Jason Weatherly’s Third Affirmative

First Argument

Pat generalized his negative by referring to one passage – Jeremiah 14:14. Pat responded with a weak appeal to Vine’s definition of “prophesy”. However, Pat ignored the primary definition of “prophesy”: “pro, forth, phemi, to speak”. All other comments by Vine are “expository,” not “lexical”. The word “prophesy” simply means “to publicly expound” (Young’s Analytical). “Inspiration” is nowhere inherent in the word.

Pat did not attempt to look at Jeremiah 29:23, “HAVE spoken lying words IN MY NAME … saith the Lord”. The Lord said they HAVE spoken lying words “in my name.” “In my name” CANNOT mean “by My authority”! Pat also ignored Kittel’s statement of “‘NAMING MY NAME’ is the ONLY possibility”.

Pat makes the same mistake with Matthew 24:5. Pat ignored the fact that his view would make the passage mean, “For many shall come ‘by my authority’ … and deceive many”! 

Pat states this passage shows that you can do something “in Jesus’ Name” and just say, “Christ.” Pat ignored my statement that the words should not be taken as a direct quote because the parallel passages simply state, “saying, I AM”. Secondly, Pat thinks that it is absurd for me to point out that the passage does not say “in Jesus’ Name” rather “in my name.” This is not absurd when you understand that “Christ” is a part of His proper name; a point Pat ignored. The context of the passage determines that “name” refers to “Christ.” Pat ignored the translation of BAGD, “they will come USING my name.”

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.

Second Argument

Pat admits that “in the name of” in some passages DOES mean speak the name. However, evidently Pat gets to choose which passages do and do not. I showed that “epi to onomati tinos” in the LXX of Deuteronomy 25:6 & Luke 1:59 means to speak the name – and Pat agrees! This is the same phrase as in Acts 2:38!! Pat must give us a valid reason why the same idiom “in the name of” does not have the same meaning!

Pat appeals to Colossians 3:17 as proof that “in the name of” does not mean speak the name. I pointed out that Colossians 3:17 does in fact mean to speak the name, indicating that we speak the name “Jesus” when we give thanks to God. Pat responded, “But this would make the first part of the verse nonsensical, as you would have the beginning phrase ‘whatsover ye do in word or deed’ end abruptly with no finishing thought – whatsoever we do in word or deed what?” This absolutely makes no sense! The ending thought of the passage is “Giving thanks unto God”! You cannot dissect the first part of the passage from the ending part, as Pat has tried to do.

Pat then quotes correctly the interlinear translation as given in the Nestle-Marshall Interlinear, which reflects the punctuation as given in the KJV. Pat then goes on this tirade about punctuation in Nestle’s text. This quibble is superfluous because “Nestle’s Greek Text” DOES NOT have punctuation marks!!

Punctuation marks are given via the discretion of the translator. The “biblestudytools” link offered by Pat shows at least TWENTY DIFFERENT ways Colossians 3:17 can be punctuated, and no matter how it was punctuated it did not change the meaning of the verse!! The placement of a comma is not what indicates that “in the name of the Lord Jesus” modifies “giving thanks.” The fact that “giving thanks” is the ONLY ACTION of the verse shows that the adverbial prepositional phrase “in the name of the Lord Jesus” modifies “giving thanks.” The word “panta” (all things) does not show action, it is simply a restatement of “whatsoever ye do in word or deed”. The word “do” (do all things) is in italics in the KJV showing that it is not in the original Greek text. Therefore the ONLY action to which “in the name of” can modify is “GIVING THANKS”.

Pat’s comments of the Baptist who manipulated 1 Peter 3:21 does not reflect my teaching. Rather it reflects Pat’s teaching!! Both Pat and the Baptist want to stop the verse short without giving the full context! Pat stated in his first affirmative, “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.” You see, it is Pat who tries to dissect “Giving Thanks” away from Colossians 3:17 to manipulate the verse into what he wants it to teach.

Pat tries to compare Colossians 3:17 with 1 Corinthians 10:31-32, but the verses are not synonymous.  1 Corinthians 10:31-32 has nothing to do with “Giving Thanks;” Colossians 3:17 does! Pat’s comments concerning these verses do not make any sense because verse 31 is a complete thought separate from verse 32. However, Colossian 3:17 is one complete thought. You cannot dissect away “Giving Thanks”!

Colossians 3:17 is synonymous with Ephesians 5:20. The commentators who agree to this are “legion”! In one form or another, approximately 75 of the 105 verses in Colossians can be found in Ephesians. “Giving thanks always for all things unto God and the Father in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ”. The exact same words are used in both verses in the same context! BAGD explains this as “To thank God en on. Iesou Chr. while NAMING the name of Jesus Christ Eph, 5:20”. 

Pat’s comments about singing when we give thanks (Ephesians 5:19-20) is ridiculous! Does Colossians 3:16-17 mean we “sing” with every “word or deed”? It doesn’t make sense, nor does it negate the argument.

Kittel’s 5:274 states, “And whatsoever ye do in word or deed, do all in the name of the Lord Jesus, giving thanks to God the Father by him, Col. 3:17. The fulness of the divine gifts of grace for which the community must thank God is embraced in the name of Jesus. The name of Jesus is the ground of thanksgiving: ‘Giving thanks always for all things unto God the Father in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ,’ Eph. 5:20.” 
Again, even Colossians 3:17 shows that “in the name of” means to speak the name.

Third Argument

Pat has ignored the fact that the majority of lexicons DO NOT mention “authority” - BAGD p. 573, “epi to on. tinos when someone’s name is MENTIONED or CALLED UPON, or MENTIONING someone’s name… Ac. 2:38”. Those few that do mention “authority” STILL mention speaking the name in regards to baptism! 

Pat’s comments about Thayer “indicating the one becoming a Christian professes Jesus’ name, not the one doing the baptizing” is his interpolation of the statement. Thayer did not say either way exclusively. What Thayer did state is that the phrase “eis to onoma tinos” means “to profess the name”. Pat and I agree that we must baptize “into the name of” Jesus. According to Thayer, “into the name of” means “to profess the name.”

Pat again desperately appeals to his Manson argument. This shows the extent a person will go to, to try to prove the Bible wrong. Pat has stepped outside the realm of the Scriptures and “Bible” study books to try to prove his point. First of all I’d like to point out that Pat’s quote of this so-called advertisement for a documentary is not valid evidence that can be examined. Can Pat cite the source of this information? Secondly, Pat DID NOT tell us how you would know that they killed “in the name of” someone if the name was not spoken! Pat says that my question falsifies my position since it “implies the possibility of doing something in Jesus’ name without knowing because you didn’t tell them.” This is absolutely false!! The ONLY way to do something “in the name of” anyone is to SPEAK the name! If the name was not spoken, then it WAS NOT done “in the name of”! Pat has NOT shown us how something can be done “in the name of” without the name being spoken! Again, if the name was not spoken, then it WAS NOT done “in the name of”. The same is true in killing “in the name of” Manson! The ONLY way that someone would know that these people killed “in the name of” Manson is because that is what they said. Can Pat prove that the name “Manson” was not spoken? If not, then this ridiculous argument is moot!

Fourth Argument

I showed from the use of the middle voice in Acts 22:16 that the one being baptized had the name called over them. Pat states that there is no “grammatical rule” to substantiate my position and that is something that I just “made up”. Nowhere did I ever state that this was based upon a rule of Greek grammar. This is simply Pat’s straw-man response. My argument is that there are three verbs in Acts 22:16 in the middle voice – baptize, wash, and call. Pat admits that baptize and wash in this verse mean “get baptized, get your sins washed away.” Since two out of three words in the middle voice indicate “get something done to you” then it stands to reason that the same VOICE, in the same VERSE, with the same CONTEXT has the same meaning, and that is “Get called upon you His name”! ATR, LG, pp. 808, 1110, “Some few of these causative middles could be explained as passives, but by no means all… In Acts 22:16, we have the causative middle, one a direct, the other an indirect middle, ‘get yourself baptized and get your sins washed away’.” “The voices run in the participle precisely as in the verb itself… the middle in ‘epikaleomai’ (Acts 22:16)”.

Now, can Pat quote a rule of Greek grammar that says that “call” in Acts 22:16 CANNOT mean “get called upon you”? I have the testimony of various respected commentaries that it can! Pat says “calling on the name” means “doing what the Lord says to do”. Where did he get that definition? He made it up!! The word “epikaleo” is found 32 times in the NT, and ALWAYS means to speak the name! Thayer p. 239, “to call upon by PRONOUNCING THE NAME”!

Pat states James 2:7 is not talking about a name “called over” a person, but refers to the name “Christian.” Pat has ignored both the wording of the Greek text and the scholarly comments of his own brethren Dr. Woods, “Is literally which is called upon you ... This name was most surely that of Christ’s PRONOUNCED UPON US IN BAPTISM.” To this agree two more of Pat’s brethren;

 James Burton Coffman, “The OBVIOUS reference here is to the name of Jesus Christ, in the name of whom all Christians were BAPTIZED (Acts 2:38), and upon whom the name was formally declared as in the baptismal formula…”

J.W. Roberts, “In view of this background the probability is that the reference is to the INVOCATION of the name of Jesus Christ upon the believer at BAPTISM (Acts 2:38, ‘in the name of Jesus Christ’; and see 8:16; 10:48). From this it is very UNLIKELY that the reference is to the derogatory use of the name Christian.”
Conclusion

Acts 10:43 and 1 John 2:12 state that we receive remission of sins “through His Name”. Ephesians 5:26 indicates that we are sanctified and cleansed with the washing of water “by means of the verbal utterance”. That “verbal utterance” is the name of Jesus called over the believer in baptism. “In the name of” means to SPEAK the name! In order for baptism to be valid the name of Jesus must be spoken by the baptizer.
