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Central claim
Christians who present biblical fulfillment as public evidence that a deity intentionally disclosed future events should first
show that the wording is securely pre-event, predictive in context, specific, independently fulfilled, and successful beyond

the apparent historical horizon. Representative cases from Daniel and Matthew do not pass that combined test. Their
disputed timing, retrospective reuse, translation dependence, and literary alignment fit ordinary historical authorship at

least as well. They therefore provide at most weak public confirmation of intentional disclosure, without disproving theism,
inspiration, or theological typology.

Preview:

Target claim Expected difference Observed pattern Rational response

Fulfilled biblical prophecy publicly
confirms intentional disclosure of
future events.

Securely early, specific predictions
should succeed beyond the writer’s
horizon and independently of later
writers or actors.

Leading cases show disputed timing,
retrospective reuse, textual dependence,
enactment, or horizon failure.

Withhold the advertised confirmation
unless a case survives the full
predictive-evidence test.

The target is predictive evidence available to an inquirer, not the legitimacy of reading older scripture typologically within a Christian canon.

Visual preview:

The upper row states the five jointly required conditions; the aligned lower row shows the pressure found at each point in the sampled cases. The
graphic therefore maps the paper’s bounded result rather than asserting that every prophecy claim fails.
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Abstract
Representative claims from Daniel and Matthew provide at most weak public evidence that a deity

intentionally disclosed future events. Their full evidential features are at least as expected under ordinary
historical authorship and literary development as under an evidential-prophecy model. A correspondence
has substantial discriminating force only when its wording is securely pre-event, predictive in its original
setting, sufficiently specific, independent of the reported fulfillment, and assessed against misses as well
as successes. Daniel 11’s dense correspondence through the career of Antiochus IV followed by disputed
concluding events is a diagnostic postdiction pattern if the crisis-era dating is sound; a traditional-date defense
makes that dating an issue to argue rather than assume. Matthew’s uses of Isaiah 7:14 and Hosea 11:1 are
intelligible as retrospective, figural readings; Matthew 21’s use of Zechariah 9:9 is vulnerable to deliberate
enactment and narrative dependence; and Matthew 2:23 does not identify a recoverable single prophetic source.
These cases can retain theological or literary significance, but that is not the same as independent predictive
evidence. Qualitative comparison is warranted; fabricated probabilities are not. The result does not disprove
theism, inspiration, typological theology, or every possible revelation claim. It requires advocates to establish
timing, context, specificity, independence, and horizon success before advertising a correspondence as public
confirmation.

Keywords: biblical prophecy; postdiction; typology; Daniel; Matthew; likelihood; public evidence

1. The Claim Under Pressure

Christians sometimes offer alleged fulfilled prophecy as evidence available not only to a believing community
but also to an inquirer who does not yet accept the Bible’s inspiration. The intended inference is straightforward:
an ancient text described a later event too specifically to be explained by chance or ordinary human knowledge;
therefore, the match confirms intentional access to the future. By public evidence I mean evidence whose force
does not depend on first accepting the inspiration or canonical unity it is offered to support. This paper tests
representative cases from Daniel and Matthew by that standard and concludes that they provide at most weak
public confirmation.

A God-concept is a specified conception of a deity, including the capacities and intentions attributed to it.
The concept tested here is an evidential-prophecy God-concept: a deity knows future contingencies, intends to
disclose some of them in scripture, preserves the relevant disclosure, and uses later fulfillment to give human
observers recognizable evidence. This target is narrower than theism and narrower than Christian belief. A person
could affirm inspiration while treating prophecy principally as proclamation, pattern, or canonical rereading. A
person could also affirm a deity who does not use prediction as public evidence. Those positions make different
expectations and therefore require separate evaluation.

The comparison model is ordinary historical authorship: familiar human practices are sufficient to produce
the observed correspondences without intentional disclosure of future events. Texts can be composed, edited,
translated, transmitted, and reapplied; writers can describe recent events in prophetic form, reuse older language,
arrange narratives around known scripture, select striking matches, and leave failures less prominent. None of
these mechanisms requires fraud. They include ordinary memory, liturgy, theological interpretation, rhetorical
craft, communal selection, and the blurred temporal perspective of apocalyptic literature. This production
account is not naturalism and does not deny theism; it competes only with the narrower claim that the sampled
correspondences were supplied as public predictive evidence.

The issue is not whether every correspondence has a human explanation that is logically possible. Any
historical event admits multiple possible stories. The evidential question is comparative: which model makes
the observed features less surprising? Likelihood reasoning asks how expected an item of evidence is under
competing hypotheses; it does not require that the hypotheses exhaust every possibility or that evidential favoring
settle a person’s final belief (Sober, 2008). Here the relevant evidence includes not merely a match, but also
the source’s date, original context, degree of specificity, relation to the fulfillment report, and behavior beyond
the alleged fulfillment. The appendix states this comparison as a likelihood-ratio requirement without assigning
fabricated numerical values.
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The expected-difference bridge
If a deity is intentionally using prophecy as public predictive evidence, securely pre-event and
contextually predictive statements should succeed with a degree of specificity and independence that
ordinary literary development does not equally predict. If leading examples instead display disputed
or late timing, retrospective reuse, translation dependence, deliberate enactment, narrative alignment,
or failure just beyond the writer’s historical horizon, they provide less confirmation than a verbal
match by itself suggests.

This argument is cumulative but not numerical. There is no defensible dataset from which to assign precise
probabilities to divine intention, ancient editorial choices, or the dependence among these cases. Multiplying
invented values would turn judgments into false measurement. The responsible conclusion is directional and
defeasible: the sampled pattern fits ordinary historical authorship at least as well, so the cases supply at most
weak public confirmation of the specified God-concept.

2. What Predictive Evidence Must Establish

2.1 A correspondence is the beginning of the inquiry

Suppose a friend says that his parents predicted he would attend a prestigious university, marry a European, and
work in a city beside a great lake. The claim sounds striking until the earlier wording turns out to concern several
children, a possible lakeside home, and a broadly described spouse. The later life may be real and the parents
sincere, yet the correspondence has been sharpened retrospectively. Large, varied scriptural collections create
the same evidential risk: later communities inherit both many possible passages and the language through which
they describe new events. A correspondence discriminates between models only when the intentional-disclosure
model expects it appreciably more than its historical competitor. Five questions organize that test.

1. Was the operative text demonstrably available before the event? A securely pre-event manuscript or
otherwise well-supported date blocks postdiction—a description written after an event but presented in a
predictive voice. A traditional attribution alone cannot do this work when composition history is the disputed
point.

2. Was the passage predictive in its own literary and historical setting? A sentence about a current king, an
exodus already past, or a recurring social pattern may be reapplied later without having forecast that later use.

3. Was it specific enough to risk failure? Elastic images and portable phrases can be mapped onto many
outcomes. Details gain force only when they are fixed before the event rather than supplied by the fulfillment
narrative.

4. Is the fulfillment report independent of the text? If an actor knows the passage and can enact it, or if the
only report comes from a writer arranging a story in scriptural language, the match is not an independent
check.

5. What happens at the prediction horizon? A writer who tracks events accurately until the writer’s present
and then becomes inaccurate provides a diagnostic pattern. Counting matches while ignoring adjacent misses
inflates the result.

These conditions are jointly demanding because the public claim is demanding. They do not say that a text
failing one condition is worthless. They say that its value must be identified correctly. A liturgical echo may be
spiritually rich without being an independent forecast; a deliberately enacted sign may be historically meaningful
without demonstrating hidden foreknowledge; an ambiguous oracle may sustain hope without identifying one
unique future event.
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2.2 Prediction and figural reading answer different questions

The New Testament frequently rereads Israel’s scriptures retrospectively. Hays describes Gospel interpretation
as figural: earlier persons and events acquire fuller significance when reread in light of later events (Hays, 2016).
Beale’s evangelical handbook likewise treats quotation, allusion, typology, and the use of the Old Testament in
the New as a varied interpretive field rather than one uniform class of direct prediction (Beale, 2012). France’s
commentary repeatedly attends to what Matthew is doing with inherited texts within the Gospel’s own literary
and theological argument (France, 2007).

That distinction is charitable and evidentially essential. A Christian interpreter may say that a prior event
was providentially shaped as a type, that canonical unity permits later meaning beyond the first author’s horizon,
or that a Gospel writer discerns a divinely intended pattern. Those claims may be coherent within a theology
already accepted. But they do not automatically provide independent public evidence for that theology. If the
public argument is “believe the divine-author model because this text predicted the event,” the relevant predictive
content cannot depend on first accepting the divine-author model that the argument is meant to support.

The distinction also prevents an unfair dilemma. The choices are not “literal prediction or dishonest invention.”
Retrospective interpretation can be sincere, sophisticated, and continuous with ancient reading practices. The
question is whether it supplies the advertised kind of evidence.

3. An Evidence Ledger for the Representative Cases

The cases below were selected because they expose different failure points rather than because they form a
statistical sample. Daniel 11 supplies the clearest timing and horizon test. Matthew’s infancy and entry narratives
illustrate contextual reuse, translation dependence, source opacity, enactment, and narrative dependence. The
table records both the pressure and the limit of each inference so that no single dispute silently carries the whole
argument.

Case Original function or timing Observed evidential
pressure Contribution and limit

Daniel 11 A detailed Hellenistic
sequence reaches Antiochus
IV; the date is disputed

On a crisis-era reading,
correspondence deteriorates
beyond the writer’s horizon

Strong postdiction pattern if
that dating is sound; a
traditional-date defense
remains live

Isaiah 7:14 /
Matthew 1:23

A sign to Ahaz uses Hebrew
hā-‘almâ, “the young woman”

Matthew follows Greek hē
parthenos and rereads the
sign around Jesus’ birth

Strong context and translation
pressure; compatible with
sincere figural theology

Hosea 11:1 /
Matthew 2:15

Hebrew recalls Israel’s past
exodus; the Greek version has
“his children”

Matthew selects the singular
“my son” and maps Israel’s
story onto Jesus

Clear textual selection and
retrospective reuse; typology
need not be prediction

Zechariah 9:9 /
Matthew 21

Hebrew poetic parallelism
describes a donkey in paired
terms

Matthew narrates both a
donkey and a colt in an
enactable event

Wording can shape act and
report; this does not establish
that no entry occurred

Matthew 2:23 Matthew attributes Nazōraios
klēthēsetai to plural
“prophets”

No single recoverable source
contains the saying in that
form

Source opacity weakens
verification; composite
allusion remains possible

The ledger does not treat these observations as five independent probability multipliers. Matthew’s practices
are related, and each dating or interpretive judgment carries uncertainty. Their cumulative force comes from
convergence across distinct evidential requirements: early text, original predictiveness, specificity, independence,
and performance beyond the historical horizon.
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4. Daniel 11 and the Postdiction Pattern

Daniel 11 narrates a sequence of imperial conflicts with unusual density. Its strongest correspondences concern
the struggles of the Ptolemaic and Seleucid kingdoms and the career of Antiochus IV Epiphanes. The narrative
becomes especially detailed around his policies and the crisis faced by Judeans. Yet the concluding expectations
do not map cleanly onto Antiochus’s known end: the chapter anticipates a final campaign and death in a setting
that differs from the historical outcome. Collins treats this change in accuracy as central evidence for locating the
vision during the Antiochene crisis, when much of the narrated history was past and the final outcome remained
future to the writer (Collins, 1993). Steinmann, by contrast, offers a sustained defense of traditional date and
authorship; his position is a genuine rival and makes clear that the dating must be argued rather than imported as
an assumption (Steinmann, 2008).

The evidential importance lies in the whole trajectory, not in any isolated resemblance. Under composition
during the crisis, accurate review of preceding events followed by error beyond the author’s present is expected.
Under a model of disclosed long-range foreknowledge, the abrupt horizon failure is less expected. A traditional
early date can preserve logical compatibility by proposing symbolic fulfillment, telescoped chronology, or an
unfulfilled future referent. But flexibility added only after the near-term sequence fails reduces the prediction’s
capacity to risk error.

This argument must not become circular. One should not date Daniel late merely because accurate prophecy is
impossible and then cite the late date against prophecy. The historical case involves language, genre, compositional
setting, and correspondence with the second-century crisis, while the inaccurate projection supplies an additional
and particularly diagnostic feature. Collins’s historical-critical judgment is contestable, but it is not simply the
assertion that supernatural prediction cannot occur.

Nor does the case prove that the writer intended deception. Ancient apocalyptic discourse can place interpre-
tation of history in the voice of a revered figure to disclose the meaning of a present crisis. The literary function
can be exhortative and theological. The evidential result is narrower: Daniel 11 does not offer a clean instance of
a securely early text making an independently verified, consistently successful long-range forecast. Its strongest
detail occurs precisely where postdiction predicts it.

5. Matthew’s Fulfillment Formulae

5.1 Isaiah 7:14: immediate context and translated wording

Isaiah 7 presents a sign to King Ahaz during the Syro-Ephraimite crisis. The promised child’s birth and
development function within a near political horizon: before the child reaches a specified stage, the threatening
kings’ lands will be deserted. Blenkinsopp’s treatment situates the oracle within that eighth-century setting rather
than first as a prediction detached from Ahaz’s crisis (Blenkinsopp, 2000). The Hebrew begins hinnēh hā-‘almâ
hārâ—roughly, “look, the young woman is pregnant” or “will conceive,” depending on how the construction is
read. The Greek Septuagint instead has idou hē parthenos en gastri hexei, using parthenos and an explicit future
construction. Matthew 1:23 reproduces the Greek phrase hē parthenos, not an independently sharpened Hebrew
prediction (Aland et al., 2012; Elliger et al., 1997; Rahlfs & Hanhart, 2006).

This does not show that Matthew acted improperly by ancient interpretive standards. Brown and France
both analyze the infancy narrative as a densely scriptural theological construction, and the citation can express
Matthew’s conviction that Israel’s scriptural pattern reaches a fuller embodiment in Jesus (Brown, 1993; France,
2007). It does show why the passage has weak independence as public predictive evidence. The first setting
supplies an intelligible local referent and deadline; the crucial wording reaches Matthew through a translation;
and Matthew, not an independent observer, frames the birth account with the cited text.

A defender may posit a dual fulfillment or a deeper divine intention. That proposal is possible, but the
evidential order matters. If deeper divine intention is inferred from an independently established prediction,
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the passage could confirm it. If the prediction exists only after the divine intention is assumed, the reasoning
is circular as public support. The passage may remain a Christian figural reading without functioning as a
freestanding forecast.

5.2 Hosea 11:1: a remembered exodus becomes a pattern

Hosea 11:1 is grammatically retrospective. Its Hebrew opens, kî na‘ar Yiśrā’ēl wā’ōhăbēhû (“when Israel was
a child, I loved him”), and continues ûmimmis. rayim qārā’tî libnî (“from Egypt I called my son”). The son is
Israel, and the surrounding verses continue a recollection of Israel’s past and subsequent unfaithfulness. The
extant Greek Septuagint differs: ex Aigyptou metekalesa ta tekna autou, “from Egypt I called back his children.”
Matthew 2:15 uses ex Aigyptou ekalesa ton huion mou, “from Egypt I called my son,” corresponding more closely
to the Hebrew singular than to the Greek plural (Aland et al., 2012; Elliger et al., 1997; Rahlfs & Hanhart, 2006).

Whether Matthew knew the Hebrew, followed another Greek form, or adapted the wording, the evidential result
is the same: the Gospel writer selects and frames the form that maps Israel’s completed national story onto Jesus.
The relation is typological rather than an independent forecast. Hays’s account of figural interpretation makes
good sense of such retrospective patterning, and Beale supplies an evangelical framework in which typology can
carry theological warrant within the canon (Beale, 2012; Hays, 2016).

But the original statement is not a prediction of a later child’s itinerary. Treating Matthew’s use as evidence
that Hosea forecast Jesus changes the grammatical direction of the text. The match is generated by a later author
who knows Hosea and narrates Jesus as Israel’s representative. This may be theologically intentional without
being evidentially independent. Indeed, identifying it as typology preserves the sophistication of Matthew’s
reading while declining an inflated apologetic claim.

5.3 Zechariah 9:9: an available script can shape an event and its report

Zechariah 9:9 depicts a humble king arriving ‘al-hămôr we-‘al-‘ayir ben-’ăthōnôth—“on a donkey, and on a colt,
the foal of she-asses.” The second phrase restates and specifies the first in Hebrew poetic parallelism. Meyers and
Meyers situate the oracle within the postexilic literary and political world of Zechariah 9–14 (Elliger et al., 1997;
Meyers & Meyers, 1998). Matthew 21:1–7 instead narrates two animals, onon and pōlon, and its citation repeats
both terms before the ambiguous plural epanō autōn, “upon them” (Aland et al., 2012; France, 2007). Even if
the final pronoun refers to the garments rather than to both animals, the two animals themselves are explicit in
the narrative.

Matthew also tells of preparations for the entry and explicitly introduces the scriptural fulfillment. Unlike an
astronomical event or an enemy’s unforeseen action, riding into a city on an animal is something a person familiar
with the oracle can deliberately enact.

Deliberate enactment need not be fraudulent. A symbolic action can publicly interpret a vocation. Yet it is
not an independent prediction test: knowledge of the text helps cause the correspondence. The reporting source
is also the text that highlights the scriptural alignment. Matthew’s reference to a donkey and a colt has often
been read as a close narrative accommodation to the poetic wording, while the parallel Gospel accounts describe
one ridden animal; France discusses the interpretive and narrative issue without requiring the conclusion that the
entry itself was invented (France, 2007).

The right evidential conclusion is therefore modest. The story may preserve a historical entry; Jesus may
intentionally have enacted Zechariah’s image; Matthew may have shaped the narration. Any of those possibilities
weakens the inference from match to intentional disclosure because ordinary agency and literary dependence can
produce the observed fit.
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5.4 Matthew 2:23: an attribution without a recoverable single source

Matthew closes the infancy sequence with the formula dia tōn prophētōn hoti Nazōraios klēthēsetai: “through
the prophets, that he will be called a Nazarene.” The plural prophētōn differs from Matthew’s singular fulfillment
formula when he names a recoverable prophet, and no extant Old Testament passage contains Nazōraios klēthēsetai
in that form (Aland et al., 2012). Proposals connect it with the Nazirite, the Hebrew word for branch, a theme
of prophetic rejection, or a composite scriptural motif. Brown surveys the difficulty at length, while France
emphasizes that the plural may signal a broader theme rather than one quotation (Brown, 1993; France, 2007).

An unknown source or composite allusion is possible. What the case cannot provide is a publicly inspectable
prediction with fixed pre-event wording. The apologetic burden is not met by assuming that the missing source
said exactly what the Gospel later attributes to it. Source opacity does not prove fabrication; it blocks verification.
For evidential purposes, that is enough to prevent the passage from carrying substantial independent weight.

6. The Cumulative Comparison

The historical model explains the pattern through several familiar mechanisms. Daniel 11 can interpret recent
history under an apocalyptic persona and then project beyond the writer’s moment. Matthew can read Israel’s
scriptures figurally, rely on Greek wording, portray Jesus as recapitulating Israel, describe deliberate symbolic
action, and summarize a prophetic theme whose exact source is opaque. These practices are not ad hoc inventions
designed solely to escape one prediction. They are recognizable features of ancient composition and scriptural
interpretation.

The evidential-prophecy model can accommodate the same data, but its replies usually reduce one or more
public tests. It can assign a second divine referent to Isaiah, treat Hosea’s recollection as hidden prediction,
count an enactable action as fulfillment, infer a lost or composite source behind Matthew 2:23, and treat Daniel’s
disputed horizon symbolically or as a different sequence of events. Each move may belong to a larger theology.
Taken together, however, they reduce the qualities that would distinguish publicly disclosed foreknowledge: fixed
wording, antecedent risk, contextual prediction, independent outcome, and stable success.

The cumulative result
The sampled correspondences are at least as expected if historically situated writers reinterpret
inherited scripture and shape accounts around it. Because the same features are not more expected
under intentional public disclosure of future events, these cases provide at most weak confirmation of
the evidential-prophecy God-concept. This is an assessment of evidential fit, not a proof that every
passage has only a human meaning.

Selection effects reinforce the caution. A large canon and long interpretive history permit many possible
pairings, while communities preserve and repeat successful-looking matches more readily than failed expectations.
Specificity assessed after the event is especially vulnerable: interpreters can decide which details matter only
after seeing an outcome. None of this shows that every match is accidental. It shows why one cannot estimate
improbability from intuition while ignoring the number of available texts, events, translations, and interpretive
adjustments.

The conclusion is also not a global claim about all prophecy. A securely dated, highly specific text that could
not reasonably guide the event or its report, followed by an independently documented outcome and a strong
record around the same horizon, would deserve a different assessment. The present paper invites such a case. It
argues only that the representative examples examined here do not supply it.
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7. Strongest Replies and Their Evidential Costs

7.1 Canonical typology can be real even when prediction is absent

A Christian reader may hold that a deity providentially orders history and scripture so that Israel’s exodus, a
royal sign, and a humble king become patterns completed in Jesus. This reply directly addresses the theological
question. It does not by itself answer the public evidential question, because providential patterning is the
contested claim. Hays’s retrospective account and Beale’s evangelical account disagree in important theological
respects, yet both make clearer why “fulfilled” need not mean “a sentence whose original human function was to
forecast one remote event” (Beale, 2012; Hays, 2016).

The reply therefore changes the claim rather than simply defeating the criticism. Typology may be a
consequence of Christian faith, a mode of canonical understanding, or an internal coherence consideration. It is
weak as independent evidence offered to establish the worldview whose canonical unity licenses it.

7.2 Prophecy may be intentionally veiled to preserve freedom

If predictions were unmistakable, the reply suggests, they might coerce belief or let people frustrate the plan.
Some ambiguity could therefore be expected. This can explain why public evidence is limited, but it cannot
simultaneously preserve a strong public-evidence claim. A deliberately ambiguous sign may serve formation,
hope, or retrospective recognition. The more its ambiguity is necessary, the less antecedent risk it bears and the
less it discriminates between intentional disclosure and flexible reuse.

Human freedom also does not explain every weakness. Daniel’s apparent horizon failure concerns what the
text anticipates, not merely whether an actor might resist. Matthew’s use of a past-tense Hosea passage concerns
original literary function. A general appeal to hiddenness must be specified case by case if it is to change the
comparative fit.

7.3 Critical dating assumes what it tries to prove

The objection is important when scholars infer a late date from accuracy alone. The argument here does not define
prophecy as impossible. Steinmann explicitly defends traditional date and authorship, so a crisis-era reading
cannot simply be declared the default (Steinmann, 2008). Collins’s case, however, concerns the conjunction
of detailed correspondence through the Antiochene crisis, reduced correspondence beyond it, and a broader
linguistic, literary, and historical setting (Collins, 1993).

The rival readings should therefore carry symmetrical burdens. A traditional reading gains force from
independent grounds for early composition and stable referents for the concluding events; a crisis-era reading
gains force when dating evidence and the apparent horizon change converge. The postdiction inference is strong
only to the extent that this cumulative historical case succeeds. Public prophecy arguments cannot assume
traditional attribution, while critical arguments cannot assume that prediction is impossible.

7.4 One genuine prophecy could survive these examples

Yes. A cumulative critique of representative cases does not entail that every candidate fails. Nor would one strong
case establish every doctrine associated with a tradition. It would increase support for some source of unusual
predictive access, with the size and destination of that increase depending on rival explanations and independent
evidence. This paper’s practical contribution is a fair test for finding such a case rather than a claim that none
could exist.
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8. A Practical Audit for Prophecy Claims

Before presenting a fulfillment claim as public evidence, an advocate should supply a compact audit trail.

Five questions before counting a fulfillment

1. What exact wording is securely established before the event, and what evidence fixes that date?

2. What did the passage communicate in its earliest recoverable literary and historical context?

3. Which details were specific and risky before the outcome, rather than selected afterward?

4. Could knowledge of the text shape the actor, reporter, translation, or narrative that supplies the
match?

5. How do nearby expectations, misses, alternative fulfillments, and the full comparison class affect
the result?

The answers should distinguish evidence from theology. “This pattern becomes meaningful within the
Christian canon” may be a responsible theological claim. “No ordinary process could have produced this
prediction” requires substantially more: early attestation, contextual predictiveness, specificity, independence,
and an honest ledger of failures. If the date or source is disputed, confidence should track the dispute rather than
disappear behind certainty.

This discipline benefits advocates as well as critics. It directs attention toward the strongest candidates, prevents
easily refuted claims from carrying unnecessary apologetic weight, and allows genuine historical evidence to be
recognized without numerical theater. It also keeps the conclusion proportionate. A failed prediction argument
is evidence about that argument; it is not automatically evidence against every form of religious belief.

9. Conclusion

Biblical correspondence should not be confused with independent prediction. The difference turns on timing,
original context, specificity, causal independence, and performance beyond the historical horizon. Daniel 11
tracks the Antiochene crisis in unusual detail and then reaches disputed concluding events; when joined to
the broader dating case, that pattern supports crisis-era composition. Matthew’s uses of Isaiah and Hosea are
readily understood as retrospective scriptural interpretation; his use of Zechariah involves an enactable sign and
a narratively dependent report; and the Nazarene formula lacks a single recoverable source. These observations
permit literary and theological significance while weakening the advertised public inference.

Ordinary historical authorship expects inherited texts to be translated, reapplied, embodied, and arranged into
later narratives. The evidential-prophecy model can accommodate those same practices, but the accommodations
diminish the antecedent specificity and independence that would make intentional disclosure publicly recognizable.
The sampled cases therefore fit familiar human processes at least as well and provide at most weak public
confirmation of an evidential-prophecy God-concept.

That conclusion is firm but bounded. It does not disprove theism, inspiration, providence, typology, or every
possible revelation claim. It does not accuse ancient authors of fraud, and it does not assign invented probabilities
to historical judgments. It asks those who use fulfilled prophecy as public evidence to identify a case that was fixed
before the event, predictive in context, sufficiently specific, independent of the outcome report, and successful
across its horizon. Until a case survives that combined test, theological fulfillment should not be advertised as
independent predictive confirmation.
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A. Formal Reconstruction of the Central Thesis

Plain-language reconstruction

The argument has an inductive historical premise and a deductively valid evidential bridge:

1. Let the relevant evidence be the complete record of the sampled claims: the apparent correspondences together
with their timing, original context, specificity, causal independence, and performance across the historical
horizon.

2. Those claims warrant more than weak public confirmation of intentional disclosure over ordinary historical
authorship only if that complete record is justifiably more than weakly expected under the intentional-
disclosure model.

3. Disputed dating, nonpredictive source contexts, translation and textual selection, enactability, narrative de-
pendence, source opacity, and the disputed Daniel horizon are at least as expected under ordinary historical
authorship. No sampled case supplies a securely pre-event, contextually predictive, specific, independent,
horizon-successful counterweight.

4. Therefore, the complete record is not shown to be substantially more expected under intentional disclosure
than under ordinary historical authorship.

5. Therefore, the sampled claims do not warrant more than weak public confirmation of intentional disclosure
relative to that comparator; equivalently, they provide at most weak public confirmation.
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Symbols

• 𝐻𝑃: The sampled passages result from a deity intentionally disclosing future events for public predictive
evidence.

• 𝐻𝑂: The sampled correspondences result from ordinary historical authorship without such disclosure.
• 𝐵: The accepted background information about texts, languages, dating, sources, actors, reports, and events.
• 𝐸 : The complete evidential record defined in premise 1, not the verbal matches considered in isolation.
• Λ: The likelihood-ratio function; Λ(𝐸 | 𝐵) is defined in the symbolic form below.
• 𝜏: A threshold greater than 1 marking a substantial enough likelihood advantage to count as more than weak

public confirmation. No numerical value is assigned.
• 𝐽𝐵: The epistemic-warrant operator; 𝐽𝐵 (𝑋) says that 𝑋 is justified by the argument and evidence available on

background 𝐵.
• 𝐶>𝑤: The proposition that 𝐸 warrants more than weak public confirmation of 𝐻𝑃 relative to 𝐻𝑂.

Symbolic form

The comparative measure is

Λ(𝐸 | 𝐵) = 𝑃(𝐸 | 𝐻𝑃, 𝐵)
𝑃(𝐸 | 𝐻𝑂, 𝐵)

.

The central bridge is then:

1. 𝐶>𝑤 → 𝐽𝐵 (Λ(𝐸 | 𝐵) ≥ 𝜏) criterion for more-than-weak confirmation,
2. ¬𝐽𝐵 (Λ(𝐸 | 𝐵) ≥ 𝜏) inductive result of the case analyses,
3. ∴ ¬𝐶>𝑤 modus tollens.

Validity, support, and scope

The displayed inference is deductively valid: if more-than-weak confirmation requires a justified substantial
likelihood advantage and that advantage is not justified, more-than-weak confirmation is not warranted. Premise
1 is a criterion for comparative confirmation. Premise 2 is not a theorem and does not come from measured
probabilities; it is the defeasible historical and interpretive synthesis defended in the body. New evidence about
early dating, fixed wording, independence, or horizon success could overturn it.

The ratio presupposes 𝑃(𝐸 | 𝐻𝑂, 𝐵) > 0, a mild condition here because the ordinary-authorship model
explicitly describes processes capable of producing 𝐸 . The two hypotheses are rival local production models
for the sampled correspondences; they need not exhaust every possible explanation for their likelihood ratio to
compare them. Treating 𝐸 as the complete record also avoids falsely multiplying the Matthew cases as if their
textual features were probabilistically independent.

Finally, ¬𝐽𝐵 (Λ ≥ 𝜏) is an abstention claim: the argument has not justified a substantial advantage for 𝐻𝑃.
It does not entail 𝐽𝐵 (Λ < 1), which would be the stronger claim that the evidence positively favors 𝐻𝑂. The
conclusion therefore concerns these sampled claims relative to 𝐻𝑂; it neither assigns a low posterior probability
to 𝐻𝑃 nor disproves theism, inspiration, providence, or typology.



Bible Prophecy and Postdiction — 16 12

References

Aland, B., Aland, K., Karavidopoulos, J., Martini, C. M., & Metzger, B. M. (Eds.). (2012). Novum testamentum
graece (28th revised). Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft.

Beale, G. K. (2012). Handbook on the new testament use of the old testament: Exegesis and interpretation. Baker
Academic.

Blenkinsopp, J. (2000). Isaiah 1–39: A new translation with introduction and commentary (Vol. 19). Yale
University Press.

Brown, R. E. (1993). The birth of the messiah: A commentary on the infancy narratives in the gospels of matthew
and luke (Updated). Doubleday.

Collins, J. J. (1993). Daniel: A commentary on the book of daniel. Fortress Press.
Elliger, K., Rudolph, W., & Schenker, A. (Eds.). (1997). Biblia hebraica stuttgartensia (5th revised). Deutsche

Bibelgesellschaft.
France, R. T. (2007). The gospel of matthew. Eerdmans.
Hays, R. B. (2016). Echoes of scripture in the gospels. Baylor University Press.
Meyers, C. L., & Meyers, E. M. (1998). Zechariah 9–14: A new translation with introduction and commentary

(Vol. 25C). Yale University Press.
Rahlfs, A., & Hanhart, R. (Eds.). (2006). Septuaginta: Id est vetus testamentum graece iuxta lxx interpretes (2nd

revised). Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft.
Sober, E. (2008). Evidence and evolution: The logic behind the science. Cambridge University Press. https :

//doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511806285
Steinmann, A. E. (2008). Daniel. Concordia Publishing House.

https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511806285
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511806285

	The Claim Under Pressure
	What Predictive Evidence Must Establish
	A correspondence is the beginning of the inquiry
	Prediction and figural reading answer different questions

	An Evidence Ledger for the Representative Cases
	Daniel 11 and the Postdiction Pattern
	Matthew's Fulfillment Formulae
	Isaiah 7:14: immediate context and translated wording
	Hosea 11:1: a remembered exodus becomes a pattern
	Zechariah 9:9: an available script can shape an event and its report
	Matthew 2:23: an attribution without a recoverable single source

	The Cumulative Comparison
	Strongest Replies and Their Evidential Costs
	Canonical typology can be real even when prediction is absent
	Prophecy may be intentionally veiled to preserve freedom
	Critical dating assumes what it tries to prove
	One genuine prophecy could survive these examples

	A Practical Audit for Prophecy Claims
	Conclusion
	Formal Reconstruction of the Central Thesis

