






creates in order to serve His creation, so all human beings are to have
dominion over the earth in a way that leads to harmony, peace and well-
being.  Humans serve each other not to oppress or diminish each other



men—are divinely appointed extensions of God’s kingship (Alexander,
1998; Psalm 45; Selman, 1989). 

As Supreme King of the Universe, God is the one in charge of
appointing earthly kings and removing them from earthly power (1
Samuel 2:7-8; Psalm 72:11; Proverbs 8:15-16; Daniel 2:21, 37).  This con-
cept began at creation and then continued when God called Abraham 
to leave his family and homeland.  God promised to make of Abraham a
great nation (Genesis 12:1-3), a divine promise that included the owner-
ship of much land and many descendants.  The books of Joshua, Judges
and Samuel up to the reigns of David and Solomon portray the gradual
fulfillment of the Abrahamic promise.  The books of 1 Kings and 2 Kings
portray the reversal of this process beginning with the second twenty
years of Solomon’s reign and continuing with the leadership of unfaith-
ful kings, culminating eventually in the deportation of Israel to foreign
nations (Alexander, 1998; see also Matthew 1:17). 

While Abraham is not described in terms of being a king, he is pre-
sented in a role similar to his contemporaries who were kings (Genesis
14:1-24; 21:22-34; 23:6).  In more direct terms God promises to Abraham
that kings will come from his seed.  The same promise is repeated to
Jacob (Genesis 17:6, 16; 35:11). When David is installed as king, God, the
King of the Universe, chooses him as prince, and makes a covenant with
him in terms similar to the terms promised to Abraham.  Although it is a
mere human who sits on the royal throne, this throne is really God’s
throne (1 Samuel 13:14; 2 Samuel 7:1-17; 1 Chronicles 17:4-14; 28:5; Psalm
132:12, Alexander, 1998). 

The Bible writers portray God as the ultimate King who selects and
appoints earthly kings to serve Him and His people.  Even when the



all citizens.  From another point of view, the anointing was an essential
characteristic of a king, marking him as in a special relationship with
God to be the king and shepherd of Yahweh’s people (2 Samuel 5:1-3;
Psalm 2:6).  





because the standard of behavior among the community would rise no
higher than that of the king, he was to be a model to others by observing
the law.  This would promote humility, reminding him that he was one
from among many in the community. 

We find references to the responsibilities of the king in several places
in Scripture.  When Samuel installed King Saul as the first king of Israel,
he announced to the people the rights and duties of the king and then
wrote these in a book (1 Samuel 10:25).  In the second book of Samuel,
we have recorded in some of David’s last words a poetic description of
the king’s role (2 Samuel 23:3-4).  Likewise, Proverbs records many
duties of the king: see Proverbs 1-9:28; 14:35; 16:10, 12-15; 19:12; 20:2, 8,
26, 28; 21:1; 22:11; 25:2, 5-7; 29:4, 14 (Kenik, 1976).  

When Joash was anointed king, he was brought to the tabernacle,
where he was given two important royal symbols: a crown and the book
of the testimony for reading and following, a probable reference to the
written law of the covenant (2 Kings 11:12; see also Exodus 31:18; 32:15;
Deuteronomy 4:45; 6:17, 20; 1 Kings 2:3-4; 1 Chronicles 22:13; Psalm 19:7;
119:13-16).  Duties of the king are counted in several of the Psalms.  In
Isaiah 11:1-5 we see the potential of the monarchy to bring wellbeing 
and harmony to the land.  This must be nothing less than shalom
(peace) (cf. Psalm 1:1-3).

We often think of the High Priest as fulfilling the role of mediator
between God and the people.  While this is true, ancient kings also did
the work of mediator through their role of preserving the primacy of the
Torah in bringing about the life of covenantal shalom for the nation
(Brueggemann, 1997, p. 600-621; Launderville, 2003).  Examples of kings
who were faithful in fulfilling their mediation role include David, who
became the gold standard for all kings to emulate thereafter, Hezekiah,
though he was criticized by Isaiah the prophet (Isaiah 37:15-21; 38:2-7),
and young Josiah, who implemented significant reforms in the land
when he came to power. 

If the king was to be faithful in leading the nation in following the
Torah, his power must be limited to prevent him from becoming a tyrant.
He was not authorized to develop such a large standing army that he
could then use it to rule as a tyrant over the nation.  He was not to take
into marriage too many daughters of foreign kings, since doing so would
create too many complicated entanglements for the nation.  He also was
limited in terms of the wealth he could develop, thus preventing him from
taking extraordinary control over the economic system so that he could







decisions (1 Samuel 23:2,4; 30:8; 2 Samuel 2:1; 5:19; cf. 2 Samuel
22:10,15; Bosworth, 2006).  

Just before king David died he added to the wise counsel of Moses,
proclaiming that God’s intent for national leaders was to fear God, 
rule over the nation with righteousness, and do good for the nation 
(2 Samuel 23:1-4).  So loved was he that ever after David became the
benchmark when considering the characteristics of the ideal king. The
ideal king is a person whose heart is transformed by the Holy Spirit, 
signified by the anointing with oil at the coronation ceremony.  He is
God’s Anointed One, holy to serve God, the ruler of the whole earth and
the people, in a way similar to the priests being anointed for their spiri-
tual service.   He is a mediator between God and the nation. His close
relationship with God gives him the power to bring peace, wellbeing,
justice, and harmony to the land.  With the covenant as his guide, the
king is the protector and restorer of the people, not only from foreign
powers but also from moral lapses.  Under his reign good fortune 
would result for everyone (Mowinckel, 2005/1956).

In spite of the weaknesses of his leadership, the people loved David
and looked forward to the day when someone like him would again rule
in their land.  Building his leadership on David’s example of a spiritual





serve.  They encourage followers to identify with the needs of the organi-
zation rather than the leader.  Charismatic leaders like King Ahab who
have a negative effect on followers focus their use of power on them-
selves, encouraging followers to become devoted to themselves rather
than to the organization and its needs.  

When charismatic leaders take actions that are perceived by follow-
ers to be too risky, they make enemies.  For example, the leader who is
overly optimistic in a way that is unwarranted may not see the flaws in
his or her vision.  One could speculate that Solomon may have experi-
enced hubris.  Also, if the leader does not listen to the community, he or
she risks having followers who become disillusioned (Yukl, 2010).  The
experience of Rehoboam is hauntingly reminiscent of this behavior.  

In the kingship we see present issues related to the types of power
identified by French and Raven (1959).   The king held the highest office
or rank in the land; he had legitimate power of position as the people
believed that the king was appointed and anointed by God.  Support of
the king by community leaders, such as prophets, priests and elders,
validated God’s choice.  The people believed that a king such as David
had supernatural power; he had expert power in organizing and war.  As
discussed above, the king’s personal power came through his charismat-
ic traits and behaviors that were accepted by the people.  As the king’s
charisma had its impact with followers, they offered the king referent
power











kingship in mind.  Contingency theories of leadership can be considered
from the perspective of the ideal king.  The biblical record of kingship
appears on the surface to include a focus on traits as well as on 
relationships.  

The definition of leadership should be reviewed in the light of the
biblical record of kings and their ideal role.  For example, should leader-
ship be defined primarily as influence, as a set of individual leader
traits, as a process, or as a relationship? (Northouse, 2007; Rost, 1993;
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