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ABSTRACT

The literary coherence between James 3 and 4 has been debated among New Testament scholars, with some viewing
chapter 4 as a disconnected ethical instruction.This study argues that wisdom (cogia) functions as the unifying
theological-thematic thread connecting these chapters through a comprehensive discourse-syntactical
analysis.Employing discourse analysis combined with Greek syntactical examination, this research traces semantic
domains, verbal aspects, and rhetorical structures across James 3:1-4:17. The analysis reveals a deliberate
progression: wisdom controls speech (3:1-12), determines community ethics (3:13-4:3), and shapes personal piety
(4:4-17). James presents earthly versus heavenly wisdom as the fundamental choice determining all human conduct.
The syntactical markers, thematic vocabulary, and argumentative flow demonstrate that chapters 3-4 form a unified
discourse on wisdom's application to speech, social relationships, and personal submission to God.
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INTRODUCTION

The epistle of James has long been characterized by its seemingly disconnected ethical instructions,
leading scholars to question its literary unity (Bauckham, 1999; Davids, 1982). Particularly problematic is the
relationship between chapters 3 and 4, where James transitions from teaching about wisdom and the tongue (3:1-
18) to discussions of worldliness, prayer, and future planning (4:1-17). This apparent disjunction has led some
commentators to view James as a loosely organized collection of moral maxims rather than a coherent theological
argument (Dibelius, 1976).

However, recent discourse-analytical approaches have challenged this fragmented reading, proposing
that James exhibits sophisticated rhetorical structure and thematic coherence (Blomberg & Kamell, 2008; Varner,
2010; Cheung, 2003). Despite these advances, limited attention has been given to syntactical analysis as a method
for demonstrating the structural and thematic connections between chapters 3 and 4.

While numerous studies have examined James's theology of wisdom (Baker, 2007; Hartin, 1991) and
others have analyzed the book's discourse structure (Batten, 2010; Wachob, 2000), few have combined detailed

Greek syntactical analysis with discourse-level observations to demonstrate the literary coherence of James 3-4.
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Most syntactical studies remain atomistic, focusing on verse-by-verse grammatical parsing without integrating
findings into larger thematic arguments.

Furthermore, the role of wisdom as a unifying concept beyond chapter 3 has been underexplored in
syntactical studies. This gap prevents scholars from appreciating how James's wisdom discourse extends into
chapter 4, shaping discussions of conflict, worldliness, and submission to God. This study aims to:

1. Demonstrate through syntactical analysis that wisdom functions as the theological-thematic thread
unifying James 3-4
2. Identify grammatical markers and semantic patterns that connect these chapters
3. Trace the argumentative progression from wisdom's control of speech to its application in community
ethics and personal piety
4. Contribute to understanding James's literary coherence and theological sophistication This research
employs an integrated approach combining:
Discourse Analysis: Following the methodology of Porter (1992) and Runge (2010), this study examines how James
structures his argument through discourse markers, topic transitions, and cohesive devices.

Greek Syntactical Analysis: Building on Wallace's (1996) exegetical syntax and McKay's (1994)
aspectual theory, this research analyzes verbal aspects, genitive functions, participial constructions, and conditional
sentences.

Semantic Domain Analysis: Utilizing BDAG and Louw-Nida's semantic domains, this study traces
vocabulary clusters related to wisdom, speech, desire, and submission across both chapters. This research
contributes to:

v’ Literary studies of James by providing syntactical evidence for the epistle's coherence

v' Wisdom literature studies by demonstrating how early Christian authors adapted Jewish wisdom traditions
v" Hermeneutical methodology by modeling the integration of grammatical and discourse analysis
v

Practical theology by clarifying James's unified teaching on wisdom's application to Christian life

Literature Review

The debate over James's literary structure dates to Dibelius's (1976) influential commentary, which
characterized the epistle as Pardnese (paraenesis) loosely connected moral exhortations lacking logical progression.
This view dominated Jacobean scholarship for decades, with Davids (1982) acknowledging that James "jumps from
topic to topic with little apparent connection."

However, this consensus has been challenged. Bauckham (1999) demonstrated thematic patterns
throughout James, while Blomberg and Kamell (2008) identified concentric structures. Most significantly, Varner
(2010) and Cheung (2003) applied discourse analysis to reveal James's rhetorical sophistication. Yet these studies
often rely on thematic observations rather than detailed syntactical evidence.

James's wisdom theology has received substantial attention. Hartin (1991) positioned James within the
Jewish wisdom tradition, showing parallels with Proverbs and Sirach. Baker (2007) argued that James presents
wisdom as practical knowledge for community life. Johnson (1995) emphasized wisdom's christological
dimensions, connecting "the Lord" passages with wisdom incarnate. Most scholars recognize chapter 3's explicit

wisdom discourse (3:13-18), where James contrasts earthly and heavenly wisdom. However, the extension of
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wisdom themes into chapter 4 remains underexplored. McCartney (2009) briefly notes that 4:1-3 reflects the "wars"
of earthly wisdom mentioned in 3:16, but does not develop this connection syntactically.

Greek syntactical analysis of James includes Adam's (2013) handbook and Vlachos's (2013) exegetical
guide. These works provide verse-by-verse grammatical parsing but typically do not integrate syntactical
observations into larger discourse arguments.

Chia (2023) previously examined James 1:1-15 using syntactical analysis to demonstrate thematic
coherence around Christian maturity. However, no comprehensive syntactical study has focused on demonstrating
the wisdom-theme connection between chapters 3 and 4. This study fills the gap by providing systematic syntactical
analysis that demonstrates how grammatical features, semantic patterns, and discourse markers establish wisdom as
the unifying theme across James 3-4. Unlike previous studies, this research integrates micro-level syntax with

macro-level discourse structure to prove literary coherence.

RESEARCH METHOD

This study employs qualitative textual analysis, specifically discourse-syntactical analysis, focusing on
James 3:1-4:17 in the Greek New Testament (NA28). The primary data consists of the Greek text of James 3—4,
examined through grammatical parsing of verbs, participles, nouns, and syntactical constructions, as well as the
identification of discourse markers, cohesive devices, and semantic fields of key vocabulary. The analytical process
unfolds in three integrated stages: micro-analysis at the verse level, which includes parsing sentences, identifying
verbal aspects, analyzing participial functions, and examining genitive and conditional constructions; meso-analysis
at the paragraph level, which traces discourse markers, topical progressions, semantic domains, and patterns of
repetition; and macro-analysis at the chapter level, which synthesizes the syntactical findings to demonstrate
thematic unity, trace the wisdom motif, and identify structural parallels across the two chapters.

Validation of the syntactical and discourse interpretations is conducted through consultation of standard
Greek grammars (Wallace, 1996; Smyth, 1984; Robertson, 1934), lexical authorities such as BDAG and Louw-
Nida, and a comparative reading of major scholarly commentaries on James. Additional reliability is ensured
through a peer review process, strengthening the credibility of the analytical framework and supporting the

conclusion that James 3—4 forms a coherent and unified discourse.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Chapter 3

Verse 1

Text
My moMdol Siddaxadol yiveahe, ddeddol wov, eiddres 8Tt ueilov xpipa Anuddueda.

Analysis

@y . . . yiveobe] ‘do not be’. Command. Imperfective aspect and state.
moAol] ‘many (of you)’. Nominative subject.

diddoxarol] ‘teachers’. Predicate nominative.

&deAdoi pov] ‘my brothers’. Simple address of vocative.

elddtes] ‘because knowing’. Causal participle.

8t1] ‘that’. Content.

ueilov xpipa] ‘greater judgment’. Accusative of direct object of Ayuyéueda.

Mupéueba] ‘we will receive’. Predictive future. Perfective aspect and achievement.
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Verse 2
Text
oM yap mralopey dmavres. €l Tig v Adyw od mralet, 0UTog TéNelog dvip duvatds xaAwaywydioat xal SAov TO iy,

Analysis

moAia] ‘many (ways)’. Accusative of direct object of mralopev.

vap] ‘because’. Causal.

mtalopev] ‘we stumble’. General present. Imperfective aspect and activity.

amavreg] “‘all’. Nominative subject.

el . . . o0 mralet] ‘if (someone) does not stumble’. This construction indicates the first-class condition: the assumption of
truth for the sake of argument (Wallace 690).

Ti] ‘someone’. Nominative subject.

gv Adyw] ‘in word’. Location.

o0tog] ‘he (is)’. Nominative subject.

TéXetog avijp] ‘a perfect man’. Predicate nominative. The noun ‘perfect” appears 5 times in the book of James.
duvatds yadvaywydjoat] ‘able to bridle’. Predicate nominative and complementary infinitive. Hapax legomenon.
xal] ‘also’. Additional idea.

8hov o adpa] ‘all body’. Accusative of direct object of infinitive.

Verse 3
Text
€l 08 T&Y immwy Tog xahwos eig Ta oTépata Paidoypey eig O meifeabar adTols Ny, xat EAov T6 cdua adTEY weTdyouey.

Analysis

€l . .. PdAhopev] “if. .. we put’. This construction indicates the first-class condition: the assumption of truth for the
sake of argument (Wallace 690).

0¢] ‘now’. Transitional.

T6v Immwv] ‘of horses’. Possessive genitive.

ToUg yaAtvoug] ‘bits’. Accusative of direct object of BdAloyev.

glg T@ oTépata] ‘into mouths’. Location.

els 70 meifeabat] ‘so that obey’. Purpose.

adtovg] ‘they’. Accusative subject of the infinitive.

Nuiv] ‘us’. Dative of direct object.

xal] ‘then’. Transitional.

8Mov 7o oépa] ‘the whole body’. Accusative of direct object of petdyouev.
avtév] ‘of them’. Possessive genitive.

petdayopev] ‘we direct (guide)’. Gnomic present. Imperfective aspect.

Verse 4
Text
SN e P Ve o - , ; T P,
id0 xai T mhole THAixalTa SvTa xal VMO Avéuwy oxAnpdy Edavvépeva petdyetal OTo EdayioTov mydaiiov Smou ¥ Spun
Tol ebfvvovtog BovAeTat.

Analysis

i000] ‘behold’. Attention.

xal] ‘also’. Additional.

T& mAoia] ‘the boats’. Nominative subject of petdyerat.

mhxadta dvta] ‘although being so great’. Concessive participle.

xal] ‘and’. Connective.

UM avépwy axAnpév] ‘by hard (harsh) winds’. Means.

élavvépeva] ‘being driven’. Concessive participle.

petayetat] ‘(the boats) are directed’. Schema atticum. Gnomic present. Imperfective aspect and accomplishment.
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Omd élayloTov mydaiov] ‘by the smallest rudder’.

dmou] ‘wherever’. Location.

7 6pw] ‘the desire’. Nominative subject.

Tol e08UvovTog] of the pilot’. Subjective genitive.
BovAetat] ‘wants’. Gnomic present. Imperfective aspect.

Verse 5
Text
o e Ve s ; s mas v g Nearga
oUtwg xal v yAGooa pixpdy wérog éoTiv xal pueydda adyel. idod nixov mlp HAixny UAny dvdmrel.

Analysis

oUtwg] ‘therefore’. Inferential.

xal] ‘also’. Additional idea.

7 YAdooa] ‘the tongue’. Nominative subject.

uixpdv uérog] ‘small member (of the body)’. Predicate nominative.
¢otiv] ‘is’. Impersonal verb.

xal] ‘and’. Additional idea.

ueyaha] ‘great things’. Accusative of direct object.

avyel] ‘Boast’. Hapax legomenon. Gnomic present. Imperfective aspect and activity.
i00v] ‘behold’. Attention.

NAixov] ‘how small a fire’. Nominative subject.

NAleny UAnv] ‘how great a forest’. Hapax legomenon.

dvamret] ‘kindles’. Gnomic present. Imperfective and accomplishment.

Verse 6
Text
xal ) yA@ooa mlp. 6 xdopos Tic doixiag ) yAdooa xabioctatal év Tols wélea nuév n omioboa Shov T6 clya xal
droyilovaa ToV Tpoxdv TH¢ yevéaews xal droyilopévn Imd THs yeévng.

Analysis

xal] ‘and’. Connective.

7 YAdooa] ‘the tongue’. nominative subject.

mip] ‘fire’. Predicate nominative.

6 x6apog] ‘the world’. Predicate nominative.

Tfi¢ aduiag] ‘of wrongdoing’. Descriptive genitive.

7 YAdooa] ‘the tongue’. nominative subject.

xabiotatal] ‘is set (reflect)’. Gnomic present. Imperfective aspect.

év Tols wéreawy] ‘among (our) members’. Location.

Nuiv] ‘our’. Possessive genitive.

7 omholoa) ‘that defiles’. Adjectival participle.

8hov o oéipa] ‘the whole body’. Accusative of direct object of % omiAoloa.
xal] ‘and’. Connective.

droyilovaa] ‘that sets on fire’. Adjectival participle. Hapax legomenon.
TdV Tpox6v] ‘the course’. Accusative of direct object of 1 dpAoyilovoa. Hapax legomenon.
Tfic yevéoewg] ‘of life’. Genitive of reference.

xal] ‘and’. Connective.

droylopévy] ‘that being burned’. Adjectival participle. Hapax legomenon.
UTd THg yeéwwng] by hell’. Means.

Verse 7
Text
~ \ A 14 \ ~ 4 ~ AR 14 A 1 A ~ A A ) I
néoa yap diots Bnplwv Te xal meTevdv, épmeTdv Te xal évatinwy dapdletar xal deddpactal T dloel TH dvbpwmivy,

Analysis
néoa . . duoig] ‘every species’. Nominative subject of dapdletar xal deddpactat.
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Onplwv Te xal metewdv] ‘of beasts and birds’. Genitive of reference.

EpmeT@Y Te xal évariwv] ‘reptiles and sea creatures’. Genitive of reference. Hapax legomenon.
Sapaletal] ‘is subdued’. Gnomic present. Imperfective and state.

xai] ‘and’. Connective.

dedapactat] ‘has been tamed’. Consummative perfect. State.

Tfj pvoet T§ avbpwmivy] ‘by human species’. Dative of agency.

Verse 8
Text
TNV 0t yAGooav obdels dapdoat dvatal Gvbpwmwy, dxatdotatov xaxdy, peoty) od Bavatnddpou.

Analysis

™V . . . YAdooav] ‘the tongue’. Accusative of direct object.

0¢] ‘but’. Adversative.

o0deis GvBpamwy] ‘no one of human beings’. Nominative subject.

dapdoat] ‘to subdue’. Complementary infinitive.

duvatat] ‘is able’. Gnomic present. Imperfective aspect and state.

axataotatov xaxév] ‘restless evil’. Predicate nominative. Hapax legomenon. Cf. 1:8.

peaty) ol Bavatnddpou] ‘full of deathly poison’. Predicate nominative. Hapax legomenon. Genitive of content.

Verse 9
Text
gv altf edAoyolipey Tov xplov xal Tatépa xal év adthi xatapueda Tovs avlpwmous Todg xab’ dpoiwaty Beol yeyovéTag-

Analysis

év a0T§] ‘with it’. Instrument.

ebAoyolipev] ‘we praise’. General present. Imperfective aspect and activity.
Tov xUptov] ‘the Lord’. Accusative of direct object.

xai] ‘and’. Connective.

matépa] ‘Father’. Accusative of direct object.

xal] ‘but’. Adversative.

év a0tfj] ‘with it’. Instrument.

xatapwpeda] ‘we curse’. General present. Imperfective aspect and activity.
ToUg avBpdimous] ‘men’. Accusative of direct object.

Toug] ‘who’. Relative pronoun function.

xaf’ buoiwow] ‘in the likeness’. Standard.

feof] ‘of God’. Attributed of genitive.

yeyovétag] ‘have been made’. Attributive participle.

Verse 10
Text
3 ~ 3 ~ 14 3 14 3 7 \ A 3 4 3 4 ~ (34 I
éx Tol auTtol oTopaTog sEepxsTal eboyla xal xatdpa. ol xpy, &deddol pou, Talita oltwg yivesbal.

Analysis

éx ol adTol oTépatos] ‘out of the same mouth’. Source.

g&épxetat] ‘comes out’. General present. Imperfective aspect and activity.
edAoyla xal xatapa] ‘blessing and curse’. Nominative subject.

o0 xpn] ‘ought not to’. General present. Imperfective aspect.

&deAdoi pov] ‘my brothers’. Simple address of vocative.

Ttalta] ‘these things’. Schema atticum. Nominative subject.

oUTws] ‘so’. Explain what precedes (BDAG).

yiveafat] ‘happen’. Complementary infinitive.
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Verse 11
Text
WATL 1) TNYY) éx THg adTiis émiic PBplel TO yAuxl xal T mixpdv;

Analysis

wt] ‘Does’. Expect a negative response.

» 7y"] ‘the spring’. Nominative subject.

éx Tijs adT¥s émijs] ‘out of the same opening (hole)’. Source.

Bpvel] ‘pours forth’. Hapax legomenon. Gnomic present. Imperfective aspect and activity.

T yAuxb xal 10 Tixpdv] ‘sweet and bitter (water)’. Accusative of direct object. Bitter is hapax legomenon.

Verse 12
Text
wy) dbvatat, dderdol pov, cuxdi aiag otfjoat 1) dumedos olxa; olite GAuxdy yAuxd motfjoat Udwp.

Analysis

wyj dvvatat] ‘Can’. Expect a negative answer.

&deAdol pov] ‘my brothers’. Simple address of vocative.
ouxij] ‘fig tree’. Nominative subject.

¢laiag] ‘olives’. Accusative of direct object.

motfjoat] ‘produce’. Complementary infinitive.

7] ‘or’. Alternative.

dumeAog] ‘vine’. Nominative subject.

alxa] “figs’. Accusative of direct object.

odte] ‘Neither’. Alternative.

aivxév] ‘salt (water)’. Nominative subject.

YAuxD . . . B0wp] ‘sweet water’. Accusative of direct object.
motfjcat] ‘produce’. Complementary infinitive.

The word of the whole body appears three times in chapter 3 (2, 3, 6).

Verse 1 is the future reason.

Verse 2 is the present reason.

Verse 3 is the illustration (horse). The power of the mouth

Verse 4 is the illustration (boats). The size of the mouth.

Verse 5a is the explanation of the size of the mouth.

Verse 5b is the illustration (fire) of the size of the mouth.

Verse 6 is the illustration (fire) of the impact (power) of the mouth.

Verse 7-8 is the illustration (creatures) of the power of the mouth.

Verse 9-10 is the contradiction of the mouth.

Verse 11-12 is the questions related to the contradiction of the mouth (source?).

Verse 13
Text
Tig codds xal émotipwy v Huiy; detlfdtw éx THs xaldic dvaoTtpodfic T& Epya adTol év mpaiTyTt codias.

Analysis

Ti¢] ‘who’. Nominative subject.

codds xai emoTiuwy] ‘wise and understanding’. Hapax legomenon.
év Ouiv] ‘among you’. Location.

detfdrtw] ‘show’. Command.

éx Tic xaAdjs avaatpodiis] ‘out of good behavior’. Source.

Ta €pya] ‘works’. Accusative of direct object.

avtol] ‘of him’. Subjective genitive.

év mpattytt] ‘in the gentleness’. Instrument.

codlag] ‘of wisdom’. Attributed of genitive.
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Verse 14
Text
el 0¢ (jhov mnpdy Exete xal épibelav év Tf xapdia Oudv, ) xataxavybobe xal Yeddeabe xatd THs dAnbelag
Analysis
el . .. &xete] ‘if you have’. This construction indicates the first-class condition: the assumption of truth for the sake of
argument (Wallace 690).
0¢] ‘but’. Adversative.
Gidov mixpév] “bitter jealousy’. Accusative of direct object of €xete. The word bitter is hapax legomenon.
xai ¢ptbeiav] ‘and selfish ambition’. Connective conjunction. Accusative of direct object of &xete.
gv Tfj xapdie Vudv] ‘in your heart’. Location.
wy xataxavybode] ‘do not triumphs over (boast)’. Imperfective aspect. This verb appears in 2:13, 3:14, 4:16.
xal Pevdeahe] ‘and do not lie’. Imperfect aspect. Perhaps, bitter jealousy vs do not lie and selfish ambition vs boast.
xata i aAnbeiag] ‘against the truth’. Opposition.

Verse 15
Text
obx Eoiv ality ) codla dvwbev xatepyopévn GAN" émiyeiog, Yuyixd, Satpwovicrdns

Analysis

oVx EoTwv] ‘is not’. Impersonal verb. Imperfective aspect and state.
alty) 1 codia] ‘this wisdom’. Nominative subject.

&vwbev] ‘from above’. Location.

xatepyopévn] ‘coming down’. Attributive participle.

GAN’ émiyetog] ‘but earthly’. Predicate nominative.

Yuywen] ‘soulish’. Contrast to spiritual. Predicate nominative.
datpovicdyg] ‘demonic’. Predicate nominative. Hapax legomenon.

Verse 16
Text
(44 1 A AR ] 14 3 A 7 1 ~ ~ ~
8mou yap (jhog xal épibeia, éxel dxataotacia xal mév dabiov mplyua.

Analysis

gmou] ‘where’. Location.

vap] ‘for’. Causal for the previous verse.

Gidos xal épifeia] ‘jealously and selfish ambition’. Nominative subject. Both words appear in 3:14.
éxel] ‘there’. Location.

axatactacia] ‘disorder’. Nominative subject.

xal v ailov mplyua] ‘and every evil thing’. Nominative subject.

Verse 17
Text
< A4 I4 ~ 1 3 /o3 b4 H A b} ’ 3 A \ b} 4 \ ~ 3 ~
7 0t dvwbev codla mpdiTov utv aywi) EoTw, Emeita sipnvin, Emena)s, edmetbrs, ueaty) éAéous xal xapmdy dyabév,
431dxpLTos, GvumdxpLTog.

Analysis

7 ... codia] ‘the wisdom’. Nominative subject.

9¢] ‘but’. Adversative.

&vwlev] ‘from above’. Location.

mpditov] ‘first’. Sequence.

©év] ‘on one hand’. Expect conjunction d¢ in verse 18.
ayvh] ‘pure (holy)’. Predicate nominative.

¢otw] ‘is’. Impersonal verb.
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¢meita] ‘then’. Sequence.

elpnvixy] ‘peaceable’. Predicate nominative.

émens] ‘gentle’. Predicate nominative. Not insisting on every right of letter of law or custom.
edmelbns] ‘obedient’. Predicate nominative. Hapax legomenon.

ueay) éréoug] “full of mercy’. Predicate nominative.

xal xapmdy dyabdv] ‘and good fruits’. Connective. Predicate nominative.

adidxpirog] ‘divisive (impartial)’. Predicate nominative. Hapax legomenon.

avumoéxpitog] ‘without hypocrisy’. Predicate nominative.

Verse 18
Text
xapmos 0 Otxalooivyg év elpnvy omelpetal Tolg mololowy eipuny.

Analysis

xapmos] ‘the fruit’. Nominative subject.

9¢] ‘and’. Connective.

deatoatvyg] ‘of righteousness’. Genitive of product.

gv eipnvy] ‘in peace’. Manner

omelpetal] ‘is sown’. Gnomic present. Imperfective aspect and achievement.
Tolg motoatv] ‘by those who make’. Substantival participle.

elpvny] ‘peace’. Accusative of direct object of participle.

Verse 13 is a request. No dualism. Wisdom is related to manner or behaviors.
Verse 14 is negative behaviors.

Verse 15-16 is the source of positive (15) and negative (16) behaviors.
Verse 17-18 is the result of wisdom

Source — Wisdom — Behavior

Chapter 4
Verse 1
Text
T186ev méAepot xal méhev wdyat év Huiv; odx évtedfev, éx TGV NOoVEY Dy T&Y oTpaTevopévwy év Tols uéreaty Db,

Analysis

I166ev] ‘from where’. Source.

méAepot] ‘wars’. Nominative subject.

xai] ‘and’. Connective.

I180ev] ‘from where’. Source.

payet] ‘disputes (fighting). Nominative subject.

év Ouiv] ‘among you’. Location.

oVx évtelbev] ‘is not from a source’. Expect the answer yes.

éx TV NOov@y vuév] ‘out of your pleasures’. Source. Subjective genitive.
T@v oTpatevopévwy] ‘which battling’. Attributive participle.

gv Tols wédeoy V] ‘among your member (parts of the body)’. Location.

Verse 2
Text
, ~ v s . \ ~ e ) w ) o s NI
émbupeite xal odx Exete, dovelete xal (nrolte xal od dUvache emruyely, pudyeobe xal modeueite, olx Exete d1d TO Wi
aiteichar duds,

Analysis

¢mBupeite] ‘you desire’. General present. Imperfective aspect. State.

xal] ‘but’. Adversative.

oUx &xete] ‘you do not have’. General present. Imperfective aspect. State.

dovelete] ‘(so) you murder’. General present. Imperfective aspect and achievement.
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xal {nholite] ‘and you are jealous’. Connect with desire.

xai o0 00vache] ‘but you are not able’. Adversative. General present. Imperfective aspect. State.

émiTuyelv] ‘to obtain’. Complementary infinitive.

payeobe] ‘you fight’. General present. Imperfective aspect. Activity.

xal moAepeite] ‘and you battle’. General present. Imperfective aspect. Activity.

ovx Exete] ‘“you do not have’. General present. Imperfective aspect. State.

o o wy aitelobal] ‘because do not ask’. Causal.

buds] ‘you’. Accusative subject of infinitive.

Why does James have to mention “you do not have because you do not ask’? To escalate the tension. Asking the wrong
thing is worse than not asking anything.

Verse 3
Text
N ; . O S S ,
aiteite xal o0 Aaufdvere, 16Tt xaxbis aiteiohe, tva &v Tals Hoovais Yudv damavioyTe.

Analysis
alteite] ‘you ask’. General present. Imperfective aspect. Activity.

xai 00 AapPdvere] ‘but you do not receive’. Adversative. General present. Imperfective aspect. Accomplishment.
diéti] ‘because’. Causal.

xaxés] ‘wrongly (wrong motives)’. Manner.

aitelobe] ‘you ask’. General present. Imperfective aspect. Activity.

va . . . damavionte] ‘so that you may spend’. Purpose.

év Tals Ndovais] ‘on your pleasure’. Manner.

vuév] ‘of you’. Subjective genitive.

Verse 4
Text
wotyaAides, odx oldate 811 1) dLhie Tol xdapov Exbpa Tol beol EaTiv; 8 éav oty Boulnbij didog elvar Tob oo, ExBpds
7ol Beol xabloTatat.

Analysis
potyahides] ‘oh adulteresses’. Simple address of vocative.
oVx oidate] ‘do you not know’. This construction expects the answer yes. Perfect with a Present Force. State aspect.

gt1] ‘that’. Content.

7 ¢thia] ‘the friendship’. Nominative subject.

Tol xoopov] ‘with the world’. Genitive of association.

€xOpa] ‘hostility’. Nominative subject.

7ol feol] ‘against God’. Objective genitive.

¢otw] ‘is’. Impersonal verb.

8] ‘whoever’. Nominative subject.

éav . . . BouAnBfj] “if . . . wishes’. Third class condition: uncertain of fulfill-ment, but still likely (Wallace, 696).
o0v] ‘therefore’. Inferential.

didog] ‘a friend’. Nominative subject.

elvat] ‘to be’. Complementary infinitive.

Toli xéapov] ‘of the world’. Genitive of relationship.

gxOpds ol Beou] ‘the enemy of God’. Predicate nominative and Genitive of relationship.
xablotatal] ‘makes himself’. General present. Imperfective aspect.
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Verse 5
Text
,‘ o o .. Y \ , , . N a . e
7} Ooxelte 871 xevéic %) ypady) Aéyet- mpds dBdvov emmolel TO mvelipa § xaTwxioey &v Ny,

Analysis

#] ‘or’. Alternative.

doxelte] ‘do you think’. General present. Imperfective aspect.

&71] ‘that’. Content.

xevéig] “in vain’. Manner.

7 ypadn] ‘the writing’. Nominative subject.

Agyet] ‘says’. Perfective present. Imperfect aspect. Achievement.

mpds dBovov] ‘with jealously’. Association.

¢mmofei] ‘(the Spirit) longs’. Habitual present. Imperfective aspect. State.
76 mvelipa] ‘the Spirit’. Nominative subject.

0] ‘that’. Relative pronoun.

xatoxioev] ‘He (God) causes to dwell’. Constative aorist. Perfective aspect and achievement.
v Nuiv] ‘in us’. Location.

Verse 6
Text
ueilova O¢ 0idwaty ydptv; 0td Aéyet- 6 Bedg Omepnddvots dvtitaooeTal, Tamevois 08 0idwaty ydptv

Analysis

ueilova . . . xdpw] ‘greater . . . grace’. Accusative of direct object.

0¢] “‘Now’. Transitional.

didwaowv] ‘he gives’.

d14] ‘therefore’. Inferential.

Aéyel] ‘it says’. Perfective present. Imperfective aspect and achievement.

6 Bebg] ‘God’. Nominative subject.

dvtitacoetal] <(God) opposes’. Gnomic present. Imperfective aspect and accomplishment.
Umepndavoig] ‘the proud ones’. Dative of indirect object.

Tamewols] ‘to the humble ones’. Dative of indirect object.

0¢] ‘but’. Adversative.

didwawv] ‘He gives’. Gnomic present. Imperfective aspect and accomplishment.
xapw] ‘grace’. Accusative of direct object.

Verse 7
Text
OmoTdynTe 00v TG el dvtioTyre Ot T diefdéAew, xal devbetal dd’ Oy

Analysis

bmotayyte] ‘submit’. Perfective aspect.

o0v] ‘therefore’. Inferential.

76 0e§] ‘to God’. Dative of indirect object.

dvtiotyTe] ‘oppose (resist)’. Perfective aspect.

9¢] ‘but’. Adversative.

76 dféAw] to the devil’. Dative of indirect object.

xai] ‘then’. Connective.

dedetar] ‘he will flee’. Predictive future. Perfective aspect.
ad’ Ouév] ‘from you’. Separation.
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Verse 8
Text
, R o , o . f v ey , ,
gyyloate TG 0edd xai eyyiel Opiv. xabapioate yeipag, duaptwlol, xal dyvicate xapdiag, dijuyot.

Analysis

¢yyloate] ‘Draw near’. Perfective aspect.

76 Bed] ‘to God’. Dative of indirect object.

xai] ‘and’. Connective.

éyytei] ‘he will draw near’. Predictive future. Perfective aspect. Achievement.
vulv] ‘to you’. Dative of indirect object.

xafapicate] ‘cleanse’. Perfective aspect.

x€elpas] ‘hands’. Accusative of direct object.

apaptwiol] ‘oh sinners’. Simple address of vocative.

xal] ‘and’. Connective.

ayvicate] ‘purify’. Perfective aspect.

xapdiag] ‘hearts’. Accusative of direct object.

dipuyot] ‘double-minded man’. Simple address of vocative. Double-minded appears also in James 1:8.

Verse 9
Text
Talaumwpyoate xal mevbnoate xal xhadoate. 6 yéhws Hudv eis mevlos petatpamiTw xal ) yapl eis xatHdeiay.

Analysis

Tadaimwpioate] ‘Be miserable’. Perfective aspect. Hapax legomenon.
xal] ‘and’. Connective.

mevbroate] ‘mourn’. Perfective aspect.

xal] ‘and’. Connective.

xAadoate] ‘weep’. Perfective aspect.

6 yehwg] ‘laughter’. Nominative subject. Hapax legomenon.
vuév] ‘of you’. Subjective genitive.

eig mévhog] ‘into mourning’. Result.

petatpamitw] ‘let turn’. Command. Hapax legomenon.

xal] ‘and’. Connective.

7 xapa] ‘the joy’. Nominative subject.

elg xat)detav] ‘into gloominess’. Result. Hapax legomenon.

Verse 10
Text
. - ~ , e A
Tamevwbnte dvamov Tol xupiov xal Wwoer Hpds.

Analysis

tamevwbnte] ‘humble yourselves’. Perfective aspect.

évwmiov Tof xuplov] ‘before the Lord’. Location.

xai] ‘and’. Connective.

Waoet] ‘he will lift’. Predictive future. Perfective aspect and achievement.
Upés] ‘you’. Accusative of direct object.

Verse 11
Text
M) xatadaeite GAMAwY, &deddol. 6 xatalalév ¢deddol # kplvawv ToV d0eAdOV adTol xaTalalel véuov xai xplvet
vépov- €l ¢ vépov xpivels, odx €l mowTis vopou GAAE xpLTis.

Analysis
M) xataraieite] ‘do not speak evil’. Imperfective aspect.
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a@AAMjAwy] ‘against one another’. Objective genitive.

&deAdol] ‘brothers’. Simple address of vocative.

6 xatadaAév] ‘he who speaks evil’. Substantival participle.

&deAdod] ‘brother’. Objective genitive.

#] ‘or’. Alternative.

xplvwy] ‘(he) who judges’. Substantival participle.

Tov ¢0eAd6v] “(his) brother’. Accusative of direct object.

avtol] ‘of him’. Genitive of relationship.

xatalaAel] ‘speaks evil’. Gnomic present. Imperfective aspect and achievement (or accomplishment?).
vopou] ‘the law’. Objective genitive.

xai] ‘and’. Connective.

xpivet] ‘judges’. Gnomic present. Imperfective aspect and achievement (or accomplishment?).
vopov] ‘the law’. Accusative of direct object.

el . .. xplvewg] “if . . . you judge’. This construction indicates the first-class condition: the assumption of truth for the
sake of argument (Wallace 690).

d¢] ‘so’. Inferential.

vopov] ‘law’. Accusative of direct object.

obx €l] ‘you are not’. Impersonal verb. State.

momts] ‘doer’. Predicate nominative.

vopou] ‘law’. Descriptive genitive.

aAAd] ‘but’. Adversative.

xpiTRg] ‘judge’. Predicate nominative.

Verse 12
Text
elg 0T 6 vopoBETNs xal xpiTig 6 duvduevos cloat xal dmodéoat ab 3t Tis el 6 xpivwy Tov TAnaiov;

Analysis

el¢] ‘one’. Predicate nominative.

¢oTwv] ‘is’. Impersonal verb. State.

6 vopoBétyg] ‘law giver’. Nominative subject.

xai] ‘and’. Connective.

xpttAs] ‘judge’. Nominative subject.

6 duvdpuevos] “(he) who is able’. Nominative of simple apposition.
gioat] ‘to save’. Complementary infinitive.

xal] ‘and’. Connective.

dmoAécat] ‘to destroy’. Complementary infinitive.

oU] ‘you’. Nominative subject. Emphasis.

0¢] ‘but’. Adversative.

Tig] ‘who’. Predicate nominative.

el] ‘you are’. Impersonal verbs. State.

6 xplvwy] ‘that judges’. Attributive participle.

Tov mAnaiov] ‘your neighbor’. Accusative of direct object.

Verse 13
Text
"Aye viv ol Aéyovtes- arjuepov ¥ aliptov mopeuadueba eic THvoe THY AW xal Toraopey éxel éviauTdv xal éumopevadpeda
xal xepONTouUeY,
Analysis
"Aye] ‘Come’. Imperfective aspect. Appears again in 5:1.
viv] ‘now’. Temporal marker.

ol Aéyovtes] ‘those who say’. Substantival participle.
onuepov] ‘today’. Temporal marker.
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7] ‘or’. Alternative.
alptov] ‘tomorrow’. Temporal marker.
mopeuadueba] ‘we will go’. Predictive future. Perfective. Achievement.
gig TAVOe Ty méAw] ‘into such (and) such city’. Location.
xal] ‘and’. Connective.
momaopev] ‘we will do (spend)’. Predictive future. Perfective. Achievement.
éxel] ‘there’. A location marker.
éviautév] ‘a year’. Temporal marker.
xal] ‘and’. Connective.
¢umopevaopeda] ‘we will engage in business’. Predictive future. Perfective. Achievement.
xai] ‘and’. Connective.
xepdfoopev] ‘we will make a profit’. Predictive future. Perfective. Achievement.

Verse 14
Text
olTveg odx émiotacie T THs alpiov moia {wn Oubdv- dtpic yap éote 1) mpog dAlyov daouévy, Emerta xal anawgousw)—

Analysis

oiTves] “Whoever’. Nominative subject.

ovx émioTacbe] ‘you do not know’. Gnomic present. Imperfective aspect. State.
74] ‘the thing’. Accusative of direct object.

Tfi¢ alptov] ‘of tomorrow’. Subjective genitive.

moia] ‘what kind’. Predicate nominative. Indirect question (BDAG).
7 {wn)] ‘life’. Nominative subject.

vuév] ‘of you’. Subjective genitive.

atpic] ‘vapor’. Predicate nominative.

vap] ‘because’. Causal.

¢ote] ‘you are’. Impersonal verbs.

7 ... dawouévn] ‘which appears’. Attributive participle.

mpdg dAlyov] “for a little while’. Temporal.

¢merta] ‘then’. Temporal.

xal] ‘and’. Connective.

ddavilopévy] ‘vanishes’. Attributive participle.

Verse 15
Text
P , \ 9 o N s
qvti Tol Aéyewv Opdc- 2dv 6 xplog Bedom xal (Moopev xal mojoopey ToliTo 7 éxelvo.

Analysis

avti] ‘Instead’. Replacement idea.

Toli Aéyewv] ‘saying’. Articular infinitive. Genitive after certain preposition.
vuds] ‘you’. Accusative of subject infinitive.

éav . .. Bednon] “if . . . he wishes’. Third class condition: uncertain of fulfill-ment, but still likely (Wallace, 696).
Protasis.

b xUptog] ‘the Lord’. Nominative subject.

{joopev] ‘we will live’. Predictive future. Perfective aspect and accomplishment.
xai] ‘then’. Apodosis.

mowjoopev] ‘we will do’. Predictive future. Perfective aspect and achievement.
Tolto] ‘this’. Accusative of direct object.

7] ‘or’. Alternate.

éxeivo] ‘that’. Accusative of direct object.
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Verse 16
Text
v 0t xavydabe év Tals dhalovelaig duv- méoa xalyyois TolalTy) Tovnpd E0Tiv.

Analysis

viv] ‘now’. Temporal marker.

0¢] ‘but’. Adversative.

xavybofe] ‘boast’. Habitual present. Imperfective aspect and activity. Cf. 1:9
év tals éAalovelaig] ‘in arrogances’. Manner.

vuév] ‘of you’. Subjective genitive.

méoa xadynoig toladty] ‘all such boast’. Nominative subject.

movypa] ‘evil’. Predicate nominative.

¢oTv] ‘is’. Impersonal verb.

Verse 17
Text
IV k4 1 ~ \ \ ~ 3 ’ L)
€l06TL 00V xaldv Tolely xal wy) TololvTL, duaptia adTE é0Tiy.

Analysis

glddtt] ‘to the one knows’. Substantival participle.
o0v] ‘therefore’. Inferential.

xaAév] ‘good’. Accusative of direct object.

motelv] ‘to do’. Apposition.

xal] ‘but’. Adversative.

wy motolvti] ‘not to do’. Substantival participle.
apaptia] ‘sin’. Nominative subject.

avt@] ‘to him’. Dative of reference.

Literary Implications

This syntactical analysis challenges Dibelius's (1976) characterization of James as unsystematic paraenesis.
The grammatical markers, vocabulary links, and argumentative progression demonstrate deliberate literary architecture.
James 3-4 forms a unified wisdom discourse where each section builds upon and develops the previous. The discourse
markers (yép, 8¢, oOv, T160sv, "Aye viv) guide readers through logical transitions. The first-class conditions throughout
both chapters maintain consistency in rhetorical strategy. The repetition of key terms (néAn, kapdia, Kovydopiot) creates

semantic networks binding the text together.

Wisdom as Comprehensive Ethical Framework

James presents wisdom not as intellectual knowledge but as practical discernment determining all behavior.
This aligns with Old Testament wisdom literature (Proverbs, Sirach) while applying it distinctly to Christian community
life. The two-wisdom schema (3:13-18) provides the theological infrastructure for understanding disparate ethical issues.
Whether discussing speech (3:1-12), community conflict (4:1-3), or personal planning (4:13-17), the fundamental

question remains: Are you operating by earthly or heavenly wisdom?
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Integration of Vertical and Horizontal Dimensions
James integrates relationship with God (vertical) and relationships with others (horizontal) through the wisdom
theme. True wisdom manifests in both submission to God (4:7-10, 15) and peaceable community life (3:18, 4:11). This

challenges any privatization of faith or reduction of Christianity to mere social ethics.

Speech as Ethical Litmus Test
The extended tongue teaching (3:1-12) identifies speech as the primary indicator of inner wisdom. This
elevates speech ethics beyond mere politeness to theological significance. What we say reveals which wisdom governs

our hearts (3:14; 4:8).

Value of Syntactical Analysis for Discourse Understanding
This study demonstrates that micro-level grammatical analysis, when integrated with macro-level discourse
observations, strengthens arguments for textual coherence. Syntactical features like verbal aspect, genitive functions, and

participial constructions provide objective data for tracing thematic development.

Importance of Semantic Field Analysis
Tracking vocabulary clusters (wisdom terms, body language, pride/humility contrasts) reveals conceptual
networks invisible to superficial reading. The recurrence of péin, kapdia, and cognates of kavydopot across chapters 3 -

4 signals intentional thematic connection.

Discourse Markers as Structural Indicators
The study confirms that Greek particles and conjunctions function as structural signals. The yép in 3:2, 16; 4:14
marks causal explanations. The 8¢ in 3:3, 14; 4:4, 16 signals transitions or contrasts. The o0v in 4:4, 7, 17 draws inferential

conclusions. Attending to these markers clarifies argumentative flow.

Comparative Analysis with Other Studies

Varner's (2010) discourse analysis identified James 3:1-4:12 as a single unit but did not provide detailed
syntactical grounding. This study corroborates his macro-structure while adding grammatical precision. McCartney
(2009) noted thematic connections but treated chapters 3-4 as loosely related sections. The syntactical evidence presented
here demonstrates tighter coherence than McCartney acknowledged. Blomberg and Kamell (2008) proposed concentric
structures in James. While this study does not argue for concentricity, it confirms that 3:1-4:17 forms a unified discourse

block centered on wisdom.

For Biblical Preaching
Preachers should treat James 3-4 as unified wisdom instruction rather than isolated ethical topics. Sermon

series should develop the two-wisdom framework as the interpretive key for specific applications.

For Christian Formation
Discipleship curricula should present James's teaching holistically: controlling speech, managing conflict,

resisting worldliness, and planning humbly all flow from cultivating heavenly wisdom.
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For Community Ethics
Churches facing conflict should recognize that James diagnoses the problem theologically (wrong wisdom)
before prescribing behavioral changes. Sustainable transformation requires heart-level wisdom transformation (4:8), not

merely behavioral modification.

Limitations

This study focuses exclusively on James 3-4, leaving questions about how these chapters relate to James 1-2
and 5. A comprehensive discourse analysis of the entire epistle would strengthen conclusions about James's overall
coherence. The analysis prioritizes Greek syntax, giving limited attention to intertextual connections with Old Testament
wisdom literature, Jesus's teaching, or Hellenistic ethical traditions. These comparative dimensions deserve fuller

treatment.

Future Research Directions

Proposed Studies:
1. Syntactical analysis extending to James 1-2 and 5 to demonstrate epistle-wide coherence
2. Comparative analysis of James's wisdom theology with Proverbs, Sirach, and Wisdom of Solomon
3. Examination of James's wisdom discourse in relation to Matthean Jesus tradition
4. Sociological analysis of how wisdom language functioned in early Christian community formation
5

Reception history of James 3-4 in patristic interpretation

CONCLUSION

This discourse-syntactical analysis establishes that wisdom (co@ia) functions as the unifying theological-
thematic thread connecting James 3 and 4. The grammatical evidence vocabulary repetition, discourse markers,
syntactical parallels, and argumentative progression demonstrates deliberate literary architecture rather than random
compilation. James presents a coherent argument: The tongue's power (3:1-12) reveals heart-level wisdom
orientation (3:13-18), which determines community dynamics (4:1-3) and relationship with God (4:4-6). The
solution requires repentance (4:7-10) manifesting in transformed speech toward others (4:11-12) and humble
submission to God in planning (4:13-17). The two-wisdom framework (3:13-18) provides the hermeneutical lens
through which all specific instructions should be understood. Earthly wisdom characterized by jealousy, selfish
ambition, and disorder produces relational chaos and divine opposition. Heavenly wisdom pure, peaceable, and
gentle produces righteousness and peace.

This study contributes to Jacobean scholarship by providing syntactical grounding for the epistle's literary
coherence, enriching understanding of James's sophisticated wisdom theology, and modeling integration of
grammatical and discourse analysis for exegetical methodology.

The ultimate pastoral implication is clear: Christian communities must cultivate wisdom from above through
submission to God, purification of heart, and humility before the Lord—wisdom that transforms speech,

relationships, and life orientation.
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