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Abstract

This research is mainly to find out the relationship between female college students’ response to
gender prejudice and their personality characteristics. This research chooses Life Orientation
Test-Revised (LOT-R) and gender prejudice incidents as a research tool, to investigate 60 female
college students, analysis of female college students optimistic index, gender prejudice detection
and response to the prejudice of the status quo, and discusses the female college students optimis-
tic index and the awareness of gender prejudice, the relationship between the response to the
gender prejudice. The results show that: 1) there is a significant disciplinary difference on gender
prejudice perception. Female college students of science and engineering are more sensitive to
gender prejudice perception than students of literature and history. 2) There is a significant nega-
tive correlation between the optimistic index of female college students and their response to gend-
er prejudice. The higher the optimistic index is, the less strong the response to gender prejudice is.
3) There is no significant correlation between the perceived gender prejudice and the optimistic
index and the response to gender prejudice.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics of optimism index and gender prejudice perception of female college students
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Table 2. Differences of female college students’ perception of gender prejudice in different situations
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Table 3. The subject difference of female college students’ perception of gender prejudice
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics of female college students’ responses to gender prejudice
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Table 5. Descriptive statistics of female college students’ responses to gender prejudice in different situations
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Table 6. Differences of female college students’ responses to gender prejudice in different situations
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Table 7. Correlation matrix between optimism index and perception of gender prejudice and response of gender prejudice in

female college students
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