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Acts 17:26: God Made of One 
[Blood]—Not of One Man—
Every Ethnic Group of Humans
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Acts 17:26 has been word-for-word translated as “God made of one (henos) blood 
(haimatos) every  ethnic group (ethnos) of humans.” “Of one blood” appears in 
most ancient manuscripts and Patriarch quotations, including Irenaeus, whereas 
“of one” appears in several preeminent ancient manuscripts and in a Clement 
quote. Nonetheless, several recent English translations read “from one man,” even 
though “man” does not appear in any early handwritten manuscripts. Some English 
translators perceive that “man” could be added as an ellipsis word after “one.” Ellipses 
are words that Koine Greek authors omitted from their writings, anticipating that 
their readers would “supply-in-thought” these missing words in their minds, from the 
immediately preceding linguistic context. However, inserting “man” here would not 
match the patterns of any other Koine ellipses. “Of one blood” or “of one” concurs 
with scientific discoveries, whereas “from one man” conflicts. We are indeed all one 
blood of God’s creation; and thus there is no room for racial bias. 
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In Acts 17:26, the Apostle Paul pro-
claimed, “He [God] made of one blood 
every ethnic group/nation of humans 

to live on all the face of the earth.” The 
overwhelming number of early manu-
scripts and Patriarch quotations read “of 
one blood,” whereas several early Alexan-
drian manuscripts read “of one,” with no 
noun. No early handwritten Acts manu-
scripts read “from one man” in this verse. 

If Acts 17:26 were actually written as “he 
[God] made from one man all humans,” 
then this verse would be the only place 
in the whole Bible where a biblical text 
would unequivocally say that all humans 
came from one human. However, the 
early and sustained handwritten manu-
scripts read “of one blood” or “of one.” 
Unfortunately, those who read the erro-
neous translations “from one man” that 
have become popularized since the 1960s, 
and have not gone through the exercise 
that is described in this article, could 
unknowingly come to believe that the 

Bible teaches that all humans came from 
one human. But the rigorously accurate 
reading(s) of Acts  17:26 do not say this. 
Moreover, no other verses in the Bible 
definitively say this. 

We note that in Genesis  1, adam can 
refer to collective humanity, whereas 
in Genesis 2, Adam can refer to some-
one who lived with Eve in Eden, and 
offended God.1 

It is only within the past sixty years that 
several prominent English translations 
have presented Acts 17:26 to read “from 
one man.” These translations include 
the NIV, ESV, NET, and HCSB.2 The 
KJV, Interlinear, and WEB read “from 
one blood” as translated from the Textus 
Receptus.3 The NAB and RSV (1972) read 
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“from one” as translated from the Nestle-Aland 
Novum Testamentum Graece.4 The NRSV reads “from 
one ancestor”;5 the REB and NEB read “from one 
stock,”6 whereas the NJB reads “from one single prin
ciple.”7 The NASB of the 1970s reads “from one,” 
along with its footnote, “some later manuscripts read 
‘one blood.’”8 In 1995, the revised NASB (NASBR) 

reads “from one man,” with “man” typed in italics, 
so as to identify it as an inserted word.9 Throughout 
this article, I will occasionally refer to these fifteen 
representative English translations. I have tabu-
lated the readings of this Acts 17:26 passage in about 
260 Bibles, in forty languages, and have not observed 
“from one man” appearing in any broadly distributed 
Bible translations until the 1960s. (Two less-known 
self-proclaimed paraphrases in the 1700s—one by 
Mace, the other by Haweis—did insert “one parent” 
and “one man’s blood” here.10)

Rationale by Others for Including 
“from one man” in Acts 17:26
In recent translations, how did so many different 
nouns get inserted after the word “one” in Acts 17:26? 
More specifically, why did the noun “man” end up 
here so recently, after being absent for nearly two 
millennia? In order to understand this anomaly, 
I emailed the following question to translators of 
recent English translations: “Why was the word man 
included as ‘from one man’ in Acts 17:26, when ‘man’ 
was not included in any early manuscripts?” Several 
translators were so kind as to offer email responses.11 

They all acknowledged that “man” was not included 
in any early handwritten manuscripts, yet their 
rationale for including “man” anyway can be sum-
marized in the following four ways: 

1. Inserting “man” makes explicit what most schol-
ars think is the implicit reference, namely, to the 
one man Adam of Genesis 1:26–29 and Genesis 2. 

2. Including “man” is a proper interpretation of an 
ambiguous passage. 

3. “Of one” presents a word that begs a noun: of one 
… what? “One man” provides this noun. 

4. Often, the Koine Greek authors omitted words 
that they expected the Greek reader to “supply-
in-thought” as “ellipsis” words, and “man” here 
is one of these ellipsis words. 

Perspectives Regarding the Rationale 
for Inclusion of “from one man” in 
Acts 17:26 
With regard to the first rationale, the Hebrew word 
adam can mean either “human, man, humanity” or 
someone named “Adam.”12 As such, the Hebrew 
word adam is like the English word “deer”: both of 
these words can refer to the singular or to the col-
lective whole. Thus, Genesis 1 can be about God 
creating adam-humanity (collectively) in the image 
of God over broad evolutionary time. Also, in 
Genesis  2–4, Adam can refer to someone who lived 
with Eve in Eden and offended God (Rom. 5:12–21).13 
Many debates and confusions regarding these two 
Genesis chapters resolve themselves when this inter-
pretation is employed. Moreover, this perspective 
corroborates with modern scientific findings: by the 
time the Genesis 2 individuals named Adam and Eve 
must have lived in Eden, the Genesis 1 adam-human-
ity had already become fruitful and multiplied and 
had inhabited six continents of the earth.14 

First Corinthians 15:45–47 speaks of a “first” man, 
adam, and a “second” or “last” man, Jesus. But 
clearly, Jesus was not the very “last” human before 
humanity’s extinction—all of us alive today are liv-
ing proof of that. Likewise, the Genesis 2–4 Adam 
was not the very “first” human before any other 
humanity existed. This Corinthians passage per-
tains to God’s narrative of the moral relationships of 
humans rather than to any ancestral chronology.

For the second rationale regarding ambiguity, C. John 
Collins admonishes: 

In cases where ambiguities appear in the initial 
Greek and Hebrew manuscripts such that the 
original language grammar offers several ways 
to understand the text, the “essentially literal” ap-
proach will be to pass the responsibility on to the 
reader to decide, just as the readers of the Greek 
had to decide … (In contrast) the tenets of “dynamic 
equivalence” push the translator to decide between 
the options on behalf of the reader … As an exposi-
tor, I will take one approach or another; but as a 
translator, it is not my task to decide on behalf of 
the reader … When people refer to a translation as 
interpretive, this is just the sort of thing they have 
in mind: it shuts the English reader off from other 
options.15 
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Collins further quotes A. J. Krailsheimer as lamenting, 

It does not help if the translator introduces vari-
ants of his own, instead of following as faithfully as 
possible the chosen original, (which is the) ultimate 
criterion of accuracy and authenticity.16 

In this article, the discussion focuses on issues related 
to emending factual substance, as distinguished from 
acknowledging cultural style. From this perspective, 
translating Acts 17:26 as “from one man” is indeed an 
expository variant and conjectural emendation; it is 
inappropriate for an “essentially literal” translation. 
Note that most of the fifteen representative English 
translations referenced above present themselves as 
“essentially literal” translations. However, inserting 
“from one man” in Acts 17:26 exhibits a significant 
departure from the “essentially literal” mandate 
regarding factual substance that is promoted by 
numerous translators. 

To address the third rationale regarding the question 
“from one … what?,” let’s pose the follow-up ques-
tion: why not use the noun that appears in 95% of 
all handwritten Greek manuscripts and as quoted 
by Irenaeus (in AD 185), namely, “of one blood”? The 
merits and textual scholarship of this approach will 
be discussed further toward the end of this article. 

Let us now focus on the fourth rationale regarding 
Koine Greek ellipses.

New Testament Ellipses and 
Grammatically Omitted Words 
in Koine Greek
Koine Greek grammar has routinely omitted sev-
eral categories of words that would commonly be 
included in contemporary English grammar; and 
these absent words have been called “ellipses.”17 

Heinrich von Siebenthal writes, 

The term “ellipsis” (Greek for “omit”) refers to 
the omission of one or more sentence elements 
that would normally be required in a well-formed 
(grammatical) construction. Frequently, they are 
omitted when they can easily be supplied-in-
thought on the basis of context.18 

New Testament ellipses are words that are not 
grammatically required in Koine Greek, whereas 
to communicate the same meaning in English, an 
explicit word could be required.

Even in contemporary English, we practice ellip-
sis, but we hardly notice it because of how English 
speakers grammatically form English sentences. For 
example, in Matthew 6:24, Jesus says, “No one can 
serve two masters, for the one he will hate, and the 
other he will love, or one he will cleave to, and the 
other he will despise.” English speakers naturally 
find no need to include “master” four more times 
in this one sentence. We call the absent word {mas-
ter} an “ellipsis.” In this article, I designate ellipsis 
words with {brackets and italics}. Apparently, the 
Koine Greek mind accepted and supplied-in-thought 
a yet broader range of ellipses; and these patterns of 
omissions were common in both biblical and classi-
cal Greek texts, including in the writings of Aristotle, 
Plato, Atticus, and others.19 

The published KJV has tracked these New Testament 
ellipses with italicized words that are included in 
the KJV English text, whereas many other transla-
tions do not identify their ellipses. Also, examples 
of New Testament ellipses have been highlighted 
in two scholarly Greek grammar books: one by 
von Siebenthal (hereafter VS); the other by Blass, 
Debrunner, and Funk (hereafter BDF).20 I have tab-
ulated about 3,255 of these New Testament ellipses 
that have been identified by these three sources;21 
these represent about 1.8% of all the words in the 
English-translated KJV New Testament. I also 
categorized each of them by the Koine Greek gram-
matical constructs and linguistic patterns that VS 
and BDF highlight. Notably, the proposed Acts 17:26 
reading “from one {man}” does not match any of 
these ellipsis grammatical constructs and linguistic 
patterns; nor do VS, BDF, or the KJV identify this 
Acts 17:26 “man” as a prospective ellipsis. I surmise 
that “from one {man}” would be a unique outlier as 
an ellipsis in several regards—if, indeed, someone 
were to propose this as an ellipsis. Rather, “from one 
{man}” should be construed as a “conjectural emen-
dation,” that is, an added word, a variant not present 
in the handwritten manuscripts, and a conjecture on 
the part of the translator. 

Short-Term Working Memory in 
Language Processing
As we appraise these ellipses, we note that these 
Koine Greek patterns and constructs are based on 
sound psycholinguistic communication processing 
that pertains to our short-term working memory. 
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We surmise that a generic manner of communication 
processing is common to all humans, including those 
of the Koine Greek and the English-speaking linguis-
tic cultures. Yet, the Koine grammar that is employed 
to achieve understandable communication appears, 
in some ways, distinct from how English grammar 
achieves this end. 

Psycholinguists Herbert Clark and Eve Clark address 
the thought processing of speech listeners and text 
readers in their book Psychology and Language, which 
has been cited 5,500 times.22 In this book, Clark and 
Clark summarize the underlying thought-processing 
steps that humans employ over a broad array of lan-
guages as follows: 

(1) The listeners (or readers) take in raw speech (or 
text) and retain a verbatim phonological represen-
tation of it in short-term “working memory.” 
(2)  They immediately attempt to organize the 
phonological representation into constituents 
(phrases), identifying their content and function. 
(3) As they identify each constituent, they use it 
to encode and construct underlying propositions, 
building continually on a hierarchical representa-
tion of propositions. 
(4) Once they have identified the propositions for 
a constituent, they retain them in this short-term 
working memory; and at some point purge mem-
ory of the phonological representation. In doing 
this, they forget the exact wording, and retain the 
meaning … Listeners (and readers) typically begin 
purging verbatim memory after a sentence bound-
ary has passed.23 

In this description, the focus is on the concept of the 
“short-term working memory,” which maintains the 
“phonological representations” as verbatim words 
for perhaps one or several sentences of speech or 
text. 

While analyzing these Koine Greek ellipsis words 
and tabulating which grammatical construct and lin-
guistic pattern they conform to, I came to realize that 
these ellipsis patterns accommodate the very short-
term working memory. Specifically, these ellipses 
are preceded within the same sentence—or in the 
prior one to three sentences—with the context that 
supplies-in-thought what the ellipsis word is. Thus, 
Koine Greek ellipses are not about the reader recall-
ing facts from long-term memory or from recalling 
Old Testament narratives. Rather, they are about the 
writer grammatically presenting text in a manner 

such that the reader can linguistically supply-in-
thought the best-fitting words that are derived from 
the short-term working memory within the imme-
diately preceding one to three sentences of the same 
pericope (a pericope is a paragraph or story). In this 
way, Koine Greek hosts grammatical constructs 
slightly distinct from English, but it effectively 
adapts to the same linguistic mental processing of 
the human mind that is posed by Clark and Clark.24

Ellipsis Grammatical Constructs and 
Linguistic Patterns of Koine Greek That 
Employ Short-Term Working Memory 
Based on the VS and BDF characterizations, I have 
enumerated the Koine linguistic patterns that these 
Greeks exhibited, as they appear to have adapted 
the common fundamentals of short-term working 
memory to their grammatical constructs.25 Their 
quantitative frequency of occurrence in the KJV 
New Testament is summarized in table 1, which is 
compiled from two hundred pages of Excel spread-
sheets.26 This table also identifies where these 
patterns are addressed in VS and BDF.27

Pattern 1. Passive voice “to be”: In the passive voice, 
the verbs “to be” are often grammatically omitted in 
the Koine Greek, and can be grammatically added as 
ellipses in English translations. These omitted words 
can include is, was, be, were, am.

Pattern 2. Chain-of-reference: Within a given peri-
cope, an author can achieve participant tracking by 
means of a “chain-of-reference.” Norm Mundhenk 
describes a chain-of-reference as follows: 

Once a particular participant has been introduced 
into a discourse, that participant can be referred 
to any number of times. Whenever particular 
participants are “on stage,” different languages 
have different ways of keeping track of them, via 
a “chain-of-reference” … Greek grammar is quite 
different from English; and in the Greek, an indi-
vidual may never be referred to by either a noun 
or pronoun, but only by the endings of the verbs.28 

Ellipsis chain-of-reference personal pronouns can 
include, for example, him, her, he, she, them, you, and 
also this, these. These can be implicitly deduced based 
on the verb inflections.

Pattern 3. Connectors and prepositions: Connectors 
and prepositions that English would include are 
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Table 1: Ellipsis Categories and Koine Greek Grammatical Omissions and Number of Ellipses in Each Category
The italicized words are words included in the King James Bible that were not present in the handwritten Koine Greek 
grammar. Ellipsis words are shown in {brackets and italics}. Words that provide context are bolded.

Grammatical
Pattern

Refer-
ence*

Example 
Verse 
Refer-
ence

Example Verse Number of Ellipses

Acts Luke Pauline 
Letters

All NT

1. Passive Voice: can omit cupola verbs  
“to be”: be, is, was, were, am.

V447
B70

Acts  
4:24

You {are} God, who made 
heaven, earth, and sea

28 67 396 807

2. Chain of Reference: can omit pronouns 
when they are known from prior context in 
same pericope: him, her, she, it, them, this.

V451 
B72

Acts  
5:6

The young men arose, wrapped 
him up, and carried {him} out, 
and buried {him}.

140 156 214 948

3. Can omit connectors, prepositions: and, 
of, which, that, even, etc.

B254 Acts  
1:16

Men {and} brothers, … 55 17 143 389

4. Can omit possessive references: his, 
hers, your, their, etc.

V208 Acts  
8:17

Then they laid {their} hands 
on them, and they received the 
Holy Spirit

30 35 72 251

5. Can omit familial relationship: e.g., son 
of, mother of.

V237 
B89

Mark 
15:40

Mary the {mother} of James 6 77 0 102

6. In introducing a quotation, can omit 
“I say, she was saying, he said, I wrote, 
we send.” Also, “know that.”

V554 
V370 
B254

Acts 
13:47

The Lord commanded us, 
{saying}, “be light to the 
Gentiles”

12 2 12 36

7. If elements are common to two sequential 
phrases, can omit repeated word(s) in the 
second phrase (often in parallel structure).

V554 
B253

Acts 
24:16

Have always a conscience void 
to offence toward God and 
{toward} men.

23 17 72 201

8. Other reference as per prior context in 
same pericope. Also, verb = noun.

V444 Acts 
15:23

they wrote {letters} (or writings) 
(omitted noun linked to verb)

31 12 71 214

9. Insertion not needed in modern English 
(although appearing in KJV).

- Acts 
25:15

Elders…desiring {to have}
judgment against him.

12 10 23 68

10. All men, any men, no man in ESV read 
as all, everyone, anyone, none

B143
ESV

Acts  
1:24

You, Lord, know the hearts of 
all {men} (i.e., everyone, or all)

5 3 15 52

11. Greek hoytos = this one (translated as 
this {man} or this {fellow} in KJV, etc.)

Thayer Luke 
23:52

Joseph…of Arimathaea…this 
one {man}

1 7 0 21

12. Man, men: Can omit when context given 
previously in same pericope.

B143 Acts 
10:1,2

Cornelius…a devout {man} that 
feared God and gave alms

2 3 5 24

13. Can omit weak head noun linked to 
an adjectival phrase—primarily inanimate 
concepts: e.g., next {day}, hilly {land}.

V468 
V554
B125

Acts  
21:8

And the following {day}, 
we departed and came to 
Caesarea.

15 11 5 50

14. Can omit first noun in a “noun of noun” 
clause: e.g., {part} of the price.

V444 
B118
B254

Acts  
5:2

Ananias…kept back {part} of 
the price

11 3 5 26

15. Other ellipses: supplied-in-thought from 
same pericope; per V and B. Also, idioms.

V245 
V444 
B306
V555
B254

Acts  
7:59;  
8:2 
Luke 
14:18

And they stoned Stephen, and 
he fell asleep…men carried 
Stephen {to his burial}
All with one {consent} (or one 
{accord})

15 4 22 66

16. Apparent conjectural emendation (if 
one chooses this emended wording).

ESV 
NIV

Acts 
17:26

God made from one {man}? 
all ethnicities of men 

1** 0 0 0

SUMS of all ellipses/omissions 387 424 1055 3255

*V = von Siebenthal; B = Blass, Debrunner, Funk; ESV = English Standard Version; Thayer = Thayer’s Greek Lexicon;  
NIV = New International Version. 

**In Acts 17:26, if a translator chooses “He (God) made from one man all men,” then this would be the only conjectural emendation 
that we find throughout this ellipsis survey. But no Greek or ancient manuscripts read that way; instead, the overwhelming number 
read “of one blood,” while several read “of one.”

Fred S. Cannon
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often omitted in New Testament Greek; for example, 
and, but, of, even, which, so. 

Pattern 4. Possessive pronouns: Possessive pro-
nouns are often omitted; for example, his, her, their, 
your, our. In their place, the Greek article for “the” or 
“a” may be included instead.

Pattern 5. Familial relationships: When identi-
fying an individual and his/her kin, the familial 
relationship may be omitted. For example, “Mary 
the {mother} of James” (Mark 15:40). Likewise in the 
Luke  3:23–35 genealogies, {son} is omitted; rather, 
these relationships read, for example, “Joseph, which 
was {the son} of Heli … Adam {ellipsis word} of God.” 

Pattern 6. The verb “say”: When introducing a quo-
tation, “say” can be omitted, such as in “I {say}.” 

Pattern 7. Sequential clauses, often parallel struc-
ture: When two clauses appear in sequence, some 
common elements, such as repeated words, can be 
omitted from the second clause. However, in my 
research, I have never found common elements omit-
ted from the first clause. These sequential phrases 
often appear in parallel structure; and this provides 
the framework for the reader to supply-in-thought 
the ellipsis words. For example, in Luke 10:41–42, 
Jesus admonishes, “Martha, you are anxious about 
many things, but one {thing} is necessary.”

Pattern 8. Other references within the same peri-
cope: Other reference-related ellipses can include 
(a)  an excluded noun when its meaning is derived 
from a previously included verb that has the same 
corresponding root meaning, or vice versa; and 
(b) an element that has already appeared in the prior 
one to three sentences—that is, while the reader’s 
mind still has the working-memory “file-cabinet” 
open regarding these thoughts. 

Pattern 9. Unneeded KJV insertions: The KJV some-
times adds italicized words that are not really needed 
to understand the English text, particularly by a 
contemporary English reader. These KJV-italicized 
insertions do not appear in several of the contempo-
rary English translations. 

Pattern 10. Pantas: When the Greek word pantas 
(translated “all”) is used, the KJV context can follow 
with {men}, whereas ESV and other translations pres-
ent this as “everyone” or “everybody,” or simply 

“all.” Since these pertain to the Greek definition of 
pantas,29 they are not true ellipses. Likewise, “no 
{man}” can be translated as “none” or “nobody,” and 
“any {man}” can read as “anyone.” Also, pantas can 
refer to “all {things}” or “everything.” In table 1, these 
“everything” meanings are grouped with pattern 9.

Pattern 11. Hoytos or taute: Thayer lists hoytos and 
taute (along with their other inflections) as demon-
strative pronouns meaning “this,” “this one visibly 
present here,” or “the one just named in the imme-
diately preceding subject.”30 Thus, by their Greek 
definition, these words serve as both a pronoun 
and noun spliced together into a single Greek word. 
These do not constitute true ellipses, although the 
KJV sometimes presents them as “this {man}” or 
“this {fellow}.” Similarly, tis or tis heis can mean either 
“a certain one” or “a certain.”31 The KJV may read 
“a  certain {man}.” This is not a true ellipsis, since 
“one” is included as a part of this dual “certain-one” 
Greek structure.32 Notably, the Greek grammar for 
hoytos and taute (which mean “this”) is unrelated to 
the grammar for heis, henos, and mia (which mean 
“one”), as discussed below. 

All the ellipses categorized under patterns 1–11 sum 
to 3,088 (table 1).33 Thus, these “routine” ellipses 
regarding Greek grammar and word meanings con-
stitute more than 94% of all KJV New Testament 
ellipses. 

Pattern 12. Man, men, or women as ellipsis: There 
are only twenty-four other times when man, men, 
women, person, or a similar word appears as an ellip-
sis word in the KJV New Testament (that is, other 
than in patterns 10 and 11 above). In all twenty-four 
cases, such ellipsis individuals are specifically identi-
fied via chain-of-reference by their proper name, by 
verb tense, or by the pronouns “he,” “she,” or “they” 
within the immediately prior one to three sentences. 
In none of these twenty-four instances does the 
reader need to refer to the Old Testament in order 
to “supply-in-thought” the ellipsis word “man.” The 
“man” ellipsis is addressed further below. 

Pattern 13. Weak head nouns in adjectival phrase: 
A weak head noun can be omitted in an adjectival 
phrase. Often this occurs when an adjective is effec-
tively used to serve as a Greek noun. The omitted 
head noun is often a concept or inanimate object, 
such as day, time, land, rain, clothes. This pattern 

Article 
Acts 17:26: God Made of One [Blood]—Not of One Man—Every Ethnic Group of Humans



25Volume 74, Number 1, March 2022

appears in Matthew 6:2, 3, where “the right {hand} 
knows not what the left {hand} is doing.” Here, 
“right” and “right hand” are idioms in both Greek 
and English. Similarly, Clark and Clark noticed that 
English readers exhibit understanding when they 
view a noun that is used as a verb.34 

Pattern 14. {Noun}-of-noun: The Koine Greek can 
omit the first noun in a “{noun}-of-noun clause,” 
which hosts a preposition (often “of”) nestled 
between two nouns. The first noun can be an ellipsis 
noun. An example is “{part} of price “(Acts 5:2). 

Pattern 15. Other ellipses supplied-in-thought from 
the same pericope; and idioms: There are other 
ellipses that can be supplied-in-thought from within 
the same pericope per the immediate context. For 
example, Acts 27:43 narrates that a centurion com-
manded that all passengers aboard a grounded, 
sinking ship “that could swim should cast {them-
selves} first {into the sea}, and get to land.” In this 
sentence, “{into the sea}” is understood as the ellipsis 
phrase, because this matches the immediate context 
derived from the bolded words. In table 1, quite a 
few of these pattern 15 ellipses are ones that have 
been specifically discussed by VS and/or BDF.35 

I include several Greek and English idioms in this 
category. In the Luke 14:18 parable, the KJV reads, 
“all with one {consent} … made excuses to not attend 
a feast.” Per BDF, this Greek expression “apo mias” 
(word-for-word “with one”) is a “superlative expres-
sion” that could read “with one accord,” “once for 
all,” “all at once,” or “all together.”36 This operates 
like an idiom. 

Pattern 16. Conjectural emendations: These are 
words that English translations emend (add) into 
the text that involve conjecture on the part of the 
translator.37 In such cases, the translator might per-
ceive that the Greek text, as handwritten, is not only 
“incomplete” or “ambiguous,” but also that two or 
more possible meanings could be attributed to the 
text. Then the translator conjectures which of these 
meanings should be selected. This involves subjec-
tive opinion on the part of the translator.38 Among 
all the ellipsis words that the KJV filled in with ital-
ics, I found no substantive conjectural emendations. 
Nor did I find any conjectural emendations among 
the ellipses identified by VS and BDF.39 Thus, the 
sole conjectural emendation found among all these 

evaluated passages would be “from one {man},” if 
someone were to consider this as a prospective read-
ing in Acts 17:26. 

{Man} as an Ellipsis: Further 
Discussion of Ellipsis Pattern 12 
So, how would “from one {man}” in Acts 17:26 stack 
up against these other “man” ellipses, where “man” 
could be “supplied-in-thought”? Table  2 presents 
twenty-four passages in which the KJV identifies in 
italics the ellipses man, men, women, fellow, or soldier 
(that is, in cases not already discussed per pattern 10 
or 11 above).40 My analysis reveals that, in Acts 17:26, 
the proposed “from one {man}” emendation in 
Acts 17:26 does not conform to the Koine grammati-
cal constructs or linguistic patterns employed for any 
of these other valid twenty-four “man” ellipses. 

In narratives and parables, the identity of a valid 
“man” or “woman” ellipsis hosts chain-of-reference 
links on multiple occasions in the same pericope—
often by specific name and also by such words as he, 
his, him, she, they; as well as by verb tenses (refer to 
pattern 2 above). Among these twenty-four cases, 
the number of chain-of-reference links that validate 
“man” as the grammatically appropriate ellipsis 
word was in the range of 1 to 30 (table 2). 

Frequently, when “man” occurs as an ellipsis, it 
appears in an adjectival phrase that comprises an 
adjective plus the ellipsis head noun “man” that the 
adjective modifies. In this adjectival phrase con-
struction, the adjective actually serves as a noun in 
the Koine Greek; the italicized English word “man” 
would not be needed if the adjective were trans-
formed into the equivalent English noun. Thus, this 
“ellipsis” pertains to how the Greek grammar allows 
an adjective to be used as a noun (refer to pattern 13 
above). In Acts  10:2, Cornelius is described by an 
adjectival phrase as being a “eusebes {man}.” Eusebes 
is formally an adjective that means “devout,” yet in 
this verse it acts as a noun that could be translated as 
the English noun “devotee.”

The ellipsis word “{woman}” could be inserted in 
Luke 17:35, where Jesus says, “Two {women} shall 
be grinding together; the one shall be taken, and the 
other left” (KJV). Here, {women} is discerned by the 
Greek verb tense. Matthew and Luke quote Jesus as 
repeating this sentence structure several more times, 
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such as with “two in a field” (Luke 17:36, as in pat-
tern 13). As a practical function, these proverbs carry 
more eloquence and urgency when presented in 
their abbreviated double-parallel structure, without 
the ellipsis words. This eloquence-through-absence 
is achieved in both Koine Greek and English.

The KJV refers to a “band {of men}” in John 18:3, 
which gathered against Jesus at the Mount of Olives. 
The Greek word is “steiran”—a noun that designates 
a Roman “cohort” of five hundred to one thousand 
soldiers. “Cohort” appears in many English transla-
tions without the added ellipsis “men” (pattern 9).41 

In the KJV, Paul’s letters include only “man” or “men” 
as an ellipsis word in five passages; four of these are 
in rigorous parallel structure per pattern 7 (such as 
old man/new {man} in Colossians 3:9, 10). 

In the Romans 5:12–21 pericope, Paul contrasts the 
offense and death of Adam with the resurrection 
and grace of Christ. In verse 17 in the Interlinear 
Bible, the word-for-word English reads: “For if by 
the offense of the one, death reigned by the one …” 
Many of the representative English translations 
contain variations such as “one {man’s} offense,” 
although several do not include “{man}” (pattern 9).42 
According to the Koine Greek grammatical pat-
terns, “one” could be interpreted as referring to “one 
offender,” “one man,” or “Adam,” as all of these 
are referenced in this pericope immediately before 
Romans 5:17 (patterns  2 and 8). This Romans pas-
sage is starkly distinguished from Acts 17:26, where 
no such context or chain-of-reference within Paul’s 
speech in Athens supplies-in-thought a “from one 
{man}” translation. Parenthetically, please note that 
there is nothing in this Romans 5:12–21 pericope that 
states outright that this one offender Adam was the 
first human to have ever lived. 

Another Pauline “man” ellipsis appears in 1  Corin
thians 14:21, which reads in the KJV: “In the law it 
is written, ‘With {men of} other tongues and other 
lips will I speak …’” Notably, these words “{men of}” 
appear neither in the Interlinear Bible (either English 
or Greek), nor in other recent English translations 
(REB, NJB). Moreover, the Isaiah 28:11 source for this 
does not include “men”—neither in the Hebrew43 nor 
in the Greek Septuagint.44 So, “men” is an unneces-
sary ellipsis word in 1 Corinthians 14:21 (pattern 9). 

Then, in Hebrews 11:8–12, the KJV does not include 
an italicized ellipsis “man,” but many other recent 
English translations do. This passage speaks of the 
faith of Sarah and the “seed” of Abraham, who by 
faith “conceived from one {seed}.” Many recent 
English translations include the ellipsis word “man” 
here rather than “seed.” Such a {man} or {seed} could 
appropriately refer to either Abraham or his seed, as 
both have already been introduced within this peri-
cope in immediately preceding sentences. 

Peter wrote about “Noah, the eighth {person},” per 
the KJV in 2 Peter 2:5. However, most representa-
tive contemporary English Bibles translate this as 
“Noah with seven others” who were saved in the 
flood. These eight are Noah, his three sons, and their 
four wives. Importantly, in this 2 Peter 2:5 passage, 
it is Noah who is specifically named as that eighth 
{person} (pattern 2). 

In summary, among these twenty-four table 2 pas-
sages where the ellipsis word “man” appears, all of 
these passages internally spell out who this “man” is 
within the prior one to three sentences of the same 
pericope. This stands in stark contrast to Acts 17:26, 
where there is no mention of any such “man” in the 
same pericope. Moreover, in most of these twenty-
four passages, the ellipsis word “man” is a weak 
place-holder noun that need not be there in the 
Koine Greek, since the preceding adjective is being 
used as a noun. In stark contrast, if “man” were to 
be included in Acts 17:26, it would instead be a very 
emphatic word. Indeed, it would cause Acts 17:26 to 
be the only passage in the whole Bible that would 
definitively say that all humans came “from one 
{man}” (see discussion below). 

Occurrence of the Combination  
“one man” in the New Testament
The combination “one man” is spelled out seven 
times in the Koine Greek New Testament—always 
to emphasize both one and man. For example, in 
John  11:50 and 18:14, Caiaphas schemes that it is 
“profitable for one man to die for the people.” Then 
Romans 5:15 speaks of the “grace of the one (henos) 
man (anthropou), Jesus Christ.” So likewise, in 
Acts 7:26, Luke and Paul had wanted to emphasize 
both “one” and “man,” surely the word “man” would 
have appeared in the handwritten manuscripts. This 
complete absence of “man” connotes that Luke and 
Paul intentionally did not say “man.” 

Article 
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Table 2: Passages in which “man,” “men,” “women,” or similar person-identifiers are perceived as an ellipsis, 
and are italicized in the King James Bible (pattern 12). 
Note the English noun equivalent for the Koine adjectival phrase.

Book Verse Phrase with elliptical word such  
as “man,” “men,” “women,” 
which are in italics.

Person Text 
Type

Number 
of Refer-
ences

Pattern 
Number

English noun/phrase for 
Koine adjectival phrase

Matt. 1:19 Joseph, a just man Joseph N 8 8, 12 Purist, innocent, saint

5:11 Blessed when men revile you G T 1 2 They (per verb tense)*

13:17 Prophets and righteous men G P 11 8, 12 Purists, innocents, saints*

23:27 Dead men’s bones G P na 8, 12 bones of the dead*

24:41 Two women grinding…one…other G P 1 2, 7, 9 grinders

26:71 Another maid saw him (Peter) Unnamed N 1 9, 12 Maid*

27:27 Band of soldiers (in garden) Cohort N 6 8 Cohort (500–1,000 soldiers)*

28:4 Keepers…as dead men G N 1 13 as though dead*

Mark 6:21 Chief estates (men) of Galilee leaders N 1 8, 13 leaders*

Luke 17:34 Two men (persons)…one…other G P 1 7 sleepers

17:35 Two women grinding…one…other G P (verb) 2, 7, 9 grinders

17:36 Two men in field…one…other G P 1 7, 9 field hands

John 18:3 Band of men (in garden) Cohort N 10 9 Cohort (500–1,000 soldiers)*

Acts 10:2 Cornelius … a devout man Cornelius N 13 8, 12 Devotee, saint

24:5 This man a pestilent fellow Paul N 30 2, 8, 13 real pest, plague*

Rom. 5:17 By one man’s offence man/
Adam/
offender

N/T 4 2, 7, 8, 9 One offender

1 Cor. 10:29 Another man’s conscience G T na 7, 9 Another’s (parallel structure)

14:21 With men of other tongues G T 1 9 With other tongues*

2 Cor. 4:16 Outward man…inward man G T na 7 self*; (parallel structure)

Col. 3:9,10 Old man…new man G T na 7 self*; (parallel structure)

1 Tim. 5:24 Some men’s…some men G T na 7 (parallel structure)

Heb. 11:11,12 (Multitude) sprang from one man Sarah N 1 2, 9 (from one received seed)

1 Pet. 4:16 You suffer…any man suffers G T na 7, 9 Anyone (parallel structure)

2 Pet. 2:5 Noah, the eighth person Noah N 1 2, 8, 12 Noah and seven others*

Acts 17:26 From one man (?) no ID N 0 none none

Person: G = generic person in parable, proverb, or teaching
Text type: N = narrative; P = parable or proverb; T = teaching.
Number of references: Number of times within the same pericope that the individual(s) are identified by name, or by “he,” “she,” 

“they,” or by gender, etc. 
Pattern number: Koine Greek grammatical rule and characteristic pattern, according to table 1.
Equal noun:  English noun or phrase that would be equivalent to the Greek adjectival phrase that has head noun “man,” etc.

*Equal noun or phrase that is used in at least one of the fifteen representative English translations (NIV, ESV, NET, HCSB, KJV, 
The Interlinear Bible, WEB, NAB, RSV, NRSV, REB, NEB, NJB, NASB, and NASBR).
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“From one {man}” as an Ellipsis? 
In Acts 17:26, how would “from one {man}” stack up 
against these other ellipses, if one were to consider 
“from one {man}” as an appropriate ellipsis rather 
than as an improper conjectural emendation? Surely 
“from one {man}” would not be categorized with the 
Greek grammatical structures listed above as pat-
terns 1–6, 8–11, or 14. 

Note that “from one {man} all ethnicities of men” 
would not fit within the category of pattern 7 regard-
ing parallel structure, because the ellipsis word 
should be supplied-in-thought in the second paral-
lel phrase, but it is not. Here, the phrase structure is 
reversed: “{man}” would be an omitted ellipsis word 
in the first phrase, with “men” not appearing until 
the second phrase. Indeed, if such a pattern 7 parallel 
structure construct were to be construed regarding 
Acts 17:26, this would be the only place in the whole 
New Testament—out of the 3,255 ellipses analyzed—
where one would find such a “backward” parallel 
structure.

Nonetheless, let us consider what such a “back-
ward” parallel structure would look like, as a peer 
reviewer has requested. Upon careful consideration 
of the handwritten Greek text and the ellipsis par-
allel structure pattern, this text would be construed 
as “of one {ethnic group}/all ethnic groups”—that 
is, quantifier-head noun/quantifier-head noun. The 
Greek word for “ethic group(s)” is “ethnos.” So, even 
here, we would not derive “from one man.” Please 
note, moreover, that this backward “one {ethnos}/
all ethnos” construction would be in concurrence 
with very recent paleogenetic findings (as discussed 
below), and its meaning could be quite similar to 
“of one blood.”

With regard to patterns 12, 13, and 15, there is no 
context immediately before Acts 17:26, nor even any 
prior Acts text, that would lead the audience to infer 
“from one {man}.” Neither was Paul’s Athens audi-
ence familiar with the Hebrew traditions related to 
Genesis. Indeed, the primary reason that Paul was 
making this speech in the Areopagus of Athens was 
to address Epicureans, Stoics, and other Hellenists 
whom he knew held no prior background in Hebrew 
literature or customs.45 

Among these table 2 passages, there is no other case 
in which recent English translations have inserted 

one variant word {man}, whereas an overwhelmingly 
large number of handwritten manuscripts support a 
different word, “blood.” 

Cardinal Numbers Followed by  
an Ellipsis Noun 
Cardinal numbers of two or greater are rarely fol-
lowed by ellipsis nouns in the New Testament 
manuscripts written in Koine Greek. The rare cases 
where this does occur have already been men-
tioned: in the Matthew and Luke passages where 
there are two {women} grinding: one taken; one not. 
Also, there is one other such case that appears in 
Revelations 22:2, where the tree of life yields “twelve 
{manner of} fruit” (KJV). Recent English translations 
and BDF interpret this to mean either twelve “types” 
of fruit or “crops” of fruit.46 Perhaps Collins would 
let the reader be the one to discern which.47 Indeed, 
we all look forward to finding out which—sometime 
in glory. 

Koine Greek Use of heis, henos and 
mia, Which Translate as “One” 
Next, let’s consider whether there is anything gram-
matically distinct about the Koine Greek words heis 
(masculine or neuter), henos (genitive masculine or 
neuter), mia (feminine), and their inflections that have 
been translated as “one.” In my research, I particu-
larly sought patterns that would justify the notion of 
following heis, henos, mia, and their inflections with 
an ellipsis noun such as we might include in English, 
even though it is absent in the Koine Greek. 

The Koine Greek heis, henos, mia, and their inflections 
have been characterized as “the ordinal number one” 
and “an adjective.” These Greek words appear with 
the meaning of “one” on about 350 occasions in the 
New Testament.48 In about 280 cases, these Greek 
“one” words are immediately followed by a Greek 
noun that this word modifies. Then, in most of the 
remaining cases, heis, henos, mia, and their inflections 
serve as chain-of-reference words in the very same 
manner as the English “one” does: that is, where the 
understood noun that modifies “one”—heis, henos, 
or mia—appears among the preceding three to ten 
words. Importantly, with these “one” heis, henos, 
and mia words, a following explicit noun is no more 
absent in the Koine Greek than in the translated 
English. 
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In addition, the Greek words for “one” appear in 
about sixty-five “unity passages”; usually these are 
followed by a noun. These unity passages emphasize 
that we have one faith, one Spirit, one God, and one 
body in Christ (as in John 17). In about eight of these 
“unity verses,” no noun follows “one”—either in the 
Greek or English—and this noun absence is clearly 
intentional. For example, in John 17:22, Jesus says, 
“that they may be one, as we are one.” Here, if some-
one felt obliged to follow “one” with a noun, perhaps 
they could choose “one oneness” or “one unity.” 

It is proposed in this article that Acts 17:26 is yet 
another “unity” passage that is presented by Paul. 
Specifically, in Athens, Paul emphasized that all 
ethnic groups have one blood or one oneness. This one 
blood provides our image-of-God foundation upon 
which all other human “unities” are built. 

Henos or mias in the Genitive Construction
Let us now focus on passages that use henos or mias 
as “one” in genitive construction, and especially in 
the partitive genitive or genitive of origin. These 
can be an adjective-noun or noun-of-noun phrase 
in which the head noun (second word in our case) 
identifies the whole, of which the genitive adjective 
(or genitive noun) is a part.49 For example, relative 
to our Acts  17:26 discussion, the head noun would 
be “blood” or “man” and the genitive adjective is 
“henos.” Koine Greek employs a genitive construc-
tion, whereas contemporary English does not.50 

For the genitive—and especially the partitive geni-
tive or genitive of origin—to be understood in all 
its emphases, both the head noun and the genitive 
adjective (or genitive noun) should be presented in 
the text. Or, if the head noun is an omitted ellipsis (as 
is rare),51 it should be readily “supplied-in-thought” 
by the immediately preceding context. The Koine 
genitive forms of “one” are henos (masculine or neu-
ter) and mias (feminine); these two genitive forms 
appear in thirty-six New Testament passages. In all 
but seven of these, the head noun, designating the 
“whole,” appears in the Greek text. The seven excep-
tions are Matthew 6:24, Luke 10:41–42, Romans 3:12, 
1  Corinthians 12:12, Galatians  3:16, Galatians 3:20, 
and Hebrews 11:12. In all of these seven, the implicit 
head noun appears in the immediately preced-
ing passage, and generally in parallel structure. 
For example, Luke 10:41-42 reads, “Martha, you 

are anxious about many things, but henos {thing} 
is necessary.” In most of these seven passages, 
English translations also leave out this head noun. 
Matthew 6:24 reads, “No one can serve two masters, 
for the one he will hate, and the other he will love, or 
henos he will cleave to, and the other he will despise.” 
To be understood in English, as in Koine Greek, the 
text need not include “{master}” four more times.

We connote that the genitive use of henos or mias 
involves strong head nouns that definitively char-
acterize the whole that is being partitioned. This 
genitive construction invokes the question “one 
what”; and the “what” is most often explicitly writ-
ten in or (infrequently) strongly implicated by the 
immediately preceding parallel phrase. With this 
genitive construction, the author never leaves a 
shadow of doubt as to what this “whole” is. Per this 
analysis, if Paul and Luke had meant “one man,” this 
word “man” would have surely been written down 
in the early handwritten manuscripts. 

By the way, this analysis offers further credence to 
the perspective that the initial Acts 17:26 text was 
more likely to have read “of one blood,” with this 
head noun “blood” emphasized, rather than merely 
“of one,” without a head noun. 

New Testament Passages with Ellipses That 
Involve the Old Testament 
In my research, I found only four ellipsis-use pas-
sages where a New Testament author makes 
significant reference to a specific Old Testament 
passage; and in all four cases, the ellipsis word is pro-
vided in the immediately preceding New Testament 
context. Three of these passages were discussed 
above: (1)  Hebrews  11:8–12, the (optional) ellipsis 
{man} or {seed} pertains to the just-previously refer-
enced Abraham; (2) 2 Peter 2:5, the (optional) ellipsis 
{person} is the just-previously referenced Noah; and 
(3)  Romans  5:12–21, the ellipsis {man} is the just-
previously referenced offender Adam. The fourth 
passage is 2  Corinthians  8:15, in which Paul dis-
cusses how Greek churches had taken a love offering 
for their fellow-believers in Jerusalem. Then, in the 
KJV, Paul quotes Exodus 16:18 as “he {taking} much, 
he had nothing left over; and he {taking} little did not 
have less.” Consistent with other ellipsis grammatical 
patterns, notice that in 2 Corinthians 8:15, the imme-
diately prior context, in parallel structure, alludes to 
an ellipsis word such as “taking” or “gathering.” 
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immediately preceding parallel phrase (7 times). 
Acts  17:26 “from one {man}” would be the only 
departure from this pattern.

7. It would be one of only two cases in which Paul 
would use “man” as an ellipsis without Koine paral-
lel structure. In the other case of 1 Corinthians 14:21, 
Paul quotes Isaiah; and the ellipsis “man” that several 
English translations insert in 1 Corinthians actually 
does not appear in the Isaiah text.

8. Both VS and BDF discuss the Greek grammar 
and ellipses in many New Testament passages. 
Specifically, they both include discussion of the 
grammar in Acts 17:26.53 But none of these Greek 
grammar scholars attribute “from one {man}” as a 
prospective ellipsis here. 

9. Usually, the ellipsis word “man” is a weak, insig-
nificant placeholder noun that follows a strong 
and revealing adjective—an adjective that in the 
Koine Greek is effectively serving as a noun. But if 
Acts 17:26 were to truly read “from one {man},” the 
“man” would be significant and emphatic; indeed 
it would be the only place in the whole Bible that 
definitively indicates that all humanity came from 
one “man.” 

10. In this regard, both Bruce Metzger and Klaus 
Wachtel perceived that the scribes who were 
transcribing Acts would have expected to read 
“man” (anthropou) after “one” (henos).54 Yet these 
eminent scholars and others have recognized that 
those ancient scribes never handwrote “man” here.55 
Why insert {man} in now, two millennia after Luke 
wrote Acts? 

11. This {man} would be the only variant of conse-
quence that has become popularized within a mere 
sixty years—and two millennia after the text’s initial 
writing—and in a whole different language from any 
of the languages that were used in handwritten Bible 
manuscripts. 

12. Such a “from one {man}” statement would be the 
only biblical passage where a proposed “ellipsis” 
could be proven false by modern scientific discover-
ies (see discussion below).

In overview, the “from one {man}” reading, if per-
ceived as an ellipsis, would be a unique outlier on 
many counts. Therefore, this proposed reading 

Thus, in all four of these cases, the ellipsis words 
are grammatically supplied-in-thought from the 
short-term working memory of the New Testament 
pericope itself. The reader is not required to engage 
his or her long-term memory to recall specific Old 
Testament words that should be filled in. 

“From one {man}”: An Outlier 
Ellipsis? Or a Conjectural Emendation?
In overview, if the proposed “from one {man}” read-
ing of Acts 17:26 were to be perceived as a Koine 
Greek New Testament ellipsis, it would be an 
unusual and unique outlier in many respects.

1. It would be the only New Testament passage 
where the vast majority of handwritten manuscripts 
in multiple languages host one reading (of one blood), 
whereas the proposed ellipsis reading (from one 
{man}) cannot be found in any of those early ancient 
languages. 

2. It would be the only New Testament passage 
where there are no references within the immedi-
ately preceding context of the same pericope as to 
who this “{man}” is.

3. It would be the only passage in the New Testament 
where specific reference to the Old Testament 
would be required to supply the ellipsis word-in-
thought—and it would be filling in such a word 
inappropriately, at that.

4. Indeed, neither Paul nor Luke could have expected 
that the word “man” would have been “supplied-
in-thought” by any of Paul’s Athens audience, who 
were Stoics, Epicureans, and Hellenists—Greeks 
who had no Old Testament background.52 Thus, the 
whole psycholinguistic rationale for considering an 
ellipsis word would be absent. 

5. The combination “one man” is spelled out in seven 
New Testament passages, always to emphasize both 
“one” and “man.” Acts 17:26 would be the only pas-
sage where the emphatic word “man” somehow was 
left out of the initial text, even though such a word 
would surely be needed to emphasize its point.

6. The genitive words for “one” (henos and mias) 
appear thirty-six times in the New Testament, and 
always with either an included head noun (29 times) 
or a strongly implied head noun that appears in an 
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should not be construed as a valid ellipsis at all. 
Rather, this “from one {man}” reading should be rec-
ognized for what it truly is: a conjectural emendation 
that would not match any of the Koine Greek gram-
matical constructs or linguistic-based patterns. 

Some translators have invoked the concept of 
“dynamic equivalence” as a rationale for including 
“from one man” in Acts 17:26. However, Koine Greek 
has a word for “man”; it is anthropou. By means of 
our quantitative analysis, we can deduce that if the 
initial text meant anthropou, its authors would surely 
have included such an emphatic head noun here. But 
to the contrary, neither this word anthropou nor its 
equivalent appears in early handwritten manuscripts 
of any language. Therefore, “from one man” in this 
passage is not equivalent to “of one” or “of one blood,” 
whether dynamic or otherwise.

Why did this phrase “from one man” become popu-
larized in English translations within the past sixty 
years, when it had no support from any early hand-
written manuscripts? When would it be legitimate 
for English translators to depart from all extant man-
uscripts, and insert a word with such emphasis and 
significance as “man” here? Such an insertion would 
effectively be a conjectural emendation. Emanuel 
Tov states, 

The term conjectural emendation of the biblical 
text refers to the suggestion of new readings that 
are not transmitted in the witnesses of the biblical 
text … Generally speaking, over the course of the 
past few centuries, far too many emendations were 
suggested, and most may now be considered un-
necessary.56 

Numerous translation scholars reject the use of 
conjectural emendations as merely inappropriate 
“educated guesses,”57 “a process precarious in the 
extreme,”58 a “counsel of desperation,”59 “mere imag-
inative rewriting,”60 “capitulations that are violations 
to the text,”61 and “amusing themselves.”62 As sum-
marized by Ryan Wettlaufer, many scholars would 
say that inserting any word that departs from extant 
manuscripts would be legitimate “only when it is 
clear that the extant manuscripts cannot be right.”63 
Yet here, it is the emended word “man” that cannot 
be right, relative to recent scientific findings. Instead, 
what can be right and in keeping with recent scien-
tific findings is the text as it appeared in all the early 
handwritten Bible manuscripts, which read “of one” 
or “of one blood.” None read “from one man.”

Early Handwritten Bible Manuscripts 
All Read “of one” or “of one blood” 
The rendering, “He (God) made of one blood all nations 
or ethnic groups of humans,” is shared by many of the 
earliest extant manuscripts and patriarchs.64 These 
include Irenaeus (AD 185), St. John Chrysostom 

(AD 400–401),65 Augustine (AD 356–426),66 the Bezae 
Codex (GA05, AD 400s),67 the Laudianus Codex 
(GA08, AD 550s), the Armenian Bible (AD 411), 
several Old Latin manuscripts (AD 400s–800s),68 the 
Aramaic translation (AD 400s),69 the Syriac Peshitta 
(AD 400s–600s),70 and the Arabic Codex 151 (AD 
867).71 A total of 453 Greek manuscripts read “of 
one blood,”72 along with the Patriarchs Theodoret of 
Cyrrhus (AD c466), Ephraem Graecus (d373),73 Nilus 
Ancyranus (AD 400s),74 and Venerable Bede (AD 709–
710).75 The earliest witness we have of this verse was 
as quoted by Irenaeus in his book, Against Heresies 
(AD 185), which reads “of one blood.”76 Irenaeus knew 
and heard Polycarp, and Polycarp was a disciple of 
the Apostle John, who was a disciple of Jesus. Thus, 
Irenaeus’s quotations bring us relatively close to the 
time of the autograph Acts source. 

The other handwritten rendering of Acts 17:26 reads, 
“… of one all nations/ethnic groups of humans.” 
This “of one” rendering appears in four preeminent 
Alexandrian manuscripts, namely, Codex Vaticanus 
(GA03, AD 325–400), Sinaiticus (GA01, AD 325–375), 
Alexandrinus (GA02, AD 400s); and Papyrus 74 (P74, 
AD 600s). “Of one” also appears in most (but not all) 
of the Coptic renderings (AD 200s to 600s).77 It also 
appears in quotes by Clement of Alexandria (Egypt) 
(AD 215),78 Cosmas (the Monk) Indicopleustes of 
Alexandria, Egypt (AD 550),79 and in numerous Latin 
Vulgate manuscripts.80 In all, twenty-one handwrit-
ten Greek manuscripts host this “of one” reading.81 

When aiming to discern whether “of one” or “of 
one blood” was the earliest attested rendering of 
this Acts  17:26 passage, we engage in a discussion 
of the “Alexandrian” and “Byzantine” textual tra-
ditions (as a simplification of a far more complex 
appraisal). In the Acts of the Apostles, important 
witnesses of the Alexandrian tradition are Codex 
Vaticanus, Sinaiticus, Alexandrinus,82 and Papyrus 
P74 (AD 600s). Another important early Alexandrian 
text is Papyrus P45 (AD  200s–250s). However, P45 
lacks much of the Acts text due to the decay of its 
papyrus; and P45 does not include Acts 17:26. We 
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identify these five manuscripts—GA01, GA02, GA03, 
P74, and P45—as the preeminent Alexandrian texts in 
Acts.83 During the recent 160 years, scholars have 
held these five documents in highest preeminence 
when aiming to discern the initial text of Acts in the 
New Testament,84 although very recent scholarship 
has tempered this preeminence perspective.85 

The Byzantine textual tradition had culminated in 
complete Byzantine New Testament manuscripts, 
such as Codex Angelicus (GA020), in the AD 700s– 
800s. On the basis of limited knowledge regarding 
these, New Testament scholars during the 1800s 
imposed “tenacious negative bias against the 
Byzantine majority text,” as observed in the Editio 
Critica Maior (ECM).86 By means of this negative 
reasoning, if a Bible scholar could convince oneself 
that the Alexandrian text came before the Byzantine, 
then it would make sense for such a scholar to read-
ily favor the Alexandrian. But recent scholarship has 
discerned that the Byzantine tradition was alive and 
active at times contemporary with the Alexandrian 
tradition—and, in some respects, active before.87 
Specifically, regarding Acts passages that pose a 
pure Alexandrian/Byzantine distinction, Irenaeus 
in AD 185 and Augustine in AD 350–420 adopted 
Byzantine readings twice as often as Alexandrian.88 
Moreover, when Chrysostom quoted nearly all of 
Acts in AD 400–401,89 he used the Byzantine text of 
Acts for these distinctive passages far more often 
(78%) than the Alexandrian (16%).90 The Armenian 
Bible in AD 411 adopted the Byzantine readings just 
as often as it adopted the Alexandrian.91 Recognizing 
these and other factors has given fresh credence to 
the notion that “our Byzantine manuscripts have 
early roots; and this puts them in a position in some 
cases to preserve the earliest reading in isolation of 
the rest of the tradition.”92 This perspective is also 
recognized by ECM: 

Since the Textus Receptus was overcome by the 
scholarly textual criticism of the 19th century, there 
is tenacious negative bias against the Byzantine 
majority text … it is undoubtedly true that the ma-
jority (Byzantine) textual tradition as a whole goes 
back to a very early period and that the coherent 
transmission of the majority of all textual witness-
es provides a strong argument for, not against, the 
variant in question. If the bias against the text of 
the (Byzantine) majority of all witnesses has been 
overcome, then the variants transmitted by the ma-
jority will appear in a different light … It can then 

be considered with due impartiality whether or not 
a majority reading does in fact follow the tendency 
towards the fuller, easier, more smooth variant.93

So, what does “Byzantine tradition” mean, and how 
do scholars detect it and define it? Until recently, this 
was a nebulous concept that was difficult to quantify, 
and it was hard to single out the “trees” in the midst 
of the vast “forest” of so many manuscripts. But in 
2017, ECM presented a list of about 767 Byzantine-
distinguishing passages in Acts.94 For each of these 
767 Acts passages, nearly all Byzantine manuscripts 
host one reading called the “Byzantine reading,” 
while many Alexandrian manuscripts host a differ-
ent reading called the “Alexandrian reading.” These 
distinguishing passages include those listed in ECM 
Part 2, pages 9–15, plus most (forty-four) of those 
listed in ECM Part 1.1, page 34*. If a manuscript pre-
dominantly hosted the “Byzantine” variant reading 
in each of these Acts passages, it could be definitively 
identified as a Byzantine manuscript. 

For my analysis, I have taken this one step further. 
Among these 767 Byzantine-distinguishing passages, 
I focused on those where the delineation was very 
clear-cut in that all the preeminent Alexandrian man-
uscripts hosted one reading, whereas the Byzantine 
manuscripts hosted a different reading. I identi-
fied these as passages that host a purely distinctive 
Byzantine reading, and to save space, I identify these 
as the “Bp passages.” My aim has been to particularly 
focus on these Bp passages because, for these, the 
Byzantine reading could not have been witnessed 
from a preeminent Alexandrian manuscript (since 
all of those preeminent Alexandrian manuscripts 
host the Alexandrian reading). I found 480 passages 
that host purely distinctive Byzantine readings (the 
480 Bp). Acts 17:26 is one of these Bp passages: “of one 
blood” is the purely distinctive Byzantine reading, 
whereas “of one” is the Alexandrian reading. I have 
compiled another three hundred pages of Excel data 
sets regarding these 480  Bp passages, while exten-
sively using Text und Textwert by Aland, ECM, the 
ECM computer apparatus, and other sources.95 

In Acts 17:26, Aland identifies 453 handwritten Greek 
manuscripts that host the Byzantine reading “of one 
blood.”96 In contrast, twenty-one host the Alexandrian 
reading “of one”; and these include the preeminent 
Alexandrian manuscripts GA01, GA02, GA03; and 
P74. I aimed to make a comparison regarding how 
many others, among these 480 Bp passages with a 
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purely distinctive Byzantine reading, host a simi-
larly overwhelmingly high preponderance of the 
Byzantine reading over the Alexandrian reading. 
I  found sixty-four such passages. When appraising 
overwhelming preponderance for Aland-tracked 
passages, I used the thresholds of 428 or more hand-
written Greek manuscripts hosting the Byzantine 
reading, while twenty-five or fewer handwritten 
Greek manuscripts hosted the Alexandrian reading. 
Also, I used comparable thresholds when appraising 
ECM-tracked passages.97 

Among these sixty-four passages of overwhelm-
ingly high Byzantine preponderance, Irenaeus 
quoted the Byzantine reading in six passages and 
the Alexandrian in one passage,98 while Augustine 
quoted the Byzantine reading in eight and the 
Alexandrian in two.99 The Armenian text translated 
with the Byzantine reading in nine of these pas-
sages and the Alexandrian in one.100 In all but three 
of these sixty-four passages, Chrysostom quoted the 
Byzantine reading.101 Among these sixty-four, there 
are nineteen passages where the Byzantine reading 
was adopted by most of the Old Latin handwrit-
ten manuscripts.102 There are ten passages where 
the Byzantine reading was adopted by more of the 
ancient languages than adopted the Alexandrian 
reading.103 

For most of these sixty-four passages, the Byzantine 
reading has been adopted by several of these patri-
archs and translations, but not by others. However, 
significantly, there is only one passage among these 
sixty-four—and indeed among all the 480 Bp pas-
sages—where the Byzantine reading is adopted 
relative to all of these criteria, and that is in 
Acts  17:26. Specifically, the “of one blood” reading, 
identified as “Byzantine,” is adopted by Irenaeus, 
Augustine, Chrysostom, and several other patri-
archs; moreover, this reading is adopted by the Old 
Latin and the Armenian text, and a majority of other 
ancient languages. 

In quantitative overview, ECM tabulates 767 pas-
sages in Acts that host a Byzantine reading that is 
different from the Alexandrian reading. Among 
these, there are 480 purely distinct Byzantine BP pas-
sages. Among these 480 BP passages, there are only 
sixty-four cases where an overwhelmingly high pre-
ponderance of Greek manuscripts host the Byzantine 
reading, whereas a very low number of Greek manu-

scripts host the Alexandrian reading; and Acts 17:26 
is one of these. In Acts 17:26, the “of one blood” read-
ing is also supported by (1)  numerous very early 
patriarchs, including Irenaeus, Chrysostom, and 
Augustine; (2) numerous ancient languages, includ-
ing Armenian, Syriac Peshitta, Syriac Harklean, 
Slavonic, and Georgian; and (3) Old Latin. Notably, 
the ECM team and Metzger exhibited some uncer-
tainty regarding whether they preferred “of one” or 
“of one blood.”104 This early and sustained support 
for “of one blood” is more substantial than for any 
other purely distinct Byzantine Bp reading in Acts. 
Thus, from multiple considerations, it would seem 
appropriate that if any Byzantine reading warrants 
consideration as the “guiding line” for an initial text, 
then this Acts 17:26 Byzantine reading “of one blood” 
surely warrants the utmost such consideration. 
Moreover, this “of one blood” reading corroborates 
with recent science findings.

“Of one” or “of one blood,”  
Not “from one man”
This brings us full circle back to Acts 17:26. We 
have surmised that this “of one blood” reading of 
Acts  17:26 hosts earlier and more-sustained sup-
port for a purely distinct Byzantine reading than 
any other passage in Acts. Moreover, I can say that, 
following an exhaustive search, I found no extant 
handwritten Greek, Latin, Syriac, Coptic, Armenian, 
or Aramaic manuscript Bibles that read, “He (God) 
made from one man every ethnic group.” Two later 
exceptions that read “from one man” are the Arabic 
Leiden Codex of AD  1342,105 and the obscure Latin 
Lectionary ΠF Monte Cassino, Archivio della Badia, 
521 AA (AD 1000s).106 

If “from one {man}” is proposed as an added ellip-
sis word, it would be a unique outlier that stands 
far apart from the grammatical constructs and lin-
guistic patterns of New Testament Koine Greek. It is 
quite apparent that the word “man” in Acts 17:26 is 
an emendation that is both unnecessary, inaccurate, 
and misleading. The author agrees with Tov, and 
numerous other scholars, relative to not emending 
biblical texts, and particularly, in not emending this 
Acts 17:26 passage. Matti Friedman explains:

The language of the Bible had to be clear, stan-
dardized, and not in dispute … The text tells many 
truths—those on the surface, and those hidden be-
neath it … It is not just that we must know exactly 
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what the words mean, … because we do not and 
cannot know exactly what they mean. Perhaps we 
did once, and perhaps we will again one day, but 
for now, the information must be preserved even 
if it is beyond our understanding … If we even 
change a short vowel to a long one, we may lose 
knowledge that God wanted us to have, even if we 
don’t know why.107

In this article, it is posed that recent science discover-
ies have revealed to us why we should have always 
kept Acts 17:26 as it was initially written: “of one 
blood” or “of one.” 

Acts 17:26 in Context of the Bible and 
Science 
We can glean from Acts 17:26 that God made all 
humans of one bloodline; and this is consistent with 
science, paleogenetics, and anthropology. Darwin 
used “similar blood” to depict observable similari-
ties among species, such as among horses, donkeys, 
and zebras,108 although neither he nor any of his 
contemporaries had yet uncovered the genetic code 
that dictated this similarity. Notably, during the past 
150–200 years, anthropological evidence has pointed 
to a complex human lineage. Also, during the most 
recent five to twenty years, genetic evidence has 
pointed to a very tight “one bloodline” of ethnic-
ity among all humanity. This genetic bloodline may 
have been as narrow as thousands in effective popu-
lation, who were living in various pockets of Africa 
as recently as 50,000–200,000 years ago.109

We now have the textual, anthropological, and 
genetic evidence to recognize that this “from one 
man” insertion is a conjectural emendation. For 
1,500  years, scribes painstakingly hand-copied 
the Acts manuscripts. During this time, they had 
no scientific evidence that would keep them from 
handwriting “from one man” in Acts 17:26. Yet they 
remained disciplined in not writing “man” because 
they did not witness that reading in any manuscript 
they had accessed. Rather, they faithfully copied “of 
one” or “of one blood.”

The Apostle Paul said, “… we do impart wisdom, 
although it is not a wisdom of this age … we impart 
a secret and hidden wisdom of God, which God 
decreed before the ages …” (1 Cor. 2:6–7, ESV). These 
inspired authors, faithful scribes, and fervent patri-
archs—throughout one and one-half millennia—may 

not have fathomed the full depth of humanity’s 
common bloodline secret. But now, via scientific 
discovery, we are unveiling God’s secrets of how 
God created life and adam-humanity through God’s 
creative-evolution. 

Consistent with Paul’s Athens oration, we now glean 
that all humans are genetically linked together as a 
single blood-related family.110 We are all made by 
God.111 We humans from every ethnic group are all 
united as one blood in the image of God,112 and there 
is no room for racial bias. 	 

Notes
1Denis R. Alexander, Creation or Evolution, Do We Have to 
Choose? (Oxford, UK: Monarch Books, 2008), 200.

2New International Version (NIV) Life Application Study Bible 
(Wheaton IL: Tyndale House, and Grand Rapids, MI: 
Zondervan, 1973–1991); English Standard Version (ESV) 
Study Bible (Wheaton, IL: Crossway Bibles, 2001–2016); 
New English Translation (NET) (Dallas, TX: Biblical Studies 
Press, 2005); and Holman Christian Standard Bible (HCSB) 
(Nashville, TN: Holman Bible Publishers, 2004–2010).

3King James Bible (KJV), Authorized Version (London, UK: 
Robert Barker Printer, 1611); Jay P. Green, ed., The Interlin-
ear Bible, with Textus Receptus (Received Text) (Peabody, 
MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 1984); M. P. Johnson, ed., 
World English Bible (WEB) [revision of the American 
Standard Version of 1901] (Colorado: Rainbow Missions, 
2000, copyright waived); and Desiderius Erasmus, Novum 
Testamentum, 2nd ed. (Basel, Switzerland: Johann Fro-
ben, 1519). Digitized by Princeton Theological Seminary 
Library, 2011.

4The New American Bible (NAB) (Canada: World Catholic 
Press, 1987–2011); Revised Standard Version (RSV), A Read-
er’s Guide to the Holy Bible (Teaneck, NJ: United Methodist 
Publishing House, 1972); and E. Nestle and K. Aland, 
Novum Testamentum Graece: Greek-English New Testament, 
28th ed. (Stuttgart, Germany: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 
2012).

5National Council of the Churches of Christ in the USA, 
New Revised Standard Version (NRSV) (Nashville, TN: 
Thomas Nelson, 1989).

6Revised English Bible (REB) (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 
University Press, 1996); and New English Bible (NEB) 
(Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1970).

7Henry Wansbrough, ed., New Jerusalem Bible (NJB) (New 
York: Random House, 1999).

8New American Standard Bible (NASB) (La Habra, CA: The 
Lockman Foundation, 1971).

9New American Standard Bible—1995 (NASBR) (La Habra, 
CA: The Lockman Foundation, 1995).

10Cannon Tables. The reader can receive supporting infor-
mation tables created by the author by emailing Fred S. 
Cannon at fsc1@psu.edu.

11Eckhard J. Schnabel, author of Acts in Zondervan Exegeti-
cal Commentary on the New Testament and the Mary French 
Rockefeller Distinguished Professor of New Testament at 
Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary, South Hamilton, 
MA, email message to author, 2020; Thomas R. Schreiner, 

Article 
Acts 17:26: God Made of One [Blood]—Not of One Man—Every Ethnic Group of Humans

mailto:fsc1@psu.edu


35Volume 74, Number 1, March 2022

Professor of New Testament Interpretation and Associ-
ate Dean at The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 
Louisville, KY, and review scholar for ESV translation, 
email message to author, 2020; and Darrell L. Bock, Senior 
Research Professor of New Testament Studies at Dallas 
Theological Seminary, Dallas, TX, and review scholar for 
ESV translation, email message to author, 2020. 

12L. Koehler and W. Baumgartner, The Hebrew and Aramaic 
Lexicon of the Old Testament (Boston, MA: Brill, 2001); 
Francis Brown, S. R. Driver, and Charles A. Briggs, The 
Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew and English Lexicon, 9th Print-
ing (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 2005); and 
H.  F. Wilhelm Gesenius, Gesenius’s Hebrew and Chal-
dee Lexicon to the Old Testament Scriptures, trans. Samuel 
Prideaux Tregelles (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 
1979).

13Alexander, Creation or Evolution, 200; and R. J. Berry, 
“Adam or Adamah?,” Science and Christian Belief 23, no. 1 
(2011): 23–48.

14Mark A. Jobling et al., Human Evolutionary Genetics, 2nd 
ed. (New York: Garland Science, 2013).

15C. John Collins, “What the Reader Wants and the Trans-
lator Can Give: First John as a Test Case,” in Translating 
Truth: The Case for Essentially Literal Bible Translation, ed. 
Wayne Grudem et al. (Wheaton, IL: Crossway Books, 
2005), 79, 95, 99, 100, 104, and 105.

16A. J. Krailsheimer, “Introduction,” in Blaise Pascal: Pensées, 
trans. A. J. Krailsheimer (London, UK: Penguin Books, 
1995), xxviii.

17Heinrich von Siebenthal, Ancient Greek Grammar for the 
Study of the New Testament (New York: Peter Lang, 2019); 
and Friedrich Blass, Albert Debrunner, and Robert W. 
Funk, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other 
Early Christian Literature (Chicago, IL: University of Chi-
cago Press, 1961).

18von Siebenthal, Ancient Greek Grammar for the Study of the 
New Testament, 553. 

19Blass, Debrunner, and Funk, A Greek Grammar of the New 
Testament and Other Early Christian Literature.

20von Siebenthal, Ancient Greek Grammar for the Study of the 
New Testament; and Blass, Debrunner, and Funk, A Greek 
Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature.

21Cannon Tables.
22Herbert H. Clark and Eve V. Clark, Psychology and Lan-

guage: An Introduction to Psycholinguistics (New York: 
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1977), 49–50.

23Ibid.
24Ibid.
25von Siebenthal, Ancient Greek Grammar for the Study of the 

New Testament; and Blass, Debrunner, and Funk, A Greek 
Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature.

26Cannon Tables.
27von Siebenthal, Ancient Greek Grammar for the Study of the 

New Testament; and Blass, Debrunner, and Funk, A Greek 
Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature.

28Norm Mundhenk, “Implicit and Explicit Information in 
Translation,” The Bible Translator 69, no. 2 (2018): 302–14, 
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F2051677018784633.

29Joseph H. Thayer, Thayer’s Greek-English Lexicon of the New 
Testament (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 2009).

30Ibid.

31von Siebenthal, Ancient Greek Grammar for the Study of 
the New Testament; Blass, Debrunner, and Funk, A Greek 
Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature; and Thayer, Thayer’s Greek-English Lexicon of the 
New Testament.

32Blaise Pascal, Pensées, translated with an introduction by 
A. J. Krailsheimer (London, UK: Penguin Books, 1995).

33Cannon Tables.
34Eve V. Clark and Herbert H. Clark, “When Nouns Surface 

as Verbs,” Language 55, no. 4 (1979): 767–811, https://web 
.stanford.edu/~clark/1970s/Clark.Clark.79.pdf.

35von Siebenthal, Ancient Greek Grammar for the Study of the 
New Testament; and Blass, Debrunner, and Funk, A Greek 
Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature.

36Blass, Debrunner, and Funk, A Greek Grammar of the New 
Testament and Other Early Christian Literature.

37Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 3rd edi-
tion, revised and expanded (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress 
Press, 2011), 330.

38Collins, “What the Reader Wants and the Translator Can 
Give,” 79, 95, 99, 100, 104, and 105; and Krailsheimer, 
“Introduction,” in Blaise Pascal: Pensées, xxviii.

39von Siebenthal, Ancient Greek Grammar for the Study of the 
New Testament; and Blass, Debrunner, and Funk, A Greek 
Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature.

40Cannon Tables.
41English Standard Version (ESV) Study Bible; Erasmus, 

Novum Testamentum; Revised Standard Version (RSV), A 
Reader’s Guide to the Holy Bible; and Revised English Bible 
(REB).

42New American Standard Bible (NASB); and New American 
Standard Bible—1995.

43Green, ed., The Interlinear Bible; and Donald R. Vance, 
George Athas, and Yael Avrahami, eds., Biblia Hebraica 
Stuttgartensia, A Reader’s Edition (Peabody, MA: Hendrick-
son, 2014).

44Lancelot Brenton, ed., The Septuagint Version of the Old Tes-
tament with Apocrypha with an English Translation (Grand 
Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1978).

45Eckhard J. Schnabel, Acts in Zondervan Exegetical Commen-
tary on the New Testament, expanded digital edition (Grand 
Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2012), Acts 17.

46English Standard Version (ESV) Study Bible; and Blass, Deb-
runner, and Funk, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament 
and Other Early Christian Literature.

47Collins, “What the Reader Wants and the Translator Can 
Give,” 79, 95, 99, 100, 104, and 105.

48James Strong, The New Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of 
the Bible (Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson, 1984).

49von Siebenthal, Ancient Greek Grammar for the Study of 
the New Testament; Blass, Debrunner, and Funk, A Greek 
Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature; and William D. Mounce, Basics of Biblical Greek 
Grammar, 4th ed. (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2019).

50Lois K. Fuller, “The ‘Genitive Absolute’ in New Tes-
tament/Hellenistic Greek: A Proposal for Clearer 
Understanding,” Journal of Greco-Roman Christianity and 
Judaism 3 (2006): 142–67, http://www.jgrchj.net/volume3 
/JGRChJ3-7_Fuller.pdf.

51von Siebenthal, Ancient Greek Grammar for the Study of the 
New Testament.

52Schnabel, Acts, Acts 17.

Fred S. Cannon

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F2051677018784633
https://web.stanford.edu/~clark/1970s/Clark.Clark.79.pdf
https://web.stanford.edu/~clark/1970s/Clark.Clark.79.pdf
http://www.jgrchj.net/volume3/JGRChJ3-7_Fuller.pdf
http://www.jgrchj.net/volume3/JGRChJ3-7_Fuller.pdf


36 Perspectives on Science and Christian Faith

53von Siebenthal, Ancient Greek Grammar for the Study of 
the New Testament; Blass, Debrunner, and Funk, A Greek 
Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature.

54Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New 
Testament (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1998); and Klaus 
Wachtel, “On the Relationship of the “Western Text” 
and the Byzantine Tradition of Acts—A Plea against the 
Text-Type Concept,” in Novum Testamentum Graecum 
(Editio Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts of the Apostles, ed. 
H. Strutwolf et al. (Stuttgart, Germany: Deutsche Bibelge-
sellschaft, 2017), 137–48, 146.

55Strutwolf et al., ed., Novum Testamentum Graecum (Editio 
Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts of the Apostles; and Kurt 
Aland, ed., Text und Textwert der Grieschischen Hand-
schriften des Neuen Testaments. Part 3: Die Apostelgeschichte; 
Band 1: Untersuchungen und Erganzungsliste (Berlin, Ger-
many: Walter De Gruyter, 1993).

56Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 330.
57J. Harold Greenlee, Introduction to New Testament Textual 

Criticism (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964), 15.
58Ibid.
59Peter H. Davids, The Epistle of James: The New International 

Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerd-
mans, 1982), 123.

60J. K. Elliott, “The Case for Thoroughgoing Eclecticism,” in 
Rethinking New Testament Textual Criticism, ed. David Alan 
Black (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2002), 120.

61Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testa-
ment (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1995), 280.

62Bruce M. Metzger and Bart D. Ehrman, The Text of the New 
Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 4th 
ed. (London, UK: Oxford University Press, 2005).

63Ryan D. Wettlaufer, No Longer Written: The Use of Con-
jectural Emendation in the Restoration of the Text of the New 
Testament, the Epistle of James as a Case Study (Leiden, Neth-
erlands: Brill, 2013).

64Strutwolf et al., ed., Novum Testamentum Graecum (Editio 
Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts of the Apostles.

65Peter Schaff, ed., Saint Chrysostom: Homilies on the Acts of 
the Apostles and the Epistle to the Romans (Oxford edition), 
trans. G. B. Stevens et al. (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 
1889); and F. T. Gignac, “Evidence for Deliberate Scribal 
Revision in Chrysostom’s Homilies on the Acts of the Apos-
tles,” in Nova & Vetera: Patristic Studies in Honor of Thomas 
Patrick Halton, ed. John Petruccione (Washington, DC: 
Catholic University of America Press, 1998), 209–25.

66Rebekka Schirner, “Augustine’s Explicit References to 
Variant Readings of the New Testament Text: A Case 
Study,” TC: A Journal of Biblical Textual Criticism 20 (2015), 
http://rosetta.reltech.org/TC/v20/TC-2015-Schirner.pdf; 
Rebekka S. Schirner, Inspice Diligenter Codices: Philolo-
gische Studien zu Augustins Umgang mit Bibelhandschriften 
und-ubersetzungen (MSt 49) (Berlin, Germany: de Gruyter, 
2015); William H. Bennett, An Introduction to the Gothic 
Language (Introductions to Older Languages) (New 
York: Modern Language Association of America, 1980), 
24–25; Albert C. Clark, The Acts of the Apostles, A Criti-
cal Edition with Introduction and Notes on Selected Passages 
(London, UK: Oxford University Press, 1933); and “Index 
of /fb07-klassphil-nttf/Apostelgeschichte,” Uni-Mainz 
Latin Handwritten Manuscripts database, accessed 2020, 
https://download.uni-mainz.de/fb07-klassphil-nttf 
/Apostelgeschichte.

67Josep Ruis-Camps and Jenny Read-Heimerdinger, The 
Message of Acts in Codex Bezae: A Comparison with the Alex-
andrian Tradition: Acts 13.1–18.23, volume 3 of Library of 
New Testament Studies (London, UK: T&T Clark, 2007).

68Strutwolf et al., ed., Novum Testamentum Graecum (Editio 
Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts of the Apostles; and “Index of 
/fb07-klassphil-nttf/Apostelgeschichte.”

69Strutwolf et al., ed., Novum Testamentum Graecum (Editio 
Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts of the Apostles.

70Ibid.; and The Syriac Peshitta Bible with English Translation 
of Acts, trans. Robert Kitchen. Text prepared by George A. 
Kiraz (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2014).

71Harvey Staal, Mt. Sinai Arabic Codex 151: II, Acts of the 
Apostles, Catholic Epistles, in the series Corpus Scriptorum 
Christianorum Orientalium vol. 463, Scriptores Arabici 
Tomus, 43 (Leuven, Belgium: Peeters, 1984).

72Strutwolf et al., ed., Novum Testamentum Graecum (Editio 
Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts of the Apostles.

73Clark, The Acts of the Apostles.
74Strutwolf et al., ed., Novum Testamentum Graecum (Editio 

Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts of the Apostles.
75Ibid.
76Ibid.; Irenaeus, Contre les Hérésies, ed. L. Doutreleau et 

al., Editions du Cerf. (185, 395, 1965), ISSN 0750-1978. 
Quotation from Acts 17:24–31 appears in book 3, chapter 
12, section 9; Holger Strutwolf, “Der Text der Apostel-
geschichte bei Irenaeus von Lyon und der sogenannte 
‘Westliche Text,’” in Novum Testamentum Graecum (Editio 
Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts of the Apostles, ed. H. Strut-
wolf et al., 149–85; F. T. Gignac, “Evidence for Deliberate 
Scribal Revision in Chrysostom’s Homilies on the Acts of 
the Apostles,” in Nova et Vetera. Patristic Studies in Honor of 
Thomas Patrick Halton, ed. John Petruccione (Washington, 
DC: Catholic University of America Press, 1998), 209–25; 
W. W. Harvey, Argumenta Capitum Libri Tertii Contra Hae-
reses. Typis Academicis (Scholarly appraisal of Irenaeus, 
Against Heresies) (1857), 61–65; and Nestle-Aland, Greek-
English New Testament, 28th ed., ed. Barbara Aland et al. 
(Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2012).

77Strutwolf et al., ed., Novum Testamentum Graecum (Editio 
Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts of the Apostles; Nestle-Aland, 
Greek-English New Testament, 28th ed.; and Leuven Data-
base of Ancient Books, http://www.trismegistos.org/ldab 
/search.php.

78Strutwolf et al., ed., Novum Testamentum Graecum (Editio 
Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts of the Apostles; and Clark, 
The Acts of the Apostles.

79Wachtel, “On the Relationship of the ‘Western Text’ 
and the Byzantine Tradition of Acts”; and Metzger and 
Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, 
Corruption, and Restoration, 4th ed.

80Strutwolf et al., ed., Novum Testamentum Graecum (Edi-
tio Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts of the Apostles; “Index 
of /fb07-klassphil-nttf/Apostelgeschichte”; and H. A. G. 
Houghton, The Latin New Testament: A Guide to Its Early 
History, Texts, and Manuscripts (Oxford, UK: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2016).

81Aland, ed., Text und Textwert der Grieschischen Hand-
schriften des Neuen Testaments. Part 3: Die Apostelgeschichte; 
Band 1: Untersuchungen und Erganzungsliste.

82Metzger and Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament, Its 
Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 4th ed.; and 
Strutwolf et al., ed., Novum Testamentum Graecum (Editio 
Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts of the Apostles.

Article 
Acts 17:26: God Made of One [Blood]—Not of One Man—Every Ethnic Group of Humans

http://rosetta.reltech.org/TC/v20/TC-2015-Schirner.pdf
https://download.uni-mainz.de/fb07-klassphil-nttf/Apostelgeschichte
https://download.uni-mainz.de/fb07-klassphil-nttf/Apostelgeschichte
http://www.trismegistos.org/ldab/search.php
http://www.trismegistos.org/ldab/search.php


37Volume 74, Number 1, March 2022

83Strutwolf et al., ed., Novum Testamentum Graecum (Editio 
Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts of the Apostles.

84Ibid.
85Wachtel, “On the Relationship of the ‘Western Text’ and 

the Byzantine Tradition of Acts”; Strutwolf et al., ed., 
Novum Testamentum Graecum (Editio Critica Maior). Part 3: 
The Acts of the Apostles; Burnett Hillman Streeter, The Four 
Gospels: A Study of Origins (London, UK: Wipf and Stock, 
1924); and G. Gäbel, “Western Text, D-Text Cluster, Bezan 
Trajectory, or What Else? A Preliminary Study,” in Novum 
Testamentum Graecum (Editio Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts 
of the Apostles, ed. H. Strutwolf et al., 83–136.

86Strutwolf et al., ed., Novum Testamentum Graecum (Editio 
Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts of the Apostles.

87Ibid.; Matthew Spencer, Klaus Wachtel, and Chris-
topher J. Howe, “The Greek Vorlage of the Syra 
Harclensis: A Comparative Study on Method in Exploring 
the Textual Genealogy,” TC: A Journal of Biblical Textual 
Criticism 7 (2002); Klaus Wachtel, Der byzantinische Text der 
katholischen Briefe, ANTF 24 (Berlin, Germany: de Gruyter, 
1995); Klaus  Wachtel, “Text-Critical Commentary,” in 
Novum Testamentum Graecum (Editio Critica Maior). Part 3: 
The Acts of the Apostles, ed. H. Strutwolf et al., 1–38; 
Tommy Wasserman and Peter J. Gurry, A New Approach 
to Textual Criticism: An Introduction to the Coherence-Based 
Genealogical Method (Atlanta, GA: SBL Press, 2017), 47, 
107; Editio Critica Maior Computer Apparatus, accessed 
2020, https://www.uni-muenster.de/INTF/ECM.html; 
Gordon D. Fee, “The Use of Greek Patristic Citations in 
New Testament Textual Criticism: The State of the Ques-
tion,” in Studies in the Theory and Method of New Testament 
Textual Criticism, ed. Eldon Jay Epp and Gordon D. Fee 
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1993), 358; G. Büsch, “The 
‘Western’ Text of Acts Evidenced by Chrysostom?,” in 
Novum Testamentum Graecum (Editio Critica Maior). Part 3: 
The Acts of the Apostles, ed. H. Strutwolf et al., 186–220; 
M. É. Boismard, Le Texte Occidental des Actes des Apôtres, 
Édition Nouvelle entièrement refondue (EtB NS 40) (Paris, 
France: Peeters, 2000).

88Strutwolf et al., ed., Novum Testamentum Graecum (Editio 
Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts of the Apostles; Schaff, ed., 
Saint Chrysostom; Schirner, “Augustine’s Explicit Refer-
ences to Variant Readings of the New Testament Text: 
A Case Study”; Schirner, Inspice Diligenter Codices; Ben-
nett, An Introduction to the Gothic Language, 24–25; Clark, 
The Acts of the Apostles; “Index of /fb07-klassphil-nttf/
Apostelgeschichte.” 

89Schaff, ed., Saint Chrysostom; Gignac, “Evidence for Delib-
erate Scribal Revision in Chrysostom’s Homilies on the Acts 
of the Apostles.”

90Cannon Tables.
91Ibid.
92Wasserman and Gurry, A New Approach to Textual Criticism.
93Klaus Wachtel, “Notes on the Text of the Acts of the 

Apostles,” in Novum Testamentum Graecum (Editio Critica 
Maior). Part 3: The Acts of the Apostles, ed. H. Strutwolf et 
al., 1: 30*. 

94Strutwolf et al., ed., Novum Testamentum Graecum (Editio 
Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts of the Apostles, 2: 9–15 and 
1.1: 34*.

95The reader can receive Bp passages supporting informa-
tion tables created by the author by emailing Fred  S. 
Cannon at fsc1@psu.edu; Aland, ed., Text Und Text-
wert Der Grieschischen Handschriften; Strutwolf et al., ed., 
Novum Testamentum Graecum (Editio Critica Maior). Part 3: 

The Acts of the Apostles; and Editio Critica Maior Computer 
Apparatus.

96Aland, ed., Text Und Textwert Der Grieschischen 
Handschriften.

97Cannon, Bp Tables; and Strutwolf et al., ed., Novum Testa-
mentum Graecum (Editio Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts of 
the Apostles.

98Cannon, Bp Tables; Irenaeus, Contre les Hérésies, ed. 
Doutreleau et al.; Strutwolf, “Der Text der Apostelge-
schichte bei Irenaeus von Lyon und der sogenannte ‘Westliche 
Text,’”; Gignac, “Evidence for Deliberate Scribal Revision 
in Chrysostom’s Homilies on the Acts of the Apostles”; and 
Harvey, Argumenta Capitum Libri Tertii Contra Haereses.

99Cannon, Bp Tables; and Clark, The Acts of the Apostles.
100Cannon, Bp Tables; and Strutwolf et al., ed., Novum Tes-

tamentum Graecum (Editio Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts of 
the Apostles. 

101Ibid.; Schaff, ed., Saint Chrysostom; Schaff, ed., Saint 
Chrysostom: Homilies on the Acts of the Apostles and the 
Epistle to the Romans; Gordon D. Fee, “The Use of Greek 
Patristic Citations in New Testament Textual Criticism,” 
358; G. Büsch, “The ‘Western’ Text of Acts Evidenced by 
Chrysostom?”; and M.-É. Boismard, Le Texte Occidental des 
Actes des Apôtres.

102Cannon, Bp Tables; Strutwolf et al., ed., Novum Testamen-
tum Graecum (Editio Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts of the 
Apostles; and Houghton, The Latin New Testament.

103Cannon, Bp Tables; and Strutwolf et al., ed., Novum Tes-
tamentum Graecum (Editio Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts of 
the Apostles.

104Strutwolf et al., ed., Novum Testamentum Graecum (Editio 
Critica Maior). Part 3: The Acts of the Apostles; and Metzger 
and Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament.

105T. Erpenius, Novum D.N. Iesu Christi Testamentum arabice: 
Ex bibliotheca Leidensi (1616); and L. de Dieu, Animadver-
siones in Acta Apostolorum, Combined Syria, Arabic, Ethiopic, 
Vulgate, Erasmus, and Bezae Versions (Lugduni Batavorum: 
ex officina Elseviriorum, 1634).

106“Index of /fb07-klassphil-nttf/Apostelgeschichte”; Hough
ton, The Latin New Testament; and Monte Cassino Latin 
Lectionary PiF Monte Cassino, Archivio della Badia 521 
AA (AD 1000s).

107Matti Friedman, The Aleppo Codex: In Pursuit of One of the 
World’s Most Coveted, Sacred, and Mysterious Books (Chapel 
Hill, NC: Algonquin Books, 2013).

108Charles Darwin, The Origin of Species by Means of Natu-
ral Selection (New York: Barnes and Noble Classics, 2004), 
137–42.

109Jobling et al., Human Evolutionary Genetics, 2nd ed.; Chris 
B. Stringer and Ian Barnes, “Deciphering the Denisovans,” 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, USA 112, 
no. 51 (2015): 15542–43, https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas 
.1522477112; Chris Stringer, Lone Survivors: How We Came 
to be the Only Humans on Earth (New York: St.  Martin’s 
Press, 2012); Adam Auton et al., “A Global Reference for 
Human Genetic Variation,” Nature 526, no.  7571 (2015): 
68–74, https://www.nature.com/articles/nature15393; 
Peter H. Sudmant et al., “An Integrated Map of Struc-
tural Variation in 2,504 Human Genomes,” Nature 526, 
no. 7571 (2015): 75–81, https://www.nature.com/articles 
/nature15394; Monika Karmin et al., “A Recent Bottle-
neck of Y Chromosome Diversity Coincides with a Global 
Change in Culture,” Genome Research 25, no. 4 (2015): 
459–66, https://dx.doi.org/10.1101%2Fgr.186684.114; 

Fred S. Cannon

mailto:fsc1@psu.edu
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1522477112
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1522477112
https://www.nature.com/articles/nature15393
https://www.nature.com/articles/nature15394
https://www.nature.com/articles/nature15394
https://dx.doi.org/10.1101%2Fgr.186684.114


38 Perspectives on Science and Christian Faith

G.  David Poznik et al., “Sequencing Y Chromosomes 
Resolves Discrepancy in Time to Common Ancestor of 
Males Versus Females,” Science 341, no. 6145 (2013): 562–
65, https://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1237619; G. David 
Poznik et al., “Punctuated Bursts in Human Male Demog-
raphy Inferred from 1,244 Worldwide Y-chromosome 
Sequences,” Nature Genetics 48 (2016): 593–99, https://
www.nature.com/articles/ng.3559; Pontus Skoglund et 
al., “Reconstructing Prehistoric African Population Struc-
ture,” Cell 171, no. 1 (2017): 59–71, https://dx.doi.org/10 
.1016/j.cell.2017.08.049; Richard G. Klein, The Human 
Career, Human Biological and Cultural Origins, 3rd ed. (Chi-
cago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 2009); Pedro Soares 
et al., “The Expansion of mtDNA Haplogroup L3 within 
and out of Africa,” Molecular Biology and Evolution 29, no. 3 
(2012): 915–27, https://doi.org/10.1093/molbev/msr245; 
Pedro Soares et al., “A Genetic Perspective on African 
Prehistory,” in Africa from MIS 6-2: Population Dynamics 

and Paleoenvironments, ed. Sacha C. Jones and Brian A. 
Stewart [part of the Vertebrate Paleobiology and Paleo-
anthropology Series, ed. Eric Delson and Eric J. Sargis] 
(Dordrecht, Netherlands: Springer, 2016), https://doi.org 
/10.1007/978-94-017-7520-5_18; and Curtis W. Marean, 
“An Evolutionary Anthropological Perspective on Mod-
ern Human Origins,” Annual Review Anthropology 44, no. 1 
(2015): 533–56, https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-anthro 
-102313-025954.

110Ibid.
111Francis S. Collins, The Language of God (New York: Free 

Press, 2006).
112John M. Perkins, One Blood, Parting Words to the Church on 

Race and Love (Chicago, IL: Moody Publishers, 2018).

Article 
Acts 17:26: God Made of One [Blood]—Not of One Man—Every Ethnic Group of Humans

ASA Members: Submit comments and questions on this article 
at www.asa3.org→RESOURCES→Forums→PSCF Discussion.

WHAT IS A HUMAN?
Flourishing as a Person

ASA Annual Meeting

Point Loma Nazarene University
San Diego, California

July 29–August 1, 2022

Check asa3.org for latest details

https://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1237619
https://www.nature.com/articles/ng.3559
https://www.nature.com/articles/ng.3559
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2017.08.049
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2017.08.049
https://doi.org/10.1093/molbev/msr245
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-7520-5_18
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-7520-5_18
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-anthro-102313-025954
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-anthro-102313-025954
www.asa3.org

