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earth (ie. 1'the subject '>) that is spontaneous. Pcrhiaps, however,
the sentence does really teach flot orily that the developînent to
the very enid is tlue work of the Church, but also that this develop..
ment must be gyraduai and progressive. Yet, as Goebell remarks.
we would, in that case, expect aUd to be added after -rprzoy in
ordcr that -%ve inight read "The earth beareth fruit of itself, first
however, the blade, then the car, then (and flot tili then) the full
corn in the car." It is, in fact, the earthi's spontancousness that is
en'phasized as the position of atiroitare, at the begrinningr of the sen-
tence abundantly shows (and that suchi spontaneousness may be
ascribed to the earth, even the classical wvriters showv when they
apply this epithet to « the spontaneous bringing forth of the earth in
the golden age.>') (Vide Trench).

The teaching of the whole, then, is that while the personal work
of the Lord is necessary at thec beginriing and the end. the develop-
ment of the Chiurchi to the very end is the task of believcrs, apart
froni this immediate agency.

The application of the principle to the case of the individual
is easy to make, and mnay bc found wveIl stated by Gocbell in an
excellent work on the parables, to, which I cannot fully ex..press niy
indebtedntess. In a loaser sense the sower rnay probably bc taken
to bc the ordinary preacher, inasmnucli as lie is the represer8 tative of
the Great Preacher and theu thc common interpretation, according
to which the parablc teaches the powterlessness of the preacher in
the developiient of the Wz;rd once iimpressed upon the hicarcr, wvill
follon.

Jniterpre-ced as above, this iparabIc falis inaturaUly into the place
wvhich it occupies in Mark. Fron- Ilhat of the owvcr we Icarn that
the reccptii, given to the W'ord of the Kingdouî, depeuds upon the
moral condition of the hcarcr ; fronii this, that its devclopmcnt is the
,vork of belicvers; froii that of thec mustard sccd, that the success
of believers iii t1îis wvork is to bc vcry great.

The intcrpretation also shtows wclI how bcautifully the parable
is constructcd. Accorc.liing to noi-c of the currcnt intcrprctations
does it desci-ve the rcproachi of Strauss, that it is <-a thing witout
hands and feŽt," but somt of thicmi do sccm to niake it linip $0, badly
tliat it cau sca.rccly bc said to br~ as "'filly fraincd togcthcer " as e.ç.
the parable of the sower or of thc rdia son, or, indccd, as any
other of the parables of Jtcsus:
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