Patrick Donahue’s First Negative

My good friend Jason Weatherly has a very well organized affirmative trying to prove his proposition with four main arguments.  Jason’s first argument makes the same point using several similar passages.  Let’s look at one of them as a sample and observe why it and the others don’t imply what Jason thinks they imply.  Jeremiah 14:14 reads, “Then the Lord said unto me, The prophets prophesy lies in my name: I sent them not, neither have I commanded them, neither spake unto them ….”  Jason’s reasoning here is that “‘in my name’ cannot mean ‘by my authority’ because the Lord said that He did not command them.”  But the truth is this verse is teaching these false prophets were claiming to prophesy by God’s authority.  Whether or not they verbally used God’s proper name when make that claim is not revealed.  For example they could have claimed to be prophesying in God’s name by saying “we are prophesying in God’s name” or “we are doing this by the God of Israel’s authority,” or “we are prophesying what the creator told us to say.”

In at least one case in the Bible (Matthew 24:5a - “For many shall come in my name, saying, I am Christ”), we have somebody falsely claiming to come in the name of Jesus, but they didn’t use the Savior’s name; instead, they used his title.  According to Jason’s reasoning then, Matthew 24:5a should falsify his position.  The verse tells what someone said when they came in Jesus’ name, and the words used did not include the name “Jesus.”
In any case, these type verses prove that saying you are doing something in God’s name and actually doing something in God’s name are two different things.  These false teachers were evidently saying they were prophesying in God’s name, but they weren’t actually prophesying in God’s name, were they?  This would prove then that saying you are baptizing in Jesus’ name (Jason’s brethren’s requirement) is not necessarily the same as actually baptizing in Jesus’ name (Acts 2:38’s requirement).  Baptizing in Jesus’ name (by His authority) is something you do.  If you want to say what you are doing, that is fine, but no verse requires it.

Jason’s second argument claims “‘in the name of’ and ‘in my name’ in the Bible … always refer to ‘orally pronouncing’ the name.”  But this is just not so.  I admit “in the name of “ in Deuteronomy 25:6 probably refers to a spoken or written name, similar to how the phrase "there are three letters in the name Pat" refers to the written name “Pat.”  But there are many uses of the phrase in the Bible that go the other way.  Colossians 3:17 is an example of a passage where “in the name of” clearly does not refer to a spoken name.  It reads “And whatsoever ye do in word or deed, do all in the name of the Lord Jesus, giving thanks to God and the Father by him.”  This verse isn’t referring to just baptism, it says everything we do must be done in the name of the Lord, and if “in the name of” means “say the name,” then we would be required to say a verbal formula whenever we did anything.  For example, just from activities mentioned in Colossians 3:17’s context, Christians would have to verbally say the word “Jesus” …

· whenever Mother makes lunch,  verse.18

· whenever Daddy kisses Mother,  verse.19
· whenever Son takes out the garbage,  verse.20
· whenever Daughter loads the dishwasher,  verse.20
· whenever Daddy spanks a child,  verse.21
· whenever Daddy drives a nail at his construction job,  verse.22

It becomes obvious then that preeminent Oneness Pentecostal David Bernard was correct about the meaning of Colossians 3:17 (in his book "The New Birth"): “The verse primarily means to say or do everything with the power and authority of Jesus, as His representative, as His follower, and in dependence upon Him.”  Summing up my point, the phrase “in the name of” doesn’t consistently refer to a spoken formula.  And that nullifies Jason’s argument.  If much of the time “in the name of” doesn’t refer to saying the name, then obviously you can’t prove by consistency of usage that it always does.

Jason’s third argument makes the same basic mistake as his second.  Jason supplies us with a list of definitions of “in the name of” which he thinks necessarily imply the verbal use of the name, but he ignores all the definitions that relate to doing something by someone’s authority.  For example Jason quotes Thayer as defining the phrase as “to profess the name of one whose follower we become” (p.94).  First, I doubt Thayer is saying here the baptizer must say the name Jesus, since Thayer explicitly says the one becoming a follower of Christ (the one being baptized) is the one professing the name via his baptism.  But just for the sake of argument, let’s suppose Jason is correct that this definition matches his theory.  We still have Jason completely ignoring Thayer’s definitions of the phrase first about a paragraph or two later – “by the authority of the Lord, Acts 10:48,” and again on p.447 - “to do a thing ... by one's command and authority, acting on his behalf, promoting his cause."  I am certain the reader agrees that trying to prove a meaning for a phrase by leaving off contrary definitions is unsound reasoning.
Jason uses the same modus operandi by quoting a couple of Old Testament definitions and a definition from “Kittel’s Theological Dictionary of the New Testament,” all the while leaving off Kittel’s Old Testament definition “on the commission of” (p.262) and Kittel’s New Testament definitions "on the commission," "in fulfillment of the will," "in obedience," and "in the sphere of power." (p.271).  Vine’s Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words defines “in the name” as “representing the authority of Christ … in recognition of the authority of … Matthew 28:19, Acts 8:16” (p.100).  This meaning is illustrated by my question number three, which follows:

I quote from an advertisement for a documentary about Charles Manson: “What goes on inside the criminal mind? How does a pathological liar instill loyalty so deep that followers willingly, happily murder in his name?” What does the quote mean?

A.
That Manson’s followers invoked his name orally every time they murdered “in his name”

B.
That Manson’s followers murdered as a representative of Manson, by his command, acting on his behalf, promoting his cause, by his authority
Jason answered this question “A.  To do ANYTHING (including murder) in the name of someone means to orally invoke the name.”

It should be obvious to everyone that “in his name” in the Manson quote means "by the authority of; as the representative of" (Webster's New Twentieth Century Dictionary), yet Jason got backed into a corner and thus felt compelled to maintain the quote meant Manson’s followers always invoked his name orally when they murdered for him.  Can you imagine Manson’s followers always saying “I murder you in the name of Charles Manson” every time they murdered, without fail?  That’s not the meaning of the quote and anybody without an agenda knows it.  Significantly, Jason’s answer shows he understood that if he answered the question with what every reader knows is the correct answer, his position would be proven wrong, else why would he have answered so absurdly?  I will leave it in the hands of the reader - what does the Manson quote mean?  If you agree it means what the Webster’s definition would say it means, then Jason’s forced denial of that makes it certain that his proposition is negated.  You can be sure Jason answered the way he did only because he thought he had to in order to maintain his position.

Remember, almost all words have more than one definition.  The bottom line here is you can’t prove a meaning for a word in a particular context simply by stating one of its definitions and ignoring all the other definitions that don’t fit with your conclusion.

Jason’s fourth argument is when Ananias told Saul in Acts 22:16 to ‘arise, and be baptized, and wash away thy sins, calling on the name of the Lord,” that “calling on the name of the Lord” is in the middle voice, and the middle voice “means to get something done to you,” therefore Saul was to get someone to verbally call Jesus’ name over him when he was baptized.  First the middle voice doesn’t always mean “get something done to you.”  Just a few of the many examples are “looked around” in Mark 9:8, “spoiled” in Colossians 2:15, and “observed” in Mark 10:20.  Perhaps the best examples would be the other two places in the New Testament where we find the phrase “call on the name of the Lord” used - Acts 2:21 and Romans 10:13.  Both are in the middle voice and Jason doesn’t think either of them are referring to the subjects getting something done to them.  Here is what he said about them in his response to my second question:  “Romans 10:13 points us back to Romans 10:9-10 which refers to ‘confession with the mouth’. Thus the one who ‘calls on the name of the Lord’ is the one who actively confesses Christ with their mouth, I believe at the time of repentance.”  Since Jason’s answer is that “calling on the name of the Lord” in Acts 2:21 and Romans 10:13 refers to what the baptizee does and not what the baptizer does, doesn’t it stand to reason that the same phrase in Acts 22:16 would mean the same?
Let me hasten to agree with Jason that “calling on the name of the Lord” includes confessing Christ as Saviour, but it is broader than that.  The scriptures show the phrase refers to calling upon God for forgiveness by meeting whatever conditions He has set forth for forgiveness.  Pairing Acts 2:21 with Acts 2:38, we see that “call on the name of the Lord” means to ask God for salvation by repenting and being baptized for the remission of sins.  In Acts 22:16 it is asking God to wash away our sins by being baptized.  The way you ask is not verbal, but by action (reference one of Thayer’s definitions for “calling” on p.239 - "to appeal to one, make appeal unto").  God has told us that to be forgiven of our sins we must be baptized, so the way you ask Him for forgiveness is by being baptized.  Critical to this discussion then, “calling on the name of the Lord” is clearly something the one becoming a Christian is to do.  It most definitely is not referring to a baptismal formula repeated by the person doing the baptizing.  Paul was the one “calling on the name of the Lord” in Acts 22:16, not Ananias.  Read it for yourself; it is most obvious.

In conclusion let me remind the reader of a very important point:  not one single time in the Bible is it ever recorded what the preacher said when he baptized someone.  For example, we are told what Peter said in Acts 2:14,38,40, but we are not told what Peter said when the baptisms took place in verse 41.  We are told what Paul said in Acts 19:2,3,4, but we are not told what is said when the baptism took place in verse 5.  And neither are we told what the baptizer said in any case of baptism in the New Testament.  Please check the following eight cases - Acts 8:12-13, 8:36-38, 9:18, 22:16, 10:47-48, 16:14-15, 16:33, 18:8 and see this truth for yourself.  And so the Oneness Pentecostal contention that the baptizer is absolutely required to use a baptismal formula for water baptism to be valid is just another example of someone “teaching for doctrines the commandments of men” (Matthew 15:9).  This makes our worship vain (useless), and we can’t be saved that way.
