THE CHURCH OF GOD, INTERNATIONAL

POST OFFICE BOX 2525 PHONE: (903) 825-2525
TYLER, TEXAS 75710 FAX: (903) 825-6861

January 14, 1998

Dear Friends and Brethren:

Since September of 1997, the Church of God, International has been working through a very
difficult situation involving Mr. Garner Ted Armstrong. It has been a particularly traumatic
time, intensified because of Mr. Armstrong’s profile before the world.

As many of you know, for twenty years Mr. Armstrong has been heavily involved with our
publications and the weekly television program that carried his name. He has been thought by
some to be the Church of God, International, even though Mr. Armstrong himself has repeatedly
said, “This is not Ted’s church.” Our attachment to Mr. Armstrong’s preeminence, as well as the
reality of his contribution over the years, made all the more difficult the decision we wrote to
you about in December. Now, once again, another meeting of the Ministerial Council resulted in
another unanimous vote to remove Mr. Armstrong as the spokesman for the Church of God,
International.

During a two-day ministerial conference, held December 20-21, 1997, Mr. Armstrong stood
up among the ministry and made an announcement. He told the assembled ministry, with whom
he had been interacting—talking and responding to comments—that he was going to separate
from the Church of God, International and begin his own evangelistic association. One of the
reasons behind his decision was the resolution made by the Ministerial Council to the Board of
Directors, dated November 25, 1997. In this resolution, the Ministerial Council recommended
that Mr. Armstrong proceed to retirement. Anything short of that would result in the revoking of
his ministerial credential. The resolution went on to say that “it was the unanimous conclusion
of the Ministerial Council that due to events associated with his lawsuit and other personal
matters, Mr. Armstrong’s ministry has been affected sufficiently to warrant his retirement. This
retirement should continue until such time as the lawsuit is concluded and the aftermath has
sufficiently subsided.” At that time, members of the Ministerial Council thought Mr. Armstrong

had agreed to “proceed to retirement.” They would soon learn Mr. Armstrong did not share their
opinion.

Three days after the Ministerial Council reached its conclusion in November, Mr. Armstrong
wrote a letter to the Board of Directors and the Ministerial Council. In this letter he inferred
that several members of the Ministerial Council had been “blind-sided” and alluded to some
kind of “power play.” This letter became public and soon led to all sorts of “conspiracy” theo-
ries. He refused to acknowledge the real reasons for the Council’s decision, preferring to have
all accountability directed toward anyone but himself.

During this same conference in which Mr. Armstrong made his announcement, the
Ministerial Council was asked to explain its decision regarding Mr. Armstrong’s removal as a
credentialed minister. All eight members offered a brief explanation. Their comments centered




on “qualifications for the ministry’ and the reputation of those who represent Christ.

The ministry and the Ministerial Council had been through a similar controversy in 1995
when Mr. Armstrong was caught on videotape exhibiting lewd behavior with a local Tyler
masseuse. Then, the Ministerial Council (and the ministry) was assured by Mr. Armstrong that
this sexual encounter was a “one-time thing.” On the basis of his repentance and confession of
wrongdoing, the Council, comprised of the same men who serve on the Council now. voted for
Mr. Armstrong to retain his credentials. That decision resulted in 60 percent of our ministry
leaving our church. We also lost 50 percent of our membership. Supporting Mr. Armstrong was
indeed a costly decision, but one the Council members were willing to stand by on the basis of
Mr. Armstrong’s integrity.

Now, why, after “defending” Mr. Armstrong in 1995, did the Ministerial Council recom-
mend in 1997 that he proceed to retirement? The answer 1s simple: Members of the Ministerial
Council learned, through a confession of sin, that Mr. Armstrong was involved in another sexu-
al liason at the same time he was caught on tape with the masseuse in 1995. The lady with
whom he was having this affair is a longtime member of the church. She came forward in
September of 1997 and confessed her five-year affair with Mr. Armstrong to her pastor. It start-
ed (in her own words) “around early spring of 1990; I believe he invited me out for a bottle of
wine. He came over to where I once lived...and took me to dinner as he was en route on a fish-
ing trip.” The affair continued through the middle of 1995 and ended (in her own words) when
“he got in the videotape scandal with the massage therapist.”

As already mentioned, this woman’s confession came in the wake of the turmoil created in
1995 when Mr. Armstrong was sued by a masseuse for.sexual assault. As to that allegation, Mr.
Armstrong has claimed he was set up and has declared his innocence. However, the problem all
along has not been whether he was set up, but what he was doing there in the first place. He has
claimed that he was the victim but has vet to tell the entire truth about his involvement with the
masseuse. We now know that he had been with her on several occasions, participating in other
sexual activities. If that weren’t serious enough, the video shows that Mr. Armstrong is there for
reasons other than being “‘taken advantage of.” Since this past summer, portions of this video
have been shown on national television three times.

We have no way of knowing to what degree you have been informed, either by Mr.
Armstrong or us. Mr. Armstrong has written of the many hundreds of letters, e-mails, and tele-
phone calls he has received. We too have received the same, and due to an increasing number of

inquiries, we want to answer the most asked questions regarding the Ministerial Council’s deci-
sion:

Why did the Ministerial Council make the decision to no longer issue ministerial credentials
to Mr. Armstrong? The Ministerial Council believes Mr. Armstrong’s past and recent conduct is
inappropriate and unsuitable for someone who represents himself as the spokesman for Christ.
This conclusion is based upon the scriptural demands of I Timothy 3:2-7, where we note in par-
ticular, “blameless {or above reproach],” “of good behavior,” “one that rules well his own
house,” and having “a good report of them which are without.” The Council recognizes the
injunction given from the apostle Paul to Timothy in I Timothy 5:20-22,24-25, where guidance




1s provided for handling the minister who sins.

It is recognized that, to the Council’s knowledge, Mr. Armstrong has not been involved in
any sexual misconduct for (as he last said) twenty-cight months. That is commendable, but not
the issue. It would be much more recommending for Mr. Armstrong to say that he has been
faithful to his wife for the last twenty-eight years or longer. Those scriptures pertaining to min-
isters rest firmly on fidelity, not on how long it has been since a minister’s last affair. For one to
remain credible as a minister, he must not be known as a womanizer.

All of us agree that every man should be faithful to his wife. Unfortunately, too often indis-
cretions occur: mistakes happen. We understand the weakness of the flesh. We understand a
“slip up” because we know how easy it is to sin. But what's troublesome (and disqualifying) is
when one sees a pattern of sexual sin. Mr. Armstrong has demonstrated this pattern, having had
one affair, then another, then another. We now know of several other women Mr. Armstrong has
been with sexually since the early 1980s.

The Ministerial Council believes the qualifications for elders (I Timothy 3 and Titus 1)

applies to ALL ministers without partiality. We do not believe that the qualifications apply to
all BUT Mr. Armstrong.

The situations we have discussed so far are sexual in nature. They, in and of themselves, are
very serious. But equally serious, if not more disturbing, is Mr. Armstrong’s conduct in the last
four months. He has turned to fabrication and distortion, imputing motives and making allega-
tions that are self-serving and totally void of the truth. He has told so many “untruths” that it is

difficult to know where the truth begins. If he is truly repentant, why has he involved himself in
this capricious behavior?

Following our meeting with him on the morning of November 23, we felt Mr. Armstrong
would act in good faith toward the commitment he made that morning. In the weeks that fol-
lowed he has demonstrated a breach of that faith. Mr. Armstrong, from his first letter to his lat-
est, has misrepresented the Council’s motives, unequivocally stating, as a matter of fact, things
that are not true. Mr. Armstrong said he didn’t know in advance that his “situation” was going

to be discussed. That is not true. Mr. Armstrong said he did not have a chance to face his
accusers. That is not true.

The Ministerial Council has not been “blind-sided” in any way, nor are we aware of any
“power play” by any of our Council members. Mr. Armstrong, since meeting with us the morn-
ing of November 23, has been involved in oral defamation, trying to cast an unfavorable
impression on the decision of the Council. It is unfortunate that Mr. Armstrong has chosen to
violate his own statement regarding conduct as recorded in the Constitution and By-laws of the
Church of God, International where it says “to conduct ourselves honorably, honestly, openly,
and frankly before the people of all societies; and to be, according to the divinely-ordained
impositions of Scripture, subject to the powers that be.” It is shameful for him to have conduct-
ed himself so dishonestly these last few months.

Mr. Armstrong’s recent letters, filled with innuendo, accusations, and misinformation, have
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only led to an environment of suspicion, discord, and confusion. His blatant disregard for the
truth is beyond the limits of reasonable behavior expected of a minister, much less the one who
claims to represent the church.

Mr. Armstrong also advanced the misleading accusation that there had been some violation
of the priest-penitent law. He accused others rather than himself. The truth is, on November 22,
1997, members of the Ministerial Council were informed of a “secret” affair carried on under
the cloak of forgiveness from 1990 to 1995. This was not a one-time isolated dalliance out of
weakness: it was premeditated, and planned. Mr. Armstrong used the Day of Atonement and the
days leading up to the Feast of Tabernacles as a rendezvous, entertaining his adulterous rela-
tionship up to the time brethren began to arrive. What the ministry did not know until 1997 is
the fact that Mr. Armstrong had been confronted about his conduct with this same woman in
1992. Then, as now, he said he bitterly repented and was sorry. He said he ended the relation-
ship. To our dismay, we learned just a few months ago that the affair continued for another
three years.

The Church of God, International and its members, including the Ministerial Council, were
deceived and mislead by Mr. Armstrong in 1995. For years he has carried on with a “double
life.” Now, considering his present behavior and conduct, he is disqualified from being a minis-
ter in the Church of God, International. This decision casts no lingering shadow on his relation-
ship with all of us as a brother in Christ. We are all carnal and sold under sin. But such conduct
is unbecoming a minister of Jesus Christ.

If these sins are over two years old. why are they now an issue? They are an issue now
because we just learned of them when the woman confessed in September, 1997. This disclo-
sure also revealed that Mr. Armstrong was not totally forthcoming when the ministry inquired
about “any other sexual sins” going on in Mr. Armstrong’s life in 1995. The five-year affair
continued until the day Mr. Armstrong was served legal notice from the masseuse’s attorney
following a personal appearance in Phoenix. The following Monday, he called his mistress and
asked her for her support and hoped that she was not embarrassed because of what he had done
with the masseuse.

Did someone (a minister) go to this woman and dig up Mr. Armstrong’s (and her) old sins?
Yes. Mr. Armstrong did. The Ministerial Council learned about this five-year relationship
through the woman involved. She volunteered this information to her pastor. She did so because
of a phone call made by Mr. and Mrs. Armstrong to her home about four months ago. Because
of insinuations made by the Armstrongs during this phone conversation, she felt compelled to
“come clean.” She told of how Mr. Armstrong broke priest-penitent confidentiality, leaking a
confession to him given by an office employee, and how Mr. Armstrong inferred she might
have a lawsuit againt another office employee for slander. The implications from the
Armstrongs incited her to begin making inquiries about their remarks. While searching for the
truth she learned that she had been mislead. She reasoned that there was a motive behind the
telephone call from the Armstrongs. When she realized the Armstrongs were trying to use her
for their purposes, she felt obligated to tell the truth. The ministry did not go to her trying to dig
up old sins of Mr. Armstrong’s. If Mr. and Mrs. Armstrong had not made that phone call, the
situation we face today would most likely have never happened.







