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Matthew 16:1-12
genea ponhr a kai noical is
shneion epizhtei, kai shneion
ou doghsetai auth el mh
to shneion lwna.
kai katal ipwn autouV
aphl gen.
oratekai prosecete
apo thVzumhVv
twn Farisaiwn kai Saddoukaiwn.

oi dediel ogzonto en eautoiVI egonteV
oti artouVouk el abormen.

ghouVdeo IhsouVeipen ti dial ogzesge
dial ogzesqge

en eautoiV, ol igopistoi, oti artouVouk
noeiteoude

ecete; oupw noiete,

oude mhnoneuetetouV
penteartouV twn pentakiscil iwn kai
posouVkofinouV € abete;

oudetouVepta artouV twntetrakiscil iwn

kai posas spuridaV € abete

pwVou noeite
oti ou peri artwneiponumn; prosecete
deapo thVzumhVtwn Farisaiwn kai

Saddoukaiwn. totesunhkan oti ouk eipen

prosecein apo thVzumhVtwn ar twn
al l a apothVvdidachVtwn Farisaiwn
kai Saddoukaiwn.

Mark 8:11-21
ti h genea auth
zhtei shneion
amhnl egwumn, e doghsetai genea

tauth shneon.
kai af eilVautouVpal in emrbaV
aphl gen eiVto per an.
or ate, bl epete
apo thVzumhVv
twn Farisaiwn kai thVzumhVHr wdou.

kai diel ogzonto proVal | hl ouVv
oti artouVouk ecousin.
kai gnouVI egei aoutoiV ti

oti artouVouk ecete; oupw

suniete; pepwr wirenhn ecetethn

kar dian umwn; of gal nouVeconteVou
bl epete kai wta econteVouk akoueteg;
kai ou rmhnoneuete, ote touVpente
artouVekl asa eiVtouVv

pentakiscil iouV, posouVkof inouV
kl asmatwn pl hreiVhrate; | egousin
autw dwdeka. otetouVepta eiVtouVv
tetrakiscil iouVposwn spuridwn

pl hrwmata kl asmatwn hr ate; kai

| egousin[autw] epta. kai e egen
autoiV oupw suniete;



Matthew 12:38, 39 Luke 11:29
Twn de ocl wn epaqgr oizomenwn hr xato

| egein
cenea ponhr a kai noical iV h genea auth genea ponhr a estin
shneion epizhte kai shneion shneion zhte kai shneion
ou doghsetai auth e mh ou doghsetai auth e mh
to shneion Iwna tou pr of htou. to shmeion lwna.
Luke 12:1

autou prwton, proseceteeautoiV
apo thVzumhV, htiVestin upokrisiV,
twn Farisaiwn.,



Summary of the Synoptic Problem in Mark 8:11-21
by Mark Rubin

In this small pericope following the events of the feeding of 5,000 and 4,000 the
topic of bread resurfaces in the disciples’ moment of hunger and only one loaf of
bread. Luke gives a very meager parallel of the asking for a sign (by the Pharisees),
and Matthew actually gives this asking for a sign twice! In the pericope of Mark, 38
words are exactly the same (counting articles, words --word order was not a factor in
this count) and 8 more are only slight grammatical changes (mostly case).

An interesting note in this study is that Matthew includes the same statement
concerning a sign twice (12:38, 39 and 16:4, 5) and the wording is exactly the same
except that 12:39 says tou pr of htou concerning Jonah. Matthew’s material is most
closely a parallel of Mark’s including the discussion of a sign and the disciples’
discussion over bread. Luke’s material is only a parallel of the sign (11:29) and the
warning of the leaven of the Pharisees (12:1).

Mark contains a statement by Jesus that Matthew does not, appearing to be an
Old Testament quotation of Jeremiah 5:21 and Ezekiel 12:2, of gal nouVeconteVou
bl epetekai wta econteVouk akouete (Mark 8:18). This is the most unique piece in this
pericope by Mark because Matthew and Luke do not include it here. Mark’s material
could be considered more lengthy because of this, and in light of the fact that
Matthew's last bit in verses 11 and 12 contains quite a bit of repetition of his previous
statements (compare Matt. 16:11 with 16:6).

In this study it would be hard to say that Marcan priority is the case, but the OT
guote may give a hint at that. One definitely can see verbal agreement and a literary
borrowing or sharing between Matthew and Mark. Luke can be seen to have a part in
the literary sharing also, but his material is much closer to Matthew’s than to Mark’s.
However, Luke does include a few words exactly like Mark’s: h genea auth...shneion

zhte (Luke 11:29; Mark 8:12). In this little pericope alone, this writer observes that a



case could be made for Matthew-Luke dependence (not necessarily in that order). But
in seeking to make a safe conclusion, it appears hard to establish Marcan priority from
this study. It must also be said that “it's as plain as day” that there is similarity in the
accounts of Mark and Matthew, not only in exact words, but also procession of the
events. This fact leaves some thoughts in the reader’s mind as to who was the
borrower and who was the lender? This pericope should not be the conclusive

material to seal one’s position.



