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I. Scientific Background
Many Western societies find themselves at a critical juncture as they navigate political struggles and ideological polarization regarding social equality. At this juncture, conservative and liberal currents have been clashing for several decades, each proposing alternative models of gendered identities (Ely and Kimmel 2018; Knights and Pullen 2019; Pecis and Priola 2019; Frenkel 2023). This study examines how these cultural clashes are interpreted by those with power in tech organizations in two cultural contexts. 
Currently, in what some refer to as the postliberal age, the ethics of social equality are under an unprecedented attack (Deneen 2019; Nelson 2019). Many countries, including the U.S., Russia, Hungary, Poland, and Israel, are experiencing both societal and governmental reactions to previously accepted ideologies of equality (Revers 2023). In post- or illiberal populist regimes (as in Hungary and Poland), the politics of gender equality functions as a unifying symbol for all that is seen as problematic with liberalism. Family mainstreaming and opposition to women’s rights serve as the backbone of the illiberal ideology (Grzebalska and Pető 2018; Dietze and Roth 2020). In the U.S., these cultural clashes culminated with the 2016 election of Donald Trump, who sought to reconstitute the traditional social order, reviving a traditional, imagined machismo version of masculinity (Ferree 2001; Hochschild 2018; Dignam and Rohlinger 2019; Schwarz 2023; Hammer 2023). Another high point in the U.S. struggle was reached in 2023, when its Supreme Court overturned the constitutional right to an abortion and ended affirmative action in college admissions (Lamont 2023). 
With regard to issues of gender and sexuality, Adriane Daub (2024) analyzes the global expansion of the cancel culture beyond the U.S., in West European countries, as moral panic among not only conservative but also left-leaning individuals, and shows that the global preoccupation with the issue has turned into embattled liberalism. Thus, feminist or LGBT struggles are labeled as crusades and the opposition to them is manifested in different local ways. In France, for example, the protest is against “le wokism”, in the UK it is against the “loony left”, and in Germany the focus is on opposing gender studies. 
Such unsettled times are also evident in the Israeli context, where an extreme rightwing coalition has adopted an explicitly antiliberal and anti-genderism agenda (Frenkel 2023; Herzberg-Druker 2023). As part of the attempted judicial overhaul and financed by American-Jewish doners, for example through the Kohelet Policy Forum, these process has resulted in pushing women out of the top managements of state organizations and ministries (Dori 2023). 
The social crises in Israel have become intensified and radicalized. Ever since October 7, 2023, a terrible war has been waged, unsettling social realities and deepening divisions and conflicts in practically every aspect of national sociopolitical life. War affects women and men in various ways, with issues of power, gender, ethics, and morality playing central roles. It is still difficult to predict the nature of the postwar gender order, but the war will clearly be central to the findings of the proposed study. For example, it is already evident that the prolonged war strengthens anti progressive, nationalist, militarist and hyper-masculine trends, and may therefore increase social and gender inequalities, which are widening as it is (Karazi-Presler and Sasson-Levy 2024). 
[bookmark: _Hlk146540682][bookmark: _Hlk147149467]Given that organizations are major contexts in which cultural meanings are shaped and materialize (Swidler 2023), these attacks on ethics of social equality require an empirical examination of how they trickle down into organizational life, and what cultural shape does this process take in the U.S. and in Israel. Accordingly, the proposed study offers a comparative examination of perceptions of gender equality ethics among women and men in tech work environments presumed to be characterized by egalitarian ethics. 
The relevance of the tricking down of cultural wars into tech organizations draws on the preliminary results from pilot interviews with 15 male managers in high-tech corporations concerning ethics of gender equality in the workplace. While the respondents defined themselves as change agents committed to equality, they also viewed the related cultural dynamics as progressing too far. They spoke about the ways these macro cultural dynamics produced inconvenience with workplace constraints, reflected in their perceived lack of freedom and need to be on guard, leading them to compromise their authenticity to maintain political correctness – all in order to not be perceived as immoral, misogynistic, or even violent men. The interviewees perceived political correctness as an important standard, but also as an imposed agenda that has a negative effect on their ability to enjoy work.  Revealing a sociological drama characterized by tension between their declared moral commitment to equality and simultaneous sense of moral threat, their responses pointed to the importance of understanding how macro forces were interpreted at the organizational and subjective level. 
[bookmark: _Hlk146613089]I will investigate the strategies participants use to deal with these cultural countertrends at work and analyze the tensions between ideology and practice as manifested in the organizational day-to-day. Specifically, this research will be informed by four main questions:
1. What interpretive schemes do the participants use regarding ethics of gender equality? 
2. What cultural-moral imperatives regarding gender equality are imposed on subjects in the two organizational contexts? For example, how is political correctness perceived, morally and emotionally? How is political correctness translated into daily language and practices? What forms does it take in the two cultural contexts?
3. Are there any gender differences in the discourse of justification and legitimation used by subjects regarding gender equality at work? 
4. How are the interviewees’ micro-level conceptions of gender equality translated into the meso level of organizational mechanisms?
The answers to these questions will contribute to a better understanding of how the discourse on ethics and gender is shaped in each organizational and cultural context, and how characteristics of social power and status, including gender, operate vis-à-vis exclusion and inclusion mechanisms in different work environments. Thus, the proposed research will de-transparentize elusive yet enduring forms of gender inequality. 
The proposed study both draws on and contributes to multiple theories: gender equality ethics in organizations, cultural sociology of morality, and femininities and masculinities in organizations. Together, these will enable an examination of how conceptions, practices, and interactions regarding gender equality at the micro level is informed by and inform those on the meso and macro levels of contemporary organizations. That is because perceptions of people in positions of power both reflect gendered power relations and produce gendered power relations. In addition, the analytic perspective of this study will enable deeper theoretical and empirical examination of cultural processes related to the persistence of gender inequality and the stalled gender revolution in contemporary organizations. 
The Ethics of Gender Equality in Organizations: From a Normative Approach to a Cultural Sociology of Morality
Whereas ethics refers to codes of behavior, morality refers more broadly to beliefs on how things should be in the human experience. We can therefore treat ethics as an operative dimension and morality as an ideological one in perceptions of justice and fairness (Mostafanezhad and Hannam 2016). This analytical distinction is important given the proposed study’s focus on interpretations of gender equality ethics in the organizational day-to-day, but also on moral imaginings regarding gender equality as shaped by individuals in different cultural and organizational contexts. 
Organizations are proud of themselves, argue Pullen and Rhodes (2015). Many are constantly busy declaring how ethical they are. Nowadays, ethics and accountability are seen as instruments of moral legitimation, particularly for large corporations. Shareholders pressure boards to increase diversity and equality, particularly in terms of gender (Rose and Bielby 2011). However, despite being well-intended, these pressures often result in depoliticization of social issues and instrumental profit calculations, detracting from the basic goal of ensuring social equality (Guenther 2009; Pullen and Rhodes 2015; Pullen and Vachhani 2021). 
The conventional organizational literature offers a normative view of ethics, focusing on managerial decision making and corporate social responsibility (Lindgreen and Swaen 2010; Cremer et al. 2010). Conversely, over the past three decades and more, the CMS approach has addressed the positioning of individuals as ethical subjects despite organizational conduct, addressing how organizations become contested environments (Rhodes and Wray-Bliss 2013). These two streams, the conventional and critical, express a tension: should ethics be considered an organizational issue (code of behavior) or an individual one (subjectification)? (Gherardi 2024). Within the critical current, an emerging feminist approach rethinks organizational social justice, referring to aspects of care, empathy, and relationality, as well as corporeal ethics. It emphasizes ethics that develop out of difference or social precarity, and experiences of exclusion and marginality (Kenny and Fotaki 2015; Pullen and Rhodes 2015; Fotaki and Harding 2017; Pullen and Vachhani 2021; Pullen and Rhodes 2022). These research lenses are particularly significant in broadening the conventional view of gender equality in organizations, because it represents a feminist alternative to the hegemonic perspective, whereas some consider feminist ethics as niche phenomenon relegated to a “ghetto” of marginal thinkers, mostly women (Pullen and Rhodes 2022; Gherardi 2024). 
Judith Butler (1988, 2005a) is one of the major scholars informing CMS regarding the analytical nexus between morality, ethics and gender. Following Foucault, she claims that gendered power is related to individuals’ sense of morality and humanity, together with gender norms. The ability to comply with social norms is significant because of the need to become intelligible and to be recognized as a subject. The subjection process follows heterosexual norms (Butler 2005a, 2005b). Subjects therefore find themselves trapped in a web of gender norms to be considered moral. Accordingly, Butler argues that the development of moral subjectivity always involves subordination effects (De Coster and Zanoni 2019). 
The proposed study relies on the CMS approach mainly because it offers a feminist sociopolitical perspective on organizational ethics. This approach is important mainly because it includes bodily, affective, and emotional aspects. However, this critical approach retains a normative aspect regarding power and gender equality and remains somewhat suspicious of the morality of the powerful. Therefore, to provide a comprehensive theoretical overview of conceptions of gender equality in organizations, I seek to challenge the dominant normativity assumption in this literature and avoid assessing the degree of ethics or morality of the men and women participants. Instead, I would like to delve into the subjects' deep story and to understand how things feel (Hochschild 2018), how subjects interpret their positions as managers in today's high-tech organizations, and how they describe and explain their current gendered social reality in their work environment. This reality, in turn, is laden with contradictions when it comes to cultural imperatives and gender equality ethics – what Gabriel Abend (2011) refers to as thick morality. I seek a profound understanding of how the subjects imagine themselves as moral beings, exploring what makes them feel worthy and deconstructing out of their phenomenology the moral pressures and risks they experience . 
The theoretical lenses of the cultural sociology of morality enable such an analysis, focusing on moral logics as a kind of cultural toolbox that varies across contexts (Lamont 1992, 2024; Boltanski and Thévenot 2006; Tavory 2011; Hitlin and Andersson 2015; Cohen and Dromi 2018; Avnoon et al. 2023). This toolbox contains meaning structures or discursive strategies through which we can examine how behaviors are perceived as constrained and enabled (Lamont et al. 2014). It will enable to trace discursive representations and interpretations regarding the ethics of gender equality at the current workplace, and different forms of moral self-regulation in that context. For example, Michèle Lamont (1992, 2000) compared perceptions of moral worth among individuals form the upper-middle and working classes in France and the U.S., examining how they were shaped by cultural repertoires and symbolic boundaries, and how these discursive boundaries created the conditions for the constitution of social boundaries. Such an investigation is significant particularly in the current unsettled times. Unsettled times have an empirical significance in the Israeli and U.S. context as suggested in the previous subsection, but at the same time the use of this term is analytically important for the present study. 
Ann Swidler (1986, 2023) referred to the meaning of unsettled times and showed how the cultural interpretive toolkit is becoming clearer when people feel they are in the midst of a conflict or crisis which requires a reorganization of their lives and the adoption of new ways of being. During unsettled times, when actors’ cultural repertoires do not contain the tools needed to address a given situation, this automatic process is replaced with more effortful, deliberate cognition (Cerulo 2010; Heimer 2001). In these moments, reflexivity emerges as culture becomes “explicit”, and likely also create behavioral change (Swidler 1986: 280). Indeed, the preliminary findings of this study shed light on the reflexive meaning of unsettled times among male subjects in the organizational day-to-day regarding the ethics of gender equality. 
	As a rule, in the cultural sociology of morality, the reference to gender as a moral question that varies across contexts has been neglected. Little is known about organizational and cultural differences in the gendered moral positioning of women and men at the workplace. The present study seeks to narrow this gap in the literature through the analytic combination with the body of knowledge on femininities and masculinities in organizations. 
[bookmark: _Hlk177048042]Informed by these analytical lenses, in a previous study on the phenomenology of power among women officers in the Israeli military, I showed how they constituted themselves as moral agents in the face of the delegitimization of their power as women using meaning structures such as moral boundary-work and self-positioning as authentic subjects. These discursive tools took shape within the military’s logic and normative gender repertoire as an extremely gendered organization. The officers’ interpretive toolbox reflected the type of gendered subjects produced by different organizational contexts (Karazi-Presler 2021). These findings led to the current research.
Femininities and Masculinities in Organizations: Broadening the Gaze Toward Making Sense of Unsettled Times
In examining ethics of gender equality in different organizational and cultural contexts, the present study contributes to the extensive literature on gender and organizations. The literature indicates an enduring gender inequality in access to material resources (Ridgeway 2011), and structural obstacles to women promotion (Acker 1990; Ridgeway 2011, 2015; Calás et al. 2014; Bell and Sinclair 2016). Much of this literature assumes that when women hold power, they experience a dilemma: unlike men, when they adopt behaviors identified with direct and confident leadership, they attract derogatory responses (Kanter 1977; Foschi 1996; Correll et al. 2020), often focused on their (lack of) sexuality, body, and private life (Beard 2017; Karazi-Presler 2021; Kenny and Fanchini 2023). Accordingly, their experience is often described using metaphors such as “labyrinth” (Carli 2001; Eagly and Carli 2007).
Over the past three decades, the study of gender and organizations has followed two main and interrelated directions: intersectionality and women’s agency. Regarding intersectionality (e.g. Crenshaw 1991; Fenstermaker and West 2002), a prevailing assumption has been that women’s power is not stable, but varies across social groups and sociocultural and organizational contexts (Acker 2006; Turco 2010; Anthias 2012; Hamilton et al. 2019). The theoretical emphasis on the complexity of inequality regimes provides important insights into the relation between gender and power in organizations, since it allows us to study social power not only in terms of oppression and control, but also in terms of the scopes of action available to women by virtue of their sociocultural positioning both within and outside the organization. 
Regarding agency, the literature focuses on women’s ability to exert power within gendered organizational structures. It derives from the feminist opposition to viewing women only as victims and claims that women can resist the organizational gender order, if only locally and pragmatically (Martin 2001, 2006; Thomas and Davies 2005; Karazi-Presler 2020, 2022). Organizational power positions are often viewed as emancipatory, contributing to women’s ability to resist the gender order. Breaching the glass ceiling contributes to women’s ability to serve as change agents in organizational environments (Stainback et al. 2016). Ironically, however, many studies suggest that women who reach the top of the organization are subjected to even greater pressures to adjust to its gendered culture (van den Brink and Benschop 2012; Stainback et al. 2016; Karazi-Presler and Wasserman 2022). It is also argued that such advancement isolates them, exposing them further to gendered practices, such as sexual harassment (Stainback et al. 2011, 2016; McLaughlin et al. 2012). 
More specifically, studies on femininities in organizations often address the way gendered power is exercised against women and the ways they navigate the gendered organizational labyrinth (Sotirin and Gottfried 1999; Bruni, Gherardi, and Poggio 2004; Denissen and Saguy 2014). Little is known, however, about the way women cope with the translation of cultural countertrends regarding gender into the micro- and meso-organizational levels. For example, what happens when the perceived male dominance changes in work environments? How do women perceive the imperative of political correctness, and how does this affect their daily gendered practices and the construction of femininity at work? 
Finally, the literature on gender and organizations is focused on women and femininity. Studies on masculinities in the contemporary workplace exist but are much less significant in terms of their contribution to the field of gender and organizations. Hence the contribution of the proposed research: its comparative perspective on femininities and masculinities will provide a more complete theoretical and empirical landscape of gender equality in organizations. Also, as we shall see, the contemporary masculinity drama is intriguing in itself.
The concept of hegemonic masculinity emphasizes the importance of culture in reproducing gender inequality. Raewyn Connell (1995) argued that cultural values, beliefs and practices all serve to reinforce the idea that men are entitled to wealth, strength and power – “the patriarchal dividend”. Connel’s theory of hegemonic masculinity inspired the organizational body of knowledge on how men “do masculinity” in various organizational contexts, whether dominated by men or women (e.g. Dellinger 2004; Hinojosa 2010; Simpson 2011). In this literature, men are often seen as obstructing women’s progress and affecting their sense of worth (Cockburn 1991; Martin 2006; Prime and Moss-Racusin 2009; Pullen and Simpson 2009; McKinsey&Company 2012; Ely and Kimmel 2018). Studies reveal how men perceive a need to respond to social norms and pressures in ways that push them toward behaviors considered “bad but bold” (Glick et al. 2004), or quite simply toxic, including sexual harassment (McLaughlin et al. 2012; Bonnes 2022), physical aggressiveness (Woodward and Neil Jenkings 2011), competitiveness and overwork (Cooper 2014). 
Even today, the hegemonic cultural premise is that men are entitled to power. Nevertheless, this premise varies across class, racial and ethnic positioning and is certainly not absolute. In the case of men, this is also because as a social status, masculinity is still perceived to be unstable, difficult to attain and easy to lose, requiring constant construction through daily symbolic struggles (Connell and Messerschmidt 2005; Wingfield 2009; Carbado et al. 2013).
In recent decades, masculinity has been increasingly associated with transition, crisis, struggle, loss and a need for rehabilitation, and studies often focus on its precarity (Berdahl et al. 2018; Hammer 2023; Khanna and Meadow 2023). This precarity is due to the loss of men’s (nearly exclusive) status as breadwinners, undermining their traditional gender dominance and denying their cultural entitlement (Knights and Pullen 2019). Moreover, emerging feminist movements such as #MeToo, the cancel culture, and political correctness have made many men anxious and feeling unable to meet ethical standards of gender equality at work, with the potential loss of accompanying material and moral symbolic resources (Hammer 2023). 
The resulting backlash ideology views men as victims of feminism. For the populist right wing, their precarity serves as a moral justification for expressing a longing to a mythical, male-dominated past, and re-legitimizing traits such as aggressiveness and physical strength. This longing echoes strongly among lower-class men, who struggle for a sense of self-dignity on a daily basis (Lamont et al. 2017; DiMuccio and Knowles 2023; Schwarz 2023). On the other hand, in the lives of middle-to-upper-class men – including those examined in the current pilot – hegemonic and pro-feminist masculinities appear to “sit alongside one another” (Hunter et al. 2017). It is therefore unclear how the contradictory cultural forces affect their organizational day-to-day. 
Due to the dichotomic focus on men as entitled to or losing power, another research lacuna addressed in the proposed study relates to the ways men perceive themselves to be organizational change agents. The proposed comparative examination of powerful men and women who espouse an egalitarian ethics will enable identification of a variety of subjective interpretations and representations of gender equality, highlighting competing discourses of masculinities and femininities. Drawing on these multiple literatures in ways that extend their relevance to the overarching research questions here, this study will investigate the strategies participants use to deal with macro cultural countertrends at work and analyze the gap between ideology and practice and how they are manifested by those with managerial power. 
II. Research Objectives & Expected Significance
The study has three interrelated objectives. The first objective is understanding how the glocal clash between conservative and liberal ideologies permeates organizations (this central objective was formulated following the findings from pilot interviews). Specifically, the proposed study will analyze how contemporary unsettled times are articulated in the everyday life of organizations through emerging subjective prism of women and men managers in high-tech. In terms of expected significance, this will broaden our knowledge about the intersubjective effects of cultural processes that permeate organizations. This approach aims to contribute to a deep understanding of the fabric of individuals' perceptions, interpretations, and translations of cultural countertrends in everyday organizational life. 
Furthermore, organizations are part of the local and global culture. Culture flows into organizations, and organizations shape the broader culture. Thus, this study will examine the relations between symbolic structures, actions, and interactions at the micro, meso and macro levels of the work environments as participants in power both express and produce power relations. By integrating these levels of analysis, we can better understand how work organizations both reproduce and serve as agents of gender inequality.
[bookmark: _Hlk147149721]The second objective is to explore the relations between gender equality and ethics through subjective perceptions; discursive strategies of legitimation; the context in which they are enacted; the cultural tools and interpretative frames they offer; and their underlying concepts of self and social relations. The proposed study will investigate the junctures of these perceptions in two cultural contexts to explore the unique translations of the glocal cultural clash. The objective is to analyze how subjects interpret the organizational reality to act strategically in the intersections between institutional ethical imperatives regarding gender equality and ambivalent organizational gender regimes. In terms of expected significance, this will contribute to the sociology of gender in organizations by understanding how people constitute themselves as moral subjects across different spheres of action and social positions. Combining the analytical lenses of the cultural sociology of morality, the study will examine participants' use of discursive strategies, symbolic boundaries, and categorization systems, and thus reveal each organization's cultural pressures, risks and anxieties. The study will further contribute to understanding what allows powerful women and men to feel morally worthy and what threatens their moral worth in today's presumed egalitarian tech environments. In that, the study will also contribute to the cultural sociology of morality, by addressing gender at work analytically as a moral question that varies with the cultural and organizational context. 
[bookmark: _Hlk147149732][bookmark: _Hlk178164868][bookmark: _Hlk178164817]	The third objective is to analyze contemporary constructions of femininities and masculinities through the focus on the significance of unsettled times. In terms of expected significance, this will contribute to theoretical knowledge regarding femininities and masculinities in organizations, and thereby to the broad sociological literature on gender and organizations. The study of constructions of femininities in organizations focuses on the survival strategies of women in power positions in gendered organizations but neglects the way they interpret and cope with cultural changes with regard to the ethics of gender equality in organizations. Furthermore, the focus on perceptions of gender equality among men in power currently perceived as experiencing a cultural crisis adds to contemporary theory and emerging critical research on masculinities at work.
III. Details of Proposed Research 
Research Design and Methods 
Organizational and Cultural Contexts
The High-Tech Contexts in the US and Israel
Over the past two decades, the high-tech industry has become the most lucrative worldwide. Jobs in tech are considered the ideal in the new economy. Culturally, this industry seeks to emphasize its uniqueness compared to past employment practices, promoting an image of openness, non-authoritativeness and informality. However, in-depth examination of the tech industry reveals familiar patterns of hierarchy and exclusion )Neely et al. 2023; Correll 2017(. 
In global high-tech corporations, technological savvy and skills are constitutive elements of male identities. There is a strong symbolic and embodied relationship between hegemonic masculinity and modern technology (MellstrÖm 2004; Kelan 2007), with both identified with rationality, power and control (Faulkner 2001). Indeed, studies of gender inequality in STEM areas have documented a persistent organizational-cultural climate that excludes women; despite a recent increase in the number of women, the industry has remained essentially masculine (Rhodes et al. 2018). Consequently, many women who enter STEM fields ultimately leave them, in what is referred to as the “leaky pipeline” (Blickenstaff 2005; Alfrey and Twine 2017; Neely et al. 2023; Alegria and Banerjee 2024). 
Moreover, the masculine climate in the tech industry is characterized by a “geeky” subculture which also serves as a regime of inequality (Acker 2006). The term “geek” is culturally identified with masculine appearance, traits, and leisure activities. Like its cultural predecessor, “nerd”, it used to be an insult directed at intelligent people with a predilection for computer games who lack social skills. Meta CEO Mark Zuckerberg is a prime example. Like him, geeky men are currently considered cultural role models in the industry, and a source of symbolic capital also sought by women. According to Alfrey and Twine (2017), women in the industry feel that their professional competence is often measured by their embodied geekiness, which includes not only technical skills but also personality traits, cultural knowledge, and gender blurring. The authors show that geeky performance enables White and Asian-American, but not African American women, to feel accepted by male colleagues in tech environments. 
Consequently, it may be claimed that the geek culture is not only gendered but racialized – as famously characterized by Caroline Cariado-Perez (2021, p. 94), "If Silicon Valley meritocracy is religion, its God is a white male Harvard dropout, and so are most of its disciples”. In other words, high-tech companies are still dominated by a “bro” culture, and their ideal worker image is a privileged White man (MellstrÖm 2004; Selwyn 2007; Frenkel 2008; Issac 2017; Berdahl et al. 2018; Reid et al. 2018; Alegria 2019; Yu Chow 2024). Somewhat differently, the not-quite geeky image associated with such cultural icons as Elon Musk and Jeff Bezos suggests a sense of masculine entitlement that borders on sheer irresponsibility in which White young and energetic masculinity is maintained to the point of utter egoism, and a thin new-age veneer that conceals neoliberal if not Fordist logics (Surowiecki 2014).
The proposed comparative analysis is justified in that the cultural global forces currently shaping masculinities and femininities in workspaces affect the two cultures differentially. Women make up only 20% of executive, senior, and managerial positions in the US high-tech industry (EEOC 2016). In 2014, in response to public pressure, leading firms such as Google and Facebook began to disclose workforce demographics alongside pledges to do better. The largest gain has been in Facebook: from 15% to 25% women in technical jobs from 2014 to 2021 (Harrison 2019). Most of this increase is among White women. White workers in Silicon Valley firms still hold 83% of power positions (Neely et al. 2023). In addition, women in US high-tech still make around 10-20% less than do men (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 2024).
Israel’s economy is often referred to as the new Silicon Valley, and the country prides itself for being the “Start-Up Nation” (Senor and Singer 2009; Maggor and Frenkel 2022). The Israeli high-tech industry is umbilically attached to its American counterpart. One unique local characteristic, however, is that the Israeli military (a hyper-masculine organization in its own right) has a critical impact on employees’ ability to attain positions of power in the industry and affects its masculine culture. Elite technological units such as the IDF’s prestigious military software center, MAMRAM (Breznitz 2005) or the military intelligence Unit 8200 (Perman 2010) were particularly central to this process. Indeed, the rate of women employed in the Israeli high-tech industry is relatively low, particularly in managerial positions: women represent only 22.6% of management members, and less than 10% of managers heading startups (Soroker and Nayar 2022). There are also large gender wage gaps – around 20% (Central Bureau of Statistics 2024). 
In the Israeli context, various national programs are in place, including government funding to increase participation by diversity populations, including ultra-Orthodox Jews and Arabs (National Committee on Increasing Human Capital in High-Tech, 2022). Nevertheless, overall, the high-tech industry remains a Jewish, secular, masculine and young environment (Wasserman and Frenkel 2020), with an organizational culture of long working hours and high employee commitment and availability. 
The low representation of diverse populations in high-tech, including women, reveals the depth of the inequality regimes operating within this industry. Yet, compared to other sectors in the labor market, it is widely perceived as committed to equality and diversity. Global high-tech giants are often seen as leading the labor market in terms of social diversity and gender equality, despite the fact that their diversity and inclusion policies are often motivated by instrumental considerations (Rose and Bielby 2011; Alfrey 2022). The gap between the declared commitment to diversity and the actual gender and racial exclusion in high-tech in both the US and Israel suggests that the global high-tech industry is an important sight for the examination of contemporary gender meanings and practices. This is particularly so given the nationalist conservative backlash in the US and the rise of an extreme rightwing government in Israel that promotes the exclusion of women and other social minorities. Considering these glocal cultural trends there is real fear that companies may avoid implementing many of the regulations and practices already in place to promote gender equality. 
Feminist Qualitative Epistemology and Methodology
The decision to rely primarily on in-depth interviews is informed by two closely related approaches – the phenomenological-interpretive and the feminist (Harding 1988, 2012; Reed 2011) – given their shared emphasis on how knowledge sources form within a subjective daily consciousness. In view of the epistemic conceptions grounding this study and given its objectives, in-depth interviews represent the most appropriate research tool. As suggested by Lamont and Swidler (2014), they allow an examination of “Where people live imaginatively—morally but also in terms of their sense of identity – what allows them to experience themselves as good, valuable, worthwhile people” (p. 159). 
As a feminist sociologist studying men who, according to the pilot findings, find it difficult to cope with gender issues in these unsettled times, and seeking to decipher the sense of vulnerability by men and women in a privileged environment, I face a significant epistemic-ideological challenge. I this study, I choose to suspend my critical judgement and delve into the interviewees’ deep story. In that, I adopt Arlie Hochschild's (2018) approach in her study of the American right, to suspend judgements and facts, and study the interviewees’ narratives as felt. My basic assumption is that the way men and women perceive themselves in today’s organizational environment has significant implications for the understanding of gender equality in today’s organizations, since these perceptions reveal tensions that facilitate and obstruct social change. 
Moreover, Lamont and Swidler (2014) believe that in-depth interviews are the most suitable tool for comparative sociological research, since they enable systematic attention to the research design, to situations, contexts and types of individuals. In-depth interviews allow the tracing of emotions, including social risks, anxieties and pressures occurring in various cultural contexts, as well as an understanding of the pieces of each culture used by subjects in their day-to-day experiences (Pugh 2013; Tavory 2020; Lareau 2021; Small and Calarco 2022). The value of the interviews for the present research lies also in enabling an examination of gaps between discourse structured on the declarative vs. the practical levels. This method will enable a mapping of tensions in the participants’ social world regarding their morality and ethics. The attributes of in-depth interviewing persist even over Zoom, which from my past experience can be a space for establishing trust, intimacy and a sense of rapport between the interviewer and the interviewees (Archibald et al. 2019; Oliffe et al. 2021). The interviews will be conducted with the consent of the participants and their organizations, and subject to a commitment to blur all identifying details.
Stage 1: Sampling, Data Collection, and Preliminary Analysis (October 2025-February 2027)
The proposed study will be based on 120 in-depth interviews with thirty women and thirty men in each cultural context, Israel and the US, all in mid-management positions in a variety of technical, training and HR roles. In each context, I will focus on both global giants such as Google and Meta and on startups, out of the assumption that the regulation of gender equality is stricter in large multinational, whereas the organizational imperatives are similar in both small and large organization, as found in the pilot. Each interview will take between 90 and 180 minutes to complete. Interviews with US workers will be conducted via Zoom; interviews with Israeli workers will be conducted also via Zoom, to ensure consistency with the American context. 	
	The interviewees straddle the structural seam between the national-local and the global fields. Thus, subjects in power positions within this sector are aware of both a global ethics of equality and local counter-movements, requiring them to translate abstract social ethics into daily practices in a way that may diverge from formal ethics. Assuming that the relation between the subject and the cultural discourse on gender is shaped differently in various organizational and cultural contexts, the comparative perspective at the core of the proposed study will enable identification of the interpretive toolbox adopted by the interviewees. Middle managers are interesting as loci of structural strains both because of their position as intermediaries between hierarchical levels and because – in some cases –they demonstrate hybrid allegiance to professional and managerial orientations (Bresnen et al. 2019; Azambuja et al. 2023). Therefore, the choice of mid-level managers is derived from the need to examine how organizational policy is mediated and translated into daily practices (Gjerde and Alvesson 2020; Azambuja et al. 2023). 
	The current research design refers to the gender categories that guide the selection of participants, combined with an intersectional approach (Windsong 2016; McCall 2005). This means that the participants will be selected using several anchors during the recruitment stage, using snowball and purposeful sampling based on a preliminary analysis. The inclusion criteria will be gender, rank, organizational and cultural context. I will recruit candidates through messages posted on social media groups and glocal internet discussion forums dedicated to high-tech employees (such as LinkedIn). In itself, as it is based on social circles, the snowball sample can be indicative of inequality regimes. Nevertheless, should the sample be homogeneous, and I will identify an analytical need to access interviewees from a variety of racial and ethnoclass positions, I will also use purposeful sampling. 
Finally, in addition to research design concerns, it is also essential to address intersectionality in the interview as well. Therefore, the interview guide includes question that refer to gender, race, and ethnoclass aspects in various stages of the interview (Windsong 2016; McCall 2005). The interview guide is based on the epistemological, theoretical and methodological core assumptions and the objectives of this research (see Appendix 1). All interviews will be recorded and transcribed with the participants’ consent.
As a qualitative researcher, I am always open to the unknown, and anticipate inductive revelations not considered during the planning of this research (Small and Calarco 2022). Accordingly, after transcribing about fifteen pilot interviews in each context, I will conduct a preliminary analysis that will enable me to identify tentative themes, to be examined more deeply in following interviews. Moreover, as part of the abductive reasoning guiding this study (see Tavory and Timmermans 2014; Timmermans and Tavory 2022), I will document all interview occurrences and maintain meticulous fieldnotes. These practices will serve to create a robust and “thick” database that will support the process of discovering analytical “surprises” and innovative reasoning. 
Stage 2: Analysis and Write-Up (February 2027-September 2028)
I will use MAXQDA software in analyzing the interviews, transcripts, and fieldnotes. The analytic process will include preliminary open coding, and advanced, more focused coding (Lareau 2021; Timmermans and Tavory 2022). The entire process will be accompanied by consistent writing of analytic memos, enabling me to present a rich analysis of perceptions of gender equality ethics. 
Preliminary Results 
I feel we are in a kind of rearguard action. If a woman enters the room, everyone takes a few steps back. They look at her and tell themselves, I’m a man in today’s world. I no longer belong in the old world. I have to behave differently, especially in our worlds, which are more masculine – engineering, technology. A woman enters, and immediately you start wondering, where did she come from, what’s her story? She must have been admitted on the basis of affirmative action, and then you tell yourself, don’t think that way. Careful, “shut the fuck up” {in English}, keep those thoughts down, so that you don’t reveal anything from your automatic frame of mind. (Yossi, manager in an Israeli startup company)
In 2022-2024, I held fifteen in-depth interviews with mid-level managers in the Israeli high-tech industry. Based on the analysis of these interviews, I would like to propose a new theoretical concept – inconvenience as a moral structure in gendered organizations. These men sought to differentiate themselves from moral stigmas liable to cling to them as misogynist or even violent men and position themselves as social change agents. At the same time, they pointed to the progress of contemporary cultural dynamics and institutional arrangements regarding gender equality at work, which they felt have gone too far.
I show how the cultural clash related to gender filtered down to organizations considered progressive. Specifically, inconvenience served as a significant element in the translation of political correctness into the organizational day-to-day, focused on the inability of those men to feel authentic at work. For the interviewees, this involved restrictions on physical closeness, reference to women’s body or appearance, expressions of intimacy or sexuality, and humor. Therefore, many adopted daily strategies of self-restraint, self-censorship and emotional management. 
In a previous study, I found that professional women applied strategies of emotional and physical restraint so as not to tarnish their professional value and not to be identified with femininity stereotypes (Karazi-Presler 2024). What is compelling in the present case, however, is that the interviewees focused on their moral positioning regardless of their professionalism, because their anxiety was that they would lose their career and be publicly exposed as immoral. They felt vulnerable in these unsettled cultural times, constantly in need of adaptation. 
The comparison to women is important because men do not have to struggle for their professional worth, which they and others take for granted. Moreover, culturally speaking, being moral to them means losing their authenticity )Schwarz 2013, 2016, 2019; Karazi-Presler 2021). Indeed, being inauthentic at work was difficult for them, not only because of the restraint it involved, but also because they felt that it meant violating a broad cultural imperative of authenticity as moral subject. 
These men’s sense of inconvenience thus sheds light on cultural norms, moral-emotional pressures, and tensions in their perceptions of gender equality. Specifically, the interviewees’ perceptions reveal an intriguing tension between their self-descriptions as equality or change agents and the moral vulnerability they constantly experience of being classified as agents of inequality. This tension, so central to a contemporary glocal sociological drama that needs to be decipher, sheds light on the way men view themselves as subject in today’s world of work and has significant implications for our understanding of gender inequality. 
Existing Conditions for Conducting Research
I am an experienced interviewer and expert in the relevant theoretical and methodological fields, gender and sexuality in organizations, qualitative feminist methodology, and sociology of culture. I investigated the phenomenon of gendered power in various organizational spheres in Israel and the U.S. During my postdoctoral studies at Harvard, I established connections with prominent Silicon Valley and Boston high-tech corporations, including Salesforce and Google, and key personnel who could facilitate connections with potential interviewees. I have considerable experience in conducting in-depth interviews via Zoom with respondents around the United States, and I have established additional contacts with potential interviewees. Moreover, I have already contacted the HR departments of two high-tech corporations, explained the purpose of this research, and received their basic approval for participation. To date, two potential students (MA and PhD) have indicated an interest in participating in the study. The PhD student is networked in the high-tech industry and can facilitate connections with interviewees and access to this field.







Bibliography	Comment by Ami Asher: הם אמרו שמותר רווח 1, אבל לא ראיתי התייחסות לפונט., מניח שאם מותר פונט 11 כאן אז מותר בהכל. אני מצמצם לרווח שורה 1. מעבר לכך לא היו להם דרישות אז אני זורם עם השיטה שלך. 	Comment by Ami Asher: באחד המקורות צמצמתי ל-10 לפי דרישתם. צריך לחשוב על דרך לצמצם את רשימת המקורות, כולל מחיקת מקורות. אם תצטרכי אעזור בכך. 
1. Abend, Gabriel. 2011. “Thick Concepts and the Moral Brain.” European Journal of Sociology / Archives Européennes de Sociologie / Europäisches Archiv für Soziologie 52(1): 143–72.
2. Acker, Joan. 2006. “Inequality Regimes: Gender, Class, and Race in Organizations.” Gender & Society 20(4): 441–64.
3. Alfrey, Lauren, and France Winddance Twine. 2017. “Gender-Fluid Geek Girls: Negotiating Inequality Regimes in the Tech Industry.” Gender & Society 31(1): 28–50.
4. Alegria, Sharla, and Pallavi Banerjee. 2024. "Time Won’t Give Me Time: Intersections of Racialized and Gendered Organization of Work in Tech." Social Problem. 
5. Anthias, Floya. 2012. “Transnational Mobilities, Migration Research and Intersectionality: Towards a Translocational Frame.” Nordic Journal of Migration Research 2(2): 102–10.
6. Avnoon, Netta, Dan M Kotliar, and Shira Rivnai-Bahir. 2023. “Contextualizing the Ethics of Algorithms: A Socio-Professional Approach.” New Media & Society. 
7. Azambuja, Ricardo, Gazi Islam, and Annick Ancelin-Bourguignon. 2023. “Walling in and Walling out: Middle Managers’ Boundary Work.” Journal of Management Studies 60(7): 1819–54.
8. Beard, Mary. 2017. Women & Power. New York: Liveright.
9. Bell, Emma, and Amanda Sinclair. 2016. “Bodies, Sexualities and Women Leaders in Popular Culture: From Spectacle to Metapicture.” Gender in Management: An International Journal 31(5/6): 322–38.
10. Berdahl, Jennifer L., Marianne Cooper, Peter Glick, Robert W. Livingston, and Joan C. Williams. 2018. “Work as a Masculinity Contest.” Journal of Social Issues 74(3): 422–48.
11. Blickenstaff, Jacob C. 2005. “Women and Science Careers: Leaky Pipeline or Gender Filter?” Gender and Education 17(4): 369–86.
12. Breznitz, Dan. 2005. “Collaborative Public Space in a National Innovation System: A Case Study of the Israeli Military’s Impact on the Software Industry.” Industry & Innovation 12(1):31–64.
13. Boltanski, Luc, and Laurent Thévenot. 2006. On Justification: Economies of Worth. Princeton: Princeton University Press.
14. Bonnes, Stephanie. 2022. “Femininity Anchors: Heterosexual Relationships and Pregnancy as Sites of Harassment for U.S. Servicewomen.” American Sociological Review 87(4): 618–43.
15. van den Brink, Marieke, and Yvonne Benschop. 2012. “Gender Practices in the Construction of Academic Excellence: Sheep with Five Legs.” Organization 19(4): 507–24.
16. Butler, Judith. 1988. “Performative Acts and Gender Constitution: An Essay in Phenomenology and Feminist Theory.” Theatre Journal 40(4): 519–31.
17. Butler, Judith. 2005a. Undoing Gender. New York: Routledge.
18. Butler, Judith. 2005b. Giving an Account of Oneself. New York: Routledge.
19. Calás, Marta B., Linda Smircich, and Evangelina Holvino. 2014. “Theorizing Gender-and-Organization: Changing Times… Changing Theories?” P. 0 in The Oxford Handbook of Gender in Organizations, edited by S. Kumra, R. Simpson, and R. J. Burke. London: Oxford University Press.
20. Carbado, Devon W., Mitu Gulati, Devon W. Carbado, and Mitu Gulati. 2013. Acting White?: Rethinking Race in Post-Racial America. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
21. Carli, Linda L. 2001. “Gender and Social Influence.” Journal of Social Issues 57(4): 725–41.
22. Cockburn, Cynthia. 1991. In the Way of Women. London: Macmillan Education UK.
23. Cohen, Andrew C., and Shai M. Dromi. 2018. “Advertising Morality: Maintaining Moral Worth in a Stigmatized Profession.” Theory and Society 47(2): 175–206.
24. Connell, Raewyn. W., and James W. Messerschmidt. 2005. “Hegemonic Masculinity: Rethinking the Concept.” Gender & Society 19(6): 829–59.
25. Connell, Raewyn. W. 1995. Masculinities. Berkeley: University of California Press.
26. Cooper, Marianne. 2014. Cut Adrift: Families in Insecure Times. Berkeley: University of California Press.
27. Correll, Shelley J. 2017. "SWS 2016 Feminist Lecture: Reducing Gender Biases in Modern Workplaces: A Small Wins approach to Organizational Change." Gender & Society 31(6): 725-50.
28. Correll, Shelley J., Katherine R. Weisshaar, Alison T. Wynn, and JoAnne Delfino Wehner. 2020. “Inside the Black Box of Organizational Life: The Gendered Language of Performance Assessment.” American Sociological Review 85(6): 1022–50.
29. Cremer, David De, David M. Mayer, and Marshall Schminke. 2010. “Guest Editors’ Introduction: On Understanding Ethical Behavior and Decision Making: A Behavioral Ethics Approach.” Business Ethics Quarterly 20(1): 1–6.
30. Crenshaw, Kimberle. 1991. “Mapping the Margins: Intersectionality, Identity Politics, and Violence against Women of Color.” Stanford Law Review 43(6): 1241–99.
31. De Coster, Marjan, and Patrizia Zanoni. 2019. “Governing through Accountability: Gendered Moral Selves and the (Im)Possibilities of Resistance in the Neoliberal University.” Gender, Work & Organization 26(4): 411–29.
32. Dellinger, Kirsten. 2004. “Masculinities in ‘Safe’ and ‘Embattled’ Organizations”. Gender & Society 18(5): 545-566.
33. Deneen, Patrick J. 2019. Why Liberalism Failed. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.
34. Dietze, Gabriele, and Julia Roth (eds.). 2020. Right-Wing Populism and Gender: European Perspectives and Beyond. New Rockford, ND: Transcript.
35. Dignam, Pierce Alexander, and Deana A. Rohlinger. 2019. “Misogynistic Men Online: How the Red Pill Helped Elect Trump.” Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society 44(3): 589–612.
36. DiMuccio, Sarah H., and Eric D. Knowles. 2023. “Something to Prove? Manhood Threats Increase Political Aggression Among Liberal Men.” Sex Roles 88(5): 240–67.
37. Eagly, Alice H., and Linda L. Carli. 2007. Through the Labyrinth: The Truth About How Women Become Leaders. Brighton, MA: Harvard Business Press.
38. EEOC (US Equal Employ. Oppor. Comm.). 2016. "Diversity in High Tech." Rep., US EEOC,Washington, DC. https://www.eeoc.gov/special-report/diversity-high-tech
39. Ely, Robin J., and Michael Kimmel. 2018. “Thoughts on the Workplace as a Masculinity Contest.” Journal of Social Issues 74(3): 628–34.
40. Faulkner, Wendy. 2000. “Dualisms, Hierarchies and Gender in Engineering.” Social Studies of Science 30(5):759–92.
41. Fenstermaker, Sarah, and Candace West (eds.). 2002. Doing Gender, Doing Difference: Inequality, Power, and Institutional Change. New York: Routledge.
42. Ferree, Myra Marx. 2001. “From the SWS President: The Ironies of Power.” Gender & Society 15(5): 649–53.
43. Foschi, Martha. 1996. “Double Standards in the Evaluation of Men and Women.” Social Psychology Quarterly 59(3): 237–54.
44. Fotaki, Marianna, and Nancy Harding. 2017. Gender and the Organization: Women at Work in the 21st Century. New York: Routledge.
45. Frenkel, Michal. 2008. “Reprogramming Femininity? The Construction of Gender Identities in the Israeli Hi-Tech Industry between Global and Local Gender Orders.” Gender, Work & Organization 15(4): 352–74.
46. Gjerde, Susann, and Mats Alvesson. 2020. “Sandwiched: Exploring Role and Identity of Middle Managers in the Genuine Middle.” Human Relations 73(1): 124–51.
47. Glick, Peter, Maria Lameiras, Susan T. Fiske, Thomas Eckes, Barbara Masser, Chiara Volpato, Anna Maria Manganelli, Jolynn C. X. Pek, Li-Li Huang… Peter Glick. 2004. “Bad but Bold: Ambivalent Attitudes toward Men Predict Gender Inequality in 16 Nations.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 86(5): 713–28.
48. Grzebalska, Weronika, and Andrea Pető. 2018. “The Gendered Modus Operandi of the Illiberal Transformation in Hungary and Poland.” Women’s Studies International Forum 68: 164–72.
49. Guenther, Katja M. 2009. “The Impact of Emotional Opportunities on the Emotion Cultures of Feminist Organizations.” Gender & Society 23(3): 337–62.
50. Hammer, K. Allison. 2023. Masculinity in Transition. University of Minnesota Press.
51. Harding, Sandra. 1988. “Is There a Feminist Method?” Pp. 1-14 in Feminism and Methodology, edited by S. Harding. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.
52. Harding, Sandra. 2012. “Feminist Standpoints.” Pp. 46-64 in Handbook of Feminist Research: Theory and Praxis, edited by S. J. Hesse-Biber. Thousand Okas, CA: Sage.
53. Harrison, Sara. 2019. "Five Years of Tech Diversity Reports—and Little Progress". Wired, Oct. 1. https://www.wired.com/story/five-years-tech-diversity-reports-little-progress.
54. Hinojosa, Ramon. 2010. “Doing Hegemony: Military, Men, and Constructing a Hegemonic Masculinity”. The Journal of Men's Studies 18(2): 179–94.  
55. Hitlin, Steven, and Matthew A. Andersson. 2015. “Dignity as Moral Motivation: The Problem of Social Order Writ Small.” Pp. 268–85 in Order on the Edge of Chaos: Social Psychology and the Problem of Social Order, edited by E. J. Lawler, J. Yoon, and S. R. Thye. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
56. Hochschild, Arlie Russel. 2018. Strangers in Their Own Land: Anger and Mourning on the American Right. New York: The New Press.
57. Hunter, Sarah C., Damien W. Riggs, and Martha Augoustinos. 2017. “Hegemonic Masculinity versus a Caring Masculinity: Implications for Understanding Primary Caregiving Fathers.” Social and Personality Psychology Compass 11(3): e12307.
58. Issac, Mike. 2017. “Inside Uber’s Aggressive, Unrestrained Workplace Culture - The New York Times.” The New York Times, February 22. 
59. Kanter, Rosabeth Moss. 1977. Men and Women of the Corporation. New York: Basic Books.
60. Karazi-Presler, Tair. 2020. “Note Passing as Gendered Practices of Public Ambiguity in a Hyper-Masculine Organization.” Gender, Work & Organization 27(4): 615–31.
61. Karazi-Presler, Tair. 2021. “Gendered Power at Work: Constituting Moral Worth in a Hyper-Masculine Organizational Culture.” Cultural Sociology 15(3): 409–29.
62. Karazi-Presler, Tair, Orna Sasson-Levy, and Edna Lomsky-Feder. 2018. “Gender, Emotions Management, and Power in Organizations: The Case of Israeli Women Junior Military Officers.” Sex Roles 78(7): 573–86.
63. Karazi-Presler, Tair, and Varda Wasserman. 2022. “‘Hold Your Nose and Harness These Men’: Sexual Vulnerability in a Hyper-Masculine Organization – A Barrier or a Resource?” Organization, 31(3), 547-66. 
64. Karazi‐Presler, Tair. 2024. Know your place: Fractured epistemic privilege among women in state organizations. Sociological Forum. 
65. Kelan, Elisabeth   K. 2007. “Tools and Toys: Communicating Gendered Positions towards Technology.” Information, Communication & Society 10(3): 358–83.
66. Kenny, Kate, and Mahaut Fanchini. 2023. “Women Whistleblowers: Examining Parrhesia, Power and Gender with Sophocles’ Antigone.” Organization Studies 45(2). 
67. Kenny, Kate, and Marianna Fotaki. 2015. “From Gendered Organizations to Compassionate Borderspaces: Reading Corporeal Ethics with Bracha Ettinger.” Organization 22(2): 183–99.
68. Khanna, Katharine, and Tey Meadow. 2023. “The Fragile Male: An Experimental Study of Transgender Classification and the Durability of Gender Categories.” Gender & Society 37(4): 553–83.
69. Knights, David, and Caroline A. Clarke. 2014. “It’s a Bittersweet Symphony, This Life: Fragile Academic Selves and Insecure Identities at Work.” Organization Studies 35(3): 335–57.
70. Knights, David, and Alison Pullen. 2019. “Masculinity: A Contested Terrain?” Gender, Work & Organization 26(10): 1367–75.
71. Lamont, Michèle. 1992. Money, Morals, and Manners: The Culture of the French and the American Upper-Middle Class. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
72. Lamont, Michèle. 2023. “Opinion: Yes, the Supreme Court Has Taken Away Rights and Resources. But It’s so Much Worse.” Los Angeles Times, July 24.
73. Lamont, Michèle, Stefan Beljean, and Matthew Clair. 2014. “What Is Missing? Cultural Processes and Causal Pathways to Inequality.” Socio-Economic Review 12(3): 573–608.
74. Lamont, Michèle, Bo Yun Park, and Elena Ayala-Hurtado. 2017. “Trump’s Electoral Speeches and His Appeal to the American White Working Class.” The British Journal of Sociology 68(S1): S153–80.
75. Lamont, Michèle, and Ann Swidler. 2014. “Methodological Pluralism and the Possibilities and Limits of Interviewing.” Qualitative Sociology 37(2): 153–71.
76. Lareau, Annette. 2021. Listening to People: A Practical Guide to Interviewing, Participant Observation, Data Analysis, and Writing It All Up. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
77. Lindgreen, Adam, and Valérie Swaen. 2010. “Corporate Social Responsibility.” International Journal of Management Reviews 12(1): 1–7.
78. Maggor, Erez, and Michal Frenkel. 2022. "The Start-Up Nation: Myths and Reality." Pp. 423-35 in  Routledge Handbook of Modern Israel, edited by Guy Ben-Porat, Yariv Feniger, Dani Filc, Paula Kabalo, and Julia Mirsky (Eds.). New York: Routledge.    
79. Martin, Patricia Yancey. 2001. “`Mobilizing Masculinities’: Women’s Experiences of Men at.” Organization 8(4): 587–618.
80. Martin, Patricia Yancey. 2006. “Practising Gender at Work: Further Thoughts on Reflexivity.” Gender, Work & Organization 13(3): 254–76.
81. Maxwell, Joseph A. 2005. Qualitative Research Design: An Interactive Approach. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
82. McCall, Leslie. 2005. The complexity of intersectionality. Signs, 30, 1771–1800.
83. McKinsey & Company. 2012. Women Matter: Making the Breakthrough. New York: Author. 
84. McLaughlin, Heather, Christopher Uggen, and Amy Blackstone. 2012. “Sexual Harassment, Workplace Authority, and the Paradox of Power.” American Sociological Review 77(4): 625–47.
85. MellstrÖm, Ulf. 2004. “Machines and Masculine Subjectivity: Technology as an Integral Part of Men’s Life Experiences.” Men and Masculinities 6(4): 368–82.
86. Moss-Racusin, Corinne A., John F. Dovidio, Victoria L. Brescoll, Mark J. Graham, and Jo Handelsman. 2012. “Science Faculty’s Subtle Gender Biases Favor Male Students.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 109(41): 16474–79.
87. Neely, Megan Tobias, Patrick Sheehan, and Christine L. Williams. 2023. "Social Inequality in High Tech: How Gender, Race, and Ethnicity Structure the World's Most Powerful Industry." Annual Review of Sociology 49(1): 319-338.
88. Nelson, Eric. 2019. The Theology of Liberalism: Political Philosophy and the Justice of God. Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press.
89. Pecis, Lara, and Vincenza Priola. 2019. “The ‘New Industrial Man’ as Unhero: Doing Postfeminist Masculinities in an Italian Pharmacological Research Centre.” Gender, Work & Organization 26(10): 1413–32.
90. Perez, Caroline Criado. 2021. Invisible Women Data Bias in a World Designed for Men. New York: Abrams Books.
91. Perman, Stacy. 2010. Spies, Inc.: Business Innovation from Israel’s Masters of Espionage: Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Education.
92. Prime, Jeanine, and Corinne A. Moss-Racusin. 2009. Engaging Men in Gender Initiatives: What Change Agents Need to Know (Report). Catalyst. https://www.catalyst.org/research/engaging-men-in-gender-initiatives-what-change-agents-need-to-know/
93. Pugh, Allison J. 2013. “What Good Are Interviews for Thinking about Culture? Demystifying Interpretive Analysis.” American Journal of Cultural Sociology 1(1): 42–68.
94. Pullen, Alison, and Carl Rhodes. 2015. “Ethics, Embodiment and Organizations.” Organization 22(2): 159–65.
95. Pullen, Alison, and Ruth Simpson. 2009. “Managing Difference in Feminized Work: Men, Otherness and Social Practice.” Human Relations 62(4): 561–87.
96. Pullen, Alison, and Sheena J. Vachhani. 2021. “Feminist Ethics and Women Leaders: From Difference to Intercorporeality.” Journal of Business Ethics 173(2): 233–43.
97. Reed, Isaac Ariail. 2011. Interpretation and Social Knowledge: On the Use of Theory in the Human Sciences. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
98. Reid, Erin M., Olivia Amanda O’Neill, and Mary Blair-Loy. 2018. “Masculinity in Male-Dominated Occupations: How Teams, Time, and Tasks Shape Masculinity Contests.” Journal of Social Issues 74(3): 579–606.
99. Revers, Matthias. 2023. “Performative Polarization: The Interactional and Cultural Drivers of Political Antagonism.” Cultural Sociology.
100. Rhodes, Carl, and Edward Wray-Bliss. 2013. “The Ethical Difference of Organization.” Organization 20(1): 39–50.
101. Rhodes, Carl, Christopher Wright, and Alison Pullen. 2018. “Changing the World? The Politics of Activism and Impact in the Neoliberal University.” Organization 25(1): 139–47.
102. Ridgeway, Cecilia L. 2011. Framed by Gender: How Gender Inequality Persists in the Modern World. Oxford: Oxford Academic.
103. Ridgeway, Cecilia L. 2015. “The Gender Frame and Social Order.” Pp. 189–207 in Order on the Edge of Chaos: Social Psychology and the Problem of Social Order, edited by E. J. Lawler, J. Yoon, and S. R. Thye. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
104. Rivera, Lauren A. 2017. “When Two Bodies Are (Not) a Problem: Gender and Relationship Status Discrimination in Academic Hiring.” American Sociological Review 82(6): 1111–38.
105. Rose, Clayton S., and William T. Bielby. 2011. “Race at the Top: How Companies Shape the Inclusion of African Americans on Their Boards in Response to Institutional Pressures.” Social Science Research 40(3): 841–59.
106. Schwarz, Ori. 2023. “Why Did Trump Call Prayers Politically Correct? The Coevolution of the PC Notion, the Authenticity Ethic, and the Role of the Sacred in Public Life.” Theory and Society 52: 771-804.
107. Selwyn, Neil. 2007. “Hi-Tech = Guy-Tech? An Exploration of Undergraduate Students’ Gendered Perceptions of Information and Communication Technologies.” Sex Roles 56(7): 525–36.
108. Senor, Dan and Saul Singer. 2009. Start-up Nation: The Story of Israel’s Economic Miracle: McClelland & Stewart.
109. Simpson, Ruth. 2011. “Men Discussing Women and Women Discussing Men: Reflexivity, Transformation, and Gendered Practice in the Context of Nursing Care”. Gender, Work & Organization 18 (4): 377-98.
110. Small, Mario Luis, and Jessica McCrory Calarco. 2022. Qualitative Literacy: A Guide to Evaluating Ethnographic and Interview Research. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.
111. Stainback, Kevin, Sibyl Kleiner, and Sheryl Skaggs. 2016. “Women in Power: Undoing or Redoing the Gendered Organization?” Gender & Society 30(1): 109–35.
112. Stainback, Kevin, Thomas N. Ratliff, and Vincent J. Roscigno. 2011. “The Context of Workplace Sex Discrimination: Sex Composition, Workplace Culture and Relative Power.” Social Forces 89(4): 1165–88.
113. Surowiecki, James. 2014. “Valley Boys.” The New Yorker, November 17.
114. Swidler, Ann. 1986. “Culture in Action: Symbols and Strategies.” American Sociological Review 51(2): 273–86.
115. Swidler, Ann. 2023. “Life’s Work: History, Biography, and Ideas.” Annual Review of Sociology 49(1): 21–37.
116. Tavory, Iddo. 2020. “Interviews and Inference: Making Sense of Interview Data in Qualitative Research.” Qualitative Sociology 43(4): 449–65.
117. Tavory, Iddo, and Stefan Timmermans. 2014. Abductive Analysis: Theorizing Qualitative Research. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
118. Tavory, Iddo. 2011. "The Question of Moral Action: A Formalist Position." Sociological Theory 29(4): 272-293.
119. Thomas, Robyn, and Annette Davies. 2002. “Gender and New Public Management: Reconstituting Academic Subjectivities.” Gender, Work & Organization 9(4): 372–97.
120. Thomas, Robyn, and Annette Davies. 2005. “Theorizing the Micro-Politics of Resistance: New Public Management and Managerial Identities in the UK Public Services.” Organization Studies 26(5): 683–706.
121. Timmermans, Stefan, and Iddo Tavory. 2022. Data Analysis in Qualitative Research: Theorizing with Abductive Analysis. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
122. Turco, Catherine J. 2010. “Cultural Foundations of Tokenism: Evidence from the Leveraged Buyout Industry.” American Sociological Review 75(6): 894–913.
123. U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2024. "Women’s Earnings were 83.6 Percent of Men’s in 2023". https://www.bls.gov/opub/ted/2024/womens-earnings-were-83-6-percent-of-mens-in-2023.htm
124. Wasserman, Varda, and Michal Frenkel. 2020. “The Politics of (in)Visibility Displays: Ultra-Orthodox Women Manoeuvring within and between Visibility Regimes.” Human Relations 73(12): 1609–31.
125. Windsong, Elena Ariel. 2018. "Incorporating Intersectionality into Research Design: An Example Using Qualitative Interviews." International Journal of Social Research Methodology 21(2): 135-147.
126. Wingfield, Adia Harvey. 2009. “Racializing the Glass Escalator: Reconsidering Men’s Experiences with Women’s Work.” Gender & Society 23(1): 5–26.
127. Woodward, Rachel, and K. Neil Jenkings. 2011. “Military Identities in the Situated Accounts of British Military Personnel.” Sociology 45(2): 252–68.
Hebrew Publications:
128. [bookmark: _Hlk178252455]Central Bureau of Statistics. 2023. “Average Gross Wages per Employee Job of Israeli Workers in February 2023”. 
129. Central Bureau of Statistics. 2024. “Average Gross Wages per Employee Job of Israeli Workers in February 2024". 
130. Council for the Advancement of Women in Science and Technology. 2022. The Future of Women in Academia. Jerusalem: Ministry of Science and Technology.
131. Dori, Roni. 2023. “Governmental Misogyny.” Calcalist, July 20.
132. Frenkel, Michal. 2023. “Jewish Illiberalism - A Gendered Perspective.” Israeli Sociology 24(2): 81–92.
133. Herzberg-Druker, Efrat. 2023. “Gender Inequality in the Labor Market and the Judicial Overhaul in Israel: A Pessimistic View of the Future.” Israeli Sociology 24(2): 253–63.
134. Karazi-Presler, Tair., and Orna Sasson-Levy. 2024. “Constant Conflicts, Persistent Struggles: Contemporary Gender Relations in Israel”. Kriot Israeliot 5: 256-83.
135. Soroker, Iris, and Dana Nayar. 2022. Gender Gaps in the High-Tech Industry – Where Is the Problem? Rishon LeZion: Heth Academic Center for Research of Competition and Regulation.
136. The Committee for Increasing Human Capital in High-Tech. 2022. “Interim Findings and Objects of the Committee for Increasing Human Capital in High-Tech Towards the 2023 Economic Plan”. https://www.gov.il/BlobFolder/pmopolicy/dec1852_2022/he/Gov_Dec_dec1852_objectives.pdf





2

