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Section 1: Tertullian’s Letters
He is an honest man in his quest to offer an apology. Going through his apology letters you will realize that he is genuine and that he wants to settle this issue for once. He is real and gives reason to obey even when there is a reason to rebel. According to him, there is a reason to remain together and end this tension between Christians and the rest. At some point, he says that we need each other irrespective of what we believe in. He has a negative attitude towards political authority. At some points out that political authorities perceive Christians as potential enemies hence showing them cruelty. He has also talked of the brutish passion in which Christians suffer in the name of obedience to the law. No. There are no many goals shared between Christians and the political authority considering the mixing state of affairs. For example, he talks of renouncing their sports because according to him they owe to superstition and idolatry. He further argues that Christians will never be part of their diversions and neither will they ever have anything to do with the political madness. He calls Christians to reject it. He believes that Christians live by the doctrines and commands which they received from their master. They should not be part of this madness as he calls it. Again he believes that mixing with them will cause more harm to the Christian and pleasures to them and this is the reason he gives for Christians not to tolerate such cruelty. 
He is totally against political violence. He believes that we all should live with each other and stop political violence. There should be tolerance from both sides since nothing will ever come from hostility. Christians do not deserve such kind of treatment and all lawful societies should tolerate each other. He is a pacifist. He has given enough reasons why it is advisable to engage in violence. For example, he believes that nothing good can come out of hostility and that we need each other in order to survive. He further suggests that there should be tolerance. He is against killing, violence, and war. He believes that Christians do not deserve to be treated so cruel and so there should be no wars. The fact that he is a pacifist means that he loves peace. He gives a mixed signal for this and it is possible to give a definite answer to this question. I can say he is permissive and moderate at equal measures. 
Section 2: Origen’s Contra Celsum
He is conservative. I will place him based on his belief that Christians are part of the society and that they should take part in building the state just like any other citizen. He fails to take a side on whether he is for the Christians or not. He has a positive attitude towards political authority. He believes that political authority is as good as the person in authority. He, in fact, asks Christians to take up political positions if they get a chance but rule in accordance with the divine command. His argument is that political authority can be shaped for the better depending on those who are in authority. Yes. The fact that he supports the idea that Christians to take political office would only mean that he sees many goals shared by both sides. Some of the shared goals he identifies include defence of a country and promotion of small cities which is a focus for both Christian and political authority. He calls for Christians to seek to perfect it. His advice Christians to take up governing positions and be guided by the divine commands so that they can perfect what they feel is not being done well. His argument is that working together to accomplish what we advocate for is the best approach. He has a negative attitude towards political violence. He believes that those who engage in political violence do so in order to be seen by fellow men. He further states that it is important to keep our hands and especially priests free from blood. This alone shows that he does not support political violence.
[bookmark: _GoBack]He is a Holy war proponent. He actually believes that there is nothing wrong to engage in war if it is meant to help the king. According to him, Christians can fight under the king, for the king, or even along with the king's army so long as they put the armor of God. He is against coercion. To him engaging in war or violence as well as killing is not an issue so long as one is wearing the armor of God. This can further be supported by his idea that Christians can fight alongside kings or even fight for the king. He is a proponent of just was. As stated above, he believes that there is absolutely nothing wrong to engage in a ‘good war’ so long as it’s in line with supporting the king. To him, it is only priests who are exempted from engaging in war since their hands should be blood free and should never be enlisted in the army. 
Section 3: Eusebius’ Oration
He is genuine in his apology; to me this is the best apology than anyone can offer in the modern world. He has constantly referred to the emperor who according to him is divinely favored as the best administrator. He recognizes there are mistakes made but that should be the defining factor. He has a positive attitude towards political authority. He associates the emperor with God because he is divinely favored. In his own words, he defines the administration affairs as a transcript of divine sovereignty. He further argues that it is God who has chosen the holders of political authority and He inspires them. Yes. To him, there is no big difference between political and Christianity authority since God is the giver and sustainer of both. In fact, the emperor has both political and religious duties. The fact is that the emperor is divinely favoured and chosen by God to serve as an administrator shows that there are many goals that are shared by Christianity and the political authority. He calls the Christians to engage with it. Political authority in this setting is no different to the religious setting and so they should engage and work together. The powers of the political administrator are sacred since they are from God to this effect Christians cannot go against him but only to engage with him. He has a negative attitude towards political violence. His arguments are based on Christian doctrines which totally disregards political violence. He believes that even offering should not involve the shedding of blood or fire. To him what is right is what we are taught by our good Lord.  
He is a holy war proponent. In his own words, he invites worshipers to help save the vessel which they are appointed to pilot. It is their responsibility to defend what is theirs or what God has entrusted them with. He is not against the war so long as it’s a holy one. This is the reason he invites all worshippers to save the vessel. He is against killing and resistance. His first advice is that even sacrificial offerings should never involve blood and fire. This means there should be no lives lost in the name of sacrifice. Again he calls for the worshippers to protect and save the vessel. They should be united and not resisting against the authority. He is permissive. To him, war is not a bad idea so long as it is moderated.
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