
Maclaren on Exodus-Part 2

Exodus 23:16:
THE FEAST OF INGATHERING
IN THE END OF THE YEAR
And the feast of harvest, the first-fruits of thy labours, which them hast sown In thy field: and the feast of ingathering, which is in the
end of the year, when thou hast gathered in thy labours out of the field.’— Exodus xxiii. 16 .

The Israelites seem to have had a double beginning of the year—one in spring, one at the close of harvest; or it may only be that
here the year is regarded from the natural point of view—a farmer’s year. This feast was at the gathering in of the fruits, which was
the natural close of the agricultural year.

This festival of ingathering was the Feast of Tabernacles. It is remarkable that the three great sacred festivals, the Passover,
Pentecost, Tabernacles, had all a reference to agriculture, though two of them also received a reference to national deliverances.
This fact may show that they were in existence before Moses, and that he simply imposed a new meaning on them.

Be that as it may, I take these words now simply as a starting-point for some thoughts naturally suggested by the period at which we
stand. We have come to the end of another year—looked for so long, passed so swiftly, and now seeming to have so utterly
departed!

I desire to recall to you and to myself the solemn real sense in which for us too the end of the year is a ‘time of ingathering’ and
‘harvest.’ We too begin the new year with the accumulated consequences of these past days in our ‘barns and garners.’

Now, in dealing with this thought, let me put it in two or three forms.

I. Think of the past as still living in and shaping the present.

It is a mere illusion of sense that the past is gone utterly. ‘Thou carriest them away, as with a flood.’ We speak of it as irrevocable,
unalterable, that dreadful past. It is solemnly true that ‘ye shall no more return that way.’
But there is a deeper truth in the converse thought that the apparently transient is permanent, that nothing human ever dies, that the
past is present. ‘The grass withereth, the flower fadeth,’—yes, but only its petals drop, and as they fall, the fruit which they sheltered
swells and matures.

The thought of the present as the harvest from the past brings out in vivid and picturesque form two solemn truths.

The first is the passing away of all the external, but of it only. It has all gone where the winter’s cold, the spring rains, the summer’s
heats have gone. But just as these live in the fruitful results that have accrued from them, just as the glowing sunshine of the
departed ardent summer is in the yellow, bending wheat-ear or glows in the cluster, so, in a very solemn sense, ‘that which hath
been is now’ in regard to every life. The great law of continuity makes the present the inheritor of the past. That law operates in
national life, in which national characteristics are largely precipitates, so to speak, from national history. But it works even more
energetically, and with yet graver consequences, in our individual lives. ‘The child is father of the man.’ What we are depends largely
on what we have been, and what we have been powerfully acts in determining what we shall be. Life is a mystic chain, not a heap of
unconnected links.

And there is another very solemn way in which the past lives on in each of us. For not only is our present self the direct descendant
of our past selves, but that past still subsists in that we are responsible for it, and shall one day have to answer for it. The writer of
Ecclesiastes followed the statement just now quoted as to the survival of the past, with another, which is impressive in its very
vagueness: ‘God seeketh again that which is passed away.’

So the undying past lives in its results in ourselves, and in our being answerable for it to God.

This metaphor is insufficient in one respect. There is not one epoch for sowing and another for reaping, but the two processes are
simultaneous, and every moment is at once a harvest and a seed-time.

This fact masks the reality of the reaping here, but it points on to the great harvest when God shall say, ‘Gather the wheat into My
barns!’

II. Notice some specific forms of this reaping and ingathering.



(1) Memory.

It is quite possible that in the future it may embrace all the life.

‘Chambers of imagery.’

(2) Habits and character.

Like the deposit of a flood. ‘ Habitus ’ means clothing, and cloth is woven from single threads.

(3) Outward consequences, position, reputation, etc.

III. Make a personal reference to ourselves.

What sort of harvest are we carrying over from this year? Lay this to heart as certain, that we enter on no new year—or new day—
empty-handed, but always ‘bearing our sheaves with us.’ ‘Be not deceived! God is not mocked. Whatsoever a man soweth, that shall
he also reap.’
But remember, that while this law remains, there is also the law of forgiveness, ‘Go in peace!’ and there may be a new beginning,
‘Sin no more!’

Exodus 24:1-2:
THE LOVE OF THINE ESPOUSALS
An effort is needed to feel what a tremendous and unique fact is narrated in these words. Next to the incarnation, it is the most
wonderful and far-reaching moment in history. It is the birthday of a nation, which is God’s son. It is the foundation stone of all
subsequent revelation. Its issues oppress that ancient people to-day, and its promises are not yet exhausted. It is history, not legend,
nor the product of later national vanity. Whatever may come of analysing ‘sources’ and of discovering ‘redactors,’ Israel held a
relation to God all its own; and that relation was constituted thus.

I. Note the preliminaries of the covenant.

The chapter begins with the command to Moses to come up to the mount, with Aaron and other representatives of the people. But
he was already there when the command was given, and a difficulty has been found (or, shall we say, made) out of this. The
explanation seems reasonable and plain enough, that the long section extending from Exodus 20:22 , and containing the
fundamental laws as spoken by God, is closed by our verses 1 and 2 , which imply, in the very order to Moses to come up with his
companions, that he must first go down to bring them. God dismisses him as a king might end an audience with his minister, by
bidding him return with attendants. The singular use of the third person in reference to Moses in the third verse is not explained by
supposing another writer; for, whoever wrote it, it would be equally anomalous.

So he comes down from the stern cloud-encircled peak to that great plain where the encampment lay, and all eyes watch his
descent. The people gather round him, eager and curious. He recounts ‘all the judgments,’ the series of laws, which had been
lodged in his mind by God, and is answered by the many-voiced shout of too swiftly promised obedience. Glance over the preceding
chapters, and you will see how much was covered by ‘all that the Lord hath spoken.’ Remember that every lip which united in that
lightly made vow drew its last breath in the wilderness, because of disobedience, and the burst of homage becomes a sad witness
to human weakness and changefulness. The glory of God flashed above them on the barren granite, the awful voice had scarcely
died into desert silence, nerves still tingled with excitement, and wills were bowed before Jehovah, manifestly so near. For a
moment, the people were ennobled, and obedience seemed easy. They little knew what they were saying in that brief spasm of
devotion. It was high-water then, but the tide soon turned, and all the ooze and ugliness, covered now, lay bare and rotting. ‘Better is
it that thou shouldest not vow, than that thou shouldest vow and not pay.’ We may take the lesson to ourselves, and see to it that
emotion consolidates into strenuous persistency, and does not die in the very excitement of the vow.

The pledge of obedience was needed before the Covenant could be made, and, as we shall find, was reiterated in the very centre of
the ceremonial ratification. For the present, it warranted Moses in preparing for the morrow’s ritual. His first step was to prepare a
written copy of the laws to which the people had sworn. Here we come across an old, silenced battery from which a heavy fire used
to be directed against the historical accuracy of the Pentateuch. Alphabetic writing was of a later date. There could not have been a
written code. The statement was a mere attempt of a later age to claim antiquity for comparatively modern legislation. It was no
more historical than similar traditions in other countries, Sibylline books, etc. All that is out of court now. Perhaps some other guns
will be spiked in due time, that make a great noise just at present. Then comes the erection of a rude altar, surrounded by twelve
standing stones, just as on the east of Jordan we may yet see dolmens and menhirs. The altar represents the divine presence; and
the encircling stones, Israel gathered around its God. The group is a memorial and a witness to the people,—and a witness against



them, if disobedient. Thus two permanent records were prepared, the book and the monument. The one which seemed the more
lasting has perished; the more fragile has endured, and will last to the world’s end.

II. Note the rite of ratification of the covenant.

The ceremonial is complex and significant. We need not stay on the mere picture, impressive and, to our eyes, strange as it is, but
rather seek to bring out the meaning of these smoking offerings, and that blood flung on the altar and on the crowd. First came two
sorts of sacrifices, offered not by priests, but by selected young men, probably one for each tribe, whose employment in sacrificial
functions shows the priestly character of the whole nation, according to the great words of Exodus xix. 6 . Burnt-offerings and peace-
offerings differed mainly in the use made of the sacrifice, which was wholly consumed by fire in the former, while it was in part eaten
by the offerer in the latter. The one symbolised entire consecration; the other, communion with God on the basis of sacrifice. The sin-
offering does not appear here, as being of later origin, and the product of the law, which deepened the consciousness of
transgression. But these sacrifices, at the threshold of the covenant, receive an expiatory character by the use made of the blood,
and witness to the separation between God and man, which renders amity and covenant friendship impossible, without a sacrifice.

They must have yielded much blood. It is divided into two parts, corresponding to the two parties to the covenant, like the cloven
animals in Abraham’s covenant. One half is ‘sprinkled’ on the altar, or, as the word means, ‘swung,’—which suggests a larger
quantity and a more vehement action than ‘sprinkling’ does. That drenching of the altar with gore is either a piece of barbarism or a
solemn symbol of the central fact of Christianity no less than of Judaism, and a token that the only footing on which man can be
received into fellowship with God is through the offering of a pure life, instead of the sinner, which, accepted by God, covers or
expiates sin. There can be no question that the idea of expiation is at the very foundation of the Old Testament ritual. It is
fashionable to regard the expiatory element of Christianity as ‘Hebrew old clothes,’ but the fact is the other way about. It is not that
Christianity has not been able to rid itself of a rude and false conception, but that ‘Judaism’ had its sacrifices appointed by God, in
order to prepare the way for the true offering, which takes away sin.

The expiation by blood having been thus made, the hindrances to the nation’s entering into covenant are removed. Therefore follows
in logical order the next step, their formal (alas! how purely formal it proved to be) taking on themselves its obligations. The freshly
written ‘book’ is produced, and read there, to the silent people, before the bloody altar, beneath the peak of Sinai. Again the chorus
of assent from a thousand throats echoes among the rocks. They accept the conditions. They had done so last night; but this is the
actual contract on their part, and its place in the whole order of the ceremony is significant. It follows expiation, without which man
cannot enter into friendship with God, without the acceptance of which man will not yield himself in obedience. The vows which God
approves are those of men whose sins are covered.

The final step was the sprinkling of the people with the blood. The division of the blood into two portions signifies that it had an office
in regard to each party to the covenant. If it had been possible to pour it all on the altar, and then all on the people, that would have
been done. The separation into two portions was inevitable; but in reality it is the same blood which, sprinkled on the altar, expiates,
and on the worshipper, consecrates, cleanses, unites to God, and brings into covenant with Him. Hence Moses accompanies the
sprinkling of the people with the explanation, ‘This is the blood of the covenant, which the Lord hath made with you, upon all these
conditions’ (Rev. Ver. margin). It ratifies the compact on both sides. God ‘hath made’ it, in accepting the sprinkled blood; they have
made it, in being sprinkled therewith. But while the rite sets forth the great gospel truth of expiation, the Covenant moves within the
region of law. It is made ‘on the basis of all these words,’ and is voidable by disobedience. It is the Magna Charta of the nation, and
its summing up is ‘this do, and thou shalt live.’ Its promises are mainly of outward guardianship and national blessings. And these
are suspended by it, as they were in fact contingent, on the national observance of the national vow. The general idea of a covenant
is that of a compact between two parties, each of whom comes under obligations contingent on the other’s discharge of his.
Theologians have raised the question whether God’s covenant is of this kind. Surely it is. His promises to Israel had an ‘if,’ and the
fulfilment of the conditions necessarily secured the accomplishment of the promises. The ritual of the first covenant transcends the
strictly retributive compact which it ratified, and shadows a gospel beyond law, even the new covenant which brings better gifts, and
does not turn on ‘do,’ but simply on the sprinkling with the blood of Jesus. The words of Moses were widened to carry a blessing
beyond his thoughts, which was disclosed when, in an upper chamber, a dying man said to the twelve representatives of the true
Israel, ‘This is the new covenant in My blood, drink ye all of it.’ The blood which Moses sprinkled gave ritual cleansing, but it
remained outside the man. The blood of Jesus gives true purification, and passes into our veins to become our life. The covenant by
Moses was ‘do and live’; that in Christ is ‘believe and live.’ Moses brought commandments, and on them his covenant was built;
Christ brings gifts, and His covenant is all promises, which are ours on the simple condition of taking them.

III. Note the vision and feast on the basis of the covenant.

The little company that climbed the mountain, venturing within the fence, represented the whole people. Aaron and his sons were the
destined priests. The elders were probably seventy, because that number is the product of the two perfect numbers, and perhaps
with allusion to the seventy souls who went down into Egypt with Jacob. It is emphatically said that they saw ‘the God of Israel,’ for



that day’s covenant had made him so in a new closeness of relationship. In token of that new access to and possession in Him,
which was henceforth to be the prerogative of the obedient people, some manifestation of His immediate presence was poured on
their astonished eyes. It is needless to inquire its nature, or to ask how such a statement is consistent with the spirituality of the
divine nature, or with what this same book of Exodus says, ‘There shall no man see Me, and live.’ The plain intention is to assert that
there was a visible manifestation of the divine presence, but no attempt is made to describe it. Our eyes are stayed at the pavement
beneath His feet, which was blue as sapphire, and bright as the cloudless sky gleaming above Sinai. It is enough to learn that ‘the
secret of the Lord is with them’ to whom He shows ‘His covenant’; that, by the power of sacrifice, a true vision of God may be ours,
which is ‘in a mirror, darkly,’ indeed, but yet is real and all sufficing. Before the covenant was made, Israel had been warned to keep
afar lest He should break through on them, but now ‘He laid not His hand’ upon them; for only blessing can stream from His
presence now, and His hand does not crush, but uphold.

Nor is this all which we learn of the intercourse with God which is possible on the ground of His covenant. They ‘did eat and drink.’
That may suggest that the common enjoyments of the natural life are in no way inconsistent with the vision of God; but more
probably it is meant to teach a deeper lesson. We have remarked that the ritual of the peace-offering included a feast on the
sacrifice ‘before the Lord,’ by which was signified communion with Him, as at His table, and this meal has the same meaning. They
who stand in covenant relations with God, feed and feast on a sacrifice, and thereby hold fellowship with Him, since He too has
accepted the sacrifice which nourishes them. So that strange banquet on Sinai taught a fact which is ever true, prophesied the
deepest joys of Christian experience, which are realised in the soul that eats the flesh and drinks the blood of Christ, the Mediator of
the new covenant, and dimly shadowed the yet future festival, when, cleansed and consecrated by His blood, they who have made
a covenant with Him by His sacrifice, shall be gathered unto Him in the heavenly mount, where He makes a ‘feast of fat things and
wines on the lees well refined,’ and there shall sit, for ever beholding His glory, and satisfied with the provisions of His house.

Exodus 25:30:
THE BREAD OF THE PRESENCE
Thou shalt set upon the table shew-bread before Me alway.’— Exodus 25:30

I suspect that to many readers the term ‘shew-bread’ conveys little more meaning than if the Hebrew words had been lifted over into
our version. The original expression, literally rendered, is ‘bread of the face’; or, as the Revised Version has it in the margin,
‘presence bread,’ and the meaning of that singular designation is paraphrased and explained in my text: ‘Thou shalt set upon the
table, bread of the presence before Me always.’ It was bread, then, which was laid in the presence of God. The directions with
regard to it may be very briefly stated. Every Sabbath the priests laid upon the table which stood on one side of the Altar of Incense,
in the Inner Court, two piles of loaves, on each of which piles was placed a pan of incense. They lay there for a week, being
replaced by fresh ones on the coming Sabbath.

The Altar of Incense in the middle symbolised the thought that the priestly life, which was the life of the nation, and is the life of the
Christian both individually and collectively, is to be centrally and essentially a life of prayer. On one side of it stood the great golden
lamp which, in like manner, declared that the activities of the priestly life, which was the life of Israel, and is the life of the Christian
individually and collectively, is to be, in its manward aspect, a light for the world. On the other side of the Altar of Incense stood this
table with its loaves. What does it say about the life of the priest, the Church, and the individual Christian? That is the question that I
wish to try to answer here; and in doing so let me first ask you to look at the thing itself, and then to consider its connection with the
other two articles in connection with which it made a threefold oneness.

I. Let me deal with this singular provision of the ancient ritual by itself alone.

Bread is a product at once of God’s gift and of man’s work. In the former aspect, He ‘leaves not Himself without witness, in that,’ in
the yearly miracle of the harvest, ‘He gives us bread from Heaven, and fruitful seasons, filling our hearts with food and gladness’; in
the latter, considered as a product of man’s activity, agriculture is, if not the first, at all events in settled communities the prime, form
of human industry. The farmer and the baker begin the series of man’s industries. So that these loaves were fitly taken as
representatives of all kinds of human industry and their products, and as such were consecrated to God. That is the broad
significance of this institution, which, as we shall have to see, links itself with the other two conceptions of the priestly life in its
Godward and in its manward aspect. Now the first thing that is suggested, therefore, is the plain obligation, which is also a blessed
privilege, for all men who are priests of God by faith in, and union with, the great High Priest, that they lay all their activities as an
offering before God. The loaves in their very place on that table, right in front of the veil that parted the Inner Court from the inmost
of all, where the Shekinah shone, and the Cherubim bowed in worship, tell us that in some sense they, too, were an offering, and
that the table was an altar. Their sacrificial character is emphasised by the fact that upon the top of each of the piles there was laid a
pan of incense.

So, then, the whole was an offering of Israel’s activities and its results to God. And we, Christian men and women, have to make an



offering of all our active life, and all its products. That thought opens up many considerations, one or two of which I ask leave to
touch briefly. First, then, if my active life is to be an offering to God, that means that I am to surrender myself. And that surrender
means three things: first that in all my daily work I am to set Him before me as my end; second, that in all my daily work I am to set
Him before me as my law; third, that in all my daily work I am to set Him before me as my power. As for the first, whatever a man
does for any motive other, and with any end less, than God and His Glory, that act, beautiful as it may be in other respects, loses its
supreme beauty, and falls short of perfect nobleness, just in the measure in which other motives, or other ends, than this supreme
one, are permitted to dominate it. I do not contend for such an impossible suppression of myself as that my own blessedness and
the like shall be in no manner my end, but I do maintain this, that in good old language, ‘Man’s chief end is to glorify God,’ and that
anything which I do, unless it is motived by this regard to Him as its ‘chief end,’ loses its noblest consecration, and is degraded from
its loftiest beauty. The Altar sanctifies, and not only sanctifies but ennobles, the gift. That which has in it the taint of self-regard so
pronouncedly and dominantly as that God is shut out, is like some vegetation down in low levels at the bottom of a vale, which never
has the sun to shine upon it. But let it rise as some tree above the brushwood until its topmost branches are in the light, and then it
is glorified. To live to self is ignoble and mean; to live for others is higher and nobler. But highest and noblest of all is to offer the
loaves to God, and to make Him the end of all our activities.

Again, there is another consideration, bearing on another region in which the assertive self is only too apt to spoil all work. And that
is, that if our activities are offerings to God, this means that His supreme Will is to be our law, and that we obey His commands and
accept His appointments in quiet submission. The tranquillity of heart, the accumulation of power, which come to men when they,
from the depths, say, ‘Not my will but Thine be done’; ‘Speak, Lord! for Thy servant heareth,’ cannot be too highly stated. There is no
such charm to make life quiet and strong as the submission of the will to God’s providences, and the swift obedience of the will to
God’s commandments. And whilst to make self my end mars what else is beautiful, making self my law mars it even more.

Further, we offer our activities to God when we fall back upon Him as our one power, and say, ‘Perfect Thy strength in my weakness.’
He that goes out into the world to do his daily work, of whatsoever sort it is—you in your little sphere, or I in mine—in dependence
upon himself, is sure to be defeated. He that says ‘we have no strength against this great multitude that cometh against us, but our
eyes are unto Thee,’ will, sooner or later, be able to go back with joy, and say, ‘the Lord hath done great things for us, whereof we
are glad.’ The man that goes into the fight like that foolish prime minister of France under the Empire, ‘with a light heart.’ will very
soon find his Sedan, and have shamefully to surrender. Brethren, these three things, making God the end of my work; making God’s
will the law of my work; making God’s strength the power of my work; these are the ways by which we, too, can bring our little pile of
barley bread, and lay it upon that table.

Again, this consecration of life’s activities is to be carried out by treating their products, as well as themselves, as offerings to God.
The loaves were the results of human activity. They were also the products of divine gifts elaborated by human effort. And both
things are true about all the bread that you and I have been able to make for the satisfaction of our desires, or the sustenance of our
strength—it comes ultimately from the gift of God. In regard to this consecration of the product of our activities, as well as of our
activities themselves, I have but two words to offer, and the one is, let us see to it that we consecrate our enjoyment of God’s gifts by
bringing that enjoyment, as well as the activities which He has blessed to produce it, into His presence. That table bore the symbols
of the grateful recognition of God’s mercies by the people. And when our hearts are glad, and our ‘bosom’s lord sits lightly on his
throne,’ we have special need to take care that our joy be not godless, nor our enjoyment of His gifts be without reference to Himself.
‘Ah,’ you say, ‘that is a threadbare commonplace.’ Yes, it is, dear friends; it is a commonplace just because it is needful at every turn,
if we are to make our lives what they ought to be.

May I say another thing? and that is, that the loaves that were laid within the Sanctuary were not intended to be separated from the
others that were eaten in the tents, nor were they meant to be a kind of purchasing of an indulgence, or of a right, by surrendering a
little, to the godless and selfish enjoyment of the rest of the batch, or of the rest of the harvest. Let us apply that to our money, which
is one of the products of our activities; and not fancy, as a great many people do, that what we give as a subscription to some
benevolent or religious institution buys for us the right to spend all the rest selfishly. That is another commonplace, very threadbare
and very feeble, when we speak it, but with claws and teeth in it that will lay hold of us, when we try to put it in practice. The
enjoyments and the products of our daily activities are to be offered to God.

Still further, this table with its burden has suggestions that as Christians we are bound to bring all our work to Him for His judgment
upon it. The loaves were laid right in front of the veil, behind which blazed the light of His presence. And that meant that they were
laid before ‘those pure eyes and perfect judgment of all-judging’ God. Whether we bring our activities there or no, of course in a very
real and solemn sense they are there. But what I desire to insist upon now is how important, for the nobleness and purity of our daily
lives, it is that we should be in the continual habit of realising to ourselves the thought that whatever we do, we do before His Face.
The Roman Catholics talk about ‘the practice of the presence of God.’ One does not like the phrase, but all true religion will practise
what is meant by it. And for us it should be as joyous to think, ‘Thou God seest me,’ as it is for a child to play or work with a quiet
heart, because it knows that its mother is sitting somewhere not very far off and watching that no harm comes to it. That thought of



being in His presence would be for us a tonic, and a test. How it would pull us up in many a meanness, and keep our feet from
wandering into many forbidden ways, if there came like a blaze of light into our hearts the thought: ‘Thou God seest me!’ There are
many of our activities, I am afraid, which we should not like to put down on that table. Can you think of any in your lives that you
would be rather ashamed to lay there, and say to Him, ‘Judge Thou this’? Then do not do it. That is a brief, but a very stringent,
easily applied, and satisfactory test of a great many doubtful things. If you cannot take them into the Inner Court, and lay them down
there, and say, ‘Look, Lord! this is my baking,’ be sure that they are made, not of wholesome flour, but of poisoned grain, and that
there is death in them.

Further, this table, with its homely burden of twelve poor loaves, may suggest to us how the simplest, smallest, most secular of our
activities is a fit offering to Him. The loaves were not out of place amidst the sanctities of the spot, nor did they seem to be
incongruous with the golden altar and the golden lamp-stand, and yet they were but twelve loaves. The poorest of our works is fit to
be carried within the shrine, and laid upon His altar. We may be sure that He delights even in the meanest and humblest of them, if
only we take them to Him and say: ‘All things come of Thee, and of Thine own have we given Thee.’ Ah! there are a great many
strange things in Christ’s treasury. Mothers will hoard up trifles that belonged to their children, which everybody else thinks
worthless. Jesus Christ has in His storehouse a ‘cup of cold water,’ the widows’ mites, and many another thing that the world counts
of no value, and He recognises as precious. There is an old story about some great emperor making a progress through his
dominions, where he had been receiving precious gifts from cities and nobles, and as the gay cortège was passing a poor cottage,
the peasant-owner came out with a coarse earthenware cup filled with spring water in his hand, and offered it to his overlord as the
only gift that he could give. The king accepted it, and ennobled him on the spot. Take your barley loaves to Christ, and He will lay
them up in His storehouse.

II. Now I need only say a word or two about the other aspect of this table of shew-bread, taken with the other two articles in
conjunction with which it formed a unity.

The lamp and the table go together. They are both offshoots from the altar in the middle. That is to say, your lives will not shine
before men unless your activities are offered to God. The smallest taint of making self your end, your law, or your strength, mingling
with your lives, and manifest in their actions, will dim the light which shines from them, and men will be very quick to find out and say,
‘He calls himself a Christian; but he lives for himself.’ Neither the light, which is the radiance of a Christian life manwards, can be
sustained without the offering of the life in its depths to God, nor can the activities of the life be acceptably offered to Him, unless the
man that offers them ‘lets his light shine before men.’ The lamp and the table must go together.

The lamp and the table must together be offshoots from the altar. If there be not in the centre of the life aspiration after Him in the
depths of the heart, communion with Him in the silent places of the soul, then there will be little brightness in the life to ray out
amongst men, and there will be little consecration of the activities to be laid before God. The reason why the manifold bustle and
busy-ness of the Christian Church today sows so much and reaps so little, lies mainly here, that they have forgotten to a large
extent how the altar in the centre must give the oil for the lamp to shine, and the grain to be made into the loaves. And, on the other
hand, the altar in the middle needs both its flanking accompaniments. For the Christian life is to be no life of cloistered devotion and
heavenward aspiration only or mainly, but is to manifest its still devotion and its heavenward aspiration by the consecration of its
activities to God, and the raying of them out into a darkened world. The service of man is the service of God, for lamp and table are
offshoots of the altar. But the service of God is the basis of the best service of man, for the altar stands between the lamp and the
table.

So, brethren, let us blend these three aspects into a unity, the Altar, the Lamp, the Table, and so shall we minister aright, and men
will call us the ‘priests of the Most High God,’ till we pass within the veil where, better than the best of us here can do, we shall be
able to unite still communion and active service, and shine as the sun in the Kingdom of our Father. ‘His servants shall serve Him’
with priestly ministrations, ‘and shall see His face, and His name shall be in their foreheads.’

Exodus 25:31:
THE GOLDEN LAMPSTAND
‘Thou shalt make a candlestick of pure gold. . ..’— Exodus 25:31

If we could have followed the Jewish priest as he passed in his daily ministrations into the Inner Court, we should have seen that he
first piled the incense on the altar which stood in its centre, and then turned to trim the lamps of the golden candlestick which flanked
it on one side. Of course it was not a candlestick, as our versions misleadingly render the word. That was an article of furniture
unknown in those days. It was a lampstand; from a central upright stem branched off on either side three arms decorated with what
the Book calls ‘beaten work,’ and what we in modern jewellers’ technicality call répoussé work, each of which bore on its top, like a
flower on its stalk, a shallow cup filled with oil, in which a wick floated. There were thus seven lamps in all, including that on the
central stem. The material was costly, the work adorning it was artistic, the oil with which it was fed was carefully prepared, the



number of its lamps expressed perfection, it was daily trimmed by the priest, and there, all through the night, it burned, the one spot
of light in a dark desert.

Now, this Inner Court of the Tabernacle or Temple was intended, with its furniture, to be symbolical of the life of Israel, the priestly
nation. The Altar of Incense, which was the main article of ecclesiastical equipment there, and stood in the central place,
represented the life of Israel in its Godward aspect, as being a life of continual devotion. The Candlestick on the one hand, and the
Table of Shew-bread on the other, were likewise symbolical of other aspects of that same life. I have to deal now with the meaning
and lessons of this golden lampstand, and it teaches us—

I. The office manwards of the Church and of the individual Christian.

Let me just for a moment recall the various instances in which this symbol reappears in Scripture. We have, in the vision of the
prophet who sustained and animated the spirits of Israel in their Restoration, the repetition of the emblem, in the great golden
candlestick which Zechariah saw, fed by two ‘olive trees,’ one on either side of it; and in the last book of Scripture we have that most
significant and lovely variation of it, the reappearance, not of the one golden candlestick or lampstand, but of seven . The formal
unity is at an end, but the seven constitute a better, more vital unity, because Christ is in the midst. We may learn the lesson that the
Christian conception of the oneness of the Church towers above the Jewish conception of the oneness of Israel by all the difference
that there is between a mere mechanical, external unity, and a vital oneness—because all are partakers of the one Christ. I may
recall, also, how our Lord, in that great programme of the Kingdom which Matthew has gathered together in what we call ‘the
Sermon on the Mount,’ immediately after the Beatitudes, goes on to speak of the office of His people under the two metaphors of
‘the salt of the earth’ and ‘the light of the world,’ and immediately connects with the latter of the two a reference to a lamp lit and set
upon its stand; and clinches the whole by the exhortation, ‘Let your light so shine before men that they may see your good works,
and glorify your Father which is in Heaven.’

A remarkable and beautiful variation of that exhortation is found in one of the Apostolic writings when Paul, instead of saying, ‘Ye are
the light of the world,’ says, ‘Shine as lights in the world,’ and so gives us the individual, as well as the collective and ecclesiastical,
aspect of these great functions. That is a hint that is very much needed. Christian people are quite willing to admit that the Church,
the abstraction, the generalisation, is ‘the light of the world.’ But they are woefully apt to slip their own necks out from under the yoke
of the obligation, and to forget that the collective light is only the product of the millions of individual lights rushing together—just as
in some gas-lights you have a whole series of minute punctures, each of which gives out its own little jet of radiance, and all run
together into one brilliant circle. So do not let us escape the personal pressure of this office, or lay it all on the broad shoulders of
that generalised abstraction ‘the Church.’ But, since the collective light is but the product of the individual small shinings, let us take
the two lessons: first, contribute our part to the general lustre; second, be content with having our part lost in the general light.

But now let me turn for a little while to the more specific meaning of this symbol. The life which, by the central position of the Altar of
Incense, was symbolised as being centrally, essentially in its depths and primarily, a life of habitual devotion and communion with
God, in its manward aspect is a life that shines ‘to give the light of the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ.’
That is the solemn obligation, the ideal function, of the Christian Church and of each individual who professes to belong to it. Now, if
you recur to our Lord’s own application of this metaphor, to which I have already referred, you will see that the first and foremost way
by which Christian communities and individuals discharge this function is by conduct. ‘Let your light so shine before men’—that they
may hear your eloquent proclamation of the Gospel? No! ‘Let your light so shine before men’—that you may convince the gainsayers
by argument, or move the hard-hearted by appeals and exhortations; that you may preach and talk? No! ‘That they may see your
good works , and glorify your Father which is in Heaven.’ We may say of the Christian community, and of the Christian individual,
with all reverence, what the Scripture in an infinitely deeper and more sacred sense says of Jesus Christ Himself, ‘the life was the
light.’ It is conduct, whereby most effectually, most universally, and with the least risk of rousing antagonism and hostile feelings,
Christian people may ‘shine as lights in the world.’ For we all know how the inconsistencies of a Christian man block the path of the
Gospel far more than a hundred sermons or talks further it. We all know how there are people, plenty of them, who, however
illogically yet most naturally, compare our lives in their daily action with oar professed beliefs, and, saying to themselves, ‘I do not
see that there is much difference between them and me,’ draw the conclusion that it matters very little whether a man is a Christian
or not, seeing that the conduct of the men who profess to be so is little more radiant, bright with purity and knowledge and joy, than is
the conduct of others. Dear brethren, you can do far more to help or hinder the spread of Christ’s Kingdom by the way in which you
do common things, side by side with men who are not partakers of the ‘like precious faith’ with yourselves, than I or my fellow-
preachers can do by all our words. It is all very well to lecture about the efficiency of a machine; let us see it at work, and that will
convince people. We preach; but you preach far more eloquently, and far more effectively, by your lives. ‘In all labour,’ says the Book
of Proverbs, ‘there is profit’—which we may divert from its original meaning to signify that in all Christian living there is force to attract
—‘but the talk of the lips tendeth only to poverty.’ Oh! if the Christian men and women of England would live their Christianity, they
would do more to convert the unconverted, and to draw in the outcasts, than all of us preachers can do. ‘From you,’ said the Apostle
once to a church very young, and just rescued from the evils of heathenism—‘from you sounded out,’ as if blown from a trumpet, ‘the



Word of the Lord, so that we need not to speak anything.’ Live the life, and thereby you diffuse the light.

Nor need we forget that this most potent of all weapons is one that can be wielded by all Christian people. Our gifts differ. Some of
us cannot speak for Jesus; some of us who think we can had often better hold our tongues. But we can all live like and for Him. And
this most potent and universally diffused possibility is also the weapon that can be wielded with least risk of failure. There is a certain
assumption, which it is often difficult to swallow, in a Christian man’s addressing another on the understanding that he, the speaker,
possesses something which the other lacks. By words we may often repel, and often find that the ears that we seek to enter with our
message close themselves against us and are unwilling to hear. But there is no chance of offending anybody, or of repelling
anybody, by living Christlike. We can all do that, and it is the largest contribution that any of us can make to the collective light which
shines out from the Christian Church.

But, brethren, we have to remember that there are dangers attending the life that reveals its hidden principles as being faith in Christ
and obedience to Him. Did you ever notice how, in the Sermon on the Mount, there are two sets of precepts which seem
diametrically opposite to one another? There is a whole series of illustrations of the one commandment, ‘Take heed that ye do not
your righteousness before men, to be seen of them,’ and then there Is the precept, ‘Let your light so shine before men that they may
see your good works.’ So that whilst, on the one hand, there is to be the manifestation in daily conduct of the inner principles that
animate us, on the other hand, if there comes in the least taint or trace of ostentation, everything is spoiled, and the light is darkness.
The light of the sun makes all things visible and hides itself. We do not see the sunbeams, but we see what the sunbeams illuminate.
It is the coarser kinds of light which are themselves separately visible, and they are so only because they have not power enough to
make everything around them as brilliant as they themselves are. So our light is to be silent, our light is—if I might use such a
phrase—to hide itself in ‘a glorious privacy,’ whilst it enables men to see, even through our imperfect ministration, the face of our
Father in Heaven.

But let me remind you that the same variation by Paul of our Lord’s words to which I have already referred as bringing out the
difference between the collective and the individual function, also brings out another difference; for Paul says, ‘Ye shine as lights in
the world, holding forth the word of life.’ He slightly varies the metaphor. We are no longer regarded as being ourselves illuminants,
but simply as being the stands on which the light is placed. And that means that whilst the witness by life is the mightiest, the most
universally possible, and the least likely to offend, there must also be, as occasion shall serve, without cowardice, without
shamefaced reticence, the proclamation of the great Gospel which has made us ‘lights in the world.’ And that is a function which
every Christian man can discharge too, though I have just been saying that they cannot all preach and speak; for every Christian
soul has some other soul to whom its word comes with a force that none other can have.

So the one office that is set forth here is the old familiar one, the obligation of which is fully recognised by us all, and pitifully ill-
discharged by any of us, to shine by our daily life, and to shine by the actual communication by speech of ‘the Name that is above
every name.’ That is the ideal; alas for the reality! ‘Ye are the light of the world.’ What kind of light do we—the Church of Christ that
gathers here—ray out into the darkness of Manchester? Socially, intellectually, morally, in the civic life, in the national life, are
Christian people in the van? They ought to be. There is a church clock in our city which has a glass dial that professes to be
illuminated at night, so that the passer-by may tell the hour; but it is generally burning so dimly that nobody can see on its grimy face
what o’ clock it is. That is like a great many of our churches, and I ask you to ask yourselves whether it is like you or not—a dark
lantern, a most imperfectly illuminated dial, which gives no guidance and no information to anybody.

This golden lampstand teaches us—

II. How this office is to be discharged.

Remember simply these two points. It stood, as I have already said, on one side of the Altar of Incense which was central to
everything. It was daily tended by the priests, and fed with fresh oil. Hence we may derive some important practical lessons.

To begin with, we note that our light is a derived light, and therefore can only be kept bright when we keep close to the source from
whence it is derived.

‘That was the true Light, which coming into the world lighteth every man’—there is the source of all illumination, in Jesus Christ
Himself. He alone is the Light, and as for all others we must say of them what was said of His great forerunner, ‘Not that light, but
sent to bear witness of that light’; and again, ‘he was a light kindled,’ and therefore ‘shining,’ and so his shining was but ‘for a
season.’ But Jesus is for ever the light of the world, and all our illumination comes from Him. As Paul says, ‘Now are ye light in the
Lord,’ therefore only in the measure in which we are ‘in the Lord,’ shall we be light. Keep near to Him and you will shine; break the
connection with Him, and you are darkness, darkness for yourselves, and darkness for the world. Switch off, and the light is
darkness.

Change the metaphor, and instead of saying ‘derived light’ say ‘reflected light.’ There is a pane of glass in a cottage, miles away
across the moor. It was invisible a moment ago, and suddenly it gleams like a diamond. Why? The sun has struck it; and in a



moment after it will be invisible again. As long as Jesus Christ is shining on my heart, so long, and not a moment longer, shall I give
forth the light that will illumine the world. Astronomers have a contrivance by which they can keep a photographic film on which they
are seeking to get the image of a star, moving along with the movement of the heavens, so that on the same spot the star shall
always shine. We have to keep ourselves steady beneath the white beam from Jesus, and then we, too, shall be ‘light in the Lord.’

Our light is fed light. Daily came the priest, daily the oil that had been exhausted by shining was replenished. We all know what that
oil means and is; the Divine Spirit which comes into every heart which is open by faith in Christ, and which abides in every heart
where there are desire, obedience, and the following of Him; which can be quenched by my sin, by my negligence, by my ceasing to
wish it, by my not using its gifts when I have them; which can be grieved by my inconsistencies, and by the spots of darkness that so
often take up more of the sphere of my life than the spots of illumination. But we can have as much of that oil of the Divine Spirit, the
‘unction from the Holy One,’ as we desire, and expect, and use. And unless we have, dear brethren, there is no shining for us. This
generation in its abundant activities tends to a Christianity which has more spindles than power, which is more surface than depth,
which is so anxious to do service that it forgets the preliminary of all right service, patient, solitary, silent communion with God. Suffer
the word of exhortation—let shining be second, let replenishing with the oil be first. First the Altar of Incense, then the Candlestick.

III. This golden lampstand tells us of the fatal effect of neglecting the Church’s and the individual’s duty.

Where is the seven-branched candlestick of the second Temple? No one knows. Possibly, according to one statement, it lies at the
bottom of the Mediterranean. Certainly we know that it is pictured on that sad panel in the conqueror’s arch at Rome, and that it
became a trophy of the insolent victor. It disappeared, and the Israel whom it vainly endeavoured through the centuries to stir to a
consciousness of its vocation, has never since had a gleam of light to ray out into the world. Where are the seven candlesticks,
which made a blessed unity because Christ walked in their midst? Where are the churches of Ephesus, Smyrna, Philadelphia,
Thyatira, and the rest? Where they stood the mosque is reared, and from its minaret day by day rings out—not the proclamation of
the Name, but—‘There is no God but God, and Mahomet is His Prophet.’ The Pharos that ought to have shone out over stormy seas
has been seized by wreckers, and its light is blinded, and false lights lure the mariner to the shoals and to shipwreck.

‘Take heed lest He also spare not thee.’ O brethren! is it not a bitter irony to call us ‘lights of the world’? Let us penitently recognise
the inconsistencies of our lives, and the reticence of our speech. Let us not lose sight of the high ideal, that we may the more
penitently recognise the miserable falling short of our reality. And let us be thankful that the Priest is tending the lamps. ‘He will not
quench the smoking wick,’ but will replenish it with oil, and fan the dying flame. Only let us not resist His ministrations, which are
always gentle, even when He removes the charred blacknesses that hinder our being what we should be, and may be, if we will—
lights of the world. ‘Arise! shine, for thy light is come, and the glory of the Lord is risen upon thee.’

Exodus 28:12,29:
THE NAMES ON AARON’S BREASTPLATE
‘Aaron shall bear their names before the Lord, upon his two shoulders, for a memorial. . .. And Aaron shall bear the names of the
Children of Israel in the breastplate of judgment upon his heart, when he goeth in unto the Holy Place.’— Exodus 28:12, 29

Every part of the elaborately prescribed dress of the high priest was significant. But the significance of the whole was concentrated
in the inscription upon his mitre, ‘Holiness to the Lord,’ and in those others upon his breastplate and his shoulder.

The breastplate was composed of folded cloth, in which were lodged twelve precious stones, in four rows of three, each stone
containing the name of one of the tribes. It was held in position by the ephod, which consisted of another piece of cloth, with a back
and front part, which were united into one on the shoulders. On each shoulder it was clasped by an onyx stone bearing the names of
six of the tribes. Thus twice, on the shoulders, the seat of power, and on the heart, the organ of thought and of love, Aaron, entering
into the presence of the Most High, bore ‘the names of the tribes for a memorial continually.’

Now, I think we shall not be indulging in the very dangerous amusement of unduly spiritualising the externalities of that old law if we
see here, in these two things, some very important lessons.

I. The first one that I would suggest to you is—here we have the expression of the great truth of representation of the
people by the priest.

The names of the tribes laid upon Aaron’s heart and on his shoulders indicated the significance of his office—that he represented
Israel before God, as truly as he represented God to Israel. For the moment the personality of the official was altogether melted
away and absorbed in the sanctity of his function, and he stood before God as the individualised nation. Aaron was Israel, and Israel
was Aaron, for the purposes of worship. And that was indicated by the fact that here, on the shoulders from which, according to an
obvious symbol, all acts of power emanate, and on the heart from which, according to most natural metaphor, all the outgoings of
the personal life proceed, were written the names of the tribes. That meant, ‘This man standing here is the Israel of God, the



concentrated nation.’

The same thought works the other way. The nation is the diffused priest, and all its individual components are consecrated to God.
All this was external ceremonial, with no real spiritual fact at the back of it. But it pointed onwards to something that is not
ceremonial. It pointed to this, that the true priest must, in like manner, gather up into himself, and in a very profound sense be, the
people for whom he is the priest; and that they, in their turn, by the action of their own minds and hearts and wills, must consent to
and recognise that representative relation, which comes to the solemn height of identification in Christ’s relation to His people. ‘I am
the Vine, ye are the branches,’ says He, and also, ‘That they all may be one in us as Thou, Father, art in Me, and I in Thee.’ So Paul
says, ‘I live, yet not I, but Christ liveth in me.’ ‘The life which I live in the flesh, I live by the faith of the Son of God,’

So Christ gathers us all, if we will let Him, into Himself; and our lives may be hid with Him—in a fashion that is more than mere
external and formal representation, or as people have a member of Parliament to represent them in the councils of the nation—even
in a true union with Him in whom is the life of all of us, if we live in any real sense. Aaron bore the names of the tribes on shoulder
and heart, and Israel was Aaron, and Aaron was Israel.

II. Further, we see here, in these eloquent symbols, the true significance of intercession.

Now, that is a word and a thought which has been wofully limited and made shallow and superficial by the unfortunate confining of
the expression, in our ordinary language, to a mere action by speech. Intercession is supposed to be verbal asking for some good to
be bestowed on, or some evil to be averted from, some one in whom we are interested. But the Old Testament notion of the priest’s
intercession, and the New Testament use of the word which we so render, go far beyond any verbal utterances, and reach to the
very heart of things. Intercession, in the true sense of the word, means the doing of any act whatsoever before God for His people by
Jesus Christ. Whensoever, as in the presence of God, He brings to God anything which is His, that is intercession. He undertakes
for them, not by words only, though His mighty word is, ‘I will that they whom Thou hast given Me be with Me where I am,’ but by
acts which are more than even the words of the Incarnate Word.

If we take these two inscriptions upon which I am now commenting, we shall get, I think, what covers the whole ground of the
intercession on which Christians are to repose their souls. For, with regard to the one of them, we read that the high priest’s
breastplate was named ‘the breastplate of judgment’; and what that means is explained by the last words of the verse following that
from which my text is taken: ‘Aaron shall bear the judgment of the children of Israel upon his heart before the Lord.’ Judgment means
a judicial sentence; in this case a judicial sentence of acquittal. And that Aaron stood before God in the Holy Place, ministering with
this breastplate upon his heart, is explained by the writer of these regulations to mean that he carried there the visible manifestation
of Israel’s acquittal, based upon his own sacrificial function. Now, put that into plain English, and it is just this—Jesus Christ’s
sacrifice ensures, for all those whose names are written on these gems on His heart, their acquittal in the judgment of Heaven. Or, in
other words, the first step in the intercession of our great High Priest is the presenting before God for ever and ever that great fact
that He, the Sinless, has died for the love of sinful men, and thereby has secured that the judgment of Heaven on them shall now be
‘no condemnation.’ Brethren, there is the root of all our hope in Christ, and of all that Christ is to individuals and to society—the
assurance that the breastplate of judgment is on His heart, as a sign that all who trust Him are acquitted by the tribunal of Heaven.

The other side of this great continual act of intercession is set forth by the other symbol—the names written on the shoulders, the
seat of power. There is a beautiful parallel, which yet at first sight does not seem to be one, to the thought that lies here, in the Book
of the Prophet Isaiah, where, addressing the restored and perfected Israel, he says, speaking in the person of Jehovah: ‘I have
graven thee upon the palms of My hands.’ That has precisely the same meaning that I take to be conveyed by this symbol in the
text. The names of the tribes are written on His shoulders; and not until that arm is wearied or palsied, not till that strong hand
forgets its cunning, will our defence fail. If our names are thus written on the seat of power, that means that all the divine authority
and omnipotence which Jesus Christ, the Eternal Son of the Father, wields in His state of royal glory, are exercised on behalf of, or
at all events on the side of, those whose names He thus bears upon His shoulders. That is the guarantee for each of us that our
hands shall be made strong, according to the ancient prophetic blessing, ‘by the hands of the mighty God of Jacob.’ Just as a father
or a mother will take their child’s little tremulous hand in theirs and hold it, that it may be strengthened for some small task beyond
its unbacked, uninvigorated power; so Jesus Christ will give us strength within, and also will order the march of His Providence and
send the gift of His Spirit, for the succour and the strengthening of all whose names are written on His ephod. He has gone within
the veil. He has left us heavy tasks, but our names are on His shoulders, and we ‘can do all things in Christ who strengthened us.’

III. Still further, this symbol suggests to us the depth and reality of Christ’s sympathy.

The heart is, in our language, the seat of love. It is not so in the Old Testament. Affection is generally allocated to another part of the
frame; but here the heart stands for the organ of care, of thought, of interest. For, according to the Old Testament view of the relation
between man’s body and man’s soul, the very seat and centre of the individual life is in the heart. I suppose that was because it was
known that, somehow or other, the blood came thence. Be that as it may, the thought is clear throughout all the Old Testament that
the heart is the man, and the man is the heart. And so, if Jesus bears our names upon His heart, that does not express merely



representation nor merely intercession, but it expresses also personal regard, individualising knowledge. For Aaron wore not one
great jewel with ‘Israel’ written on it, but twelve little ones, with ‘Dan,’ ‘Benjamin,’ and ‘Ephraim,’ and all the rest of them, each on his
own gem.

So we can say, ‘Such a High Priest became us, who could have compassion upon the ignorant, and upon them that are out of the
way’; and we can fall back on that old-fashioned but inexhaustible source of consolation and strength: ‘In all their affliction He was
afflicted’; and though the noise of the tempests which toss us can scarcely be supposed to penetrate into the veiled place where He
dwells on high, yet we may be sure—and take all the peace and consolation and encouragement out of it that it is meant to give us
—that ‘we have not a High Priest that cannot be touched with a feeling of our infirmities,’ but that Himself, having known miseries, ‘is
able to succour them that are tempted.’ Our names are on Christ’s heart.

IV. Then, lastly, we have here a suggestion of how precious to Aaron Israel is.

Jewels were chosen to symbolise the tribes. Bits of tin, potsherds, or anything else that one could have scratched letters upon,
would have done quite as well. But ‘the precious things of the everlasting mountains’ were chosen to bear the dear names. ‘The
Lord’s portion is His people’; and precious in the eyes of Christ are the souls for whom He has given so much. They are not only
precious, but lustrous, flashing back the light in various colours indeed, according to their various laws of crystallisation, but all
receptive of it and all reflective of it. I said that the names on the breastplate of judgment expressed the acquittal and acceptance of
Israel. But does Christ’s work for us stop with simple acquittal? Oh no! ‘Whom He justified them He also glorified,’ And if our souls
are ‘bound in the bundle of life,’ and our names are written on the heart of the Christ, be sure that mere forgiveness and acquittal is
the least of the blessings which He intends to give, and that He will not be satisfied until in all our nature we receive and flash back
the light of His own glory.

It is very significant in this aspect that the names of the twelve tribes are described as being written on the precious stones which
make the walls of the New Jerusalem. Thus borne on Christ’s heart whilst He is within the veil and we are in the outer courts, we
may hope to be carried by His sustaining and perfecting hand into the glories, and be made participant of the glories. Let us see to it
that we write His name on our hearts, on their cares, their thought, their love, and on our hands, on their toiling and their possessing;
and then, God helping us, and Christ dwelling in us, we shall come to the blessed state of those who serve Him, and bear His name
flaming conspicuous for ever on their foreheads.

Exodus 28:36:
THREE INSCRIPTIONS WITH ONE MEANING
‘Thou shalt make a plate of pure gold, and grave upon it . . .HOLINESS TO THE LORD.’— Exodus xxviii. 36 .

‘In that day there shall be upon the bells of the horses, HOLINESS UNTO THE LORD.’— ZECH. xiv. 20 .

‘His name shall be in their foreheads.’— REV. xxii. 4 .

You will have perceived my purpose in putting these three widely separated texts together. They all speak of inscriptions, and they
are all obviously connected with each other. The first of them comes from the ancient times of the institution of the ceremonial ritual,
and describes a part of the high priest’s official dress. In his mitre was a thin plate of gold on which was written, ‘Holiness to the
Lord.’ The second of them comes from almost the last portion recorded of the history of Israel in the Old Testament, and is from the
words of the great Prophet of the Restoration—his ideal presentation of the Messianic period, in which he recognises as one
feature, that the inscription on the mitre of the high priest shall be written on ‘the bells of the horses.’ And the last of them is from the
closing vision of the celestial kingdom, the heavenly and perfected form of the Christian Church. John, probably remembering the
high priest and his mitre, with its inscription upon the forehead, says: ‘His servants shall do Him priestly service’—for that is the
meaning of the word inadequately translated ‘serve Him’—‘and see His face, and His name shall be in their foreheads.’

These three things, then—the high priest’s mitre, the horses’ bells, the foreheads of the perfected saints—present three aspects of
the Christian thought of holiness. Take them one by one.

I. The high priest’s mitre.

The high priest was the official representative of the nation. He stood before God as the embodied and personified Israel. For the
purposes of worship Israel was the high priest, and the high priest was Israel. And so, on his forehead, not to distinguish him from
the rest of the people, but to include all the people in his consecration, shone a golden plate with the motto, ‘Holiness to the Lord.’
So, at the very beginning of Jewish ritual there stands a protest against all notions that make ‘saint’ the designation of any abnormal
or exceptional sanctity, and confine the name to the members of any selected aristocracy of devoutness and goodness. All Christian
men, ex officio , by the very fact of their Christianity, are saints, in the true sense of the word. And the representative of the whole of



Israel stood there before God, with this inscription blazing on his forehead, as a witness that, whatsoever holiness may be, it
belongs to every member of the true Israel.

And what is it? It is a very unfortunate thing—indicating superficiality of thought—that the modern popular notion of ‘holiness’
identifies it with purity, righteousness, moral perfection. Now that idea is in it, but is not the whole of it. For, not to spend time upon
mere remarks on words, the meaning of the word thus rendered is in Hebrew, as well as in Greek and in our own English, one and
the same. The root-meaning is ‘separated,’ ‘set apart,’ and the word expresses primarily, not moral character, but relation to God.
That makes all the difference; and it incalculably deepens the conception, as well as puts us on the right track for understanding the
only possible means by which there can ever be realised that moral perfection and excellence which has unfortunately monopolised
the meaning of the word in most people’s minds. The first thought is ‘set apart to God.’ That is holiness, in its root and germ.

And how can we be set apart for God? You may devote a dead thing for certain uses easily enough. How can a man be separated
and laid aside?

Well, there is only one way, brethren, and that is by self-surrender. ‘Yield yourselves to God’ is but the other side, or, rather, the
practical shape, of the Old and the New Testament doctrine of holiness. A man becomes God’s when he says, ‘Lord, take me and
mould me, and fill me and cleanse me, and do with me what Thou wilt.’ In that self-surrender, which is the tap-root of all holiness, the
first and foremost thing to be offered is that most obstinate of all, the will that is in us. And when we yield our wills in submission both
to commandments and providences, both to gifts and to withdrawals, both to gains and to losses, both to joys and to sorrows, then
we begin to write upon our foreheads ‘Holiness to the Lord.’ And when we go on to yield our hearts to Him, by enshrining Him sole
and sovereign in their innermost chamber, and turning to Him the whole current of our lives and desires, and hopes and confidences,
which we are so apt to allow to run to waste and be sucked up in the desert sands of the world, then we write more of that
inscription. And when we fill our minds with joyful submission to His truth, and occupy our thoughts with His mighty Name and His
great revelation, and carry Him with us in the hidden corners of our consciousness, even whilst we are busy about daily work, then
we add further letters to it. And when the submissive will, and the devoted heart, and the occupied thoughts are fully expressed in
daily life and its various external duties, then the writing is complete. ‘Holiness to the Lord’ is self-surrender of will and heart and
mind and everything. And that surrender is of the very essence of Christianity.

What is a saint? Some man or woman that has practised unheard-of austerities? Somebody that has lived an isolated and self-
regarding life in convent or monastery or desert? No! a man or woman in the world who, moved by the mercies of God, yields self to
God as ‘a living sacrifice.’

So the New Testament writers never hesitate to speak even of such very imperfect Christians as were found in abundance in
churches like Corinth and Galatia as being all ‘saints,’ every man of them. That is not because the writers were minimising their
defects, or idealising their persons, but because, if they are Christians at all, they are saints; seeing that no man is a Christian who
has not been drawn by Christ’s great sacrifice for him to yield himself a sacrifice for Christ.

Of course that intrusive idea which has, in popular apprehension, so swallowed up the notion of holiness—viz. that of perfection of
moral character or conduct—is included in this other, or rather is developed from it. For the true way to conquer self is to surrender
self; and the more entire our giving up of ourselves, the more certainly shall we receive ourselves back again from His hands. ‘By the
mercies of God, I beseech you, yield yourselves living sacrifices.’

II. I come to my next text—the horses’ bells.

Zechariah has a vision of the ideal Messianic times, and, of course, as must necessarily be the case, his picture is painted with
colours laid upon his palette by his experience, and he depicts that distant future in the guise suggested to him by what he saw
around him. So we have to disentangle from his words the sentiment which he expresses, and to recognise the symbolic way in
which he puts it. His thought is this,—the inscription on the high priest’s mitre will be written on the bells which ornament the
harness of the horses, which in Israel were never used as with us, but only either for war or for pomp and display, and the use of
which was always regarded with a certain kind of doubt and suspicion. Even these shall be consecrated in that far-off day.

And then he goes on with variations on the same air, ‘In that day there shall be upon the bells of the horses, "Holiness unto the
Lord,"’ and adds that ‘the pots in the Lord’s house’—the humble vessels that were used for the most ordinary parts of the Temple
services—‘shall be like the bowls before the altar,’ into which the sacred blood of the offerings was poured. The most external and
secular thing bearing upon religion shall be as sacred as the sacredest. But that is not all. ‘Yea! every pot in Jerusalem and in Judah
shall be holiness unto the Lord of hosts, and all they that sacrifice shall come and take of them,’ and put their offerings therein. That
is to say, the coarse pottery vessels that were in every poverty-stricken house in the city shall be elevated to the rank of the sacred
vessels of the Temple. Domestic life with all its secularities shall be hallowed. The kitchens of Jerusalem shall be as truly places of
worship as is the inner shrine of the Most High.

On the whole, the prophet’s teaching is that, in the ideal state of man upon earth, there will be an entire abolition of the distinction



between ‘sacred’ and ‘secular’; a distinction that has wrought infinite mischief in the world, and in the lives of Christian people.

Let me translate these words of our prophet into English equivalents. Every cup and tumbler in a poor man’s kitchen may be as
sacred as the communion chalice that passes from lip to lip with the ‘blood of Jesus Christ’ in it. Every common piece of service that
we do, down among the vulgarities and the secularities and the meannesses of daily life, may be lifted up to stand upon precisely
the same level as the sacredest office that we undertake. The bells of the horses may jingle to the same tune as the trumpets of the
priests sounded within the shrine, and on all, great and small, may be written, ‘Holiness to the Lord.’

But let us remember that that universally diffused sanctity will need to have a centre of diffusion, else there will be no diffusion, and
that all life will become sacred when the man that lives it has ‘Holiness to the Lord’ written on his forehead, and not else. If that be
the inscription on the driver’s heart, the horses that he drives will have it written on their bells, but they will not have it unless it be.
Holy men make all things holy. ‘To the pure all things are pure,’ but unto them that are unclean and disobedient there is nothing pure.
Hallow thyself, and all things are clean unto thee.

III. And so I come to my third text—the perfected saints’ foreheads.

The connection between the first and the last of these texts is as plain and close as between the first and the second. For John in his
closing vision gives emphasis to the priestly idea as designating in its deepest relations the redeemed and perfected Christian
Church. Therefore he says, as I have already explained, ‘His servants shall do Him priestly service, and His name shall be in their
foreheads.’ The old official dress of the high priest comes into his mind, and he paints the future, just as Zechariah did, under the
forms of the past, and sees before the throne the perfected saints, each man of them with that inscription clear and conspicuous.

But there is an advance in his words which I think it is not fanciful to note. It is only the name that is written in the perfected saint’s
forehead. Not the ‘Holiness unto the Lord,’ but just the bare name. What does that mean? Well, it means the same as your writing
your name in one of your books does, or as when a man puts his initials on the back of his oxen, or as the old practice of branding
the master’s mark upon the slave did. It means absolute ownership.

But it means something more. The name is the manifested personality, the revealed God, or, as we say in an abstract way, the
character of God. That Name is to be in the foreheads of His perfected people. How does it come to be there? Read also the clause
before the text—‘His servants shall see His face, and His name shall be in their foreheads.’ That is to say, the perfected condition is
not reached by surrender only, but by assimilation; and that assimilation comes by contemplation. The faces that are turned to Him,
and behold Him, are smitten with the light and shine, and those that look upon them see ‘as it had been the face of an angel,’ as the
Sanhedrim saw that of Stephen, when he beheld the Son of Man ‘standing at the right hand of God.’

My last text is but a picturesque way of saying what the writer of it says in plain words when he declares, ‘We shall be like Him, for
we shall see Him as He is.’ The name is to be ‘in their foreheads,’ where every eye can see it. Alas! alas! it is so hard for us to live
out our best selves, and to show to the world what is in us. Cowardice, sheepishness, and a hundred other reasons prevent it. In this
poor imperfect state no emotion ever takes shape and visibility without losing more or less of its beauty. But yonder the obstructions
to self-manifestation will be done away; and ‘when He shall be manifested, we also shall be manifested with Him in glory.’

‘Then shall the righteous blaze forth like the sun in My heavenly Father’s Kingdom.’ But the beginning of it all is ‘Holiness to the Lord’
written on our hearts; and the end of that is the vision which is impossible without holiness, and which leads on to the beholder’s
perfect likeness to his Lord.

Exodus 30:1:
THE ALTAR OF INCENSE
‘Thou shalt make an altar to burn incense upon.’— Exodus xxx. 1

Ceremonies are embodied thoughts. Religious ceremonies are moulded by, and seek to express, the worshipper’s conception of his
God, and his own relation to Him; his aspirations and his need. Of late years scholars have been busy studying the religions of the
more backward races, and explaining rude and repulsive rites by pointing to the often profound and sometimes beautiful ideas
underlying them. When that process is applied to Australian and Fijian savages, it is honoured as a new and important study; when
we apply it to the Mosaic Ritual it is pooh-poohed as ‘foolish spiritualising.’ Now, no doubt, there has been a great deal of nonsense
talked in regard to this matter, and a great deal of ingenuity wasted in giving a Christian meaning—or, may I say, a Christian twist?—
to every pin of the Tabernacle, and every detail of the ritual. Of course, to exaggerate a truth is the surest way to discredit a truth, but
the truth remains true all the same, and underneath that elaborate legislation, which makes such wearisome and profitless reading
for the most of us, in the Pentateuch, there lie, if we can only grasp them, great thoughts and lessons that we shall all be the better
for pondering.



To one item of these, this altar of incense, I call attention now, because it is rich in suggestions, and leads us into very sacred
regions of the Christian life which are by no means so familiar to many of us as they ought to be. Let me just for one moment state
the facts with which I wish to deal. The Jewish Tabernacle, and subsequently the Temple, were arranged in three compartments: the
outermost court, which was accessible to all the people; the second, which was trodden by the priests alone; and the third, where
the Shechinah dwelt in solitude, broken only once a year by the foot of the High Priest. That second court we are concerned with
now. There are three pieces of ecclesiastical furniture in it: an altar in the centre, flanked on either side by a great lampstand, and a
table on which were piled loaves. It is to that central piece of furniture that I ask your attention now, and to the thoughts that underlie
it, and the lessons that it teaches.

I. This altar shows us what prayer is.

Suppose we had been in that court when in the morning or in the evening the priest came with the glowing pan of coals from another
altar in the outer court, and laid it on this altar, and heaped upon it the sticks of incense, we should have seen the curling, fragrant
wreaths ascending till ‘the House was filled with smoke,’ as a prophet once saw it. We should not have wanted any interpreter to tell
us what that meant. What could that rising cloud of sweet odours signify but the ascent of the soul towards God? Put that into more
abstract words, and it is just the old, hackneyed commonplace which I seek to try to freshen a little now, that incense is the symbol
of prayer. That that is so is plain enough, not only from the natural propriety of the case, but because you find the identification
distinctly stated in several places in Scripture, of which I quote but two instances. In one psalm we read, ‘Let my prayer come before
Thee as incense.’ In the Book of the Apocalypse we read of ‘golden bowls full of odours, which are the prayers of saints.’ And that
the symbolism was understood by, and modified the practice of, the nation, we are taught when we read that whilst Zechariah the
priest was within the court offering incense, as it was his lot to do, ‘the whole multitude of the people were without praying,’ doing
that which the priest within the court symbolised by his offering. So then we come to this, dear friends, that we fearfully
misunderstand and limit the nobleness and the essential character of prayer when, as we are always tempted to do by our inherent
self-regard, we make petition its main feature and form. Of course, so long as we are what we shall always be in this world, needy
and sinful creatures; and so long as we are what we shall ever be in all worlds, creatures absolutely dependent for life and
everything on the will and energy of God, petition must necessarily be a very large part of prayer. But the more we grow into His
likeness, and the more we understand the large privileges and the glorious possibilities which lie in prayer, the more will the relative
proportions of its component parts be changed, and petition will become less, and aspiration will become more. The essence of
prayer, the noblest form of it, is thus typified by the cloud of sweet odours that went up before God.

In all true prayer there must be the lowest prostration in reverence before the Infinite Majesty. But the noblest prayer is that which
lifts ‘them that are bowed down’ rather than that which prostrates men before an inaccessible Deity. And so, whilst we lie low at His
feet, that may be the prayer of a mere theist, but when our hearts go out towards Him, and we are drawn to Himself, that is the
prayer that befits Christian aspiration; the ascent of the soul toward God is the true essence of prayer. As one of the non-Christian
philosophers—seekers after God, if ever there were such, and who, I doubt not, found Him whom they sought—has put it, ‘the flight
of the lonely soul to the only God’; that is prayer. Is that my prayer? We come to Him many a time burdened with some very real
sorrow, or weighted with some pressing responsibility, and we should not be true to ourselves, or to Him, if our prayer did not take
the shape of petition. But, as we pray, the blessing of the transformation of its character should be realised by us, and that which
began with the cry for help and deliverance should always be, and it always will be, if the cry for help and deliverance has been of
the right sort, sublimed into ‘Thy face, Lord, will I seek.’ The Book of Ecclesiastes describes death as the ‘return of the spirit to God
who gave it.’ That is the true description of prayer, a going back to the fountain’s source. Flames aspire; to the place ‘whence the
rivers came thither they return again.’ The homing pigeon or the migrating bird goes straight through many degrees of latitude, and
across all sorts of weather, to the place whence it came. Ah! brethren, let us ask ourselves if our spirits thus aspire and soar. Do we
know what it is to be, if I might so say, like those captive balloons that are ever yearning upwards, and stretching to the loftiest point
permitted them by the cord that tethers them to earth?

Now another thought that this altar of incense may teach us is that the prayer that soars must be kindled. There is no fragrance in a
stick of incense lying there. No wreaths of ascending smoke come from it. It has to be kindled before its sweet odour can be set free
and ascend. That is why so much of our prayer is of no delight to God, and of no benefit to us, because it is not on fire with the
flame of a heart kindled into love and thankfulness by the great sacrifice of Jesus Christ. The cold vapours lie like a winding-sheet
down in the valleys until the sun smites them, warms them, and draws them up. And our desires will hover in the low levels, and be
dank and damp, until they are drawn up to the heights by the warmth of the Sun of righteousness. Oh! brethren, the formality and
the coldness, to say nothing of the inconsecutiveness and the interruptedness by rambling thoughts that we all know in our petitions,
in our aspirations, are only to be cured in one way:—

‘Come! shed abroad a Saviour’s love,
And that will kindle ours.’

It is the stretched string that gives out musical notes; the slack one is dumb. And if we desire that we may be able to be sure, as our



Master was, when He said, ‘I know that Thou hearest me always,’ we must pray as He did, of whom it is recorded that ‘He prayed the
more earnestly,’ and ‘was heard in that He feared.’ The word rendered ‘the more earnestly’ carries in it a metaphor drawn from that
very fact that I have referred to. It means ‘with the more stretched-out extension and intensity.’ If our prayers are to be heard as
music in heaven, they must come from a stretched string.

Once more, this altar of incense teaches us that kindled prayer delights God. That emblem of the sweet odour is laid hold of with
great boldness by more than one Old and New Testament writer, in order to express the marvellous thought that there is a mutual joy
in the prayer of faith and love, and that it rises as ‘an odour of a sweet smell, a sacrifice acceptable, well pleasing to God.’ The
cuneiform inscriptions give that thought with characteristic vividness and grossness when they speak about the gods being
‘gathered like flies round the steam of the sacrifice.’ We have the same thought, freed from all its grossness, when we think that the
curling wreaths going up from a heart aspiring and enflamed, come to Him as a sweet odour, and delight His soul. People say, ‘that
is anthropomorphism—making God too like a man.’ Well, man is like God, at any rate, and surely the teaching of that great name
‘Father’ carries with it the assurance that just as fathers of flesh are glad when they see that their children like best to be with them,
so there is something analogous in that joy before the angels of heaven which the Father has, not only because of the prodigal who
comes back, but because of the child who has long been with Him, and is ever seeking to nestle closer to His heart. The Psalmist
was lost in wonder and thankfulness that he was able to say ‘He was extolled with my tongue.’ Surely it should be a gracious,
encouraging, strengthening thought to us all, that even our poor aspirations may minister to the divine gladness.

Now let us turn to another thought.

II. This altar shows us where prayer stands in the Christian life.

There are two or three points in regard to its position which it is no fanciful spiritualising, but simply grasping the underlying meaning
of the institution, if we emphasise. First, let me remind you that there was another altar in the outer court, whereon was offered the
daily sacrifice for the sins of the people. That altar came first, and the sacrifice had to be offered on it first, before the priest came
into the inner court with the coals from that altar, and the incense kindled by them. What does that say to us? The altar of incense is
not approached until we have been to the altar of sacrifice. It is no mere arbitrary appointment, nor piece of evangelical narrowness,
which says that there is no real access to God, in all the fullness and reality of His revealed character for us sinful men, until our sins
have been dealt with, taken away by the Lamb of God, sacrificed for us. And it is simply the transcript of experience which declares
that there will be little inclination or desire to come to God with the sacrifice of praise and prayer until we have been to Christ, the
sacrifice of propitiation and pardon. Brethren, we need to be cleansed, and we can only be delivered from the unholiness which is
the perpetual and necessary barrier to our vision of God by making our very own, through simple faith, the energy and the
blessedness of that great Sacrifice of propitiation. Then, and then only, do we properly come to the altar of incense. Its place in the
Christian life is second, not first. ‘First be reconciled to thy’ Father, ‘then lay’ the incense ‘on the altar.’

Again, great and deep lessons are given to us in the place of our altar in regard to the other articles that stood in that inner court. I
have said that there were three of them. In the centre this altar of incense; on the one hand the great lampstand; on the other hand
the table with loaves thereon. The one symbolised Israel’s function in the world to be its light, which in our function too, and the other
with loaves thereon symbolised the consecration to God of Israel’s activities, and their results.

But between the two, central to both, stood the altar of incense. What does that say as to the place of prayer, defined as I have
defined it, in the Christian life? It says this, that the light will burn dim and go out, and the loaves, the expression and the
consequences of our activities, will become mouldy and dry, unless both are hallowed and sustained by prayer. And that lesson is
one which we all need, and which I suppose this generation needs quite as much as, if not more than, any that has gone before it.
For life has become so swift and rushing, and from all sides, the Church, the world, society, there come such temptations, and
exhortations, and necessities, for strenuous and continuous work, that the basis of all wholesome and vigorous work, communion
with God, is but too apt to be put aside and relegated to some inferior position. The carbon points of the electric arc-light are eaten
away with tremendous rapidity in the very act of giving forth their illumination, and they need to be continually approximated and to
be frequently renewed. The oil is burned away in the act of shining, and the lamp needs to be charged again. If we are to do our
work in the world as its lights, and if we are to have any activities fit to be consecrated to God and laid on the Table before the Veil, it
can only be by our making the altar of incense the centre, and these others subsidiary.

One last thought—the place of prayer in the Christian life is shadowed for us by the position of this altar in reference to ‘the secret
place of the Most High,’ that mysterious inner court which was dark but for the Shechinah’s light, and lonely but for the presence of
the worshipping cherubim and the worshipped God. It stood, as we are told a verse or two after my text, ‘before the veil.’ A straight
line drawn from the altar of sacrifice would have bisected the altar of incense as it passed into the mercy-seat and the glory. And that
just tells us that the place of prayer in the Christian lift is that it is the direct way of coming close to God. Dear brother, we shall never
lift the veil, and stand in ‘the secret place of the Most High,’ unless we take the altar of incense on our road.

There is one more thought here—



III. The altar of incense shows us how prayer is to be cultivated.

Twice a day, morning and evening, came the officiating priest with his pan of coals and incense, and laid it there; and during all the
intervening hours between the morning and the evening the glow lay half hidden in the incense, and there was a faint but continual
emission of fragrance from the smouldering mass that had been renewed in the morning, and again in the evening. And does not
that say something to us? There must be definite times of distinct prayer if the aroma of devotion is to be diffused through our else
scentless days. I ask for no pedantic adherence, with monastic mechanicalness, to hours and times, and forms of petitions. These
are needful crutches to many of us. But what I do maintain is that all that talk which we hear so much of in certain quarters
nowadays as to its not being necessary for us to have special times of prayer, and as to its being far better to have devotion diffused
through our lives, and of how laborare est orare —to labour is to pray—all that is pernicious nonsense if it is meant to say that the
incense will be fragrant and smoulder unless it is stirred up and renewed night and morning. There must be definite times of prayer
if there is to be diffused devotion through the day. What would you think of people that said, ‘Run your cars by electricity. Get it out of
the wires; it will come! Never mind putting up any generating stations’? And not less foolish are they who seek for a devotion
permeating life which is not often concentrated into definite and specific acts.

But the other side is as true. It is bad to clot your religion into lumps, and to leave the rest of the life without it. There must be the
smouldering all day long. ‘Rejoice evermore; pray without ceasing.’ You can pray thus. Not set prayer, of course; but a reference to
Him, a thought of Him, like some sweet melody, ‘so sweet we know not we are listening to it,’ may breathe its fragrance, and diffuse
its warmth into the commonest and smallest of our daily activities. It was when Gideon was threshing wheat that the angel appeared
to him. It was when Elisha was ploughing that the divine inspiration touched him. It was when the disciples were fishing that they
saw the Form on the shore. And when we are in the way of our common life it is possible that the Lord may meet us, and that our
souls may be aspiring to Him. Then work will be worship; then burdens will be lightened; then our lamps will burn; then the fruits of
our daily lives will ripen; then our lives will be noble; then our spirits will rest as well as soar, and find fruition and aspiration
perpetually alternating in stable succession of eternal progress.

Exodus 30:12:
RANSOM FOR SOULS
‘Then shall they give every man a ransom for his soul.’— Exodus xxx. 12 .
This remarkable provision had a religious intention. Connect it with the tax-money which Peter found in the fish’s mouth.

I. Its meaning. Try to realise an Israelite’s thoughts at the census. ‘I am enrolled among the people and army of God: am I worthy?
What am I, to serve so holy a God?’ The payment was meant—

( a ) To excite the sense of sin. This should be present in all approach to God, in all service; accompanying the recognition of our
Christian standing. Our sense of sin is far too slight and weak; this defect is at the root of much feebleness in popular religion. The
sense of sin must embrace not outward acts only, but inner spirit also.

( b ) To suggest the possibility of expiation. It was ‘ransom’ i.e. ‘covering,’ something paid that guilt might be taken away and sin
regarded as non-existent. This is, of course, obviously, only a symbol. No tax could satisfy God for sin. The very smallness of the
amount shows that it is symbolical only. ‘Not with corruptible things as silver’ is man redeemed.

II. Its identity for all. Rich or poor, high or low, all men are equal in sin. There are surface differences and degrees, but a deep
identity beneath. So on the same principle all souls are of the same value. Here is the true democracy of Christianity. So there is
one ransom for all, for the need of all is identical.

III. Its use. It was melted down for use in the sanctuary, so as to be a ‘memorial’ permanently present to God when His people met
with Him. The greater portion was made into bases for the boards of the sanctuary. That is, God’s dwelling with men and our
communion with Him all rest on the basis of ransom. We are ‘brought nigh by the blood of Christ.’

Exodus 30:15:
RANSOM FOR SOULS - 2
‘The rich shall not give more, and the poor shall not give less than half a shekel. . ..’— Exodus xxx. 15 .

This tax was exacted on numbering the people. It was a very small amount, about fifteen pence, so it was clearly symbolical in its
significance. Notice—

I. The broad principle of equality of all souls in the sight of God.



Contrast the reign of caste and class in heathendom with the democracy of Judaism and of Christianity.

II. The universal sinfulness.

Payment of the tax was a confession that all were alike in this: not that all were equally sinful, but all were sinful, whatever variations
of degree might exist.

‘There is no difference, for all have sinned and come short of the glory of God.’

III. The one ransom.

It was a prophecy of which we know the meaning. Recall the incident of the ‘stater’ in the fish’s mouth.

Christ declares His exemption from the tax. Yet He voluntarily comes under it, and He provides the payment of it for Himself and for
Peter.

He does so by a miracle.

The Apostle has to ‘take and give it’; so faith is called into exercise.

Thus there is but one Sacrifice for all; and the poorest can exercise faith and the richest can do no more. ‘None other name.’

Exodus 32:1-8, 30-35:
THE GOLDEN CALF
It was not yet six weeks since the people had sworn, ‘All that the Lord hath spoken will we do, and be obedient.’ The blood of the
covenant, sprinkled on them, was scarcely dry when they flung off allegiance to Jehovah. Such short-lived loyalty to Him can never
have been genuine. That mob of slaves was galvanised by Moses into obedience; and since their acceptance of Jehovah was in
reality only yielding to the power of one strong will and its earnest faith, of course it collapsed as soon as Moses disappeared.

We have to note, first, the people’s universal revolt. The language of verse 1 may easily hide to a careless reader the gravity and
unanimity of the apostasy. ‘The people gathered themselves together.’ It was a national rebellion, a flood which swept away even
some faithful, timid hearts. No voices ventured to protest. What were the elders, who shortly before ‘saw the God of Israel,’ doing to
be passive at such a crisis? Was there no one to bid the fickle multitude look up to the summit overhead, where the red flames
glowed, or to remind them of the hosts of Egypt lying stark and dead on the shore? Was Miriam cowed too, and her song forgotten?

We need not cast stones at these people; for we also have short memories for either the terrible or the gracious revelations of God
in our own lives. But we may learn the lesson that God’s lovers have to set themselves sometimes dead against the rush of popular
feeling, and that there are times when silence or compliance is sin.

It would have been easy for the rebels to have ignored Aaron, and made gods for themselves. But they desired to involve him in
their apostasy, and to get ‘official sanction’ for it. He had been left by Moses as his lieutenant, and so to get him implicated was to
stamp the movement as a regular and entire revolt.

The demand ‘to make gods’ (or, more probably, ‘a god’) flew in the face of both the first and second commandments. For Jehovah,
who had forbidden the forming of any image, was denied in the act of making it. To disobey Him was to cast Him off. The ground of
the rebellion was the craving for a visible object of trust and a visible guide, as is seen by the reason assigned for the demand for an
image. Moses was out of sight; they must have something to look at as their leader. Moses had disappeared, and, to these people
who had only been heaved up to the height of believing in Jehovah by Moses, Jehovah had disappeared with him. They sank down
again to the level of other races as soon as that strong lever ceased to lift their heavy apprehensions.

How ridiculous the assertion that they did not know what had become of Moses! They knew that he was up there with Jehovah. The
elders could have told them that. The fire on the mount might have burned in on all minds the confirmation. Note, too, the black
ingratitude and plain denial of Jehovah in ‘the man that brought us up out of the land of Egypt.’ They refuse to recognise God’s part.
It was Moses only who had done it; and now that he is gone they must have a visible god, like other nations.

Still sadder than their sense-bound wish is Aaron’s compliance. He knew as well as we do what he should have said, but, like many
another man in influential position, when beset by popular cries, he was frightened, and yielded when he should have ‘set his face
like a flint.’ His compliance has in essentials been often repeated, especially by priests and ministers of religion who have lent their
superior abilities or opportunities to carry out the wishes of the ignorant populace, and debased religion or watered down its
prohibitions, to please and retain hold of them. The Church has incorporated much from heathenism. Roman Catholic missionaries



have permitted ‘converts’ to keep their old usages. Protestant teachers have acquiesced in, and been content to find the brains to
carry out, compromises between sense and soul, God’s commands and men’s inclinations.

We need not discuss the metallurgy of verse 4 . But clearly Aaron asked for the earrings, not, as some would have it, hoping that
vanity and covetousness would hinder their being given, but simply in order to get gold for the bad work which he was ready to do.
The reason for making the thing in the shape of a calf is probably the Egyptian worship of Apis in that form, which would be familiar
to the people.

We must note that it was the people who said, ‘These be thy gods, O Israel!’ Aaron seems to keep in the rear, as it were. He makes
the calf, and hands it over, and leaves them to hail it and worship. Like all cowards, he thought that he was lessening his guilt by
thus keeping in the background. Feeble natures are fond of such subterfuges, and deceive themselves by them; but they do not shift
their sin off their shoulders.

Then he comes in again with an impotent attempt to diminish the gravity of the revolt. ‘When he saw this,’ he tried to turn the flood
into another channel, and so proclaimed a ‘feast to Jehovah’ !—as if He could be worshipped by flagrant defiance of His
commandments, or as if He had not been disavowed by the ascription to the calf, made that morning out of their own trinkets, of the
deliverance from Egypt. A poor, inconsequential attempt to save appearances and hallow sin by writing God’s name on it! The ‘god’
whom the Israelites worshipped under the image of a calf, was no less another ‘god before Me,’ though it was called by the name of
Jehovah. If the people had their idol, it mattered nothing to them, and it mattered as little to Jehovah, what ‘name’ it bore. The wild
orgies of the morrow were not the worship which He accepts.

What a contrast between the plain and the mountain! Below, the shameful feast, with its parody of sacrifice and its sequel of lust-
inflamed dancing; above, the awful colloquy between the all-seeing righteous Judge and the intercessor! The people had cast off
Jehovah, and Jehovah no more calls them ‘My,’ but ‘ thy people.’ They had ascribed their Exodus first to Moses, and next to the calf.
Jehovah speaks of it as the work of Moses.

A terrible separation of Himself from them lies in ‘ thy people, which thou broughtest up,’ and Moses’ bold rejoinder emphasises the
relation and act which Jehovah seems to suppress (verse 11). Observe that the divine voice refuses to give any weight to Aaron’s
trick of compromise. These are no worshippers of Jehovah who are howling and dancing below there. They are ‘worshipping it , and
sacrificing to it,’ not to Him. The cloaks of sin may partly cover its ugliness here, but they are transparent to His eyes, and many a
piece of worship, which is said to be directed to Him, is, in His sight, rank idolatry.

We do not deal with the magnificent courage of Moses, his single-handed arresting of the wild rebellion, and the severe punishment
by which he trampled out the fire. But we must keep his severity in mind if we would rightly judge his self-sacrificing devotion, and his
self-sacrificing devotion if we would rightly judge his severity.

No words of ours can make more sublime his utter self-abandonment for the sake of the people among whom he had just been
flaming in wrath, and smiting like a destroying angel. That was a great soul which had for its poles such justice and such love. The
very words of his prayer, in their abruptness, witness to his deep emotion. ‘If Thou wilt forgive their sin’ stands as an incomplete
sentence, left incomplete because the speaker is so profoundly moved. Sometimes broken words are the best witnesses of our
earnestness. The alternative clause reaches the high-water mark of passionate love, ready to give up everything for the sake of its
objects. The ‘book of life’ is often spoken of in Scripture, and it is an interesting study to bring together the places where the idea
occurs (see Ps. lxix. 28 ; Dan. xii. 1 ; Phil. iv. 3 ; Rev. iii. 5 ). The allusion is to the citizens’ roll ( Ps. lxxxvii. 6 ). Those whose names
are written there have the privileges of citizenship, and, as it is the ‘book of life’ (or ‘ of the living ’), life in the widest sense is secured
to them. To blot out of it, therefore, is to cut a man off from fellowship in the city of God, and from participation in life.

Moses was so absorbed in his vocation that his life was less to him than the well-being of Israel. How far he saw into the darkness
beyond the grave we cannot say; but, at least, he was content, and desirous to die on earth, if thereby Israel might continue to be
God’s people. And probably he had some gleam of light beyond, which enhanced the greatness of his offered sacrifice. To die,
whatever loss of communion with God that involved here or hereafter, would be sweet if thereby he could purchase Israel’s
restoration to God’s favour. We cannot but think of Paul willing to be separated from Christ for his brethren’s sake.

We may well think of a greater than Moses or Paul, who did bear the loss which they were willing to bear, and died that sin might be
forgiven. Moses was a true type of Christ in that act of supreme self-sacrifice; and all the heroism, the identification of himself with
his people, the love which willingly accepts death, that makes his prayer one of the greatest deeds on the page of history, are
repeated in infinitely sweeter, more heart-subduing fashion in the story of the Cross. Let us not omit duly to honour the servant; let
us not neglect to honour and love infinitely more the Lord. ‘This man was counted worthy of more glory than Moses.’ Let us see that
we render Him

‘Thanks never ceasing,
And infinite love.’



Exodus 32:15-26:
THE SWIFT DECAY OF LOVE
Moses and Joshua are on their way down from the mountain, the former carrying the tables in his hands and a heavier burden in his
heart,—the thought of the people’s swift apostasy. Joshua’s soldierly ear interprets the shouts which are borne up to them as war-
cries; ‘He snuffeth the battle afar off, and saith Aha!’ But Moses knew that they meant worse than war, and his knowledge helped his
ear to distinguish a cadence and unison in the noise, unlike the confused mingling of the victors’ yell of triumph and the shriek of the
conquered. If we were dealing with fiction, we should admire the masterly dramatic instinct which lets the ear anticipate the eye, and
so prepares us for the hideous sight that burst on these two at some turn in the rocky descent.

I. Note, then, what they saw.

The vivid story puts it all in two words,—‘the calf and the dancing.’ There in the midst, perhaps on some pedestal, was the shameful
copy of the Egyptian Apis; and whirling round it in mad circles, working themselves into frenzy by rapid motion and frantic shouts,
were the people,—men and women, mingled in the licentious dance, who, six short weeks before, had sworn to the Covenant. Their
bestial deity in the centre, and they compassing it with wild hymns, were a frightful contradiction of that grey altar and the twelve
encircling stones which they had so lately reared, and which stood unregarded, a bowshot off, as a silent witness against them. Note
the strange, irresistible fascination of idolatry. Clearly the personal influence of Moses was the only barrier against it. The people
thought that he had disappeared, and, if so, Jehovah had disappeared with him. We wonder at their relapses into idolatry, but we
forget that it was then universal, that Israel was at the beginning of its long training, that not even a divine revelation could produce
harvest in seedtime, and that to look for a final and complete deliverance from the ‘veil that was spread over all nations,’ at this
stage, is like expecting a newly reclaimed bit of the backwoods to grow grass as thick and velvety as has carpeted some lawn that
has been mown and cared for for a century. Grave condemnation is the due of these short-memoried rebels, who set up their
‘abomination’ in sight of the fire on Sinai; but that should not prevent our recognising the evidence which their sin affords of the
tremendous power of idolatry in that stage of the world’s history. Israel’s proneness to fall back to heathenism makes it certain that a
supernatural revelation is needed to account for their possession of the loftier faith which was so far above them.

That howling, leaping crowd tells what sort of religion they would have ‘evolved’ if left to themselves. Where did ‘Thou shalt have
none other gods beside Me’ come from? Note the confusion of thought, so difficult for us to understand, which characterises idolatry.
What a hopelessly inconsequential cry that was, ‘Make us gods, which shall go before us!’ and what a muddle of contradictions it
was that men should say ‘These be thy gods,’ though they knew that the thing was made yesterday out of their own earrings! It took
more than a thousand years to teach the nation the force of the very self-evident argument, as it seems to us, ‘the workman made it,
therefore it is not God.’ The theory that the idol is only a symbol is not the actual belief of idolaters. It is a product of the study, but
the worshipper unites in his thought the irreconcilable beliefs that it was made and is divine. A goldsmith will make and sell a
Madonna, and when it is put in the cathedral, will kneel before it.

Note what was the sin here. It is generally taken for granted that it was a breach of the second, not of the first, commandment, and
Aaron’s proclamation of ‘a feast to the Lord’ is taken as proving this. Aaron was probably trying to make an impossible compromise,
and to find some salve for his conscience; but it does not follow that the people accepted the half-and-half suggestion. Leaders who
try to control a movement which they disapprove, by seeming to accept it, play a dangerous game, and usually fail. But whether the
people call the calf ‘Jehovah’ or ‘Apis’ matters very little. There would be as complete apostasy to another god, though the other god
was called by the same name, if all that really makes his ‘name’ was left out, and foreign elements were brought in. Such worship as
these wild dances, offered to an image, broke both the commandments, no matter by what name the image was invoked.

The roots of idolatry are in all men. The gross form of it is impossible to us; but the need for aid from sense, the dependence on art
for wings to our devotion, which is a growing danger to-day, is only the modern form of the same dislike of a purely spiritual religion
which sent these people dancing round their calf.

II. Mark Moses’ blaze of wrath and courageous, prompt action.

He dashes the tables on the rock, as if to break the record of the useless laws which the people have already broken, and, with his
hands free, flings himself without pause into the midst of the excited mob. Verses 19 and 20 bear the impression of his rapid,
decisive action in their succession of clauses, each tacked on to the preceding by a simple ‘and.’ Stroke followed stroke. His fiery
earnestness swept over all obstacles, the base riot ceased, the ashamed dancers slunk away. Some true hearts would gather about
him, and carry out his commands; but he did the real work, and, single-handed, cowed and controlled the mob. No doubt, it took
more time than the brief narrative, at first sight, would suggest. The image is flung into the fire from which it had come out. The fire
made it, and the fire shall unmake it. We need not find difficulty in ‘burning’ a golden idol. That does not mean ‘calcined,’ and the
writer is not guilty of a blunder, nor needed to be taught that you cannot burn gold. The next clause says that after it was ‘burned,’ it



was still solid; so that, plainly, all that is meant is, that the metal was reduced to a shapeless lump. That would take some time. Then
it was broken small; there were plenty of rocks to grind it up on. That would take some more time, but not a finger was lifted to
prevent it. Then the more or less finely broken up fragments are flung into the brook, and, with grim irony, the people are bid to drink.
‘You shall have enough of your idol, since you love him so. Here, down with him! You will have to take the consequences of your sin.
You must drink as you have brewed.’ It is at once a contemptuous demonstration of the idol’s impotence, and a picture of the sure
retribution.

But we may learn two things from this figure of the indignant lawgiver. One is, that the temper in which to regard idolatry is not one
of equable indifference nor of scientific investigation, but that some heat of moral indignation is wholesome. We are all studying
comparative mythology now, and getting much good from it; but we are in some danger of forgetting that these strange ideas and
practices, which we examine at our ease, have spread spiritual darkness and moral infection over continents and through
generations. Let us understand them, by all means; let us be thankful to find fragments of truth in, or innocent origins of, repulsive
legends; but do not let the student swallow up the Christian in us, nor our minds lose their capacity of wholesome indignation at the
systems, blended with Christ-like pity and effort for the victims.

We may learn, further, how strong a man is when he is all aflame with true zeal for God. The suddenness of Moses’ reappearance,
the very audacity of his act, the people’s habit of obedience, all helped to carry him through the crisis; but the true secret of his swift
victory was his own self-forgetting faith. There is contagion in pure religious enthusiasm. It is the strongest of all forces. One man,
with God at his back, is always in the majority. He whose whole soul glows with the pure fire, will move among men like flame in
stubble. ‘All things are possible to him that believeth.’ Consecrated daring, animated by love and fed with truth, is all-conquering.

III. Note the weaker nature of Aaron, taking refuge in a transparent lie.

Probably his dialogue with his brother came in before the process described in the former verses was accomplished. But the
narrative keeps all that referred to the destruction of the idol together, and goes by subject rather than by time. We do not learn how
Moses had come to know Aaron’s share in the sin, but his question is one of astonishment. Had they bewitched him anyhow? or
what inducement had led him so far astray? The stronger and devouter soul cannot conceive how the weaker had yielded. Aaron’s
answer puts the people’s wish forward. ‘They said, Make us gods’; that was all which they had ‘done.’ A poor excuse, as Aaron feels
even while he is stammering it out. What would Moses have answered if the people had ‘said’ so to him? Did he, standing there,
with the heat of his struggle on him yet, look like a man that would acknowledge any demand of a mob as a reason for a ruler’s
compliance? It is the coward’s plea. How many ecclesiastics and statesmen since then have had no better to offer for their acts!
Such fear of the Lord as shrivelled before the breath of popular clamour could have had no deep roots. One of the first things to
learn, whether we are in prominent or in private positions, is to hold by our religious convictions in supreme indifference to all
surrounding voices, and to let no threats nor entreaties lead us to take one step beyond or against conscience.

Aaron feels the insufficiency of the plea, when he has to put it into plain words to such a listener, and so he flies to the resource of
timid and weak natures, a lie. For what did he ask the gold, and put it into the furnace, unless he meant to make a god? Perhaps he
had told the people the same story, as priests in all lands have been apt to claim a miraculous origin for idols. And he repeats it now,
as if, were it true, he would plead the miracle as a vindication of the worship as well as his absolution. But the lie is too transparent
to deserve even an answer, and Moses turns silently from him.

Aaron’s was evidently the inferior nature, and was less deeply stamped with the print of heaven than his brother’s. His feeble
compliance is recorded as a beacon for all persons in places of influence or authority, warning them against self-interested or
cowardly yielding to a popular demand, at the sacrifice of the purity of truth and the approval of their own consciences. He was not
the last priest who has allowed the supposed wishes of the populace to shape his representations of God, and has knowingly
dropped the standard of duty or sullied the clear brightness of truth in deference to the many-voiced monster.

IV. Note the rallying of true hearts round Moses.

The Revised Version reads ‘broken loose’ instead of ‘naked,’ and the correction is valuable. It explains the necessity for the
separation of those who yet remained bound by the restraints of God’s law, and for the terrible retribution that followed. The rebellion
had not been stamped out by the destruction of the calf; and though Moses’ dash into their midst had cowed the rebels for a time,
things had gone too far to settle down again at once. The camp was in insurrection. It was more than a riot, it was a revolution. With
the rapid eye of genius, Moses sees the gravity of the crisis, and, with equally swift decisiveness, acts so as to meet it. He ‘stood in
the gate of the camp,’ and made the nucleus for the still faithful. His summons puts the full seriousness of the moment clearly before
the people. They have come to a fork in the road. They must be either for Jehovah or against Him. There can be no mixing up of the
worship of Jehovah and the images of Egypt, no tampering with God’s service in obedience to popular clamour. It must be one thing
or other. This is no time for the family of ‘Mr. Facing-both-ways’; the question for each man is, ‘Under which King?’ Moses’
unhesitating confidence that he is God’s soldier, and that to be at his side is to be on God’s side, was warranted in him, but has
often been repeated with less reason by eager contenders, as they believed themselves to be, for God. No doubt, it becomes us to



be modest and cautious in calling all true friends of God to rank themselves with us. But where the issue is between foul wrong and
plain right, between palpable idolatry, error, or unbridled lust, and truth, purity, and righteousness, the Christian combatant for these
is entitled to send round the fiery cross, and proclaim a crusade in God’s name. There will always be plenty of people with cold
water to pour on enthusiasm. We should be all the better for a few more, who would venture to feel that they are fighting for God,
and to summon all who love Him to come to their and His help.

Moses’ own tribe responded to the summons. And, no doubt, Aaron was there too, galvanised into a nobler self by the courage and
fervour of his brother, and, let us hope, urged by penitence, to efface the memory of his faithlessness by his heroism now.

We do not go on to the dreadful retribution, which must be regarded, not as massacre, but as legal execution. It is folly to apply to it,
or to other analogous instances, the ideas of this Christian century. We need not be afraid to admit that there has been a
development of morality. The retributions of a stern age were necessarily stern. But if we want to understand the heart of Moses, or
of Moses’ God, we must not look only at the ruler of a wild people trampling out a revolt at the sacrifice of many lives, but listen to
him, as the next section of the narrative shows him, pleading with tears for the rebels, and offering even to let his own name be
blotted out of God’s book if their sin might be forgiven. So, coupling the two parts of his conduct together, we may learn a little more
clearly a lesson, of which this age has much need,—the harmony of retributive justice and pitying love; and may come to
understand that Moses learned both the one and the other by fellowship with the God in whom they both dwell in perfection and
concord.

Exodus 33:12-23:
THE MEDIATOR’S THREEFOLD PRAYER
The calf worship broke the bond between God and Israel. Instead of His presence, ‘an angel’ is to lead them, for His presence could
only be destruction. Mourning spreads through the camp, in token of which all ornaments are laid aside. The fate of the nation is in
suspense, and the people wait, in sad attire, till God knows ‘what to do unto’ them. The Tabernacle is carried beyond the precincts of
the camp, in witness of the breach, and all the future is doubtful. The preceding context describes ( vs. 7-11 ) not one event, but the
standing order of these dark days, when the camp had to be left if God was to be found, and when Moses alone received tokens of
God’s friendship, and the people stood wistfully and tremblingly gazing from afar, while the cloudy pillar wavered down to the
Tabernacle door. Duty brought Moses back from such communion; but Joshua did not need to come near the tents of the evil-doers,
and, in the constancy of devout desire, made his home in the Tabernacle. In one of these interviews, so close and familiar, the
wonderful dialogue here recorded occurred. It turns round three petitions, to each of which the Lord answers.

I. We have the leader’s prayer for himself, with the over-abundant answer of God.

In the former chapter, we had the very sublimity of intercession, in which the stern avenger of idolatry poured out his self-sacrificing
love for the stiff-necked nation whom he had had to smite, and offered himself a victim for them. Here his first prayer is mainly for
himself, but it is not therefore a selfish prayer. Rather he prays for gifts to himself, to fit him for his service to them. We may note
separately the prayer, and the pleas on which it is urged. ‘Show me now Thy way (or ways), that I may know Thee.’ The desire
immediately refers to the then condition of things. As we have pointed out, it was a time of suspense. In the strong metaphor of the
context, God was making up His mind on His course, and Israel was waiting with hushed breath for the dénouement . It was not the
entrance of the nation into the promised land which was in doubt, but the manner of their guidance, and the penalties of their
idolatry. These things Moses asked to know, and especially, as verse 12 shows, to receive some more definite communication as to
their leader than the vague ‘an angel.’ But the specific knowledge of God’s ‘way’ was yearned for by him, mainly, as leading on to a
deeper and fuller and more blessed knowledge of God Himself, and that again as leading to a fuller possession of God’s favour,
which, as already in some measure possessed, lay at the foundation of the whole prayer. The connection of thought here goes far
beyond the mere immediate blessing, which Moses needed at the moment. That cry for insight into the purposes and methods of
Him whom the soul trusts, amid darkness and suspense, is the true voice of sonship. The more deeply it sees into these, the more
does the devout soul feel the contrast between the spot of light in which it lives and the encircling obscurity, and the more does it
yearn for the further setting back of the boundaries. Prayer does more than effort, for satisfying that desire. Nor is it mere curiosity or
the desire for intellectual clearness that moves the longing. For the end of knowing God’s ways is, for the devout man, a deeper,
more blessed knowledge of God Himself, who is best known in His deeds; and the highest, most blessed issue of the God-given
knowledge of God, is the conscious sunshine of His favour shining ever on His servant. That is not a selfish religion which,
beginning with the assurance that we have found grace in His sight, seeks to climb, by happy paths of growing knowledge of Him as
manifested in His ways, to a consciousness of that favour which is made stable and profound by clear insight into the depths of His
purposes and acts.

The pleas on which this prayer is urged are two: the suppliant’s heavy tasks, and God’s great assurances to him. He boldly reminds
God of what He has set him to do, and claims that he should be furnished with what is needful for discharging his commission. How



can he lead if he is kept in the dark? When we are as sure as Moses was of God’s charge to us, we may be as bold as he in asking
the needful equipment for it. God does not send His servants out to sow without seed, or to fight without a sword. His command is
His pledge. He smiles approval when His servants’ confidence assumes even bold forms, which sound like remonstrance and a
suspicion that He was forgetting, for He discerns the underlying eagerness to do His will, and the trust in Him. The second plea is
built on God’s assurances of intimate and distinguishing knowledge and favour. He had said that He knew Moses ‘by name,’ by all
these calls and familiar interviews which gave him the certainty of his individual relation to, and his special appointment from, the
Lord. Such prerogative was inconsistent with reserve. The test of friendship is confidence. So pleads Moses, and God recognises
the plea. ‘I call you not servants; for the servant knoweth not what his lord doeth; but I have called you friends; for all things that I
have heard of my Father I have made known unto you.’

The plea based upon the relation of the people to God is subordinate in this first prayer. It is thrown in at the end almost as an
afterthought; it boldly casts responsibility off Moses on to God, and does so to enforce the prayer that he should be equipped with all
requisites for his work, as if he had said, ‘It is more Thy concern than mine, that I should be able to lead them.’ The divine answer is
a promise to go not with the people, but with Moses. It is therefore not yet a full resolving of the doubtful matter, nor directly a reply
to Moses’ prayer. In one aspect it is less, and in another more, than had been asked. It seals to the man and to the leader the
assurance that for himself he shall have the continual presence of God, in his soul and in his work, and that, in all the weary march,
he will have rest, and will come to a fuller rest at its end. Thus God ever answers the true hearts that seek to know Him, and to be
fitted for their tasks. Whether the precise form of desire be fulfilled or no, the issue of such bold and trustful pleading is always the
inward certainty of God’s face shining on us, and the experience of repose, deep and untroubled in the midst of toil, so that we may
be at once pilgrims towards, and dwellers in, ‘the house of the Lord,’

II. We have the intercessor’s prayer for the people, with the answer (vs. 15-17).

If the promise of verse 14 is taken as referring to the people, there is nothing additional asked in this second stage, and the words of
verse l7 , ‘this thing also,’ are inexplicable. Observe that ‘with me’ in verse 15 is a supplement, and that the ‘us’ of the next clause,
as well as the whole cast of verse 16 , suggests that we should rather supply ‘with us,’ The substance, then, of the second petition,
is the extension of the promise, already given to Moses for himself, to the entire nation. Observe how he identifies himself with them,
making them ‘partakers’ in his grace, and reiterating ‘I and Thy people,’ as if he would have no blessing which was not shared by
them. He seeks that the withdrawal of God’s presence, which had been the consequence of Israel’s withdrawal from God, should be
reversed, and that not he alone, but all the rebels, might still possess His presence.

The plea for this prayer is God’s honour, which was concerned in making it plain even in the remote wilderness, to the wandering
tribes there, that His hand was upon Israel. Moses expands the argument which he had just touched before. The thought of His own
glory as the motive of God’s acts, may easily be so put at to be repulsive; but at bottom it is the same as to say that His motive is
love—for the glory which He seeks is the communication of true thoughts concerning His character, that men may be made glad and
like Himself thereby. Moses has learned that God’s heart must long to reveal its depth of mercy, and therefore he pleads that even
sinful Israel should not be left by God, in order that some light from His face may strike into a dark world. There is wide benevolence,
as well as deep insight into the desires of God, in the plea.

The divine answer yields unconditionally to the request, and rests the reason for so doing wholly on the relation between God and
Moses. The plea which he had urged in lowly boldness as the foundation of both his prayers is endorsed, and, for his sake, the
divine presence is again granted to the people.

Can we look at this scene without seeing in it the operation on a lower field of the same great principle of intercession, which
reaches its unique example in Jesus Christ? It is not arbitrary forcing of the gospel into the history, but simply the recognition of the
essence of the history, when we see in it a foreshadowing of our great High-priest. He, too, knits Himself so closely with us, both by
the assumption of our manhood and by the identity of loving sympathy, that He accepts nothing from the Father’s hand for Himself
alone. He, too, presents Himself before God, and says ‘I and Thy people.’ The great seal of proof for the world that He is the beloved
of God, lies in the divine guardianship and guidance of His servants. His prayer for them prevails, and the reason for its prevalence
is God’s delight in Him. The very sublime of self-sacrificing love was in the lawgiver, but the height of his love, measured against the
immeasurable altitude of Christ’s, is as a mole-hill to the Andes.

III. We have the last soaring desire which rises above the limits of the present.

These three petitions teach the insatiableness, if we may use the word, of devout desires. Each request granted brings on a greater.
‘The gift doth stretch itself as ‘tis received.’ Enjoyment increases capacity, and increase of capacity is increase of desire. God being
infinite, and man capable of indefinite growth, neither the widening capacity nor the infinite supply can have limits. This is not the
least of the blessings of a devout life, that the appetite grows with what it feeds on, and that, while there is always satisfaction, there
is never satiety.



Moses’ prayer sounds presumptuous, but it was heard unblamed, and granted in so far as possible. It was a venial error—if error it
may be called—that a soul, touched with the flame of divine love, should aspire beyond the possibilities of mortality. At all events, it
was a fault in which he has had few imitators. Our desires keep but too well within the limits of the possible. The precise meaning of
the petition must be left undetermined. Only this is clear, that it was something far beyond even that face-to-face intercourse which
he had had, as well as beyond that vision granted to the elders. If we are to take ‘glory’ in its usual sense, it would mean the material
symbol of God’s presence, which shone at the heart of the pillar, and dwelt afterwards between the cherubim, but probably we must
attach a loftier meaning to it here, and rather think of what we should call the uncreated and infinite divine essence. Only do not let
us make Moses talk like a metaphysician or a theological professor. Rather we should hear in his cry the voice of a soul thrilled
through and through with the astounding consciousness of God’s favour, blessed with love-gifts in answered prayers, and yearning
for more of that light which it feels to be life.

And if the petition be dark, the answer is yet more obscure ‘with excess of light.’ Mark how it begins with granting, not with refusing.
It tells how much the loving desire has power to bring, before it speaks of what in it must be denied. There is infinite tenderness in
that order of response. It speaks of a heart that does not love to say ‘no,’ and grants our wishes up to the very edge of the possible,
and wraps the bitterness of any refusal in the sweet envelope of granted requests. A broad distinction is drawn between that in God
which can be revealed, and that which cannot. The one is ‘glory,’ the other ‘goodness,’ corresponding, we might almost say, to the
distinction between the ‘moral’ and the ‘natural’ attributes of God. But, whatever mysterious revelation under the guise of vision may
be concealed in these words, and in the fulfilment of them in the next chapter, they belong to the ‘things which it is impossible for a
man to utter,’ even if he has received them. We are on more intelligible ground in the next clause of the promise, the proclamation of
‘the Name.’ That expression is, in Scripture, always used as meaning the manifested character of God. It is a revelation addressed
to the spirit, not to the sense. It is the translation, so far as it is capable of translation, of the vision which it accompanied; it is the
treasure which Moses bore away from Sinai, and has shared among us all. The reason for his prayer was probably his desire to
have his mediatorial office confirmed and perfected; and it was so, by that proclamation of the Name. The reason for this marvellous
gift is next set forth as being God’s own unconditional grace and mercy. He is His own motive, His own reason. Just as the
independent and absolute fullness of His being is expressed by the name ‘I am that I am,’ so the independent and absolute freeness
of His mercy, whether in granting Moses’ prayer or in pardoning the people, is expressed by ‘I will shew mercy on whom I will shew
mercy.’ Not till all this exuberance of gracious answer has smoothed the way does the denial of the impossible request come; and
even then it is so worded as to lay all the emphasis on what is granted, and to show that the refusal is but another phase of love. The
impossibility of beholding the Face is reiterated, and then the careful provisions which God will make for the fulfilment of the possible
part of the bold wish are minutely detailed. The distinction between the revealable and unrevealable, which has been already
expressed by the contrast of ‘glory’ and ‘grace,’ now appears in the distinction between the ‘face’ which cannot be looked on, and the
‘back’ which may be.

Human language and thought are out of their depth here. We must be content to see a dim splendour shining through the cloudy
words, to know that there was granted to one man a realisation of God’s presence, and a revelation of His character, so far
transcending ordinary experiences as that it was fitly called sight, but yet as far beneath the glory of His being as the comparatively
imperfect knowledge of a man’s form, when seen only from behind, is beneath that derived from looking him in the face.

But whatever was the singular prerogative of the lawgiver, as he gazed from the cleft of the rock at the receding glory, we see more
than he ever did; and the Christian child, who looks upon the ‘glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ,’ has a vision which outshines
the flashing radiance that shone round Moses. It deepened his convictions, confirmed his faith, added to his assurance of his divine
commission, but only added to his knowledge of God by the proclamation of the Name, and that Name is more fully proclaimed in
our ears. Sinai, with all its thunders, is silent before Calvary. And he who has Jesus Christ to declare God’s Name to him need not
envy the lawgiver on the mountain, nor even the saints in heaven.

Exodus 34:6:
GOD PROCLAIMING HIS OWN NAME
‘The Lord passed by before him, and proclaimed, The Lord, the Lord God, merciful and gracious, longsuffering, and abundant in
goodness and truth.’— Exodus 34:6

This great event derives additional significance and grandeur from the place in which it stands. It follows the hideous act of idolatry
in which the levity and sinfulness of Israel reached their climax. The trumpet of Sinai had hardly ceased to peal, and there in the
rocky solitudes, in full view of the mount ‘that burned with fire,’ while the echoes of the thunder and the Voice still lingered, one might
say, among the cliffs, that mob of abject cowards were bold enough to shake off their allegiance to God, and, forgetful of all the past,
plunged into idolatry, and wallowed in sensuous delights. What a contrast between Moses on the mount and Aaron and the people in
the plain! Then comes the wonderful story of the plague and of Moses’ intercession, followed by the high request of Moses, so



strange and yet so natural at such a time, for the vision of God’s ‘glory.’ Into all the depths of that I do not need to plunge. Enough
that he is told that his desire is beyond the possibilities of creatural life. The mediator and lawgiver cannot rise beyond the bounds of
human limitations. But what can be shall be. God’s ‘goodness’ will pass before him. Then comes this wonderful advance in the
progress of divine revelation. If we remember the breach of the Covenant, and then turn to these words, considered as evoked by
the people’s sin, they become very remarkable. If we consider them as the answer to Moses’ desire, they are no less so. Taking
these two thoughts with us, let us consider them in—

I. The answer to the request for a sensuous manifestation.

The request is ‘show me,’ as if some visible manifestation were desired and expected, or, if not a visible, at least a direct perception
of Jehovah’s glory.’ Moses desires that he, as mediator and lawgiver, may have some closer knowledge. The answer to his request
is a word, the articulate proclamation of the ‘Name’ of the Lord. It is higher than all manifestation to sense, which was what Moses
had asked. Here there is no symbol as of the Lord in the ‘cloud.’ The divine manifestation is impossible to sense, and that, too, not by
reason of man’s limitations, but by reason of God’s nature. The manifestation to spirit in full immediate perception is impossible also.
It has to be maintained that we know God only ‘in part’; but it does not follow that our knowledge is only representative, or is not of
Him ‘as He is.’ Though not whole it is real, so far as it goes.

But this is not the highest form. Words and propositions can never reveal so fully, nor with such certitude, as a personal revelation.
But we have Christ’s life, ‘God manifest’: not words about God, but the manifestation of the very divine nature itself in action.
‘Merciful’:—and we see Jesus going about ‘doing good.’ ‘Gracious,’ and we see Him welcoming to Himself all the weary, and ever
bestowing of the treasures of His love. ‘Longsuffering’:—‘Father! forgive them!’ God is ‘plenteous in mercy and in truth,’ forgiving
transgression and sin:—‘Thy sins be forgiven thee.’

How different it all is when we have deeds, a human life, on which to base our belief! How much more certain, as well as coming
closer to our hearts! Merely verbal statements need proof, they need warming. In Christ’s showing us the Father they are changed
as from a painting to a living being; they are brought out of the region of abstractions into the concrete.

‘And so the word had breath, and wrought
With human hands the creed of creeds.’
‘Show us the Father and it sufficeth us.’
‘He that hath seen Me, hath seen the Father.’

Is there any other form of manifestation possible? Yes; in heaven there will be a closer vision of Christ—not of God. Our knowledge
of Christ will there be expanded, deepened, made more direct. We know not how. There will be bodily changes: ‘Like unto the body
of His glory.’ etc. ‘We shall be like Him.’ ‘Changed from glory to glory.’

II. The answer to the desire to see God’s glory.

The ‘Glory’ was the technical name for the lustrous cloud that hung over the Mercy-seat, but here it probably means more generally
some visible manifestation of the divine presence. What Moses craved to see with his eyes was the essential divine light. That vision
he did not receive, but what he did receive was partly a visible manifestation, though not of the dazzling radiance which no human
eye can see and live, and still more instructive and encouraging, the communication in words of that shining galaxy of attributes, ‘the
glories that compose Thy name.’ In the name specially so-called, the name Jehovah, was revealed absolute eternal Being, and in
the accompanying declaration of so-called ‘attributes’ were thrown into high relief the two qualities of merciful forgiveness and
retributive justice. The ‘attributes’ which separate God from us, and in which vulgar thought finds the marks of divinity, are
conspicuous by their absence. Nothing is said of omniscience, omnipresence, and the like, but forgiveness and justice, of both of
which men carry analogues in themselves, are proclaimed by the very voice of God as those by which He desires that He should be
chiefly conceived of by us.

The true ‘glory of God’ is His pardoning Love. That is the glowing heart of the divine brightness. If so, then the very heart of that
heart of brightness, the very glory of the ‘Glory of God,’ is the Christ, in whom we behold that which was at once ‘the glory as of the
only begotten of the Father’ and the ‘Glory of the Father.’

In Jesus these two elements, pardoning love and retributive justice, wondrously meet, and the mystery of the possibility of their
harmonious co-operation in the divine government is solved, and becomes the occasion for the rapturous gratitude of man and the
wondering adoration of principalities and powers in heavenly places. Jesus has manifested the divine mercifulness; Jesus has borne
the burden of sin and the weight of the divine Justice. The lips that said ‘Be of good cheer, thy sins be forgiven thee,’ also cried,
‘Why hast Thou forsaken Me?’ The tenderest manifestation of the God ‘plenteous in mercy . . .forgiving iniquity,’ and the most awe-
kindling manifestation of the God ‘that will by no means clear the guilty,’ are fused into one, when we ‘behold that Lamb of God that
taketh away the sin of the world.’



III. The answer to a great sin.

This Revelation is the immediate issue of Israel’s great apostasy.

Sin evokes His pardoning mercy. This insignificant speck in Creation has been the scene of the wonder of the Incarnation, not
because its magnitude was great, but because its need was desperate. Men, because they are sinners, have been subjects of an
experience more precious than the ‘angels which excel in strength’ and hearken ‘to the voice of His word’ have known or can know.
The wilder the storm of human evil roars and rages, the deeper and louder is the voice that peals across the storm. So for us all
Christ is the full and final revelation of God’s grace. The last, because the perfect embodiment of it; the sole, because the sufficient
manifestation of it. ‘See that ye refuse not Him that speaketh.’

Exodus 34:7:
SIN AND FORGIVENESS
Forgiving iniquity and transgression and sin, and that will by no means clear the guilty— Exodus 34:7 .

The former chapter tells us of the majesty of the divine revelation as it was made to Moses on ‘the mount of God.’ Let us notice that,
whatever was the visible pomp of the external Theophany to the senses, the true revelation lay in the proclamation of the ‘Name’;
the revelation to the conscience and the heart; and such a revelation had never before fallen on mortal ears. It is remarkable that the
very system which was emphatically one of law and retribution should have been thus heralded by a word which is perfectly
‘evangelical’ in its whole tone. That fact should have prevented many errors as to the relation of Judaism and Christianity. The very
centre of the former was ‘God is love,’ ‘merciful and gracious,’ and if there follows the difficult addition ‘visiting the iniquities,’ etc., the
New Testament adds its ‘Amen’ to that. True, the harmony of the two and the great revelation of the means of forgiveness lay far
beyond the horizon of Moses and his people, but none the less was it the message of Judaism that ‘there is forgiveness with Thee
that Thou mayest be feared.’ The law spoke of retribution, justice, duty, and sin, but side by side with the law was another institution,
the sacrificial worship, which proclaimed that God was full of love, and that the sinner was welcomed to His side. And it is the root of
many errors to transfer New Testament language about the law to the whole Old Testament system. But, passing away from this, I
wish to look at two points in these words.

I. The characteristics of human sins.

II. The divine treatment of them.

I. The characteristics of human sins.

Observe the threefold form of expression—iniquity and transgression and sin.

It seems natural that in the divine proclamation of His own holy character, the sinful nature of men should be characterised with all
the fervid energy of such words; for the accumulation even of synonyms would serve a moral purpose, expressive at once of the
divine displeasure against sin, and of the free full pardon for it in all its possible forms. But the words are very far from all meaning
the same thing. They all designate the same actions, but from different points of view, and with reference to different phases and
qualities of sin.

Now these three expressions are inadequately represented by the English translation.

‘Iniquity’ literally means ‘twisting,’ or ‘something twisted,’ and is thus the opposite of ‘righteousness,’ or rather of what is ‘straight.’ It is
thus like our own ‘right’ and ‘wrong,’ or like the Latin ‘in-iquity’ (by which it is happily enough rendered in our version). So looking at
this word and the thoughts which connect themselves with it, we come to this:—

(1) All sin of every sort is deviation from a standard to which we ought to be conformed.

Note the graphic force of the word as giving the straight line to which our conduct ought to run parallel, and the contrast between it
and the wavering curves into which our lives meander, like the lines in a child’s copy-book, or a rude attempt at drawing a circle at
one sweep of the pencil. Herbert speaks of

‘The crooked wandering ways in which we live.’

There is a path which is ‘right’ and one which is ‘wrong,’ whether we believe so or not.

There are hedges and limitations for us all. This law extends to the ordering of all things, whether great or small. If a line be
absolutely straight, and we are running another parallel to it, the smallest possible wavering is fatal to our copy. And the smallest
deflection, if produced, will run out into an ever-widening distance from the straight line.



There is nothing which it is more difficult to get into men’s belief than the sinfulness of little sins; nothing more difficult to cure
ourselves of than the habit of considering quantity rather than quality in moral questions. What a solemn thought it is, that of a great
absolute law of right rising serene above us, embracing everything! And this is the first idea that is here in our text—a grave and
deep one.

But the second of these expressions for sin literally means ‘apostasy,’ ‘rebellion,’ not ‘transgression,’ and this word brings in a more
solemn thought yet, viz.:—

(2) Every sin is apostasy from or rebellion against God.

The former word dealt only with abstract thought of a ‘law,’ this with a ‘Lawgiver.’

Our obligations are not merely to a law, but to Him who enacted it. So it becomes plain that the very centre of all sin is the shaking
off of obedience to God. Living to ‘self’ is the inmost essence of every act of evil, and may be as virulently active in the smallest trifle
as in the most awful crime.

How infinitely deeper and darker this makes sin to be!

When one thinks of our obligations and of our dependence, of God’s love and care, what an ‘evil and a bitter thing’ every sin
becomes!

Urge this terrible contrast of a loving Father and a disobedient child.
This idea brings out the ingratitude of all sin.

But the third word here used literally means ‘missing an aim,’ and so we come to

(3) Every sin misses the goal at which we should aim. There may be a double idea here—that of failing in the great purpose of our
being, which is already partially included in the first of these three expressions, or that of missing the aim which we proposed to
ourselves in the act. All sin is a failure.

By it we fall short of the loftiest purpose. Whatever we gain we lose more.
Every life which has sin in it is a ‘failure.’ You may be prosperous, brilliant, successful, but you are ‘a failure.’

For consider what human life might be: full of God and full of joy. Consider what the ‘fruits’ of sin are. ‘Apples of Sodom.’ How sin
leads to sorrow. This is an inevitable law. Sin fails to secure what it sought for. All ‘wrong’ is a mistake, a blunder. ‘Thou fool!’

So this word suggests the futility of sin considered in its consequences. ‘These be thy gods, O Israel!’ ‘The end of these things is
death.’

II. The divine treatment of sins.

‘Forgiving,’ and yet not suffering them to go unpunished.

(1) God forgives , and yet He does not leave sin unpunished, for He will ‘by no means clear the guilty.’

The one word refers to His love, His heart; the other to the retributions which are inseparable from the very course of nature.

Forgiveness is the flow of God’s love to all, and the welcoming back to His favour of all who come. Forgiveness likewise includes the
escape from the extreme and uttermost consequences of sin in this life and in the next, the sense of God’s displeasure here, and the
final separation from Him, which is eternal death. Forgiveness is not inconsistent with retribution. There must needs be retribution,
from—

( a ) The very constitution of our nature.

Conscience, our spiritual nature, our habits all demand it.

( b ) The constitution of the world.

In it all things work under God, but only for ‘good’ to them who love God. To all others, sooner or later, the Nemesis comes. ‘Ye shall
eat of the fruit of your doings.’

(2) God forgives, and therefore He does not leave sin unpunished. It is divine mercy that strikes. The end of His chastisement is to
separate us from our sins.

(3) Divine forgiveness and retributive justice both centre in the revelation of the Cross.



To us this message comes. It was the hidden heart of the Mosaic system. It was the revelation of Sinai. To Israel it was ‘proclaimed’
in thunder and darkness, and the way of forgiveness and the harmony of righteousness and mercy were veiled. To us it is
proclaimed from Calvary. There in full light the Lord passes before us and proclaims, ‘I am the Lord, the Lord God merciful and
gracious.’ ‘Ye are come . . .unto Jesus.’ ‘See that ye refuse not Him that speaketh.’ ‘This is my Beloved Son, hear Him !’

Exodus 34:29:
BLESSED AND TRAGIC UNCONSCIOUSNESS
Moses wist not that the skin of his face shone while he talked with Him.’— Exodus 34:29

And Samson wist not that the Lord had departed from him.‘— JUDGES 16:20

The recurrence of the same phrase in two such opposite connections is very striking. Moses, fresh from the mountain of vision,
where he had gazed on as much of the glory of God as was accessible to man, caught some gleam of the light which he adoringly
beheld; and a strange radiance sat on his face, unseen by himself, but visible to all others. So, supreme beauty of character comes
from beholding God and talking with Him; and the bearer of it is unconscious of it.

Samson, fresh from his coarse debauch, and shorn of the locks which he had vowed to keep, strides out into the air, and tries his
former feats; but his strength has left him because the Lord has left him; and the Lord has left him because, in his fleshly animalism,
he has left the Lord. Like, but most unlike, Moses, he knows not his weakness. So strength, like beauty, is dependent upon contact
with God, and may ebb away when that is broken, and the man may be all unaware of his weakness till he tries his power, and
ignominiously fails.

These two contrasted pictures, the one so mysteriously grand and the other so tragic, may well help to illustrate for us truths that
should be burned into our minds and our memories.

I. Note, then, the first thought which they both teach us, that beauty and strength come from communion with God.

In both the cases with which we are dealing these were of a merely material sort. The light on Moses’ face and the strength in
Samson’s arm were, at the highest, but types of something far higher and nobler than themselves. But still, the presence of the one
and the departure of the other alike teach us the conditions on which we may possess both in nobler form, and the certainty of losing
them if we lose hold of God.

Moses’ experience teaches us that the loftiest beauty of character comes from communion with God. That is the use that the Apostle
makes of this remarkable incident in 2 Cor. iii, where he takes the light that shone from Moses’ face as being the symbol of the
better lustre that gleams from all those who ‘behold (or reflect) the glory of the Lord’ with unveiled faces, and, by beholding, are
‘changed into the likeness’ of that on which they gaze with adoration and longing. The great law to which, almost exclusively,
Christianity commits the perfecting of individual character is this: Look at Him till you become like Him, and in beholding, be
changed. ‘Tell me the company a man keeps, and I will tell you his character,’ says the old proverb. And what is true on the lower
levels of daily life, that most men become assimilated to the complexion of those around them, especially if they admire or love
them, is the great principle whereby worship, which is desire and longing and admiration in the superlative degree, stamps the
image of the worshipped upon the character of the worshipper. ‘They followed after vanity, and have become vain,’ says one of the
prophets, gathering up into a sentence the whole philosophy of the degradation of humanity by reason of idolatry and the worship of
false gods. ‘They that make them are like unto them; so is every one that trusteth in them.’ The law works upwards as well as
downwards, for whom we worship we declare to be infinitely good; whom we worship we long to be like; whom we worship we shall
certainly imitate.

Thus, brethren, the practical, plain lesson that comes from this thought is simply this: If you want to be pure and good, noble and
gentle, sweet and tender; if you desire to be delivered from your own weaknesses and selfish, sinful idiosyncrasies, the way to
secure your desire is, ‘Look unto Me and be ye saved, all the ends of the earth.’ Contemplation, which is love and longing, is the
parent of all effort that succeeds. Contemplation of God in Christ is the master-key that opens this door, and makes it possible for the
lowliest and the foulest amongst us to cherish unpresumptuous hopes of being like Him’ if we see Him as He is revealed here, and
perfectly like Him when yonder we see Him ‘as He is .’

There have been in the past, and there are today, thousands of simple souls, shut out by lowliness of position and other
circumstances from all the refining and ennobling influences of which the world makes so much, who yet in character and bearing,
ay, and sometimes in the very look of their meek faces, are living witnesses how mighty to transform a nature is the power of loving
gazing upon Jesus Christ. All of us who have had much to do with Christians of the humbler classes know that. There is no influence
to refine and beautify men like that of living near Jesus Christ, and walking in the light of that Beauty which is ‘the effulgence of the



divine glory and the express image of His Person.’

And in like manner as beauty so strength comes from communion with God and laying hold on Him. We can only think of Samson as
a ‘saint’ in a very modified fashion, and present him as an example in a very limited degree. His dependence upon divine power was
rude, and divorced from elevation of character and morality, but howsoever imperfect, fragmentary, and I might almost say to our
more trained eyes, grotesque, it looks, yet there was a reality in it; and when the man was faithless to his vow, and allowed the crafty
harlot’s scissors to shear from his head the token of his consecration, it was because the reality of the consecration, rude and
external as that consecration was, both in itself and in its consequences, had passed away from him.

And so we may learn the lesson, taught at once by the flashing face of the lawgiver and the enfeebled force of the hero, that the two
poles of perfectness in humanity, so often divorced from one another—beauty and strength—have one common source, and depend
for their loftiest position upon the same thing. God possesses both in supremest degree, being the Almighty and the All-fair; and we
possess them in limited, but yet possibly progressive, measure, through dependence upon Him. The true force of character, and the
true power for work, and every real strength which is not disguised weakness, ‘a lath painted to look like iron,’ come on condition of
our keeping close by God. The Fountain is open for you all; see to it that you resort thither.

II. And now the second thought of my text is that the bearer of the radiance is unconscious of it.

‘Moses wist not that the skin of his face shone.’ In all regions of life, the consummate apex and crowning charm of excellence is
unconsciousness of excellence. Whenever a man begins to imagine that he is good, he begins to be bad; and every virtue and
beauty of character is robbed of some portion of its attractive fairness when the man who bears it knows, or fancies, that he
possesses it. The charm of childhood is its perfect unconsciousness, and the man has to win back the child’s heritage, and become
‘as a little child,’ if he would enter into and dwell in the ‘Kingdom of Heaven.’ And so in the loftiest region of all, that of the religious
life, you may be sure that the more a man is like Christ, the less he knows it; and the better he is, the less he suspects it. The
reasons why that is so, point, at the same time, to the ways by which we may attain to this blessed self-oblivion. So let me put just in
a word or two some simple, practical thoughts.

Let us, then, try to lose ourselves in Jesus Christ. That way of self-oblivion is emancipation and blessedness and power. It is safe for
us to leave all thoughts of our miserable selves behind us, if instead of them we have the thought of that great, sweet, dear Lord,
filling mind and heart. A man walking on a tight-rope will be far more likely to fall, if he is looking at his toes, than if he is looking at
the point to which he is going. If we fix our eyes on Jesus, then we can safely look, neither to our feet nor to the gulfs; but straight at
Him gazing, we shall straight to Him advance. ‘Looking off’ from ourselves ‘unto Jesus’ is safe; looking off anywhere else is peril.
Seek that self-oblivion which comes from self being swallowed up in the thought of the Lord.

And again, I would say, think constantly and longingly of the unattained. ‘Brethren! I count not myself to have apprehended.’ Endless
aspiration and a stinging consciousness of present imperfection are the loftiest states of man here below. The beholders down in the
valley, when they look up, may see our figures against the skyline, and fancy us at the summit, but our loftier elevation reveals
untrodden heights beyond; and we have only risen so high in order to discern more clearly how much higher we have to rise.
Dissatisfaction with the present is the condition of excellence in all pursuits of life, and in the Christian life even more eminently than
in all others, because the goal to be attained is in its very nature infinite; and therefore ensures the blessed certainty of continual
progress, accompanied here, indeed, with the sting and bite of a sense of imperfection, but one day to be only sweetness, as we
think of how much there is yet to be won in addition to the perfection of the present.

So, dear friends, the best way to keep ourselves unconscious of present attainments is to set our faces forward, and to make ‘all
experience’ as ‘an arch wherethro’ gleams that untraveiled world to which we move.’ ‘Moses wist not that the skin of his face shone.’

The third practical suggestion that I would make is, cultivate a clear sense of your own imperfections. We do not need to try to learn
our goodness. That will suggest itself to us only too clearly; but what we do need is to have a very clear sense of our shortcomings
and failures, our faults of temper, our faults of desire, our faults in our relations to our fellows, and all the other evils that still buzz
and sting and poison our blood. Has not the best of us enough of these to knock all the conceit out of us? A true man will never be
so much ashamed of himself as when he is praised, for it will always send him to look into the deep places of his heart, and there
will be a swarm of ugly, creeping things under the stones there, if he will only turn them up and look beneath. So let us lose
ourselves in Christ, let us set our faces to the unattained future, let us clearly understand our own faults and sins.

III. Thirdly, the strong man made weak is unconscious of his weakness.

I do not mean here to touch at all upon the general thought that, by its very nature, all evil tends to make us insensitive to its
presence. Conscience becomes dull by practice of sin and by neglect of conscience, until that which at first was as sensitive as the
palm of a little child’s hand becomes as if it were ‘seared with a hot iron.’ The foulness of the atmosphere of a crowded hall is not
perceived by the people in it. It needs a man to come in from the outer air to detect it. We can accustom ourselves to any mephitic
and poisonous atmosphere, and many of us live in one all our days, and do not know that there is any need of ventilation or that the



air is not perfectly sweet. The ‘deceitfulness’ of sin is its great weapon.

But what I desire to point out is an even sadder thing than that—namely, that Christian people may lose their strength because they
let go their hold upon God, and know nothing about it. Spiritual declension, all unconscious of its own existence, is the very history of
hundreds of nominal Christians amongst us, and, I dare say, of some of us. The very fact that you do not suppose the statement to
have the least application to yourself is perhaps the very sign that it does apply. When the lifeblood is pouring out of a man, he faints
before he dies. The swoon of unconsciousness is the condition of some professing Christians. Frost-bitten limbs are quite
comfortable, and only tingle when circulation is coming back. I remember a great elm-tree, the pride of an avenue in the south, that
had spread its branches for more years than the oldest man could count, and stood, leafy and green. Not until a winter storm came
one night and laid it low with a crash did anybody suspect what everybody saw in the morning—that the heart was eaten out of it,
and nothing left but a shell of bark. Some Christian people are like that; they manage to grow leaves, and even some fruit, but when
the storm comes they will go down, because the heart has been out of their religion for years. ‘Samson wist not that the Lord was
departed from him.’

And so, brother, because there are so many things that mask the ebbing away of a Christian life, and because our own self-love and
habits come in to hide declension, let me earnestly exhort you and myself to watch ourselves very narrowly. Unconsciousness does
not mean ignorant presumption or presumptuous ignorance. It is difficult to make an estimate of ourselves by poking into our own
sentiments and supposed feelings and convictions, and the estimate is likely to be wrong. There is a better way than that. Two
things tell what a man is—one, what he wants, and the other, what he does. As the will is, the man is. Where do the currents of your
desires set? If you watch their flow, you may be pretty sure whether your religious life is an ebbing or a rising tide. The other way to
ascertain what we are is rigidly to examine and judge what we do. ‘Let us search and try our ways, and turn again to the Lord.’
Actions are the true test of a man. Conduct is the best revelation of character, especially in regard to ourselves. So let us ‘watch and
be sober’—sober in our estimate of ourselves, and determined to find every lurking evil, and to drag it forth into the light.

Again, let me say, let us ask God to help us. ‘Search me, O God! and try me.’ We shall never rightly understand what we are, unless
we spread ourselves out before Him and crave that Divine Spirit, who is ‘the candle of the Lord,’ to be carried ever in our hands into
the secret recesses of our sinful hearts. ‘Anoint thine eyes with eye salve that thou mayest see,’ and get the eye salve by communion
with God, who will supply thee a standard by which to try thy poor, stained, ragged righteousness. The collyrium , the eye salve, may
be, will be, painful when it is rubbed into the lids, but it will clear the sight; and the first work of Him, whose dearest name is
Comforter , is to convince of sin.

And, last of all, let us keep near to Jesus Christ, near enough to Him to feel His touch, to hear His voice, to see His face, and to
carry down with us into the valley some radiance on our countenances which may tell even the world, that we have been up where
the Light lives and reigns.

‘Because thou sayest, I am rich and increased with goods, and have need of nothing, and knowest not that thou art wretched, and
miserable, and poor, and blind, and naked, I counsel thee to buy of Me gold tried in the fire, that thou mayest be rich; and white
raiment, that thou mayest be clothed, and that the shame of thy nakedness do not appear; and anoint thine eyes with eye salve, that
thou mayest see.’

Exodus 35:21:
AN OLD SUBSCRIPTION LIST
‘And they came, every one whose heart stirred him up, and every one whom his spirit made willing, and they brought the Lord’s
offering to the work. . ..’— Exodus 35:21

This is the beginning of the catalogue of contributions towards the erection of the Tabernacle in the wilderness. It emphasises the
purely spontaneous and voluntary character of the gifts. There was plenty of compulsory work, of statutory contribution, in the Old
Testament system of worship. Sacrifices and tithes and other things were imperative, but the Tabernacle was constructed by means
of undemanded offerings, and there were parts of the standing ritual which were left to the promptings of the worshipper’s own spirit.
There was always a door through which the impulses of devout hearts could come in, to animate what else would have become
dead, mechanical compliance with prescribed obligations. That spontaneous surrender of precious things, not because a man must
give them, but because he delights in letting his love come to the surface and find utterance in giving which is still more blessed than
receiving, had but a narrow and subordinate sphere of action assigned to it in the legal system of the Old Covenant, but it fills the
whole sphere of Christianity, and becomes the only kind of offering which corresponds to its genius and is acceptable to Christ. We
may look, then, not merely at the words of our text, but at the whole section of which they form the introduction, and find large
lessons for ourselves, not only in regard to the one form of Christian service which is pecuniary liberality, but in reference to all
which we have to do for Jesus Christ, in the picture which it gives us of that eager crowd of willing givers, flocking to the presence of



the lawgiver, with hands laden with gifts so various in kind and value, but all precious because freely and delightedly brought, and all
needed for the structure of God’s house.

I. We have set forth here the true motive of acceptable service.

‘They came, every one whose heart stirred him up, and every one whom his spirit made willing.’ There is a striking metaphor in that
last word. Wherever the spirit is touched with the sweet influences of God’s love, and loves and gives back again, that spirit is
buoyant, lifted, raised above the low, flat levels where selfishness feeds fat and then rots. The spirit is raised by any great and
unselfish emotion. There is buoyancy and glad consciousness of elevation in all the self-sacrifice of love, which dilates and lifts the
spirit as the light gas smoothes out the limp folds of silk in a balloon, and sends it heavenwards, a full sphere. Only service or
surrender, which is thus cheerful because it is the natural expression of love, is true service in God’s sight. Whosoever, then, had his
spirit raised and made buoyant by a great glad resolve to give up some precious thing for God’s sanctuary, came with his gift in his
hand, and he and it were accepted. That trusting of men’s giving to spontaneous liberality was exceptional under the law. It is normal
under the Gospel, and has filled the whole field, and driven out the other principle of statutory and constrained service and sacrifice
altogether. We have its feeble beginnings in this incident. It is sovereign in Christ’s Church. There are no pressed men on board
Christ’s ship. None but volunteers make up His army. ‘Thy people shall be willing in the day of Thy might.’ He cares nothing for any
service but such as it would be pain to keep back; nothing for any service which is not given with a smile of glad thankfulness that
we are able to give it.

And for the true acceptableness of Christian service, that motive of thankful love must be actually present in each deed. It is not
enough that we should determine on and begin a course of sacrifice or work under the influence of that great motive, unless we
renew it at each step. We cannot hallow a row of actions in that wholesale fashion by baptizing the first of them with the cleansing
waters of true consecration, while the rest are done from lower motives. Each deed must be sanctified by the presence of the true
motive, if it is to be worthy of Christ’s acceptance. But there is a constant tendency in all Christian work to slide off its only right
foundation, and having been begun ‘in the spirit,’ to be carried on ‘in the flesh.’ Constant watchfulness is needed to resist this
tendency, which, if yielded to, destroys the worth and power, and changes the inmost nature, of apparently devoted and earnest
service.

Not the least subtle and dangerous of these spurious motives which steal in surreptitiously to mar our work for Christ is habit.
Service done from custom, and representing no present impulse of thankful devotion, may pass muster with us, but does it do so
with God? No doubt a habit of godly service is, in some aspects, a good, and it is well to enlist that tremendous power of custom
which sways so much of our lives, on the side of godliness. But it is not good, but, on the contrary, pure loss, when habit becomes
mechanical, and, instead of making it easier to call up the true motive, excludes that motive, and makes it easy to do the deed
without it. I am afraid that if such thoughts were applied as a sieve to sift the abundant so-called Christian work of the present day,
there would be an alarming and, to the workers, astonishing quantity of refuse that would not pass the meshes.

Let us, then, try to bring every act of service nominally done for Christ into conscious relation with the motive which ought to be its
parent; for only the work that is done because our spirits lift us up, and our hearts are willing, is work that is accepted by Him, and is
blessed to us.

And how is that to be secured? How is that glad temper of spontaneous and cheerful consecration to be attained and maintained? I
know of but one way. ‘Brethren,’ said the Apostle, when he was talking about a very little matter—some small collection for a handful
of poor people—‘ye know the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, how that, though He was rich, yet for our sakes He became poor, that
we, through His poverty, might become rich.’ Let us keep our eyes fixed upon that great pattern of and motive for surrender; and our
hearts will become willing, touched with the fire that flamed in His. There is only one method of securing the gladness and
spontaneousness of devotion and of service, and that is, living very near to Jesus Christ, and drinking in for ourselves, as the very
wine that turns to blood and life in our veins, the spirit of that dear Master. Every one whose heart is lifted up will have it lifted up
because it holds on by Him who hath ascended up, and who, being ‘lifted up, draws all men to Him.’ The secret of consecration is
communion with Jesus Christ.

The appeal to lower motives is often tempting, but always a mistake. Continual contact with Jesus Christ, and realisation of what He
has done for us, are sure to open the deep fountains of the heart, and to secure abundant streams. If we can tap these perennial
reservoirs they will yield like artesian wells, and need no creaking machinery to pump a scanty and intermittent supply. We cannot
trust this deepest motive too much, nor appeal to it too exclusively.

Let me remind you, too, that Christ’s appeal to this motive leaves no loophole for selfishness or laziness. Responsibility is all the
greater because we are left to assess ourselves. The blank form is sent to us, and He leaves it to our honour to fill it up. Do not
tamper with the paper, for remember there is a Returning Officer that will examine your schedule, who knows all about your
possessions. So, when He says, ‘Give as you like; and I do not want anything that you do not like,’ remember that ‘Give as you like’
ought to mean, ‘Give as you, who have received everything from Me, are bound to give.’



II. We get here the measure of acceptable work.

We have a long catalogue, very interesting in many respects, of the various gifts that the people brought. Such sentences as these
occur over and over again—‘And every man with whom was found’ so-and-so ‘brought it’; ‘And all the women did spin with their
hands, and brought that which they had spun’; ‘And the rulers brought’ so-and-so. Such statements embody the very plain truism
that what we have settles what we are bound to give. Or, to put it into grander words, capacity is the measure of duty. Our work is
cut out for us by the faculties and opportunities that God has given us.

That is a very easy thing to say, but it is an uncommonly hard thing honestly to apply. For there are plenty of people that are smitten
with very unusual humility whenever you begin to talk to them about work. ‘It is not in my way,’ ‘I am not capable of that kind of
service,’ and so on, and so on. One would believe in the genuineness of the excuse more readily if there were anything about which
such people said, ‘Well, I can do that, at all events’; but such an all-round modesty, which is mostly observable when service is
called for, is suspicious. It might be well for some of these retiring and idle Christians to remember the homely wisdom of ‘You never
know what you can do till you try.’ On the other hand, there are many Christians who, for want of honest looking into their own power,
for want of what I call sanctified originality, are content to run in the ruts that other people’s vehicles have made, without asking
themselves whether that is the gauge that their wheels are fit for. Both these sets of people flagrantly neglect the plain law that what
we have settles what we should give.

The form as well as the measure of our service is determined thereby. ‘She hath done what she could,’ said Jesus Christ about
Mary. We often read that, as if it were a kind of apology for a sentimental and useless gift, because it was the best that she could
bestow. I do not hear that tone in the words at all. I hear, rather, this, that duty is settled by faculty, and that nobody else has any
business to interfere with that which a Christian soul, all aflame with the love of God, finds to be the spontaneous and natural
expression of its devotion to the Master. The words are the vindication of the form of loving service; but let us not forget that they are
also a very stringent requirement as to its measure, if it is to please Christ. ‘What she could’; the engine must be worked up to the
last ounce of pressure that it will stand. All must be got out of it that can be got out of it. Is that the case about us? We talk about
hard work for Christ. Have any of us ever, worked up to the edge of our capacity? I am afraid that if the principles that lie in this
catalogue were applied to us, whether about our gold and silver, or about our more precious spiritual and mental possessions, we
could not say, ‘Every man with whom was found’ this, that, and the other, ‘brought it for the work.’

III. Notice, again, how in this list of offerings there comes out the great thought of the infinite variety of forms of service
and offering, which are all equally needful and equally acceptable.

The list begins with ‘bracelets, and earrings, and rings, and tablets, all jewels of gold.’ And then it goes on to ‘blue, and purple, and
scarlet, and fine linen, and red skins of rams, and badgers’ skins, and shittim wood.’ And then we read that the ‘women did spin with
their hands, and brought that which they had spun’—namely, the same things as have been already catalogued, ‘the blue, and
purple, and scarlet, and fine linen.’ That looks as if the richer gave the raw material, and the women gave the labour. Poor women!
they could not give, but they could spin. They had no stores, but they had ten fingers and a distaff, and if some neighbour found the
stuff, the ten fingers joyfully set the distaff twirling, and spun the yarn for the weavers. Then there were others who willingly
undertook the rougher work of spinning, not dainty thread for the rich soft stuffs whose colours were to glow in the sanctuary, but the
coarse black goat’s hair which was to be made into the heavy covering of the roof of the tabernacle. No doubt it was less pleasant
labour than the other, but it got done by willing hands. And then, at the end of the whole enumeration, there comes, ‘And the rulers
brought precious stones, and spices, and oil,’ and all the expensive things that were needed. The large subscriptions are at the
bottom of the list, and the smaller ones are in the place of honour. All this just teaches us this—what a host of things of all degrees
of preciousness in men’s eyes go to make God’s great building!

So various were the requirements of the work on hand. Each man’s gift was needed, and each in its place was equally necessary.
The jewels on the high-priest’s breastplate were no more nor less essential than the wood that made some peg for a curtain, or than
the cheap goat’ s-hair yarn that was woven into the coarse cloth flung over the roof of the Tabernacle to keep the wet out. All had
equal consecration, because all made one whole. All was equally precious, if all was given with the same spirit. So there is room for
all sorts of work in Christ’s great house, where there are not only ‘vessels of gold and of silver, but also of wood and of earth,’ and all
‘unto honour . . .meet for the Master’s use.’ The smallest deed that co-operates to a great end is great. ‘The more feeble are
necessary.’ Every one may find a corner where his special possession will work into the general design. If I have no jewels to give, I
can perhaps find some shittim wood, or, if I cannot manage even that, I can at least spin some other person’s yarn, even though I
have only a distaff, and not a loom to weave it in. Many of us can do work only when associated with others, and can render best
service by helping some more highly endowed. But all are needed, and welcomed, and honoured, and rewarded. The owner of all
the slaves sets one to be a water-carrier, and another to be his steward. It is of little consequence whether the servant be Paul or
Timothy, the Apostle or the Apostle’s helper. ‘He worketh the work of the Lord, as I also do,’ said the former about the latter. All who
are associated in the same service are on one level.



I remember once being in the treasury of a royal palace. There was a long gallery in which the Crown valuables were stored. In one
compartment there was a great display of emeralds, and diamonds, and rubies, and I know not what, that had been looted from
some Indian rajah or other. And in the next case there lay a common quill pen, and beside it a little bit of discoloured coarse serge.
The pen had signed some important treaty, and the serge was a fragment of a flag that had been borne triumphant from a field
where a nation’s destinies had been sealed. The two together were worth a farthing at the outside, but they held their own among
the jewels, because they spoke of brain-work and bloodshed in the service of the king. Many strangely conjoined things lie side by
side in God’s jewel-cases. Things which people vulgarly call large and valuable, and what people still more vulgarly call small and
worthless, have a way of getting together there. For in that place the arrangement is not according to what the thing would fetch if it
were sold, but what was the thought in the mind and the emotion in the heart which gave it. Jewels and camel’s hair yarn and gold
and silver are all massed together. Wood is wanted for the Temple quite as much as gold and silver and precious stones.

So, whatever we have, let us bring that; and whatever we are, let us bring that. If we be poor and our work small, and our natures
limited, and our faculties confined, it does not matter. A man is accepted ‘according to that he hath, and not according to that he hath
not.’ God does not ask how much we have given or done, if we have given or done what we could. But He does ask how much we
have kept back, and takes strict account of the unsurrendered possessions, the unimproved opportunities, the unused powers. He
gives much who gives all, though his all be little; he gives little who gives a part, though the part be much. The motive sanctifies the
act, and the completeness of the consecration magnifies it. ‘Great’ and ‘small’ are not words for God’s Kingdom, in which the
standard is not quantity but quality, and quality is settled by the purity of the love which prompts the deed, and the consequent
thoroughness of self-surrender which it expresses. Whoever serves God with a whole heart will render to Him a whole strength, and
will thus bring Him the gifts which He most desires

Exodus 40:1-16:
THE COPIES OF THINGS IN THE HEAVENS
The Exodus began on the night after the fourteenth day of the first month. The Tabernacle was set up on the first day of the first
month; that is, one year, less a fortnight, after the Exodus. Exodus xix. 1 shows that the march to Sinai took nearly three months;
and if to this we add the eighty days of Moses’ seclusion on the mountain, we get about six months as occupied in preparing the
materials for the Tabernacle. ‘Setting it up’ was a short process, done in a day. The time specified was ample to get ready a wooden
framework of small dimensions, with some curtains and coverings of woven stuffs. What a glad stir there would be in the camp on
that New Year’s day, when the visible token of God’s dwelling in its midst first stood there! Our present purpose is simply to try to
bring out the meaning of the Tabernacle and its furniture. It was both a symbol and a type; that is, it expressed in material form
certain great religious needs and truths; and, just because it did so, it pointed onwards to the full expression and satisfaction of these
in Christ Jesus and His gifts. In other words, it was a parable of the requisites for, and the blessings of, communion with God.

Note, then, first, the general lesson of the Tabernacle as a whole. Its name declares its meaning, ‘the tent of meeting’ (Rev. Ver.). It
was the meeting-place of God with man, as the name is explained in Exodus xxix. 42 , ‘where I will meet with you, to speak there
unto thee.’ It is also named simply ‘the dwelling’; that is, of God. It was pitched in the midst of the camp, like the tent of the king with
his subjects clustered round him. Other nations had temples, like the solemn structures of Egypt; but this slight, movable sanctuary
was a new thing, and spoke of the continual presence of Israel’s God, and of His loving condescension in sharing their wandering
lives, and, like them, dwelling ‘within curtains.’ It was a visible representation of a spiritual fact for the then present; it was a parable
of the inmost reality of communion between man and God; and it was, therefore, a prophecy both of the full realisation of His
presence among men, in the temple of Christ’s body, and of the yet future communion of Heaven, which is set before us by the
‘great voice . . .saying, Behold, the tabernacle of God is with men.’

The threefold division into court of the worshippers, holy place for the priests, and holiest of all, was not peculiar to the Tabernacle. It
signifies the separation which, after all nearness, must still exist. God is unrevealed after all revelation; afar off, however near;
shrouded in the utter darkness of the inmost shrine, and only approached by the priestly intercessor with the blood of the sacrifice.
Like all the other arrangements of the Sanctuary, the division of its parts declares a permanent truth, which has impressed itself on
the worship of all nations; and it reveals God’s way of meeting the need by outward rites for the then present, and by the mediation
of the great High-Priest in the time to come, whose death rent the veil, and whose life will, one day, make the holiest place in the
heavens patent to our feet.

The enumeration of the furniture of the Tabernacle starts from the innermost shrine, and goes outward. It was fit that it should begin
with God’s special abode. The ‘holy of holies’ was a tiny chamber, closed in from light, the form, dimensions, materials, and furniture
of which were all significant. It measured ten cubits, or fifteen feet, every way, thereby expressing, in its cubical form and in the
predominance of the number ten, stability and completeness. It will be remembered that the same cubical form is given to the
heavenly city, in the Apocalypse, for the same reason. There, in the thick darkness, unseen by mortals except for the one approach
of the high-priest on the day of atonement, dwelt the ‘glory’ which made light in the darkness, and flashed on the gold which covered



all things in the small shrine.

Our lesson does not speak of cherubim or mercy-seat, but specifies only the ark of the testimony. This was a small chest of acacia
wood, overlaid with gold, and containing the two tables of the law, which were called the testimony, as bearing witness to Israel of
God’s will concerning their duty, and as therein bearing witness, too, of what He is. Nor must the other part of the witness-bearing of
the law be left out of view,—that it testifies against the transgressors of itself. The ark was the centre-point of the divine revelation,
the very throne of God; and it is profoundly significant that its sole contents should be the tables of stone. Egyptian arks contained
symbols of their gods, degrading, bestial, and often impure; but the true revelation was a revelation, to the moral sense, of a Being
who loves righteousness. Other faiths had their mysteries, whispered in the inmost shrine, which shunned the light of the outer
courts; but here the revelation within the veil was the same as that spoken on the house-tops. Our lesson does not refer to the
‘mercy seat,’ which covered the ark above, and spoke the need for, and the provision of, a means whereby the witness of the law
against the worshipper’s sins should be, as it were, hid from the face of the enthroned God. The veil which is referred to in verse 3
was that which hung between the holy of holies and the holy place. It did not ‘cover the ark,’ as the Authorised Version unfortunately
renders, but ‘screened’ it, as the Revised Version correctly gives it. It blazed with colour and embroidered figures of cherubim. No
doubt, the colours were symbolical; but it is fancy, rather than interpretation, which seeks meanings beyond splendour in the blue
and purple and crimson and white which were blended in its gorgeous folds. What is it which hangs, in ever-shifting hues, between
man and God? The veil of creation, embroidered by His own hand with beauty and life, which are symbolised in the cherubim, the
types of the animate creation. The two divisions of the Tabernacle, thus separated by the veil, correspond to earth and heaven; and
that application of the symbol is certainly intended, though not exclusively.

We step, then, from the mystery of the inner shrine out to the comparatively inferior sacredness of the ‘holy place,’ daily trodden by
the priests. Three articles stand in it: the table for the so-called shew-bread, the great lampstand, and the golden altar of incense. Of
these, the altar was in the midst, right in the path to the holiest place; and on the right, looking to the veil, the table of shew-bread;
while on the left was the lampstand. These three pieces of furniture were intimately connected with each other, and represented
various aspects of the spiritual character of true worshippers. The holy place was eminently the people’s, just as the most holy place
was eminently God’s. True, only the priests entered it; but they did so on behalf of the nation. We may expect, therefore, to find
special reference to the human side of worship in its equipments; and we do find it. Of the three articles, the altar of incense was in
idea, as in locality, the centre; and we consider it first, though it stands last in our list, suggesting that, in coming from the most holy
place, the other two would be first encountered. The full details of its construction and use are found in Exodus xxx. Twice a day
sweet incense was burned on it, and no other kind of sacrifice was permitted; but once a year it was sprinkled, by the high priest,
with expiatory blood. The meaning is obvious. The symbolism of incense as representing prayer in frequent in Scripture, and most
natural. What could more beautifully express the upward aspirations of the soul, or the delight of God in these, than the incense
sending up its wreaths of fragrant smoke? Incense gives no fragrance nor smoke till it is kindled; and the censer has to be constantly
swung to keep up the glow, without which there will be no ‘odour of a sweet smell.’ So cold prayers are no prayers, but are
scentless, and unapt to rise. The heart must be as a coal of fire, if the prayer is to come up before God with acceptance. Twice a
day the incense was kindled; and all day long, no doubt, it smouldered, ‘a perpetual incense before the Lord.’ So, in the life of true
communion, there should be daily seasons of special devotion, and a continual glow. The position of the altar of incense was right in
the line between the altar of burnt offering, in the outer court, and the entrance to the holiest place; by which we are taught that
acceptable prayer follows on reconciliation by sacrifice, and leads into ‘the secret place of the Most High.’ The yearly atonement for
the altar taught that evil imperfection cleaves to all our devotion, which needs and receives the sprinkling of the blood of the great
sacrifice.

The great seven-branched candlestick, or lampstand, stood on the right of the altar, as the priest looked to the most holy place. Its
meaning is plain. It is an emblem of the Church as recipient and communicative of light, in all the applications of that metaphor, to a
dark world. As the sacred lamps streamed out their hospitable rays into the desert all the night, so God’s servants are lights in the
world. The lamps burned with derived light, which had to be fed as well as kindled. So we are lighted by the touch of the great Aaron,
and His gentle hand tends the smoking wick, and nourishes it to a flame. We need the oil of the Spirit to sustain the light. The lamp
was a clustered light, representing in its metal oneness the formal and external unity of Israel. The New Testament unity is of a
better kind. The seven candlesticks are made one because He walks in the midst, not because they are welded on to one stem.

Consistency of symbolism requires that the table of shew-bread should, like the altar and the candlestick, express some phase of
true worship. Its interpretation is less obvious than that of the other two. The name means literally ‘bread of the face’; that is, bread
presented to, and ever lying before, God. There are two explanations of the meaning. One sees in the offering only a devout
recognition of God as the author of material blessing, and a rendering to Him of His gifts of outward nourishment. In this case, the
shew-bread would be anomalous, a literality thrust into the midst of symbolism. The other explanation keeps up the congruity, by
taking the material bread, which is the result of God’s blessing on man’s toil, as a symbol of the spiritual results of God’s blessing on
man’s spiritual toil, or, in other words, of practical righteousness or good works, and conceives that these are offered to God, by a
strong metaphor, as acceptable food. It is a bold representation, but we may quote ‘I will sup with him’ as proof that it is not



inadmissible; and it is not more bold than the declaration that our obedience is ‘an odour of a sweet smell.’ So the three pieces of
furniture in the holy place spoke of the true Israel, when cleansed by sacrifice and in communion with God, as instant in prayer,
continually raying out the light derived from Him, and zealous of good works, well-pleasing to God.

We pass outwards, through another veil, and stand in the court, which was always open to the people. There, before the door of the
Tabernacle, was the altar of burnt offering. The order of our chapter brings us to it last, but the order of worship brought the
worshipper to it first. Its distinctive character was that on it the blood of the slain sacrifices was offered. It was the place where sinful
men could begin to meet with God, the foundation of all the communion of the inner sanctuary. We need not discuss mere details of
form and the like. The great lesson taught by the altar and its place, is that reconciliation is needed, and is only possible by sacrifice.
As a symbol it taught every Israelite what his own conscience, once awakened, endorsed, that sin must be expiated before the
sinner and God can walk in concord. As prophecy, it assured those whose hearts were touched with longing, that God would
Himself ‘provide the lamb for the burnt offering,’ in some way as yet unknown. For us it is an intended prefiguration of the great work
of Jesus Christ. ‘We have an altar.’ We need that altar at the beginning of our fellowship with God, as much as Israel did. A
Christianity which does not start from the altar of burnt offering will never get far into the holy place, nor ever reach that innermost
shrine where the soul lives and adores, silent before the manifest God between the cherubim.

The laver, or basin, was intended for the priests’ use, in washing hands and feet before ministering at the altar or entering the
tabernacle. It teaches the necessity for purity, in order to priestly service.

Thus these three divisions of the Tabernacle and its court set forth the stages in the approach of the soul to God, beginning with the
reconciling sacrifice and cleansing water, advancing to closer communion by prayer, impartation of light received, and offering of
good works to God, and so entering within the veil into secret sweetnesses of union with God, which attains its completeness only
when we pass from the holy place on earth to the most holy in the heavens.

The remainder of the text can only be glanced at in a sentence or two. It consists of two parts: the consecration of the
Tabernacle and its vessels by the anointing oil which, when applied to inanimate objects, simply devoted them to sacred
uses, and the consecration of Aaron and his sons. A fuller account is given in Leviticus viii. , from which we learn that it
was postponed to a later period, and accompanied with a more elaborate ritual than that prescribed here. That consists of
three parts: washing, as emblematic of communicated purity; robing, and anointing,—the last act signifying, when applied
to men, their endowment with so much of the divine Spirit as fitted them for their theocratic functions. These three things
made the ‘sanctifying,’ or setting apart for God’s service, of Aaron and his sons. He is consecrated alone, in order that his
primacy may be clearly indicated. He is consecrated by Moses as the higher; then the sons are consecrated with the same
ceremonial, to indicate the hereditary priesthood, and the equality of Aaron’s successors with himself. ‘They truly were
many priests, because they were not suffered to continue by reason of death,’ and provision for their brief tenure of office
was embodied in the consecration of the sons by the side of the father. Their priesthood was only ‘everlasting’ by continual
succession of short-lived holders of the office. But the prediction which closes the text has had a fulfilment beyond these
fleeting, shadowy priests, in Him whose priesthood is ‘everlasting’ and ‘throughout all generations.’ because ‘He ever liveth
to make intercession’ (Heb. 7:25).
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