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The rst six chapters of Mosiah contain King Benjamin’s farewell address—one of the most memorable sermons
on record. These chapters also portray for us the succession of Mosiah2 to the Nephite throne. Many features of
this coronation ceremony re ect ancient Israelite culture. First is the signi cance of the of ce of king. Second is
the coronation ceremony for the new king—the details of which have parallels in both Israel and other ancient
Near Eastern societies and even in other parts of the world. Third, the order of events reported in these chapters
re ects the “treaty/covenant” pattern well-known in ancient Israel and the ancient Near East. Finally, an
interrelated cluster of concepts in Israelite religion connects the themes of rising from the dust, enthronement,
kingship, and resurrection. My discussion of these four sets of features will show how faithfully the Book of
Mormon re ects these Old World practices and beliefs.
KINGSHIP
The Meaning of Kingship
Although kingship is a political institution whose origins are lost to history, nearly every ancient and medieval
civilization had a king who was believed to have been appointed by heaven. The Egyptians held that
kingship had existed as long as the world itself;1 to the Sumerians, this form of rule was a gift from the
gods.2 The Israelites also believed that the king was appointed and adopted by God and that “he mediated
between God and the people and represented them before each other.”3 Although the Nephite king was
never viewed as a divine being (which would be inconsistent with Deuteronomy 17:15), he was closely
connected with God in the sense that, as an intermediate, he too modeled and represented God to his
people (as in Mosiah 2:19).
In the ancient view of God’s conferral of governmental power upon the king, the traditional code of royalty—which
stipulates that the monarch receive sacred names and powers—allows him to stand in the place of God before his
people. That ceremony “contained in particular the ancient titles and sovereign rights and duties conferred on
Pharaoh by the god, in brief, the king’s authority to rule as the surrogate of the god.”4 In the case of Benjamin’s
speech, a similar ideology is to an extent operational: Benjamin conferred upon Mosiah, and also upon the people,
a new name (see Mosiah 5:8); he entrusted Mosiah with other insignia of his royal of ce (see Mosiah 1:15–16),
and he mentioned Mosiah’s right and duty to deliver to his people the commandments of God and to lead them in
the ways of peace and well-being (see Mosiah 2:31; see also 5:5).
If the king represented the person of God, a fortiori, he also embodied the will and word of God or, in other words,
the law of God. According to Moshe Weinfeld, “law is embodied in the person of the king. The king is ‘the living
law.'”5 Similarly, a strong element in Benjamin’s discourse is his role as an example. At several important junctures
in the speech, Benjamin cites his own behavior or function as a role model to the people, thus embodying the
principles of divine righteousness that were incumbent upon his people to obey. For example, if Benjamin had
labored to serve other people, then how much more should they do likewise (see Mosiah 2:18).
The role of king in Hebrew times
was based on two covenants which de ned the duties of the crown towards God and towards the people.
The king’s relationship to the divinity was conceived as that of a vassal towards his overlord. He was
installed in the of ce by divine election, on condition that he remain loyal to God and keep his laws (II Sam.

xxiii 5; Ps. cxxxii 12). The other covenant de ned the king’s obligations towards the nation and ful lled the
function of a modern constitution (II Sam. iii 21, v 3; II Chron. xxiii 3). The various conditions were probably
recited at the accession to the throne.6
In the case of Benjamin’s and Mosiah’s kingship, we see clearly that they both stood between God and the people
(see Mosiah 2:31; 5:5) and that the king was one who acted as a vassal or steward over God’s people (see Mosiah
1:10) and who accepted the king’s commands by way of covenant (see Mosiah 5:5).
In Israel, kingship came to be a vital element of the society’s organization through the four hundred years leading
up to Lehi’s departure from Jerusalem. In the American promised land, among the Nephites, Lamanites, and
people of Zarahemla, kings were again an essential part of political life for many centuries. Mosiah 1–6 gives us
some of the clearest information on the ideals of royal government in the Book of Mormon. For example, as a
practical matter, the ancient king had two fundamental obligations: namely, to maintain peace and to establish
justice. “Clearly, the function of the king was twofold: to ensure the safety of his people by ‘force of arms’ against
[the] internal threat of rebellion or external threat of invasion and to ensure the ‘well-being’ of the nation through
the establishment of justice. This dual function of the king as both warrior and judge is evident throughout the
ancient Near East.”7 These two roles transcended the particular form of rulership in Israel or in the ancient world
and endured from era to era: Whether an early judge or a later monarch in Israel, the ruler “was the leader in the
Holy War chosen by Yahweh. He was also the man who had been given wisdom to act as a Judge of the people: to
see that honesty ourishes in the kingdom.”8 As Falk has observed, the Hebrew king was responsible for the
“functions of judicial and political administration”; he acted as judge, and was also “called upon to ful ll a political
task, in the course of which he also took upon himself the religious functions”; and he was “commissioned by God
to administer justice.”9 Benjamin clearly lled these perennial roles: as warrior, he had led the Nephites into
victorious battle against invading troops and quelled rebellion in his own lands (see Words of Mormon 1:12–16);
as judge, it is evident that he had established justice and enforced the laws against slavery, murder, theft, adultery,
and “any manner of wickedness” (Mosiah 2:13); and as religious leader, he received revelation from God and
inspired his people in righteousness.
Especially prominent in the ancient meaning of kingship was the king’s domestic role as the one in society primarily
responsible for the internal peace, fairness, and equity within his realm. This royal function stands out in several
Old Testament texts. For example, as Keith Whitelam remarks on Psalm 72: “The whole psalm is a testimony to the
importance of the ideal of monarchical judicial administration which guarantees both the cosmic harmony, fertility
and prosperity of the nation.”10 Thus to Benjamin is attributed primary credit for the condition of peace in his land:
“by laboring with all the might of his body and the faculty of his whole soul,” he and his prophets were able to
“establish peace in the land” (Words of Mormon 1:18).
Whitelam identi es three additional points as being common to the ancient Near Eastern and Israelite royal
ideologies: (1) the king’s administration of justice was seen as essential for cosmic harmony; (2) this ensured the
fertility and prosperity of the nation; and (3) the ideal king was often concerned with providing for the needs of the
poor and the underprivileged.11 While Benjamin recognizes these characteristics of kingship, he attributes them
primarily to God and is only vicariously involved in caring for the poor. For Benjamin, the order of the world
depends, not on himself as king, but solely on God’s sustaining power that maintains life and the world order from
day to day (see Mosiah 2:21). Likewise, Benjamin af rms that the eternal well-being of mankind is solely
contingent on the atonement of Jesus Christ and the omnipotent goodness of God—not on the king’s power as
ruler (see Mosiah 3:18; 4:8–11). It is on the third point that Benjamin focuses his personal emphasis: just as God is

kind and generous to all individuals who are impoverished beggars in the sight of God (see Mosiah 4:21), so too
Benjamin expresses deep concern and takes speci c steps to see that the poor and the underprivileged in his
kingdom are cared and provided for (see Mosiah 4:14, 22–23).
Choosing the King
The Book of Mormon presents a pattern of choosing kings that matches customs in ancient Israel. In Israel,
as in the ancient Near East generally, kingship was a divine election.12 It was considered necessary that
God choose the man to be king. Thus Solomon, not his older brother Adonijah, succeeded his father David
as king, since, as Adonijah himself said, “it [the kingship] was [Solomon’s] from the Lord” (1 Kings 2:15).13
De Vaux observes that “accession to the throne (of Judah) implies a divine choice: a man is ‘king by the
grace of God’ not only because God made a covenant with the dynasty of David, but because his choice
was exercised at each accession.”14 Following this pattern of divine election of the king, King Benjamin
believed that God had called Mosiah, his son: “On the morrow I shall proclaim . . . that thou art a king and a
ruler over this people, whom the Lord our God hath given us” (Mosiah 1:10).
In Israel, the eldest son of the king usually became the next ruler, although the king was not obligated to choose
him if he believed God desired otherwise. Jehoshaphat gave the kingdom to Jehoram “because he was the
rstborn” (2 Chronicles 21:3). However, at a later time Joachaz succeeded Josiah even though Joachaz had an
older brother (see 2 Kings 23:31, 36). The Book of Mormon does not say whether Mosiah was Benjamin’s
rstborn son, though this was probably the case since his name is given rst in the list of names of Benjamin’s sons
(see Mosiah 1:2).
In Israel, both Solomon and Jotham became king while their fathers were still alive, because their fathers were old
or ill (see 1 Kings 1:32–40; 2:1–10; 2 Kings 15:5). This is also apparently why Benjamin installed Mosiah when he
did: “[Benjamin] waxed old, and he saw that he must very soon go the way of all the earth; therefore, he thought it
expedient that he should confer the kingdom upon one of his sons” (Mosiah 1:9). After he “had consecrated his son
Mosiah to be a ruler and a king over his people, . . . king Benjamin lived three years and he died” (Mosiah 6:3, 5).
Con icting Views of Kingship
In Mesopotamia and Egypt, kingship was the only form of government, as far as we know. There the king
was viewed as having descended from a god, or he had at least been adopted as an offspring of deity.15 To
the writers of history in those lands, no other type of rule was conceivable. Some ancient Israelites took a
very positive view of kingship, seeing the king as a necessary and elevated representative of God, even as
an adopted son of God; other writers took a limited view of monarchy, seeing the king as “ultimately subject
to the law given to the people by Yahweh. . . . The king represents more than just his person, he also
represents the future of the nation and more especially his own dynasty.”16
On the other hand, some people in Israel objected to kingship categorically on the ground that God alone was to
rule over his people. For this reason, Gideon refused the invitation to become a hereditary monarch in Israel: “And
Gideon said unto them, I will not rule over you, neither shall my son rule over you: the Lord shall rule over you”
(Judges 8:23).
Others considered kingship permissible but warned against it. Samuel recognized the dangers of kingship. When
the Israelites demanded of the prophet Samuel, “Make us a king to judge us like all the nations,” Samuel painted a
grim picture of what would happen under a king:
He will take your sons, and appoint them for himself, for his chariots, and to be his horsemen; and some
shall run before his chariots. And he will appoint him captains over thousands, and captains over fties;
and will set them to ear [plant] his ground, and to reap his harvest, and to make his instruments of war, and
instruments of his chariots. And he will take your daughters to be confectionaries, and to be cooks, and to

be bakers. And he will take your elds, and your vineyards, and your oliveyards, even the best of them, and
give them to his servants. And he will take the tenth of your seed, and of your vineyards, and give to his
of cers, and to his servants. And he will take your menservants, and your maidservants, and your
goodliest young men, and your asses, and put them to his work. He will take the tenth of your sheep: and
ye shall be his servants. And ye shall cry out in that day because of your king which ye shall have chosen
you; and the Lord will not hear you in that day. (1 Samuel 8:11–18)
In dealing with kingship, biblical authors, like people everywhere, were torn by the divergence between theory and
practice. What a king was supposed to be and what a king in reality became were not often one and the same: “In
general, the ideal position is presented in the Psalms and Prophets, whereas the historical books often witness to
the practical problems involved in the administration of monarchical judicial authority and the failures to attain
this ideal.”17
The Nephites were also torn between con icting views of kings. The Book of Mormon presents a similar variety of
perspectives on kingship. The descendants of Nephi1 found kings to be desirable, declaring that “whoso should
reign in [Nephi’s] stead were called by the people, second Nephi, third Nephi, and so forth, according to the reigns
of the kings” (Jacob 1:11). Zeniff and his people willingly recognized the Lamanite king of the land (see Mosiah 9:5)
and then proceeded to set up their own kingdom nearby. When Zeniff died, he conferred his kingdom upon his
son, Noah. Though Noah “did not walk in the ways of his father” (Mosiah 11:1), he was still recognized and obeyed
as king by the people. There was rarely a time when there was not a king of the Lamanites.
A second view presented by the Book of Mormon is that kingship is undesirable. After Lehi died, Nephi’s
supporters desired him to rule over them. However, Nephi opposed this idea, saying: “I, Nephi, was desirous that
they should have no king” (2 Nephi 5:18). Other Nephites developed this stance even further, declaring that kings
are trouble:
Because all men are not just it is not expedient that ye should have a king or kings to rule over you. For
behold, how much iniquity doth one wicked king cause to be committed, yea, and what great destruction!
. . . ye cannot dethrone an iniquitous king save it be through much contention, and the shedding of much
blood. For behold, he has his friends in iniquity, and he keepeth his guards about him; and he teareth up
the laws of those who have reigned in righteousness before him; and he trampleth under his feet the
commandments of God; And he enacteth laws, and sendeth them forth among his people, yea, laws after
the manner of his own wickedness; and whosoever doth not obey his laws he causeth to be destroyed;
and whosoever doth rebel against him he will send his armies against them to war, and if he can he will
destroy them; and thus an unrighteous king doth pervert the ways of all righteousness. (Mosiah 29:16–
17, 21–23)
Benjamin’s description of how he ruled could hardly contrast more with Samuel’s or Mosiah’s description of the
problems caused by wicked kings:
I . . . have not sought gold nor silver nor any manner of riches of you; Neither have I suffered that ye should
be con ned in dungeons, nor that ye should make slaves one of another. . . . And even I, myself, have
labored with mine own hands that I might serve you, and that ye should not be laden with taxes, and that
there should nothing come upon you which was grievous to be borne. (Mosiah 2:12–14)

Mosiah followed his father Benjamin in farming “the earth, that thereby he might not become burdensome to his
people” (Mosiah 6:7). He took great pains to avoid abusing the royal power. Yet, near the end of his reign, Mosiah
gives the most damning criticism to be found anywhere in scripture on the perils of kingship: “Because all men are
not just it is not expedient that ye should have a king or kings to rule over you. For behold, how much iniquity doth
one wicked king cause to be committed, yea, and what great destruction!” (Mosiah 29:16–17; see all of 29:5–36).
The Nephites had many different models of rulership to choose from as they consulted the precedents in the
records they had brought with them from Jerusalem. Many types of rulers were found in Israel over the centuries:
priest-kings like Melchizedek; patriarchs like Abraham and Jacob; family and tribal leaders of various types;
lawgivers like Moses; high priests like Aaron; prophets like Samuel; military leaders like Joshua and Sampson;
judges like Gideon and Deborah; powerful kings like Saul, David, and Solomon; and reform-minded kings like
Hezekiah and Josiah. From this wide array of options, it is little wonder that no single theory of kingship or
rulership emerges among the Nephites, who at diverse times and under changing circumstances found themselves
led by rulers such as Nephi, hereditary kings such as Nephi’s successors, good kings such as Benjamin, wicked
kings such as Noah, chief judges such as Nephihah, military captains such as Moroni, governors such as Lachoneus,
and prophets such as Alma. All this generated con icting ideologies of kingship and leadership among the
Nephites and helps explain the dichotomy in Benjamin’s kingship, which featured both power and humility.
The King as Guardian of the Covenant of the Lord
The king in the ancient Near East was obliged to maintain justice generally and to protect the rights of the
weakest members of society.18 King Benjamin did not discuss this responsibility directly, but it is implied at
several points in his sermon that he understood and observed the principle of protecting the rights of the
weak (for example, see Mosiah 2:17–18; 4:13–16, 24).
The king in Israel had an added responsibility of acting as guardian of the covenant between the Lord and his
people—a concept that seems to have no parallel among neighboring peoples. He was expected to be an obedient
follower of God and to lead his people in obeying this covenant.19 Accordingly, “both Joshua and Josiah mediate
covenants between Israel and God, [and] promise obedience to the book of the Torah.”20 As guardian of the
covenant and of the law, the Israelite king took “special measures in his capacity of teacher of the torah, being the
highest responsible authority in all matters appertaining to the department of the law.”21
Kingship and covenant are also closely connected in Mosiah 1–6. Benjamin’s command to his son to prepare for
this grand occasion had two parts to it—to proclaim his son the new king and to “give this people a name” (Mosiah
1:11; see 1:10). The name was “the name of Christ”; this was to be accepted by all “that have entered into the
covenant with God that [they] should be obedient unto the end of [their] lives” (Mosiah 5:8). The association of the
two concepts in King Benjamin’s agenda indicates that they were linked in Nephite thinking. In Mosiah 2:13,
Benjamin clearly declares ways in which he had discharged his obligations as teacher and administrator in all
matters of law.
Kingship and the covenant of the people with God are again combined in Mosiah 6:3. After Mosiah had been
consecrated king, he “appointed priests to teach the people, that thereby they might hear and know the
commandments of God, and to stir them up in remembrance of the oath [or covenant] which they had made.” The
record notes that following Benjamin’s death, Mosiah very strictly observed the covenant and the commandments
that his father had passed on to him (see Mosiah 6:6).
CORONATION

The coronation of the king is the most important ritual act associated with kingship in the ancient Near East.
A comparison of Mosiah 1–6 with coronation ceremonies recorded in the Old Testament and with such rites
among other ancient Near Eastern peoples reveals striking parallels.22
The Sanctuary as the Site of the Coronation
A society’s most sacred spot is the location where the holy act of royal coronation takes place. For Israel,
the temple was that site. So we read that during his coronation Joash stood “by a pillar [of the temple], as
the manner was” (2 Kings 11:14). However, the temple had not been built when Solomon became king, so
he was crowned at Gihon (see 1 Kings 1:45). Although Gihon may have been chosen because water was
available for purification rites,23 it was made sacred by the presence of the ark of the covenant (which
contained the sacred objects from Moses’ day) in the special tabernacle that David had made to shelter it at
Gihon. The priest Zadok took “out of the tabernacle” the horn containing oil with which he anointed Solomon
(1 Kings 1:39). Thus scholars have concluded that the covenants made in connection with Israelite
coronations were “made in the Temple. . . . The king went up into the House of Yahweh, he had his place by,
or on, the pillar . . . and he concluded the covenant before Yahweh.”24
In the speci cally Nephite case of Mosiah, all the people gathered at the temple at Zarahemla, the site chosen for
Benjamin’s address to the people and for the consecration of his son Mosiah as king (see Mosiah 1:18). The
Nephite formalities, as had been the case in ancient Israel, took place in stages: “the coronation ceremony was
divided into two parts, the anointing in the sanctuary and the enthronement in the royal palace.”25 Mosiah was
rst designated king in a private setting, presumably at the royal palace (see Mosiah 1:9–12), and then presented
to the people in the public gathering at the temple (see Mosiah 2:30).
The Royal Dais
Benjamin had a tower constructed from which he spoke and, presumably, presented Mosiah to the people
(see Mosiah 2:7). Not only was the king crowned in the temple, but in a specific place within the temple
complex. In 2 Kings 11:14 we read that at the time of his coronation, King Joash “stood by a pillar (Hebrew
al ha-ammud), as the manner was” (emphasis added). According to Welch and Szink, “The preposition al
can be translated ‘by,’ but it is much more often rendered ‘on’ or ‘upon.'”26 Similarly, in 2 Kings 23:3, when
King Josiah rededicates the temple, he gathers all the elders of Judah and Jerusalem and reads the law
before all the people. He then stands “by” or “on the pillar”—al ha-ammud—and makes a covenant to keep
all the commandments.27 De Vaux connects these pillars with the “brasen scaffold” that Solomon built (2
Chronicles 6:13), upon which he stands and kneels “before all the congregation of Israel,” and from which he
offers the dedicatory prayer for the temple; further, de Vaux suggests that the phrase near the pillar be
translated “on the dais.”28
Another such structure is mentioned in Nehemiah 8:4. On the occasion of the reading of the law by Ezra the
scribe, the religious leader of the people, we are again told that, during the Sukkot feast, Ezra “stood upon a pulpit
of wood” in order to read the law to the people who were living “in booths for seven days following their return to
Jerusalem from Babylon.”29 Commenting on the pillars in 2 Kings, Gerhard von Rad wrote, “It is certainly to be
understood in any case that the place where the king stood was a raised one. The king would have had to be visible
to the crowd which had gathered for the solemnities, so that one may probably think of some sort of pillar-like
platform.”30 Widengren added,
We therefore conclude that at least towards the end of the pre-exilic period, but possibly from the
beginning of that period, the king when reading to his people on a solemn occasion from the book of the
law and acting as the mediator of the covenant making between Yahweh and the people had his place on a
platform or a dais.31
In con rming the Old Testament documentation of the use of the dais, the Mishnah also supports the evidence
found in the Book of Mormon. Together these illustrate that platforms are (1) located in the temple precinct, (2)
associated with the coronation of new kings, (3) used by the king or another leader to read the law to the people,

(4) used to offer dedicatory prayers for the temple, and (5) associated with the Festival of Booths. In view of these
considerations, one can conclude that Benjamin’s tower was more than just a way to communicate to the people—
it was part of an Israelite coronation tradition in which the king stands on a platform or pillar at the temple before
the people and before God.
Installing in Of ce with Insignia
At the coronation of Joash, Jehoiada the priest conferred upon him two objects, called the nezer and the
edût. “It would seem that the diadem and the protocol were the two items of sacral and legal insignia,
conferment of which constituted the essential act of coronation.”32 The meaning of the first term is certain; it
means “crown” (2 Kings 11:12). What edût means is far less certain. Von Rad connected the edût with the
idea of covenant and also with the Egyptian protocol that were given to the Pharaoh upon his ascent to the
throne.33 In other words, it refers to a list of laws or regulations by which the king was to govern.34 Geo
Widengren, on the other hand, believes that the edût refers to the whole law. He notes:
It is highly important that according to all traditions the leader of the people of Israel, in older times
chieftains of the charismatic type, like Moses and Joshua, in the period of the monarchy the king—and this
right down into Hellenistic-Roman times—always had the law handed over to him, and thus was the real
possessor of the Torah, in the concrete meaning of the word.35
Ringgren cites Psalm 132:12 to support this claim:
If your sons keep my covenant and my testimonies [edotai] which I shall teach them, their sons also for
ever shall sit upon your throne.36
The king, as possessor of the law, would then “read out to the assembly the commandments of the book of the
covenant and then . . . make the covenant between Yahweh and his people.”37 The medieval Jewish commentator
Rashi opined that the edût was a law, connecting it with the injunction in Deuteronomy 17:18–20, which speci es
that the king should keep a copy of the law with him, that he might always remember the commandments of God,
“to the end that he may prolong his days in his kingdom.”38 In like manner, Benjamin told his sons, including
Mosiah, his successor, “I would that ye should keep the commandments of God, that ye may prosper in the land
according to the promises which the Lord made unto our fathers” (Mosiah 1:7). Thus not only may Mosiah’s
receipt of the law as part of the regalia of kingship be similar to the procedure at the coronation of the kings in
Israel, but the purpose for which it was given was also similar.
The royal documents were the most important records in the kingdoms of the ancient world, and a sword was a
frequent sign of kingship in Europe and Asia. In addition, from early modern times at least back to the Roman
Empire, an orb or ball was commonly held in the hand of Old World rulers; although the Bible does not mention
such an object, it still might have been part of the Israelite set of artifacts copied from their neighbors.39
With the transfer of power, Benjamin gave Mosiah similar objects.40 He passed on the of cial records of the
people (the plates of brass and the plates of Nephi), the sword of Laban, and the miraculous ball (called the
director or Liahona; see Mosiah 1:15–16).
Moreover, the king donned sacred garments: “His sacral garment, his ecclesiastical garb, so to speak, meant that
he wore the breast-plate of judgement, and in the pouch of judgement carried the Urim and Tummim, the symbols
of the tablets of the law, corresponding exactly to the tablets of destiny worn by the ruler in Mesopotamia.”41

Benjamin’s concern about his garments (see Mosiah 2:28) and the fact that King Mosiah was known to possess
“two stones” (Mosiah 28:13) by means of which he could translate the twenty-four plates of Ether may be
evidence that similar items were present in the Nephite coronation.
Anointing
To anoint the king with oil was a significant part of coronation ceremonies in ancient Israel and in the ancient
Near East generally. The Bible records the anointing of six kings: Saul, David, Solomon, Jehu, Joash, and
Jehoahaz.42 “The anointing is a ritual religious act, which marks the candidate for kingship as the Lord’s
elected.”43 Indeed, the name Messiah, which was used to refer to several of the kings of Israel, means
“anointed,” no doubt referring to the rite of anointing the king during his installation as ruler.44
The Hittites, a northern neighbor of the Israelites, also had a ceremony that included anointing the king with oil.45
Although no clear evidence exists that the Egyptian king was anointed at his accession to the throne, he apparently
was anointed every morning before entering the temple where he performed daily chants.46
Following Benjamin’s address and the renewal of the covenant by the people, Benjamin “consecrated his son
Mosiah to be a ruler and a king over his people” (Mosiah 6:3). In the Book of Mormon the verb to consecrate occurs
mostly in connection with priests or teachers (see 2 Nephi 5:26; Mosiah 11:5; 23:17; Alma 4:4, 7; 5:3; 15:13;
23:4), but also appears in three instances in association with kings. (1) Benjamin says that he was “consecrated” to
be king by his father (Mosiah 2:11), (2) Mosiah was “consecrated” by Benjamin his father (Mosiah 6:3), and (3)
Amlici was “consecrate[d]” by his followers to be their king (Alma 2:9).
The verb to anoint is more commonly used in the Book of Mormon record with the setting apart of kings. Nephi
“anointed” his successor (Jacob 1:9); interestingly, the word is used nine times in the Jaredite record, perhaps in a
formulaic fashion (see Ether 6:22, 27; 9:4, 14–15, 21–22; 10:10, 16). In the Bible, only the verb to anoint (from the
root *MSH) is used exclusively with reference to kings.47 In the enthronements of both Solomon (see 1 Kings 1:34,
39) and Joash (see 2 Kings 11:12) an anointing occurs. Furthermore, Saul, David, Jehu, and Jehoahaz were all
anointed.48 The verb to consecrate (from the root *QDS) is restricted to priests in the Old Testament. The two
terms are similar but not identical in meaning. To anoint means to set apart by applying oil to the body, speci cally
the head, and to consecrate, a more general term, means to make holy. Consecrating could be done by anointing,
but is not limited to it. It is possible that the consecration of Mosiah included anointing, which would have been in
accordance with the practices in ancient Israel and the ancient Near East.
Presentation of the New King
Mosiah is presented to the people as their king in Mosiah 2:30. In 1 Kings 1:34, 39, Solomon is presented to
the people, “and they blew the trumpet; and all the people said God save king Solomon.” At the coronation
of Joash “the princes and the trumpeters [were] by the king, and all the people of the land rejoiced, and blew
with trumpets” (2 Kings 11:14). The blowing of the trumpet (shôfar) bears an interesting connection with the
New Year festival discussed above. Returning to the enthronement of the Assyrian king Esarhaddon cited
above, we find that he too was presented to the people:
He (i.e., Sennacherib [Esarhaddon’s father]) heeded their [the gods’] important pronouncement and called
together the people of Assyria, young and old, my brothers (and all) the male descendants of (the family
of) my father and made them take a solemn oath in the presence of (the images of) the gods of Assyria:
Ashur, Sin, Shamash, Nebo, (and) Marduk, (and) of (all) the (other) gods residing in heaven and in the
nether world, in order to secure my succession.49

It should also be noted that Esarhaddon’s enthronement took place during the Babylonian month of Nisan, which,
being the rst month of the year, was the month when the Babylonian New Year festival was celebrated. Similarly,
presentation and acclamation were formal parts of the enthronement in Israel and the ancient Near East.50
One reason for the public proclamation of the new king was to avoid disputes over the throne. In fact, it is most
likely that we have detailed accounts concerning the coronation of Solomon and Joash speci cally because both
kingships were challenged.51 Despite his father’s efforts, the Assyrian Esarhaddon had serious problems with his
brothers who also wanted to be king. With this in mind, Benjamin’s statements immediately following the
presentation of his son take on new meaning: “If ye shall keep the commandments of my son, or the
commandments of God which shall be delivered unto you by him, ye shall prosper in the land, and your enemies
shall have no power over you. But, O my people, beware lest there shall arise contentions among you, and ye list to
obey the evil spirit, which was spoken of by my father Mosiah” (Mosiah 2:31–32). The use of the word contention is
signi cant. A quick study of its context in the Book of Mormon reveals that it is often tied to wars and that the
principal cause of those wars was dissension and rebellion against the king by individuals. Hence the need for
public designation of the king.
As Nibley has pointed out, there is a twist in the Nephite enthronement ceremony, for although Mosiah was
proclaimed king, more attention is devoted to God as king.52 Benjamin repeatedly reminds the people that he too
is human (see Mosiah 2:11, 26) and that God is the real king (see Mosiah 2:19). The idea of God-as-king is
frequently found in the Old Testament, especially in Psalms.53 As a nal part of the proclamation of the coronation
of the new king, “in a fresh act of the drama,” the king himself would next speak; “claiming the authority of a divine
revelation made to him, he proclaims to the city and to the world (in a more or less threatening speech) the nature
of the overlordship which has been conferred upon him.”54 At this point, the people respond by accepting the
king’s declarations (see Mosiah 4:2; 5:2–4), and their acclamation “signalizes the people’s approval and contributes
to the reciprocal feeling of closeness between the king and his citizens.”55 The public proclamation of the kingship
of Mosiah evidently follows the ancient pattern closely.
Receiving a Throne Name
In many societies, a king received a new name or throne name when he was crowned king.56 Several
Israelite kings had two names, a “birth name” and a throne name. It may be that all the kings of Judah
received a new name when they came to the throne.57 During the “royal protocol Yahweh addresses the
king in direct speech, calls him his son, invests him with sovereign rights, confers upon him his coronation
name, and so on.”58 During the Middle Kingdom period, each king of Egypt had no less than five names and
received a throne name at the time he became king.59 Kings in Mesopotamia also received a new name. All
Parthian kings (in ancient Iran) assumed the same throne name, “Arsak,” at their crowning—a fact that has
made it hard for historians to identify one ruler from another.60
Use of the same royal title also marks the early Nephite kings. Jacob wrote that, “The people having loved Nephi
exceedingly, . . . Wherefore, the people were desirous to retain in remembrance his name. And whoso should reign
in his stead were called by the people second Nephi, third Nephi, and so forth, according to the reigns of the kings;
and thus they were called by the people, let them be of whatever [original] name they would” (Jacob 1:10–11).
While it is true that we do not know that this new name was given to the rulers over the Nephites as part of the
coronation rite, there is every reason to expect that it was.
Divine Adoption of the King

Based on relating various Psalms (2, 89, 110) or passages in Isaiah (9:6–7) to the coronation, many
scholars include as part of the enthronement procedure the divine adoption of the king.61
As “son” of God, the king belongs to the sphere in which God in a speci c manner manifests his fatherly
concern and exercises fatherly authority. Both a privilege and an obligation are thus involved. As “son”, the
king enjoys divine protection and help. This feature is found in all the most important texts. As “son”, the
king also participates in the power of God and exercises delegated divine power. His sovereignty on earth
is a replica of that of God in heaven (Ps 89 and 110). But divine sonship also implies lial obedience,
although this obedience is not a sine qua non for the legitimacy of the king.62
Typically, Latter-day Saints have interpreted these passages as referring to Christ. In them the king is called a son
of God. In one passage, however, the Lord through Nathan the prophet, referring directly to Solomon, declares, “I
will be his father, and he shall be my son” (2 Samuel 7:14). Benjamin’s actual bestowal of the name on the people is
recorded in Mosiah 5:6–12. Note particularly verse 7:
And now, because of the covenant which ye have made ye shall be called the children of Christ, his sons,
and his daughters; for behold, this day he hath spiritually begotten you; for ye say that your hearts are
changed through faith on his name; therefore, ye are born of him and have become his sons and his
daughters.
Again we can nd a similar idea in the enthronement of Joash. “And Jehoiada made a covenant between the Lord
and the king and the people, that they should be the Lord’s people” (2 Kings 11:17). What was once reserved for
kings at coronation has now been extended in Nephite culture to the people generally. These last two themes—
new name and divine adoption—are included in the coronation ritual and further con rm the ancient antecedents
of King Benjamin’s address.
THE ASSEMBLY OF MOSIAH 1–6 AS A COVENANT RENEWAL
Mosiah 1–6 mentions three notable features of this assembly: the pilgrimage of whole families to the temple
site, the sacrifice of animals, and the people’s dwelling in tents. These elements are so typical of the Israelite
Feast of Tabernacles that they strongly suggest that the events recorded in these chapters took place during
a Nephite observance of that festival.63 From the Old Testament it appears that the Feast of Tabernacles
was the time when the Israelites renewed their covenant with God,64 which is what the Nephites appear to
have been doing in the assembly reported in Mosiah 1–6.
Six elements of covenant renewal can be found in Exodus, Deuteronomy, and Joshua: the record (1) gives a
preamble in which God is introduced as the one making the covenant or in which his prophet is introduced as
spokesman for God; (2) gives a brief review of God’s relations with Israel in the past; (3) notes the terms of the
covenant, listing speci c commandments and obligations that God expected Israel to keep; (4) records that the
people bear witness in formal statements that they accept the covenant; (5) gives a list of blessings and curses for
obedience or disobedience to the covenant; and (6) records that provisions are made for depositing a written copy
of the covenant in a safe and sacred place and for reading its contents to the people in the future.
In addition, the ideal was that the new king take of ce before the death of the old one,65 and this transfer of power
was connected with the ceremony in which the people make or renew their covenant with God. Interestingly, each
of these features is found in Mosiah 1–6 (see table 1 and its comparisons of Mosiah 1–6 and Old Testament
covenant passages). This basic structure of the covenant is further nuanced by a comparison with Hittite treaties
composed in the fourteenth and thirteenth centuries BC, approximately the same period of time as the Israelite

exodus from Egypt.66 The fundamental elements common to both the Hittite treaties and the covenant passages
in the Old Testament include the preamble, the antecedent history, individual stipulations, witness formulas or
oaths of acceptance, blessings and curses, and provisions for the recital of the covenant and deposit of the text.67
1. Preamble
In the Hittite treaties, the preamble contains the name, as well as other titles and attributes, of the suzerain
making the treaty: “These are the words of the Sun, Muwatallis, the Great King, King of the land of Hatti,
Beloved of the Weather-God.”68 The passages in the Bible that deal with the renewal of the covenant
sometimes introduce God as the maker of the covenant: “And God spake all these words saying . . .”
(Exodus 20:1). At other times, a prophet is introduced to act for God: “And Joshua said unto all the people,
Thus saith the Lord God of Israel . . .” (Joshua 24:2). Similarly, Benjamin’s covenant assembly in the book of
Mosiah begins: “And these are the words which [Benjamin] spake and caused to be written, saying . . .”
(Mosiah 2:9). Although Benjamin is speaking, he is clearly acting as the mouthpiece of God. In fact, a
sizable part of his address consists of words that had been made known to him “by an angel from God”
(Mosiah 3:2).
2. Review of God’s Relations with Israel
This part of the typical Hittite treaty acknowledges the past kindnesses that had been shown by the suzerain
toward his vassal, providing the rationale for the great king’s appeal (in the following section, which
contained specific stipulations) to his vassal to render future obedience in return for past benefits: “When, in
former times Labarnas, my grandfather, attacked the land of Wilusa, he conquered [it]. . . . The Land of
Wilusa never after fell away from the land of Hatti but . . . remained friends with the king of Hatti.”69 At this
point in the covenant renewal, according to the Bible, the people hear of God’s mighty acts on behalf of his
people Israel. For example, “Ye have seen what I did unto the Egyptians, and how I bare you on eagle’s
wings, and brought you unto myself” (Exodus 19:4; compare Exodus 20:2; Joshua 24:12–13). The Mosiah
passage includes a long account of the past relations between King Benjamin and his people and uses the
thanks the people owe him for his contributions to their welfare as an a fortiori argument for the greater
thanks they owe to God:
And behold also, if I, whom ye call your king, who has spent his days in your service, . . . do merit any thanks
from you, O how you ought to thank your heavenly King!
. . . who has created you from the beginning, and is preserving you from day to day, by lending you breath,
. . . and even supporting you from one moment to another. (Mosiah 2:19, 21)
3. Terms of the Covenant
In the Hittite treaties, this section includes the specific obligations that the vassal had to his overlord: “Thou,
Alaksandus, shalt protect the Sun as a friend. . . . If anyone says an unfriendly word about the Sun and you
keep it secret from the Sun . . . then thou, Alaksandus, sinnest before the oath of the gods; let the oath of
the gods harry [thee]!”70 Each of the biblical covenant passages stipulates the commandments that God
expects his people Israel to keep. A prime example is in Exodus 20–23 where God first briefly lists the Ten
Commandments (see Exodus 20:3–17) and then spells out in greater detail what the people are to obey
(see Exodus 21:1–23:19). Benjamin’s address also contains numerous commandments; for example,
“Believe in God. . . . And again, believe that ye must repent of your sins and forsake them, and humble
yourselves before God; and ask in sincerity of heart that he would forgive you” (Mosiah 4:9–10).
4. Formal Witness
The Hittite treaties contain clauses in which the gods are invoked to witness and act as guarantors of the
treaties: “The Sun God of heaven, lord of the lands, Shepherd of men, the Sun Goddess of Arinna, the
Queen of the lands, the Weather-God [are called to witness this treaty].”71 Clearly, such a clause would
have been unacceptable in a covenant in monotheistic Israel. At one time in the Old Testament, an object, a
particular stone, is made witness to the covenant, “for it hath heard all the words of the Lord which he spake
unto us: it shall be therefore a witness unto you, lest ye deny your God” (Joshua 24:27). In general, though,
the people themselves were the witnesses; for instance, they say “All that the Lord hath spoken we will do”
(Exodus 19:8). Following King Benjamin’s address, the people express their desire “to enter into a covenant
with [their] God to do his will, and to be obedient to his commandments” (Mosiah 5:5). They further witness

their willingness to obey by allowing their names to be listed among those who have “entered into a
covenant with God to keep his commandments” (Mosiah 6:1).
5. Blessings and Cursings
The end of a biblical covenant ceremony often contains a list of curses and blessings for those who enter
into the covenant:
Cursed be the man that maketh any graven or molten image. . . . And all the people shall answer and say,
Amen. Cursed be he that setteth light by his father or his mother. And all the people shall say, Amen.
(Deuteronomy 27:15–16)
Blessed shalt thou be in the city, and blessed shalt thou be in the eld. Blessed shall be the fruit of thy
body, and the fruit of thy ground, and the fruit of thy cattle. (Deuteronomy 28:3–4)
More often the Old Testament just implies the curses and blessings:
And Joshua said unto the people, . . . If ye forsake the Lord, and serve strange gods, then he will turn and
do you hurt, and consume you, after that he hath done you good. (Joshua 24:19–20)
The curses and blessings in Benjamin’s speech are also implied rather than stated outright:
And . . . whosoever doeth this shall be found at the right hand of God. . . . And now . . . whosoever shall not
take upon him the name of Christ must be called by some other name; therefore, he ndeth himself on the
left hand of God. (Mosiah 5:9–10)
6. Reciting and Depositing the Covenant
The Bible frequently mentions that the covenant was read aloud: “And he [Moses] took the book of the
covenant, and read in the audience of the people” (Exodus 24:7). Other passages mention that the covenant
was written and put in a safe and sacred place: “And Joshua wrote these words in the book of the law of
God, and took a great stone, and set it up there under an oak, that was by the sanctuary of the Lord”
(Joshua 24:26). The words of King Benjamin were written and sent out among the people, not only so they
could study and understand what had gone on, but also as a permanent record of the assembly (see Mosiah
2:8–9). At the end of Benjamin’s address, when all the people expressed a willingness to take upon
themselves Christ’s name, their names were recorded (Mosiah 6:1).
FROM DUST TO EXALTATION
The ideology of kingship in ancient Israel extended beyond coronation rituals and covenant patterns. Biblical
scholars have found that the ideas associated with becoming a king or a queen also came to serve as
religious images, symbolizing the ascent of mortal beings from dust to exaltation.
“Recent studies,” according to Walter Brueggemann, “have suggested an intersection in the motifs of covenantmaking, enthronement, and resurrection.”72 For example, the resurrection of Jesus was conjoined in early
Christianity with his messianic enthronement, and descriptions of his glori cation were substantiated through Old
Testament passages about Davidic kingship. And just as mortal kings were created out of the dust of the earth and
yet could be elevated by God to become a leader in Israel, so all human beings could be raised from their mortal
state to resurrected glory.
Thus, in Israelite thought, “the motifs of covenant-renewal, enthronement, and resurrection cannot be kept in
isolation from each other but they run together and serve to illuminate each other.”73 And with this matrix in mind,

it becomes all the more signi cant that Benjamin intertwines the themes of dust, kingship, covenant,
enthronement, and resurrection throughout his speech.
The use of the word dust is a rst important indicator of the possible presence of royal language. In a telling
declaration, God told the Israelite king Baasha that divine power had raised him to kingship from the dust: “Since I
exalted you out of the dust and made you leader over my people Israel . . . ” (1 Kings 16:2, translation by author; see
also the combination of dust and kingship in 1 Samuel 2:6–8; Psalm 113:7). Brueggemann argues that the creation
account and Adam’s elevation from the dust should be understood as having enthronement overtones, for Adam
“is really being crowned king over the garden with all the power and authority which it implies.”74 Thus it is
signi cant that King Benjamin began his royal speech by reminding his people that he too was “of the dust”
(Mosiah 2:26) and was dependent on God for his power, that he had been “suffered by the hand of the Lord . . . [to]
be a ruler and a king over this people” (Mosiah 2:11).
The operative vehicle that takes any man from the dust and installs him in a position of authority or favor is the
power of covenant, according to Brueggemann. Hence, texts that speak of being in the dust can refer to situations
in which the covenant relationship between Jehovah and the king or his people has been broken (see Psalm 7:6),
while its opposite, coming to life, is connected with making and keeping the covenant. For instance, in Psalm
104:29–30, covenant and creation “are closely related.”75 In the case of Benjamin’s people, they rst viewed
themselves as “even less than the dust of the earth” (Mosiah 4:2), but through the force and effect of their
covenant they became spiritually begotten, born, free, and positioned on the right hand of God (see Mosiah 5:7–
10). It was the covenant that raised them from the dust, both ceremonially and spiritually.
The idea that God elevates the righteous king from the dust brings with it two counter sides. First is the realization
that if the king is wicked the Lord will utterly sweep away the ruler who breaks the covenant, returning him to the
dust and sweeping him out of the house (compare 1 Kings 16:3). Although Benjamin does not turn explicitly to
dust imagery when he warns his people against breaking their covenant, he takes it for granted throughout his
speech that mortals owe to God everything that they have and are (see Mosiah 2:20–25), and therefore it is to be
expected that they will be returned to the dust, utterly blotted out, driven away, and cast out if they are not true
and faithful to their God (see Mosiah 5:11, 14).
The second counterpoint is a motif that frequently occurs in connection with the ascension of a righteous king,
namely the logical presumption that, conversely, one king “can be raised from the dust to power only when the
alternative rulers are sent to the dust.”76 Thus the Psalmist prays in a royal setting, “May his foes bow down before
him, and his enemies lick the dust” (Psalm 72:9, translation by author; see also Micah 7:17; Isaiah 49:23). This
imagery is sometimes “extended so that the whole people now share in the promise and hope of the royal
tradition,” as when Isaiah prophesies that the people of Israel will be raised to power as their enemies are brought
low in the dust (see Isaiah 25:10–12; 26:5–6).77 Benjamin seems attuned to this motif as well when he assures the
ascendance of his son Mosiah by promising and instructing his people that “your enemies shall have no power over
you” (Mosiah 2:31), and that the “enemy to all righteousness” (Mosiah 4:14) shall have “no place in you” (Mosiah
2:36), if they would obey Mosiah as king.
The ultimate victory over one’s enemy, of course, is found in overcoming death through the resurrection of the
dead. Here, also, the theme of rising from the dust becomes important in scripture: “Awake and sing, ye that dwell
in the dust” (Isaiah 26:19); “many . . . that sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake, some to everlasting life, and
some to shame and everlasting contempt” (Daniel 12:2). John H. Hayes has argued that New Testament texts

about resurrection draw on enthronement imagery.78 Brueggemann extends that argument into the Old
Testament: “The resurrection of Israel is in fact the enthronement of Israel among the nations”; by building “an
anthropology out of royal ritual,” the ancient prophets af rmed “that man is bound for kingship.”79 With equal
con dence, King Benjamin took the symbols and promises of royal ritual and extended them to the common
people in his domain. He delivered to them great promises of joy and con dence (see Mosiah 3:3–4), assuring
them that the dead will rise (see Mosiah 3:5, 10) and that the righteous will be lifted up and “brought to heaven”
(Mosiah 5:15).
No one seems to dispute Brueggemann and others in their assertion that themes of kingship, covenant-making,
rising from the dust, coronation, and resurrection were closely linked in the minds of ancient Israelites and early
Christians, even though their ndings have been detected and assembled only from bits and pieces in scattered
texts throughout the Bible. Thus it may come as an unexpected veri cation that all their ndings are illuminated
and strongly exempli ed in a single text—the Book of Mormon. Indeed, Benjamin’s speech may be the best royal
and religious text that shows both king and common folk in relation to each of the elements in the precise set of
interconnected themes of kingship, coronation, covenant, and being raised from the dust to eternal life.
Conclusion
As Hugh Nibley has noted on numerous occasions, one of the best means of establishing a text’s
authenticity lies in examining the degree to which it accurately reflects in its smaller details the milieu from
which it claims to derive.80 The Book of Mormon claims to derive from ancient Israel. The extent to which it
correctly mirrors the culture of the ancient Near East in matters of religious practice, manner of life, methods
of warfare, as well as other topics (especially those that were either unknown or unexamined in Joseph
Smith’s time), may provide one of the best tests of the book’s genuineness. In this study, we have found
numerous elements in the ancient ideology of kingship that are reflected accurately in Benjamin’s speech.
Indeed, the full ceremonial life-setting of both the covenant renewal festivals—in the books of Exodus,
Deuteronomy, and Joshua—and the coronation ceremonies have been identified with the Feast of
Tabernacles. And its form (going back to what must have been a far more ancient Near Eastern pattern) has
only in the past several decades been analyzed to include a preamble, antecedent history, stipulations,
witness formulas, blessings and curses, and provisions for the recital and deposit of the text. That the
covenant assembly in the book of Mosiah has been found—possibly—to have the same ritual setting (the
Feast of Tabernacles) as the covenant renewal festivals and coronation assemblies in the Old Testament is
remarkable. That the covenant ceremonies in both the Old Testament and the book of Mosiah reflect an
ancient Near Eastern pattern prescribed for such occasions may provide another control for establishing the
genuineness of the Book of Mormon.
Mosiah 1–6 re ects in considerable detail the Israelite customs and beliefs that are part of the process of
choosing and seating a new king on the throne. This sermon ranks as one of the most important in scripture. It
serves to ful ll one of the primary purposes of the Book of Mormon by placing central focus and highest
importance on the life, mission, atonement, and eternal reign of the heavenly King, Jesus Christ, the Lord God
Omnipotent.
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