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ABSATRACT

The purpose of this paper is to analyze Taiwan's educational |eadership master's
theses and doctoral dissertations in these recent ten years using feminist perspectives.
Feminist perspectives and educational leadership research is the first part introduced.
Then the analysis of the theses is presented, mainly focusing on three aspects. (1)
Whose voice is present in the text? (2) How gender is analyzed? (3) Is research
viewed as praxis? After analyzing studies of educational leadership in Taiwan, it
was found that influenced by positivist paradigm, most researchers used questionnaire
surveys. In addition, androcentric perspective has dominated the authors' viewpoints.
Out of the 75 theses, 42 were ignorant of the gender factor. In the other 29 theses,
sex/gender was only built in as a demographic variable to examine sex/gender
differences. Among the four theses with women as subjects, only two embrace some
kind of female perspectives. The findings indicate that there are till plenty of rooms
for investigating women's experiences in educational |eadership studies.

Key words: educational leadership, women leadership, principalship, feminist
perspectives
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