John 1:1
Matthew 5:39
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 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “However” plus the nominative subject from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “I” and referring to Jesus.  Then we have the first person singular present active indicative of the verb LEGW, which means “to say: I say.”


The present tense is a descriptive present of what is now occurring.


The active voice indicates that Jesus is producing the action.


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

This is followed by the dative indirect object from the second person plural personal pronoun SU, meaning “to you” and referring to the disciples and the crowds.  

“However, I say to you”
 is the negative adverb MĒ, meaning “not” plus the aorist active infinitive of the verb ANTHISTĒMI, which means “to set oneself against; to oppose; to set oneself in opposition to.”


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


The active voice indicates that believers are expected to produce the action.


The infinitive is an infinitive of command.

Next we have the dative of (in)direct object from the masculine/neuter singular article and adjective PONĒROS, meaning “the evil person.”

“do not oppose the evil person,”
 is the strong adversative conjunction ALLA, meaning “but,” followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular qualitative relative pronoun HOSTIS, meaning “whoever.”  Next we have the accusative direct object from the second person singular personal pronoun SU, meaning “you.”  Then we have the third person singular present active indicative from the verb HRAPIZW, which means “to slap.”


The present tense is a descriptive present of what is hypothetically now occurring.


The active voice indicates that ‘whoever’ produces the action.


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

This is followed by the preposition EIS plus the accusative of place from the feminine singular article and adjective DEXIOS and the noun SIAGWN, meaning “on the right jaw/cheek.”
  The possessive genitive of SU, meaning ‘your’ has mixed manuscript evidence for its inclusion (Codex Sinaiticus and others) and exclusion (Codex Vaticanus and others).  It is impossible to be dogmatic regarding what is the original text.  But since scribes loved to add words to ‘correct’ or explain the text, it is more likely to be an addition rather than a forgetful omission.  The article is often used as a possessive pronoun, when the possessive pronoun is absent and that may also be the case here.

“but whoever slaps you on the right cheek,”
 is the second person singular aorist active imperative of the verb STREPHW, which means “to turn.”


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


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


The imperative mood is a command.

This is followed by the dative of indirect object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to him” or “for him.”  Next we have the adverbial use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “also.”  Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular article and adjective ALLOS, meaning “the other.”

“turn the other to him also.”
Mt 5:39 corrected translation
“However, I say to you do not oppose the evil person, but whoever slaps you on the right cheek, turn the other to him also.”
Explanation:
1.  ‘However, I say to you”

a.  Jesus continues with another contrast to His previous statement, using the same expression found in Mt 3:9; 5:18, 20, 22, 26, 28, 32, and 34.


b.  The Lord is making a deep and lasting contrast in the minds of His hearers between what they have been taught by the religious leaders of Israel and the standards of His spiritual kingdom, which will apply in His millennial kingdom.

2.  “do not oppose the evil person,”

a.  The simple command is to not oppose or set oneself in opposition to an evil person.  This does not mean that we are not to oppose or fight against evil.  We certainly do so, but not in physical retaliation.  The first question we must answer is who is the ‘evil person’?  The next clause defines the evil person as someone who attacks us physically.  We are not to seek revenge against them.  Revenge against them belongs to the Lord and He will deal with them accordingly in His kingdom.  The evil person could be a criminal or simply someone else that does not like us for some reason.  But the evil person is definitely an unbeliever in this context.


b.  We must be careful to not misapply this statement outside of its true context.  Jesus is presenting the standard that He expects in His spiritual kingdom, when He is in control of events and can bring swift judgment on the offending person.  Thus, this does not mean that we cannot defend ourselves from a criminal breaking into our home.  We have the right to protect ourselves and our property.  This also does not mean that we cannot defend ourselves, if someone attacks us physically.  We have the right of self-defense.  We don’t have the right to beat them senseless.  We can neutralize their attack, but we are not to attack them.

c.  Suppose someone or a group of people have an evil political position.  Do we have the right to oppose them politically?  Yes.  For example, let’s say that X political party wants to outlaw Christianity.  Do we have the right to oppose them?  Yes, of course we do.

3.  “but whoever slaps you on the right cheek,”

a.  Jesus know tells us why the evil person is evil.  They are evil because they have made a physical attack on us.  The ‘whoever’ of this clause is the ‘evil person’ of the previous clause.   The evil attack is a slap on the cheek or punch on the jaw.


b.  A physical slap on the cheek is not usually a danger to one’s life.  This is not as serious a threat to us as being assaulted with a knife or gun.  We can tolerate a slap on the face, knowing that the person will incur discipline from the Lord.  We don’t need an eye for an eye or a tooth for a tooth.

4.  “turn the other to him also.”

a.  Instead of fighting back we are to turn our head and offer the other cheek to them to slap us if they wish.


b.  This is the application of unconditional love for the Church Age believer as well as for the millennial believer.


c.  Does this mean that we allow criminals to steal all our valuables, rape our wife and daughters, torture our children, or any number of other crimes?  No, that’s a ridiculous application of this millennial standard.  If we did this criminals would run wild, do whatever they wanted and Christianity would cease to exist; for people would prey on Christians for profit.  Common sense has to be applied as long as Satan still rules the world.  Remember that during the millennial reign of Christ there are no demons or fallen angels operational on the earth.


d.  By not fighting back during the millennial reign of Christ, this establishes a very important opportunity for evangelization of the unbeliever.  A slap in the face can be healed quickly.  A vicious counterattack will never be forgotten.

5.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Jesus replaced a law with an attitude: be willing to suffer loss yourself rather than cause another to suffer.  Of course, He applied this to personal insults, not to groups or nations. The person who retaliates only makes himself and the offender feel worse; and the result is a settled war and not peace.   In order to ‘turn the other cheek,’ we must stay where we are and not run away.  This demands both faith and love. It also means that we will be hurt, but it is better to be hurt on the outside than to be harmed on the inside.  But it further means that we should try to help the sinner.”


b.  Barbieri does say a word about this verse.  He ignores it.


c.  Kaiser doesn’t mention this verse as one of his “Hard Saying of the Bible.”


d.  “Jesus requires believers to accept repeated insults from unbelievers.  Accepting insults is something which runs contrary to our idea of basic human dignity, yet Jesus calls on His followers to do so.”


e.  “Do not resist is wider than ‘do not retaliate’; it involves acceptance of ill-treatment, even, as the following examples will show, willing compliance.  The verb anthistēmi is sometimes used for ‘take legal action against’.  These verses are not a prescription for non-violent resistance (as they are often interpreted), but for no resistance at all, even by legal means.  A comparison of the wording of vv. 39–40 with Lk 6:29–30 shows that Matthew’s concern is particularly with cases of litigation rather than with violence, and verse 41 is also concerned with legal rights.  All the examples deal with the individual’s response to other individuals (an individual wrongdoer rather than of ‘evil’ as a principle), and there is no warrant for applying these principles to social ethics, still less to politics.  A willingness to forgo one’s personal rights, and to allow oneself to be insulted and imposed upon, is not incompatible with a firm stand for matters of principle and for the rights of others (cf. Paul’s attitude in Acts 16:37; 22:25; 25:8–12).  Indeed the principle of just retribution is not so much abrogated here as bypassed, in favor of an attitude which refuses to insist on one’s rights, however legitimate.  Jesus is not reforming the legal code, but demanding an attitude which sets loose personal rights.  Verses 39b–42 are illustrations of that attitude, not rules to be legalistically applied.  To strike on the right cheek was ‘a blow with the back of the hand, which even today in the East expresses the greatest possible contempt and extreme abuse’; as such it was punishable by a very heavy fine.  The situation envisaged is thus one of insult rather than of physical violence, and it is possibly to be seen as an aspect of religious persecution.  The same verb is used in Mt 26:67 for the ill-treatment of Jesus as a blasphemer, and the words of this verse recall Isa 50:6, the Servant’s acceptance of insult and ill-treatment.  Such acceptance Jesus requires of His disciples, rather than recourse to either retaliation or the law.”


f.  “Jesus teaches the principle that Christian kindness should transcend even straightforward tit-for-tat retribution.  Jesus contrasts radically with most others of His day in stressing the need to decisively break the natural chain of evil action and reaction that characterizes human relationships.  Antistēnai (‘oppose’) was often used in a legal context and is probably to be taken that way here.  Jesus’ teaching then parallels 1 Cor 6:7 against not taking fellow believers to court, though it could be translated somewhat more broadly as ‘do not take revenge on someone who wrongs you’.  We must nevertheless definitely resist evil in certain contexts (Jam 4:7; 1 Pet 5:9).  Striking a person on the right cheek suggests a backhanded slap from a typically right-handed aggressor and was a characteristic Jewish form of insult. Jesus tells us not to trade such insults even if it means receiving more.  In no sense does v. 39 require Christians to subject themselves or others to physical danger or abuse, nor does it bear directly on the pacifism-just war debate.”


g.  “Again the emphatic formula is used to introduce striking new teaching. ‘Do not resist the evil person’ does not mean that we should let evil triumph throughout our communities. Jesus is referring to private retaliation, not to public order, and He is instructing His followers not to be intent on getting their own back when someone wrongs them.  To be the victim of some form of evil does not give us the right to hit back.  Jesus proceeds to give an example, and his but is the strong adversative, a word that introduces a sharp contrast.  The proper conduct in such a case is not retaliation, but readiness to endure a further blow.  There will be occasions when protest is in order, as when Jesus Himself drew attention to an illegality at His trial (Jn 18:22–23).  But such occasions are never for the purpose of revenge.”


h.  “The law of love is our law of action when we are wronged.  And this law requires of us patience, forbearance, willingness to forego our rights and to suffer wrong in order to overcome the evil with good, so that the courts may not need to step in.  The law of love is not intended to throw open the floodgates to unrestrained cruelty and crime.”
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