Patrick Donahue’s Third Negative

Jason’s third affirmative claims I “ignored the primary definition for ‘prophesy’: ‘pro, forth, phemi, to speak.’”  But that’s not the definition of “prophesy;” that its derivation.  There’s a big difference.  The primary/first definition given by Vine’s is “signifies the speaking forth of the mind and counsel of God.”  Mr. Vine continues, “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.”  So it should be obvious a false teacher doesn’t truly prophesy.  He can only claim to.  Likewise when any false teacher claims to do something in Jesus’ name (i.e., by his authority), it is only a claim.  And interestingly enough, that one can claim to do something in Jesus’ name when he really isn’t, actually proves the claiming and the doing are not the same thing as Jason contends.

Jason writes “Pat thinks that Matthew 24:5 would show that one could baptize ‘in Jesus’ Name’ and simply say ‘Christ.’ This will not work. The reason being is that the baptismal passages found in Acts specifically use the name ‘Jesus’, Matthew 24:5 does not.”  Jason then is taking the position Acts 2:38, etc. actually supply the words the baptizer must use over the candidate.  If that’s so, we have a Bible contradiction, because then Matthew 28:19 must also be supplying the words for the baptizer, requiring the baptizer to verbally use the words “Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.”  The standard Oneness Pentecostal reply to Matthew 28:19 that “Jesus is the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost” won’t work anymore, because the baptism passages would not just be telling us to baptize in the Son’s name (whatever it is); they would be listing the actual words to say verbatim.

When I proved Jason had fabricated evidence by switching a comma placement in Nestle’s Colossians 3:17 translation, Jason tried to cover up his maneuver by saying it doesn’t matter, because there are no commas in the Greek.  We all knew that, but it was Nestle’s English translation that Jason had quoted as evidence to make his point.  Jason changed the position of the comma to make it appear Nestle agreed with him that “in the name of … Jesus” in Colossians 3:17 modified “giving thanks” instead of “do … all.”  But the correct placement of Nestle’s commas implies just the opposite.  Not only does Nestle’s text mitigate against Jason’s theory about Colossians 3:17, but Jason dishonestly misrepresented Nestle. His fraudulent alteration was not just a matter of an incorrect interpretation of what Nestle said.  Jason actually changed what Nestle wrote, hoping I wouldn’t have a Nestle’s Interlinear in order to check his assertion.  I ask the reader, if Jason didn’t believe Colossians 3:17 disproved his proposition, then why in the world did he feel it necessary to deceitfully manipulate the Nestle quote to counteract my point on the verse?  It is obvious Jason knew Colossians 3:17 proved his position erroneous, and so he falsified evidence in an attempt to offset the force of the argument.


Jason contends “in the name of … Jesus” in Colossians 3:17 must modify “giving thanks,” because “’giving thanks’ is the only action of the verse.”  This statement is false as “do” (fourth word in KJV) is the action that “all in the name of … Jesus” modifies.


My last article supplied the www.biblestudytools.com/colossians/3-17-compare.html URL which gives 36 translations of Colossians 3:17, all indicating by their comma placement that “in the name of the Lord” modifies “do all.”  I challenged Jason to produce even one translation which has “in the name of” modifying “giving thanks,” and he didn’t produce one.  The truth is not a single translation or grammarian agrees with Jason’s version of how the verse should read.

When Jason admitted in his last article “the ending thought of … whatsoever ye do in word or deed … is giving thanks unto God,” his false point that “in the name of” modifies “giving thanks” becomes moot.  According to this statement, a person would still have to verbally pronounce the name “Jesus” everytime they did anything; they would just have to do it in an out loud prayer.  For example, just from activities mentioned in Colossians 3:17’s context, Christians would have to (without fail) verbally say thanks in prayer to God pronouncing the word “Jesus” …
· everytime Daddy kisses Mother (verse.19), he would have to say a prayer out loud to include verbally pronouncing the word Jesus
· everytime Mother makes lunch,  verse.18

· everytime Son takes out the garbage,  verse.20

· everytime Daughter loads the dishwasher,  verse.20

· everytime Daddy spanks a child,  verse.21

· everytime Daddy drives a nail at his construction job,  verse.22


Regarding the Greek phrase translated “in the name of,” Jason says the “majority of lexicons do not mention ‘authority,’ but this assertion is the opposite of the truth, and is another example of Jason manufacturing evidence.  Practically all lexicons list an equivalent of “by the authority of” as a possible meaning for the phrase.   And I have proven the phrase has this meaning in Colossians 3:17.  So why not also in Acts 2:38 since Jason admits the phrase has the same meaning in both verses?  It would have to.

Jason brings up Thayer again who said “into the name” means “to profess the name of one whose follower we become.”  Let the reader decide:  who is becoming a follower of Christ at baptism, the baptizer or the baptizee?  Only a “stubborn mule” <grin> wouldn’t know the correct answer to that question.

The magazine quote that Manson’s “followers … murder in his name” has had a telling effect against Jason’s definition argument.  The reader surely realizes the quote 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 identical phrase means the same in Acts 19:5, that Christ’s disciples baptized as a representative of Christ, by his command, acting on his behalf, promoting his cause, by his authority.


Jason responds that my Mason quote is only an English phrase so shouldn’t carry any weight.  Jason might have a point here except for the fact Jason agrees the English “in the name of” is an accurate translation of its corresponding Greek phrase.  So if “in the name of” gives the correct English meaning for the Greek phrase in question, then illustrating the meaning of the phrase using an English example is very pertinent to the issue we are debating.  Jason may not like it, but the Manson quote provides de facto evidence regarding the meaning of the same phrase in Acts 2:38 and its parallels.


Jason admits the middle voice doesn’t always mean “get something done to you,” but insists upon his imaginary rule, that 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 that same verse must also carry the idea of “get something done to you.”  That is almost as absurd as if someone argued the sentence “there were 5 dogs and some cats at the animal shelter” proves there were 5 cats there, because both “dogs” and “cats” are in the plural, and since there were 5 dogs, there must also be 5 cats.


Even the elementary reader can tell that Saul (the baptizee) was told to “call on the name of the Lord” in Acts 22:16, not Ananias (the baptizer).  Obviously the phrase means the same as it does in Acts 2:38 and Romans 10:13, and Jason agrees it is referring to what the baptizee is to do in those two verses.


Jason chided me for saying James 2:7 is referring to a name we are called, but if the reader will check the text, that is exactly what it says.  It is most definitely a stretch for Jason to claim “by the word” in Ephesians 5:26 refers to his “baptismal formula.”  Anybody who has studied the Bible any length of time at all knows this phrase refers to the word of God, the scriptures (Acts 2:41 and I Peter 1:23 are parallel in this respect).

In conclusion let me remind the reader of a critical point:  not one 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 for yourself - Acts 8:12-13, 8:36-38, 9:18, 22:16, 10:47-48, 16:14-15, 16:33, and 18:8.  And so the Oneness Pentecostal contention that the baptizer is required to use a baptismal formula for the 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 under those conditions.
