Heb 8:4



- is the same construction we had in Heb 7:11: the conditional particle EI, which introduces a second class conditional sentence, meaning “if and it’s not true,” followed by the coordinating particle MEN with the inferential conjunction OUN, which, with the particle EI 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/writer and perhaps co-author.  Then we have the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “He were.”


The imperfect tense is a durative imperfect, indicating an action that began in the past and hypothetically continuing right now.


The active voice indicates that our resurrected Lord would continue to be hypothetically producing the action.


The indicative mood is a potential indicative expressing a condition, which is contrary to fact.  The protasis is usually introduced by EI and the indefinite particle AN is ordinarily found in the apodosis.

This is followed by the preposition EPI plus the adverbial genitive of place from the feminine singular noun GĒ, meaning “on earth.”
“Now if He were on earth,”

- is the negative adverb OUDE, meaning “not even,” followed by the indefinite particle AN (used in the apodosis of second class conditions) plus the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “He would.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes the continuing action of the past and present hypothetical case.


The active voice indicates that our Lord would be producing the action.


The indicative mood is a potential indicative expressing a condition.

Then we have the predicate nominative from the masculine singular noun HIEREUS, meaning “a priest.”

“He would not even be a priest,”

- is the genitive absolute construction, in which the subject and participle are both in the genitive case and neither have any grammatical relationship to the main clause.  The subject in the genitive produces the action of the participle in the genitive.  In this case we have an articular participle functioning as the subject of another participle in the genitive.  First we have the genitive masculine plural present active participle from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be, to exist, of existing in the sense be present, available, provided; those are provided who offer Heb 8:4.”


The present tense is a descriptive present for what is now going on.  This clearly indicates that the Levitical priesthood was still functioning when this letter was written.

The active voice indicates that the Levitical priests (those who are offering) produce the action of existing.


The participle is causal, giving the ground or reason for the previous contrary to fact hypothetical statement.  It can be translated by the words “because” or “since.”

Then we have the genitive masculine plural articular present active participle from the verb PROSPHERW, which means “to offer.”


The article is used as a relative pronoun with an embedded demonstrative pronoun, meaning “those who.”


The present tense is a descriptive present for what is now going on.


The active voice indicates that the Levitical priests are producing the action.


The participle is substantivized by the article and functions as the subject of the previous participle EIMI in the genitive absolute construction.

This is followed by the preposition KATA plus the adverbial accusative of reference from the masculine singular noun NOMOS, meaning “according to the Law” and referring to the Mosaic Law.  Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the neuter plural article, used as a personal pronoun and noun DWRON, meaning “their gifts.”
“since those who offer their gifts according to the Law exist;”

Heb 8:4 corrected translation
“Now if He were on earth, He would not even be a priest, since those who offer their gifts according to the Law exist;”
Explanation:
1.  “Now if He were on earth,”

a.  The writer continues with a second class conditional statement, which means that he sets up a hypothetical situation that is not true, in order to teach a principle of doctrine.


b.  The hypothetical situation would be the possibility of the humanity of Christ remaining on earth after His resurrection and being a priest to God.  The assumption is: suppose no resurrection took place and our Lord was still here on earth representing us before God the Father.


c.  If this situation were true, then our Lord would be in an impossible situation as a priest.  In fact, He would not even be a priest, as the next statement declares.

2.  “He would not even be a priest,”

a.  If the humanity of Christ were still on earth after His resurrection, He still could not be a priest, because He is still from the tribe of Judah rather than from the tribe of Levi.  He is still disqualified from being a priest according to the Mosaic Law.


b.  If our Lord was still on earth after offering Himself on earth, it would mean that His offering of Himself was not yet acceptable to God the Father, and He would, therefore, not be able to represent us before God the Father.


c.  Our Lord had to ascend and be seated in heaven with God the Father, in order for His priesthood to not only be forever, but for it to begin to function for the royal family of God.


d.  Our Lord’s priesthood for us could not function from earth.  It could only function from heaven at the right hand of God the Father.


e.  Even though our Lord would be a priest after the manner of Melchizedek, His priesthood still has to function from heaven rather than from earth.


f.  The Mosaic Law and the Levitical priesthood must be set aside before the priesthood of our Lord can function on earth.


g.  The priesthood of our Lord will not function on earth until after the second advent of our Lord and His millennial reign.

3.  “since those who offer their gifts according to the Law exist;”

a.  The writer continues his statement with a causal clause in order to give the ground or reason for his previous statement that if He (our Lord) were on earth, He would not even be a priest.

b.  Those who are offering their gifts according to the Mosaic Law are the Levitical priests.  The priesthood was still in existence and still functioning after the death, burial, resurrection, ascension, and session of our Lord.  It continued to function until 70 A.D.  Our Lord could not be a priest on earth, since the Levitical priests were still offering their gifts and offering them according to the Mosaic Law.


c.  The Law had to be abolished and the Levitical priesthood set aside before the priesthood of our Lord could function on earth.


d.  Therefore, there is no place on earth for our Lord’s priesthood to function, as long as the Levitical priesthood continues to function on earth.


e.  Therefore, the only place from which our Lord’s priesthood could function was heaven itself, since there is no place on earth for it to function.


f.  Thus this statement gives the background logic for why the function of our Lord’s priesthood from heaven is superior to the function of the Levitical priesthood on earth.


g.  The resurrection, ascension, and session of our Lord were essential for the function of His priesthood on our behalf.  This answers the question, “Why didn’t our Lord just stay on earth and establish His kingdom after His resurrection?”  He did not do so because of the importance of the function of His priesthood, which could not function for the royal family of God, if our Lord were still on the earth and never ascended to heaven.
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