G. K. CHESTERTON

A

|
& - f‘ﬁ :

-

; zjﬁi.ﬂ’ & fl’l

) e
':"IH-‘W-APE’: el

TV b

THE SUPERSTITION
OF DIVORCE



The Superstition of Divorce

G. K. CHESTERTON



The Superstition of Divorce, G. K. Chesterton
Jazzybee Verlag Jurgen Beck
86450 Altenmiinster, Loschberg 9
Deutschland

ISBN: 9783849650933

www,jazzybee-verlag.de
admin@jazzybee-verlag.de



CONTENTS:

INTRODUCTORY NOTE

I. THE SUPERSTITION OF DIVORCE (1),
II. THE SUPERSTITION OF DIVORCE (2)
III. THE SUPERSTITION OF DIVORCE (3)
IV. THE SUPERSTITION OF DIVORCE (4)
V. THE STORY OF THE FAMILY

VI. THE STORY OF THE VOW

VII. THE TRAGEDIES OF MARRIAGE
VIII. THE VISTA OF DIVORCE

IX. CONCILUSION




INTRODUCTORY NOTE

The earlier part of this book appeared in the form of five
articles which came out in the "New Witness" at the crisis
of the recent controversy in the Press on the subject of
divorce. Crude and sketchy as they confessedly were, they
had a certain rude plan of their own, which I find it very
difficult to recast even in order to expand. I have therefore
decided to reprint the original articles as they stood, save
for a few introductory words; and then, at the risk of
repetition, to add a few further chapters, explaining more
fully any conceptions that may seem to have been too
crudely assumed or dismissed. I have set forth the original
matter as it appeared, under a general heading, without
dividing it into chapters.

G.K.C.



I. THE SUPERSTITION OF DIVORCE (1)

It is futile to talk of reform without reference to form. To
take a case from my own taste and fancy, there is nothing I
feel to be so beautiful and wonderful as a window. All
casements are magic casements, whether they open on the
foam or the front-garden; they lie close to the ultimate
mystery and paradox of limitation and liberty. But if I
followed my instinct towards an infinite number of
windows, it would end in having no walls. It would also (it
may be added incidentally) end in having no windows
either; for a window makes a picture by making a picture-
frame. But there is a simpler way of stating my more simple
and fatal error. It is that I have wanted a window, without
considering whether I wanted a house. Now many appeals
are being made to us to-day on behalf of that light and
liberty that might well be symbolised by windows;
especially as so many of them concern the enlightenment
and liberation of the house, in the sense of the home. Many
quite disinterested people urge many quite reasonable
considerations in the case of divorce, as a type of domestic
liberation; but in the journalistic and general discussion of
the matter there is far too much of the mind that works
backwards and at random, in the manner of all windows
and no walls. Such people say they want divorce, without
asking themselves whether they want marriage. Even in
order to be divorced it has generally been found necessary
to go through the preliminary formality of being married;
and unless the nature of this initial act be considered, we
might as well be discussing haircutting for the bald or
spectacles for the blind. To be divorced is to be in the



literal sense unmarried; and there is no sense in a thing
being undone when we do not know if it is done.

There is perhaps no worse advice, nine times out of ten,
than the advice to do the work that's nearest. It is
especially bad when it means, as it generally does,
removing the obstacle that's nearest. It means that men are
not to behave like men but like mice; who nibble at the
thing that's nearest. The man, like the mouse, undermines
what he cannot understand. Because he himself bumps
into a thing, he calls it the nearest obstacle; though the
obstacle may happen to be the pillar that holds up the
whole roof over his head. He industriously removes the
obstacle; and in return, the obstacle removes him, and
much more valuable things than he. This opportunism is
perhaps the most unpractical thing in this highly
unpractical world. People talk vaguely against destructive
criticism; but what is the matter with this criticism is not
that it destroys, but that it does not criticise. It is
destruction without design. It is taking a complex machine
to pieces bit by bit, in any order, without even knowing
what the machine is for. And if a man deals with a deadly
dynamic machine on the principle of touching the knob
that's nearest, he will find out the defects of that cheery
philosophy. Now leaving many sincere and serious critics of
modern marriage on one side for the moment, great masses
of modern men and women, who write and talk about
marriage, are thus nibbling blindly at it like an army of
mice. When the reformers propose, for instance, that
divorce should be obtainable after an absence of three
years (the absence actually taken for granted in the first
military arrangements of the late European War) their
readers and supporters could seldom give any sort of
logical reason for the period being three years, and not
three months or three minutes. They are like people who
should say "Give me three feet of dog"; and not care where
the cut came. Such persons fail to see a dog as an organic



