you can appreciate the fact that I need to know because of 
my close relationship with them. In fact, I need to approach 
them about such and seek their repentance. While it does not 
please me to find error in any brother or to have to expose 
such, I believe we are under Divine mandate to do so to the 
best of one’s knowledge and ability: “And have no fellow-
ship with the unfruitful works of darkness, but rather even 
reprove them” (Eph. 5:11). If they are in error, we cannot 
simply adopt a Pontius Pilate tactic and “wash our hands” 
concerning it or ignore it and be without guilt ourselves. 

I realize, however, that since you apparently changed 
your mind after April 16 about at least some of the things 
you were told about this controversy, you may no longer be-
lieve what you wrote at that time. If this is the case, I will 
appreciate your telling me that, also. Thank you in advance 
for your attention to my request. 

I continue to pray that your leukemia will soon be in 
complete remission. Please give my best to Connie. 
Yours in the Cause, 
Dub 
--------------------------- 
On July 19 Mike wrote me a lengthy email, which con-
tained several accusations against the Spring elders, and 
which I felt obligated to pass on to them for their response, 
if they cared to make such. This was a letter (with comments 
in red) the Spring elders attached to their July 29 email to 
Mike and those at Evant to whom Dave Watson had begun 
emailing materials. Mike closed his July 19 letter to me with 
a summary statement to the effect that he would not honor 
the letter of withdrawal from Lynn, Preston, those support-
ing them, issued by the Spring church. Ironically, he thereby 
became guilty of the very thing of which he, along with Lynn 
Parker, Preston Heimburger, Dave Watson, et al., indicted 
the Spring elders, namely, refusing to honor the withdrawal 
action of a sister congregation.
On July 21 I responded: 
My dear brother Mike: 

I shall not waste my time and yours responding specifi-
cally to the several matters about which you wrote, almost 
all of which have been addressed in one way or another in 
previous exchanges. While you have said there were mis-
takes on both sides, it is clear that you believe that at least 
99% thereof have been made by the Spring elders—with no 
consideration of the possibility that you may have believed 
an entirely false depiction of their behavior and/or character. 

You are simply wrong. You have fallen victim variously 
to believing some half-truths, some gossip, some evil sur-
misings, some imagined things that never happened, and 
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some outright lies. You have allowed this unverified mali-
cious information to “eat you alive,” under the false premise 
that to defend Lynn is to defend the Truth of God’s Word. 
It’s bad enough to be deceived (as we all can be at times, 
and as I confess I was about some of these things early on), 
but one becomes a partaker in said deceptions when he re-
peats such—while refusing any and all attempts to verify 
them with other involved principal parties. You’ve convict-
ed some good men without even allowing them a hearing, 
which is as unjust as it is unscriptural. I doubt that you would 
want to be thus treated (Mat. 7:12). I’m where I am in all 
of this because I did not blindly and deafly listen only to 
Lynn—which is what you and Dave Watson (both beloved to 
me) and any others who may have taken up Lynn’s crusade 
have done. 

I assume that Lynn sent to you his most recent (7/15) 
email with four attachments and that you opened it and read 
it. I also assume that you read at least the first of the four 
attachments (Lynn’s letter). If so, I’m wondering if I’m re-
sponding to the same fellow who wrote the following words 
to me on May 4: “I will not be reading anymore correspon-
dence from anyone as it relates to the Spring/NB matter 
(mess).” 

As you will see, I’ve copied this note to the brethren 
at Spring, due to the accusations you made against them in 
your latest letter. They may or may not choose to respond 
to your charges, but they surely have a right to know what 
they are. 

It deeply grieves me that you have chosen to cease your 
fellowship with me—and many faithful servants of the 
Lord—which your closing statement necessarily implies. 
Yours in the Cause,  
Dub 
--------------------------- 
On July 21, in response to my message above, Mike wrote a 
brief note to me in which he repented for his charge that the 
Spring elders were in error (in his 4/16 note to me), saying 
he would write them a letter of apology (which he did on 
7/21). He stated in his note to me that he had told the Spring 
elders in an earlier letter that he would be glad to receive 
documentation regarding “the other side,” but that he had re-
ceived none. (However, if he’s referring to his 4/30 letter to 
them, the only earlier letter he had written to them of which I 
am aware, it contains no request for additional information.) 
He apologized to me for failing to keep his word that he 
would drop these matters and read no more messages “from 
either side.” 
On July 24 I wrote to Mike:
Dear Mike: 

Please excuse my tardy response to your note of 7/21. 
It’s been a very full week. I commend you for your statement 

of apology/repentance regarding the Spring elders, although 
I’m not sure exactly which comments of several about them 
you may have in mind. I’m glad you plan to write a note of 
apology to them, and I’m confident you will clarify that mat-
ter. I’m not sure in what way you believe you sinned against 
me in that matter, but if you believe you did, you may dis-
miss your concern on my part. 

I hope you will take up the matter of your earlier cor-
respondence with the Spring elders regarding a request for 
information with them when you write to them. 

I accept your statement of apology and request for for-
giveness concerning reading additional material. All is for-
given. 

Perhaps, in your exchange with the Spring elders regard-
ing your planned letter of repentance/ apology to them, some 
of the assertions, half-truths, etc., may be cleared up. I hope 
and pray so. 

I included David Brown in my response to you because 
you had mentioned him in connection with an accusation 
against the Spring elders in your 7/19 letter. 

I hope you and Connie are both well, and particularly 
that your shoulder is healing properly. Give Connie a big 
hug for me. 
Yours in the Cause, 
Dub 
Epilogue: Mike did not respond to my July 24, 2015, email. 
None of the men responded to my August 4, 2015, letter. 
Consequences from these events in this once-harmonious 
and well-respected congregation include callous mistreat-
ment of brother Whitlock and his wife, their having to move, 
and the loss of members who now worship elsewhere.

—908 Imperial Drive
Denton, TX 76209



Around July or August of 2014, I received an initial call 
from Preston Heimburger regarding the possibility of my be-
ing a moderator for a meeting. This meeting would involve 
several brethren from the then New Braunfels (hereafter 
NB) congregation, Jennifer Heimburger, some of the mem-
bers, and the elders from the Spring congregation. Wanting 
to know what I would be expected to do, I began asking 
questions as to what my roll in this meeting might be. The 
answers given to me by brother Heimburger varied so I was 
not positive of my specific roll, however with a qualification 
that I would not and could not tell anyone what to do, I reluc-
tantly accepted because I have loved and appreciated Lynn, 
Preston, the NB congregation, Spring elders, preachers, and 
members and desired to see the problems resolved. After a 
few minutes, I received another call from Lynn Parker re-
garding my conversation with Preston. He wanted to make 
sure that Preston had not said anything wrong (if he had 
Lynn was going to correct him), of which I assured him that 
Preston had not done so, but explained again that I was not 
exactly certain what my part would be in this meeting. Dur-
ing these calls I was also informed that Dub McClish was 
also being asked to be a moderator in this proposed meeting. 
We were both to be impartial so we could both make sure 
that each disputant would receive a fair hearing, that all who 
had any information regarding the situation would be heard, 
and no one be compelled to say or do anything against their 
will.

However, over the next few months, both Lynn and Pres-
ton (hereafter L&P) called repeatedly and would always sup-
ply me (and I know Dub) with information. I often wondered 
why they would be giving me all this information when I 
was suppose to be, and they wanted me to be, an impartial 
observer? I admit that this bothered me but I failed to speak 
up regarding it. Considering things after the fact (hindsight 
is always better), I no longer feel they wanted someone who 
was actually impartial but someone who had become par-
tial in their support. I now believe that L&P simply wanted 
someone to “rubber stamp” their pronouncements instead of 
honestly evaluating all the evidence from everyone.

During this time, I was receiving information solely 
from L&P and not having discussed it with others that had 
been involved, or the Spring elders and preacher. Early on, 
attention was changed from Jennifer Heimburger (who was 
the one who had been accused of sin, but which she de-
nied) to where she became secondary to the Spring elders 
who became the primary target of L&P. Both Dub McClish 
and I assumed that what L&P were telling us about Spring 
and its eldership were true. Many of the emails that have 

My Involvement
Michael Hatcher

been produced from Dub and myself came during this time 
frame when both Dub and I were hearing from only one side 
(L&P). Also much of the advice given from the two of us 
came from this time frame when we were hearing just the 
one side and accepting what we were told as true.

As time continued, we began hearing things that did not 
harmonize with what we had been told by L&P. In fact, the 
situation with Spring (which L&P had turned this into in-
stead of Jennifer), was very different than what L&P were 
telling us. The positions that L&P were telling us Spring el-
ders were taking, we learned were not their position. Meet-
ings that supposedly took place, simply did not happen—a 
figment of L&Ps imagination. Spring was not meddling in 
the affairs of the NB congregation but as an autonomous con-
gregation realizing there were conflicting stories being told: 
one by L&P and the NB congregation as opposed to some 
faithful brethren who were there at the time of the events 
leading to the withdrawal, who had since left.  Because of 
the conflicting stories, they simply were not taking a posi-
tion, but that was far different than what L&P were telling.

After realizing that the meetings that L&P were desiring 
(based solely on their demands) were not going to take place 
and that Dub and I would not be able to help the situation, 
on October 1, 2014, we decided to rescind our offer to be 
moderators of any meeting(s). 

During this timeframe (before and after Dub and I re-
tracted our offer), I also began speaking with Manuel Gua-
jardo of the NB congregation (the Parkers and Heimburgers 
were no longer members at the NB congregation). It had ap-
peared that L&P were speaking for the NB congregation, but 
brother Guajardo presented an entirely different perspective 
of the situation. He did not agree with L&P and often laid the 
blame for the troubles at NB at the feet of Lynn Parker. He 
expressed in very clear terms that he was not in fellowship 
with Lynn Parker.

Brother McClish and I both spoke on the Spring lecture-
ship (Feb. 20-22, 2015). At the close of the lectureship, we 
spoke with several others involved in the situation at NB 
who were no longer members of NB. After that meeting, 
brother McClish and I called Lynn Parker and spent about an 
hour discussing matters with him. During that call, I had to 
correct brother Parker for misrepresenting something I had 
said to him; thankfully he apologized for that, but then later 
made the same misrepresentation in an email he sent out (I 
noticed that often Lynn would twist things to make it appear 
the way he desired when they often were not). During that 
call Dub and I urged Lynn not to send the 35-page material 
out (he had previously sent it out to a limited few) know-
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ing the problems it would cause in an already small enough 
brotherhood. 

Dub and I were going to try and work things out behind 
the scenes so no one else would need to know. Lynn agreed 
to give us time and that he would not do anything with the 
material till he heard from us. Upon hanging up with Lynn, 
we immediately called Jennifer Heimburger. We were en-
couraged by her response (we now understand that she has 
always been willing to repent of any wrongdoing as long as 
it has been proven that she did wrong). However, she was 
willing, at that time, to write a statement of repentance apol-
ogizing for saying anything that others perceived to be gos-
sip or divisive. Lynn had stated in our phone conversation 
that he and Preston would not require a detailed itemization 
of every accusation made against her, but a general state-
ment would suffice. Even though she did not believe and it 
has never been proven that she committed the sins of which 
she had been accused, she was willing to go the second mile 
to try and resolve the situation (she possessed a far better at-
titude regarding these matters than did L&P).

However, going back on Lynn’s word and without check-
ing with us to see if we were making any progress in getting 
things resolved, on March 1, 2015, L&P sent out the 35-page 
email primarily attacking the Spring elders and falsely ac-
cusing them of the things they had misrepresented to Dub 
and myself. L&Ps actions derailed any attempt to work this 
out quietly and instead caused confusion and division within 
those brethren who were remaining faithful to God.

During the many calls I had with Lynn, he repeat-
edly told me that after listening to all the information, if I 
thought he had sinned, he would repent. Thus, on July 22, 
2015, I sent Lynn an email reminding him of his statements 
and calling on him to repent of his accusations against the 
Spring elders (I said nothing about Jennifer Heimburger). 

Lynn replied on the same day and tried to give a context for 
his statements (that if there was evidence that he sinned, he 
would repent) which I do not remember him ever giving in 
our discussions. (He had repeatedly told Dub McClish this 
same thing, so I asked him if he had stated his willingness 
to repent in the context he was now giving. Brother McClish 
said that he did not remember Lynn ever giving that type of 
a context in his statements.) I had stated in my email to him 
that it was not a discussion I was entering into but simply 
a statement I was making to him. He falsely accused me of 
issuing “a decree” when it was simply a statement and there 
was no need to rehash the same information again. He also 
accused me of saying “one thing to one party and something 
completely different to others.” What Lynn conveniently 
ignored is that additional information can be provided that 
causes a change in what one has previously stated. Could 
it be the case that one person provides false or erroneous 
information (which is what L&P had done in relationship to 
Spring elders to both Dub and myself) causing a statement 
or statements to be made, yet when the person finds out that 
the information is false (Dub and myself), the person states 
something completely different? That is the case in this situ-
ation. He also accused me of holding my finger up to the 
wind to see what direction the wind was blowing. If that was 
my nature, I would never have left the board of The Gospel 
Journal and repented of my part of that situation. Also, if 
that was my nature, I would have never brought out the sins 
of Dave Miller. From a wind blowing situation, neither one 
was a good choice on my part (which I knew at the time), 
but instead of holding my finger up in the wind to see what 
direction it was blowing, I did what was right. The same is 
true of this situation.

—4852 Saufley Field Road
Pensacola, FL 32526
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THE HISTORY OF THE LONE STAR BIBLE CAMP
Bruce Stulting

BACKGROUND

In 2001, I moved to Huntsville, Texas to work with the 
Fish Hatchery Road Church of Christ. Over the years, the 
Fish Hatchery, Spring, and New Braunfels congregations 
have had numerous opportunities to work together in joint 
efforts including lectureships, Bible camps, and various oth-
er works. I have had opportunities to speak on the Spring 
and New Braunfels lectureship. On several occasions, Lynn 
Parker has asked me to answer doctrinal questions, which 
Lynn later quoted in sermons preached at New Braunfels.  
At Lynn Parker’s request, I agreed to teach Bible classes in 

2005 or 2006 (not sure of the year) at the Gulf Coast Chris-
tian Camp and later to serve as a counselor.  At that time, the 
New Braunfels congregation sponsored the camp.  

During this time, Lynn Parker discussed buying some 
land to build a camp that could be used, not only as a youth 
camp but also, for other things year round.  I was asked by 
Lynn Parker to serve on a board of directors for this future 
camp. The board of directors was ultimately made up of 
members from the Fish Hatchery, Spring, and New Braunfels 
congregations. The first and possibly only meeting of this 
board of directors took place on February 9, 2008. Because 
of personal matters, I was unable to attend this meeting. 



More will be said about the proposed camp and the disband-
ing of the board of directors later in this article.

THE GULF COAST CHRISTIAN CAMP
Members of the Lord’s church founded The Gulf Coast 

Christian Camp in 1962 as a nonprofit organization to serve 
the Lower Colorado River Valley. The New Braunfels con-
gregation rented the Gulf Coast Christian Camp (GCCC) to 
host their week of camp (unsure if New Braunfels congrega-
tion had elders at this time). In the beginning, the staff and 
campers were primarily from the Spring and New Braunfels 
congregations. Later, staff and campers were added from the 
Fish Hatchery congregation. It was at this time that I became 
part of the staff at the request of Lynn Parker, who was serv-
ing as camp director.

Lynn Parker had several legitimate complaints about 
the facilities offered by the GCCC. He said that the camp 
was run down and his staff constantly had to make repairs, 
which was true. There were a few cases of strep throat each 
year that Lynn attributed to the unsanitary conditions of 
camp (this may or may not be the case). Lynn also did not 
like dealing with the liberal brethren who were in charge of 
the camp, which is understandable. Another thing that Lynn 
complained about was the heat and humidity stating that he 
found it intolerable. For these reasons, Lynn told me during 
the 2007 (I believe this to be the correct year) camp session 
that he did not intend to reserve the camp for the following 
year and would suspend camp until such time as a more suit-
able campground could be found. I discussed this with Lynn 
in an effort to dissuade him from this course of action and 
wait at least until another suitable campground could be lo-
cated and secured. That way the camp would be able to con-
tinue uninterrupted. This effort failed to move Lynn from his 
course of action. Thus, if a suitable campground could not 
be secured by the next year, the New Braunfels congregation 
would not sponsor camp.

I discussed the proposed cancellation with other staff 
members and was surprised to learn that none of the New 
Braunfels brethren were informed of this decision. Since 
most of the staff’s children were campers, it was their desire 
for the camp to continue. Having been involved with Bible 
camps in four states with roles including teacher, counselor, 
board member, and director, I offered to help in any way.  
The staff members from the New Braunfels, Spring, and Fish 
Hatchery congregation asked me to secure the GCCC for the 
same date the following year and serve as director and an 
agreement was made to do so. It was never my intention or 
desire to take over, take control of the existing camp, or start 
another camp separate from the GCCC. This was intended to 
be a temporary situation that would last only until a suitable 
camp could be located and secured.  

THE TALE OF TWO CAMPS
There are two things that led up to the formation of the 

Lone Star Bible Camp. Both have to do with Lynn Parker’s 
inability to work with others in matters of judgment when 
he does not get his way. The first has to do with the board of 
directors that Lynn put together to raise money to purchase 
land and build a campground. The second has to do with the 
interim camp that was to exist until a suitable campground 
could be secured.  

In recounting the events related to the board of directors, 
the reader needs to know a few details. First, the camp was 
to be used by the Spring, New Braunfels, and Fish Hatchery 
congregation. Second, the location needed to be such that 
it would be close enough to each congregation for them to 
have reasonable access to the campgrounds. The problem 
was that Lynn Parker insisted that the camp be located in the 
Texas Hill Country. Objections were raised about the remote 
location and the unreasonable distance from Spring and 
Huntsville, TX. I thought that it was quite odd that Lynn’s 
only reason for demanding the camp be in the Texas Hill 
Country was that it was less humid.  

In an effort to find a reasonable solution, Kenneth Cohn 
offered to donate part of his family farm in Groesbeck, Texas 
for the proposed campgrounds. This generous offer would 
locate the campgrounds at convenient distance from all three 
congregations. In a phone conversation with Wayne Blake, 
another member of the board of directors, this writer stated 
that this offer would demonstrate whether or not Lynn had an 
agenda regarding the camp that was as yet unknown.  

The board of directors was never given the chance to 
discuss/decide whether or not to accept Kenneth Cohn’s land 
donation. Before a meeting could be arranged, I received a  
phone call from Lynn Parker. In that conversation, Lynn 
questioned me about his thoughts about the Texas Hill Coun-
try location. When Lynn learned that the Texas Hill Country 
was too for away from the Spring and Fish Hatchery Road 
congregations and with his rejection of the land offer made 
by Kenneth Cohn, Lynn stated that he was disbanding the 
board of directors and there would be no camp (not a direct 
quote, but the essence of what was said to the best of this 
writer’s memory).  It is interesting to note that Lynn Parker 
disbanded the board of directors the first time they disagreed 
with him.  Another interesting thing is that Lynn did not tell 
the other board members that the board was disbanded until 
much later. Lynn never told some of them about it. In fact 
most of them heard about it from this writer.

One final detail that reveals Lynn Parker’s true motive 
for having the campgrounds in the Texas Hill Country.  Ken-
neth Cohn told this writer that in a discussion with Lynn 
about the logistics of having a camp in such a remote lo-
cation, he mentioned upkeep and maintenance. In response, 
Lynn said that he intended to live at the camp and serve as 
caretaker.  Is it possible that this is the reason that Lynn Park-
er insisted that the camp be located in the Hill Country; the 
very place that he wanted live? Furthermore, is it possible 
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Therefore thou art inexcusable, O man, whosoever thou 
art that judgest: for wherein thou judgest another, thou 
condemnest thyself; for thou that judgest doest the same 
things. But we are sure that the judgment of God is ac-
cording to truth against them which commit such things. 
And thinkest thou this, O man, that judgest them which do 
such things, and doest the same, that thou shalt escape the 
judgment of God? (Rom. 2:1-3).
Many efforts were made to locate and secure a suitable 

campground. Since nothing was found, plans continued to 
be made for the interim GCCC camp. Lynn Parker eventu-
ally found a campground in Bandera, TX that was owned 
by Woodmen of the World. Lynn made arrangements to 
rent the camp. When he approached the Spring and Fish 
Hatchery congregations about this camp, he was informed 
that it was too far away. Lynn suggested a “round robin” ar-
rangement where we would alternate between Bandera and 
Columbus every other year. Pictures were supplied of the 
proposed camp that revealed the “new” camp was in as bad 
or worse shape than the one in Columbus. There was no air 
conditioning in most of the buildings. The camp appeared 
to be very primitive in comparison with the GCCC camp 
that Lynn had said was run down. Remember, this was the 
reason for Lynn’s desire to relocate the camp. In hindsight, it 
appears that Lynn Parker intended to move the camp to the 
Texas Hill Country regardless of the facilities or suitability 
for Spring’s or FH’s needs..

The first year of the interim GCCC was well attended 
and the staff performed admirably. The campgrounds were 
already reserved for the next year. Lynn Parker was sched-
uled be the guest speaker for the Wednesday evening de-
votional. When Lynn arrived he informed me that he and 
Rick Heimburger (elders of the New Braunfels congrega-
tion) were going to start another camp. Efforts were made to 
dissuade him from this course of action. It was pointed out 
to him that two camps would split our financial resources 
and manpower. Furthermore, it would separate the campers. 
Lynn stated that there was room for two camps. During his 
devotional that night, Lynn informed everyone of the deci-
sion to begin a new camp in Bandera, Texas and that it was 
scheduled for the exact same week as GCCC. When ques-
tioned about this later, Lynn explained that week was his 
week. Again, we see Lynn Parker’s unwillingness to work 
together when he does not get his own way. Lynn was will-
ing to sacrifice so much, including the best interest of the 
campers, in order to advance his agenda of having a camp in 
the Texas Hill Country.  

One more year was spent at GCCC before Sue Stult-
ing found a beautiful campground in between Bellville and 
Brenham, Texas. When we moved the camp to the new loca-
tion, the name was changed to Lone Star Bible Camp. We are 
very blessed to have access to this wonderful campground.  
All of the buildings are well maintained, air-conditioned and 
sanitized between sessions. The camp is nestled in a 60- acre 

that Lynn Parker’s motive, in forming a board of directors 
was to raise money to purchase land on which he could build 
a house and live? Whether or not such was his motive that is 
exactly what he clearly stated he intended to do.  

The second reason for the formation of the Lone Star 
Bible Camp has to do with the interim GCCC. The first year 
that this writer directed the GCCC, Lynn Parker agreed to 
help. Lynn said that he would be unable to attend full time, 
but was willing to teach class or be a guest speaker for eve-
ning devotionals. Lynn was assigned to teach Bible class. 
Lynn was asked to submit questions from his lesson that 
would be used at the end of the week for the Bible Bowl. 
This was a requirement for all Bible class teachers. This 
writer received a phone call from Lynn saying that he would 
not participate in a Bible Bowl because it was unscriptural. 
He explained that he did not believe that the campers ought 
to compete over the Bible for a prize. By implication, Lynn 
Parker was accusing this writer of instigating a sinful activ-
ity without even knowing what was intended by the term 
“Bible Bowl.” I explained to Lynn that all that would take 
place would be an oral or written exam without competition 
or prizes. This seemed to placate Lynn a little, but he still 
said that he would not participate for conscience sake, nor 
would he allow his children to participate. In hindsight, all 
of this may have been avoided if the term “Bible Bowl” had 
not been used. By the way, on a side note, Lynn’s daughter 
Caroline watched what went on during this period and told 
me that it was much different than what she was told it would 
be. Yet, here is another example of Lynn Parker’s unwilling-
ness to work together in matters of judgment.

I always want to do things scripturally, and with that goal 
in mind, called David Brown to discuss the issue.  David had 
no problem with what was proposed.  During this conversa-
tion, David stated that Lynn Parker had already called and 
talked to him about this matter prior to Lynn’s conversation 
with me. He encouraged Lynn to discuss this matter with me, 
which he eventually did.  

On a side note, did Lynn Parker gossip in doing this?  
Did Lynn Parker sin by going behind my back to talk about 
this matter with David Brown? Was Lynn Parker trying to 
turn David Brown against me? Perhaps not, but Lynn Park-
er, Preston, and Caroline Heimburger have leveled charges 
against Jennifer Heimburger for doing the exact same thing 
that he did. Now, either Lynn is guilty of the sins of backbit-
ing and slander or he owes Jennifer an apology. Lynn needs 
to get the beam out of his own eye before he attempts to 
remove the speck from Jennifer’s eye.  

And why beholdest thou the mote that is in thy brother’s 
eye, but considerest not the beam that is in thine own eye? 
Or how wilt thou say to thy brother, Let me pull out the 
mote out of thine eye; and, behold, a beam is in thine own 
eye?  Thou hypocrite, first cast out the beam out of thine 
own eye; and then shalt thou see clearly to cast out the 
mote out of thy brother’s eye (Mat. 7:3-5). 



In what has become an unusual and unexpected turn of 
events, a number of brethren have begun to hurl accusations 
over what is a most peculiar case of fellowship. I am writing 
this document to have on record my own “involvement” as a 
result of receiving documents regarding the New Braunfels 
congregation in Texas and one of their former members, Jen-
nifer Heimburger.

I am going to reprint my responses to the information 
I received from Preston Heimburger so as to have “in the 
open” my initial thoughts relayed to Preston and some ques-
tions I later posed as a result of reading a number of emails 
on an internet “list” that turned rather sour quickly after 
some brethren simply did not agree with what was said to 
be evidence or the methodology with which some of these 
matters were handled by the congregation in New Braunfels 
at specific points in time.

I am not including the original documents as I believe 
that those who may read this have them in their possession 
already. What you will see are the emails and my responses 
to Preston Heimburger, Dave Watson, and John Rose. I do 
not recall having direct communication with anyone else 
who believes that this was handled effectively to the extent 
that it was without question that this withdrawal of fellow-
ship clearly brought forth and displayed evidence and op-
portunity for both parties to evaluate and discuss. In other 
words, some of the things alleged are disputed. This is not to 
say that the allegations are untrue, but rather there is not an 
agreement regarding the accuracy of said allegations. 

fefefefefefefefefefefefefefefefefefefefefefe

DOES ANYONE KNOW WHAT TIME IT IS?
Johnny Oxendine

In cases such as this, one would expect a meeting of the 
parties and perhaps a moderator, but I have digressed. Here 
are my responses:
January 8, 2015
Hello Preston,

I believe I met you once or twice when visiting New 
Braunfels, and I know that I was at your home once or twice. 
I am not really familiar with any of these events, but I’ll just 
give you some feedback.

First, this sounds, from an outsider’s view almost petty 
in origin, and something that ought to have been handled 
much more quickly than 2 to 3 years after the fact. Quite a 
lot of it, just in my opinion, sounds like hearsay and he said/
she said, unless someone has some audio or actual written 
statements other than accusations.

Last year in Cambridge (in the UK) we had to halt the 
lectureship to deal with a situation in which a lady had been 
withdrawn from and she was at the lectureship with those 
who had withdrawn from her! She challenged the with-
drawal during the question/answer session. We asked that all 
parties meet in a side room with several uninterested third-
parties to sort this all out, if possible.

The accusers actually had documentation of emails, 
texts, and audio as part of their presentation. At each point 
(and there were at least 9 charges!) we stopped to allow the 
sister to answer her accusers. Well, it was a mess through 
and through, and this with quite current information. She did 

wooded tract having a beautiful lake that provides fishing 
and boating. Also there are hiking trails and other recreation-
al activities. Furthermore, it is centrally located to Spring, 
Huntsville, and New Braunfels. In fact, this campground has 
everything that Lynn Parker was looking for except for one 
primary thing; it is not in the Texas Hill Country.  

CONCLUSION
Lynn Parker had assured me that there are no hard feel-

ings regarding the camp issue. However, he has continu-
ally discussed the camp issue with several brethren. Most 
of these brethren have no connection with the camp. What 
possible reason could Lynn Parker have for discussing this 
issue with other brethren? Once again, we find Lynn Parker 
practicing the very thing that he condemns in others. There 
is simply no excuse for such behavior.

It is interesting to note that the New Braunfels congre-
gation eventually withdrew from most of its members who 

helped with the interim GCCC and the Lone Star Bible 
camp. Another note of interest is that Jennifer Heimburger 
was on the staff of the Lone Star Bible camp. A few months 
later, unsubstantiated charges were made against her which 
ultimately led the New Braunfels congregation to withdraw 
fellowship from her.   

Based on many years of experience in dealing with 
Lynn Parker, I am forced to conclude that Lynn Parker is 
self-willed and used to getting his own way. Lynn Parker is 
vindictive when he does not get his way and is not above us-
ing his position as an elder or preacher to further his agenda.  
It is my sincere hope and prayer that the reader will gain 
some insight into the manner in which Lynn Parker deals 
with those who dare disagree with him.

—925 Fish Hatchery Road
Huntsville, TX 77320
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repent of 4 or 5 of the charges (that was how bad it was), but 
refused to repent of the others. So, addressing things from 
three years ago is difficult when there is a challenge to what 
is being said, or was supposed to have been said.

As your mother now lives in Virginia (?), what is her re-
lationship with anyone back in Texas now? I am just asking? 
Is she still contacting people? 

These situations are very hard to manage as people who 
were there when these things were happening are apparently 
no longer around. Either their testimony would be necessary, 
or some written form of verification, because anyone not di-
rectly informed would be of little use in handling the issues 
should they require a vote of some kind.

I am saddened by all of this because it does appear to 
have seriously affected the relationship you have with your 
mother, and likely your marriage (since it sounds like nei-
ther you nor Caroline will have anything to do with your 
mother). However, if she is in sin and refuses to repent, she 
will have to answer to God. If her case leads her to believe 
otherwise, that also will be for the Lord to judge.

I read the back and forth between you, Lynn (I might 
be wrong about Lynn having written them), and the Spring 
elders. That seems an issue where they are not wishing to 
get involved with what they appear to deem a congregational 
matter that is still in the process of being resolved–I’m not 
sure. What is it you need from them? Do they have a rela-
tionship with your mother on some level? I am not sure I was 
following the reasoning behind that move, completely.

Let me know if any of this was helpful, or if you have 
any questions. Again, I know nothing of this, except what 
you have sent, and would hope that all can be settled (re-
solved) with what would be pleasing to the Lord.
In Christ,
Johnny Oxendine

Nothing in my initial response to Preston has changed 
materially. In fact, more questions have come to mind as a 
result of the first posting I made on this topic after many 
mean-spirited and hateful comments were being made 
against anyone who did not fall into compliance with those 
former New Braunfels members who were pressing their 
withdrawal of fellowship from Jennifer Heimburger. I fully 
confess to knowing little to nothing of this matter, as one 
can read above, and have no predetermined bias for or 
against sister Heimburger or those who are “representing” 
New Braunfels. I have said “representing” as at the time I 
received this email Preston was no longer a member of that 
congregation (correct me if that is incorrect).

I do not believe I received any response from Preston. 
I could have, but I really do not remember any coming my 
way.

The next email is one that I offered after reading an 

email from John Rose (dated October 5) condemning sister 
Heimburger that seemed a stretch in logic from my point of 
view. Below is my email to that effect:
October 29, 2015
To All...

I thought I might respond with some thoughts concern-
ing the matter before us regarding the claimed admission of 
Jennifer Hamburger (sic). When I first received information 
about this situation my first response to Preston was that 
such a matter as this should never have gotten so far out of 
hand. It should have been dealt with immediately within the 
local congregation.

That a matter involving children could create such a 
schism was remarkable to me, as I would have expected the 
parents to handle the problems sufficiently. For whatever 
reasons, it is apparent that this did not happen.

So, here now we are trying to determine the facts from 
a number of statements and withdrawn statements that took 
place in a congregation that for the most part no longer ex-
ists. Most of those involved are no longer members, and that 
also makes this difficult to navigate. I must also admit that I 
do not see the quoted statement by sister Heimburger as an 
admission, as to do so would be extremely presumptive on 
my part. 

However, one thing that brother Rose included in his 
opening response caught my attention. I remembered read-
ing it before, but did not give it any more weight than any-
thing else in these emails. Since he only included for perusal 
the two letters written between Jennifer and Lynn, I decided 
to look at them closely again myself.

One thing that has had very little discussion, at least in 
the back and forth, it this last paragraph of Jennifer’s letter:

Things you left out include you telling me that you wanted a 
good Christian woman for a wife to help raise your kids since 
Mary Ann was gone. You came to me and said that when you 
were over Mary Ann that you would let me know. Now I don’t 
like to assume things, but I got the distinct impression that 
you were talking about us dating and I told you that you didn’t 
need to let me know that. Within the same week at church you 
came up to me in the foyer and took my hand and said AGAIN 
that you would let me know when you were over Mary Ann 
and ready to date. At that point it was pretty clear what you 
were saying and I said that you did not need to tell me when 
you were over Mary Ann, that you and I were just friends and 
brother and sister, just like you had been saying since Ricky 
died. I said that you and I would only ever be friends and that 
was all we would ever be. You just looked at me for a few 
seconds, did not respond and turned and left.

Unless these conversations did not take place (and there 
have been no denials to this point), and I certainly do not 
want to surmise, but is it even remotely possible that this 
plays a role in the series of events. When in the process 
(of congregational discipline) did these conversations take 



place. It would seem obvious that she has not been with-
drawn from, but how soon afterward did she leave the con-
gregation? I just would like to have some indication of the 
time line with regard to this one paragraph, as it may be of 
some consequence. 
Of course, I could be entirely wrong...
Johnny Oxendine
Brother John Rose responded on October 29:
To brother Oxendine and all,

Johnny why do you consider it extremely presumptive 
on your part to see sister Heimberger’s quoted statement 
(from my open letter) as an admission of guilt? 

Can you show proof that her statement is not a plea to 
pity— the Argumentum ad Misericordiam ?

If her statement is what I have shown it to be and so it 
is logically then you would not be presumptive in seeing her 
statement as an admission of guilt but simply logically right.
Brotherly,
John Rose
To John I simply said, in an email the next day (October 
30):
John,

I consider it presumptive because Jennifer denied that 
specific allegation. I do not have to prove it as a plea to pity. 
I have not set out to prove any of the participants as right or 
wrong. I am still trying to understand why a time line for 
these matters does not reflect a clear path to a situation that 
began, according to Preston in 2012, and only culminated 
after she had left the congregation. 
I do not presume to know all the answers.
Johnny

My earlier (October 29) email received a quick (Oc-
tober 30) tart response from brother Dave Watson, who 
was simply amazed that I had not perceived the New 
Braunfels congregation to have moved immediately to 
handle this matter:
To All:

First, Johnny wrote: “When I first received information 
about this situation my first response to Preston was that 
such a matter as this should never have gotten so far out of 
hand. It should have been dealt with immediately within the 
local congregation.” Is Johnny ignorant of the fact that it was 
dealt with immediately within the local congregation or is he 
ignoring this fact?

On October 10, 2015 Preston Heimburger wrote: “Per 
Matthew 18 we brought our accusations of sin to Jennifer 
alone at first, at which time she actually admitted that she 
had sinned. She then continued in her sin, so several more 

witnesses tried to convince her to repent, to no avail. So fi-
nally it was brought before the Church at New Braunfels, 
which unanimously withdrew from her. The scriptures sup-
port that very simple system in Matthew 18...”

 Second, Johnny wrote: “That a matter involving chil-
dren could create such a schism was remarkable to me, as 
I would have expected the parents to handle the problems 
sufficiently. For whatever reasons, it is apparent that this did 
not happen.” The “whatever reason” to which Johnny refers 
is that Jennifer Heimburger (the parent) was the problem.

Third, Johnny attempts to dredge up the sad situation 
concerning the breakup of Lynn’s marriage to Mary Ann due 
to Mary Ann’s sins and then somehow connect it to this situ-
ation. He says: “I certainly do not want to surmise” and then 
he surmises and tries to excuse his evil surmising by saying 
“Of course, I could be entirely wrong.” Kenneth Cohn en-
gaged in this same kind of evil surmising when he wrote the 
following on March 6, 2015: “Does anyone remember Lynn 
and Mary Ann? He told all sorts of stories on her which we 
had no way of proving.” He then, like Johnny, also tried to 
excuse his evil surmising by adding: “Of course, we didn’t 
need to. What she did was sin.” These attempts demonstrate 
the depth to which these men will stoop in their efforts to 
justify the wicked and condemn the just, “He that justifieth 
the wicked, and he that condemneth the just, even they 
both are abomination to the Lord” (Proverbs 17:15).

The Apostle Paul’s inspired thoughts are as follows:
If any man teach otherwise, and consent not to wholesome 
words, even the words of our Lord Jesus Christ, and to 
the doctrine which is according to godliness; He is proud, 
knowing nothing, but doting about questions and strifes 
of words, whereof cometh envy, strife, railings, evil sur-
misings, Perverse disputings of men of corrupt minds, and 
destitute of the truth, supposing that gain is godliness: 
from such withdraw thyself (1 Timothy 6:3-5 AV).

David B. Watson
My response to Mr. Watson (also October 30) was both 
brief and courteous:
Mr. Watson,

1. As I understand it, the events under discussion began 
in 2012. I do not remember a letter of withdrawal before 
2014. Correct me if I am incorrect.

2. There are two sides to this story and the people who 
were there are to tell it. Only then can the truth be known.

3. I’m not dredging anything. I asked if the last para-
graph in the letter had been addressed. I received a letter 
from Lynn to give his side of that story. His letter was polite.
Thank you for your thoughts.
Johnny
That same day I also received an email from Preston 
which seemed to be a summation of the emails from Mr. 
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Watson and Mr. Rose:
Mr. Oxendine,

In regards to your email of Thursday, October 29, 
2015 4:30 PM.
Concerning your first paragraph.

The matter was dealt with immediately within the local 
congregation. Several times, over the course of two years. 
My mother developed a pattern (as I have documented, if 
you read through all that I’ve sent out) of admitting guilt for 
a short time, then changing her mind about whether she was 
ever guilty. The Wednesday before they left New Braunfels 
my mother looked me and my wife in the face and told us 
that she had been guilty of gossiping in these matters, and 
that she was going to stop. That very Sunday she resumed 
her sinful activities; which have continued ever since. So to 
summarize:

1. It was dealt with immediately. However she delayed 
punitive action with statements of repentance that were con-
sistently false.

2. It was dealt with within the local congregation. Just 
as Dave showed quite clearly in his email. We were not the 
ones who took it outside the congregation. It was Spring 
who decided to interfere in New Braunfels business when 
they decided to grant sanctuary to one from whom fellow-
ship had been rightfully and properly withdrawn.

Ultimately Spring’s reasoning for not withdrawing fel-
lowship amounts to them saying that the witnesses (includ-
ing me and my wife, among others) are not reliable. Yet they 
have no real reason for making their accusation.

That a matter involving children has created such a 
schism is remarkable to me as well; ultimately however it’s 
not actually that surprising to me, simply because I know my 
mother, and you do not. As long as I have known her she has 
been ridiculously, deeply, and personally involved in all of 
my sister’s ‘relationships’. My theory has always been that 
she gets that trait from her mother (as I grew up knowing 
both of them), but that is irrelevant to the topic at hand. What 
is relevant is the fact that it happened, whether you believe 
it or not.

The quote from Jennifer that you added into your email, 
as well as your comments concerning that quote, clearly 
have only one purpose: to attack the credibility of the wit-
nesses against Jennifer Heimburger. It seems to me that you 
are doing the exact same thing as Spring has been doing; at-
tacking the witnesses instead of dealing with the actual sub-
stance of the argument.

So I would have to say yes, you are entirely wrong.
If you believe that the only way to come to the truth of 

something is to have both sides come together and talk about 
it, then why did you waste your time writing the first email 
on this chain? If not to come to the truth, then what did you 

write it for?
For truth,
Preston Heimburger
My response again was simple:
Preston,

Let me begin by saying that I appreciate your attempt 
to clarify certain questions or thoughts I put forward, but it 
appears that we differ on the definition of immediate/imme-
diately. Children disputes over shoes and play dates should 
not take long to resolve, but, be that as it may, I think on that 
point we will simply disagree.

I am writing this email to you in a manner that I hope 
will reflect respect for you as a Christian and person who has 
concerns in the matter, I don’t intend on quoting anyone else 
or tying your words to another person’s words or motives. 
Just what I write to you and what you have written to me am 
I discussing.

Two things in your response: 
To write “whether you believe it or not” was a curi-

ous phrase usage because there is an implication, whether 
intended or not, that I have indicated some “disbelief” of 
the situation having existed. I am certain that there is no 
evidence in anything I have written to allow anyone to think 
that I did not believe the accounts that had been offered. To 
say something is “remarkable” is not to say it is disbelieved, 
so I wanted to clear that up.

As to “your comments concerning that quote, clearly 
have only one purpose: to attack the credibility of the wit-
nesses against Jennifer Hamburger.” 

My original comments:
Unless these conversations did not take place (and there have 
been no denials to this point), and I certainly do not want to 
surmise, but is it even remotely possible that this plays a role 
in the series of events. When in the process (of congregational 
discipline) did these conversations take place. It would seem 
obvious that she has not been withdrawn from, but how soon 
afterward did she leave the congregation? I just would like to 
have some indication of the time line with regard to this one 
paragraph, as it may be of some consequence.

I don’t see any attack on the credibility of anyone. I 
would say you were surmising, except that I think you have 
misunderstood the questions. How you, or anyone else, 
could construe it that way, were you not a Christian, might 
be considered disingenuous. If it is taken by you as a clearly 
purposeful attack, I assure you it is not, but it is a series 
of questions that I consider pertinent to my still unclear/un-
solved/unresolved time line of events (I cannot, in this case, 
compress two years of events into one paragraph). 

As previously mentioned, Lynn responded with his ver-
sion of the situation, which I have no reason to doubt is ex-
actly as he saw it. After reading your mother’s version I can 
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say she saw it differently. 
I am in no position to judge that matter, but I wonder 

when in the course of events these things happened? How 
soon after those conversations did she leave? Were these 
prior to 2012 or nearer her departure? From your earliest 
letter it did not seem that the letter of withdrawal was in the 
mail before she left. So I am just asking where this fits in the 
sequence of events? 

I want to be sure that by asking a question one does not 
automatically face demonization. Reasons for disagreement 
can vary, and I am thankful not to have read any bombastic 
tirades or glib comments from you in your email conversa-
tions with me.

You may or may not respond. I don’t need you to, actu-
ally. I will likely not respond if you do unless there is a time 
line response to those few questions I have. Thank you.
Johnny Oxendine
Here is the last of the punch-counter punch emails be-
tween Preston and myself (October 31):
Johnny,

There is really only one definition of immediately, so if 
one of us is using a different one, then one of us is wrong. 
I’m uncertain what part of my response made you think that I 
was using a different definition. I suspect that your confusion 
is because you may believe that she was withdrawn from 
because of a children’s dispute “over shoes and play dates,” 
which is erroneous. She was withdrawn from because she is 
a gossip and a divider of the Church.

The silly disputes were dealt with immediately, and I 
can give you plenty of examples to prove that was the case. 
I’m unsure where your confusion is coming from on that 
point. Let me know if you need more help in understanding 
what I’m saying on this.

I’m not 100% certain what to make of your second para-
graph. Do you think that perhaps others have been “tying 
(my) words to another person’s words or motives.”?

The truth does not require belief to be the truth, and say-
ing “whether you believe it or not” is not at all strange seeing 
as how you have yet to indicate (to my knowledge) whether 
you believe that Jennifer created the schism or not. As it is 
obvious that a schism exists, who do you believe is respon-
sible for it, and based on what Biblical evidence? There are 
two or more witnesses against Jennifer Heimburger, so why 
are you having difficulty in following the Biblical pattern? 
What is complicating this simple situation for you?

I have several reasons to believe that you were attack-
ing the credibility of at least one witness against Jennifer 
Heimburger:

1. Let’s assume for a moment that everything that Jen-
nifer said in that quote was true (it was not, as you have 
already heard from Lynn). What difference would that make 

concerning her guilt? None whatsoever! The evidence re-
mains the same, regardless of who is presenting it and what 
their “relationship status” might be. If you don’t believe that 
statement, then give me a Bible reason for why you don’t.

2. What reason could you possibly have for even bring-
ing it up? Rather than surmise, let’s look at what you said, 
“... I certainly do not want to surmise, but is it even remotely 
possible that this plays a role in the series of events.” (em-
phasis added by me). Based on my understanding of the 
word “but” and simple sentence structure, you are saying 
that you “do not want to surmise,” but you are going to any-
way because you believe that it is remotely possible that this 
plays a role in the series of events. Also, the lack of a ques-
tion mark reasonably leads me to believe that you are asking 
a rhetorical question; or in other words that you are simply 
trying to make a statement. That being the case, what I un-
derstand your statement to mean is that you are surmising 
that it is at least remotely possible that this (the supposed 
relationship between Lynn and Jennifer) could have played 
a role in the series of events.

3. If you believe #1, and you were trying to say what you 
said in #2, then you were sending out an email to roughly 
60 people that was trying to call into question Lynn’s moti-
vations for withdrawal from Jennifer. That is what I would 
term an “attack” on a witness’s credibility.

Exactly what Biblical consequence would the time line 
of these events have on the fact that there are 2 or more wit-
nesses against Jennifer Heimburger?

You certainly seem to be hung up on this silly accusation 
of Jennifer’s, yet you still have yet to mention why you think 
it’s somehow pertinent. If you don’t need me to answer your 
questions, then why are you asking them so publicly if not 
to try to cast doubt?

I am certainly not afraid of answering your questions 
concerning the time line of these matters. However I would 
like you to first explain Biblically why your quote from Jen-
nifer is of consequence when there are 2 or more witnesses 
against her?

You have stated several times that you believe that it 
may be pertinent, so you must have some reasoning in be-
lieving that is the case.

You have stated that you will likely not respond to me. 
I do hope that you will reconsider. I don’t believe that shut-
ting down the conversation from those you disagree with is 
the best way to arrive at the truth; especially considering that 
you still have “unresolved” questions. In fact, that is pre-
cisely what Jennifer (with Ken writing for her) did.
Preston Heimburger

P.S.: You can’t trust spell checker, it’ll turn “Heimburg-
er” into “Hamburger” every time.

dcdcdcdc
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I have no intention of responding again to Preston as he 
has clearly avoided all references to the time line of events 
that I think would clear or make clear the air surrounding 
this sad state of affairs. All I asked (am asking) is when those 
conversations I mentioned earlier, between Lynn and Jen-
nifer, took place. I think that is important because at some 
point afterward she left for Virginia. If those conversations 
took place, it would seem odd timing if she was about to be 
withdrawn from by the congregation. 

One is left to wonder whether a withdrawal would have 
taken place if she had accepted the overtures. Perhaps I am 
viewing this with a misplaced curiosity, but it is strange that 
these series of events are strung so closely together, and 

that only after she leaves does it come to fruition. I have 
yet to mention that by this time a large portion of the New 
Braunfels congregation had left and that a number of those 
who did leave did not agree with any disciplinary action to-
ward sister Heimburger.

That we have come to this point is worrisome, because 
a rift that seemingly could have been avoided was not. I do 
pray that some resolution can occur, that we may again be 
brethren.

—1724 Lake Street
San Mateo, CA 94403
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Almost everyone has heard a conversation that began 
with the following or similar line: “Don’t repeat this, but….” 
Usually what follows such an opening line can be character-
ized as gossip or slander, which is condemned in both the 
Old and New Testaments:
“Thou shalt not go up and down as a talebearer among 
thy people: neither shalt thou stand against the blood of 
thy neighbour: I am the LORD” (Lev. 19:16).
“A false witness that speaketh lies, and he that soweth 
discord among brethren” (Pro. 6:19).
“But I say unto you, That every idle word that men shall 
speak, they shall give account thereof in the day of judg-
ment” (Mat. 12:36).
“For out of the heart proceed evil thoughts, murders, 
adulteries, fornications, thefts, false witness, blasphe-
mies” (Mat. 15:19).
“For I fear, lest, when I come, I shall not find you such 
as I would, and that I shall be found unto you such as 
ye would not: lest there be debates, envyings, wraths, 
strifes, backbitings, whisperings, swellings, tumults” (2 
Cor. 12:20)
“The aged women likewise, that they be in behaviour as 
becometh holiness, not false accusers, not given to much 
wine, teachers of good things…To speak evil of no man, 
to be no brawlers, but gentle, showing all meekness unto 
all men” (Tit. 2:3; 3:2).
“Wherefore laying aside all malice, and all guile, and 
hypocrisies, and envies, and all evil speakings…For he 
that will love life, and see good days, let him refrain his 
tongue from evil, and his lips that they speak no guile” (1 

WHAT CONSTITUTES GOSSIP?
Bruce Stulting

Pet. 2:1; 3:10).
From the foregoing Scriptures, we learn that gossip is a 

serious sin that hurts people and must not be taken lightly. 
It is usually judgmental, hypercritical or fault-finding in na-
ture. Gossip can be either true or false or more likely a mix-
ture of the two. Even when the facts are true, they may not 
bear repeating. Also, gossip is intended to cause harm to the 
individual who is being spoken about. A chief part of gossip 
is the entertainment value. Thus, gossip is like those of Ath-
ens, who “…spent their time in nothing else, but either 
to tell, or to hear some new thing...” (Acts 17:21).  The 
difference is that those of Athens were trying to expand their 
knowledge, while the gossiping person will meet at the back 
fence with the neighbor to “hear or tell some new thing” 
about someone else. 

NOT ALL SHARING OF NEGATIVE
INFORMATION ABOUT

OTHERS CONSTITUTES GOSSIP
There are some legitimate reasons for sharing negative 

information about others. In fact, I believe that there are 
many who are accused of gossiping or believing gossip, but 
are actually trying to do the right thing. It is often the case 
that elders and preachers are falsely accused of gossip while 
performing their God-given function. It is often necessary 
to impart negative information to others for the following 
reasons:

To communicate the truth to someone who needs to know 
is not gossip. There are times when people need to know 
the truth. It was not gossip when those of the household of 
Cloe declared to Paul that there were divisions among the 
brethren at Corinth (1 Cor. 1:11). Nor was it gossip when it 



was commonly reported that there was fornication among 
the brethren (1 Cor. 5:1). The difference between this com-
munication and gossip is intent; there was no malice.  

To seek comfort for personal hurt and pain received 
from another is not gossip. It is not gossip to share your bur-
den and hurt with others (Gal. 6:2). One’s burden cannot be 
shared if no one else knows the nature of the burden.  In such 
cases, the exchange of information is not gossip since the 
intent is to seek comfort and not to slander the one causing 
the burden or pain.

To seek help or assistance when dealing with a problem 
is not gossip. There are times when one has a problem that 
they don’t know how to handle. It is often necessary to seek 
the aid of others in dealing with certain difficult situations.  
Paul had heard about the two ladies at Philippi who were in a 
disagreement. He implored them to be reconciled and asked 
the brethren to help them (Phi. 4:2, 3). In doing so, Paul was 
not gossiping since he had the best interest of the women in 
mind when he shared the information. Jesus, instructed His 
disciples to seek help from two or three others when one 
could not work out problems with another brother.  Further-
more, if that attempt fails, they were to tell it to the church 
(Mat. 18:15-20).

To aid a person who is being overtaken with sin is not 
gossip. The Bible has many examples of people sharing neg-
ative information about others with the intention of helping 
the one spoken about. Many of Paul’s epistles resulted from 
his hearing about issues and conflicts in the congregation 
from some of the brethren. The church (brethren) has a re-
sponsibility to restore an erring brother or sister (Gal. 6:1-2).  
In fulfilling this obligation, it is often necessary for brethren 
to discuss the problem among themselves in order to deter-
mine the best course of action.  

Like many issues of the Christian faith, our heart and 
intentions make the difference whether or not our actions 
are sinful. If we speak information to someone with the in-
tention of helping the one spoken about, then the commu-
nication does not constitute gossip. Gossip is a tough issue 
because it contains a subjective component. It is often hard 
(if not impossible) to judge the motive of others. For this 
reason, it is possible for well-meaning brethren to wrongly 
accuse someone of gossip when they are only trying to do 
the right thing.  

THE CASE IN POINT
On July 13, 2014, the New Braunfels church of Christ 

withdrew fellowship from Jennifer Heimburger. One of the 
charges against her was gossip, which was made by Lynn 
Parker and Preston and Carolyn Heimburger. Jennifer de-
nied that her communication with others was gossip, stating 
that she was only seeking counsel from other faithful mem-
bers. In order for the charge of gossip to be valid, evidence 
must be presented to prove that her motive or intent was ma-

licious.  At the time of this writing, such evidence has not 
been forthcoming.  

It is interesting that when well-meaning brethren (such 
as the elders and preacher of the Spring Church of Christ) 
requested such evidence they were met with antagonism and 
ridicule. A meeting between the men of the New Braunfels 
and the Spring elders to discuss this matter was proposed by 
Preston Heimburger. It was suggested by the Spring elders 
that the accused (Jennifer Heimburger) and former members 
of the New Braunfels (who were privy to the facts of the 
case) be present at the meeting. The Spring elders refused 
to meet without them. However, Lynn Parker and Preston 
Heimburger (claiming to represent the New Braunfels con-
gregation) refused to meet with these key people present. 
Without these witnesses present to verify what actually hap-
pened, it is not possible to make an informed decision as to 
whether or not gossip actually took place. Until the charge 
of gossip is substantiated by evidence, withdrawal of fellow-
ship cannot take place. So far, all we have are unproved alle-
gations on the parts of Lynn Parker and Preston and Caroline 
Heimburger.  

It is possible for one to misinterpret another’s intentions 
and assume that gossip has occurred. On the other hand, one 
could actually gossip and then deny having done so later.  
Without corroborating testimony, there is just no way for a 
third party to know the truth of the matter. Another interest-
ing fact about the case before us is that Jennifer alone is 
charged with gossip. Where is the one (or ones) who were on 
the receiving end of the gossip? Why were they not charged 
with gossip? You cannot have evil speaking without evil 
hearing! In reality, the only way for the hearers to be in-
nocent is if they bring the charge of gossip. Yet, this is not 
the case. However, if gossip did indeed take place then all 
parties would be guilty—the one speaking and the one(s) 
hearing. Could it be the case that Lynn Parker and Preston 
Heimburger refused to have a meeting with the Spring elders 
with former members of the New Braunfels congregation 
present because they would not corroborate the charge of 
gossip? Again, the fact is, we do not know and will not know 
until such a meeting takes place.  

CONCLUSION
In summary, we note the following facts: (1) gos-

sip (whether true or false) is intended to cause harm to the 
person(s) spoken about; (2) since it is often difficult to de-
termine motives, it is possible for someone (innocently or 
with malice) to falsely charge another with gossip; (3) Lynn 
Parker along with Preston and Caroline Heimburger charged 
Jennifer Heimburger with the sin of gossip; (4) Jennifer 
Heimburger denied the charged of gossip, stating that she 
was seeking the counsel of brethren on how to deal with the 
situation that existed between the Parker and Heimburger 
families; (5) the Spring elders stated that the alleged gossip 
should be proved or disproved by those who were members 
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of NV at the time these events took place; (6) to date this has 
not happened; and (7) an interesting fact is that those who 
supposedly received the gossip from Jennifer (thereby par-
ticipating in the gossip) were not charged with sin, nor did 
they bring charges of sin against her.

Since love “thinks no evil…beareth all things…be-
lieves all things” and no evidence has been offered (that 
includes testimony from all involved NB members) to con-
tradict Jennifer Heimburger’s claim, no one has a Scriptural 
right to withdraw from her. Nor does anyone have a Scrip-
tural right to demand others withdraw from her. At best Lynn 
Parker, and Preston and Caroline Heimburger are mistaken 
about Jennifer’s motives.  At worst, they have a hidden agen-
da and have willingly made these charges against Jennifer 
without evidence. No charge is being made here since with-

out evidence it is difficult to judge motives. In any case, it is 
unscriptural to mark and withdraw from others (such as the 
elders of the Spring congregation and others) for failure to 
withdraw from Jennifer Heimburger.  

Withdrawing fellowship is a serious matter and each 
must evaluate the evidence and be certain that the one being 
marked is indeed in sin. If the evidence indicates that the 
brother/sister is in sin and refuses to repent, faithful breth-
ren are obligated to withdraw from such a one (2 The. 3:6).  
However, if a charge is not supported by evidence, it must 
be rejected.  Remember, a charge without evidence is just an 
assertion and does not constitute proof.

—925 Fish Hatchery Road
Huntsville, TX 77320
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THE TEXAS TWO-STEP OF FELLOWSHIP
Apollos

When one speaks of fellowship among brethren, the 
time soon comes when the matter of withdrawing fellow-
ship, “from every brother that walketh disorderly” (2 
The. 3:6), must be addressed. Some folks will object, say-
ing that kind of teaching is “negative” and such matters 
should not be discussed. The apostles did not think so. Many 
of Paul’s letters were prompted by church problems. John 
wrote two short epistles dealing with problems in the church. 
He commanded withdrawing fellowship from one who does 
not abide in the doctrine of Christ (2 John 9-11), and called 
the name of the arrogant Diotrophes, who refused to receive 
John and other faithful brethren (3 John).

Problems among, and between, brethren frequently force 
us to delve into God’s Truth. The scriptures, “...are profit-
able for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruc-
tion in righteousness” (2 Tim. 3:16). Reproof and correc-
tion are evidenced in Second Thessalonians 3:6, that begins 
with these strong words: “Now we command you breth-
ren in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ that ye with-
draw yourselves...” Paul’s words are not a “suggestion” or 
a “nudge,” but an inspired command. He later penned, “And 
if any man obey not our word by this epistle, note that 
man, and have no company with him, that he may be 
ashamed” (2 The. 3:14). The word note comes from the 
Greek verb stemeioo, meaning to take cautionary note of one 
who refuses to be obedient. Then, Paul says, “Yet count him 
not as an enemy, but admonish him as a brother” (2 The. 
3:15). It is amazing how many brethren stop reading the con-
text after verse 14. The one disciplined is to be treated with 
love, kindness, compassion, understanding, and instruction.

To the church at Rome, Paul wrote, “Now I beseech 
you, brethren, mark them which cause divisions and of-
fences contrary to the doctrine which ye have learned; 
and avoid them” (Rom. 16:17). In light of these passages, 
it is easy to understand why preachers often refer to this 
as God’s “Forgotten, Ignored, or Overlooked Command.” 
Many congregations of the Lord’s church continue to ignore 
God’s command to discipline the disorderly, but it is still in 
the Book and the Lord’s people must obey Him (Mat. 7:21; 
Luke 6:46; John 2:5).

Many years ago, a church bulletin carried this announce-
ment concerning a new directory for the congregation which 
would be used as a method of withdrawing fellowship: “...
some of you will be surprised to find your name missing...” 
Why should a public withdrawal come as a surprise? If 
the scripture has been obeyed, then every person not listed 
should have known of this action weeks or months earlier, 
giving that person the opportunity to repent.

Now, that is the “first step” of the “Texas Two-Step Of 
Fellowship.” Faithful brethren understand plain passages 
dealing with the subject, such as, Matthew 18:15-17; Ro-
mans 16:17-18; First Corinthians 5:5; Ephesians 5:11-12; 
Second Thessalonians 3:6-15; and Second John 9-11. In a 
congregation with elders, they will take the lead in exer-
cising discipline. When an announcement of withdrawal is 
made, that is the end of it, and members of the congregation 
must not “keep company” with that person (1 Cor. 5:11).

In my years of preaching, I have been involved in such 
action against an erring brother or sister in persistent sin. 



After making the formal announcement to the local church, 
there have been instances where it was necessary to inform, 
(1) local congregations in the immediate area and, (2) a con-
gregation where the erring person made a move. This simply 
requires common horse sense.

But a new doctrine has recently come to my attention 
in the state of Texas. Some are now advocating that when 
a local congregation withdraws fellowship from one of its 
members, this “news” ought to be spread far and wide—
even to brethren who never heard of this brother or sister. 
What’s more, this new doctrine decrees that his sins ought to 
be made known to all who receive the information!

However, this “new doctrine” is inconsistent in spread-
ing this kind of “news.” In one instance, the word was spread 
from California to Florida and numerous points between. 
That gives rise to some questions. (1) How far from the local 
congregation should this be made known? (2) How many 
congregations in that radius should be informed? (3) How 
many congregations in that radius are not to receive such 
notice, and why not? (4) How is it that a church can contact 
10, 20, 40, or 100 others with this information, but fail to 
make it known to every church in the land? (5) How does a 
congregation that does not know this erring person go about 
withdrawing its fellowship?

This second step in the “Texas Two-Step Of Fellow-
ship” that some brethren are practicing is without a scintilla 
of scriptural authority. Search the scriptures for this practice. 
(1) Do we have a direct command for this? (2) Is there an 
approved apostolic example for this? (3) Do we find a nec-
essary implication for it in God’s word? The answer to each 
question is a definitive no! But despite a lack of authority in 
God’s Word for this practice, some brethren in Texas have 
implemented it, causing dissension, disruption, and division 
in many congregations of the Lord. In one instance, a gospel 
preacher was fired for standing opposed to this innovation 
that violates New Testament doctrine.

The New Testament is clear in condemning those who 
cause dissension and division in the Lord’s body. Paul 
warned the Corinthians of those among them who sinned 
through, “...strife, jealousy, wraths, factions, backbitings, 
whisperings, swellings, tumults” (2 Cor. 12:20), Listed 
among the works of the flesh in his letter to the churches of 
Galatia are, “idolatry, sorcery, enmities, strife, jealousies, 
factions, divisions, parties” (Gal. 5:20). Take special no-
tice of the company with which strifes and factions runs. In 
the Cambridge Bible for Schools, J. P. Lias says the Greek 
eritheia is, “derived from a word signifying a hired laborer, 
and may mean party spirit, personal aims in public life...self-
seeking in general and faction” (132). The New King James 
Version generally renders this term as, “self ambition” and in 
Word Studies of the New Testament, Vincent says,

it is derived from erithos, a hired servant...and comes to 
be applied to those who serve in official positions for their 

own selfish interest, and who to that end, promote party 
strife and faction (Vol. 1, 754).

This sin arises from an attitude of the heart that has no place 
in the life of any Christian, and especially among elders or 
gospel preachers.

Thayer says the word dichostasia means, “to stand apart, 
dissension, division.” This is a compound term from disha 
(apart), and stasis (to stand). In his correction of the Corin-
thians, Paul laments, “for ye are yet carnal: for whereas 
there is among you jealousy and strife, are ye not car-
nal, and do ye not walk after the manner of men?” (1 
Cor. 3:3). It is no wonder then that Paul commands that, “A 
factious man after a first and second admonition refuse 
(avoid); knowing that such a one is perverted, and sin-
neth, being self-condemned” (Tit. 3:10-11). The New King 
James Version refers to such a one as, “a divisive man” and 
one to be rejected. 

Two Greek terms demand our attention in First Corin-
thians 11:18-19. “For first of all, when ye come together 
in the church, I hear that divisions exist among you: and 
I partly believe it. For there must be also factions among 
you, that they that are approved may be made manifest 
among you.” The Greek word for “divisions” is schisma, 
and the word rendered “factions” comes from hairesis. Thay-
er defines the word schisma as being, “a cleft, rent—meta-
phorically, a division, dissension.” Findlay says, “the schism 
is a party division within the church...”  (Expositor’s Greek 
New Testament, Vol. 2, 763). Paul told the Corinthians that, 
“God tempered the body together, giving more abundant 
honor to that part which lacked; that there should be no 
schism in the body; but that the members should have 
the same care one for another” (1 Cor. 12:24b-25). God 
condemns the rending and tearing of the precious body of 
Christ.

The “factions” (“heresies,” KJV) of First Corinthians 
11:19 is from hairesis. “The word hairesis originally meant 
simply choice (e.g. of a set of opinions); later, it was applied 
to the opinions themselves; last of all the sect maintaining 
them” (McClintock & Strong’s Cyclopedia of Biblical Lit-
erature, Vol. 4, 198). Thayer says this:

That which is chosen, a chosen course of thought and action; 
hence one’s chosen opinion...an opinion varying from the true 
exposition of the Christian faith...a body of men separating 
themselves from others and following their own tenets...(Gal. 
5:20; 1 Cor. 11:19).

Moses Lard took the position that, “sects exist not without 
the church but wholly within...the body of Christ... The in-
stant it passes beyond the pale of the church, it ceases to be a 
sect. It is now an apostasy...” (Lard’s Quarterly, Vol. 1, 249).

A schisma—a tear in the fabric of Christ’s body—has 
been created by the second step of the “Texas Two-Step Of 
Fellowship.” If not checked and repented of, this schism will 
ultimately become a dichostasia—a complete standing apart 
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of once united brethren. Paul said,
Now I beseech you, brethren, mark them which cause divi-
sions and offenses contrary to the doctrine which ye have 
learned; and avoid them. For they that are such serve not 
our Lord Jesus Christ, but their own belly; and by good 
words, and fair speeches deceive the hearts of the simple 
(Rom. 16:17-18).

Paul also warned the Ephesian elders, of those who would 
rend and tear the church. “For I know this, that after my 
departing grievous wolves shall enter in among you, not 

sparing the flock. Also of your own selves shall men arise, 
speaking perverse things, to draw away disciples after 
them” (Acts 20:29-30).

May the Lord’s church in every place be vigilant and 
reject this second step of the “Texas Two-Step of Fellow-
ship” and mark those who are causing dissension and divi-
sion by imposing it upon others. “Behold, how good and 
how pleasant it is for brethren to dwell together in unity” 
(Psa. 133:1).

dcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdc

Prudence is the handmaiden of discretion (Pro. 12:23; 
2:11), especially in choosing whether to publicly air conflicts 
between brethren. Neither was exercised by Lynn Parker and 
Preston Heimburger in a conflict within the New Braunfels, 
Texas church that ultimately extended to a quarrel between 
them and primarily the elders of the Spring, Texas church 
well over a year ago. In what should have been a local mat-
ter, their lack of prudence and discretion has spread the mat-
ter from Florida to California and various places between. 
Consequently, division occurred in at least one congregation. 
Should we be broadcasting a local matter? I remembered 
David’s words when he received news of the deaths of Saul 
and Jonathan: “Tell it not in Gath, publish it not in the 
streets of Askelon; lest the daughters of the Philistines 
rejoice, lest the daughters of the uncircumcised triumph” 
(2 Sam. 1:20). By publicly airing this matter, Lynn Parker, 
Preston Heimburger, David Watson, John Rose, and others, 
have brought shame to the Lord and His cause. They who 
noised abroad a purely local problem, making it the business 
of those who had no business knowing it, have told it in Gath 
and continue to, “publish it in the streets of Askelon,” to 
the sorrow of Christ and the joy of His enemies.

Because of the imprudence and indiscretion of the above 
named men, who publicly broadcasted this matter, its knowl-
edge spread like an aggressive cancer across the brother-
hood. In the wake of its public airing, their personal friends 
in widely separated congregations rallied to their cause, 
creating dissension and division, and ultimately forcing one 
gospel preacher to move because he would not rubber-stamp 
the actions of Lynn Parker and Preston Heimburger. Why 
has all this taken place? We cannot know men’s motives, un-
less they state them. But Jesus said their fruits can be known 
(Mat. 7:16-20), and the fruit of those who published the New 
Braunfels/Spring conflict “in the streets of Askelon” is di-
vision in the body of Christ. They have pierced His spiritual 
body as surely as that Roman soldier who pierced the Lord’s 

“TELL IT NOT IN GATH” 
Jerry C. Brewer 

physical body (John 19:33-34).
What began as a local matter at New Braunfels more 

than two years ago, and should have been decided by that 
congregation, was a charge of gossip and causing division 
against one of its members, Jennifer Heimburger. She is the 
mother of Preston Heimburger and the mother-in-law of 
Preston Heimburger’s wife, Caroline, who is Lynn Parker’s 
daughter. New Braunfels withdrew fellowship from Jennifer 
Heimburger after Jennifer moved to Virginia where she has 
lived for around two years.

In the wake of this action, the New Braunfels church 
accused the Spring elders of not honoring their withdrawal 
from her, although New Braunfels had not directly informed 
Spring of their actions. Writing for the men of the New 
Braunfels church on Sept. 23, 2014, Preston Heimburger 
requested a meeting with the Spring elders to resolve the 
matter. He wrote:

We would like to meet with the Elders of Spring to discuss this 
issue. We will at that time be more than happy to present more 
evidence if that is the reason for your refusal to withdraw, and 
we will be perfectly willing to answer any questions that you 
may have regarding this issue. A meeting is far preferable to a 
written correspondence regarding this matter, due to the scope 
and history of this matter, and the importance of settling it as 
soon as possible. We request a meeting between the Elders of 
Spring and Preston Heimburger (who has been unanimously 
authorized to speak for the Men of New Braunfels regarding 
this matter, for the sake of expediency), Lynn Parker (primar-
ily as a witness of pertinent events), Dub McClish, and Mi-
chael Hatcher (as neutral and mutually trusted witnesses for 
this meeting).

In their reply, Spring elders Buddy Roth and Kenneth 
Cohn wrote,

You are asking us to meet to discuss charges against Jenni-
fer Heimburger without Jennifer being present. It seems to us 



that this is tantamount to talking behind her back, gossiping 
about her, if you will. One person’s information is another 
person’s gossip. As we read the letters in question, that seems 
to be your contention against Jennifer, at least in part. ...You 
say that we did not contact you regarding our decision not to 
honor your withdrawal from Jennifer (such knowledge being 
obtained from some unnamed source). We don’t recall that 
you ever informed us of the withdrawal. We found out about 
the particulars, like so many others, from reading the subject 
letters that contained a blanket and unrestricted permission 
to distribute....Any meeting needs to include all of the indi-
viduals having direct knowledge of the facts of the case or are 
credible witnesses to the facts of the case. All of the charges 
need to be reduced to a writing that Jennifer can rebut (if she 
can). Both you and Jennifer have made proposals. Since she 
is the accused, we believe that in all fairness to the accused, 
her proposal is the most reasonable and should be accepted by 
you. It works no disadvantage to your cause.

Accordingly, we deny your request for a meeting as you pro-
posed. We suggest strongly that you accept Jennifer’s propos-
al. It seems fair to us and, in our view, neither gives advantage 
nor works disadvantage to the accuser or the accused. 

In earlier correspondence, Jennifer Heimburger had pro-
posed such a meeting which would include her, along with 
the Spring elders and her accusers. That proposal was re-
jected by Preston Heimburger and Lynn Parker, creating an 
impasse and resulting in a wider distribution of false charges 
against the Spring elders.

As early as February 22, 2015, Dub McClish and Mi-
chael Hatcher had urged Lynn Parker and Preston Heim-
burger to hold their information in abeyance until they could 
have more time to work on the problem. That information 
was conveyed April 16, 2015 in an email message from Dub 
McClish to Mike Mallett at Evant, Texas, who was a recipi-
ent of the information and was making it an issue at Evant. 
Brother McClish wrote,

Michael Hatcher and I spent the better part of an hour with 
Lynn (and Preston part of that time) in a phone conversation 

on February 22. We knew he was chomping at the bit to broad-
cast that which he earlier sent to 5 brethren (he told me you 
were one of the recipients). We begged him to allow us more 
time to work on the matter, knowing the upset the broadcast 
would cause. Lynn voluntarily told us that he would not send 
the material to any others until he heard from us. ...However, 
without hearing from us (or even checking to see if we were 
making any progress), Lynn reneged on his promise and scat-
tered the 35-pages of material.

On the same date, April 16, 2015, Mike Mallett wrote 
to Dub McClish that, “I continue to believe that Spring 
overstepped their authority and are in error. I am pleased 
they were exposed for their error”—a charge that he later 
recanted.

In their machinations and posturing over the last year, 
the issue in the minds of Lynn Parker, Preston Heimburger 
and their followers became no longer New Braunfels’ with-
drawal of fellowship from Jennifer Heimburger, but opposi-
tion to the Spring church elders who refused to conduct a 
kangaroo court and condemn her in absentia. As one who 
has worked for many years in a prosecutor’s office and in 
the field of criminal justice, Lynn Parker knows that every 
American citizen who is charged in court is Constitutionally 
guaranteed the right to face his accuser—a right that he and 
Preston Heimburger would deny to Preston’s mother.

The division that now exists between brethren over all of 
this would never have come to pass had those originally in-
volved been discreet and prudent. Instead, they fomented di-
vision where none existed by doing the very thing of which 
they accused Jennifer Heimburger. By falsely and publicly 
accusing the Spring church and its elders of sin, they have 
told it in Gath, published it in Askelon, and driven a wedge 
between those who once were one in the Lord. We pray that 
they will repent of fomenting division in Lord’s body and 
stand again upon the Rock of Ages.

—308 South Oklahoma Avenue
Elk City, OK 73644

From time to time we hear of controversies between 
brethren. Some controversies are clearer than others in de-
termining who is at fault. Men have a problem with produc-
ing confusion and such is never God’s fault. “For God is not 
the author of confusion, but of peace, as in all churches of 
the saints” (1 Cor. 14:33).

 CLEAR CASES
 When one has been accused of teaching false doctrine 

about water baptism, having publicly taught that baptism is 
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How To View Religious Controversies
 

Gary L. Grizzell

not necessary for salvation, then it is possible to come to a 
conclusion about where the problem lies rather quickly when 
the evidence of guilt is presented. Either a teacher taught the 
false doctrine or he did not. If he did teach such then our 
responsibility is clear. 

Whosoever transgresseth, and abideth not in the doctrine 
of Christ, hath not God. He that abideth in the doctrine of 
Christ, he hath both the Father and the Son. If there come 
any unto you, and bring not this doctrine, receive him not 
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think for themselves (Phi. 2:11-12).
It is a sin to seek to have dominion over the faith of 

another in the process of the discovery of facts and such is 
a rejection of the good example of the apostle Paul.  Note 
the apostle’s good attitude and statement to the church at 
Corinth in this regard: “Not for that we have dominion 
over your faith, but are helpers of your joy: for by faith 
ye stand” (2 Cor. 1:24).

THE ACCUSER AND THE ACCUSED
When a meeting is mutually being called for between 

two willing congregational leaderships to examine with the 
Word of God alongside of an accused person’s behavior, a 
person whom the two leaderships have in common—then 
fairness dictates both parties, the accuser and the accused, be 
present in that meeting. If not, why not? Note Paul’s attitude 
concerning fairness in evaluating an accused individual. He 
on one occasion was thankful that he was allowed to meet 
with “the accusers face to face” so he would “answer for 
himself concerning the crime laid against him” (Acts 
25:16). 

To disallow the accused to face his/her accuser in cer-
tain situations is not only self-defeating, but perhaps reveals 
there is a snake in the wood-pile.

Thinking too highly of oneself and being a respecter of 
persons are sinful states of mind. Paul wrote “to every man 
that is among you, not to think of himself more highly 
than he ought to think; but to think soberly” (Rom. 12:3). 
The great apostle Peter had to learn that “God is no respect-
er of persons” (Acts 10:34). Should not the same lesson be 
learned today?

SINCERE INDIVIDUALS WHO
MAKE INQUIRIES

 Have you ever had this experience or a similar one? 
Recently I received an email from a preacher who requested 
to know where I stood so far on a particular ongoing feud 
somewhere in another state. I was remotely aware of the sad 
controversy and that the conflict between opposing parties 
did not involve any charge of teaching a false doctrine. Also, 
based on the emailer’s recent behavior with others in dis-
cussing this particular controversy it was clear that to dis-
agree with his conclusion would probably bring about an im-
mediate demonization. He seemed to be in a rush to cut ties 
with everyone who had not reached the same conclusion he 
had reached, though apparently he had heard only one side 
of the controversy. No rational person is interested in deal-
ing with that type of illogical attitude. The same emailer had 
been guilty of the Fallacy of Special Pleading. God’s Word 
teaches we are to think rationally (1 The. 5:21).

I recently became soured to reading after a particular 
controversy. I temporarily ceased reading about the conflict 
when I read that the accusers, who were willing to meet with 
brethren who were outsiders to discuss the supposed guilt of 
the accused person, but were unwilling to allow the accused 

into your house, neither bid him God speed: For he that 
biddeth him God speed is partaker of his evil deeds (2 John 
9-11, KJV). 

 LESS CLEAR CASES FOR HONEST OUTSIDERS
However, whenever there is no charge of false teach-

ing, things can become quite sticky for honest outsiders in 
determining just who is guilty of what. This is the case be-
cause outsiders do not know all parties involved. By “know” 
is meant more than just knowing an individual’s name but 
actually knowing how each individual is in his/her daily liv-
ing. “Judge not according to the appearance, but judge 
righteous judgment” (John 7:24).

DOMINION OVER ANOTHER’S FAITH
There is just something wrong when outsiders are ex-

pected to know exactly what took place in a reported conflict 
when that controversy had these characteristics: 1) There is 
no charge of teaching a false doctrine, 2) We do not know 
the accuser, 3) We do not know the accused, and 4) We do 
not know the related parties involved on both sides of the 
problem.

To an outsider some congregational controversies smell 
of things that just have not come out yet (and may never 
come out in this life). Perhaps it is a local matter that should 
not have been made public and it is wise to remain between 
the parties involved due to personal matters, if Biblical wis-
dom dictates. God’s Word says,

Who is a wise man and endued with knowledge among 
you? let him shew out of a good conversation his works 
with meekness of wisdom. But if ye have bitter envying 
and strife in your hearts, glory not, and lie not against 
the truth. This wisdom descendeth not from above, but is 
earthly, sensual, devilish. For where envying and strife is, 
there is confusion and every evil work. But the wisdom 
that is from above is first pure, then peaceable, gentle, and 
easy to be intreated, full of mercy and good fruits, without 
partiality, and without hypocrisy. And the fruit of righ-
teousness is sown in peace of them that make peace (Jam. 
3:13-18).

Of course we can know things by the reliable testimony 
of others, but when the credibility of the witnesses is un-
known or unsure this is a legitimate reason for withholding 
one’s judgment about that controversy. The inspired Paul 
wrote, “In the mouth of two or three witnesses shall every 
word be established” (2 Cor. 13:1). Paul took into account 
that those be credible witnesses. 

Honest outsiders today who have had a controversy, 
which originated in another congregation, thrust into their 
faces cannot always know of the credibility of the witnesses. 
Those insiders who have prejudice against honest outsiders 
who do not see things their way, exhibit a mental astigma-
tism—a mental condition which disallows another to see 
things as they are for himself. Those seeking to determine 
what has happened in a past controversy have the right to 



person to be present in that meeting. Frankly, such accusers 
destroyed their credibility when it was learned they wanted 
to meet to discuss/criticize the accused person without that 
person being present. Such suggests that one has something 
to hide or that one is being high-minded (Rom. 12:3). This is 
a type of railroading.

Honest outsiders who have had a certain type of con-
troversy, as described above, thrust into their faces cannot 
possibly determine everything needed when there is not a 
fair hearing allowed with the accused being heard/present. 

DOUBLE STANDARD
 Some are big on demanding you and I disfellowship 

their enemies in situations where you cannot possibly know 
those persons involved (and it is a situation where no one 
was accused of teaching a false doctrine). Would they like to 
be treated this way? No! Jesus said, “Therefore all things 
whatsoever ye would that men should do to you, do ye 
even so to them: for this is the law and the prophets” 
(Mat. 7:12).

If evidence later comes out the nature of which is within 

an outsider’s ability to examine and learn that evidence, then 
honoring the withdrawal would be necessary (1 The. 5:21; 
Eph. 5:11). Such illustrates that certain circumstances do in-
deed alter cases.

 You and I may know of a controversy between brethren 
wherein due to conscience we have personally had to with-
draw fellowship from certain ones. Should we demand that 
others also withdraw fellowship from those individuals in 
the case that the discovery-of-evidence-method limits out-
siders to have been a witness in that circumstance? This is 
not to be mislabeled as an excuse to compromise and deny 
evidence, though it is fully anticipated that those who have 
an axe to grind will so misrepresent the intention of this arti-
cle. Thus, let us remember that Charity suffereth long, and 
is kind; charity envieth not; charity vaunteth not itself, 
is not puffed up . . . Charity never faileth . . . Let all your 
things be done with charity (1 Cor. 13:4, 13:8; 16:14).

— glg@1791.com

The mission of every congregation is to seek and save 
the lost (Luke 19:10; Mat. 28:18-20; Mark 16:15,16). To 
fulfill this mission, each congregation must strive to keep 
its members faithful. We would accomplish a great feat if 
we could figure out a way to hold onto all those we baptize.  
However, as long as the devil is active and false doctrine ex-
ists, we know that some of our members are going to listen 
to and follow these false messages (Gal. 1:6-9). We simply 
are not going to keep every member we gain. But, the real 
tragedy is that sometimes we do not really try to keep them.  
We baptize them and if they remain faithful, we rejoice. On 
the other hand, if they fall away, we feel that it was their 
fault. This attitude is the result of a lack of discipline.

From the beginning, the church has been lax in prac-
ticing discipline.  Much of the New Testament is devoted 
to disciplinary problems in the church and their solutions.   
History later records similar problems, but seldom offers the 
same Biblical solutions.  As a result, disciplinary deficiency 
has run rampant throughout the church like an infectious 
disease.  This has caused the spiritual death of one or more 
members at a time and has weakened those that remained.  
Consequently, the church has been left weakened to the 
point that it cannot effectively do the work it has been given.  
This condition has left the church susceptible to doctrinal 
and moral error. Like those in the time of Jeremiah, many 
have become calloused to the shame of sin and no longer 

SOME THOUGHTS ON DISCIPLINE
Bruce Stulting
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even blush (Jer. 6:15; 1 Tim. 4:2). Since discipline is essen-
tial to personal growth as well as overall church growth, it is 
vital that we understand this topic. 

WHAT DOES DISCIPLINE MEAN?
Since we live in an age of permissiveness and indul-

gence that has little or no regard for self-control, restraint or 
limitations, it behooves us to define discipline. When disci-
pline is mentioned, most will jump to the conclusion that we 
must be talking about withdrawal of fellowship.  However, 
the Biblical idea of disciple covers much more than this.  
Church disciple in its broadest sense includes everything 
that the church does in training, educating, and encourag-
ing its members to walk in the light (Eph. 4:11-16; 1 John. 
1:7).  Paul stated that, “All scripture is given by inspira-
tion of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, 
for correction, for instruction in righteousness: That the 
man of God may be perfect, throughly furnished unto all 
good works” (2 Tim. 3:16,17, all quotes from the KJV).  The 
word instruction could be translated “discipline” which is 
a marginal note in some translations. This is translated from 
the Greek word paideia, of which Thayer says, “Whatever 
in adults cultivates the soul., esp. by correcting mistakes and 
curbing the passions: hence, an instruction which aims at 
the increase of virtue” (Thayer’s Greek-English Lexicon, p. 
473). Strong’s definition of paideia is, “tutorage, i.e. edu-
cation or training; by implication, disciplinary correction:-
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-chastening, chastisement, instruction, nurture” (Strong’s 
Greek Dictionary of the New Testament, p. 54).  Discipline 
and disciple are closely related and have the same origin in 
the English language.  A disciple is one who learns from the 
teacher for the purpose of conforming their lives to the prin-
ciples learned.  Thus, a disciple must lead a disciplined life.

Discipline can be broken down into two subcategories: 
preventive discipline and corrective discipline. Preventive 
discipline consists of instructive discipline and self-disci-
pline.  Corrective discipline includes instructive discipline, 
self-discipline  and, if necessary, punitive discipline.  Since 
it is harder to correct a problem than it is to prevent one, we 
must work diligently in the area of preventive discipline.  If 
we succeed here, we will have less corrective discipline to 
worry about. Like the old adage so plainly states, “A stitch 
in time saves nine.”

PREVENTIVE DISCIPLINE
Self-discipline is necessary for anyone to reach his or 

her goal. Yet, self-discipline without the proper instruction 
is futile. Peter said, “And beside this, giving all diligence, 
add to your faith virtue; and to virtue knowledge; And 
to knowledge temperance; and to temperance patience; 
and to patience godliness; And to godliness brotherly 
kindness; and to brotherly kindness charity” (2 Pet. 
1:5-7). The order of the “graces” that we are to add to our 
faith is important.  First on the list is “virtue” (lion-hearted 
courage).  To this courage, we add “knowledge” (God’s 
will).  And to our knowledge of God’s will we add “temper-
ance” (self-control). Thus, discipline includes knowledge 
and self-control. Without knowledge, we would not know 
what we should apply ourselves to or restrain ourselves 
from.  Knowledge without self-control is just as useless as 
self-control without knowledge. Thus, Paul exhorts  “Study 
to shew thyself approved unto God, a workman that 
needeth not to be ashamed, rightly dividing the word of 
truth” (2 Tim. 2:15).

While the individual bears the ultimate and primary re-
sponsibility for his own preventive discipline, he is not left 
entirely to himself. The elders and his other brethren are 
there to aid him. In applying instructive discipline, elders 
are to: (1) feed the flock—Acts 20:28; 1 Pet. 5:2; (2) be an 
example to the congregation—Acts 20:28; 1 Pet. 5:3; (3) 
take the oversight and rule the congregation—Acts 20:28; 
1 Tim. 5:17; (4) watch in behalf of all—Heb. 13:17.  On the 
other hand, the congregation is to (1) know the elders—1 
The. 5:12; (2) esteem them highly in love for their work’s 
sake—1 The. 5:13; (3) count them worthy of honor and 
some double honor—1 Tim. 5:17; (4) receive no accusation 
against an elder quickly—1 Tim. 5:19; and (5) submit to the 
elders—Heb. 13:17. Brethren must exhort one another daily 
(Heb. 3:12,13) and provoke unto love and good works (Heb. 
10:24,25). Love and respect for the elders and brethren will 
encourage the individual to comply with the instructions and 
exhortations by practicing self-discipline.

Through instruction, one learns to “abstain from fleshly 
lusts, which war against the soul” (1 Pet. 2:11), “flee for-
nication” (1 Cor. 6:18), “avoid foolish questions, and ge-
nealogies, and contentions, and strivings about the law; 
for they are unprofitable and vain” (Tit. 3:9) or “deny-
ing ungodliness and worldly lusts, we should live soberly, 
righteously, and godly, in this present world” (Tit. 2:12).  
In fact, God has given us “ . . . all things that pertain unto 
life and godliness, through the knowledge of him that 
hath called us to glory and virtue” (2 Pet. 1:3).  Once these 
things are learned, one must determine to comply.  This is 
where self-discipline comes in.  It takes strength of will to 
live up to one’s convictions.

Solomon summed up self-discipline when he said, 
“Keep thy heart with all diligence; for out of it are the 
issues of life” (Pro. 4:23).  The heart (mind) is composed of 
four parts: (1) intellect; (2) conscience; (3) emotions; and (4) 
will.  The mind receives instructions, which has an effect on 
the intellect, which has an effect on the conscience, which 
has an effect on the emotions, which has an effect on the 
will, which ultimately determines our actions. We “keep” 
(guard) our mind by supplying it with good information. Our 
conscience, emotions and will can only be as effective as the 
information they are given. If the information is faulty, the 
conscience could approve inappropriate action or disapprove 
appropriate actions. Paul is a good example of this fact. He 
was able to claim, “Men and brethren, I have lived in all 
good conscience before God until this day” (Acts 23:1). 
Yet, he confessed,

 I verily thought with myself, that I ought to do many things 
contrary to the name of Jesus of Nazareth. Which thing I 
also did in Jerusalem: and many of the saints did I shut up 
in prison, having received authority from the chief priests; 
and when they were put to death, I gave my voice against 
them.  And I punished them oft in every synagogue, and 
compelled them to blaspheme; and being exceedingly mad 
against them, I persecuted them even unto strange cities 
(Acts 26:9-11). 

How could Paul do these things and still have a good con-
science?  He never violated his conscience because he was 
more “ . . . exceedingly zealous of the traditions of my 
fathers” (Gal. 1:14). His conscience was operating on false 
information and caused him to believe he was doing the right 
thing, feel good about himself and “zealously” pursue the 
wrong course of action.

Jesus is the perfect example of one who practiced self-
discipline regarding what He had learned.  He “ . . .was in 
all points tempted like as we are, yet without sin . . .” 
(Heb. 4:15). How did He overcome temptation?  He applied 
the Scriptures to His life and when temptation presented it-
self, refrained from sin by self-control. Like David, Jesus hid 
God’s word in His heart to prevent sin (Psa. 119:11).  Know-
ing the Truth gave Jesus the courage to live up to his convic-
tions. The difference between Jesus and Paul is that Jesus’ 



conscience was operating with correct information. Jesus’ 
example demonstrates that preventive discipline consists of 
instructive discipline and self-discipline.

CORRECTIVE DISCIPLINE
Failure to practice self-discipline will result in sin.  

James warned, “But every man is tempted, when he is 
drawn away of his own lust, and enticed. Then when lust 
hath conceived, it bringeth forth sin: and sin, when it is 
finished, bringeth forth death” (Jam. 1:14,15).  When a 
brother or sister in Christ is  “. . . overtaken in a fault, ye 
which are spiritual, restore such an one in the spirit of 
meekness; considering thyself, lest thou also be tempted” 
(Gal. 6:1).   Furthermore, James commanded, “Brethren, if 
any of you do err from the truth, and one convert him; 
Let him know, that he which converteth the sinner from 
the error of his way shall save a soul from death, and 
shall hide a multitude of sins” (Jam. 5:19-20).  From the 
foregoing passages, we learn that the faithful have a respon-
sibility to restore/convert the unfaithful. In so doing, the 
faithful must conduct themselves in the proper way (meek-
ness) and guard against temptation. This temptation could be 
to engage in the sin of the unfaithful or could be in the area 
of attitude toward the sinner. The seriousness of converting/
restoring the erring is demonstrated by the fact that we are 
saving their “soul from death.”

In order to make corrective discipline most effective, 
we must obtain and maintain a close personal relationship 
between brethren. One way to obtain this closeness is by 
worshiping together. By worshiping together, we “edify 
in love” (Eph. 4:16). Our worship assembly is designed to 
“teach and admonish” as we sing, study, pray, and sacri-
fice together. In doing so, we are assisting one another to 
be faithful to the Lord. We must recognize our dependence 
upon one another (1 Cor. 12:14ff). The more we recognize 
and fulfill that need, the closer will be our fellowship and 
the more effective our day by day “discipline by example.”  
Our spiritual brothers and sisters must become our peers, 
whose approval or disapproval is important to us. This is the 
sort of communion that gives meaning to the various scrip-
tures on corrective discipline. Without this communion these 
scriptures lose their effectiveness. No one will listen to the 
admonition and/or rebuke of someone they do not respect.  
Furthermore, one who has not enjoyed the benefit of true 
fellowship will not be overly affected when said fellowship 
is withdrawn. Thus, withdrawal of fellowship HAS meaning 
only to the extent that fellowship HAD meaning to us. 

It is possible for those who have enjoyed fellowship with 
the faithful to sin (1 John 1:7-10). One reason John gave for 
writing his first epistle is “that ye sin not” (1 John 2:1). It 
takes self-discipline to avoid sin and it takes self-discipline 
to overcome sin when it occurs. When a Christian sins, it 
is often the case, that they will willingly acknowledge their 
sin, repent, and ask forgiveness (1 John 1:9; Acts 8:22; Jam. 
5:16).  However, when repentance is not forthcoming, faith-

ful brethren must take further action. This action comes in 
the form of corrective discipline. 

THE PROCESS OF CORRECTIVE DISCIPLINE
As previously mentioned, corrective discipline is com-

posed of: (1) instructive discipline; (2) self-discipline; and 
if necessary, (3) punitive discipline. Sin must be acknowl-
edged before one will put forth the self-discipline necessary 
to bring about repentance. 

Instruction is necessary. Those in sin must receive in-
structive discipline in order to learn of their transgression 
and be encouraged to repent. Paul said, 

And the servant of the Lord must not strive; but be gentle 
unto all men, apt to teach, patient, In meekness instruct-
ing those that oppose themselves; if God peradventure will 
give them repentance to the acknowledging of the truth; 
And that they may recover themselves out of the snare of 
the devil, who are taken captive by him at his will (2 Tim. 
2:24-26).  

The word instruction is translated from the Greek word 
paideuo and means to train by discipline, to instruct. Thus, 
when brethren “oppose themselves,” instructive discipline 
is necessary in order to recover them from the “snare of the 
devil.” This instruction ought to be designed to strengthen 
the resolve of the brother/sister and encourage them to disci-
pline themselves in order to overcome sin and resist further 
temptation.

Admonition is necessary. Along with instructive disci-
pline, it is often necessary to admonish the sinner. To the 
church at Rome, Paul wrote, “And I myself also am per-
suaded of you, my brethren, that ye also are full of good-
ness, filled with all knowledge, able also to admonish one 
another” (Rom. 15:14). “Admonish” is translated from the 
Greek word noutheteo and means to caution or reprove gen-
tly:—admonish, warn. The person here is led away from sin 
through warning, instruction, reminding, teaching, and en-
couraging him/her to correct his/her conduct. 

Confrontation is necessary. “Take heed to yourselves: 
If thy brother trespass against thee, rebuke him; and if 
he repent, forgive him” (Luke 17:3). Notice that repentance 
must be forthcoming before forgiveness can be extended to 
the sinner. “Rebuke” denotes the idea of censure and sharp 
rebuke.  It demands serious speech and warning.  Jesus com-
mands, “. . . if thy brother shall trespass against thee, go 
and tell him his fault” (Mat. 18:15).  “Tell” is from a Greek 
word meaning “to call to account, show one his fault, de-
mand an explanation from someone—Mat. 18:15” (Thayer, 
p. 203). This confrontation is to prove with demonstrative 
evidence in order to convict the guilty of sin. The reproof is 
to be an impassioned plea from the Truth that brings about 
confession of sin or at least conviction of sin. “Wherefore 
rebuke them sharply, that they may be sound in the 
faith” (Tit. 1:13). “These things speak, and exhort, and 
rebuke with all authority” (Tit. 2:15).
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Restoration is necessary. The goal of the foregoing pro-
cess is the restoration of the erring brother or sister.  It is 
God’s will for “all men to be saved, and to come unto the 
knowledge of the truth” (1 Tim. 2:4). Thus, Jesus com-
mands, “. . . if thy brother shall trespass against thee, go 
and tell him his fault between thee and him alone: if he 
shall hear thee, thou hast gained thy brother” (Mat. 18:15 
). It is the case that some will lack the self-discipline neces-
sary to bring about repentance and restoration. This is true 
since some are “Ever learning, and never able to come to 
the knowledge of the truth” (2 Tim. 3:7). When restoration 
fails, further action is necessary.

Exposing the impenitent sinner is necessary. Regarding 
the impenitent brother, Jesus commanded,

. . . if he will not hear thee, then take with thee one or two 
more, that in the mouth of two or three witnesses every 
word may be established. And if he shall neglect to hear 
them, tell it unto the church: but if he neglect to hear the 
church, let him be unto thee as a heathen man and a pub-
lican (Mat. 18:16-17). 

This is to be done in the case where one brother sins against 
another privately. When personal and group efforts fail, the 
impenitent sinner must be exposed to the church.  In the case 
of public sin, an immediate, public rebuke is necessary.  Be-
cause Peter sinned publicly, Paul  “withstood him to the 
face, because he was to be blamed” (Gal. 2:11). When it 
was obvious that Peter walked not uprightly according to 
the truth of the gospel Paul rebuked him  . . . before them 
all (Gal. 2:14). Peter’s sin was public and his example was 
leading others into sin (Gal. 2:13). Thus, it was necessary to 
correct him immediately and publicly to deter others from 
imitating his sinful actions. Paul commanded, “Them that 
sin rebuke before all, that others also may fear” (1 Tim 
5:20).

  We are saddened when a Christian becomes self-willed 
and leaves the safety of the fold. However, it is tragic when 
the faithful recognize that one has fallen away, but take no 
steps to restore him! Thankfully, there are still many who 
work ceaselessly to convert the sinner from his error.  How-
ever, it is often the case that, when all is done, the brother or 
sister still refuses to repent. Once we have (1) visited such 
brethren; (2) expressed our love and concern for them; (3) 
exposed their sin; (4) exhorted, warned, rebuked them; and 
(5) plainly shown them the eternal consequences they face if 
they fail to repent, then we must take further action. 

When should action be taken?  Since the Bible gives 
no specific answer to this question, it is in the area of judg-
ment and left up to the wisdom of the elders (brothers in 
absence of elders) of the church to determine what is best 
in each specific case. However, we must recognize that the 
sinner must be given time to repent. Speaking of Jezebel, 
Christ said, “And I gave her space to repent of her forni-
cation; and she repented not” (Rev. 2:21). One factor that 
should be taken into consideration when determining when 

to take action is the influence of the sinner upon the faithful. 
In the case of the fornicator in 1 Corinthians chapter five, 
Paul commanded, the Corinthians to withdraw from the sin-
ner at their next assembly (1 Cor. 5:3). The influence of sin 
in the congregation was the reason for the urgency of this 
action (1 Cor. 5:7-13).  Also, A man that is an heretic after 
the first and second admonition reject (Titus 3:10). The 
“heretic” is a man who is causing division among brethren. 
He must be stopped quickly before his influence affects oth-
ers. The fact that the length of time to withdraw is a matter 
of judgment ought not be used as an excuse to put off or ig-
nore the process altogether. It should not take weeks, months 
and years to go through this process. The longer it takes to 
get this process started and completed, the less likely it is 
to bring the sinner to repentance. One must strike while the 
iron is hot or the sinner may become hardhearted because his 
conscience has been seared (1 Tim. 4:2).   

When all efforts at restoration have failed, it is necessary 
for the church to withdraw its fellowship from the sinner.  
As previously mentioned, Paul wrote the church at Corinth 
regarding a member who was a fornicator. Paul commanded 
the other members to deliver this brother unto Satan (1 Cor. 
5:4). The extent to which the church must withdraw is seen 
in Paul’s command (1) to have no company with this brother 
(1 Cor. 5:9); (2)  not to eat with him (1 Cor. 5:11); and (3) 
to put him away from among them (1 Cor. 5:13). Although 
this fornicator was a member of the church and a brother 
in Christ, he had become unfaithful and the church could 
not support him in his sin by continuing to fellowship him. 
“Now we command you, brethren, in the name of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, that ye withdraw yourselves from 
every brother that walketh disorderly, and not after the 
tradition which he received of us” (2 The. 3:6).  The Lord 
commands us to withdraw from anyone who does not live 
according to the teaching of Jesus Christ.  Thus, anyone who 
continues in any sin is subject to punitive discipline.  We are 
commanded, “And if any man obey not our word by this 
epistle, note that man, and have no company with him, 
that he may be ashamed. Yet count him not as an enemy, 
but admonish him as a brother” (2 The. 3:14, 15).  

It is becoming more commonplace for brethren to refuse 
to obey this command.  However, love demands obedience. 
“For this is the love of God, that we keep his command-
ments; and his commandments are not grievous” (1 John 
5:3). Therefore, if we love God and the souls of our breth-
ren, we will obey God’s commands regarding punitive dis-
cipline.  Withdrawing fellowship is not a pleasant task. This 
is especially true when close friends or family are involved.  
However, if we truly love God and our brethren, we will 
obey Him in all things, even punitive discipline.

From whom should a congregation withdraw its fel-
lowship? This action should be taken against all who do not 
walk in harmony with the teachings of Christ and refuse to 
repent (2 The. 3:6,14). This includes those who are lazy and 



do not work, but is not limited to them (2 The. 3:10-12).  
The church is to have no fellowship with its members who 
are fornicators, covetous, extortioners, idolaters, railers, or 
drunkards (1 Cor. 5:10,11). The church is to have no fellow-
ship with those brethren who do not abide in the doctrine of 
Christ. 

Whosoever transgresseth, and abideth not in the doctrine 
of Christ, hath not God. He that abideth in the doctrine of 
Christ, he hath both the Father and the Son. If there come 
any unto you, and bring not this doctrine, receive him not 
into your house, neither bid him God speed. For he that 
biddeth him God speed is partaker of his evil deeds (2 John 
9-11).

The church is to have no fellowship with those who are 
heretics or who cause division in the body of Christ (Tit. 
3:10,11). If a child of God does not obey the inspired teach-
ing of the New Testament, then the church is obligated to 
“note that man and have no company with him” (2 The. 
3:14).  Although some would disagree, this would include 
those who forsake the assembly (Heb. 10:25). This is com-
manded by God and is not just some man’s opinion. 

Why should the church mark and withdraw from mem-
bers who continue in sin? First and foremost, we must prac-
tice punitive discipline in order to be pleasing to God. This is 
something that He commands us to do (2 The. 3:6,14). Puni-
tive discipline must be treated with the same respect that we 
have for any other command, such as baptism. Therefore, if 
we desire to please God, we must obey Him in this matter.

Second, we must practice punitive discipline in order to 
try and save the soul of the wayward.  Our motivation must 
be “... that the spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord 
Jesus” (1 Cor. 5:5). This action is taken to cause the sinner 
to be ashamed (2 The. 3:14). Our purpose here is not vindic-
tive, but is intended to encourage repentance unto the salva-
tion of their souls (2 Cor. 7:10).  If we do not take this action, 
we are encouraging the wayward to continue in their sin. If 
we fail to do all in our power to restore the erring, their blood 
will be on our hands (Eze. 33:6,7).

Third, we practice punitive discipline in order to keep 
the church pure. It is often necessary in extreme cases of 
physical illness to amputate an arm or leg in order to save 
the body. This applies figuratively to the church. The sick-
ness of sin must be removed in order to maintain the spiritual 
health of the church. Regarding the fornicator in Corinth, 
Paul wrote, “Know ye not that a little leaven leaveneth 
the whole lump?  Purge out therefore the old leaven, that 
ye may be a new lump, as ye are unleavened . . .” (1 Cor. 
5:6,7). Any congregation that refuses to withdraw from the 
wayward is practicing sin and must repent (Eph. 5:11; 2 
John. 9-11).

Fourth, we must practice punitive discipline in order to 
show the world that the church will not tolerate sin.  The 
church is “the pillar and ground of the truth” and must 

make known to the world the “manifold wisdom of God” 
(1 Tim. 3:15; Eph. 3:10). In order to do this, the church 
must maintain a good moral reputation in the community.  
It would be impossible to encourage others to forsake the 
world in becoming a Christian if there is no distinction be-
tween the church and the world. Paul commands, 

Wherefore come out from among them, and be ye sepa-
rate, saith the Lord, and touch not the unclean thing; and 
I will receive you, And will be a Father unto you, and ye 
shall be my sons and daughters, saith the Lord Almighty 
(2 Cor. 6:17,18).

Fifth, we must practice punitive discipline in order to 
warn other Christians. This action shows other members 
that unfaithful living is not acceptable! When Ananias and 
Sapphira were put to death for lying to God, we read, And 
great fear came upon all the church, and upon as many 
as heard these things (Acts 5:11). Withdrawing from the 
wayward causes other Christians to seriously examine them-
selves (2 Cor. 13:5). 

Each member is obligated to participate in the puni-
tive discipline of the wayward. The congregation must be 
informed of the elders’ (or brothers’ in the absence of el-
ders) decision to mark the sinner. It then becomes the re-
sponsibility of every member to support that decision and 
avoid the one marked (Rom. 16:17,18). We demonstrate our 
support of that decision by keeping no company with the 
one marked or acting in such a way that would cause them 
to think that we condone their actions (1 Cor. 5:9-11). Any 
brethren who continue to have fellowship with those from 
whom the church has withdrawn, are themselves sinning and 
need to repent. Otherwise, they become subjects of correc-
tive discipline.

This action must be carried out in love.   The writer of 
Hebrews reminds his readers, 

And ye have forgotten the exhortation which speaketh 
unto you as unto children, My son, despise not thou the 
chastening of the Lord, nor faint when thou art rebuked of 
him: For whom the Lord loveth he chasteneth, and scour-
geth every son whom he receiveth (Heb. 12:5,6). 

Our actions toward the sinner must make it plain that we are 
acting out of love and concern for their soul.  Acting out of 
love will not guarantee a positive response from the sinner.  
Like Paul, we may become the enemy of those we try to cor-
rect with the truth (Gal. 4:16). Regardless of the outcome, if 
we act appropriately, we will be “pure from the blood of all 
men” (Acts 20:26).

There are consequences for failing to practice punitive 
discipline.  “Now we command you, brethren, in the name 
of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye withdraw yourselves 
from every brother that walketh disorderly, and not after 
the tradition which he received of us” (2 The. 3:6). These 
words, from the pages of inspiration, plainly state the obli-
gation of the faithful to the disorderly brother.  Withdrawal 
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of fellowship occupies a prominent place in God’s plan of 
salvation.  The late Thomas B. Warren wrote,

Churches which fail in this point will fail in their mission of 
saving souls by “holding forth the word of life” . . . Failure to 
purge out sin leads to a toleration of sin. Toleration of sin leads 
to a love of sin. Love of sin leads to a practice of sin. This, 
Christ will not tolerate. (“Church Discipline,” The Minster’s 
Monthly, Vol. VI, No. 11).

J. W. McGarvey, commenting on the effects of the discipline 
in Acts 5:1-11, asks, 

When shall the rigid discipline which God established in the 
beginning be seen on earth once more? Let the shepherds of 
the flock give answer, as they remember that they must give 
account to God concerning the souls committed to their care 
(New Commentary on Acts, Vol. 1). 

G. C. Brewer stated, 
If a congregation permits impure individuals to remain un-
chastened within its fellowship, it thereby becomes partak-
er of their sin and will soon so far drift out of the favor of 
the Lord that the candlestick will be removed. (The Model 
Church, 108).  
Currently, we are undergoing digression in the brother-

hood the likes of which have not been seen in over one hun-
dred years. One of the causes of this digression is a failure 
to mark AND avoid false teachers. Men have been marked 
in the past and their error exposed, yet many brethren con-
tinue to hire them to preach at local congregations, hold gos-
pel meetings, speak on lectureships, and write for religious 
publications.  The apostle John condemned such fellowship 
when we wrote,

Whosoever transgresseth, and abideth not in the doctrine 
of Christ, hath not God. He that abideth in the doctrine of 
Christ, he hath both the Father and the Son. If there come 
any unto you, and bring not this doctrine, receive him not 
into your house, neither bid him God speed: For he that 
biddeth him God speed is partaker of his evil deeds (2 John 
9-11).

John contrasts two types of people in this verse: (1) those 
that have not God and (2) those that have both the Father and 
the Son.  When one teaches error, he departs from God and 
is subject to corrective discipline.  Those who bid  Godspeed 
to the false teacher, partake of their evil deeds, depart from 
God, and become subject to corrective discipline.  If repen-
tance is not forthcoming from the false teacher or those who 
bid him Godspeed, both must be marked and avoided (Rom. 
16:17-18).

CONGREGATIONAL AUTONOMY AND
WITHDRAWAL OF FELLOWSHIP

Jesus is the head of the church and has all authority 
(Eph. 1:22-23; Mat. 28:18). This is referring to the church in 
the universal sense.  All the saved are added to the universal 
church (Acts 2:47). These individual Christians would come 

together in a community and form a local congregation.  
Upon his conversion, Saul “…assayed to join himself to 
the disciples…” at Jerusalem (Acts. 9:26). Later, Barnabas 
and Saul “…assembled themselves with the church…” at 
Antioch (Acts 11:26). These are two examples of placing 
membership in a local congregation. Doctrinally, all of these 
local congregations were under the authority of Jesus.  How-
ever, each congregation was autonomous.  

The word autonomy is rarely used and is probably un-
familiar to most readers. According to Webster, it signifies 
the power or right of self-government, (New Expanded 
Webster’s Dictionary, 24). Each congregation was under 
the oversight of an eldership (Acts 14:23). The authority of 
the eldership is limited only to the congregation over which 
they were appointed (Acts 20:28; 1 Pet. 5:1-4). Elders do 
not have the New Testament authority to establish doctrine. 
Their authority is in the realm of judgment (expediency).  In 
other words, elders must decide the best way to carry out the 
commandments of God. It is important to understand that no 
eldership has a right to bind its judgment on the eldership 
of any other congregation. However, this does not limit co-
operation and fellowship between congregations so long as 
autonomy is maintained.  

CAN ONE CONGREGATION
 MARK AND WITHDRAW FROM

 ANOTHER CONGREGATION THAT IS IN SIN?  
Some have objected that one congregation cannot with-

draw from another congregation because of autonomy. If 
this is true, then we would still be obligated to fellowship the 
Christian Church, the Boston/Crossroad congregations and 
various congregations that have gone the way of the “com-
munity” church movement. The fact is, if there is a basis 
for fellowship between congregations, when that basis is not 
maintained, then fellowship cannot continue.  

To the church of Ephesus, Jesus wrote, “Remember 
therefore from whence thou art fallen, and repent, and 
do the first works; or else I will come unto thee quickly, 
and will remove thy candlestick out of his place, except 
thou repent” (Rev. 2:5).  The candlestick represented Jesus’ 
approval and presence with the congregation. If they con-
tinued in their sin, they would lose Jesus’ approval and He 
would depart from them.  Question: “May we fellowship a 
congregation of which Jesus disapproves and from which He 
departs?” NO!  

To the lukewarm church of the Laodiceans, Jesus said, 
“As many as I love, I rebuke and chasten: be zealous 
therefore, and repent.  Behold, I stand at the door, and 
knock: if any man hear my voice, and open the door, I will 
come in to him, and will sup with him, and he with me” 
(Rev. 3:19,20). It appears that Jesus had already departed 
from this congregation and his return was conditional upon 
their repentance. Question: May we fellowship a congrega-
tion from which Jesus has already withdrawn? We may not 
fellowship a congregation of sinners any more than we may 
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fellowship an individual sinner. However, we do recognize 
that there are times when there are faithful brethren oppos-
ing the error of their fellow congregants (Rev. 3:4). These 
are not only worthy of our fellowship, but also our praise 
and support for their good works.  

 Must a congregation automatically/immediately honor 
a letter of withdrawal from another congregation?  It is com-
mon for one who has been withdrawn from by their home 
congregation to seek membership with another congrega-
tion. Elders have a responsibility to investigate prospective 
members. This investigation could be in the form of ques-
tions. In some cases, it is necessary to contact the elders/
leadership of the former congregation to determine if there 
were any problems with the former member. Without doing 
due diligence, wolves can sneak into the flock and devour 
the sheep.  

It is a good practice for elders to warn the elders/leaders 
of other congregations about wayward members. The extent 
to which this information is to be dispersed is of course a 
matter of judgment. As such, it thus falls in the area of ex-
pediency.  In the case of a false teacher that has spread error 
through out the brotherhood, the dissemination of informa-
tion must be just as broad as the teaching.  On the other hand, 
if the sin is known only in a local community, the informa-
tion would be limited to the congregations in the area that 
might be influenced by the one withdrawn from. It would 
not be expedient to send this information to congregations 
that do not know the wayward member. Nor should informa-
tion be sent to a congregation in which the wayward mem-
ber has no influence. In the event that the wayward member 
moves to another area, it may be necessary to warn the local 
congregation(s) in that area.

How should an eldership respond to such letters that mark 
wayward members?  In an email dated March 6, 2015, David 
Watson discussed this very situation. He suggested five steps 
that must be followed by an eldership when they receive a 
letter from another congregation marking a wayward mem-
ber. In the first step, Watson demands that an eldership must 
automatically/immediately withdraw from someone simply 
based on a letter from another congregation. He tries to sup-
port his position by referencing Ephesians 5:11 and 2 John 
9-11. The issue is not whether one should extend fellowship 
with the wayward. The issue is whether congregation “A” 
has authority to tell congregation “B” to withdraw from a 
member of another congregation. Congregation “A” must 
provide congregation “B” with evidence of sin. Congrega-
tion “B” must evaluate the evidence and decide whether or 
not to honor the withdrawal. Suppose congregation “A” sent 
congregation “B” a letter marking a member with a certain 
sin but provided no evidence to support the charge. Further-
more, suppose congregation “A” refused to provide proof 
when such was requested by congregation “B”. Congrega-
tion “B” would be in error if they automatically/immediately 
honored the demand of congregation “A”. [Or alternatively, 

suppose the one marked by congregation “A” rebutted the 
charges by congregation “A” and had firsthand witnesses to 
corroborate the rebuttal. Is congregation “B” still bound to 
honor the withdrawal of fellowship?—Editor]

The church in Jerusalem refused to accept Saul into their 
fellowship (Acts 9:26). However, he was accepted when 
Barnabas vouched for him.  It is common for sound brethren 
to be marked by liberal and anti congregations. Should those 
godly men be automatically/immediately withdrawn from?  
If not, why not?  David Watson falsely accused the Spring el-
ders, Dub McClish, Michael Hatcher, and others for refusing 
to honor a letter of withdrawal from Lynn Parker and Preston 
Heimbuger who supposedly represented the New Braunfels 
Church of Christ. For congregation “A” to demand that con-
gregation “B” automatically/immediately withdraw from a 
wayward member is a violation of congregational autonomy. 
Each congregation must evaluate the evidence and make its 
own decision. Care must be taken lest one binds a doctrine 
which God has not bound.   

CONCLUSION
Elders (brothers, in absence of elders) will be held ac-

countable if corrective disciple is not carried out.  We are 
commanded to, “Obey them that have the rule over you, 
and submit yourselves: for they watch for your souls, as 
they that must give account, that they may do it with joy, 
and not with grief: for that is unprofitable for you” (Heb. 
13:17). Elders (leadership) must take the lead in corrective 
discipline. However, Paul commands, “ye which are spiri-
tual, restore such an one” (Gal. 6:1).  Thus, each and every 
faithful member is responsible for correcting a brother or sis-
ter who is in error.  In doing so, we bear “. . . one another’s 
burdens, and so fulfil the law of Christ” (Gal. 6:2). Those 
congregations, which depend solely upon the preacher and/
or elders to restore the lost, are tremendously handicapped in 
their efforts to reach lost souls.  Also, they prove themselves 
to be unloving and uncaring. Ezekiel warned the watchmen 
of his day, “When I say unto the wicked, O wicked man, 
thou shalt surely die; if thou dost not speak to warn the 
wicked from his way, that wicked man shall die in his 
iniquity; but his blood will I require at thine hand” (Eze. 
33:8).

It is my heart’s desire and prayer that this lesson will 
help us all have a better understanding and appreciation of 
discipline. Let us all work on preventive discipline so that 
corrective discipline will be not be needed. When corrective 
discipline is necessary, we must have the courage and self-
discipline to carry it out.  We must take the steps that will 
ensure our personal growth towards self-discipline.  

—925 Fish Hatchery Road
Huntsville, TX 77320
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Today, when religious folks discuss being a Christian 
and living as a faithful Christian, it is necessary to estab-
lish the basis for our discussion. Many of these are what I 
have termed “professing Christians,” for when questioned 
as to how they became a Christian (obtaining the remission 
of sin) the explanations offered vary in content and action, 
with no scriptural foundation for action.

Being a Christian, as the Bible describes it, involves do-
ing the very specific things Jesus has commanded. When 
one hears the truth (John 6:44,45; 8:31-32), believes it 
(John 8:24), repents of sin (Luke 13:3), confesses Jesus as 
Lord (Mat. 10:32,33; Rom 10:10), is baptized for the remis-
sion of sins (Mark 16:16), and walks in God’s light (1 John 
1:7; Rev 2:10), he has actually become a Christian and is 
living as one.

Bible students know and understand that the process of 
becoming a Christian is merely the beginning of that effort 
(Mat. 7:21-23; Rom 8:1-14; 1 Cor 3:1-3). There is much 
that needs to be learned and understood in order to properly 
think and act as Christians ought. Take note of the issue 
Paul had to deal with in Corinth. Brethren there were still 
afflicted with carnality which expressed itself in divisions (1 
Cor. 1-4), a sign of carnality (1 Cor. 3). Some were guilty of 
gross immorality of the rankest sort and others were puffed 
up about it (1 Cor. 5).

These brethren were also taking each other to law over 
things that were strictly of this life, having no apparent 
bearing on things eternal, which things the least esteemed 
among them had sufficient spiritual wherewithal to judge 
correctly (6:2-4). They were willing to ruin a brother and 
bring down the reputation of the church for personal gain. 
6:5-7. They should have rather taken the loss (vs 7).

The wisdom they were exhibiting was carnal (Jam. 
3:13-18). They were lusting after carnal things (Jam. 4:1-
10). They needed to be reminded again what they had been 
and to what they were to aspire, an inheritance in the king-
dom of God (1 Cor. 6:9-11). Such an aspiration is a noble 
one and requires spiritual nobility that seeks the best for 
others, regardless of their treatment of us (Mat. 5:44; Acts 
14:5).

Generally speaking, the epistles were written because 
of problems in the various congregations, both doctrinal 
and personal. These congregations were given the teaching 
and the opportunity to repent and mend their ways. If they 
did not, their candlestick would be removed (Rev. 2:5). The 
only church among the Asian churches addressed by Jesus 
which was not rebuked was the church in Philadelphia (Rev. 
3:7-13). That does not imply the other congregations had 

THE ACTIONS OF A FAITHFUL CHRISTIAN
Gene Hill

lost their standing but that they had a need to amend their 
ways or they would be lost.

Among the brethren Paul says are best qualified to re-
store the wayward are those who are spiritual (Gal 6:1). 
Those who are actually spiritual are those who accept the 
writings of Paul along with the rest of the Bible as com-
mandments of the Lord (Gal. 6:1; 1 Cor. 14:37; John 14:26; 
15:26; 16:7,13). These who are spiritually capable are not 
just doctrinally accurate but also properly attuned to the spir-
itual issues and needs of those with whom they deal.

SINCE WE ARE TO FOLLOW PAUL
AS HE DID JESUS, OBSERVING HIS

BEHAVIOR IS APPROPRIATE (1 COR. 11:1).
While discussing the importance of God-joined mar-

riage (Mat. 19; Mark 10; Luke 18) and how important it is in 
relation to one’s standing in the kingdom of Heaven, Jesus is 
interrupted by those bringing children to Him to be blessed 
(Mat. 19:13; Mark 10:13; Luke 18:15). The disciples re-
buked them for the interruption, but Jesus, with indignation, 
tells His apostles of the importance of an innocent child’s at-
titude and how that attitude is to be emulated by those seek-
ing that kingdom.

On another occasion (Mat. 19:16-23; Mark 10:17-23; 
Luke 18:18-24), a rich young ruler comes to Jesus seeking 
assurances of eternal life. He appears to be serious as he is 
depicted as running to Jesus, kneeling before Him, and call-
ing Him “good master.” Jesus did not admonish him for 
it, but rather directed him to keep the commandments (Exo. 
20:12-17; Deu. 5:16-21). The man replied he had been faith-
ful to them his whole life. Jesus then addressed his greatest 
need when he told him to distribute his wealth to the poor 
and follow Jesus to have the treasure in heaven he sought.

For balance, we also need to consider that Jesus could 
be pointedly direct in His teaching. Read Matthew 23. Je-
sus begins (vss 1-12) by exposing the thinking of the scribes 
and Pharisees. They knew the Law and could give accurate 
judgments (2-3a), but they would not practice what they 
preached (vss 3b-4). Their works indicated they were all 
about the show (vss 5-12).

Jesus pronounced woe on them seven times (vss 14, 15, 
16, 23, 25, 27, 29); called them fools and blind (vss 17, 19); 
hypocrites (vss 13, 14, 15, 23, 25, 27, 29); and blind guides 
(vss 16, 24). He accused them of being full of hypocrisy and 
iniquity (vs 28), as well as serpents and vipers (vs 33).

He states he would send prophets, wise men, and scribes 
whom they would ignore or kill, crucify, or scourge and per-
secute (vs 34). Such activity would bring all the righteous 
blood down upon them in the ultimate destruction of Jerusa-



lem and Judaism (vss 35-37).
Each situation in which sinful action is suspected of ac-

tually being present is to be judged by its own details with 
appropriate scripture applied in order to solve any issue 
needing resolution. When need arises to call the wayward 
from the error of their way in order to pull them from the 
fire, compassion is absolutely the order of the day (Jude 20-
23)—not so much supposed compassion that we would be-
have as did the Corinthians for which behavior some were 
soundly rebuked by Paul (1 Cor. 5).

It is the responsibility of those seeking repentance from 
the one guilty of sin to make certain their motives and ac-

tions are as pure as humanly possible. It is part of the human 
condition to favor friends, neighbors, relatives, and others 
with whom we may have a relationship of one kind or an-
other. Our task as Christians, seeking to win back the soul, 
is to be as absolutely impartial as we can (Deu. 1:16; 16:18, 
19; Lev. 19:15; 1 Tim. 5:21; Jam. 2:1-4; 3:17).

All that we do as Christians is to be guided and informed 
by the mind of Christ. May we always seek to be guided by 
the Spirit through the Scriptures. 

—120 Stonewall Drive
Indianola, MS 38751

protagonists for their logic, so can we ridicule ours. The use 
of ridicule is not what troubles them; it is what the ridicule 
implies that troubles them.

In all of this sad state of events, sister Heimburger has 
been relegated to the periphery while the destruction of the 
Spring church has assumed center stage all because we will 
not accept their charges against sister Heimburger as final 
proof and insist that the brethren, current and former, at the 
New Braunfels church, settle the matter among themselves. 
What if such a meeting took place and the result was an ex-
oneration of sister Heimburger of all or most charges against 
her? Would the Parkers abide by such a result? Perhaps they 
would, but all indications to date are that they will either 
rule or ruin apparently not recognizing that ruling and ruin-
ing does not prove their case. In addition to the consistent 
and oft repeated position of the Spring elders that this is a 
New Braunfels matter to settle, we also were closed-mouth 
about this to anyone else even to the extent of not inform-
ing our own members. In fact, at least one of the individuals 
proposed by the Parkers as a moderator had to broach the 
subject with us before we would discuss it. Not so with the 
Parkers. We had a number of preachers inform us that Lynn 
Parker had informed them of this matter (his side, of course) 
before it became public. Apparently, the gossip of the accus-
er is less egregious than the purported gossip of the accused.

When we read the sets of charges and the reply, we noted 
how different were the events described by the two oppos-
ing parties and the personal nature of the conflict. No one 
disagreed doctrinally on marriage, divorce, or remarriage; 
instrumental music; the inspiration of the Bible; the nature 
of the church; or any like doctrinal issue. It appeared to us 
to be a “he said, she said” dispute, a matter of personalities. 
Quite frankly, we believed, and still do, that the only way to 
resolve this issue was for those parties at New Braunfels at 
the time the described events occurred (in the interim, most 
have left New Braunfels for various reasons) to get together 
to resolve this matter among themselves. In July 2014, the 
remaining men of the New Braunfels congregation (which 
included Manuel Guajado) withdrew fellowship from sister 

Heimburger. Spring did not honor that withdrawal (although 
we did not receive the withdrawal letter until months later) 
since the elders could not determine from the documents the 
veracity of each side’s purported facts. Spring’s position was 
then and still is, it is a New Braunfels problem of a personal 
nature (there has been mention of a tiff between kids and, if 
you can believe it, some issue with a peach tree), let New 
Braunfels resolve it. Based on subsequent actions by Lynn, 
Preston, Patrick, Dave Watson, and Mike Mallett (Evant 
Church of Christ), the dispute between the Parkers and Jen-
nifer Heimburger morphed into a vendetta against the Spring 
Church of Christ elders, particularly Kenneth Cohn, because 
the Spring elders dared to suggest that the issue be resolved 
by those members at New Braunfels, present and past, who 
had firsthand knowledge of the facts and refused to accept 
only one side’s allegations as proved facts. 

Lynn, Preston, or Patrick, or all three, had requested 
to meet with Jennifer with attendees being those they had 
chosen. Lynn recruited Dub McClish and Michael Hatcher 
(they have articles in this special edition to which the reader 
should refer) to serve as moderators by apparently telling 
them only his side. Jennifer was agreeable to these two serv-
ing as moderators provided that David Brown and the Spring 
elders also served as moderators. Furthermore, she insisted 
that all persons having direct knowledge of the facts of the 
dispute be present, not just the ones selected by Lynn (a po-
sition to which we ascribe). He refused. Although he sub-
sequently agreed to expand the attendee list, he remained 
resolute in his refusal to participate in any meeting in which 
David Brown, Kenneth Cohn, and Buddy Roth served as 
moderators. Sister Heimburger was just as resolute in her 
request for additional moderators.

His refusal apparently was predicated on his belief that 
these individuals were biased in favor of Jennifer Heimburg-
er. Putting together what he, Preston, David Watson, John 
Rose, and Mike Mallett have written or asked, we piece to-
gether their reasoning. They have asked on more than one 
occasion if we gave Jennifer “council” (sic), comfort, or the 
like, and did we write her responses to them, i.e., did we tell 

(Continued from page 1)
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her what to say. When she received the list of charges from 
Lynn and Preston, she did ask us (and a number of others, 
as well) what she should do. We responded, as did the others 
she consulted, that she should respond to each paragraph of 
Lynn’s charges, i.e., give her side of the story. She pointed 
out that she was not a good writer. We agreed to help her 
with the grammar and sentence structure, but we would not 
change the import or force of any statement of facts she set 
forth therein. When we received her so-called rebuttal letter, 
we were simply amazed as to how differently it described 
the same events included in Lynn’s document of charges. We 
decided that we could not, and would not, touch it, top, side,  
bottom, or edge. What Lynn and Preston failed to under-
stand, and will not acknowledge, is that sister Heimburger 
is fully capable in making her own decisions, and did so in 
her choice of moderators. In a statement that she made to 
Preston, she said that,

As far as I am aware (you can ask them), the Spring elders 
based their decision [not to honor the withdrawal from her, 
Spring elders] on the statements in your letter and not on any 
conversation I had with them about you or Lynn (since I didn’t 
have any conversation with them about you or Lynn).

 Apparently, the Parkers believe that her foregoing statement 
is a lie.

She apparently believed that anyone selected solely by 
Lynn would be biased (this should not be construed in any 
way that would disparage the integrity of the moderators se-
lected by Lynn) since they would have heard only one side 
of the issue. We suppose her prior experiences with Lynn led 
her to this belief. She was accused of trying to control any 
proposed meeting by insisting on her list of moderators and 
attendees. Lynn, et al., do not believe the accused has any 
right to place any conditions on a meeting. That is an odd 
assertion coming from a law enforcement officer.

Based on statements made by Lynn, et al., they have 
asserted that sister Heimburger spent many hours discuss-
ing this matter with the Spring elders, particularly Kenneth 
Cohn. Such discussions never took place. This explains why 
we were so surprised and amazed at the differences in the 
letter of charges and the letter of rebuttal. We should point 
out that this was the first time we learned of the details of 
the matter, although Lynn did inform Kenneth Cohn months 
earlier, in a phone conversation about other matters, that sis-
ter Heimburger (and also Trish Brown, wife of Tim Brown) 
had been gossiping (no details were proffered nor request-
ed). Sister Heimburger never placed, nor discussed with the 
elders about placing membership with the Spring congrega-
tion as some of the questions we were asked implied.

It is curious to some why it is that a son would be so 
adamant in his accusations against his mother, such as is the 
case of Preston against his mother. This is offered by Lynn 
and Preston as if it is additional proof as to the veracity of 
their claims. We do not deny that it is heart-rending to make 

such accusations against one’s dearest kin, but such does 
not constitute proof of guilt or innocence. One must keep 
in mind that when Preston lays his head down at night, it 
is not his mother lying next to him, but Caroline, his wife. 
This is the same with Patrick Brown. There was a meeting 
in September 2014 attended by Patrick and Hannah Brown, 
the Spring elders, Tim Brown, and David Brown. During 
the course of the meeting, Patrick was asked point blank 
if he considered Jennifer Heimburger guilty of gossiping 
based on the charges by Lynn and Preston. He said no. The 
very same question was asked of Hannah Brown (middle 
daughter of Lynn Parker). She said yes. This is the reason, 
we stated to them, that the current and former members of 
New Braunfels must be the ones to get together to resolve 
this issue. Preston claims that he is to be further believed 
because he knows his mother better than anyone else. What 
he neglects to mention is the obvious: his mother knows him 
better than anyone else. And what does his statement say of 
his sister and older brother, who both oppose him?

Lynn and Preston have made much of the fact that the 
Spring elders would not meet with them to consider what 
they claimed was additional evidence proving sister Heim-
burger’s guilt. We have reproduced the exchange below. Of 
course, they responded to our letter of refusal, and if we had 
responded to their response to our response, they would have 
responded again. And so it goes, ad infinitum, or perhaps 
more appropriately, ad nauseum.
An email from Preston Heimburger to the Spring elders 
dated 9/23/14.
Elders of the Spring Church of Christ,

It has come to our attention that the Spring congregation 
under your oversight has refused to “honor” the withdrawal 
of fellowship from Jennifer Heimburger, previously a mem-
ber of the Church of Christ at New Braunfels.

Your reasons for doing so remain unclear to us, as we 
have not yet been contacted for information regarding this 
matter by any member of the Spring congregation. If you 
have made this decision based on a lack of evidence or in-
formation (as we have heard from others) we are wondering 
why we have not been asked to supply more information or 
to discuss this matter.

Whatever your reasons, there is ample evidence that 
shows that our action of withdrawing from Jennifer was, and 
still is, the only Biblically correct action to take. The evi-
dence comes from multiple witnesses, over an extended pe-
riod of time; and is much more than what was mentioned in 
our personal letters to her that were written in an attempt to 
restore her, letters that were never intended to be exhaustive.

We would like to meet with the Elders of Spring to dis-
cuss this issue.

We will at that time be more than happy to present more 
evidence if that is the reason for your refusal to withdraw, 



and we will be perfectly willing to answer any questions that 
you may have regarding this issue. A meeting is far prefer-
able to a written correspondence regarding this matter, due 
to the scope and history of this matter, and the importance of 
settling it as soon as possible.

We request a meeting between the Elders of Spring and 
Preston Heimburger (who has been unanimously authorized 
to speak for the Men of New Braunfels regarding this mat-
ter, for the sake of expediency), Lynn Parker (primarily as 
a witness of pertinent events), Dub McClish, and Michael 
Hatcher (as neutral and mutually trusted witnesses for this 
meeting).

The Men of New Braunfels would not have taken this 
measure regarding Jennifer Heimburger were it not proven 
necessary. We believe and stand where we always have re-
garding the Biblical principal of withdrawing fellowship 
from the erring; no matter how emotionally painful it may 
be in its execution.

This matter needs to be resolved with all haste. The 
potential ramifications of these actions if left to grow even 
more will cause much heartache and division that our al-
ready small brotherhood does not need.

It is important that we settle any disputes and questions 
between us; so that we can turn our efforts towards further-
ing the cause of Christ rather than dealing with needless and 
harmful division. It is to this end that we are contacting you.
For the cause of Christ our Lord,
The Men of New Braunfels through Preston Heimburger.
Our response dated 9/27/14
Preston,

We are in receipt of your email of September 23, 2014. 
We must say that this is an odd email from a number of per-
spectives.

1. You are asking us to meet to discuss charges against 
Jennifer Heimburger without Jennifer being present. It seems 
to us that this is tantamount to talking behind her back, gos-
siping about her, if you will. One person’s information is an-
other person’s gossip. As we read the letters in question, that 
seems to be your contention against Jennifer, at least in part.

2. You say that we did not contact you regarding our 
decision not to honor your withdrawal from Jennifer (such 
knowledge being obtained from some unnamed source). We 
don’t recall that you ever informed us of the withdrawal. We 
found out about the particulars, like so many others, from 
reading the subject letters that contained a blanket and unre-
stricted permission to distribute.

3. You seem to be saying that said letters are an incom-
plete record of the charges against Jennifer. It may also be 
said that, in such case, that Jennifer’s unwritten rebuttal to 
such unwritten charges may be an incomplete record as well. 
Even so, don’t you think it wise for Jennifer to have a com-

plete record of the charges you have against her?
4. We fail to see that a resolution of this Heimburger 

matter is achievable by a meeting among the parties named 
in your email. If the meeting took place as suggested, and 
the Spring elders fully agreed with your position (which we 
do not), that would not resolve the charges against Jennifer. 
She would not be present to answer. After all, you are trying 
to get her to repent (assuming that she needs to), not us. In 
our view, the accuser and the accused as well as all parties 
having direct knowledge of the facts of the case are the ones 
that should be in any meeting.

5. You talk about the Men of New Braunfels as if this 
group has always been comprised of a static number. You 
must admit that the “Men” are much reduced in number 
since Jennifer moved to Virginia. In your charges, named or 
yet to be named, will you maintain that this reduction is a re-
sult of Jennifer’s alleged unfaithfulness? To answer this and 
other questions, these “other”, now absent, men must be in 
a meeting to consider the charges against Jennifer, provided, 
of course, that they are credible witnesses to the facts of the 
case.

6. What is the deal with having Dub McClish and Mi-
chael Hatcher in your proposed meeting? The Spring elders 
are fully capable of handling the affairs of the Spring congre-
gation and answering for our own decisions. As much as we 
respect Dub and Michael, we will not permit outside others 
to sit in on our meetings uninvited in some capacity (over-
sight capacity, perhaps?) that we are unable to define.

7. Any meeting needs to include all of the individuals 
having direct knowledge of the facts of the case or are cred-
ible witnesses to the facts of the case. All of the charges need 
to be reduced to a writing that Jennifer can rebut (if she can). 
Both you and Jennifer have made proposals. Since she is the 
accused, we believe that in all fairness to the accused, her 
proposal is the most reasonable and should be accepted by 
you. It works no disadvantage to your cause.

Accordingly, we deny your request for a meeting as you 
proposed. We suggest strongly that you accept Jennifer’s 
proposal. It seems fair to us and, in our view, neither gives 
advantage nor works disadvantage to the accuser or the ac-
cused.
Buddy R. Roth
Kenneth D. Cohn
Elders
Spring Church of Christ

Brethren, the whole scenario respecting the events at 
New Braunfels is regrettable, but the fact remains that it is 
not of Spring’s making. Jennifer Heimburger has repeatedly 
stated that if it can be proved from the scriptures that she is 
guilty of any sin, she will repent. We have repeatedly said 
that if it can be proved from the scriptures that she has sinned 
and she will not repent, we will withdraw fellowship from 
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her. We also stated that we do not believe that sister Heim-
burger is a Jezebel, but it is within the realm of possibilities 
that she is a Sapphira. Dave Watson and John Rose accused us 
of throwing sister Heimburger under the bus (of course, they 
think that is where she belongs) since Sapphira was a liar. For 
such logicians to miss this is simply amazing, but the elders 
chose this particular wording to allow them to demonstrate 
their hypocrisy. It could be stated as follows:

We do not believe that sister Heimburger is a Jezebel, but 
it is within the realm of possibilities that she is a Sapphira. 
We do not believe that sister Heimburger is a Jezebel, but it is 
within the realm of possibilities that neither is she a Sapphira. 
We do not believe that Lynn Parker is an Ahab, but it is within 
the realm of possibilities that he is a Diotrephes. We do not 
believe that Lynn Parker is an Ahab, but it is within the realm 

of possibilities that neither is he a Diotrephes.
What the Dave Watsons and John Roses of the world 

fail to recognize is that none of the above statements proves 
anything, but are mere possibilities.

Much has been written about this sad occurrence of 
events. Because Lynn Parker, et al., have continued to press 
this matter to the disruption of harmony among the few re-
maining faithful brethren, the Spring elders were compelled 
to mark them as divisive and not abiding in the doctrine of 
Christ. We do not expect that they shall ever cease to be divi-
sive. In our humble opinion, it is time to admit that they are 
joined to idols, leave them alone. 

—P.O. Box 39
Spring, TX 77383

Ken Cohn and I have worked together for many years. I have grown to respect and trust him, especially when 
it comes to expressing the views and decisions of the eldership in writing. Some have mistakenly assumed that 
when Ken writes on a matter for the eldership that I have not had a voice. Ken scrupulously submits all matters 
for my review, input, and approval. Those who suggest otherwise are merely trying to negate Ken’s ability to 
write and logically set forth an argument. If it is upsetting to some that the Spring eldership make good use of 
Ken’s abilities, they must think that Paul’s discourse in 1 Corinthians 12 concerning the abilities of all members 
does not apply to elders.  —Buddy R. Roth

signing of a certain letter placing him in opposition to Lynn 
and company meant nothing. The previous charge was made 
because of an earlier phone conversation between Lynn and 
Manuel that Lynn recorded. In said phone recording brother 
Guajardo declared his opposition to some of us and his sup-
port for the withdrawal of fellowship from sister Heimburger. 
One of Lynn’s sons-in-law, Preston Heimburger, made said 
recording public in an attempt to counter the letter signed by 
Manuel, indicating his opposition to Lynn Parker. Obviously 
Lynn gave the recording to Preston.

It is interesting to note that Manuel did not know said 
phone conversation was being recorded by Lynn. In Texas 
such recordings are legal. However, was it ethical for Lynn to 
record it? Was it some form of what has been called “biblical 
ethical deceit”? Was it doing unto others as you would have 
them do unto you? Why did Lynn think he needed to record 
that phone conversation? Further, for all who have talked to 
Lynn about said matters, did he record your conversation 
with him too? 

Of course, in Lynn’s view, when Manuel signed a letter 
indicating agreement with and support of Lynn’s desires, 
Manuel’s signature indicated his integrity and everything 
connected thereto as they ought to be. But, is it not the case 
that people ought to change to embrace the truth when they 
recognize they are in error regardless of what the issue may 
be? This is what we plead with all men to do. Of the con-

(Editorial Continued from page 2)
verted Saul of Tarsus, Luke recorded the difference in Saul 
the persecutor of the church and the converted Saul:

And straightway he preached Christ in the synagogues, that 
he is the Son of God. But all that heard him were amazed, 
and said; Is not this he that destroyed them which called 
on this name in Jerusalem, and came hither for that intent, 
that he might bring them bound unto the chief priests (Acts 
9:20, 21)?

Truly, one can change from a position that he once vehe-
mently opposed to a position of fervently supporting and 
advocating the same.

It is a fact that Dave Watson, his son-in-law, John Rose,  
Dave’s son, Ryan Watson, Mike Mallet of the Evant, TX 
church, and certain other Evant members have received di-
rectly or indirectly all their information concerning Jennifer 
Heimburger and matters related thereto from Lynn Parker.  
Time and time again the foregoing brethren were offered the 
testimony of others, and time and time again they chose to  
reject those offers and listen only to Lynn and company. The 
foregoing is also dealt with in other articles in this special 
edition of CFTF. 

Lynn and company have indicated that they welcomed 
questions about the matters with which this special edition 
of CFTF is concerned. However, when someone who has 
much direct knowledge of said events posed questions to 
them, they were as silent as an oyster when it came to an-
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swering the questions put to them. Consider the following 
emails of March 2015 from Tim Brown. The emails speak for 
themselves and were originally written in red. 

Preston,

Below is an excerpt from your March 1st email.
Her influence was still in the congregation; several members left 
during this time. We as a congregation marked her as being divi-
sive.  (The first sentence of the foregoing quotation was high-lighted 
in yellow and the second sentence in blue.—Editor) 

1. What specific brethren left the congregation at NB because 
of your mothers influence? Be specific.

2. Who are the “We” in the NB congregation specifically that 
marked your mother as being divisive? Name the men who 
marked your mother and when this occurred. An exact date 
would be good if you can produce one.

3. When did you split from the New Braunfels congregation? 
A date will work.

4. Can you confirm when you left and for exactly what rea-
sons? 

The recent email/letter sounded like it was a recent split, but I 
had the understanding it was back in November or December 
of 2014. 

dcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdc

Lynn,

Seeking clarification from your latest letter to Dub and Mi-
chael.

“8. Dub, you asked if there was indeed division at NB. Read the 
text messages yourself between Trish Brown and Desiree Guajardo. 
Those statements had basis someplace, and they did indeed come 
true. Further, the Hastings left when we were contesting two is-
sues with them and one of those issues was Jennifer. Yes, Jennifer 
caused division. She had help from others as well. Other evidence 
has already been given of the divisive conduct of Jennifer.”

See the underlined text above and provide answers for the 
questions below. 

1. Are you spreading this around?

2. If you have spread this around, exactly who and how many 
have you sent it to? Be specific.

3. Exactly what information have you spread around? Be spe-
cific.

4. Who specifically helped Jennifer cause division? Name 
them if you are so certain.

We, Trish and I, had the understanding that the text issue was 
resolved. Yet here it is again in a reference that implies you 
have spread it around and it is not resolved with you.
Am I mistaken?

dcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdc

Lynn and Preston,

Its been 10 days since my last email and still no answers to 
these simple questions. The longer you go without answering 
the more I have to question your actions in any and all of this. 

Am I not worthy of your answers to these simple straight for-
ward questions? 

The answer to that might provide some clarification.
Or maybe its the answers to these questions that cause the 
hesitation? 
Only your answers will tell.

I’ve provided the same questions again down below, if you can 
find the time and you both deem I am worthy of your reply.

I’m beginning to wonder what happened to all of the “urgen-
cy” you were both so concerned with. 

dcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdc

Preston,

Below is an excerpt from your March 1st email.
Her influence was still in the congregation; several members 
left during this time. We as a congregation marked her as be-
ing divisive. (The first sentence of the foregoing quotation was 
high-lighted in yellow and the second sentence in blue.—Editor)

1. What specific brethren left the congregation at NB because 
of your mothers influence? Be specific.

2. Who are the “We” in the NB congregation specifically that 
marked your mother as being divisive? Name the men who 
marked your mother and when this occurred. An exact date 
would be good if you can produce one.

3. When did you split from the New Braunfels congregation? 
A date will work.

4. Can you confirm when you left and for exactly what rea-
sons? 

The recent email/letter sounded like it was a recent split ,but I 
had the understanding it was back in November or December 
of 2014. 

I took the liberty of forwarding Preston’s March 1st email to 
those (the accused) who did not receive it.

In conclusion I will ask you both the same thing that I asked 
on Monday concerning these simple questions...

Are you planning on answering or not?

David (Tim) Brown
dcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdc

(Again Tim emailed the following to Lynn and Preston—Editor)

Lynn and Preston,

I was under the impression that you guys wanted questions, 
so maybe you can understand why I am curious as to why my 
questions have not been answered.

I thought they were fairly simple and straight forward but 
maybe you lost them or forgot.

If that’s the case then I have provided them again in a com-
bined email to both of you.

I’ve added a couple of more questions to the lot, so read care-
fully.

Lynn,

Seeking clarification from your latest letter to Dub and Mi-
chael,

“8. Dub, you asked if there was indeed division at NB. Read 
the text messages yourself between Trish Brown and Desiree 
Guajardo. Those statements had basis someplace, and they 
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did indeed come true. Further, the Hastings left when we were 
contesting two issues with them and one of those issues was 
Jennifer. Yes, Jennifer caused division. She had help from oth-
ers as well. Other evidence has already been given of the 
divisive conduct of Jennifer.”

See the underlined text above and provide answers for the 
questions below. 

1. Are you spreading this around?

2. If you have spread this around, exactly who and how many 
have you sent it to? Be specific.

3. Exactly what information have you spread around? Be spe-
cific.

4. Who specifically helped Jennifer cause division? Name them 
if you are so certain.

We, Trish and I, had the understanding that the text issue was 
resolved. Yet here it is again in a reference that implies you have 
spread it around and it is not resolved with you.
Am I mistaken?

Lynn and Preston refused to answer Tim Brown’s emails. 
dcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdc

At this point it is important for all to know that those 
brothers and sisters who are now strongly opposed by Lynn 
Parker were at one time his friends and even close friends.

Lynn has visited with me about all kinds of problems 
(family and otherwise), beginning around 30 years ago. He 
knows that we were close enough that we talked consider-
ably about certain personal matters pertaining to the kind of 
issues, including the kind of actions that have characterized 
him in said recent NB problems.

Lynn knows that he regularly spoke to me about his great 
concerns about being like one of his uncles whose reputation 
for being self-willed and contentious is well known to this day 
in the Austin, San Marcos, New Braunfels churches, and in 
the business world. This tendency to be like this uncle greatly 
troubled Lynn, but it seems that he is determined to walk in 
his uncle’s footsteps. Lynn knows that we were close enough 
to one another that when he began to go off on some kind of 
tangent, not unlike the present NB fiasco, that I would say to 
Him, “Lynn, your (uncle’s name here) is coming out in you.” 
In those days Lynn seemed to listen when I called this to his 
attention, but no longer is that the case. 

Before Lynn and his first wife, Mary Ann, had their own 
children, they were considering adopting two brothers. Be-
cause of my experience in childcare, he asked for my advice 
about the matter. I pointed out certain pitfalls in adopting 
children as old as they were, as well other matters involved 
therein. Lynn and Mary Ann adopted the brothers and, suf-
fice it to say, Lynn knows how that turned out. 

When Lynn desired to honor his grandfather, the only 
real father he ever knew, with the Spring elders’ approval, 
I was glad to dedicate one of our lectureship books to his 
grandfather and it was presented to the elder Parker on the 
first night of the lectureship. Knowing Lynn’s grandfather 
and his good reputation in the San Marcos, TX area church-

es, I was elated to be a part of that endeavor.
In the 1990s I encouraged Lynn to come to work with 

the Spring congregation’s preacher training school. Lynn was 
also a great help to me in three of my public oral debates and 
I was with him at the hospital when his last baby was born.  
Further, when Lynn decided to move to NB, I recommended 
Lynn for the work.  

After moving to NB he and his family were in a terrible 
automobile accident. While they remained in their wrecked 
automobile, not knowing how critically injured any of them 
were, Lynn phoned me to request my help. 

There are many more things of like nature in which Lynn 
and I were involved, but lack of space will not permit men-
tioning them all. Over the years I have been to Lynn any-
thing but an enemy and he knows that as well as he knows 
anything. 

Of the men at NB at the time of Lynn’s move there, Man-
uel Guajardo was one of those who supported Lynn. Also, 
Ken Cohn and I drove to NB from Spring to offer comfort 
and assistance to Lynn when Mary Ann left him. Yes, it was 
that diabolical Ken Cohn who paid all of Lynn’s attorney fees 
pertaining to his divorce, never expecting a penny in return. 
It was that vile Jennifer Heimburger who gifted Lynn with 
just under $20,000.00 and was in business to a certain extent 
with Lynn. Indeed, following her husband’s death, Lynn in-
vited  Jennifer to live alongside his family on what, for lack 
of a better way to refer to it, was a compound that Lynn envi-
sioned, but never came into being.

Lynn never had better friends than Lonnie and Bernice 
Hastings. For weeks on end, the Hastings took care of the 
Parker family following their automobile accident. They were 
with the Parkers night and day. Also Lynn desired Lonnie to 
be an elder at NB. When Lonnie indicated to Lynn that he 
did not think he was qualified, Lynn asked me to encour-
age Lonnie to serve as an elder. Lonnie and Bernice helped 
Lynn with his summer camp in so many ways. There were no 
greater supporters of Lynn Parker and his family than were 
Lonnie and Bernice Hastings. And, when Andy and Linda 
Hastings placed membership with NB, they too helped Lynn 
at camp and in other ways in NB.  

When my son, Tim, and his family moved to the area, 
knowing the liberalism in the other churches, they chose to 
drive for about an hour one way to be members of the NB 
church. They were friends and supporters of Lynn and his 
family, as Lynn well knows. Moreover, following their second 
move to NB, for some time they continued to be on friendly 
terms with the Parkers. In fact, because of this relationship, 
Patrick, Tim’s son and my grandson, met Hannah Parker, an-
other one of Lynn’s daughters. They became friends, a court-
ship ensued, and they married. And, thus Lynn has another 
supporter who is fully content to listen to the Parker rendi-
tion of said problems, but turns a deaf ear to those of NB who 
have something different to say about said problems. Their 
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excuse for pursuing this course is that those who speak con-
trary to what Lynn and friends have to say are not truthful 
and cannot be trusted. How convenient.

The foregoing brethren are not mentioned in an attempt 
to say if one’s friends or family members sin, they should be 
given a pass. But it is to say that other upstanding members 
of the NB church did not support Lynn in his efforts against 
Jennifer Heimburger, and they knew as much about Jennifer 
as did Lynn and his family. What Lynn does not want to deal 
with is the fact that there are members of NB who not only 
know Jennifer as well as Lynn does, but they also know him 
and his children as well as they know Jennifer. It is highly inter-
esting that Jennifer’s two other children do not see their mother 
as the ogre Caroline’s husband, Preston, makes her out to be.

When brother Parker heard that the Spring congrega-
tion, located about 200 miles to the East of New Braunfels 
in the greater Houston, TX area, would not honor the Parker 
family led NB withdrawal from Jennifer Heimburger, he and 
his began a concerted attack on the Spring congregation, fo-
cusing on the Spring eldership, and zeroing in on one of the 
elders in particular, Kenneth D. Cohn. Lynn’s attitude in said 
matter is this, “Me and mine have informed you about what 
we did concerning Jennifer at NB and you do not need any 
other information from any other members of NB or anyone 
else about the matter.” But the Spring elders and I knew there 
were other faithful members of NB who had a problem with 
the way Lynn handled himself when it came to getting what 
he wanted and we were unwilling to ignore what they might 
have to say in the matter.

Time and again the Spring elders have made it clear that 
they were not and are not saying that Jennifer is innocent 
or guilty of the things with which Lynn and company have 
charged her, but since Lynn and friends have taken this inter-
nal NB problem beyond the boundaries of NB, expecting oth-
ers to uphold the withdrawal directed and led by him and, 
fundamentally, his family, then he needs to understand that 
for those outside NB to be able to honor said withdrawal, we 
need to have an impartial hearing in which all involved can 
be heard, including Jennifer, regarding her situation. Why 
should this request incense Lynn Parker? Why fear such a 
meeting? It may come as a complete surprise to many, but 
the Spring elders have never met with Jennifer. I, personally, 
have never met with her about this matter and have written 
only one brief email to Jennifer. In that email I told her that 
if in said matter she was on the side of truth I would stand 
by her. 

Lynn’s attitude in said problem is this, “Me and mine 
have told you what the score is and that is all you need to 
know. Now act on that or feel my wrath.” If that is not the 
case with him, then why did he object so strenuously to a 
meeting regarding said matter as previously called for many 
months ago? 

Unlike Dave Watson, certain ones of his family, Mike 
Mallet, and some other Evant church members, we are not 

content to listen to only one side’s information when there 
are others who do not see matters pertaining to Jennifer as 
Lynn and friends have described her. Further, she has made 
it clear over and over again, that if it can be proved from the 
scriptures that she has sinned she will repent. And, she has 
stayed true to her words on other matters wherein she was in 
error. Is it not the case that Christians ought to want matters 
clarified and  repentance brought about if such is needed? Do 
we not want all the truth bearing on a case before we draw 
our conclusions? However, we do not see that desire on the 
part of Lynn and his supporters regarding Jennifer or Spring. 
What we do see from Lynn, Preston, and the Parker family, 
Dave Watson and his family, and Mike Mallet and friends, is 
a desire to hinder the gathering of all information bearing on 
said case. They did not want a proper meeting or meetings 
with all involved to be heard. They did not want any possi-
bility of anyone cross examining anyone. They did not want 
anyone to question what they have published abroad. They 
simply want other brethren to listen to them and do what 
they tell them to do, no questions asked. 

It has thrilled Dave Watson, et al., to jump on the Parker 
band wagon. But Dave knows nothing directly or indirectly 
about the Heimburger problems, except that it came from 
Lynn Parker. Objectivity and fairness, thou art precious jew-
els. Then John Rose, Dave’s son-in-law,  comes along trying to 
impress folks with his use of logic. However, to reason with-
out having all the facts in a case can never work for anyone’s 
good. John, walking ever so closely and daintily in the foot-
steps of his father-in-law, refuses to hear anyone but Lynn,  a 
very unreasonable approach to solving correctly any prob-
lems. They cannot hide the fact that they cannot afford to 
examine all sides involved in said controversy and continue 
to hold their erroneous position. They know little personally 
about Lynn, his family, or his background. They know little 
about NB. And, what they do know about said NB troubles 
comes from one single solitary source—Lynn Parker. Now 
before the judge of all the earth, let them deny the foregoing 
and reveal to us from what other primary sources they have 
gathered their information about said NB matters.  

In bringing this editorial to an end, let it be said one more 
time that all that the Spring congregation’s elders originally 
did regarding the Jennifer Heimburger matter was to say that 
we need to hear from other NB members who disagreed with 
Lynn Parker and friends handling of the then NB congrega-
tion’s withdrawal from Jennifer Heimburger before we can 
honor said withdrawal. Why would anyone be opposed to 
that request? Jennifer has said that if she is proven guilty of 
the charges Lynn Parker and company have laid at her feet, 
she will repent. But, Jennifer has settled any problems be-
tween her and the present NB church. Rather than rejoice 
over that reconciliation, Lynn, is now out of fellowship with 
NB and Jennifer, as well as a great many other brethren he 
used to fellowship.

—David P. Brown,  Editor 



The apostle Paul certainly experienced many things 
for the cause of Christ that were far from pleasant. Among 
the things that were his “perils” mentioned in 2 Corinthi-
ans 11, he mentions “perils among false brethren” (vs. 26 
NKJV). Not only did he have to deal with those that seem to 
be sheep, but in reality were wolves in sheep’s clothing, he 
also had to deal with the kind of difficulty that was inherent 
in dealing with those who had fallen into error or division for 
various reasons.

Paul had to deal with such men as Demas, who had for-
saken him because he “loved this present world” (2 Tim. 
4:10). He had to deal with a separation from a trusted com-
panion and fellow worker, Barnabas, over the inclusion of 
John Mark on a missionary journey (Acts 15:39). Paul had 
to deal with the divisive actions of one who was considered a 
“pillar” of the faith, Peter, over his dissimulation at Antioch 
(Gal. 2:11-13). The issue at hand and the reason for this writ-
ing concerns one such man and his recent actions, which are 
causing division in the brotherhood.

There is a relatively short list of men that I have re-
spected over time enough to want to emulate them in some 
way. Lynn Parker is one such man. I came to know Lynn 
because of his work at various lectureships and in various 
publications as a man of great respect. I came to know him 
personally several years ago when I began to be involved in 
some of the same lectureships as he. His actions in contend-
ing for the faith (Jude 3) stood out to me for many reasons, 
but was made even more clear by his attendance at the 2008 
Contending for The Faith Lectures at the Spring Church of 
Christ in Spring, Texas. After a day and a half of listening to 
attempts by the Rodriguez brothers to disrupt the proceed-
ings by sowing confusion, it was Lynn Parker who set the re-
cord straight by cutting through all the flak and getting right 
to the heart of the situation. His abilities are second to none. 
Further, he was also my friend.

In June of 2009, Lynn and I were jointly attending and 
speaking at the Bellview Lectures in Pensacola, Florida. At 
the conclusion of the lectures, Lynn told me he wanted to 
meet with me at our hotel and discuss something with me. At 
that meeting, Lynn invited me to become a part of the staff of 
a new Bible camp he was organizing. At the time, I was un-
aware that there was already a Bible camp in the same gen-
eral area that he had helped found, but simply wanted a dif-
ferent venue in the Texas hill country. Being asked by Lynn 
was a great honor to me and I responded in the affirmative.

I attended my first camp in June of 2010, and continued 
to be a part for the following three years. During these Bible 
camps, I also struck up a relationship with various members 

A Thin Pancake
Dennis (Skip) Francis

of the Hastings family (New Braunfels), as well as Mike 
Mallet (Evant). At the time I found them to be good, loving 
Christians with a desire to teach and practice the truth. The 
first two camps, 2010 and 2011, were relatively uneventful. 
The same cannot be said for the camp programs in 2012 and 
2013. 

It was early in 2012 that we received a call at the church 
building one evening from Caroline Parker notifying us that 
Mary Ann Parker, Lynn’s wife, had left him for another man. 
I expressed my deep sorrow and told her I would contact 
Lynn at a later date, once the initial shock had worn off. I 
also said that we would be happy to take up some of the 
slack at camp, just let us know what was needed. When the 
time for camp rolled around, it was evident that Lynn had not 
been able to set aside his emotional side in favor of putting 
on a better face. He not only exhibited some unusual be-
havior, but said some things in the hearing of young people 
that I thought were not appropriate, but that demonstrated 
how emotional he was at the time. While I fully understand 
the emotions he was feeling, having experienced the same 
thing many years ago, it is the kind of thing that should be 
squelched in the presence of those younger, impressionable 
souls. It was this very thing that forced me to start thinking 
about my relationship with the camp. I considered not re-
turning in 2013. In the 6 months between camp and the end 
of 2012, Lynn had met and married his second wife, Tammy.

In early 2013, Lynn contacted me again about camp and 
I decided to give it one more try. That year’s camp had a 
new dynamic in that Lynn had remarried and his new wife 
was also involved with the camp. Overall, things went much 
better that year. There was, however, one notable exception. 
I noticed that Jennifer Heimberger was not there, which I 
found to be highly unusual. Jennifer had been at each of the 
camps prior to this and had been a trusted aid to Lynn, his 
family, and the New Braunfels church. In fact, the Parkers 
and Heimbergers were like one family instead of two. One 
afternoon I asked Lonnie and Bernice Hastings about Jenni-
fer. They were both very reluctant to answer and would only 
say that they felt that Jennifer was being wronged in New 
Braunfels and how they were torn between their love for the 
New Braunfels church and Lynn Parker, and their love for 
Jennifer. It was soon after, that I heard about the Heimberg-
ers moving to Virginia.

I received word in early 2014 that there would be no 
camp that year due to significant changes in the makeup of 
the congregation at New Braufels as well as the fact that 
Lynn  had sold his farm and was relocating. I then received 
an email from Lynn, dated Feb. 20, 2015 concerning a new 
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congregation in Hondo, Texas that he and his family had 
founded, along with his son-in-law, Preston Heimberger, and 
his daughter Caroline. One wonders how it is that those who 
profess to be a part of one congregation can be a spokesper-
son for a different one. After the notice came (Feb. 20) of the 
beginnings of a new congregation which had, on its mem-
bership rolls, both Preston Heimberger and Lynn Parker, an 
email was sent (Mar. 1, 2015) to various brethren from Pres-
ton ostensibly representing the New Braunfels congregation. 
If Lynn and Preston had already begun the congregation in 
Hondo Texas, how can Preston represent the New Braunfels 
church?

The email dated Mar. 1, 2015, titled “Tragedy regarding 
fellowship and informing brethren,” was sent to cause breth-
ren to believe that neither Jennifer nor the Spring Church of 
Christ, Spring Texas, were worthy of Christian  fellowship. 
Such was particularly troubling to me and my family as we 
have had a good relationship with both the New Braunfels 
church (and all associated with the Parker family) and the 
Spring Texas church and all members there. 

I have always tried to be a cautious man and not take 
things at face value. A case in point involves the controversy 
some years ago over H. A. (Buster) Dobbs and his teachings 
regarding worship. I was notified by some trusted brethren 
of this error but determined to know both sides of the story. 
As it has been said, “no matter how thin the pancake, there 
are always 2 sides”. I emailed Buster Dobbs, himself, as well 
as several who knew him more closely and it was Buster’s 
own words that convinced me he was in error. In the case 
involving the Parkers and the Spring church, I determined 
to wait until all the evidence was in. Unfortunately, that has 
never happened, unless, of course, one assumes that all the 
evidence is in and it is very thin. This is the very heart of this 
problem. We are asked, even coerced, into making a deci-
sion on the testimony of some brethren yet they have very 
little evidence to provide other than their own testimony that 
it happened. Even worse, there are witnesses to the events 
at hand that themselves are not convinced that the charges 
being made are valid. How do outsiders make a decision 
on such a grave and important matter as fellowship without 
there being significant, irrefutable evidence that the charges 
naturally follow from the events as they occurred?

An additional problem deals with the issue of percep-
tion. Preston Heimburger and Lynn Parker want us to be-
lieve that what Jennifer did was gossip and sowing the seeds 
of division. Jennifer, on the other hand, says that, having 
no husband to discuss matters with, she sought counsel 
from those she trusted in dealing with the personal issues 
involved. The facts are not in dispute; the interpretation of 
these facts are. Jennifer admits to asking close friends in the 
church for advice and counsel, and denies that she had any 
intent to gossip or cause division. Preston and Lynn, on the 
other hand, suggest that it WAS gossip and division. Who 

should be believed?
Is it acceptable for a Christian to seek the counsel of 

others in dealing with a problem, even if it is about another 
Christian? Not only is it a scriptural concept, it is one that 
Lynn Parker himself used when he was dealing with the 
breakup of his marriage, per Lynn’s own testimony. “With-
out counsel, plans go awry, But in the multitude of coun-
selors they are established” (Pro. 15:22). In a similar way, 
both Dub McClish and Michael Hatcher were consulted by 
Lynn Parker to advise him concerning the situation regard-
ing Jennifer Heimberger.

In addition, there is division within the camp of the New 
Braunfels congregation. It is my understanding that these 
events so split the New Braunfels church that they could no 
longer maintain the building they were meeting in. One of 
the mainstay families at NB, the Hastings family, left the 
congregation over its handling of Jennifer Heimberger, even 
though they had been members there for many years and 
had supported similar actions in the past. The Hastings were 
obviously well thought of by Lynn Parker as the Bible camps 
would not have been possible without their participation. I 
do not personally know about other defections but this one 
was significant.

One of the letters that has been circulated by the Lynn/
Preston clan was contained in an email dated March 31, 
2015, titled “I Think the Signatures Speak for Themselves,” 
attempts to show that the entire New Braunfels church was 
behind the move to withdraw from Jennifer as well as to 
challenge the Spring Church of Christ. The 2 attachments are 
the withdrawal letter sent to Jennifer Heimberger, bearing 
the signatures of Preston Heimberger and Manuel Guajardo, 
and the letter sent to the Spring elders, containing 5 signa-
tures, which included Preston, Lynn, and Manuel. What is of 
interest is the fact that Manuel is now stating his regret over 
his involvement in the matter and has rescinded his part in 
the matter entirely. In fact, he says that any claim made by 
Lynn/Preston et. al., to be representing the New Braunfels 
church is false and that those who remain at NB are IN fel-
lowship with the Spring church and NOT in fellowship with 
Lynn et. al.

When fellowship is withdrawn, it must be through much 
prayer, thought, meditation, longsuffering, and tears. The 
facts need to be thoroughly examined and the situation must 
be ascertained. For anyone to honor such a withdrawal, there 
must be adequate evidence that the sin has been practiced 
and is not being repented of. There are many times, in fact 
most times, when these things are evident and known to all. 
The case regarding Jennifer Heimberger simply is NOT one 
of those cases. 

While it is admitted that Jennifer could be lying and 
as guilty as Sapphira, this situation comes down to one of 
proof. Given the division in the New Braunfels camp, the 
lack of hard evidence, and the disparity between the inter-
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pretations of events, this is a situation where no determina-
tion can be made. Those involved are deciding not to decide. 
They are not siding with one party over another; they are not 
deciding at all.

What continues to wear on my heart is all those that have 
already been affected by these events. Brother David Watson 
has come down on the side of the Parkers et. al., even to 
dividing from old friends. His son-in-law, John Rose, has 
chosen to go down that path as well. My friend and brother, 
Jess Whitlock, lost his preaching position over the matter as, 
unfortunately, he was a member of the same congregation 
as Mike Mallet (mentioned earlier) who is apparently very 
enamored with Lynn Parker. 

While I am a very big proponent of church discipline (I 
have twice withdrawn from my own son—a situation that 
still persists), it is of great concern to me that such actions 
should be done with great caution and should never be done 
lightly. I have twice asked brethren to use caution in these 
matters and pull back from the brink of further brotherhood 
division, but to no avail. I reiterate my love for Lynn and 
his family, but I believe that this situation has been badly 
handled from the start and that further pressing it will only 
cause more division.

There seems to be a “son-in-law” factor in all this that is 
further troubling. John Rose is David Watson’s son-in-law, 
Preston is Lynn’s son-in-law, and so is Patrick Brown. Pat-
rick sent out an email to various men that fully supported 
Lynn and the actions being taken. In that email, my name 
was used, lumping me in with the Spring elders, David 
Brown, et. al. To that point I had not taken any position in 
the matter. I had only asked brethren for caution. Since that 
time, I have made my position clear, along the same lines as 
previously stated. On the other hand, I have never minded 
being lumped together with good brethren trying to do the 
right thing.

One thing that has crossed my mind more than once, 

especially considering the timing of the problems with Jen-
nifer, is the following question: How does a trusted friend 
and helper, who has been considered a member of the family, 
so err as to no longer be worthy of fellowship? The Park-
ers and Heimburgers even talked about buying land together 
and starting their own camp. Though I realize that people 
can and do change, this question continues to plague me. 
In my experience, Jennifer traveled with, spent many hours 
in the home of, and was a trusted aid to the entire Parker 
family. What caused this change? And what prompted her to 
move to Virginia? The timing of events, coming closely on 
the heals of Lynn’s breakup with Mary Ann, gives me pause 
to consider how emotions may have come to bear on things 
that happened. I truly do not know, but I cannot decide to 
withdraw from Jennifer based on the lack of evidence in the 
matter.

There has been talk of a meeting on both sides of this 
issue, but the thing that has been evident about said meeting 
is who may or may not be allowed at the meeting. Lynn and 
Preston obviously do not want the witness of former New 
Braunfels members, yet is their witness not important to the 
issue? Those to whom Jennifer sought for counsel should be 
a better judge as to whether or not it was division Jennifer 
sought. I would like to see them all come together and meet, 
but all the affected parties should be there.

My fondest hope and prayers will be toward a peaceful 
and scriptural resolution of these matters so that the brother-
hood of the saints may not be further broken.

I, therefore, the prisoner of the Lord, beseech you to walk 
worthy of the calling with which you were called, with all 
lowliness and gentleness, with longsuffering, bearing with 
one another in love, endeavoring to keep the unity of the 
Spirit in the bond of peace (Eph. 4:1-3 NKJV).

—201 Sunflower Blvd
Liberal, KS 67901
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