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G. The Confrontation at the Feast of Dedication  (10:22-42) 

 

Once again, John constructed this section of his account around various feasts in Israel’s 

calendar. The previous extended context is framed by the Feast of Booths and the present one is 

set within the Feast of Dedication (10:22). These two episodes were separated somewhat in time, 

but both occurred in Jerusalem. As previously noted, there is an interval of at least a couple of 

months between the Feast of Booths and the Feast of Dedication (varying from year-to-year), but 

the Jews closely associated them, both because of their features and what they commemorated. 

 

- The Feast of Booths commemorated the Exodus and Israel’s entrance into the land 

promised to the fathers. It celebrated Yahweh’s covenant faithfulness in remembrance, 

deliverance, provision, and inheritance. It looked forward as well as backward: At the 

time it was instituted, the Feast of Booths anticipated Israel’s coming rest in Canaan; in 

the years following the departure of the Lord’s Shekinah from the temple (Ezekiel 10-11) 

and the destruction of David’s kingdom, the Feast of Booths took on a new dimension of 

anticipation as it looked to the day when Yahweh would return and fulfill His promise of 

a second exodus through which He would at last address Israel’s alienation and guilt and 

reconcile the covenant household to Himself. The prophets pledged that, when the Lord 

returned to His sanctuary and ended Israel’s exile, Jerusalem would become the center of 

the world such that all the nations would behold her glory and stream to her (ref. Isaiah 

2:1-5, 59:1-60:5; Micah 4:1-8; etc.; cf. Zechariah 8:18-23). The Feast of Booths 

highlighted this idea by the ceremonial lighting of the four giant menorahs in the temple 

courtyard whereby Mount Zion was flooded with light and Jerusalem made radiant for all 

to see. This future orientation of the feast gave it a notable messianic connotation, for 

Yahweh was going to accomplish this glorious work in the Messiah.  

 

- The Feast of Dedication (now called Hanukkah) wasn’t prescribed by the Law, but was 

implemented by the Jews after the Maccabean triumph in 164 B.C. which drove the 

Seleucid army under Antiochus Epiphanes from Jerusalem and climaxed with the 

cleansing and reconsecration of the temple. This feast, too, was a “festival of lights” as it 

commemorated the alleged miracle of the undepleted lamp oil during the days of the 

temple’s reconsecration. So also the Feast of Dedication had a messianic connotation in 

that many believed Judas Maccabeus was the Messiah at the time he led the rebellion 

against Antiochus and liberated Jerusalem and the temple. Though this success didn’t see 

Israel’s messianic hopes realized (Yahweh didn’t return to the temple and David’s throne 

wasn’t restored), it added to the nation’s messianic longing and expectation. 

 

 John was silent regarding the exact timing of the blind man’s healing (and the Good Shepherd 

discourse which followed), leaving some to connect it with the preceding context and the Feast 

of Booths and others with the present context and the Feast of Dedication. In the end, the Jews’ 

close association of the two feasts perhaps makes a decision unnecessary. It’s likely that, for 

John, anything occurring in the interval between the two could rightly be connected with either, 

hence the seamlessness of 7:1-10:21 on the one hand and the transitional statement, “at that time 

the Feast of Dedication took place,” on the other. One thing seems clear, and that is that John 

intended the healing episode and subsequent discourse (9:1-10:21) to provide the transition 

between the two festal contexts. 
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1. In addition to noting the timeframe of this particular confrontation, John also commented 

that it occurred while Jesus was walking in Solomon’s portico on the temple grounds 

(10:23). He didn’t explain what Jesus was doing there, but He likely was teaching and not 

simply walking along since a group of Jewish authorities was able to gather around Him. 

And they did so to challenge Him directly regarding who He was claiming to be; if He 

was indeed the Messiah, then He needed to declare it plainly (10:24). Their charge 

implied that He’d been vague or obscure in the manner of His self-disclosure and this, 

from their perspective, was inconsistent with the way Messiah would present Himself to 

Israel. If He really was the Messiah, why did He not declare it openly and publically 

undertake the large-scale messianic work on behalf of the nation?  

 

2. Jesus’ answer is revealing in that it spotlights the true nature of the problem. Israel’s 

rulers and scholars ascribed their bewilderment to a lack of disclosure and clarity on 

Jesus’ part; He explained that their flawed perspective and expectations were the real 

cause of their confusion and uncertainty: He had clearly identified Himself as Israel’s 

Messiah, but they didn’t accept His testimony because they were looking for a different 

sort of Messiah; in Jesus’ words, they didn’t believe Him because they weren’t His sheep, 

but sheep of a different fold in search of a different shepherd (10:25-26). He had testified 

to who He was by His verbal interaction and instruction and this testimony had reached 

as far as Israel’s rulers. But beyond His words, Jesus had shown Himself to be Israel’s 

Messiah by His deeds. For over the course of His earthly ministration He’d faithfully 

done the works His Father appointed for Him – works which the Scriptures ascribed to 

Messiah and which He performed to substantiate His messianic claims (cf. Matthew 5:17 

with 3:15, 4:12-16, 8:14-17, 12:1-21, 21:1-5; Luke 4:1-21, 7:1-23; etc.). Israel’s rulers 

were well aware of Jesus’ authenticating works, but they didn’t believe them. For the 

most part they didn’t deny them, but they didn’t embrace them for what they were. 

Rather, they explained them away, even ascribing them to satanic power. In their minds, 

Jesus hadn’t provided clear or sufficient testimony of Himself, but the truth was that they 

rejected the ample testimony He’d given (Matthew 12:22-37; Luke 11:1-26). 

 

a. Jesus left many in Israel perplexed and it was easy for such persons to conclude 

that He was the reason for it; it was His vagueness and strange behavior that 

caused all the confusion. But in fact He’d been clear about who He was and why 

He’d come into the world and His actions and activities corroborated His verbal 

testimony. There was no reason for confusion and unbelief other than the 

hardness of human hearts. The proof lay in the fact that there were some who did 

understand and embrace Jesus’ testimony; there were in Israel those who were His 

sheep and heard His voice.  

 

 And it was that portion of the flock of Israel who would share in the life He came 

to impart (10:27-28). That life is “eternal life” – not unending life per se, but the 

life that characterizes the eternal realm which God inhabits; the life which God 

Himself possesses and has conveyed to the incarnate Son and which, through the 

Son by the Spirit, He imparts to men (cf. again 5:25-26, 6:53-63). And because 

men obtain this life by participating in the divine life in accordance with the 

divine purpose and will, it is a life that can never be lost or taken from them. 
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 This passage is commonly cited in discussions and doctrinal debates having to do 

with the issue of “eternal security.” This subject has been controversial 

throughout Church history and Christians continue to disagree concerning it. 

  

- Even to the present day there are Christians and Christian traditions that 

insist that believers can lose or forfeit their salvation. Most often it seems 

to be zeal for obedience and personal holiness that drive this view.  

 

- Others maintain that a person’s salvation is absolutely secure by virtue of 

the efficacy of Christ’s work and God’s saving grace. Such Christians 

typically argue that the absence of practical holiness is the proof of the 

absence of salvation, not its loss.  

 

 But in all of the debate and argumentation the actual nature of salvation as 

participation in the divine life tends to get passed over. If the “eternal life” 

associated with salvation is simply the everlasting continuance of one’s personal 

existence (albeit transformed), then it’s conceivable that that endowment can be 

withdrawn or somehow forfeited. But because eternal life involves incorporation 

into the divine life – that is, being joined to the Father in the Son by the Spirit, it 

cannot be lost or withdrawn. This is the underlying premise of Jesus’ statement: 

The Son conveys His life to men – which is the life of His Father – in conformity 

to the Father’s will. Thus His taking up of men is His Father’s taking them up, so 

that the Son’s embrace is the embrace of the Father who sent Him. Jesus could 

only lose His sheep if His Father lost them, and this implies weakness in God’s 

power, the supplanting of His will and compromise to His person (10:28-29).  

 

b. The intimate connection Jesus was drawing between Himself and His Father may 

not move a contemporary Christian reader, but it was shocking and scandalous to 

His original audience. For even if He was the Messiah, Messiah was Yahweh’s 

uniquely anointed human servant-deliverer. Messiah would liberate captive Israel 

and restore David’s house and kingdom in Yahweh’s name and power, but as a 

man. But here Jesus was asserting Himself as Yahweh’s Messiah in terms of 

being one with Him (10:30). This statement has been a focal point in Trinitarian 

disputes, with some using it to argue for the doctrine of homoousios (the Son and 

Father sharing the same divine substance) and others arguing that Jesus was 

simply aligning His will with His Father’s. But Jesus was actually saying more 

than either of these views takes into account. By declaring that He is one with the 

Father, Jesus was speaking of His person as well as His will and work. But He 

was doing so as addressing the question of His being the Messiah. He is one with 

His Father as the Messiah revealed and promised in the Scriptures, not the 

deliverer-king Israel had come to expect and was looking for. He is one with His 

Father as the embodiment of the Father’s person and the full realization of His 

faithfulness: He was Yahweh returned to Zion to accomplish all that He’d pledged 

by covenant and prophetic word. The eschatological day the Scriptures promised 

is the Day of Yahweh; Israel’s God was coming to accomplish this mighty work in 

His Messiah. Oneness with Yahweh’s will and work is oneness with His person.   
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3. Jesus’ words were a challenge to His Israelite audience to rethink what they believed. 

They wanted a clear answer as to whether He was the Messiah; He answered in a way 

that confronted their unbelief. He was Yahweh’s Messiah, not theirs – not the one they 

imagined. So these men who claimed complete devotion to Torah heard His words as 

blasphemy, though He was asserting only what the Scriptures declare.   

  

 Jesus’ assertion outraged His hearers and their immediate reaction was to take up stones 

in order to execute Him on the spot; they were not willing to actually hear the Torah, but 

they were willing to use it when it served their purpose (Leviticus 24:10-16). 

Interestingly, it was Jesus’ words that provoked their reaction, yet He responded by 

asking them which of His works caused them to stone Him (ref. 10:29-32). If there were 

any doubt as to whether His words or works provoked their reaction, the Jews removed it 

(10:33); why, then, did Jesus make His works the issue?  

 

- First of all, He was reemphasizing the fundamental relationship between His 

words and works. There was no inconsistency between them, but more than that, 

they were inseparable: Jesus’ words and works were mutually reinforcing and 

mutually interpreting as together they formed a unified, coherent witness. 

Therefore, to indict His words was to indict His works, and vice versa.  

 

- But Jesus was also acknowledging the fact that words carry no inherent credibility 

and are easy to discount or discredit; talk is cheap. But a person’s claims must be 

taken seriously when they are corroborated by deeds. In Jesus’ case, He’d 

continually demonstrated the truth of who He claimed to be, so that men were 

without excuse for their unbelief (cf. vv. 37-38 with Mark 2:1-12; etc.). 

 

 Again, Jesus was claiming nothing more about Himself than the Scripture stated. But He 

made that point in a surprising way, citing Psalm 82 in His defense (10:34-38). At first 

glance it seems that this is a strange passage to cite when there are multitudes that more 

explicitly make the case for Messiah being one with God. But Jesus’ elaboration shows 

why He chose this psalm and why it was perfectly appropriate. 

 

a. The psalm (notably here referred to as Torah) addresses the unfaithfulness of 

Israel’s rulers – men who were to exercise Yahweh’s authority and rule in His 

name according to His truth and purposes. Their words and works were to be 

Yahweh’s words and works and thus they were to personally and tangibly 

manifest His presence and rule in Israel. It was in this sense that Israel’s rulers 

were designated “gods” – not lesser or alternative deities, but sons of God: men 

who represented Yahweh Himself in relation to Israel and the nations (ref. Psalm 

82:6; cf. Exodus 4:1-16, 7:1-2; also 2 Samuel 7:1-16; 1 Chronicles 29:23). 

 

b. Israel’s rulers embodied Yahweh’s words and works in and to Israel; in this way, 

they were to affirm and manifest the truth that they and their covenant Lord and 

Father were one. But all of these “sons of God” proved unfaithful, which only 

further built the case for and pressed Israel’s gaze toward the messianic son-ruler 

who would truly and fully embody Yahweh’s words and works as Israel’s King.   
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c. By citing this psalm, Jesus was doing more than affirming His deity. He was 

highlighting both the failure of Israel’s “gods” (sons of God) – including the ones 

judging Him – and the fact that He was the true Son-King all others prefigured. 

Thus He was making an a fortiori (lesser to greater) argument: If Israel’s failed 

rulers were designated “sons of God” – men who were one with Yahweh, how 

much more valid was it for Him to identify Himself as the Son of God. Indeed, 

Asaph’s climactic cry to God to arise and judge the earth – including Israel’s 

rulers (82:8) – was precisely (if unconsciously) a petition to Him to send the 

Messiah, the Davidic Son-King (cf. Psalm 80 and Psalm 2; also Jeremiah 23:1-6). 

 

 Yahweh had designated His shepherds His “sons,” thereby highlighting their calling to be 

His mouthpiece and perform His works among His people in the sight of the world. They 

were called “sons of the Most High,” but their words and deeds denied their calling. 

Jesus, on the other hand, could appropriate and own that designation in truth; Yahweh 

had appointed Him His elect Son-King to shepherd His flock in the righteousness of 

sincerity and integrity, in all things and at all times faithfully speaking His Father’s words 

and doing His works. This was Jesus’ role and commission, and in Yahweh’s name and 

power He’d “done valiantly” (Psalm 118). Thus He could eagerly challenge His accusers 

to find fault with His words and works; and if they could not, then they needed to own 

their unbelief and rejection of the One they claimed as their God (10:37-38, cf. 8:42-47). 

  

4. Here again Jesus confronted Israel’s rulers with their error, even while continuing to 

present Himself to them in truth. And once again they refused to embrace Him as the 

Messiah, committed instead to embracing Him in the bonds of arrest and execution 

(10:39). But His time hadn’t yet come and again He eluded their grasp (10:39; cf. again 

7:30, 8:20). John summarized his account by noting that Jesus left Jerusalem at that time 

and even departed from the land of Israel, returning to the place on the other side of the 

Jordan River where John had begun His baptizing activity. This withdrawal was 

symbolic, speaking to the fact that Jesus had effectively completed His self-presentation 

to the covenant nation; He wouldn’t return to Jerusalem until He did so as her King 

coming to her to condemn her unbelief and impurity and pronounce His desolating 

judgment upon her and the nation she represented (ref. 11:1-12:15; cf. Luke 19:28-46). 

 

 Jesus’ withdrawal testified to the fact that Israel had, for the most part, rejected its 

Messiah. But the Stone the builders rejected was to become the cornerstone of Yahweh’s 

restored sanctuary – a new, everlasting dwelling comprised of people from all tribes, 

tongues and nations. As the prophets had before Him, Jesus declared that Israel’s 

rejection would mean the ingrafting of the Gentiles (cf. Isaiah 8:9-15, 28:9-19; Matthew 

21:1-22:14; etc.), and John hinted at this truth by noting that the rejection which drove 

Jesus from the land of Israel bore fruit in men’s faith outside the land (10:41-42). 

 

 Again, John constructed this part of his gospel account around Israel’s feasts, recognizing that 

Jesus had used those feasts as a key aspect of His self-disclosure to Israel. Jesus had shown, and 

John recounted, how each feast attained its true meaning in Him. And so it was here: The Feast 

of Dedication, which celebrated the reconsecration of Yahweh’s sanctuary, found its truth in the 

consecrated Messiah, the substance and cornerstone of the true and everlasting sanctuary (10:36). 


