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Preface

This book did not start as an attack on Preterism. It started with the simple
guestion of what fulfillment must be if prophecy is to retain any meaning at all.
That question did not arise from a difference in timelines but rather from
uneasiness about methodology. Repeatedly, discussions of eschatology seem to
assume that fulfilment can be preserved even in the absence of actual historical
correspondence if interpretation is coherent. The more attentively that assumption
is considered, the clearer its consequences become. If fulfillment cannot fail, it

does not function as fulfillment.

This book does not argue when prophecy is fulfilled. It asks what fulfillment must
consist of, to remain intelligible, testable, and true. The argument runs at the
system level rather than at the level of the prooftext. This is a study of how an
interpretive system responds when history resists correspondence; it is not a
catalog of individual exegetical disagreements nor an attempt to replace one
eschatological model with another, but what kinds of redefinition become

necessary once failure has been ruled out in advance.

Preterism is not a target but a case study. It is analyzed precisely because it can
be so disciplined, coherent, and internally consistent. The concern is not about

lack of explanation; rather, the real concern is what Preterism explains by

insulating its fulfilment claims from any possible disconfirmation.
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This book has been written for those readers who care about Scripture, about
truth, and about the integrity of theological claims. No specialized philosophical
training is assumed; an unflinching willingness to pursue an argument wherever it
may lead is assumed. In response to a polemical issue, the analysis nonetheless
adopts an analytical rather than a polemical tone, since what is at issue is not
structure but motive or sincerity. If prophecy in the biblical sense is to be
prophecy, if God’s words are to stay pure rather than protected, then fulfillment
must remain open to reality. That exposure does not threaten faith. It is its

condition.

Fulfillment and the Risk of Being Wrong

Every day of life runs on fulfilled promises.

A contractor agrees to complete a renovation by a certain date. When the work is
finished, anyone can walk through the house and see whether the promise was
kept. A shipment is ordered, a delivery date specified, and a package either
arrives or it does not. An employee signs a contract outlining responsibilities and
compensation. At the end of the year, those terms can be compared with what

actually occurred.

In each case, fulfilment of what was promised is not determined by intention,
effort, or explanation. It is determined by correspondence. What was promised is

set beside what happened. If they match in the relevant respects, the promise is

fulfilled. If they do not, it is not, regardless of sincerity.
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This principle is so basic that it rarely requires argument. It governs contracts,
warranties, predictions, guarantees, and testimony. A promise is meaningful only
if it can fail. The possibility of failure is not a weakness; it is what gives the

promise content. A claim that cannot be wrong cannot meaningfully be right.

That is why post hoc explanations rarely satisfy when expectations are unmet. If a
contractor insists that a building is “essentially complete” despite missing walls, or
if a delivery company claims that a package was “functionally delivered” because
the intent to ship was sincere, the problem is immediately obvious. The language

of fulfillment of the thing promised has been stretched until it no longer refers.

Promissory fulfillment, in ordinary life, is not a matter of interpretive generosity. It

Is a matter of reality answering a claim.

The words of God are more reliable, more precise, more trustworthy than human

promises; they are pure.

“The words of the LORD are pure words: as silver tried in a furnace of earth,

purified seven times.” - Psalm 12:6 (KJV)

This description does not invite elasticity. It forbids it.
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If human promises require correspondence to count as fulfilled, then divine
speech described as refined, tested, and without impurity cannot be treated as
more evasive, more flexible, or more resistant to verification than ordinary
language. To honor God’s words is not to shield them from evaluation, but to take
them seriously as words that make claims that mean something definite and

therefore place something at stake.

Purity here does not allow ambiguity or double-speak. It means reliability and
clarity. Refining removes impurities; refining seven times yields perfect purity.
Refined silver is a metaphor that presupposes extreme clarity and precision, not
obscurity and vagueness. God’s words can be trusted precisely because they are

perfect and without dilution.

For this reason, Scripture treats prophecy as a public category. Prophetic words
are expected to come to pass in ways that can be recognized as fulfillment. The
distinction between true and false prophecy depends on this assumption. A

prophecy that cannot be tested is not purified; it is insulated.

Out of a desire to defend the reliability of Scripture, especially the words of Christ,
interpreters may begin to treat divine promises differently from ordinary ones.
When expected outcomes do not occur, pressure is not allowed to fall on the

fulfillment claim itself. Instead, it is redirected toward reinterpretation. Language is

adjusted. Referents are shifted. Expectations are spiritualized.
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When fulfillment is redefined so that no conceivable outcome could count against
it, God’s words are no longer treated as pure claims about reality. They are

treated as protected artifacts, statements that cannot fail because they no longer
refer in any determinate way. Respect for divine speech is replaced by insulation

from disconfirmation.

Scripture never models this posture. God’s words are not presented as fragile.

They are presented as refined and able to withstand contact with history.

If God’s words are pure, what must fulfilment mean for that purity to be
preserved? What happens when fulfillment is secured not by correspondence

with events, but by redefining what the words are allowed to mean?

This book argues that preterism, when examined at the level of system rather
than at the level of prooftext, operates in exactly this way. It preserves fulfillment
claims through coordinated redefinition of language, of events, and ultimately of

fulfillment itself.

Because a promise that cannot be broken cannot meaningfully be kept.

And a prophecy that cannot fail cannot function as prophecy.

To this point, the argument has remained deliberately ordinary. No technical
philosophy assumed. No disputed texts adjudicated. We have simply followed
fulfillment as it functions wherever promises are taken seriously and considered
why Scripture presents God’s words as requiring not escaping that same

standard of integrity.
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But this raises a further question.

If fulfillment is to remain meaningful, what conditions must be in place for it to be
recognized as such? What must be true of a claim for it to count as a claim about
reality rather than a protected assertion? These questions converge on a single

epistemic principle: falsifiability.

The next chapter shows why this principle is not an extraneous, external
standard, but rather an assumption that the Scripture itself makes when it regards
prophecy as meaningful, accomplishable, testable, and true. Only once that
foundation is clear can preterism be evaluated not as a competing timeline, but as
a system that quietly removes the conditions under which its claims could ever be

shown false.

Falsifiability and the Integrity of Prophetic
Fulfillment

The claim that forms the basis of this book is simple: a statement about reality

must be capable of being proven wrong.

This is not some technical requirement borrowed from contemporary philosophy.
It is the ordinary condition under which statements about the world operate as

statements at all. If nothing in the world could count against a statement, then that

statement does not describe reality. It describes only itself.
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The argument of this chapter is that biblical prophecy presupposes such a
condition. It is valid to note that fulfilment becomes meaningful precisely when
unfulfillment remains equally valid. Remove the possibility of unfulfillment, and the

difference between fulfillment and a mere affirmative action disappears.

Falsifiability does not mean that a claim will turn out to be false. It means the
claim is made in a way that could be proven wrong. A package delivery by Friday
is falsifiable because Friday can come and go without the package being
delivered. The claim that it will rain tomorrow is falsifiable because it may turn out
to be dry. These claims are informative precisely because reality is allowed to

answer them.

On the other hand, a claim that welcomes every possible result as confirmation is
not at all testable. It cannot fail, but it cannot succeed either. It does not describe

the world; it safeguards itself from the world.

This difference is not skeptical. It is clarifying. Falsifiability is the difference

between a statement that risks truth and one that guarantees survival.

Historical claims invite public evaluation, just as in legal testimony or historical
writing, or even in ordinary reporting. If a statement cannot be checked against

any conceivable evidence, it does not function historically, no matter how

confidently it is asserted.
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Prophecy, Biblical prophecy, presents itself as operating. Within this same
horizon. No, reflections. No metaphors unmoored from event; what God will do is
announced. His announcements are supposed to correspond to happenings in

the world.

That is why the Scripture speaks of fulfillment as something that can be judged in
hindsight. Fulfillment is not an inward persuasion. It is a public result. The risk of

non-fulfilment is not adventitious. It is essential.

The Bible differentiates between true prophecy and false prophecy by
correspondence between word and event. If what is spoken does not come to
pass, the claim is false regardless of sincerity, intention, or theological appeal.
God differentiates Himself from false gods not by profundity but by stating what

will happen and then bringing it to pass.

The epistemic assumption is not in any way vague: prophetic utterance is
answerable to history. Fulfilment means that something promised has taken

place in a manner recognizable as such.

This means that, by its own definition, biblical prophecy is falsifiable. Take away

that risk of falling flat on one’s face, and fulfillment loses its meaning.

Symbolic language does not negate falsifiability. It does not loosen the reference.

It concentrates it. Biblical symbols point beyond themselves to realities that

happen in history. Visions end in events. Images come out as outcomes.
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Symbolism shapes description: it does not abolish correspondence. Taking
symbolism as allowing non-referential fulfillment is not required by the text. It is a

reading choice, one that quietly takes away the chance of failure.

If prophetic claims are interpreted in such a way that no conceivable historical
outcome could ever count against their fulfilment, then those claims are no longer
functioning as historical assertions. Such claims may still be affirmed and

defended, but they are no longer exposed to reality.

This is not a tonal shift. It is a structural one. Once falsifiability has been taken out
of the equation, the absence does not matter anymore. The delay does not matter
anymore. The non-occurrence does not matter anymore. The reinterpretation

preserves fulfilment rather than the testing by events.

A fulfilled prophecy that cannot be subjected to failure might appear to be
theologically safe. It ensures that no prophecy can ever be proven unfulfilled, but
safety comes at a price. When fulfillment cannot fail, it cannot function as
evidence. It does not serve as the vindication of prophecy because it no longer
risks falsification. Prophecy no longer has the force attached to it, since its very

feature has been removed.

This does not render the system incoherent. In fact, it makes it more coherent
internally. What it undermines is the very category of fulfillment. Fulfillment that

cannot be denied cannot meaningfully be affirmed.

Eschatology, rather than allowing for escape from concern or anxiety, intensifies

it.
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In the eschatological drama of the resurrection, the judgment, and Christ's coming
as acts of God in history and at the consummation of history, expectation is
generated (and not fulfilled) because these are always described as events that

have not yet happened.

If these claims are reevaluated and their non-fulfilment does not count against
success, then eschatology is no longer prophetic; it becomes an after-the-fact
theology, a meaning imposed on history rather than the divine action disclosed
within it. The question is not whether eschatological language is symbolic. It is

whether it still matters.

If biblical prophecy is to remain in force as prophecy, fulfilment must be
falsifiable. There must be a conceivable situation that would count against a claim
of fulfillment. The difference between reinterpretation and fulfilment is this

condition.

This is not an external demand imposed upon Scripture but rather the epistemic
framework that Scripture itself presupposes whenever it treats prophecy as

meaningful, testable, and true.

With this standard in place, we can now review preterism not as a timeline of
dispute but as a system. The next chapter shares what the false dilemma is that

propels that system and why its redefining efforts are not optional but rather very

much required.
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The False Dilemma That Governs the System

All systems of interpretation are governed by constraints. Some constraints are
spoken, others are silent and working stealthily at the formation of conclusions
even before the process of exegesis has begun. The most decisive constraints
are not textual but rather logical: assumptions about what must be so if other

things remain true.
Preterism is governed by such an assumption.

It hardly ever gets put into words, but you can’t miss its impact. The setup hinges
on a leading dilemma: either New Testament end-time prophecies were fulfilled in
full by the first century, or Jesus and the apostolic withesses got it wrong. As soon
as this dilemma is accepted, all possible ways to understand prophecies are
narrowed explicitly. Fulfillment must happen when promised, or else prophetic

credibility falls apart.

This chapter argues that the dilemma is false. It does not actually arise from
Scripture itself but from a prior epistemic anxiety about prophetic failure. And

once adopted, it governs interpretation so thoroughly that the redefinitions

examined later become not optional, but rather necessary.
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The dilemma is typically framed by the temporal language of the New Testament:
“soon,” “near,” “at hand,” “this generation.” The expressions are not seen as
words of exhortation or pastoral care but regarded as fixed chronological limits. If
exhaustive fulfilment cannot be located within the lifetimes of the original
audience, on this reading, then Jesus was operating under some degree of

mistaken expectation.

The dilemma, therefore, is to argue for the veracity of Christ. If prophecy did not
come to pass in the first century, then Christ was wrong. To avoid that conclusion,

fulfillment must be confined to that period.

What matters is not whether time statements require careful interpretation; they
do, but how they are allowed to function. Once they are treated as requiring

exhaustive realization, interpretive pressure is fixed in advance. Any element of
prophecy that resists first-century correspondence cannot be permitted to count

against fulfillment.

The system cannot fail.

The dilemma is rhetorically powerful because it seems to guard Scripture. It

presumes that there can be only two results: either total first-century fulfillment or

prophetic error. But it is logically defective; it is not how scripture operates.
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Biblical prophecy normally shows patterns that go beyond this limitation:
fulfillment inaugurated without consummation, prophetic telescoping, covenantal
inauguration followed by historical interval, and language of imminence
understood in terms of ethical vigilance rather than chronological exhaustion.
These are not oddities. They belong to the normal stock-in-trade of prophetic

discourse.

The Scripture does record both actual prophetic expectation and delayed
fulfillment, without treating delay as error. Promise and patience. Nearness

without exhaustion.

Saying otherwise doesn't come from the text itself. It's more like forcing it on the

text.

The force of the dilemma does not come from textual necessity. It comes from
anxiety, specifically, anxiety about the credibility of Jesus’ prophetic speech. That
anxiety is understandable. If Christ announced events as imminent and those
events did not occur as expected, the tension must be addressed. But the system
resolves that tension not by allowing history to test fulfillment claims, but by doing
so conceptually. Fulfilment must have occurred; therefore, it is defined as having

occurred.

The result is not historical reassurance, but interpretive control. The system does
not ask whether first-century events correspond to the content and scope of the
prophecies. It assumes correspondence must exist and adjusts meaning

accordingly.
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At that point, the dilemma no longer functions as an argument. It functions as an

axiom.

After the dilemma is set up, the system encounters a structural problem. Key
components of New Testament eschatology resist first-century historical

correspondence.

Resurrection language implies the reversal of death. Parousia language implies

visible arrival. Judgment language implies finality and closure.

If these components are allowed to retain their normal referential force, the
fulfillment thesis is put in jeopardy. The system, therefore, cannot permit them to

function as usual. They must be redefined.

These are not ad hoc redefinitions. They are coordinated and consistent
adjustments taking place at the semantic, ontological, temporal, and epistemic
levels across the loci of doctrine because the same pressure must be applied

everywhere: fulfillment must be preserved, failure must be excluded.

When the dilemma overrules interpretation, fulfillment becomes remote from
disconfirmation. If there is no raising of bodies in resurrection, then the
persistence of death cannot be counted against fulfilment. If there is no visible
arrival in the Parousia, then the absence of appearance cannot be assessed

against fulfillment. If judgment does not culminate history, then the continuation of

history cannot disqualify fulfillment.
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In both cases, what would normally serve as evidence against fulfilment is
rendered irrelevant by redefining the very terms of fulfilment. The system remains
coherent only because the conditions under which it could fail have been

removed.

To reject the false dilemma is not to doubt the veracity of Christ’'s words. It is
merely to decline to defend them in ways that Scripture itself never uses.
Prophetic credibility does not remain intact merely by securing fulfillment, no
matter the result. It stays preserved by letting fulfillment be what it asserts it is:
correspondence between promise and event, open to history, available for

recognition, and thus meaningful.

The dilemma collapses because the system treats prophetic failure as the only
alternative to exhaustive fulfillment in the first century. Other categories are
offered by Scripture itself. The system excludes them because they would

reintroduce risk.
And, if not in prophecy, risk is its condition.

With the false dilemma exposed, the structure of preterism comes into clear
focus. The redefinitions that follow are not efforts at interpretive creativity; they
are logical consequences. When fulfillment must take place within a set historical

window and failure is already ruled out in advance, meaning is the only variable

left.
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The next chapter shifts from logic to method. It goes through the coordinated
redefinitions by which preterism preserves fulfillment across the semantic,
ontological, temporal, and epistemic domains. What emerges is not a series of
isolated exegetical moves but rather a unified system that is internally coherent

and non-falsifiable by design.

That system can now be viewed with clarity because its governing constraint has

come to the surface.

A Taxonomy of Systematic Redefinition

One must make the system's structure explicit before turning to specific doctrines.
Up to this point, a false dilemma has been identified that governs preterist
interpretation: fulfilment must occur within a fixed historical window and cannot
fail; hence, once that constraint is accepted, interpretation does not proceed

neutrally. It proceeds under pressure.

This is not an enumeration of controversial passages, but rather a taxonomy of
hermeneutical devices, the recurring moves by which any eschatological system
preserves its fulfillment in the face of non-correspondence from history. And these

are not isolated mechanisms. These are combined and coordinated to form a self-

reinforcing structure that renders the system non-falsifiable.
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1. Semantic Redefinition

Semantic redefinition is the process by which words that typically bear concrete
expectations are assigned fewer determinate meanings, exactly at the point
where their normal meaning would precipitate a sense of unfulfillment. In its
normal use, language restrains anticipation. Such words generate not only vague
notions but specific conditions whose satisfaction would amount to fulfillment.

When that condition is loosened, lack does not matter.

Within preterist interpretation, this redefinition is systematic. “Coming” is no longer
arrival; it is the exercise of authority. “Seeing” is no longer a matter of perception
but of intellectual recognition. Universal language is treated as a rhetorical excess
unless the context explicitly forbids limitation. Temporal nearness is read as

requiring exhaustive realization rather than ethical urgency.

No single one of these is illegitimate. Scripture does employ metaphor. The
problem arises when semantic elasticity is applied consistently and selectively
only in those places where the application of ordinary meanings would create
expectations that history cannot fulfill. The effect is subtle but decisive. Words
continue to function, but they no longer constrain. The meaning remains, but the

reference loosens.

You will see this mechanism recur most clearly in the treatment of the Parousia.
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2. Ontological Reassignment

Semantic adjustment shall not be construed as a remedy for all problems. Some
prophecies do not talk about how something will happen, but about what kind of
thing is supposed to happen. Ontological reassignment propagates this
exemplary solution by shifting prophecy out of the realm of public events and into

the scope of invisible states, covenantal transitions, or abstract realities.

Resurrection moves from the restoration of corpses to life to a corporate
covenantal change. Judgment moves from final adjudication to historical
catastrophe. The kingdom of God shifts from manifested reign to invisible
authority. In each case, what has been expected at the worldly level is said to

occur at the level of status.

This shifts the basis of fulfilled resistance from history. If the resurrection is not
physical, then it does not matter that death still exists. If judgment is not final, then
it does not matter that history continues. If the kingdom is immaterial, then it does

not matter that visible change has taken place.

It does not unseat doctrine but moves it. The same mechanism will be apparent

best in dealing with resurrection.
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3. Epistemic Insulation

Once words and events have been redefined, one problem remains: how
fulfillment itself is recognized. Epistemic insulation occurs when the criteria by
which fulfillment would ordinarily be identified are adjusted such that no

conceivable historical outcome can ever count against the claim.

In this method, historical evidence does not determine fulfillment. It only provides
matter for re-interpretation. The sequence becomes thematic rather than
chronological. Symbolic passages are allowed to overrun the literal ones without

any inspired warrant. Absence is reclassified as irrelevance.

At this stage, fulfillment is not tested by reality but asserted by interpretation. The
system remains coherent because the possibility of disconfirmation has been

eliminated.

This is the epistemic core of non-falsifiability. Fulfillment cannot fail because the

conditions under which it would fail no longer exist.

You will see this mechanism operating across every major eschatological

doctrine.
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4. Functional Redefinition of Fulfillment

The last mechanism fills up the structure. Functional redefinition takes place
when performance is no longer considered as a correspondence between
promise and event, but by substantial equivalence. If the theological “essence” of
prophecy is deemed to be present, fulfillment is affirmed even though major

elements of the promise remain unfulfilled.

Order is flexible. Content is transferable. Magnitude is negotiable. Partial

resemblance is sufficient.

A covenantal transition fulfills resurrection. An exercise of authority fulfills
appearing. A local judgment fulfills universal language. The promise is said to be
preserved not because it took place as described but because something can be

identified that plausibly stands in its stead.

This mechanism guarantees fulfillment. It dissolves the meaning. Once

correspondence is not required, there can never be an unfulfilled situation.
Taken together, these four mechanisms form a unified system.

When history resists correspondence, meaning is reassigned. When absence
threatens fulfillment, criteria are adjusted. At no point is fulfillment allowed to fail.

The system remains internally consistent precisely because it is insulated from

disconfirmation.
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This taxonomy does not accuse interpreters of bad faith. It describes the
structural consequences of a governing constraint. Once exhaustive first-century
fulfillment is treated as non-negotiable, these mechanisms are not optional. They

are necessary.

The chapters that follow do not introduce new categories. They demonstrate this

taxonomy in action.

Resurrection will show how ontological reassignment operates. The Parousia will
show how semantic redefinition and epistemic insulation converge. Fulfillment

itself will show how functional redefinition completes the system.

For readers interested in a full analytic taxonomy, see Appendix A.

How Meaning Is Reassigned When History
Resists

After the false dilemma discussed in the previous chapter is accepted,
interpretation takes place within a framework of constraints. Fulfillment must take
place within a set historical period, and it cannot fail since failure has already
been precluded. Under such circumstances, history cannot continue to play its

erstwhile role as the principal arbitrator of meaning.

Something must give way. It is not the fulfillment claim itself that gives, but rather

the content of what is said to be fulfilled.
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This chapter traces how that adjustment occurs not sporadically, but
systematically. The argument is not that preterist interpreters occasionally
redefine difficult terms. All interpreters do that at times. The argument is that
preterism exhibits a coordinated pattern of redefinition, applied consistently
across doctrinal loci, whose cumulative effect is to remove the conditions under
which fulfillment could be falsified. Meaning is not merely interpreted. It is

reassigned.

Readers are quick to chalk up surprising interpretations to mere exegetical
disagreements. Maybe the text is symbolic. Maybe the context was less broad

than first thought. Maybe the language is an idiom.

But isolated answers stop making sense when the same type of shift shows up

across the board.

In preterist reading, where prophetic language creates anticipations that the first-
century historical context does not fulfill, their solution is astonishingly uniform.
They do not allow the language of the text to stand as referential to history in its
normal sense. Rather, they adjust its semantic scope, ontological status, or

verification criteria so that non-correspondence does not matter.

This does not happen by chance. It is regular. The same types of shifts take place
repeatedly across resurrection, Parousia, judgment, kingdom, and fulfillment

itself. What results is a generative interpretive network, a system meant to keep

fulfilment safe no matter the historical outcome.
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The first domain in which redefinition occurs is the semantic domain. Words that
normally bear concrete expectations are reassigned to less determinate
meanings. "Coming" no longer means arrival; it now takes on the rather nebulous
sense of the exercise of authority. "Seeing" does not mean seeing but knowing,
intellectual recognition. All language is assumed to be rhetorical, exaggerative,

unless somehow barred by the context from being so.

No isolated move of these is illegitimate. Metaphorical language is sometimes
used in Scripture. The problem arises when metaphor becomes the default

precisely at the point where literal correspondence would bring fulfillment.

When "coming" does not necessitate presence and "seeing" does not necessitate
sight, the lack of any observable event becomes irrelevant. Fulfillment is

maintained, but only because the words have been relieved of their normal work.

By now, language still works, but it doesn’t constrain meaning.

Semantic adjustment does not suffice. Some words will not allow reinterpretation.
Resurrection, judgment, and kingdom language are ontological words. They

speak of what is supposed to happen.

Here, the system goes to another level of redefinition.

Resurrection is not the undoing of death but a corporate covenantal change.
Judgment is not a final adjudication, but a historical catastrophe. The kingdom of

God is not a manifested reign but an invisible authority.
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These shift prophecy out of the realm of public events and into that of abstraction.
What was once expected to happen to flesh, nations, and history is now said to
occur in covenants, systems, or statuses. There is no longer a need for an
observable change in the world to fulfill something. It needs only be coherent

theologically.

Redefinition at the level of ontology ensures that the lack of those events does
not count against fulfillment, not when the very events themselves have been

redescribed into something unobservable.

This is the point at which the system must address a deeper problem. After
redefining words and events, speaking of fulfillment still carries with it ordinary
expectations. In general, fulfillment implies correspondence between what was

promised and what occurred in terms of order, content, and magnitude.
It is here that the system makes its most consequential move.

Fulfillment is no longer regarded as correspondence. It is regarded as substantial
equivalence. Should the theological “substance” of a prophecy be considered to
have been realized, fulfilment is affirmed even if major elements of the promise

have not yet been realized.

The order may be changed. Content may be transposed. The scope may be
reduced. Partial resemblance becomes sufficient. What matters is not whether the
promise occurred as described but whether something can be identified that

plausibly stands in its place.
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This move guarantees fulfillment, dissolving also the criteria by which fulfillment

could ever be denied.

When claims are understood as guidelines that must be fulfilled, the act of
fulfillment is quietly transformed. History does not test whether claims of
fulfillment are true; it merely provides raw materials for interpretation. There is no
longer any demand that inspired prophecies must refer to real actualities; the
inspired metaphors of one place may overbear the literal force of disconnected
passages. The narrative’s order is thematic rather than chronological whenever

chronology would resist placement in the first century.

The compound result is epistemic insulation. No historical situation can ever
count against fulfillment, because any variance can be made up by further
adjustment. At this stage, fulfilment is no longer a claim laid open to reality but

rather a conclusion secured by interpretation.

The significance of these redefinitions is not in their individual plausibility but in
their coordination. If the resurrection were redefined alone, the move would seem
exceptional. If Parousia alone were spiritualized, it might seem exegetically
motivated. If judgment alone were localized, it could be argued on contextual

grounds.

But when the same pattern recurs everywhere, when semantic, ontological,

temporal, and epistemic adjustments all converge on the same outcome, the

presence of a system becomes undeniable.
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The system does not ask, “What does this text require?” It asks, “What must this
text mean if fulfillment is to be preserved?” Meaning flows not from the text to the

conclusion, but from the conclusion back to the text.
That is the mark of a non-falsifiable system.

The system sticks to the scripture. It does not throw away fulfillment. It does not

refuse Christ’'s words.
What it throws away is risk.

By changing language, events, and even what fulfillment means, the system
makes sure that prophecy can never fail. But by doing this, it takes away the very
thing that makes fulfillment seem like fulfilment. The gap between matching and

rethinking falls apart. Fulfillment turns into whatever the system wants it to be.

This is no mere academic loss. It goes to the heart of the epistemic integrity of
biblical prophecy. A prophecy that cannot be denied has no meaningful content in
affirmation. If fulfilment cannot be tested, it does not serve as evidence of divine

faithfulness in history.

The discussion has remained structured up to this point. The false dilemma
driving the system has been identified, followed by a tracing of those coordinated
redefinitions through which the system secures itself against disconfirmation. In
the next chapters, an examination of how this system works in practice is

presented.
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Let us begin with resurrection. Not because it is the most controversial, but
because without it, the pattern cannot be discerned. Where death is not undone,
resurrection must be redefined. If bodies do not rise, ontology must shift. When

history does not correspond, fulfillment must be reassigned.

Resurrection should not be set apart as a single doctrine, but rather as a test

case. What emerges there will recur with the Parousia and with fulfillment itself.

The system will speak for itself.

Resurrection Without the Dead

Resurrection is a doctrine that does a better job of laying bare the process of
systematic redefinition than any other. Across the biblical canon, the language of
resurrection holds to a stable core meaning: the reversal of death. Accompanied
by whatever imagery it may be, resurrection always speaks to the restoration of
embodied life after physical demise. This meaning is not confined to isolated
prooftexts from which it can be derived; rather, it springs forth from a consistent
pattern wherein death is mourned as an enemy and resurrection triumphant over

it.

That is why resurrection becomes a decisive test case. If resurrection can be

fulfilled apart from the raising of the dead, then fulfilment has been severed from

correspondence. And if it can be severed here, it can be severed anywhere.
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In Jewish and Christian contexts, "resurrection” speaks to what happens to the
dead. Graves open. Bodies return. Death is undone. Second Temple Jewish
literature shares this view with little room for doubt. The resurrection hope might
show itself by vision or metaphor, but these metaphors assume the restoration of
the body rather than substitute for it. Dry bones live. Those who sleep in the dust

awake. The dead rise.

The New Testament raises this anticipation. Christian hope is based explicitly on
the bodily resurrection of Jesus: not in some symbolic or metaphorical sense, but
as a historical fact. Christ’s rising from the dead is proclaimed both as a prototype

and a guarantee. What happened to Him will happen to those who belong to Him.

Resurrection does not constitute a new category of meaning. It is announced as
something that will happen in the future, and its credibility depends exactly on the

fact that it undoes death.

In preterist interpretation, this normal understanding creates an immediate
problem. If resurrection is bodily, fulfilment requires bodies raised from the dead.
But no first-century event plausibly corresponds to such a phenomenon at the
scale and scope described in the New Testament. Death continued. Graves
remained occupied. History does not record a resurrection event that satisfies the

claims being made.

At this point, the system faces a choice.
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Either resurrection has yet to occur, or resurrection must be redefined so that its
non-occurrence does not count against fulfilment. Given the false dilemma
discussed above, the first option is unavailable. Fulfillment must take place within

the first century. Failure must be excluded.

Preterist interpretation does not deny resurrection. It retargets the referent. Not
restoration of dead bodies, but corporate covenantal transition. In this
understanding, the language of resurrection speaks to the demise of the old
covenant order and to the vindication of the new covenant community. Death and

life are spoken of as conditions of the covenant rather than of biology.

The referent of resurrection shifts from the dead to the living. What was once
expected to happen to those in the grave is now said to occur to the community
still alive. Resurrection becomes an invisible status change rather than a public

event.

This action answers the old problem. If rising does not mean bodies raised, then
the persistence of death does not hinder fulfillment. The lack of risen bodies does

not matter.
Fulfillment occurs, but only because rising has been removed from history.
What drives this redefinition is not the text itself.

The core vocabulary for resurrection retains its ordinary meaning elsewhere. The
surrounding contexts consistently generate expectations of embodied life.

Nothing in the resurrection passages requires a non-bodily referent.
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The redefinition is necessitated by historical absence. Because no bodily
resurrection corresponds to the first-century horizon, resurrection must be

transformed into something that does not require one.

In this respect, resurrection is not interpreted differently because the text

demands it. It is interpreted differently because the system does.

To justify that change, preterists have pointed to other images of the resurrection
used elsewhere in the Scriptures, most notably covenantal or national
restorations described in language akin to that of the resurrection. These
passages can then be used to control and explain the use of resurrection

language in eschatological contexts.

A metaphor inspired in one context is used to dissolve the literal force of
resurrection language in disparate contexts where there is no inspired interpretive

constraint. Metaphor stops enlightening. It becomes nullifying.

Once this move is allowed, resurrection language no longer constrains
expectations. Bodies do not have to rise. Death need not be defeated. The

category has been redefined.

At this point, the epistemic cost becomes clear. If resurrection does not involve
bodies raised from the dead, then no conceivable historical evidence could count
against its fulfillment. The continued presence of death becomes irrelevant. The
absence of resurrected persons becomes irrelevant. Fulfillment is affirmed

regardless of what occurs in the world.
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Resurrection has become non-falsifiable.

This does not render the doctrine incoherent. It renders it epistemically vacant.
Resurrection no longer functions as a claim about what God has done or will do in

history. It functions as a theological designation applied after the fact.
The doctrine remains, but its referential substance has been replaced.

This redefinition also creates internal tension within the New Testament witness.
The apostles presented a bodily, physical, publicly attested resurrection as
evidence. There is no doubt that Paul explicitly ties the credibility of Christian faith

to the type of victory over death. If the dead are not raised, his faith collapses.

To reinterpret resurrection as covenantal transition, therefore, creates a break
between Christ’s resurrection and that of believers-a break the New Testament
strains every nerve to overcome. The prototype is bodily. The fulfillment goes

vague.

Resurrection is not an isolated problem. It is a diagnostic. If death does not
reverse, resurrection requires redefinition. If bodies do not rise, ontology shifts. If

history does not correspond, fulfillment is reassigned.

This pattern will be seen there, too when dealing with the Parousia and judgment-
same logic, same kind of redefinition that will show up- same insulation from

disconfirmation.

What gets done for resurrection shows what needs doing in other places, too.
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The next chapter turns to the Parousia, the coming of Christ. If resurrection
concerns the defeat of death, the Parousia concerns the visible arrival of the risen

Lord. The expectations are more concrete. The resistance of history is greater.

The question will be the same. When the event does not occur as expected, will
fulfillment be allowed to fail? Or will meaning be reassigned once again? The

system has already shown us the answer.

A Coming That Never Appears

If resurrection tests whether death has truly been defeated, then the Parousia
tests whether Christ has truly come. The coming of Christ is not presented by the
New Testament as some abstraction but rather as an event within history.
Concrete language. Christ comes. He is revealed. He appears. He is seen. The

Parousia is public, perceptible, decisive.

That is why the Parousia becomes even more problematic for a system that is
committed to exhaustive fulfillment in the first century. Where resurrection can be
shifted into covenantal abstraction, the Parousia cannot be so shifted. It is defined

by manifestation, appearance, and showing forth.
If Christ does not appear, the meaning of "coming" must change.

In popular language, Parousia denotes presence rather than arrival. It has

nothing to do with influence, power, or result. It denotes appearance. In the New

Testament usage, this popular sense is consolidated rather than diminished.
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The coming of Christ is always associated with sight, showing, glory, and
knowing. The words are steady in their distinction between the Parousia and

hidden care or indirect judgment. Christ is not just acting. He appears.

Apostolic exhortations derive from this anticipation. Ethical vigilance is related to
the expectation of Christ's appearing and not tied to retrospective interpretation.
The Parousia is introduced as an event that happens to the world, not just within

theology.

Within preterist interpretation, this expectation produces an immediate impasse. If
the Parousia involves visible arrival, fulfillment requires an event in which Christ
appears. But no first-century event plausibly corresponds to such a manifestation.
There is no record of a visible appearing of Christ, no universal recognition, no
occurrence capable of bearing the weight of the language involved. History

resists correspondence. As before, the system faces a choice.

The Parousia has either not yet taken place, or the term Parousia must be
redefined so that its non-occurrence would not invalidate fulfilment. Since a false
dilemma is already in place, the first option is readily dismissed. There must be

fulfillment within the first century. Failure cannot be an option.

So, the system changes what “coming” means.
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Preterist interpretation does not deny the Parousia. It redefines its nature.’
Coming' is reconceived not as arrival or appearance, but as judicial action or
exercise of authority. Drawing on Old Testament imagery in which God is said to
‘come' against nations, the Parousia is collapsed into covenantal judgment
executed through historical events, most often the destruction of Jerusalem in

A.D. 70.

In this perspective, Christ did not come by way of appearance but by way of
reign. He was not seen but vindicated. He did not manifest Himself but allowed
the course of history to prove His authority. Presence is replaced with effect;

visibility, with inference.

This redefinition demands another adjustment. Repeatedly, the texts say that
Christ will be seen. The Preterist answer shifts 'seeing’ into an insight rather than
a literal visual perception. To see the Son of Man means, in retrospect, to become

aware after the judgment has happened-that is, when Christ has been vindicated.

Once seeing does not require sight, the lack of observable appearance is
irrelevant. Fulfilment does not need to occur in an event observable to observers.

It relies on an interpretive conclusion made afterward.

The Parousia has been withdrawn from common human perception.
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The New Testament places the Parousia squarely at the end. At the coming of
Christ, all enemies are vanquished, judgment consummated, the elect gathered
from the four winds, and whatever else has asserted itself within history finally put
to rest. The Parousia is not simply an intervention. It is a conclusion. Here again,
first-century history refuses to correspond. History did not end. Death remained.
Judgment was not consummated. There was no world to reach its ending. So, the

system shifts.

Judgment is localized rather than final, as Universality is taken as hyperbole. The
consummation that had been presented before using domesticized cosmic

language is now reframed as a catastrophe.

Here is the clear epistemic result. If coming does not entail arrival, if seeing does
not mean perception, if judgment does not require a finality, then no imaginable
historical evidence could ever count against fulfillment. The absence of
appearance no longer matters. Continuation of history no longer matters. Lack of

universal recognition no longer matters.

The Parousia has become non-falsifiable.

It remains affirmed and defended, but it no longer functions as a historical claim. It

becomes an interpretive conclusion that is insulated from any possible

disconfirmation.
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Nothing in this chapter should feel unfamiliar. Where resurrection required
ontological redefinition, the Parousia requires semantic and epistemic redefinition.
The governing logic is identical. When history resists correspondence, meaning is
reassigned. When expected events do not occur, the criteria for fulfillment are
adjusted. The system remains coherent because the risk of failure has been

removed.
This is not accidental. It is structural.

A Parousia that does not visibly appear is no longer an appearance. A coming
that does not resolve history is no longer coming. The doctrine survives only as a

matter of language, with its defining features melted away.

What remains is not the biblical Parousia but rather a theological placeholder, an

affirmation saved by reinterpretation rather than vindicated by event.

The question is not whether Christ came “soon.” The question is whether

“coming” still means anything at all.

Resurrection and Parousia together form the pattern. In both cases, when history
does not provide the needed event, fulfilment remains alive through a change in

definition. Ontology, semantics, visibility, and finality have now all been set.

The next chapter reviews fulfillment. If fulfilment can be affirmed without
correspondence, visibility, or finality, then it does not function as a meaningful
category. The final case will show how this happens and why, when it does, the

system is fully insulated from disconfirmation.
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Fulfillment Without Correspondence

By the time resurrection and Parousia have been redefined, the outcome is no
longer in question. Resurrection has been detached from bodies. Parousia has

been detached from appearance. Judgment has been detached from finality.

At this point, fulfillment itself must change. If fulfillment continues to mean
correspondence between promise and event, the system cannot hold. The gap
between what was promised and what occurred would remain exposed. The final

move, therefore, occurs at the level of fulfillment itself.

In ordinary usage, fulfillment presupposes recognizable correspondence. What is
promised is expected to occur in a way that matches the promise in its essential
features. This does not require rigid literalism, but it does require continuity across

three basic dimensions: order, content, and magnitude.

That is how fulfillment is treated by scripture itself. When fulfillments are
identified, promises are set beside events that can be recognized as the thing
promised. What comes to fruition acts as public validation of divine speech.

Because it can be seen, it has evidential force.

Within preterist interpretation, fulfilment must now accommodate doctrines that
have already been redefined. Resurrection has occurred without bodies raised.

Parousia has occurred without Christ appearing. Judgment has occurred without

history concluding.
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If fulfillment continues to require correspondence, these claims collapse.
Fulfillment must therefore be reconfigured so that correspondence is no longer

decisive.

The system cannot abandon fulfillment. It must preserve it. The only remaining

option is to redefine what fulfillment means.

The decisive shift is this: fulfilment is no longer treated as correspondence, but
as substantial equivalence. If the theological “substance” of a prophecy is judged
to have been realized, fulfillment is affirmed even if the concrete features of the
promise remain unrealized. Events need not occur as described, in the sequence
described, or at the scale described. It is sufficient that something occur which

can plausibly stand in their place.

The order has flexibility. Content has transferability. Magnitude has negotiability.
Fulfillment is secured not by what happens, but by how what happens is

construed.

Once fulfillment is defined this way, partial resemblance becomes enough. A local
judgment can fulfill a universal language. A covenantal transition can fulfill
resurrection. An exercise of authority can fulfill an appearance. Major elements of
the promise may remain unrealized, yet fulfillment is still affirmed because the

“essence” is said to be present.

This move guarantees fulfillment. It also removes any principled limit on
reinterpretation. Whatever remains unmet can always be classified as symbolic,

hyperbolic, or already realized in another form. Fulfillment can no longer fail.
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Here, the biblical logic of verification reverses. In Scripture, fulfillment proves
prophecy true, as events answer words- history adjudicates claims. Under the
redefined model, fulfillment is asserted independent of correspondence. The
prophecy is not tested by what occurs; what occurs is redescribed until it can be
said to fulfill the prophecy. History no longer verifies fulfillment; interpretation
does. This inversion is not accidental but rather necessary once correspondence

has been relinquished.

This redefinition creates an evident asymmetry. Where history gives ready
correspondence mainly in the life, death, and resurrection of Christ, fulfillment is
dealt with strictly. Specific promises are matched by specific events. Where
history does not give correspondence, mainly in the area of eschatology,
fulfillment becomes elastic. Order, content, and magnitude become loosened.
Partial realization is made complete. Fulfilment now works under two standards;

one strict when history cooperates, the other elastic when it does not.

At that point, fulfillment doesn't really work as a standalone criterion. Instead, it

acts more like a kind of safeguard.

Fulfillment now explains nothing. It protects everything. No expectation can be
judged unmet, because unmet expectations are reclassified as symbolically
satisfied. No prophecy can fail, because failure has been defined out of the

category.

The system remains coherent. But coherence is purchased by dissolving the
criteria that once gave meaning to fulfilment. Fulfilment has become non-

falsifiable.



Fulfillment Without Failure

Loss must be articulated. This system does not deny prophecy. It does not deny
fulfillment. It does not deny the words of Christ. What it removes is the element of

risk that is intrinsic to the promise.

By redefining fulfillment so that correspondence is no longer necessary, the
system makes sure that prophecy cannot fail. In doing so, however, it removes

that very condition which allows fulfillment to function as fulfillment.

A fulfillment that cannot be denied cannot meaningfully be affirmed. A prophecy

that cannot fail cannot function as prophecy.

Having redefined fulfillment ontologically, redefined Parousia semantically and
epistemically, and redefined fulfillment functionally, history has not responded with
perfect consonance at every place where it was expected to; meaning has been
reassigned. The result is an eschatological system that remains insulated from
disconfirmation while maintaining internal coherence. This is not a matter of

timing but rather of integrity.

Conclusion: Fulfillment, Integrity, and the
Risk of Prophecy
This book has not argued that preterism is exegetically careless, intellectually

unserious, or motivated by bad faith. It has treated preterism as a disciplined,

coherent, and internally consistent interpretive system. That coherence is

precisely what has made it worth examining at the system level.
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What has been shown is not that preterism lacks explanations, but that it
possesses too much explanatory power of the wrong kind. It explains every
discrepancy by redefining what counts as fulfillment. It survives every historical
resistance by reassigning meaning. It guarantees success by removing the
conditions under which failure could occur. That is not an accident. It is the

system's defining feature.

The discussion in this book has been sequential. First, we noted how attainment
operates wherever promises are significantly involved. That was not primarily a
modern philosophical imposition. That is the ordinary logic of promises, contracts,
and predictions—and it is the logic that Scripture itself evidently presupposes

when it treats prophecy as meaningful.

We established from there that biblical prophecy is falsifiable by design. The
reason why fulfillment has epistemic force is that non-fulfillment remains a real

possibility. If prophecy cannot fail, then it cannot function as prophecy.

We next discovered the false dilemma working at the center of preterist

interpretation: either New Testament eschatological prophecy was exhaustively
fulfilled in the first century or Jesus and the apostolic withesses were mistaken.
That is not a dilemma presented by Scripture. It is a dilemma worked up out of
anxiety concerning prophetic credibility. Once embraced, it does so long before

fixing the outcomes of interpretation.

With that dilemma in place, the system resolves every resistance the same way:

by redefining meaning.
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Resurrection is fulfilled without the raising of the dead. Parousia is fulfilled without
the appearing of Christ. Judgment is fulfilled without finality. If history does not
provide the expected events, ontology, semantics, visibility, and scope are

adjusted so that absence no longer matters.

In the end, fulfillment changes. It shifts from correspondence to substance. Partial
resemblance is enough. The order, content, and size of the claim can be
bargained. Fulfillment persists, but only by breaking down the rules that once

gave it meaning.

This book has not sought to uphold any eschatological timetable. It has not, by
default, argued for futurism, nor claimed that all insights of preterists are
illegitimate. It has not denied symbolism, typology, or the complexity possible
within prophetic language. The critique has been both narrower and more

fundamental.

The question is not when prophecy is fulfilled, but what fulfilment must mean if

prophecy is to be intelligible, testable, and true.

Any eschatological model, preterist, futurist, historicist, or otherwise, would rise or

fall on this point. The question is not of which system one prefers but of whether

that system preserves the risk that is inherent in divine promise.
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A system that guarantees fulfillment might seem, on the surface, to offer
protection to Scripture, whereas in actuality, it eviscerates the very category of
substance it pretends to champion. If a test is so defined that evidence cannot
fail, as Karl Popper has so eloguently phrased it, then evidence no longer has its
place. When prophecy is separated from history, it no longer speaks of history.

Meaning survives; reference does not. Interpretation steps in for correspondence.

It is not just an adjustment of interpretation but rather a transformation at the level
of epistemology. The Scripture ceases to function as an account or record of
divine activity in the world; it becomes a storehouse or reservoir of theological
meanings imposed retroactively on events. That transformation has nothing to do

with doubt. It has everything to do with being consistent.

If biblical prophecy is to continue being prophecy, fulfilment must remain a
category susceptible to reality. There must be some conceivable state of affairs
that would go against a claim of fulfillment. Remove that possibility, and
reinterpretation takes over; fulfillment collapses into reinterpretation; prophecy

loses its force.

The words of the Lord are pure. Purity does not shun input; it demands integrity.

Silver that is not refined-by-avoidance of the furnace, but by survival of it.

A prophecy that cannot fail to come to pass has not functioned as prophecy. A

fulfillment that cannot be denied has not meaningfully been affirmed.
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The debate over the end of things, the fighting for oracular versus chronological
interpretation, and the struggle over signs and words goes on above a ground
guestion that cannot be gotten past. Will fulfillment be allowed to mean
correspondence between promise and event, or will it have to be redefined as

success?

The way that question is answered determines whether prophecy remains a
public, testable claim about what God does in history or becomes a protected
theological conclusion that can't be disproved. This book has argued that any
system which chooses the latter, however coherent it may be, does so at the cost
of fulfillment itself. What remains is not prophecy fulfilled, but prophecy rendered

unfalsifiable. And that is a price Scripture never asks us to pay.

Appendix A

A Full Taxonomy of Systematic Redefinition
In Preterist Interpretation

The aim of this appendix is not to advance new arguments but to bring to light the
full scope of interpretive redefinitions that operate within preterist interpretation
once exhaustive first-century fulfillment has been made non-negotiable. Many of
these moves may, on an individual basis, seem plausible. Collectively, however,
they amount to a coordinated system that removes the conditions under which

fulfillment can be tested and found wanting.

To be clear, the taxonomy is organized into functional groups, not as a flat list.

Each redefinition is stated descriptively rather than polemically.



Fulfillment Without Failure

. Semantic Redefinitions

These redefinitions alter the ordinary meaning of key prophetic terms so that they

no longer generate concrete historical expectations.

1. Coming without arrival — The language of Christ’s “coming” is redefined to
denote the exercise of authority or judgment rather than personal arrival or
presence.

2. Seeing without perception — References to seeing the Son of Man are
redefined as intellectual recognition or post-event realization rather than
visual perception.

3. Universality as hyperbole — Universal language (“all,” “every,” “the whole
world”) is treated as rhetorical exaggeration unless explicitly restricted by
context.

4. Nearness as exhaustion — Temporal language such as “near,” “soon,” or “at
hand” is treated as requiring exhaustive fulfillment rather than ethical
urgency.

These semantic shifts ensure that the absence of observable events does not

count against fulfillment.

I1. Ontological Reassignments

These redefinitions relocate prophecy from the domain of public, observable

events to invisible, covenantal, or abstract realities.
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1. Resurrection without bodies — Resurrection is redefined from the
restoration of dead bodies to a corporate covenantal transition or change of
status.

2. Judgment without finality — Final judgment is redefined as historical
catastrophe or covenantal reckoning rather than ultimate adjudication.

3. Kingdom without manifestation — The kingdom of God is redefined as
invisible authority rather than manifested reign.

4. Death without defeat — Death is treated as spiritually defeated despite its
ongoing biological reality.

Ontological reassignment ensures that history’s resistance does not threaten

doctrinal fulfilment.

[1I. Temporal and Structural Reassignments

These moves adjust narrative sequence and historical scope so that fulfillment

can be compressed into the first century.

1. Sequence without chronology — Narrative order is treated as thematic
rather than temporal when chronology resists first-century placement.

2. Telescoping without remainder — Prophetic compression is treated as
exhaustive rather than partial.

3. Last days without consummation — “Last days” language is confined to
covenantal transition rather than cosmic conclusion.

4. Geography without extension — Global language is reinterpreted as
referring to the Roman world or covenantal sphere.

These adjustments collapse eschatological scope while preserving affirmational

language.
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[V. Epistemic Insulation Mechanisms

These redefinitions alter how fulfillment is recognized, effectively removing the

possibility of disconfirmation.

1. Fulfillment without correspondence — Fulfillment is affirmed without
requiring recognizable correspondence between promise and event.

2. Absence without evidential force — Non-occurrence of expected events is
treated as irrelevant rather than disconfirming.

3. Symbol without referent — Symbolic language is allowed to float free of
historical realization.

4. Inspired-interpretation override — Metaphorical passages are used to
reinterpret literal ones without inspired warrant.

5. Retrospective verification — Fulfillment is identified only after interpretive
reconstruction, not by public recognition.

These mechanisms ensure that fulfillment claims are insulated from historical

testing.

V. Functional Redefinitions of Fulfillment

These redefinitions complete the system by guaranteeing fulfillment regardless of

outcome.
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1. Substance over correspondence — Theological “essence” replaces
event-level correspondence as the criterion for fulfillment.

2. Partial resemblance as completion — Fragmentary or symbolic overlap is
treated as sufficient fulfillment.

3. Authority as fulfilment — The exercise of authority substitutes for the
occurrence of promised events.

4. Vindication without appearance — Christ is said to be vindicated without
appearing.

5. Identity oscillation — Referents shift between individuals, groups, and
abstractions as needed.

6. Scope elasticity — The scale of fulfillment expands or contracts as required.

7. Continuity without closure — History continues despite claims of
consummation.

8. Doctrinal survival over correspondence — Doctrines are preserved
linguistically even when their defining features are dissolved.

Together, these moves ensure that fulfilment cannot fail.
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