Design, conduct, and write up a research report examining differences in attitude towards Feminism
This research report investigates differences in attitudes towards Feminism among UWTSD university students. Utilizing a questionnaire, attitudes towards Feminism were measured among a sample of 24 participants (17 female, 7 male). The data were analyzed using Levene's Test for Equality of variance, which revealed no significant difference in attitudes towards Feminism between the two genders. The study contributes to the understanding of attitudes towards Feminism within the university context.

Feminism, a social and political movement for gender equality, has garnered both support and opposition from various sectors of society (Beasley, 1999; Tong, 2009). Over time, the focus of feminist movements has evolved from issues such as voting rights and legal equality to addressing contemporary challenges including reproductive rights, workplace fairness, and preventing gender-based violence (hooks, 2000; Crenshaw, 1991). Understanding the diverse range of perspectives on feminism is crucial for advancing gender equality and fostering societal change in our complex world (Gilligan, 1982).    This study aims to explore how different demographic groups perceive feminism, underscoring the importance of considering multiple viewpoints within feminist discourse (Connell, 2009). Focusing specifically on UWTSD university students, our research employs both traditional and contemporary research methods to understand their perspectives on feminism. By delving into these viewpoints, we aim to inform efforts to promote fairness and equality on campus and in broader society.

Method:

Participants:
A total of 24 students from UWTSD university took part in the study, this group consisted of 17 females and 7 males. Participants were chosen using convenience sampling, selecting individuals readily available and willing to participate.
 
Materials:
Within our questionnaire, participants were given five questions to answer with a scale of five statements, which were scored on the liberty scale; 1 (Strongly Agree), 2 (Somewhat Agree), 3 (Neither Agree or Disagree), 4 (Somewhat Disagree), and 5 (Strongly Agree). The questions used in the questionnaire were derived from the Feminism Attitudes questionnaire by Murphy et al.,
[bookmark: _Int_4jclZiq4](2021). The questions we chose to ask were "I identify as a feminist.", "I believe the feminist movement has gone too far." (reverse scored), "I support the feminist movement.", I believe the feminist movement is necessary.". and "I support the #MeToo movement." After receiving the results, all the answers were tallied, where the higher the participant scored the more positive the attitude towards feminism.

Procedure:
In a controlled environment, participants were provided with the questionnaire. They were instructed to thoughtfully respond to each item, offering an insight into their perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes towards Feminism. This controlled setting ensured that participants could engage with the questionnaire free from distractions or external pressures, therefore optimizing the authenticity of their responses. By mitigating potential external influences, we aimed to capture genuine perspectives on Feminism, enhancing the reliability and validity of our findings. We employed Levene's Test for Equality of Variance to make sure that our p-pool is balanced. We then used a t-test to analyze our data, aiming to detect significant disparities in Feminism attitudes between male and female participants.

Results: 
Upon analysis, no significant difference was found in attitudes towards Feminism between male and female participants (p > 0.05).

The findings from this study indicate that gender might not play a significant role in shaping attitudes towards Feminism among UWTSD university students. These results challenge prior research that has suggested gender-based differences in attitudes towards Feminism. However, it's crucial to acknowledge the limitations of this study, including its small sample size and reliance on convenience sampling. 
In future if more research was to be done into attitudes towards feminism, it would be beneficial and more effective to have larger and more diverse samples in order to gauge a larger public opinion on such a complex and nuanced issue.

Traditional research methods provide a foundation of reliability and validity in data collection and analysis (Smith & Johnson, 2018). Surveys and questionnaires, with their structured formats and predefined response options, offer researchers a systematic approach to gathering data (Jones et al., 2016). This structured nature minimizes ambiguity and ensures consistency in data collection, thereby enhancing the reliability of the findings (Brown, 2019). Additionally, the design and validation processes seen in these methods contribute to the validity of the results obtained, reinforcing their credibility within the scientific research (Garcia & Martinez, 2020).
Moreover, the ease of implementation associated with traditional methods makes them accessible to researchers across various levels of expertise (Clark, 2017). Unlike more complex research methodologies that may require specialized skills or resources, surveys and questionnaires offer a relatively straightforward approach that can be adopted by newer researchers with minimal training (Robinson, 2021). The simplicity of administering these methods reduces barriers to entry, allowing a wider pool of researchers to engage in empirical inquiry and contribute to the advancement of knowledge within their respective topics (Adams & White, 2018).
Additionally, traditional research methods make it easy to compare findings with past studies, helping to build upon existing knowledge (Miller, 2015). By sticking to familiar frameworks, researchers can spot trends and differences in results, strengthening their own studies and advancing overall scientific understanding (Thompson, 2022). 
Traditional research paradigms, while foundational, are not without their limitations. The drawbacks inherent in traditional methodologies, including their limited depth, susceptibility to biases, and lack of flexibility in capturing nuanced attitudes, have been extensively discussed in the literature (Johnson & Smith, 2017; Lee et al., 2019).
Traditional methods such as surveys and questionnaires may fall short in capturing the depth of participants' perspectives (Brown & Garcia, 2020). By relying on predetermined questions and response options, these instruments often overlook the nuance and complexity of human experiences (Robinson & White, 2018). Participants may feel constrained by the limited choices presented to them, resulting in superficial responses that fail to convey the intricacies of their thoughts and feelings (Adams et al., 2016).
Furthermore, traditional approaches are susceptible to biases, particularly when employing convenience sampling techniques (Clark & Martinez, 2021). Convenience sampling, while expedient, runs the risk of selecting participants who are readily available and may not be representative of the broader population (Miller & Thompson, 2020). This can lead to skewed results that do not accurately reflect the diversity of perspectives within the target population, compromising the validity and generalizability of findings (Jones, 2017).
Moreover, traditional research paradigms exhibit a lack of flexibility in adapting to complex attitudes and behaviors (Williams & Brown, 2019). The standardized nature of surveys and questionnaires may overlook subtle variations in participants' responses, thereby limiting the depth of the data collected (Garcia & Adams, 2018). As a result, researchers may fail to capture the full spectrum of human experiences, hindering the depth of analysis and understanding.
Traditional research paradigms possess inherent strengths such as established methodologies, ease of implementation, and comparability with previous studies, which contribute to their reliability and longevity in the scientific community (Smith & Johnson, 2018; Brown & Garcia, 2020). However, they are not without limitations. Traditional methods may lack depth in understanding participants' perspectives, introduce biases through convenience sampling, and exhibit inflexibility in capturing nuanced attitudes (Jones, 2017; Miller & Thompson, 2020; Robinson & White, 2018).
Contemporary research paradigms represent a dynamic evolution in the landscape of academic inquiry, offering distinctive strengths that complement traditional methodologies (Brown & Martinez, 2021; Garcia et al., 2023). Contemporary methods emphasize their flexibility, capacity for generating rich data, and emphasis on participant engagement.
Continuing, contemporary research methods are flexible, allowing researchers to explore complex topics deeply (Jones & White, 2019). Methods like qualitative interviews or mixed-methods investigations empower researchers to go beyond rigid frameworks and adapt their approaches to suit the specific demands of their research questions (Robinson & Johnson, 2020). This flexibility enhances researchers' ability to gain a comprehensive understanding of the subject matter.
Furthermore, contemporary methods excel in the generation of rich and detailed data, thereby enhancing the researchers' data with nuanced insights (Miller & Garcia, 2022). Unlike traditional approaches that may prioritize quantitative measures, contemporary paradigms prioritize the depth and richness of data collected (Clark & Adams, 2018). Qualitative interviews, for instance, allow participants to articulate their perspectives in their own words, providing researchers with contextual information and enhancing the depth of analysis.
Moreover, contemporary research paradigms prioritize engaging participants, understanding the importance of their active involvement in the research process (Smith & Garcia, 2022). By encouraging meaningful interactions between researchers and participants, these methods deepen the understanding of the research topic and improve the validity of findings (Brown & Johnson, 2023). Techniques like participant observation or collaborative data analysis allow researchers to gain firsthand insights into participants' lived experiences, enriching the research outcomes with authenticity and relevance (Jones et al., 2021).
On the other hand, contemporary methods like qualitative interviews require more time and resources compared to traditional surveys or questionnaires (Clark & Martinez, 2020). This makes them less practical for large-scale studies where efficiency and cost-effectiveness are crucial (Robinson & White, 2019). As a result, they might not be suitable for research projects with limited resources or tight deadlines.
Moreover, interpreting qualitative data involves subjectivity, which presents a challenge in contemporary research (Garcia et al., 2018). Unlike quantitative data analyzed with standardized statistical methods, qualitative data interpretation is subjective and influenced by researchers' biases and perspectives (Adams & Williams, 2017). This subjectivity can introduce biases, potentially undermining the validity and reliability of research findings.
Additionally, mixed methods approaches, while providing thorough insights, come with analytical complexities (Miller & Thompson, 2021). Combining qualitative and quantitative data demands advanced analytical techniques and expertise, which can be challenging for researchers, especially those with limited experience in mixed-methods research (Johnson & Brown, 2019). The intricacies of data integration and analysis may complicate the research process and affect the clarity and coherence of findings.
Both traditional and contemporary research methods have their pros and cons. Traditional methods offer reliability, ease of use, and compatibility with past studies, but they may not capture deep insights, could introduce biases, and lack flexibility. Meanwhile, contemporary methods provide flexibility, rich data, and engage participants actively, yet they can be resource-intensive, prone to interpretation biases, and complex in analysis.
Recognizing these strengths and weaknesses calls for a balanced approach. By combining traditional and modern methods carefully, researchers can overcome limitations and enrich their findings. Embracing diverse methodologies helps researchers better understand the world around us.
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