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Introduction

 The book of Revelation makes no explicit statement such as, “The rapture of the church occurs at Point x within the chronological sweep of this book.” Of necessity, then, each rapture view seeks to make a case for where it places this event within the flow of John’s Revelation. The pre-Seventieth Week rapture stands alone in placing the rapture between Revelation 3 and 4. 
This paper will present an updated case for the pre-Seventieth Week Rapture view. The main feature requiring attention is the textual criticism of Revelation 5:9-10. 
Overview of Textual Issues
Three distinct points within these two verses tempted scribes with an apparent need to harmonize verse 9 with verse 10. The following renderings illustrate by translating the three competing texts: Nestle-Aland, Textus Receptus, and Majority Text.
	Nestle-Aland [3]-3-3
	Textus Receptus 1-1-1
	Majority Text 1-3-3

	9kai. a;|dousin wv|dh.n kainh.n le,gontej( :Axioj ei= labei/n to. bibli,on kai. avnoi/xai ta.j sfragi/daj auvtou/( o[ti evsfa,ghj kai. hvgo,rasaj tw/| qew/|  *   evn tw/| ai[mati, sou evk pa,shj fulh/j kai. glw,sshj kai. laou/ kai. e;qnouj 10kai. evpoi,hsaj auvtou.j tw/| qew/| h`mw/n basilei,an kai. i`erei/j( kai. basileu,sousin evpi. th/j gh/jÅ
	9kai. a;|dousin wv|dh.n kainh.n le,gontej( :Axioj ei= labei/n to. bibli,on kai. avnoi/xai ta.j sfragi/daj auvtou/\ o[ti evsfa,ghj( kai. hvgo,rasaj tw/| qew/| h`ma/j evn tw/| ai[mati, sou evk pa,shj fulh/j kai. glw,sshj kai. laou/ kai. e;qnouj( 10kai. evpoi,hsaj  h`ma/j tw/| qew/| h`mw/n  basilei/j kai. i`erei/j( kai. basileu,somen evpi. th/j gh/jÅ
	9kai. a;|dousin wv|dh.n kainh,n( le,gontej( :Axioj ei= labei/n to. bibli,on kai. avnoi/xai ta.j sfragi/daj auvtou/\ o[ti evsfa,ghj( kai. hvgo,rasaj tw/| qew/| h`ma/j evn tw/| ai[mati, sou evk pa,shj fulh/j kai. glw,sshj kai. laou/ kai. e;qnouj\ 10kai. evpoi,hsaj auvtou.j tw/| qew/| h`mw/n basilei/j kai. i`erei/j( kai. basileu,sousin evpi. th/j gh/jÅ

	9And they sang a new song, saying, “You are worthy to take the book and open its seals, because You were slain and have redeemed * to God by Your blood out of every tribe and tongue and people and nation 10and have made them a kingdom and priests to our God; and they shall reign on the earth.”
* = an implicit auvtou.j (them)
	9And they sang a new song, saying, “You are worthy to take the book and open its seals, because You were slain and have redeemed us to    God by Your blood out of every tribe and tongue and people and nation 10and have made us kings and  priests to our God; and we shall reign on the earth.”
	9And they sang a new song, saying, “You are worthy to take the book and open its seals, because You were slain and have redeemed us to    God by Your blood out of every tribe and tongue and people and nation 10and have made them kings and priests to our God; and they shall reign on the earth.”


A few manuscripts adjusted verse 10 in an effort to match verse 9. This resulted in the Textus Receptus supporting two readings in verse 10 that have virtually no manuscript support. Scholars that support the Nestle-Aland text sneer as they point out this case of harmonization (1‑1‑1) that has virtually no external support.
Even though these critics have correctly identified the sins of the Textus Receptus, they have not noticed that exactly the same charge applies against the Nestle-Aland ([3]-3-3)text of verse 9 as applies against the Textus Receptus in verse 10. 
1Judge not, that you be not judged. 2For with what judgment you judge, you will be judged; and with the measure you use, it will be measured back to you. 3And why do you look at the speck in your brother's eye, but do not consider the plank in your own eye? 4Or how can you say to your brother, “Let me remove the speck from your eye;” and look, a plank is in your own eye?

What has happened with the TR is this. In verse 10, the Alexandrian and Majority manuscripts are allied against the TR, which has (1) almost no manuscript support and (2) an indefensible position with regard to internal evidence. The TR attempted to harmonize verses 9-10 by substituting a few words within verse 10. The result was that verses 9-10 lack any apparent clash.

What happened with Nestle-Aland is quite similar. In verse 9, the Alexandrian and Majority manuscripts are allied against codex Alexandrinus, the sole Greek manuscript supporting the Nestle-Aland reading. Internal arguments leave Alexandrinus under a cloud. The fact that  tw/| qew/| is at the bottom of one column and evn tw/| ai[mati, sou is at the top of the next makes it impossible to rule out the possibility that the scribe simply had a memory lapse as he finished one column and started another. H.C. Hoskier asserts the possibility that the scribe of A suffered a memory lapse as he created a solecism, 

But what shall we do in this doctrinal and important verse [Revelation 5:9] in the matter of the omission of h`ma/j by A only? ‘Who hast redeemed us.’
The Alexandrine MS. [A, Alexandrinus] drops the word between two columns. Nevertheless Tischendorf, Westcott and Hort, and the Revisers follow suit with this authority only. No cursives [e.g., minuscules], not a, B [Hoskier’s name for 046], or P [hiat C], no Versions but aeth [e.g., Ethiopic] which is unreliable in such a matter, frequently balking at any difficulty [such as juxtaposing first person (v 9) with third person (v 10)].

Although Hoskier suggests the possibility of a memory lapse for A, he raises the spectre that the Ethiopic translation made an intentional change. The scribe who penned Alexandrinus may not have blundered into the variant that he introduced. It is a live option that he intentionally removed the h`ma/j from verse 9 to remove a difficulty that he perceived in harmonizing verse 9 with verse 10.
Lest someone dismiss the attractiveness of such a ([3]-3-3 versus 1-3-3) harmonization, Bruce Metzger admits that he regards the juxtaposition of first person (v 9) with third person (v 10) as marred by contextual “unsuitability.” Such thinking is exactly what would lead a scribe to omit h`ma/j intentionally.
5.9 tw/| qew/| {C}

Although the evidence for tw/| qew/| is slight (A eth), this reading best accounts for the origin of the others. Wishing to provide hvgo,rasaj with a more exactly determined object than is found in the words evk pa,shj fulh/j kÅtÅlÅ, some scribes introduced h`ma/j either before tw/| qew/| (94 2344 al) or after tw/| qew/| (a 046 1006 1611 2053 al), while others replaced tw/| qew/| with h`ma/j (1 2065* Cyprian  al). Those who made the emendations, however, overlooked the unsuitability of h`ma/j with auvtou,j in the following verse (where, indeed, the Textus Receptus reads h`ma/j, but with quite inadequate authority) [Bold added].
   
Does not the bold section of the above citation admit that h`ma/j in verse 9 is a harder reading (for all manuscripts that retain the third person in verse 10)? He has openly conceded that either Alexandrinus or the Ethiopic may have sensed the same difficulty that Metzger perceives. Likewise, the changing of h`ma/j to h`mw/n in 180, 205, 2082*, and 2256? could represent attempts to harmonize verse 9 with verse 10. (It is also possible, since verse 10 says tw/| qew/| h`mw/n, that they thought that the tw/| qew/| h`ma/j in verse 9 originally matched the tw/| qew/| h`mw/n of verse 10).
In other words, the two readings that do not include the word h`ma/j in verse 9 (tw/| qew/| and tw/| qew/| h`mw/n) are plagued by the same problems as the TR’s two uses of first person words in verse 10. Both the Nestle-Aland reading for verse 9 and the Textus Receptus readings for verse 10 have:
1. minimal manuscript support from any family (Alexandrian or Majority),
2. only minor microscopic-level internal arguments (dealing with issues within a single verse) as ineffective countermeasures against a weighty macroscopic internal argument: harmonization of verses 9-10 to eliminate an apparent tension, and

3. no way to counter effectively the clear possibility of a scribal memory lapse. 

As a result, the present author sees no alternative other than accepting the text that has the preponderance of Alexandrian evidence as well as the preponderance of Majority family evidence. Nestle-Aland27’s “Editionum Differentiae,” shows that other critical texts have not agreed with the approach taken by Nestle-Aland, “[5,]9 ä S V [M] B ut a.”
 What they mean is that the critical texts of S (von Soden), V (Vogels), and B (Bover) agreed with a in accepting tw/| qew/| h`ma/j. In addition, [M] means that Merk’s text read tw/| qew/| Îh`ma/jÐ. The Alexandrian evidence for accepting h`ma/j is strong enough that several editions have accepted the difficult reading (first person in verse 9, but third person in verse 10). In addition, the Majority family evidence is strong enough that both the Hodges-Farstad and Robinson-Pierpont texts accept it.
Playing Devil’s Advocate for Nestle-Aland’s Reading
Grant Osborne admits that his reading has almost no external support, but thinks that scribes were tempted [1] to add an explicit direct object that was supposedly missing in the exemplar (a shorter reading). He then adds what he thinks is a clincher, [2] that h`ma/j makes the passage theologically contradictory (e.g., the cross would redeem both human elders and angelic beings, namely, the four living creatures).

5:9. The text-critical problem here is essential for the identification fo the elders in chapters 4-5. If the text should read hvgo,rasaj tw/| qew/| h`ma/j with a 046 1006 1611 et al. (94 2344 et al. place h`ma/j before tw/| qew/|), then the twenty-four elders (5:8) are indeed human rather than angels. There are several problems with this, however, and most prefer to omit “us.” Although there is not a lot of manuscript evidence for “purchased for God” (A eth), Metzger (1994:666) is probably correct in asserting that the shorter reading best explains the longer. Later scribes provided an object to tell the reader who was “purchased for God.” Moreover, if “us” is part of the text, then the four living creatures as well as the elders (5:8) would have been redeemed, and the living creatures are certainly celestial beings.

Let us consider his two arguments: (1) scribes wanted an explicit object, and (2) the reading would supposedly make the cross apply to angels.
If Osborne’s first argument were right, a scribe (sensing the need for adding an explicit object) would also (based on verse 10) have possessed a ready-made choice. Why is it that we do not have manuscripts that read auvtou.j in verse 9? Surely, the fact that most manuscripts read first person in verse 9 and third person in verse 10 indicates that Osborne’s hypothesis requires that an emender would create a very difficult text in the process of trying to solve a very minor problem. Osborne must posit that the overwhelming majority of both Alexandrian and Majority manuscripts followed this difficult reading, despite the fact that older exemplars would have offered a simple corrective. Osborne is not persuasive here.
Osborne’s second argument makes a rather facile assumption that the phrase “they sang, saying” (verse 9) necessarily means that all twenty-eight singers (four cherubs and twenty-four elders) sang all of the words of the song. Those words allow such a possibility, but they do not require this. If, for example, someone said, “The musicians in the Temple in Jerusalem sang Psalm 136,” few would imagine that every singer necessarily sang every word. The arrangement of that psalm is as an antiphonal response:

	Musical Subgroup 1
	Musical Subgroup 2

	1Oh, give thanks to the LORD, for He is good! 
	For His mercy endures forever. 

	2Oh, give thanks to the God of gods! 
	For His mercy endures forever.

	3Oh, give thanks to the Lord of lords! 
	For His mercy endures forever: 

	4To Him who alone does great wonders, 
	For His mercy endures forever;

	5To Him who by wisdom made the heavens, 
	For His mercy endures forever;

	6To Him who laid out the earth above the waters, 
	For His mercy endures forever;

	7To Him who made great lights, 
	For His mercy endures forever– 

	8The sun to rule by day, 
	For His mercy endures forever;

	9The moon and stars to rule by night, 
	For His mercy endures forever.

	10To Him who struck Egypt in their firstborn, 
	For His mercy endures forever;

	11And brought out Israel from among them, 
	For His mercy endures forever;

	12With a strong hand, and with an outstretched arm, 
	For His mercy endures forever;

	13To Him who divided the Red Sea in two, 
	For His mercy endures forever;

	14And made Israel pass through the midst of it, 
	For His mercy endures forever;

	15But overthrew Pharaoh and his army in the Red Sea, 
	For His mercy endures forever;

	16To Him who led His people through the wilderness, 
	For His mercy endures forever;

	17To Him who struck down great kings, 
	For His mercy endures forever;

	18And slew famous kings, 
	For His mercy endures forever– 

	19Sihon king of the Amorites, 
	For His mercy endures forever;

	20And Og king of Bashan, 
	For His mercy endures forever– 

	21And gave their land as a heritage, 
	For His mercy endures forever;

	22A heritage to Israel His servant, 
	For His mercy endures forever.

	23Who remembered us in our lowly state, 
	For His mercy endures forever;

	24And rescued us from our enemies, 
	For His mercy endures forever;

	25Who gives food to all flesh, 
	For His mercy endures forever.

	26Oh, give thanks to the God of heaven! 
	For His mercy endures forever.


Revelation 5:9 has content that is appropriate to humans (the elders), while verse 10 is appropriate for angelic singers (the cherubs). John did not explain the arrangement of singers, but his words allow for an antiphonal arrangement. Osborne’s second objection to h`ma/j in verse 9 assumes something that he has not proven (that the cherubs sing verse 9, because he assumed that the hymn is not antiphonal).

Robert Mounce clearly overstates the evidence when he says, “The most accurate texts omit the first italicized pronoun [h`ma/j in verse 9],” How can he say this, when A is the only Greek text to support the reading that he accepts for verse 9. Clearly, he offers a snow job on verse 9. This paper concurs with the reading that he accepts for verse 10, but how can he classify  h`ma/j in verse 9 among “inferior variants”?
The idea that the elders were the ones purchased by Christ’s death stems from inferior variants that make the text read, “Thou wast slain, and hast redeemed us to God . . . and hast made us unto our God kings and priests: and we shall reign on the earth” (AV, italics added). The most accurate texts omit the first italicized pronoun and read “them” and “they” for the other two (cf. NRSV margin) [Bold added].


G.K. Beale offers a far-more balanced view, although he underestimates the strength of the internal and external argument for h`ma/j in verse 9.
External evidence clearly favors the inclusion of hmaj (“us”) either before (94 2344 al), after (a [S 2050 2344] Û [lat] sy), or instead of (1 2065* Cypr al) tw/| qew/| (“to God”) as a more specific direct object than (“every tribe, tongue, people, and nation.” Although only A and eth completely exclude hmaj (“us”), many interpreters (including NA26) still argue that these two mss. [sic: eth is not a ms., but a version] preserve the original (“he redeemed to God”). They do so, first, because the shorter reading is more difficult, not having as precise an object. It is more likely that a scribe would attempt to clarify the direct object rather than the opposite. This stylistic abruptness is another expression of the Semitic influence that is characteristic of Revelation (e.g., note especially other partitive expressions with evk [“from”] introduced like that of v 9b: 2:10; 3:9; 5:7; 11:9; in all these cases the ancient versions and even modern translations supply a more specific direct object). Secondly, hmaj (“us”) is not consistent with auvtou.j (“them”) in what follows in v 10 (“he made them to God” [only the TR has the improbable variant “us” instead of (“them”) in v 10]; nor is “us” in v 9 harmonious with the third person plural basileu,sousin [“reign”] in v 10).
It is usually thought that “us” both here and in v 10 is not original, and since “them” in v 10 is less disputed both on external and internal grounds, the “us” of v 9 is likely secondary. On the other hand, it may not be so improbable that “us” in v 9 and “them” in v 10 could both be original, since this would also be a difficult reading, but not impossibly difficult because the liturgical atmosphere could justify the change in person between v 9 and v 10. Also the parallelism of “he made them to God” (v 10) with “he redeemed to God” (v 9) might point to the presence of a specific object in the latter phrase. In addition, there is the possibility that the scribe of codex A accidentally dropped the “us” when he went from the bottom of one column of the page to begin writing at the top of the next column (one column concludes with HGORASAS TW QEW and EN TW AIMATI SOU).
The better part of wisdom is to acknowledge the equal possibility of both readings (even UBS registers a high degree of doubt in v 9). In this light, “us” in v 9 should not serve as a strong argument for identifying the twenty-four elders as saints or representatives of saints, nor should the omission of “us” be an absolute argument against such an identification.

Exegetical Implications of “Us” in Revelation 5:9
The twenty-four elders are seen in a heavenly setting (Revelation 4:1-5). Based upon Revelation 5:9, they are humans. Furthermore, they are members of the Church, because the phrase hvgo,rasaj tw/| qew/| h`ma/j evn tw/| ai[mati, sou evk pa,shj fulh/j kai. glw,sshj kai. laou/ kai. e;qnouj is a reference to Gentile peoples. Furthermore, the words sung by the cherubs in verse 10 point to the twenty-four elders as ones who have passed through the Bema seat with full reward. They have had rulership conferred upon them. Necessarily, they will have already been raptured prior to having rulership upon the earth granted to them (evpoi,hsaj auvtou.j tw/| qew/| h`mw/n basilei/j kai. i`erei/j( kai. basileu,sousin evpi. th/j gh/j). 
Another significant chronological feature is that these twenty-four elders are the ones who resolve the problem of who opens the seven-sealed opisthograph. Observe that Revelation 5:1-4 poses the problem, but verses 5 and 9 come from the mouth(s) of an elder (or elders).

Problem

1And I saw in the right hand of Him who sat on the throne a scroll written inside and on the back, sealed with seven seals. 2Then I saw a strong angel proclaiming with a loud voice, “Who is worthy to open the scroll and to loose its seals?” 3And no one in heaven or on the earth or under the earth was able to open the scroll, or to look at it. 4So I wept much, because no one was found worthy to open and read the scroll, or to look at it.  
Solution Given by One Elder

5But one of the elders said to me, “Do not weep. Behold, the Lion of the tribe of Judah, the Root of David, has prevailed to open the scroll and to loose its seven seals.”  
Solution Sung by Twenty-Four Elders

9And they [the twenty-four elders] sang a new song, saying: “You are worthy to take the scroll, And to open its seals; For You were slain, And have redeemed us to God by Your blood Out of every tribe and tongue and people and nation,  

Why is it significant that the twenty-four elders are rewardable raptured Church Age believers? Their pronouncements precede even the opening of the first seal (Revelation 6:1). In other words, they are raptured and have been through the Bema before the first seal is opened.

Transcript of Alexandrinus (Codex A) for Revelation 4:8b–6:7a
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
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


















	
























	
















































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