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This working paper consists of five parts. After a short introduction to
the subject and a description of the purpose of analysis, the theoretical
and methodological key-concepts of my analysis will be briefly
introduced. I developed these key concepts by combining elements of
Foucauldian discourse analysis and Derridian deconstruction. I will
then present selected results and key conclusions from my
dissertation. The paper ends with a number of concluding remarks on
the character of the "glass ceiling", seen from the perspective of an
historical analysis inspired by poststructuralist thought.

1. Introduction

The starting point for my dissertation was dissatisfaction with the
focus and the explanations offered in the literature on women and
management. The focus here is in most cases on the lack of "women"
in top management positions. By referring to the sociologist Wetterer,
my critique is that this literature not only takes outset in a gender
difference, but reproduces this difference as well.

I therefore looked for a way to analyse the relation between gender
and leadership without reproducing gender difference myself.

In the following, I first want to present my theoretical and
methodological framework. Secondly, I want to present a selection of
empirical results. Thirdly, I will turn to one of my main conclusions. In
doing so, I want to use the opportunity to specify my argumentation.

I will start with a brief explanation of the terms "the glass ceiling" and
the expression of "the engendering of difference".

The term "the glass ceiling" emerged in the literature in 1986 ("the glass
ceiling effect", Hymounts 1986). It takes outset in the existence of two
genders, and tries do identify what can be described as the persistence of
a barrier into top management despite the acquisition of required
qualifications. This barrier is analysed and described not as a barrier for
women, but as a barrier for qualified women. The possibility of an
existence of barriers for qualified men is not thought into the concept.



The "engendering of difference” is related to the findings of my
dissertation, which clearly indicate that gender is one way of
enunciating hierarchy as difference.

Based on the findings in my analysis, my argumentation goes a step
further, namely that this conception applies to leadership as well.
Gender is not the only way of enunciating hierarchy. Leader, too is an
enunciation of hierarchy as difference. Thus, the presentations of both
leader and gender are of equal importance to the analysis.

The enunciation of hierarchies as both gender and leader is found in
the intertextual analysis of presentations and constructions of
categories both within time (synchron) and over time (diachron). In
the context of my analysis, to historicize means to conduct an
intertextual diachronical analysis of the presentation and construction
of chosen categories, which reveals analogous transformations in
contents and meanings. [ will return to this below.

The enunciations of hierarchies as presentations and constructions of
both gender and leader not only produce the relational content of
categories. In the establishing of a relationship between gender and
leader, meaning is produced. The focus of my analysis is on the
production of meaning, not on the production of content. In
attempting to historicize these meanings, the puzzle cannot be solved
in analysing the historical differentiation of the meanings of gender in
the context of leadership alone. Even when including the analysis of
the historical differentiation of leader in the context of gender, this
outset would still stay within and reproduce the difference and
hierarchy of both gender and leader.

Instead, I questioned the obviousness of the relevance of discussing
gender when talking leader and of discussing leader when talking
gender. I took outset in the position that this obviousness as well as the
obviousness of the existence of leader and gender itself is cultural and
historical produced perceptions of society. Thus, the interplay of both
the production of gender and the production of leader, the framework
for making this interplay possible and the meaning established in this
interplay between two cultural phenomena has to be analysed.



The focus of my paper is hence the relation between gender and
leader, and the cultural meanings established in the interplay between
these categories in the period of 1960 - 1989 in Denmark and
Germany.

Cultural meaning is established in history. This meaning, though, is
not coincidental. In the introductory chapters of the dissertation, I
present some theoretical considerations about the cultural frameworks,
which are crucial for both the ways meaning is established in the
sources, and the content of this meaning itself. In the dissertation, I
labelled these frameworks "discursive knowledge".

At this point, I briefly want to turn to my understanding of gender. As
many other historians, I was very much inspired by Joan Scott’s
(1988) definition of gender as an analytical category of history.

Here, 1 especially focused on the aspect that gender is social
relationships based on the perceived differences of the sexes. To me,
the question, then, was what precedes this perception shared within a
culture? Why do we perceive differences? Why do we perceive them
as gender? Is gender the only perception of differences? Scott also
defined gender as a primary way of signifying relationships of power.
In the context of my analysis, I was inspired to ask the question,
whether gender is the primary way of enunciating hierarchy? Has it
always been the only way of doing so?

Taking an outset in what is usually referred to as poststructuralist
thinking, I also questioned the suggestion that gender should be the
primary way of enunciating hierarchy regardless of context and time.
My findings suggest that the enunciatings of hierarchies have to be
contextualized. The historicizing of categories in the context of
leadership debates suggest that gender is not the only way of
enunciating hierarchies. Talking the level of presentation, it neither
has always been the primary way. I think that the same observation
can be made with regard to leader. On the level of social relationships,
this might lead to the question of what is shared within a culture that
is preceding the perception of there being leaders? And talking at the
level of intertextual analysis, the question is what is preceding the



enunciation of hierarchies as gender and leader? In the dissertation, |
labelled this commonly shared "knowledge" which I found to be
preceding enunciations as the discursive knowledge of "Zweige-
schlechtlichkeit"', and the discursive knowledge of leadership.

Finally some general reservations. The purpose of my analysis is
neither to analyse the origin of perceptions of gender and leader, nor
the reasons and causes for meaning being established in this way. I
want to analyse what this meaning is and consists of. Neither do I
intend to analyse the relation between the meaning created in the
sources and a world outside the sources. The epistemological question
of the relationship between perceiving matter and matter itself is thus
excluded. Neither is it the purpose of my analysis to show that an
apriorical or given framework for these perceptions exists in the
sources. Instead, the identification of the mentioned frameworks of
discursive knowledge is one of the results of my analysis.

2. The Purpose of the Analysis

The purpose of my dissertation is to analyse the production of
categories and discourses and their meaning creating relationship to
each other in a within the sources and in the relation of the sources to
each other. The sources were chosen with outset in the visible
existence of categories of leader and gender in the sources. Thus, in
the dissertation, I attempt to contribute to the development of a
method for gender history as discourse history, which does not
reproduce gender difference. In my understanding, discourse history
means a history of gender and leader as relational categories. The first
step in the development of such a method is to analyse the constitution

' The term "Zweigeschlechtlichkeit" itself I borrowed from Carol Hagemann-
White 1984, 1989 and Angelika Wetterer 1992. I use the term to visualise the
dualism in the concept of gender. This is of special importance considering the
fact that the dissertation was wrote in German language. In German, the term
"Geschlecht" is the only available term, including its various connotations.
However, I want to point out that I only borrow the term "Zweige-
schlechtlichkeit" itself and use it in my own understanding.



of meaning in the language that presents and constructs differences
and hierarchies as both gender and leader.

What I want to suggest is that the crucial point for analysis is how
meaning is created in the production of interplay of or a link between
gender and leader. The purpose of my analysis is thus to understand
the cultural meaning established in the language of sources.

The questions I want to discuss here are: (1) How can the enunciation
of hierarchy as difference in the sources be conceptualised and
analysed? (2) How is this interplay between gender and leadership
established? (3) What does it consist of? (4) What is the meaning
produced in this interplay of gender and leadership? (5) Are there
differences between Denmark and Germany, and are there changes
over time?

The production of gender and leader, the enunciation of hierarchies as
gender and leader, and the production of interplay between gender and
leader can be analysed at the "third level" of history. The term "third
level" of historical analysis, die ""dritte Ebene" der Geschichte", I
borrowed from the historian Peter Schottler (1989:118). I found the
term useful to illustrate the level of the analysis I conducted in the
dissertation. For Schottler, the term "third level" covers the level of
the constitution of meaning in the language of the sources. The "third
level" - in Schéttler's understanding - is neither simply reflecting the
levels of economy and society, nor does there exist a linear or
hierarchic relation between discourse, society and economy. Here, it
means that I am not analysing social relationships, but rather their
production in the presentations and constructions of binary categories
in the sources.

The question, then, is: How are we to analyse the production of
gender, leader and the meaning established in the relationship between
the two at the third level of history? This brings me to the third point,
methods and key concepts.



3. Method and Key Concepts

In the language of the sources, the diversity of social relationships is
presented and constructed as dichotomies. Dichotomy means the
presentation and construction of categories as hierarchical binaries. In the
analysis of my dissertation, both gender and leader turned out to be
binary categories or dichotomies, that means: they are ways of
expressing, thinking and enunciating hierarchies as relational difference.

3.1. Presentation

The meaning of enunciating hierarchy in these ways can be analysed in
the way leader and gender is produced in relation to each other in the
sources. To produce, to establish or to create in the following means
both to present and to construct. This leads me to the introduction of
my first key concept, namely the concept of presentation.

As 1 stated above, it is my outset that there is no linear relation
between the levels of historical analysis. Neither is there a linear
relation between the reality produced in the sources and a reality
outside the sources. The sources are no reflection of a matter.
Therefore, the starting point is to separate the analytical levels of re-
presentation - for example, of social relationships - and presentation.
Sources in my understanding do not re-present a historical reality
outside the texts, but produce a textual reality. The sources for
analysis were articles in newspapers and magazines, read as textual
presentations, which produce meanings. But there is no possibility of
an endless and accidental variety of presentations of the relation
between leader and gender, since the variety of possibilities in the way
reality is produced is restricted by a cultural framework. The articles
were analysed as "a subgroup within the larger category of cultural
constructions of meaning" (Toews 1987:879). In the explicit use of
language, sources present and construct categories and their
relationships and thus produce a historical reality, including gender,
leader and the meaning produced in the interplay of both categories.



3.2. Category

The second concept I want to introduce is the key concept category. I
do not use gender as an analytical category, but use the concept of
category as an analytical tool in analysing the relation between gender
and leader. The focus on the categories of leader and gender was my
choice of interest. The concept of category refers to the condition that
neither gender nor leaders as categories do have a content or a
meaning in themselves. They are produced in the presentations and in
the constructions of the sources and in relation to each other. Their
content is established in their contextual attachment to difference and
hierarchy, and their meaning is created in the presentation and
construction of their interplay. I am taking an epistemological outset in
poststructuralist thought. Here, thinking in hierarchical binary opposites
is considered to be a basic characteristic of Western thought. Hierarchy
and binarity cannot be considered or expressed as a fixed characteristic
of neither gender nor leader. Both gender and leader have to be
historicized as contextual enunciations of hierarchy as difference.

Both gender and leader are main binary categories, enunciating
difference and hierarchy both between categories and within
categories. Gender enunciates hierarchy as a difference of man and
woman, leader enunciates hierarchy as a difference of leader and non -
leader. To give an example of the production of difference and
hierarchies between categories: gender is for instance non-class, man
is non-woman. Examples for subcategories of gender are woman and
man, educated and uneducated woman, successful and unsuccessful
man. Subcategories of leader are for instance entrepreneur and
manager, top manager and middle manager.

At this point, it should be emphasised in general that when I talk about
top leader, leader, man and woman, [ always refer to categories
without a fixed, apriorically given content or contextual meaning.

The concepts left to be introduced are the key concepts of
construction, analogy and discourse.



3.3. Construction

The distinction between presentation and construction can be
explained by looking at the main categories of my analysis. While the
category of gender is in itself a presentation of binarity, the category
of leader constructs the binarity, since leader cannot be thought of
without thinking its opposite, though the opposite is not visible in the
explicit expression of the category.

Categories of gender and leader are not only visibly present in the
text. Categories are also constructed in the statements of the texts,
statement used in the Foucauldian understanding of the term.
Construction means implying the invisible and thus marginalised or
repressed part of a dichotomy in the explicit presentation. For
example, the presentation of woman implies man in the meaning non-
woman, though this 1s not explicitly presented in the text. The
presentation of top leader implicitly says something about non-top
leaders, and so on. In the intertextual analysis over time, a shift from
construction to presentation and from presentation to construction of
categories could be showed. This shift contributes to the creation of a
notion of change and progress, at the same time both making the
repressed visible and marginalising the visible.

The second meaning in my use of the term construction 1s the creation
of an analogy between gender and leader. Subcategories of leader as
well as categories of non-leader, expressing hierarchy as differences
within leadership and between leader and non-leader, are at the same
time enunciated as gender difference. Gender and leader are found to
be parallel categories. One example is the headings of the sources. At
the level of presentation, a hierarchy between the sources is produced
in the way gender and leader is presented. Looking at the headings,
there are sources only presenting leader. And there are sources,
presenting woman in connection with a subcategory of leader. In the
case of Germany, in the 1960s this was the heredited business owner.
In Denmark in the 1960s, this was the pre-industrial leader of a
production based on agrarian products. There are no headings
presenting both the category of man and leader, but a link between
man and leader is constructed in the texts.



These presentations exemplify a pattern of difference between the
enunciations as leader and woman leader. Since difference is a way of
enunciating hierarchy, a hierarchy between the two groups of sources is
constructed. Moreover, a hierarchy between the categories of leader and
the categories of leader parallel to woman is constructed. In the
intertextual analysis over time, this pattern revealed that the
presentation of woman parallel to leader in the context of the leadership
debates is an enunciation of subordinate categories of leader.

The third use of the term construction is the meaning constructed in
the presentation and construction of an interplay between gender and
leader or non-leader. Not presenting man and leader in the headings
means that gender is repressed in the enunciation of superiority, that
means the categories of top leader. In the pattern of both explicit
presentation of woman and subordinate categories of leader and the
construction of man and the superior categories of top leader meaning
is constructed. In the analysis, the focus on the presentation of women
and subordinate positions turned out to be the enunciation of non-
leader or non-top-leader qualities. Superiority on the other side turned
out to be enunciated as education and qualification. I will return to
that in the discussion of the key concept of analogy and later in the
discussion of selected results.

However, the example of the headings ought not to give the
impression that sources simply produce dual genderedness. This
opinion would be an interpretation of the sources as reflection of
material structures, and it would take outset in an apriorical
assumption of the existence of gender difference. In looking at the
relation of the key concepts, it can firstly be shown that superior and
subordinate positions within the category of leader can present and
construct both woman and man. Secondly, it can be shown as well that
the enunciation as a gender presents and constructs both a superior and
a subordinate category of leader. Thirdly, there is a time dimension in
this relation, which I also will return to in the key conclusions.



3.4. Analogies/ correspondences

The relationship between gender and leader can be analysed in an
intertextual comparison of sources, which reveals analogies. In the
intertextual analysis over time, categories are differentiated without
abolishing differences and hierarchies. New categories are produced,
but without the original ones being eliminated. They become invisible
in the presentations, but can be made visible with the help of
historicizing and deconstruction. One example would be the category
of born leader, which is not presented after the 1960’s, but is
constructed in the presentations of highly qualified candidates having
a successful or a success lacking management career. The discursive
knowledge on the existence of leader personalities continues to be a
legitimisation of top leaders or superiority. Because of this continuity
and change of categories, I use the term transformation instead of
change, since the term change indicates a break and thus produces
both a notion of a linear progress and of something new. On the
analytical level of presentation, transformation is visible, on the level
of construction continuity is revealed. This continuity over time of
transformed categories is labelled analogies or correspondences.

The intertextual analysis of these transformations over time reveals
differentiations within the hierarchical difference of superiority and
subordination. Analogies exist between the old and the transformed
dichotomies. Analogies are intertextual correspondences of categories
over time. Correspondences are built within hierarchy and difference.
In other words, it is not hierarchy and difference that change, but the
ways of their enunciations as subcategories of leader. The interplay
between the categories of gender and leader, for example, consists of a
continuing correspondence of superior categories of leader enunciated
as man but never as woman, and subordinate categories of leader or
non-leader always enunciated as woman and sometimes as man.

The relationship between and within categories is organised as
analogous superiority and subordination within difference. In the
example of a correspondence mentioned above between man and top
leader, the transformation over time is a variety of presented
subcategories of top leader enunciated as man only. On the other
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hand, correspondences exist between categories subordinate within
the respective dichotomies. The transformed variety of presented
respective subordinate leader categories is always enunciated as
woman. Here, the importance of the analytical differentiation between
representation and presentation can be illustrated. Reading the sources
as representation, woman appears never to have been top leader. In
relation to the category of leadership, subordination appears to
characterise woman. At the same time, woman appears as unchangeable
condition for limited access to leader or top leader positions. Reading
the sources as presentation, however, opens up for the opportunity of
going beyond apriorical assumptions and thus for the analysis of both,
meaning and the limitations for our conception of the world.

3.5. Discourse

I shall now turn to the last concept to be introduced, the concept of
discourse. As I mentioned above, the subject for analysis of the third
level of history is the constitution of meaning in the language of
statements. That is what discourse is about. In the analysis of the
pattern of analogies between the presentation and construction of
categories, in the intertextual analysis of the pattern of transformation
of categories, discourses can be traced. I understand them as a
framework for thought, a framework of discursive knowledge.

I want to give one example from Germany in' 1966 to illustrate how
discursive meaning is produced in the sources, how meaning is
attached to difference, and how hierarchy is produced and legitimated
in language. This piece of text concerns the presentation of a
relationship between employed top leaders and self employed
business owners, between University education as required
qualification for top leadership, but not as only legitimisation of top
positions, and heredity. In short, this texts contains the basic
dichotomies characteristic for presentations of the leadership debates
in the second half of the 1960s in Germany, at which point the self
employed business owner already has lost its superior position to the
employed top leader.

L1



"Personen, die ein Studium absolviert haben, sind offenbar in
hoherem Masse als die Nicht-Akademiker mit grosserer
Verantwortung qualifiziert. Warum dies so ist, muss offen
bleiben. Ob es auf dem Studium beruht, auf den dadurch
erworbenen Kenntnissen und Fdhigkeiten, oder ob es einfach
daran liegt, dass sich junge Mdnner mit Fiihrungsqualititen
eben in besonders grosser Zahl zundichst einem Studium
zuwenden, kann niemand sagen. Auch die Tatsache, dass die
Akademiker-Quote bei den Selbstindigen... wesentlich
niedriger ist als bei den "Managern", hilft nicht viel weiter.
Unter den Selbstindigen gibt es viele, die sich ihre
Fiihrungsposition nicht erst "erkdmpfen" miissen, sondern

denen sie im Zuge der Erbfolge weitgehend "von selbst"
zufdllt...." (Kruk 17-10-1966)

The presentation of the question whether male academic top leaders
acquire knowledge and skills at universities, or whether men with
leadership traits take university degrees, allows us to identify the
frameworks, which make this presentation possible. University
education and leadership traits together construct employed leadership
as top leadership. Heredity presents self-employed business owners.
The hierarchy within the category of leader is expressed as difference
in responsibility and successful competition and enunciated as man.

The text constructs the exceptional personalities of top leaders. The
conflict in the second half of the 1960s is a conflict between two kinds
of exceptionality: between exceptional scientific and rational
knowledge alone or alternatively exceptional personality traits in
combination with scientific knowledge legitimating the top leader.
The construction of the employed top leader as exceptional person is
made possible by a discursive framework that I labelled the great man
discourse. That means, the few chosen leader personalities being
superior to the masses.

Superiority is enunciated as both, traits and knowledge, or knowledge
alone. The first one legitimises top positions, the second one
legitimises access to a management career. The presentation of the
existence of the educated leader or leader personality is made possible

12



by the framework I labelled a traits- discourse. Namely, the existence
of exceptional leader personalities characterised by either, traits
acquired by birth, by early socialisation, or acquired as adults through
education. In the case of our example, trained exceptional skills are a
transformation of born or socialised traits. The changeable social
skills do become hegemonic in the period after mid 1960s, but without
the unchangeable socially or biologically heredited traits being
abolished. Within heredity, the heredity of traits continues to legitimise
superiority, while the heredity of social position presents subordinate
leader categories of doubtful legitimacy. At the same time as business
owners loose their superior positions, traits become disconnected with
business owners and connected to educated and employed top leaders.
But traits continue to legitimatise the top leader, while the category of
top leader as enunciation of superiority is changing.

The enunciation of hierarchy as leader in itself not only means a
legitimation of superiority, but also a naturalisation of superiority and
thus constructs its legitimate permanency. And this makes a paradox
to the growing presentations of social equality through the opportunity
of education, the characteristic of a classless modern society. The
presentation of the classless society is an enunciation of the growing
unimportance of heredity in terms of social descent, while traits and
thus the importance of heredity in terms of descent in different
enunciations continue to exist throughout the period. The results of
my dissertation suggest that the categories of class and of gender both
are enunciations of descent. The comparison between Denmark and
Germany showed that this is true in both countries, while the
difference between the countries is the ways of presenting and
enunciating hierarchies. But common for both countries is the
enunciation of superiority as man, as can be seen in the example, too.
And the enunciation of subordination as woman; in the case of
Germany in the 1960s, woman leaders are almost exclusively presented
as business owners, and mostly as business owners by heredity.

13



4. Selected conclusions

Now, having introduced the key elements of my method, I will
proceed to present some relevant aspects of the empirical results of
my dissertation. I have chosen three focuses. First, I focus on the
development over time. Second, I focus on top leadership, since top
leadership is the relevant category concerning the glass ceiling
problematic. Third, I focus on the tension in the sources, which I have
touched upon briefly already: on the one hand, successfully
progressing social change is presented in the sources. Social change
means that education, especially higher education, presents the means
to successful social upwards mobility into the top of industrial
enterprises and society, leaving behind heredity of social positions as
the remedients of a class society having outlived itself. On the other
hand, I found a permanency of both categories of gender and
categories of class enunciating hierarchy, corresponding to the
category of leader.

4.1. The presentation of equality and inequality
in Denmark and Germany

Before I take a closer look at this tension, I would like to point out a
significant difference between Denmark and Germany. This difference
occurs in the presentations of top leadership in the sources. The top
leader is in the time period concerned identical with the professional
leader or manager.

In Denmark, different categories of leader are mainly presented in
terms of categories of equality (Gleichheitskategorien). Hierarchy
between top leaders and leaders is established on the level of
construction, i.e. on the implicit level. So are polarisations between
leaders and non-leaders. Presentations of non-leaders in the context of
the leadership debate do not occur before the early 1970’s.

In Germany, categories of leader are mainly presented as hierarchical
polarisations between categories. Equality is constructed within the
respective subcategories of leader. The polarised presentation between

14



leaders and non-leaders as well as between different subcategories of
leader does exist throughout the period concerned.

I will get back to the consequences of this difference in the following
presentation of my findings.

4.2. Change and permanency in Danish and German top leadership

I will now turn to the changes in both the presentation and the
construction of the category of top leader over time. I will give an
overview over the main developments, starting with the major
differences between Denmark and Germany in the early 1960s.

In Denmark at this point, the inheritance of the position is included in
the presentation of the professional leader. Property is excluded from
the Danish presentations of educated professional top leaders.

In Germany, both inheritances of position and property are included in
the presentation of top leadership, but is transformed into subordinate
categories of leader. Top leadership covers the accomplishment of a
successful career by personal achievement alone.

4.2.1. Denmark

In Denmark, merit (Verdienst) presents legitimate leaders. Leaders
present both inheritance and career by accomplishment. Within merit,
however, a hierarchical difference is constructed.

On the one hand, inheritance means the merit of descent from both a
patrilineary family line and a tradition of work for the well being
(welfare) of society, and the prosperity of the economy. On the other
hand, merit covers the personal accomplishment of higher education
in combination with the proof of efficiency.

While merit presents a common characteristic of the leaders, the top
leaders of descent are merited twice - by tradition and by
accomplishment. The successful self-made man, however, only has
the single merit of personal accomplishment. Thus, a hierarchy of
difference within the equality of merited leadership is constructed, and
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the top leader of descent is placed in a superior position to the
successful self-made-man.

The establishment of this hierarchy within merit corresponds to the
presentation of a difference within the highly educated leaders. Leader
personality traits enunciate difference and construct a correspondence
of superior position within the binary hierarchies of top leaders and
leaders, professional leaders and educated leaders, leaders and
specialised experts, international and national leaders. The first of
these pairs is placed in a superior position to the other, and leader
personality traits are what place them there.

The presentation of the equality of all in leadership is transforming
into the presentation of equality of wage earners in the late 1970s.
Leaders and co-workers both present wage earners. Here, a difference
between the wage-earning director (der "direktoriale Lohnempfinger",
p. 328) on the one hand, and the wage-earning co-workers constructs
hierarchical binary difference within the presented category of
equality, which is the category of the wage earner. Within the
category of top leader, a corresponding difference is established
between the task oriented technocrat and the people oriented,
cooperative leader, the former being placed in the superior
hierarchical position.

Success is another category of equality presented, divided between the
success in accomplishing a career and the success .as a human being,
both constructing a binary hierarchy. In the 1980's, two competing
dichotomies can be found. On the one hand, the top leader technocrat
who is superior to the cooperative leader. On the other hand, the
unification of both aspects in the category of either the holistic top
leader or alternatively the category of team of top leaders. At the end
of the 1980s the competition between both has not ended yet. Articles
from the 1990's presenting holistic and communicative leadership as
feminine leadership, however, indicate that the technocrat and holistic
leader succeeded in being the enunciation of superiority and the
presentation of the new category of top leader.
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Read over time, the presentations of changing categories of top leader
in the sources read over time clearly create a notion of change. The
different presentations of the category of top leader read
chronologically construct a progressing development and thus a
changing top leadership. However, at the same time, the intertextual
analysis reveals correspondences between the respective categories
enunciating superiority and subordination. These correspondences
hence produce permanency. They produce the impression of a blurred
connection between social position and descent, descent being
understood as both family descent and personal abilities. Hence, even if
subcategories of leader are transformed over time, the correspondences
reveal that descent (family descent or personal abilities) produces the
superior subcategory of leader. In the presentations of top leader, both
categories are enunciations of superiority.

Throughout the period, descent maintains a connotation of both the
unchangeable personal (descent) and the changeable, the social at the
time (social position). And here I find a correspondence between the
category of leader and the meaning established in the presentation of
gender enunciating hierarchy as difference in both Denmark and
Germany.

Before I return to that, I shall present the main transformations and
continuities in Germany, concerning the category and subcategories of
leader.

4.2.2. Germany

In Germany, achievement (Leistung) is the central category presented.
A polarised division between achievement and inheritance is
presented, with achievement in the superior position. A hierarchical
polarisation is presented between a leader position as result of success
due to the personal achievement of higher education, and on the other
hand as result of the inheritance of property and position. The
inheritance of traits is constructed. Thus, on the level of presentation,
personal achievement enunciates superiority, inheritance enunciates
subordination. Correspondingly, the achievement of leader is divided
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between the personal achievement of education, and the achievement
of wealth for the people, both enunciating respectively the superiority
of the top manager and the subordination of the self-employed
business owner. Hierarchy between the two is constructed, and after
1973 this hierarchy is explicitly presented, its change into visibility
indicating its increasing importance for the establishing of the end of
what was labelled a first post-war period. Employees and the people
present categories of non-leaders and construct childlike or womanly
dependants, those being provided for.

However, the time dimension in the relation between construction and
presentation is important here. Personality constructs an additional
trait of the educated and legitimate top leader in the 1960s. After 1973,
personality in terms of top leader traits legitimates the division within
the highly educated into those with a top career within organisations,
and those with a career which does not lead to the very top.

In the 1980’s a change in the presentation of scientific training as
higher education takes place. Higher education no longer presents the
guarantee of success in terms of successfully reaching top leader
positions. Now, scientific training presents the mere access to a top
career, success no longer being guaranteed. At the same time, self-
employed business ownership undergoes a revaluation. No longer
inheritance, but the founding and leading of a successfully expanding
enterprise now presents the chance for an alternative top career of the
scientifically educated. This corresponds to a division within the
characteristics of the category of top leader. The scientifically trained
founder and owner of an expanding enterprise even presents a
superior to the expert in employed middle management, the one
presented as self-employed, independent, risk taking and successfully
competing self-provider, the other as a not successfully competing
dependant, being provided for (in terms of salary, limited working
hours, unemployment benefits, social security etc.). The first
subcategory is an enunciation of the superior position in a binary, the
other similarly of the subordinate position. Interestingly enough, the
1980s presentations of the expert middle manager not only construct
lack of success. The presentation of his characteristics also corresponds
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to the presentations of dependants or those being provided for -
enunciated as the categories of non-leaders throughout the 1960s, in the
whole period enunciated as the category of woman, too.

The presentations of the scientifically trained founder of a successful
enterprise construct a differentiation within the category of top leader.
On the one hand, the ownership of enterprises once again enunciates
subordination. This binary dichotomy can be established, since for
example major shareholders, board members and top leaders are not
presented as owners, not even partial owners. On the other hand, the
employed top leader gets out of the focus of presentations, thus
constructing a new development of independent and self-reliant
successful careers as top leader careers of self owned enterprises,
superior to careers into lower and middle management within
organisations. In other words, the employed top manager getting out
of the focus of the presentations, a hierarchy within the category of
leader is enunciated as a difference between successful self employed
founder and not successful employed lower or middle manager, as top
leader and leader.

As is the case in Denmark, the presentations of difference within top
leader, between top leader and leader, and between leader and non-leader
enunciate hierarchy. Continuity in the enunciation of superiority can be
found as well. The differentiation within the presentations of top
leadership over time establishes the notion of change.

4.3. Difference enunciating hierarchy
- the correspondence between leader and gender

A comparison of both countries points to continuity over time in the
correspondence between achievement, descent or inheritance
respectively, and accordingly between the categories of the social
position of top leadership and top leader personality. In both
countries, personality traits and correspondingly top-leadership are
disconnected from inheritance of property ownership. In both
countries the hierarchy between top leaders and leaders, leaders and
non-leaders remains untouched, being presented in terms of categories
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of equality in Denmark and in terms of polarised inequality in
Germany.

Significantly, the correspondence of merit and inheritance to
personality is established in both countries over time. And in both
countries, this position is being established as the superior pole of
binaries and as such constantly and without changes enunciated as man.

I will now turn to the correspondence between gender and leader as
enunciations of the same hierarchies, focusing on the category of
gender. These correspondences are to be found in the intertextual
analysis over time. The following points are important in this aspect:

(1) The changing categories of both non-top leader and non-leader,
enunciating subordination, are correspondingly enunciated as woman
as well. Importantly, these are the only enunciations as woman,
woman only being presented corresponding to subordinate categories
of leader. This means that categories presenting top leader and
enunciating superiority are enunciated as man at the analytical level of
presentations.

(2) Throughout the period, there is a correspondence between non-
leaders, pre-industrial leaders and leaders, being enunciations of
subordination. This correspondence is found, too in the presentation
of categories presenting woman.

(3) The differentiation of the category of leader over time does lead to
a transformation of the respective former top leader into a subordinate
leader. What is transforming is the enunciation of superiority.

Moreover, the category of top leader never presents woman. Man is
the only enunciation of this very superior category, but man
enunciates not only the very superior category. The various subordinate
categories of leadership present woman’s and man’s successful career and
top positions. However, the enunciation as woman is only an enunciation
of the very subordinate categories. In Germany, this means both self-
employed inherited business owners and self-employed founders of not
expanding businesses. In Denmark, this means the single merited leader,
in the 1980s the cooperative and holistic leader.
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(4) There are but few presentations of superior categories presenting a
correspondence between top leader and man. This correspondence
mostly is implicitly presented as pronouns, or it is constructed. Thus,
the category of woman not only enunciates subordinate categories of
leader and non-leader, but also constructs a correspondence between
superiority and man, that means categories of top leader.

In both countries, positions which are presented as open to socially
upwards mobility regardless of social origin, by acquiring the right
traits/skills through either education, practical experience or a
combination of both, present and construct subordinate categories of
leadership and gender.

And there is another intertextual continuity over time, as the top
leader in the national debates always constructs a superior category of
man and vice versa. The transformed categories of top leader
corresponding to the transformed superior man create a notion of
societal progress, despite the continuity of categories of top leader and
man enunciating superiority. In both countries, this superiority is
legitimated as traits. This means, that despite the transformations, a
very top enunciated as leadership not opens for change in terms of
mobility from descent is established. In other words, from this
perspective continuity of hierarchy appears to be presented or talked
about in terms of progress, change and equality.

4.4. The permanency of hierarchy

The notion of a permanent top not open for social chance is created in
a third way. Namely in the correspondence of categories enunciating
superiority respectively subordination over time. A correspondence
across categories of gender and leadership can be found between both
traits acquired by early socialisation or by birth, and thus between
social and thus obtainable skills as enunciations of the promise for
change. I want to exemplify this in the case of Denmark.

One example is thus that descent in the 1960s 1s both descent in terms
of kinship and in terms of social position. Leaders present the equality
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of education and construct a division of merit into a superior top and a
subordinate middle position.

In the 1980s, the descent of leaders presents the equality of unequal
social descent and a division between man as the only enunciation of
top leader, woman and man as enunciations of leaders. In this way, a
hierarchy within success enunciated as man and woman is
constructed. In the intertextual analysis over time, a corresponding
analogy to the older presentation of leaders divided by double merit
and single merit can be found. Double merit refers to social descent and
superior man, single merit corresponding to social descent, woman and
man. The enunciation of superiority seen over time is an enunciation as
the corresponding categories of kinship, social descent and man.

Another example is a correspondence between necessary skills for a
top leader, the technocrat, and skills desirable for a future top leader,
the holistic leader. Necessary top leader skills in the 1980s present
man alone, desirable skills present woman and man. That means,
while desirable skills also can be acquired by man, necessary skills
can neither be acquired by woman nor by all men. In the intertextual
analysis over time, I found a correspondence between the double merit
of both education and descent of the top leader to both necessary and
desirable skills. In other words, education corresponds to desirable
skills, and I found a correspondence between single merit of education
to desirable skills, which do not have a connotation of necessity.

The desirable skills enunciated as woman are characteristics like
intuition, sensibility, communicative skills and cooperation. Human
oriented skills or traits and cooperative leadership in the 1960s present
those of mother and wife leading the family household. The
correspondences revealed in the intertextual analysis over time show
that the mother leading the family household is an enunciation of the
pre-industrial agrarian based production and of non- merited descent.
In 1977 - 1989, the characteristics of the new industrial so-called
"female leader" correspond to those of the motherly leader of the
home and thus appears to be a transformed enunciation of subordinate
traits, skills, position.
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Comparing the enunciations of subordinate and superior categories of
leader as respectively woman and man also reveals correspondences.
In constructing subordination within leadership, the family household
corresponds to non-merited descent, thus being two different
enunciations of the same. Equally, cooperative people oriented
leadership presents the expert and traits of subordinate importance to
the top leader. This corresponds to education being of main
importance to the leader, but of less importance to the top leader back
in time. And equally, there is a correspondence to education as
something to be acquired, but to descent as something that is not
acquirable. Considering the focus on education in the presentation of
the debates on leadership in both Denmark and Germany, education
can be said to be the enunciation of social change, the unchanged or
continuity being made invisible, marginalised and thus eliminated
from the visibly presented picture of society.

Interestingly, at the level of presentation, education transforms from a
presentation of education as possibility for mobility for unprivileged
social descent and man to an enunciation of woman alone. In other
words, there is a transformation in the enunciation of hierarchy from
categories of class, i.e. social decent, to categories of gender, 1.e.
descent. This transformation is especially obvious in the Danish
sources, where the enunciation of subordination as woman in the
context of the leadership debates does not occur before 1977. This
indicates that gender not at all times and not in all cultures has been
the primary way of signifying relationships of power. This means a
change in the way hierarchy and possibilities for change is perceived
and written. This shift in presentation indicates as well that non-
privileged descent and man no longer are perceived as barriers for
reaching (top) leadership.

Generally, the enunciation of hierarchy as both gender and leader has
personality characteristics in common, in terms of both socially and
bodily descent. At the same time, the shift from categories of class to
categories of gender is a shift from the presentation of education as
the only precondition for mobility to the presentation of education as
only one precondition for mobility. The increasing enunciation of
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subordination as woman from 1977 and on thus constructs the
legitimisation of both limited success and lack of success in terms of
leader career and social mobility.

In both leader and gender a shism is found, between on the one hand
the social and changeable - difference - and on the other hand the
early socialised or acquired by birth and unchangeable- hierarchy.
Thus, top leader never presents woman but man alone. At the same
time, the intertextual analysis reveals that top leader constructs
superior man as well. Leader presents woman and man and constructs
subordinate man. This indicates that the description of a person as
effiminated man has to be understood not as a characterisation of
personality, but as an enunciation of contextual subordination.
Together, the relation between construction and presentation has a
confirming effect. This relation continuously creates the
corresponding notion of the possibility of a future change and at the
same time its denial. This relation simultaneously legitimises the
continuity of hierarchy, the possibility for future change being a fixed
characteristic mostly enunciated as woman. In the Danish context, the
expression of women "being on their way" might be well known to
everyone until today. But the fixity of various expressions of future
change enunciated as woman indicates that the arrival or being at the
top is not thought of or enunciated as woman. Simply, because
success in this context is enunciated and thought of as man.

The correspondence between the changing presentations of top leader
on the one hand and the continuity of the presentation of man and the
construction of superior man on the other hand, does both produce the
notion of progress, but also a notion of the legitimacy of a unchanged
hierarchy. To put it in slightly different words, the element of
continuity in the enunciation of superiority as both the category of top
leader, and the category of (superior) man not only produces the
impression of the unchangeability of a hierarchical top, but also of its
legitimacy. The legitimisation of the continuity of hierarchy is the
meaning created by enunciating hierarchy as difference in the categories
of both gender and leader, and by constructing correspondences over
time. The similarities across the categories of gender and leader indicate,
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that these interplaying enunciations of hierarchy as difference construct a
double naturalisation, which means legitimate continuity and lack of
change with regard to the category of top leader.

5. Concluding remarks

The intertextual analysis over time reveals correspondences between
the categories of social descent, traits, education, gender and leader.
These correspondences produce a double naturalisation of hierarchy,
legitimating its continuity despite the emerging impression of
successfully obtained social change. This perception is produced in
the transforming enunciations of superior and subordinate positions
within binaries.

Returning to the question of the "glass ceiling", I therefore want to
suggest that the enunciation of hierarchy as "glass ceiling" for women
is a contemporary way of reproducing this naturalisation. The
expression at the same time questions the legitimacy of primarily
employing men as top leaders and legitimates it at the same time,
enunciating a barrier as woman. Moreover, the term at the same time
assumes qualifications as only existing means of access and gender
being the additional one. Education in terms of qualification is the
category of equality, hierarchy within the category is enunciated as
gender and analogous as leader.

Thus, as I see it, the term "glass ceiling" constitutes a legitimising
contemporary cultural enunciation of a focus on a hierarchy between
top leaders and leaders within the equality of especially higher
education, which seems to be an important narrative in the passed 20
years. Thus, talking the third level of presentation, the major change
occurs to be the transformation of the enunciation of a barrier between
superior and subordinate positions as first a concrete ceiling between
none leaders and leaders and then a glass ceiling within the category
of leader. This transformation is identical with an enunciation of
superiority first as privileged social descent and then as man, and an
enunciation of subordination as first unprivileged social descent and
then woman. The difference between top leader and leader is
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correspondingly conceptualised as gender difference. Woman and
leader are contemporary enunciations of subordination in this context,
while man and top leader correspondingly are contemporary
enunciations of superiority. They replaced the older enunciations of
difference as privileged versus unprivileged social descent and leader
and non-leader, as the example from Germany in 1966 illustrates.
With regard to the quality of education, education means the access to
a career position for the corresponding enunciations of non privileged
descent and woman, while education is the legitimisation of a top
leader position for the corresponding enunciations of privileged
descent and man.

In other words, these results indicate that our perception of society
and the meaning produced in this perception has transformed, the
transformation not necessarily being identical with change in society.
What seems to have been changing is the enunciation of non-leader
positions into co-workers and leader or middle respectively lower
manager positions. What has not being changing is the enunciation of
subordination as mainly presenting unprivileged descent and woman.

In Denmark, the change of presentation from industrial leaders being
man to leaders being both man and woman is new. In Germany, top
leadership shifted from being presentations of self employed business
owners to employed top managers, thus allowing the enunciation of
not only self employed business owners, but also middle and lower
managers as woman, this last development being the new
development within the period analysed. While the enunciation of
leader as woman in Denmark is relatively new, in Germany it did exist
throughout the period analysed. It was extended from inherited
business ownership to lower and middle management. From the
perspective of the analysis of the third level, equality means an
enunciation of both superiority and subordination as leader, instead of
as leader and non-leader, and correspondingly as both genders instead
of as man and woman.
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