Heb 7:11
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- is the conditional particle EI, which introduces a second class conditional sentence, meaning “if and its not true.”  This is followed by the coordinating particle MEN with the inferential conjunction OUN, which, when used together, “denote continuation, meaning: so, then Lk 3:18; especially in Acts [twenty-three times!].  Also 1 Cor 6:4; Heb 9:1; and with the particle EI, it means “Now if” Heb 7:11; 8:4.”
  The only other occurrence of these three words together is found in Acts 19:38 (BDAG, p. 278), which again points to Luke as the scribe/co-author.  Then we have the nominative subject from the feminine singular noun TELEIWSIS, which means “(1) perfection Heb 7:11; (2) fulfillment of a promise Lk 1:45.”
  This is followed by the preposition DIA plus the ablative of origin or source from the feminine singular article and adjective LEUITIKOS, which is transliterated as “Levitical” and the noun HIERWSUNĒ, which means “priestly office, priesthood; through the Levitical priesthood Heb 7:11, 12, 24.”
  Then we have the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb EIMI, which means “to be: was.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a state of being or condition in the past.


The active voice indicates that perfection (before God or in the eyes, judgment, or opinion of God) produces the action of hypothetically existing through the Levitical priesthood.


The indicative mood is declarative for hypothetical reality.

“Now if perfection was through the Levitical priesthood,”

- is the use of the postpositive conjunction GAR to introduce a parenthetical explanation.  It is translated by the word “for” with parenthesis signs beginning and ending this clause.  With this we have the nominative masculine singular subject from the article and noun LAOS, which means “the people” and refers to the Jewish people.  Then we have the preposition EPI, used as a “marker of perspective, meaning: in consideration of, in regard to, on the basis of, concerning, about; ‘on the basis of it’ Heb 7:11”
 plus the genitive from the third person feminine singular intensive pronoun AUTOS, used as a personal pronoun (“it” and referring to the previous feminine noun ‘priesthood’).  This is followed by the third person singular perfect passive indicative from the verb NOMOTHETEW, which means “to receive laws; on the basis of it (i.e. the Levitical priesthood) the people received the law Heb 7:11.”


The perfect tense is a consummative perfect, which emphasizes a past, completed action.


The passive voice indicates that the Jewish people received the action of receiving God’s law.


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

“(for on the basis of it [the Levitical priesthood] the people received the Law),”

- is the predicate nominative from the feminine singular interrogative pronoun TIS, meaning “what” with the nominative feminine singular noun CHREIA, meaning “need.”  Between these two words we have the adverb of time ETI, which usually means “yet, still,” but when used “in logical inference, in interrogative sentences, it means further: what further need would there be? Heb 7:11; why, then, does (God) still find fault? Rom 9:19; 3:7; Gal 5:11b.”
  This is followed by the preposition KATA plus the adverbial accusative of reference from the feminine singular article and noun TAXIS, which means “an arrangement in which someone or something functions: arrangement, nature, manner, condition, outward aspect, which the author interprets to mean that Jesus was a high priest according to the nature of = just like Melchizedek; that is, like the type of arrangement made for the functioning of Melchizedek.”
  With this we have the descriptive genitive from the masculine singular noun MELCHISEDEK, which we transliterate as “of Melchizedek”.  Then we have the accusative subject of the infinitive from the masculine singular adjective HETEROS and the noun HIEREUS, meaning “another priest” with the present middle infinitive from the verb ANISTĒMI, which means “to arise, to rise up; to appear.”


The present tense is an aoristic present, which describes the action as a simple event without any reference to its progress.


The middle voice is an indirect middle, which emphasizes the subject as a producing the action.


The infinitive is an epexegetical infinitive, which qualifies a noun expressing need (CHREIA).  The deep structure statement here is: ‘another priest has a need to arise’, which is then put in the form of a question.

There is no main verb here, which begs for the insertion of the verb EIMI, “[there was].”

“what further need [was there] for another priest to arise according to the manner of Melchizedek”

 - is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” with the absolute negative OU, meaning “not,” followed by the preposition KATA plus the adverbial accusative of reference from the feminine singular article and noun TAXIS, which means “according to the arrangement, nature, manner, condition.”  With this we have the descriptive genitive masculine singular from the noun AARWN, which we transliterate as “of Aaron.”  Finally, we have the present passive infinitive from the verb LEGW, which means “to be called, named.”


The present tense is a customary present for an action that was reasonably expected to occur.
The passive voice indicates that another priest received the action of not being named or called according to the manner of Aaron.


The infinitive is an epexegetical infinitive, again explaining what did not need to happen.  There was no need for another priest to be named according to the manner of Aaron.

“and not be named according to the manner of Aaron?”

Heb 7:11 corrected translation
“Now if perfection was through the Levitical priesthood, (for on the basis of it the people received the Law), what further need [was there] for another priest to arise according to the manner of Melchizedek and not be named according to the manner of Aaron?”
Explanation:
1.  “Now if perfection was through the Levitical priesthood,”

a.  The author transitions to a new argument concerning the need for a superior priesthood to that of the Levitical priesthood.  The transition is made using a conditional sentence, with the apodosis of the sentence being a rhetorical question.  The author states the protasis of the conditional sentence in this clause as an unreal condition; that is, a hypothetical condition.  This conditional clause is a second-class condition, meaning “if perfection was through the Levitical priesthood, but it was not.”


b.  The idea of perfection here deals with our relationship and access to God.  The Levitical priesthood was not capable of providing a perfect access to and relationship with God.  A new and better priesthood was required for a perfect relationship to and access with God.


c.  The author’s argument is simple: if the Levitical priesthood provided a perfect access to and relationship with God, then there is no need for another high priest according to the order of Melchizedek.  As Ellingworth states on page 370 of his commentary, “The underlying thought of this verse is that the failure of the Levitical priesthood made a different kind of priesthood necessary.”


d.  The problem with the high priesthood of Aaron was that it did not provide a perfect access to God.


e.  F.F. Bruce states the argument of the author as follows (page 165 of his commentary): “If God had intended the Aaronic priesthood to inaugurate the age of perfection, the time when men and women would enjoy unimpeded access to Him, why should He have conferred on the Messiah a priestly dignity of His own—different from Aaron’s and by implication superior to Aaron’s?  The Aaronic priesthood was neither designed nor competent to inaugurate the age of fulfillment; that age must be marked by the rise of another priest, whose priesthood was of a different order and character from Aaron’s.”


f.  There was a perfection that God expected to have from a high priest, and that perfection was not and could not be attained by Aaron, Levi, or any other Levitical priest.  That perfection could only be attained by our Lord Jesus Christ.  This is why the session of Christ at the right hand of the Father in the real Holy of Holies in heaven is so important; for it establishes the priesthood of Christ forever as superior and perfect, just as God the Father had intended in eternity past.


g.  Our Lord provides the perfect access to God the Father that the Levitical priesthood could never achieve.  This makes our Lord’s priesthood superior to and better than the priesthood of Aaron and Levi.

2.  “(for on the basis of it [the Levitical priesthood] the people received the Law),”

a.  The writer continues with a parenthetical statement to explain the connection between the Levitical priesthood and the Mosaic Law.  The two are connected by the fact that the Jewish people were taught the Mosaic Law through the Levitical priesthood.


b.  The word ‘people’ refers to the Jews.  The word ‘Law’ refers to the Mosaic Law, which is really God’s Law.  The Levitical priesthood was the basis by which the Jews were taught the Mosaic Law.


c.  Many Jews believed that keeping the Law made them perfect before God.  Therefore, they believed that the Levitical priesthood was perfect and the source of teaching them perfection before God.


d.  The people accepted the Levitical priesthood as perfect because it brought them the perfect Law of God, and therefore, made them perfect.


e.  Of course, they were wrong, as the writer will explain in verse 19, “(for the Law made nothing perfect)…”  The Levitical priesthood was not perfect and the Law made nothing perfect.  A better priesthood was necessary. 

3.  “what further need [was there] for another priest to arise according to the manner of Melchizedek and not be named according to the manner of Aaron?”

a.  The writer continues with the apodosis of the sentence in the form of a rhetorical question, the answer to which is that there was definitely a need for another priest to arise.


b.  The logic is this:



(1)  The Levitical priesthood was not perfect and did not bring perfect access to God.



(2)  Therefore, there is a need for a better priesthood that is perfect and brings perfect access to God.



(3)  Therefore, there is a need for another priest to arise.



(4)  That priest has to be according to the manner of Melchizedek rather than according to the manner of Aaron and Levi.


c.  There was a further need for another priest, our Lord Jesus Christ, to arise and be ordained (the Incarnation was His ordination).  The need arose out of the imperfection of the Levitical priesthood to provide perfect access to God the Father.


d.  A mediator was required who could provide perfect, immediate, and eternal access to God the Father.  That high priest had to be a better high priest than Aaron, Levi, or any of their successors.


e.  The other priest to arise according to the manner of Melchizedek (meaning that he would have an eternal priesthood) is none other than our Lord Jesus Christ.


f.  If the Levitical priesthood had provided perfection for believer’s access to God, then there would be no need for another priesthood.  But the priesthood of the Law made nothing perfect with regard to access to God, and therefore, there was a definite need for another priest who could provide that access.


g.  This ‘other priest’ could not come from the line of Aaron.  He could not be associated with Levi.  He had to come from a line of priests that had nothing to do with the Levitical priesthood.  He had to come from the only other priesthood associated with the Most High God—the priesthood according to the manner of Melchizedek.
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