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BRIEF MODELS FOR IDENTIFYING THE OLD TESTAMENT, NEWCOVENANT
PASSAGES

Evangelical scholarship has done little to developking models for systematically
identifying the New Covenant (NC) passages in tlleT@stament (OT). The result has
been predictable—consensus regarding the pre@seeels of the NC has eluded
evangelical students of the NC, partially becahsediscussion has been plagued with
differing, briefly justified enumerations of thelegant OT passages to begin with.

The few models offered for methodically surfachi@ passages in the OT have been
generally ignored by other students of the NCeast in print. Part one of this article
summarizes and critiques five brief models publisimethe last fifty years, part two
summarizes and critiques two extended models, artdhree proposes a new model for
surfacing the NC passages in the OT.

THE “FORMATIVE MODEL” OF WALTER C. KAISER

Walter Kaiser effectively surfaced for modern eyalicalism the issue of the make-
up of the NC according to the OT, by cataloging 972 and again in 1978 “the sixteen

! Recent examples may include Femi Adeyemi, “Wh#tésNew Covenant ‘Law’ in Jeremiah
31:33?",Bibliotheca Sacrd 63, no. 651 (Summer 2006): 314; Thomas Edward Ma€key, The
Covenants of Promise: A Theology of the Old Testai@evenant$Grand Rapids: Baker, 1985), 90; Craig
A. Blaising and Darrell L. BockProgressive Dispensationalis(@rand Rapids: Baker, 1993), 49, 151;
Dirk H. OdendaalThe Eschatological Expectation of Isaiah 40—66 \@iffecial Reference to Israel and the
Nations(Nutley, NJ: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1970), Rissell L. Penney, “The Relationship of the
Church to the New Testamen€bnservative Theological Journd, no. 7 (Dec 1998): 461; Robert L.
Saucy,The Case for Progressive Dispensational{€@nand Rapids: Zondervan, 1993), 112-13; and John
Whitcomb, “Christ's Atonement and Animal Sacrifidedsrael,”Grace Theological Journa, no. 2 (Fall
1985): 205.



or seventeen major” OT passages referencing thé R€rhaps it is a measure of
Kaiser’s stature among evangelical scholars, tisatvbrds nearly ended that discussion
before it began—subsequent writings regarding t6eedements and passages in the OT
have most often simply accepted Kaiser's enumeratids well, they have generally
followed without discussion Kaiser’s lead in limigi OT, NC passages to the writing
prophets’

Kaiser’s classic enumeration of OT passages fislasvs:

The only place in the Old Testament where the esgine “new covenant”
occurs is Jeremiah 31:31. However it would appeatrthe idea is much more
widespread. Based on similar content and contéxsiollowing expressions can
be equated with the new covenant: the “everlastovgnant” in seven passages
{Jer. 32:40; 50:5; Ezek. 16:60; 37:26; Isa. 24535 61:8}, a “new heart” or a
“new spirit” in three or four passages {Ezek. 11:19:31; 36:26; Jer. 32:39
(LXX)}, the “covenant of peace” in three passaflea. 54:10; Ezek. 34:25;
37:26}, and “a covenant” or “my covenant” whichpiaced “in that day” in three
passages {Isa. 42:6; 49:8; Hos. 2:18-20; Isa. 5¥ad additional passages on the
new covenant see Stefan Porub&in,in the Old Testament: a Soteriological

2 Walter C. Kaiser, “The Old Promise and the New @wnt: Jeremiah 31:31-348urnal of the
Evangelical Theological Socielys, no. 1 (Winter 1972): 14, and Walter C. Kaiger'The Old Promise
and the New Covenant: Jeremiah 31:31-34The Bible in Its Literary Miliepyed. John Maier and
Vincent Tollers (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1979), 109.

3 Writers who have relied on Kaiser's enumeratio®df NC passages with little or no additional
development include Adeyemi, “What is the New CamriLaw’ in Jeremiah 31:33?”, 314; Penney, “The
Relationship of the Church to the New Testamer@!l;8Bruce Ware, “The New Covenant and the
People(s) of God,” iDispensationalism, Israel and the Chuy@d. Craig A. Blaising and Darrell L. Bock
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1992), 69. In some dases is no footnote, but instead an allusive tood
Kaiser via reuse of his designatilmtus classicugor the Jeremiah 31 passage, as appears to baghe
with R. Bruce Compton, “Dispensationalism, the @and the New CovenanDetroit Baptist
Seminary Journa8 (Fall 2003): 11.

Writers who have developed Kaiser’'s enumeratiothér include: Larry D. PettegreWhe New
Covenant Ministry of the Holy Spiri2™ ed. (Grand Rapids: Kregel Publications, 2001),s8t Paul R.
Thorsell, “The Spirit in the Present Age: Prelimin&ulfillment of the Predicted New Covenant Acdogl
to Paul,”Journal of the Evangelical Theological Sociétfly, no. 3 (Fall 1998): 398. Rodney Decker
(Rodney J. Decker, “The Church’s Relationship ® Mew Covenant—Part OneBibliotheca Sacrd 52,
no. 607 [Summer 1995]: 294) acknowledges Kais&tof passages but questions two Isaiah passages.
Darrell Bock (“Covenants in Progressive Dispengatism,” inThree Central Issues in Contemporary
Dispensationalismed. Herbert W. Bateman IV [Grand Rapids: Kre@8B9], 189) and Sauc¥ e Case
for Progressive Dispensationalisrh12—13) do not reference Kaiser but list nedreygame NC verses and
the expression-based criteria for their selectighiott Johnson (“Covenants in Traditional
Dispensationalism,” ilDispensationalism, Israel and the Chuydi81) references the Bruce Ware article
above, which itself begins with the Kaiser model.

* John R. Master (“The New Covenant,”lgsues in Dispensationalisrad. John R. Master and
Wesley R. Willis [Chicago: Moody, 1994], 93-1100h& H. Sailhameriitroduction to Old Testament
Theology{Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1995], 99), and Whitcgtlirist's Atonement and Animal
Sacrifices in Israel,” 205) are among the minowityo have argued for the presence of NC elemenligear
in the OT.



Study Rome: Slovak Institute, 1963, pp. 481-512}—malkangrand total of
sixteen or seventeen major passages on the newamtve

Kaiser briefly described his criteria for capturiNg passages outside of Jeremiah 31, as
being the presence of “similar content and contéxAdter referencing his first category,
that of passages with the namew covenanfwhich involves only Jeremiah 31), Kaiser
captured additional NC passages based upon whe#yemcorporate any one (or more,
presumably) of the following four expressions, €lgrnal covenant2) new heartor new
spirit, (3) covenant of peacer (4)a covenanbr my covenanlinked within that day®
Because most of these phrases do appear in Jer8tnaatd Kaiser did specify Jeremiah
31 as hidocus classicusone could certainly envision the genesis of Kassmodel as
involving first the acceptance of Jeremiah 31 BKCapassage, followed by the
observation of key, descriptive terms or phrasdbénpassage, and finally the seeking
out of the same key elements in other OT passages.

The utility of Kaiser's second-to-last expressemvenant of peads not clear. The
phrase does not appear in Jeremiah 31, thougipalsatge does promise personal,
spiritual peace and corporate, military peace witter terms. The difficulty is that one
or both of these senses of peace are presentohthkk named, biblical covenants,

® Kaiser, “The Old Promise and the New Covenaneréah 31:31-34,” 14; cf. Kaiser, “The Old
Promise and the New Covenant: Jeremiah 31:31-89,"117. The brackets in the quotation indicaée th
location, plus text, of Kaiser’s footnotes withfretquote.

Stefan Porubcan, whom Kaiser acknowledges abokiesawimary source, is somewhat of an odd
progenitor for Kaiser’s position regarding the eéis and passages of the NC in the OT. Porubcan’s
Catholic, replacement theology in regards to natidsrael and the NT church informed Porubcan’s
criterion for identifying NC passages, leading hordeclare that the NC in the prophets is primarily
soteriological, predicting the expanding and deegeaf the provision of divine forgiveness to God'’s
people which the NT teaches as fulfilled in therchuStefan Porubcain in the Old Testament: a
Soteriological StudjRome: Slovak Institute, 1963], 483, 488, 503, 51E)om that broad, theological
understanding of the NC in the prophets, Porubstaibéshed the criterion that any prophetic passage
referring either to an eschatological covenanba heightened quality of salvation is a NC passadet
surprisingly Porubcan found the NC in many of thE @ophets, beyond what Kaiser would recognize
(Porubcansin in the Old Testamem87, 503, 504); examples are Daniel 9, Zechdrg&gtand Malachi 3—
4,

Kaiser acknowledges his evangelical divergence fiekmrubcan indirectly in offering both different
criteria for identifying NC passages (“similar cent and contexts”), as well as a shorter list of NC
passages. Nevertheless, Porubcan’s influence fpyfMdaiser on modern evangelicalism’s assumptions
regarding the elements and passages of the N@ i@Thhighlights a significant gap in evangelical
scholarship regarding an accepted model for estaéhlj OT passages as NC passages.

% bid., 14.



including the conditional, Mosaic covendnthe first time the Iabér;ﬁ")t;? n3
(“covenant of peace”) appears in the prophets, YHW#AS assuring Israel by way of
Isaiah that his loyal love is unending: “For tinsdike the days of Noah to Me, When |
swore that the waters of Noah Would not flood thegteagain; So | have sworn that |
will not be angry with you Nor will | rebuke youzor the mountains may be removed
and the hills may shake, But My lovingkindness wik be removed from you, And My
covenant of peace will not be shaken,” Says thedwho has compassion on yo@
afflicted one, storm-tossedndnot comforted, Behold, | will set your stones in
antimony, And your foundations | will lay in sappds.” (Isa 54:9-11). That unending
love is apparent in all the unconditional covenasiish as the Noahic which YHWH
explicitly mentions here, as well as the Abrahaand the Davidic covenants. Asitis
not unique to NC passages, it seems best to uaddratovenant of peacas a “subset
provision” that is included within several broadervenants from YHWH.

The efficacy of Kaiser’s first and last expresstereternal covenantanda
covenanbobr my covenanlinked within that day—is equally unclear. Logically, it seems
that these expressions could capture any covehanistlinked to the Eschaton by OT
prophets. If one were to view all the biblical eoants relevant to the Eschaton as
expressions of a single, generic eschatologicatrant for whicmew covenani the
preferred name, as indeed somé tlen these would be efficacious categories. For
those who recognize distinctions between multipéened and distinguishable covenants
that are linked to the Eschaton by writing prophetsever’ these two categories seem
improperly broad.

" The biblical covenant in fact that is best posiéid of all to lay claim to the labebvenant of peace
is a one linked to the Mosaic covenant. This leksewn covenant of YHWH with the Levitical priest
Phinehas properly claims the earliest use of thellen Scripture, as its actual name: “Therefag s
‘Behold, | give him My covenant of peace; and iallve for him and his descendants after him, a&nant
of a perpetual priesthood, because he was jeatwdss God and made atonement for the sons ofll$rae
(Numbers 25:12-13). ltis ironic for the Kaiserdeg that the labetovenant of peada fact surfaces
some passages linked to the Mosaic covenant—theneaw to which Jeremiah 31 explicitly contrasts the
NC.

8 Odendaal The Eschatological Expectation of Isaiah 40-66 \@iffecial Reference to Israel and the
Nations 131) and Porubcaisin in the Old Testamem87, 503, 504) were mentioned above as adherents
to this view. Unquestionably the named, unconddiaovenants of the OT are activated in a cootdiha
perhaps even seamless manner in the Eschatonaidddy the prophets. In that sense these covgna
represent a single, divine program. On the othedhthere are signature elements in each of tmeda
unconditional covenants which appear to resist gamhtion at the hands of both the OT and NT writers
As an example: individual, internal transformatiynway of Spirit indwelling seems to be a signature
element of the NC. So while the Spirit is mentidime Isaiah 11, there he has the secondary, bagkdro
role of energizing the Davidic ruler. The Davidide is the focus of this passage, not the Sgint his
activities are it seems not a signature elemetii@Davidic covenant. So it seems Isaiah 11 shioeild
understood as a “Davidic covenant passage,” ndt passage.

One can argue that the positive outcomes natippélDavidic rule in Isaiah 11 are contingent upon
the activation of the Spirit's transforming work @described in the NC. But this shows that the Diavi
covenant and the NC are interdependent, not tedatter has subsumed the former.

% Such as the NC in Jeremiah 31 and the Davidicreaviein Jeremiah 33.



In regards to Kaiser’s first expreSS|b1SJ N"72 (“eternal covenant”), it is likely
that Jeremiah 32:40, which Kaiser captured byghimse, does refer to the NC. In fact,
it offers an excellent summary of what had beenitizt in Jeremiah 31: “I will make an
everlasting covenant with them that | will not twaway from them, to do them good; and
| will put the fear of Me in their hearts so thaey will not turn away from Me.” On the
other hand, Isaiah 24:5, which is captured by sexpeessionseems just as clearly to
refer to the Noahic covenant. There YHWH decldnes all humankind has broken a
covenant made prior: “The earth is also pollutedtb¥ynhabitants, for they transgressed
laws, violated statutes, broke the everlasting sama€ (Isa 24:5). Regarding Isaiah 55:3
and 61:8, it seems those passages both refer aidic covenant. Thus, it seems the
IabelD'ﬂ:J "2 (“eternal covenant”) can be attached to multipkened covenants.

Surprlsmgly narrowing the final category (passagvolving the temporal
expressioITT 09°3 [“in that day”]) from passages that are generafighatological to
those passages that use this precise temporal $hlmetens the list to only Hosea 2:18—
20. It is difficult to link this passage to anyeoaf the named OT covenants in particular.
The passage highlights a future “covenant of peaxé® made for Israel with wildlife,
which is more clearly an event related to the ailBavidic Messiah in Isaiah 11 than to
the activation of the NC described in JeremiahaBhpough admittedly the Hosea passage
mentions spiritual rejuvenation as a secondary efemit seems best to take this
covenant of peace as a recognized sub-elementref timan one named, OT covenant,
per the discussion above of the “covenants of jdéadbe OT°

Thus the first, third, and fourth expressions #aiser offered for identifying NC
passages in the OT seem improperly broad. Worfkorg Kaiser's own, overarching
criteria of “similar content and context,” thesgoessions capture some passages that
seem clearly to refer to the NC, but as well captaither passages that seem to refer to
other named, OT covenants that are active in tisbdsn in addition to the NC. Perhaps
these three expressions of Kaiser can serve asstfifter” for surfacing potential NC
passages, but additional criteria are needed theucull the list of passages down to a
list of passages describing the NC in distinctiamf other, named OT covenants. One
could suggest other first filters that require dditonal filter, such as the phraseology
involving YHWH being “their God” and Israel beingny people,” which captures both
Mosaic covenant passages (Exod 29:45; Lev 26:4% pavspective NC passages (Jer
24:7; 31:33; 32:38; Ezek 37:23, 27) in the OT.

The second expressioew heartor new spiritdoes appear to capture successfully
other passages that refer to the NC of Jeremiah @&tms of Kaiser’s criteria of similar
content and context. These passages are Jeremiah 32:39 (LXX); Ez&kiéD; 18:31;
36:262 The efficacy of this category is further validttey the fact that, if and when the

19|saiah seems to use the labeVenant of peader the Noahic covenant in Isaiah 54, and he links
the concept of both individual, internal peace eoxporate, external peace with the Davidic androthe
covenants in 9:7; 32:17-18; 54:13; 55:12; and 66:12

1 Kaiser, “The Old Promise and the New Covenaneméh 31:31-34,” 14.

2 The exception is Kaiser's reference to EzekieB18in which YHWH calls on current Israel to
reform their own hearts, more in keeping it seeritk the Mosaic covenant.



criterion ofverbaladherence to the key expression is broadenedrtceptuabdherence
on the part of candidate OT passages, then thgargteaptures other seemingly valid
NC passages that appear elsewhere in Kaiser’s lifhis group involves Isaiah 59:21;
Jeremiah 32:40; 50:5; Ezekiel 16:60-62; 37:26-R&ch reflects the concept of
individual, internal, spiritual transformation afraelites.

The remaining passages in Kaiser’s list are ttioseare improperly captured by his
categories, because they seem to refer to oth@naons or are not clearly similar to
Jeremiah 31. They are Isaiah 24:5; 42:6; 49:83;351:10; Ezekiel 34:25.

The failure of Kaiser's model to capture the 188—-29 passage provides another
interesting point of analysis for the model. Tlasgage speaks of the distinct action of
the Spirit on humankind “in those days” and at ie@plies inner, spiritual
transformation of his beneficiaries, as the Spiais been poured out on them and has
caused them to experience visions and dreams.KH&eér listedthe Spiritas one of his
key expressions for capturing NC passages, as stadgnts of the NC in the OT would,
Joel 2 it seems would have been captured as a B€age. Kaiser did not lite Spirit
as a qualifying expression however, even thoughyro@his sixteen or seventeen
passages include it, presumably because the Jér&hipassage from which he culled
most of his key expressions does not. On the dthied, Kaiser included in his criteria
other expressions beyotite Spiritthat are absent from Jeremiah 31, but only whey the
involve the wordcovenant Given that all of those parameters have proedyetoverly
broad, there is certainly a basis for questionihgtiver the list of key expressions could
be improved by way of both selective deletions additions.

Nevertheless, the Kaiser model does a good jaapiuring NC passages in the OT,
given its brevity and simplicity. The utility ofi¢ model is perhaps most clearly seen
when the model is compared to other contemporamyetsowhich are generally more
complex and rarely as accurate in capturing andtimgiappropriate OT passages.

THE “GENERIC ESCHATOLOGICAL MODEL” OF R. BRUCE COMFON

R. Bruce Compton offered his model in Bistroit Baptist Seminary Journalticle
“Dispensationalism, the Church, and the New CovetdnCompton’s work,
particularly his earlier doctoral dissertation, naseived attention from several other
students of the N& though his methodology is highlighted more indniscle.

13 Larry Pettegrew makes this modification—see Pettety “modified Kaiser model” below.
14 Compton, “Dispensationalism, the Church, and tee/\Covenant,” 3-48.

15 Compton’s unpublished dissertation (Bruce R. CamptAn Examination of the New Covenant in
the Old and New Testaments” [unpublished Th.D.atission, Grace Theological Seminary, May 1986])
has been cited by, among others: Adeyemi (“Wh#tddNew Covenant ‘Law’ in Jeremiah 31:33?”", 320),
Rodney J. Decker (“The Church’s Relationship toteev Covenant—Part TwoBibliotheca Sacrd 52,
no. 608 [Fall 1995]: 441, 447-49, 451-53), RobecOdbe (“The Meaning of ‘Born Of Water and the
Spirit’ in John 3:5,"Detroit Baptist Seminary Journdl[Fall 1999]: 90), Penney (“The Relationship of th
Church to the New Covenant,” 464), and PettegrBve (New Covenant Ministry of the Holy Spi8i).



While Compton considered Jeremiah 31 as the priigepassage as did Kaiser,
Compton offered more of a “prolegomena” than didskaby discussing selection
criteria before discussing selected passages. orsgdirst criterion for NC passages in
the OT is that the passage needs to treat the M@ &adentifiable entity,” which for him
distinguishes his approved passages from all teadeer than the writing prophets that
may admittedly involve “antecedent trajectoriesiémds the NC® Compton’s second
criterion is that the NC passage will mention lyeleacovenantand thirdly that it will
be by context future, specifically eschatologicéhe bases for these criteria were not
given. The criteria are effective pragmaticaltythat they allowed Compton to quickly
delineate a core of NC passages. Theologicalgy thility is not as clear. The above
review of Kaiser’'s model has shown that such ddtare prone to surface passages
which may or may not be referring to the NC, andhfer examination of Compton’s
model bears this out.

On the basis of these three criteria Compton begdmJeremiah 31:31 because it
specifies the NC by name, and Compton stated hlea¢ tare an additional twelve NC
passages: “Hos 2:18; Isa 42:6; 49:8; 54:10; 533 F 61:8; Jer 32:40; 50:5 (cf. 24:4—
7); and Ezek 16:60; 34:25; 37:26 (cf. 11:14-2123633)."” Compton stated that each
of the thirteen passages have in common the faligviive elements, beginning with two
of the three criteria that had led to the actubdd®n of the thirteen passages: a covenant
is mentioned, the covenant is future and eschatmbdsrael faces national judgment
and dispersion, Israel is afterward restored thatneland, and Israel experiences great
material and spiritual blessings.

At this juncture in the model's development sossies regarding passage selection
arise. First, criteria two and three, also lisdsdhe first and second elements in the list
of “five commonalities” to the thirteen passagesrmn unduly broad. Any reference in
the OT prophets to the activity of other uncondiibcovenants (the Abrahamic and
Davidic for example) in the Eschaton would be cegriby those two criteria.

16 Compton, “Dispensationalism, the Church, and tee/\Covenant,” 10.
17 ki
Ibid.

'8 One could reply that there are in fact the oribtheee criteria plus an additional three, listadtze
third through fifth elements in the list of five mononalities, which together will resolve the prablef
criteria breadth, but Compton specifies that héased the third through fifth elements of that &ifter he
had identified the thirteen initial passages by whithe three earlier criteria.

Compton exercises the same two criteria in hisedtation. There he does acknowledge the potential
problem for his criteria of improperly capturindesences to covenants other than the NC, due to the
criteria’s breadth: “Excluded from exegetical calesation are Zech 9:11 and Mal 3:1. Although both
mention the word ‘covenant,’ neither offers suffici information to indentify clearly which covenasin
view nor are they able to advance the concernsigftudy” (Compton, “An Examination of the New
Covenant in the Old and New Testaments,” 5 n. 3).

However Compton'’s later article clarifies thatfantunately, Compton is not concerned with
improperly capturing eschatological expressionsovenants other than the NC, but only concerneld wit
capturing OT references tmneschatological covenants: “Two additional passagdsh mention the
term ‘covenant,’ Zech 9:11 and Mal 3:1, have narbmcluded. In both, the information provided floe
identification of the covenant is insufficient tetdrminewhether the reference is to a future covenant or to



Collecting OT passages referring to the covenadeodmiah 31 by the three criteria of
this model could in actuality collect all passagesking any reference to any biblical
covenant relevant to the Eschaton of Israel, rdgssmf the passages’ relation to
descriptions of the NC. Even using all five of Guon’s criteria would seem to result in
one’s capturing a broad range of such referentesut it another wayi, it is hard to see
how YHWH could have spoken in the OT prophets reigar activity originating from
any covenant, and could have located the actigityporally by referring to key events in
Israel’s Eschaton, without it later being captuasda NC passage, by these criteria.

For Compton the new list of NC elements derivearnfithe three Jeremiah passages
doubled both as an amendment to his descriptidfdoélements, and as an amendment
to his list of selection criteria. Nor was the argded list of criteria, now nine in number,
stabilized at this point—as Compton assimilatedtamithl OT passages to his “stable” of
NC passages, his list of criteria for identifyin@ passages expanded further as well.
Thus, for example, when Compton turned to his aixdidate passages in Isaiah, he
considered the degree of overlap between the elsméthose Isaianic passages and his
current list of nine criterid® All the Isaianic passages were validated as NGages
because they overlap to some degree with thosecriteea.

With the six Isaianic passages now “in the NClstalCompton considered whether
any of those additional passages suggest addith@adlements not seen in the Jeremiah
passages, which should then be used to “cast thef€C criteria still wider as the
search for other NC passages continues. He cosdtlinit the list of elements within the
NC of the writing prophets should as a result hgaexied from nine to fourteen, to
include: the Isaianic Servant of YHWH, the roletlod Servant asovenant mediator
Gentile enlightenment, the identity of the Sernast Davidic ruler, and the Davidic
promises reflected in Isaiah 11.

Compton used the same “expanding criteria” apgroadis evaluation of the
Ezekiel passages which mention a discrete esclgatalacovenant, measuring their
overlap with the fourteen criteria in play since #valuation of the Isaiah passatfes.
Again, the individual Ezekiel passages were addetéd list of NC passages, and then
these new passages were reviewed for NC elemaita/éne not evident in the NC
passages surfaced in the earlier prophets. Apthig, due to Ezekiel 36, the activity of
the Spirit was brought into the list of NC elements

Interestingly, Compton did not at this juncturedoct a second sweep of Jeremiah,
armed with the additional NC elements found in Hodgaiah, and Ezekiel. It seems that

an antecedent covendriemphasis mine) (Compton, “Dispensationalism,@mirch, and the New
Covenant,” 10).

9 bid., 17-20. Intervening between Compton’s dision of the candidate NC passages in Jeremiah
and Isaiah (pages 14-17) is a discussion of Hodé2-20. From this passage Compton discerns two new
elements of the NC: the cessation of warfare agifiom divine discipline, and peace between thenat
of Israel and the animal kingdom. Although Compignot as explicit in regards to assimilating me@
elements from Hosea into his NC selection critagde is in regards to assimilating new NC elements
from Jeremiah and Isaiah into his NC selectioredat the Hosea elements may be partially behiad hi
inclusion of Isaiah 54 involving theovenant of peacand his mention of Isaiah 11 involving Israel’ape
with and among animals.

2 bid., 21-23.



had he done so, his final list of NC passages fleremiah could have been larger. In
fact, it seems that the reason that several passafgering to David or Davidic
descendents were captured from Isaiah and Ezekitledomethod, after none were even
considered from Jeremiah, is simply because theflisriteria in place when candidate
NC passages from Jeremiah were evaluated was shelgtve to the list used to
evaluate Isaiah and Ezekiel passages. Nor doeptBamontinue the search into other
prophetic OT books, at least to the point of coamsidy Joel 2:28—-29. It would seem that
the Joel 2 passage would have been captured die iavolvement of the Spirit
described there, since that parameter had beeanikdsd after a survey of Ezekiel.

Because of his expansive approach toward assinglBIC criteria across the OT
prophets, it seems certain that Compton’s modéllabkl a larger number of OT
passages as NC passages relative to the Kaiset,nidde Compton model is applied
consistently such that earlier prophetic passagesegonsidered for assimilation as NC
passages each time the criteria for inclusion paeged, and such that all the writing
prophets receive full attention.

It would seem that the expansive character ofitbdel is not in and of itself a
model flaw, since the degree of contextual sintjfaaind content overlap required among
approved NC passages by any model that is emplagyadguably a subjective decision
on the part of the model designer. However, thdereseem to be two objective flaws to
the model. The first flaw is theological: not egbuattention is given to the possibility
that the activity of a named, divine covenant cdagdn view in a prophetic passage, that
is not the NC. For theologies that hold that th& INais consummated or replaced all
other divine covenants that is not a problem, bigtfior the theology of Compton.

The second flaw to Compton’s model is structutad: model’s criteria expand each
time the model is applied to additional Bible boaksl surfaces additional NC passages.
This was seen above, as Compton applied a listalffging criteria to potential Ezekiel
passages that was four times longer than theflgiteria used to evaluate Jeremiah. In
a sense, this design flaw is fatal—the task ofueatahg the writing OT prophets for the
presence of NC passages can never be completad,th& model. The criteria are
continuously expanding, so that for the resultseéa@onsidered complete, the Bible books
evaluated first need to be re-examined for new ickatel passages, each time the list of
criteria expands.

THE “MINIMALIST MODEL” OF JOHN R. MASTER

John Master’s approach to identifying the elemants passages of the NC in the
OT in the 1994 bookssues in Dispensationalisis unique in two way$® First, he
indicated no dependency on prior approaches t@disty the NC in the OT—he stands
apart from the majority of current, evangelical BtQdents who begin with the comments

2 Master, “The New Covenant,” 93-110.
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of Kaiser or other§?> Second, with few exceptions Masters referredmttie NC, but to
the NC “of Jeremiah 31.” By the end of his preaénoh Master had made it clear that for
him Jeremiah 31:31-34 was the single, primary ggssagarding the NC in the OT.
Master did not make clear in his the article hiification for giving preeminence to the
Jeremiah 31 passage, beyond observing that i¢ierly OT passage to offer the specific
labelnew covenant Additional justification seems called for, sirshgring the same
discussion Master listed passages which for hitece€learly the Abrahamic and
Davidic covenants, even though none of those passaffer a formal, covenantal label
for those covenants.

While there other OT passages that bear mentipttieg offer “allusions” to this
passage for Mastéf. Perhaps the first member of the list is Deutenon80:6, which
“mentions . . . the need for this inner transfoipragnd the work for God . . . well before
the revelation of the new covenant to JeremfahMaster mentioned a total of five
additional passages from Isaiah 11 and Isaiah 32ki&l 36, Joel 2—3, and Zechariah 12,
all in connection with the possibility of full, negovenant obedience he sees clearly
presented in Jeremiah 31:31-34 (see their iteroizielow).

Master’s unique “hierarchy” for OT passages reafeireg the NC, involving the lone
Jeremiah 31 passage complemented by other alltesit® led to a similarly distinctive
process for identifying the NC in the OT. Delinagtthe key elements of the NC was a
brief and straightforward task, since Master siglgséd the problem of differing
emphases regarding the NC being reflected by diffgsrimary NC passages. From the
Jeremiah 31 passage Master itemized just two pyiglaments for the NC: it is to
replace the Mosaic covenant (Jeremiah 31:32), tanecipients will be obeying God’s
commands because of a “unilateral divine changéfiém (Jer 31:33}°

Masters twice re-emphasized the latter NC elenf@ud intends to work in the
lives of the Israelites so that they will finallpé fully obey the commands of God that
will lead to their entering into the fullness of &® blessings and the blessings of the
Promised Land” and secondly, “In the Old Testam#@,emphasis of the new covenant
seems to relate to the work of God in the livetheflsraelites that will make them
obedient to the commands of God as found in theT@ktament? Master’'s emphasis
on the perceived outcome of the inner, personatfaamation that emanates from the
NC, a complete obedience to God’s commands, r#ita@rupon the inner transformation

22 Examples of other recent writers who indicate apehdence on prior models are Homer Kent
(Homer A. Kent, “The New Covenant and the Chureébrace Theological Journd, no. 2 [Fall 1985]:
289-98) and John McClean (John A. McClean, “ThegPRets as Covenant Enforcers: Illustrated in
Zephaniah,'Michigan Theological Journdd [Spring/Fall 1994]: 5-25).

% There could be pragmatic reasons for focusing single OT passage in this context—it simplifies
the description of the NC in the OT, and it britgshe fore the NC passage most quoted by the NT
regarding the NC. But none of these are offereilbgter.

24 Master, “The New Covenant,” 96.
% bid., 97.

%% |bid., 96-97.

" |bid., 97-98.
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itself, is also distinctive relative to the typiddC descriptions offered by others. Master
supported this emphasis via OT passages that ednagrom the secondary, allusive
NC passages. These reflect, like Jeremiah 31leviapossibility, created by God
himself, of realizing the will of God in human lifelsaiah 11:9; 32:15-17; Ezekiel
36:26-27; Joel 2:28, 32; and Zechariah 12:10 empdés varying degrees the
indwelling of the Spirit, internal, spiritual traiesmation, and corporate obedience and
righteousnes®

It does not seem that the Joel 2—-3 passage desackasion on the basis of a perfect
obedience among the beneficiaries. Rather, the23@gpassage should be included in
Master’s list via a different, third criterion ofshdescribed below, the emphasis on the
transforming ministry of the Spirit. Master’s id#ication of the stated replacement of
the Mosaic covenant as an element of the NC ofiiate31 is a valuable contribution,
because while that element is overlooked by othieis helpful for distinguishing NC,

OT passages from OT passages referring to the tesotiaal activity of other named,
unconditional covenants. On the other hand, therstkey element of the NC which
Master identifies seems to be of mixed value.oksinot seem that any of the passages
that Master itemizes clearly specify a punctiliarsus progressive shift to full obedience
on the part of those transform&dIn most cases the passages seem to more emphasize
the internal transformation itself rather than hdweoral outcome of perfect obedience,
punctiliar or otherwise.

Master did discuss the internal transformatioelit® terms of the part played by
God's Spirit, which seems to be for Master a tieil@ment of the NC. It is at this point
that a complication for Master’s “minimalist” ap@h to constructing his model,
recognizing only Jeremiah 31 as a primary NC passagses. In order for Master to
highlight the NC role of the Spirit, he must ledakie confines of “the new covenant of
Jeremiah 31:31-34.” This he did by raising EzeB&to a kind of intermediate status
relative to his other secondary passages, by appgeal extra-biblical grounds. While
Master observes, in faithfulness to his own criterithat “the terrmew covenairitis not
used in the Ezekiel 36 passage, thus making itsriection” to the NC of Jeremiah 31
“circumstantial,” he appeals to the fact that ttesnection is “generally, if not
universally, acknowledged®. Master’s identification of the role of the Spiai an

2 bid., 97.

#bid., 109, n. 7. Master footnotes progressiwpensationalist Robert Saucy who disagrees and
sees a progressive shift towards obedience forficearees of the NC (Saucyhe Case for Progressive
Dispensationalism32). Unfortunately, this note could lead Mastegaders to infer falsely that all or even
most traditional dispensationalists support Mastiterpretation of punctiliar, new covenant obadeas
an outcome of the Holy Spirit's ministry under tK€E.

This emphasis on immediate, full obedience apthiat of internal transformation on the part of NC
recipients could be seen as a minor distinctividlaster's presentation, except for the fact thitér
undergirds a key point of his chapter: since mesbéthe NT church are not exercising NC (that is,
complete) obedience, it is therefore evident thatNT church is not experiencing a fulfillment toya
degree of the NC.

30 Master, “The New Covenant,” 97. Master does nother delineate those providing this
consensus.
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element of the NC, in spite of its absence in Jaki81, is a valuable contribution
because the central involvement of the Spirit ipfaéfor distinguishing NC passages
from those referring to the eschatological actiatyther divine covenants.

Master’s conservative approach to identifying pges and elements of the NC in
the OT serves to highlight weaknesses of “geresahatological” models such as
Compton’s above, which amass a great number o€lpaslated texts as expressions of
the NC and have as their outcome an amorphous gaggref covenantal impulses.
Master succeeded in surfacing a small number oférmantal characteristics that both
reflect primary elements of the NC, and help tardzlte the NC from other divine,
covenantal activity in the Eschaton. At the sammet Master’'s model for ascertaining
the NC elements from “the” NC passage is ultimatglworkable, in that he was forced
to suspend the strictures within his model in otdegualify the explicit involvement of
the Holy Spirit as a primary element of the “NCJefemiah 31.”

THE “MODIFIED KAISER MODEL” OF LARRY D. PETTEGREW

Another category that captures a number of bried@s from evangelicals for
establishing the proper list of NC passages ifias the Kaiser model with
modifications. Larry D. Pettegrew provided suam@del in his 1999 Masters Seminary
Journal article, “The New Covenant,” and his 200bk) The New Covenant Ministry of
the Holy Spirit(2" ed.)3*

The “Earlier Pettegrew” Model.In his article “The New Covenant” Pettegrew
began, as did both Kaiser and Compton, with Jele@labecause of its expression new
covenant, and then spoke of “parallel passatfeg:hough Pettegrew did not explicitly
define that label, a footnote laid out his stratémysurfacing the parallel NC passages.
Echoing Kaiser, Pettegrew suggested: “Other naorethé New Covenant include an
“everlasting covenant” (Jer 32:40: ‘And | will make everlasting covenant with
them....’), ‘covenant of peace’ (Ezek 37:26: ‘And illwnake a covenant of peace with
them....’), and ‘my covenant’ or ‘a covenant’ (Hod42=-20). Cf. Bruce Ware, ‘The New
Covenant and the People(s) of Gddispensationalism, Israel and the Chuy@9, and
Walter C. Kaiser, Jr., ‘The Old Promise and the N&wenant: Jeremiah 31:31-34,
JETS15 (Winter 1972): 14% Relative to Kaiser, Pettegrew mentioned the Saiels
in the same order except that he limited Kaisestsaf “tell-tale” expressions to those
that are apparent synonyms for the Jeremiah 31 tedve covenanin particular, deleting
Kaiser’'s expressionsew heartnew spirit andin that dayas additional criteria for
surfacing parallel NC passages. As well, Pettegmewtted all the Isaiah passages in
Kaiser’s list, labeling them later in his article passages that describe an event (the

3L Larry D. Pettegrew, “The New Covenaritfie Masters Seminary Jourri, no. 2 (Fall 1999):
251-70. The two sources warrant separate examimdiecause a comparison indicates that Pettegrew’s
model for selecting NC passages has undergone demedopment in the intervening years.

32 bid., 252.
% bid., 253, n. 5.
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coming of “a perfect mediatorial king, the Lord de€hrist”) that will be both
concurrent with, and a co-requisite for, the adtoraof the NC blessing¥"

The contribution from Bruce Ware, the second sefettegrew mentioned
alongside Kaiser regarding “parallel passages)biseasy to ascertain—perhaps
Pettegrew noted Ware because Ware repeated tlsecdiagser quote (in whole) and
stated his approval: “Kaiser is surely within l@giate bounds to cite these texts as
pertaining to the new covenant spoken of in JeBB434.% The net effect of
Pettegrew’s consideration and revision of Kaiskstsis that he made the first criterion
for selecting NC passages the presence of a coviaieah that he took to be synonymous
with the expressionew covenanin Jeremiah 31.

As noted in the review above of the Kaiser mottedse criteria, the labels
everlasting covenantovenant of peacandmy covenantr a covenantare of mixed
value as selective criteria. They will all succaedurfacing candidate passages for
consideration as NC passages, but will also caplese references to other, named
covenants. In that sense these covenantal labelfiaction as an initial filter for
candidate passages, but such passages will neardsexamination involving
additional criteria that can surface passage elesnenque to the NC. Pettegrew is
aware of this at least in regard to the criteewerlasting covenantvhich he links also to
the Abrahamic and Davidic covenarits.

As indicated in his key footnote above, Pettegseviaced by these criteria the
additional passages Jeremiah 32:40; Ezekiel 3arabHosea 2:18-20, all members of
the Kaiser list. This footnote does not purpomptovide a complete list of NC passages,
but more likely presents a sampling of referenoestfe criteria it enumerates. As
detailed above regarding the “Kaiser model,” thre¢tpassages Pettegrew offered here
do indeed seem to be NC passages, although suppkameriteria that are actually
unique to the NC seem necessary to make that jutigme

In his article Pettegrew then offered a secon@fetiteria for surfacing other NC
texts in the OT. He developed these criteria by ofanoting the key elements of the NC
as described in the Jeremiah 31 passage. Thisuapieeparallel the approach of Kaiser,
in that Kaiser’s list of key labels includes boyfmenyms for the labeiew covenantand
key words that label some of the NC’s elementseasiibed in Jeremiah 31. The six
criteria Pettegrew noted, along with the NC passageside of Jeremiah 31 that he
linked with each, are: the NC is “new” and unlike tMosaic covenant, it is “everlasting
and irrevocable,” it offers an abundance of phydi@ssings (national gathering,
rebuilding of cities, economic prosperity), andfiiers the spiritual provisions of internal,
individual transformation (Deut 30:6; Jer 24:4-2;3-41; Ezek 11:17-21; 36:22-32),
of a fuller measure of divine forgiveness, and ocbasummated relationship between

* Ibid., 258-59.
% Ware, “The New Covenant and the People(s) of G64,”

% pettegrew, “The New Covenant,” 254.
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God and the people of Israel (Isa 44:5; Jer 22738 Ezek 11:17-20; 34:30; 36:22-23,
28; 37:23, 37}’

It was suggested in the evaluation above of thedfanodel that the following
passages surfaced both by Kaiser and Pettegrewalidycgps NC passages based upon
both men’s stated criteria: Isaiah 59:21; JererBaB1-34; 32:40; 50:5; Ezekiel 11:19;
16:60-62; 36:26; 37:26—27. Conversely, the folloyyassages that are surfaced by both
models were already examined during the evaluatidghe Kaiser model above and were
found wanting as NC passages, based on the manetstriteria: Isaiah 24:5; 42:6;

49:8; 55:3; 54:10; Ezekiel 34:25.

Apart from these passages, of particular noterer¢éhree passages listed by
Pettegrew that Kaiser's model does not surfacetédenomy 30:6; Jeremiah 24:4—7,
and Isaiah 44:8% The Deuteronomy passage could certainly havesedfin Kaiser's
list under the category capturing the expressen heartif Kaiser had made the
standard for passages meeting his criteria thabw¢eptual adherence, and not actual,
verbal adherence—Deuteronomy 30:6 speaks of agfutarcumcised heart” among
individual Israelites. Kaiser did not offer a eribn that would otherwise exclude the
Deuteronomy passage as did Compton, who limite¢pBi3ages to those which speak of
the NC as an identifiable entity as differentiaten passages which reflect antecedent
trajectories towards the N€. In the same way, the Pettegrew passage Jeredidh72
would, it seems, have surfaced in Kaiser’s listarrttie category capturing the
expressiomew heartif Kaiser’s criteria for candidate passages heehibconceptual
adherence—Jeremiah 24:7 speaks of future Isragllteshave gained a “heart to know
Me, . . . for they will return to Me with their wieoheart.”

The final passage selected by Pettegrew as a H§aga but missing from Kaiser’s
list is an interesting one in terms of its combimaf elements: “Thus says thekD
who made you And formed you from the womb, who Wélp you, “Do not fear, O
Jacob My servant; And you Jeshurun whom | haveahogor | will pour out water on
the thirstyland And streams on the dry ground; | will pour out Bgirit on your
offspring And My blessing on your descendants; Al will spring up among the grass
Like poplars by streams of water. This one will,sham the LORD'S’; And that one will
call on the name of Jacob; And another will watehis hand, ‘Belonging to thedrbp,’

And will name Israel’'s name with honor.” (Isa 445). Kaiser’s criteria do not capture
the passage because it does not make specifiglvefbrence to either a covenant or a
“new heart.” Certainly however, one can arguetfierpresence conceptually in this
passage of the same covenant that is labeled &Che Jeremiah 31—here YHWH
unconditionally promises some of the same elentbatshe “unconditionally covenants”
to the same recipients in Jeremiah 31. A similgument can be made for the presence
in concept form of the promised benefit of a newrhke-the new, intimate level of

" Ibid., 255-59. Pettegrew does not offer a totaint of these elements; the count offered above
reflects the fact that while Pettegrew deals wiih élements of physical blessing as a group, hetesa
subtitle and multiple paragraphs to each of thatspi provisions he discusses.

38 bid., 255, 256, 2509.

39 Compton, “Dispensationalism, the Church, and tee/NCovenant,” 10.
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relationship with YHWH on the part of individualsat is promised here is presented in
Jeremiah 31 as a clear residual of the gainingr&ve heart, though the Isaiah passage is
without the precise wording that would have surtbiten the Kaiser model. Third, the
passage directly mentions the Spirit of YHWH, wh@éen as a key agent of the spiritual
blessings in many of the NC passages. The adduitime selection criteria of the Spirit
as active agent of individual, spiritual transfotioa is unlike Compton’s practice of
multiplying criteria each time the accepted lisN& passages expands. Though it is true
that the element of Spirit activity comes from @ages outside of tHecus classicusf
Jeremiah 31, this element appears in multiple N§&S@ges, and most importantly, seems
unique to the NC. That is, the Spirit of YHWH asenantal agent is not emphasized in
the passages describing the eschatological actvityifillment of other, unconditional

OT covenants. Adding the element of Spirit as agémdividual transformation to the
NC criteria is not a step toward creating an apgageneric, all-inclusive, eschatological
covenant. Thus, the selection of these threeiadditpassages fits the “spirit” of

Kaiser’s categories, even though Kaiser’s precisghal criteria are not met.

The “early Pettegrew” model for ascertaining NGgages in the OT builds upon,
and to some extent improves upon, the Kaiser mo@alone hand the Pettegrew model
shares the weakness with the Kaiser model of tgndicapture OT passages that speak
of eschatological, covenantal activity in genebbalcause some of the criteria involve
covenantal elements that are specifically linkedtteer covenants, to the exclusion of the
NC, in the clearest passages. On the other handdtiegrew model improves upon the
Kaiser model by capturing valid NC passages thaparallel to the Jeremiah 31 passage
conceptually, but not strictly verbally.

The “Later Pettegrew” Model.Pettegrew’s 2001 bookhe New Covenant Ministry
of the Holy Spiri(2" ed.) uses the same model for surfacing NC passages OT,
with a few significant revision® Early in the book Pettegrew asks, “What theiés t
new covenant?” After quoting the Jeremiah 31 pgpessRettegrew mentions “other
names” for the NC. Relative to his article Petteghere follows the Kaiser categories
more closely. Rather than first offering a narrolis than Kaiser of terms that
Pettegrew deems synonymous to the lale@l covenantas he did in his article, and then
scanning Jeremiah 31 for other elements in corfoet, Pettegrew here collates both
kinds of terms, as did Kaiser, into a single listl dabels them all names for the KtCHe
lists these from among Kaiser’s expressions folN@ieas NC names (along with sample
passages): the everlasting covenant, a new haaety apirit, the covenant of peace, and
my covenant. In the process he surfaces one passagnentioned in his article but
present in Kaiser’s list, Ezekiel 16:60-63, a pgesaccepted as a NC passage in this
study’s evaluation above of the Kaiser model. Asntioned above regarding both the
Kaiser model and Pettegrew’s approach, these namiabels are of mixed value for
surfacing NC candidates, in that some of them aeel by writing prophets to refer to
other unconditional covenants that are to be aatithke Eschaton.

“0 pettegrewThe New Covenant Ministry of the Holy Spi#i9—33.
“Mpid., 29.
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Pettegrew then states that “. . . the Old Testatneoks are saturated with
information about the new covenant” and endnotestatement with a revision of the
key, definitional footnote in his article: “See tiner Bruce Ware, ‘The New Covenant
and the People(s) of God,’ Dispensationalism, Israel and the Chur@®. See also
Herbert W. Bateman 1V, edlThree Central Issues in Contemporary Dispensatisnal
(Grand Rapids: Kregel, 1999% Ironically, while the paragraph supported by this
endnote evidences a closer adherence to Kaiseegar&ation of NC passages than
Pettegrew’s prior article did, the book endnote leen revised to omit Kaiser as a
mentioned source. Pettegrew retains the menti@rafe Ware (who, as mentioned
above, does quote Kaiser approvingly) as an exglazirce, and mentions in Kaiser’s
place the 1999 bookhree Central Issues in Contemporary Dispensatisna¢dited by
Herbert BatemanThe contributions that Pettegrew has in mind ftbmauthors of
Bateman’s book (Darrell Bock, Lanier Burns, Ellidthnson, and Stanley Toussaint) are
not specified.

As in his article, Pettegrew then offers six elamsef the NC that serve as
additional criteria for surfacing NC passages. Hoev, he has revised the six criteria
since his article. The elements of the earlienisre presented as the key elements in
Jeremiah 31, consisting of these: the NC is “nemd anlike the Mosaic covenant, it is
“everlasting and irrevocable,” it offers an abunckaof physical blessings (national
gathering, rebuilding of cities, economic prospgriaind it offers the spiritual provisions
of internal, individual transformation, of a fullereasure of divine forgiveness, and of a
consummated relationship between God and the pedpseael”® The revised list
presented in the book consists of these: indivithaalsformation through a new heart
(item four in the earlier list), final forgivene@tgem five in the earlier list), a
consummated relationship between God and Israeh (ix in the earlier list), physical
and material blessings for Israel (item three mdhrlier list), permanent indwelling of
the Spirit (a new item), and the Law inside thady&r (a new item).

Key elements of Pettegrew’s model revisi®ettegrew has omitted from the earlier
criteria for surfacing NC passages its first twams, the covenant being “new” in
contradistinction to the Mosaic covenant, and thveoant being eternal. The new list of
criteria is no longer characterized as being dedrivem Jeremiah 31, and properly so,
since the fifth criterion, permanent Spirit indwedj, is not mentioned in that Jeremiah
passage. This is a crucial adjustment becauseahmthat for Pettegrew those passages
which do speak of the Spirit’'s eschatological ntiyiso individual Israelites leading to
internal transformation, but do not reference aecawnt by label, are now candidates as
NC passages. Although Pettegrew does not meritairthis juncture, Joel 2:28-29
could be another such passage.

42 |pid., 29, 215.

*3 pettegrew, “The New Covenant,” 255-59. Pettegiees not offer a total count of these elements;
the count of elements offered above reflects thetfat while Pettegrew deals with the elements of
physical blessing as a group, he devotes a subtitlemultiple paragraphs to each of the spiritual
provisions he discusses.
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Of the two items omitted in his revision, Pettegreremoval of the first item, that
the NC is new and unlike the Mosaic covenant, sekradvised. That element is both
highlighted in Jeremiah 31 and, as a criterionyeseto properly distinguish NC passages
in the prophets from passages referencing the edobgacal activity of other
unconditional covenants. In contrast, Pettegremsssion from the earlier list of the
second item, that the NC is “everlasting and iroalade,” does seem to be an
improvement. As discussed in the evaluation ofdhiser model above, while that item
as a criterion does surface possible NC passagessi be supplemented because it does
not succeed in differentiating NC passages fromsealgassages referencing other
unconditional covenants.

The most significant revision in the list appe@arde the addition of the element
Spirit indwelling For Pettegrew’s model this is significant stgitally, because it
involves designating for the first time a primafgraent of the NC that is not mentioned
by Jeremiah 31 (he references Ezek 36:27 as iisddisource). This means that
Pettegrew has expanded Kaiser’s list of “first pges” ora priori NC passages, from
which initial criteria for selecting other passages derived, from thiecus classicusf
Jeremiah 31 to include at least Ezekiel 36. Thosldseem to be a reasonable expansion
of a priori NC passages, in that there is a great degreeenfapvbetween the elements
described in Jeremiah 31 and Ezekiel 36, so teaptiginal basis for preferring the
Jeremiah passage as the only “first passage,ittakine refers by label to the NC, seems
unduly rigid. This expansion serves to bring nsignificant candidates for NC passages
into view from the point of the Kaiser and Pettegraodels. An example is the Joel 2
passage, which speaks of a massive, eschatolggaahg out of the Spirit on
humankind, but does so without mentioning the preepihrasesew heartor covenant
that the Kaiser and later Pettegrew models deppod for surfacing potential NC
passages.

Pettegrew reaps the benefit of revising his meéal@cludeSpirit indwellingas a
primary element of the NC that is described outsidé&eremiah 31 (as per Ezek 36), as
he begins his discussion in the second chapteisdidok regarding the ministries of the
Holy Spirit described in NC passages of the OT. sHiggests that the outpouring of the
Holy Sprit “initiates” the eschatological, NC peaticand offers Isaiah 32:15; 44:3;
Ezekiel 39:29; Joel 2:28-29 as NC passages thatideshe evert! And it seems that
it does become difficult to disqualify these as pE3sages, once the eschatological
pouring out of the Spirit of YHWH is recognizedasignature provision of the NC.

Another revision Pettegrew offers however is affsa magnitude that it takes his
model in a new, expansive, yet uncertain directianafield from Kaiser’s approach.

Per the “Compton model” to which he gives attribatiPettegrew at this point begins
adding not only additional NC passages, but aduifigelecting criteria derived from
those new passages. Pettegrew states that Isdéab to the NC “at least five times” and
lists Isaiah 42:6; 49:8; 54:10; 55:3; 59*21He attributes to Compton the four additional
criteria for qualifying NC passages that Comptonwas from Isaiah’s NC passages: a

4 bid., 40.
5 bid., 31.
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covenant is promised to Israel after national c&haand prior to national blessing, the
servant of YHWH is commissioned to function as¢beenant’'s mediator, the servant is
presented as a future David and national rulerta@dervant in conjunction with the
covenant brings spiritual enlightenment and sabveto the Gentile® Pettegrew then
endnotes Compton’s contribution regarding the NGamah, and strongly affirms
Compton’s conclusions: “For an excellent biblicaidy of the new covenant, see Bruce
Compton, ‘An Examination of the New Covenant in @ld and New Testaments,’
(unpublished Th.D. dissertation, Grace Theolog&=hinary, May 1986)*

With this new direction, the Pettegrew model lmaa single move increased from six
to ten the number of distinct primary elementshaf NC in the OT, via additions derived
from the Isaiah collection of passages that diifem the six criteria derived from the
“first passages” of Jeremiah 31 and Ezekiel 36e fiist NC element derived from the
Isaiah collection, involving Israel’'s eschatologdioestoration, overlaps as much with
passages describing the eschatological activittteér unconditional covenants. The
remaining three criteria gained from the Isaiallextion add a trio of explicit Messianic,
Davidic, and universal elements to the ffCAn outcome of this move is that Pettegrew
has now brought into the NC those passages thetideshe coming of a mediatorial
servant and king. In his earlier model these wseen as passages describing events
concurrent with and co-requisite for the activattd™NC blessings. However, with his
model for ascertaining NC passages now on Compimtls of continuous expansion,
these Messianic passages are now NC passages.

Continuing the new, expansive direction of his elp&ettegrew follows Compton’s
model for collecting additional NC passages andtemiil NC elements from Ezekiel.
He states that the following passages mention theéditectly”: Ezekiel 16:60; 34:23—
25; 37:24-267 From these passages Pettegrew expands his N@ariith the
following: the Davidic descendant will rule as prénover restored Israel, and the
restored land is Palestine. As with the Comptodehevaluated above, it seems the
outcome of this ever-expanding list of NC critemathodology must be a list of NC
passages that encompasses most or all OT menfifutsi@ divine covenantal activity,
including passages which arguably have much mocenmmon with the signature
elements of, say, the Davidic covenant than wighNIic.

It seems that Pettegrew’s model as describedsid 999 article offered a revision of
the Kaiser model that brought to it some improvetsnieettegrew recognized the
importance of discerning key elements of the N@nftbelocus classicusf Jeremiah
31, but also recognized the value of using thesmehts as criteria for surfacing other
candidate NC passages based not on precise velteieace but on a more flexible
“conceptual adherence” standard. The result waisRbttegrew’s early model captured

% As given by Compton, in “Dispensationalism, theu@h, and the New Covenant,” 18—19.
" pettegrewThe New Covenant Ministry of the Holy Spifil6.

*® bid., 31.

** Ibid.
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several significant, potential NC passages notgorteis Kaiser’s list: Deuteronomy 30:6;
Isaiah 32:15; 44.:3-5; Jeremiah 24:4-7; Ezekiel 3%2d Joel 2:28-29.

Pettegrew’s later model provided in his 2001 boffkred the additional
improvement of allowing Ezekiel 36 to supplemer tfirst passage” of Jeremiah 31
with a recognized, key element of the NC, the emtbgical outpouring of the Spirit of
YHWH on Israel. However, the benefits of the latesdel were eclipsed by Pettegrew’s
assimilation of the expansive approach of the Comptodel, which promotes an ever-
broadening list of NC elements methodologically &atls practically to a generic, all-
inclusive eschatological covenant as the only fbsgiutcome of its application to the
data offered in the OT.

EXTENDED MODELS FOR ESTABLISHING OLD TESTAMENT, NEW
COVENANT PASSAGES

Evangelicals studying the NC as presented in thén&e labored in the past with a
deficiency in regards to the studies in print. édfthese analyses draw varying
conclusions from various plausible NC passagesowitdefending, and certainly without
gaining a consensus, regarding the proper lisassages to be studied to begin with.
The allegory of the blind men examining differeattg of the elephant and unavoidably
drawing differing conclusions is unfortunately nedet to this situation.

Therefore, it is to the good fortune of currenidgints of the NC that some have in
recent decades given extended attention to theofadddineating the OT passages from
which data regarding the NC can properly be draiart one of this study evaluated five
brief models for identifying NC passages in the GPlart two reviews first a model
published in 1968 by a French, higher criticismganeent, and then a model offered in
1998 by an American evangelical who sought to tellae elements of the former,
higher-critical model with the implied model of Isar.

THE MODEL OF PIERRE BUIS

French Old Testament scholar Pierre Buis offenetPi68 an article iWetus
Testamenturdelineating his model for determining the NC pgssan the OF? Buis
began by studying a small number of strategic N&s@ges in order to surface the
definitive elements of the NC, which for him conste an NC “form.” Once he had
circumscribed the form and content of the NC bg #pproach, Buis argued that he was
able to identify the NC passages in the OT based tigeir degree of adherence to his
NC form. The conclusion of Buis’ study is that @& (with Apocrypha) has offered a
formal covenant which was first introduced by Jesgmand Deuteronomy
contemporaneously, and then was reasserted bydtzBkruch, and Zechariah,
involving ten passages in all.

*0 pierre Buis, “La Nouvelle Alliance¥etus Testamentub®, no. 1 (Winter 1968): 1-15.
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Buis began his presentation by labeling threeggpess Jeremiah 32:37-41; Ezekiel
37:21-28; and Baruch 2:25-31 as the “better knoM@"passages, and observes that all
three passages present the same five covenantamt®’ For Buis, the formulaic
nature of the five elements is indicated by tworahteristics, the grouping of these
themes and the evidence of a “fixed vocabularybsshiblical author¥ He notes that
the ordering of the themes is highly variable. N elements which the former three
passages reflect are (1) the gathering and refuhreqgeople, (2) the “definition” of the
covenant (the formula “they will be my people; IMae their God”), (3) the people’s
internal renovation, (4) the declaration of a “fineovenant, and (5) covenant
blessings® It would appear that these elements overlap thigHfollowing two
“expressions” offered by Kaiser’s classic quotanbeheeverlasting covenanand a
new heartor anew spirit Omitted by Buis relative to Kaiser are Kaisevi®
expgzssionsovenant of peac@nda covenanbr my covenanivhich is placedn that
day.

In addition to the three, comprehensive NC passdfjais offers four other passages
that reflect all but the second element: JeremiaB13-36; Ezekiel 34:25-31; 36:22-25;
Zechariah 7:7-8:17. There are an additional tQr€gassages that reflect two of the
five elements: Deuteronomy 30:1-10, Jeremiah 24:Ez@kiel 16:53-65> Buis
designates these tentag NC passages in the OT, reflecting to an adequadénethe
five, formal elements of the NC.

Buis’ list of ten NC passages compares to Kaiseienteen as follows: both
models capture Jeremiah 31:31-36; 32:37-41; Ez&Bi€B—65; 34:25-31; 37:21-28.
Passages unique to Buis are: Deuteronomy 30:1et®niah 24:5-7; Ezekiel 36:22-25;
Zechariah 7:7-8:17; Baruch 2:25-31. Passages @migKaiser are: Isaiah 24:5; 42:6;
49:8; 5(5);2; 54:10; 59:21; 61:8; Jeremiah 50:5; kdekl:19; 18:31; 36:26; and Hosea
2:18-20?

Buis makes some valuable contributions toward tstdeding the NC in the OT,
particularly in terms of exegetical observatiofe points to a striking contrast between

*1|bid., 1-2. The apocryphal Baruch passage reéast, lo, they are cast out to the heat of the day,
and to the frost of the night, and they died iragjraiseries by famine, by sword, and by pestilensed
the house which is called by thy name hast thalaiste, as it is to be seen this day, for the edcless of
the house of Israel and the house of Juda. O aord>od, thou hast dealt with us after all thy guesk,
and according to all that great mercy of thine t@u spakest by thy servant Moses in the day whem t
didst command him to write the law before the afeitdof Israel, saying, If ye will not hear my vaice
surely this very great multitude shall be turneio im small number among the nations, where | wikter
them. For | knew that they would not hear me, heeat is a stiffnecked people: but in the landheir
captivities they shall remember themselves. Arall&mow that | am the Lord their God: for | will\ge
them an heart, and ears to hear:” (Bar 2:25-3&,Kihg James Version Apocrypha.)

2 bid., 3.

3 |bid., 2, 7. As discussed below, Buis took tlmslatiorfinal covenanto be a preferred revision to
the standard translati@verlasting covenanh NC contexts.

5 Kaiser, “The Old Promise and the New Covenaneméh 31:31-34,” 14.
%5 Buis, “La Nouvelle Alliance,” 2.
%6 Kaiser, “The Old Promise and the New Covenaneméah 31:31-34,” 4.
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the way the “first” (Mosaic) covenant was renewegtgexile, and the way the NC will

be initiated: “In the first it is the community thiakes the initiative to repair the covenant
broken by it or its ancestors; it is a questiomegfstablishing the old order. In the second,
it is Yahweh who does everything: he reassemblegdople, and transforms and
concludes the covenant on the new foundations.c&# imagine two more different
concepts . . > Buis also offers the insight that because someph&3ages invite the
reader to compare and contrast the NC to the Masaienant, the lack of any mention

by those same passages of a mediator for the N@vawne been striking to the original
readers. Specifically, the generous offer in ti@& i divine grace cries out for an act of
prevenient atonemenit.

As well, there is a refreshing independence teBwuork, in that he considers
several passages that others do not discuss tioreta the NC, such as Baruch 2 and
Zechariah 7-8. Buis also takes an independenbapprto Jeremiah 31, thecus
classicugor many students of the NC in the OT. For Bues passage itself is of
secondary import because, as seen in his listilédpassages above, Jeremiah 31 does
not reflect all the elements of the NC for Bdis The labehew covenanthat for others
makes this passage central is for Buis also ofredany import, because it appears so
rarely. As reflected in Buis’ list of five NC elamnts, he prefers the lalalerlasting
covenanfthough he translatesfibal covenantas the better label for the NC, based on
his ten NC passagés.

At first glance, Buis appears to offer a metholiobjective, inductive study for
ascertaining the elements of the NC in the OT &ed¢levant Scripture passages.
However, this aura of objectivity belies in faciammounced, assumptive moves made at
key junctures throughout the analysis, which bririg it elements of circularity and
subjectivity. Buis began with the three passabasfor him circumscribe the elements
of the NC, but the criterion for his selection bése foundational passages in the first
place was that they were “better-known witnes§dt’is in fact the peers of Buis, and
not the Scriptures, that surfaced the passages\vifoioh Buis derived the definitive
elements of the NC in the OT. The nature of thgioof the five formal elements is
critical for the rest of Buis’ study, because theyther than a comparison to one or a
group of Scripture passages, dictates if and wileer passages are added to the list of
NC passages.

*"“Dans la premiére c’est la communauté qui preimitiative de réparer I'alliance rompue par elle
ou ses ancétres; il s'agit de rétablir 'ordre anciDans la seconde, c’est Yahwé qui fait touaskemble
le peuple, le transforme et conclut I'alliance des bases nouvelles. On ne peut imaginer des [gihone
plus différentes . . .” (Buis, “La Nouvelle Alliaa¢’ 9-10).

8 “Thijs aspect [atonement] appears, diffused, inSbrgs of the Servant where the mediator of the
covenant (Isa 42:6; 49:8) was sacrificed for tims sif the people (Isaiah 53).” (“Cet aspect souate;
diffus; dans les Chants du Serviteur ou le médiaded’alliance [Is. xlii 6; xlix 8] est sacrifé po les
péchés du peuple [Is. liii],” Ibid., 7, n. 10.)

*bid., 7.
0 bid.
1 bid., 1.
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Another element of subjectivity arose in Buis’ pess for arriving at five NC
elements and ten NC passages. Buis arrived &t@epassages, rather than more or less,
because he worked from the undefended assumptbthid presence of two or more NC
elements, not one or three, makes an OT passa@epadsage. It is clear that the
number of NC passages could have been much ldrgesuse as Buis reviews each of
the five NC elements, he mentions passages oudsitis ten that reflect the element.
The determination that five is the correct numifeglements was also subjective. Given
that the second of Buis’ five NC elements (“youlwi& my people; | will be your God”)
is present in only three of his ten passages, wibulot be reasonable to omit that
element and decrease “the NC elements” to four,?p&haps, should Buis have retained
the original number of five elements, but omittkd second in favor of a new, more
pervasive candidate found in a different set obpges? In fact, Buis mentions later in
his presentation that there is actually an addaigsixth) element, the historical
introduction® that is either present in, or adjacent to, fivéisften passages and is
alluded to by other passad&sBuis did not discuss his justification for reject this
element in favor of the less-prevalent, second eferm his list.

Or, perhaps one might prefer to claim that thepg€sages each reflect all of the NC
elements. Buis could have increased to one hurmrexnt the proportion of his NC
passages that list all the NC elements, simplyddyneating four (rather than five) NC
elementsall of which are present in seven (rather than tenpl§sages in the OT.

In addition, some of Buis’ exegetical conclusi@ane questionable. He argues that
the phraseternal covenans the favored label for the NC, but after ackredging that
it is used as well to label other covenants, argiiasonly in the case of the NC this label
carries the meaninfinal covenantather thareternal covenant® He offers no exegetical
justifications for this distinction in this article

Buis offered an interesting evaluation of posshi& passages in Isaiah. His list of
ten NC passages is notable for excluding any pasdagm Isaiah, but for Buis this was
the only possible outcome. Working from highetical assumptions, he noted that
Deutero-Isaiah is writing later than Jeremiah, Beartomy, and Ezekiéf. For Buis, the
relative lateness of the Isaiah passages meanth#hashould be viewed as commentary
on the fully formulated NC, in the form of “consa®allusions® At the same time,

Buis admitted that Deutero-Isaiah does add an eletnghe NC content that is
absolutely necessary, which is the involvementotmning mediator as described in
Isaiah 42:1-7; 49:1-1%. Thus an unconscious circularity again seems ve hasen in
the model. While the Isaiah passages offer a sacgpiece to the “NC puzzle”

52 |bid., 9.

83 Of course the reality that some passages Buiddenes! have possible elements adjacent to them
raises the problem of controversial, if not arbitrdboundaries to the passages being examined.

bid., 7.
% Ibid., 15.
% |bid.

" Ibid., 7.
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according to Buis, they cannot help to define threnulaic elements of the NC—Buis has
already excluded Isaiah from that category of pgaséased on higher critical
chronologies.

Among evangelicals, and increasingly so outsidevaihgelicalism, the commitment
of Buis to the Documentary Hypothesis will be vielas another flaw for his model.
Buis assumes that the NC passages of DeuteronomgdB0eremiah 31 are both slightly
pre-exilic, and therefore are contemporaneous amdaty-independent descriptions of
the NC. It is because of the Documentary Hypothttsit the candidate NC passages of
Deutero-Isaiah were rejected, being commentarjhi@earlier NC passages of Jeremiah
and Ezekiel. Perhaps of greatest concern to déspi@mal premillennialists, Buis
minimized the theological significance of the NGrigean unconditional covenant that
describes unilateral acts on the part of YHWH. arcumentary Hypothesis grounds,
Buis declared the apparent contrast between conditvassal treaties and unilateral acts
oréghe part of YHWH to be due only to differenceperspective between souréeand
P.

The greatest benefit of Buis’ model is neitherriadel itself, nor the criteria it has
put forth for surfacing NC passages in the OT, gitree number of subjective elements
involved. The greatest benefits of the model &r@lioposed, significant OT passages
and proposed, NC elements that have been overldnkether students of the NC in the
OT.

THE MODEL OF PAUL R. THORSELL

Evangelical theologian Paul Thorsell wrote thécket The Spirit in the Present Age:
Preliminary Fulfillment of the Predicted New Covahaccording to Paul” in 1998 for
theJournal of the Evangelical Theological Sociele purposed to show, in accordance
with a progressive dispensational stance, “thatiwithe Pauline corpus the presence and
activity of the Holy Spirit among believers demaasts that the new covenant is
currently operative, albeit in a partial and préfiary way.®® Appropriately, the focus
of Thorsell’s article was on expositing the Apo$aul’s discussion of the NC
particularly in terms of his understanding of itgpiact upon, and relationship to, Gentiles
interadvent. In addition, however, Thorsell deddtee first four pages of his article to
laying out a model for determining the elementsaaf] secondarily the Scripture
passages reflecting, the NC in the OT.

Thorsell began with a brief, informal descriptimithree primary criteria for
identifying NC elements and NC passages in the B4 first identified Jeremiah 31 (due
to its unique labehew covenant then wrote of OT references to an eschatological
covenant, that is, passages using the tawenantwithin a future context, and thirdly
spoke of other OT passages that are likewise N&ertes, due to “comparable

%8 bid., 12.

% Thorsell, “The Spirit in the Present Age: Preliamiy Fulfillment of the Predicted New Covenant
According to Paul,” 397.
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content.”® In beginning his analysis with the Jeremiah 34spge, Thorsell's approach
stands within the mainstream of analyses of tharNiie OT since Kaiser. In contrast,
Thorsell's second criterion, which purports to captany OT reference to any covenant
described as active in a future context, makesloidel vulnerable to capturing all
manner of unconditional covenants that may be aatithe Eschaton, in line with
Compton’s “general eschatological covenant” moddiorsell did not take his model to
that point in this article, however.

Thorsell next summarized approvingly Buis’ moaeld used that model to ascertain
additional NC elements and passages in the OT lejeremiah 31* The five formal
NC elements and the ten NC passages of Buis fotheebdase of Thorsell’'s model.

Thorsell's acceptance of Buis’ model did involvassaging and overlooking
undesirable elements of the Buis model, generaliyout comment. He retained Buis’
number of ten passages while at the same timentglete, the apocryphal reference
from Baruch 2, and replacing it without commenthnoine not in Buis’ list, Hosea 2:14—
23. Thorsell spoke of Buis’ NC “form” as having €lements, while in reality Buis
defended five. Thorsell expanded Buis’ NC formitgerting thehistorical introduction
element which Buis acknowledged but omitted frosiform. Thorsell did not do
likewise with another “necessary” covenantal elentleat Buis also discussed at length
and also omitted from his NC form, that being th&'sNmediator, which Buis saw
described in the first two Servant Songs of Isafafthorsell also appears to have
deviated from Buis’ somewhat arbitrary rule thatGih passage needs to reflect at least
two of the form elements to be listed as a NC pgessavhile Thorsell began with the
same ten NC passages of Buis, he eventually adzisdhges (per Kaiser) that reflect no
more than one element of the NC foffnThorsell rejected without comment Buis’
diminution of both the Jeremiah 31 passage anukis covenanteference, in using
Jeremiah 31 as his initial, primary NC passagehaglighting its unique label. Thorsell
sidestepped without comment Buis’ contention thatlabeleverlasting covenarghould,
only in the case of NC passages, be transfataticovenant It seems that Thorsell's
adjustments to Buis’ model are a net improveméwatigh they perhaps should have been
acknowledged.

Thorsell’s first expansion of Buis’ model comesvegy of making the presence of
any of a collection of covenantal labels a valiksgon criterion for capturing NC
passage&’ In an early footnote Thorsell quotes approvirthky portion of Kaiser’s
classic list of NC expressions and passages tipatiress labels which are synonymous
(for Kaiser and Thorsell) to the lab®w covenanin Jeremiah 31: “In addition to

0 Ibid., 398.
" bid., 398-400.
2 Buis, “La Nouvelle Alliance,” 7.

3 Thorsell, “The Spirit in the Present Age: Prefianiy Fulfillment of the Predicted New Covenant
According to Paul,” 398.

™ For Buis, the labdlnal covenantvas an element of the NC form that was occasipma#sent, and he
did not recognize other labels exceptiiew covenanin Jeremiah 31, which for him was of secondary
import (“La Nouvelle Alliance,” 7).
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Jeremiah’s mention of a new covenant the expressi@ilasting covenant’ is
sometimes a reference to an eschatological covélsan®5:3; 61:8; Jer 32:40; 50:5;
Ezek 16:60; 37:26), as are the expressions ‘covaigreace’ (Isa 54:10; Ezek 34:25;
37:26) and simply the term ‘covenant’ (Isa 42:6;84%9:21; Ezek 20:37; Hos 2:18) in
an eschatological context (see W. C. Kaiser, ‘ThkleRdomise and the New Covenant:
Jeremiah 31:31-34" . . .Y> Thus Thorsell captured several passages as N@agesthat
Buis did not, in particular passages from Isaialictifior Buis were too late
chronologically to have had a place in developmgNC form’® The critique offered in
part one regarding the portion of Kaiser’'s modal thhorsell incorporates here will
apply. Briefly, the list of covenantal names Kaiassembled is too inclusive, and
therefore too broad a discriminating tool, for eajtg only NC passages. For example,
the covenantal labels in the Isaiah 24 and Isadlapassages probably refer to the Noahic
covenant, and the labels in the Isaiah 55 andH<llgpassages probably refer to the
Davidic covenant.

Thorsell's incorporation of most of Buis’ modelcasome of Kaiser’'s model resulted
in a curious treatment of Isaiah 42 and Isaiats#te Buis rejected them as NC
passages and Kaiser accepted them. Because Thejsets the Documentary
Hypothesis he would not have rejected candidaiaHgaassages on that basis, as did
Buis. On the other hand, Thorsell did not spedRus’ belated conclusion that these
Isaiah passages capture a necessary element fdCththat being the covenant’s
mediator. So these Isaiah passages did not értéstable” of NC passages for Thorsell
because, per Buis, they refer to a mediator. Ratihey entered Thorsell’s collection of
passages because, per Kaiser, they mention a cuveadis active in a future conteXt.

Thorsell expanded upon Buis’ model a second tigneXamining, more closely than
any other of the models reviewed, the NC elemerdluing internal, individual, spiritual
transformation of NC recipients as reflected in@®& This focus represents a strength
in Thorsell's model, because that element is affedor distinguishing passages
describing the NC’s future activation from passadgescribing the future activity of
other, unconditional, biblical covenants. Thorsejued correctly that “this element may
be the most distinctive aspect of the predicteti&sdogical covenant and is present in
other contexts than the ten in the [Buis] charttgof passages][® Thorsell offers an
excellent sub-categorization of the NC elemenntdrnal, individual, spiritual
transformation, along with some of the relevantfia§sages: “The moral renewal is
described in widely differing fashions as (1) aamcision of the heart (Deut 30:6; cf.
Jer 4:4), (2) the giving of a new heart or changihthe heart (Jer 24:7; 32:39; Ezek
11:19; 18:31; 36:26), (3) the putting of a new isfidrod’s Spirit within them (Ezek
11:19; 18:31; 36:26-27; 37:14), or (4) the placvging of Yahweh'’s law in/on the

S Thorsell, “The Spirit in the Present Age: Preliamiy Fulfillment of the Predicted New Covenant
According to Paul,” 398.

8 Buis, “La Nouvelle Alliance,” 15.
T Kaiser, “The Old Promise and the New Covenaneméah 31:31-34,” 14.

8 Thorsell, “The Spirit in the Present Age: Preliamiy Fulfillment of the Predicted New Covenant
According to Paul,” 399.
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hearts of the people (Jer 31:33J.'With this expansion Thorsell captured all of the
remaining passages in the Kaiser model. At theedame, Thorsell did not take the
opportunity to suggest passages that would fitetlseb-categories outside of the ones
discussed by Buis and Kaiser. In particular, timéssion of Joel 2:28—-29 from the third
subcategory in the above quote seems strikinghdpesrit is because Thorsell chose to
limit himself to passages raised by Buis and Kaésea time-saving move, or perhaps it
is because the putting of God’s Spirit within indivals may not seem explicit in Joel's
description of the Spirit being poured out uporhailinankind. It seems that Thorsell
passed up an opportunity to consider candidate &8Sgges that his helpful
subcategories could have brought to mind.

Thorsell developed a model for identifying NC magss in the OT that offers
strengths along with some weaknesses. He borraigedminately from Buis’ model,
successfully filtering out higher-critical assungpis, an apocryphal passage, and most of
the arbitrary assumptions made by Buis, while kagjuis’ concept of a collection of
stable, NC elements. Thorsell borrowed less digoately from Kaiser's model, so that
he retained the problematic tendency of Kaiser'siehto capture covenantal passages
likely referring to eschatologically active covetmnther than the NC.

The strength of Thorsell’s model is its focus upwo elements which both are
unique to the NC in the OT, and successfully dgtish it from eschatological
emanations of other biblical covenants, these bnadgabehew covenanand the
emphasis on individual, internal, spiritual tramgfation of the covenant’s beneficiaries.
Thorsell's overlooking of passages that fit thédiatategory simply because they were
not raised earlier by Buis or Kaiser is a flaw; foel 2:28-29 passage seems to be the
most important victim of this oversight.

SUMMARY EVALUATION OF THE MODELS

The models recently put in print for ascertaining NC passages in the OT vary
considerably, along virtually any continuum one migpply. Some are simple while
others are complex; some are brief while othergjaite detailed. Some like Master’s
model are quite restrictive in their parametersni¢ithg few OT passages into their lists,
while others like Compton’s are quite expansive pointially capture scores of
passages. The complexity of a model does not appé® a strong advantage.

There are as well commonalities to the modelsesied, some beneficial and others
not. As a positive, all the models from evangédicagister in agreement with the NT
authors the centrality of the Jeremiah 31:31-343@es for accurately delineating the
NC, even while the models offer no consensus #setoeasons for this, or as to the
existence of other pivotal OT passages. As a hegatll incorporate some amount of
unacknowledged arbitrariness or extra-biblical pgsasiinto their construction, whether

" bid. Every one of these passages is preserithieréBuis (“La Nouvelle Alliance,” 1-15), Kaiser
(“The OId Promise and the New Covenant: JeremiaB13134,” 14), or both.
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in their choice of a starting point for construgtithe model, or in their final selection of
criteria for evaluating candidate NC passages.

Every model examined benefits the NC student Igrioig criteria for identifying
NC passages and elements in the OT. At the sanecthiey create frustrations for the
student of the NC. First, they offer no conserasito the proper selection criteria for
NC passages and elements in the OT, as well asms®osus on the outcomes. Second,
whether due to flawed premises or flawed strategesry model seems to lead to lists of
NC elements and NC passages that are either tdasése; too inclusive, or both. The
Joel 2 passage provides an interesting test casmyomodel seeking to ascertain the NC
in the OT. The passage has been evaluated by motels as a primary NC passage due
to the described eschatological, transformativekvabithe Spirit. The passage has been
rejected altogether by others due either to therad®esof a covenant reference, to its early
date, or to the absence of other covenantal detedsed necessary.

DEVELOPMENT OF A NEW MODEL FOR SURFACING NEW COVENM
PASSAGES IN THE OLD TESTAMENT

The lack of consensus among evangelicals regatdengroper approach for
identifying the key passages and key elements mitie OT regarding the NC is perhaps
the best argument for a new model that will begangrocess towards that consensus. As
seen in the models reviewed and parts one andwitlan even a narrow subset of
evangelicals there is little consensus—the two rdisgtarate models in that survey, John
Master’s model and the “generic eschatological” etad Bruce Compton, come from
American, traditional dispensationalists.

A DESCRIPTION AND DEFENSE OF THE PROPOSED MODEL

The first step in building the model for ascertagnthe NC passages in the OT is to
select a strategy for evaluating proposed NC passagd elements that is least-impacted
by initial premises and preunderstandings regarthedNC. Therefore, the core strategy
of the model should be that of considering and ggély integrating possible NC
passages, while continuously reviewing and revisiregevolving, increasingly-
concordant list of apparent NC passages and elsrisaitresults. This approach has
been variously described as the “hermeneuticadBy Grant Osborne, the
“verificational method” by Gordon Lewis and Brucemarest, “retroduction” by John
Montgomery, “adduction” by Arthur F. Holmes, andtuction” by Paul Feinber.

While presenting his brief model for identifyingdCN\bassages and elements in the
OT, Kaiser offered the following bases for makiregeimiah 31 the definitional passage

8 Grant OsborneThe Hermeneutical Spiral: A Comprehensive Introiuncto Biblical Interpretation
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1991), @&r@on Lewis and Bruce Demarektiegrative
Theology Vol. 1 (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1987), 11. Tfnothy Warren, “The Theological Process in
Sermon PreparationBibliotheca Sacrd 56, no. 623 [Summer 1999]: 343.
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to which other candidate passages are compareastl{fithe unique appearance of the
word ‘new’ in this passage stimulated Origen tdheefirst to name the last 27 books of
the Bible ‘The New Testament.” Secondly, it was ldrgest piece of text to be quotad
extensan the New Testament—Hebrews 8:8-12. The writdd@brews even partially
repeats the same long quotation a few chaptensiai®:16—-17. Thirdly, it was the
subject of nine other New Testament texts: foufidgavith the Lord’s Supper, three
additional references in Hebrews and two passageaul dealing with ‘ministers of the
new covenant’ and the future forgiveness of Issagihs.®* It seems that a model for
indentifying NC passages that exercises the methadduction and omits Kaiser’s
appeal to extra-biblical testimony will yet arrigethe same conclusion, that the Jeremiah
31:31-34 passage is unguestionably an NC pasJagexaggerate only slightly, were
one to begin the verificational process with anga§sage chosen at random, as
inefficient a strategy as that would be, the preadggradually collecting possible OT
passages referencing a NC, and continuously cutffiisgoool of preliminary passages of
its least-concordant members, will eventually praaa list of passages that includes
Jeremiah 31.

It is at the second step of formulating a modeidentifying NC passages in the OT,
that the models described prior and the proposedeiimegin to part ways. The second
step of model construction has generally involvesigning to Jeremiah 31 the role of
dictating the NC elements to be found in the OT-edstent becomes the sole basis by
which other passages are evaluated as potentrapamion NC passages. This however
is a flawed step that falls short of the more dliyeg verification process—the process of
allowing any and all Bible texts to make their adnition to integration and synthesis
has in this case been interrupted.

The move to make Jeremiah 31 the definitional agsprematurely carries with it
two dangers. The first danger is one of unduausiohs. This passage, if anointed as
definitional, could provide parameters for surfgcother NC passages that additional
integration from other passages would have expasduing of secondary import. For
example, it would be possible to infer from Jerdn8a that the future, physical
expansion of Jerusalem proper and its walls isysekement of the NC. The integration
of additional passages however leads to the caodublat the topographical expansion
of Jerusalem itself is properly viewed as a detéthin a broader NC element, that being
the civic and economic restoration of physical@sraVithout the kind of rigorous,
integrative analysis demanded by the verificatigomatess, the “topographical expansion
of Jerusalem” element in the Jeremiah passage beuhdade to carry undue force by
leading the model to inappropriately capture prospe NC passages that mention only
this detall.

The second danger to making the second step oélncodstruction the premature
anointing of Jeremiah 31 as the sole passage dtatotig all the major emphases of the
NT in the OT, proves to be a mirror image of thetfithe danger of undue exclusions.
That is, it is possible that such a model couldwe a primary NC element because the
element is missing from Jeremiah 31, while an atidgeistudy of the OT would show the

81 Kaiser, “The Old Promise and the New Covenaneméah 31:31-34,” 14.
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element to be heavily represented in other prilNypassages. This seems to be
precisely the situation in regards to the rolehef $pirit of YHWH in the activation of

the NC, an emphasis in a number of OT passagesasuehekiel 36, but at most alluded
to in Jeremiah 31. This danger of not allowingKkey elements to the NC that are not
explicit in Jeremiah 31 appears to have been a issthe John Master model, which
has the Jeremiah passage as its primary textndksaited in part one, Master had to bend
the parameters of his model to allow the Ezekigh&6sage the status necessary to bring
that passage’s contribution regarding the expiigitistry of the Spirit into his model.

When, as in the proposed model, the second stedél construction involves
allowing the verificational process to continuentarrupted beyond the surfacing of
Jeremiah 31, adduction will surface a cluster afspges that significantly overlap and
reinforce one another, by way of common context@mtent. The following list
enumerates the cluster of primary passages antkchfsprimary emphases produced by
the proposed model, after the initial two stepsehasen takeff

The first element reinforced by the key passagéisa reference to the enactment of
a future, divine covenant with national Israel tisatot verbally linked to Abraham or
David (Isa 59:15b—21; Jer 31:27-40; 32:36-44; B&KE3-63; 37:21-28). The second
NC element is the Spirit of YHWH as agent (Isa 32@®, 59:15b-21; Ezek 36:22-38;
39:25-29; Joel 2:28-3:8; Zech 12:6-14). The tisirthe internal, spiritual
transformation of the recipients (Deut 30:1-6;380-20; 59:15b—21; Jer 31:27-40;
32:36-44; Ezek 16:53-63; 36:22-38; 37:21-28; 3295J0el 2:28-3:8; Zech 12:6-14).
The fourth is the uninterrupted permanence of greebts (with an absence of
conditions) (Isa 59:15b-21; Jer 31:27-40; 32:36Ek 16:53—-63; 36:22-38; 37:21—
28; 39:25-29§° The fifth is the physical regathering of Isra@e(t 30:1-6; Jer 32:36—
44; Ezek 16:53-63; 36:22-38; 37:21-28; 39:25-26t A128-3:8; Zech 12:6-14). The
sixth and final element of the NC reinforced by thester of primary passages is the
physical (civic, agricultural, economic, militarggstoration of national Israel (Deut 30:1—
6; Isaiah 32:9-20; Jer 31:27-40; 32:36—-44; EzeRB&8; 37:21-28; 39:25-29; Joel
2:28-3:8; Zech 12:6-14).

Thus, the proposed model suggests that therexapeimary elements and eleven
primary passages regarding the NC in the OT. Buyee® of clustering surfaced by the
model is notable. There are no fewer than fivenpry passages per primary element,
and no fewer than four primary elements per prinp@gsage. It is also notable that the
model does not support the existence of one “pgdC text in the OT. The model
surfaces no single passage that references &egdrimary elements of the NC in the
OT.

The third and final step of the proposed modebines continuing the verificational
process in order to surface secondary NC passageseaondary NC elements in the
OT. The adduction method requires the practiti@a@ecognize that at any point in this

82 See in table format at the end of this chapter.

8 Again, the mention of aeverlasting covenaris not significant by itself, since Isaiah appahen
uses the same label for the Noahic covenant iahs24:5.



30

third step it could be properly concluded that NSgages and elements previously
labeled as “primary” should be reappraised as strgnandvice versa Thus the two
categories are, in this sense, never deemed todle f

From this third step arise NC elements that aretioeed irregularly in the OT,
relative to the six-part enumeration above. Thttus as NC elements is defensible in
that they are all mentioned at least once by tbeesl primary passages. Four secondary
NC elements in the OT are: the labelw covenanfJer 31:27-40), the replacing of the
Mosaic covenant (Jer 31:27-40), the involvemera bfessianic redeemer (Isa 42:1-7;
49:1-13; 59:15b—21 [though possibly YHWH)]; EzekZI~28), and the final forgiveness
of sin (Ezek 16:53-63; 36:22—-38; 37:21-28). Thitsdf secondary elements surfaces the
fact that a Messianic-Davidic element has beemafteerlooked by students of the NC.
The OT gives more attention to that element thahedabehew covenantfor example.

The more secondary NC passages, designhated pndphesed model as those which
mention two or three of the primary elements ofNl@& are eight in number. In
relationship to the proposed, six primary elementhie NC, Isaiah 42:1-7 seems to refer
to the spiritual restoration of Israel, the phykregathering of Israel, the physical
restoration of Israel, and the involvement of a 8asic leader and redeemer. Isaiah
44:1-5 seems to refer to the physical restoratidarael, the spiritual restoration of
Israel, and the Spirit of YHWH as agent. Isaiall423 seems to refer to the spiritual
restoration of Israel, the physical regatheringscddel, the physical restoration of Israel,
and a Messianic leader and redeemer. Jeremiakh24etms to refer to the physical
regathering of Israel, the physical restoratiotscdel, and the spiritual restoration of
Israel. Jeremiah 50:5 seems to refer to the palysegathering of Israel in the context of
an “everlasting covenant.” Ezekiel 11:14-21 setomgfer to the physical regathering of
Israel, the physical restoration of Israel, anddpieitual restoration of Israel. Ezekiel
34:11-31 seems to refer to the permanence of cateshéenefits, the physical
regathering of Israel, and the physical restoratibisrael. Zechariah 8:1-17 seems to
refer to the physical regathering of Israel, thggital restoration of Israel, and the
spiritual restoration of Israel.

Some of the distinctions made above (such asdbfgas asecondaryNC passage,
a proposed passage must list two or three NC elexneot one or four) are as subjective
as some distinctions made within the prior modélswever, there is a crucial
difference: the prior models all exercise subjettiin regards to beginning points and
methodology, so that they are inherently subjeatmoelels. In contrast, the proposed
model exhibits subjectivity only at the point otegorizing results, in subjectively
arriving at a demarcation between surfaced NC gassagprimary versussecondary

In fact, the terntlusteris being used deliberately for its subjective owees, in
describing the primary NC passages and elemenit&iproposed model. The reference
to a cluster of NC passages and elements is indetodering to mind the picture of a
circumference line drawn intuitively and subjectivaround “data points” (in this case,
proposed NC passages and elements) that are eldistgrether, to set them off from
peripheral, outlying data points. However, as lasghe adductive method is faithfully
adhered to so that all such demarcations are viasguteliminary, the verification
process will continue to provide necessary adjustmim the demarcation line between
primary and secondary NC passages and elementsndusion that the OT offers one,
five, or (in this model) eleven primary NC passaigdsoth truly subjective and truly non-
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problematic, as long as the verificational cycleesterifying particulars (in this case,
valid NC passages and NC elements) and adjustimgusions (in this case, reducing or
expanding the collection of NC passages and eleshenallowed to continue.

A STRATEGIC ELEMENT OF THE PROPOSED MODEL

A key weakness to the prior models appears thie flailure to distinguish between
elements of the NC that successfulbscribeit, versus elements of the NC that both
successfully describe it and successfdifferentiateit from other covenants. In terms of
logical fallacies, this failure is a kind of “hagggneralization.” The fallacy is illustrated
by the following: for the adult male human bodye firesence of two arms is a valid
descriptive element, but that feature is a poarraignating element—it serves very
poorly for discriminating male human bodies frorngl of women and children. Apart
from Master’'s model, the prior models make thetstia error of generalizing the
genuine, discriminating ability of some descriptalements of the NC to all descriptive
elements of the N&

Because many models for delineating NC elemeritsar©OT apparently overlook
the distinction between descriptive elements asdriininating elements, they tend to
capture inappropriately some OT passages thatlityrelescribe the activity of other
divine covenants in the Eschaton, failing to disgniate between covenants that are
related but distindt® To be more specific, these models err in assuthiagthe
following (non-discriminatory) elements will captuNC passages only: the presence of
the labelcovenanbr everlasting covenardr covenant of peacéhe description of the
physical regathering of national Israel, the dgdgmn of the physical restoration of
national Israel, the description of a redeeming $¢&ds and the uninterrupted
permanence of the benefits (with an absence ofitons)). In contrast, the proposed
model offers five of eleven NC elements that bathalibe the NC and discriminate it
from other covenants: the Spirit of YHWH as ag#me, internal and spiritual
transformation of the recipients, the lahelv covenanthe replacing of the Mosaic
covenant, and the final forgiveness of sin. Theeky of these elements as
discriminatory can be seen in the fact that, whapleyed by any of the prior models,
these elements did not capture any covenants ththerthe NC, even though the models
overlook the issue of description versus discrirama

8 The Master model reviewed in the prior chaptamisxception to this weakness, in that its two or
three descriptive elements also successfully digndte the NC from other covenants. Master’'s model
does not involve any elements that are descrigtihg, and he does not distinguish in his chapterttes
of describing versus discriminating elements ini@

% See specific comments in this regard within thaleations above of the models of Kaiser,
Compton, Pettegrew, Buis, and Thorsell.
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A SIGNIFICANT OUTCOME FROM THE PROPOSED MODEL

As indicated above, the proposed model findsnkielvement of a Messianic
redeemer to be one of six secondary elements di@hthat is irregularly mentioned in
NC passages in the OT. Reference to a Messiathéeneer appears in two primary NC
passages per the model (Isa 59:15b-21; Ezek 37821a2d two secondary NC
passages, the first two Servant Songs (Isa 4249:1:-13). In the same way that the
proposed model identifies a cluster of primary NiSgages and a cluster of primary NC
elements in the OT, the model could identify a idusf primary Messianic passages and
a cluster of primary Messianic elements in the @8.one can show with a Venn
diagram (see below), the cluster of primary NC pges and the cluster of primary
Messianic passages in the OT overlap, becausestfteur of the NC passages as listed
above reference both the NC and a Messianic rededmeaddition, the proposed model
could be used to reveal whether the NC is a secgrgrimary element of the
Messianic passages in the OT, since, as indicatdeifigure below, four of the NC
passages are also messianic passages.

OT, NC Passages OT, Messianic Passag

Deut 30:1-6 Isa 2:2-4

Isa 32:9-20 Isa 42:1—7 Isa 9:1-7
Jer 31:27-40 Isa 49:1-13 sa11:1-16
Jer 32:36-44 Isa 59:15b—21 Isa 61:1-7

Ezek 16:53-63 Ezek 37:21-28 Jer 23:1-8
Ezek 36:22-38 Jer 33:14-22

etc. etc.

Figure: Overlap of New Covenant and Messianic Rpgessa the Old Testament
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SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED MODEL

The proposed model begins from the presumptionttigaverificational process of
the hermeneutical spiral provides the best stagmigt for examining OT data, because
it minimizes the problem of a starting datum poatlefinitional NC passage. This it
accomplishes by making conclusions from data piehny, and by using them as a tool
for verifying and reassessing the appropriateneisecdata points that have been
accepted and that have been rejected. The mod®npsithat its conclusions regarding
the NC passages and elements are subjective bptatdematic, as long as the cycle of
re-verifying particulars and adjusting conclusi@imsthis case, reducing or expanding the
preliminary collection of NC passages and elemeasta)lowed to continue.

The model purports that this process of addudigfaces a cluster of passages that
significantly overlap and reinforce one anotheped@fically, there are six primary
elements and eleven primary passages regardifig@ha the OT. The degree of
clustering of the data is notable: there are naefetvan five primary passages per
primary element, and no fewer than four primaryredats per primary passage. Itis also
notable that the model does not support the exasteha “primary” NC text—it surfaces
no one passage that references all of the key eksméthe NC in the OT.

The model also identifies four secondary NC elasand eight secondary NC
passages. The former have in common that whiledheirregularly mentioned in the
OT relative to the primary NC elements, they alenantioned at least once by the
eleven primary passages. The latter have in conthagrthey mention more than one
and less than four of the primary NC elements. mbeel acknowledges that the
demarcations between primary and secondary NC elisnaad passages are arbitrary
tools for describing the real, graduated clusteahC elements and passages in terms
of content overlap.

Second to the importance of using the adductivihoakefor the model is making the
distinction between NC elements that are only dptee and elements that both describe
the NC and discriminate between the NC and otheertantal activity described in
eschatological OT passages. The failure to reeeghiat some elements of the NC may
not be unique to the NC, and may in fact lead tlResiident to passages describing not
the NC but eschatological, covenantal activity ngeaerally, has been endemic in
earlier models. This model offers the following M{@ments as “discriminating,” that is,
unique to the NC relative to other OT covenants/ach the Eschaton: the Spirit of
YHWH as agent, the internal and spiritual transfation of the recipients, the lab®sw
covenantthe replacing of the Mosaic covenant, and thal fiorgiveness of sin.

For the sake of comparison, the table below trs#sSNC elements and passages in
the OT as reflected by four of the models discusSdtey were selected based on space
limitations and on the uniqueness of their approach
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Table: New Covenant Elements According to KaisetisBMaster, Fredrickson

Walter Kaiser

Pierre Buis

John Master

David Frddiom

A covenanbr my

The enactment of a future, divine

covenanwhich is covenant with national Israel that is rfot
placedin that day verbally linked to Abraham or David
(Isa 42:6; 49:8; (Isa 59:15b—21; Jer 31:27-40; 32:36+
59:21; Hos 2:18~ 44; Ezek 16:53-63; 37:21-28)
20)
The Spirit of *The Spirit of YHWH as agent (Isa
YHWH as agent |32:9-20; 59:15b—21; Ezek 36:22—-38
(Ezek 36:22-38)|39:25-29; Joel 2:28-3:8; Zech 12:6-{14)
A new heartor |The people’s internal A unilateral *The internal, spiritual transformation
new spirit(Jer  |renovation (Jer 31:31-36;|divine change in |of the recipients (Deut 30:1-6; Isa
32:39 [LXX]; 32:37-41; Ezek 34:25-31jrecipients causing2:9-20; 59:15b-21; Jer 31:27-40;
Ezek 11:19; 36:22-25; 37:21-28; Zechcomplete 32:36-44; Ezek 16:53-63; 36:22—-38
18:31; 36:26) |7:7-8:17; Bar 2:25-31) |obedience (Jer |37:21-28; 39:25-29; Joel 2:28-3:8;
31:31-33) Zech 12:6-14)
Theeverlasting |The declaration of &inal The uninterrupted permanence of
covenanilsa covenaniDeut 30:140; Je benefits (with an absence of conditiohs)
24:5; 55:3; 61:8;|24:5-7; 31:31-36; 32:37— (Isa 59:15b—21; Jer 31:27-40; 32:36+
Jer 32:40; 50:5; |41; Ezek 34:25-31; 36:22+ 44; Ezek 16:53-63; 36:22-38; 37:211
Ezek 16:60; 25; 37:21-28; Zech 7:7— 28; 39:25-29)
37:26) 8:17; Bar 2:25-31)
The “definition” of the
covenant (Deut 30:1L0; Je
32:37-41; Ezek 16:53-65
37:21-28; Bar 2:25-31)
The gathering and return of The physical regathering of Israel (D
the people (Jer 31:31-36; 30:1-6; Jer 32:36-44; Ezek 16:53-43;
32:37-41; Ezek 34:25-31 36:22-38; 37:21-28; 39:25-29; Joel
36:22-25; 37:21-28; Zech 2:28-3:8; Zech 12:6-14)
7:7-8:17; Bar 2:25-31)
Thecovenant of |Covenant blessings (Jer The physical (civic, agricultural,
peact (Isa 54:10;|24:5-7; 31:31-36; 32:37— economic, military) restoration of
Ezek 34:25; 41; Ezek 16:53-65; 34:25+ national Israel (Deut 30:1-6; Isa 32:9—
37:26) 31; 36:22-25; 37:21-28; 20; Jer 31:27-40; 32:36-44; Ezek
Zech 7:7-8:17; Bar 2:25— 36:22-38; 37:21-28; 39:25-29; Joel
31) 2:28-3:8; Zech 12:6-14)
Thenew covenar The namaew |Secondary: *the labelew covenangJe
(Jer 31:31) covenan{Jer 31:27-40)
31:31)
The replacing of |Secondary: *the replacing of the
the Mosaic Mosaic covenant (Jer 31:27-40)
covenant (Jer
31:31-34)
Secondary: the involvement of a
Messianic redeemer (Isa 42:1-7; 49:[1—

13; 59:15b-21; Ezek 37:21-28)

*Elements which effectively distinguish the NC frattmer
eschatological covenants

Secondary: *the final forgiveness of 4

in

(Ezek 16:53-63; 36:22—-38; 37:21—-24




