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THE WAY OF EXCHANGE
A pamphlet in the New Foundations series, 1941

I! has been of old a general complaint against war that it involves many harm-
less and unwilling persons belonging to di"erent communities in the con#ict 
between those communities. $e general discussion whether we are at war with 
the German people or not is an example of this. E"orts have been made, and 
abandoned, to show that the German people are not at one with their leader. 
What is certain is that at present the vast majority of Europeans greatly dislike 
the conditions in which the vast majority of Europeans live. Nevertheless they 
assent, passively or actively, to the action of their governments; they are, so far, 
compelled to be at one with their governments. ‘Like ourselves,’ wrote Mr J. 
L. Garvin in the Observer of %& June %'(), ‘many, many millions of the Italian 
people abhor this tragedy. $ey neither hate us nor we them. $at can make no 
di"erence on their side or our side.’
 $ey and we are, in fact, committed by our governments. $ose governments, 
in the nature of modern society, cannot be checked or much controlled, except 
at serious risk, by their nationals. We may well believe that the present situation 
of Europe tends to show that our own Government cannot have deceived us. But 
then we are still a"ected by the German Government. We are at war because of 
Hitler, or because of the general tension between all governments; either way, we 
are not at war directly because of our own wish, but because of others. We depend 
upon others. $e old cry against governments involving their peoples in war may 
be inapplicable in this war or not. It was sincere, but (as we now see) useless. We 
are always in the condition that we are because of others.
 $is is all so elementary as to sound stupid. Yet to accept this profoundly is 
di*cult. To be in a distressing and painful condition because of others is a thing 
we all naturally resent. It is o+en the cause of hatred towards those others, whether 
in public or private things. Yet until we arc willing to accept the mere fact without 
resentment we can hardly be said to admit that other people exist. We may reject, 
we may rebuke, we may contend against their action. But the very ,rst condition 
of admitting that their existence is as real as our own is to allow that they have, as 
individuals, as much right to act in the way that they decide as we have. $ey may 
be wicked and we good or vice versa; that is a question of moral judgement, and 
therefore another question. $e main fact is that we are compelled to admit their 
decision, and to admit that our lives, and o+en our deaths, depend on that.
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 Such a decision, important as it is in war, is, in fact, no less important in 
peace. We have, ,rst, to learn that others exist by ceasing to resent their existence. 
Until we have ceased to resent that existence, merely instinctively, we can hardly 
be said to admit it. But having admitted it, we have then to decide what we are to 
do about it; what our attitude is to be towards those other existences, what our 
relation with them. $e great philosophies have given various, answers; the great 
religions, on the whole, the same answer. Out of these the good taste of the West 
(one can hardly call it more) had, until recently, made a general amalgam which 
it called, roughly, ‘tolerance.’
 Tolerance meant, at worst, sullenly putting up with what one could not alter; 
at best, willingly accepting what one could not alter. It was a little limited by the 
fact that ‘to tolerate’ was always considered as an active and hardly ever as a pas-
sive verb. One always tolerated and rarely was tolerated. $e idea that others had, 
so to speak, to ‘put up with’ oneself was rarely practised, deeply and consistently. 
But, such as it is, toleration was, and remains, a noble virtue—yet a virtue which 
serves best as a guide to something greater than itself.
 $e great religions had, on the whole, recommended something more ac-
tive. Much though they di"ered in their de,nitions of God, they did, generally, 
agree on their de,nitions of our duty towards our neighbour, even if they did not 
always agree on the exact de,nition of our neighbour. $e Christian idea was 
expressed in the phrase ‘bear ye one another’s burdens.’ It encouraged, indeed it 
demanded, a continual attention to the needs of one’s neighbour, to his distresses 
and his delights. And it de,ned ‘neighbour’ as meaning anyone with whom one 
was, by holy Luck, brought into contact. It required, then, an active ‘sympathy,’ 
and it spoke of something still higher, of an active and non-sel,sh love. It went 
even farther, It declared a union of existences. It proclaimed that our own lives 
depended on the lives of our neighbours. St Anthony of Egypt laid down the 
doctrine in so many words: ‘Your life and your death are with your neighbour.’
 August as that doctrine may have been, it is clear that it very soon became 
modi,ed. It is regarded as Christian to live ‘for’ others; it is not so o+en regarded 
as Christian doctrine that we live ‘from’ others—except certainly in rare experi-
ences. $ere has been, everywhere, a doctrine of unsel,shness, but that the self 
everywhere lives only within others has been less familiar. $e ‘bear one another’s 
burdens’ became, on the whole, an exterior thing. We sympathized; we assisted. 
We loved-from ourselves. But there had been more than that in the original 
thought.
 Certainly the great Christian doctrine applied ,rst to the ‘household of faith.’ 
Our Lord promised to the members of His Church a particular and intense union 
with each other through Himself. He de,ned that union as being of the same 
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nature as that which He had with His Father. $e later de,nitions of the inspired 
Church went farther; they declared not merely that the Father and the Son existed
co-equally, but that they existed co-inherently—that is, that the Son existed 
in the Fatl%er and that the Father existed in the Son. $e exact meaning of the 
preposition there may be obscure. But no other word could satisfy the intellect 
of the Church. $e same preposition as used to de,ne our Lord’s relations with 
His Church: ‘we in him and he in us.’ It was in that sense that the Church itself 
in-lived its children: ‘we are members one of another.’
 It is not, however, entirely necessary to call the Christian Church in evidence 
that such is the nature of man. It was as clear to the pagans that in society men 
depended on each other exteriorly as it is to us. $e whole natural and social 
world depended, then as now, on some process of exchange. Human life, in the 
Roman Empire, had been specialized; not perhaps so much as ours, but it had 
been specialized. It depended on an exchange of labours. $e medium of that 
exchange, with us, is money. Money has been called, by the economists ‘the 
means of exchange.’ Our social system exists by an unformed agreement that one 
person shall do one job while another does another. Money is the means by which 
those jobs arc brought into relation. It is usually, the medium in which particular 
contracts are formed. And contract, or agreement, is the social fact of ‘living by 
each other.’
 $is is the widest sense of social exchange. Within smaller groups—families 
or friends—the same thing is always taking place, sometimes irritably, sometimes 
happily. $e more intense the element of love between two or more persons, 
the more clear, generally, that exchange of activities is. $ere certainly, in such 
states of natural love, doing it ‘for’ someone else produces precisely that sense 
of increased well-being, of increased life, which the great doctrine asserts. $e 
di"erence, of course, is that, in such cases of love, there have arisen naturally the 
conditions of goodwill towards the ‘neighbour’; where, however, those conditions 
do not naturally exist, love depends upon the will, and the di*culty of believing 
that we ourselves live by such acts is correspondingly greater, since the will does 
not, by itself, create emotion.
 $ere is one great natural fact—a fact at the very root of all human facts—
which involves a relation very much of the nature of exchange, or of something 
more than exchange. It is the fact of childbirth. Before any child can be born, 
the masculine seed has to be received by the feminine vessel. $e man is quite 
helpless to produce a child unless he surrenders the means to someone else; the 
woman is as helpless unless she receives the means from someone else. It is a 
mutual act—but not only in the sense that two people agree to do something 
together. $ey do do something together, but they do it by an act (as regards the 
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child) of substitution. It is, not two people carrying a burden at the same time; 
the mother carries, literally, the burden. By the substitution of the woman for 
the man the seed fructi,es. New life (literally) exists. It exists by the common 
operation of the woman and the man, and that operation involves something of 
the nature of substitution.
 $at substitution produces the new life. $at new life exists, literally within 
its mother; it inheres in its mother. $e value of the sexual act itself is a kind of 
co-inherence; the two participators intend (violence apart) a renewal of mutual 
vigour from the most extreme intimacy of physical relationships. With concep-
tion comes, the physical inherence of the child. And this is renewed through 
all the generations; each generation has inhered in that before it; in that sense 
without any doubt at all, we carry, if not another’s burdens, at least the burden of 
others.
 Such is the natural fact. At the root of the physical nature of man (so long 
as free choice exists) lie exchange of liking, substitution, inherence. $e nature 
of man which is so expressed in the physical world is expressed a+er the same 
manner, only more fully, in the mental and spiritual.
 $e formal threefold division is a nuisance, but it may momentarily stand. 
What unites the three worlds is precisely this business of ‘living from others.’ 
In the mental world, for example, we derive nourishment, energy, and it is not 
perhaps going too far to say ‘life,’ from great art. Appreciation of great poetry, for 
example, give us this sense that though we read and remember the lines, yet the 
lines are greater than we are and contain us —‘felt in the blood and felt along the 
heart.’ It is not, however, in art, however great, that the secret lies; that cannot be 
more than a part of it. If this principle of exchange, substitution, and co-inherence 
(inhering in each other) is at all true, then it is true of the whole nature of man. 
If it is true, then we depend on it altogether—not as a lessening of individuality 
or moral duty but as the very fundamental pnnc%ple of all individuality and of all 
moral duty.
 In the records of the $ebaid, of the strange ascetic monks of the Egyptian 
desert, followers of St Anthony, the thing was put plainly enough.

 A certain old man used to say, ‘It is right for a man to take up the burden for those 
who are akin (or near) to him, whatsoever it may be, and, so to speak, to put his own 
soul in the place of that of his neighbour, and to become, if it were possible, a double 
man; and he must su"er, and weep, and mourn with him, and ,nally the matter must 
be accounted by him as %f he himself had put on the actual body the actual body of his 
neighbour, and as if he had acquired his countenance and soul, and he must su"er for 
him as he would for himself.’ %

1 !e Paradise of the Fathers, Sir Wallis Budge.

! - .  / . 0  1 - 2 3 4 ! 3 5 /  6 . 5 2



xv

 So great a business of exchange and substitution ,lls the phrase ‘bear ye one 
another’s burdens’ with a much fuller meaning than is generally ascribed to it. 
But that fuller meaning is no less practical than the usual meanings of being 
sympathetic and doing exterior acts ‘of kindness and of love.’ It is very proper 
that they should be done. But that is because we ought to be ‘members one of 
another’—membra, limbs, not members of the same society. Christians are not 
members of a club; they are ‘members’ of the Church, which is not a club. Men 
and women are not members of a club; they are ‘members’ of mankind, which is 
not a club. From childbirth to those (in Dante’s phrase) ‘adult in love,’ there %s but 
one Nature. $at Nature is not divided from grace; it is indeed (let it be said with 
submission to the theologians) the nature of grace. $e di"erence, in that sense, 
is only a di"erence of power.
 How then is this to be practised? By bearing one another’s burdens’ interiorly 
as well as exteriorly; by the turning of the general sympathy into something of 
immediate use; by a compact of substitution. It is the word ‘compact that is to be 
stressed. I am not ignorant that in many cases such a substitution may take place 
instinctively, by the operation of an instinctive love; a wife for a husband, a lover 
for a lover, a friend for a friend. Still less am I ignorant of the great operations of 
this kind—in prayer and sacri,ce—carried out by the religious Orders. But we 
are not dealing here with the most intense states of natural love or with the most 
advanced sacri,cial victims of religion, but with ourselves and with the ordinary 
man. It is ordinary life which might be, more than it is, shot with this principle; it 
requires only, I will not say faith, but the ,rst faint motions of faith.
 Compacts can be made for the taking over of the su"ering of troubles, and 
worries, and distresses, as simply and as e"ectually as an assent is given to the 
carrying of a parcel. A man can cease to worry about x because his friend has 
agreed to be worried by x. No doubt this is only a part of casting all our burdens 
upon the Lord; the point is that it may well be a part of it. No doubt the ,rst man 
may still have to deal directly with x; the point is that his friend may well relieve 
him of the extra burden. So also one may bind oneself more surely by promises 
made by another on one’s behalf than by one’s own promises; one may practise a 
virtue on behalf of another more easily than for oneself. $e mere attention of the 
mind to such a life of substitution will itself provide instances and opportunities. 
What is needed is precisely that attention.
 And, of course, common sense. $ere are as many dangers in that life as in 
any. We have to avoid portentousness; we have not to promise anything we obvi-
ously cannot do. But perhaps there is very little that could not be done. It does not 
follow that the payment must be made in the same kind as the original need. $is 
is probably peculiarly true of physical needs. It is in small things that the practice 
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could be begun—sleeplessness or anxiety or slight pains. It is between friends 
and lovers that the practice could be best begun; always remembering that in 
the end he whom holy Luck throws in our way is our neighbour-as much as (but 
perhaps not more than) he whom we go out of our way to seek. To begin the way 
in small things conveniently is better than to dream of the remote splendours of 
the vicarious life; not that they are likely in any case to seem very splendid when 
they come. To begin by practising faith where it is easiest is better than to try and 
practise it where it is hardest. $ere is always somewhere where it can be done.
 $e doctrine of the Christian Church has declared that the mystery of the 
Christian religion is a doctrine of co-inherence and substitution. $e Divine 
Word co-inheres in God the Father (as the Father in Him and the Spirit in Both), 
but also He has substituted His Manhood for ours in the secrets of the Incarnation 
and Atonement. $e principle of the Passion is that He gave His life ‘for’—that 
is, instead of and on behalf of—ours. In that sense He lives in us and we in Him, 
He and we co-inhere. ‘I live; yet not I but Christ liveth in me’ said St Paul, and 
de,ned the web of universal power towards substitution. To love God and to love 
one’s neighbour are but two movements of the same principle, and so are nature 
and grace; and the principle is the Word by whom all things were made and who 
gave Himself for the redemption of all things. It was precisely the breach in that 
original nature which the new Nature entered to ful,l. But either way it is our 
nature that is concerned. Our natural life begins by being borne in anotl%er; )ur 
mothers have to carry us. $is is not (so far as we know) by our own will. $e 
Christian Church demands that we shall carry out that principle everywhere by 
our will—with our friends and with our neighbours, whether we like our neigh-
bours or not.
 Such a labour has, almost immediately, two results. In the ,rst place, it en-
courages a state of mind which may perhaps be called humility—but not so much 
as a virtue as a mere fact. Humility, said the author of the Cloud of Unknowing, 
consists in seeing things as they are. If our lives are so carried by others and so 
depend upon others, it becomes impossible to think very highly of them. In the 
second place there arises within one a ,rst faint sense of what might be called 
‘loving from within.’ One no longer merely loves an object; has a sense of loving 
precisely from the great web in which the object and we are both combined. $ere 
is, if only transitorily, a #icker of living within the beloved. Such sensations are, 
or are not; they are, in themselves, of no importance. But they do for a moment 
encourage us, and they may assist us to consider still more intensely the great 
co-inherence of all life.
 It is said (among other examples of substitution in the Church) that the 
blessed St Seraphim of Sarov laid on a certain nun ‘the ascetic discipline of death, 
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that she should die instead of her sick brother Michael, whose work was not yet 
done.’; $e deaths of those of the English who are being killed every day are, 
in their manner, ‘instead of ’ us. Between the two the ladder lies by which our 
capacities run up and down, like angels; and the Joy of the Word which is the 
ladder because of the Creation and the Incarnation and the Atonement sustains 
all. From childbirth to the Divine Trinity Itself the single nature thrives; there is 
here no di"erence between that natural and that super-natural.
 Our chief temptation is to limit its operation. We can believe it happily of 
ourselves as regards our lovers and our friends; We can accept the idea, at least, 
as regards strangers; we cannot so easily as regards those of our ‘neighbours’ who 
are, individually or nationally, inimical to us. We feel it as an outrage that we 
should be intimately interrelated, physically and spiritually, to those who have 
o"ended our pride or our principles; our very physical bodies revolt against it. 
It is why one hears of frustrated lovers committing murder; it is why our Lord 
warned us that murder was in our hearts. We desire to be free from the necessity 
of contemplating or practising the awful truth. But the doctrine will not let us es-
cape so. It is not for us to make a division; that power our Lord explicitly reserved 
to Himself. If we insist on it, we can, in His ,nal judgement, be separated. $at is 
hell. But only our selves can put us there, and we cannot put others there. Virtue, 
in this as in all things, is merely to understand the republican fact.
 It is republican because it exists everywhere and at all times. No civil or inter-
national war can alter it. No neglect of social duty can change it; if we are guilty of 
such a neglect then it will be we ourselves in whom the co-inherent life will tend 
to perish, and therefore we who will draw nearer to that ‘perishing everlastingly’ 
which will one day be hell. $e great Rite of this (as of much else) within the 
Christian Church is the Eucharist, where the co-inherence is fully in action: ‘He 
in us and we in Him.’ $e prayer a+er Communion in the ritual of the Church of 
England expresses it:

 Almighty and everliving God, we most heartily thank thee, for that thou dost vouch-
safe to feed us, who have duly received these holy mysteries, with the spiritual food of the 
most precious Body and Blood of thy Son our Saviour Jesus Christ; and dost assure us 
thereby of thy favour and goodness towards us; and that we are very members incorporate 
in the mystical body of thy Son, which is the blessed company of all faithful people; and are 
also heirs through hope of thy everlasting kingdom, by the merits of the precious death 
and passion of thy dear Son. And we most humbly beseech thee, O heavenly Father, so to 
assist us with thy grace, that we may continue in that holy fellowship, and do all such good 
works as thou hast prepared for us to walk in; through Jesus Christ our Lord, to whom, 
with thee and the Holy Ghost, be all honour and glory, world without end.
2 St Seraphim of Sarov, A. F. Dobbie-Bateman. 
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