Patrick Donahue’s Second Negative
Jason’s first argument was that “in my name” in Jeremiah 14:14 (“The prophets prophesy lies in my name”) and similar passages cannot mean by God’s authority because God would never authorize people to prophesy lies.  I responded that these false prophets were only claiming to prophesy by God’s authority.  Jason replied that the Bible says they did prophesy lies in God’s name, not that they just “claimed” to do so.  But Jason’s reply won’t work, because it would imply God inspired these false teachers to tell lies.  Notice the definition of “prophesy”:
· signifies the speaking forth of the mind and counsel of God … It is the declaration of that which cannot be known by natural means … the message of the prophet was a direct revelation of the mind of God (Vine’s)
· Jeremiah the prophet speaking from the mouth of the Lord (II Chronicles 36:12)
The text says these false teachers were prophesying, but does that mean they were truly doing what the above definitions say prophesy means, or does it mean they were claiming to do the above?  It is obvious these false prophets were not really prophesying (“speaking forth of the mind and counsel of God”).  Instead, I think Jason would admit they were only “claiming” to prophesy.  As the text says, they were lying!  So again, these type passages prove claiming to do something in God’s name is not the same as actually doing something in God’s name, which shows Acts 2:38 is talking about doing something in Jesus’ name (by his authority), not saying anything necessarily.
Jason makes the same argument about Matthew 24:5 (“For many shall come in my name, saying, I am Christ”), that the text says they did come in Jesus’ name, not that they just claimed to, but Jason is ignoring the rest of verse 5 where Jesus says these false teachers will “deceive many.”  So Jesus did say these teachers would be speaking deceptively, that their claim to be coming in Jesus’ name would be a false claim.

I had pointed out Matthew 24:5a proves Jason’s position incorrect because it shows you can do something in Jesus’ name without actually saying the name “Jesus;” for example, you could just use the appellation “Christ” instead.  Jason’s primary reply is “the passage does not say, many shall come in the name of Jesus…  the passage simply states, in my name.”  This response is absurd, isn’t it Jason?  When Jesus used the personal pronoun “my” in Matthew 24:5, He was referring to himself (Jesus), wasn’t he?  So “in my name” and “in Jesus’ name” would be equivalent if Jesus is the speaker, right?
Additionally, Jason’s point that “Christ” can be used as a name only serves to further prove his position incorrect.  That fact (along with Matthew 24:5) would show a person could (even according to Jason’s position) be baptized “in Jesus’ name” without verbally using the word “Jesus;” instead the baptizer could just use the name “Christ.”  If not, why not?

Since I readily admit “in the name” sometimes refers to a spoken/written name (e.g., “there are three letters in the name Pat”), but I don’t think that is the case in Acts 2:38, then Jason’s second argument must be “in the name” always refers to the spoken name.  I countered with Colossians 3:17 being a clear case where it does not.
Jason says about Colossians 3:17, “the adverbial prepositional phrase ‘in the name of the Lord Jesus’ modifies ‘give thanks’ and indicates we are to speak the name ‘Jesus’ when we give thanks unto the Father.”  But this would make the first part of the verse nonsensical, as you would have the beginning phrase “whatsoever ye do in word or deed” end abruptly with no finishing thought – whatsoever we do in word or deed what?

Jason’s evidence for this grammatical point included the following rendering of Colossians 3:17 from Nestle’s Interlinear:

“Everything you do in word or work, all things, in the name of the Lord Jesus give thanks to God and the Father by him.”

Notice how Jason’s quote seems to give some credence to his point, as the comma placement appears to connect the phrase “in the name of the Lord Jesus” with “give thanks …” instead of with “do … all things.”  The only problem with this evidence is it is completely fabricated!  Nestle’s actually reads this way:
“Everything you do in word or work, all things in the name of the Lord Jesus, give thanks to God and the Father by him.”

Without Jason’s shifting of the position of the comma, he has no point whatsoever.  Jason owes us an explanation for his critical misrepresentation of the Nestle quote.
Jason’s manipulation of the punctuation of Colossians 3:17 reminds me of the true story about a Baptist debater who manipulated the punctuation of I Peter 3:21 to read “baptism doth also now save us not.”  Need I remind the reader that Jason wouldn’t have felt the need to manufacture evidence if he hadn’t thought Colossians 3:17 disproved his proposition?
Search at www.biblestudytools.com/colossians/3-17-compare.html and you will find 37 translations of Colossians 3:17, all of which show by their comma placement (except one with no commas) that “in the name of the Lord Jesus” modifies “do all.”  As far as I know, all translations indicate the same and therefore argue against Jason’s grammatical reverse of Colossians 3:17.  As a sample, the “Simple English New Testament” translates the verse “Everything you say or do should be done by the authority of the Lord Jesus.  Thank God the Father through Christ.”  I challenge Jason to produce even one standard translation that has “in the name of the Lord Jesus” modifying “giving thanks,” instead of “do all.”
Compare Colossians 3:17 with I Corinthians 10:31-32 (“Whether therefore ye eat, or drink, or whatsoever ye do, do all to the glory of God.  Give non offence …”).  Jason’s reasoning would make “to the glory of God” modify “give non offence” instead of modifying “do all.”  I am sure Jason doesn’t agree with this meaning, but his reasoning on Colossians 3:17 would make it the correct one.  It is obvious I Corinthians 10:31 is saying we should do everything we do to the glory of God, and therefore it should be just as obvious Colossians 3:17 is saying we should do everything we do in the name of the Lord.
Jason tried to parallel Colossians 3:17 to Ephesians 5:20, but his reasoning would mean we only need to sing (Ephesians 5:19) when we are giving thanks (Ephesians 5:20) since Jason thinks Colossians 3:17 means we only have to “in the name of the Lord” when we are giving thanks.

Next Jason says “Pat only appealed to one passage to show … there are ‘many’ uses of the phrase ‘in the name of’ that … do not mean speak the name.”  Well, following are just a few of many other examples:  Matthew 28:19, Acts 2:38, 8:16, 10:48, 19:5.  But since Jason’s argument was dependent upon his “consistent use” assertion that “‘in the name of’ always refer to ‘orally pronouncing’ the name,” I didn’t think I needed to give more than one example, especially since Jason agrees “in the name of” means the same in Acts 2:38 as it does in the example I did give (Colossians 3:17).  And that’s a very important point.  Colossians 3:17 can’t mean orally pronouncing the name (for the reasons given in my first negative), but means doing things by the authority of Christ.  And since Jason admits “in the name of” means the same in the baptism passages as it does in Colossians 3:17, then “in the name of” in Acts 2:38, 8:16, 10:48, and 19:5 doesn’t mean orally pronouncing the name, but must mean baptize by the authority of Christ.
Jason notes the lexicons I cited which state “in the name of” means “by the authority of” also state a definition more in line with his view.  But that was exactly my point!  When a word or phrase has more than one definition, you can’t prove a meaning in a particular context simply by quoting one of the definitions.  If there is more than one definition, then you must determine which definition best applies in that context.  In this case, Jason must show something in Acts 2:38’s context which requires his definition over another.
Jason mentions again that Thayer said “into the name” means “to profess the name,” but Jason leaves off the rest of Thayer’s quote “to profess the name of one whose follower we become” indicating the one becoming a Christian professes Jesus’ name, not the one doing the baptizing as Jason’s proposition represents.

Jason questions my Manson quote, “how would you know what ‘name’ they killed in if the name was not spoken?”  Believe it or not, the wording of Jason’s question falsifies his position, since it implies the possibility of doing something in Jesus’ name without others knowing because you didn’t tell them, proving the doing and the telling are two different things.

Let me hasten to add that Jason’s question ignores the three examples I gave at the end of the first paragraph of my first affirmative showing how one could know something was done in God’s name without God’s name actually being spoken.  But let’s just assume for the sake of argument that you couldn’t know someone was doing something in God’s name unless the name was pronounced.  The fact of the matter is in the Manson case, I doubt many of the victims knew who the mastermind behind their murder was.  Remember, they weren’t alive to read the newspapers the next day.  But just because they didn’t know, just because Manson’s name was not called out at those deadly scenes, that doesn’t mean the murders weren’t done in Manson name.  Oh they were done in Manson’s name all right.  And that has absolutely nothing to do with what words were called out at the moment of the murders.  Instead it has everything to do with who ordered the killings.
And again if Manson’s followers were doing the murders in his name, but not informing their victims of such, that only serves to prove that doing something in Manson’s name and saying you are doing it in Manson’s name are two different things.  Get the parallel point on baptism?
Just what does the quote mean that Manson’s “followers … murder in his name.”?  It most certainly means Manson’s disciples murdered as a representative of Manson, by his command, acting on his behalf, promoting his cause, by his authority.  And the phrase means the same in Acts 2:38, that Christ’s disciples were to baptize as a representative of Christ, by his command, acting on his behalf, promoting his cause, by his authority.
Jason argues if one word in the middle voice in Acts 22:16 means “get something done to you,” then every other word in the middle voice in the same verse must also carry the idea of “get something done to you.”  But there is no grammatical rule stating Jason’s rule; it is only Jason’s unproven assertion.  Jason has admitted the middle voice doesn’t always mean “get something done to you,” so why should we conclude it always does if near another use?  Jason’s rule is arbitrary.  If he has a grammatical rule to substantiate his claim, then let him state his authority.  Otherwise, he should just admit he made up the rule for the benefit of his proposition.
Jason then gets a little over zealous by making an argument on Acts 22:16 he doesn’t really believe.  He says “The permissive middle is also like a passive in that the subject is the receiver of the action.”  The word “epikaleo” when used as a passive means the name is called over someone.”  If Jason’s argument here means anything, then it would prove the middle voice in Acts 2:21 and Romans 10:13 means the name is called over someone, since those verses also use epikaleo in the middle voice.  But Jason has already admitted such is not the case in those two passages.  Thus Jason’s argument here contradicts his own statements only a few paragraphs previous.

Certainly the phrase “calling on the name of the Lord” in Acts 22:16 means the same as it does in Acts 2:21 and Romans 10:13.  That is the “consistent use” argument that Jason should be making.  In all three cases, “calling on the name of the Lord" means "doing what the Lord says in order to get what he promised."  In Acts 22:16, being baptized is how you call on the Lord to wash your sins away.  If it did suggest the idea of “get something done to yourself” it would refer to the fact that the way you call on the Lord is by getting someone else to immerse you in water so that God will forgive you of your sins.  Neither action can be accomplished unilaterally.  The beginning part of the verse defines what “calling on the name of the Lord” means (just like Acts 2:38 defines what the phrase means in 2:21), and it has nothing to do with what the baptizer is to say.

Next Jason tries to use James 2:7 to prop up his proposition, but a careful reading of this verse shows it is talking about a name “by the which ye are called,” not a name that is called over you.  See the difference?  The exorcists in Acts 19:13 called the name “Jesus” over those who had evil spirits, but they didn’t name those people “Jesus.”  Jason calls the name “Jesus” over a baptismal candidate, but he does not call that candidate “Jesus.”  Instead he calls the candidate the name Christ when he calls them Christian (after they are baptized).  To verify this, compare James 2:7 to I Peter 4:14-16 (“If ye be reproached for the name of Christ, ... Yet if any man suffer as a Christian”).
Finally, let’s remember a very important point I made previously.  It is never recorded what the preacher actually said when he baptized someone.  So how can we bind a “baptismal formula” when there is no record of what the baptizer ever said anywhere in the New Testament?  We shouldn’t; that’s the point.
