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1. Introduction 

In this report we will investigate the question: should organizations abolish the idea of a career? 

We think it is important to discuss this question because the idea of a career occurs more and 

more often these days. Think for example of students at the university, students are encouraged 

to do extracurricular activities like volunteer work or register for a board year in order to 

improve their resume. With a good resume you would be well prepared for a potential career. 

It is not only a trend in education but also in business context. More and more organizations 

work with teams to accomplish complex goals in a fast-changing and diverse environment 

(Alper, Tjosvold and Law, 2000). The use of teams will result in a flatter structure which may 

change the role of a career. It can be interesting to find out in what way careers still existing 

these organizations. 

 The idea of a career can be viewed from different angles which entail some possible 

issues related to the question. The first issue arises from the many different definitions of a 

career. It is hard to say something about the boundaries of a career. There is no standard 

measurement to determine the criteria for having a career which makes it a vague range of what 

a career includes and excludes. The question who is responsible for abolishing careers can also 

be an issue. Should individuals have the power to make this decision about having a career or 

is it legitimate that governments or organizations get the power over the choice of these 

employees. Related to this issue there arises another issue which concerns the freedom of 

employees in choosing to take part in a career. Depending on what concept of freedom you 

use, a positive or negative account, employees’ freedom not to take part in a career will be seen 

differently. If there is an absence of interference, restrictions, or obstacles for not taking part 

in a career, an employee will be formally free, this is a form of negative freedom. However, 

when one is formally free but lacks the necessary resources to refuse having a career, this 
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employee is not effectively free, a form of positive freedom (Parvin & Chambers, 2012). 

 Also because of these issues, all kinds of arguments are used for and against this 

statement in our papers. After the individual papers, a conclusion will provide a summary of 

these individual parts and identify some limitations. 

 

 Author 1 used the Merriam-Webster dictionary to define career as a profession for 

which one trains and which is undertaken as a permanent calling. The author mentioned the 

problems regarding the overall definition of a career and the practicality of the abolishment of 

the idea of a career. The author believes decision power should mostly be in the hands of the 

working people that have, or build on, a career. Further, the author believes that it will cause a 

distortion if organizations and careers change along with the changing environment. 

 In Author 2’s  paper ‘career’ means developing yourself within an organization for an 

extended period of time, leading to more capabilities and knowledge and therefore more 

responsibilities and a higher function in the hierarchical structure of the organization. Author 

2 argues against abolishment of careers, since it could damage organizational performance, 

ethics and workplace environment. The author’s approach focuses mainly on how careers 

positively affect employees, and especially how this ultimately benefits organizations. 

 The assignment of Author 3 discussed career as the individual perceived attitudes and 

behaviors associated with work-related experience and activities over a lifespan (Hall, 2002). 

The author states that organizations should not abolish the idea of a career in order to keep 

employees motivated. Purpose, structure and a network will lead to dedication which result in 

broader knowledge, lower (recruit) costs and a familiar group of people. It will be beneficial 

for employees as well as for the organization if employees gain new skills and experiences with 

every new opportunity. 
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 Lastly, Author 4 uses a different definition of a career. In this paper the term ‘career’ 

refers to a project of the self: a tool for individuals to develop, express and create themselves. 

This impacts a person's personality and became the norm. The author argues that organizations 

should abolish the idea of a ‘career’ as the norm, so employees are free not to take part in it. 

The focus in this paper is on a career as a normative principle and investigates why this can be 

problematic for employees. 

 

 As mentioned above, our report gives three accounts against the abolishment of careers 

by organisation, and one account that argues that organisations should abolish careers as the 

norm. All papers have a different focus, from employees and organizational benefits to freedom 

to be part in a career or not, which resulted in different approaches and outcomes to the 

question: should organization abolish the idea of ‘a career’?. Together the papers highlight 

what the pros and cons of a career are for employees and organisation. The individual papers 

can be read in the following sections. 
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2. On the abolishment of careers  

The American Dream is an umbrella term for a lot of beliefs which encapsulate the goals of 

people around the world. The goal revolves around increasing one's social status, economic 

worth and is an overall process of self-improvement. In theory, combining hard work, many 

hours and a portion of luck will allow people, and their direct family, to have a better life than 

their ancestors. One way to ‘reach’ this American Dream is through the use of a career. In this 

essay I will pose the argument why organizations should not abolish the concept of a career. 

         Jay (1967) argued that organizations and governments are essentially the same. Political 

theory and management theory overlap and can be used interchangeably. Using this logic of 

Jay I would like to use Hobbes's social contract in an organizational setting. Where Hobbes 

argues the necessity of a strong state to fight the state of nature, I want to argue the necessity 

of a career for the goal of gaining a purpose or a steering in life. The state of nature, as Hobbes 

argues in Leviathan, is a state where everyone has the natural right to anything. Subsequently 

a war of all against all will occur in this state of nature. I don’t believe people will literally 

wage war against each other if organizations decide to abolish careers, but I do believe it will 

cause a distortion in the way people view and live life. The profession which you have trained 

for, which has cost many sleepless nights of study, an absurd amount of money and which is 

often combined with a huge debt losing it’s facilitation by organizations would be disastrous 

for the working and studying people. Knowing how you will spend the upcoming 40 years 

being a freshly-graduated student might seem as something dystopian, but the stability it offers 

is something greatly preferred than a state of uncertainty. Before changing the concept of a 

career, which would bring problems I will reflect on later in this paper, people would need to 

look at the entire social setting in which careers apply. The insecurities and overall state of 

instability that the disappearance of careers would bring would put more pressure on the current 
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generations and fragile system we live in. Careers could even been seen as the backbone of the 

time we live in. 

         Grey (1994) studied an accountancy firm where he gives examples of how people have 

to orchestrate their own private lives to accommodate for a career. One respondent stated that 

he is fortunate to have a sociable wife that works in banking. This shows how the concept of a 

career accompanies many more functions in our social setting than just being performance 

focused. Many use this argument as a reason to abolish the concept of a career and it honestly 

offers a very strong point. I however see it as a reason to keep the careers as part of the 

contemporary social setting. The goal of improving a career will influence other aspects of 

your life apart from your working life. An ambitious employee will better many aspects of their 

own life to make sure this career will reach its full potential. I think we can see careers as a 

quality-check or a benchmark to measure whether your life is up to standards against current 

societal norms. One could discredit a career but I think most criticism should be on the societal 

norms instead of the career because the way a career influences life is a reflection of societal 

norms. If the current society we live in would abolish careers, employers would not suddenly 

prefer a different character for their employees. They would still prefer smart and social people 

to people who don’t carry these characteristics. Grey also stated that a career pervades more 

intimate settings such as sexuality. The career does perpetuate certain conservative standpoint, 

yet this is because of the social setting. An example is my grandfather. He used to own a 

restaurant Somalia and he had multiple wives. This advanced his career because that is a way 

to show status in that society. Yet, if someone would do that in Western culture it would be 

greatly condemned. In one social setting an act will be positive for a career while in another it 

would not be. Removing the career from this picture won’t remove the rest of the societal 

setting and suddenly revalue current norms. 
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         The definition of a career according to Merriam Webster is: ‘a profession for which one 

trains and which is undertaken as a permanent calling’. An organization also can be defined by 

looking into the Merriam-Webster dictionary. It’s defined as ‘a group of people who work 

together in an organized way for a shared purpose’. Both of these definitions are quite broad 

and have a few points one could criticize. The ‘permanent calling’ part in the definition of a 

career is interesting in the current time we live in. I can imagine people that trained to be a 

blacksmith or a baker in the middle ages would keep the same profession their entire life. I 

personally don’t see myself being a consultant for the rest of my life after finishing my study 

and a study is a training to a certain extent. An argument for organizations to abolish the 

concept of a career would be that in the current time we live in, keeping the same profession 

for your entire life isn’t realistic. Through the use of internet, fast transportation and other 

technological advancements in the last century, the world has become smaller in a certain 

sense. The classic 40-hour workweek for a single employer is steadily becoming less 

interesting for a lot of people. So one would argue that because of a changing environment and 

changing desires of their employees organizations should adapt to this change as well. This is 

the point where I disagree because I don’t believe organizations are subject to the same 

problems or desires as their employees. Where employees might receive more power in this 

transition away from career-dominated life, organizations would lose power over their 

employees and I don’t expect organizations to freely give away this power. 

         Who has the deciding power regarding the abolishment of these careers. Does the 

government decide, do organizations decide, do trade unions decide or do the employees 

decide? Imagine a situation where governments decide that careers should be abolished. Any 

libertarian person would greatly dislike it. Ayn Rand, she technically is an Objectivist but many 

of her principles overlap with Libertarian principles, would argue that a government abolishing 

the concept of a career would be immoral. She would recommend the so-called laissez-faire 
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capitalism where private parties won’t be bothered by any type of government intervention. 

Governments forbidding careers would be a violation because they intervene in a private 

party’s business. I do agree with the fact that governments shouldn’t intervene in a private 

party’s business. 

         Lastly, if the concept of a career would be removed, and I still don’t believe it should 

be, I believe the decision power would mostly be in the hands of the working people that have 

(or are about to have) a career. A necessity would be a situation where employees have the 

effective freedom to live a purposeful and free life without a career. Effective freedom is an 

absence of interference, restrictions and obstacles combined with the necessary resources to 

function. They could still climb up higher in their respective work setting, achieve their goals 

but they are still lack the control of by the government and organizations in this process. 

         To conclude this paper regarding the abolishment of careers. It brings along a couple 

of problems. The first is the overall definition of a career. Does a football career differ from a 

career as a carpenter? People in favour of abolishing careers would argue that times are 

changing and organizations should adapt to this change. But I believe it will cause a distortion 

in the way people view and live life. The profession which someone have trained for, which 

has cost many sleepless nights of study, an absurd amount of money and which is often 

combined with a huge debt losing its facilitation by organizations would be disastrous for the 

working and studying people. Another point is the practicality of this abolishment. Who has 

the deciding power regarding the abolishment of these careers. Does the government decide, 

do organizations decide, do trade unions decide or do the employees decide? I believe the 

decision power should be mostly be in the hands of the working people that have (or are about 

to have) a career.  
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3. Careers: a crucial part of organizations 

1. Introduction and thesis 

 

In my opinion, a ‘career’ means developing yourself in such a way within an organization for 

an extended period of time leading to more capabilities and knowledge and therefore more 

responsibilities and a higher function in the hierarchical structure of the organization. In this 

paper I will answer the query whether organizations should abolish the idea of a career. 

 

Abolishing careers would in my regard damage organizational performance, ethics and 

workplace environment. Therefore I will argue that organizations should not abolish the idea 

of a career. I have based this paper on my personal opinions and perspectives on the subject 

and on what I have learned about in the previous years of my life, including the lectures of 

Political Philosophy and Organization Studies that were held before I started writing this paper. 

 

Some arguments I will discuss that endorse my claim concerning keeping a career-culture in 

organizations include but are not limited to preserving advancement opportunities, broaden 

capabilities,  maintain positive freedom and sustain power-to. 

Other arguments that negate my claim include but are not limited to abolishing careers would 

lead to a more cooperative work environment and a deeper sense of understanding of one’s 

function within an organization. 

 

In the next segment I will further explain arguments sustaining my claim and some counter-

arguments which I will rebut.  Lastly I will present my conclusion about organizations 

maintaining career-building. 

 

 

2. Arguments and objections 

 

In the following segment I will illustrate why organizations should not abolish the idea of a 

‘career’. First I will discuss multiple arguments in favour of my claim. 

 

Personal goals aligned with organizational goals 

 

Organizations letting their employees build careers is a form of preference shaping power. 

When an employee develops themselves within an organization for personal gain, they are at 

the same time investing themselves in the organization. If you want to build a career within an 

organization, you would not want that organization to fail and therefore will act in an 

organization’s best will. 

 

Power to and power over 

 

When employees develop themselves in such a way that they expand their capabilities and 

knowledge, an organization possesses the power over these employees to grant them power to 

execute more tasks and responsibilities. This reward to building a career leads employees to 

feeling grateful and more connected to the organization, making them less likely to leave. So 

career-building within an organization has a negative effect on employee turnover according 
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to my assumptions. Meaning that the higher the degree of employees having power to, the 

lower the level of employee turnover. 

 

Freedom 

 

Being able to develop a career is a form of positive freedom. Employees are free to, in often 

cases once proven themselves loyal to the organization, cultivate their ambitions. Take that 

away and you will be left with disgruntled employees with unfulfilled potential, which I expect 

could severely damage any organization’s performance and survival rate. 

 

Decline in costs and losses  

 

When organizations stimulate career opportunities within the organization, they incur less 

recruitment costs for finding a suitable candidate for a higher tier job position. They also do 

not need to spend precious time on orienting an outside individual on organizational culture 

and proceedings. In addition, offering employees advancement opportunities diminishes the 

probability of them leaving the knowledge and the organization losing valuable tacit 

knowledge. 

 

Possible negative outcome of abolishing 

 

If you cannot build a career and must remain in the position you were hired to fulfill, I deduce 

that when an organization faces a period of economic downturn or recession, they will fire 

people less important to the firm, so the lower tier workers, which means that they may stay 

unemployed till the downfall ends. Not given the chance to further discipline themselves, 

abolishing careers within organizations could lead to systemic poverty. 

 

Henceforth I will discuss some arguments against my claim and attempt to invalidate them. 

 

Equality 

 

When employees are no longer pursuing a career or in other words, personal goals, a 

hierarchical structure should no longer be in the picture for organizations. While you develop 

your career you are in fact climbing the organizational ladder which will no longer be necessary 

when there are no more careers. Under this assumption everyone would be equal. 

Yet what employees attribute to someone in a higher function, they also do for those with 

longer tenure and those with more knowledge. They come to the employees with more 

knowledge for help and advice, they respect and fear what the employees with longer tenure 

will have to say about how they perform. In other words, there still would not be any equality 

because employees will treat people more qualified with more respect even when these people 

are not their superiors. 

 

Cooperation vs. competition 

 

Another angle against my claim could be that the workplace environment will profit from no 

longer stimulating career development because employees would feel like they were 

cooperating instead of competing. 

Although this may be true, employees with a higher intelligence level will get bored easily and 

if an organization does not offer advancement opportunities they are likely to find a new job 

that they find more interesting. In other words, employee turnover will be high which is not 
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going to constructive for the workplace environment. Competition can also be fruitful in a 

workplace environment because it stimulates employees to achieve a higher level of 

functioning. 

 

Deeper knowledge vs. broader knowledge 

 

A counter-argument related to the last one I covered could be that because there are no 

advancement opportunities, employees will be able to deepen instead of broaden their 

knowledge which makes them indispensable to the organization due to their highly-specific 

knowledge. 

Yet, as I have covered before, doing the same routine tasks every day will become extremely 

boring. To my knowledge, people who do this line of work are bound to drop stitches eventually 

which is a direct cause for an organization’s decline in performance. Additionally, those who 

do choose to stay on board will be regarded with the same respect as someone in a senior 

position due to tenure and expanded knowledge as previously discussed, which is in essence 

the same as who they would regard someone in a higher tier (that would have been procured 

through career-building). 

 

3. Conclusion 

 

In conclusion, abolishing careers would be an irresponsible act by organizations, not only for 

the continuance of organizations but also for the preserved sustainability of an employed 

society. 

 

In the previous segment I have endeavoured to expound various  convincing arguments for my 

claim. I have also addressed some opposing arguments for my claim and rebutted them. I 

believe my standpoint has been adequately defended and I look forward to developing it further 

in the continuance of the course’s assignments. 

 

For future research on the same subject I would recommend using multiple sources to 

substantiate the claim. If it were possible, I would conduct a research within an organization 

where a trial could be organised within certain divisions or the entirety of the organization to 

see which consequences would come about after the abolishment of careers. 
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4.  Offering a career contribute to the freedom of employees   

This assignment will provide a philosophical analysis about the idea that organizations should 

not abolish the idea of a “career”. First, the introduction will provide a structure by showing 

background information of the content and a conclusion about the statement. Second, the 

exposition will expound relevant issues about careers nowadays. After this, the position will 

be evaluated by providing arguments against the statement that organizations should abolish 

the idea of a career. This section will also mention possible objections. The conclusion will 

summarize my opinion about the statement and the arguments I used to defend this. 

I will argue that organizations should not abolish the idea of a “career”, in order to 

motivate the employees. After reviewing many different interpretations of career, I will use 

career as the individual perceived attitudes and behaviors associated with work-related 

experiences and activities over a life-span (Hall, 2002). A career is often composed of the titles 

earned at work, jobs done and results accomplished over the period you work. It is possible to 

stay in one job during your career but there is an increasing trend among employees to change 

jobs more frequently. The difference between a job and a career can be described by the idea 

that a job consist of tasks you must perform daily to earn your money, while a career includes 

your experiences, education and future opportunities to develop. People who pursue a career 

often search for a meaningful future in a field they are passionate about. Organizations should 

stimulate this idea of a career to keep employees motivated and maybe create opportunities to 

benefit from those with a great career. 

Today, only a few organizations still make use of the idea of a traditional career. The changing 

environment of organizations led to this decrease. Since the early 1900s, business structures 

have changed. Huge steel and automobile factories have outsourced business processes, sales 
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channels and parts of their value chain to smaller firms. This results in an increase of innovation 

and profitability but a decrease in the need for a company man, a threat for one’s career. 

Organizations have become flatter and less ladder-like, which makes it difficult to make 

upward progression. Instead, organizations make more and more use of teams. A study of Davis 

(2016) found that employees who entered the labor force between the 1980s and 1990s were 

more than twice as likely to stay in low-wage, dead-end jobs over the next decade compared 

with similar employees who entered the market in the late 1960s and early 1970s. One of the 

reasons is that big organizations have outsources specialized tasks, which are mostly the best 

paid jobs. This makes it harder to promote within an organization. This is also the reason why 

the practice of switching jobs is more common these days. Employees don’t want to stay in 

organizations which provide limited opportunities or don’t even provide jobs in their profession 

because it is done by another organization. 

Despite the changing environment, organizations should not abolish the idea of a career. Your 

career and the opportunities to develop are important because it represents the person’s entire 

life in a work setting. Because of this, it is important that people can have the power to follow 

a career. It will be the intention to find a meaningful job in a field they are passionate about. 

This power will keep employees motivated to utilize opportunities and get the best out of 

yourself. This is important to prevent stress and depression in an environment that demands 

more and more.  

The changing environment isn’t a reason to abolish the idea of a career. With the knowledge 

and skills available nowadays careers can become more personalized and self-directed to fit in 

the postmodern information age (Collin & Young, 2000). 

Second, a career offers a sense of purpose in life by deciding on different career goals 

in life. A lot of people find their purpose in life through the work that they do. Contribute to 
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the performance of the organization gives employees a sense of purpose which gives a sense 

of satisfaction, for many an important factor in determining the overall quality of life. Some 

people like the feeling of contributing something to a greater world, that sense of belonging 

makes you feel special. 

When people set goals for theirselves,  the constant perseverance is going to keep employees 

motivated. Reaching one of these goals will bring happiness and satisfaction. Because of these 

reasons, people will become more dedicated to an organization. Offering a career can be seen 

as an example of three-dimensional power. The organization can benefit from the broad 

knowledge of their employees created over the years and their dedication to the company. A 

career represents our expertise and identity, a career is something that endures and it gives us 

financial and psychological rewards. It is something people are honestly passionate about what 

gives them a lot of intrinsic motivation to perform well and grow together with the company. 

Also, there is legal and social pressure on organizations to remove job conditions that threaten 

the well-being of employees. When employees are satisfied and follow a career within an 

organization, less new people are needed so it will save recruiting costs for the organization. 

 

Another reason is that a career provides structure to life because to achieve career goals, 

we stick to structured path. Most humans do really well with structure and it will also lead to 

better achievements. When there are rules, regulations, expectations and deadlines, we begin 

to understand what it means to follow that system or to go against it. Learning that code of 

behavior and implementing it is called discipline. It indirect forces employees to keep deliver 

good work. Some people will say that rules, regulations, expectations and deadlines that comes 

with a career put a lot of pressure on employees. This can result in stress and maybe a decrease 
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in performance. But this can be prevented if employees are intrinsic motivated and are taught 

to handle this. 

It’s also a form of positive freedom, abilities and skills allows an employee to make a 

career. Organization should stimulate these skills instead of abolish them. When organizations 

abolish the chance to follow a career, it will limit the negative freedom of an employee. 

Employees must get the chance to follow a career, if organizations abolish this opportunity it 

will limit the choice which results in a decrease of formal freedom. So in order to contribute to 

the freedom of employees it is important organizations offer the possibility to follow a career. 

Lastly, a career helps us make more acquaintances and friends in life whom we meet in 

our chosen profession. A career offers fulfillment personally and professionally that a job does 

not. A career becomes part of an employee's identity as he gains more specialized skills and 

networks with a wider group of professionals. For example, a businessman must network with 

other organizations and all kinds of stakeholders to keep the business running.  

An intensive collaboration can even lead to a friendship. This type of fulfillment is caused by 

the dedication to an industry, an important characteristic of a career. 

Organizations should not abolish the idea of a career to stimulate their employees doing 

something they really like. It feels good to have a purpose, structure and a network in our 

(working) life.  This will lead to dedicated and motivated employees which will result in 

broader knowledge, lower (recruit) costs and a familiar group of employees to work with. 

Offering the opportunity to follow a career contribute to the freedom of the employees.  I 

suggest that organizations should think about careers as a series of waves from education to 

retirement. Employees catches waves and ride it until it crests, than they paddle out and look 

for the next one which they like and get excited about. Like in each new wave, employees gain 
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new skills and new experiences with every new opportunity, retraining and educating ourselves 

along the way. This will be beneficial for the employees as well as for the organization. 
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5. Shifting the norm away from career mindedness  

In this paper I will argue that organizations should abolish the idea of a ‘career’ as the norm, 

in order to provide jobs for people who want to build on a career, as well as the ones who do 

not want to take part in a career. In order to do so, I will first explain how a career can be seen 

as a self-managing project according to Christopher Grey. Then I will argue that, since careers 

became the norm, it is hardly possible not to take part in it. Further I will provide three reasons 

why this is problematic. Responding to this I will explore counterarguments for my thesis and 

respond to them. This means ultimately that in order to make organizations more accessible for 

larger groups, and to prevent organizations from missing out on talent, organizations ought to 

look beyond career wishes and instead take into account the broader range of qualities of 

potential employees.  

 

Career as a self-managing project 

In this paper the term ‘career’ does not refer to all work experience a person has, but to a project 

of the self. This means, a career seen as a tool for individuals to develop, express and create 

themselves (Grey, 1994). Such a career reaches far into people’s personal lives and 

personalities, instead of only focussing on work. Grey (1994) argues that a career is an 

organizing or regulative principle because a career ‘offers a vehicle for the self to ‘become’’(p. 

481). In this sense a career can form labour process discipline and surveillance, which 

employees can see as beneficial to themselves. This production of self-managing individuals 

and workplace surveillance links to Foucault’s theory of disciplinary power. In short, 

disciplinary power means the normalization of individual bodies, to make individuals more 

obedient and useful. This is preserved by hierarchical observations, which means being 

surveyed by others, by normalizing judgement, which offers measurements for ‘normal’ and 

‘abnormal’ behaviour, and by examination. This form of power causes people to internalize 
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the norm and to check their own behaviour. Important is that disciplinary power aims to shape 

individuals in their core; it influences how they behave and how they view themselves and 

others (Hoffman, 2014). 

            Grey (1994) states that there is a relation between careers, workplace surveillance and 

self-discipline. He illustrates this by pointing out the hierarchical surveillance and normalising 

judgement mechanisms in the labour process of a large accountancy firm. This shows that the 

‘project of the self’ starts for students in college. Students focus on high grades and extra-

curricular activities because they know organizations select on them. If students get hired and 

become trainees, they are told to ‘be themselves’, when in fact they are expected to dress 

according to the norm, and to always be committed and enthusiastic, even for mundane tasks. 

Furthermore, Grey shows that employees are willing to discipline themselves by being, or 

pretending to be, enthusiastic. The trainees are not doing this for the benefit of managers, but 

for themselves and their careers. This way disciplinary techniques that benefit the managers 

also become ‘aids or adjuncts to career development’ (Grey, 1994, p. 488). Above I have 

explained how a career can be seen as a project of the self, with elements of disciplinary power. 

In the following section I will argue why these careers should not be the norm within 

organizations. 

 

Not taking part in a career  

For some it might not be a problem that a career as a project of the self shapes one in one’s 

core. However, the concept of career as a self-managing project becomes problematic when it 

is impossible not to take part in having one. I think it is impossible not to take part in it, because, 

as the examples from Grey showed, having a career became the norm. It is normalized within 

an organization that one behaves enthusiastically, and if one does not conform to that norm 

their behaviour is likely to be seen as abnormal. So the focus on career within organizations is 
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a way to set and internalize the norm, and career minded employees do not mind this because 

they do it for themselves. In job interviews these people will probably be chosen over the ones 

who do not want to take part in a career, because besides the work tasks, this employee is more 

likely to internalize beneficial behaviour. For instance, a manager has two job candidates with 

a similar degree, and person A wants to build a career and sees workplace surveillance and 

normalized judgements as benevolent aids for her career, while person B has no interest in a 

career as such, and is just looking for a job in her field of interest to make a living. Since it is 

more beneficial for the organization to choose someone who sees means of management 

control as benevolent, person A will look like a better candidate than person B. So even though 

there seem to be no obstacles in not taking part in a career as a self-managing project, in practice 

it does not seem realistic to refuse to take part in such a career as others will be chosen over 

you.  

            This is problematic because it reduces the chances of finding a job for people like 

person B. Most of us need money to live and have to work for it. When striving for a career is 

the norm, not wanting to have a career as a project of the self deprives people’s options and 

opportunities in finding a job. The accountancy firm in Grey’s article serves as an example for 

this. It showed that employee’s degrees were not so relevant to the firm, what counted more 

was if the applicants had ’a certain type of personality’ (Grey, 1994, p. 485). So if one does not 

have a certain type of personality or is not willing to pretend to have it, one is unlikely to get 

this job, even if they have the right degree.   

            Besides, seeing a career as a project of the self is not essential for doing your job well. 

Person B might perform the work tasks very efficiently. But Greys article (1994) showed that 

‘the development of career in this professional environment entails considerably more than the 

efficient performance of work tasks’ (p. 493) and this is set as the norm. To return to the 
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example of being enthusiastic; it is not essential to be enthusiastic for the majority of tasks. 

One can also be neutral and still do a good job.  

            Furthermore, by focussing on personality rather than competence organizations might 

miss out on talent. One may have skills that make them suitable for a job, but these skills can 

be undervalued because if organizations hold career-focus as the norm, there will possibly be 

more attention for things like personality. This is risky because it might cause blind spots for 

talents or qualities that are not corresponding with the norm but that are still valuable for 

organizations.  

  

Changing the norm  

In the previous section I have argued why it is not a realistic option for people not to take part 

in the project of a career and that this is problematic. Therefore I argue that organizations 

should abolish the idea of a career as the norm, so that people who do not want to take part in 

the project of a career have a sufficient change of finding a job. This does not mean that people 

who want to have a career as a self-managing project cannot do this. However, these employees 

can do it for themselves, rather than supported by organizations that make it the norm for all 

employees. Organizations could realize this by focussing on skills, instead of primarily 

personality. A way to do this is with meritocracy, which holds that applicants should be hired 

on the basis of relevant competences, and empathizes that all individuals should have an equal 

opportunity to develop those competences (Parvin & Chambers, 2012). This would give 

applicants more equal opportunities and prevents organizations from missing out on talent.  

            In the following paragraphs I will explore two counterarguments for my thesis. Firstly, 

people who do not what to take part in a career as a self-managing project can apply at 

organizations that do not value personality over degree. In this case there would be no need to 

abolish the idea of a career as the norm. This is indeed an option for people who are not 
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interested in a career, but it is possible that those will not be the jobs that suit their degrees. If 

one studied accountancy and is skilled for it, but is not interested in building a career as a self-

managing project, she could go working as a cabdriver. Nevertheless, this means that 

organizations miss out on her skills and talents. Additionally, she should get an equal chance 

to find a job in her field, just as someone with the same degree who does want a career. But 

when the norm involves much more than qualities, for instance because it focuses more on 

personality that she does not have, her chances decrease. Focussing on what one really needs 

for a job – competences and skills to perform work tasks - will prevent this. 

            Secondly, the concept of a career as a self-managing project is efficient for 

organizations. Grey saw this in the accountancy firm, where means of management control 

‘become constructed as benevolent aids to career development’ (p. 494). So organizations 

profit from careers being the norm and the elements of self-discipline that come with it. 

Changing this norm might not be beneficial for organizations. On the other hand, having a more 

diverse staff can be valuable for organizations, just as offering realistic job opportunities to a 

board range of applicants. For instance, having a more diverse staff, with different skills and 

different personalities can be beneficial. It can cause crossover of skills and make employees 

learn from each other. So even though an organization might lose some of the benefits of a 

career as the norm, they could get other benefits in return.  

            In conclusion, I have shown that it is difficult for people who are not interested in a 

career as projects of the self, not to take part in it. Careers as self-managing projects can be 

beneficial for organizations, so they probably prefer employees who engage in that. However, 

this deprives others of opportunities to find a job. Further, career mindedness is not essential 

to deliver good work. Finally, the focus on career might cause organizations to miss out on 

valuable talent. Therefore the idea of a ‘career’ as the norm should be abolished, in order to 

provide realistic job opportunities for people who do not want to take part in a career. A way 



22 

to do this, which should be investigated in further research, is by implementing the meritocratic 

form of equality of opportunity.  
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6. Conclusion  

The previous couple of pages reflected on the concept of career and the idea of its abolishment. 

It immediately showed that the definition of a career will guide the writer towards a certain 

opinion. 

Author 4 stated that a career is a self-managing project and it isn’t a realistic option to 

not partake in this project if it is the norm. The author argues that organizations made sure that 

taking part of a career is the norm and they prefer people that act according to this norm over 

people who do not. This is because of an organizational goal that almost all organizations share. 

It increases efficiency. The author also quoted Grey (1994) who said that if one does not have 

‘a certain type of personality’ or is not willing to pretend to have it, one is unlikely to get the 

job, even if they have the right degree. The author concluded that organizations should abolish 

this the concept of a career because it would be fair towards the people that don’t feel like 

internalizing the norms of organizations. 

Author 3 defined career as the individual perceived attitudes and behaviors associated 

with work-related experience and activities over a lifespan (Hall, 2002). This led the author 

towards drawing conclusions such as motivating workforce to fulfill personal goals and 

maximizing the knowledge of new skills. The author came to these conclusions by arguing that 

employees will be positively inclined to organizations that reward employees with 

opportunities to develop themselves. This will in return maximize workforce loyalty and be 

good for organizational survival. 

Author 2 argued that organizations should not abolish the concept of a career because 

it would damage the organizational performance. The author mentions the benefits of career-

culture such as being able to cultivate the ambitions of employees and when organizations 

stimulate career opportunities within the organization, they incur less recruitment costs for 

finding a suitable candidate for a higher tier job position. The author concludes the paper in a 
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certain holistic sense mentioning that there isn’t a one answer for all.  Organizations should 

experiment and find out whether careers either benefit them or don’t. 

Author 1 used the Merriam Webster’s Dictionary definition of career (‘a profession for 

which one trains and which is undertaken as a permanent calling’) to argue against the 

abolishment of careers, this due to the lack of clarity concerning which workable definition 

should be used in this paper. The author’s final conclusions are based around mankind living 

in a changing society and how this change could benefit everyone possibly, but there will 

certainly be a massive resistance.  

All four of these stances show the difficulty of this discussion and it doesn’t envelope 

many of the other perspectives one could argue from. This paper is limited by a few different 

points. One definitely is the demographic the writers belong to. Four Dutch Tilburg University 

students that are younger than 25 and are following the same Political Philosophy course. One 

could argue that another demographic group, for example people that are older and are actively 

working for their career, would have a completely different perspective. But we would argue 

that we can offer a valuable perspective as people that have just embarked on their career-

journey. To end this paper we would like to once again refer to author 3’s paper where she 

implies that there isn’t an one answer for all. Employees should examine the environment and 

look inside themselves to decide whether a career is bound to restrict or to enrich one’s life. 
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