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I appreciate the opportunity to contribute to this discussion on
what I feeil is one of the most crucial issues we’ll deal with at this

conference: careerism.

So far we‘ve focused on the nature of careerism and., {o some
extent, what' we can do about it. I“d like to conclude today“s
presentations on careerism with a note of caution. Aithoughyefforts to
purae the_oificer corps of careerism are long overadue, careerism is much
more eiusive than most care to admit--a complex problem which is hara {o
ginpoint ana even more difficult to treat. Overly-zealous, simplistic
reforms could not only be ineffective, but also inadvertently distiil
valuabie attributes from the officer corps. Therefore, corrective
action must be carefully considered and Jjuaiciously applied, lest a

shori-term fix resuit in even graver iong-term problems.

In the next few minutes, I7]] examine the complexities of ireatin

(<]

careerism. To lend historical perspective, 1711 briefly highfignt some
packground information, then establish a working definition for purposes
of this discussion, Next, I‘11 outline the ditficulties in pinpointing
and treating careerism. Finally, because none of us likes to hignlight
a prepblem without offering solutions, 1711 conclude with some thouahts
on how te help the officer corps deal with careerism,

Althouah céreerism nas existed as long as the military profession
itself, the genesis of tocay’s careerism lies in a shift in basic values
witnin tne offlcer corps. As Samuel P. Huntington observea in his

ciassic work, The Soigier and tnhne State: The Theorv and Politics of

Civil-Miiitary Reitations, one of the sallent characteristics that has




traditlonaily dlstingulshed the offlcer corps s its view of the
military as a ". . . “higher calling’ in the service of society" (5:8),
However, a change In orientation was noted as early as 1960 in Morris

Janowitz’s book The Professional Soldier: A Social and Political

Portralt. After interviewing 113 potential military leaders, Janowltz
concluded: "Those who see the military profession as a calling or a
unique profession are outnumpbered by a greater concentration of
indiviauals for whom the military ls Jjust another Jjob." (7:117-118),
Janowitz s not <the oniy military sociologist to document tﬁeqe
findings. Charies C. Moskos, Jr. also wrote of a change in the officer
corps orientation., from institutionalism <(in which the profession is
viewed as a calling) toward occupationalism <(just a Jjob). * The
consequence, Moskos argues, is a shift from an attitude of
self-sacrifice and moral commitment o one of materialism (16:2-3).
With a deterioration of institutional values, military socliologists

theorize, the concept of a calling higher than self diminishes.

iIn recent years, the officer corps itself has alsc recognized this
snitt in basic values. In 1970, Army Chief of Staff General William C.
Westmoreland ccmmissioned the weli-known Army War College study to
assess the etnics and values of the officer corps, In light of the

trend identified by Janowitz 10 vears earlier, the results of the Army

War Coliege study were both predictable and unsettiing. A loss of
ethical orientation was cited, to inciude ". . . selfish I[,]
promotion-oriented behavior," ". . . disloyalty to subordinates," and “.

poor standards of ethical and professional behavior" (4:74-75),

This toss of orientation has not been limited to the Army. According to



a 1980 Air Command and Staff College report, 100 percent of officers
surveyed felt ", . . most fellow officers compromised their integrity to
varying degrees® (32:vii). Most recently, an Industrial College of the

Armed Forces report entitied Cohesion in the US Military observed, "The

shift in orientation of the officers has weakened [their] corporate
cohesion., Many officers view the military as a job that offers material
rewards and individuai success" (8:62). As the evidence mounted,
miiitary as well as «civiiian critics increasingly réferred to

occupationalist pehavior as careerism.

As we've discussed this afternocon, there are a variety of

getfinitions of ©careerism. In their book Crisis in Commang:

Mismanagement in the Army. Richara A. Gabriei ana Paul L. Savaage define

careerism as ". . . selif-seeking, the use of one’s charge and command

iargely &S & means (o nigher career rewards® (3:88). 1n  anotnher

well-known reformist work entitled Nationai Defense, James Fallows
describes careerism as *. ., . the desire to be, rather than the desire
to do. It is the desire to have rank, rather than use it; the pursuit
of promotion without a clear sense of what to do with a higher rank once
one has attained it" (i1:114), Members of the officer corps define
careerism in similar terms. In his article "The Military Professional
in America," Alr Force histerian Lieutenant Colonel John F. Shiner
aefines careerism as ". . . seek[ing] advancement for its own sake and
fusingl . . . it exclusively asAa goal rather than as an opportunity or
rewvara" (20:1-35>. A similar conclusion was reacﬁed in an AFMPC study
in June 1987, in which careerism was defined as "[clareer-building as a

ceiiperate aim: preoccupation with career advancement/promotion that



supplants concern for baslc duty performance" (34:1). Although other
deflnitions exist, these are representative thoughts of both outside
opservers and mempers of the offlcer corps. For purposes of thls
discussion, then, I°1l detine careerism as the practice of placing
self-interests above the interests of the organization, for the purpose

of personal advancement.,

There are two aspects of careerism I‘d like to high]igpt. First,
selt-interest is central to the definition. For this reason; careerism
as I've aefined it here is the antithesis of professionalism, whiéh
stresses subordination of self-interests to the interests of the
organization (5:63-64),. By extension, the relationship between
professionalism and careerism is a zero-sum game--when careerism
prospers, professiohalism suffers. The second aspect I‘d like to
hignilght s that careerism is based on motivation. If, motivatea py’
the lure of perscnal advancement, an individual places his own interests
apove the interests of the organization, he is by definition a
careerist. However, another individual, performing the same act, can be
called a professional if his actions are motivatea by altruism. On the
surface, the simpiicity of the «aefinition I“ve provided implies
carcerism would be relatively easy to pinpoint and deal with. However,

several factors complicate the process.

First of ali, 1t"s difficult to pinpoint careerism because human
benhavior is easily misunderstcod. What constitutes careerist behavior
is largeiv a matter of individual perception, and perceptions are often
basea on an incompiete picture. Consider this profile of a stereotype

careerist:



He forged his career through ambition, c¢ourage, and
occaslional ruthlessness, driven by the phiolosophy *what is
there in it unless one can get forward as much as possible?"
He was a hard worker, yet depended on outside influence to
help him along. In fact, his commission and promotion to
first lleutenant were obtained through the influence ot his
father, an influential senator from Wisconsin. Cenvinced
that the turning point in his career would hinge on his
developing influential political and social contacts, he
sought a staff tour in the Washinagton area as a captain.
Throughout his career, his brilliance lay largely in his
ability to capitalize on the ideas of others, rather than in
original thinking. In the end, despite a long career marked
by promotions ana success, his zealous, overbearing nature
ajiienated potn his peers and the military establishment at
large. (6:2-4, 10, 139

This account, aithough somewhat dramatized, 1is nevertheless a gooa
example of what many woula call classic careerist behavior. I'm sure
many of you aiso recognized it as a rather disjointea series of

descriptions taken from Alfrea Huriey’s excelient book Billy Mitcheill:

Crusader for Air Power. This point iliustrates how an individual can be

misunderstooa wnen his intentions are mispercejved. On the surface,
many of Mitcheil’s acticons, such as his use of influence toc further his
career, suggest he was putting his own interests ahead of the-interests
of the Service. However, this conclusicn lgnores Mitchell’s basic
orientation--one of a brilliant visionary, one who "“...employed some
remarkable gifts and unusual energy in trying to alert his countrymen to
the promise of aviation." (6:140) The point is, it's extremely
difficuit to make a distinction between careerist and crusader unless
one is privy to the entire picture. That means we must understand the

motivation behind an individual’s actions.

Even wnen motivation is taken into account, careerism is no l1ess
difficult to retiaply pinpoint., According to Samuel P. Huntington, the

professional is motivatea by a sense of responsibility to the profession



(5:9). The careerist, on the other hand, is motivated by the lure of
personal advancement. Consequently, whether or not an action
constitutes careerism depends on whether the individual was motivated by
a aeslre to serve the organlzatlon, as In Mitchell’s case, or slmply a
desire to achieve rank for rank’s sake. AsS an example, an officer who
consistentiy takes on hioh-vislbility additional duties ls considered a
professional if motivated by a sincere desire to contribute to the
unit’'s mission. However, 1f motlvated soleiy by prospecté of a good
efficiency report, he i{s a careerist. In theory, the difference between
the two indiviaduais I[s c¢lear-cut. ;n reality, this black-or-white
approach can easily lead to incorrect assumptions of what motivates
peers or subordinates. Further complicating the picture, human beﬁavior
often results from several different, perhaps even conflicting, motives.
Rareiy is our motivation as simple as others assume it to be. To aad to
the confusion, sometimes the individual himself isn“t aware of his true
motives, For - these reasons, motivation is extremely difficult to
assess, making careerism difficult to reliably pinpoint. The fesu]t can
be a series o0f erroneous judaments by a commander or an individual‘’s

ceers, leaaing to an atmosphere of suspicion and distrust, and a rapid

1)

preakaown of unit cohesion.

Careerism, ¢then, Iis difficult to pinpoint when individual
motivation is overlooked, and just as difficult when motivation is taken
into account. Unfortunately, even when it can be pinpointed, several

factors make careerism difficult to treat.



To varylng degrees, our personnel systems make careerism difficulf
to treat because they often send mixed signals to the field. Within the
Air Force, as an example, careerism |s decried as fostering an
environment of selfishness that undermines the traditional military
ethic of self-sacrifice. Yet many personnel policies actually reinforce
a careerist orlentatlon. Pilot retention provides a timely example. On
1 December 1988, the Department of Defense (DoD) asked Congress for
"authority to pay bonuses up to $20,000 a year to pilots F% the most
critical retention areas." (23:14> In a report which accompanied'the
request to the Congress, DoD officials stated although several
incentives had been studied, a bonus was considered the most effective
means of solving the exoaus of experienced pilots. (25:14)
Untfortunateiy, this approach to improving retention tends to reinforce
tne most pessimistic view of the officer corps as self-serving

occcupationalists, motivated by material gain. The shift in attitude

that Charles Moskos warned of, from seif-sacrifice and moral commitment

to one of materialism, is reinforced: In the short term, caéh bonuses
may reverse oadeclining retention rates; however, in the iong run,
careerist incentives are bound to encourage more careerism. The effects
of the Golawater-Nichols Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 on the
personnel system have also encouraged a careerist orientation within the
officer corps (l7:--). Title IV of the Act, which deals with Jjoint
officer personnei policies, requires officers promoted to general or
fiag rank to have served In a Jjoint duty assignment (30:H6857>. The
effect, according to General Thomas R. Morgan, former Assistant
Commandant of the Marine Corps. is to force a choice ", . ., between

operational experience that will sharpen compat skills and



adminlstrative assignments that will enhance promotion potential®
(19:10). As this legislation encourages young cfficers to scramble for
Joint duty assignments, careerism could be institutionalized to a much
greater degree in the future, Against the current backdrop of
-anti-careerism, policies such as incentive pay and Joint officer duty
tend to send conflicting signals to the officer corps, thereby further

muadying the water.

Another aspect which makes careerism difficult to treat is- the
ciose relationship between careerism and self-interest (36). As
previousiy noted, self-interest {s central to the definition of
careerism. As a result, the officer corps tends to equate self-interest
with careerism. In reality, they can be quite aifferent. In an articie
entitied "Etnics of Leadership," Colonel Malham M. Wakin has identifled
IWo componenis of self-interest: seif-aevelopment andg selfishness, He
writes:

We attribute selfishness to those who seek their own
advantage without regard to the  consequences of their
actions for others or inspite [(sic] of causing harm to
others. To develop one‘s talents can be viewed as
selfi-interested action, but it need not be selfish.
Certainiy, some self-interested actions can be moraiiy rignht
and justifiably encouraged. . . (26:254)
Althougn seifishness is clearly careerism, seif-interested action which
supports organizational goals is not, and is therefore desirable. A
gooa example is the Alr Force non-resident Professional Military
Education (PME) program. In recognition of the role of PME In
protesslonal aqeveiopment, the Air Force considers FME an important

factor in career progression (15:65). If an individual enroils in a PME

program to enhance his chances for promotion, he 1s acting out of



self-interest. However, thls self-interested actlon is not careerism,
because It meets the Alir Force’s objective of developlng expertise in
the use of air power (29:8). In splte of the recent decision to
disregard ‘early" PME accomplishment at promotlion boards--i.e.,
Intermediate Service School at major boards and Senior Service School at
lieutenant colonel boards--appropriately-timed PME remains an important
factor for promotion (15:65). If, in a heavy-handed effort to rid the
Air Force of careerism, all promotion boards were to diéregard PME
records, an important incentive for the officer to complete PHME progfams
would bDe removed. Presumably, an eventual reduction in. the
effectiveness of the officer corps would result. Therefore, the

elimination of self-interested action can be counter-productive.

Finaliy, formuiating an effective approach toward careerism is
compilcated by the legitimate need fur competitive spirit and ampiticn
within the officer corps. Competitiveness is a basic lingredient of
jeacership, ana the military cannot afford to be in short supply,
particularly in compbat. As GCGeneral Dougias MacArthur pointed out, the
mission of the profession of arms is to ". . . win our wars. Evervthing
eise in [the officer’s}l . . . professional career is put corollary to
this vital aedication" (14:4-58). Vice Admiral Willliam P. Lawrence adds
that leadership requires ". . . very competitive individuals, ([who
possess] . . . a high degree of pride, and [whol satisfy that pride in
achieving productive ends. More simply stated in the context that all
in the military understand, they are fighters with a strong will to win"
(13:4-61), Ancther related ingredient of leadership 'is ambition. AS

Lieutenant General Ira C. Eaker once observed, great leaders are not shy



about selzing an opportunity. "If you find need for a leader and have
to coax or urgevyour selectlon-to take the Job," Eaker said, "you“ll be
well advised I[sic] to pass him over. He’s not the man you need’
(33:11>. That’'s pretty straightforward--we need competitive spirit and
ampition. The rub is, only in moderation., When taken to the extreme,

these two virtues of competitiveness and ambition become the vices of

the careerist. As Richard A. Gabriel charges in his book Military
Incompetence: Why the US Militarvy Doesn't Win, ”Compefition and
careerism make every officer look out for himself. Such a systiem

engenders vaiues corrosive of any concept of the miiitary as a special
calling requiring special service and sacrifice® (2:13). Competition
becomes aestructive when it detracts from team spirit. Exceésive
ampition can have a similar eftfect, driving the careerist to pursue
personal acnhievement at the expense of mission effectiveness or unit
welfare., VWorse vet, to the extent an ambitious individual indulges in
careerism, he tends to encourage careerism in others. The resuit can be-
a self-perpetuating situation in which careerists who aavénce into
leadersnip positions teach others to either follow their example, or get
out of the service (1:172), 5o, competitiveness and ambition can be
valuabie attributes when properly channeled, or destructive influences
if allowed to run rampant. Therefore, a clear distinction must be made
between legitimate, and destructive, competitiveness and ampition.
Otherwise, In the name of reform these two Iimportant leadership
gualities coula be distilled out of the officer corps, directly

impacting combat effectiveness.



Thus far [‘ve painted a grim picture of a problem which is
difficult to identify and even more difficult to treat. However, there
are steps we can take to help the officer corps get a grip on careerism
without creating more problems than we solve. First, the officer corps
must develop a common understanding of careerism. Second, strong,
ethical leadersnip 1is needed at all levels to control careerism.
rFinally, systemic changes are regquired to encourage a belief In our

personnel systems.

The officer corps cannot realize a basic philosophical change
towara careerism without a common understanding of what careerism ls, as
well as what it isn”t. wWhile it’s unlikely caresrism will ev?r be
perceived by the entire offlcer corps in exactiy the same way, a common
understanding of careerism and its effects is needed to provide a basis
for action. AU present, careerism is 1iKe pornograpny: few can define ’
it, but everyone claims to recognize it when he sees [t. Furthermore,
‘the searcnh for careerism generally begins with others, rather .than with
oneself. As Stromberg, Wakin, and Callanhan point out, "Most talk about
careerism centers,. . ., on the alleged careerism of other people. It
is often easier to censure others for self-seeking motives than to
icentify similar motives in oneself" (22:277>. In order to facllitate
selif-examination, the causes and effects of careerism should be subjects
of aiscussion at ail levels, from the smallest units to headquarters
staffs. Conferences (like this one), commander‘s calls, and individual
counseling can bhe useful avenues for developihg an awareness of the
dangers of careerism (21:211). Equally important, however, Is a

discussion of what careerism isn’t. When properly channeled,



self-interested actlon, competltiveness, and ambltlion are not careerism,
rather hallmarks of winning organizations. Likewise, eagerness is not
careerism, nor is striving to pbe the very best at one’s profession. The
ofticer corps must understand thls, lest mlsdirected peer pressure

discourage the individual’s desire to excel.

Even with this common understanding, the officer corps will be able
to contrel careerism only to the extent commanders are §tewards of
protessional ethics, In an organization which searches for goie models,
strong, etnhical leadership must be the standard. Commanaers should be
selected iarcely on the basis of ethical character, as it is their
exampie wnich will teach the individual to draw the 1llne between
seli-interested action ana selfishness, competitiveness and antagonism,
ampition and greed, An awareness of where to draw the line will give
ine octticer corps tne confidence U needs to awgressively pursue
inaividual excelience, as well as the wisdom to occasionally stop ana
get its ethical bearings (11:591). Led by commanders who.set high
ethical standards for the organizatlion, the individual will be inspired
to place duty above self. Led by commanders who set expedient
standards, the individual will be inspired to look out for himself.
Without an example oflethical leadership, even a basic philosophical
change on the individual level will evehtually give way to the pressures

of careerism.

Finally, we must build a faith in our personnel systems--probably
the most diifficult step of all. To pegin with, we need to examine our
personnei poilcies for evidence of “institutionalized careerism,"

particuiarly in light of the Goidwater-Nichols Defense Reorganization



Act, In an environment which places a premlum on operational
experience, staff assignments, PME, énd Joint duty, many middle-grade
officers develop a "one career path" mentality which encourages them to
work thelr own assignments to fill the appropriate squares. Very few
officers are willing to allow personne! officers to decide their fate,
largely because of the wide-spread attitude "if you don“t look out for
yourself. no one will look out for vyou." This attitude must be
overcome. The Air Force's recently announced poiicy of conéioering an
officer’s qualifications before his volunteer status is a step in‘the
rignt direction (iB:1), but factors such as general officer interference
in assignment selection must be drastically reduced before the officer
corps can to return to a basic orientation of placing duty beforehseif.
We must eliminate the imperatives which force the individual to pypass
the system. Pilot retention presents another problem that must be
addaressed. Raising fliagnt pay as a primary incentive to keep pilots in
the Air Force is inconsistent with urging the officer corps to return to
the institutional values of "duty, honor, country."” Furtherﬁore, such
incentives could exacerbate the probfems of specialization within the
offlcer corps, create animosity between rated and non-rated otficers,
and further weaken the profession’s corporate lidentity. Instead of
occupationalist incentives, the Air Force should explore institutional
incentives to keep piiots from leaving the service. To enhance their
promotaplilty, pilots should be able to remain in the cockpit rather
than forced to accept career-pbroadening assignments by the realities of
the promotion system. Such a change would not only eliminate a major
source of piiot dissatisfaction (25:6), but shift the measure of

performance from ticket-punching to fulfilling the professional



ofticers’ principle obllgatlon--improving combat capabllity. As Marlne
Major Ropert B. Neller so astutely put it, "If any oroup within the
Corps, or any of the Services, should be given an edge at promotion
time, It should be those Individuals who possess thé leadershlp and
tactical expertise in warfighting skills and can lead us to victory in
war" (16:20)., Lastly, to nurture the attitude of "send me where I can
best serve," the promotion system should encourage highly-qualified
ofticers to accept difficult assignments for the good of the service, as
well as the individual. As Harry G. Summers notes, "You want peop]é to
pe ampitious. You want people to seek out difficuit jobs. What you

need to bring out is that the Jjobs that enhance their careers are the

most difficult to do. , « . . What we need is a structure, a sSystem
where what's important pays" (11:210), If the military bullds such a
Structure, the oificer corps will be more likely to bpelieve in the

equity of the personnel system.

Ciearly, action must be taken to arrest the develbpment of
careerism within the officer corps. To the extent this trend is ailowed
to continue, tne fundamental ethics which stress auty over seif will
turther deteriorarte. Although military reformists, senjor military
leaders, and the officer corps itself are in agreement of the need for
reform, getting a grip on careerism is not as easy as its clear-cut
definition suggests. Lack of a common perception within the officer
corps makes careerism difficult to pinpoint, as does the inability to
accurately assess lindiviadual motivation. To further cloud the issue,
some personnel poiicies foster a careerist orientation. Finaily, the

ciose relationsnip between careerism and self-interested action,



competitiveness, and ambltion also make gqulck, easy solutlons unllikely.
The officer corps, it seems, Is stuck between a rock and a hard
place--faced with a grave problem which demands immediate attention, yet

unable to Implement a rapld solutlon for fear of unforseen consequences.

Soiving the enigma of careerism must start at the source: the

officer corps. Careerism must be seen as a betrayal of the ethic of

“cuty, nhonor, country." At the same time, lealtimate forms of
self-interest, as weil as competitiveness and ambition, must- be
separated from careerism ana preserved as valuable assets. Strong,

ethical leadership is needea to properly channel these assets, as well
as to inspire selfiess decication in the officer corps. Finally,
systemic changes are necessary to ensure personnel policies reinforce,

rather than diminish, the traditional values of the profession of arms.

Regardiess of the solution adopted, one thing should be porne in
mind: lasting philosopnical changes on the individual and institutional
level will not come quickly or easily. Just as there are nb miracie
cures for the scourge of careerism, neither can a heavy-handed approach
be without undesirabie side effects. Lieutenant General
Walter F. Ulmer, a former superintendent of the US Military Academy,
wryly observed the mllitary tends to zealousiy overreact to fundamentai
ethicai dilemmas. "Most mischief and lack of motivation in our
systems." General Ulmer concluded, "is caused by well-intentioned
policies promulgated by a dedicated chain of command" (23:55). As the
controlled QER system of the 1970°s so araphically illustrates, even the

pest intentions can have aisastrous resuits. 1Tnhis palnful lesson snould



be kept uppermost In mlnd as Individual and Instlitution attempt to get a

arip on the slippery lssue of careerism.
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