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Introduction: Our Method for 
Ex amining Luk e’s Emphases

If you were to travel to Jerusalem, among the 
many standard places to visit on such a pilgrim-

age is the Mount of Olives. The Mount of Olives is 
where Jesus regularly went (Luke 22:39, “as was 
his custom”) with the apostles when they were in 
Jerusalem, commemorated now toward the bottom 
of this hill at the Garden of Gethsemane.1 Toward 

the top of this hill is the place 
where Jesus ascended into 
heaven at the end of his earthly 
ministry (Acts 1:9-11). And 
the trail going over the hill is 
the pathway Jesus would take 
as he traveled into Jerusalem. 
W hat makes the Mount of 
Olives a significant place for 
Christians to visit? Jesus.

Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem 
is our focus here. At the begin-
ning of the Passion Week—
the week leading up to Jesus’ 

death on the cross—Jesus traveled over the Mount 
of Olives and entered the City.2 All four of the 
canonical Gospels record this event (Matt 21:1-9; 
Mark 11:1-10; Luke 19:28-44; John 12:12-19), and 
churches everywhere annually celebrate this jour-
ney the week before Easter on what is commonly 
called Palm Sunday.3

In comparing the four Gospel accounts of 
Jesus’ triumphal entry into Jerusalem, I utilize an 
approach sometimes called “redaction criticism.” 
Some scholars using this method place too much 
emphasis on “redaction” (i.e., “editing”) to the 
point that they claim Luke invented new stories 
and twisted the facts to fit his purposes. In making 
such suggestions, these scholars fall into a “criti-
cism” of Scripture that is not really intended by 
the methodological label. Guided by presupposi-
tions of unbelief, redaction criticism can naturally 
have devastating results. This is no surprise, for 
any approach to the Bible that is guided by pre-
suppositions of unbelief can lead to a disparage-
ment of Scripture. But this is not descriptive of 
my approach nor is it the intention for my use of 
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redaction criticism observations. 
Other evangelicals have done a f ine job of 

defending a reasoned and principled utilization 
of redaction criticism in New Testament stud-
ies.4 I want to use this method of comparing and 
contrasting the Gospel accounts of the triumphal 
entry not to disparage any of them but to under-
stand them better, particularly Luke’s account. It’s 
impossible for historians to write down absolutely 
everything that happens everywhere; they must 
be selective about what they choose to record. 
They must pick an angle, choose some theme(s) 
to trace, critically weigh the available evidence 
for the meaning-bearing parts and (re)construct 
a representative narrative of the events they are 
examining.5 This is what Luke did when writing 
his account of the triumphal entry, and he covers 
this event in just seventeen verses (Luke 19:28-
44). What is it that Luke wanted to stress in this 
short coverage?6

A comparison of the Gospel accounts of Jesus’ 
triumphal entry is not necessary for an accurate 
reading of any one of them on its own. But one of 
the benefits of such redaction-critical comparisons 
is a faster identification of their separate points 
of emphasis. And I am not using this method in 
isolation from the rest of Luke’s writing: I am try-
ing to inform my reading of the triumphal entry 
account with the rest of the Gospel of Luke and 
Acts as well.7 I have selected to discuss here four 
background themes to Luke’s emphases, the three 
pericopes leading up to the triumphal entry as 
they emphasize those themes, and the connections 
Luke makes as he brings those four themes to bear 
in his recounting of the triumphal entry. 

Background: Four Basic 
Themes in Luk e’s Emphases

Scholars of Luke’s work identify various lists of 
thematic interests that come to the fore.8 Look-
ing over the whole of Luke’s contribution to the 
New Testament, we can see several of his regu-
lar interests in Luke-Acts coming together in his 
account of Jesus’ entrance into Jerusalem. I want 

to describe four such basic Lukan themes in gen-
eral before addressing them in the context of the 
triumphal entry.

Jerusalem Centr al
The popularity of Jerusalem as a destination 

city for Christians today (and in other eras) 
is certainly connected to its centrality in the 
work of God as recorded in both the Old and 
New Testaments.9 Nevertheless, in his narrative 
Luke feels the need to emphasize repeatedly the 
centrality of Jerusalem for the reader. The name 
of the cit y is repeated often in Luke-Acts.10 
Luke begins his Gospel narrative in Jerusalem 
(1:5-25), orders the three temptations of Jesus 
to emphasize the one that occurs in Jerusalem 
(4:1-13), and of course, highlights the Jesus 
story as the climax with the death-resurrection-
ascension account in Jerusalem (23-24). In the 
middle of the book, Luke even gives a blunt 
ex planation of the Cit y’s importance to the   
story on the lips of Jesus himself as he is travel-
ing there: “Nevertheless, I must go on my way ... 
for it cannot be that a prophet should die away 
from Jerusalem” (Luke 13:33). Jerusalem is the 
city of destiny for Jesus’ salvific mission in the 
Gospel of Luke. Then in Acts Jerusalem is the 
city from which the salvific mission is launched 
to reach the world. So Luke-Acts has a story-
line movement toward Jerusalem in Luke and 
out from Jerusalem in Acts.11 As Luke Timo-
thy Johnson puts it, “In spatial terms, therefore, 
Jerusalem is the center of Luke’s narrative.”12 
The movement toward Jerusalem in the Gospel 
of Luke makes a stark beginning in Luke 9:51.13 
Jesus is intentionally headed to Jerusalem (lit-
erally, Jesus “set his face to go to Jerusalem”). 
Then throughout the Gospel ’s rather unique 
central section—often called “The Travel Nar-
rative”—Luke frequently reminds his readers of 
the Jerusalem destination (see 9:51, 53; 13:22, 
31-35; 17:11; 18:31; 19:28, 41). Thus, Jesus’ tri-
umphal entry into Jerusalem is for the reader of 
Luke’s Gospel a long-anticipated event. 
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Joyous Pr aise 
A second background theme in Luke-Acts has 

to do with Luke’s pervasive interest in rejoicing and 
praise to God. I. Howard Marshall observes, “One 
of the most conspicuous Lucan features of the Gos-
pel is the way in which the various scenes often cul-
minate in an expression of praise or glory to God on 
the part of the people involved and the spectators.”14 
So prevalent is this theme that the Gospel of Luke is 
sometimes dubbed “the Gospel of joy.”15 Certainly 
Luke’s interest in joy and praise is noticeable in the 
abundance of passages using joy-related vocabulary, 
not only in the Third Gospel but Acts as well.16 The 
rejoicing expressed at the triumphal entry fits nicely 
with this Lukan theme.

Judgment R eversal 
The third theme I want to note as background 

for Luke’s version of the triumphal entry is judg-
ment reversal. The most commonly recognized 
expression of reversal theology—common enough 
to attain the status of proverbial cliché in even 
modern secular society—is found in Luke 13:30, 
“And behold, some who are last will be first and 
some who are first will be last” (cf. Matt 19:30 and 
Mark 10:31). Paul Borgman points out that Luke’s 
version of the first-and-last saying is quite literally 
central to Luke as it appears at the midpoint of the 
Travel Narrative and at the midpoint of the Gos-
pel of Luke.17 But Luke’s interest in this turnabout 
of expectations has many other, and some more 
subtle, expressions.18 For example, Luke (and only 
Luke) twice includes, “Everyone who exalts him-
self will be humbled, and he who humbles him-
self will be exalted” (Luke 14:11; 18:14). Just as 
the reader is repeatedly reminded of Jerusalem 
during the Travel Narrative of Luke’s Gospel, the 
Evangelist’s interest in reversal theology is par-
ticularly concentrated in that central section of 
Luke.19 This thematic interest of Luke becomes 
important for our reading of his triumphal entry 
account because Luke, like no other Gospel writer, 
records some blunt statements that reverse com-
mon expectations.

Jesus’ Identity
Most would agree that all four Gospels and Acts 

have a major concern with the identity of Jesus. The 
significance of this theme in Luke is that he uses 
the question of Jesus’ identity as a tool for structur-
ing his Gospel.20 In the first half of Luke various 
characters specifically ask about Jesus’ identity:  

•	 Luke 5:21—scribes and Pharisees: “Who is 
this man … Who can forgive sins?”

•	 Luke 7:19-20—John the Baptist: “Are you the 
one who is coming?”

•	 Luke 7:49—a Pharisee’s guests: “Who is this 
who even forgives sin?” 

•	 Luke 8:25—apostles: “Who is this [command-
ing the wind and waves]?”

•	 Luke 9:9—Herod Antipas: “Who is this I hear 
such things about?” 

•	 Luke 9:18—Jesus: “Who do the crowds say 
I am?” 

•	 Luke 9:20—Jesus: “Who do you say I am?”  

That Luke does not write with a mystery novel 
practice is evident in that, along the way, he pro-
vides some identifications of Jesus—e.g., “the Son 
of the Most High” (Luke 1:31-32); “He is Christ 
the Lord” (Luke 2:11); “You are my Son, whom I 
love; with you I am well pleased” (Luke 3:22); and 
“the Christ of God” (Luke 9:20). But God himself 
gives the capstone announcement of Jesus’ iden-
tity at the transfiguration: “This is my Son, whom 
I have chosen; listen to him” (Luke 9:35). It is as if 
Luke wants us, his readers, to be asking the ques-
tion about Jesus’ identity as we read his Gospel so 
that by the time we come to the turning point of 
Luke 9:51, we will have the definitive answer. Just 
a little further on, in his account of the triumphal 
entry, Luke builds upon this theme. 

Pr elude: The Thr ee Pericopes 
Leading Up to the Triumphal 
Entry 

These four broad Lukan themes—Jerusa-
lem, joy, judgment, and Jesus—play roles in the 
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three pericopes (paragraphs or sections in the 
Gospels) that lead up to Luke’s triumphal entry 
account. Mark Strauss suggests that the whole of 
Luke 18:31-19:48 “marks a transition from Jesus’ 
journeying to the period of conf lict and cruci-
fixion in Jerusalem. Every pericope in this sec-
tion contains a geographical reference oriented 
toward Jerusalem and each carries special chris-
tological significance for Luke.”21 Indeed, in each 
of the three episodes between Jesus’ last passion 
prediction (18:31-34) and the triumphal entry 
(19:28-44), at least three of these four themes is 
touched upon. 

Healing the Blind Man Near 
Jericho (Luk e 18:35-43)

Each of the Synoptic Gospels includes an 
account of Jesus healing a blind man near Jeri-
cho. Of the four motifs in our study, a l l but 
the Jerusalem theme are mentioned in Luke’s 
account, but Jerusalem had just been mentioned 
in Luke 18:31. Furthermore, the mention of 
Jericho at the beginning of the passage (18:35) 
may be enough for, as Strauss notes, “the reader 
knows from the parable of the good Samari-
tan (Luke 10.25-37) that Jericho is on the road 
to Jerusalem. Jesus is on his f inal approach to 
the city.”22 When the blind man asks about the 
crowd’s commotion, he is told “Jesus of Naz-
areth” is passing by (Luke 18:37).  The blind 
man, however, shouts out a more messianic iden-
tification: “Jesus, Son of David!” (Luke 18:38), 
and he persists in it despite rebukes from the 
crowd (Luke 18:39). “The use of this title by a 
blind man begging for mercy makes it clear that 
Jesus does not enter Jerusalem as a f irebrand. 
The title applies to one who hears the cries of 
the oppressed, shows mercy, brings healing, and 
evokes praise to God. The blind man does not 
cry out for deliverance from foreign domination 
but deliverance from his blindness.”23 Contrary 
to the expectations of the crowd, Jesus is inter-
ested in the blind man and stops to grant his 
request for healing. 

The Synoptics all tell much the same story up 
to this point with typical differences in detail.24 
But Luke alone closes the story with explicit men-
tion of rejoicing: “and followed him” (Matt 20:34);  
“and followed him on the way” (Mark 10:52); 
“and followed him, glorifying God; and seeing it, 
all the people gave praise to God” (Luke 18:43). 
“Being healed by Jesus brought about a restora-
tion not only of physical well-being but honor as 
well and called forth thanksgiving and disciple-
ship. The healing episodes reflect the reversal of 
present conditions brought about by Jesus as the 
instrument of God’s beneficence as Jesus ushers 
in the New Age.”25 The work of Jesus the Messiah 
to reverse humanity’s current situation calls forth 
rejoicing and praise.  

Zacchaeus (Luk e 19:1-10)
Only Luke mentions the Jericho encounter 

with Zacchaeus. Again, there is no explicit men-
tion of Jerusalem here, but there is of Jericho 
(19:1). The motif of Jesus’ identity is explicit as 
Zacchaeus “sought to see who Jesus was” (19:3), 
and the pericope closes with what many con-
sider a theme statement for Jesus’ whole min-
istry: “For the Son of Man came to seek and to 
save the lost” (19:10).26 People were shocked that 
Jesus would spend time with a sinful, rich tax col-
lector like Zacchaeus (19:7), for tax collectors 
could be viewed as collaborators with Rome and 
thus as enemies of Israel.27 John York suggests, 
“The shameless status of Zacchaeus in the com-
munity is further emphasized by his inability to 
get through the crowds to see Jesus.”28 But Jesus 
makes a declaration that reverses such stigma, 
“Today salvation has come to this house, since 
he also is a son of Abraham” (19:9), which is not 
meant to be a mere indication of Zacchaeus’s Jew-
ishness but as a sign of his value and belonging-
ness.29 The motif of joy is touched on in reporting 
Zacchaeus’s response (19:5-6), and the repentant 
tax collector serves as an ideal respondent and 
an exemplar of the joy that comes at the time of 
properly receiving Jesus.  
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Par able of the Pounds  
(Luk e 19:11-27)

The idea of proper responsiveness is a key 
issue also in the parable of the pounds. Only 
Luke recounts Jesus telling his parable at Jericho, 
which is similar to the parable of the talents uti-
lized later in Matthew (Matt 25:14-30; cf. Mark 
13:33-37).30 Luke introduces the parable with a 
reference to Jerusalem (Luke 19:11), and the par-
able itself is understood as analogous to Jesus’ rule. 
Most scholars understand the parable as picturing 
Jesus’ kingship, the acceptance of his identity and 
authority, and his final act of judgment delayed 
until the Second Coming. The nobleman already 
had authority but went away to receive the king-
dom; when he returned he was ready to act with 
full kingship. So also Jesus was the king-in-waiting 
during his earthly ministry but went away at the 
ascension to receive his kingship; we now await 
his return as the exalted king when he will act 
with full kingship.31 The reversal theology present 
in the blind man story and enhanced in the Zac-
chaeus story now reaches new heights in the para-
ble of the pounds. “Those who abhor the nobleman 
and reject his claim to the throne—are they rebels 
or patriots? The slave who blew the whistle on the 
character and practices of the nobleman—is his 
action noteworthy (though tragic) or blamewor-
thy?”32 But the ambiguity is short lived in the read-
ing of the parable: the nobleman may not appear to 
be powerful at first, but he returns as authoritative 
ruler and calls his servants to give account for their 
work while he was away. 

Luke curiously closes his account of the parable 
with the returned ruler making a final statement 
of judgment (a statement missing from Matthew’s 
similar parable of the talents): “But as for these 
enemies of mine, who did not want me to reign 
over them, bring them here and slay them before 
me” (19:27). It is with reference to “this” statement 
of judgment that Luke begins his triumphal entry 
account, “And when he had said this” (19:28). 
And so the triumphal entry begins with ominous 
expectations of judgment and of separating out—

perhaps surprisingly—who is in the kingdom and 
who is not.33

Connections: The Four  
Themes in Luk e’s Account of 
the Triumphal Entry 

Luke’s triumphal entry account begins with a   
reference to the parable immediately prior: “And 
when he had said this, he went on ahead, going 
up to Jerusalem” (Luke 19:28). Why is Luke ver-
bally tying these episodes together? I suggest that 
it is more than mere deictic indicators of the order 
of events; rather, Luke wants us to connect the 
thematic dots that we have been tracing here. In 
his account of the joyous triumphal entry, Luke 
emphasizes the judgment reversal upon Jerusalem 
for its lack of recognizing Jesus’ true identity.34

Arrival at Jerusalem Centr al
The name of Jerusalem is used only once in 

each Gospel’s account of the triumphal entry. But 
like no other Evangelist, within his report Luke 
assures and reassures the reader that Jesus “draws 
near” to this city central to his salvific mission 
(19:28-29, 37, 41; cf. 18:35, 40). The role of Jerusa-
lem in the OT faith would have naturally unfolded 
into the Christian faith.35 We already mentioned 
above that, because of the theological signifi-
cance of Jerusalem, there was an eschatological 
anticipation for Jesus’ entrance about which Luke 
offered a narrative corrective and explanatory 
parable (Luke 19:11-27).36 It turns out, however, 
that Luke’s focus on the city of Jerusalem is really 
a focus on the citizens of Jerusalem. In relatively 
short space, Marshall gives a convincing expla-
nation of the solidarity of Jerusalem, temple, and 
people in Luke’s theological perspective. 

The temple symbolizes Jerusalem in its reli-
gious aspect. Luke does not separate the temple 
from Jerusalem itself because he is not primarily 
interested in the theology of topography. On the 
contrary Luke’s interest is primarily in people. 
Thus the teaching of Jesus in the temple is given to 
the people of Jerusalem. The significance of Jeru-



9

salem as the place of the crucifixion is that there 
the rulers of the Jews are to be found. The guilt of 
Jerusalem is the guilt of its people who refused to 
respond to the message. Jerusalem did not recog-
nize the time of its visitation, and this visitation 
was precisely the presence of Jesus in the temple 
(Luke 19:44).37

In summary, “For Luke, city and Temple stand 
as symbols of the people of Israel.”38 This focus on 
the people becomes clear in Luke’s unique record 
of Jesus weeping over Jerusalem on the way into 
the city (Luke 19:41-44).

Announcement with  
Joyous Pr aise 

But before Jesus weeps over Jerusalem, Luke 
focuses on the disciples rejoicing that Jesus comes 
as king to Jerusalem. The widespread Lukan theme 
of rejoicing is stressed in this episode beyond the 
other Gospels. The other Gospels introduce the 
Psalm 118 citation by reporting that the crowds 
“cried out” (Matthew and Mark use κράζω; John 
uses κραυγάζω), but this is not enough for the 
celebratory Luke who expands this, “the whole 
crowd of disciples began to praise God rejoicing 
with a loud voice over all the mighty works they 
had seen” (Luke 19:37). Luke’s emphasis on praise 
and rejoicing with his unique note about “peace in 
heaven” (Luke 19:38) contains echoes of Psalms 
122 and 132, which are among the songs of ascent 
(see Psalms 120-134) sung by pilgrims on their 
way to Jerusalem in celebration of annual festi-
vals (see Exod 23:14-17; Deut 16:16). In these the 
psalmist gives expression to his joy over Jerusa-
lem, where “the house of the Lord” (122:1, 9) or 
his “dwelling/resting place” (132:4, 7-8, 13-14) is 
located, where “the thrones of the house of David 
stand” (122:5), and where God promised David, 
“one of your own descendants I will place on your 
throne” (132:11). In these the psalmist gives his 
prayer that “the saints will sing for joy” (132:9 and 
16) and that “there be peace within your walls” 
(122:7; cf. vv. 6-9). If Jerusalem as the “city of the 
Great King” (cf. Ps 48:2) symbolically represents 

on earth the joy-filled rule of God from heaven, 
Luke writes with messianic reflection about Jesus 
the king ascending to Jerusalem the royal city and 
“the whole multitude of disciples” receiving him 
with joyous praise to God. 

Anticipation of  
Judgment Reversal

But Luke’s extra emphasis on the praise and 
rejoicing during the triumphal entry sets up the 
reader for another ironic reversal. Even as the 
blind man is the one who truly sees who Jesus 
is (Luke 18:35-43), even as the sinful tax col-
lector Zacchaeus in declared a son of Abraham 
(Luke 19:1-10), and conversely, even as the pre-
sumptuous citizens in the parable of the pounds 
are punished for not receiving their king (Luke 
19:11-27), so now here at the triumphal entry 
there is a reversal of kingdom expectations. And 
like the others, this reversal hinges on the proper 
identification of Jesus. On the one side are those 
who rightly recognize Jesus as he has quietly and 
humbly, but no less intentionally, declared him-
self to be king. These are the rejoicing ones. On 
the other side are those who refuse to admit to 
Jesus’ royal identity. W ho are these? Immedi-
ately after the report of the rejoicing believers 
and the citation of the psalter’s praise for the king 
(vv. 37-38), Luke points them out in the uniquely 
Lukan addition of a conflict between Jesus and 
some Pharisees (vv. 39-40).39 

The reversal climaxes in Luke 19:41-44, where 
Jesus weeps and offers a lament for the unreceptive 
citizens of Jerusalem. Even in contrast to Luke’s 
joyous praise theme, this is not the first or the last 
of the uniquely Lukan expressions of Jesus’ sorrow 
over those refusing to believe (see Luke 13:34-35 
and 23:28-31; cf. 17:20-37; 21:20-28). Early in the 
Gospel, Simeon announces that Jesus would bring 
division to Israel (Luke 2:34-35), and the rejec-
tion that has been taking place in Jesus’ ministry 
since the Nazareth sermon (Luke 4:14-30) and 
foretold along the way (cf. 9:22, 44; 17:25; 18:31-
33) reaches a new low here.40
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Anxiety over Jesus’ Identity
The juxtaposition of joyous praise and judg-

ment reversal is poignant here as it focuses on the 
proper response and reception of Jesus’ true iden-
tity. With a bit more length, there are three things 
to note here.

First, all four Gospels present Jesus as king in 
the triumphal entry. It is largely uncontested that 
Jesus selects his mode of transportation (a previ-
ously unridden donkey) as a conscious allusion 
to the peacetime entrance of OT kings.41 All the 
Gospels report that the people in the crowd recog-
nized this kingly entrance with the words of Psalm 
118:26, “Blessed is he who comes in the name of 
the Lord!”42 While some may question how much 
messianic f lavor this entrance was intended by 
Jesus to have, the royal f lavor is clear.43 But it is 
something of a false dichotomy to separate mes-
sianic and royal imagery, as the Son of David was 
a significant royal and messianic idea in Second 
Temple Judaism. While messianic expectation at 
the time of Jesus was not a monolithic set of ideals 
for all branches of Judaism, John J. Collins com-
ments on their similarities and notes, “This con-
cept of the Davidic messiah as the warrior king 
who would destroy the enemies of Israel and insti-
tute an era of unending peace constitutes the com-
mon core of Jewish messianism around the turn of 
the era.”44  

Second, while Luke is clear on the kingship 
of Jesus, he seems to downplay some kingdom 
aspects. For example, in his paraphrase of Psalm 
118:26 (Luke 19:38), Luke inserts the title “King” 
but avoids both “kingdom” (cf. Mark 11:10) and 
“King of Israel” (cf. John 12:13).45 And Luke closes 
the citation not with “Hosanna” (“Save us!” as do 
Matthew and Mark) but with “Peace in heaven 
and glory in the highest!” The purpose of Luke’s 
editorial paraphrasing may be to avoid overly lit-
eral political connotations while still stressing a 
messianic kingship. Luke does not avoid calling 
Jesus king, and even elsewhere ascribes to him a 
kingdom (e.g., Luke 1:32-33; 22:29-30; Acts 1:6-
7). It is simply that Jesus’ kingdom is not a geopo-

litical one set to begin upon his arrival in the regal 
city of Jerusalem.46 King Jesus is not attempting 
to establish a peace that rivals the Pax Romana, 
but “peace in heaven.”47 The “mighty works” of 
Jesus that are joyously celebrated by his followers 
are not political or military deeds, but acts that 
confirm his messianic identity.48 Jesus is a man 
of peace and not a political threat to first-century 
Roman control of Palestine.49 Thus, Jesus comes 
not as a military king of a mere earthly reign, but 
as Messiah King.

Third, in his triumphal entry account Luke 
alone reports a specific confrontation about Jesus’ 
identity (Luke 19:39-40). Some Pharisees insist 
that Jesus rebuke the disciples in their royal praise 
of him, but Jesus refuses—and thus supports their 
identification of him as messianic king—but uses 
a strange saying regarding the stones speaking 
out should the people be silent. “No unanimity 
of interpretation exists concerning this seem-
ingly enigmatic response.”50 The saying shows a 
verbal parallel with Habakkuk 2:11 and has been 
suggested as serving as “a threat uttered against a 
nation which plunders people and acquires gain 
by violence.”51 Lloyd Gaston has suggested that it 
is not a backward looking statement of judgment 
(per Hab 2:11) but a forward-looking one wherein 
“the tumbled stones of a destroyed city will cry 
out to the survivors that Jerusalem should have 
repented” (cf. Luke 19:44).52 But the immediate 
setting here is about praise and not judgment.53 In 
keeping with a praise view, James A. Sanders notes 
the liturgical role of the priests in reciting Psalm 
118 at festivals and suggests Jesus meant that the 
stones of the temple steps would fulfill the role if 
the priests would not.54 More recently Arthur Just 
suggests the possibility that praise from Gentiles 
is intended, as Gentiles were sometimes consid-
ered to be insentient stones regarding spiritual 
matters.55 Whatever the intended details, there 
is a returned rebuke here in that Jesus tells the 
Pharisees that the royal treatment aimed at him 
is correct and to say otherwise is to be in denial. 
Perhaps Jesus’ rebuke of the Pharisaic naysayers is 
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tantamount to saying that, even if they had rocks 
in their heads, they should be able to see the obvi-
ous. “The point of the saying here is that Jesus is 
king, and no silencing of the disciples can deflect 
that fact.”56

In one action here, Jesus stresses his identity as 
Messiah King and calls people to deal with it one 
way or another. “Jesus intended to enter Jerusa-
lem as its king and so provoke its people either to 
embrace or deny him and his message.”57 Through-
out Jesus’ ministry in the Gospel of Luke, Jesus 
has been received by some and rejected by oth-
ers. This same divided reception is his as he enters 
Jerusalem, and it will continue to be so divided in 
the book of Acts.58

Conclusion
While Luke has a thematic focus on Jesus’ iden-

tity, Jesus himself for a time lived out a theme of 
concealment, especially in the first half of the Gos-
pel where he regularly instructs those he heals to 
remain silent about his identity (e.g., Luke 4:33-
35, 40-41; 5:12-16; 8:51-56; 9:21). Apparently 
Jesus felt the need to overcome inaccurate Jew-
ish messianic expectations before being overtly 
announced as the Messiah.59 As the time drew 
near for him to complete his mission, as he drew 
near to Jerusalem, the secrecy fades and his iden-
tity as Messiah King becomes clearer.

The three stories leading up to the entry—the 
blind man crying out “Son of David” (Luke 18:35-
43), Zacchaeus (Luke 19:1-10); and the parable of 
the pounds (Luke 19:11-27)—follow immediately 
after one of Jesus’ key passion predictions (Luke 
18:31-34) and connect directly to the triumphal 
entry story (Luke 19:28-44). Strauss’s overview of 
this introduction to the triumphal entry is worth 
repeating here.

In summary, Luke like Mark uses the son of 
David cry of the blind man outside Jericho to 
prepare the reader for Jesus’ royal entrance into 
Jerusalem and his passion and death as king of the 
Jews. But, in contrast with Mark, Luke introduces 

two pericopes between these events which serve 
to clarify Jesus’ messianic role and ministry. In 
the Zacchaeus story, Jesus’ messianic role is seen 
not as the conquering son of David of contem-
porary Judaism (Pss. Sol. 17; Ezra 13; 4Q pIsaa; 
1QSb 5.24-26) dealing with retribution to Israel’s 
enemies but rather as the compassionate Son of 
man seeking and saving the lost (i.e. the role of 
the messiah as set out in Luke 4:18-19, 7:20-23). 
Then, in the parable of the pounds, the nature 
of Jesus’ kingly authority and reign is presented 
not as the immediate establishment of an earthly 
kingdom on earth but rather as a departure to 
receive kingly authority, followed by a still future 
return in judgment.60

As for the triumphal entry itself, these same 
themes are confirmed by the manner in which 
Luke recounts the event. Recalling the blind man 
healed in Jericho, people at the triumphal entry rec-
ognize Jesus as royalty and praise God “for all the 
mighty works that they had seen.” Recalling the 
Zacchaeus story and Jesus’ openness to receiving 
all who believe and respond, Luke alone describes 
the people at the triumphal entry as “the whole 
multitude of the disciples.”61 Recalling the parable 
of the pounds and the separation of those devoted 
to the king and those opposed to him, Luke alone 
reports the Pharisaic anxiety at the triumphal entry 
about Jesus’ identity. The time for ultimate judg-
ment does not come when Jesus reaches Jerusalem 
(nor even after the resurrection when he is in Jeru-
salem; see Acts 1:6). But judgment day is coming. 
This is the emphasis of how Luke closes the trium-
phal entry episode with a uniquely Lukan account 
of Jesus’ sorrow over Jerusalem. It was not merely 
over the bricks of the walls and buildings that Jesus 
mourned, for it was not merely over those things 
that he is Messiah King. 

If you travel to Jerusalem, don’t miss visiting 
the Mount of Olives. And if you are able, take the 
short walk down the (now paved) trail just below 
the level of the tourist plaza to the small chapel 
called Dominus Flevit. This much quieter garden 
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venue with a view of the Old City bears a Latin 
name commemorating a triumphal entry detail 
that only Luke records: “our Lord wept.” There, as 
you look over Jerusalem, remember that Jesus the 
obvious Messiah King reversed things there. But 
the experience of Jesus’ kingship is not a geopoliti-
cal reign in the physical city of Jerusalem (at least 
not yet!). More important right now is his reign-
ing in the hearts of people through the promised 
Holy Spirit so as to move out from Jerusalem and 
reach the world with the joyous good news of sal-
vation through him.62 The division of the people 
at the triumphal entry over the identity of Jesus 
still exist today. The one who came to seek and 
to save the lost (Luke 19:10) still seeks blind and 
repentant sinners for whom he can reverse things. 
And what it still takes is for them to receive him as 
the Messiah King. Garland observes that for both 
the blind man and Zacchaeus, the crowd presents 
an obstacle to seeing Jesus.63 We must encourage 
people to break from the crowd, to identify Jesus 
as the one who reverses judgment into peace, and 
joyfully to receive him as Messiah King.64
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