	But when a long Train of Abuses and Usurpations, pursuing invariably the same Object, evinces a Design to reduce them under absolute Despotism, it is their Right, it is their Duty, to throw off such Government, and to provide new Guards for their future Security. Such has been the patient Sufferance of these Colonies; and such is now the Necessity which constrains them to alter their former Systems of Government. The History of the present King of Great-Britain is a History of repeated Injuries and Usurpations, all having in direct Object the Establishment of an absolute Tyranny over these States.
 …
We must, therefore, acquiesce in the Necessity, which denounces our Separation, and hold them, as we hold the rest of Mankind, Enemies in War, in Peace, Friends.
          We, therefore, the Representatives of the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, in General Congress, Assembled, appealing to the Supreme Judge of the World for the Rectitude of our Intentions, do, in the Name, and by Authority of the good People of these Colonies, solemnly Publish and Declare, That these United Colonies are, and of Right ought to be, Free and Independent States; that they are absolved from all Allegiance to the British Crown, and that all political Connection between them and the State of Great-Britain, is and ought to be totally dissolved; and that as Free and Independent States, they have full Power to levy War, conclude Peace, contract Alliances, establish Commerce, and to do all other Acts and Things which Independent States may of right do. And for the support of this Declaration, with a firm Reliance on the Protection of divine Providence, we mutually pledge to each other our Lives, our Fortunes, and our sacred Honor.

This selection of text has been taken from the Declaration of Independence that was written on the 4th July 1776. The original printing of this document was produced by John Dunlap and signed by 56 individuals, including John Adams, Benjamin Franklin and Thomas Jefferson (Harvard, unkown). 
The Declaration of Independence was signed after a number of battles including the Siege of Boston (Wallace, 2021) and just a day after George Washington, who would become the first president of America, took command of the revolutionary forces. This document was intended to declare the 13 states that at that stage making up the American colonies, a free nation independent from the previous rulers, Britain. As stated in the following section from the Declaration, “they are absolved from all Allegiance to the British Crown, and that all political Connection between them and the State of Great-Britain, is and ought to be totally dissolved” (Harvard, 1776).
The Declaration of Independence can be interpreted as a declaration of war on the British. The creation of such a document is a rebuttal of English rule within the territories that made up the American colonies. Within the document it even states that “they are absolved from all Allegiance to the British Crown, and that all political Connection between them and the State of Great-Britain, is and ought to be totally dissolved” (Harvard, 1776), this statement takes the separation beyond a rebuttal of English rule or allegiance into a complete separation in politics and rule. For those who signed this document it was a particularly risky move in the American revolution because if they failed to gain the independence or win the fight against English rule, they would have had to face English punishment for what could have been considered treason. 
This document also contains the statement “as Free and Independent States, they have full Power to levy War, conclude Peace, contract Alliances, establish Commerce, and to do all other Acts and Things which Independent States may of right do.” (Harvard, 1776) In the first instance of the American independence it is made clear that they intended to have the ability and right to go to war, command the American people within it and have the ability to sustain themselves within those circumstances.  Barnett elaborates that “the Declaration was viewed as abolishing the social contract with Great Britain and establishing a state of nature between two independent polities.” (Barnett, 2019, p. 24) This act was made by one party rather than a mutual decision by both parties, and the British response was violence and to harshen the military presence in the colonies, resulting in mass casualties on both sides. Although this ‘abolishment’ of the social contract between America and Britain as a ruling power did mean that eventually many people did benefit from the new system there were still many who did not such as the slave population. 
“The History of the present King of Great-Britain is a History of repeated Injuries and Usurpations, all having in direct Object the Establishment of an absolute Tyranny over these States.” (Harvard, 1776) This section of the Declaration can be viewed as an intentional insult to the King as well as making a clear judgment about the behaviour of those placed in power. Much of the Declaration consists of these statements condemning the behaviour of those acting on behalf of the King, “Over 60 per cent of it is a detailed list of grievances which the American colonists felt against George III and the British government.” (Hole, 2001, p. 38) One interesting observation that could be made is the comparison between the fact that much of the Declaration was drafted as a direct result of the impositions made by the British and yet it is the same imposition like structure that would later cause the Civil war, such as the exclusions of minorities within these documents. As Hole discusses “It includes very illiberal attitudes towards black slaves and Native Americans.” (2001, p. 38)
There is as Downes (2012) discusses a different approach that can be taken, the Declaration can be viewed as a declaration of a state of emergency as well as independence. “‘‘a real state of emergency’’ that would put the ‘‘rule’’ (the sovereign power) into its own state of crisis: we might call this revolution.” (Downes, 2012, p. 11) It is this action of placing sovereign power into a state of crisis that causes drastic reactions from said state leading to increasingly violent military responses on both sides, creating war conditions of which both sides see as justified. The sovereign power, in this case Britain where the intention is maintaining and sustaining control over established colonies, and the domestic power, America here believing it is in the best interests of the colonists to break away from the sovereign power (Downes, 2012).
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	War is so rich in misfortunes, its outcome is so uncertain and its consequences are so disastrous for a country, that rulers can hardly reflect too long before embarking on it. I say nothing of the injustice and violence that they do to their neighbours, but confine myself to the miseries which fall directly upon their own subjects. I am convinced that if kings and rulers had a true picture of the people’s sufferings, they would not be unmoved by them. But they lack the imagination to form an objective idea of the evils from which their status shields them. A ruler should be made to realize that his burning ambition sparks off all the fatal consequences to which war is prone: the taxes that cripple the people; the levies that deprive the country of all its young men; the still crueller battles; the wounded, whom the loss of some limb deprives of the only means of subsistence, and the orphans, from whom the enemy fire has snatched those who braved the dangers and sold to the ruler their lives and their sustinence. 


This section of text was taken from a published treatise, called the ‘Anti-Machiavel, or Refutation of Machiavelli’s ‘The Prince’ (Elliot & Whitlock, 1992, p. 48) in France during 1740. This piece was written by Frederick the Great and published in the period running up to the Silesian wars. 
Frederick the Great became King of Prussia in 1740, following the death of his father. When Maria Theresa was due to inherit the Habsburg lands after the death of her father, Frederick contested and consequently began an invasion into Silesia in the December of 1740 (Fraser, 2001). Frederick also used Voltaire as both a teacher and editor for publications such as this one, extending his education and solidifying a poetic nature that he had discovered during his youth (Ritter & Paret, 1968).
Although this piece on the surface appears to be adamantly against entering war and displaying that on some level Frederick was aware of the costs of war on a country, “A ruler should be made to realize that his burning ambition sparks off all the fatal consequences to which war is prone” (Elliot & Whitlock, 1992, p. 48) and yet this did not stop him from invading Silesia months after publishing this piece (Fraser, 2001). 
The nature of this piece being a published pamphlet does imply a level of censorship in the contents and tone of what the King would present for members of the public to read. He is more likely to expose genuine intentions to those of whom he has explicit trust or need such as his heir. As demonstrated in a memorandum Frederick wrote that was intended to be confidential for his heir in 1752 where he states “The main objective is to hide your intentions and for that you must veil your character” (Elliot & Whitlock, 1992, p. 49). Comparing private correspondence and those published creates a duality to Frederick’s personality, where publicly he is stating a dislike for war and the costs of it, yet in private Frederick demonstrates that he believes war to be useful within foreign policy such as in Document 11 (Elliot & Whitlock, 1992, pp. 49-50). This source discusses and focuses on how war affects the poorer members of a country rather than discussing how foreign policy may be used to justify the costs as seen in Document 11 where he states, “War itself should be waged according to political principles, in order to inflict the bloodiest blow to the enemy.” (Elliot & Whitlock, 1992, p. 50)
Within this source Frederick states, “I say nothing of the injustice and violence that they do to their neighbours, but confine myself to the miseries which fall directly upon their own subjects.” (Elliot & Whitlock, 1992, p. 48) The implications of this statement being that Frederick would place less value upon foreign policy and more on domestic issues, although within the year he would be commanding 30,000 men during the Silesian invasions (Fraser, 2001, p. 78). 
These types of publication could be seen as an attempt by Frederick to distract the neighbouring countries and imply that he had no intention of taking part in war in order to create “surprise attacks” (Storring, 2019, p. 25). While in this section he does not explicitly say that he will not be participating in warfare, the language that Frederick uses condemns the rulers who choose to enter war for instance, “A ruler should be made to realize that his burning ambition sparks off all the fatal consequences to which war is prone” (Elliot & Whitlock, 1992, p. 49). Although his language would suggest a distaste for war much of his reign was taken up with warfare. 
Along with the discussion of war in context of rulers within this piece there is a section that details how the choices made by the governing leaders affect the lower members of society, “the taxes that cripple the people; the levies that deprive the country of all its young men; the still crueler battles; the wounded, whom the loss of some limb deprives of the only means of subsistence, and the orphans” (Elliot & Whitlock, 1992, p. 48). The state of Prussia under Frederick was not one that was generally concerned with these effects or the general reaction of the public to the foreign policy that was so heavily involved rather than domestic. As Ritter states, "In Frederick's state neither the personal interest of the prince and his dynasty, nor the desires of his subjects ultimately decided the government's actions.” (1968, p. 70) Using this statement it could be argued that Frederick did in fact follow these beliefs and had not intended to go to war but that the state officials made the decision. Although the fact that he chose to personally lead 30,000 men (Fraser, 2001, p. 78) does imply that while he may not have outwardly agreed he was certainly capable of entertaining war as part of foreign policy. 
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	The programme of the world's peace, therefore, is our programme; and that programme, the only possible programme, as we see it, is this:
I. Open covenants of peace, openly arrived at, after which there shall be no private international understandings of any kind but diplomacy shall proceed always frankly and in the public view.
II. Absolute freedom of navigation upon the seas, outside territorial waters, alike in peace and in war, except as the seas may be closed in whole or in part by international action for the enforcement of international covenants.
III. The removal, so far as possible, of all economic barriers and the establishment of an equality of trade conditions among all the nations consenting to the peace and associating themselves for its maintenance.
IV. Adequate guarantees given and taken that national armaments will be reduced to the lowest point consistent with domestic safety.
V. A free, open-minded, and absolutely impartial adjustment of all colonial claims, based upon a strict observance of the principle that in determining all such questions of sovereignty the interests of the populations concerned must have equal weight with the equitable claims of the government whose title is to be determined.

This is a section of Woodrow Wilson’s 14 points speech which he made addressing congress on January 8th, 1918.  Woodrow Wilson was the 28th President of the United States, during his term he brought America into the First World War and would be one of advocate for the League of Nations (Cooper & Britannica, 2022). The language used within this speech is indicative of the behaviour of the allies when it came to the end of the First World War in terms of the consequences for those involved and which countries where to be punished. This speech defines points which Wilson believed were essential to the peace negotiations following the events of the First World War (Archives, 2022).   
This speech was made during the end of the First World War with the intention of setting out how lasting peace could be achieved following the end of battles (Archives, 2022). It was this speech that countries such as England and France adopted policies from to try and regain aspects that they had lost during the meetings for the Treaty of Versailles (Archives, 2022). As Kennedy discusses “Wilson saw Germany as a potential threat to the United States and paid close attention to the balance of power between the Allies and Central Powers” (2018, p. 608), and as part of this it is likely that Wilson would be biased towards favouring these countries over the general consensus that would commit to peace. 
The fourth point that Wilson made was “Adequate guarantees given and taken that national armaments will be reduced to the lowest point consistent with domestic safety.” (Archives, 2022) with no accompanying statistics of what could be considered “the lowest point consistent with domestic safety”, there is a level of ambiguity to what this statement could mean for any countries who do take this on board. This could also lead to countries having the ability to use such language to defend the maintenance of a higher level of armaments than they would have otherwise as the lowest point with no direct reference for what the lowest point should be.  
The first point that Wilson makes is “Absolute freedom of navigation upon the seas, outside territorial waters, alike in peace and in war, except as the seas may be closed in whole or in part by international action for the enforcement of international covenants.” (Archives, 2022) This statement is put into practice benefits primarily the states that rely on access to the sea for trade opportunities such as America and Britain. In these instances, the countries that can trade without the use of the ocean can in part remain unaffected. Although this statement was made in response to the behaviour of those involved with the war, the total war nature of the First World War meant that many battles were fought using submarines leading to instances where 3 British cruisers were sunk on the same day (Britannica, 2000).  
Although some of the points that Wilson makes may seem to be consistently in favour of the allied countries rather than to benefit every country that was effect on either side of the war, he does also make some points which may in some ways effect both. For example, within the points that Wilson makes is the following statement “The removal, so far as possible, of all economic barriers and the establishment of an equality of trade conditions among all the nations consenting to the peace and associating themselves for its maintenance.” (Archives, 2022) This expansion of peace terms beyond just terms specifically to do with the military, and the inclusion of all nations agreeing to peace creates an opportunity for those nations to develop new agreements that may not have been possible in other circumstances.
An observation of contradictory policies of Wilson can be made in the fifth point, “A free, open-minded, and absolutely impartial adjustment of all colonial claims, based upon a strict observance of the principle that in determining all such questions of sovereignty the interests of the populations concerned must have equal weight with the equitable claims of the government whose title is to be determined.” (Archives, 2022) This equality in giving the population of a sovereignty the choice of remaining within said sovereignty is contrary to the behaviour seen within America itself, with the ongoing mistreatment of Native Americans and the racism suffered by the African American community. In America the population was not given equal opportunities to make decision within politics and yet Wilson expected the countries who had been a part of the First World War, and what would later be known as the League of Nations, to take his advice on how the populations of the countries who had been invaded should be treated. Although it must be stated that under Wilson the 19th amendment was passed, giving women the right to vote (Cooper & Britannica, 2022).
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