John 1:1
Luke 3:31



 is the genitive of relationship from the masculine singular article and the proper noun, which is an idiom with the ellipsis (deliberate omission) of the masculine singular noun HUIOS, meaning “the [son] of” plus the masculine singular proper noun MELEA, transliterated as “Melea.”

“the [son] of Melea,”
 is the genitive of relationship from the masculine singular article and the proper noun, which is an idiom with the ellipsis (deliberate omission) of the masculine singular noun HUIOS, meaning “the [son] of” plus the masculine singular proper noun MENNA, transliterated as “Menna.”

“the [son] of Menna,”
 is the genitive of relationship from the masculine singular article and the proper noun, which is an idiom with the ellipsis (deliberate omission) of the masculine singular noun HUIOS, meaning “the [son] of” plus the masculine singular proper noun MATTATHA, transliterated as “Mattatha.”

“the [son] of Mattatha,”
 is the genitive of relationship from the masculine singular article and the proper noun, which is an idiom with the ellipsis (deliberate omission) of the masculine singular noun HUIOS, meaning “the [son] of” plus the masculine singular proper noun NATHAM, transliterated as “Nathan.”  Why the M was changed to an N is inexcusable.
“the [son] of Nathan,”
 is the genitive of relationship from the masculine singular article and the proper noun, which is an idiom with the ellipsis (deliberate omission) of the masculine singular noun HUIOS, meaning “the [son] of” plus the masculine singular proper noun DAUID, transliterated as “David.”

“the [son] of David,”
Lk 3:31 corrected translation
“the [son] of Melea, the [son] of Menna, the [son] of Mattatha, the [son] of Nathan, the [son] of David,”
Explanation:
1.  “the [son] of Melea, the [son] of Menna, the [son] of Mattatha, the [son] of Nathan, the [son] of David,”

a.  Melea is the son of Menna and father of Eliakim.  He is the thirty-seventh generation from Joseph.


b.  Menna is the son of Mattatha and father of Melea.  He is the thirty-eighth generation from Joseph. 


c.  Mattatha is the son of Natham and father of Menna.  He is the thirty-ninth generation from Joseph.


d.  Nathan is the son of David and father of Mattatha.  He is the fortieth generation from Joseph. 


e.  David is the son of Jesse and father of Nathan.  He is the forty-first generation from Joseph.

2.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Melea—This name is a hapax legomenon (the only occurrence in Scripture).  Menna—This name is a hapax legomenon.  Mattatha—This name occurred in Lk 3:24.  At this point the genealogy picks up again with known figures. The figures of Nathan and David are of some significance.  Nathan was David’s third son, born to him in Jerusalem (2 Sam 5:14; 1 Chr 3:5; 14:4; Zech 12:12).  The same spot in Matthew’s genealogy is occupied by Solomon.  The difference is the effect of the curse preventing Jeconiah from producing a legal line, as mentioned in the exegesis of Lk 3:27.  Reading the text this way complicates the distinction often made between the ‘royal’ line of Matthew and the ‘physical’ line in Luke.  It is better to see the line in Matthew as depicting the ‘royal and physical line,’ while the line in Luke is ‘legal but still royal,’ in light of the curse.  David is also significant, since this connection puts Jesus in the regal line from which the Messiah was to emerge.  Luke makes much of this connection throughout his work, just as he made a point of regal and Davidic connections in the infancy material (Lk 1:27, 31–35, 69; 2:4, 11; 18:38–39; Acts 2:25–31; 13:34–37).  All but one of these texts are unique to Luke.  Luke does not elaborate here on the name.  He simply mentions it and moves on.  Of course, the name itself would draw great attention from anyone who knew Israel’s history.  David needed no introduction.”


b.  “The most striking feature of Luke’s genealogy of Jesus is the rejection of the royal line of Judah in favor of proceeding from David to his son Nathan and from him through a series of unknown names to Shealtiel and Zerubbabel.  Why Luke (or his source) avoided the royal line cannot adequately be explained by appealing to his desire to avoid political overtones in connection with Jesus’ messiahship.  It is more probable that Luke’s genealogy reflects an awareness of esoteric [obscure] Jewish tradition found in several sources, according to which David’s son Nathan was identified with the prophet Nathan and was considered to be an ancestor of the Messiah.  Eusebius suggested that the explanation for Nathan’s position in Luke’s genealogy was to be found in the Jewish disagreements over the ancestry of the Messiah.  Perhaps, then, Luke’s genealogy reflects postbiblical Jewish data, or Luke himself, in line with his predilection to picture Jesus as a prophet, desired to include a prophet in the lineage of Jesus.”
  David’s son Nathan (2 Sam 5:14; 1 Chr 3:5) is not to be confused with the prophet Nathan, who is not the same person (2 Sam 7, 12; 1 Kg 1).  David’s son Nathan was not a prophet.
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