With at least three countries in mind, compare and contrast the decision-making process in 1939-1941 that chose conflict over peace. Your choice of countries should include examples from the liberal-democracies and the dictatorships.
The decisions made by certain countries in the months leading up to and during the early portion of the Second World War, between 1939 and 1941, to continue or to choose conflict over peace, though they do have the same outcome, are reflective of the circumstances within that country. Using countries such as Italy, Germany, Britain, and America; for example, comparisons and contradictions can be made between the decisions with which an understanding can be drawn as to why the result was the extent of the Second World War.
The choices made by the British politicians between 1939 and 1940 were not without criticism. This criticism came from many directions both within the British government itself as well as both the allied and enemy forces. 
One aspect of British decision making during this period is the relationship with America. While Britain declared war upon Germany in 1939 with Chamberlain stating that “unless we heard from them by 11 o'clock that they were prepared at once to withdraw their troops from Poland, a state of war would exist between us.” (1939) America continued to maintain an isolationist approach towards the activity within Europe until the Japanese interactions with events such as Pearl Harbour in 1941 as Roosevelt discusses in his address to Congress (Roosevlet, 1941). A direct contrast that can be made between these two as Britain declared war on Germany for its invasion of Poland and America declared war on Japan as a result of the attacks during December of 1941, “since the unprovoked and dastardly attack by Japan on Sunday, December 7, 1941, a state of war has existed between the United States and the Japanese Empire.” (Roosevlet, 1941) Although one of the differing aspects between these declarations is that the declaration put forth by Roosevelt is as a direct result of Japanese attacks on American naval and Military in Hawaii (Roosevlet, 1941) while the British declaration made by Chamberlain was as a result of the German advancement into Poland as apposed to a direct infringement on British military or land, “a German broadcast on Thursday night, Hitler did not wait to hear comments on them, but ordered his troops to cross the Polish frontier.” (Chamberlain, 1939) That is not to say that America had nothing to say about the German invasion of Poland, “He urged both to settle the differences between their countries through direct negotiation, through impartial arbitration, or through the procedure of conciliation.” (Jonas, 1984, p. 239) This plea was acceptable to the Polish government and as such they chose to use Roosevelt as a third party for said negotiations, “When the Polish government accepted direct negotiations or conciliation ‘through a third party as disinterested and impartial as Your Excellency’ Roosevelt forwarded this acceptance to Hitler with a new plea” (Jonas, 1984, p. 239). 
Similarly, to America, Italy did not join the war until after France and Britain had already been involved in the conflict with Germany. Although this delay was not what Mussolini had intended, as “he wrongly believed that Italy could negotiate between Germany and the Allies after France and Britain had predictably rejected Hitler’s not very serios off of peace negotiations.” (Goeschel, 2018, p. 165) this is not to say that this was the only reason for Italy to be hesitant to enter the war similar to America, “the king, and a number of Fascist and military leaders too were reluctant, as they thought that Italy was simply not ready to engage in major conflict.” (Goeschel, 2018, p. 166) Though a main factor to America’s reluctance to interfere was due to the Neutrality Act of 1939 which meant that “American citizens, ships, and aircraft were forbidden to enter the zone, and all goods shipped into a combat zone from the United States had to be on non-American vessels and had to be owned (paid for) by a foreign government or person” (Kimball, 1984, p. 32). As part of this ‘neutrality’ America was not forthcoming in responding to Churchill’s requests for aid before the events of 1941 with the Japanese. However, this did not prevent there being a continuous communication between Britain and America although there were times when it was not a responsible action when America would not provide aid, “forcing the British, and Churchill, to concentrate on the immediate problem of stopping the Germans instead of the longer-term questions of American aid and participation in the war.” (Kimball, 1984, p. 36) 
The alliance formed between Italy and Germany, which was mirrored by both Britain and France then following the fall of France, Britain and America was a point of fear among the allies. “The outright military alliance, the ‘Pact of Steel,’ which Hitler and Mussolini signed on May 22, and the ever greater demands made by Germany on Poland increase the fear that the two dictatorships, together with Japan sought world domination” (Jonas, 1984, pp. 236-237). It is the partnership between Hitler and Mussolini that can be mirrored in the partnership between Churchill and Roosevelt who as demonstrated by Kimball (1984)were consistently in contact with one another and often confided plans and intentions with each other, though Churchill’s requests for aid were unanswered. “Direct or indirect, the answers remained the same, and Churchill intensified the urgency of his pleas, although he hesitated before sending this strongly worded message.” (Kimball, 1984, pp. 39-40) This inequality in partnerships can be seen with both Hitler and Mussolini, and Churchill and Roosevelt. 
While there was eventually a partnership brokered between Italy and Germany in 1940, it was not one that was without criticism. It was clear to the German government that while Mussolini wished to join forces with Germany it was not a particularly powerful partnership that would occur, “German officials were not slow in commenting on Italy’s weakness.” (Goeschel, 2018, p. 166) It was this weakness that would benefit the German expansion into Greece following the Italian invasion and their inability to maintain control against German forces. Unlike the British and American partnership, there was established mistrust between Hitler and Mussolini due to an early declaration on Italy’s part that delayed their entrance to the war due to ill preparedness. “Mussolini was in a defensive position and felt that he had to justify non belligerenza to the Nazi leader, maintaining that, after a ‘waiting period’, Italy would join the war.” (Goeschel, 2018, p. 167) It was this decision by Italy in 1939 that made reluctant to join forces with Mussolini in 1940, resulting in the need for Mussolini to become desperate in his attempts to gain Hitler’s favour. 
Italy made other choices in 1939 that made their entrance into the war difficult. The German decision to sign a non-aggression pact with the Soviet Union, however this caused issues for Italy as “Italian volunteers were supporting the Finns against the Soviets, who had attacked Finland in late November 1939.” (Goeschel, 2018, p. 168)  Italy ended this form of alliance with Finland in favour of joining the German advancement, “Ultimately, however, Italy had no realistic alternative to pursuing the alliance with the Third Reich which, demonstrating its superiority over Italy, blocked the sending of Italian aircraft to the Finns.” (Goeschel, 2018, p. 168) Despite essentially making the decision for Italy by removing their ability to provide aid to the Finns, Hitler was not then immediately responding to Italy’s request for communication (Goeschel, 2018). Once Hitler did decide to attend a meeting between the two countries he stated “’The result of the war also determines Italy’s Future.’ Unless Italy was content with being ‘a modest European stat’, it should go to war soon.” (Goeschel, 2018, p. 170) This threatening behaviour is a direct contrast to the type of communication that was unfolding between Britain and America, where while the communications between Churchill and Roosevelt may not have been all in favour of America joining the war effort, each country was still on relatively equal footing in terms of power balance within the communication (Kimball, 1984). As a response to the communications between the allied forces and America Hitler was keen to ensure that America remained away from the conflict, “The Germans, for their part, attempted to keep America formally out of the war by encouraging antiwar elements and avoiding direct provocation, as well as by cooperating more closely with Japan, who was expected to balance oof and neutralize the American factor in Germany’s war.” (Jonas, 1984, p. 241) This contradicts Hitler’s behaviour in Europe where he was joining forces with weaker states such as Italy and creating pacts of non-aggression with the Soviet Union to remain in control, where as in context of America Hitler’s aim was to prevent them from becoming involved before they had the ability alongside Japan to ensure Americas defeat. It was not a goal to prevent conflict but rather, delay it until success was assured for Germany. Italy was also not the only country that responded to the Soviet attacks on Finland, “Roosevelt, who on October 11 had already appealed to Soviet President Mikhail Kalinin on behalf of the Finns, expressed hiss horror and anger at ‘this dreadful rape of Finland’ and his concern about ‘the next Russian plan’.” (Jonas, 1984, p. 243) Although the contrast must be made that Italy provided volunteer troops, where America only provided diplomatic help or to attempt to deliver diplomatic aid. However, as mentioned the aid from Italy to Finland was disrupted by German intention and so it was not powerful diplomatic move on Italy’s part. The aid that was provided by America was in the form of the “authorized use of $10 million for agricultural products that could be traded by Finland to Sweden for war supplies.” (Jonas, 1984, p. 243)
The decision made by America in 1939 to make changes to the Neutrality act, with Congress choosing to allow “arms sales on a cash-and-carry basis” (Jonas, 1984, p. 243), that would pave the way for Roosevelts Lend-Lease Act in 1941 (Archives, 2022). This was the first step toward America joining the war against Germany, though it was only the supply of arms and not a promise of direct involvement. These changes were likely a result of Germanys behaviour in Poland and the rest of Europe, “The stunning speed of the German victory over Poland, while not eliminating America’s desire to remain at peace, thus clearly heightened the perception of a threat to American interests and strengthened the administration’s conviction that the danger had to be met.” (Jonas, 1984, p. 243) Again this is a direct contradiction of the behaviour of the allies, Britain and France, although a comparison can be made in that although America did not intervene straight away, much like the allies America did not agree with the behaviour of Germany. However, as discussed America chose to aid in peace negotiations, or at least try to, compared to Britain and France who declared war in 1939. The neutrality that America maintained until 1941, can also be compared to the initial neutrality of Italy as mentioned in previous discussions. As mentioned, Mussolini and other governing officials in Italy were reluctant to bring Italy into the war alongside Germany, “Ciano, the king, and a number of Fascist and military leaders too were reluctant as they thought Italy was simply not ready to engage in major conflict.” (Goeschel, 2018, p. 166) Although, as this quote suggests, Italy was reluctant to enter the war due to lack of preparation, this was not the case for America and their neutrality. That is not to say that America did not seek to be prepared for an eventuality that they would have to enter the war. As Jonas discusses, there was a “widely held belief that Britain and France would be able to defeat Italy and Germany, if war came, without direct military assistance from the United States. Still, Congress refused to change the neutrality legislation even by summer, though it did approve sharply higher appropriations for the army and navy.” (1984, p. 236) In contrast to Italy, this statement discusses how America believed that the allies would be defeated without them, whereas if Mussolini was to decide not to bring Italy into the war it would have cost Italy more, “under even more pressure to fulfil his promise to enter the war, lest he risk losing what was left of the regime’s credibility, at home and abroad.” (Goeschel, 2018, p. 171) While America was, before the Japanese attacks, at little risk from the European war as of yet, Italy on the other hand was already in a delicate balance with Hitler. 


Decisions made on either side of the war, allied or enemy, between 1939 and 1941 ultimately all had the same outcome of conflict. Using these decisions, the previous comparisons were made, identifying how even though the situations for each were different the decisions made often had similarities. For example, the decisions regarding partnerships between the leaders of specific countries, Churchill and Roosevelt, Hitler and Mussolini. The examples given in this discussion of how the choices made by Italy, Germany, Britain and America may be compared to one another, particularly comparing one side to another, for example comparing the neutrality of America with the reluctance to enter the war of Italy and the catalyst for joining the war effort of Britain and America, the invasion of Poland (Chamberlain, 1939) and the attacks by the Japanese on places such as Pearl Harbour (Roosevlet, 1941) and further contrast within these declarations of war between the countries that Britain and America declare war upon. 
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