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of the 1-lystery. 

First, tho form. In most respect there is little d-1:fference 

between this tY!)e of parable and that type whose tert1um comparationia 

is known to all. 

Little has come, for instance, of the effprt to prove that the 

difference originates in that theae are allegories vhile others are 

simple or •pure' :parables. We a1·e r0fe1•ring psrtioular3¥ to the ex­

planation given in Mark 4:13-20 for this fir9t parable, in which a 

somewhat ' allegorical' j.nterprete.tion is -provided.? If the conclusion 

is la.te1· Church teaching, a.s many contend. then it would be pure alle­

gory, a:n interpretation by disciples who lost the original key to the 

meaning of the :parable and thus allegorized it. If this is not tbe 

case, then Jesus wo,1ld seem to be allegorizing, something rare in His 

para.ble'a. From w.ha.t appears to be allegoriz1ng in these verses, �~� 

interpreters (even Luther, says :Sultmann8) have fe.llen into the tempt~ 

tion to match all aspects of parables with all features of their inter­

pretation. 

It seems clear, however, that Luther did not customarily allegorize; 

hie sermon on V.atthew 20:1-16 most clearly indicates his own principle 

of interpreting all of them: 

.Man musz diese Gleichnisz nlcht in allen 8tuecken enoehen, eondern 
auf d.as Hauptstueck merken, vas er damit wolle ••• Denn solcbe 

?Maurice Goguel, �~� Life £!. Jesus, translated by Olive W)'on 
(New York; Macmillan, 1944), p. 29:3. 

8Rudolf Bultmann, •Gle1ohnis und Parabeln in ReligionJ:!1 Gesohichte 
�~� Oegenwart ('l!u.ebingen: Verlag Ton J. c. ». Mohr, 1928), II, 124. 
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Gleichnisse sind nicht darwn gees.gt, daaz alle Stueck dB.mm zu 
halten seyn ••• 9 

This latter principles ~r Luther is correct even on the Parable of 

the Four Soils. The explana tion by Jesus, if it was spoken at the time 

of. the telling of the parable, is not truly e.n allegorization, aa there 

is i ndeed only one tert1um comparationis and all details are presented 

solely to enforce that one. Even Dibelius, though it seems to this 

writer that his choice of tertium comt>arationis (consolation in spite 

of f a ilur e) is incorrect, contends that this is not allego17" since 'those 

outs ide• were expected to get the point of the parable, and were Judged 

for not doing so, while the interpretation went only to the disciples; 

therefore the scientific historian has the right to examine without 

the interpreta tion provided by Merk.lo 

Because of the emphasis on the one point in the Parable of the 

Four Soils (necessarily amplified because of the'~') it is eTident 

that this i s a •pure• parable, weakened in allegorization neither by 

Jesus nor the Evangelist. 

A most vexing question ~resented by the form of parables is thisz 

are the parables truly. as we assumed above, capable of concealing the 

truth? It has been our assumption. yet some defense~ be expected, 

as that assumption has not gone unchallenged. The defense comes on the 

ground that ·the term •parable' 19 a good deal broader than the one into 

which many interpreters straitjacket their examples. 

9Luther, ~ s!!,., p. 80. 

lOi(arun Dibeliue, l2!!, Mes8ffi! ,gt Jesus Christ (Jrew Tork:: Charles 
Scribner's Sons, 1939), p. 148. 
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The Greek word fl"ff>./j""),11 is a New Testament counterpart to the 

Old Testament } i» ; a term that refers to utterances varying from 
'T 1"' 

proverb to prophecy to pem, from wisdom to enigma to similitude and 

allegory. Though this elastic term ha.a been applied spec1f1aall~ by 

the Synoptics· to twenty different utterances, the actual Jl1Jlllber of 

New Testament parables runs up to nearly 53, Juelioher•s figure. There 

is, of course, great variation within these, but we d&re not exclude 

from that variation the meaning of t ff illustrated in Psalm ?8:2: 

"I will open my mouth in a parable } g; ~ ~ , I will utter riddles 
' I , 

-~ 11" ""if from of old." The New Testament gives this attention 
• 

in connection with Christ in Matthew 13:35. 

Ezekiel 17:2 again equates the two terms: "0 mortal man, put a 

riddle a.nd propound an allego17 to the house of Israel"; in Proverbs 

1:6 ? J.!; jj 1s act into a series which enforces the same points: "That -r T 

they mEcy understand proverb and parable, the words of the wiae and their 

epigrams." So the Old Testament, and, through the LXX, the New Testa­

ment, conceived of this word as capable of expressing a riddle, something 

hid.den. 

Juelicher said, 11A parable is of the nature of a riddle spoken so 

tha.t it may not be too easily understood; it is intended to hinder con­

version.nll Thus the root-meaning of 7 Jb0 , "to be like" is intensi­
' T 

fied into an oracular likeness; "with that background of Old Testament 

example it is possible to maintain that Jesus intended in His parables 

llAdolph Juelioher on "Parablea," Encyclopedia Biblica, edited b7 
T. It. Cheyne and J. Sutherland :Black (London: Adam and Charles :elaok, 
1902), III, 3563. 


