Here's an interesting historical overview of marriage which is relevant to the sex before questions

Marriage: Secular Expedience or Sacrament of the Church?

Introduction: The Way We Are Now – Society

It has become a commonplace in both secular and Christian circles, that Marriage is on the rocks, and that as a consequence society is falling apart.  We are constantly reminded of the dreadful number of divorces (presently falling, a little, as it happens), and the number of broken homes, teenage pregnancy, step-parents, children in care, illegitimacy and so on.  Social and scientific changes have meant that at times it can seem that the only people in society who want to be married are gay, and the only people reproducing by the traditional methods are the under-14s.

At the same time, there is another commonplace, which is that the church has become obsessed with sex, and that sexual mores are what is meant by morality or ethics, rather than what we do with our money, stewardship of the earth and other apparently just as important themes, or indeed, more important themes in the Christian inheritance of Scripture and Tradition.  But the problem is that sex is more interesting than money, and everyone is entitled to an opinion, even if they don't have any.  Indeed, throughout the Christian centuries more celibate priests have influenced the development of tradition, than married men and women, leading slightly more normal lives.  Ute Ranke-Heineman, in her furious rant, 'Eunuchs for the Kingdom of Heaven' makes this point with some force, suggesting too that it is a rather anomalous thing to give so much power on a subject to people who don't understand it at first hand.  So I would suggest that there is nothing wrong with the churches being just as interested in sex as everyone else, indeed, as Tom Wright suggested in a lecture at Lincoln a few years ago, it is right that the church should reflect the pains and controversies and confusion of the society which it serves.

The starting point for today's gentle exploration of some of these themes was a comment from someone about eight years ago, that the church has more or less got an idea of what it thinks about marriage, but that other sorts of relationship, especially same-sex ones, and anything involving bisexual people are rather more of a challenge.  As I was looking into the latter, it started to dawn on me that the church is not in fact very clued up about marriage, it occupies a number of contradictory positions, and at times finds itself utterly unable to choose between pastoral responsibility and doctrinal purity.  Any discussion of how other kinds of relationship should be viewed must surely be part of a more general exploration of the meanings and significance of the married state itself, in the 21st century.

History: East & West

It always makes sense to begin with a little history, and in the theology of marriage this instantly takes us down not one but two routes - East and West - which have radically different ways of viewing what goes on in a marriage.

We should begin with what we know best, the Western tradition, mainly from the perspective of the Roman Catholic canon lawyers, whose influence on the theology even of the reformed churches is very substantial..  We will presently get on to the Church of England, and see how its own development ties in with this tradition.

Despite the mentions of marriage by Saint Paul, marriage did not become the preserve of the churches for very many years.  It was a feature of the 12th and 13th centuries that gradually more marriages started to come to church, but not always into the building itself.  Since ancient times the custom was that marriage ceremonies - and revelling - took place in people's homes, not in chute, although bishops recommended that the rich should invite the poor, and the clergy, to join in the celebrations.  In England there was a custom that a couple would join hands at the church porch - you may recall the Wife of Bath in the prologue to the Canterbury Tales saying something to this effect 'husbands' at the church door I've had 5 - and welcome the sixth when he comes along.  So, even in the beginning of the 15th century we have no pattern of marriages beginning in, and being regulated by, the church.

That came later, along with the growth of the state, and an increasing desire to tidy things up legally.  At the same time, the theology of marriage was being written into the law.  This theology, in the West, depends on characters like Saint Augustine and Saint Jerome, who had pretty negative views about it, about women, and about sexuality.  Saint Jerome thought the only good thing about marriage was that it might bring more virgins into the world.  Augustine presumably would have a problem even with this, as those innocent virgins would be infected with the taint of original sin from their parents' coupling.  Another old celibate, Thomas Aquinas sought to tidy all this up, as he sought to tidy everything up, and together their work reflects two main theological ideas about marriage.  The first is that its proper place and purpose is for the procreation of children.  Sex, wretched business that it is, can be justified if new human beings made in the image and likeness of their heavenly father, come into the world as a result.  No babies, no sex, no marriage.  Of course, this is entirely the wrong order, and that is one of the problems with this theology: babies come later, certainly after sex, sometimes after marriage.  And so we move to the second point, which tries to handle this problem.  This is that marriage may be permitted as a safe place in which sinful, lusting souls can do their dirty deeds without fear of punishment.  I'm using this language deliberately, not to send it up - it is part of an honoured tradition in Christian doctrine - but to emphasise the attitudes that lie behind it, coming as they do largely from celibate men, who have made life choices which do not involve sex, marriage or children.

There is a certain amount of other baggage which comes along with this concerning: contraception, divorce, and gay relationships.  The doctrine is well-known, so it need not detain us long.  Contraception is forbidden, logically, because if marriage is about having children, then it's wrong to prevent their coming into the world.  The church never quite reached the also entirely logical view that those who cannot have children, whether because of infertility or age should not marry, or if married, should refrain from sexual relations.  In part this is to do with Cause II above, about the avoidance of fornication, but there is also just a hint here of pastoral common sense, something which is finally opened up in the Anglican Tradition, to which we come presently.  Same-sex relationships are even worse than contraception, indeed, worse than murder according to Saint Thomas, being sterile, mere carnal indulgence and deeply unnatural.  Divorce is forbidden too.  This is much trickier than the more philosophical approach to the causes of marriage, and the Fathers had to resort to Scripture.  As is well known, they found there a number of sayings, but chose the hardest - no one may ever divorce.  In practice, however, divorce was allowed, but the language chosen was that of annulment - if it can be demonstrated that a marriage never really existed in the true sense, then it can be dissolved.  In the middle ages church lawyers had great fun, and made a lot of money, out of finding reasons for annulment for the rich.  King John wanted to divorce his childless first wife, and was able to demonstrate that she was his second cousin, and therefore a blood relation within the forbidden degrees - which up to sixth cousin, which can include a very great many people, especially when genealogical records are not well-kept.  You may be pleased to know that King John went on to have the heirs he wanted, but remained friendly and kind to his first queen, so the story has a kind of happy ending.  It should be added here that this was the situation for the rich.  The poor may well - although the information is almost impossible to gather - have divorced one another either by mutual assent, or by running away and starting again.  There was at one time in this country a tradition of parting at a crossroads, to symbolise the end of a marriage.  The teaching of the church extended a long way, but it did not reach into the lives of all ordinary English people.    

Before moving on, because it is one of the biggest differences with the Eastern Church, we must consider what, during this period, was considered to make a marriage.  The answer, boiled down to its barest essentials, is, two people, free to do so, and of their own volition making a vow before God.  This is why those weddings in the family home, or at the church door were still Christian marriages.  All the couple needed was themselves and God.  The symbolic exchange of a ring or other gifts was enough to constitute a vow.  The clergy were not necessary, and although they are highly recommended, even the present Code of Canon Law of the Roman Catholic Church allows for marriage without the presence of a priest.  The clergy may 'solemnise' marriages, but they do not make them.

So now it is the turn of the East, and this is much more fun because it is unfamiliar and challenging.  I have relied on two books mainly, Paul Evdokimovís 'The Sacrament of Love', and John Meyendorff's, 'Marriage, an Orthodox Perspective'.  Whilst it is true that the cult of virginity was strong across the whole of Christendom, and the Orthodox world was always full of monks and nuns, the East had a much more positive view of marriage, and derived most of it from Saint John Chrysostom, the Golden-Mouthed preacher of Antioch and Constantinople.  Saint John himself had had a change of heart, from favouring the celibate life in his earlier writings, to a more equal support of chastity whatever one's vocation.  I should say here that I am using the word 'chastity' in its traditional sense, in which it does not refer to celibacy, but to the proper ordering of sexual desire and love, whatever the circumstances of the Christian.  So, monks and nuns must be chaste in their celibacy, married people chaste in their married and family lives.  The Orthodox - at least in theory - are great believers that these are the only two options, marriage or the monastery.  The alternative - being single and alone in this wicked world is altogether too dangerous, both in terms of sexual chaos and opportunity, and also loneliness (Meyendorff p.96).  I wonder what the great Orthodox theologians would have made of our society in lonely London, in which more than one household in six is occupied alone?

So to return to the teaching: John Chrysostom provides a favourable framework for marriage, and has the highest opinion of husbands and wives who are kind to each other, and work together within their particular spheres of influence.  There's no nonsense about them being equal, of course men are in charge and women aren't, but if they truly strive to love one another, no one will mind this.  It's not quite as daft as it sounds.

So what constituted a marriage for the Orthodox?  It wasn't the case in John's time, but eventually a tradition developed in which it was the priest who made the marriage.  This of course is in radical conflict with the Western view.  We still need a free and willing couple, in the sight of God, but the ceremony is performed - in the context of the Eucharist- by the priest who crowns the couple, and that crowning is the heart of the service.  Reference is made to the forming of Eve from Adam's rib, and the crowning is a reunion, by God, making the couple one flesh.  They become one flesh not only on earth, but in heaven, and marriage is not dissolved by death.  I've never seen it done, but it sounds rather dramatic and vivid.   

It comes with a different package of other rules and regulations.  Contraception is still out - Meyendorff says there are some sensible things in Humanae Vitae, and it shouldn't be dismissed just because it's the Pope's!  Same-sex relationships are also out, for much the same reasons.  But divorce provides an interesting contrast with the western tradition.  Here the understanding is that the sacrament may not take.  Sacraments confer grace, but not if those desiring them are in the wrong state of mind or heart.  So, just as we may eat and drink the Holy Communion to our own damnation, so we may contract a marriage for which we are not ready, and grace, which is freely given, may not be freely received.  So, a marriage may subsequently come to grief, and the church is indulgent to those who have made this mistake.  It allows them to separate and to divorce, and it will tolerate (but not encourage) their re-marrying.  You are allowed to do this twice.  Once you get up to three spouses, it is assumed that you are a bad risk, and the grace of matrimony is never going to take.  However, it is not a free for all.  A second or third marriage will take place either in secular setting, or in church without communion, and with a penitential rite to make the point that this is provided for the hardness of our hearts, but it isn't the ideal that God was looking for.  The same applies, interestingly, to re-marriage after widowhood.  If marriage is for ever - into heaven - then it is just as scandalous or unfortunate, that someone marries again after bereavement.  This is in sharp contrast to the Western tradition, where it has always been permissible to marry as many times as you liked, provided your previous partner was dead.

Turning to the causes and reasons for marriage, Paul Evdokimov is most insistent that procreation is not top of the list.  It is to be hoped that all married couples will indeed have children, but the relationship between the two - becoming one flesh - is the essential thing.  Children, if they are born, will be part oft hat flesh too, John Chrysostom argues, so that three or more may be one flesh, but it is the  union of the couple in love that matters and gets the whole thing going.  Evdokimov is the only theological writer I have ever come across who argues that sometimes children may break up a marriage, and if there is insufficient love to go round, the parents may love the child at the expense of each other.  This is a shrewd observation, and I am sure   we have all seen couples who look as though they might have been in love once, but whose lives are now focused on their children.  More often it seems that it s the wife who falls in love with the children, and the husband is gradually marginalised as a bill-payer.  This was a pattern I often saw as a curate in Romford, a very old-fashioned traditional sort of place.  It was rather sad.

So, for Evdokimov the important thing is the relationship, followed by procreation if that blessing comes, and finally the practical business of finding something legitimate to do with the sex drive.  He has an almost mystical view of the significance of men and women, and one of his books is rather marvellously entitled, 'Woman and the Salvation of the World'.  I perhaps need hardly observe that his chief model of womanhood is the Mother of God.  He is not a feminist.

So here we have two quite different ways of looking at marriage within the Christian tradition.  Both are a combination of Scripture, Tradition, Common sense and pastoral sensitivity.  The Orthodox would call the catholic over-legalistic, trying to turn the gospels into a book of canons.  The Catholic would call the Orthodox vague and worldly.  One particular point of tension is in the idea of marriage continuing into eternity, which I have to say horrifies many people I've spoken to about it.  The Orthodox position certainly seems to be at odds with the answer of Jesus to the Saddles, that in heaven there is neither marriage nor giving in marriage.  On the other hand the severity of the ruling against divorce in the Catholic tradition may be a willful misunderstanding of a passage which is really about forgiveness.  We will return to these things presently.

The Church of England

We turn now to the Church of England.  It's always a good thing to begin at the beginning, but as that is a disputed moment with the C of E, I shall begin with the reformation, and leave for others the question about whether that is the beginning or not.  Marriage is quite an important theme in the Reformation generally, because in arguing for the right of the clergy to marry, there was a major shift in the quality of the relationship between clergy and laity.  The Reformed churches maintained the same moral rule for everyone, and that allowed a changing perception of the relative dignity of the married and the celibate state.  It had been generally understood in the West that it was better to celibate - as Saint Paul says in I Corinthians - and that marriage is for the also-rans, a lesser option, valid, but not really as holy or as Christian as celibacy.  Thus, it was necessary for clergy, who must be holier than everyone else, to be unmarried, and therefore untainted by sex.  It's a naive idea, since celibacy isn't everyone's calling, and in every generation, the clergy have found ways of creative compromise - the prevalence of the names parsons, and Vickers suggests just how many clergy by-passed the rules.  Two of the giants of the Reformation, Erasmus and Zwingli, were the sons of priests.  We are told that the situation of clergy who maintained mistresses and families was generally smiled upon, although it was technically a wicked lapse.  At the Reformation all this started to change, albeit slowly in England.  Thomas Cranmer was our first married archbishop of Canterbury for many years, perhaps ever, although he had to keep his marriage secret until under Edward VI the law was changed.  Jasper Ridley suggests that Henry knew all about Mrs. Cranmer, and took pleasure in teasing his archbishop about it - 'we don't approve of married priests do we, Thomas?', That sort of thing.

So, that is the first fundamental change, the legal right of the clergy to marry, and the removal of boundary which marked the distinction between clergy and laity.  It follows that a higher doctrine of marriage may now ensue, one which really does give celibacy and marriage equal status.  Another development is just as important, and as so often in trying to determine the Anglican mind and heart, we must seek it in the liturgy.  Cranmer's marriage service contains a number of vital elements.  He chooses the reading from Saint Paul which endorses the model of Christ and the Church for the relationship between husband and wife (NB, not the other way round, as so often it has seemed).  Most importantly he adds a reason and cause for marriage to his preamble to the service which has never been there before - 'for the mutual society help and comfort that the one ought to have of the other'.  This is indeed a new departure, and perhaps it is no coincidence that the Cranmer was not only the first married archbishop, but also the most versed in the Greek Fathers, 'retarded and fragmentary' though one writer finds his interest.  His exposition of Saint Paul owes a lot to John Chrysostom.  According to Diarmaid MacCulloch's recent biography, Cranmer was urged by Martin Bucer to put it first in the list, before the procreation of children, and 'a remedy against sin and to avoid fornication'.  Cranmer wasn't brave enough to do this for himself, so it was another 400 years before the Alternative Service Book made the leap, and much the better it is for it.  He also applies blessings to both parties, rather than just the bride, as the earlier Sarum rite had done, allows the omission of the prayer for children if the bride is passed child-bearing, and adds the words 'to love and to cherish' for bother partners, although, controversially - many years later - adding 'obey' to the bride's vow.

So Cranmer gentle ushers in a new era.  By the end of the century most clergy are married, and most married people have been married according to the new rite.  Married people could become bishops, which they couldn't then and can't now in the Eastern Churches.  Marriage becomes religiously respectable.  And so it continued until the 20th century.  There were ructions, there always are.  In the 18th century there was a controversy about digamy, as they called it, re-marriage after the death of your spouse.  Some took an Orthodox line on this, and frowned on it, especially for clergy, and especially for bishops.  One Bishop of London was much condemned for marrying the third time.  At least with regard to bishops, this comes from a line in the pastoral epistles about a 'bishop being the husband of one wife'.  In the 19th century the Deceased Wife's Sister's Marriage Act caused a lot of controversy, and had interesting and uncomfortable resonances for Anglicans mindful of Henry VIII and Cardinal Wolsey.  When the Act was finally passed in 1907 there were those who foresaw the final doom of the Church of England.  They have their doomy successors in the controversies of our own times.  The act conflicted with Canon Law until 1946.

In the 20th century our biggest arguments have been about contraception, divorce, and most recently, gay relationships.  At the 1930 Lambeth Conference, the contraception issue was settled with admirable good sense, as it seems to most of us now, allowing that it is morally good to limit family size, and pragmatically sensible to make use of artificial means of doing so if abstinence is going to be a struggle.  At this point, sex within marriage without procreation was formally approved, and although marriage and child-rearing remain inseparably linked in the Anglican - and every other imagination - the doctrinal debate shifts away to the other two causes for marriage - chastity and love.

The road to divorce has been a rockier one.  To begin with the Church of England maintained a strict rule in line with the ancient Catholic tradition, that there should be no divorce at all.  There were exemptions, however, and people could be divorced by act of Parliament on grounds of adultery.  As the recent House of Bishops Working Party paper, 'marriage in church after divorce' wryly comments, between 1753 and 1836, when marriages could only take place in church, divorcees must necessarily re-marry in church, and so they did.  After 1836, when civil registration became a possibility, there was still the ancient right to be married in the parish church, even if you had been divorced.  In 1857 this was changed by another act allowing clergy to refuse to take a wedding of the guilty party in a divorce, but they still had to make their churches available.  Finally, in 1937 the clergy were relieved of this obligation too.  Writing in the 1920s, Dean Inge of Saint Paul's wrote an extraordinary essay  in which he recommended that there need to be more grounds for divorce than simply adultery - because the law was causing people to commit adultery in order to end their marriages, and all that private detective at the hotel shenanigans - but also advocated that adultery should be a matter of private retribution.  I mention this partly because it seems to the modern ear - I hope I am not making too assumptions - so grotesque, but also to emphasise the confusion and debate that has gone on throughout our history on this subject.  We are not entirely clear what we think about marriage, and we never have been.

The present situation is still more confused.  A divorced person may be re-married in church legally, but not according to Canon law, which holds to a Lambeth Conference resolution of 1888, forbidding the re-marriage of a divorced person within the lifetime of their former spouse.  But it depends on the clergy, and is rather hit and miss.  The latest report hopes to tidy this up by recommending guidelines for allowed some divorced people to re-marry in church, if the incumbent agrees, on the advice of the bishop.  The issue becomes more and more pressing as more and more people are divorced.  At a class on one of the part-time training courses recently, I noted that four out of 16 of the ordinands were divorced.  This will happen increasingly.  And it seems that increasingly we can find it in our hearts to be kind to them.

Gay relationships are the latest controversy to give our bishops sleepless nights, and our bigots foamy mouths.  This area is perhaps even more interesting than the last.  Divorce raises the question of whether marriages have t be forever, and what happens, what changes, if they fail.  Gay relationships raise the even more fundamental question of whether they require a man and a woman, and whether all kinds of relationship have equal status.  In the 1991 report, Issues in Human Sexuality, the church for the first time acknowledged a kind of sexual relationship outside of marriage, namely a committed same-sex (or 'homophile' to use the rather eccentric language of the report itself) partnership.  The model clearly is heterosexual marriage, and yet it is also made clear in this document that a gay relationship is not as good as marriage.  Marriage is the norm, marriage is better, and everyone who could get married ought to.  Incidentally, this turned on its head the advice of the Gloucester Report a decade earlier, in which bisexual people were advised to make same-sex relationship, on the grounds that if hey got married and had children, and then changed their minds, it would create a lot of chaos.  The later report says the reverse: because marriages are better than same-sex relationships, then if you can, you should get married and stop worrying about the other.  I think it may be generally agreed that the church has a long way to go in its pastoral care of bisexual people.

What is intriguing about this new kind of relationship is that it doesn't conform to anything in the tradition so far.  East and West alike are agreed that it is either marriage or the monastery, those are the only options available to Christian people.  The Church of England has invented a new category for those who cannot endure the other two, of second-class same-sex partnership.  We are bound to ask, if we can assent to such relationships in the first place, in what way are they second class?  They would seem to differ from most marriages only in that they are unlikely to be procreative.  Does it make sense to make only one option available to people, and call it inferior?  In what sense are heterosexuals, or their marriages, morally better?  So we are left with a lot of questions here, rightly so, as this represents a new departure in the Christian tradition.

What is Sacramental about Marriage?

This has been a long haul through the history of the theology of marriage, observing how marriage has adapted and been adapted to new and changing historical circumstances.  We now turn, more briefly, to the question of marriage as a sacrament.  What is it about marriage that is sacramental?  To take the catechism's definition, a sacrament is 'an outward and visible sign of an inward and spiritual grace given to us, ordained by Christ himself, as a means whereof we receive the same, and a pledge to assure us thereof'.  Of course, Article XXV knocks the whole discussion on the head when it says that marriage, along with the other four junior sacraments of the middle ages aren't sacraments, certainly not in the way that baptism and the Eucharist are, because 'they have not any visible sign or ceremony ordained by God'.  However, it is clearly understood within the Catholic and Orthodox traditions, and in parts of the Anglican tradition, that there is more to marriage than this.  It is not simply a secular institution that Christians go along with.   All churches are agreed that marriage should take place in church, and that the clergy should officiate, although they disagree about what exactly the clergy do.  All churches regard the breakdown of a marriage as a solemn thing, and have rules which govern whether or not re-marriages can take place.  All churches affirm that a marriage has the potential to reflect God's love in the world,. whether it is seen as a model of the relationship between Christ and the Church, or more generally, as indicative of God's loving presence.  So there is more to this mystery than the XXXIX suggest, and indeed the prayerbook itself describes marriage as 'an excellent mystery'.  

I have pondered the question of where the sacrament lies in marriage for some time.  It is complicated because it is not an event, like baptism or the Eucharist, but a way of life.  Admittedly, we would expect baptism or the Eucharist to involve a commitment to certain choices and values, but there is a difference of quality here.  It is in the way of life that we will find evidence of the inner and spiritual grace that sacraments require.  As the Church of England has explored it, we cannot see procreation as the essence of the sacramentality of marriage, albeit a great gift, and sharing in creation with God.  Nor can we see it in the avoidance of fornication, although that too has its place, and perhaps could have a higher one, in these days when it is all too easy for people to abuse one another in the name of freedom.  So the answer must lie, if anywhere, in Cranmer's third reason, the mutual society, help and comfort.  It seems to me that the essence of this way of life is in forgiveness.  Perhaps at more weddings we should speak sombrely of the Way of the Cross, which any sacramental undertaking may involve us in.  To endure close proximity to another person, an exclusive partnership, the sharing of all goods, and maybe of children too, all this, besides the benefits and rewards it may bring, requires a commitment to forgive if it is to last.  Grudges and grievances are doom to any marriage.  It would have to be acknowledged that this is a singularly contemporary view, not perhaps in stressing forgiveness as such a key, but in concentrating on the quality of the relationship rather than the legalities.

Conclusions

The first conclusion I have come to is that marriage is a changing social structure.  It did not begin with Christianity, and Christianity, despite the best efforts of the churches since the middle ages does not control it.  Marriage has changed in a fundamental way since the Reformation, never mind the world of the Old and New Testaments, and on the whole that change has been good, in that it suited society and works for the benefit of its members.  On the other hand, marriage has become harder than ever before, more is required of the partners in a world in which both may have careers, and the support of family and local networks is less and less available as people become more mobile.  Rights and duties within marriage have given way to negotiation, as they were bound to do while our theological emphasis moved away from procreation and fornication to mutual society, help and comfort.

The same process has made it possible for us to consider other kinds of relationship as also valid and in essence marital.  Cohabitation is the norm, and I don't know many clergy who could discourage it with conviction.  It is understood to be a sort of dress rehearsal for the real thing.  Gay relationships too look so like modern marriage, that they might actually be marriages, and within the Eastern and Western tradition, although popes and patriarchs would be horrified at the idea, we can find theological justification for this - in the essence of the relationship being between the parties and God, and in the essence of the sacrament being a commitment to love.  The process over time seems to have been a gentle hallowing of situations which already existed.  We find an echo of the early and mediaeval language of the superiority of the celibate life over married life, in the contemporary language of the superiority of heterosexual marriage over other relationships.  

I conclude with two observations.  The first is that if forgiveness is the essence of the sacramentality of marriage, it becomes the church to demonstrate that forgiveness too.  In the discussion of the er-marriage of divorcees in church I have often felt that there is a punitive element: how dare you break ranks and think you can just go off and do what you like?  No one divorces for fun, and yet sometimes you might think that is what Christians suspect.  Where marriages break down, it is the partners who may be aggrieved or wronged, and not the churches, and we have no business trying to punish even 'guilty' parties on behalf of others.

The other observation is that the cult of virginity within the churches, at least in the Western world, seems to have quietly died.  When we conduct marriages we do not expect the parties to be sexually innocent, and many of us would be a little concerned if they were.  Not least because they might have such a disappointment in store.  Certainly in the secular world experience counts for more than purity.  When President Carter admitted to having committed adultery in his heart, we laughed at him.  When President Clinton was caught putting it into practice, we thought the more of him.

