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Abstract
The role of national military institutions as the crucial site for the (re)production of masculinity has been extensively studied. The recent trend of the privatization of security not only questions if national military actors are still the protagonists in conflict, but also begs the question of how the relation between masculinity and military institutions might change due to the advent of private military and security companies (PMSCs). This thesis examines in what way both prospective actors (public and private) mobilize masculinity in order to recruit. This thesis does a comparative case study of the recruitment videos of the U.S. national army and U.S. based PMSCs. The results shows that the national army and PMSCs mobilize recruits with different notions of masculinity that seem to be complementary: whereas the U.S. national army mainly displays traditional notions of hegemonic masculinity in their recruitment videos, the private contractors show notions of feminized hegemonic masculinity. Therefore, the analysis lends force to scholars suggesting that the privatization of security has brought about a re-masculinization of the national army, and a feminization of private contractors. 
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[bookmark: _Toc11935658]Introduction

[bookmark: _GoBack]Military institutions as the crucial site for the (re)production of masculinity have been extensively studied. Numerous authors have argued that masculinities are centrally informed by military culture, and that this culture is intertwined with the nation-state and the empire (Enloe 1990; Dawson 1994; Higate 2002; Higate & Hopton 2005; Morgan 1994; Gofman 1968). From the literature it becomes evident that being a man in most cultures means being a warrior (Enloe 2000; Withworth 2004), and that no other space than the military has been more crucial for the definition of masculinity (Connell, 1995). Hence, the military is argued to be an inherently gendered machine that plays a crucial role in the making and shaping of masculinities (Morgan, 1994, p.3). War and masculinity are theorized as mutually constitutive, and the mobilization of masculinity is seen as instrumental for war (Goldstein, 2001). Thus, it is safe to argue that there is broad consensus that masculinity, the military and patriotism are intertwined and reliant upon each other. Because gender and masculinity are an ‘integral, not accidental’ feature of military relations, studying them is fundamental in order to understand military institutions (Partpart & Zalewski, 2008, p.ix). However, it is also recognized that the relation between masculinity and military institutions is not static, but susceptible to change, which is often invoked by military transformations (Woordward & Duncanson, 2017). Nonetheless, the body of literature linking masculinity, patriotism and military institutions has mainly come about based on the assumption that the actors in militarized spaces are national armies. 
This assumption is challenged by the contemporary development of the privatization of security. National armies, but also NGO’s, increasingly rely on private military security contractors (PMSCs) for their security (Singer, 2008). By selling services such as training, logistical support and armed protection, PMSCs have become central actors in contemporary warfare (Eichler, 2015). The industry for private security has doubled in size between 1990 and 2010, and is now estimated at USD 100 bln (Leander, 2010, p. 209). The growth of the sector is not only monetarily, but also visible in the presence of PMSCs in militarized spaces. In the Iraq and Afghanistan war, U.S. army troops were almost outnumbered by private contractors (UDdoD 2011). Hence, PMSCs have become important actors in the field of security and conflict. In the light of the changing nature of who is involved in militarized spaces, this thesis suggests that these developments beg the question of how both prospective actors (public and private) mobilize notions of masculinity in order to recruit. 
The relatively new area of research that theorizes on masculinity and PMSCs shows a contradictory trend in explaining the different ways masculinities are enacted and mobilized by the national army and private contractors. Whereas some argue that the privatization of security brings about the feminization of the national army and the masculinization of the PMSCs, others argue that this is exactly the other way around and that the national army is re-masculinized and the PMSCs are feminized. Hence, the development of the privatization of security goes hand in hand with a growing body of literature that shows a contradictory trend with regards to the changing relation between masculinity and the security industry.  Therefore, this thesis research question is: “How does the privatization of security affect the respective ways in which both the public and private actors in the security industry mobilize masculinity?”
The relevance of this question is both theoretical as well as empirical. Theoretically, the relationship between masculinity and PMSCs has only recently started being explored, mostly in the light of comparing the mobilization of masculinity between different PMSCs. This research takes a different approach and studies the mobilization of masculinity of PMSCs comparatively to the national army. This approach could provide new insights about the dynamic or interaction between the actors with regards to what actor mobilizes recruits based on what type of masculinity. Empirically, knowing more about PMSCs and the type of masculinity they mobilize is relevant because of their new centrality as institutions of security. Because this development is relatively recent, little is known in general about what type of corporations PMSCs exactly are. Secondly, there is a growing competition between national and private armies for employees (Leander, 2005). Therefore, it is important to gain more insight into how both actors recruit, and what the similarities and differences are. Thirdly, there is an assertion that security actors know how to mobilize gender (see e.g., Eichler, 2015). Nonetheless, there is little (binding) regulation or legislation that exists with these specific actors in mind (Global Policy Forum, 2019, para.1). Therefore, gaining knowledge about how masculinity is mobilized could make it is possible to develop policies that might lead to greater gender fairness and subvert the gendered dynamics. 
In order to answer the research question, this thesis will combine concepts from organizational studies on the mobilization of masculinity in recruitment, and link these to the field of masculinities and military institutions. It will do a case study comparing the YouTube recruitment videos of the national army of the U.S. and two American PMSCs, to study which masculinities are mobilized in their recruitment efforts. This method is chosen firstly because of the assertion that masculinity is not only (re)created at the personal level, but also at the organizational level (Acker, 2006). Secondly, because research from organizational studies show that one way of displaying as well as mobilizing masculinity is by recruitment materials (Cottingham, 2014). The reason that videos are chosen as material to analyze is because of the assertion that masculinity is (re)created discursively through speech, images and symbols (Joachim & Schneiker, 2015). Therefore, videos are a rich source of information, as well as a growing channel of recruitment that has as of yet received little scholarly attention (Joachim et al., 2018). 
This thesis is structured as follows: In Chapter I the theoretical framework is introduced, which is divided into three parts. The first part of the chapter starts with conceptualizing gender and masculinity as relational and socially constructed. Masculinity is conceptualized as plural hybrid, and dependent on an unlimited chain of ‘others’. The chapter continues with the notion that there exists a hegemonic masculinity, which results from the interaction of multiple masculinities. The coming about of hegemonic masculinity is conceptualized as a process of hybridization, which means that aspects of subordinate masculinities are appropriated and co-opted, while leaving the underlying power structures untouched. The second part of the chapter argues that organizations have an important role in the (re)creation of gendering practices, and that masculinities can take on multiple forms within the organization. It continues with explaining that the masculine ideal of the organization can be observed by the way an organization mobilizes masculinity in their recruitment. The third part argues that in the international realm, one of the crucial sites of the construction of masculinities is in militarized spaces, such as war. After summarizing the current state of theorizing on the relation between masculinity and militarized spaces, the chapter ends with distilling the contemporary debate on gender and the privatization of security. Among scholars of gender and the privatization of security there seems to be a contradictory trend in explaining how privatization has influenced the gendered dynamics between public and private security actors: Whereas some authors argue that the rise of PMSCs and their mobilization of traditional notions of a hegemonic masculine ideal goes together with a feminization of the national army, others argue that the national army has re-masculinized and PMSCs are feminized. The chapter ends with the conceptualization of Traditional Hegemonic Masculinity (THM) and Feminized Hegemonic Masculinity (FHM), and introduces three hypotheses that will be tested. 
In Chapter II the methodology is introduced. This chapter is divided into four parts. Firstly, it will state that in order to answer the research question a comparative case study of YouTube recruitment videos of the national U.S. army and two U.S. based PMSCs (Constellis and CACI) will be done, which can be considered typical cases. Secondly, the chapter continues with a justification of the method of analysis, which is content analysis. Third, the theoretical underpinnings of creation of the code are discussed. Lastly, the operationalization of the code is explained, followed by a reflection on the method. 
Chapter III is the analytical chapter, which starts with mentioning the results of the case study. The results show that the overall trend that is observed is that the U.S. national army mainly mobilizes recruits with THM codes, whereas CACI and Constellis project more FHM codes in their YouTube recruitment videos. The second part of the analytical chapter contextualizes the results by going back to the theoretical framework and the hypotheses. This section suggests that there is some evidence that the results are supportive of hypothesis I, which is that the national army has re-masculinized, whereas the PMSCs are feminized. The chapter ends with mentioning the unexpected findings, and a brief reflection. 
This thesis concludes with Chapter IV. This chapter shortly revisits the main findings, after which the potential limitations are discussed. The chapter ends with suggestions for further research and the relevance of the findings. 
[bookmark: _Toc4934940]














[bookmark: _Toc11935659]Chapter I: Theoretical Framework 

The following chapter will offer a broad overview of the main debates regarding gender and masculinity and link these to theories of organizational studies. Furthermore, it will justify the choices for the conceptualization and reflect upon the merits and possible drawbacks of these theoretical choices. The novelty of this theoretical framework is that it brings organizational studies in to the realm of international relations, and combines this with the field of research on masculinities. This is necessary to make sense of contemporary changes (the privatization of security), because PMSCs operate under a different logic in the private realm, than the national army in the public realm. The combination of organizational studies, international relations and research on gender and masculinity could provide new insights into how to interpret the current changes in the realm of security, where PMSCs are now important players next to national armies. The aim of this theoretical framework is to give an overview of the different modes of theorizing on masculinity, as well as provide an overview of the strand of literature that occupy themselves with the question of how the privatization of security has affected the way both prospective actors (public and private) mobilize notions of masculinity in order to recruit.
This chapter is divided into three parts, and is structured as follows: In the first part, the main debates on gender and masculinity are introduced. Here it is argued that gender is a social construct, masculinities are plural and that the coming about of hegemony is a hybrid process that involves the appropriation of subordinate masculinities. The second part argues that gender and masculinity structure social life on the organizational level, and that organizations can be gendering by mobilizing masculinity in their recruitment efforts. The third part argues that also at the national and international level in militarized spaces masculinities are mobilized, and that the privatization of security has brought about new dynamics between masculinity and militarized spaces. The chapter concludes with contemporary research on masculinity and PMSCs, on the basis of which three hypotheses will be introduced. Lastly, the concepts of Traditional Hegemonic Masculinity (THM) and Feminized Hegemonic Masculinity (FHM) are introduced and the theoretical framework is shortly reflected upon. 

[bookmark: _Toc4934941][bookmark: _Toc11743987][bookmark: _Toc11935660]Gender and Masculinity 
Before turning to the concept of masculinity, a brief discussion about gender is in order because gender and masculinity are often seen as interrelated, and the conceptualization of masculinity builds on the conceptualization of gender. Gender is a growing field of interest, and has been approached by researchers roughly from two perspectives: on the one hand, there are researchers that take a naturalizing approach to gender. They have in common that they have an essentialist view of gender that relies on biology, evolutionary psychology, psychoanalytic accounts and see biology as essential in what it means to be either men or women (Alsop et al., 2002; Wood & Eagly 2002). Hence, scholars working from this assumption see gender as tied to the biological sex. On the other hand, researchers see gender as a social construct. Unger (1979) was the first to use the term gender and to separate it from the biological sex. She argues that gender is the behaviors and traits that are accepted as correct for women and men. On the constructionist side of the debate authors like Butler (2006) would go as far as saying that ‘performing’ gender informs the biological sex. 
Between these dichotomous strands of research there are also more moderate accounts of what gender means. Zimmerman & West (1987) for example introduce the notion of ‘doing gender’ and make sense of gender by describing it as a “routine accomplishment embedded in the everyday interaction” (p.125). Hence, ‘doing gender’ means a “complex of socially guided perceptual, interactional, and micropolitical activities that cast particular pursuits as expressions of masculine and feminine "natures"”(Zimmerman & West, 1987, p.126). Thus, they refute the dichotomous distinction between the biological sex and the socially constructed gender and give a more complex account of the relation between the body and the social (Brannon, 2006, p.1). This research follows the social constructionist notion of gender. Gender is seen as a relational concept and a framework for meaning. This means that through the relation with ‘the other’ the sex of the person is made socially relevant (Kimmel et al., 2005, p.7). In other words, the social construction of gender is informed by the contingent views on the biological sex, which are made relevant by the construction of gender and therefore should be taken into account. The following section will elaborate on how gender can be performed by introducing the notion of masculinity. 
Tied to the notion of ‘performing’ or ‘doing’ gender, are the concepts of masculinity and femininity as an expression or social script of gender. In a similar fashion as for gender, there are two broad strands of research. The essentialized strand sees masculinity as stagnant, pre-determined, singular and biologically given, whereas the constructionist strand sees masculinity as hybrid and plural. The following section will focus on the social constructionist account of masculinity, as this follows from the social constructionist account of gender. 
The socially constructed account of masculinity argues that masculinity is plural and hybrid. This means that there are different accounts of what masculinity is, and that these are subject to change (Johnson & Meinhoff 1977; Connell 1995). Moreover, it is argued that there is a dialectical relationship between masculinity and femininity and that they are mutually dependent (Reese, 2010). Hence, masculinity must be seen in the relation with ‘the other’, and independence of the concept ‘masculinity’ cannot be achieved, since it is dependent on an ‘unlimited chain of others’, and therefore always in flux (Reese, 2010, p.38). With this account of masculinity, the work of Connell (1995) can be seen as a critique of the essentialized account, which reduced masculinity and femininity to ‘two homogenous and complementary categories that underplays social inequality and power’(Demitriou, 2001, p.9). Hence, Connell takes into account the power relationships between, and more importantly within genders, whereas the essentialized strand sees the roles of female and male as reciprocal and equal. As Moller (2007) notes, the importance of this recognition is that it opens masculinities up to critique, for if they are constructed, there are also conditions that can make them change. 
The notion that masculinities are plural and hybrid is relevant for this research because this means that the national army and the PMSCs could appeal to different accounts of masculinity, and that these masculinities could be subject to change. The following section will introduce the notion of hierarchy within the multiplicity of masculinities. 

[bookmark: _Toc4934943][bookmark: _Toc11743988][bookmark: _Toc11935661]Hegemonic Masculinity 
As explained in the previous section, there is a multiplicity of hybrid masculinities. This section will elaborate on the notion that there is a hierarchy between these masculinities and that power plays a role in the coming about of a hegemonic masculinity. 
Connell (1995) argues that there is a hegemonic masculinity, which is the culturally idealized and normative version of manhood at a given time. Hegemonic masculinity is a way to legitimize and maintain the interest of powerful men, over the interests of others, and occupies the “hegemonic position in a given patterns of gender relations” (p.76). Kimmel (1990) argues that hegemonic masculinity is created in two ways; external hegemony by the power of men over women, and internal hegemony by the power over subordinate masculinities. Hegemony is created by the differentiation of normative and non-normative masculinities. Normative masculinity is a type of masculinity that is seen as admirable, but that is rarely achieved, whereas non-normative masculinity is looked down upon. As Kiesling (1998) argues, the ideology of hegemonic masculinity is not only part of the hierarchy of men over women, but also of men over other men (p.71). Seen this way, the concept of hegemonic masculinity relies on the recognition of the existence of multiple masculinities which can be contested by alternative masculinities (Cameron, 2011, p.264). 
The notion of the multiplicity and hierarchy between different masculinities is important for this research since this research is interested in the dynamics between different types of masculinities that are present in the national army versus the PMSCs. Therefore, and in the subsequent sections, I will focus on different conceptualizations of masculinity and intra-gender power relationships differentiating between ‘non-normative’ and ‘normative’ masculinities. 

[bookmark: _Toc4934944][bookmark: _Toc11743989][bookmark: _Toc11935662]Hybrid Masculinities 
For a comprehensive understanding of masculinities and in light of ongoing scholarly debates, it is important to know how especially hegemonic masculinity is constructed and challenged.
Demitriou (2001), for instance, disagrees with Connell’s account of the process of the coming about of hegemonic masculinity. According to Demitriou (2001) it is not a rigid, unidimensional, heterosexual and white account of practices, but rather a “hybrid bloc that unites practices from diverse masculinities in order to ensure the re-production of the patriarchy” (p.337). Hybrid masculinity in this sense means that the hegemonic type of masculinity selectively incorporates parts of the identity of ‘others’, the marginalized and subordinate masculinities and femininities, into their gender identity (Bridges & Pascoe, 2014, p. 246). Hence, rather than a normative, hegemonic masculine gender identity that is easily recognized, this strand of research challenges this notion by arguing that this hybrid, hegemonic bloc can change the account of what hegemonic masculinity looks like, but does it in a way that “reproduces contemporary systems of gendered, raced and sexual inequalities, but also obscures this process as it is happening” (Bridges & Pascoe, 2014, p. 247). Therefore, the constant process of the coming about of hegemony happens in such a way that it might shape, reflects and masks inequalities.
[bookmark: _Hlk10114342]Hence, Connell gives primacy to the creation of external hegemony, whereas the creation of internal hegemony is seen as merely instrumental for the previous. Thus, Demitriou’s (2001) critique is mainly that Connell’s theory does not give a full account of the formation of hegemonic masculinity as a dialectical process of appropriation, marginalization and mostly a reciprocal process, but treats it as an elitist account where marginalized masculinities have no importance in the creation of the hegemonic model. Thus, the non-hegemonic masculinities are absent in the creation of hegemonic masculinity, and the latter is seen as Western, heterosexual, rational and not ‘infected by non-hegemonic elements’ (Connell, 2001, p. 346). What Demitriou (2001) problematizes is the lack of interaction between the hegemonic and non-hegemonic masculinity, as it is the constant hybridization, appropriation of various elements that allow the hegemonic bloc to reconfigure and adapt to historical conjunctures. The hegemonic masculinity in Demitriou’s (2001) account is capable of reproducing patriarchy by co-opting parts of the subordinate masculinity. This makes this bloc look more egalitarian and less oppressive than it is (p.345). This process of creating hegemony is described as a constant re-negotiation, reconfiguration, hybridization, and appropriation, which is historically contingent and appears progressive (Demitriou, 2001, p.346). Thus, masculinities are multiple and they can change while staying the same within a given structure ( Hearn and Collinson, 2005, p.295). 
To conclude, the normative notion of what hegemonic masculinity entails could shift, but in a way that sustains the existing ideology and systems of inequality and power ( Bridges & Pascoe, 2014, p.247). This strand of literature suggests that men can negotiate their masculinity in a way that looks more inclusive by co-opting aspects of subordinate masculinities and femininities, while leaving the hegemonic systems that are structured beneath the gender relations untouched (Connell and Messerschmidt 2005; Messner 2007). The notion of a hegemonic, hybrid bloc that can co-opt and appropriate aspects of subordinate masculinity is relevant for this research because it takes into account the dynamics between the various masculinities and the creation of external, as well as internal hegemony. Furthermore, it could offer a critical way to analyze the changes in contemporary accounts of masculinity within as well as between the national army and private contractors. 

[bookmark: _Toc4934945][bookmark: _Toc11743990][bookmark: _Toc11935663]Institutions and Masculinities 
The previous section has explained masculinity as being tied to the personal. However, masculinity is not only constructed in the private realm, but also in the corporate and institutional realm. The following section will introduce theories from organizational studies to show how gender and masculinity are (re)created within organizations, how organizations can be gendered and how this gendered corporate identity can be communicated with recruitment. This is relevant because this means that organizations like the national army and the PMSCs can be actors in the process of (re)constructing masculinities, and that recruitment materials can be seen as sites where masculinity is projected to the outside world. 
In organizational studies one can see a similar debate as for gender and masculinities. On the one hand, gender within the organization is conceptualized as naturalistic. Gender is associated with the biological sex of a person, and femininity and masculinity as stable categories (Alsop et al., 2002). This strand of research focusses on the individual within the organization as male or female (body counting). On the other hand, there is an approach that recognizes that organizations can be gendering, and focusses on gender as a social institution (Calás et al., 2014, p. 4). These approaches can be summarized as ‘gender in the organization’ and ‘the gendering organization’ (Calás et al., 2014). This research will be informed by the latter approach. 
The institutional approach thus sees gender as a process, which is (re)created by social practices. These practices create social structures which can act as opportunities but also as constraints for what humans might do (Calás et al., 2014, p.11). Organizations have a pivotal role in creating gendered social structures, as they are already gendered when people enter them. Hence, organizations can produce and maintain gendered class relations (Acker 2006), and can be gendering by the division of labor, cultural symbols, workplace interaction, individual identities and organizational logic (Acker, 1990). Moreover, organization have a regulative effect on the identity of the individual, which is manifested by processual constructions and mutually constituted by the individual and the organization (Alvesson and Willmot, 2002). Hence, as Hogg and Terry (2000) emphasize, employees can identify with their workplace, and transcribe aspects from their organization to their own identity and vice versa (p.135). Thus, cultures of organizations serve as sites for the social construction of gender (Alvesson & Billing, 2002), and masculinity and femininity, just like gender, can be seen as an organizing process within the organization that is part of the corporate identity (Calás et al., 2014). 
Next to the notion of the gendering organization, is the role of organizations in the (re)production of masculinities (Hearn and Collinson, 2005, p.298). As Reeser (2010) mentions, masculinity is produced by various institutions that work together, such as corporations, cinematic accounts and sports. Cottingham (2014) also suggests that it is not only individual men that utilize different masculinities, but also organizations can mobilize different masculinities through representations (p.137). Thus, rather than institutions or individuals building a certain type of masculinity from scratch, it is a mutually constitutive and reciprocal process between individuals and institutions. Hence, masculinity “can be thought of both as created by institutions and as creating them- a constant back and forth movement between masculinity and institutions” (Reeser, 2010, p.38). 
There is not one type of masculinity within the organization. Instead, masculinity takes on different meanings and forms in organizations that are stereotypically masculine, such as firefighting, compared to ones that are considered feminine, such as for example hairdressers (Hall et al., 2007). Within those organization one can find multiple masculinities, which are related to status and are in constant flux (Blomsberg, 2009). As explained in the section on the coming about of hegemonic masculinity, the gender regime of an organization can also co-opt and appropriate qualities of subordinate masculinities or femininities (Simpson, 2011). Thus, it could be that organization incorporates ‘feminine traits’ to enhance the status of already privileged people within the organization (Metcalfe & Linstead, 2003), or that practices gendered as feminine are appropriated to enhance the masculine status (Pullen & Simpson, 2009). 
To conclude, organizations play an important role in the perpetuating and (re) creation of gendering practices, and play a role in the (re)production of masculinities. The masculinities can take different forms within the organization and can be seen as a hybrid block that can co-opt from subordinate masculinities or femininities. 

[bookmark: _Toc4934946][bookmark: _Toc11743991][bookmark: _Toc11935664]Recruitment & Mobilization of Masculinities 
The previous section argued that the ‘gender-regime’ and the masculinities or femininities that organizations exhibit have a structuring effect and are mutually constitutive of the personal and corporate identity. Building on this notion, this section argues that studying the corporate identity of an organization can tell us something about the gender regime of the organization. The masculinist ideal that a corporation has, can be reproduced through the valorization of specific forms of masculinity traits and the exclusion of others (Connell et al., 2005, Tieneri et al., 2010). This process can be observed by the way an organization recruits (Cottingham, 2014, p.148). 
One channel of communicating the corporate identity is the recruitment and the mobilization of a certain type of masculinity. Martin (2001) was the first to conceptualize ‘mobilizing masculinity’. This means how men use the “practices in the workplace that implicate, or bring to bear, masculinities in a given situation” (p.588). Recruitment materials can be seen part of this mobilization, as they are cultural texts that mirror and reconstruct social reality and therefore are crucial sites where “ hegemony is enacted, contested, resisted and challenged”( Hesse-Biber & Leavey, 2004, p.305). Thus, recruitment is a way in which organizations mobilize masculinities (Cottingham 2014, p.137). By analyzing recruitment materials, one can find out more about the values that these content creators have. It can show what role gender and what types of masculinities are seen as valuable and worth striving for, and thus are mobilized during the course of recruitment (Wilden, Gudergan & Lings, 2010). Various scholars, like Brown (2012) already took the approach of studying the variety of masculinities that are mobilized / displayed in recruitment materials of the military. She reminds us that the link between masculinity and the military goes beyond “what happens within military institutions” and that gendering happens at sites prior to enlistment, such as recruitment (p.185). Hence, the mobilization of masculinity by military institutions in order to recruit is not new, as was also argued at the conference on Citizens and Soldiers: “In a society in which male adolescents find it increasingly difficult to discern what it means to be a man or how to become one, we should promote military service as a rite of passage to manhood” (reported in Abrams and Bacevich, 2001). 
To conclude, gendering practices, such as configurations of hegemonic and non-hegemonic masculinities are part of the corporate identity, and certain aspects of these ‘culturally idealized and alternative masculinities’ can be mobilized in order to recruit men (Cottingham, 2014, p.149). 

[bookmark: _Toc4934947][bookmark: _Toc11743992][bookmark: _Toc11935665]Masculinity and Militarized Spaces
As discussed in the previous section, organizations are actors in the (re)creation of masculinities, and organizations can mobilize masculinity in their recruitment process. The following section will apply this notion to the national army and PMSCs. Furthermore, it will argue that there is a contradictory trend in the literature on gender and masculinity in militarized spaces. On the one hand, it is argued that the privatization of security has brought about a re-masculinization of the national army and a feminization of the PMSCs, whereas on the other hand it is suggested that the national are has feminized, and the PMSCs are masculinized. These two opposing positions will form the basis of my hypotheses in order to explore the dynamics between the U.S. national army and PMSCs regarding the mobilization of masculinities in their recruitment. 
There is ample scholarly theorizing with respect to the role of masculinity and the military. Gender is not only constructed in the personal and organizational sphere, but it also in the national and international realm (Connell, 1987, p.2005). As Higate & Hopton (2005) state: “The nexus of linking war, militarism, and masculinities has remained an enduring and consistent feature of societies and their cultures across time” ( p.2). The defense and security policy of a state are mutually constitutive of the notion of masculinity and femininity that are present in national and global politics (Goldstein 2001; Tickner 2001; Eichler 2012), and closely linked to a discourse of nationalism (Bickford, 2003; Caplan, 2003; Dawson, 1994). Hence, as Sharoni (2008) and Mannitz (2011) argue, gendering happens by the construction of masculinities in militarizes spaces, such as war. The soldier therefore can be seen as actively constructed and not born (Withworth, 2004, p.3). Thus, the military is a space where hegemonic masculinity as a political ideology is created and gendered structures and relations are institutionalized by states (Kreisky, 1994). 
However, some argue that this close relation between masculinity, patriotism and the national army might be changing. Male conscription has ended in most countries, and the military is increasingly dependent on female recruits for various strands of the military among which combat roles (Eichler, 2015, p.232; Higate & Hopton 2005). Next to these instrumental changes there are also new developments that suggest that internal changes are occurring, such as lower tolerance of physical abuse within the military (Dandeker, 1999, p.36; Skaine, 1999, p.238).
Another development that might weaken the relation between masculinity and the military is the emergence of ‘clinical’ wars. The reliance on technological developments, such as drones, makes the link between the physicality of masculinity that is often used to exclude some from the military appear less relevant (Winslow & Dunn, 2001). Hence, as these technologies continue to develop the gender of this ‘cyborg soldier’ might become ‘blurred’ (Hables-Gray, 1997, p.247) and the link masculinity -military could become less relevant. Hence, we might start to see the soldier as a “technocratic warriors that carry out risky tasks on behalf of the state” (Higate & Hopton, 2005, p.9). Thus, it is evident that these complex processes of technological and organizational rationalization, create a greater distance between the soldier and the means of destruction (Morgan, 1994, p.6). 
Another change is the role that the national army claims. After the Gulf War and 9/11, Western governments have increasingly tried to claim humanitarian motives for foreign intervention (Higate & Hopton, 2005,p.12), obscuring the obvious link between the military and violence. Secondly, prior to the withdrawal of the U.S. from Vietnam there was a counter-hegemonic culture of the anti-war movement (Morgan, 1994, p.6), which made it harder for governments to mobilize support for wars fought with ‘imperial motives’. Lastly, parallel to these changes is the emergence of international norms regarding the regulation of gender and conflict like the United Nations Security Council Resolution 1325 on gender mainstreaming (UN 1325, 2000). This development could hint towards a broader trend of awareness and sensitivity towards the gendered effects of conflict, where there is less room for the brute, violent masculinity that has been associated with militarized spaces. 
On the basis of these developments some literature argues that the national army has feminized, and that the relation between masculinity and the national army is becoming less apparent. Hence, that there is an erosion of the image of the warrior and the heroic masculinity that is associated with it (Morgan, 1990). Others remain highly critical and argue that masculinist military culture is resistant to change (Higate & Hopton, 2005, p. 13; Goldstein, 2001), gender mainstreaming has failed (Lessons Learned, 2000), or that the military has appropriated feminine characteristics in order to gain legitimacy, and as a way to reconstruct hegemonic masculinity (Hondagneu-Sotelo and Messner, 1994, p.215). To conclude, “[w]hatever the rationale behind these developments, the relationship between militarism and masculinity appears to be shifting” (Higate & Hopton, 2005, p.7).
Next to above mentioned developments for national armies, there is also a trend where security is increasingly provided by private actors. PMSCs in the U.S. have become central actors in contemporary warfare by providing protection, logistical support and training to both non-state and state actors (Eichler, 2015, p.1). Worldwide the private security sector has doubled in size between 1990 and 1999 to U.S. 100 bln, and again between 2000 and 2010 (Leander, 2010, p.209). Not only has the private security sector grown in financial importance, private contractors also increasingly outnumber or closely to outnumber U.S. national troops, for instance in Afghanistan (Shane, 2016, para.1). Hence, PMSCs can be seen as multinational corporations that are part of new transnational areas where different competing masculinities are constructed (Connell, 2005, p.849). 
The trend of privatization has not gone uncriticized. There have been numerous reports of private contractors involved in human trafficking (Bosnia) and sexual assault (Eicher, 2015, p.2). In the literature descriptions of PMSCs as trigger happy, violent to the local population, whores of war and the general opposite of the ‘just warriors’ of the state are not unique (Eichler, 2015, p.2). This has sparked the debate on how these actors are currently being held accountable, especially to local women and female employees (Sperling 2009; Vrdoljak 2011). Hence, some see the use of PMSCs by the U.S. as a way to evade legal obligations, such as the protection of civilians in conflict areas (Schnell, 2011, p.1158), as resolutions like the UN 1325 do not mention the private sector (Trullols & Lázaro, 2019). Furthermore, IR scholars have questioned if the privatization of security can be seen as an erosion of the monopoly of state violence (Sperling, 2009; Strange, 1996; Singer, 2001), and have criticized the weak attempts at (self) regulation such as the Montreux Document (Trullols & Lázaro, 2019). 
The literature on gender and PMSCs is relatively new. Even though feminist security studies has conducted research on paramilitary groups and nonstate armed actors, not a lot is yet know about the gendering effect of privatized military security (Eichler, 2015, p.2). Some scholars interpret the privatization as a sign of the de-politization of gender issues. They argue that violence is now used beyond the reach of the social contract between the citizens and their states, where there are norms of reciprocity (Baggiarini, 2015, p.38). Stachowitsch (2015) rejects erosion of the state monopoly of violence hypothesis, but understands the gendered dimension of PMSCs as the interaction between “the gendered state and global markets” and thus sees it as a relational dynamic between the national and private military space (Stachowitsch, 2015, p.20). Others have questioned the idea that there is such a distinction between public and private violence,  which has been the basis for much theorizing on the privatization of security (Leander 2005; Owens 2008). As Owens (2008) states “there is no such thing as public or private violence. There is only violence that is made ‘public’ and violence that is made ‘private’” (p.979). This strand argues that privatization can be understood as part of a broad transformation that covers the public, private, local and global actors (Abrahamsen & Williams, 2011) and that the privatization is happening both in the public as well as in the private realm (Leander, 2010). 
The body of literature on gender, masculinity and PMSCs has researched how gender identities are constructed by PMSCs (Joachim et al, 2016), the self-representation of PMSCs based on gender discourse analysis (Joachim et al., 2012) the appropriation of the humanitarian frame by PMSCs (Joachim et al, 2012) the gendered culture within PMSCs (Basu and Eichler 2011), the effect of military privatization on the exclusion of women from this newly developed labor market and the reconstruction of masculine gender ideologies (Stachowitsch, 2013). Feminist and critical gender scholars generally agree that the process of privatization of the military space is an interplay between hegemonic and subordinate masculinities (Barker 2009; Chisholm 2014; Via 2010; Higate 2011), and that the private military corporation is “a crucial site of (re)production and contestation of gender norms in contemporary warfare” (Eicher, 2015 p.2). This process happens through multiple scales, it is not only gender, but also sexuality, class, race, citizenship and national identity that are shaped by, but also constitute the practices of PMSCs (Eichler, 2015,p.3). Thus, if there would be a masculinization of the private military, this would not necessarily mean that the traditional, hegemonic masculinity is copied, but rather that a new masculinity is reconstructed that incorporates multiple masculinities (Stachowitsch, 2013, p.84). However, most contemporary research focusses on the construction of masculinities within PMSCs or vis-à-vis other PMSCs, but I am interested in knowing more about the dynamics between the PMSCs and the national army. On this topic there is a contradictory trend in the literature. 
Some scholars argue that PMSCs perform ‘feminized’ tasks in order for the national army to perform the hegemonic masculinity. PMSCs tend to rely heavily on the labor of non- western male citizens that do the organizational and social reproductive labor (Chrisholm, 2014). This labor division can be seen as the confirmation of the gendered and hegemonic identity of the American soldier, as they are the superior masculine fighters that are posed in contrast to the ‘feminized migrant worker’ (Barker, 2015, p. 79). Hence, according to this strand of research the hegemonic masculinity of the American army still alive and well (Barker, 2015, p.85).The trimmed down national army is legitimized by outsourcing feminized social reproductive tasks that are not linked to the role of the masculine soldier in combat (Cerjan, 2005). Thus, the PMSCs enable the national army to perform the hegemonic masculinity, because the PMSCs performs the lesser valued, feminized tasks. 
Others argue that the PMSCs perform the brutal masculinity and use of force, in order for national armies to perform for instance humanitarian tasks without having to associate themselves with the violent type of masculinity. Thus, by this strand of literature  the PMSCs are seen as part of  a highly masculinized industry (Chrisholm, 2015, p.100). This analysis of privatization and masculinity is in line with the increasingly complex demands that are put on the national army; the changing nature of war requires hybrid forms of masculinity (Mannitz, 2011, p.690). Hence, the modern soldier needs to simultaneously be a humanitarian aid worker, peacekeeper, warrior and manager (Joachim & Schneiker, 2015, p. 114). In light of these changes PMSCs can be seen as actors that help states negotiate between “sometimes contradictory roles they have to perform in the course of international interventions”, allowing them to claim accepted forms of masculinity that help to boost their image, such as the peacekeeper, the manager, and outsource less accepted ones, like the violent warrior to private sector (Joachim & Schneiker, 2012, p.495). Thus, this strand of literature speaks of a masculinization of the PMSCs and a feminization of the national army (Higate, 2015, p.131). 
To conclude and as described in the previous section, the literature on gender and militarized spaces on the one hand suggests a trend of re-masculinization of the national army and a feminization of the PMSCs, while on the other hand it is argued that due to for instance developments related to international norms that suggest greater attention to gender mainstreaming and sensitivity to gender, the national army has feminized and has outsourced the traditional hegemonic masculinity to the PMSCs. It is argued that the national army can protect their image of the ‘ethical warrior’ by outsourcing the more brute type of masculinity to PMSCs. Hence, there seems to be some ambiguity with regards to how the contemporary dynamic of privatization has influenced the way private and public actors mobilize masculinity. 

[bookmark: _Toc11743993][bookmark: _Toc11935666][bookmark: _Toc4934948]Conceptualization 
This section introduces the concepts that will be used to structure the findings, Traditional Hegemonic Masculinity (THM) and Feminized Hegemonic Masculinity (FHM). These categories are by no means a dichotomy, but rather a continuum with THM on the one side, and FHM on the other. For analytical purposes I have decided to make the crude distinction between Traditional Hegemonic Masculinity (THM), which is associated with the traditional association between masculinity and the national army or the re-masculinization of the PMSC, and feminized hegemonic masculinity (FHM), which is linked to the theory on either the feminization of the national army as the ‘ethical hero’ or the PMSCs as the ‘feminized other’. These categories will be further elaborated on in the methodology chapter. 

[bookmark: _Toc4934951][bookmark: _Toc11743994][bookmark: _Toc11935667]Hypotheses
The literature has conflicting answers to how the contemporary dynamic of the privatization influences the type of masculinity that is mobilized by the national army and the PMSCs. This section will introduce three hypotheses that are derived from the contemporary literature on the privatization of war. 
Hypothesis I: Re-masculinization of the national army, and the feminization of PMSCs. This hypothesis entails that the ‘lesser’, feminized kind of masculinity is outsourced to the ‘other’, which is the PMSCs. The expectations of this hypothesis are that the national army will mobilize recruits with the ‘Traditional Hegemonic Masculinity’ code, whereas the PMSCs will mobilize recruits with projections of the ‘Feminized Hegemonic Masculine’ code. 
Hypothesis II :Masculinization of PMSCs, and the feminization of the national army. This hypothesis entails that the feminization of national armies can be seen as a privilege, for they can outsource the more ‘brutal’ and violent masculinity to PMSCs. This strand of literature sees the privatization as the de-politization of gender issues ( see e.g. Eichler 2015). The increasing regulation in the international community on for instance gender mainstreaming (see e.g., UN 1325), can be seen as a ‘push’ for national armies to outsource the masculinities that are no longer welcome in the public sphere, which is possible because the private realm is still relatively void of regulation. Underlying this hypothesis is the assumption that masculinity and war are mutually constitutive, and that the ‘spillover’ from the ‘brutal’ hegemonic masculinity from the public to the private sphere therefore is inevitable. The expectations of this hypothesis are that the national army will mobilize recruits with the FHM code, whereas the PMSCs will mobilize recruits with the THM code. 
Hypothesis III: Hybrid use by both public and private actors of both the THM and FHM code.  This hypothesis entails that both strands of research have observed correctly, but that both the national army and PMSCs can be seen as part of the changing bloc of hegemonic masculinity. The expectation of this hypothesis would be that both the national army and the PMSCs co-opt parts of the FHM, but also display THM in their recruitment. 

[bookmark: _Toc11743995][bookmark: _Toc11935668]Reflection and Limitations 
The following section will briefly reflect upon the strengths and weaknesses of this theoretical framework. The strengths of this theoretical framework are that it combines various disciplines and that it concerns itself with the various levels at which masculinity is (re)created. However, there are two main critiques that one could give on this theoretical framework. The first is that it assumes that one can be discriminate about the distinction between public and the private use of violence. As previously mentioned, feminist and critical literature argues that this line is rather fluid and socially constructed. Hence, one can be critical about this distinction as the basis to theorize about the privatization of security (Leander 2005; Owens 2008). However, given the scope of this research I have nonetheless chosen to make a distinction between the public and the private, and subsequently treat the national army and the PMSCs as two distinct categories and actors that operate according to different logics. 
The second critique one could give is that this framework is only suitable to analyze how masculinity is mobilized by military institutions, but that it does not account for how this mobilization resonates with, or is received by recruits. Even though the information on mobilization of masculinity is interesting in itself, it would be more meaningful if it would state who is being exposed to the materials, and how the cultural meanings embedded in them are received. However, given the time and materials at hand, taking this dimension into account was not realistic. Nonetheless, I would encourage other researchers to delve in to this question and critically compare it to the results of this thesis. 

[bookmark: _Toc4934952][bookmark: _Toc11743996][bookmark: _Toc11935669]Conclusion
This chapter has introduced the main debates regarding gender and masculinity. It has argued that masculinity is hybrid, plural and that the coming about of hegemonic masculinity is a complex interaction of appropriation and hybridization between hegemonic masculinity and subordinate types of masculinity. It was highlighted how masculinities can be mobilized by organizations in recruitment. This notion is important because it will be used as a way to gain insight into how the relation between masculinity and militarized spaces if affected by the privatization of security. This chapter has ended with different accounts of how the privatization of security can be interpreted, from which the conceptualization of Traditional and Feminized Hegemonic Masculinity were derived. Lastly, the chapter has concluded with introducing the hypotheses that will be tested in the analytical chapter. 











[bookmark: _Toc11935670]Chapter II: Methodology 

The following chapter introduces the methodological approach used to answer the research question. The chapter is divided into three parts. First, it explains why a comparative case study of the YouTube recruitment videos of the national U.S. army and two U.S. based PMSCs is an appropriate research strategy. Secondly, it argues why a content analysis is an appropriate way to analyze the material, and explains what the creation of the code looked like (deductive and inductive). Lastly, it will specify the empirical manifestations of the concepts of ‘Traditional’ and ‘Feminized Hegemonic Masculinity’, and reflect upon the merits and potential drawbacks of the chosen method. 

[bookmark: _Toc8726091][bookmark: _Toc11935671]Comparative Case Study 
In order to answer the research question, I will conduct a comparative study of the online recruitment videos on YouTube of two PMSCs: CACI and Constellis, and compare these to the recruitment videos of the U.S. army. The reason that the private and public are compared is that this approach could help to better understand how the mobilization of masculinity in the recruitment strategies are similar, or differ in each sphere. This study focuses on the U.S., rather than any other country because the U.S. is one of the global leaders in private military and security, and is home to some of the largest PMSCs the world (War on Want, 2016, p.5). The PMSCs that are based in the United States secure high paying contracts, therefore there is reason to assume that the way they operate has a significant effect on the way conflict is managed. Furthermore, comparing PMSCs with headquarters in the U.S. with the U.S. army is more sensible than comparing it to the national army of another country, as the people working there presumably share the same language and culture, which makes a comparison of the mobilization of specific types of masculinity legitimate. Hence, the structure of comparing two PMSCs to the national U.S. army allows for two types of comparison: between the PMSCs and between the national army and the PMSCs. 

[bookmark: _Toc2507321][bookmark: _Toc8726092][bookmark: _Toc11935672]Selection Criteria 
Three criteria were used to select the PMSCs: The principle-agent relation, the array of services that are offered, and the use of YouTube videos as means of recruitment. Based on these selection criteria there is reason to believe that the PMSCs that were chosen are representative of the security industry, and the findings might be exemplar of a broader phenomenon. 
In order to establish that CACI and Constellis are typical for the security industry, I refer to Singer’s (2003) taxonomy of PMSCs where it is argued that the principle- agent relation is important in shaping the identity of PMSCs. Most PMSCs in the U.S. have the government as main client, which is also the case for CACI and Constellis, as they have secured high paying contracts with the U.S. government (CACI, 2019, para.1; Constellis, 2019, para.2). Hence, the contractual element makes them typical, albeit that they are among the bigger PMSCs of the U.S. the security industry (30 most powerful PMSC, 2019). The advantage of choosing relatively large contractors is that there is sufficient public information available, as  they are highly visible online. This is in contrast to the smaller contractors of the private security industry, which tend to be characterized by lack of transparency (Abrahamsen & Leander, 2016). Even though PMSCs can differ in size, service and clientele, all PMSCs tend to jockey for a similar norm in terms of corporate identity (Joachim & Schneiker, 2014), and have in common that they provide a wide array of services (Carmola, 2010). CACI and Constellis offer a wide array of services that range from business systems to surveillance and crisis response (CACI, 2017b; Constellis, 2017b). Lastly, both CACI and Constellis use YouTube to communicate and recruit potential future employees, which has become a common channel of recruitment (Doherty, 2010). 
Recruitment videos on YouTube are a relevant material to gain insight in the mobilization of masculinity because masculinities are created and (re) created by discourse, which is a broad range of practices, images and speech (Joachim & Schneiker, 2015, p.116). YouTube videos are a rich source of information, as they contain images, speech, practices and symbols, and therefore contain more information than for instance written text. As Goffman (1976) argues, images in advertisement and recruitment carry important messages about cultural values and norms, among which norms about gender relations. Hence, recruitment through videos allows employers to use multiple ways of conveying their (gendered) corporate identity, which makes videos a suitable content to analyze if one wants to know more about the mobilization of masculinity. Furthermore, YouTube has become an important channel of recruitment because of its broad reach, cost effectiveness and speed (Doherty 2010, p.11; Madia 2011, p.20). Thus, using social media, such as posting videos in order to recruit is no longer a niche practice, but something than many large corporations are doing (Acikgoz & Bergman, 2016).  Therefore, analyzing this means of recruitment in general could give more insight in the identity of these new actors in the field of security. And lastly, social media as a recruitment method has yet received little scholarly attention in security studies, despite the growing importance of the medium which is increasingly used by states, the military, terrorist networks and diplomats (Joachim et al., 2018, p.303). Therefore, analyzing this type of material could be a valuable contribution to the field. The videos were found by e-search (www.youtube.com), and going the official verified YouTube page of CACI, Constellis and the U.S. army. On these pages only specific recruitment videos were chosen, and a selection was made by looking at the most recent videos. Hence, all videos that were not specifically made by these actors, posted on their official YouTube channel,  and aimed at recruitment were excluded from this study. 
To conclude, when using John Gerring’s typology of case studies, CACI as well as Constellis can be seen as typical cases of what it entails to be a private security provider in the U.S. Because they are typical cases, they can be seen as representative for the phenomenon to be studied, have a low residual and reflect a central tendency in the security industry (Gerring, 2006). The reason that typical cases are appropriate to answer the research question is that they can be used to “probe causal mechanisms that may either confirm or disconfirm a given theory” (Gerring, 2006). Thus, as explained in the theoretical framework, the literature on masculinity and militarized spaces proposes contradictory ways of making sense of the relation between the privatization security and the mobilization of masculinity by actors in the security industry, therefore, “the researcher may perform a pattern-matching investigation, in which the evidence at hand (the case) is judged according to whether it validates the stipulated causal mechanisms or not” (Gerring & Seawright 2008, p.299). Not only does this strategy allow for pattern matching, the typical case can also be used to show that the proposed mechanism by the theory is not present, or is different than theorized (Gerring & Seawright, 2008). 

[bookmark: _Toc8726093][bookmark: _Toc11935673]Content Analysis 
The recruitment messaging will be analyzed by content analysis, which is a way of making replicable inferences by systematically applying a code to the unit to be analyzed (Holsti, 1969, p.4). Thus, the researcher “uses analytical constructs, or rules of inference”, to move between the unit that is analyzed and the research question. The analytical constructs that are used to draw conclusions are derived from the literature, come from knowledge/ experience or from previous research (Krippendorff, 2004, p. 173). In this case the analytical construct is derived from both the theory and the data. The reason that the research question requires a qualitative data analysis approach is that this research strategy allows for the interpretation of visual and linguistic material “to make statements about implicit and explicit dimensions and structures of meaning-making in the material and what is represented in it” (Flick, 2014, p. 4). Furthermore, this approach can be used to refer to social or subjective meanings, and to describe or discover “issues in the field or structures and processes in routines and practices” (Flick, 2014, p.4). As established in the theoretical framework, one of the important features of the conceptualization of masculinity is its discursive, contingent and hybrid nature. Therefore, researching this topic with a small- N, in depth, qualitative content analysis is more appropriate than a quantitative approach, because the mobilization of masculinity is difficult to quantify and attempts do so might lead to misinterpretation or simplification of the data. As Blaikie (2007) argues, the limitation of quantitative research and the positivism related to it, is its inability to account for “how social reality is shaped and maintained” (Blaikie, 2007). Hence, a quantitative approach would not be able to “ascertain deeper underlying meanings and explanations” (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998), and therefore is less appropriate to answer the research question. 

[bookmark: _Toc8726094][bookmark: _Toc11935674]Creation of the Code	
The following section explains the theoretical underpinnings of the creation of the coding scheme. Secondly, it explains the three different units of analysis that will be used, (speech, visuals and audio effects). Lastly, it will give examples of the operationalization and empirical manifestations of THM and FHM. 
Conceptualizing and measuring masculinities can be challenging. Even though it is recognized that the concepts carry meaning, researchers remain in debate to find a way to measure them in a meaningful way (Brannon, 2006, p.58). The fluid, contingent and changing account of masculinity can be seen as signs of subjectivity that are not separable from other signs of subjectivity against which they are defined. However, as stated in the theoretical framework, masculinity is conceptualized as being in constant dialogue with ‘others’, therefore it is possible to see similarities in this dialogue over time, which can be used to distill categories of masculinities. Therefore, the approach to the operationalization of the concepts is based partly on the theory, but also on observation of the material and the search for reoccurring patterns. This approach makes it possible to recognize THM and FHM, even though they are conceptualized as plural and changing. 
As proposed by Rose (2004), the coding frame is informed by two sources; the theory and the preliminary screening of the data (p. 359). This means that the creation of the code was both a deductive process, where the theoretical framework informed the code, as well as an inductive process, as the empirics (video) also suggested aspects for the code that were not acknowledged in the literature specifically. This is in line with the grounded theory approach, where the collection of data can coincide with the analysis of data, which allows the researcher to engage in constant comparison of cases, patterns and themes (Charmaz, 2006; Strauss & Corbin 1998). Traditionalist approaches would argue that research has to start without any prior idea of what the data might look like (Glaser & Strauss 1967). However, starting research without knowing anything it advance is not possible (Charmaz 2006; Strauss & Corbin 1998). Therefore, the code was also informed by the data, which is a helpful approach as it enhances the sensitivity on how to interpret the data. 

[bookmark: _Toc8726095][bookmark: _Toc11935675]Operationalization
The code is structured in such a way that THM and FHM are the lead codes. The empirical manifestations of both THM and FHM are deduced from the literature on masculinity in militarized spaces by looking at reoccurring themes by the main authors in this field. For THM the main sub-codes are: 1) heroism and patriotism 2) rationality and detachment 3) physicality and the capability to use force. For FHM the main sub-codes are: 1) lesser valued tasks and focus on occupational benefits 2) cooperation and interdependence 3) technological instead of physical tasks. The premise of this code is that the notions of THM and FHM can manifest themselves at the physical level, institutional and at the value or ideational level. This is in line with the theoretical framework, which also suggests that masculinity is (re)created at multiple levels, the personal, institutional but also international. Thus, the code can capture how in the recruitment videos the corporation explicitly states their corporate identity (institutional), their values (e.g. patriotism) but also how they enact what they are looking for in recruits (e.g. physical strength, the personal). Although the code suggests two neatly distinctive categories, the empirics as well as the literature suggest that they can be best seen as a spectrum, and that it is possible that part of what the FHM code is, might be partly co-opted and valorized by the THM. Nonetheless, for practical reasons of I have chosen for these distinct categories.



 Traditional Hegemonic Masculinity                           Feminized Hegemonic Masculinity 
	1. Heroism and patriotism 
The first sub-code is that to be masculine, is to be heroic (see e.g., Morgan, 1990; Bannister, 2018; Gilbert; 2005; Elshtain, 1995; Withworth 2004). This code ties into the idea of the traditional warrior, that is the protector and provider for the family, as well as for the nation. The process of becoming a warrior is closely related to that of becoming a man (Kovitz, 2003), which means that the (instrumental) masculine ideal is conveyed through the archetype of the warrior (Arkin, 1978). Furthermore, this heroic archetype is mobilized through patriotism (see e.g., Bickford, 2003; Caplan, 2003; Dawson, 1994; Goldstein 2001; Tickner 2001; Eichler 2012). This entails that the narrative of fighting for or defending the nation, and thereby potentially sacrificing oneself is an important aspect through which traditional hegemonic masculinity is  mobilized by the army.

	
	1. Lesser valued tasks and occupational benefits 
The first sub-code is the focus on lesser valued tasks, as these are seen as ‘feminized’ in the literature (see e.g., Barker, 2015 Chrisholm, 2014; Barker, 2015; Cerjan, 2005; Morgan, 1992). Examples of these tasks would be service tasks, secretarial works and providing equipment. These jobs have in common that they are potentially outsourced to the lesser valued ‘other’. This relates to the THM sub-code of heroism, as the main emphasis is no longer the self-actualization of the hero, but the practical, day-to-day tasks. This shift relates the mobilization through occupational benefits, arguing for the rewarding nature of the job and the possibility of upward mobility, rather than patriotism as critical juncture through which the masculinity is mobilized (see e.g., Hearn et al 2009/2008, Acker, 1990). Hence, the emphasis might be on the flexibility of the job, being able work from home at times and attend to family life rather than one’s love for the country. 

	2. Rationality and detachment
The second sub-code is that of rationality and detachment (see e.g., Eichler 2012, Goldstein 2001; Hearn, 2012; Fletcher, 2003). This code builds on the notion of the literature that to be traditionally masculine, one needs to all reject all attributes that might be associated with being feminine and/or civilian (Kovtiz, 2003). The soldier is transformed by detaching them from their emotions. Hence, it is argued that in order to deal with for instance the trivialization of violence the soldier “needs a specific mindset” of rationality and insensitivity (Xavia Karner, 1998).

	
	2. Cooperation and interdependence 
The second sub-code is idea that the emergence of international norms, such as UN 1325, as well as the hesitance to intervene and increased focus on humanitarian intervention has a transformative effect on the culture within military organizations. (see e.g., Dandeker, 1999, p.36; Skaine, 1999; Hines, 1992). As Duncanson (2013) argues ‘peace-builder masculinity’ [is] being constructed through relations of empathy, equality, and mutual respect,” (p.144). This means that there is more emphasis on cooperation, interdependence and empathy. This relates to the THM theme of detachment and rationality, as it is no longer desirable to reject the emotional. 

	
	
	

	3. The physical and the use of force
The last sub-code is that of physical strength and the capability to use of force (see e.g., Sjoberg, 2013; Eichler 2015; Withworth 2004; Hinojosa 2010; Morgan 1994). This sub-code entails that the construction of the traditional notion of masculinity has to do with physical toughness and fitness, aggression, violence, muscular development and the willingness to use force. 
	
	3. The technological 
The last sub-code builds on the notion that technological advances make the physical less important, and thus weakens the link between the importance of the physical for   traditional notions of masculinity (see e.g., Segal, 1995; Winslow & Dunn, 2001; Hables-Gray, 1997; Higate & Hopton, 2005; Morgan, 1994). This means that there is more emphasis on non-physical skills, such as behind desk, technological jobs.  


[bookmark: _Toc8726096][bookmark: _Toc11935676]Units of Analysis 
One of the features of video analysis is that it allows for multiple levels of interpretation, as one can analyze the speech, intonation, gestures, facial expressions, sounds etc. In order to do justice to this multiplicity of information, I have decided in line with Rose (2004) to choose three of the most salient units of analysis within the method of analyzing moving images: speech, visuals and audio. The following section will briefly explain and give examples of how each unit of analysis is operationalized. 
In order to analyze the speech of the video, the narration or the speech of the people that directly address the viewer in the video will be transcribed. From this script, I will do a discourse analysis, where the unit of observation will be the sentence level (Holsti, 1969, sp.116). In this script I will code sentences as THM if there are for instance referrals to security, dedication to the nation or the physical. Text will be coded as FHM if the text refers to themes such as mission, innovation, emphasis on the culture within the organization, togetherness and work-life balance.  
The visual unit of analysis will be analyzed by looking at the video without sound. This analysis is a structuralist / semiotic analysis, which focuses on the latent meanings and central themes through symbols (Neuendorf, 2002, p. 6). I paid attention to elements such as body posture, objects and facial expression, but also looked at text that appeared on the screen in the course of the video (Cottingham, 2014, p.140). In line with Vigorito and Curry (1998), I looked at the signifiers of masculinity, such as posture (i.e. leaning backward of forward), sports equipment, facial expression and gear or machinery. The traditional hegemonic themes were engagement with machinery, no direct contact with viewer by looking directly into the camera, stoic physical performance, running, jumping, risk taking, rational competence, tanks, planes and explosions. Feminized masculine themes were scenes that are filmed in urban settings or filmed indoors, showing for instance people sitting behind computer screens, laughing, looking directly into the camera and references to teamwork. 
For the audio, I listened to the sounds and background music, not including speech. Signifiers of traditional masculinity would be the sound of explosions, machinery, weapons, screaming and marching music. Signifiers of feminized masculinity would be chattering in the background, sounds of typing on a computer and calm and uplifting music. 
To conclude, next to the video as a whole, three different units of analysis are analyzed of each video. Each unit of analysis may contain a specific manifestation of the code. The reason that each video is dissected into three layers is that this brings to bear the possibility that one scene shows both aspects of THM as well as from  FHM. For instance, it could be possible that there is a contradictory message where the speech is showing aspects FHM, whereas the visuals projects aspects of THM. Because of the multiple layers of the coding frame, THM and FHM are not mutually exclusive, as the same scene within one video can show both THM and FHM without creating a dilemma of which one to choose during the coding. This is important because as argued in the theoretical framework, the (re)creation of hegemonic masculinity can involve the co-opting and appropriation of subordinate types of masculinity and femininities, therefore it is imperative that the code is created in such a way that this contradiction is visible and codable. 

[bookmark: _Toc2507326][bookmark: _Toc8726097][bookmark: _Toc11935677]Reflection on Method 
The following section will briefly reflect on the merits and possible pitfalls of the methodology. It will evaluate the choice of doing a case study and a content analysis. Furthermore, it will critically reflect upon the development of the code and the operationalization of the code. 
The merits of doing a comparative case study instead of large N research is that it allows the researcher to gain in depth knowledge of the cases that are studied and that it has high internal validity (Gerring, 2016). A possible drawback is that it is challenging to argue that the findings can be extrapolated to the entire population of PMSCs, let alone to the security industry outside of the U.S. However, the goal of this research is not to explain all developments regarding the mobilization of masculinity in militarized spaces by private and public actors, but merely to gain insight in this trend as this is exploratory research. 
The value-added of conducting a content analysis of videos is that visual materials present a rich source of information (Jewitt, 2012, p.6). Furthermore, analyzing this type of material has rarely been done before in the field of security studies, and videos offer a good opportunity for capturing the discursive nature of masculinity. Therefore, analyzing the video recruitment materials of the U.S. national and private contractors is a good starting point for analyzing the respective ways in which both actors mobilize masculinity. A possible drawback of video materials is that even though recruiting through YouTube is a growing trend, not all U.S. based PMSCs use YouTube to reach out to prospective employees. Therefore, some PMSCs were excluded from this study, which might lead to case selection bias. 
The merits of developing the codes both deductively and inductively is that this approach permits the researcher the possibility to engage closely with the material and constantly compare patterns, cases and themes. The pitfall of this strategy is that it is prone to researcher bias during the coding and the interpretation of the data. As Rose (2004) mentions: “Every step of analyzing audiovisual material involves a translation, which are informed by decisions and choices” (p. 350). This is an inherent feature of the technique, which I have tried to overcome  by being as elaborate and transparent as possible about my coding frame, decisions and techniques. Nonetheless, it is possible that multiple interpretations are possible and that the results and analysis contain some level of subjectivity. Given the time and scope of this project, this could not be overcome by increasing the intercoder reliability by having other researchers code the content alongside mine and compare it. However, future research could employ a similar set up with multiple coders. 
The merit of operationalizing the code as a spectrum between THM on the one hand, and FHM on the other hand is that it provides a clear basis on which the hypotheses can be tested. The possible drawback is that it simplifies reality and that it might not be sophisticated enough to capture all varieties of mobilized masculinities. This problem is partly overcome by the inductive and deductive creation of the code, which allowed for some adjustments that were not based on the literature but on the empirical material. Nonetheless, this should be kept in mind when reading the results and analysis. Furthermore, the literature reflecting on the traditional notion of masculinity in militarized spaces is further developed than the one arguing for a feminization. Therefore, there was some level of asymmetry between the sources that were available for creating the code for traditional hegemonic masculinity versus the sources that were consulted for the feminized hegemonic masculinity code. 
To conclude, this chapter has explained and justified why comparing the YouTube recruitment videos of the U.S. national army, and CACI and Constellis is a valid method for gaining insight into the types masculinities that are mobilized by both actors. Furthermore, this chapter has explained that the creation of the code was informed by the grounded theory approach, and has given examples of the operationalization and empirical manifestations of THM and FHM.





[bookmark: _Toc11935678]Chapter III: Results and analysis 

This chapter is divided into three parts. First, it introduces the findings of the video analysis for each of the three selected cases. It will start by stating and quantifying the results of each actor separately, starting with the PMSCs and followed by the U.S. national army. The results will be discussed by looking at each unit of analysis (speech, visual and audio) and by providing examples of the various manifestations of the code. The findings show that overall the U.S. national army uses mostly Traditional Hegemonic Masculine codes (THM) in order to recruit, whereas CACI and Constellis use more Feminized Hegemonic Masculine codes (FHM). In general and looking at both the PMSCs and the national army, the projection of FHM code 3 “the technological” was found the most. The second most used code was THM code 1 “patriotism and heroism”, followed by THM code 3 “the physical”. The codes that were used the least was FHM code 1 “occupational benefits and lesser valued tasks”, and FHM code 2 “cooperation and interdependence”. THM code 2  “rationality and detachment” was not found at all. The THM codes were most, and most clearly manifested at the visual level, whereas the FHM codes were found mostly at the level of speech (see figure a. b. and c. for complete overview of the findings). 
The second part of the chapter evaluates and contextualizes the patterns that were found by going back to the theoretical basis of this thesis and the hypotheses. In this section it is argued that the findings seem to be supportive of the hypotheses of a “remasculinization of the national army” and a “feminization of the PMSCs”. Furthermore, the results show that traditional hegemonic masculine elements can be accompanied by feminized elements, which might point towards a general hybridization of the mobilization of masculinity by security actors. The chapter concludes with a reflection on the strengths and shortcomings of the methods used in this study and concludes with a speculation about the developments one might expect in the future regarding the mobilization of masculinity in militarized spaces. 
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[bookmark: _Toc12103988]Figure a: Projection of THM and FHM Codes in Percentages - Speech
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[bookmark: _Toc12103989]Figure b: Projection of THM and FHM Codes in Percentages - Visual

[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc12103990]Figure c: Projection of THM and FHM Codes in Percentages - Audio




[bookmark: _Toc11833620][bookmark: _Toc11935679]PMSCs
The overall trend for the private contractors is that they project more ‘feminized’ than ‘traditional hegemonic masculine’ codes. CACI’s recruitment video shows that CACI almost exclusively used FHM codes, and that the message seems to be relatively consistent on all levels of analysis; on the level of speech 71,4% of the codes that were used are FHM, for the visual unit of analysis this is 93.3% and for the audio it is 100%. For Constellis a similar tendency was found, albeit that Constellis is less consistent in favoring FHM codes than CACI in the projection through speech, visual and audio. Whereas the narration of Constellis video only contains FHM codes, the audio only contains THM codes. The analysis of the visual shows that Constellis has used FHM codes the majority of the video (62.2%), and has relied less on THM codes (37.8%). The following section will discuss and provide examples of these findings at each level of analysis starting with speech, followed by visual and audio. 

[bookmark: _Toc11833621][bookmark: _Toc11935680]Speech 
On the level of speech, CACI projected mostly FHM codes (71,4%), and less THM codes (28,6%). Within the FHM category, FHM code 2 (cooperation and interdependence) was used the most (50%), followed by FHM code 1 with 25% (occupational benefits and lesser valued tasks) and FHM code 3 with 25% (the technological). With respect to the THM category, only THM code 1 was used, which is “heroism and patriotism” (100%). The narration of Constellis video did not contain full sentences, but featured snippets of sentences to support the visual, therefore the section on Constellis discourse is rather concise. The narration of Constellis video did not contain any of the traditional hegemonic codes (0%). FHM code 1 “occupational benefits and lesser valued tasks” was used the most (50%), followed by FHM code 3 “the technological” (25%) and FHM code 2  “cooperation and interdependence” (25%). 
CACI used FHM code 1 “occupational benefits and lesser valued tasks” mainly by referencing the pleasantness of CACI’s corporate culture. CACI made many mentions of “Our vibrant culture” and “Our culture” (e.g., 00:54 and 01:30). Furthermore, there seems to be an emphasis on the quality of the relation between colleagues and superiors, it was for instance mentioned that: “The culture here, is very supportive. The relationship that I have with ah, my boss, is more of like a mentorship” (CACI, 2018, 00:57). Next to the corporate culture as occupational benefit, there was also emphasis placed on work-life balance: “CACI gives the ability to have work-life balance” (CACI, 2018, 01:08). Constellis projected FHM code 1 by for instance by stating the benefits of becoming employed by Constellis: “With more than 8.000 personnel worldwide, we offer an impressive range of careers in locations across the globe” (Constellis, 2018, 00:25) and “are you ready to secure your future?” (Constellis, 2018, 00:15). Hence, the critical juncture to mobilize and recruit on the level of speech seems to be more in the realm of the benefits that a career might bring, such as security and making an (international) career, rather than the THM counterpart code 1 that center more around ideational values such as patriotism and warriorhood.
FHM code 2 “cooperation and interdependence” was used the most throughout the video by CACI. It was mostly mentioned with respect to framing the employees as the ones ‘doing the ethical’ by mentioning for instance: “Ah if you look at what CACI stands for, integrity, ethics, doing the right thing, and that integrity permeates throughout the organization” (CACI, 2018, 00:46) and “ It’s really not just about a, a pay cheque, it’s about making a difference” (CACI, 2018, 01:45) or “ for CACI mission really does matter, so it, it makes a huge difference” (CACI, 2018, 00:20). Hence, it seems that ‘doing the right thing’ as a motive to work at CACI is valued. In line with that CACI states that: “ If you care about what you do, it is easy to work here” (CACI, 2018, 01:50). Not only the intention is important, also the outcome: “One of our big things is delivering mission outcomes that really do matter” (CACI, 2018, 01:32). Thus, the narration of  CACI’s video seems to emphasize CACI’s intrinsic motivation for ‘doing the ethical’, as well as making sure the ‘right outcome’ is achieved. Almost all sentences that referred to “cooperation and interdependence” were delivered by female voices. For Constellis FHM code 2 was featured less prominently, an example would be the narration that stated that: “At Constellis, our people are team players with high standards for quality, compliance and professionalism” (Constellis, 2018, 00:10). This could imply that Constellis values the aspect of being a team player as an important part of their corporate identity.
FHM code 3 “the technological” was used mostly with respect to innovation, CACI mentions that they are “A Fortune World’s Most Admired Company (5th in IT Services worldwide)” that “delivers innovation and excellence in all we do for our customers in the defense and intelligence” (CACI, 2018, 00:3). Furthermore, CACI mentions that they are part of the intelligence community, stating that: “CACI is very well known for being on top of the game in the intelligence community” (CACI, 2018, 00:11). At the end of the video the last message to the viewer is: “Find your innovation and imagination at CACI, join us!” (CACI, 2018, 01:55). Constellis also referred to innovation, by calling its current employees “ innovative and highly skilled” (Constellis, 2018, 00:05). Even though this sentence does not explicitly refer to the technological, the use of the words ‘innovative’ and ‘highly skilled’ seems to refer more to the technological aspect of working for Constellis, rather than the THM counterpart code 3 which would imply “the physical.” 
The THM code 1 “patriotism and heroism” was the only traditional hegemonic masculine sub-code that was used by CACI, and mostly with regards to mentioning working for the U.S. government and aligning CACI’s mission with the goals of the U.S. government. The narration would for instance mention that “At CACI America’s missions are our missions” (CACI, 2018, 00:02) and CACI’s “ Dedication to meeting our nation’s highest priorities” or “We support our nation’s most critical missions” (CACI, 2018, 00:16). Furthermore, a sense of urgency was cultivated by mentioning national security multiple times: “CACI is a place where people come because they care about national security” (CACI, 2018, 00:24). However, the THM code 1 was also used without referring to CACI’s alignment with the national governments mission, but by referring to the heroic aspect of CACI’s employees job by stating that “We are saving lives every day” (CACI, 2018, 00:37). THM code 2 “emotional detachment and rationality” was not used at all in the narration, neither was THM code 3 “the physical”. 

[bookmark: _Toc11833622][bookmark: _Toc11935681]Visual 
When looking at the visual of the videos without sound, it appears that CACI mainly used the FHM codes (93.3%) and hardly any THM codes (6.7%). Of the FHM codes, code 3 “the technological” was used the most with 82.2%, followed by code 2 “cooperation and interdependence” (10.7%). Code 1 “occupational benefits and lesser valued tasks” was used the least (7.1%), Of THM codes, only THM 1 “patriotism and heroism” (50%) and code 3 “the physical” (50%) were used. Constellis also mainly projected FHM codes (62.2%) and less so THM codes (37.8%). Of the FHM codes, code 3 “the technological” was used the most (53.6%), followed by code 1 “occupational benefits and lesser valued tasks” (32.1%), and lastly code 2 “cooperation and interdependence” (14.3%). Of the THM codes, code 3 “the physical” was used the most (76.5%), followed by code 1 “patriotism and heroism” (23.5%). THM code 2 was not used at all. 
In CACI’s video, almost all scenes were coded as FHM 3 “the technological”, because all scenes in one way or the other were filmed with computer screens in the back, or in front of the person in the scene. The computer screens were either projecting the globe, computer codes, or satellites flying around the globe (see e.g., CACI, 2018, 00:07, 00:26, 01:15). Surveillance and security seems to be an important theme of the technological, many scenes featured surveillance footage on a computer screen, while a person behind the desk is filmed from behind as the distant observer (CACI, 2018, 01:29). The non-physicality of this code was also apparent in the way the people were filmed; all people were filmed showing only their upper body while sitting, rarely standing and not in motion. For Constellis a similar trend was found, FHM code 3 “the technological” was also used the most. Examples would be scenes in an office setting, featuring men looking at screens with satellite images or maps (see e.g., Constellis, 2018, 00:02, 00:10, 00:24, 00:39). However, in Constellis video most of the scenes that referred to “the technological” would simultaneously feature elements of THM code 3 “the physical”. For instance, scenes that featured men behind computer screens would be wearing full camouflage clothing, referencing the physical (see e.g., Constellis, 2018, 00:19, 00:32). Hence, in Constellis video “the technological”, almost never appeared on its own without reference to its traditional hegemonic counterpart “the physical”. The scenes where “the technological” did appear without reference to the physical, featured both women as well as men sitting behind a desk in a conference room (Constellis, 2018, 00:38) or a woman checking a passport number on the computer (Constellis, 2018, 00:23). Hence, it seems that FHM code 3 “ the technological” is almost always combined with THM 3 “the physical”, with the exception of scenes where women and men perform these tasks. 
In Constellis video, FHM code 1 “occupational benefits and lesser valued tasks” was featured by showing people in office settings, while words on the screen appeared such as “comprehensive benefits and rewards” (Constellis, 2018, 00:35). Furthermore, there was a scene sequence situated in a warehouse, showing a person of color pushing a cart with boxes on it, referencing the less heroic tasks that might come with being employed by Constellis (Constellis, 2018, 00:38). The code also appeared in combination with THM code 3 “the physical”, by for instance showing a scene which was filmed in a classroom, featuring a man standing next to a PowerPoint presentation, teaching a group of people in camouflage clothing how to care for an open wound in the field (Constellis, 2018, 00:31). This scene featured helmets and automatic machine guns in the back, which was coded as a reference to “the physical”. 
A trend that seems to be prevalent in Constellis video is that “occupational benefits and lesser valued tasks” is projected by either having a person of color perform in these scenes, or by combining it with THM code 3 “the physical”. FHM code 1 “occupational benefits and lesser valued tasks” was used the least by CACI. Nonetheless, I have coded some scenes as FHM code 1, because as all scenes but one, were filmed in an office setting, featuring people in business attire in setting such as board rooms or behind desks. However, I have decided to code the majority of the setting of these scenes as FHM code 3 “the technological”, as all of these scenes coincided with a strong referral to the technological, which seemed more salient than the office part of it (see e.g., CACI, 2018, 00:04, 00:18, 00:34 and 00:59). 
FHM code 2 “cooperation and interdependence” showed in several scenes where colleagues were laughing in an office setting, standing in half a circle talking, or handing each other reports (CACI, 2018, 00:47, 00:58, 01:11). Furthermore, on several occasions quotes appeared during these scenes, stating that: “Our culture is what makes us unique and holds us together”, with the emphasis on the words ‘culture’ and ‘together’ that appear in red letters instead of white (CACI, 2018, 00:56). Hence, rather than traditional hegemonic counterpart, of rationality and emotional detachment, CACI seems to value cooperation and communication among colleagues. Constellis used FHM code 2 “cooperation and interdependence” the least, and mostly by showing words on the screen, for instance: “make a difference in the world” (Constellis, 2018, 00:51) “integrity” (00:02) and “trusted” (00:03). The scenes that were coded as FHM code 2 often appeared together with THM code 3 “the physical”, by for instance showing soldiers in full combat outfit marching in the background (Constellis, 2018, 00:51). 
CACI used THM code 1 “patriotism and heroism” in a similar way as on the level of speech, namely while referring to supporting the mission of the U.S. national government. Text appeared on the screen stating that: “We support our nation’s most critical mission”, with emphasis on the words ‘support’ and ‘critical’, as they appear in red rather than white as the rest of the text (CACI, 2018, 00:15). I would argue that this is rather in the middle of the spectrum between THM code 1 (patriotism and heroism) and FHM code 1 (lesser valued tasks and occupational benefits), as CACI is not completely claiming the heroic role of the protector of the nation, but positions itself as the one supportive of the U.S. in taking this role. Constellis projected “patriotism and heroism” differently,  by for instance showing scenes where a group of men, wearing full combat clothing and bullet proof vests kick in a door of a house, pointing their guns in several directions (Constellis, 2018, 00:15). This scene could imply that the group of men are on a mission to protect the nation or a (group of) individual(s), which would refer to heroism. Furthermore, it seems that men in the video are willing to potentially sacrifice themselves doing so, as they seem to anticipate on an enemy of some sort because they are wearing bulletproof vests and helmets, and are pointing their guns in different directions ready to shoot. 
In CACI’s video THM code 3 “the physical” appeared in one scene. This scene features tanks in a desert, after which the camera zooms out and an apache helicopter appears on the screen. However, the tanks are not in motion or in battle, neither is the helicopter (CACI, 2018, 00:21). There also did not seem to be any enemy in sight, therefore I would argue that this scene is also rather in the middle of the spectrum between THM 3 “the physicality” of violence and FHM 3 “the technological” aspect of violence. Conversely, Constellis used THM code 3 “the physical” the most. Almost all scenes of the Constellis video were filmed outside, featuring people in camouflage combat gear that are either walking or running ( see e.g., Constellis, 2018, 00:31, 00:42, 00:47). There were also several scenes where men are loading machine guns and are carrying or shooting arms (see e.g., Constellis, 2018, 00:12, 00:55). The protective clothing, such as helmet and combat boots, the arms that they carry, and the movement implies that they are ready to do a physical job. Interestingly, also scenes that are filmed in an office setting and did not relate in any way to the physical battle ground (e.g., men filmed from behind, looking at a screen) would feature elements of THM code 3 “the physical”, such as wearing a camouflage clothing (Constellis, 2018, 00:19). Another example of this combination of elements would be scenes that are filmed in a classroom, which features people in combat gear and a pile of helmets and automatic machine guns in the back of the class (Constellis, 2018, 00:32). Hence, there seems to be a big emphasis on the physical, even if the setting (an office or classroom) would normally not be associated with the physical.

[bookmark: _Toc11833623][bookmark: _Toc11935682]Audio
The audio of CACI’s video was coded as FHM (100%), whereas the audio of Constellis video was coded as THM (100%). The background music of CACI’s video did not seem to have a very important role, as there was a lot of narration and the emphasis was therefore on the speech and visual, rather than the music. The music was calm, happy and upbeat. I have coded this background music as FHM because of the calm, casual feel. The music did not feature any sounds that remind of battleground such as explosions, shooting or screaming, nor did it associate with violence or marching music. The audio of the Constellis video seemed to have a more prominent role than the audio of CACI, as Constellis video did not have a lot or narration which puts more emphasis on the audio and visual. The music started with no melody and only a beat, that got louder and faster throughout the video. The music reminded of ‘super hero’ or ‘marching music’, therefore I have coded it as THM as it seemed to refer to heroism and/or patriotism. 

[bookmark: _Toc11833624][bookmark: _Toc11935683]U.S. National Army 
The results of the U.S. national army video show that the U.S. army mainly projects THM codes. The message seems to be fairly consistent over all units of analysis, as they all consistently showed mostly THM codes; on the level of speech 77.8% was coded as THM, on the visual this was 68% and on the audio 100%. The following section will discuss and provide examples of each level of analysis, starting with speech, followed by visual and audio. 

[bookmark: _Toc11833625][bookmark: _Toc11935684]Speech 
On the level of speech, the U.S. army mobilized mostly with THM codes (77,8%) and less so with FHM codes (22.2%). Within the THM category, code 1 “patriotism and heroism” was used the most (71.4%), followed by code 3 “the physical” (28.6%). THM code 2 “rationality and detachment” was not used at all. Within the FHM only code 3 “the technological” was used (100%). 
THM code 1 “patriotism and heroism” was mainly used by referring to the security of the nation, but also by hinting towards a discourse of sacrifice, by stating for instance “Those who stand ready to fight for what matters. No matter what” (GoArmy, 2019, and “There are those who stand forever ready, ready to defend the nation. Ready to fight for what matters, no matter what” and “The challenges facing the country, never stop. So neither does the U.S. army” (GoArmy, 2019, 00:02). These sentences could imply a readiness to die for the mission. The heroic element of THM code 1 was also touched upon: “Nobody know what problems tomorrow will bring, but we do know, who will solve it” and “We are U.S. army soldiers and through every win, every day—we make a difference” (GoArmy, 2019, 00:20). THM code 3 “the physical” was mainly used by referring to the training that soldiers undergo: “We train, adapt, and get smarter... every soldier, every unit, every day” and “We're highly trained, adaptable and ready for anything” (GoArmy, 2019, 00:07). THM code 2 “rationality and detachment” was not found in the narration.
Within the FHM category, only code 3 “the technological” was found. There were no references to the benefits of being employed by the U.S. national army, nor about cooperation and interdependence. An example of narration that was coded as FHM 3 “the technological” is: “Our team is made up of doctors, lawyers, engineers, scientists” (GoArmy, 2019, 00:14). This can be interpreted as a slight nudge towards the technological as it implies the non-physical element that can entail being part of the army. Furthermore, the narration mentions that the army wants to “not keep up with change, but drive it” (GoArmy, 2019, 00:17). This can be interpreted in multiple ways, but it seems to refer to the technological development for tools of war. 

[bookmark: _Toc11833626][bookmark: _Toc11935685]Visual 
When looking at the visual without sound, it appears that just like on level of speech, THM codes are projected the most, albeit less extreme than on the level of speech. Looking at all the scenes that were coded, 68.4% were coded as THM and 31.6% as FHM. Of the THM codes, code 3 “the physical” was used the most (69.2%), followed by THM code 1“patriotism and heroism” (30.8%). THM code 2 of “rationality and detachment” was not used at all. Of the FHM codes, code 3 “the technological” was used the most (83.3%), followed by code 2 “cooperation and interdependence” (16.7%). Code 1 “occupational benefits and lesser valued tasks” was not used at all. 
THM code 3 “the physical” was used the most. All scenes of the video are situated outdoors, showing people in combat gear either running, standing, aiming and\or shooting arms (see e.g., GoArmy, 2019, 00:02, 00:08). The importance of the physical also became clear in the way that people are filmed, framed in such a way that their entire body is visible. There were also scenes that showed people in combat gear in a tank, loading a gun, looking through a sniper scope while featuring explosions in the background. Hence, the physicality of being part of the army was heavily emphasized in the video, and seems to be a salient issue that needs to be conveyed to the viewer. THM code 1 “patriotism and heroism” was projected most clearly by the text that appeared on the screen at the end and beginning of the video, stating: “WARRIORS WANTED- do you have that it takes to walk the path of an #ArmyWarrior?” (GoArmy, 2019, 00:01). This implies that the U.S. army might want to project the image that being part of the army, means being a warrior, and wants to recruit by projecting a heroic image. Furthermore, the video has scenes of men in full combat clothes, marching towards the camera, carrying the American flag (GoArmy, 2019, 00:11). This could refer to patriotism, as the soldier is doing its job first and foremost for the country. Hence, rather than mobilizing recruits with for instance the ‘Feminized’ counterpart of THM code 1 by referring to “occupational benefits”, patriotism and heroism seem to be the preferred critical juncture through which potential recruits are mobilized. Lastly, there is a scene featuring a soldier holding a young girl while strapped into harness, ready be evacuated by being pulled into the air into the helicopter (GoArmy, 2019, 00:04). This scene was coded THM code 1 because the soldier is being heroic, saving the child. 
FHM code 3 “the technological” was shown in scenes featuring computer screens with surveillance footage or maps. However, this code was never used on its own, but always in combination with THM code 3 “the physical.” An example would be a scene that shows a person behind a computer screen, typing and looking at a map, while wearing a full camouflage combat outfit (GoArmy, 2019, 00:15). Or, a person would be featured standing in a lab wearing a white lab coat, injecting some type of fluid into a test tube, while wearing a camouflage combat jacket underneath (GoArmy, 2019, 00:17). Hence, the THM code 3 “the physical” and FHM code 3 “the technological” seem to be used as a hybrid combination of both by making the non-physical appear physical. FHM code 2 “cooperation and interdependence” was challenging to classify, as scenes that featured people working together (and being codependent), were set in combat situations. My interpretation of these scenes is that they seemed more aimed at portraying a warrior-like brotherhood and emphasis on the physical by for instance carrying each other over their shoulder and passing arms, rather than cooperation (GoArmy, 2019, 00:06).Therefore, I have decided to code most of these scenes as THM code 1 “heroism and patriotism” and/or THM code 3 “the physical”. FHM code 1 “occupational benefits and lesser valued tasks” was not used at all.

[bookmark: _Toc11833627][bookmark: _Toc11935686]Audio 
The audio of the video seemed to play an important role in the video, as there was not a lot of narration. The music of the video featured trumpets playing and drums, and reminded of music that one would expect at official state affairs, such as Memorial Day. Therefore, I have coded it as THM as it seems to refer to the “heroism and patriotism” sub-code of THM. 

[bookmark: _Toc10121750][bookmark: _Toc11833628][bookmark: _Toc11935687]Discussion 
The previous section has established that in general, the U.S. national army has used mostly THM codes, whereas CACI and Constellis used most FHM codes. However, the results also showed a more complex account of how both ‘Traditional’ and ‘Feminized’ notions of hegemonic masculinity were used; sometimes the codes overlapped or contradicted, and were used with different levels of consistency on the different units of analysis. The following section aims to contextualize and put the results into perspective. First, it will shortly revisit the research question and draw from the theoretical framework to discuss the results and evaluate the hypotheses. At the end of the chapter there will be a critical reflection of the results and the analysis. 
This thesis aims to answer the question of how the privatization of security has influenced the respective ways in which both the public and private actors in the security industry mobilize masculinity. This question stems from the notion that the literature on masculinity and the military has treated the relation between the two as self-evident. Therefore, the increasing privatization of conflict and the advent of PMSCs begs the question of if, and how this relation still stands and what role PMSCs and the national army take in this new dynamic of private as well as public involvement in conflict. The literature on this topic has showed a contradictory trend in aiming to explain the evolving connection between masculinity – and military institutions that the privatization of security has brought about; whereas some scholars argue that privatization has led to a re-masculinization of the national army, and an outsourcing of ‘feminized tasks’ to PMSCs, others argue that due to increasing international norms such as UN 1325 a feminization of the national army has come about, and the PMSCs have masculinized in order for the army to meet these new norms. A third possibility is that both strands of literature are somewhat right, and that public as well as private actors are mobilizing with both ‘Traditional’ as well as ‘Feminized’ notions of masculinity . In the theoretical framework the ontological underpinnings of this thesis were established, which argued that masculinity is a plural and hybrid concept. Hegemonic masculinity is the contingent, cultural ideal, and the coming about of hegemony goes together with co-optation and appropriation of lesser kinds of masculinities and femininities. Moreover, masculinity is (re)created at the personal, institutional as well as the ideational level. Organizations can therefore play an important role in the (re)creation of masculinity as organizations can mobilize a specific type of masculinity through representation and valorization in their recruitment materials. 

[bookmark: _Toc10121751][bookmark: _Toc11833629][bookmark: _Toc11935688]Hypothesis I: Re-masculinization National Army and Feminization PMSCs
Hypothesis I entails that the national army mobilizes potential recruits with traditional, hegemonic masculine ideals, whereas the PMSCs mobilize recruits with more feminized notions. This hypothesis stems from the idea that the national army outsources the lesser valued, feminine tasks to the private security sector, as this particular labor division preserves the hegemonic identity of the U.S. soldier as a masculine, superior fighter in time of downscaling the U.S. army (Barker, 2015). Hence, PMSCs are instrumental in performing the more feminized tasks, in order for the national army to perform the more traditional masculine tasks (Chrisholm, 2014). The results have shown that there is reason to believe that the U.S. army mainly mobilizes potential recruits with traditional notions of hegemonic masculinity in their recruitment videos. The consistency of the projection of traditional hegemonic masculine codes over the different units of analysis is high. These findings seem to be in line with hypothesis I that assumes a re-masculinization of the national army. 
The results of CACI and Constellis also seem to be in line with what one would expect based on the ‘feminization of PMSCs’ hypothesis; both contractors were similar in that they both used more feminized codes than traditional masculine codes. Hence, the suggestion that PMSCs mobilize potential recruits with feminized hegemonic masculine codes seem to be supported by the results of the content analysis. However, there are also some less clear-cut results that do not neatly fit with hypothesis I. For the national army the two most important deviant findings are the omission THM code 2 “rationality and detachment”, and the considerable use of FHM code 3 “the technological.” For the PMSCs the most important irregular result that does not seem to fit with hypothesis I is the considerable difference between the results of CACI and Constellis, despite the case selection’s aim of selecting two typical cases that are similar. The following section will discuss these puzzling results and provide possible explanations, first for the U.S. national army, and then for the PMSCs. 
One of the puzzling results was that THM code 2 “rationality and detachment” was not found at any level of analysis for the national army. This is surprising because the literature on masculinity and the military as crucial site of (re)production of masculinity strongly suggests that rationality and detachment is an incremental part of traditional hegemonic masculinity (Eichler 2012, Goldstein 2001; Hearn, 2012; Fletcher, 2003). A possible reason for the omission of this code in the results could be that “rationality and detachment” might be in contradiction with THM code 1 “heroism and patriotism”. THM code 1 entails, next to patriotism and heroism, also the notion of brotherhood and the idea of the Enlighted nation. Thus, the U.S. national army might want to attract recruits by referring to brotherhood. It is conceivable that even though rationality and detachment, as well as brotherhood are both part of THM, they nonetheless cannot be used simultaneously. The reason that these codes might not work well together is because mobilizing recruits with the feeling and emotion of brotherhood and nationhood might contradict too strongly with rationality and detachment. Thus, it could be that within the traditional hegemonic masculine sub-codes there exists some level of incompatibility which makes that even though all sub-codes are part of the same bloc, they cannot be used simultaneously. A possible explanation for why the literature suggests rationality and detachment nonetheless, is that detachment could be an outcome of socialization in military institutions, rather than one of the critical junctures through which masculinity is mobilized in recruitment. A second explanation for the omission of THM code 2 could be that it hints towards evidence of the strand of literature that suggests that the changing role of the military begs for a different type of masculinity, and that in combination with changing international norms the value of rationality and detachment might become irreconcilable with the role the army must perform. This finding is line with authors like Mannitz (2011) and Joachim & Schneiker (2015), who argue that the increasingly complex, and contradictory roles the national army must perform in conflict can be at odds with traditional, hegemonic notions of masculinity. 
Another puzzling result that did not necessarily fit with hypothesis I is the simultaneous use of FHM code 3 “the technological” and THM code 3 “the physical.” This co-optation was most evident on the visual unit of analysis. An example would be the scene where a person working in a lab is wearing a white lab coat, while also wearing a full camouflage outfit underneath it. Another example would be a person sitting behind computer, while wearing camouflage clothing. Thus, quite literal, the soldier is wearing different layers of clothing, which might be representative of the conflicting tasks a soldier must perform (fighter, protector scientist). These findings could lend force to authors that suggest that the national army is under increasing pressure to meet sometimes conflicting demands of taking multiple roles upon them (Woordward, 2017; Joachim & Schneiker). 
However, it is also possible that the simultaneous use of THM code 3 “the physical” and FHM code 3 “the technological” point towards the process of co-opting or appropriating the technological to become part of the traditional, hegemonic masculine bloc. The contemporary dynamic where the technological is becoming increasingly more important than the physical, and the co-optation of this theme by the army, might be exemplary for what Demitriou (2001) calls the constant hybridization and appropriation of elements from other masculinities “that makes the hegemonic bloc capable of reconfiguring itself and adapting to the specificities of new historical conjunctures” (p. 348). Historical juncture being the growing importance of the technological, and the weakened significance of the physical. However, this does not seem to make, as Winslow & Dunn (2001) suggest, the link between the physicality of masculinity less relevant. The national military seems to go at length the keep the link between the physical and traditional masculine intact. The results shows that the national army seems careful not to fully replace the physical by the technological, by not taking away the physical element in the visual, and by adding the technological. The simultaneous use of both codes could be seen as a step towards the process of “the technological” becoming completely or partly co-opted as part of THM. This might be exemplary of the process of creating hegemony as described by Demitriou (2001), who states that it is a process of hybridization, re-negotiation and appropriation. Or, as Hearn & Collinson (2005) would describe it, changing the face of the masculine bloc while keeping the structure intact. To conclude, in general one could argue that these findings are in line with the notion that the mobilization of traditional notions of masculinity by the national army are resistant to change (Goldstein, 2001; Higate & Hopton, 2005), but that the national military might also selectively appropriates characteristics of the feminine to gain legitimacy, adapt to historical junctures, and reconstruct what hegemonic masculinity entails (Hondagneu-Sotelo and Messner, 1994, p.215). 
In contrast to the national army, CACI and Constellis mostly exhibited FHM codes. This finding might be proof that there exists some level of complementarity between the type of masculinity that is mobilized in order to recruit by the private and public security sector, as suggested by hypothesis I. These findings are in line with authors like Stachowitsch (2015), who proposes to understand the gendered dimension of PMSCs as interaction between global market and the state, and conceptualizes a relational dynamic between the state and private military. Furthermore, the main projection FHM of codes by the private contractors could be supportive of the idea that PMSCs might perform the more ‘feminized’ tasks, which leaves room for the national army to perform the more culturally idealized version of hegemonic masculinity (Chrisholm 2014; Barker 2015). As a result of this division of tasks, the national army does not have to mobilize recruits using FHM codes, as these are outsourced to the private sector. Thus, as Cerjan (2005) suggests, the dynamic of outsourcing particular feminized tasks to the private sphere legitimizes the shrunken down national army because the tasks that are not in line with the soldier in combat are performed by private contractors. 
However, there were also less straightforward results that cannot be explained by hypothesis I. The most important deviant finding is the difference between CACI and Constellis. Even though both CACI and Constellis projected mostly FHM codes, there seems to be quite a difference between the contractors. CACI is more consistent in the use of FHM codes over all units of analysis than Constellis. CACI emphasizes the occupational benefits that come with working for CACI and very clearly communicates their corporate identity. Furthermore, CACI frames their corporation in humanitarian terms, by stating that they are doing the ‘ethical’, emphasizing integrity, and ‘doing the right thing’. Constellis on the contrary projects relatively more THM codes than CACI, and seems to refer more to ideational values, rather than  practical and institutional ideals. Constellis video is in many ways quite similar to that of the national army; both videos have little speech, and when looking at the visual unit of analysis, Constellis is also very similar to the national army in co-opting the technological, while strongly linking it to the physical. Exemplary of the difference between CACI and Contellis is the fact that most scenes in Constellis video are set outdoors. The scenes of Constellis video that were depicted indoors, such as people in a classroom, would also feature props like weapons and helmets. Hence, the visual link to “the physical” theme seems ever apparent. In CACI’s video on the contrary most scenes are in office settings, featuring people in business attire. 
The difference between both contractors could be indicative of the considerable variation between PMSCs in general with regards to what type of masculinity they project, regardless of their similarity in agent-principle relation, size, and type of tasks that they offer. This difference could also be explained based on the nature of the contemporary contracts that CACI and Constellis have with the U.S. government. Whereas CACI landed a 5 year, 50 bln dollar contract in 2018 to provide the U.S. government with integrated information technology solutions, (marketwatch, 2018, para.1), Constellis has been awarded a 5 year, 900 mln dollar contract to provide the U.S. government with special operations command and mission support for the DoD (Constellis, 2016, para.1). Based on the nature of these contracts one could argue that CACI is currently focusing more on cybersecurity, intelligence and business systems, whereas the nature of Constellis contract might be more in the realm of being physically involved in conflict. Thus, the different nature of CACI’s and Constellis contract might explain why, regardless of their similarity, the contractors still mobilize prospective recruits with different notions of masculinity. A last possible explanation for the difference between CACI and Constellis is that PMSCs are notorious for their fast change in corporate identity, also referred to as ‘rebranding.’ An example would be the infamous ‘Blackwater’, that changed their name to ‘Xe’ after multiple scandals, which later turned into to ‘Academi’, which is currently part of Constellis (Carter, 2019, para. 4). The fast amount of merges, acquisitions and administrative reconstructions among the actors in the private security industry might also explain why it is challenging to pinpoint the corporate identity of a private contractor (especially over time). This could explain why in spite of the careful case selection and similarities between CACI and Constellis, they still showed different results. 

[bookmark: _Toc10121752][bookmark: _Toc11833630][bookmark: _Toc11935689]Hypothesis II: Feminization National Army and Masculinization PMSCs
Hypothesis II entails that the national army projects or appeals to recruits with feminized hegemonic codes, whereas the private contractors appeal to recruits with traditional hegemonic notions of masculinity. This hypothesis stems from the suggestion that the combination of increased international norms and complex demands that are put on national armies (Mannitz, 2011), are a push towards the feminization of the national army. In order for the army to perform these tasks, the less accepted forms of masculinity are outsourced to the private sector, suggesting that this makes it a highly masculinized industry (Chrishom, 2015). The results of this thesis do not show evidence for a feminization of the national army, nor for the masculinization of the PMSCs. Even though CACI used some THM codes, this was mostly in context of presenting their corporation as a supporter of the U.S. army. Constellis also used some THM codes, but overall the majority of projection was with FHM codes. Hence, it seems that based on this research, unlike suggested by authors such as Morgan (1990), there does not seem to be evidence for an erosion of the mobilization of recruits with a heroic warrior-like masculinity by the national army. Furthermore, no evidence was found that suggests that private military contractors mainly appeal to recruits with a highly masculinized ideal (Sperling, 2009). The few outliers of the overall trend that do seem to fit with hypothesis II will be discussed below. 
The U.S. national army occasionally used FHM code 2 “cooperation and interdependence” and FHM code 3 “the technological.” However, this was so little compared to the use of THM codes that it does not seem to be sufficient evidence to support hypothesis II. Interestingly, FHM code 1 “occupational benefits and lesser valued tasks” was not used at all by the national army. A possible explanation that this particular code was not used by the national army could be that the contradiction between mobilizing recruits with occupational benefits, in combination with the overall traditional, hegemonic masculine message of patriotism and heroism is too strong. Conversely, appealing to the technological and ethical in combination with traditional masculine features might be possible without diluting the force of the overall message. Hence, mobilizing recruits with something so ‘mundane’ as occupational benefits could be too difficult to combine with the mobilization of ideational, abstract values such as the patriotism and heroism. 
In a similar vein as for the national army, little evidence found for the masculinization PMSCs. However, the PMSCs used some THM codes. For instance, CACI used THM code 1 “heroism and patriotism.” However, whereas the national army projected “heroism and patriotism” mostly on the ideational level, CACI referred to patriotism by mentioning that CACI supports the national army in providing national security, and mostly combined this theme with references to occupational benefits. Thus, the way “patriotism and heroism” was used to mobilize recruits seems to be more on the organizational / practical level, than on the ideational level. Therefore I would argue that CACI and the national army both mobilized with “heroism and patriotism”, albeit on a different level of abstraction; the organizational versus the ideational. Thus, when looking at the PMSCs videos it becomes apparent that the viewer does not get addressed based on abstract values, but rather on the practicality of what it means to work for the private contractor. 
There are multiple explanations possible why the PMSCs seem hesitant to use THM code 1 “patriotism and heroism.” First, it might be due to the fact that prospective employees can be third country nationals, and that therefore the ‘patriot theme’ might not work in a similar way as it would for the national army. As stated on CACI’s website, the contractor in some cases employs people that are non-U.S. citizens and do not possess a valid Greencard (CACI, 2019, para. 6). A second explanation could be that if one examines the workforce of PMSCs, it becomes evident that veterans account for a relatively large share of the workforce (Avant, 2005). As the veterans are no longer in service of the national government, they might be more inclined to be mobilized to work for a contractor through financial and occupational benefits, rather than ideational motives. This might also explain the lower level of abstraction on which the PMSCs mobilize, as they have clear (financial) benefits to offer; PMSCs employees can earn 10 times as much as employees for the national army (Singer, 2005, p.129). Conversely, the national army has less to offer (financially), and therefore might be forced to rely more heavily the mobilization of recruits at the abstract or ideational level. A last explanation could be that veterans already seem to know their way to the private contractors after they are no longer employed by the national government. Therefore, the PMSCs might be more inclined to put their recruitment efforts towards attracting for instance tech professionals, rather than people for combat / security tasks. This notion ties into the argument of Sharoni (2008) and Mannitz (2011), who argue that masculinities are constructed in militarized spaces, and therefore the soldier is actively constructed (Withworth, 2004). As most employees of PMSCs are veterans (Swed & Crosbie, 2019) one could argue that this process has already happened; the soldier is constructed prior to joining the PMSCs and therefore does not have to be constructed. 

[bookmark: _Toc10121753][bookmark: _Toc11833631][bookmark: _Toc11935690]Hypothesis III: Hybrid Projection by Both actors of THM and FHM 
Hypothesis III entails that both the national army and PMSCs use ‘Traditional’ and ‘Feminized Hegemonic Masculine’ codes interchangeably. This hypothesis stems from the notion that both hypothesis I and II are partly correct, and that the national army and PMSCs can best be seen as part of a changing bloc of hegemonic masculinity that uses both codes interchangeably. For this hypothesis sparse proof was found in the results. Even though all actors used both codes, it is evident that the U.S. national army relied more heavily on THM codes, whereas the PMSCs used more FHM codes. Therefore, I would argue that the suggestion in the literature (Barker 2009; Chrisholm 2014; Via 2010, Higate 2011) that privatization of the military can be seen as an interplay of both subordinate and hegemonic masculinities seems to find some merit with the results, but cannot not be fully accepted. Next to the aforementioned clear preference of the public and private actors for the specific code, there were also some other results that did not seem to fit straightforward with this hypothesis. There are two main deviant findings: First, the results of the private contractors seem to fit hypothesis III better than the results of the national army, as the PMSCs use the THM and FHM codes more interchangeably than the national army. Second, not all ‘Feminized’ sub-codes got co-opted equally, but FHM code 3 “the technological” was used the most. These findings will be further discussed in the following paragraph. 
The hypothesis that both the national army as well as the PMSCs use hybrid forms of THM as well as FHM codes seems to apply more to CACI and Constellis, both of which use the THM and FHM codes more simultaneous and interchangeably that the national army. Even though the U.S. army used some FHM codes, the national army seems to be very selective in which sub-codes to use, and always accompanies the use of ‘Feminized’ codes with ‘Traditional Hegemonic’ codes. Another interesting finding is that not all FHM sub-codes were co-opted equally, but that especially FHM code 3 “the technological” got used a lot by all actors. These findings are partly in line with authors that argue that the increased reliance and use of technology and the emergence of so called ‘clinical’ wars could weaken the relevance of the relation between the physicality of masculinity and the military (see e.g., Winslow & Dunn 2001; Hables- Gray 1997), as the distance between the soldier and means of destruction is increased (Morgan, 1994). However, even though the increased importance of technology is evident in the videos, this does not seem to go together with the suggested weakened relevance of the physicality of traditional notions of masculinity. Therefore I would conclude that sparse evidence was found for the hypothesis that the national army and PMSCs can be seen as part of the changing bloc of hegemonic masculinity that use both ‘Traditional’ and ‘Feminized’ code interchangeably. However, as the PMSCs used both ‘ Traditional’ and ‘Feminized’ codes interchangeably, one could argue that there is a general hybridization of the mobilization of masculinity by private security actors.

[bookmark: _Toc10121754][bookmark: _Toc11833632][bookmark: _Toc11935691]Unexpected Findings 
In addition to the findings generated through the content analysis with lead - and sub-codes, I detected patterns that are rather unexpected and surprising. The most relevant unexpected finding is that there seems to be an element of intersectionality with how masculinity and race are depicted. Yet, it manifests itself differently in the PMSCs than in the U.S. national army. In the videos of the PMSCs Caucasian men are mainly featured in scenes that project THM code 1 “patriotism and heroism” and THM code 3 “the physical”, whereas people of color (POC) are featured in scenes projecting FHM code 1 “lesser valued tasks.” In the video of the U.S. national army Caucasian men are mainly featured in scenes that project FHM code 3 “the technological”, whereas people of color are featured in scenes that project THM code 3 “the physical.” 
An example of this observation would be that in the video of Constellis, Caucasian men are mostly featured in combat gear and roles, which was subsequently coded as either THM code 1 “patriotism and heroism” and/or THM code 3 “the physical”, whereas people of color seemed disproportionately featured in roles such as warehouse worker, which was coded as FHM code 1 “lesser valued tasks.” For CACI a similar divide was found, albeit with gender. In CACI’s video the scenes that would depict people performing office tasks or socializing, were usually played by women. These scenes were subsequently coded as either FHM 1 “lesser valued tasks” or FHM 2 “cooperation and interdependence.” Furthermore, the male voice overs were mostly referring to THM codes (e.g. Patriotism), whereas the female voices were referring to FHM codes (eg. Work-life balance, friendly corporate culture). For the U.S. national army a similar divide as in Constellis video could be found, albeit the other way around. In the video of the U.S. national army people of color were disproportionately featured in combat role, which was coded as THM code 1 “patriotism and heroism” and/or THM code 3 “the physical”. Caucasian men were featured disproportionately in the more technological, less physical role, albeit whilst wearing combat outfits but without actively (physically) partaking, which was subsequently coded as FHM code 3 “the technological.” 
Hence, it seems that the dynamics of who gets mobilized and portrayed for what particular role within the military institution or corporation, is also a salient. This finding might be indicative of what the literature refers to as the process of the coming about of a hegemonic hybrid bloc that goes hand in hand with reproducing a system of gendered, raced and sexual inequalities (see e.g., Bridges & Pascoe 2014; Eichler 2015). As these findings indicate that who gets portrayed in the combat role seems to intersect with race, future research could look into how the bio-politics of sacrifice might play out differently in the private and public sphere. 

[bookmark: _Toc11833633][bookmark: _Toc11935692][bookmark: _Toc10121755]Critical Reflection 
The following section will critically reflect on the results and the discussion of the results. Four main points will be discussed; the reach and content creator of the videos, the possibility of interaction with the videos and lasty the creation of the code. 
The U.S. army does not make their own YouTube commercials, but outsources it to another party. Even though the ‘Go Army’ YouTube channels belongs to the U.S. national army, the content is created by Army Marketing and Research Group. This corporation conducts marketing analysis as well as “accessions analysis to ensure unity of effort and cost effectiveness in the marketing of the Army” (Asamara, 2019, para. 1). Furthermore, the Army Marketing and Research Group develops marketing strategies to “motivate the most qualified candidates” to join the army, and informs the American citizens of their options to join the army (Asamara, 2019, para. 2). Because the U.S. national army is not completely in charge of their recruitment videos, it is possible that there exists some sort of disparity between the institutional identity of the army and the identity conveyed in the videos. Thus, one should be hesitant to see the videos as an exact mirror image of what the army might want to convey to their recruits. Secondly, the army has many different departments that are known to have different identities and affiliations (Brown, 2012). The videos that were analyzed were from the U.S. national army general recruitment YouTube account (GoArmy). Therefore, it is possible that when one would look at a specific branch of the military one might get different results than the one showed in the previous chapter. Third, there is some disparity between the reach of the videos of the PMSCs and the U.S. army. Whereas the U.S. national army and Constellis have between 30.000 and 40.000 views, CACI has only 7.151 views. Furthermore, the interaction with the viewer of the videos is quite different. Whereas Constellis has an open comment section, the comment sections of the U.S. national army and CACI are closed. Therefore, it is good to keep in mind that these videos might reach different amounts of potential recruits, and some viewers are able to interact with their future employer by commenting on the videos, whereas other might not. This could affect the way the message is received by the potential recruits. Lastly, the decision to put the element of “the technological” and the non-physical in the FHM lead code has heavily influenced the outcome of the results. This is relevant because if “the technological” were to be part of the THM lead code, the results would show that both CACI and Constellis also projected the majority with THM codes rather than FHM codes. Therefore, I urge future scholarship to further explore and conceptualize the changing relation between traditional notions of masculinity and the physical. 

[bookmark: _Toc10121756][bookmark: _Toc11833634][bookmark: _Toc11935693]Conclusion
Based on the results of this case study, there seems to be no proof that the privatization of security brought about a feminization of the national army, and a masculinization of PMSCs. The results suggest that the nexus between traditional hegemonic masculinity and the national army could still be alive and well. Furthermore, the results have pointed out that there seems to be some level of complementarity between the U.S. national army and the PMSCs with regards to the type of masculinity that is mobilized in order to recruit. Whereas the national army mainly uses THM codes, the PMSCs used mainly FHM codes. These findings are in line with hypothesis I. However, there also seems to be some proof for the general hybridization of private security actors, as both the PMSCs used THM as well as FHM codes. Thus, evidence for the hybridization hypothesis was found in the results of the PMSCs, and was most clearly observed by the simultaneous use of FHM code 3 “the technological” in combination with THM codes. This might be indicative of the process of the technological becoming part of the traditional, hegemonic masculine bloc. 
In the unexpected findings I noticed that there seems to be an intersectional element to the co-optation of FHM codes, which plays out differently in the national army than for the PMSCs. Whereas in the national army POC are disproportionately featured in combat roles, and Caucasian people more in non-physical jobs, Constellis disproportionately featured Caucasian people in combat roles and POC in office/ warehouse settings. This might point towards the idea that the notion of what the hegemonic, culturally idealized version of masculinity is, might not only be contingent and culturally determined, but might also differ in the public and private realm.
In the future one might see that the complementarity between the national army and the PMSCs with regards to what type of masculinity they mobilize in order to recruit, will continue to exist. It is evident that PMSCs are an important tool for the military (Avant, 2005), and that the U.S. national army has grown dependent on PMSCs. The integration of private security actors in militarized spaces could also manifest itself more clearly by the mobilization of specific (gendered) values by public and private actors that are imperative for the involvement in conflict. Even though I suspect that the complementarity between public and private security actors is here to stay, it is possible that the face or the look of it might change. As argued in the theoretical framework, the culturally idealized version of a specific type of masculinity is hybrid and contingent (Demitriou 2001; Messner 2007; Hearn & Collinson 2005). However, I do think that the publicly accepted and cheered upon version of masculinity will remain in the realm of the national army, whereas the lesser valued version of masculinity will be performed by the PMSCs. One of the reason that this divide might persist as such is that employees of private contractors earn more than the government could pay (Singer, 2005), therefore PMSCs are more flexible because they can mobilize on occupational benefits, whereas the government is restrained and therefore might continue to mobilize on more ideational, abstract values, among which traditional notions of masculinity. 
Lastly, this thesis has showed that even though there seems to be some co-optation of both ‘Traditional’ and ‘Feminized’ codes, which could be indicative of the emergence of a hybrid form between THM and FHM, this change seems to be careful and slow. Furthermore, this dynamic seems to be more prevalent in the private contractors than in the national army. Therefore I suspect that the in the future one might see that the full co-optation of a ‘Feminized’ sub-code is proceeded by a long period of simultaneous use. In time, FHM code 3 of “the technological” might even replace THM code 3 of “the physical” , as the importance of the physical as aspect of the traditional, hegemonic masculine ideal might continue to decline. 





[bookmark: _Toc11935694]Chapter IV: Conclusion

This thesis set out to answer the question of how the privatization of security has affected the ways in which both public and private actors in the security industry mobilize masculinity. The research question stemmed from contradictory explanations emanating from the literature on masculinity and the privatization of security, which offered different ways of proposing what roles national armies and private contractors have taken in reaction to this contemporary dynamic. Whereas some scholars have argued that privatization has brought about a feminization of the national army and a masculinization of private contractors, others have argued that this is exactly the other way around and that the national army has re-masculinized and the PMSCs have feminized. This contradiction has formed the basis for the hypotheses and has been an important theme throughout this thesis. 
In order to answer this question a comparative case study was done, which compared YouTube recruitment videos of private contractors to videos of the U.S. national army. This approach was chosen because of the assertion that recruitment is an important site of (re)production of masculinity, as well as an indicator for corporate identity. The results were structured along two main codes: ‘Traditional’ and ‘Feminized’ Hegemonic Masculinity. The analytical chapter has pointed out that some evidence was found in support of the thesis of the re-masculinization of the national army and feminization of PMSC. In the discussion section it was therefore argued that this overall trend in the data might be reflective of a re-masculinization of the national army, and a feminization of the PMSCs. The codes used to analyze the recruitment messages furthermore revealed that especially the PMSCs used both feminized and traditional masculine codes interchangeably, which might be indicative of a general hybridization of the mobilization of masculinity by private security contractors. Among the unexpected results was the observation that the internal division of tasks might intersect with race, which seemed to have a different manifestation in the videos of the U.S. national army than in the videos of the PMSCs. 
As mentioned throughout this thesis, there are some limitations to this research. One of the limitations is that this thesis has studied recruitment but did not concern itself with how the message might resonate with recruits. Therefore the results of this study should be interpreted accordingly, as only the ‘supply-side’ of the message was studied. A second limitation is that the U.S. national army has outsourced the creation of recruitment videos for their official YouTube page to a third party. Therefore, it is possible that there is some discrepancy between the message that the national army might want to convey, and the message that is conveyed in the actual video. Lastly, the choice to create the code in such a way that “the technological” is part of FHM lead-code has greatly affected my results, as both private contractors mostly used this particular sub-code of FHM. This means that if I were to have chosen to conceptualize “the technological” as belonging to THM instead, the results would have shown that both PMSCs used more THM codes than FHM codes. Hence, I suggest further theoretical research on the exploration and conceptualization of the changing relation between masculinity and the physical, in order to establish more clearly where on the spectrum between feminine and masculine the ‘technological’ fits best. Nonetheless, this thesis has been able to draw a systematic comparison between type of masculinity that is mobilized in order to recruit by the U.S. national army and the PMSCs, and has revealed empirical patterns that are indicative of some level of complementarity between the types of masculinity that are used in order to recruit by the U.S. national army and the PMSCs. Therefore, this thesis could be used as a basis for future scholarship on the respective ways in which both the public and private actors in the security industry mobilize masculinity.
Future research might focus on countries with a less traditional, hegemonic notion of masculinity in the national army, such as Sweden. This type of research could provide more insight in if the proposed complementarity of masculinity that is mobilized between the national army and private contractors as suggested by this thesis, also exists in different cultural contexts. Furthermore, as masculinities are in constant flux, it would be interesting to gain more insight in how the dynamic between the national army and private contractors with regards to what masculinity they mobilize might be evolving. Therefore, I would suggest longitudinal research focusing on one or multiple countries and their respective private security sector, to identify which factors might be of importance in changing or maintaining the given dynamic. Another angle that one could take is more in-depth research which takes into account how the mobilization of masculinity resonates with recruits. This would be interesting as it not only looks at the supply side of the message, but also at the interaction with the message recipients. One way of doing this could be an analysis of the interaction that PMSCs and the national army have with their followers in the comment sections of YouTube, Twitter, and/or Instagram. Lastly, I encourage other researchers to further explore the internal division of tasks of private contractors vis-à-vis that of national armies, as this seems to intersect with race. As mentioned in the unexpected findings of this thesis, it might be that this intersectional element manifests itself differently in the public and private realm. Further research could explore if this trend can be found in other private contractors and national armies as well. 
To conclude and as mentioned in the introduction, the findings of this thesis are a relevant contribution to the body of literature on the privatization of security and masculinity. On the one hand the results of this thesis confirm the sturdiness of the link between traditional notions of masculinity and the national army, while on the other hand it shows that this link between security actors and traditional hegemonic notions of masculinity might appear differently in private contractors. This might be indicative of how the privatization of security could affect the respective ways in which both public and private security actors mobilize and redefine social constructs of masculinity. With the rise of PMSCs as central actors in conflict, this is crucial information for our understanding of both the security industry and out society at large. 
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