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The Mythos of the Corps: Advertising the Marines


In the Bob Hope tradition of "entertaining the troops," Jay Leno performed a special broadcast of the "Tonight Show" immediately following the United States’ incursion into Afghanistan, in which all of his guests that night were soldiers. Several members of each branch were in attendance, having donned full dress uniforms, and all of Leno's jokes were seasoned with patriotic appeal. The entertainment for that broadcast included a "contest" to determine which branch of the military was the “best,” a conclusion which would be reached through a series of humorous competitions and gags. Of the four contestants selected from the audience to represent their services, only a female member of the Air Force and a young male Marine had reached the final round. Leno then explained that the band would play the Air Force and Marine anthems, and that he would choose the winner based on their performances. The band played the Air Force anthem first, and, surprisingly, the Air Force contestant proceeded to stumble through the lyrics as though she had never actually learned them before. Her performance betrayed the truth behind her training. Disregarding nervousness, it was clear that she simply did not know the lyrics. Moving on quickly to the next anthem so as to avoid what was clearly an embarrassing situation, Leno instructed the band to begin playing the Marine hymn. Hearing the music, the Marine immediately did something that his opponent had neglected. Shoulders back, head up, and with his arms at his sides, the Marine stood at attention, and then, with perhaps the most awful singing voice on television, he literally belted out each and every word, all the while staring directly forward, never once shifting his eyes. Despite that tone-deaf Marine, Leno pronounced the Corps victorious. Though subtle or unnoticeable to the general public, that Marine's performance spoke volumes about the branches in which he and his opponent served. The Marine sang his anthem the way he had been trained to do so, loud, powerfully, and with a deep sense of reverence. He sang it as though he could have done so in his sleep, through which he revealed the depth of respect that the Corps still holds for the intangibles of the military, for its tradition, and for martial virtue.


Moving beyond televised inter-service competition, the Marine Corps continues to set itself apart from the rest of the United States Military. Indeed, it is something of an anomaly, existing in its present state only in the United States and without any true equivalent among the other militaries of the world. Furthermore, it would be impossible to establish any such institution in a foreign nation, because the Corps has been directly shaped and inspired by American history. So many Commandants have left their imprint on the Corps, adding to it and guiding it in new directions. Their individual characters have become a part of the leadership style of the Corp itself, creating a long and rich tradition. This same tradition plays a key role in the training of Marines today, instilling them with a proud heritage and a legacy which they are then called upon to uphold, preserve, and revere. 


Ignoring the controversy surrounding its origin, the Corps still insists that it was the first branch created by the Continental Congress of 1775 (there are numerous problems with this argument, not the least of which is the fact that the "American Marines" in no way resembled an official branch of the military, nor did the Marine Corps become a pseudo-independent branch of the military until the twentieth-century). They were initially created with the intention of emulating the British Marines, whose task it was to serve as army-trained soldiers aboard navy vessels. Charged with assisting the navy in ship-to-ship warfare as well as brief coastal deployment, the universal task of a Marine aboard any ship was to enforce the will of the captain, preventing mutinies and otherwise protecting the captain from his own, frequently mutinous sailors. However, even these seemingly simple duties were loosely defined and often precipitated fierce debate within the upper echelon of the Navy and Congress.
 It goes without saying, that, while the Army, Navy, and Air Force still perform the basic functions to which they were assigned upon their creation, the Marines do not. Furthermore, they have no specific, timeless purpose which necessitates their existence, no single terrain for them to master. Rather, they incorporate all three. They are a "triple threat," possessing their own air power, sea power, and infantry, albeit with dramatically smaller capabilities than their full-service counterparts. For example, the Marines command only light infantry, lacking any major armor or field artillery strength, which belong only to the Army. 


Although the lack of a specific arena has, on multiple occasions, very nearly cost the Marines their existence, it has, in the last century, become their chief strength. The Corps has developed an uncanny ability to adapt, to alter the overall objectives and functions of their massive organization with the changing of the times. One might even argue, whereas the Army is guaranteed permanence in that there will always be dry land on which to fight, this assurance has also become a crutch. Were sea combat, for some reason, suddenly to become obsolete, the Navy would be an anachronism. Inasmuch as the other branches have consistently relied on their boundaries for security, the Marines have consistently convinced the United States government to re-organize and redraw their own. Hence, the ability to adapt is a skill which itself has proven timeless. As the contemporary military community responds to the threat of terrorism and gradually shifts towards lighter, faster forces, it stands to reason that the Marines will further evolve to fill the roll of a fast response, global deployment, light infantry force. To find examples, one needs only to look at the recent activity in Haiti or Liberia where, in both cases, a small contingent of Marines was quickly sent ashore to protect American interests and citizens. 


In addition to adaptation, another closely related, albeit chiefly political, advantage of the Corps is its historically ambiguous international perception. It is a quality that began domestically over a century ago, when the Marines were repeatedly called upon to perform "national guard-like" duties in the United States. One of the first such instances occurred when the Marines were asked to assist in the removal of John Brown from Harper's Ferry. Although hostage situations are somewhat commonplace today, at that time it was an extremely unconventional situation, for which local law enforcement was unprepared and a stronger show of force was needed. The rapid expansion of American maritime commerce in the early nineteenth-century brought with it the need for more outposts protecting trade. The Corps' leadership immediately seized upon the opportunity to acquire more responsibilities, and Marines were assigned the task of defending naval bases around the globe. This expanded overtime to include other governmental installations such as foreign embassies. Furthermore, the president's ability to deploy Marines for the protection of American facilities worldwide has granted the Corps a unique global jurisdiction. The president can single-handedly deploy Marines to any American embassy or installation around the world under the stated purpose of “defense.” Even under the strict limitations of the rules of engagement, the rapid projection of lethal American Marines onto foreign soil is a powerful symbol. It also adds to the frequency with which the Corps deploys into action, establishing the reputation that the United States, despite the reigning political climate or the opinions of the United Nations, is not afraid of sending its Marines into a tough situation. Furthermore, it reveals the high level of confidence the American government has in its Marines. 


Looking at the Corps, it becomes clear that it is, in some way due to its aforementioned intangible strengths, a cut above the rest. Logically, it stands to reason that three independent, specialized branches with specific, clear-cut objectives should be superior to, or at least negate the need for, an overlapping service, many of whose purposes could theoretically be easily integrated into the larger branches. Many individuals in American history, such as President Jackson, have argued in favor of increased specialization. What contemporary critics, however, fail to understand is that there is more to fighting wars effectively than merely the delegation of combat roles. The Marine Corps has, throughout history, filled in the gaps between the other services. Congress, both the Continental and the United States, needed combat-trained soldiers capable of serving on ships; hence, the Marine Corps was born. A century later, as aquatic landings became a major military requirement, the Corps filled in the gap by specializing in this hybrid form of warfare. Today, the Marine Corps, yet again, fills in another gap gradually abandoned by the Army since the end of the Second World War. As the Army’s approach to infantry training shifts towards creating next generation battlefield technology, the Corps focuses on creating better Marines.
 Perhaps the argument is between technology and soldering. Certainly, superior technology creates advantages, but does having superior technology always equal better warriors? The Marines would answer with a resounding "No," followed by their training motto, "Every Marine a rifleman." 


Nowhere does the Marine Corps' soldering-centered approach to warfare shine more brightly than in their advertising campaigns. The Corps seeks to create the best warriors on the battlefield, equipping them first of all with the proper mindset. Since the Swiss pike squares first revolutionized infantry in the Middle Ages, the primary measurement of an individual soldier's effectiveness on the battlefield has been his ability to function as a unit. Ultimately, courage, obedience, discipline, and cooperation result in the greatest success, all of which are values or characteristics that must be trained into the hearts and minds of recruits. Therefore, the Marines begin the recruitment process by attracting the "right" kind of recruit. The purpose of this study is to explain the consistent overall success of the Marine Corp's recruitment campaigns, specifically focusing on the first parameter of recruitment, public perception. The kind of advertising in which a military branch engages illuminates much about its inner workings and underlying philosophy, and its is precisely the Corp’s philosophies, depicted in its recruitment advertising, which appeal most to an aspiring American warrior.

Tradition and History


The symbols of the Marine Corps have always played a central role in its advertising campaigns. Whether it is a phrase, a motto, an insignia, a Mameluke sword, or a photograph, virtually every Marine commercial or recruitment poster contains some sort of symbolic image. These items carry with them an enormous amount of historical significance stemming from the events surrounding their origins, which the Corps, unlike the other branches of the United States Military, continues to treasure. Every single Marine officer is taught its proud history during boot camp in order to preserve these traditions. Even the word itself, “tradition,” has been used multiple times on enlistment posters, depicted above the image of a proud, solitary Marine in uniform. Therefore, in order to best understand the qualities and characteristics of the Corps today, one must understand the events, politics, and leaders that shaped it. 


Birth of a Nation and a Corps


Marine divisions first appeared during the naval wars of the seventeenth-century. As a result of the mutinous tendencies of sailors in European navies (not extraordinary since most sailors were either prize hunters or pressed men), it was necessary to outfit each ship with a contingent of army trained, musket-wielding soldiers to suppress the crew and enforce the will of the captain. In addition to their “military police” duties, navy marines played a part in naval combat by firing upon enemy sailors and boarding the opposing vessel.
 As time passed and cannon technology improved, boarding parties and deck sniping became increasingly rare, since most naval battles were already settled before the ships even entered musket range. As a result, marines came to resemble very little more than the MP’s of today’s military. 


Traditionally founded on November 10, 1775, the American Marines were modeled directly after the British Marines. Having inherited all of the British deficiencies and none of its strengths, the American Marines were off to a rocky start. Initially under complete control of the Navy, the first commander of the United States Marines was Captain Samuel Nicholas. Recruitment was initially horrendous. Although wages were comparable to the Army and Navy, the Marines, inherently a hybrid form of military service, contained the worst of both worlds. Not only did Marine soldiers not receive prize benefits, one of the major attractions of the Navy, they also acquired none of the prestige associated with participation in the Army.
 As a result, the United States Marine Corps quickly became a dumping ground for lousy officers and recruits. The Marines were not allowed to recruit officers from Westpoint, and “drumming up” recruits in city streets and pubs did not produce any potential Napoleons. Recruitment was, from the very beginning, a massive struggle for the Marine Corps. With virtually no incentives, tangible or intangible, the Corps would remain greatly understaffed during the first century of its existence. 


In its infancy, the Corps was most desperately in need of organization and direction. The appointment of William Ward Burrows as the first official Commandant was a blessing. He was an unproven warrior but excellent at management and organizational skills.
 He assisted the Corps through one of its first major defining moments, separating Marines from sailors. Arguably, the nineteenth-century was the most dangerous for the Corps. The quest for autonomy and acknowledgement would prove long and arduous. The first major defining conflict emerged between Burrows and a group of Navy captains. The ambiguity, with which the Marines’ ship duties had been officially defined, had led to a number of abuses on both sides. The leadership structure was still unclear, and there were numerous discrepancies over what specifically the Marines were. Some captains demoted their Marines to the status of basic sailors, ordering them to perform a number of menial Navy tasks, even swabbing the deck.
 Other Marines saw themselves as being entirely superior to the other sailors and even outside the command structure. They insisted that they could only be asked to perform sentry duties, alienating their captains and earning a reputation of laziness for the Corps among within the Navy. Eventually, Burrows managed to reach a compromise, but this only postponed the dilemma. 


Unfortunately, the Corps had yet to prove itself as indispensable. Given that most naval battles were being settled exclusively with cannon fire, evidence that the Marines actually assisted in naval warfare was inconclusive. Furthermore, Navy captains were completely divided in their opinions, some appreciating and utilizing their Marines while others, such as Captain Truxton, insisted that, outside of functioning as ordinary sailors, Marines were completely worthless.
 The chief argument against the Marines was that, ultimately, they were unnecessary because sailors could easily by trained and outfitted to do the same job. Discipline among sailors was improving along with the quality of recruits, and, although mutinies remained a legitimate hazard, they were becoming more and more rare among the new, native-born crews. Ironically, the Corps’ biggest critic during the early nineteenth-century, the Jefferson administration, would later increase their duties substantially. The Jeffersonians had encountered a budget crisis and believed the best way to make cutbacks in the Navy was to abolish the Marine Corps outright, integrating their duties into the sailors’ repertoire. In addition, Burrows was an outspoken federalist, which further incensed the Democrats in Congress.
 Unable to effectively combat the Jeffersonians, the Corps received a stroke of luck when the United States declared war on the Bashaw of Tripoli in 1801.
 Overall, the Marines’ performance during the war, though good, was not extraordinary. It was “O’Bannon’s seven and the capture of Derne” that caught the attention of the American public. In a true adventure, which rivaled that of any work of fiction, Presley O’Bannon and seven other Marine officers assembled an unconventional force of marauders and mercenaries in Egypt. He then led them on a 600-mile journey across the North African desert to Tripoli, where his motley troop, with the help of naval bombardments, defeated the pirates and captured Derne. It was then that O’Bannon was presented with the Mameluke sword in honor of the victory. The American press absolutely fell in love with O’Bannon and the Marine Corps. Such daring and heroism was the stuff of legends and it created such immense popularity for the Marines, that it either converted its critics or silenced them outright.
 Even the Jeffersonians were convinced. After securing the Louisiana Purchase, President Jefferson assigned the Marines a post in New Orleans where they were to serve as sentinels for his new acquisition.


At the turn of the century, the Marine Corps headquarters was moved to Washington, DC, which benefited the Corps in two ways. First of all, the move was obviously a public gesture of acknowledgement to the Marines, even though the merits of inclusion into federal politics are debatable. Secondly, the Marine Corps band had heretofore been its only public relations aspect. Moving into the capital presented the band with additional opportunities to perform at public events.
 One might even argue that this was the beginning of the Corps’ present day ceremonial duties for the federal government. In any case, the public, and especially the lawmakers, began to see Marines in uniform much more often. 


The war of 1812 was the beginning of a new era for the Corps, a period that would lead it into some very new and radical directions. The war, regardless of perspective, was a complete disaster. The US Navy was quickly overwhelmed by the strength of the British, and the US Army revealed the depth of its immaturity and poor leadership against the British invaders. Other than contributing to the American victory at the battle of New Orleans, the Corps suffered along with the rest of the American military.
 Perhaps the only redeeming aspect of the war was the distinguished service of its future commandant, Archibald Henderson. 

Henderson, or “The Grand Old Man of the Corps,” as he is so affectionately remembered in the OCS handbook, radically shaped the Corps’ future.
 He had the one thing the Marines so desperately needed at that time, a clear agenda. It was his work and dedication which expanded Marine duties far beyond anything anyone had ever intended back in 1775. Henderson first entered the spotlight in 1814 when he was recognized for his actions in battle against the British.
 He later became a controversial figure when he attempted to court-martial his superior, Commandant Wharton. Although Wharton’s actions were nothing remarkably bad in light of the performance of the rest of the American military, he had earned Henderson’s criticism when he and the Marines under his command fled the capital without resisting the invading British troops. Henderson scolded Wharton’s decision throughout Washington D.C., arguing that it was “conduct unbecoming a Marine.”
 Nevertheless, a federal investigation into the matter acquitted Wharton of any guilt, much to Henderson’s frustration. Ultimately, however, it was of little consequence because Wharton suddenly died a few years later. Henderson was then appointed “temporary commandant,” a position which he managed to make permanent in October of 1820 through some slick political maneuvering. He served as commandant for an astounding thirty-nine years, handily surpassing the legacies of all who had come before him. 

Henderson was unique in that he was the first Marine commandant to establish a reputation for himself in a field other than administration. This does not imply that he was in any way administratively inept, just that he highly valued his talents as a warrior and sought to impress that same battle-hearty spirit upon the rest of his Marines. He was, in fact, an excellent administrator, being exceedingly frugal and spartan. He accounted for every penny, and abolished waste. He was also extremely reluctant to declare anything as ‘surplus.’ For everything, he insisted, there could be found a use.
 


Henderson instituted a number of reforms, the foremost of which was an increase in training. He insisted that Marines, as opposed to other average American soldiers, should be prepared to succeed against any and all martial challenges that may arise. His vision for the Corps was a self-sufficient institution of highly trained elite warriors. Therefore, he set his sights on improving leadership and raised the standards and qualifications of officer recruitment. He was a firm believer in strong discipline, and he chose only those recruits whom he believed exhibited the best qualities of soldiering, disregarding race (the Navy had pushed for the admittance of only native born Americans into the service).
 He remained a hardened warrior even into his old age. He gladly accepted any opportunity to involve the Marines in a fight, partly because he understood the peril of inactivity, but also because he truly believed the Corps needed to deepen its connection to the battlefield. 


Despite its victories, the Corps continued to hover dangerously in the middle, still in need of a means to justify its existence. A new administration meant new difficulties, although ironically, this time it would be the Army’s turn. The Jackson administration revived the Jeffersonians’ complaints that the Marines were unnecessary, and that there function could easily be assimilated into the Army. Henderson fiercely defended the Corps, arguing that the Marine guards were still absolutely indispensable aboard Navy warships. Ultimately, it was a coalition of Navy captains, led by Bainbridge, whose testimony in favor of the Corps preserved its status inside the Navy.


Henderson also worked excessively to involve the Marines in the expansion of Manifest Destiny. He wholeheartedly accepted any opportunity to fight indians, and even led many of the assaults personally, despite being over fifty years old. While other bureaucrats and administrators remained at their posts in Washington, Henderson insisted that his place was in the brush among his Marines. He was a man who defined leadership by example, and it is a characteristic which remains a part of the Corps to this day. There is even a legend that at the onset of the Mexican-American War, Henderson vacated his office, leaving only a note on his door stating that he was “Gone to fight the Mexicans.” Other examples of Henderson’s leadership style exonerate his fearlessness. When the Know-Nothings organized a riot in Washington, the Marines were once again called to restore order. According to the story, the Marines and the Know-Nothings had reached a standoff in the street, and the Know-Nothings were threatening to fire the cannon they had aimed at the line of Marines. As legend has it, Henderson ordered his men to fix bayonets, while he himself walked directly up to the cannon and pressed his chest against the muzzle, all the while ordering the crowd to disperse and warning them not to fire on US Marines. The mon, however, did not disperse and even began to take potshots at the line. Stalwart, the Marine lines held, and Henderson ordered him men to open fire, sending the mob into a panicked flight.
 Such stories were extremely popular with the press and contributed to the Corps reputation for elitism. Without the guidance and vision of Commandant Archibald Henderson, the Marine Corps might never have evolved into the elite military institution that it is today. So many aspects of Henderson’s leadership style have become fundamentals within the Corps today. 


The next major crisis for the Corps occurred in the early 1890’s when the entire Navy underwent a decade of drastic transformation. The United States government had resolved to create a navy comparable to those of the major European powers. Fleet sizes were dramatically increased and old warships were fazed out to make room for stronger, faster technology. Virtually every aspect of the Navy was reevaluated, including the purposes of the Marine Corps. In addition to new ships, Captain Fullam proposed the training of a new breed of Navy sailor. He believed adamantly that the Marine guards created a “prison” mentality among the sailors, which discouraged advancements in discipline.
 The shift towards native-born crews had improved discipline, making the US Navy more of an actual military service rather than a fleet of organized privateers. Nevertheless, Fullam’s desire to model navy training after the Corps for the purpose of creating better-disciplined sailors confirms Henderson’s success. The Marines had indeed become unique, which, as evidenced by Fullam’s envy, made them more reliable in combat. 


Eventually, Fullam was branded an extremist - he did manage to acquire a substantial amount of support - because the Navy leadership was reluctant to abolish an entire organization, which had already been in existence for over a century and had proven itself useful on numerous occasions. Nevertheless, Commandant Heywood could “read the writing on the wall.” The Navy reformers were gradually removing the need for Marine sentinels aboard ships, which, for all intents and purposes, was the Corps’ primary duty as a military organization. Although the Corps had yet again succeeded in thwarting its adversaries, the margin of victory was growing increasingly thin. The Corps would have to adapt to the changing times or be abolished. Fortunately for Heywood, whoever or whatever sank the Maine in February of 1898 provided exactly the opportunity the Marines needed.


Banana Wars and World Wars to Guerilla Wars


The credit for the United States’ victory in the Spanish-American war belonged mostly to the phenomenal performance of the US Navy. It had undertaken a number of reforms, and its quick victory over the Spanish Navy was an astounding success. Clearly, the USA was now a significant naval power, and Europe had no choice but to acknowledge it as a global player in the “game of imperialism.” The Marines had done their part, and by the end of the war, stories of Marine bravery were once again spreading through the American public.
 


The Spanish-American war represented a major shift in American foreign policy. As a result of Spain’s defeat, the Caribbean and the Southern Hemisphere lay open to American economic interests. It wasn’t long before the US Navy was sailing all over the globe, establishing bases, protecting commerce, and encountering small island people groups. For the most part, however, the waterborne Navy was unable to assist with these new objectives. Other than providing protection on the high seas and projecting an American military presence in opposition to other competing nations, Navy battleships could do little to further colonization. Only the Marines were equipped and trained for ship-to-shore action. As a result, Congress doubled the size of the Marine Corps to 6,000 and authorized them to establish bases around the world. Before long, US Marines were circling the globe, from the Caribbean to the Orient. The Corps had found its new niche, and as the need for Marine guards aboard battleships faded, the demand for deployable Marines increased
. It comes as no surprise then, that during the period between the turn of the century and the years leading up to America’s involvement in World War I, Marine recruitment relied heavily on campaigns which emphasized adventure and world travel.
 


The frequency of Marine deployment in the tropics was gradually increasing, as was the duration of their excursions. The long occupation in Haiti demanded that the Marine Corps adapt to suit its new role. It was beginning to resemble an expeditionary force, and therefore needed a larger array of skills. “Even in songs and poetry the American Marine found redefinition as the jack-of-all-trades in America’s global policing. One anonymous praised the Marine as the ‘fearless protector of consuls, missionaries, and the flag.’”
 There was even a joke circulating within Washington D.C. that the Marine Corps no longer required the Navy, and that it should build its own boats so as not to be dependant on the Navy for transport. After a nearly disastrous battle against the Samoans, the Corps increased its marksmanship standards, citing inaccuracy as the cause of their defeat. Preserving the lessons of this era, the Marine Corps today continues to emphasize marksmanship and resourcefulness during basic training.


If there were a pantheon for marketing deities, the Marine Corps’ leadership during the early twentieth-century would sit among them. The years leading up to and during World War I equate to a Marine recruitment “golden age.” The Corps’ recruiters had their finger squarely on the pulse of the American public, and their ideas and innovations resulted in massive success. 


Hostility towards the Marine Corps, though it had temporarily ceased immediately following the Spanish-American war, never completely died out.
 Fullam and his band of Navy visionaries still carried on the crusade to abolish the Marine guards, which inspired Commandant Biddle to found the Marine Corps Publicity Bureau in 1911.
 This new organization was the first of its kind, and it existed solely to publicize the Marine Corps and its achievements all throughout the United States. The bureau was further equipped in 1915 when it acquired a new press department. The Publicity Bureau stated in an editorial that the press department existed in order that

the United States Marine Corps may be known in all the parts of the country wherever newspapers are published, and that the general public may know the “Soldiers of the Sea” for what they really are… Trained writers will prepare a free news and feature service for the press, and to those newspapers having engraving facilities, photographs with which to illustrate the stories, will be furnished… The “news” will be touched up only enough to add local color and to “put across” the points that the Marine Corps is a separate, distinct branch of the allied services, that an enlistment offers excitement and adventure, and that every old Tom, Dick, and Harry isn’t eligible to enter its ranks.
 


The Publicity Bureau’s new press department was an absolutely brilliant idea. Taking on an entirely new recruiting concept, it coordinated all Marine publicity around its new campaign, “First to Fight.” It was certainly an edgy and even risky approach to enlistment recruiting, but was, however, an immense success. After the declaration of war, the Corps petitioned Congress for an increase in strength, but before its request could be authorized, the Corps had already announced that it anticipated over thirty thousand new recruits.
 Such a rapid, popular response was simply unprecedented, and the Corps was even forced to reject numerous candidates. The Publicity Bureau had clearly won the hearts and minds of the American public, even though the war hardly just begun. 

As the war progressed, the Corps’ recruitment campaign became even more aggressive in its advertising style. Fortunately, the Marines had entered World War I much more aware of what awaited them than had their European allies. As war was becoming more and more eminent, John A. Lejeune and a handful of other Marines traveled to Europe to observe the war. There they gained a healthy respect for the horrors of trench warfare and the deadly force of the machine gun.
 The Marines lived up to the public’s expectations, quickly earning the name “Devil Dogs” (Teufelhuende) by their German enemies. The Publicity Bureau immediately incorporated the name into its posters and recruitment slogans, in addition to initiating a new campaign, “Marines: We Kill or Get Killed.” Despite the horrors of trench warfare and high casualties rates, the Marines fought bravely until the end. World War I permanently solidified the Corps’ position in the United States military and revolutionized recruitment. The Corps maintained its desire to remain an all-volunteer force, rejecting Selective Service as much as possible and utilizing draftees to fill its ranks only when absolutely necessary.

The Corps continued to uphold its standards into the next war, World War II. One day after the surprise attack on Pearl Harbor, the Japanese began their assault on Wake Island, an outpost defended by a small contingent of US Marines. Unlike the Pearl Harbor attacks, the Marines would upset the Japanese multiple times, dragging out the battle for Wake Island. “Wake Island fell to the Japanese after a gallant stand by the Marines. The enemy paid dearly: 4 ships were sunk, 11 damaged, 21 aircraft destroyed, and almost 1,000 Japanese soldiers were killed.”
 The Marines fought until the bitter end, and those that survived the battle became prisoners of war. Back home in the United States, President Roosevelt publicly lauded the Marines at the “Alamo of the Pacific.”

There were only some four hundred United States Marines, who, in the heroic and historic defense of Wake Island, inflicted such great losses on the enemy. Some of these men were killed in action and other are now prisoners of war. When the survivors of that great fight are liberated and restored to their homes, they will learn that a hundred and thirty million of their fellow citizens have been inspired to render their own full share of service (and) sacrifice.

While Marines abroad inspired the American public, the Publicity Bureau continued to implement new ideas to encourage enlistment. One of their major innovations for recording and documenting Marine action in the field was the foundation of the Public Relations Division on July 1, 1941.
 It oversaw the special equipping and training of Marines who had past journalistic experience, whom they dubbed “Combat Correspondents.” This new breed of journalist, unlike the imbedded reporters of Operation Iraqi Freedom, was, first and foremost, a Marine rifleman. In addition to his weapon, however, he carried a camera. 

Trained in fighting traditions of the Corps during a grueling two-month period at Parris Island, S.C., these former newspaper reporters and photographers, news service and radio station employees, are made sergeants after their training and sent out to the war sectors. Newspapers and Newsreel photographers work in teams with the reporter combat correspondents in order to send back to the United States complete eye-witness stories and picture coverage on all Marine Corps activities overseas. The lack of any stories other than curt communiqués on the heroic action of the Marines at Wake Island made plain the need for combat correspondents.

Because of the work of these correspondents, a great deal of valuable footage was recorded, including legendary scenes, like the raising of the American flag at Iwo Jima. These pictures have, themselves, become symbols, vivid testimonies to the Corps’ past victories. Alongside the Marine Corps insignia and the Mameluke sword, the footage of the flag raising at Iwo Jima has even been prominently displayed in the most recent advertising commercial, “The Climb.” 


Another major testament to the power and popularity of Marine Corps recruitment during World War II was the fact that the Corps never actually utilized the draft to fill its ranks. After Congress placed the draft into effect, the Marines were flooded with new enlistees, but probably only because the average male youth at that time simply decided that it was better to go to war as an enlisted man instead of a draftee. In any case, the Corps was able to reject the draft, relying on an all-volunteer force, until 1951. The Marine Corps benefited heavily from the existence of the draft, though only in as much as it motivated many young men to enlist.


The Marine Corps proved, yet again, its ability to rapidly organize and deploy itself at the onset of the Korean War, an act which, during one of the largest periods of military demobilization in American history, impressed Congress and convinced President Truman, that the Corps still had a place within the American military.
 Thirty years containing the two largest and most devastating wars in all of history had finally come to a close. Having reached such a high state of mobilization, the military began seeking ways to cut costs. Once again, the age-old question of integrating the Marine Corps into the other services arose. One final time, the Corps entered into a major internal battle for its survival. The Marines, however, were no longer the small, unknown force that they were before the twentieth-century. The Corps, through the work of its Publicity Bureau during both world wars, had successfully won the attention and adoration of the American people, and subsequently, Congress. Having already suffered numerous attacks at the hands of various presidential administrations for over 150 years, the Marines had executed a massive grassroots campaign, beginning with the foundation of its press department in 1911. Decades of effort finally resulted in the Marine Corps Act of 1952, legislation which legally solidified the Corps and continues to protect it to this day.


The Vietnam era was a difficult period for the entire American military. The shift away from conventional warfare and the eventual withdraw of American troops resulted in the worst publicity ever for United States Marines, soldiers, and sailors alike. Vietnam veterans, regardless of branch, were universally unpopular.
 It was a wound, from which Marine recruitment has never completely healed. Marine advertising became much more timid in comparison to its extremely aggressive, yet extraordinarily successful, World War I campaigns. Posters and magazine advertisements even began admitting the unpleasantness of war, but nonetheless inspired young men to uphold their patriotic duty. Whereas previous recruitment had lauded the travel, adventure, and glory of Marine service, Vietnam era advertisements seemed to acknowledge these previous ideas as falsified, suggesting instead that the military was a difficult and even painful, though nonetheless rewarding, experience (for example the “Rose Garden” and “Somebody Has to Know How” ads). In any case, it was a difficult time for military recruiters, and it represented a major shift in enlistment tactics, forcing even the Marine Corps to reconsider its once highly effective advertising practices.


The departure from Vietnam left the entire US military in one of its worst public relations crises ever. Unpopular wars were certainly nothing novel; however, never before had a large percentage of an entire generation both rebelled against the draft as well as rejected the individual soldiers themselves. As a result, the United States government sought to repair the damage by repealing the draft and creating a purely volunteer military. It was a daunting task, and it meant that each branch of the military, in order to remain combat-ready, would have to engage in massive public relations campaigns. Producing everything from “weaponless” television commercials to recruitment-oriented computer games, the military is still probing the desires and motivations of today’s youth, continually reevaluating its advertising methods.


Advertising for Warfare


Despite the several sociological, psychological, and marketing surveys that the Department of Defense has sponsored, advertising the military presents a far more complex problem than any figure of questionnaire is capable of resolving. In the simplest terms, the DoD must seek to understand what motivates an individual (mostly young males) to give away at least two to six years of his life in complete and utter service. A potential recruit will, knowingly, have little or no control over his location or vocation, being completely at the mercy of his superiors. Furthermore, upon enlistment, the recruit is fully aware that he is accepting a hazardous duty, from which he may never return. What motivates an individual to enlist, especially when his home and freedom are not in any immediate or foreseeable danger?


Colonel Hackworth answered this question in Vietnam when he said that there were only two kinds of recruits: the “hardcore” soldiers who were naturally attracted to the military lifestyle, and everyone else who was there, in some way, only because of the draft.
 In all seriousness, the reasons for why a person chooses to enlist are probably as different as each human being is from another. Nevertheless, that is the question that each branch of the military, through its particular advertising preferences, is seeking to answer. Not surprisingly, the Marines seem to have settled on a different solution than the rest.


Advertising itself has undergone major changes historically, as the advent of new technology has, at several intervals, opened up new avenues of communication. During colonial days, Marine recruitment was as simple as marching down the street banging a drum and calling for volunteers.
 When “drumming up recruits” did not suffice, visits to local pubs and cigar shops could scrounge up additional young men in need of a vocation. As time progressed, however, visual advertising became one of the primary recruitment means. Posters, billboards, and signs depicting the Corps induced young men to join. At the conclusion of World War II, recruiters had discovered a more dynamic medium, the radio. Radio and poster ads remained the most prominent recruitment methods until the early 1970’s when the Army began experimenting with television commercials. At first, it used only free broadcast time, such as public announcements, because recruiters initially believed paid advertising would be too expensive to be worthwhile.
 Eventually, however, the Army began conducting research with paid advertising slots in order to reach a larger audience. Until 1971, military advertisements had typically been cost-free, either because private businesses willingly hung posters in store windows or because radio stations gave them time slots. Television, however, proved a far less compliant medium. Broadcast stations were loath to grant the military free broadcast slots during primetime, and, as a result, recruiters felt that commercials were not reaching their targeted audience.
 So as not to invest in a failure, the DoD conducted a few well-documented tests with purchased commercial time, the results of which convinced recruiters that television ads were the most effective means to reach a large audience. 

To summarize the Institute's major findings and conclusions, the Spring 1971 Army's paid broadcast-media recruitment advertising (1) was very effective in increasing awareness of Army advertising among young male Americans without prior military service, (2) was effective in motivating some of these young men to the action represented by making personal inquiry about Army service for themselves, (3) was accompanied by increases in levels of Army enlistment beyond those that past enlistment trends would indicate, and (4) was accompanied by more pronounced increases in levels of Army enlistment in the geographic section of the United States where the advertising was most intensified.

Uncharacteristically, the Marines were the very last of the four branches to transition into the new advertising sector, not beginning until 1974. Given the Corps’ significantly smaller budget, perhaps it feared losing such a major investment on such an unproven and controversial medium. 


As part of the DoD’s general advertising experiment from 1971 to 1974, each branch purchased a number of available spaces in popular magazines: Natural Future Farmer, Ebony, Senior Scholastic, New England Journal of Medicine, and Sports Illustrated. The Army, Navy, and Air Force ran technical and career oriented ads, informing the reader of the training and experience he could attain through enlistment. “Some of the ads were more specialized - direct to those individuals interested in officer training or particular career opportunities such as the Navy's nuclear power program. But for the most part, the ads were more general - assuring the reader that he or she would learn a skill and be guaranteed a job that would be beneficial to them even after they leave the service.”
 The Corps, on the other hand, rejected this new form of enlistment appeal, preferring instead its traditional values. “The Marine Corps ads were concerned with individual toughness and courage, and ads emphasized the quality of the recruits with a major theme being 'quality not quantity' of men… The Marines were perceived as wanting 'a few good men' and as demanding toughness, physical capabilities, and offering masculinity, prestige and physical action.”
 Despite the differing opinions on what sort of enlistment appeals were most effective, the DoD concluded that the military should pursue the path of “incentive-based” advertising. In other words, recruitment benefited the most when commercials emphasized that military service taught mechanical skills, technical knowledge, or practical job training.


Convincing a Stubborn Generation

For whatever reason, perhaps a generally improving economy or the recent popularity of anti-unilateral/globalistic trends, the overall propensity for the average American youth to enlist in the military has been declining since the 1980’s.
 The statistic of youth who have a favorable opinion of military service and would also be inclined to enlist (having a “positive-propensity”) has remained consistent at about ten percent since the mid 1970’s. However, the distressing statistic is the gradual increase of those who say, they will definitely not enlist. 

The largest shift noted in this group was in those who said they definitely would not serve; this proportion was less than 40 percent in 1983, but increased to 60 percent in 1996. The Committee noted that a similar shift was found in young men who were not planning to attend college. Thus, the change cannot be attributed solely to the increase in the proportion of youth who go directly from high school to post-secondary education.

As a result of the dramatically enlarged proportion of “negative-propensity” youth, the military has been forced to recruit increasingly more from a thinner margin. Given that the positive-propensity minority does not guarantee ten percent of the youth population to military enlistment, recruiters have found it necessary to seek more and more recruits from the undecided thirty percent, who are neither strongly against military service, nor adamantly inclined towards it.
 Apparently, it would seem that the military is directly in competition with the private sector for this thirty percent margin. 


The Army, Navy, and Air Force’s solution to this problem heretofore has been to persuade undecided individuals that military service can, in fact, be beneficial in the future. Hence, personal incentive-based advertising was born. In order to better understand the targeted audience, the Committee on the Youth Population and Military Recruitment, established by the National Research Council at the request of the DoD, attempted to determine the primary intangible forces which most influence today’s youth on the subject of enlistment. Not surprisingly, the greatest influence on a potential recruit is the opinions of the people who surround him. Each individual has a natural predisposition towards the idea of military service. Inherited and shaped by countless external influences within society, a person’s general feeling about enlistment is a major factor. It is, furthermore, something largely outside the recruiter’s field of influence. In other words, it is far easier to recruit Marines in a society that looks favorably on military service. Secondly, an individual must believe himself capable of rising to the challenge. If the recruit lacks self-confidence, then, despite his desire for enlistment, he may ultimately be too fearful to actually pursue his aspirations. Lastly, for some individuals the decision is simply innate (Colonel Hackworth’s “hardcore recruits”). Some youth are naturally attracted to the adventurous, non-mainstream lifestyle that the military offers, and will most likely enlist despite others’ opinions.


There are, according to the aforementioned committee, only two basic categories of appeals in recruitment advertisements: tangible and intangible incentives. Though not in any way mutually exclusive, a specific commercial tends to emphasize either one or the other. Tangible incentives include immediate economic benefits, such as college grants and enlistment bonuses, as well as delayed career benefits, such as promises of technical and career training, which may be applicable or beneficial after discharge. Intangible incentives are the subliminal, psychological motivators. In any military commercial, but especially in those produced by the Marine Corps, these forms of motivation include appeals to patriotism and duty, but also personal challenges for mental and physical achievement.
 Whereas the Army, Navy, and Air Force promise a better career, the Marines offer character improvements such as discipline, courage, self-confidence, pride, and leadership. Recent Marine ads have even gone so far as to offer substance abusers a chance at a new life. In theory, bootcamp and subsequent Marine Corps service would “clean up” any addicted enlistee by transforming him into a new person, a Marine.


In 1984, the DoD sponsored the Advertising Mix Test in order to delve deeper into the effects of military ads. Allocating funds for each branch to create and run its own personal ads is extremely expensive, and, in order to cut costs, the DoD suggested that all specific service advertising be merged into one broader campaign. For a substantial period of time, only Joint Service ads generically advertising the entire military were run. This period was then followed by the exclusive broadcast of service specific advertisements. From the data collected, the DoD discovered any military ad, regardless of branch, benefits the recruitment of all the branches. The Mix Test showed, that individual branches actually do not compete with one another for recruits.
 It would seem they all draw from different pools, because those who enlist had already decided upon a specific service, unconvinced by “competitors’” attempts to entice them. "Furthermore, these enlistments did not appear to come entirely at the expense of others services - i.e. advertising by an individual service expanded the entire market available to the services in combination.”
 Whereas recruitment overall was not harmed by the Joint Program, specifically the Marines suffered losses. Given the vastly different strategies behind the Joint Program and Marine Corps ads, it stands to reason that Marine recruitment benefits the most when the Corps is allowed to publicize its own unique image.


Based upon the research data of the DoD’s private ad experiments in the 1970’s as well as the Advertising Mix Test of 1984, recruiters for the Army, Navy, and Air Force concluded that, in a society without the draft, economic incentive-based appeal is the foundation of the most effective recruitment campaigns. During the last decade, every facet of recruitment adopted an argument which centered around the Army or Navy’s career benefits. Websites specifically targeted high school students seeking college grants or technical training. Commercials were created featuring personal testimonies of discharged soldiers and sailors, lauding the “real world” training and job preparation they received during military service. The overall themes of the campaigns emphasized the individual. The latest Army campaign is aptly entitled “Army of One,” but has only recently, within the last year, shifted into the more hi-tech, “information age” title, “Goarmy.com.” The Navy, by the same token, created advertising campaigns such as “My Navy,” and the most recent, “Accelerate Your Life.” Three of the four campaign titles contain some blatant focus on the individual.


The “Army of One” commercial campaign is a series of thirty-second segments, each highlighting the actions of some specific individual soldier. In one early version, a White male runs through the desert with a rucksack, but does not carry a weapon. In another version, a Hispanic female sits in a foxhole on a shooting range, preparing to practice her marksmanship. In another, a Black male administers medical treatment to undernourished third-world children, apparently victims of some recent tragedy. In yet another, a White male sits in front of a panel of cutting-edge technology located at some command post where he gathers and sends information to unseen troops. Viewing these commercials, one acquires the impression that the Army neither enters combat nor places soldiers into stressful or physically challenging circumstances. In the only commercial depicting a physical challenge, the sweaty soldier jogging through the desert, no weapon whatsoever can be found. In the only commercial containing a weapon, the soldier never actually fires it; she merely prepares for a relaxed, non-combative marksmanship drill. The most intense commercial is actually the one featuring the medic, and the last version suggests that Army Intelligence resembles some sort of fact-finding computer program. 


Navy commercials are much the same but with an added technical aspect. Due to the high demand for mechanics and engineer, the Navy emphasizes its benefits towards higher education. Obviously, sailing a nuclear submarine requires a great deal more technical expertise than does digging a foxhole. To the Navy’s credit, some “Accelerate Your Life” commercials have been short fifteen-second segments featuring loud rock music with deep voiceovers asking questions like, “If someone wrote a book about your life, would anyone want to read it?” In comparison to the Army, the Navy occasionally attempts a small degree of emotional appeal, showing fast-paced picture sequences of battleships and aircraft carrier jets taking off. For the most part, however, the Navy remains as incentive-based and mild-mannered in its approach as the Army. 


The Image of the Corps in Recent Television Commercials

If one were to summarize the two most recent Marine recruitment commercials using only two adjectives, they would be “transformation” and “tradition.” Remaining true to its usual advertising style, the Corps has always focused more on its image, even in the early test stages of the all-volunteer military. “The Marine Corps ads were more concerned with the Corps' image rather than job and training opportunities available.”
 It comes as no surprise then, that in its two biggest commercials over the seven years, “Rite of Passage” and “The Climb,” the Corps continued to make no statements regarding career benefits whatsoever. In fact, one of the major differences in the Corps’ commercials, are the extremely brief voiceovers. Much more important are the visual and musical aspects. Both commercials portray the struggle and challenge of becoming a Marine and the transformation within the young man resulting from his journey. 


Before producing “Rite of Passage,” Mikael Salomon visited Marine bootcamp at Parris Island in order to get a feel for the challenges recruits must endure. “Rite of Passage” was a big budget project, and the recruiters wanted it to be extremely high quality. “Rite of Passage” was supposed to be a fantastic, even futuristically surreal metaphor for bootcamp. 

[The commercial] opens with the hero (played at the Corps' insistence by an actual Marine) striding forth from a huge Marine Corps emblem into a "future-gothic" gladiator arena, where he must overcome elaborate perils: After escaping from entrapment in a cylinder whose spinning, chopping propeller moves quickly towards him, he then scales the shifting walls of a zigguart to reach his reward - a sword embedded in a pedestal. He uses this sword to fight a fiery lava monster before he can cross the laser bridge. After surviving these hazards, he transforms into a sharp-looking Marine officer performing a sword salute in a full dress uniform.

Obviously, this sort of fantasy world adventure is a dramatically different approach to military advertising. It focuses on the challenge, but also on the danger of service, an aspect one simply does not find in other services’ advertisements. The Marine recruit must make his way across deadly terrain, after which he must fight and kill a fiery dragon. The voiceover states, “It is more than a trial by fire; it is a right of passage, a challenge to join the elite. And if you succeed, if you can master your fear, outsmart your enemy and never yield, even to yourself, you will be changed forever: the few, the proud, the Marines.”
 It is the absolute epitome of the Marine Corps’ warrior spirit. “The Climb” continues many of its predecessor’s themes. Another adaptation of bootcamp, “The Climb” depicts a recruit’s struggle to scale a massive rock face. He is, of course, not secured with ropes, and even struggles at one point to keep from falling to his death. Overcoming his momentary slip, he recovers his grip and continues his journey to the top. “The commercial’s theme remains the same… It’s still about transformation. 'The Climb' represents a young man’s journey and [the] challenge of becoming a U.S. Marine. The journey is the same for many Marines, who began their journeys as 18-year-old adolescents, and through their experiences in recruit training, become confident, courageous Marines ready to fight and win the nation’s battles.”
 The real-world environment of “The Climb” also allows the Corps to indulge in its history. As the recruit climbs, a number of scenes are depicted on the rock face including shadows of helicopters and armed Marines, a drill sergeant, the flag raising at Iwo Jima, and a World War II era Marine who extends his arm to assist the recruit in reaching the top. Upon reaching the apex, the young recruit is, as usual, transformed by the spirit of the old veteran into a uniform wearing Marine in a sword salute. These kinds of advertisements reach out to the warrior instincts of those youth in society seeking an adventure. Just as the poster of a Marine “Devil Dog” charging the German trenches, while simultaneously firing two Colt 1911’s, appealed to the young, aspiring warriors of early twentieth-century America, so too does the image of a Marine stabbing a giant beast with his sword still stir up dreams of glory, honor, and bravery within the hearts of young men today. “[The] message has been the same since the Corps' inception in 1775. Marine Corps commercials don’t sell anything other than the chance to earn the title Marine and be part of a proud history and tradition.”
 


Consequences of Economic Incentives

Switching to an all-volunteer force was certainly not a bad decision. Given the historical setting, the military and the United States was in need of a morale boost. A US Military full of willing soldiers has numerous benefits: a positive global image, increased support from American society, and more competent soldiers, just to name a few. It is, however, not an easy system to maintain. Recruits must be persuaded to enlist, not merely selected. Logically, incentive-based recruiting makes sense to a certain degree. The Army, Navy, and Air Force require a large number of highly qualified personnel. In a free society where profitable job opportunities and higher education are readily available, recruiters are forced to find incentives to persuade good candidates. It makes sense then, that, in order to maintain peak readiness, recruiters have to be willing to negotiate with candidates, allowing them more control over the enlistment process as well as offering comfortable living conditions and economic benefits. 

Nevertheless, this does not conclude that incentives should stand at the center of recruitment. The location of incentives in the recruitment message is what separates the Marines from the rest. The Marines actually do offer a number of educational benefits and scholarships; they simply are not broadcast at the forefront. At the Marines’ website, information about tangible, educational benefits requires a bit of digging, whereas at the Army, Navy, and Air Force sites, economic incentives are available from the starting homepage.

Furthermore, if the Army, Navy, and Air Force all offer such excellent career-building options, why did recruitment numbers suffer so much from 1993 to 1997? The Army suffered the worst recruitment losses during this period, which, certainly not coincidentally, occurred during a major economic boom in the United States.
 The problem with incentive-based advertising is that society can reciprocate with better offers. For an individual only seeking to boost his career, the private sector easily contains more and better benefits. For those individuals who, however, cannot afford higher education, the military becomes a viable option, but ultimately remains merely a means to an end. In such cases, one must question as to where loyalty lies. Rep. Stephen Buyer, R – Ind., is a Gulf War veteran who dealt with the effects of incentive-based recruiting. "In the desert... I heard a lot of bellyaching - bellyaching from pannywaists who said, 'The only reason I joined the military was to go to college, I didn’t join the military to get shot at.'”
 

It seems ridiculous that there would suddenly be so many conscientious objectors at the beginning of an actual war. In a society without a draft, there should be no such thing as a conscientious objector. No one is being forced to fight in Iraq, except those who volunteered to do so. The problem is, however, that many soldiers, sailors, and, last year, even one Marine enlist in the military for the sole purpose of “milking it for all its worth.” They are motivated neither by patriotism nor duty, and therefore, when the threat of an actual war becomes a reality, they cry for attention from the media and whine that they are victims. The fact is, the military exists for only one primary purpose, to engage other nations in war, killing or capturing enemies. By definition, anyone who puts on a military uniform acknowledges that, regardless of technical training, education, or position, it is his or her job to kill or assist in the killing of others. With advertising campaigns that completely avoid the subject of combat, no wonder so many people enlist into active duty prepared to run at the first sign of a fight. 

The DoD regularly conducts surveys in order to monitor the changes and fluctuations in the propensity level of today’s youth, ages 16 – 21. One of their surveys was conducted immediately following the events of September 11, 2001. The destruction of the World Trade Center inspired a massive patriotic surge within the American people, inducing many to consider military service as America approached a new period of warfare. In the months before the terrorist attacks, the propensity among males to enlist was 25 percent. The propensity among females was 13 percent. After a momentary spike, the male propensity leveled out at about 32 percent, a seven percent increase consisting of individuals who, before the attacks, had declined to consider enlistment.
 Having nothing to do with recruitment methods, the propensity level increased among males because of a perceived threat. 

When this September 11th data is analyzed in conjunction with additional YATS survey results, it suggests that American youth would react positively to more aggressive military advertising campaigns. 

A group of YATS items was found to be especially related to propensity. These were termed “Patriotic Adventure,” and include seeking adventure and physical challenge, wanting to do something for one’s country, an interest in foreign and domestic travel, and wanting to do something of which one can be proud. In general, youth who have such aspirations have a greater propensity for military service. However, other YATS data suggests that there have been decreases over time in the percentage of youth who believe they have more opportunity to do something for their country by serving in the military than they would in a civilian job. This led to the suggestion that highlighting service to country as a benefit of enlisting in the military may be as, or even more effective than, stressing tangible benefits (e.g., money for college, job knowledge).
 

Despite the increased volume of anti-military/pacifist outreach groups, the average American youth remains as patriotic as ever. As the survey suggests, however, youth no longer view the military, when compared to civilian work, as a major form of service to one’s country. Perhaps recruiters’ emphasis on tangible, economic benefits have put forth the idea that “working” for the military is actually no different than working for a civilian business. If this is true, if many American youth have now begun to equate the military with the corporate world, then military recruiters have inadvertently erased those once so highly motivating intangibles. The seven percent increase in propensity following September 11th, however, clearly states that young males respond to the intangibles, willing to enter the military in response to patriotism. 


While the Army, Navy, and Air Force were struggling to meet recruitment quotas during the economic boom of the mid-nineties, the Marines were consistently surpassing enlistment goals. “From July, 1995 through November, 2003, Marine recruiters have successfully met their assigned recruiting goals for 100 consecutive months.”
 Intangible benefits, it would seem, are never out of season. For Army, Navy, and Air Force recruiters, a strong economy is their worst nightmare. Marine recruiters, on the other hand, do not suffer as severely because 95 percent of those who enlist to become Marines do so for reasons other than economic benefits.
 

Maybe the message should be “We dare you.” That’s the basic thrust of the Marine Corps advertising campaign. Corps commercials on TV are dramatic dungeons-and-dragons-style adventures as lavish with special effects as they are silent about college funds. Online, while every other service’s recruiting website provides helpful data on careers, education and benefits, the Marines’ enlisted website takes interested high school graduates through a role-playing training exercise complete with comic-book-style illustrations, an interactive drill sergeant, and virtual push-ups for infractions.

Marine recruiters do not suffer during a successful economy, because they simply do not compete with it. It is a lesson, the Army, Navy, and Air Force should take into consideration.


The purpose of this paper is not to demonize economic incentives in recruitment campaigns. All branches of military service, even the Corps, should continue to utilize them. The military provides many motivated but underprivileged individuals a wonderful opportunity to further their education in exchange for military service. As previously stated, it also ensures the necessary supply of highly educated and technically proficient persons in the service. However, the Army, Navy, and Air Force need to eliminate the excess. In an ironic turn of events, this paper is in agreement with anti-recruitment organizations on this matter, though for entirely different reasons. In an article, “Should soldering be sold like soap?” author Daniel Buford argues that incentive-based advertising is inherently deceptive.
 Recruiters have often been accused of promising potential enlistees anything (e.g., money and education) in exchange for a signature. Enlistment has even adopted many slick practices, heretofore utilized only by used car salesman. After enlisting, recruits then learn the truth, having not read the fine-print of their contracts, that benefits are, in many cases, not guaranteed, and require a great deal of effort and paperwork to obtain. These kinds of practices may satisfy the quotas, but they are eventually damaging. Why fill the military with individuals who feel they were deceived? Such individuals are more inclined to lower morale, publicly complain through media outlets, or refuse to fight. Are not these the very same reasons why the Army functioned so poorly during the Vietnam era? At least, no one who enlists in the Marines can justifiably claim they were entrapped or deceived. Both in its advertising as well as in it recruitment stations, the Corps has always proclaimed that not everyone is capable of becoming a Marine. From the onset, the Corps promises nothing, neither guaranteeing economic benefits nor allowing recruits to select their military career. Officer Candidate School is highly competitive, forcing aspiring civilians to compete in grueling competitions for officer positions. Even bootcamp forces Marine recruits to compete against themselves, threatening rejection for those who fail. “The Crucible,” a fifty-four hour, forty-mile ordeal, is the final step in a Marine’s training, and if he does not succeed, he is “washed out.” No Marine can, legitimately and in good conscience, seek conscientious objector status claiming he was told that he would never have to fight.


 Fulfilled Promises

All of this, however, could just be advertising. By definition, advertising is designed to sell products, exaggerating value and quality. Is there any actual substance behind the Marine Corps’ claims? Obviously, the Corps makes some astounding promises. It publicizes itself as elite, creating leaders, cleaning up drug addicts, teaching young men about honor, infusing courage, and making warriors. While there is no indisputable inductive evidence proving the Corps’ claims, the Corps has never once altered its advertising methods. Whereas the Army and Navy alter their recruitment campaigns dramatically every four to five years, the Corps has continued to appeal to young men in the same manner since Archibald Henderson became commandant. Today, the Corps recruits 40,000 young people a year, not that many fewer than the Navy’s 50,000, even though the Corps is substantially smaller. They intentionally maintain a high turnover, because the average Marine is a young man wanting to serve his country for a few years before continuing on with life.
 In the corporate world, an advertising campaign, which lies atrociously about the product, may succeed for awhile but eventually fails. Deceptive marketing can be effective temporarily, but at some point, ceases to persuade. Logically, the campaign must then be altered. The fundamentals of Corps advertising have remained the same for nearly two hundred years. It stands to reason, that, if the Corps actually did not deliver on its promises, society would have realized the Corps’ claims were fraudulent, forcing recruiters to alter their campaign.


Lastly, according the DMDC’s Youth Poll, “first impressions of the military are formed through personal contacts.”
 Therefore, discharged Marines unknowingly continue the recruitment process in the civilian world. The individuals whom former Marines encounter compare the Corps’ claims with the finished product. Of course, not every discharged Marine becomes an upstanding member of society. Nevertheless, the Corps continues to claim that, “there is no such thing as an ex-Marine.” The lessons and values acquired in active service to the Corps remain with the individual, effecting him and those he meets throughout the rest of his life, perhaps even inspiring others to follow his path. This is the mythos of the Corps.

Conclusion

As this paper was being researched, new Army, Navy, and Air Force commercials began to surface, which, initially, seemed to divergent from previous methods. Within its “Goarmy.com” campaign, the US Army, for the first time in years, released a commercial which resembled many Marine Corps ads. Continuing its campaign theme, the commercial featured an Army Ranger and emphasized the tough, aggressive aspects of Special Forces. The Navy, meanwhile, produced an ad along the same lines but featured the Navy Seals. Even the Air Force adopted a new commercial campaign, “We’ve Been Waiting for You,” in which a series of ads including fighter pilots and rescue divers contained Marine-like overtones. These commercials are too recent for anyone to measure their effectiveness; however, is it possible that the Amy, Navy, and Air Force, due to the failures of incentive-based advertising during the mid-nineties, have learned a few advertising lessons from the Marines? Only time will tell. 

The Marine Corps remains an anomaly. Shaped by its history and its tradition, it is a fighting force unlike any other. Its image within society is timeless, one of elitism and dependability. Through hardships, the Corps has acquired and preserved values of honor, courage, and loyalty, and it projects those values into the American public. It possesses the most effective recruitment methods, emphasizing patriotism and the warrior sprit. It challenges and motivates young men to serve their country by becoming a part of something bigger and more important than themselves. No image better reveals the Corps’ dedication to its values, than that solitary Marine, reverently standing at attention on the “Tonight Show” as soon as he heard the first few notes of that hallowed refrain, “from the halls of Montezuma to the shores of Tripoli…”    
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