THE USE OF PARABOLE IN THE SYNOPTIC
GOSPELS

Tue English word * parable”, as used in modern Form
Criticism, means ‘ a short illustrative story intended to enforce
a specific point” (A. E. J. Rawlinson, §z. Mark, p. 47). As an
exact term it is sometimes called (after ]iilicher) the ““ parable
proper.”, to distinguish it from other forms in the teaching of
Jesus. Useful as this definition is, the word does not now
represent the meaning of the Greek word magafols as it entered
the vocabulary of the New Testament. This article is a study
of magaPodsj as used in the Synoptic Gospels, and wherever
“ parable ” in the modern English sense is intended inverted
commas will be used. It is hoped to show that within the
Synoptic Gospels there is a distinct development in the use
of magafod, from the final phase only of which comes the
English “ parable ", and that careful attention to the earlier use
may help to correct mistaken exegesis in some important
passages.

In classxcal Greek nagaﬂoln generally means ‘ juxta-
position ”’ or *‘ comparison ”’. As a figure of speech it means,
according to Aristotle (RAer. 1 3935), a simple analogy as opposed
to an illustration in the form of a Adyog or story, of which the
fable was an example. The Socratic magafodij is cited as
implying - the formula &uowy ydg domeg . . ., which shows
how close the meaning is to the idea of o,uoc’wcng, “ likeness ”.
In the LXX, however, magafiold is employed to translate the
: Hebrew '?‘?7,3, maslml in all its various meamngs of ‘“ oracle”

““ proverb ”’, “ gnomic saying ”, by—word ” or “‘ enigma ", but
it is never used of “ parable proper’

In the New Testament magafoldsj occurs only in the Synoptic
Gospels and in Hebrews. It is used twice in the latter, more or
less in line with the classical meaning : magafols eig in ix. g =
~ “a correspondence to ”, and the more conventional adverbial

expression & magafoljj in xi. 19 = “ figuratively ”’ or simply “as
it were ”’

We may now deal with the evidence of the Synoptic Gospels,
for-which has been  assumed the hypothesis of the priority of
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Mark, and of the original independence of Protlz-Lil.(ca égeéhz
docun’lent comprising the material peculiar to Luke, Ls

material commonly referred to as Q)-

1. MARK
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it is an allegory, and as containing a magafols, *“ a comparison ”,
with certain persons. It remains to examine the highly important
use -of magafody in chapter iv, bearing in mind Mark’s usage
so far, and unprejudiced by the other evangelists’ treatment of
Mark’s account. . :

In iv. 2, & magaPoiuis anticipates in this usual adverbial
phrase the nature of the material to follow, and does not by
itself add to our knowledge of usage. It may best be translated,
quite neutrally, * figuratively - or * by illustrations ’. Then,

. following the description of a sower and the six kinds of soil
into which his seed fell,! together, with the logion, *“ He who
has ears to hear, let him hear ”, there appears the interesting
statement iin - iv. 10, fjedTwy adwéy . . . Tdg magefolds, * they
asked him the parables ”’. Now égwtdv properly means ‘ to ask
a question ", and an accusative following it (apart from a personal
object) should be a cognate or its equivalent, as indeed elsewhere
in the N.T., e.g. Matt. xxi. 24 = Luke xx. 3 ; John xvi. 23
(Luke xiv. is best omitted from discussion). Thus fedrwy Tdg
mogafolds should  represent a direct -question wiveg ai mapafolal;
“which is confirmed by Luke’s rendering of this passage,
émnodraw iy alty ein 7 mopafoir. What then are the mapafolal
to which the disciples refer ? Most naturally they are the six
types or similitudes of soils just enumerated. To suppose
that af magafodai here refer to * parables” in general would
be to go against Mark’s understanding of the word, and such
an interpretation might never have been sought if his account
had not been read through the eyes. of the other Evangelists.
The statement cannot consistently mean, as Rawlinson offers,
“ they asked him for the parables”’ or *“ about the parables ” (§z.

- Mark, p. §1), and it is quite unnecessary to suppose that * the

awkward wording of verse 10 is no doubt designed to admit of
the general theory about parablés in verses 11—12 appearing to
be equally an-answer to.the disciples’ question; with the explana-

‘tion of the parable of the Sower in verses 13 sqq.” There is

nothing awkward about Mark’s wording so long as we do net
import into his words a meaning that there is no evidence to
suggest he intended. The teaching is not a ““ parable ™ at all.
The barest mention of a sower is followed by a category of six
kinds of soil into which seed is sown, which the disciples imme-

"1 8ee B. T. D.. Smith, Parables of the Synoptic Gmifel.f, p. 124, footnote 3: ** Three
degrees of fertility are named, corresponding to three kinds of unfertile soil,” etc.
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diately recognise as a series of similitudes to something or other.
So they ask Jesus ‘“ What are the similitudes ? ' They might
even have included the enigmatic logion, “ He who has ears to
hear, let him hear ”, among the magafodal of their question,
for in the LXX sense it could be counted one. At all events,
Jesus replies to their question by explaining this logion first.
““ Those who have ears to hear are those to whom has been given
the secret of the Kingdom " ; the familiar adverbial phrase &
magaPolaic now explains how a person can have ears but 7oz
hear, for *“ everything is in figures to those outside ”’. It is really
a play on two meanings of the same word, one being in the
conventional phrase év magafolals, whose use here is prompted
by the mention of magafolai in the disciples’ question. For this
meaning of & megafolaiz as = * in figures ” we may compare
the & magafoifj of Hebrews xi. 19 ; there is a parallel usage
of magotpla in John xvi. 25, where & magotulats, “ in figures ",
is contrasted with magonoig, “ explicitly ”. We are reminded,
too, of the phrase in-1 Cor. xiii. 12 fAénew v aiviypart, where
a reflection only (6:° éednTgov), and not the object itself, is seen ;
it is a case of seeing, but not seeing.! o -
This intetpretation of & magafolals in iv. 11 was suggested
by Dr. J. W. Hunkin in the Fournal of Theological Studies for
April 1915, but it meets with the objection from Dr. B. T. D.
Smith (Cambridge Bible, St. Matthew, p. 137) : “ One great
difficulty in the way of any such interpretation is that it requires
magaPori to be understood in two senses.” No such difficulty
exists. It is a regular feature of language for-two senses of the
same word to appear in the same context, sometimes by a
process of unconscious attraction, especially when one of the
occurrences is in the form of a conventional phrase. For example,
in Rom. xii. 13, 14, didxew occurs twice, in one case meaning
“ practise” and in the other  persecute”. Yet there is no

reason to suppose that St. Paul was deliberately punning. A-

writer will often, by unconscious impulse, repeat a word he has
recently -used, and he may even be unaware of the repetition,
especially if he happens to be employing the word in a different
sense. J. M. Creed (S:. Luke, p. 115) endorses Dr. Smith’s
objection, and supports it by contrasting Mark iv. 11, éxelvorg 8¢
10ic &w & mogaPoraly Te mdvra yiverar, with Mark iv. 33, =al

1Cf. Wisdom of Sirack, xxxix. 3.-dwérpvpe mapoyudv éxnrice, rai év aiviypao
wapaBoAdy ovvelrehedoeTal, : o '
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Totadraig magefolalc moddaic éAdAer, xabg Addvavto dxodew. But the
contrast serves to illustrate this very difference in usage—=év
magafodai; is a fixed adverbial phrase ; vowdras. mapafolaic
modlals with no év, and with two qualifying words, is the normal
substa}ntiv.c use in the instrumental dative. There is no im-
’proprl'et?: 1n assigning them different shades of meaning. ’
.. To “ those outside *’ everything was, in fact, & wapafolaic
in ﬁgux:es"’. It is no question of the personal motive of ]esu;
for teaching by similitudes. The attitude of the people was the
same, whatever- medium he chose to use. The agenf of the
dédotar, “ has been given ”, is no doubt God the Father not
](:,sus (cf. Matt. xvi. 17), and there is no reason wh ;wivra
yvetar, “all things are ”, should be read as if it Wer}; ndvra
Aadd, ““ T speak all things . Of course the difficulty is gener
ally held to lie in the #a which introduces the quotationgfrbm-.
Isa. vi. An attractive suggestion has been made by Prof, T. W
Manson (7.713 Teacking of Fesus, pp. 77 ff.) that B is a mis:
understanding of an ambiguous Aramaic particle 42, and should
have been translated of, the relative pronoun Wh;) . So also
C. C. Torrey, Our Translated Gospels, p. 10. This would mean
that the quotation is simply descriptive of ** those outside ', and
does hot ‘express purpose at all. But even if the fa is co’rrect
—and it is certainly what Mark intended—it still does not
express the purpose of Jesus’ teaching, which, as has been said
1s not really in question here. It must be remembered that,
v‘chate\.zer the syntactical connection,. the significance of thé
qQuotation is that Jesus is drawing a parallel with the situation
which confronted Isaiah—a people blind and deaf, a people
whose heart had been hardened lest they should c<’)nvert aid
be healed. Now whatever problem of purpose there méy be in
Isaiah, it arises out of the given condition of the people. In
Mark the problem is the same, and again it arises out o% the
given condition of the people, here expressed : “ to those outside
all things are in figures ”, and it is no more connected with the
pers_onal motive of Jesus’ teaching than it was with the personal
motl.ve.of Isaiah’s preaching. A problem of purpose there is
but 1t 1s not one of deliberate obscurity on the parf of Jesus’
and it s not solved by * the method of the blue pencil ” (Manson,
P- 75) _ : ’
The conjunction fa, then, may express purpose either in
regard to those who are already mentioned as being blind (to
) ,
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them all things are in figures), as in Isa. vi. 9, 10 or in the
sense of the fulfilment of prophecy, i.e. “ the people see in
figures that (it might be fulfilled which was spoken, namely,)
seeing they might not perceive ”’, etc. The surface meaning of
the similitudes they would no doubt understand well enough,
but this would only be a figure of the real truth ; thus similitudes
were described as ‘“ such as they could hear ", in verse 33. So
we have seen that Jesus takes up the word magafolal from the

disciples’ question; and, with a subtle turn of meaning, employs

&v magpafolaic to illustrate the two kinds of hearers implied by
the logions in verse 11. - ‘
Coming to verse 13, it will be seen that the development of
thought continues with perfect naturalness, odx oidare Ty
magafolly ravrny, xai mide mdoag Td¢ magaPolde yvdeesle; This
is the first singular use of magofolsj in the whole passage, and
the context leads us to refer it to the logion which Jesus has
just expounded (6; &yer dra dxovew dxovérw), which, as has
been noted, is a mapafolds in the mashal sensel . There is
nothing in the Marcan version which requires, or even suggests,
that 4} mogafols; aity refers to the whole account of the sowing
and the soils. On the other hand, this latter series of soil simili-
tudes will again be what is meant by mdsag tds magafodds, as
~in verse 10. This is the more likely since, without further ado
or explanation, Jesus goes on to interpret *‘ all these similitudes ™.
Again, therefore, in verse 13, we have a play on the slightly differ-
ent meanings of magafoldy, 7 magafodr obry being a mashal,

.and «f magafodal being simple “ likenesses . The one points

to the explanation of the others, and the whole verse might be
paraphrased “ If you do not understand the key-saying, how
can you understand the similitudes which hang upon it ? "2
Most commentators since Adolf Jilicher have assumed that
we have in the Sower teaching a * parable” which has been
misunderstood by Mark, and edited with a patchwork of
secondary explanations (in accordance with a doctrinal theory)
the inconsistency of which reveals- the ineptness of Mark’s
interpretation.® But if the view I have taken of Mark’s use of

1 Or perhaps to the quotation from Isa. vi. 9, which immediately precedes this question
of Jesus, and which is in the form of a maskal: * to see and not to see.” But it would
still be closely related to the logion before it. L . .

2 This would accord well with Jesus’ custom of decisive appeal to the Scriptures.
Cf. xii. 24 :_* Is it not for this cause that ye err, that ye know not the scriptures #

8 E.g., B. T. D. Smith, Parables of the Synoptic Gospels, pp. 124—5 3 C. H. Dodd,
Parables of the Kingdom, pp. 13ff. and 18off. For areply tothe linguistic evidence adduced
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magaPols) is . correct, this hypothesis of Form Criticism. is
deprived of its mainspring. For we are not dealing with a single
‘“ parable ”’, but with a series of similitudes of soils, each com-
plete in itself (e.g. ‘“'some seed fell among thorns, and the thorns
came up and choked it’’). The mention of a sower is the
briefest possible introductory note, and is, so to speak, incidental.
Dr. Rawlinson remarks that in the exposition in verses 14 fF.
*“ the centre of interest is no.longer in the Sower, but in the
different kinds of soil ” (82 Mark, p. §2). This he takes as
evidence that the exposition is secondary and inappropriate.
But the centre of interest never was in the Sower, so far as Mark’s
account takes us, and Dr. Rawlinson’s observation only serves
to.confirm the-view that ai magafolai of verses 10 and 13 are
the similitudes of different kinds of soil.

The two remaining occurrences of magafok in Mark, . iv.
.33 and 34, conclude this same section, and depend for their
meaning on the formula in verse 30 which has already been
discussed. The meaning is again simple * similitude”, the
example alluded to being : “like a grain of mustard-seed ”.
Such similitudes are in a form which can be grasped by all (*“ as
they were able to hear ") but their spiritual meaning is reserved
for those whose ears are opened.

We may conclude that nowhere in Mark does zagafos
mean “ a short illustrative story intended to enforce a specific
point”, i.e. a “ parable”. Moreover, to judge from the
antecedent history of magafodsf both in classical and LXX
usage, it would probably be an innovation if it did mean
* parable .

II. LUKE
- It is probable that mapaBol did not stand in the original
Q discourse-material used as a source by both Matthew and
Luke ; for where, in such material, it is introduced by one
Evangelist, it is as an editorial addition and does not appear in
the other. Proto-Luke (L + Q), therefore, may be taken as

providing independent evidence of Luke’s understanding of
the word.

by Professor Dodd in favour of the secondary character of Mark iv. 11-20, see Professor

Otto Piper’s article 'in ‘THE . EVANGELICAL QUARTERLY for January rgqz: ° The

Understanding of the Synoptic Parables”, p. 44. T'. W. Manson, The eaching of Fesus,

Ep. 75-80, rightly sees the integral connection of the Sower passage with parabolic teaching
ut regards it as a “* parable ”* as do most Form critics.



100 THE EVANGELICAL QUARTERLY

(a) Proto-Luke.

‘As might be expected, Luke leans towards the ordinary
classical meaning of magafods, ‘ likeness” or * comparison ”
with the idea of duolweig not far away. Twice, however, it is
applied to proverds, “ Physician, heal thyself ”, iv. 23 (L), and
“ Can the blind lead the blind ?”, iv. 39 (Q), but in the other
eight passages Luke’s understanding of the term is made clear
by the constructions:in which he places it. - Four times it conveys
a direct comparxson with a person, when the characteristic con-
struction is Aéyew mgdg Twa magafoiiy. The force of this will
come out in an examination of the actual passages. Four times
it conveys a comparison or lllustratlon of a particular statement
or situation.

Comparisons with persons.

(1) From L we have, in xiv. 77, 8leyey mgds vodg xexinuévovg
mapafoly- &méywv mide Tog mowroxholag éEedéyovro xrh. The
teaching which follows is not a “ parable ” at all. It might
easily, however, be put into * parable ” form, and it might be
argued that Luke has simply given the application of such a
“ parable ” “together with its concluding logion. If this is
0, it shows clearly that magafods means for Luke, not the

“ parable ” itsélf, but the application or comparison involved.

In any case, he has observed the simple correspondence of

6 yav Eavrdy to ol xexAnuévor, and the -position of meds 7ods
xexdnpévovs immediately before magafoliy has an adjectival
force, so that it should be translated “ He made a comparison
with those who were bidden ”, and not, as in the R.V., “ He
spake a parable unto those who were bidden ’. An instance of
this type of expression has already been noted in Mark xii. 12.1

~ (2) A more striking instance of this adjectival construction
qualifying magafols is in another L passage, xviii. 9, elney 82 xai
mpde Twwag. Tovg mEmolldTog &7 Eavtois St eloly Slnaror xal éfovBev-
otvrae Tovg Aotmodg Tipy magafoily vadryy. Luke does not mean
that Jesus was actually speaking to such people, but the magafois}
is a comparison of “certain people” with the Pharisee of
the story. In all these cases  Luke himself has ‘supplied the
application, which- suggests that it is the relationship which
constitutes the magafoldij and not the story in itself or.on its own.

! There is a similar expressmn in Acts ii. 255 where Xéye els atréy = ““speaks of
‘him **, not ** speaks fo him .
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(3) An interrogatory inversion of the usual order appears in
the Lucan addition to the Q teaching about watchfulness, in
Xii, 41, medg Tjude Ty magafolny vadryy Adyeig 7] wmal mpds mdvrog;
If nagafolsj meant “* parable it would here refer simply to the
story of the Unready Householder in verses 39 and 40. But the
reference is surely to the whole passage from verse 35 on, and in
particular to verse 36 dueis Suotor dvBpddmors mooadeyouévors Tov xdotov
éavrdy, Again, as in xiv. 7, this sounds like the application of a
“ parable” (cf. the story of the Ten Virgins in Matt. xxv. 1),
‘and it is this ““likeness ” which constitutes the magafolds, not
the story of the Servants or of the Householder. Peter’s
question merely seeks to specify the general application already
made—"‘ Does it apply to-us or to everybody ? ” The whole
section .is- represented as teaching to the disciples only
(verse 22 fI.), so again Aéyew modg Twa magafoliy means not ““ to
recount a story to someone ”’ but “to express a comparison with
someone ”’ ‘

" (4) Another Lucan introduction to a Q passage is in xv. 3,
xal Sieydyyvlov of e Doagisaior xal yoapuareiz . . . einey 0¢ moog
‘abrodg Tadrny Ty magaforpy. It might be ‘argued that here
at least is a clear case of magafodsj being equated with a
“ parable ”’, but, though the process by which such a trans-
ference was ultimately made is beginning to be evident,
there are reasons for thinking that Luke has not actually made
the change. The first story is of the one lost sheep and the
ninety-nine safe sheep.. The peculiar Lucan application—"* there
is joy in heaven over one sinner repenting rather than over
ninety-nine righteous who do not need repentance ’—with its
clear reference to the Pharisees and scribes, indicates that the
meds adrode is still comparative in force, and dependent on
iy magafolip. Moreover, it is perhaps significant that, though
three * parables ”” are in fact related (not only * this parable ™

v. 3), the application is the same in each, and is verbally expressed
twice. So we may still hold that it is Luke’s understanding of
the single basic illustration or comparison which leads him to
speak of afin 7 magafols].

Comparisons with Situations.

There remain in Proto-Luke four instances of nagaBois
meaning an illustration of a given statement or of a situation,
though the treatmient varies.
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(1) The comparative force is clearest in xviii. 1, #lsyey
nagafoliy abdrole ngog ‘76 dely ndvrore ngoaevxsa@at adrodg xal ui)
Synaxsiv. (Cf Heb. ix. 9 rig nagafols) e Tov xagdv Tov dveornudra.)
The story is that of the Widow and the Un_]ust Judge, and it is
the expressed relationship to-a.spiritual situation ‘in the story
which constitutes the magafold.

(2) Again, the story of the Rich Fool in xii. 16—slney 6¢
nagafoliy medg advovg—illustrates * Beware of all covetous-
ness, for a man’s life does not consist in' the abundance of his
possessions ”’, and the specific comparison is given, *“ So is he
who lays up treasure for himself, and is not rich toward God .
The modc adrodc here is not adjectival as we might gather
from its p051t10n ; itis 51mply equal to adroic.

(3) Again, the story of the Unfruitful Fig in the Vmeyard
in xiii. 6—2&eyer 8¢ Tadrmpy T magafolfy—illustrates *‘ Unless
you repent, you will likewise perish . No further application
is pressed,! but there is clearly no doubt in Luke’s mind ‘about
the relationship of the story to the discussion evoked by the
disasters of Pilate’s outrage and Siloam. Hence n:agaﬂoh;

(4) The final instance in Proto-Luke is xix. 11, and is in
Luke’s introduction to a Q passage, mgoofeis elney mapaforsy i 7o
Eyyde elvar “Tegovaaliu abrov xal doxely adroly 6rv maguyeijua uélier 1
Paciiela Tob Ocob dvapaivesBor. Once again the magafols is
expressed by means of a story, that of the Entrusted Pounds, and
once again Luke feels the need to indicate magafods} as being an
illustration of somerhing—in this case, of the true situation, in the
face of false expectations. Luke’s style may be somewhat awk-
ward, and not altogether successful, but at least it bears witness
to his instinct that the mention of magafors calls for some sort
of expressed' comparison or relationship.-

(b) Luke s Use of Mark.

This confirms the evidence of Proto-Luke. Once, in v. 36,
he employs the maskal sense in de&gnatmg a proverb as a
magaPolsj, “ No one tears a piece from a new garment and puts
it on an old garment ”. In xx. 9, ffefaro 8¢ mpds Tdv Aadv Aéysw
v magafoly tavrmy, where Luke has avoided &v magafolais
in favour of a more definite expression, looks at first like a

€

t Though Luke may have the dureXév in mind -as bemg the mmlhtude . It is
an O.T. figure of the sraelltlsh nation. The instance is a ** parable proper *’, though
for Luke it is still a * similitude ™
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case of comparison with a person, but the position of the verb
makes this unlikely, though Luke may be taking the familiar
dumeAdy as a comparison to 6 dads. Mark’s “ learn the illustra-
tion from the fig-tree ’ has become more specific in Luke xxi.
29, by a method already observed in Luke’s writings. He
introduces his xal elney magafoliy adroi; by a general statement,
not found in Mark, * when these things begin to take place,
look up and raise your heads, because your redemption is
drawing near ", a situation to which the example of the fig-tree,
and indeed all trees, is a corresponding magafols).

Finally, important changes appear in Luke’s version of the
Sower passage. In viii. 4, dud magafBoAic replaces & magafodals,
and in viil. 9, #oedrwy. adroy -Tds magaPoids is. expanded to
dmnedtaw oboy Tig alty ey 1) magafory), Note the singular for
plural in both cases. Luke understands as Jesus’ reply to this

~last question, verse 11 : ¥otww 02 afty % mdgaPoli-6 omdgog éotiv 6

Adyog 100 feo. That Luke regards 6 omdgog as one term of the
comparison (magafols) is supported by his addition of ©év endgoy
adrod. to. Mark’s brief introduction. This version, and the
singular magafods} throughout, reveals a different emphasis from
Mark. For Luke there is one basic napgafols or similitude,
namely, “ the seed = the word of God ”’. _

To conclude Luke’s evidence we may say that, apart from
his three mashal contexts, he does not depart from the basic
classical . meaning - of magafoidr). No-more than Mark does he
use it to mean a * parable ”” as such, and in those frequent cases
where a “ parable” is in fact involved, the magafoldyj always
refers to a-particular and expressed comparison, not to the story
in or of itself. . :

III.° MATTHEW

So far as we can judge, Matthew used magafois primarily
because he found it in Mark. All its occurrences in the non-
Marcan sections seem to be editorial additions by the same
hand as edited the Marcan sections. Matthew’s usage is a
development from Mark’s ; it reveals an important semantic
change, and an independent and different attitude from Luke to
the same word. In Matthew, the development from * likeness ”’
or “ comparlson ” to the story-form so often containing the
“likeness ’ is complete. The tendency towards this involved
Luke in some odd-looking expressions, but he did not take the
final step of equating magafodj with a story containing a
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magafolsf. Matthew did take this step, and it has led to the
present meaning of the English word “ parable”. Such
semantic change is generally unconscious.

(@) Marthew’s Use of Mark.

He makes some slight changes which reveal his different
conception of wagafodj. Oddly enough, he only once takes up
the maskal sense, and that is where it occurs in an integral part
of the narrative (xv. 15) which, for another reason (the appearance
of Peter), Matthew possibly held to be important. But even
here he seems to find Mark’s éangdrwr i mapaforfy (Mark
vii. 17) too elliptical, for he transposes it into direct speech with
podoov ipty Ty magafodry (cf. dacdpnooy in xiii. 36).

In the Vineyard story, xxi. 33 ff., Mark’s reason for finding

& magaPolale appropriate (i.e. the allegorical character of the

story) disappears in Matthew. The story becomes simply &idy
magafolsj, presumably being thus classified with the ““ parable”
of the Two Sons just related. Hence also the plural'in-verse 43,
drxodoarreg oi doyieeeis xal oi Pagioaiot Tdg magafolds adrod Eyvwaay
8vv negl advdy Adyer. The change of emphasis from Mark is quite
clear. wd¢ magafords adrod is now ** his * parables’”; and a new

“subordinate clause is required to convey what Mark could do
with a simple 79d¢ adrode qualifying nagapodr. Matthew’s mapafols]
has become attached to a particular literary form. :

Matt. xxiv. 32, énd vijc ovxijc udbere v magaPoliy, repro-
duces Mark xiii. 28 without change. ' '

Two very significant changes from  Mark appear in
Matthew’s treatment of the Sower passage in chapter xiii. The
introduction, verse 3, and conclusion, verse 34, are similar, but
an entirely new turn is taken in verse 10 with the disciples’
question; dud 7{ & magafolais Auleis adroic; Not only are ded 7¢
(why ?) and edrois (to them, i.e. the people) not represented
in Mark (or Luke), but there is, I hold, no suggestion of
such a question at all in Mark’s. account (or Luke’s). Surely
what has happened is that Matthew, having a different con-
ception of magafodsj from Mark (i.e. “ parable ” ‘as against
““ comparison ” or “similitude "), and regarding the story of
the ‘Sower as being in itself a *“ parable ”, finds justification for

Mark’s plural use of the word by taking Mark’s concise indirect

question as a compressed expressjon for * Why do you speak to
the people in parables 7’ Later exegesis has suffered by réadi'ng
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Mark through Matthew’s eyes. In the words of Jesus which

follow, therefore, Matthew has made some consequential changes

of construction. A &7t is necessary in verse 11 (or at least in
verse 13), the Isaiah quotation is represented as the direct answer
to the disciples’ question (*‘ this is the reason why I speak to
them in parables ”’) and is elaborately linked with other teaching
in accord with this. Moreover, Jesus goes on to expound the
former * parable ”, not as having been asked to, but by way of
further illustration of his general teaching. The phrase used
in verse 18, dxovoare v magafoliy Tob omelpavros, is one, I
suggest, which would have been almost impossible for Mark,
and it represents the final development of Matthean usage. It
means, as in the categories of Form Criticism, * the ‘ parable ’

“of the Sower ”’, where nagafoli} means little more than * story ”

(Adyog), and is a convenient nomenclature for this form of
teaching. Actually, the Sower plays no part at all in Matthew’s-
interpretation, which proves that the title is only conventional.
But by taking the line he does in verses 10 ff., he naturally cannot
adapt to his sense .of “ parable” the Marcan question odx
otbare iy magafoliy Tabryy, xal widc wdcas toc mapeforas yvidoeabe;
We may notice, in passing; that if Luke had used a phrase of
the kind Matthew uses, it would have been dxodoare tiy magafodsy
700 ondgov and he would have meant it literally, “ the com-
parison of the seed”, not just as a conventional title.

(&) Non-Marcan Material. _

There are seven occurrences in such material, and it is here
that we get a clear hint of how Matthew came to his peculiar
notion of magafolsj.

On four occasions when it is used to introduce a *“ parable ”,
the “ parable” in question begins either with duola éoviv 4
Bacildelo xwh (xiii. 31; xiii. 33) or with duowdfy 7j facidela »TA (xxil.
1, xiii. 24). These, and similar expressions involving the idea of
duolwor;, were frequent formulas in Matthew’s discourse-
material for presenting * parables ”. Now the crucial question

is, Why did Matthew use the word magofods as a label for

this form of story ? The answer, I believe, probably lies in a
similat formula which Matthew found in Mark, ¢ Suoidowusy
i Paciletay ToT Oeod ) &v Tl adriy magaforf Bduev;. (iv. 30).
In Mark it meant simply *likeness ’, rather closely akin to
duolwais, but it gave Matthew what he was looking for, namely
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magafod} as a convenient label for similar material. In fact, it
might almost -be. said that Matthew was the first Form critic.
And since 4/l such stories conveyed in some way comparisons
or similitudes relating to the Kingdom of God, no detailed
indication of comparison was felt to be demanded by the use of
magafoisj, and thence its absolute substantive -use to mean a
certain type of story was established! Matthew can now intro-
duce his stories with dAdny magafoiny magbbnxey adrols (xiil. 24, 31),
a2y magafoliy édAnoey-adrols (xiii. 33) and wddew slnev év magafolais
adrois (xxii. 1).- : :

A parallel expression to 7} magafods) 705 omelgavros appears
at xiil. 36, diacdgnooy Nuiv Ty magafoiry @y [ilaviwy ToT dygod,
where “the parable of the Tares of the Field” is simply a
convenient title for a story. ; '

There remain only the LXX quotation in xiii. 35, dvoféw &
magafolaic 10 ovdua uov, pebfouar xernpvpuéva Gro xarafolijc, which
has only a general reference to parabolic teaching, and where,

oddly enough, the expression & magafodais is clearly the *“in -

figures "’ sense which we have observed in Mark, and which, strictly
speaking, is scarcely appropriate in this sense to -Matthew’s
usage ; and the note at the end of the whole section dve éréiecey
Tdg magafols ravrag (xiii. §3), which refers to the * parables”
previously noted. : -

' IV. CONCLUSION

We may summarise these results and their significance in
terms of a brief comparative exegesis of the Sower passage as

treated by Mark, Luke and Matthew.

(@) Introduction. ‘
. Mark : His & nagaBodaic = ““'in figures .

Luke : Regards the teaching as being did magapoldiis, ** by
means of a comparison "’ and has added the small but importan
£0v amdgov avtod to his introduction. :

- Matthew : - His é& magafolai¢ = * in parables .

. 11 have not discussed the bearing of the Rabbinic * parables”” on this question.
Moaskal was used by the Rabbis as a title for some of their-* parables ”, and it might
be argued that there is therefore no need to look further for the origin of rapaBony
as meaning * parable . But in view of the consistent picture of development presented
by the Synoptic Gospels in themselves, and the later date of the Rabbinic evidence, it
seems reasonable to regard the conclusions here reached as valid. Of course the develop-

ment was a very natural one, and the identification may well have been arrived at quite -

independently by the Rabbinic usage, though even so I do not know that masA4l actually
found its way into Greek wapaSory by this route, even later. '
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(6) Basic Passage. :
Mark iv. 3—9 5 Luke viii. §-8; Matt. xiii. 3-9. All
evangelists agree on the main details.

(¢) The Question of the Disciples..

Mark : *“ What are these similitudes of soils to be compared
with P ” - .
Luke : *“ What is the * likeness ’ in this story 7"’

Matthew : “ Why do you speak in  parables’ to the
people ? ” Matthew’s question does not arise directly out of the
foregoing story.

(d) Jesus' Reply. | .
Mark : An immediate explanation of the key-logion, * he

- that hath ears to hear, let him hear ”, explaining, with appeal to

Isaiah, who are those who hear effectually, and who are not.
The similitudes would seem to be intended primarily for those
who could hear, not for those outside. ““ You are those to whom
the secret has been given ; those outside are like the men of
Isajiah’s day—they see only shadows.” ,

Luke : Verse 10 is.a parenthesis : before replying directly,
Jesus points out that the disciples themselves do not need
“ comparisons ’; “ To you it is given to know the secrets
plainly ;. to the others it is given to know the secrets by means
of comparisons, for this is the * seeing ’ of those who do not see,
and the ¢ hearing ’ of those who do not hear.” There is nothing
deliberately secretive in Luke’s idea of magefodsj. Comparisons
are not used to conceal the truth from of lowwoi, but to be
some means of seeing and hearing to those who are otherwise
spiritually blind and obtuse. The emphasis is * that they may
see and not see ”’, not *‘ that those who see may »oz see”’. Luke
does not mean that even now such people see or understand fully.
He is aware that the more fundamental criterion of knowledge
lies in obedience to the word of God, that is, in a right response
to the seed sown. See his conclusion to this whole section in
verses 19—21. .

Matthew : Jesus replies directly to the disciples’ question by

saying that the condition of the people demanded that he speak

in “ parables ”. He does not suggest what effect they were
calculated to achieve, but it could hardly be one of concealment.
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(e) The Interpretation of the Sower Passage.

Mark : Jesus indicates that failure to understand the basic
truth of the word regarding effectual hearers naturally precludes
an understanding of the similitudes of the soils, and He
proceeds to draw in detail the various comparisens involved.
They are no doubt intended as a guide to those who really hear,
and whose task it is, or will be, to continue sowing the Word.

- Luke : Jesus returns after His parenthesis to reply to the
disciples’ question, “ This is the comparison : the seed is the
word of God ", and He proceeds to the detailed interpretation.

Matthew : Although He has not actually been questioned.
about it at all, Jesus interprets the * parable of the Sower " by
way of illustrating His answer to the disciples’ previous question
about the purpose of ‘‘ parables ”.

The respective viewpoints might be further studied in the
various ‘gospels, as well as the bearing of these studies on the
quéstion of the teaching of Jesus as a whole, but that is beyond
the scope of this article. Itis sufficient if we have seen enough of
the conception of magafods in the minds of the three Evangelists
to enable us to understand it aright in their respective testimonies.
- Technically it might be looked on as a study in semantic change ;
-as such it is typical of the living idiom in which the Evangelists
wrote, and which we ought to grasp. More significant is it for
us to observe how God the- Holy Spirit speaks through the
thoughts and words of men in such a way as to provide a rich
perspective of the teaching of our Lord Jesus Christ. They
give us a valid witness in a threefold cord which is not easily
‘broken. ' o
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