Feeding the 5,000 « Summary of the Data

Chart 1
Matthew Mark Luke John
157 237 164 181 total words
81 101 91 95 different lexical forms
15 20 28 48 unique words not in the parallel pericope of any of
the other 3 Gospels

Note that John contains roughly twice as many unique words as do the Synoptics. This does
not prove aliterary relationship between the Synoptics, but it certainly shows why Matthew,
Mark, and L uke are grouped together as “ Synoptics’ in contrast to John.

Words (lexical forms) common to all four accounts (11 + 6)
ayopalw, avnp, apTos, dvo, kKhaoud, Aappave, LabnTns, TEVTAKLOXLALOL, TEVTE,
To\vs, Totmos (+ these “common words’: avTos, 8¢, elmov, év, éxo, Lva)

Words (lexical forms) common to the Synoptics (13 + 1)
alpw, AvapremTon, AToNVw, SLSVILL, €pNIos, €DNOYED, L8LOS, LXOUS, KODLYOS, Ko,
TOALS, Tpogepxopat, xoptalw (+ the“common word” vpels)

Words (lexical forms) common to John and two of the Synoptics (6 + 6)
dkolovBew, amepxopat, ‘Incovs, xopTos, 6co0s, wde (+ these “common words’: yap,
va, pn, \eyo, OTL, TPOS)

Thislist of common formsis based on lexical forms that occur in the parallel pericopes; they
are not always the same inflection in the text. The figure for words common to all four
Gospelsis dightly higher than sometimes given (e.g., Fee says that there are only 8). Again,
notice that John is the “flyer” with only about half as many shared forms (6); the Synoptics
share twice as many (13). (The “common words’ are the function words. conjunctions,
prepositions, pronouns, as well as very common verbs, etc. The presence of these wordsis
probably unavoidable, but is not particularly significant in any comparison.)

Statistics based on the color-coded synopsis
(posted on the web at <http://faculty.bbc.edu/rdecker/documents/feedst.pdf> |

Chart 2
Matthew Mark Luke John
Exact words* w/ at |east one other Gospel 99 90 64 12
Extended passage, ident. words & order 74 75 38 0
Same words (lexical form) w/ slight changet 12 10 13 7
Synonymous word/phrase used 13 18 24 9


http://faculty.bbc.edu/rdecker/documents/feed5t.pdf

*” Exact words” = same lexical form and same inflection.
1" Slight change” = same lexical form but different inflection (e.g., different case or tense)

Chart 3
Agreement in wor ding between any two of the Gospels
# (%) of wordsin this Gospel >
that are substantially the same as

those in this Gospel \ Matthew Mark Luke John
Matthew - 87 (45%) 57 (36%) 16 (9%)
Mark 87 (55% - 51 (33%) 12 (7%)
Luke 57 (36%) 51 (26%) — 12 (7%)
John 16 (10%) 12 (6%) 12 (7%) -

Note: Mark 6:30-31 and Luke 9:10a are not included in these figures since they consist of a
transitional statement that is not included in Matthew or John. The percentages are thus based on
atotal word count of 195 for Mark (instead of 237) and 156 for Luke (instead of 164). Percent =
[number of words substantially the same] + [number of words in the Gospel listed in the top
row].

The most significant data of all those summarized above appears in chart 2: Extended passage,
ident. words & order. This notes not only a substantial difference between the Synoptics and
John, but also points out the very close affinity between Mark and Matthew in this pericope.
Note the common text, identical in word and inflection (the versification follows Matthew):

13 ... év mholo els €pnuov TémOV KaT’ 18lav: ... ol dxAot nkololdnoar avTd meld
amo TOV mOXewv. 14 Kal éEeNBov eldev mo by &xhov kal éomhayxviodn ém’ abTols
.15 ... ol padnTal ... €pnuds éoTv 6 TéHTOS Kal ... Gpa {dN ... dmdivoov ... (va
AmeNBOVTES €ls TAS KOPAS dyopdowoLy €auTols ... 16 6 8¢ ... elmer alTols” ... 84Te
avTols vpels dayetv. 17 ... Myovowy ... mévTe ... kal 800 ix0vas. 18 ... 19 ... AaBov
TOUS TéVTe dpTous KAl Tous 8o ixBlas, avaBiéas els TOV ovpavov evAdynoev kal

. TOLS pafnTals ... 20 kal ébayov mdrTes kal éxoptdodnoav, kal Rpav ... 21 ot ...

noav avdpes ... mevTakLoxiAot...

Although there are other identical words and phrases in this same pericope when Luke is
compared, the most extensive and significant is the sixteen-word phrase underlined above which
isidentical in al three Synoptic accounts. That such an extensive statement is literarily identical
in not attributable to corresponding testimony of three eyewitnesses. (The probability of three
identical 16-word sequencesis very remote.) It would seem that the most likely explanation is
that there was, indeed, acommon literary source.
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