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Render unto Caesar? 

The Megiddo Mosaic and the Theological Reclamation of Allegiance in Imperial Context 
 
 
 

Luke 19:40 
He answered, “I tell you, if these were silent, the stones would shout out.” 

 
 

Abstract  

The Megiddo Mosaic, excavated at the Roman castra of Legio, Israel, and inscribed “To the 
God Jesus Christ,” explicitly challenges the imperial cult’s demand for Caesar’s worship. 
This paper examines the mosaic, dedicated by the centurion Gaianus and female patrons 
such as Akeptous, as a sophisticated theological and social witness, renegotiating allegiance 
within the third-century Roman Empire. Employing postcolonial analysis, the study 
highlights the artifact’s nuanced hybridity, demonstrating subtle subversion of imperial 
ideology through a rearticulated imago Dei that transcends hierarchical social constructs. 
Utilizing Matthean texts (Matt 22:21; 4:8-10; 28:18-20), the analysis situates the mosaic 
within a theology of divine sovereignty, asserting human identity's ultimate loyalty to Christ. 
The artifact's strategic location within a military nexus further amplifies its subversive 
potency, reclaiming sacredness in ostensibly secular spaces. Integrating archaeological 
methodology, biblical exegesis, and theological reflection, this research reevaluates early 
Christian identity formation, offering critical perspectives on contemporary intersections of 
nationalism, ecclesial identity, and Christological fidelity.
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Introduction: Inscribing Allegiance in Imperial Space  

Archaeologists discovered a long-hidden secret during their 2005 excavation under the watchful 

presence of Megiddo Prison, a site steeped in layers of imperial surveillance and punitive control. The 

mosaic that emerged from the Jezreel Valley showed both delicacy and defiance; its small stones 

murmured a quiet resistance against Rome's relentless power.1 

This study proposes that the Megiddo Mosaic constitutes a theological act of sacred insurgency, a 

material proclamation of Christ’s lordship that redefines image, space, and allegiance in the shadow of 

empire. Situated within a military nexus, the mosaic reclaims imperial space not through confrontation 

but through sanctification. The mosaic’s inscriptions, naming women alongside soldiers, challenge 

Roman social norms, prefiguring the ecclesial mutuality of Gal. 3:28 and inviting reconsideration of early 

Christian community formation.2 Now housed in the Museum of the Bible (2024), the artifact critiques 

not only ancient empires but also contemporary idolatries, urging the church to discern its fidelity amidst 

nationalism and cultural co-option.3 

Drawing from archaeology, exegesis, and theology, this study traces the mosaic’s multilayered 

significance. Archaeological analysis, grounded in stratigraphic and epigraphic evidence, situates the 

artifact within the Roman castra at Legio, a site emblematic of imperial control. Biblical exegesis of 

Matthean texts negotiates power while subverting imperial ideology.4 Theological reflection bridges these 

insights to modern ecclesial challenges, echoing the prophetic call to reclaim Christocentric allegiance. 

By engaging in interdisciplinary analysis aligned with the aims of the SBL Program Unit: Bible and 

 
1 Yotam Tepper and Leah Di Segni, A Christian Prayer Hall of the Third Century CE at Kefar ‘Othnay (Legio) 

(Jerusalem: Israel Antiquities Authority, 2006), 10–45; Also see Motti Aviam and Jonathan L. Reed, “A Christian Prayer Hall 
of the Third Century CE at Kefar ʿOthnay (Legio),” Israel Exploration Journal 71, no. 1 (2021): 3–29. Both sources ground 
the stratigraphic and archaeological context of the artifact. Essential for dating and situating the mosaic in its military setting. 

2 Dawn L. Sutherland, Faith and Power: Allegiance, Empire, and the Megiddo Mosaic (forthcoming), 13–14. 

3 Museum of the Bible, “Megiddo Mosaic,” accessed April 2024, 
https://www.museumofthebible.org/exhibits/megiddo. 

4 Richard A. Horsley, ed., Paul and Empire: Religion and Power in Roman Imperial Society (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity 
Press International, 1997). Serves as a precedent for biblical engagement with imperial theology; this reference lays scholarly 
groundwork for reading early Christian texts as political resistance. 

https://www.museumofthebible.org/exhibits/megiddo
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Empire, this paper explores contested power, sacred space, and resistant identity in early Christian 

practice.5 

The study proceeds in three movements. First, it contrasts the imperial cult’s εἰκών (eikōn) of 

Caesar with the biblical εἰκών τοῦ θεοῦ (eikōn tou theou), establishing the theological stakes of 

allegiance. Second, it analyzes the mosaic as a material witness to liturgical resistance, highlighting its 

spatial, epigraphic, and social subversion. Third, it traces Matthean texts’ reorientation of loyalty, 

culminating in a postcolonial reading that situates the mosaic as a liminal space of holiness. The final 

section considers the church’s ongoing entanglement with nationalist ideologies and offers the mosaic as a 

paradigm for rendering to God the image He imprinted. By engaging the Megiddo Mosaic, this study 

reevaluates early Christian identity and challenges faith communities to render to God the image He 

imprinted, resisting the seductive claims of empire in all its forms. 

Empire and the Image: Idolatry, Anthropology, and Imperial Cult  

In the shadow of Rome’s unyielding dominion, the emperor stood as divi filius, the son of the 

divine, his image emblazoned on coins, statues, and temples as the visible eikōn of imperial sovereignty. 

This cult of the emperor, a meticulously crafted ideology, demanded worship as the price of loyalty, 

weaving political allegiance into the fabric of religious devotion.6 Yet, within the Roman castra at Legio, 

the Megiddo Mosaic’s bold inscription, “To the God Jesus Christ,” dared to proclaim a counter-narrative: 

humanity, not Caesar, bears the divine image, and allegiance belongs to the Creator alone. This 

theological clash over image and identity lies at the heart of early Christian resistance, pitting Rome’s 

idolatrous anthropology against the biblical doctrine of the imago Dei.7 By situating the mosaic within 

 
5 SBL Program Unit: Bible and Empire, Society of Biblical Literature Annual Meeting Program Book (Atlanta: 

Society of Biblical Literature, 2023), session description. This unit frames interpretive approaches to Scripture through lenses 
of power, colonization, and resistance, aligning with the present study’s methodological commitments. 

6 Steven J. Friesen, Imperial Cults and the Apocalypse of John: Reading Revelation in the Ruins (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2001), 35; Karl Galinsky, Augustus: Introduction to the Life of an Emperor (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2012), 67.  

7 Dawn Lewis Sutherland, God’s Narrative of Redemption: Creation, Imago Dei, and Water Imagery (PhD diss., 
Liberty University, 2024). 
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this contest, we uncover its subversive potency, a reclamation of human dignity that challenges both 

ancient empires and modern idolatries. 

Roman Imperial Theology and the Eikōn of Caesar 

The Roman imperial cult did more than consolidate power; it erected a theological architecture in 

which the emperor stood as the eikōn of divine order. From Augustus onward, the title divi filius elevated 

Caesar above mortal rulers, his image saturating public spaces to reinforce loyalty through veneration.8 In 

Judea, where the Sixth Legion Ferrata enforced imperial control, imperial propaganda was omnipresent: 

coins bore Caesar’s likeness, altars demanded sacrifice, and oaths pledged fidelity to the emperor rather 

than to the divine.9 

This was not innovation but inheritance. Ancient Near Eastern (ANE) rulers—Mesopotamian 

kings styled as divine mediators and Egyptian pharaohs worshiped as gods—illustrate a long trajectory of 

political theology, which Rome repurposed to unify and subdue its vast dominion.10 Participation in this 

imperial liturgy, whether through civic festivals or military rites, served as a litmus test of allegiance. For 

early Christians, refusal was not civil disobedience alone; it was theological defiance. The Megiddo 

Mosaic, embedded within a Roman military compound, functions as a counter-inscription, rejecting 

Caesar’s counterfeit transcendence in favor of the true kyrios, Jesus Christ.11 In this sense, the mosaic acts 

as a material polemic, one that opposes the emperor’s image economy with a liturgical claim on sacred 

identity. 

 
8 Clifford Ando, Imperial Ideology and Provincial Loyalty in the Roman Empire (Berkeley: University of California 

Press, 2000), 24–28. Cited for its foundational articulation of Caesar’s image as an intentional theological and political 
strategy. 

9 See also: Dawn Lewis Sutherland, Faith and Power, 15–17; Martin Goodman, Rome and Jerusalem: The Clash of 
Ancient Civilizations (New York: Vintage Books, 2008), 157–58. Sutherland and Goodman both address the imperial 
symbolism in Judean military zones. 

10 John H. Walton, Ancient Near Eastern Thought and the Old Testament: Introducing the Conceptual World of the 
Hebrew Bible, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2018), 93–97. Walton provides comparative ANE evidence for divine 
kingship and its adaptation in Roman ideology. 

11 For more on Christian proclamation as political resistance to imperialism, read Horsley, Jesus and Empire, 72–74.  
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Biblical Theology and Reclaiming the Image  

Against Rome’s idolatrous anthropology, the biblical doctrine of the imago Dei asserts that 

humanity alone bears God’s image, a divine imprint that precludes worship of any earthly ruler. Genesis 

1:26–27 makes this claim universal: male and female, Jew and Gentile, soldier and servant, each reflect 

the divine likeness. This theological anthropology radically reorients allegiance. Where Caesar claims the 

body, Scripture insists that the body already belongs to God.12  

During the Second Temple period, this conviction animated resistance to imperial iconography. 

Coins defiled with graven images were rejected, and banners of Roman legions met protest in the Temple 

courts. Jesus' reply in Matthew 22:21,“Render to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s, and to God the 

things that are God’s,” draws directly from this resistance tradition. But it does more. His statement is not 

a concession to Caesar but a reclaiming of humanity’s source and end. If Caesar's coin bears his eikōn, 

then what bears God’s image belongs only to Him. 

The Megiddo Mosaic embodies this subversion. Its inscription not only names Jesus; it enthrones 

Him. As the true eikōn of the invisible God (Col. 1:15), Jesus reframes all notions of image, rule, and 

representation. In so doing, the mosaic acts not as decorative flourish but as theological confrontation. It 

transforms stone into sermon, tesserae into testimony, confronting imperial image-making with a 

declaration of divine sovereignty that can neither be co-opted or confined. 

Theological Stakes and Contemporary Resonance 

The contest over image and allegiance transcends antiquity, confronting modern political systems, 

religious empires, and nationalist ideologies that echo Caesar’s claim to supremacy. Early Christians, 

exemplified by the Megiddo Mosaic’s patrons, refused to conform to imperial molds, their identity forged 

by divine imprint rather than earthly power. As Jacques Ellul argued, “Every power tries to become the 

only one; every dominion aspires to be absolute.”13 Augustine’s distinction between the civitas Dei and 

 
12 Neil Elliott, “Paul and Empire,” in Paul and Politics: Ekklesia, Israel, Imperium, Interpretation, ed. Richard A. 

Horsley (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 1997), 17–39. Elliott contextualizes Paul’s theology as a resistance 
movement rooted in the imago Dei; See also: J. Richard Middleton, The Liberating Image: The Imago Dei in Genesis 1 (Grand 
Rapids: Brazos Press, 2005), 55–60. 

13 Jacques Ellul, The Subversion of Christianity, trans. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1986), 40, 
61-63. 
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civitas terrena further illuminates this tension, underscoring the enduring conflict between divine fidelity 

and worldly ambition.14 The mosaic does not merely decorate a floor; it declares allegiance, and the 

question it asks has not faded: whose image do you bear? 

The Megiddo Mosaic: Archaeology as Theological Witness  

In the shadow of Rome’s unyielding dominion, the emperor stood as divi filius, the son of the 

divine, his image emblazoned on coins, statues, and temples as the visible eikōn of imperial sovereignty. 

The imperial cult functioned not only as a political mechanism but as a theological system reinforcing 

Caesar's supremacy through public veneration, particularly in military and provincial settings. In Judea, 

where the Sixth Legion Ferrata enforced Rome’s grip, imperial iconography served as omnipresent 

reminders of his claim to ultimate authority. Scholars such as Horsley have shown that Roman political 

theology positioned Caesar’s image as a medium of imperial control, blurring the lines between 

governance and worship.15  

Against this backdrop, the Megiddo Mosaic presents more than a devotional artifact; it is a 

tessellated creed. Geometric patterns, fish motifs, and Eucharistic imagery do more than adorn the floor; 

the symbols preach with embedded theology, each tile a homiletic act reclaiming imperial ground. 

Resistance, especially in liturgical acts that name Jesus rather than Caesar as Theos, must be interpreted as 

theologically and politically radical. The mosaic thus stands as a theological riposte, rejecting Caesar’s 

counterfeit transcendence for the true Kyrios. 

Spatial Theology: Military Context and Liturgical Subversion 

The Megiddo Mosaic’s placement within the stronghold of the Sixth Legion Ferrata, is a 

masterstroke of spatial theology. The castra, strategically positioned along the Via Maris to secure Judea’s 

trade routes, was a microcosm of imperial power, its architecture encoding both control and cosmic 

order.16 Yet, beneath this militarized veneer, a modest prayer hall—marked by low stone walls and the 

 
14 Augustine, City of God, trans. Henry Bettenson (London: Penguin Books, 2003), 14.28. 

15 Horsley, Jesus and Empire. 

16 Martin Goodman, Rome and Jerusalem: The Clash of Ancient Civilizations (New York: Vintage Books, 2008), 
157–58. Goodman’s analysis of the castra structure and symbolic design helps frame the theological implications of spatial 
control, supporting the claim that the Legio site embodied more than military function. 
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mosaic floor—emerged, its presence a silent rebellion against the empire’s claim to sacred space. 

Stratigraphic evidence, corroborated by coins from Emperor Caracalla’s reign (198–217 CE), dates the 

hall to the early third century, predating the Edict of Milan and underscoring the audacity of Christian 

worship in a pre-legalized militaristic setting.17 The dating is supported not only by numismatic evidence 

but also by ceramic typology and stratigraphic analysis, which together confirm a pre-Constantinian 

construction context.18  

The mosaic’s fish motifs, evoking the Ichthys acronym (“Jesus Christ, God’s Son, Savior”), 

function as coded theology, proclaiming Christ’s divinity in a context where such declarations invited 

persecution.19 By consecrating a military hub for worship, the mosaic subverts Rome’s spatial hegemony, 

transforming a site of oppression into a locus of divine encounter, where the imago Dei is restored 

through communal doxology.20 

Christological Patronage in Imperial Space 

The Megiddo Mosaic’s inscription reverberates as a Christological thunderbolt, inscribed not in 

isolation but within the heartbeat of Roman military ritual. It proclaims, “The God-loving Akeptous has 

offered the table to God Jesus Christ as a memorial,” a phrase dense with theological and political charge. 

The invocation of “God Jesus Christ” (Theō Iēsou Christō) stands in stark contrast to the imperial 

titulature of divi filius, a claim Rome reserved for Caesar alone. This confession stakes divine identity not 

in Caesar’s lineage but in the crucified and risen Christ, boldly asserting Christological allegiance within a 

space previously consecrated to the imperial cult. This is no generic religious piety; it is an oath-like 

declaration that reframes Roman loyalty around the memory and lordship of Jesus. 

 
17 Tepper and Di Segni, A Christian Prayer Hall, 22–30; S. T. Stevens, “Coins and the Chronology of Early Christian 

Sites,” Journal of Roman Archaeology 27 (2020): 198.  

18 Ibid.  

19 Robin M. Jensen, Understanding Early Christian Art (New York: Routledge, 2017), 89. Jensen’s work 
contextualizes the fish symbol as subversive liturgical art, strengthening the claim that visual theology was a deliberate 
response to imperial pressures. 

20 Sutherland, Faith and Power, “Theological Subversion in the Megiddo Mosaic,” 13-17. This section in Faith and 
Power expands on the spatial reclamation theme, arguing that sacred geography in the Roman world was politically charged. 
The mosaic’s location thus constitutes a deliberate act of theological resistance. 
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Inscriptions such as these belong to the semantic world of oath-taking, where language carried 

juridical and spiritual consequence. As Friesen demonstrates, the imperial cult was not passive religiosity 

but active ideological allegiance, where confessing Caesar as divi filius was a political and sacred act.21 

To name “Jesus Christ” as Theos in such a context amounts to a radical inversion. The very stone that 

once might have borne imperial insignia now carries a doxological confession. Peppard’s analysis of 

Dura-Europos reveals a broader third-century pattern wherein stone, liturgy, and theology coalesce to 

affirm Jesus’ divine identity.22 

The mention of Akeptous and other women in the mosaic further intensifies this theological 

subversion by embedding divine memory within the social memory of the community. Their names do 

not offer passive affirmation; they declare active agency in shaping sacred space. Joan Taylor and Ilaria 

Ramelli demonstrate that female patronage in early Christianity was not the exception but a vital part of 

ecclesial formation.23 Margaret MacDonald further argues that Greco-Roman critiques of “hysterical 

women” in Christian gatherings reveal a cultural anxiety over women’s growing influence in the church.24 

At the center of the mosaic is the trapeza, the table. This is not a household furnishing but a 

Eucharistic anchor. Andrew McGowan underscores the early Christian table as the locus of divine 

presence, memorialization, and communal identity.25 In offering this table “as a memorial,” Akeptous 

does more than dedicate an object; she inscribes memory into space. Her offering echoes the words of 

Christ, “Do this in remembrance of me” (Luke 22:19), grounding divine allegiance not in conquest, but in 

communion. 

 
21 Friesen, Imperial Cults, 52-54. Friesen explores the ideological function of divi filius and the theological opposition 

it provoked among early Christians, framing the inscription’s bold invocation of theos as a clear rejection of Caesar’s divine 
claims. 

22 Michael Peppard, The World’s Oldest Church: Bible, Art, and Ritual at Dura-Europos, Syria (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 2016), 120–24. 

23 Joan E. Taylor and Ilaria L. E. Ramelli, Patterns of Women’s Leadership in Early Christianity (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2021), 104. 

24 Margaret Y. MacDonald, Early Christian Women and Pagan Opinion: The Power of the Hysterical Woman 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 86. 

25 Andrew McGowan, Ancient Christian Worship: Early Church Practices in Social, Historical, and Theological 
Perspective (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2019), 145. 
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The Megiddo Mosaic, therefore, serves as liturgical cartography, a sacred map reorienting loyalty 

through physical space and theological speech. This is not a passive devotional act but a spatial and 

sacramental confrontation with empire. Bauckham’s assertion that early Christian worship of Jesus 

reflects divine identity rather than exalted status reinforces the theological weight behind this public, 

enduring confession.26 The presence of soldiers, women, and the Eucharistic table converges in a singular 

act of embodied resistance; memory becomes altar; and a Roman floor becomes holy ground. 

Exegetical Analysis I: Matthew 22:21 – Bearing the Image, Returning to God  

Amid Roman occupation and escalating imperial demands, Jesus’ response in Matthew 22:21, 

“Render to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s, and to God the things that are God’s,” subverts the tribute 

trap with theological brilliance. Rather than affirming divided allegiance, the statement redirects attention 

to the deeper question of ownership: what bears Caesar’s image may be owed to him, but what bears 

God’s image is irrevocably His. In the Second Temple context, where coinage functioned as both 

currency and propaganda, Jesus’ reply exposes the absurdity of imperial claims to total loyalty. As 

Warren Carter argues, the confrontation over the denarius becomes a crucible for revealing the 

illegitimacy of Caesar’s grasp on what ultimately belongs to God.27 

The theological axis of the reply rests on the doctrine of the imago Dei. Human beings, created in 

God’s likeness, cannot be rendered to Caesar without violating their ontological allegiance. The question 

of tribute is thus reoriented as a matter of divine image-bearing, an identity that imperial economics 

cannot commodify. The Megiddo Mosaic, set within a Roman castra and inscribed tō theō Iēsou Christō, 

echoes this principle in stone. By consecrating space and substance to the one true God, its patrons 

renounce Caesar’s counterfeit claim. As articulated in Faith and Power, “to worship Christ within the 

very precincts of empire is to proclaim whose image truly defines human worth.”28 

 
26 Richard Bauckham, Jesus and the God of Israel: God Crucified and Other Studies on the New Testament’s 

Christology of Divine Identity (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008), 110. 

27 Warren Carter, Matthew and Empire: Initial Explorations (Harrisburg: Trinity Press International, 2001), 88–92. 
Carter situates the denarius question within Matthew’s anti-imperial framework, emphasizing the political volatility of divine 
ownership language in an occupied Judea. 

28 Sutherland, Faith and Power, 6-7. 
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This exegetical analysis of Matthew 22:15–22 will proceed through lexical attention to the Greek 

imperative ἀπόδοτε (“render”), cultural reflection on the Roman tribute system, and theological synthesis 

within a creational framework. The goal is not to abstract the text from its setting but to draw out its 

revolutionary insistence: God alone claims what bears His image. This same truth lies beneath the 

mosaic’s Eucharistic table, an altar of reclaimed identity, where imperial coinage is rendered irrelevant 

and the imago Dei is reasserted through worship. As previously argued, “to return to God what bears His 

image is to resist every false claim to human ownership.”29 

Lexical Analysis of εἰκών and ἀποδιδόναι 

The theological thrust of Matthew 22:21 pivots on two loaded terms: εἰκών (eikōn) and 

ἀποδιδόναι (to render). When Jesus asks for a denarius and points to the likeness on its surface, he 

invokes more than political critique; he enacts a theological reorientation. His instruction, ἀπόδοτε οὖν τὰ 

Καίσαρος Καίσαρι καὶ τὰ τοῦ Θεοῦ τῷ Θεῷ, reframes the question not as one of taxation, but of 

allegiance and ontology. Caesar may possess coins, but only God lays claim to humanity itself. 

The Greek noun εἰκών, translated “image” or “likeness,” denotes a visible representation, often of 

a deity or ruler. In the LXX, it consistently translates צֶלֶם (tselem) (Gen. 1:26), anchoring it in the doctrine 

of imago Dei. According to BDAG, εἰκών refers to “that which has the same form as something else, 

living image, representation.”30 The semantic overlap with צֶלֶם implies that Jesus is calling attention to 

the deeper ontological question: whose image does humanity bear? 

ἀποδιδόναι (apodidōmi), often glossed “to render,” carries more than a transactional connotation. 

It implies restoration or return to a rightful source. BDAG defines it as “to give or pay back, return, 

restore,” suggesting that Jesus is not legitimizing divided loyalties, but rather delineating divine 

ownership.31 As Luz comments, “What one gives to God is the human being, because the human being 

 
29 Sutherland, God’s Narrative of Redemption, 3-6. 

30 Frederick W. Danker et al., A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000), s.v. “εἰκών.” 

31 Danker et al., s.v. “ἀποδίδωμι.” 
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bears God’s image.”32 The implication is unmistakable: while Caesar’s εἰκών warrants a tax, God’s εἰκών 

demands total devotion. 

This lexical pairing becomes theological dynamite when viewed in light of Pauline Christology. 

Paul declares Christ to be “the εἰκών of the invisible God” (Col. 1:15), reclaiming the image distorted by 

sin and empire. The Megiddo Mosaic, with its Christological inscription and pre-Constantinian setting, 

resonates with this vision. Its theological subversion mirrors Jesus’ logic in Matthew 22, challenging the 

imperial εἰκών with the eschatological imago restored in Christ. 

As Hurtado notes, “The early Christian refusal to render religious homage to the emperor was not 

an evasion of civic duty but a theological stance: only God merited the devotion due to deity.”33 Jesus’ 

nuanced diction in this passage, then, is not diplomatic evasion but direct theological confrontation. 

Second Temple Context: Tribute and Idolatry 

The tribute question in Matthew 22:15–22 arises within a highly charged Second Temple context, 

where Roman occupation was not only political but theological. The coin in question, bearing the 

inscription 'TI CAESAR DIVI AVG F AVGVSTVS,' was more than currency; it was a theological 

provocation cast in metal. As Horsley argues, it represented “a symbolic assertion of imperial theology: 

that the emperor was not only ruler but divine,” a direct affront to Jewish monotheism and the second 

commandment’s prohibition of graven images.34 As Brandon D. Crowe argues, the Gospel of Matthew 

consistently presents Jesus as the obedient Son who embodies divine kingship, challenging imperial 

paradigms not only through words but through the enactment of a kingdom characterized by covenantal 

fidelity rather than coercive rule.35 The presence of such imagery evoked historic Jewish resistance, most 

notably the Maccabean revolt, which was kindled in part by pagan desecration and enforced idolatry (1 

Macc. 1:41–50). 

 
32 Ulrich Luz, Matthew 21–28: A Commentary, trans. James E. Crouch (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2005), 84. 

33 Larry W. Hurtado, Destroyer of the Gods: Early Christian Distinctiveness in the Roman World (Waco: Baylor 
University Press, 2016), 80. 

34 Horsley, Jesus and Empire, 26. 

35 Brandon D. Crowe, The Obedient Son: Deuteronomy and Christology in the Gospel of Matthew (Berlin: Walter de 
Gruyter, 2012), 122–25. 
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This context frames the Pharisees’ question not as innocent inquiry, but as calculated entrapment. 

The choice was false: affirm Roman tribute and alienate the populace or denounce it and invite imperial 

reprisal. Jesus’ response, grounded in the visual rhetoric of the εἰκών, transcends the dilemma, asserting a 

theological claim over political categories. As Carter writes, “Jesus refuses the trap by refusing the terms. 

He shifts the question from taxation to allegiance, from lawfulness to divine ownership.”36 

The resistance to Roman taxation was deeply embedded in Jewish apocalyptic and prophetic 

traditions. Josephus records numerous uprisings against census-based taxation, most notably that of Judas 

the Galilean, who denounced submission to Caesar as a denial of God’s sovereignty.37 In this climate, the 

denarius became a flashpoint of religious protest, a portable icon of Roman blasphemy. Theologically, the 

issue was not whether to pay, but to whom one’s ultimate allegiance belonged. 

The Megiddo Mosaic’s existence within a Roman castra, where soldiers likely exchanged such 

coins daily, represents a profound theological counterclaim. The inscription dedicating the space “to the 

God Jesus Christ” operates as liturgical resistance. In a world where Caesar’s divi filius title was etched in 

silver, the mosaic etches Christ’s lordship into stone. This act chisels Matthew 22 into permanence, 

embodying a theology where the imago Dei unmasks the false grandeur of empire. 

As Joan Taylor observes, “To bear God’s image is to owe God one’s whole self. No empire, 

however gilded, can make such a claim.”38 Jesus’ refusal to affirm Caesar’s divinity—while 

acknowledging his temporal coin—becomes a subversive theological act that found concrete expression 

in Christian communities like that of Legio. The mosaic’s witness thus becomes a crystallization of the 

early church’s political theology: render to Caesar his coin but render to God your life. 

 
36 Carter, Matthew and Empire, 89. 

37 Josephus, Jewish Antiquities 18.1.1, trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 1930), 9:3–5. 

38 Joan E. Taylor and Ilaria L. E. Ramelli, Patterns of Women’s Leadership in Early Christianity (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2021), 112. See also: Emil Schürer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ, rev. ed., ed. 
Geza Vermes et al. (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1973), 1:382–85. 
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Theological Reclamation: Humanity as God’s Image 

Jesus’ command in Matthew 22:21 is not a diplomatic deflection but a theological reclamation of 

identity. By invoking the εἰκών on the denarius and contrasting it with what is due to God, Jesus redirects 

attention to Genesis 1:26–27, where humanity is created in the image of God. This subtle yet seismic shift 

confronts imperial ideology. The Roman denarius, stamped with Caesar’s likeness and divine titles, 

claimed the emperor’s jurisdiction over both economic and spiritual life. Jesus counters that claim by 

reminding his audience that the true εἰκών is not imperial; it is creational. 

As Middleton argues, “The image of God is not a set of attributes but a vocation,” rooted in 

human purpose as representatives of divine rule on earth.39 Jesus’ statement, therefore, is not about paying 

taxes but about identity and allegiance. It is a summons to recognize the imago Dei as a mark of divine 

ownership and covenantal calling, not civic utility. This theological move aligns seamlessly with the 

Megiddo Mosaic, where patrons render honor not to Rome, but “to the God Jesus Christ,” reorienting 

their sacred obligations away from Caesar and toward the Creator. 

Theologically, Christ is not a rival to Caesar; He is the εἰκών τοῦ θεοῦ τοῦ ἀοράτου, “the image of 

the invisible God” (Col. 1:15). Wright affirms that Paul’s Christology “places Jesus as the one in whom 

God’s own purposes for humanity are summed up,” specifically as the restored image-bearer who 

reclaims fallen humanity through his person and work.40 The Mosaic’s liturgical space, situated within the 

castra yet inscribed with Christ’s name, thus becomes an enacted theology of resistance and reclamation. 

This eschatological dimension of image-bearing is not incidental. Volf explains that “to be created 

in the image of God is to be called into a communion of love” that resists all coercive systems claiming 

divine authority.41 The Eucharistic table, dedicated by Akeptous, becomes a sacred protest, proclaiming 

 
39 Middleton, The Liberating Image, 58. 

40 N. T. Wright, The Climax of the Covenant: Christ and the Law in Pauline Theology (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 
1992), 100. See also: Wright’s framing of image restoration in Romans 8:29 and 2 Corinthians 4:4. 

41 Miroslav Volf, A Public Faith: How Followers of Christ Should Serve the Common Good (Grand Rapids: Brazos 
Press, 2011), 76. Volf also contends here, “The image of God is not a static possession but a dynamic relation of love and 
witness.” 
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the renewed imago Dei through shared worship and mutual patronage. In this, the Mosaic is no static 

relic; it is a living catechesis, a sermon etched in stone that summons believers to embody the imago Dei. 

The mosaic incarnates faith, image to image, defying imperial authority with every tessera that 

reflects the true King. To live as the embodied image is to renounce false images, to locate worth and 

worship in the Creator alone. This is not abstraction; it is allegiance. 

Exegetical Analysis II: Matthew 4:8–10 – Refusing the Glory of Empires  

In the wilderness, where the kingdoms of the world parade their glory before the Son of God, the 

final temptation reaches its apex. The devil offers Jesus “all the kingdoms of the world and their glory” 

(Matt. 4:8), a seduction of imperial dominion that mimics Rome’s own theology of power and divine 

sanction. Jesus’ reply, quoting Deuteronomy, is swift and severe: “Away with you, Satan! For it is 

written, ‘You shall worship the Lord your God, and him only shall you serve’” (Matt. 4:10). This 

response dismantles the idolatrous architecture of empire by reaffirming the singular worth of divine 

allegiance. 

Theologically, the exchange is not only about temptation but about authority, worship, and cosmic 

allegiance. In Matthew’s Gospel, this moment functions as an eschatological critique of the imperial cult, 

wherein divine sonship cannot be bought with the coinage of Caesar’s dominion. The temptation to accept 

mediated power through compromised worship is categorically rejected, exposing the spiritual idolatry 

latent in empire’s promises of glory (doxa). As Dale Allison notes, “the devil here offers not something 

evil per se, but something good—misused. The kingdoms are not his to give because true dominion 

belongs to God alone.”42 

This Christological resistance echoes vividly in the Megiddo Mosaic, where the declaration To the 

God Jesus Christ rebukes the idolatrous honors demanded by Caesar. Both the wilderness and the castra 

become contested spaces, locations where worship is wrestled from imperial pretenders and rendered back 

to its rightful recipient. What Jesus refuses verbally in the wilderness, early Christians embody 

architecturally and liturgically in the halls of empire. 

 
42 Dale C. Allison Jr., Matthew: A Shorter Commentary (London: T&T Clark, 2004), 52. Allison also observes, “The 

kingdoms are not in themselves evil; the offer is tempting precisely because it concerns legitimate ends by illegitimate means.” 
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The verses in Matthew 4:8–10, when examined through lexical analysis, political theology, and 

liturgical resistance, offer a tripartite window into the subversive character of true worship. They also 

expose the enduring temptation to compromise allegiance for influence. Just as Jesus refused Satan’s 

offer, the Megiddo community rendered no homage to Caesar’s image, choosing instead to enshrine a 

divine Name that no empire could command. This theological defiance continues to speak: worship 

belongs to God alone. 

Lexical Notes: δόξα, κύριος, προσκυνέω 

The theological weight of Matthew 4:8–10 centers on three critical Greek terms: δόξα (doxa), 

κύριος (kyrios), and προσκυνέω (proskyneō). Each term carries with it the freight of both Jewish 

theological tradition and imperial Roman ideology, forming the linguistic battleground upon which Jesus’ 

refusal unfolds. 

The term δόξα, rendered “glory,” appears in Matthew 4:8 when the tempter offers Jesus “all the 

kingdoms of the world and their glory (τὴν δόξαν αὐτῶν).” In the Septuagint and Hellenistic Jewish 

writings, δόξα often connotes divine radiance or the visible manifestation of God’s presence (cf. Exod. 

24:16–17; Isa. 6:1–4). In Greco-Roman usage, however, it increasingly referred to honor accorded to 

emperors or deities, especially in connection with visual grandeur, military conquest, and political power. 

As Danker notes, δόξα moves beyond subjective acclaim into the realm of ontological brilliance, 

signifying “splendor, radiance, or majesty” when conferred upon divine or semi-divine figures.43 Thus, 

when Satan offers Jesus imperial δόξα, the offer echoes not only political control but a counterfeit of the 

divine presence itself, a simulacrum of Shekinah glory now draped in Caesar’s mantle. Horsley rightly 

observes that “Jesus’ refusal amounts to a rejection of Roman imperial ideology and its claims to cosmic 

significance.”44 

In response, Jesus replies with a citation from Deuteronomy 6:13 (LXX): “The Lord your God you 

shall worship and him alone you shall serve.” The term κύριος, used in this citation, functions as the 

Greek rendering of the Tetragrammaton (יהוה) in the Septuagint. In the Roman world, κύριος had also 

 
43 BDAG, s.v. “δόξα.” 

44 Horsley, Jesus and Empire, 25–27. 
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become a political title, applied to the emperor as a marker of supreme authority. As used here, however, 

it reasserts the sovereignty of Yahweh against the false lordship of empire. The juxtaposition of Satan’s 

offer and Jesus’ rebuke exposes the theological tension: Caesar may claim κύριος as a title, but only God 

is truly Lord.45 

The verb προσκυνέω intensifies the conflict. Often translated as “to worship,” the term originally 

denoted the physical act of prostration, especially before kings or deities. In Jewish tradition, προσκυνέω 

is reserved for God alone (cf. 1 Chr. 29:20; Ps. 95:6 LXX). In the imperial cult, however, proskynēsis 

before the emperor or his image was an expected civic act, blurring the lines between honor and idolatry. 

BDAG defines προσκυνέω as “to express in attitude or gesture one’s complete dependence on or 

submission to a high authority figure.”46 The use of this verb in Jesus’ citation draws a clear line: 

allegiance in posture, spirit, and obedience belongs solely to God. 

These lexical threads converge in the Megiddo Mosaic’s bold inscription, which dedicates the 

sacred table “to the God Jesus Christ.” The mosaic reframes δόξα not as imperial spectacle but as 

liturgical proclamation. It centers κύριος not on Caesar but on Christ, and it sanctifies προσκυνέω within 

Christian worship rather than civic ritual. The doxological inscription of the Megiddo Mosaic is not an act 

of private piety but a liturgical and political declaration embedded within a Roman military space. The 

Greek vocabulary that once exalted emperors now exalts the crucified and risen Lord, reclaiming 

language and allegiance for the God who alone is worthy. 

Political Implications: All the Kingdoms of the World 

The phrase “all the kingdoms of the world” (Matt. 4:8) encapsulates more than geographic 

expanse; it names the political architecture of idolatrous empire. For Matthew’s audience, this was 

unmistakably Rome. Satan’s offer traffics in imperial logic, an offer not of territory alone but of spectacle, 

but of doxa, the visible weight of glory tied to dominion, tribute, and coercion. Within the context of 

Second Temple Judaism, where messianic expectations often merged with dreams of national restoration, 

such a temptation struck at the heart of hope itself. The messiah might be expected to seize Rome’s power 

 
45 BDAG, s.v. “κύριος.” 

46 BDAG, s.v. “προσκυνέω.” 
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and purify the land. But Jesus’ rejection disrupts that expectation, reconfiguring kingship in non-coercive, 

cruciform terms. 

The political context of Judea under Roman occupation intensifies the temptation’s significance. 

The presence of the Legio VI Ferrata, headquartered at Legio (Kefar ‘Othnay), and tasked with quelling 

unrest, symbolized the reach of Roman control and the ever-present threat of violence to enforce it.47 

Roman military power was inseparable from its theological claims; the emperor was no ordinary 

sovereign but a consecrated son, divi filius, whose image demanded veneration. Worship of Caesar was 

more than civic performance; it was liturgical submission to a cosmology that displaced the sovereignty 

of YHWH.48 Worship of Caesar was not an act of civic duty alone, but a submission to an entire 

cosmology that displaced the sovereignty of YHWH. 

Jesus’ refusal, Worship the Lord your God, and serve him only” (Matt. 4:10; Deut. 6:13 LXX), 

thus constitutes a theological defiance of Rome’s imperial cult. Friesen notes that the practice of 

proskynēsis before the emperor was a central act of political-religious loyalty, designed to fuse worship 

with empire and erase the boundary between divine and human power.49 By declining to receive such 

glory and by insisting on exclusive worship of the true Kyrios, Jesus not only refuses Satan’s offer but 

redefines the very nature of authority. 

God’s Narrative of Redemption argues that idolatry in the New Testament is not reducible to 

external rituals but constitutes a deformation of creational identity: “a distortion of the imago Dei that 

occurs when power replaces presence, and domination displaces covenant.”50 Jesus’ refusal in the 

wilderness is thus both ethical and ontological, reaffirming God as the sole source of glory and identity. 

 
47 Craig S. Keener, The Gospel of Matthew: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2009), 142–

45. See Keener’s broader discussion on the political backdrop of Matt. 4:8, where imperial ideology and messianic 
expectations intersect. 

48 Schürer, The History of the Jewish People, 1:382–85. Schürer’s treatment of Roman taxation and Jewish resistance 
movements in the first century frame the tempter’s offer in Matthew 4:8 within the context of political coercion and theological 
compromise. 

49 Friesen, Imperial Cults, 35-37. 

50 Sutherland, God’s Narrative of Redemption, 51-57. 
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This theological politics is inscribed in stone within the Megiddo Mosaic. Situated within a 

Roman castra and likely visible to the Legio VI Ferrata, the mosaic’s functions as a quiet but deliberate 

act of resistance. The patrons whose names are embedded in the floor, reject the emperor’s claim to doxa 

and instead ascribe it to Christ. This reallocation of glory undermines the legitimacy of Caesar’s global 

kingdom by offering a rival allegiance—not rooted in conquest, but in cruciform fidelity. As Goodman 

writes, “To deny Caesar divine honor was not only religious defiance, it was political subversion.”51 

Liturgical Resistance: Worship as Political Act 

Jesus’ command in Matthew 4:10 to worship God alone is not a devotional aside but a theological 

rebuke of imperial power structures. In citing Deuteronomy 6:13, the text invokes Israel’s call to 

covenantal fidelity in the face of idolatrous alternatives. Such fidelity is not privatized but embodied in 

collective worship, which, in the ancient world, was inherently political. As Luz notes, “Matthew presents 

Jesus’ refusal not as personal asceticism but as the messianic path of obedience that resists false 

lordship.”52 In this light, the act of worship (proskynēsis) becomes a defiance of the imperial claim that 

demanded loyalty not only through taxation and military service but also through ritual participation in 

the emperor cult. 

This resistance takes concrete form in the Megiddo Mosaic, where worship within the castra 

constitutes a reclaimed liturgical space. Soldiers such as Gaianus, who operated under an oath to Caesar, 

instead dedicate sacred space to “the God Jesus Christ,” reframing kyrios as a theological rather than 

political term. In early Christian contexts, as McGowan emphasizes, worship was “a corporate act that 

shaped identity and declared allegiance,” often in tension with surrounding sociopolitical powers.53 The 

Eucharistic table, centrally featured in the mosaic’s layout, signals not only fellowship but theological 

confrontation: it replaces imperial feasts and sacrificial rites with a memorial of Christ’s self-offering, a 

doxology in direct contradiction to Caesar’s glorification. 

 
51 Goodman, Rome and Jerusalem, 157-58. 

52 Ulrich Luz, Matthew 1–7: A Commentary, trans. James E. Crouch (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2007), 156. 

53 McGowan, Ancient Christian Worship, 145. 
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This liturgical posture restores the imago Dei by reorienting human identity and desire toward 

divine kingship rather than imperial power. As Volf writes, “Worship of God displaces idols not by 

denouncing them alone, but by establishing a new center of orientation for life.”54 In other words, worship 

is not a passive withdrawal but an active realignment, a recalibration of cosmic order wherein God is 

rightly enthroned. The Megiddo Mosaic thus functions as a theological proclamation embedded in stone, 

its very presence a communal act of worship and resistance. 

For the contemporary church, Matthew 4:10 remains a summons to liturgical clarity. In an age 

where nationalism and cultural allegiance frequently masquerade as piety, Christian worship must again 

become a disruptive act, proclaiming kyrios Iēsous in the public square and orienting lives toward the 

glory of the Crucified, not the grandeur of temporal power. The mosaic’s Eucharistic witness in a military 

base remains a testament to such allegiance, calling today’s disciples to worship not in isolation but in 

embodied, communal defiance of every empire that claims what belongs to God. 

Exegetical Analysis III: Matthew 28:18–20 – The Commission and Cosmic Authority  

Spoken atop a Galilean mountain, Jesus’ climactic words in Matthew 28:18–20 stand in deliberate 

contrast to Roman assertions of authority. His declaration, “All authority in heaven and on earth has been 

given to me,” appropriates exousia in a manner that outstrips Caesar’s divi filius claims and reconfigures 

dominion not through coercion but through covenantal mission. In the context of a Roman empire whose 

legions had imposed imperial presence throughout the eastern provinces, this assertion reverberates as 

theological subversion. As Carter observes, “Jesus is granted the sort of universal authority Rome claimed 

for its emperors,” yet redefined through cruciform power rather than conquest.55 

The commission that follows—mandating baptism and instruction across all nations—becomes a 

liturgical and pedagogical counterclaim. The temporal reign of Caesar yields to the eternal reign of Christ, 

whose authority reconstitutes community around the imago Dei rather than the image of empire In this 

light, the Megiddo Mosaic functions not as a passive relic of early Christian piety, but as a spatial 

manifestation of the Great Commission, a sacred declaration embedded within the very walls of a Roman 

 
54 Volf, A Public Faith, 76. 

55 Carter, Matthew and Empire, 182-86. Here, Carter unpacks the imperial resonance of exousia and Jesus’ claim as a 
counter-imperial assertion. 
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castra, asserting through word and stone that Christ is Kyrios, not Caesar.56 The placement of the 

inscription “To the God Jesus Christ” within an imperial military complex amplifies this juxtaposition, 

making the space a missional altar and a theological battleground. 

The two themes that follow, lexical emphasis on exousia, ethnē, and didaskō, and the embodied 

practices of baptism and teaching, unpack the linguistic and liturgical framework by which Matthew’s 

Gospel commissions a resistance movement under divine authority. These are more than ecclesial routines 

but acts of cosmic allegiance, extending the cruciform kingdom in the face of imperial dominion. As Luz 

notes, “The Gospel ends with a universal claim, not of domination, but of presence and instruction that 

reach into every cultural space.”57 Within such a framework, the Megiddo Mosaic becomes a tangible 

exegesis; its stones echoing the voice of Christ who commissions his church not from palaces but from 

mountaintops, and whose kingdom arrives not with violence, but with water and word.58 

Lexical Focus: ἐξουσία and βασιλεύω 

The theological gravity of the Great Commission centers on the term ἐξουσία (excousia), 

translated as “authority,” and the implied kingdom framework conveyed by βασιλεύω, “to reign.” In 

Matthew 28:18, Jesus declares, “All ἐξουσία in heaven and on earth has been given to me,” a formulation 

that collapses any dualism between divine and terrestrial spheres. The noun ἐξουσία in Hellenistic usage 

 
56 Sutherland, Faith and Power, 6-7. See the author’s explanation in this section on the architectural-theological 

significance of the mosaic’s placement in a strategically-located Roman military base. 

57 Luz, Matthew 21–28, 626-30. 

58 Sutherland, God’s Narrative of Redemption, esp. 74–92. The dissertation demonstrates how water functions as a 
theological throughline from the chaotic tehom of Gen. 1:2 to eschatological renewal, binding creational identity and divine 
commissioning into a single motif. In ANE texts, water consistently marks liminality and divine agency, as seen in Enuma 
Elish’s cosmic combat or the Ugaritic Baal Cycle, where sea and storm deities mediate divine rule. These parallels underscore 
water’s role not only as a boundary marker but as a vessel of divine presence. 

Theologically, baptism in Matt. 28:19 is not an isolated sacrament but a redemptive culmination of this motif: a 
liturgical act that reclaims humanity’s vocation in the imago Dei by renouncing idolatrous powers through symbolic death and 
rebirth. This is echoed in patristic thought; for example, Tertullian writes, “The waters first bore God; they bore Christ 
walking; they bear Christians born anew;” Tertullian, On Baptism, trans. Ernest Evans, in Tertullian’s Homily on Baptism 
(London: SPCK, 1964), 10. Similarly, Cyril of Jerusalem calls baptism “a descent into the waters, a liberation from sin, and an 
ascent into righteousness;” Cyril of Jerusalem, Mystagogical Catecheses 2.4–6, in St. Cyril of Jerusalem’s Lectures on the 
Christian Sacraments: The Procatechesis and the Five Mystagogical Catecheses, ed. and trans. F. L. Cross (London: SPCK, 
1951), 21–29. These early witnesses reflect a continuity between the OT’s water imagery, the dominical commission, and early 
Christian theology of identity, grounded not in Caesar’s sword but in the Spirit’s stream. 
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denotes delegated or rightful authority, but in the New Testament, particularly in Christological contexts, 

it signifies divine sovereignty that transcends human jurisdiction. BDAG notes that ἐξουσία, when used of 

Jesus, refers not just to “freedom of choice or right,” but to “the power of rule or government,” often with 

eschatological weight.59 This is no civic jurisdiction or magistrate’s reach; it is the comprehensive reign 

of the risen Lord. 

By contrast, Roman imperial ἐξουσία functioned within a tightly managed apparatus of violence 

and spectacle, tied to Caesar’s divi filius status and enacted through conquest, taxation, and enforced 

worship. Friesen notes that imperial cults operationalized ἐξουσία as an embodied theology of control, 

sacralizing political dominance through ritualized allegiance.60 The Megiddo Mosaic proclaims an 

alternative locus of ἐξουσία, one rooted not in coercion, but in resurrection. 

Though the verb βασιλεύω does not appear in Matthew 28:18–20, its thematic resonance pervades 

the Gospel. From the opening genealogy tracing Davidic kingship (Matt. 1:1) to Jesus’ inaugural 

proclamation, “Repent, for the kingdom of heaven has come near” (4:17), βασιλεύω and its cognates 

frame the entire narrative arc. In the Septuagint, βασιλεύω regularly denotes divine kingship, particularly 

Yahweh’s active reign over creation (e.g., Ps. 93:1 LXX). When applied to Christ in early Christian 

confession, it signals not abstraction but enthronement. Jesus’ ἐξουσία thus enacts βασιλεία, not a 

metaphorical influence, but a realized reign in which his followers participate through obedient 

allegiance. 

Jesus’ ἐξουσία in Matthew’s Gospel is not limited to eschatological hope; it commissions the 

church to reclaim the divine vocation of image-bearing through the formation of baptized, obedient 

communities. The Megiddo Mosaic, located within a Roman castra, confronts Caesar’s supposed basileia 

with Christ’s declared lordship. This reversal, where Rome’s imperial power is subordinated to a crucified 

Messiah, illuminates the subversive power of language itself. The terms once reserved for emperors are 

now sanctified in the service of the risen Lord, reclaiming not only territory, but ontology. 

 
59 BDAG, s.v. “ἐξουσία,” 353–54. 

60 Friesen, Imperial Cults, 35-37. 
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Baptism and Teaching as Resistance 

The commission to “make disciples of all nations, baptizing them… and teaching them” (Matt. 

28:19–20) constitutes a profound rejection of imperial ideology.61 Baptism, the symbolic passage through 

water, evokes the chaos-to-order paradigm of creation (Gen. 1:2), the liberation of the Exodus (Exod. 

14:21–22), and the Jordan crossing into covenant land (Josh. 3:17). Each instance of divine deliverance 

through water signals not passive ritual, but cosmic realignment. In the Matthean context, baptism 

signifies the initiation of a people no longer formed by imperial allegiance, but by participation in the 

divine mission, a reclamation of identity rooted in the imago Dei rather than in Caesar’s image on coinage 

or cult statues.62 

Rome’s political oaths were sealed by military rites and emperor veneration; Christian baptism, by 

contrast, reorients the body toward the crucified Kyrios, subverting Rome’s narrative of power through 

embodied death and resurrection. This water rite functions not as abstraction, but as insurgent liturgy, 

announcing allegiance to a kingdom not built on domination but on self-giving love, inaugurated through 

Christ and extended through his church.63 

Teaching “everything I have commanded you” (v. 20) furthers this reordering. The ethical corpus 

of Jesus, especially in the Sermon on the Mount, establishes a community whose values are diametrically 

opposed to Roman imperial virtues. The beatitudes bless not the victorious, but the persecuted; they 

commend not domination, but meekness and mercy. Such instruction does not operate as information 

 
61 For historical-theological framework on early enactments of the Matthean formula, see Didache 7-11, in The 

Apostolic Fathers, vol. 1, ed. and trans. Bart D. Ehrman, Loeb Classical Library 24 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 
Press, 2003), 429–505; Hippolytus, Apostolic Tradition, in On the Apostolic Tradition, trans. Alistair Stewart (Crestwood, NY: 
St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2015), 78–95; Justin Martyr, First Apology 61–67, in The First and Second Apologies, trans. 
Leslie William Barnard, ACW 56 (New York: Paulist Press, 1997), 72–80; Tertullian, On Baptism, in Treatises on Penance 
and On Baptism, trans. William P. Le Saint, FC 10 (New York: Fathers of the Church, 1955), 177–221. These early sources 
demonstrate that baptism, catechesis, and communal instruction formed an integrated process of ecclesial formation. Each text 
mirrors the Matthean sequence of baptism and teaching (Matt. 28:19–20), reflecting a counter-cultural act of initiation into the 
community of Christ and resistance to imperial allegiance. 

62 Keener, The Gospel of Matthew, 715-18; Here, Keener discusses the socio-political implications of baptism and 
teaching in Matt. 28:19–20, particularly in relation to Rome’s imperial context, supporting the interpretation of the Great 
Commission as a counter-imperial mandate. 

63 Sutherland, Faith and Power, 9–10; see also Sutherland, God’s Narrative of Redemption, 87–91, where baptism is 
examined in continuity with water as an agent of theological reconstitution in the Old Testament and ANE traditions. 
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transfer; it is a crucible of formation, crafting citizens of heaven where greatness is gauged by 

faithfulness, not force (Matt. 5:3–12; 23:11).64 As Pennington emphasizes, the Sermon on the Mount 

articulates a vision of human flourishing grounded in the inaugurated reign of God: a reign that subverts 

Roman ideals of honor, power, and status.65 

The Megiddo Mosaic anchors this theology spatially. Its sacred space was not incidental, but 

strategic, a gathering place where believers were catechized not in the rites of empire, but in the teachings 

of Christ. Baptism and instruction within this setting enacted a twofold resistance: a reclamation of 

covenantal identity through water, and a recalibration of loyalty through word. As McGowan notes, early 

Christian worship was not a matter of private devotion alone, but a pedagogical act, embedding doctrine 

within doxology to shape communities into Christ’s likeness.66 

Thus, the Great Commission is no imperial expansion but a holy insurgency, one in which water 

undoes the sword, and teaching overturns tyranny. The mosaic’s witness is not nostalgia; it is a call to 

recover baptism and catechesis as practices of resistance that awaken the church to its true King. 

Exegetical Analysis IV: Galatians 3:28 – The Mosaic of Mutuality  

Galatians 3:28 stands as one of the most theologically disruptive declarations in Pauline literature, 

dismantling Greco-Roman sociopolitical binaries by declaring that in Christ, “there is no longer Jew or 

Greek, no longer slave or free, no longer male and female.” Rather than affirming a generic 

egalitarianism, Paul invokes a recalibration of identity through union with Christ, an identity grounded in 

the renewed imago Dei and forged within the baptized community. This triadic formula is not rhetorical 

ornament but theological confrontation; it subverts both Jewish covenantal privilege and Roman imperial 

stratification.67 

 
64 Horsley, Jesus and Empire, 125-27; Horsley offers a framework for understanding baptism and teaching as acts of 

resistance within imperial settings, reinforcing the interpretation of the Great Commission as subversive to Roman ideology. 

65 Jonathan T. Pennington, The Sermon on the Mount and Human Flourishing: A Theological Commentary (Grand 
Rapids: Baker Academic, 2017), 14–18. 

66 On the Eucharist as a political act of allegiance to Christ rather than Caesar, see McGowan, Ancient Christian 
Worship, 145-50. 

67 John M. G. Barclay, Paul and the Power of Grace (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2020), 85–90. Here, Barclay 
interprets Gal. 3:28 as a dismantling of the hierarchical pillars of antiquity, reshaping human identity in Christ 
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The final pairing, “male and female,” is widely recognized as an echo of Genesis 1:27, anchoring 

Paul’s vision in creational anthropology and signaling that baptismal incorporation entails a restored 

imago.68 The implications of this theological anthropology are ecclesial, not abstract; they reorder 

participation within the body of Christ along relational rather than imperial lines. 

The Megiddo prayer hall, while not citing Galatians 3:28 in word, structurally reflects this Pauline 

vision. The joint patronage of a male centurion and a female benefactor creates a worship environment 

that tacitly dissolves the rigid gender and status boundaries enforced by Rome. In such a space, the 

baptized community offers not only liturgical devotion but a sociopolitical witness that fractures Caesar’s 

doxa and reconfigures allegiance around Christ’s kyriotic reign.69 

This exegetical movement, anchored in lexical and theological analysis, reveals Galatians 3:28 as 

not a distant ideal but a lived embodiment: a community-building blueprint wherein mutuality, not 

domination, becomes the governing ethos. That ethos finds material expression even within the mosaic’s 

embedded witness.70 

Lexical Insight: οὐκ ἔνι, ἄρσην, θῆλυς 

Galatians 3:28’s rhetorical revolution pivots on three compact but theologically charged terms: 

οὐκ ἔνι (ouk eni), ἄρσην (arsēn), and θῆλυς (thēlys). The phrase οὐκ ἔνι, an existential negation, functions 

not as a semantic softening of presence but as a tectonic theological rupture, collapsing status hierarchies 

at the level of identity. Paul does not say such distinctions are morally irrelevant or legally erased; he 

asserts they are no longer operative within the covenantal identity formed in Christ. ἔνι (eni), is a 

 
68 N. T. Wright, Paul and the Faithfulness of God (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2013), 1475–80. Wright connects the 

male-female pairing in Gal. 3:28 to Gen. 1:27, arguing for a theological restoration of the imago Dei in Pauline ecclesiology. 

69 Sutherland, Faith and Power, 6-7. Patronage patterns in early Christian worship sites reflect embedded resistance to 
imperial social structures. 

70 Sutherland, God’s Narrative of Redemption, 123-28. This section of the dissertation argues that the negation of 
socio-ethnic and gender distinctions in Galatians 3:28 reflects a return to creational intent, wherein mutuality is not ancillary 
but essential to humanity’s restored identity as bearers of the imago Dei. By grounding ecclesial unity in the ontological 
reconstitution of the human person through Christ, the text affirms that baptized community is the arena in which divine image 
and relational equality are publicly reasserted. 
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contracted form of ἔνεστι (enesti), signals spatial or social existence, rendering οὐκ ἔνι a definitive 

exclusion of status from the ecclesial sphere.71 

The terms ἄρσην and θῆλυς, drawn directly from the Septuagintal phrasing of Genesis 1:27, 

deepen this claim. Rather than using the more common ἀνήρ (anēr) and γυνή (gynē), terms embedded in 

Greco-Roman household codes, Paul invokes creation language to frame mutuality as a return to imago 

Dei ontology. This lexical choice roots his argument not in social reform but in eschatological 

anthropology. As Gaventa argues, this is no superficial leveling but a radical reconstitution of the human 

community around the resurrected Christ, who alone determines identity and vocation.72 

The implications of this lexical framing are both political and liturgical. In a world where kyrios 

was a gendered and imperial title, typically affixed to elite men or Caesar himself, Paul’s vision 

destabilizes Roman hierarchy. Ecclesial identity is no longer constructed by male lineage, legal status, or 

ethnos, but through baptism into the Kyrios Christ. The Megiddo Mosaic implicitly mirrors this claim, not 

through ideology but through embodied patronage. The co-dedication by Gaianus and Akeptous collapses 

the dualities of male/female and military/civilian, offering a visual enactment of what Paul proclaims 

lexically. That the table is Eucharistic, not imperial, further underscores the transvaluation of doxa and 

kyrios from empire to ecclesia.73 

This linguistic reshaping thus enacts a deeper theological reversal: the community baptized into 

Christ no longer operates within Rome’s categorical boundaries. The church, as McGowan notes, 

becomes the site where ontological equality is ritualized through shared worship, especially at the table 

 
71 BDAG, s.v. “ἔνι.” The form οὐκ ἔνι is a contracted variant of οὐκ ἔνεστι, denoting not just absence but functional 

nonexistence within a defined sphere. In Pauline usage, it expresses the theological nullification of categories that once 
structured civic, ethnic, and gendered identity. The phrase recurs in Col. 3:11, where distinctions of Greek and Jew, 
circumcised and uncircumcised, slave and free, are similarly declared inoperative “in Christ.” Notably, ἔνι is used sparingly in 
the New Testament, appearing only in Paul’s letters and always in the context of identity reconfiguration. The grammatical 
construction strengthens the rhetorical force: these distinctions transcend inappropriate or unjust, they no longer exist as 
operative realities within the baptized community. For broader lexical and theological parallels, see also Gen. 1:27 LXX, 
where ἄρσην and θῆλυς define the binary creation of humanity in the image of God, now reapplied in Gal. 3:28 to reframe 
ecclesial mutuality. 

72 Beverly R. Gaventa, Our Mother Saint Paul (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2007), 73–78. Gaventa highlights 
Paul’s intentional invocation of Gen. 1:27 to reframe ecclesial identity as grounded in creation and not social order. 

73 Sutherland, Faith and Power, 16-17.  
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that denies imperial distinctions.74 In this vision, Paul’s grammar is not a rhetorical flourish but a 

liturgical manifesto, declaring, in language and in praxis, that all who bear the image of God now do so as 

equals. 

Theological Anthropology and Ecclesial Identity 

Galatians 3:28 articulates a theological anthropology wherein worship communities are 

reconstituted as sites of restored human dignity, bearing the imago Dei in defiance of imperial distortions. 

Paul’s triple negation—Jew/Greek, slave/free, male/female—subverts the fundamental axes of Roman 

identity formation. These categories served to reinforce not only civic stratification, but also cultic 

allegiance, especially within the militarized context of the castra. By dissolving these distinctions ἐν 

Χριστῷ, Paul reclaims the ontological unity of humanity as inaugurated in creation (Gen. 1:27) and 

reified in Christ. Wright clarifies that Galatians 3:28 does not eliminate distinction per se, but 

reconfigures human identity around the Messiah’s resurrection, inaugurating a new creation polity 

centered in Christ rather than law, nation, or social rank.75 

This ecclesial identity is not abstract. The Megiddo Mosaic, situated within a Roman military base 

and funded by a male centurion and a woman benefactor, bears witness to a community whose 

Eucharistic liturgy materialized this vision. Their mutual offering, neither hierarchical nor hidden, 

exemplifies the Pauline call to embody a doxological anthropology. Such communities did more than 

reject imperial doxa; they reconfigured it through the cruciform identity of the risen Kyrios, displacing 

glory with grace. As God’s Narrative of Redemption argues, the imago Dei is not a static trait but a 

redemptive vocation, one that culminates in communal witness to divine rule within contested space.76 

This theological anthropology, further explored in From Babel to AI, challenges the technocratic 

and nationalistic identities of modernity by rooting human worth not in productivity or power, but in 

 
74 McGowan, Ancient Christian Worship, 145. 

75 Wright, Paul and the Faithfulness of God, 1475-80. Wright sees Gal. 3:28 not as a negation of difference but as a 
reconfiguration of identity around the Messiah, whose resurrection inaugurates a renewed humanity.  

76 Sutherland, God’s Narrative of Redemption, 3-6. This section argues that the imago Dei functions as the telos of 
redemptive history, far from an origin point, and frames mutuality and worship as the primary vehicles through which divine 
image-bearing is restored in human communities. The military-liturgical context of the Megiddo Mosaic exemplifies this 
narrative trajectory by embodying ecclesial resistance to imperial hierarchies. 
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relational worship and mutuality.77 In Gal. 3:28, the church is commissioned not to mirror Rome’s 

divisive logic, but to enact the new creation’s integrative reality. Worship thus becomes the stage of 

ecclesial anthropology, where ontology is neither erased nor absorbed, but harmonized in Christ. Volf’s 

account of the church as a social body, forming reconciled identities through liturgical formation and 

ethical witness, underscores the contemporary relevance of this text.78 For the church today, Galatians 

3:28 mandates not theoretical assent but spatial reformation, crafting worship communities whose very 

structure preaches reconciliation across fault lines forged by empire. 

Hybridity and Holiness: Postcolonial Readings of the Mosaic  

Situated within the militarized structure of ideological control, the Megiddo Mosaic is not an 

ornament but a reconsecration, an act of sacred defiance inscribed in its foundation. This third-century 

prayer hall, forged under the patronage of both a Roman centurion and a woman benefactor, manifests a 

liturgical resistance constructed from within imperial walls.79 Its geometric patterns and Eucharistic 

focality do not escape domination but transform it, through embedded acts of sacred defiance, into what 

Homi Bhabha describes as a “Third Space,” a site of hybridity where new identities are negotiated across 

the thresholds of colonial power.80 Here, Christian worship destabilizes Rome’s claims to cosmic and 

civic order, not by direct antagonism but by redirecting symbolic authority. 

This ecclesial presence is best understood through what Elaine Graham has termed a “theological 

poetics of resistance,” a sacramentalized presence that reframes imperial space as contested theological 

 
77 Dawn L. Sutherland, From Babel to AI: Idolatry, Transhumanism, and the Crisis of Imago Dei (Eugene, OR: Wipf 

and Stock, 2025), 72–76. Here, the anthropological implications of Gal. 3:28 are contrasted with emerging technocultural 
paradigms, arguing that ecclesial worship must resist both ancient and modern forms of idolatry that fragment human identity 
and erode divine purpose. 

78 Volf, A Public Faith, 75-80.  

79 Yotam Tepper and Leah Di Segni, A Christian Prayer Hall of the Third Century CE at Kefar ‘Othnay (Legio) 
(Jerusalem: Israel Antiquities Authority, 2006), 10–45. The archaeological documentation affirms the mosaic’s construction 
within an active Roman military base. 

80 Homi K. Bhabha, The Location of Culture (London: Routledge, 2004), 36–39. Bhabha’s concept of “Third Space” 
provides a framework for reading the Megiddo Mosaic as a site of negotiated identity and theological subversion. See also 
William A. Dyrness, Insider Jesus: Theological Reflections on New Christian Movements (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 
2016), 102–8, who explores hybrid ecclesial identities in global Christianity that similarly blur the lines between indigenous 
culture and Christian witness. 
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terrain.81 In this framework, holiness is not defined by separation from empire but by fidelity to God 

within it. The mosaic’s liturgical inscriptions, architectural repurposing, and non-hierarchical patronage 

collectively testify to a theology rooted in incarnation rather than isolation. Worship in this space becomes 

a political theology, an enacted ecclesiology that reclaims the imago Dei amid imperial distortion.82 

For the contemporary church, particularly in geopolitical climates where national identity fuses 

with religious allegiance, the Megiddo Mosaic models a liturgical posture of critical hybridity. It refuses 

co-optation without embracing sectarianism, insisting that holiness can inhabit contested space with 

theological integrity.83 As such, it summons today’s worshiping communities to unmask civic idolatry not 

through cultural withdrawal but through Eucharistic fidelity. 

Bhabha’s Third Space and Christian Adaptation 

Bhabha’s concept of the Third Space identifies hybrid zones where colonized peoples reconfigure 

dominant cultural symbols, forging new identities through negotiation rather than rejection.84 The 

Megiddo Mosaic occupies such a liminal zone, appropriating imperial space not through escape but 

through theological adaptation. Its use of Ichthys iconography and geometric motifs, while drawn from 

Greco-Roman visual culture, is reoriented toward Christian eschatology, signaling not assimilation but 

subversion. As Jensen notes, early Christian art often adopted existing forms to convey distinctly 

 
81 Elaine Graham, Between a Rock and a Hard Place: Public Theology in a Post-Secular Age (London: SCM Press, 

2013), 112–15. Graham articulates public theology as a performative disruption of hegemonic structures, relevant to liturgical 
acts embedded in imperial settings. See also Kwok Pui-lan, Postcolonial Imagination and Feminist Theology (Louisville: 
Westminster John Knox, 2005), 89–93, who critiques colonial legacies in theology and emphasizes hybridized spaces of 
resistance for women and marginalized voices. 

82 Sutherland, Faith and Power, 13-15.  

83 For further reading, see: Lamin Sanneh, Translating the Message: The Missionary Impact on Culture (Maryknoll, 
NY: Orbis, 2009), 135–38, who argues that Christianity’s translatability enables its embeddedness within diverse sociopolitical 
contexts without surrendering theological distinctiveness. 

84 Homi K. Bhabha, The Location of Culture (London: Routledge, 2004), 53–56. Bhabha, a postcolonial literary 
theorist from a Zoroastrian background, introduces the concept of “Third Space” to describe cultural hybridity wherein 
colonized peoples negotiate identity and resist domination through non-binary adaptation. While Bhabha’s framework is 
secular and literary, this analysis applies his model ecclesiologically, suggesting that the Megiddo Mosaic’s prayer hall 
constitutes a theological Third Space where Christian worship subtly reconfigures imperial power through faithful presence 
and visual subversion. 
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Christian claims, re-signifying meaning within inherited frames.85 This mosaic reclaims visual territory, 

bending imperial aesthetics toward doxological confession. 

Ecclesiologically, the patronage of both Gaianus and Akeptous, military and female agents, 

exemplifies this adaptive theology. Their shared act resists Rome’s vertical social order through 

communal agency. Rather than mimicking Roman patronage systems, this gesture redefines authority as 

shared allegiance to Kyrios Christ, echoing Paul’s vision in Galatians 3:28 and forming what 

Sugirtharajah describes as a “counter-imperial pedagogy.”86 This strategic act of collective identity 

reflects what Gayatri Spivak calls “strategic essentialism,” wherein marginalized communities may 

temporarily foreground a unified identity in order to subvert hegemonic power.87 Here, holiness is not 

withdrawal from empire but witness within it, a recalibration of identity that restores the imago Dei under 

divine sovereignty.88 Far from signaling cultural accommodation, the mosaic enacts a sacred insurgency, 

where Christian worship subverts empire by reclaiming space, presence, and allegiance for Christ. 

Worship within Empire: Ecclesial Subversion and Survival 

In the shadow of Rome’s imperial cult, the Megiddo Mosaic’s Eucharistic center carves out a 

sanctified resistance. Situated within a Roman castra, this third-century prayer hall transforms military 

infrastructure into a liturgical enclave, asserting the kyrios of Christ in place of Caesar. The very act of 

gathering for worship within imperial walls reflects what David Scott calls “the politics of everyday 

 
85 Jensen, Understanding Early Christian Art, 89. Jensen affirms that Christian visual language often emerged by 

reorienting Greco-Roman forms toward distinct theological ends, including eschatological hope and ecclesial identity. 

86 R. S. Sugirtharajah, Postcolonial Biblical Criticism: Interdisciplinary Intersections (New York: T&T Clark, 2006), 
45–48. A pioneering postcolonial biblical scholar, Sugirtharajah emphasizes how hybrid sacred spaces “reconfigure power 
relations” by allowing the colonized to assert identity within dominant structures. In this analysis, his framework is adapted to 
highlight how the Megiddo Mosaic, situated within a Roman military base, operates as a space of negotiated theological 
resistance, reclaiming agency through embodied worship and visual subversion. 

87 Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, “Can the Subaltern Speak?” in Marxism and the Interpretation of Culture, ed. Cary 
Nelson and Lawrence Grossberg (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1988), 281. 

88 Sutherland, Faith and Power, 15-17;  
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resistance,” where colonized subjects enact subversion not through open revolt, but through reorientation 

of space and meaning.89 

This Eucharistic table was no neutral ritual. Within a Roman legionary base dedicated to the divi 

filius, the mosaic’s communal altar reframed allegiance through sacramental participation. Here, worship 

reclaims dominion, not by force, but by presence. It enacts what Kwok Pui-lan terms a “liturgy of 

marginal voices,” where suppressed identities find renewal in sacred performance.90 This holy insurgency 

bears resemblance to the Dura-Europos church, another liminal Christian space embedded within imperial 

structures, where worship sustained identity under watchful Roman eyes.91 

As Lamin Sanneh notes, early Christianity’s indigenizing impulse allowed Christian communities 

to “translate the gospel into local idioms” without capitulating to imperial paradigms.92 The Megiddo 

Mosaic exemplifies this translation, neither fully Roman nor fully detached, but a subaltern assertion of 

divine lordship within hostile architecture. 

Theologically, this space affirms that the imago Dei flourishes not in protected sanctuaries but in 

contested arenas. Its worship patterns mirror the logic of Galatians 3:28, refusing the social hierarchies 

that undergirded Rome’s civic religion. As Volf argues, Christian liturgy offers “a counter-politics” 

rooted in reconciliation and the common good, dismantling exclusionary ideologies through embodied 

praise.93 

 
89 David Scott, Conscripts of Modernity: The Tragedy of Colonial Enlightenment (Durham: Duke University Press, 

2004), 89–92. Scott’s theory of “everyday resistance” helps frame the mosaic’s worship as liturgical defiance, repurposing 
imperial space without overt revolt. 

90 Kwok Pui-lan, Postcolonial Imagination, 112–15. Kwok emphasizes the role of liturgy in postcolonial identity 
formation, which resonates with the mosaic’s theological counter-narrative. 

91 Michael Peppard, The World’s Oldest Church: Bible, Art, and Ritual at Dura-Europos, Syria (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 2016), 120–24. Peppard’s discussion of Christian resilience within empire parallels the Megiddo 
community’s sacramental resistance. 

92 Sanneh, Translating the Message, 39-42. 

93 Volf, A Public Faith, 75-80. 
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Contemporary ecclesial communities, tempted by nationalism and entangled loyalties, may find in 

the Megiddo Mosaic a model of sacred resistance: an altar planted in empire’s midst, proclaiming the 

lordship of Christ without compromise, without retreat. 

Conclusion: Render to God the Image He Imprinted  

The Megiddo Mosaic, preserved within the military castra of Rome’s Sixth Legion Ferrata, bears 

silent witness to a subversive liturgy woven into the very stones of imperial space. Far from a cultural 

compromise, its tesserae, composed of Ichthys symbols and Eucharistic geometry, compose a doxological 

defiance against the divi filius cult of Caesar. This sacred resistance, nested within empire, summons the 

faithful to render not coinage, but the divine image etched upon humanity, back to the God who imprinted 

it. 

Archaeologically, the mosaic displaces Rome’s ideological claims by reorienting space toward the 

kyrios Christ. The prayer hall’s strategic placement within the castra and the patronage of a centurion and 

women reconfigures militarized hierarchy into ecclesial fellowship, enacting a Galatians 3:28 vision 

where distinctions of class, gender, and ethnicity yield to divine unity.94 Ichthys iconography and the 

Eucharistic table anchor a spatial theology that mirrors Bhabha’s “Third Space,” where identity is neither 

assimilated nor oppositional, but reimagined as holy insurgency.95 

Exegetically, this study has traced the mosaic’s theological grammar through key Matthean and 

Pauline texts. In Matthew 22:21, Jesus reframes the imperial economy through the imago Dei, challenging 

Rome’s totalizing claims by asserting that God, not Caesar, holds ultimate allegiance.96 The rejection of 

satanic doxa in Matthew 4:8–10, and the exousia bestowed in 28:18–20, locate Christian mission within a 

liturgical resistance. Galatians 3:28 offers not mere sociological inclusion, but creational restoration, a 

return to Edenic equality made visible in the mosaic’s diverse patrons and liturgical cohesion.97 

 
94 Tepper and Di Segni, Christian Prayer Hall, 22–30; Sutherland, Faith and Power, 15-17; see also N. T. Wright, 

Paul and the Faithfulness of God, 1475-80.  

95 Bhabha, The Location of Culture, 36-39; see also Sugirtharajah, Postcolonial Biblical Criticism, 45-48. 

96 Carter, Matthew and Empire, 88-92; Keener, The Gospel of Matthew, 142-45. 

97 Barclay, Paul and the Power of Grace, 123-28; Gaventa, Our Mother Saint Paul, 73-78. 
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Theologically, the Megiddo Mosaic functions as a prophetic artifact. As Ellul writes, true 

Christianity resists “seduction by power,” refusing the empire’s offer to baptize domination with sacred 

language.98 Augustine’s City of God frames this resistance eschatologically, contrasting Rome’s fading 

glory with the eternal civitas Dei.99 The mosaic neither flees nor flatters Rome; it inhabits its structures 

while reconfiguring them through sacramental presence and Christocentric allegiance. 

For the contemporary church, the Megiddo Mosaic becomes more than an archaeological relic; it 

becomes a mirror. It reflects the enduring tension between sacred fidelity and imperial entanglement. 

Nationalist idolatries, modern heirs to Caesar’s cult, continue to demand total allegiance, offering false 

doxa in exchange for compromised witness. Yet the mosaic, etched into stone beneath empire’s boots, 

calls the church to discern where true glory lies. Its Eucharistic center, forged in contested space, calls 

today’s ecclesia to become again what it was then: a prophetic community marked by holiness, sacrifice, 

and allegiance to the crucified Kyrios. 

As the Gospel of Luke records, “if these were silent, the stones would shout out” (Luke 19:40). 

The Megiddo Mosaic is already shouting. The question remains: Will we listen?   

  

 
98 Ellul, The Subversion of Christianity, 123-25, 132-34. Ellul argues that Christianity’s potency lies in its refusal to 

become the chaplain of empire. 

99 Augustine, City of God, Book 19, 870-80; see also Volf, A Public Faith, 75-80. 
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