John 1:1
Luke 6:29



 is the dative of indirect object from the masculine singular articular present active participle of the verb TUPTW, which means “to strike” in the sense of hitting someone with the hand or fist.


The article functions as a relative pronoun and can be translated “To the one who.”


The present tense is a customary present for an action that typically or normally takes place.


The active voice indicates that someone is producing this action.


The participle is circumstantial.

Then we have the accusative direct object from the second person personal pronoun SU, meaning “you” and referring to a believer.  This is followed by the preposition EPI plus the accusative of place from the feminine singular article and noun SIAGWN, meaning “on the cheek.”

“To the one who strikes you on the cheek,”
 is the second person singular present active imperative from the verb PARECHW, which means “to offer, present.”


The present tense is a customary present, describing an action that is reasonably expected to occur.


The active voice indicates that the believer is expected to produce the action.


The imperative mood is a command.

Then we have the adjunctive or adverbial use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “also” plus the accusative direct object from the feminine singular article and adjective ALLOS, meaning “the other [cheek].”  There is no word “him” in the Greek as found in the NASB translation.

“offer the other [cheek] also;”
 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the preposition APO plus the ablative of separation from the masculine singular articular present active participle of the verb AIRW, which means “to take away.”


The article functions as a relative pronoun meaning “from the one who.”


The present tense is a customary present (see above).


The active voice indicates that a person antagonistic to you produces the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

This is followed by the possessive genitive from the second person singular personal pronoun SU with the accusative direct object from the neuter singular article and noun HIMATION, meaning “your coat, cloak, robe; outer garment.”

“and from the one who takes away your coat,”
 is the adjunctive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “also,” followed by the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article, used as a possessive pronoun and noun CHITWN, meaning “your shirt.”
  Finally, we have the negative MĒ, meaning “not” plus the second person singular aorist active subjunctive (used as an imperative) from the verb KWLUW, which means “to refuse, deny, withhold, keep back.”


The aorist tense is a constative/futuristic aorist, which views the future action in its entirety as a fact.


The active voice indicates that the believer is expected to produce the action.


The subjunctive mood is an imperatival subjunctive, which functions in the sense of a command.

The words “from him” as translated in the NASB are not found in the Greek.

“do not also withhold your shirt.”
Lk 6:29 corrected translation
“To the one who strikes you on the cheek, offer the other [cheek] also; and from the one who takes away your coat, do not also withhold your shirt.”
Mt 5:39-40, “But I say to you, do not resist an evil person; but whoever slaps you on your right cheek, turn the other to him also.  If anyone wants to sue you and take your shirt, let him have your coat also.”

Explanation:
1.  “To the one who strikes you on the cheek,”

a.  Jesus continues His sermon on the plain with a really startling comment about the behavior He expects from His followers, especially the disciples.  Jesus describes a physical assault against a believer by someone else.  From the context we can assume that the someone else is an enemy of the believer.  The attacker strikes the believer on the cheek.  This can be done with a fist or open hand slap.  How it is done makes no difference.  The fact that it occurs is all that matters in this illustration.


b.  Having set the scene in the imagination of His listeners, Jesus now tells them what He expects as their response.  We can easily imagine that the audience is already imagining what the response will be—defend yourself.  But their imaginations will get a shock.

2.  “offer the other [cheek] also;”

a.  Jesus’ shocking response to being slapped on one cheek is to offer the other cheek also.  In other words make no physical defense and allow the person to hit you again on the other cheek.  This is the polar opposite of what the disciples and crowd expected to hear.  You can see jaws dropping throughout the crowd.


b.  Jesus backed up His words with His actions when He was being interrogated by the high priest, Jn 18:22-23, “Now when He said these things, one of the deputies standing near gave Jesus a slap in the face, saying, ‘Is that the way You answer the high priest?’  Jesus answered him, ‘If I have spoken incorrectly, testify of the wrong; but if correctly, why do you strike Me?’”


c.  This dictum by Jesus has raised a real problem for Christians throughout the Church Age.  Do we willing allow ourselves to be persecuted, maltreated, abused, tortured, unfairly imprisoned, etc. without attempting to defend ourselves?  Some Christians answer ‘Yes’ citing this passage, while other Christians say ‘No’ this only applies to the millennial reign of Christ, when He will defend and protect us.



(1)  Christians in the 5th century A.D. had to make this decision with the rise of Attila the Hun.



(2)  Christians  in the 7th-11th centuries A.D. had to make this decision with the rise of Islam against the churches in Alexandria, Jerusalem, Antioch, etc.



(3)  Christians had to make this decision with the attack of Genghis Khan in the 12th century.



(4)  This was really difficult decision during the Reformation with the wars between Protestants and Catholics.



(5)  Today we face the same decision with regard to fighting radical Islam.  Do we hunt terrorists down and kill them or turn the other cheek?  It is easy to see how Christianity can justify self-defense as a legitimate argument here by saying that this is Christ’s spiritual platform for His millennial reign and does not apply now.  However, if an unbeliever was offended by you presenting the gospel to them and they slapped your face, what would or should you do?  There were many in the time Jesus spoke this who would have quickly attacked the disciples for saying that Jesus was the Messiah, that is, for presenting the message of the gospel.  Jesus is telling them ahead of time exactly how to handle the situation.


d.  Notice how Paul handled this situation in Acts 23:1-3, “Acts 23:1, “Then, looking intently at the Sanhedrin, Paul said, ‘Men, brethren, I have lived my life with an entirely good conscience before God until this day.’  Then the high priest, Ananias, ordered those standing next to him to strike his mouth.  Then Paul said to him, ‘God is about to strike you, you whitewashed wall!  In fact do you sit judging me according to the Law, and in violation of the Law order me to be struck?’”

3.  “and from the one who takes away your coat,”

a.  From an illustration of physical abuse Jesus turns to an illustration of criminal abuse.  The one who takes away your coat is a thief, a robber, a highway bandit.  What we don’t realize today is the value of clothes in Jesus’ day.  The cost of a good coat was ten times more than it is today.  Everything was made by hand and a tremendous amount of work went into just making the fabric, let alone cutting, sewing, and tailoring it.  We may pay $200 for a good coat.  They paid $2000.  So when someone took your coat, they were taking a year’s wages.  What would be your reaction from someone stealing a year’s wages from you?  This puts Jesus’ illustration in better perspective.


b.  The typical response of the audience is the same as in the previous illustration.  They are prepared to hear Jesus say that you have the right to go after this thief and get your coat back.  But Jesus has another surprise for His audience.

4.  “do not also withhold your shirt.”

a.  Jesus makes the startling addition that we are to let the coat go, and even offer the thief another piece of valuable clothing—our shirt or tunic.  This doubles down on the offense against us, and we are expected to not only permit it to happen, but to aid the thief in the process.  This is like saying to the thief, “Hey, you only got $2000 from my bank account.  Here, take another $1000.”  You can imagine the people in the audience scratching their heads and saying, “Has He lost His mind?” 


b.  Jesus is doing what He frequently does in His teaching—He is exaggerating to make a point.  His point is that the spiritual condition of the person abusing you is more important than your material possessions.  We don’t aid and abet thieves or any other type of criminal activity.  We have every right to defend ourselves from any and all criminal activity.  However, if we are able to save a criminal from the lake of fire, is not our coat and shirt worth it?  Yes, absolutely, and that is Jesus’ real point.


c.  Christians are to value the salvation of others as more important than themselves or the things they own.  We don’t allow others to treat us the way the Nazis treated the Jews prior to and during World War II.  We don’t allow criminals to run rampant and do whatever they want to us.  We protect ourselves.  We have the right of self-defense.  But all at times and under all circumstances we do what we can to evangelize others, even those who would abuse and take advantage of us.

5.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Jesus illustrates this love for one’s enemies.  Plummer says that the sayings of Lk 6:29–30 are not precepts but illustrations of principles, and that they cannot be kept as rules but should be read for the spirit they embody: ‘Resistance of evil and refusal to part with our personal property must never be a personal matter; we must be willing to suffer more and to surrender still more.’  But one wonders if Plummer weakens the force of the teaching by softening it to a moral generalization and appealing to the level of feelings.  The point is that love involves not defending one’s rights and accepting wrongs committed against one by being willing to forgive, with the additional proviso that one is willing to turn around a second time and still offer help—even if that means being abused yet again.  Love is available, vulnerable, and subject to repeated abuse.  Offering the other cheek is not so much an active pursuit as it is a natural exposure when one reaches out to those who have contempt.  Revenge is excluded, while doing good to the hostile is commanded.  In the context of persecution, offering the cheek means continuing to minister at the risk of further persecution, as Paul does in Acts 14 and 16.  It should also be made clear that the ethic described is personal and not governmental.  John the Baptist allows for the existence of soldiers, which presupposes the right of national self-defense (Lk 3:10–14).  This fits Paul’s comment that governments exist to protect their people (Rom 13:4).  The personal character of the exhortation is paralleled in Rom 12:14–21, where love for the persecutor is also commanded.  So Jesus gives four illustrations on loving one’s neighbor in Lk 6:29–30.  The first illustration involves turning the other cheek.  Some argue that the passage refers to a violent punch to the jaw.  The religious context makes it likely that a slap is intended and that an insult is in view.  Nevertheless, one is not to fight back in kind, but remain vulnerable to the insult again.  Mt 5:39 is parallel, but the terminology is distinct.  The second illustration is similar.  If a person takes your outer garment, let him also have your undershirt.  The picture is of a robbery and the point is that one should not seek revenge, but again remain potentially vulnerable to a second attack.  Missionary travel was potentially dangerous, since robbers lingered on the highways; but one should not cease from missionary work simply because one might get jumped.  Another possibility for the remark’s background is that the social ostracism of persecution produced situations where things were taken or damaged.  These factors should not stop one from loving and serving one’s neighbors.  An apparent parallel exists in Mt 5:40, but it may not be a genuine parallel.  Matthew portrays one who takes the undershirt first and comes back for the coat.  Regardless, the point is that although one is exposed to the hostile religious opponent, one should continue to be vulnerable to repeated onslaughts without seeking revenge.”


b.  “This is a hard saying in the sense that it prescribes a course of action which does not come naturally to us.  Unprovoked assault prompts resentment and retaliation.  This is one of a number of examples by which Jesus shows that the lifestyle of the kingdom of God is more demanding than what the law of Moses laid down.  But now Jesus takes a further step.  ‘Don’t retaliate at all,’ he says to his disciples.  (It should not be necessary to say that this saying is no more to be pressed literally than the saying about plucking out one’s right eye and throwing it away.)   Jesus’ injunctions are not usually of the kind that can be carried out automatically; they often require careful thought.  Whatever sacrifices He expects His followers to make, He does not ask them to sacrifice their minds.  What they are urged to do is to have their minds conformed to His, and when careful thought is exercised in accordance with the mind of Christ, the resulting action will be in accordance with the way of Christ.  The admonition to turn the other cheek is given by Jesus to His disciples.  It belongs to the sphere of personal behavior.  There are many Christians, however, who hold that this teaching should be put into practice by communities and nations as well as by individuals.  But what about a political community?  Should the Christian magistrate practice non-retaliation toward the criminal who comes up before him for judgment?  Should the Christian king practice non-retaliation toward a neighboring king who declared war against him?  Paul, who repeats and underlines Jesus’ teaching of non-retaliation, regards retaliation as part of the duty of the civil ruler.  ‘But if you do wrong, be afraid, for he does not bear the sword in vain; he is the servant of God to execute His wrath on the wrongdoer’ (Rom 13:4).”


c.  “The Oriental guards his cheek carefully from touch or defilement; a stroke on the cheek was, and is to this day, regarded as an act of extreme rudeness, a deadly affront.  Our Savior, however, teaches us that even this insult is to be ignored and pardoned.”


d.  “The blow on the right cheek was the most grievous insult in the ancient Near East.  The clothing in the verse refers to the outer and inner cloak, respectively; the poorest of people (like the average peasant in Egypt) might have only one of each; thus here Jesus refers, perhaps in hyperbolic images, to absolute nonresistance on one’s own behalf.”


e.  “Jesus went far beyond these conventions in his call to turn the other cheek and give to all who ask!  Is Jesus thus abrogating all exercise of personal defense and the right to private property?  No.  Rather, He is demanding a loving attitude that is not vengeful but is generous and giving.  The slap to one’s face probably refers to an insulting blow by someone who takes exception to the disciples’ allegiance to Christ.  In such a situation the disciple is not to retaliate.  Similarly, in reference to one’s possessions, it is one’s spirit or attitude that is important.  As Leon Morris explains: ‘If Christians took this one absolutely literally there would soon be a class of saintly paupers, owning nothing, and another of prosperous idlers and thieves.  It is not this that Jesus is seeking, but a readiness among His followers to give.’  Love for possessions should never keep a Christian from giving.  Love must be ready to give everything or have it taken away if need be.  Love must decide when to give and when to withhold our possessions.”


f.  “These precepts have an astounding sound, and that is exactly what Jesus wants them to have.  They teach the complete reverse of what the unregenerate call right.  Rom 13:4 stands.  But the very God who placed the civil and criminal law and its execution where they belong, in the hands of the government, by so doing places another law and its execution, the law of love, into the hearts of Christ’s disciples.  This law requires patience, forbearance, willingness to forego our rights and to suffer wrong in order to overcome the evil with good, that the courts may not need to step in, and that we may honor the name of our Lord.  On the other hand, those misunderstand Jesus’ meaning, who regard Him as teaching the doctrine of absolute ‘nonresistance’, which would ignore and overthrow all justice and all righteousness.  The law of love is not intended to encourage lawlessness nor to open the floodgates of cruelty and crime.  A false literalism would make a farce of Jesus’ precept.  The fact that anything of this kind is excluded we see in the action of Jesus Himself when He was struck without cause in Jn 18:22-23, where He furnishes us the commentary on this precept.”

� BDAG, p. 1020.


� BDAG, p. 922.


� BDAG, p. 776.


� BDAG, p. 1085.


� BDAG, p. 580.


� Bock, D. L. (1994). Luke: 1:1–9:50 (Vol. 1, pp. 591–593). Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic.


� Kaiser, W. C., Jr., Davids, P. H., Bruce, F. F., & Brauch, M. T. (1996). Hard Sayings of the Bible (pp. 362–364). Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity.


� Ellison Luering, H. L. (1979–1988). Cheek. In G. W. Bromiley (Ed.), The International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, Revised (Vol. 1, p. 639). Wm. B. Eerdmans.


� Keener, C. S. (1993). The IVP Bible Background Commentary: New Testament (Lk 6:29). Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press.


� Hughes, R. K. (1998). Luke: that you may know the truth (pp. 226–227). Wheaton, IL: Crossway Books.


� Lenski, p. 362f.





2
6

