Heb 10:8



- is the comparative adverb ANWTEROS, meaning “preceding, above, earlier (as we say ‘above’ in reference to something expressed previously) Heb 10:8.”
  Then we have the nominative masculine singular present active participle from the verb LEGW, meaning “to say: saying.”


The present tense is a descriptive present, which describes what has just now been said.


The active voice indicates that our Lord has just produced the action of speaking.


The participle is a temporal participle, with the time element being antecedent to the action of the perfect tense of the main verb in verse 9, “then He said” (perfect active indicative of EIPON).  Normally, the time element of the present participle is contemporaneous to the action of the main verb, but here is an exception with the time being antecedent or after the time of the main verb.  It is translated “After saying.”

This is followed by the use of the conjunction HOTI as quotation marks to introduce direct discourse.

“After saying previously, ‘”

- is the accusative direct object from the feminine plural nouns THUSIA, meaning “sacrifices or offering” with the connective KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the noun PROSPHORA, meaning “offerings, presents, gifts.”  Then we have another connective KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the accusative direct object from the neuter plural noun HOLOKAUTWMA, which means “whole burnt offerings.”  This is followed by the explanatory use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “that is” and the preposition PERI plus the genitive of advantage from the feminine singular noun HAMARTIA, which means “for sin.”  This phrase is an idiom as in verse six, meaning “sin-offerings.”  This is a collective singular and could be translated with a plural.  Then we have the negative OUK, meaning “not” plus the second person singular aorist active indicative from the verb THELW, which has both the meaning “(1) to desire; and (2) to take pleasure in.  Here it means to “desire,” because of the added phrase,  meaning nor taken pleasure in,” which follows.


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which regards the attitude of God toward animal sacrifices in its entirety, but emphasizes its culmination point or completed result or state.  It is translated by the English auxiliary verb “have.”


The active voice indicates that God the Father has produced the action of not desiring in the thousands of meaningless animal sacrifices from worshipers that had nothing of grace, love, or gratitude in their souls to go with the sacrifice.


The indicative mood is declarative for a dogmatic statement of doctrine.

“‘Sacrifices and offerings; that is, whole burnt offerings and sin-offerings You have not desired,”

- is the coordinating negative conjunction OUDE, which is used in coordination with the previous negative OUK and means “nor.”  With this we have the second person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EUDOKEW, which mean “to take pleasure in; to be pleased with; to approve of; to enjoy; or to prefer.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which looks at the past offering of animal sacrifices and emphasizes the existing results of those actions as a whole.  It is translated by the English auxiliary verb “have.”


The active voice indicates that God the Father produced the action of not taking pleasure in, being pleased with, approving of, enjoying, or preferring animal sacrifices.


The indicative mood is declarative for a dogmatic statement of fact.

In the Septuagint we have the verb AITEW, meaning “to ask” instead of the verb EUDOKEW.

There is no indirect object “in them” here.  It was added to smooth out the translation in English by English translators.

“nor have You taken pleasure,”

- is the parenthetic nominative (see Wallace, p. 53) from the feminine plural qualitative relative pronoun HOSTIS, used as a simple relative pronoun, meaning “which” and referring to the various sacrifices and offerings of the Levitical priesthood.  Then we have the preposition KATA plus the adverbial accusative of reference from the masculine singular noun NOMOS, meaning “according to the Law” and referring to God’s Law for the Levitical priesthood stated in the Torah.  Finally, we have the third person plural present passive indicative from the verb PROSPHERW, which means “to offer, present, bring” an offering or sacrifice.


The present tense is a descriptive, durative and customary present, which presents the action as something that began in the past and continues in the present as something that normally occurs.


The passive voice indicates that the sacrifices and offerings received the action of being offered.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of what had been and was still going on.

This entire statement is parenthetical because of the parenthetical nominative.

“(which are offered according to the Law),”

Heb 10:8 corrected translation
“After saying previously, ‘Sacrifices and offerings; that is, whole burnt offerings and sin-offerings You have not desired, nor have You taken pleasure, (which are offered according to the Law),”
Explanation:
1.  “After saying previously, ‘“

a.  The writer continues by giving us his commentary or explanation of what the previous statements of our Lord meant.


b.  In this verse he goes back and restates what was said in Heb 10:5-6, quoting Ps 40:6.

2.  “Sacrifices and offerings; that is, whole burnt offerings and sin-offerings You have not desired, nor have You taken pleasure,”

a.  This is a paraphrase of the previous quotation for the purpose of conciseness.  The conciseness is merely for clarifying the point he is making.


b.  Again the point is that God the Father never desired nor took pleasure in any kind of sacrifices or offerings for sin that were made without the person who was making the offering having the reality of the person and work of Christ clearly in their thinking while making the offering.


c.  God wanted the offerings and sacrifices to be a picture in the soul of the person making the offering of what God the Son would do for them during His incarnation.


d.  God took no pleasure in the sacrifices because they had become meaningless ritual without any relation to the reality of the future person and work of Christ.

3.  “(which are offered according to the Law),”

a.  This parenthetical statement is added to indicate that these sacrifices and offerings were made according to the direction and demands of God contained in His words to Moses and were written in the book of the Law.


b.  This indicates that the Levitical priests did precisely what was required of them externally.  There was nothing wrong with the ritual.  The ritual was perfect.  It was exactly what God wanted and expected.


c.  The problem was not with the external ritual.  The problem was that there was no internal reality.  External ritual without internal reality is meaningless, no matter how perfect the ritual.


d.  Offering the sacrifices according to the perfect requirements of God’s perfect Law meant nothing, if the person making the offering had not believed or trusted in the fact that the ritual represented the perfect offering of the Son of God as a substitutionary sacrifice for sin.  If this was not believed, then the ritual had no meaning.  The ritual only has meaning when it is connected with the person and work of Christ in taking away the sins of the world.


e.  There was nothing wrong with the sacrifices and offerings.  They were offered according to the Law.  There was something wrong with the ones making the offerings—they did not connect the ritual with the reality of the person and work of Christ.
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