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STRENGTHENING AMERICAN DIPLOMACY





Leonard Marks Foundation Essay Contest

for Creative Thought and Writing on American Foreign Policy
Sponsored by the American Academy of Diplomacy

The American Academy of Diplomacy is a private, non-profit, non-partisan organization whose membership includes 200 men and women who have held positions of major responsibility in the formulation and implementation of American foreign policy. They believe that diplomacy, bulwarked by American’s strength, plays an indispensable role in the promotion of U.S. interests abroad. It is therefore of critical importance that the highest possible standards distinguish our diplomacy in practice.
To that end, the Academy annually sponsors this essay contest, named for and supported by the late former chairman of the Academy’s executive committee.

Leonard Marks was a prominent Washington, DC lawyer who was a former director of the United States Information Agency, now part of the Department of State. He also served as chairman of the executive committee of the Foreign Policy Association, the Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Fund, and was actively involved with many other foreign policy and diplomacy-related organizations during his lifetime.

Marks Contest Description:

Eligibility for the contest is open to any American citizen who is an undergraduate or graduate student enrolled during the Spring Semester of 2008 as a degree student in any college course or courses which deal with international affairs.

Participants in the contest must submit an essay of no more than 1,500 words on one of the six current challenges for American diplomacy in the list which follows below and propose a policy course to address that challenge over the next one to three years. The paper should be framed as an “Action Memorandum” for the Secretary of State, and should emphasize realistic, practical recommendations for the Secretary’s action that are within her area of responsibility.

The Academy realizes that this sort of brief memorandum will probably be unfamiliar to students, but it is common in the Department of State and requires writing skills which will be useful not only in the Department but also in many other professional organizations. To clarify the required format for the essay, there is appended to this announcement an example of such an Action Memorandum that is closely modeled on an actual Department of State document written several years ago.

Any major foreign policy initiative will necessarily include a public diplomacy dimension. Therefore, one goal of this contest is to encourage students to think creatively about the role and uses of public diplomacy in promoting and implementing policy. Resources available for this purpose include speeches, press briefings and releases, VIP visits, Voice of America and other media broadcasts, as well as longer-term activity in the cultural and educational fields, such as educational exchanges and sponsored visits of US scholars, specialists, and cultural leaders abroad, and visits of foreigners to the US. Wherever appropriate, the essay should also address the roles of foreign governments, international organizations, non-governmental organizations and the Congress.

Winners and Awards:

Essays will be judged by a committee of Academy members. Unlike in earlier years, this year’s contest is NOT restricted to graduate students in one of the APSIA schools. (However, they are indeed encouraged to stir up interest among their students in the contest and in the subject matter.)

Entries should be submitted by individual students directly to the Academy.

Two prizes will be awarded in 2008:

First Prize: $8,000

Second Prize: $5,000

The first prize winner will also be invited to Washington, DC at the Academy’s expense to discuss and defend his or her essay with a panel of Academy members, and also, schedules permitting, to discuss it separately with a senior official at the Department of State.

Submission Procedures:

Students should submit their essays to the Academy at its offices in Washington, DC either by hard copy or e-mail. The absolute deadline for receipt of essays is June 9, 2008. Late entries will not be considered.

Entries may be sent in hard copy, or preferably by e-mail. They should be addressed in hard copy to:

Leonard Marks Essay Contest

American Academy of Diplomacy

1800 K. Street NW - Suite 1014

Washington, DC 20006

Or by e-mail to: 

academy@academyofdiplomacy.org

with the subject line “2008 Marks Essay Submission”

Essays should include a cover page which includes your name, school, mailing address, e-mail address, and phone number. The cover page should also show the word count for the essay.

Contest entrants should follow the outline below, so that it reflects the format of an Action Memorandum/Options Paper as used in the Department of State.

Outline of the Paper

Title:

- Decision Memorandum

Introduction and Summary:

-State the issue on which you want the Secretary to act. Summarize in no more than 150 words the elements which require her action and their importance to the United States.

Background and Analysis:

- Develop as full a presentation as possible within an overall limitation of no more than 1500 words This should include consideration of the most effective direction of the proposed action: e.g. unilateral, multilateral, within a US- led coalition, under UN (or other) auspices. Brevity, as in actual policy debate in the Department of State, is essential.

-Take note of the impact of the proposed action (or inaction) on other US interests, including how it relates to or might affect other US policies.

- Address the role of Public Diplomacy. Discuss its potential target audiences and the involvement or responsibilities of other US Government agencies if relevant to the issue involved.

Options:

-Two or more options for action should be offered, with pros and cons under each, in bullet format.

Recommendations:

-The student should recommend a preferred course of action. Remember that you are a US government official recommending a course of action to the Secretary of State, a very busy person. The option you advocate should be a logical outcome of your presentation in the paper, be realistic, and fall within the authority of the Secretary either to implement directly or to recommend to the President .

Topics for Marks Essay Contest - 2008

(Choose One)

l. Should the US government announce a date by which all combat troops will be withdrawn from Iraq?

2. How should the US respond if Iran continues to develop a nuclear weapons capability?

3. Should the US make a firm, long-term commitment to support Afghanistan militarily, politically, and economically for an indefinite period - until Afghan independence and democratic institutions are firmly established? If so, how long could that period be?

4. Should the US, in promoting democracy throughout the world, press for free elections, even if they may result in a government hostile to US interests?

5. What policy should the US adopt toward the resurgence of populism in Latin America, and especially its anti-American manifestations?

6. In our actions and public statements, should the US treat China as a long-term strategic partner or as a long-term adversary?

Sample Decision Memorandum:

Decision Memorandum

To: The Secretary of State

From: EUR - Mr. Jones

Subject: Renewal for MFN for Romania

Introduction and Summary

Each year the Secretary of State has to recommend to the President whether to grant Most Favored Nation (MFN) tariff treatment to Romania for the following year. Either house of Congress can, by majority vote, reject a President’s recommendation of extension. The Administration has to argue hard to persuade Congress not to do this. The current MFN authorization for Romania expires on July 2, so we now need you to decide whether to recommend that the President renew it for another year. This memorandum recommends that you do so.

Discussion

As Romania and Hungary are the only Soviet bloc countries receiving MFN, granting MFN is considered a favor. Throughout the 1980's and ‘90's the US extended MFN to Romania, despite Romania’s internal despotism. There were three principal reasons: 1) Romania did not follow the Soviet foreign policy line quite as slavishly as did the other Eastern European countries. 2) The Romanian government treated its Jewish citizens somewhat better than did the other East European countries. 3) Romania allowed about 2500 people to emigrate to the US each year.

Romania’s foreign policy remains somewhat less offensive than Moscow’s. Romania, alone of the East Europeans or the USSR, permits a US naval visit each year, has refused to accept a Soviet SA-5 anti-missile site on Romanian territory, and continues to prohibit Soviet ground force maneuvers on Romanian soil. It normally abstains on, or votes against, UN resolution language that criticizes the US by name. However, Gorbachev’s foreign policy changes on Afghanistan, Israel, West Germany, etc. have brought the foreign policy of the USSR and the rest of Eastern Europe much closer to that followed by Romania. In this area, Romania is now less unique within the bloc.

Romania has tightened its internal regime, further suppressing dissidents, rigging elections, and reducing food and fuel supplies to the population. President Ceausescu has launched a program to force Romania’s farmers to abandon their homes and villages and move into bleak rural apartment blocks without heat or running water. Gorbachev’s internal reforms have highlighted the anachronism of Ceausescu’s policies, which are now the most repressive in Eastern Europe.

The Romanian Foreign Minister, a hard-liner, has told us the Romanian government will stop emigration to the United States if we do not extend MFN. We think this is quite possible. We doubt, however, that denial of MFN would change Romanian policy toward the Jews.

Either extension or non-extension of MFN for Romania will offend some in the US and Romania. We will have to explain our reasoning carefully to the Congress, the American people, and the Romanians. We will present recommendations on this point once we have the President’s decision.

Options

1. Deny MFN to Romania

PROS

Sends a clear signal that we disapprove of Ceausescu’s internal policies.

May encourage Romanian dissidents.

Will be well received in most Congressional circles.

Our public posture on human rights will be more consistent.

CONS

Could stop annual emigration of some 2500 Romanians to the US.

Removes our primary tool to restrain Ceausescu’s human rights abuses.

Will have moderate negative impact on our small trade with Romania.

Unless carefully explained, may be taken by Romanians as abandonment of them.

2. Extend MFN to Romania for Another Year

PROS

Encourages Romania to continue to allow 2500 or more Romanians to emigrate to US.

Retains our primary tool to influence Romania’s human rights policies.

Shows we still value Romania’s remaining deviations from Soviet foreign policies.

Will show the Romanian public we have not written their country off.

CONS

Could be taken as a signal of approval for Ceausescu’s despotic regime.

Will require extensive efforts to persuade Congress to go along.

Could dishearten Romanian dissidents.

Will seem inconsistent with our public stand on human rights violations worldwide.

3. Extend MFN for Six Months Instead of a Full Year

PROS

Signals our disapproval of Ceausescu’s regime.

Hopefully does not stop emigration from Romania to the US

Warns Ceausescu that his policies are endangering MFN.

CONS

Ceausescu will not want to appear to buckle to US pressure.

He may well react by slowing or halting emigration, canceling naval visits, etc.

If so, it will be hard to justify extending MFN after the six months period.

This “mixed message” will be difficult to explain publicly.

Recommendation:

We favor Option 2, continuation of MFN for one year, for the sake of the 2500 people who will be able to emigrate to the US, and to preserve what leverage we have over Ceausescu’s policies.

Previous Recent Winners of the Marks Awards:

2007: First Prize: Joyce M. Lawrence, University of California at San Diego.

Topic: “Venezuela’s Proposal for a Banco del Sur”

Second Prize: Christopher M. Dorle, University of Michigan.

Topic: US Policy Toward Pakistan”

Third Prize: David Dreilinger, Georgetown University.

Topic: Implications of Iranian Nuclear Weapons and Strategies for Stopping the Nuclear Program

2006: First Prize: Andrew Prosser, Graduate Institute of International Studies, Geneva.

Topic: Engaging Iran to Impose Limits on its Nuclear Program.

Second Prize: James Stocker, Graduate Institute of International Studies , Geneva.

Topic: Options for Setting Criteria for Troop Withdrawal from Iraq

Third Prize: Evan McKay, DePaul University.

Topic: US - China Relations: A Balanced Approach

2005: First Prize: Arturo Lopez Levy, University of Denver.

Topic: Reclaiming Policy Initiative in Cuba by Redesigning Travel Sanctions

Second Prize: Ludovic Hood, Columbia University.

Topic: Alleviating the Humanitarian Tragedy in the Darfur Region of the Sudan

Third Prize: Kelley Cantrell, George Washington University.

Topic: US Position on the Doha Round of the World Trade Organization

