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Abstract

The purpose of this article is to suggest that there is a very close parallelism between two well-known Biblical narratives – Absalom’s rebellion in 2 Samuel and the raising of Lazarus in the Gospel of John. This parallelism is in part that of conventional typology, with Jesus corresponding to David, Lazarus to Absalom etc. and in which the New Testament events not only parallel but “exceed” the Old Testament events. In addition, however, it is claimed that parallelism also exists within the structures of the texts themselves – hence structuralist typology. Thus, blocks of events in 2 Samuel correspond, in interesting and diverse ways, block by block, to those in John and, at a finer level of detail, individual words may also be significant - sometimes when the Septuagint version of 2 Samuel is considered as opposed to the Hebrew text. This article will attempt to justify both “types” of typology, and in so doing will claim that the theme of Jesus’ Davidic Messiahship is more developed (for typologically-oriented readers) in John’s Gospel than is often recognised by commentators. As an example of intertextuality, John’s use of 2 Samuel as a device for structuring his account of the raising of Lazarus is shown to be appropriate, respectful and astute with regard to the original text, and conversely, 2 Samuel is shown to throw new light on some of the exegetical and interpretative issues in John’s narrative. It is suggested that John’s typological development of the Absalom narrative follows the trajectory of Zechariah’s prophetic development and re-working of the “Absalom” events in 2 Samuel.
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Introduction
In writing his Gospel, John’s
 purpose is clearly stated: “These things are written that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God (John 20:31). As pointed out by for example James Dunn
   these two terms should be seen in apposition – in other words, John’s presentation of Jesus’ Christhood is as the Son of God – the meaning of which is to be found in the text itself. To help in shaping this understanding, John refers frequently to the Old Testament. He presents Jesus as the fulfilment of a wide variety of Old Testament prophecies and types. These include i) the Logos/Wisdom descending to earth from the Father and then ascending to Him again (eg Is. 55:11), ii) the Son of Man, iii) “the One Who Is To Come”, the Ἠρχόμενος (John 1:9, Gen. 49:10, Ezek. 21:27), iv) the fulfilment of the “Servant” prophecies of Isaiah, v) an Elisha-like miracle worker, vi) a new Joshua (Jesus’ “conquest” in gaining believers starts at the River Jordan, followed by “campaigns” in the North and the South) and vii) the Prophet-like-Moses (Deut. 18:15) and yet superior to Moses and providing greater things than Moses.
 (In this latter purpose, John makes much use of Mosaic and Exodus typology.) The author also makes widespread use of Creation typology in presenting Jesus as viii) “light” in a spiritual sense, and as ix) a new “Adam” (for example in some of the typological aspects of Jesus’ crucifixion and resurrection.) In this latter respect those who believe in him are viewed as His Bride – corresponding to Eve. He also sees Jesus as fulfilling many other Old Testament prophecies and types. 
Two of the above identities, the Ἠρχόμενος and the Isaianic Servant have Davidic connections. Nevertheless, the lack of explicit emphasis on Jesus’ Davidic Messiahship in John’s Gospel is striking. Early Christianity often made much of this important aspect of Messiahship, and this lack in John is actually quite surprising since, after all, David is adopted as God’s son according to Ps. 2:7 and so one would expect any understanding of “what it means to be God’s Son” to incorporate a Davidic Messianic aspect unless reasons could be shown to the contrary. This apparent lack of Davidic material in the Gospel (David is mentioned only twice and never by Jesus) is accounted for in various ways – eg. R. Brown
 postulates a Samaritan-influenced stage of development in the Johannine community. This would have the effect of downplaying a Davidic Messiahship and Wayne Meeks
 draws attention to the widely-held expectation of a future Mosaic Messiah/King in Intertestamental Judaism; perhaps such a view was more significant for John’s circle than a Davidic Messiah. One purpose of this article is to suggest that this apparent lack of a significant Davidic component in John’s understanding of Jesus as the Christ/Son of God is only part of the story. It will challenge this view of John’s Christology by showing that Davidic themes are in fact widely present in the Gospel: that not only does Jesus fulfil Davidic Messianic expectations (as is recognised to some extent by commentators) but that John uses Davidic typology to show Jesus as like David but superior to him. In this article, it is specifically proposed that there is an extensive structuralist typological connection between the account of Absalom’s rebellion in 2 Samuel and John’s account of the raising of Lazarus. If this connection is established, the consequences are i) that Davidic themes are more widespread in John than is generally recognised and ii) that John has  sometimes concealed these themes below the surface of the text – its Davidic aspects are only revealed through an intertextual reading. The text is thus polysemic, and the message heavily dependent on the insights, presuppositions and reading style of the reader her/himself.
This article will first review very briefly and incompletely the notion of typology generally, and then introduce the idea of structural/textual typology, and describe the working assumptions adopted here. The proposed structural typology between the Absalom narrative in 2 Samuel and the Lazarus narrative in John will then be described. Following this, a possible origin for this typological development of the Absalom narrative will be suggested and finally, brief consideration will be given to the implications for the understanding of John’s Gospel should the main thesis of this article prove convincing.
Conventional and Structuralist Typology
It is now widely recognised that typological understandings were “common currency” for many writers and readers of the original New Testament documents: typology is one of the primary interpretative modes
. Conventional typology (see for example L. Goppelt
, F.Foulkes
) has four main ingredients: i) a biblical event, person or institution - the type, ii) a later event, person or institution - the antitype, iii) a relationship, pattern or correspondence between i) and ii) which respects the significance of the original event, person etc. and yet in which iv) the later event, person etc. surpasses the former by being greater or more “spiritual”. Often such definitions are Christocentric, requiring that the type occur in the Old Testament, and the antitype be related to Christ and the Church in the New Testament. However, this seems overprescriptive: typology seems to occur more widely than this – actually within both Testaments also.
 The insight that typology occurs within the Old Testament as well as between the Testaments is one of the factors in the argument that typology is actually a very important mode of Biblical interpretation (not always recognised in Biblical exegesis) and this importance will be assumed in this study. However, it is appropriate to point out that typological exegesis does not always make explicit what it is that is being compared. L. Goppelt’s understanding of typology however is clear – it is the historical facts that are being compared: “Only historical facts – persons, actions, events and institutions – are material for typological interpretation; words and narratives can be utilised only insofar as they deal with such matters.”

L.Goppelt’s view here emphasises history and downplays the text. This contrasts with the view taken in this study. For example, a New Testament writer who wishes to establish a typological relationship between an Old Testament person or event will, in fact, use not history but an Old Testament text as the “raw material” for her/his type. For the anti-type, the situation is admittedly more complicated: a wide variety of data, perhaps oral or written accounts of events in Jesus’ life and perhaps personal recollections too will be used which, together with the writer’s doctrinal outlook and her/his views of reality and of what is possible or likely, purposes in writing, intended audience, understanding of genre etc. will shape the depiction of the anti-type. (The above view is making risky assumptions concerning the sufficiency of authorial intention – typology can no doubt arise without conscious intent also.) In depicting the anti-type, then, the relation between history and text is less clear-cut. Nevertheless, the result of the author’s work is a text. For the reader, the basic materials for her/his task of recognising or of assessing a claimed typology are purely textual.

If what has been said above is broadly correct, a variety of styles of typological usage of an Old Testament text is possible for a New Testament author. At one extreme (and corresponding more closely to what L. Goppelt would see as a type) a type can be constructed in a way that is independent of the actual wording of the text – a sort of quasi-historical reconstruction of the events recorded in the text is made, and that is the basis for the type. At the other extreme, great importance is attached to the way the narrative is within itself – such things as its discourse and the point of view of the narrator, the kind of narrative world constructed and the narrative’s actual wording, structures and ordering of events. These things are seen as being as significant as the events the narrative describes as the basis for the type: the typological relationships between people and events in the two narratives are reinforced when these types of textual structural connections exist between the passages. In this article, the term “conventional typology” is used for the first style and structural or structuralist typology for the second. Paul’s development of an Adam/Christ typological relationship in Romans ch. 5 would be an example of conventional typology. In this usage Adam’s disobedience and the introduction of sin into the world in a way that affects his offspring are the important elements: the narrative structure and precise details of the text of Genesis ch. 3 are not closely in view. By contrast, this present study is, hopefully, an example of the structuralist style of typology.
In this article, the Biblical passages that will be looked at in detail are the death and raising of Lazarus in John’s Gospel (John 10:22 – 12:26 approximately) and the rebellion of Absalom and its aftermath in 2 Sam. 15:10 – 20:2. The conventional typological relationships proposed are broadly: David/Jesus and Absalom/Lazarus. However, it is proposed that the two passages are also structurally related and it is the reinforcement and expansion of the conventional typology by these structural aspects that will be emphasised in this article.
Method and Assumptions
Related Texts
In adopting this textual approach to typology, it will be assumed that John knew 2 Samuel not only in Hebrew but also in the Septuagint (Greek) translation; it will be seen that, as in other parts of his Gospel, John sometimes has the Hebrew and sometimes the Septuagint translation primarily in mind. In carrying out a typological analysis, it is necessary to recognise that both of the passages under consideration have an immediate context – the narratives that occur before and after in each case – and also a wider textual context – other texts with which John and at least some of his readers would be familiar. In John’s Gospel itself, there is an enormous range of references to Old Testament passages and they form part of that wider context. There is also a possibility that Revelation was written before the Gospel of John (see for example Farrer
) and so will have been familiar to some of the readers of this Gospel. If Revelation is included as part of the wider context, then so also will be its many Old Testament references. The actual extent of such references is debated however.
 On the topic of knowledge of other texts, in some places in the structural analysis that follows, reference will be made to other passages in both the Old and New Testaments. For example, it is likely that the hiding of the two messengers in 2 Sam. 17:18-21 would have recalled the saving of the lives of the two spies by Rahab in Josh. ch. 2. Also, it has been assumed, following for example C.K. Barrett
, that John was probably familiar with and assumed that at least some of His readers also knew the Gospel of Mark and possibly Matthew and Luke too. 
Chronological or Textual Sequence?
In looking at the two texts, two narratives are being compared. Both of them are quite complicated. Texts are written and read in a linear fashion, but this may not correspond to the reconstructed chronological sequence of the events they purport to describe. In both narratives, action is frequently occurring simultaneously at more than one location. For example, whilst David is fleeing towards the Jordan, Absalom is in Jerusalem being advised on what to do next. This creates a dilemma for the structural typologist: in comparing the two narratives, should one “simply” compare the order of events as they occur in the texts – the narratives as written or should one reconstruct a probable “chronology” for the events from the narrative and compare these? In this analysis, use has been made of the text as written. This has yielded valuable insights, and it is suggested that John has thought about the Old Testament text in this way when writing about the events concerning Jesus’ departure from Jerusalem and the raising of Lazarus. Here is a possible example of such intertextuality:

In at least one place, the author of 2 Samuel has interrupted the flow of the narrative to look forward to what comes later. Thus in 2 Sam. 17:17, it is reported that the two messengers Ahimaaz and Jonathan went and told their message to King David. The narrative then goes on to describe the exciting events that occurred on their journey before they reached the king and reported their message (which doesn’t occur until 2 Sam. 17:21). However, it is possible that a similar example occurs in 2 Sam. 15:17. Here, the RSV says that David and his people “halted at the last house” (of Jerusalem) whereas the AV says that the king and the people “tarried in a place that was far off” and likewise, the Septuagint can be translated “they stayed in a house far away” immediately after leaving Jerusalem. If one accepts the AV and this translation of the Septuagint here, then the text at this point is suggesting a direct movement by David from Jerusalem to east of the Jordan – the details of the journey are not in view in this verse - though the text will subsequently revert to these details. Likewise, in John 10:40, Jesus completes the journey from Jerusalem to beyond Jordan, and abides there. There are thus textual similarities between these two verses, 2 Sam. 15:17 and John 10:40. A further point of connection is that 2 Sam. 15:17 refers to a “house” and John has told the reader that the place Jesus went to beyond Jordan was called Bethany, meaning the “house of dates or figs”.
The Texts are Studied Together, not Separately
Attention will subsequently be paid primarily to the way John’s narrative relates to the earlier narrative. This intertextual structuralist reading concentrates primarily on the resonances that the text in 2 Samuel sets up when read in conjunction with John’s narrative, and so produces different readings of the narrative in 2 Samuel from those obtained when this text is read in its Old Testament context. However, for a reading to be typological, this “original situation” reading must be shown to be respected and this aspect will be considered in the next section. As will be seen, the intertextual reading of the narrative in 2 Samuel produces a number of insights, as well as an unusual and interesting climax – David’s words of grief and anger at Absalom’s death.

Four Ways of Setting the Scene

Before describing the proposed structural typology, a brief account will be given of the backgrounds to the narratives, and, as explained above, in particular to the Old Testament narrative The reasons for the choice of these particular narratives and for the broad structural parameters employed will also be briefly described.
1) Features of the Absalom Narrative
Some comments about the Absalom narrative itself are appropriate here. The first three comments primarily concern narrative style, and the next two reflect on the narrative’s interaction with issues of systematic theology. 
Firstly, tribute should be paid to the wonderful skill of the author of this narrative. Robert Pfeiffer, discussing the Early Source of Samuel says

The style of the early source of Samuel (notably in 2 Samuel chs. 9-20) is unsurpassed in the whole range of Hebrew prose literature. The author’s expert use of syntax and appropriate idiomatic expressions, his classic Hebrew, ranging from the noblest to the coarsest expressions, his vivid descriptions and characterisations, and his lively dialogues have seldom if ever been surpassed in the history of mankind
.
Second, the style in 2 Samuel chs. 15-19 and surrounding passages captures an “atmosphere”: the murky, morally ambivalent world of political expedience inhabited by David and his court is masterfully described with great economy, and much of the story has to be inferred from the narrative. It is to a large extent in this general sense of uncertainty regarding possible motives, alliances and plots going on behind the scenes that we as readers are intrigued and find ourselves drawn into this narrative world. Thus many different interpretations of the events are possible. For example, was David implicated in Absalom’s death despite his public charge to his commanders in 2 Sam 18:5? Was David’s promotion of Amasa in place of Joab (2 Sam 19:13) “genuine” or a political plot hatched between David and Joab to bring the men of Judah “on side” and which could be ruthlessly reversed once it had served its purpose? Possibilities such as these are discussed with great insight in many commentaries eg by David Payne
 and Antony Campbell
. Third, the Samuel narrative shows great internal structural coherence as well as many other features including humour and irony. For example, Hushai claims to Absalom that David has hidden himself in a pit, and by unwisely following Hushai’s advice, that is exactly where Absalom himself ends up.
Fourth, matters of morality are both raised and avoided in the narrative. Following J. Goldingay
, the narrative can be seen in the context of the wider role of narrative in the Old Testament, namely to “relate how God has acted, despite the acts of men as much as through them.” Narratives such as this present considerable difficulties for a would-be interpreter; some of these difficulties (for example, ascertaining who or what has the narrative’s own approval) are described by J. Goldingay
. In the narrative of Absalom’s rebellion and the events leading up to it, with the occasional exception of David (and Yahweh!), the narrator refrains from making explicit moral judgements about the actions of the various characters and largely leaves the reader to form her/his own opinion about these aspects, against the background of the narrator’s “given” of Yahweh’s unwavering loyalty to and relationship with David. It is against this background that the reader who adopts a conventional “fideistic” stance can infer that Absalom’s rebellion is “wicked” (it is against David who is God’s anointed one) and that Absalom’s behaviour generally is not based on trust in Yahweh. (For example, unlike David, Absalom does not pray. When he champions justice, it is to gain personal support and when he offers a sacrifice, it is a pretext for initiating rebellion.) However, this view of Absalom depends to a large extent on the assumption that Yahweh Himself is acting honourably and in a trustworthy way, and this assumption can be challenged. In his Theology of the Old Testament, W. Brueggemann discusses Yahweh’s championing of David at the expense of Saul in a section entitled “Is Yahweh Unreliable?”
 The point is made that Yahweh’s inordinate and irrational commitment to David causes Him to act in odd and unreliable ways, straining and challenging Yahweh’s characteristic features of sovereignty and fidelity. This wonderment concerning Yahweh’s reliability recurs in Yahweh’s attentiveness to David in the Absalom narratives. It is Yahweh’s unwillingness to enact the requirements of His own law as it applies to David’s acts of adultery and murder that throws David’s court into “moral melt-down” and ultimately the nation itself into civil war. David is unwilling and/or unable to punish Amnon for rape and incest, and it is the consequent lack of justice for Tamar that launches Absalom on his tragic career. Absalom is no saint, but in one sense, he ultimately dies as a consequence of David’s sins and Yahweh’s decisions in David’s favour.
Fifth, the narrative raises questions concerning God’s sovereignty and human autonomy. The narrative conforms to what J. Barton
 describes as “the same steady and neutral style” of all Old Testament narrative in which “Sometimes, God . . .  makes regular appearances . . . sometimes events are recorded without overt reference to divine causation . . . but the Old Testament does not draw attention to the difference.” It is in vain that the reader of Absalom’s rebellion and the events leading up to it attempts to discern the mystery of the outworking of God’s purposes through and despite apparent human free-will and responsibility. At one point (God’s involvement in Absalom’s acceptance of Hushai’s advice) the narrator freely links God’s decision and Man’s in the same event with no sense of awkwardness or embarrassment: a “problem” perhaps for systematic theology, but not, apparently, for the narrator.
2) Binary Opposites and Other Structures 
John emphasises binary opposites – so his Gospel should in theory lend itself readily to structuralist analysis. Likewise the masterful author of the Absalom narrative in 2 Samuel has structured his account brilliantly with many telling similarities and contrasts – particularly between Absalom and David. One way in which the two narratives can be brought together from a structuralist perspective is to focus on the theme of conflict and its associated dangers. 
David is a king, and a major form of opposition to him takes the form of Rebellion. David is opposed by the Saulides – the ancien régime, whom David has displaced and also partly by his own subjects – primarily the Northern Tribes but also, in considerable numbers, in the South too. Further, as a result of his adultery with Bathsheba and murder of Uriah the Hittite, David has been told by God through Nathan the prophet (2 Sam. 12:10-12) that rebellion will occur in his own “house” – not just from “outside”. It will affect those near and dear to him. Both for David, and for the reader, a window has been opened in the heavens and higher forces are seen to be at work shaping and controlling the events on earth. “Rebellion” consists of “the Sword” – that is violence and death – and “Evil” (here, as elsewhere in the Old Testament (eg Jer 26:13) in the sense of “bad things” rather than as a primarily moral quality). Quite striking (and perhaps shocking) is God’s assertion that it is He who will give David’s wives to his neighbour. These verses (2 Sam.12:10-12) are pivotal to the description of the events that follow, including Absalom’s rebellion, since they show that in this narrative world Absalom is in some sense not an autonomous individual, but God’s instrument of His chastisement of David, and that Absalom’s role in 2 Samuel is in this respect subordinate to the wider narrative of God’s dealings with David. In fact, everyone else plays a supporting role and their actions are described without moral judgement by the narrator. It is not being suggested in this article that the author of 2 Samuel believes the other characters to be without moral reference, but rather that in the narrative world described by this author and into which the reader is invited and with which she/he negotiates it is David’s sins, and God’s (often clandestine) use of human instruments and motives to effect David’s chastisement and his rehabilitation that are the chosen parameters of discourse, not the complex moral calculus of the actions of the many “supporting actors”. In this negotiation with the text, the reader discovers that she/he is free to argue over the “smaller matters” of strategy and tactics in the outworking of the plot, and to speculate concerning the theology, but the text will not readily concede this fundamental theme.
Jesus is described in John’s Gospel (John 1:4) as being both spiritual Light and Life. Opposition to Him takes the form therefore of forces of Darkness and Death and again these forces use the ancien régime – in this case the religious establishment centred around Jerusalem. In addition, many but not all of the people are opposed to Him. Death also attacks those near to and loved by Jesus, as is seen in the Lazarus narrative, and, like David, Jesus knows that such things have been allowed by God – as has been seen repeatedly in the earlier narrative and also in John 11:4. A brief word is perhaps in order here concerning the “personification” of death, and the relationship between sickness, sin and death.

Death is personified in Hebrew thought and represented as such in both Testaments. For example, Jer. 9:20-21 says, “Death has climbed up through our windows, and entered into our palaces. He has cut off the children from the street, and the young men from the city squares”. Commenting on the relationship between death and sickness, L. Boadt
 says, “Death comes fully when the spirit of a person leaves the body, but in the ancient way of thinking the power of death has already grabbed hold of someone who suffers sickness or faces grave danger to life. Death has gained power over the individual and it is just a matter of time before the end will come”. On the relationship between sin and sickness, although such a connection was widely held to exist in New Testament times and has Old Testament (eg Ps. 38:3) and particularly Deuteronomic/Deuteronomistic (eg Deut. 7:12-15 and Deut 28:58-61) theological justification, there is no suggestion that John believed that Lazarus’ sickness was the result of sin, rather that God should be glorified (John 11:4).
So, one way of looking at the two narratives is to see higher forces at work behind the events on earth. From Heaven’s perspective, God has allowed Kingship to be opposed by Rebellion and Light and Life to be opposed by Darkness and Death, and “on the ground”, for both Jesus and David, there are four groups caught up in the action: those who are dear and loved, the broadly sympathetic, the broadly antagonistic and the “violently opposed” of the ancien régime who have been displaced. One of the features of typology, as opposed to some versions of Hellenistic allegory
 is that in typology, there must be a broadly analogous, as opposed to arbitrary or merely symbolic relationship between type and anti-type and in relating David’s kingship to Jesus’ Lordship of Life and Light, such a typological connection is here claimed.
3) Clues Lying on the Surface of the Narratives
Conflict is a common enough theme in the Bible – so there need to be further reasons for singling out these two narratives for detailed typological treatment. One reason is that John seems to be inviting his readers to do so by leaving lots of “clues” in the text. Here are some of these clues: both narratives start and end in Jerusalem. They both involve a flight from death to safety beyond the River Jordan, and they both end with a short-lived triumphal return to Jerusalem. They both involve a place called Ephraim which produces safety for David and for Jesus. (Ephraim is also where Absalom killed Amnon, David’s son, in revenge for Tamar, 2 Sam 13:23). David and Jesus are both the subject of two attempted stonings each (2 Sam 16:5-7 and 2 Sam 16:13 and John 8:59 and 10:31) – the remarkable similarity between the first of each of these alone perhaps be enough to arouse suspicion that there is a connection between the texts and inviting a comparison of the wider narratives. The RSV translates John 8:59: “So they took up stones to throw at him; but Jesus hid himself, and went out of the temple”; but the textual variant (adopted by the AV) actually says that “Jesus was hidden and went forth out of the temple going through the midst of them and so passed by”. Likewise, the RSV’s renders 2 Sam 16:7 as: “Begone, begone . . ” whereas what Shimei, who is trying to stone David, actually seems to be saying is: “Come out, come out .  .” (i.e. where I can get at you!) – because David is hidden in the midst of his supporters! (This is how the AV translates the passage). Then, in each narrative there is a death of a loved one (Absalom in 2 Samuel and Lazarus in John’s Gospel) and both David and Jesus are angry and weep at that death and then there is the curious similarity where messengers are involved: in each case the wrong message gets delivered! There are further clues too. Lazarus’ death and raising also prefigures that of Jesus, so soon to be accomplished and when Jesus leaves Jerusalem on that fateful night, he follows exactly the same path as David – across the brook Kidron and to the Mount of Olives. The difference is that Jesus goes forth willingly - of His own volition - to meet the enemy, but David flees. Here then is an “answer” to that enigmatic saying of Jesus when, in the middle of His Final Discourse with the disciples, He says, “Arise let us go forth!” This interruption is widely seen as the work of a redactor who has (rather clumsily) combined two speeches. However, a “structural typological” interpretation sees Jesus’ words here as precisely corresponding to David’s announcement on hearing of Absalom’s rebellion “Arise let us flee!” Jesus, as anti-type exceeds David, the type by going forth willingly and at His own pace and this going forth is not precipitated by the actions of another. The “Absalom” theme also recurs during Jesus’ crucifixion when John announces that it is in fulfilment of Scripture that Jesus was pierced (John 19:37, referring to Zech. 12:10) That this verse in Zechariah refers to Absalom’s death is shown by the fact that the names in Zech. 12:12-13 all refer to people featured in the Absalom narrative and this grouping occurs nowhere else in the Old Testament. (Thus, Jesus is not only an anti-type of David, He is also an anti-type of Absalom!) Finally, and curiously, John is at pains to point out that the place to which Jesus departs and finds safety is called Bethany (John 1:28) – the same name as the village of Lazarus and his sisters. Bethany. . Ephraim. . . Kidron . . . for many commentators these are “incidental details” that, at best, bespeak an eye-witness; here the view will be adopted that John has included these locations to encourage his readers to look deeper.
4) “Is this the Christ?”
A fourth way of setting the scene for the “Lazarus” narrative is to look at the way in which the unfolding of events in John’s Gospel leads the reader (and Jesus’ immediate audience) to expect a development of the theme of Jesus’ Davidic Messiahship in this general area of the narrative. In the earlier chapters of John, Jesus has been performing signs that have a Mosaic/Exodus resonance – Examples include the healing of the man who had been weak for thirty eight years (Deut 2:14) and who despite being unable to do anything very much for this length of time is told by Jesus, “Sin no more!” and the feeding of the five thousand. Jesus has repeatedly been saying that He does and says what the Father tells Him - that He is not acting on his own accord (e.g. John 7:16) This is of course just what Moses says of his own ministry and so, all this has led to the speculation in John 6:14 that Jesus is The Prophet (Deut 18:15-19). Later however, a more complicated picture emerges, and the crowd are speculating that Jesus might be the Christ (John 7:26-27) – that is, the Davidic Messiah. Jesus seems to fuel this speculation by saying (John 7:37), “If any man thirst let him come unto me and drink” which, although it has obvious Mosaic allusions, refers to the opening verse of Isaiah ch. 55, and which (Is 55:3) speaks of the everlasting covenant – the sure mercies of David - being made available to everyone! This seems to have its effect – many in the crowd are now divided on whether Jesus is “The Prophet” or the Davidic Messiah (John 7:40-43) So, from the perspective of “narrative drive” it really might be expected that some developments associated with this tension will occur. Interestingly, Mosaic and Davidic themes collide at the beginning of the next chapter in a passage whose authenticity is admittedly strongly questioned – the Woman taken in Adultery. From a purely typological point of view, a woman adulteress in Jerusalem could reasonably be seen as recalling Bathsheba, and also as representing the nation – and perhaps even more specifically Judah and Jerusalem - in its spiritual adultery (for example Ezekiel ch. 16, Jeremiah chs. 2-3 and much of Hosea). In this capacity, the woman taken in adultery is the “southern equivalent” of the woman of Samaria with her five (see 2 Kings 17:24) husbands
,
 and who typologically represents the Northern Tribes of Israel. Adultery here is a picture of the spiritual adultery of Israel, the wanton wife of Yahweh in the Old Testament. The Mosaic/Exodus theme is actually present here as Israel committed spiritual adultery even in the wilderness (Ezekiel ch. 20 describes Israel’s impenitent idolatory as continuous, even before they left Egypt). But Moses occurs again, directly, in this passage in John 8:5. The only solution that Moses can offer is stoning, as the Scribes and Pharisees rightly affirm. But David committed adultery and lived! It is at this significant point in the narrative that Davidic typology starts to become more prominent and Mosaic typology less prominent. Interestingly, both Solomon and Nathan, the two sons of David in Matthew’s and Luke’s genealogies of Jesus are sons of both David and Bathsheba. So, there would have been serious consequences for the “Davidic” aspect of Messiahship if David and Bathsheba had been stoned. The “Law” is not being denigrated here – but its ultimate insufficiency to reveal God’s mercy and accomplish God’s purposes is demonstrated.
Now Jesus knows the laws of Moses, but he also knows the prophets! In Hosea 4:14 Yahweh declares: “I will not punish your daughters when they play the harlot, nor your brides when they commit adultery” – the reason being that the men themselves go aside with harlots. So, in His famous reply, Jesus is here taking the place of Yahweh, and putting the woman’s accusers in the place of the apostate men in Hosea! The shame of the accusers is literally written in the dust as described in Jer. 17:13: “O Lord, the hope of Israel, all who forsake thee shall be put to shame; those who turn away from thee shall be written in the earth for they have forsaken the Lord, the fountain of living water.”
The “man” involved in the adultery is absent, and David has been absent in the earlier part of John. He continues to be “absent”, since his name is not mentioned again in this Gospel, but his presence can be inferred in the types, the shadows and the prophecies as Jesus affirms time and again that He is the Christ, the Davidic Messiah, the one who is like David, but “better” than him. Immediately after the Woman taken in Adultery, Jesus declares that He is the Light of the world – (John 8:12). This powerful statement refers back to the opening verses of John and reminds the reader of Jesus’ heavenly splendour with God. But the Light is the light of men (John 1:4) and appears in this world, and Jesus statement here also refers to another Isaianic prophecy of the Davidic Messiahship, Isaiah ch. 9: “The people that walked in darkness have seen a great light” and, in healing the blind man (John ch. 9) He also refers to the start of the “Suffering Servant” prophecies in Isaiah ch. 42 – Is. 42:7 speaks of the Servant opening the eyes of the blind. The Servant has primarily Davidic but also Mosaic affinities.
 This is followed by the “Good Shepherd” section in John ch. 10. Although both Moses and David are described as shepherds of God’s people, the title of “Shepherd” is much more strongly associated with David, and the primary Old Testament passage to which this section of John ch. 10 refers is Ezek ch. 34 a prophecy of the Davidic Messiahship
. Finally, immediately before Jesus’ flight from Jerusalem, he was walking in Solomon’s porch – another reference to Jesus’ Davidic sonship.
So, it can be seen that Jesus is claiming the Davidic Messiahship, but where are the actions paralleling David to confirm this, corresponding to the signs that showed Him to be The Prophet like Moses? It is the contention of this article that one action that does this found in Jesus’ seventh and greatest sign - the raising of Lazarus. 
The Drama

The parallel action in the two narratives will be presented as five acts of a drama.
Act 1 

Flight from Jerusalem
The first narrative is the wonderfully and artfully written account of Absalom’s rebellion against David. David loves Absalom, but Rebellion has gripped Absalom – as foreordained by God. Absalom rebels against David declaring himself king in Hebron (2 Sam 15:10). Absalom has been opposing David for a long time, but now the die is cast: he is set on a collision course with David – one of them will win, and the other one will die. In fact it is not too much to say that in this dangerous situation, Absalom is poised midway between life and death – as he will be again later in the narrative. David’s and Absalom’s lives and their future prospects and those of their respective followers are now diametrically opposed – locked in a reciprocal relationship: only one of them will come out alive. This is the “realpolitik” of the situation and everyone in the narrative seems to know it. Yet David loves Absalom! David flees from Absalom eastwards to close to the west bank of the Jordan, and awaits news. The reader has to wait too, because at this point, the narrative shifts to Absalom. He has entered Jerusalem, has further raised the stakes by publicly taking David’s concubines, and is now discussing with his counsellors what to do next. 
The second narrative concerns Jesus and Lazarus. Jesus loves Lazarus but Jesus, who is Light and Life is also on a collision course with Darkness and Death. Jesus immediate enemies, the Jewish authorities who want to kill Him are centred in Jerusalem and as the conflict escalates Jesus departs from Jerusalem to safety to Bethany – the one beyond the River Jordan - and many (supporters) come to Him and believe in him there. It is at this point, that the action shifts in John’s narrative, not to Jerusalem, but to nearby Bethany in Judea where Death has consolidated its position: Lazarus who Jesus loves is sick – midway between life and death as he will be again later in the narrative – and the reader waits to find out what Death will do next.
Mixed (-up) Messages 
Absalom has a choice. He can follow the advice of wise Ahitophel and stay in Jerusalem whilst Ahitophel launches a lightning strike killing David only, or he can follow the crafty advice of David’s friend, Hushai, and wait, gather all his forces and lead a mighty crusade with himself, Absalom, at the head. Absalom eventually decides on the second course of action, but the narrator informs the reader (2 Sam 17:14) that really, it is God who has arranged for this to happen. Hushai has delivered his advice after Ahitophel, and whilst Absalom and the war council deliberates, Hushai, in ignorance of the outcome, sends word via a complicated communications chain including two women – a maidservant and another woman – of the two options, Ahitophel’s and his own. In all the excitement, confusion and danger, only news of Ahitophel’s advice, and not Hushai’s, gets through to David, who immediately crosses the Jordan with his men and so comes to safety to the town of Mahanaim. By acting “correctly” (i.e. in his own interest, not Absalom’s) on false information, David has time to escape: David is saved and Absalom’s fate is sealed. Only reader and narrator are explicitly “in on the secret” of Absalom’s imminent downfall, but Ahitophel, who is (ironically) privy to God’s counsels (2 Sam 16:23), reads the situation perfectly, hangs himself and is buried –thus anticipating what will shortly happen to Absalom. Meanwhile supporters of David come to him in the “wilderness” at Mahanaim with much-needed supplies. Finally, although David announces that he will go personally into the forthcoming battle (which would be making the same tactical error as Absalom!) his supporters try to dissuade him and he immediately accepts their advice: David stays where he is (in safety) during the battle.
Death also has a choice – it can get the “short-term” glory of killing Lazarus who Jesus loves or “play it long” by keeping Lazarus ill and tempting Jesus to come back into Judea to heal Lazarus where the authorities can get Him. Whilst Death is deliberating, a message is sent to Jesus by two women, Mary and Martha about Lazarus’ condition: Mary and Martha say that Lazarus is ill, but, with the delay whilst the message is sent, Death “decides” and kills Lazarus almost immediately after the message is sent. That the death occurs so quickly can be easily worked out by counting up the days in the narrative allowing that the journey from one Bethany to the other takes one day). So when Jesus hears that Lazarus is ill, he is actually dead. Just as the narrator in 2 Samuel tells his readers of the higher purpose behind Absalom’s decision, so Jesus (in John 11:4) tells the disciples (and the reader) of God’s higher purpose in the case of Lazarus. On hearing the (false) news, Jesus also acts “correctly” (ie in his own interests and not in Lazarus’s). Jesus stays where He is (ie He does the opposite to David who crosses the Jordan at this point) and so remains safe. Lazarus is buried in a tomb with a large stone at the entrance. Finally, Jesus sets out for Bethany in Judea and into danger, against the advice of the Disciples.
Up to and including the death of Lazarus, Jesus has been basically replicating with regard to Lazarus David’s behaviour with regard to Absalom. Both David and Jesus have lost ones they love, but they themselves are alive. If that were all that Jesus intended, then it would only remain to record Jesus’ weeping for Lazarus just as David wept for Absalom. Jesus does weep for Lazarus, - after all, He has to fulfil the Davidic type - but, as His setting out for the Judean Bethany, suggests, there is much more to come. 
Analysis and Comment on “Act 1”
There are several further similarities and differences between the two narratives.

Both narratives start in Jerusalem in an atmosphere of increasing hostility. Both narrators privilege the reader with a full knowledge of this but for some of the participants the hostility is partly latent. David is apparently unaware of Absalom’s plotting against him. But by contrast Jesus is fully aware of the plan to kill Him. It has already been mentioned that both David and Jesus are involved each with four groups of people. In David’s case, the “tribes of Israel” know all about the plot (2 Sam 15:10) but the “men of Jerusalem” don’t (2 Sam 15:10) but by contrast, in Jesus’ case, the populace at large is unaware (John 7:19-20) and only “them of Jerusalem” (John 7:25) know. John has pointed all this out for his readers.
As has already been mentioned, both narratives feature two attempted stonings. In both cases, there are accompanying “words”. Shimei curses David, and the would-be stoners of Jesus say that He has a devil. In the first of each of the attempts, both David and Jesus are surrounded by others, and so are safe. Interestingly, between Shimei’s stonings, David acts mercifully, recognising that God has bidden Shimei to curse. He actually saves Shimei’s life, and Shimei eventually comes over to David’s side. Likewise, between the attempted stonings, Jesus recognises (John 9:3) that the man born blind was born so as part of God’s purposes, and Jesus’ act of mercy takes the man from Darkness to Light – both physically and spiritually.
An important contrast in the two narratives is that whereas David is always surrounded by extremely loyal friends, Jesus acts alone until He has crossed the Jordan. The considerable support that David receives during his flight from Jerusalem doesn’t seem to correspond to anything in John’s narrative. However, the “bad” event – the Shimei incident - does correspond. It is significant that, when Jesus is threatened with the first stoning, he passes through in the midst of his enemies, but in the corresponding passage, David is protected on all sides by his friends. It is only when Jesus reaches Bethany beyond Jordan (the “safe” Bethany) that supporters come to him (just as further support reaches David after he has crossed the Jordan in the corresponding narrative): Jesus has endangered none of His flock whilst He is “copying” David’s actions.
David’s flight is in summer (2 Sam 16:1); that of Jesus in winter (John 10:22) 
Another important difference is the occasional inversion in the order of events. This, together with a summary of the events of Act 1 can be set out as follows:

There are two main differences in the order of events: the first is that Absalom’s rebellion precedes the two attempted stoning incidents whereas in the case of Jesus, the two stoning incidents come first, and then “Death” strikes Lazarus with illness. The second difference is that on receiving the false message, David flees, but Jesus stays where He is. This is very soon reversed: Jesus goes forth (to do battle with Death) but David stays where he is (during the battle against Absalom)

A final comment in this section concerns the two women who are involved in the sending of the message in each narrative. In the narrative in 2 Samuel two women play a vital role in getting the message through from Hushai to David. First there is the servant girl (2 Sam. 17:17) who is a link between the priests and their sons and then there is the woman (2 Sam. 17: 19-20) whose courageously hides the messengers and misleads the pursuers. In John, the message about Lazarus is sent from Martha and Mary. The fact that noone else is specifically mentioned as being involved in the sending suggests that the reader is being invited to compare the women in each narrative. For readers of John who are familiar with Luke’s Gospel, Martha, “cumbered about with much serving ” (Luke 10:40 and also John 12: 2) will correspond to the servant girl. But what about Mary and “the woman” who hides the men? This part of the narrative in Samuel is clearly related to the account of Rahab the harlot in Joshua ch.2. This is an example of intertextuality within the Old Testament itself. Likewise, the Mary of John’s Gospel can be linked with the “woman which was a sinner” in Luke 7: 37 (and also the woman in Mark 14: 3-9) So both women are intertextually linked with women of great faith but doubtful morals. (In this connection it is perhaps worth noting that there is something in the narrative which makes the translators (both in the AV and the RSV) unwilling to identify the woman who helps Jonathan and Ahimaaz hide in the well as a wife even though the Hebrew word used can equally mean woman or wife. If the narrator had wished to identify the woman as the wife of the man who owned the house it would presumably have been easy enough for her/him to do this, perhaps for example by indicating some form of possession.
John also shows great concern with Mary and Martha. This section is not strictly part of the main thesis of this article, but it nevertheless provides further evidence of John’s use of structure as a device for creating and enhancing meaning. That John is concerned for Mary’s reputation has already been seen above. That he is concerned for Martha and Mary to be seen as equally important is shown by the balanced way in which they feature in the narrative of the raising of Lazarus. John however uses structure to enhance this message of equality. Mary and Martha are each mentioned nine times in John’s Gospel – all in the “Lazarus” section of the narrative. (Lazarus by the way is mentioned eleven times – the middle occasion being “Lazarus come forth!”). However, in the case of Martha and Mary, the order in which their names occur follows a pattern, and reading the narrative in this light shows how often John has used pronouns, often quite awkwardly, instead of saying Mary’s and Martha’s names. If Martha is denoted by “M” and Mary by “m” then the sequence of occurrences of their names is as follows:
      m     M     m     M     M      m     M     m     M     M     m     M     m     m     M     m     M     m
Embedded in this sequence are two (inverse) patterns:  m  M   m   M   M    and  M  m  M   m   m 
Each pattern occurs twice with a single overlap in the middle where M occurs twice and at the beginning/end where m occurs twice:


     m     M     m     M     M       m     M     m     M     M        m     M     m     m       M     m     M     m


When the beginning and end are joined up to make a circle, the symmetry is clearer:
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Clearly, John has shown great care to give these two ladies equal status in his narrative.
Act 2
Going into Danger (or not!) and making an Announcement
It has been seen that, with some variation in the order of events, Jesus has done alone, what David has done accompanied by his household and supporters. The picture is slightly unbalanced by the fact that, following the messages, David has crossed the River Jordan (going from W. to E.) but Jesus has stayed where He is. In both these cases, the protagonists acted to maintain their own personal safety. Later, the imbalance in their movements is rectified: David follows the advice of his supporters and stays where he is (in safety), during the battle, but Jesus goes against the advice of His disciples and crosses the Jordan (from E. to W.) going from safety into danger. It is, in fact at this point that Jesus can be seen to start to “undo” the “damage” done by His (deliberate) earlier action in seeking His own safety at the expense of Lazarus’ life: Jesus, with regard to Lazarus, is starting to be “better” than David with regard to Absalom.
The battle in 2 Samuel is briefly described. Twenty thousand Israelites are killed. Then Absalom is caught between heaven and earth – between life and death (again!). He receives three “darts” in the heart from Joab, but, as the text makes clear, is actually killed by the ten young men (2 Sam 18:15) Absalom is buried in a pit with a great heap of stones on top. A discussion ensues between Ahimaaz and Joab about informing King David of the result of the battle and Absalom’s death, and eventually both Cushi and then Ahimaaz are sent. The reader of 2 Samuel will know that both men are going into danger, as the last two messengers who announced deaths to David in this way were themselves killed by him! David is at the city gate. Ahimaaz arrives first, prostrates himself, and delivers the news about the battle but evades answering David’s question about Absalom. He is told to stand to one side. Cushi doesn’t prostrate himself, delivers the same news about the battle, but does answer David’s (identical) question about Absalom. The king is deeply angry and troubled, and weeping says, “Oh my son Absalom! Would that I had died instead of you!” David’s followers also mourn as they return to the city after the battle (2 Sam 19:2-3).
After waiting two days, Jesus announces His intention to go into Judea again with the disciples. They try to dissuade Him because of the danger. Jesus’ reply is rather cryptic (John 11:9-10) but seems to suggest that He knows what He is doing and is going to go anyway, and then He says, also cryptically, that Lazarus is “asleep” and He goes to “wake” Him. The disciples say that if that’s all that’s the matter with Lazarus, he’ll be alright anyway (so they needn’t put themselves in danger by going to him!) Then Jesus tells them that Lazarus is dead – but that He’s going to him nevertheless, and Thomas says, “Let us go and die with him!” (with Lazarus or with Jesus?) They go and Jesus meets first Martha and then Mary on the outskirts of the town. Martha says that if Jesus had been there, Lazarus would not have died, and Jesus then announces Lazarus’ future resurrection – leading to a brief discussion and declaration of faith by Martha. Martha leaves to go to Mary, telling her to come. Mary comes, falls at Jesus feet weeping, and says the identical words that Martha said about Lazarus’death, but Jesus doesn’t announce to her Lazarus’ future resurrection. Many Jews have come from Jerusalem to mourn Lazarus and they follow Mary outside the village and weep also. Jesus weeps and is angry in Himself and comes to the tomb. 
Analysis and Comment on Act 2
The main difference between Act 2 in the narratives is that there is nothing yet in the “Jesus” narrative to correspond to the battle and the death of Absalom. This will very soon be rectified, as will be seen, in “Act 3”. The battle and the death of Absalom are “bracketed” in the narrative by two conversations in which one participant wants to go into danger, and the other tries to dissuade him. The first is David’s announcement that he will go into battle – he is immediately and successfully dissuaded by his supporters, and the second in Ahimaaz’ request to bear “tidings” to David concerning Absalom’s death which Joab immediately refuses, but Ahimaaz goes to David anyway. In the present analysis, both of these correspond to Jesus’ conversation with His disciples about going to Bethany in Judea. – the first by way of contrast, and the second by (a rather exact) similarity. In this latter case, both Ahimaaz and Jesus “walk in the light” – i.e. they have an understanding of the situation and so the threat of danger is somewhat blunted. 
There are however, in each narrative two sets of conversations. The first conversations correspond as do the second conversations

The First Conversations
In the narrative in 2 Samuel, the first conversation concerns the announcing of the death of Absalom to David. (The military victory is a really minor issue by comparison and David takes absolutely no interest in it whatsoever!) It is a dangerous thing to announce such a death to David! (see 2 Sam 1:15 and 2 Sam 4:10-12) and the conversation has a certain grim humour to it – the character of Joab, the hardened military commander being wonderfully and succinctly sketched. The meanings are not always clear, but it is likely that the notion of “tidings” is central. “Tidings” has a celebratory note, and the deliverer of them could expect a reward. Joab knows his Commander-in-Chief from of old, and has a pretty shrewd idea what sort of “reward” the bearer of “tidings” of Absalom’s death is likely to receive!! Joab doesn’t want to expose Ahimaaz to this danger as Ahimaaz is important and loyal but Cushi is expendable. Even so, having forbidden Ahimaaz to send “tidings”, he only tells Cushi to report to David what he has seen – not to bear “tidings”. Unlike narrator and reader, Cushi doesn’t really have any idea what’s going on beneath the surface. Hoping for glory, he goes and announces the news to David in the form of “tidings”: he is lucky to escape with his life! Ahimaaz persists in wanting to go, and, having tried a couple of arguments to dissuade him (without really “showing his hand” by revealing the true reason?) Joab resignedly says “Go!” It is not clear to what extent Ahimaaz understands about the danger. Perhaps he, like Jesus in the corresponding narrative, is “walking in the light” too). He avoids giving his news as “tidings” and perhaps, in his undoubted loyalty to David, tries to soften the blow of Absalom’s death with his equivocations in 2 Sam 18:29.
In the corresponding narrative in John, there are also cryptic exchanges in which the reader and John the narrator know more than the disciples eg in the discussion about “sleeping”. Nevertheless, the dynamic of both this conversation as well as the corresponding one in 2 Samuel concerns “danger”. The structural and verbal similarities are quite striking and have been set out in the summary below of the first conversations of “Act 2”. (Similar words are in italics.)
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Further Analysis and Comment on the “First Conversations”
A point of contrast between the narratives is that that whereas the messengers in 2 Samuel run, Jesus and the disciples walk. In John, Jesus never rushes – all times are in His Father’s hands, and Jesus moves calmly according to God’s timetable.
A further note is perhaps in order about Cushi. As his name implies, Cushi is an “outsider”. He doesn’t know the danger he is going into, or he would not have declared “Tidings” to David. (Ahimaaz prefaced his news by saying “Peace!”) By contrast, Jesus knows the danger – He can see it because it is still “daytime” – the time of darkness has not yet come (vs. 9-10). In a way, Cushi corresponds to the man who walks in the night time. Perhaps he doesn’t actually stumble, but he doesn’t travel as fast as Ahimaaz who corresponds to Jesus in the above typology! It is only in the third pair of boxes above that Jesus and Cushi are linked, and then it is by way of contrast.
The overtaking of Cushi by Ahimaaz doesn’t seem to correspond directly to events in John ch. 11. It is similar however to John 20:4 where John describes how the Beloved Disciple outruns Peter to Jesus’ empty tomb. The difference here however is that Cushi and Ahimaaz run from the pit containing Absalom’s body, but Peter and “John” run towards the tomb that doesn’t contain Jesus’ body! For those who pick up the clues, John has identified the Beloved Disciple (himself?) here with Ahimaaz, and Peter with Cushi!
The Second Conversations
In the Samuel narrative, the two messengers go to the King whereas in John, one Person (Jesus) goes to the two women. The first messenger (Ahimaaz) doesn’t announce the death of Absalom, but the second one (Cushi) does; Jesus announces the future resurrection of Lazarus to Martha whom He meets first, but not to Mary whom He meets second. The meetings in 2 Samuel take place at the entrance gate to the city; those in John occur before Jesus has come into the town. David says identical words to both messengers; Martha and Mary say identical words to Jesus. Ahimaaz falls at David’s feet but Cushi doesn’t: Martha doesn’t fall at Jesus feet, but Mary does. Ahimaaz is told to wait by David’s side after his interview with David; Martha is told to fetch Mary (John 11:28) Finally, although both David and Jesus weep, only David says “Would that I had died in your place!” This is because, what David can only hope for, Jesus will actually achieve!
Before going on to look at the raising of Lazarus, it is appropriate to consider further Jesus’ weeping, and His anger, at the tomb of Lazarus. There have been many explanations by the commentators to show that Jesus’ weeping and anger are justified even though He knows that He is about to reverse Lazarus’ death and bring Him back to life. These attempts have not always been convincing, and Jesus’ behaviour here is not readily explained in terms of traditional exegesis. That Jesus should be “deeply moved” is to some extent explained by Jesus’ natural empathy in a highly emotionally-charged atmosphere – even though this contrasts with His characteristic emotional detachment in John that has frequently been described by commentators. Furthermore, Lazarus’ death foreshadows, and in fact will help to bring about, Jesus own death, and this also is a valid reason for Jesus to be “deeply moved”; indeed He is subsequently described in this way as the crucifixion approaches eg John 13:21. But His anger is harder to understand. If Jesus is seen as “prophetically” fulfilling His role as antitype to David, His emotions and His behaviour, at one level anyway, are adequately explained since they reflect the congruence between David and Jesus at these corresponding points in the narratives. The words used to describe both David’s and Jesus’ emotions at this time are very powerful. David is described (2 Sam 18:33) as “deeply moved”. The Hebrew word here is from zgr (r-g-z) meaning “to tremble, to be troubled, to be angry”. Clearly, David is grief-stricken because Absalom is dead, but is he also angry? This will be discussed shortly, but first it is important to note that both deep emotion and anger are present in Jesus prior to the raising of Lazarus: the words John uses to describe Jesus’ emotions, are ἐτάραξεν - the grief aspect – but also ἐνεβριμήσατο (John 11:33) and ἐμβριμώμενος (v. 38) which both refer to anger – see C.K.Barrett.
 
The “difficulty” that this “anger” in Jesus has caused for interpreters has already been mentioned and there is not space here to discuss the many explanations - as well as textual variants which “soften” the effect - that have been put forward. However, one of the explanations is relevant here. C.K.Barrett mentions Torrey’s note that the Aramaic root zgro means both “deeply moved” and “angry” and that if John’s Gospel was originally written in Aramaic, then perhaps Jesus “anger” here is simply the result of the translator “wrongly” including the anger aspect in his translation where no anger was intended in the original. This particular argument is subsequently, and probably rightly, discounted, but if the thesis of the present article is right, and Jesus’ actions in John’s narrative correspond to David’s “typical” actions, then the above argument can be modified. With the Hebrew word zgro instead of the Aramaic, and “typology” instead of “translation”, Jesus’ anger correctly corresponds to David’s anger. Thus John’s reading of 2 Samuel, does “see” both grief and anger in David at Absalom’s death just as he sees both in Jesus prior to the raising of Lazarus. Is this a valid reading of the passage in 2 Samuel? Well, first, zgr often does mean “wrath” as well as deep emotion (grief). For example cognates of this word describe God’s wrath in Hab. 3:2 and Isa. 28:21. The fact that Cushi survived, and that Joab was so soon rehabilitated after only a very brief period in the “political wilderness” suggests that David’s wrath was “internal” rather than external. Internal wrath may be anger at the turn of events, rather than an aspect of self-blame for those events, but this latter interpretation may well be a valid reading – it was after all David’s own actions that had brought about his own safety and Absalom’s death – actions which he now wishes he could reverse (2 Sam 18:33) – and in a broader context, it was God’s judgement of David’s own earlier sins that had brought about the conflict in the first place (2 Sam 12:9-10). 
Is Jesus’ anger similarly internally directed? The Greek of John suggests that this is so – that both Jesus’ “being troubled” and His anger are inwardly directed – as shown by “τῷ πωεύματι” and “ἑαυτὸν” in v. 33 and “ἐν ἑαυτῷ” in v. 38. But why should Jesus be inwardly angry –angry that is, at or in Himself? In one sense, that of “prophetic fulfilment”, one need not enquire further: Jesus was simply carrying out a prophetic action – just as in John 19:28, Jesus’ thirst on the cross fulfils prophecy. Does John’s Greek give any clues here? Jesus’ grief and anger in v. 33 are connected by “then” – “ουν” - to the weeping of Mary and the Jews, and similarly Jesus anger in v. 38 to the saying of some of the Jews in v. 37. Nowhere does John suggest that either Mary or the Jews are blameworthy, or guilty of unbelief, (even though commentators have taken this line), and yet it is their actions that have “triggered” Jesus’ (inward) anger. Is it possible that Jesus is angry at Himself because, like David, it is His earlier actions that have caused Lazarus’ death and all this grief? When Mary says “Lord if you had been here my brother would not have died” and the Jews say “Could not He . . . have kept this man from dying?” the reader recognises that they are speaking the truth. Yet the reader knows that Lazarus in fact died almost immediately after Martha and Mary sent the message to Jesus, so Jesus’ delay did not prevent the death, even though the delay in coming and raising Lazarus has lengthened the period of grief of Martha, Mary and the Jews who came to mourn Lazarus. It must nevertheless have seemed to the sisters that Jesus had (temporarily) put His own safety above Lazarus’ welfare since He didn’t respond immediately to the message and they would have known it. In John 11:6, Jesus’ delay in coming in response to the sisters’ message is deliberate, and seems to be linked in the Greek both to Jesus’ love for Martha, Mary and Lazarus in v.5 as well as to the news of Lazarus’ illness itself in v.6. However, the connection between the “delay” and the “love” is perhaps not best expressed by the word “therefore” of the RSV, the presence of “μὲν” in v.6 rather suggests the translation should carry the meaning “despite his love . . . Jesus remained two days . . .” For Jesus’ miracle of the raising of Lazarus to be seen as unequivocal it was necessary for Lazarus to be well and truly dead – four days being the traditionally accepted period for death to be irrevocable. So Jesus’ delay was necessary from a typological perspective (as has already been shown) and from the perspective of God’s higher purposes (the glory of the Father and the Son – John 11:4) but it would have grieved and angered Jesus because of the suffering of those He loved and because He was further adding to that suffering by delaying and having appeared not to care. It is unlikely, however, that John expects His readers to see that Jesus would be angry at Himself, since, unlike David, Jesus is always obedient to the Father, and so has no cause for self-reproach; it would perhaps therefore be better to see Jesus’ anger as within, rather than at, Himself. However, the alternative reading would draw attention to Jesus’ recognition that it is His actions (even if they are the result of obedience to the Father) that have occasioned both suffering and the questioning of His behaviour by Mary (implicitly) and by the Jews (more explicitly). David knew about God’s higher purposes with respect to Absalom’s death too, yet neither Jesus nor David seems to be immune from inward grief/anger at the moment of being confronted with the all-too-real consequences of their actions.
There is however a further aspect to Jesus’ inwardly-directed anger. C.K. Barrett
 connects this inward anger with the outward anger that Jesus repeatedly shows in Mark’s Gospel when the “Messianic Secret” is threatened with exposure - for example, in the healing of the leper in Mark 1:40-45. Jesus shows a degree of anger and violence towards this man that is largely concealed by the RSV translators - and it is certainly true that the miracle of the raising of Lazarus in John has in a sense been forced upon Jesus by the presence and grief of the sisters and the Jews and it is this miracle that precipitates the dénouement of Jesus’ mission. Even though in John, Jesus has not made a secret of His identity as in Mark’s Gospel nevertheless there is a secrecy motif in John’s Gospel – Jesus is not recognised by many individuals and groups - and the raising of Lazarus is presented as the climax to the signs and the greatest challenge to the authorities: it will be the point of no return. 
Jesus’ anger as found in Mark’s Gospel and in John can be convincingly explained in social-scientific terms. This has been done for the case of Jesus’ anger prior to the raising of Lazarus by B. Malina and R. Rohrbaugh
. These authors see Jesus’ anger here in the context of a public challenge (both by Mary and the Judeans) to Jesus’ honour, and to the earlier shaming by Jesus of Martha and Mary in failing to come earlier when requested and being absent from the funeral. Malina and Rohrbaugh’s insights are extremely valuable but also require considerable explanation and so will not be explored further here except to say that Jesus seems to have treated the sisters as though they were temporarily not part of His “in-group” – a situation which has parallels elsewhere in John’s Gospel.
 Presumably this situation was reversed when they had been brought to a fuller understanding of and faith in Jesus’ person and work through His raising of Lazarus.
A different kind of explanation for Jesus’ anger prior to the raising of Lazarus is the suggestion that His anger is directed at the fact of the power of death as a consequence of man’s sin.
 For John, Jesus knows that, in the purposes of God, spiritual darkness and sin, suffering and death have been “allowed”. In describing Jesus’ grief and anger John is telling his readers how much Jesus cares; they have this effect on Him since they are so contrary to what is “good”. Yet God works out His purposes through these things, and ultimately “all will be well” for believers whom God loves. Perhaps John hopes that in the death and raising of Lazarus, his readers will be able to discern God’s loving purpose and His empathy (including His righteous anger) in their own sufferings and in those of fellow Christians and that if Jesus delays in the relief of these sufferings, that too is in His hands and deliverance and victory will surely come.
The following diagram summarises the “second” conversations:












Act 3

Jesus has now “fulfilled” many of David’s actions up to and including the announcement of the death of Absalom. He is now going to fulfil David’s (prophetic) wish concerning Absalom, “O that I had died instead of you!”
The Death of Absalom and the Raising of Lazarus
It was seen in Act 2 that the account of the battle and the death of Absalom was bracketed between two conversations, and that in the analysis presented here, both of these conversations correspond to Jesus conversation with His disciples about going to the Judean Bethany. When Jesus goes forth to Bethany and announces “life” to Martha He is starting to “undo” the death of Lazarus, but, typologically, this “undoing” occurs in a way that corresponds to the narrative in 2 Samuel, and so  His announcement of “life” corresponds with Cushi’s announcement of “death” and both David and Jesus weep and are angry. Having “undone”, typologically, the “most recent” block of events in the Samuel narrative, ie the announcement of “death”, Jesus now proceeds to reverse typologically the next most recent block, the death of Absalom itself. So, in “reversing” Lazarus’ death, as John’s narrative moves “forwards” it matches the Samuel narrative read backwards. Thus John’s narrative initially “ignores” Absalom’s death, but then subsequently deals with it in the reverse chronological order appropriate for the “undoing” of earlier events. 







In the above, Jesus in not just the announcer of life as opposed to death, He actually “brings about” life.
When John’s narrative deals with the raising of Lazarus, and its correspondence with the death of Absalom, however, the really interesting finding is that each corresponding individual event within the blocks of narrative takes place in the opposite order. So the first event in the Lazarus narrative corresponds to the last event in the Absalom narrative and so on - like seeing a film backwards.
Here are the events set this out in the same style as before (again corresponding words are in italics).
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Comments
The raising of Lazarus corresponds to the death of Absalom, but everything is in reverse. So, the first “Absalom” event, the death of the twenty thousand men of Israel corresponds to the belief in Jesus - the bringing to spiritual life - of many of the Jews, which occurs after Lazarus has been raised. Similarly the next event, Absalom’s meeting of David’s servants and his becoming caught in the tree – between heaven and earth – represents an intermediate state between life and death for Absalom. Corresponding to this, Lazarus is alive, but still wearing graveclothes – therefore symbolically between life and death. The servants of David are associated with Absalom going from alive to the “intermediate” state just as Jesus entrusts to others the bringing of Lazarus from the intermediate state to fully alive.
Next, Joab thrusts three darts through the heart of Absalom, and this corresponds to the three words that Jesus cries out with a loud voice. Curiously, neither the darts of Joab nor the voice of Jesus alone are responsible for the killing of the one and the raising of the other. In 2 Samuel it is the later attack by the young men that kills Absalom, just as, in principle, it is the earlier prayer of Jesus -which the Father has already heard and to which Jesus refers in his public prayer of vs. 41-42 - that has in principle already secured Lazarus’ resurrection. Furthermore, Jesus public prayer involves those standing by. They “join in” with Lazarus’ resurrection, since by it they will themselves be brought to life (ie belief in Jesus) just as Joab’s armour bearers become involved in Absalom’s death. Finally, the stones piled on Absalom after his death, correspond to the removal of the stone prior to Lazarus’ resurrection.
A final point in this section is to note that Asalom is buried in a pit or chasm and Lazarus is buried, not in a sepulchre but in a cave, a σπήλαιον. 
Act 4
A prophecy, a flight and a feast/battle

It has been the contention of this article that the raising of Lazarus is seen by John as an antitypical fulfilment of David’s words “O that I had died instead of Absalom!” Of course David doesn’t actually die and Absalom isn’t actually raised in 2 Samuel but their antitypical fulfilment does occur in John. So far, Lazarus has been raised, and this corresponds to the saving of Absalom’s life. However, David must (antitypically) die in Absalom’s place, and this will correspond ultimately in John’s narrative to Jesus death on the cross. In Act 4 however, Jesus acts out the death of David using the symbolism that has already been established by means of the narrative in 2 Samuel and John’s earlier narrative. In one sense, everything that has already occurred so far in John is also symbolic. The physical raising of Lazarus is not just a spectacular miracle, it is a sign – it points to something yet more important – the bringing of believers to spiritual life through faith, as Jesus points out to the disciples in John 11:15. In order to try to appreciate the symbolism of John’s narrative, it will be appropriate to review here the symbolic geography that has John has developed so far. Here is a diagram that illustrates this:
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The major symbolic divide is the River Jordan. There is a Bethany and an Ephraim on each side. The Bethany on this side of Jordan is specifically mentioned by John (John 11:1); the fact that the place on the other side of Jordan to which Jesus went away in John 10:40 is called Bethany has to be inferred from earlier in the Gospel in the narrative regarding John the Baptist in John 1:28. Bethany means “house of dates or figs”, and the Bethany on this side of Jordan is situated at the Mount of Olives. These horticultural allusions suggest “Nature tamed and fruitful”. Bethany on the other side of Jordan is, however in the wilderness, and corresponds, in the typology already developed, to Manahaim (meaning two camps or armies) – described in 2 Samuel as both a city and a wilderness (see 2 Sam 17: 24, 29, John 1:23, 28 and John 10:40). Bethany on the other side of Jordan then doesn’t correspond to its name. Bethany on this side of Jordan is a place of danger for Jesus, but the Bethany on the other side of Jordan is a place of safety. Interestingly, Mahanaim whose name suggests fighting was paradoxically a place of safety for David just as it was earlier for Jacob when he awaited death at the hands of Esau (Genesis ch. 32).
The contrasts continue when the Ephraims are compared. Ephraim means doubly fruitful, but the Ephraim on this side of Jordan is both a wilderness and a city; the Ephraim on the other side is the archetypical “wild wood” – nature untamed and dangerous. The Wood of Ephraim is credited in the narrative with killing – “devouring” - men on a massive scale during the battle (2 Sam 18:8): in causing more deaths than the fighting itself, the wood has been more than “doubly fruitful” in its harvest of death! Nevertheless, Ephraim on this side of Jordan is a place of safety for Jesus (John 11:54).
As a result of these contrasts between the two Bethanies and the two Ephraims, there are actually similarities between Bethany on this side of Jordan and Ephraim on the other side, and vice versa. This is indicated in the diagram. However, the similarities are not quite straightforward since the “binary opposite” of wilderness is “luxuriant growth” which can be either “tamed” or “untamed”.

Ephraim on the other side of Jordan is doubly fruitful, but in a way that is unproductive and dangerous.

The symbolic geography that John has developed relates to safety/danger and also to wilderness and its binary opposites. As a result of this symbolism, it should be possible to translate Jesus’ movements and behaviour in enacting His symbolic death into corresponding “equivalent” behaviours that David would have performed if he had been granted the second part of his wish – to die instead of Absalom. 
The narrative in John will be taken then as the “model” for the prophetic fulfilment of David’s wish.

On hearing of the raising of Lazarus, Caiaphas prophecies that “it is expedient that one man should die for the nation”. His advice is followed and plans are made to kill Jesus. As before, Jesus goes to safety, but this time, He stays on this side of Jordan - near the wilderness in Ephraim. Then Jesus voluntarily goes to Bethany and dines with Lazarus. At the supper, Mary anoints Jesus’ feet - anticipating Jesus’ (death and) burial. Many Jews come to believe in Jesus at this time (John 12:11).
The prophecy of Caiaphas corresponds to Ahitophel’s speech. Ahitophel claims that by following his advice, David only will be killed, and all the people will be at peace (2 Sam. 17: 2-4). Next, Jesus goes to safety in Ephraim on this side of Jordan. As has been shown in the “symbolic geography” above, this corresponds to David’s flight to safety to Mahanaim on the other side of Jordan. At first sight this may seem incongruous with David’s wish to die instead of Absalom, since, in theory, he could simply stay in Jerusalem and get killed. However it has to be borne in mind that in fleeing in this way, David sees himself as sparing both his supporters and the people of Jerusalem from Absalom’s sword (2 Sam 15:14). Even if David gave himself up, his supporters would still fight for their lives, and for the capital city and the Jerusalemites would suffer in the fighting. One of the reasons that Absalom followed Hushai’s advice (at a “human” level) may have been that Hushai advocated eradicating all David’s men as well as David himself in a “root and branch purge” (2 Sam 17:12) which seems to coincide with Absalom’s own views on what should be done. By relinquishing the capital city to Absalom, David would take away political hope from his own supporters, and in so doing save their lives. The next event would be that, just as Caiaphas’ prophecy was acted on, so Ahitophel’s advice, and not Hushai’s would be followed, and Absalom would be safe. Next, Jesus voluntarily goes into danger to Bethany on this side of Jordan. This parallels Jesus’ earlier voluntary decision to go into danger to Bethany on this side of Jordan in John 11:7 and it was shown earlier that this episode contrasted with David’s decision to stay in Mahanaim in safety. This time, however, in the postulated reconstruction of events in 2 Samuel, instead of staying where he is in safety, David will perform the action which corresponds to Jesus’ journey from Ephraim to Bethany on this side of Jordan: David will go deliberately and alone from Mahanaim to the Wood of Ephraim on the other side of Jordan. David is now going into danger and to death at the hands of Ahitophel to fulfil his side of the bargain.
When Jesus gets to Bethany, there is a feast in which Lazarus is seen enjoying his life, and in which Jesus is symbolically killed and buried - as is shown by Mary’s anointing. This symbol stands for the actual death and burial which Jesus is soon to accomplish. However, corresponding to this scene, are three things: i) Absalom is alive ii) David is dead instead, and iii) a battle is averted, peace is restored and the Wild Wood of Ephraim is tamed. The feast corresponds inversely to the battle – a juxtaposition known elsewhere in the Johannine school of writings (e.g. Rev. ch. 19).The fact that there is a feast – a symbol of fellowship - suggests that John is intending his readers to understand that David’s prophetic wish that he should die instead of Absalom is fully realised in Christ’s work. The supper perhaps points forward to the Marriage supper of the Lamb in Revelation. Ahitophel’s prophecy spoke of the peaceful reunion following David’s death as being like a “bride coming home to her husband” (2 Sam. 17:2-3). The supper possibly also has Eucharistic allusions. In symbolic terms, David alone goes to his death, not his army. In this fictitious situation, the truth of the words of David’s men (2 Sam. 18:3) “You are worth ten thousand of us” becomes apparent – his death not only saves Absalom, but is equivalent to (and takes the place of) the lives of ten thousand men (well, twenty thousand actually, since the Wild Wood of Ephraim has been tamed too) and this saving of lives perhaps corresponds to the many who believe in Jesus in John 12:10 – who are in addition to the believers mentioned in John 11:45.
The two speeches, those of Ahitophel and Caiaphas perhaps deserve a further comment here. In both narratives there are ironic aspects. One of the ironies in Ahitophel’s speech is his advice to Absalom, to “go in to his father’s concubines”. Ahitophel here is being shrewd and “worldly wise”, and the narrator informs us (2 Sam 16:23) that Ahitophel’s advice was “as if one consulted the oracle of God” – presumably a colloquial expression roughly equivalent to “his word is gospel”. The irony is that in this case, the colloquial, metaphorical expression has “reversed direction” and, amazingly, despite its dubious moral content, is actually literally true. The reader knows this because she/he been told that, unlikely as it seems, God has given Absalom David’s “wives” (2 Samuel 12:11-12). There is a further irony in Ahitophel’s speech: he said that after David’s death, his followers would flee and would come to Absalom’s side and peace would ensue. In fact, after Absalom’s death, Israel fled (2 Sam. 18:17), and, (albeit temporarily) started supporting David (2 Sam. 19:9-11) and hostilities ceased (2 Sam. 18:16). Likewise, Caiaphas’ speech of worldly-wise political expedience in John 11:49-52 has been dressed up as “prophecy”. Ironically, it really is prophecy and Jesus really does die for his people and gather together the children of God, though not in the way that Caiaphas intended.

To summarise, it can be seen that as part of the securing of Lazarus’ life, Jesus has to submit to the forces of Darkness and Death. He does this in a way that corresponds symbolically to David’s hypothetical submission to the forces of Rebellion to secure Absalom’s life as shown in the diagram below:
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Act 5
The return to Jerusalem
Jesus has brought the situation right back to where it was at the beginning with two exceptions. The first is that Jesus has gained more believers. These believers have come from two sources – they are from among “the Jews” ie mainly from the southern part of the country and also from among “the authorities” (John 12:42). The second difference is that the chief priests want to kill both Jesus and Lazarus. (At the end of the “rerun” of the narrative, the chief priests object to Lazarus’ life (John12:10) just as David objected to Absalom’s death after the first run through.) The opposition to Jesus and his work has now become more concentrated – personalised in the chief priests and centred around the temple – compared with previously where it worked also through the impersonal force of illness This wishing to kill Jesus and Lazarus (representing the church), for the Johannine school, points forward to the whole of future history – as shown in Jesus’ crucifixion and in the persecution and martyrdom of the church described in Revelation. We don’t hear that Lazarus ever was killed in John – that is for the future. 
 David’s kingdom is also back where it was before also with two exceptions. The first is that David has now more supporters than he had before. These supporters are from two sources – they are from the men of Israel ie from the northern part of the country (2 Sam 19:40) where David’s support had never been strong and also from the Saulides (eg Mephibosheth and Shimei) and men of Benjamin – the ancien régime whom David had ousted. Half of Israel is still opposed to David as are other Benjaminites. The second difference is that Absalom is dead. However, David symbolically receives Absalom back in the form of the men of Judah (2 Sam. 19:11-14). These men are David’s kinsmen – as he says, his bone and flesh - and they return to David as one man in their loyalty. So, it seems the opposition to David is now concentrated among those outside his family but it directed both against David and his kinsmen – as is shown by opposition to the men of Judah by the men of Israel (2 Sam. 19:41-43). This opposition is outworked in the future history of Israel’s rebellion against and conflict with Judah and the Davidides.
There seems therefore to be again a similar equivalent situation in the two narratives. Opposition to both Jesus and Lazarus is now channelled through the religious authorities and those Jews who do not believe, and opposition to David and his kinsmen comes from Benjamin and Israel alone, not from within David’s family. “Death” cannot attack Lazarus directly as before – only through the chief priests and unbelievers; “Rebellion” cannot “attack” David’s family and kinsmen directly – only through Benjamin and Israel.
It is against this backdrop of (short-lived) resurgences in the popularity of Jesus and David that the triumphant returns to Jerusalem occur in both narratives. In John’s narrative, people originally from a variety of locations (John 11:55) come out from Jerusalem to meet Jesus and to escort Him back to Jerusalem, just as the men of Judah come out to David and together with half the men of Israel escort him back towards Jerusalem. However, division quickly occurs. In Jesus’ case, it is apparent that much of His support is shallow – the people haven’t really understood who He is, the nature of His mission (John 12:34) or the cost of discipleship (John 12:25). They do not even recognise the voice of the Father (v. 29) and they stand under judgement (vs. 30-31). In the Absalom narrative, the support of the men of Israel is also shallow, and self-seeking. They do not really care for David and when it becomes apparent that following David will not result in the privileges that they expected from their early declaration for him, they leave off from following him to participate in Sheba’s rebellion. Both of the “triumphant returns” seem to “fizzle out” – Jesus’ entry to Jerusalem is not even specifically mentioned, and He departs amid general unbelief and David’s return is overshadowed by other matters and is only mentioned as an afterthought to Sheba’s rebellion. In his narrative about Jesus, John captures the sense of anticlimax that is so clearly present in the corresponding narrative in Samuel. 
Here is a diagrammatic summary of the five Acts:
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Discussion
This has been an admittedly quite speculative reading drawing on the textual parallels between 2 Sam. chs. 15-19 and John 10:39 – 12:26 approximately. It is hoped that David has been shown to be a type of Christ, and Absalom a type of Lazarus both in the conventional typological terms and also in the structural typological terms introduced earlier. The necessary ingredients to establish typology such as respect for the significance of the original event/narrative, a fulfilment that surpasses the original event by being greater or more “spiritual” and clear parallels at a deep level between the events (rather than mere surface similarity - the structural aspect - are present. For John, Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, but He comes at a point within the history of Israel - He is clearly the goal of that history, but He is also part of and in continuity with that history. So John is not in any sense repudiating David’s kingship – he is here showing the superiority of Jesus as the Davidic Messiah – the one who is like David but better – who rules over spiritual matters, not earthly kingdoms, and who does battle with cosmic forces. David’s conflict with those who rebel against him is an appropriate earthly type of Jesus who “came to His own and His own received Him not” and who as Light and Life is ultimately opposed by the forces of darkness and death under the control of the “prince of this world” (eg John 12:31)
The “structuralist” aspects of the typology include those in which the texts themselves are related, and this occurs in several different ways – including textual correspondences – such as David going to dwell in a house far away, and Jesus going away across the Jordan and abiding at Bethany (= house of dates or figs), correspondences in way the events and conversations are ordered and linked, some with balanced inversions of order and/or meaning as has been widely illustrated. However, “structuralist” also refers to the way in which other aspects are related across the narratives. These aspects include binary opposites such as “safety/danger”, which function structurally in broadly equivalent ways in both narratives and also the “cosmological” features in which God works out His purposes through both human agents and intermediate “powers” such as Rebellion and Death. Irony, in which for example, a character says one thing, and means or unconsciously refers to another thing, often its binary opposite, is a feature of both narratives, as for example in Ahitophel’s and Caiaphas’ speeches. A further structuralist similarity is in the way both narratives “privilege” the reader with inside knowledge of God’s higher purposes. In this way, she/he can enjoy and appreciate the dramas including their ironic aspects. A difference however is that, the narrator of 2 Samuel is remarkably dispassionate and non-judgemental in his moral stance: such cannot be said of John who has a clear moral and didactic purpose in his Gospel. Perhaps this moral intensification can be seen in the context of the definition of typology, but whatever its significance, both narratives are underpinned by a central relationship of total commitment: Yahweh’s unwavering loyalty to David (which in the “Absalom” narrative itself is matched by David’s trust in Yahweh) and the Father’s relationship with the Son. The structural similarities continue in the correspondences in the narratives between many groups of people and their shifting fortunes and allegiances and also between corresponding places on either side of the Jordan. Clearly, all typology is structural in this sense, but it is the extent, variety and systematic nature of these correspondences between the two passages that justify the description “structural typology”.
John’s Gospel is “structured” in many other ways too which have not been picked up in this study. Thus although an example of the important topic of word count and word order was given (Mary and Martha) other structural elements such as chiasms have not been discussed. 
If this study is broadly correct, it raises a number of questions: 
For example, is there any precedent for the approach that John has taken here? A likely candidate is the prophetic passage Zechariah ch. 12 which has been referred to and discussed earlier. It uses the imagery of Absalom’s death, and the names of people involved in the Absalom narrative, but it is applied by John to the piercing of Jesus’ side at the crucifixion. So, here, John sees Jesus as antitypically fulfilling Absalom’s death. This, together with David plea, “Oh my son Absalom, would that I had died instead of you!” could have provided John with the genesis of the idea for his typological presentation of the death and raising of Lazarus. However, John has good reason for choosing to identify Jesus with the Absalom-like figure in the passage in Zechariah. John has a very “high” Christology: he sees Jesus as God, and the Absalom-like figure in Zechariah 12:10 is none other than God Himself! Zechariah ch. 12 is truly astonishing in the extent to which God goes to identify Himself with Absalom. In the prophecy, God Himself takes on the role of Absalom as the one pierced (the very thing which David wanted to do but couldn’t, but which Jesus did do in antitypical fulfilment of David’s wish in the structuralist analysis of this study). In one sense, Absalom died as a victim, as God’s agent in carrying out God’s will but in the prophecy, it is God Himself who takes on the role of victim and in so doing brings about mourning and repentance and gives the spirit of grace. Absalom’s role in this prophecy is also here partially conflated with that of good king Josiah who was an innocent victim. In the narrative in 2 Samuel, although the people mourn (2 Sam 19:2) David alone mourns for Absalom as if he were a firstborn, son but in 2 Chronicles Ch 35 Jeremiah and all Jerusalem and Judah weep intensely for Josiah. In the Zechariah prophecy, the mourning for Absalom has the wide extent and intensity of the mourning for Josiah but applies to the entire houses (hence the wives) of David, Nathan, the Levites and Shimei – characters in the “Absalom” narrative of 2 Samuel. In the narrative in 2 Samuel, David mourns, partly because he loved Absalom, but also perhaps because he knows that it is his sin that has killed Absalom. In Zechariah’s prophecy, the responsibility and mourning for Absalom’s death are spread much wider –Jerusalem being perhaps representative and symbol for the whole nation – as Zech 12: 1-2 imply - and so is the forgiveness (Zech 13:1). It is therefore possible that it was Zechariah’s prophetic re-writing of Absalom’s death and its consequences that inspired John to recognise and so write the death and raising of Lazarus as a “rewriting” of Absalom’s death too. On this subject, is it significant that John, specifically tells his readers that Jews had come from Jerusalem (John 11:18-19) to mourn Lazarus prior to his raising – just as the inhabitants of Jerusalem did for “Absalom” in Zech. 12:10. 
The ritual of the humiliation and vindication or the king occurred in the autumn New Year festival of monarchical Israel
, and Hadad Rimmon (Zech 12:11) is the Syrian name for the dying and rising vegetation God Baal
. Also the “killing of the divine king” is very widespread in world mythology
. There is thus a wider background to the idea of an important person or God suffering vicariously which may have provided an additional strand in John’s thinking.
A second question concerns the nature and extent of intertextuality in the writings of the Johannine school, particularly in John’s Gospel and Revelation. Attention has already been drawn to the debate over Revelation’s use of the Old Testament, and the current article is surely a contribution to a wider debate concerning the way the Old Testament was used by John and his associates. If the argument of the Knox Theological Seminary faculty that there is a very strong intertextual relationship between John’s Gospel and Revelation
 is accepted, then the current article provides further evidence for the connections claimed. Thus, for example, in tracing both parallel and chiastic correspondences between John and Revelation, the Knox Faculty have linked the raising of Lazarus to the Two Witnesses in Revelation ch 11 and in drawing attention to the parallels between Jericho in the book of Joshua and “Babylon” in Revelation, they have also linked the two spies of Joshua ch. 2 to the Two Witnesses of Revelation. The proposed connection in the present article between the raising of Lazarus and Absalom’s rebellion provides further evidence for these links because of the similarity between Ahimaaz’ and Jonathan’s escape from their pursuers in 2 Samuel ch. 17 and that of the two spies in Joshua ch 2. Ahimaaz and Jonathan enact a message of death and resurrection: in descending into the well and coming up again they escape from death into life and in delivering their life-saving message to David they in a sense “become” the message just as authentic witnesses to Jesus “live out” His death and life. The above passages also link in with Zech. ch. 4 and the two “anointed ones”.
Further questions include the following: 1) if John really intends his readers to see Jesus as a substitute for Lazarus in the same sort of way that David wanted to be a substitute for Absalom, does this make any important difference to the significance of Christ’s death as understood by John? 2) To what extent does this presentation of Jesus as an antitype to David alter the perception that John has downplayed Davidic Messiahship in his Gospel? 3) If it is accepted that the raising of Lazarus is a genuine, albeit coded, presentation of Jesus’ Davidic credentials, does this have consequences for the reconstruction of the history and composition of the Johannine community? However, these questions will not be pursued here. 
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Ahimaaz: “Let me run and bear tidings to the king” (ie go into danger) (v19)
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Joab again tries to dissuade Ahimaaz from going into danger: there will be no reward so his going is pointless (v22)





Jesus: “Lazarus sleeps; I go to awake him” (v11) (Jesus is determined to go!)





Ahimaaz: “Let me also run . . .” (v22)  (Ahimaaz is determined to go!)





Jesus (cryptically) describes himself as walking in the day and seeing the light – ie He sees the danger, and is going ahead knowingly (v9)





Joab tells Cushi to go and tell what he has seen: Cushi runs (v21). Cushi goes unwittingly into danger





The disciples try to dissuade Jesus from going because of the danger (v8)





Joab forbids Ahimaaz to bear tidings – ie tries to dissuade Ahimaaz from going into danger (v20)





Jesus: “Let us go into Judea” (ie into danger) (v7)
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The disciples again try to dissuade Jesus from going into danger: if Lazarus is only asleep, he’ll wake up of his own accord so there’s no point in going! (v12)





Ahimaaz: “Come what may let me also run” – Ahimaaz is determined to go! (v23)





Jesus:“Lazarus is dead . . .  nevertheless let us go unto him” – Jesus is determined to go! (v14-15)





Joab (resignedly!): “Run!” (v23)





Thomas: (resignedly!): “Let us go that we may die with him!” (v16)





Martha doesn’t fall at Jesus feet





Ahimaaz prostrates himself before David





David “Is it well with the young man Absalom?”





Jesus announces “Lazarus will rise again” to Martha





Cushi doesn’t fall at David’s feet





Jesus says to Martha: “Fetch Mary” 





David to Ahimaaz “Wait by my side”





Mary falls at Jesus feet





Ahimaaz doesn’t announce Absalom’s death





Cushi announces Absalom’s death to David





Martha: “Lord if You had been here, my brother had not died”





Mary: “Lord  if You had been here my brother had not died”





David: “Is it well with the young man Absalom?”





Jesus doesn’t announce Lazarus’ future resurrection to Mary





David weeps and says “Oh my son Absalom, would that I had died in your place!”





Jesus weeps and goes to the tomb of Lazarus.





The announcement of that death





Discussion about announcing Absalom’s death. Cushi and Ahimaaz go





The raising of Lazarus, and belief of many





Discussion about going into Judea. Jesus goes





Jesus says three words: “Lazarus come forth!”





Ahitophel counsels that David alone should be killed and that the people will have peace 





Jesus says, “Take away the stone” and they do this (John 12:39)





Joab thrusts three darts through Absalom’s heart





Jesus prays, thanking God that He has already heard Jesus’ prayer (for Lazarus to be made alive again). He prays that others may believe





The ten young men smite Absalom and are described (v15) as killing him (despite Joab’s darts)





Absalom is thrown into a great pit  and a very great heap of stones is laid on top of him (v17)





Absalom is between heaven and earth





Lazarus comes out. He is alive but bound in graveclothes and a cloth wrapping his face 





Absalom meets the servants of David and becomes caught in an oak





Jesus tells others to unbind Lazarus and let him go





Many of the Jews believe





Twenty thousand of the people of Israel are slain





Caiaphas prophecies that Jesus should die in order that the nation may have peace





Jesus goes to safety into Ephraim





Jesus goes into danger into Bethany





A supper is held – a symbol of peace and fellowship. Lazarus is alive and Jesus is (symbolically) slain and buried. Many believe in Jesus





David goes to safety to Mahanaim





David goes into danger in the Wood of Ephraim





Absalom is alive but David is killed – but in death, peace is obtained, and a battle is averted





Lots of supporters come to David with supplies





Shimei twice tries to stone David





David immediately flees – crossing the Jordan from W. to E.





Ahitophel hangs himself and is buried thus anticipating Absalom’s death





The Jews mourn and Jesus weeps





Ephraim – a city and a wilderness





Announcement of “life” for Lazarus





Ephraim – the wild, devouring wood. Nature untamed





A place of safety for Jesus/David





Bethany (= Mahanaim) – a town/city and a wilderness





David weeps. The people mourn





The battle and the death of Absalom





A place of danger for Jesus





Finish





Start





David flees from Jerusalem (2 Sam. 15:17) to a distant place and stays there





Two women involved in sending a (false) message to David





Second Pattern





Second Pattern





First Pattern





First Pattern





Two choices for “Death” – illness or death for Lazarus?





Many come to Jesus and believe in Him





Jesus crosses the Jordan E. to W. – going against the advice of His disciples





Martha and Mary send a (false) message to Jesus





Jesus stays where He is - East. of Jordan for two days





Lazarus dies and is buried


(not specifically recorded)





“Death” makes Lazarus sick. Lazarus stands between life and death





Absalom rebels – he stands between life and death





Jesus departs from Jerusalem to East of the River Jordan and abides there.





Two attempts are made by “the Jews” to stone Jesus





David stays where he is – East of Jordan – following the advice of his supporters





Bethany – “House of Dates or Figs”, a village at the Mount of Olives. – Nature tamed





Two choices for Absalom – stay or go forth?





     The Other Side of Jordan





       This Side of Jordan





Discussion about David’s going into battle. He doesn’t go








A place of danger





A place of safety for Jesus








An act of mercy between two stonings





Ahitophel hangs himself and is buried





Discussion about announcing David’s death. Two men go to David





Ahitophel’s  advice.





Absalom rebels





             Acts 2 and 3





Lazarus dies and is buried





Lazarus becomes sick





Jesus stays where He is





Lazarus is raised.





Many believe





Jesus goes into danger to Bethany





Triumphant return to Jerusalem. Many come to meet Jesus





A message from 2 women





A feast. Lazarus present. Mary anoints Jesus feet. Many believe





Jesus goes to safety in Ephraim





Caiaphas’


advice





                                Act  1





Jesus goes beyond Jordan





Triumphant return. People come to meet David.





David flees beyond Jordan





“Would I had died instead of Absalom!





David weeps





Only one  man announces Absalom’s death





The battle


Death and burial of  Absalom





David dissuaded from going into battle





Jesus announces to Martha that Lazarus will rise again





David crosses Jordan





A message sent via two women





An act of mercy between 2 stonings





Jesus is not dissuaded from going to Bethany





Jesus weeps





        Act 4





Act 5
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