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Abstract

This paper examines the construct of transprejudice and the relationship between Hong Kong Chinese people’s contact with transgender/transsexual (TG/TS) people and attitudes toward transgenderism and transgender civil rights, based on Allport’s Contact Hypothesis. Data are presented from a population-based survey with a random sample of 856 Hong Kong Chinese persons aged between 15 and 64, using the Chinese Attitudes towards Transgenderism and Transgender Civil Rights Scale (CATTCRS). Attitudes, assessed on both personal and institutional dimensions, are examined in relation to participants’ gender, age, educational level, religiosity, and previous contact with TG/TS people. Results suggest that previous contact with TG/TS people was significantly associated with attitudes reflected in the scale; decreased social distance, decreased social discrimination, and decreased transprejudice, increased awareness of discrimination against TG/TS people, increased support for equal opportunities, increased support for post-operative transsexual civil rights, and increased support for anti-discrimination legislation. Our findings support the contact hypothesis, that contact has a positive effect on attitudes towards TG/TS persons. We discuss the implications of these findings for public education interventions and public policy, as well as for research.

Introduction

In many societies throughout the world, transgender and transsexual (TG/TS) people encounter social stigmatization and discrimination across multiple areas of life (Currah & Minter, 2000). “Transgender” refers to people who consider the gender they were assigned at birth to be an inaccurate or inadequate account of their gender identification(s); whose characteristics and/or social presentations may transcend or move between the traditional gender boundaries and corresponding sexual norms, or even to exist outside of these culturally-defined possibilities. “Transsexual” refers to people who strongly identify with the other gender and seek to live as a member of this gender, especially by undergoing hormone therapy and/or surgery to obtain a physical appearance that is congruent with their sense of self.

Although significant advances have been made in the struggle for judicial and legislative equality for TG/TS people across a growing number of jurisdictions in recent years, in Hong Kong TG/TS people are still subjected to social stigmatization (Ma, 1999) and discrimination (Ma, 1997; Ng & Ma, 2001). Recent research, however, indicates that Hong Kong Chinese people do not hold very negative attitudes towards TG/TS people and are generally supportive of transgender civil rights (King, Webster, & Winter, under review, see also Winter et al, under review). Nevertheless, there is currently limited political momentum towards the legal recognition of or protective legislation for TG/TS people in the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region (HKSAR). 

In recent years, public policy discussions related to anti-discrimination legislation and equal rights for sexual orientation and gender identity minorities in Hong Kong have increasingly become topics of social, academic, and legal discourse. Matters such as gay age of consent (Chan, 2004), the recognition of same-sex marriage for homosexuals (Chan, 2007), and the politics of recognition for transsexuals (e.g., the right to change the birth certificate) as well as “being valued, having one’s dignity protected, and possessing some access to public self-expression” (Juang, 2006, p. 242) have been the topics of discussions between Human Rights NGO’s and sexual orientation/gender identity minority groups fighting for their rights on the one hand, and the Home Affairs Bureau (HAB) of the HKSAR government and family values/religious groups opposing such moves on the other. Because ‘public opinion’ and ‘public consultation’ is publicized as being crucial to how the HAB will resolve such issues, it is important to determine the factors that promote or impede public support for civil rights for sexual orientation and gender identity minorities, respectively. For this reason, the HAB established the Gender Identity and Sexual Orientation Unit (GISOU) to provide a formal channel of communication (i.e., the Sexual Minorities Forum) between the Government, the sexual minorities groups, and human rights NGO’s. The mandates of the unit include the promotion of equal opportunities through publicity and educational programs, the management and monitoring of the Equal Opportunities (Sexual Orientation) Funding Scheme (sponsoring an ‘Awareness Day’ and other activities to promote ‘the message of equal opportunities for persons of different sexual orientation’), the setting up of a hotline to document cases of discrimination against these minority groups (and to receive complaints and public enquiries), and research on issues regarding sexual orientation and gender identity. 

As part of its mandate to conduct research, in 2005 the HAB commissioned a survey on public attitudes towards homosexuals (leaving the issue of public attitudes towards transgenderism to a future, unspecified time), which aimed at gauging Hong Kong people’s awareness of homosexuality, attitudes, levels of acceptance, discrimination, and beliefs about ways to address the problem of discrimination, as well as the social impact of anti-discrimination legislation. The HAB reported its findings in March 2006, and made the recommendation to the Legislative Council (the legislative branch of the Hong Kong Government) that no action be taken at this time regarding anti-discrimination legislation for sexual orientation minorities in Hong Kong. There may be several explanations for this recommendation. First, the HAB has repeatedly made the claim that there is insufficient public support to pursue sexual orientation anti-discrimination legislation and that public education is the best way to deal with the problem of discrimination against homosexuals in Hong Kong. However, the HAB’s own report revealed that only 33.3% of the respondents agreed/strongly agreed that the Government should not introduce legislation to outlaw discrimination on the grounds of sexual orientation, while 38.8% disagreed or strongly disagreed with the notion, and 26.2% stood neutral. With regard to public education being sufficient to address the problem of discrimination, only 23.5% of the respondents agreed/strongly agreed, whereas 41.6% disagreed or strongly disagreed, and 31.4% stood neutral.

Second, the results of the public opinion poll aside, it very well may be that the Hong Kong Government believes that there is general public opposition to anti-discrimination legislation for sexual orientation and gender identity minorities, and fears a significant public backlash if it proceeds along such a course of action. It may be that Government officials interpret or manipulate the outcome of the consultation exercise to reflect their view that no legislation is required at this time, or to justify its so-called ‘step-by-step approach’ to anti-discrimination legislation. Indeed, the 2005-06 survey was not the first time the public was consulted over such protective legislation for homosexuals. Some people argue that the conclusions reached by the government in the 1996 Equal Opportunities: A Study on Discrimination on the Ground of Sexual Orientation: A Consultative Paper (Home Affairs Bureau, 1996), which resulted in the rejection of sexual orientation anti-discrimination legislation in favor of public education, were as erroneous then as they are today. For example, as put forth by Chan (2005), “in simple terms, it is wrong to assert that education should be chosen over legislation merely on account of majority opinion. One must remember that if public acceptance of sexual [and gender identity] minorities were to be high then nothing, including otherwise absent education, would be needed to be done for their benefits. It is only due to such widespread public misconceptions and prejudices in Hong Kong against sexual [and gender identity] minorities that sexual orientation [and gender identity] anti-discrimination legislation is essential” (p.87). Indeed, the tactics used by the Hong Kong Government need to be questioned as to their intentions in the consultative process, precisely because the HKSAR Government consulted the public first on the more controversial issue of sexual orientation discrimination and not the less sensitive issues of age and family status (Petersen, 1997), “not because it was genuinely concerned about the urgency of the sufferings that sexual minorities had been enduring but because it knew that the community was hostile to sexual minorities” (Chan, 2005, p. 75)
This study, the first of its kind in Hong Kong, was conducted in order to gauge public attitudes towards what is often observed to be one of the most marginalized groups in Hong Kong - transgender and transsexual people. Hong Kong is a predominantly Chinese city, with 95% of the population ethnically Chinese (Census and Statistics Department, HKSAR Government, 2006) and is in many ways a cosmopolitan city, with Westernization and modernization having influenced the worldview of many Hong Kong people (Ho, 1995). Even so, sexual attitudes remain quite conservative, and according to Ho (1995), Chinese society prescribes strict standards of normality and abnormality in people’s social and private lives, particularly in terms of gender roles, courtship and marriage, and sexual behavior. These attitudes continue to be strongly influenced by the two predominant traditional Chinese philosophies, Confucianism and Taoism (Ng & Lau, 1990). Confucianism requires that social order be maintained through conformity to the Rule of Heaven, and demands collective uniformity in terms of ideas and behavior (Hsu, 1985, 1995; Ng & Lau, 1990; Wilson, Greenblatt, & Wilson, 1977). Taoism refers to the harmonious unity of heaven and earth. Consequently, Chinese society places a high value on the adjusted equilibrium, harmony, conformity, loyalty, and the strict controlling of one’s emotions (King, 1985). 

In Chinese societies, gender non-conforming males (or male-to-female TG/TS) are constructed and represented as ‘deviant individuals’ whose gender identities and/or behaviors exist outside the boundaries of socially accepted norms. These TG/TS people are specifically referred to as Yen Yiu, which translates literally as “human monsters”. According to the social order of traditional Chinese society, a son is expected to ensure the continuity of the family line, to take care of himself, to avoid harm to his body, to conform to society, and not to bring disgrace to his family and ancestors (Fung, 1949). According to Ma (1999), any individual deviation from the societal norms would be regarded as bringing shame to parents and ancestors. It would therefore be “painful for the individual to decide to change their gender identity through sex reassignment surgery, which may be regarded as violating heaven’s will and upsetting the harmony of the universe” (p. 87). 

In Hong Kong, where the research to be reported was conducted, such a person/monster would be perceived as being psychologically and socially deviant and therefore stigmatized, dehumanized, and delegitimized within society. In fact, TG/TS people often experience prejudice and discrimination within the family, in school and the workplace, and in society more generally (Ma, 1997, 1999; Ng & Ma, 2001). However, as affirmed by Emerton , the Hong Kong government has, in recent years, allowed for various administrative concessions “to facilitate the daily lives of transgender people who have completed sex reassignment surgery, but these do not extend to other (pre-operative or non-operative) TG people” (p. 254). Besides providing funding for the psychiatric, endocrinological, and surgical treatment of TG people, post-operative transsexuals have the ability to change their identity cards, passports, and other documents. Nevertheless, the legal status of transsexual people in Hong Kong does not allow for rights and privacy granted to heteronormative people, including marriage, adoption, and privacy. 

The construct of transprejudice
The latent psychological construct operationalized in this study is transprejudice, which is theorized to result from the internalization of transgender/transsexual stigma perpetrated by heterosexuals (adapted from Herek’s conceptualization of sexual stigma, 2004). Transgender/transsexual stigma is based on the transperson’s gender non-conformity, and represents the shared belief system through which transgenderism and transsexuality are delegitimized and constructed as invalid relative to heteronormativity. It results from heterosexual peoples’ perception of individuals who express a gender identity that is incongruent with their natal sex as depraved, sick, and inferior to heterosexual people. Transsexual stigma is rationalized and justified by the ideological systems of a given society, which may include ideologies of gender, morality, and ‘humanness’ that define transgenderism and transsexuality as deviant, sinful, and outside the laws of human nature. If transsexual stigma signifies society’s aversion towards that which is not heteronormative and gender conforming, transprejudice, as introduced by the first author, can be used to refer to heterosexual’s negative valuing, stereotyping and discriminatory attitudes toward and treatment of individuals whose appearance and/or identity does not conform to the current social expectations or conventional conceptions of gender (King et al., under review). Transprejudice provides the rationale for the pathologization, stigmatization, and delegitimization of TG/TS people, and can seen as justified and even essential in order to maintain the traditional, perceived gender and sex roles that are expected in social and familial structures. This is particularly the case in the context of Hong Kong Chinese society. Transprejudice, then, may provide the psychological and social foundations for the dehumanization, social distancing and social discrimination, as well as the legal delegitimization of TG/TS people
. 

Adapting Herek’s (2004) conceptualization of sexual prejudice, as a term, transprejudice has the clear advantage of linking anti-transgender attitudes and beliefs to the extensive body of social science theory and empirical research on prejudice. This construct is also empirically supported by a large body of literature on adjacent forms of racial and ethnic prejudice. Included, contained within the conceptualization of transprejudice is the construct of heterosexism, which is described by Herek as “the prevailing cultural ideology that mandates that male-female sexuality is the only natural, normal, and moral mode of sexual behavior” (Herek, 2004, p. 16). Heterosexism is also the cultural ideology that perpetuates sexual prejudice, and is manifested in culturally specific contexts, often in combination with other latent psychological processes that underlie the stigmatization of gender variant individuals in general, and transgender persons in particular. It is argued here that the social psychological processes underlying transprejudice, although conceptually related to those of heterosexism and homophobia, represent a distinct form of prejudice. I argue that the introduction of the term transprejudice is necessary, at least in the context of Hong Kong Chinese culture, because it is a more nuanced description of the negative evaluations of transgender people, rather than the commonly used term ‘transphobia’.

Transprejudice then, is actually a socially determined prejudice embedded with negative stereotypes and beliefs about transgender people. The religious, moral, and ethical components of transprejudice are theorized as extremely complex and beyond the scope of this chapter. However, the impact of these beliefs, in particular regard to the medical model of non-normative sexual orientation and gender identity, may result in the individual, group, and institutional norms mandating that those who fail to conform to the socio-cultural expectations of gender, in terms of identity and behavior, are deemed simply as pathological. As mentioned in the last chapter, pre-existing forms of prejudice that may be attributed to transgender persons can serve as both the source of social oppression and psychological shame, so that attributions of deviance and disorder may be imposed without hesitation to those who fail to conform to gender role expectations. 

A further facet of transprejudice, particularly in the Chinese context, revolves around the cultural belief that for a male to alter his body in any way (i.e., sex change operations) that ultimately prevents him from procreation is seen as morally wrong in absolute terms, and is an unqualified perversion in Chinese culture. In ways similar to the latent psychological construct of genderism and sexual prejudice, transprejudice refers to the particular form of prejudice that is attributed to the essence of the transgender person; that is, the essence of the human monster (Yen Yiu) which is perceived to be an extreme deviation from traditional sex and gender roles in contemporary social and familial structures.

We argue here that transprejudice is conceptually linked to other prejudicial belief systems, such as attitudes towards homosexuality, which have traditionally been constructed as homophobia (Blumenfeld, 1992), and more recently, as homoprejudice
 (Logan, 1996). Originally operationalized by Weinberg (1972), homophobia “is the dread of being in close quarters with homosexuals” (p. 4). This conceptualization has served as a model for a variety of negative attitudes and beliefs based on sexuality and gender (Herek, 2004, p. 9). Lehne (1976) redefined homophobia as “the irrational fear of homosexuality” (p. 65) and asserted that homophobia was actually a socially-determined prejudice embedded with negative stereotypes and beliefs about homosexuals. Terms such as antihomosexualism (Churchill, 1967), homosexophobia (Levitt & Klassen, 1974), homosexism (Lehne, 1976), heterosexism (Morin & Garfinkle, 1978), and homonegativism (Hudson & Ricketts, 1980) have all been used to describe a similar phenomenon. Other neologisms, such as lesbophobia (Kitzinger, 1986) and biphobia (Ochs & Deihl, 1992) have emerged as labels for prejudicial attitudes towards lesbians and bisexuals respectively.

In recent years, however, a number of researchers have challenged the validity of using the term “homophobia” to describe anti-homosexual attitudes and beliefs (Haaga, 1991; Herek, 2000b, 2004; Kirk & Madsen, 1990). As mentioned above, several researchers have linked these negative ways of thinking with sexism, racism and other forms of prejudice that are developed and maintained within a specific social context, and which are seen to reflect expressions of prejudice rather than fear (Ficarrotto, 1990; Herek, 1984b; Reiter, 1991). Logan (1996) suggests the codification of homoprejudice as a more precise descriptor of anti-homosexual bias and proposes that the resilience in the use of homophobia “is not due to its precision as a descriptive concept but rather it is due to the fact that reframing prejudicial responses toward homosexuals is an idea which is more palatable to both homosexuals and heterosexuals” (p. 34). Empirical research indicates that anger and disgust are the core emotional responses of heterosexuals to homosexuality (Ernulf & Innala, 1987; Herek, 1994), which is indicative of prejudice, rather than the emotional component of anxiety present in phobic reactions. 

A number of studies have been conducted to investigate and measure homophobia (Agnew, Thompson, Smith, Gramzow, & Currey, 1993; Herek, 1984b; Lumby, 1976; Morrison & Morrison, 2002), others focusing specifically on medical professionals (Klamen, Grossman, & Kopacz, 1999; G. Smith, 1993) as well as cross-cultural research (Span & Vidal, 2003). Though a detailed review of these studies is beyond the scope of this paper, it is clear that the validity of a number of instruments purporting to measure homophobia have been challenged, given that they fail to reflect the symptomology indicative of phobias, but rather reflect dimensions more accurately described as prejudice. This distinction is critical to the integration of the development of measures theoretically and empirically related to other constructs. Yet, this requires a shift in perspective in order to create the possibility of a new understanding of prejudicial attitudes and beliefs, as well as potential public educational interventions to ameliorate such negative attitudes and beliefs. 

Throughout the last several decades, the use of the term homophobia has undoubtedly served as a valuable tool for raising awareness about the oppression of homosexual men and women, as well as for a political tool to challenge the systematic discrimination of sexual minorities at personal, institutional, and social levels in many countries throughout the world. But as Herek (2004) suggests, scholars and researchers alike require a more nuanced vocabulary in order to understand the psychological, social, and cultural processes that underlie the oppression of sexual minorities (p. 14). Further, the creation of a more nuanced term for use in public discourse can in itself give members of the public, who may hold negative feelings about a given minority, a less emotionally charged and threatening terminology from which to shift their ways of understanding. Furthermore, this may perhaps be more open to messages that aim to educate and improve the understandings of those who express an identity or behavior that is beyond the socially accepted norm. 

Variables that have been identified as being consistently correlated with homophobia include gender (cf. Kite, 1984, for a meta-analysis; Young, Gallaher, Marriott, & Kelly, 1993), sexism (e.g., Stark, 1991), sex-role (e.g., Black & Stevenson, 1984), authoritarian (Haslam & Levy, 2006; Herek, 1984a; Whitley & Aegisdottir, 2000; Whitley & Lee, 2000), religiosity (Hansen, 1982; Hellman, Green, Gray, & Williams, 1981; Kunkel & Temple, 1992), religious fundamentalist (Agnew et al., 1993; Forstein, 1988; Fyfe, 1983) and sexually conservative (Aguero, Bloch, & Byrne, 1984; Hudson & Ricketts, 1980; K. Smith, 1971) individuals hold more negative beliefs about gay men and lesbians. Research has also linked anti-homosexual sentiments to other prejudicial beliefs, such as sexism and racism (Ficarrotto, 1990; Masser & Phillips, 2003; Robinson, 1990).

Transprejudice is also theoretically linked to sexual prejudice, which refers to “heterosexuals’ negative attitudes toward homosexual behavior; people who engage in homosexual behavior or who identify as gay, lesbian, or bisexual; and communities of gay, lesbian, and bisexual people” (Herek, 2004, p. 17). Other correlates of transprejudice include heterosexism, which is defined as the cultural ideology that male-female sexuality is the only natural, normal, and moral mode of sexual behavior (Herek, 2004, p. 16) and gender essentialism, which refers to a culturally based system of values that perpetuate negative attitudes and beliefs about individuals who fail to conform to cultural expectations of gender. In seeking to examine gender essentialist beliefs in relation to Chinese attitudes towards transgenderism and transgender civil rights, it was critical to characterize genderist belief structures along the lines of a “social construct regarding culture-bound conventions, roles, and behaviors for, as well as relationships between and among, women and men and boys and girls” (Krieger, 2001, p. 694). Another theorized correlate of transprejudice is sexism, which refers to the individual, institutional, and societal/cultural beliefs and practices that privilege men and subordinate women. According to Krieger (2001), sexism  involves inequitable gender relationships and refers to institutional and interpersonal practices whereby members of dominant groups (typically men) accrue privileges by subordinating other gender groups (typically women) and justify these practices via ideologies of innate superiority, difference, or deviance. 

Although stigma and prejudice are often conflated in the social science literature, we argue that differentiating these constructs will allow for a more nuanced social psychological analysis of anti-transgender attitudes and beliefs. To accomplish this objective, we have drawn on insights from multiple theoretical perspectives (e.g., Allport, 1954; Blumenfeld, 1992; Goffman, 1963) across several disciplines. As a result, the framework for this study incorporates personal and institutional dimensions of analysis regarding Chinese attitudes towards transgenderism and transgender civil rights. Personal transprejudice refers to an individual’s belief system about gender, gender non-conformity, and TG/TS people. Institutional transprejudice refers to the ways in which TG/TS individuals and groups face prejudice and systematic discrimination by government, business, religious, educational, and professional organizations discriminate.

Intergroup Contact theory and attitudes

In studies focusing on prejudicial attitudes held by the majority group toward members of stigmatized minority groups, researchers have focused considerable attention on the effects of intergroup contact on attitudes. Over the past several decades, a great deal of research into prejudicial attitudes has been guided by the contact hypothesis, which stipulates “prejudice (unless deeply rooted in the character structure of the individual) may be reduced by equal status contact between majority and minority groups in the pursuit of common goals. 
The effect is greatly enhanced if this contact is sanctioned by institutional supports (i.e., by law, custom, or local atmosphere), and if it is the sort that leads to the perception of common interest and common humanity between members of the two groups” (Allport, 1954, p. 281).

Although numerous studies in the social psychology literature have tested the contact hypothesis on attitudes toward mental illness (Callaghan, Shan, Yu, Ching, & Kwan, 1997; Corrigan, Green, Lundin, Kubiak, & Penn, 2001; Corrigan & Penn, 1999; Corrigan et al., 2002; Reinke, Corrigan, Leonhard, Lundin, & Kubiak, 2004), ethnic minorities (Bratt, 2002), the homeless (Shoemaker, 2006), gays and lesbains (Bowen & Bourgeois, 2001; Herek & Capitanio, 1996; Overby & Barth, 2002) and HIV (Herek & Capitanio, 1997; Takai et al., 1998) studies that have investigated the effect of contact on attitudes towards transgender/transsexuals as a dependent measure, particularly using samples of Chinese people, are absent from the indexed literature. 

Over the past several decades, a number of studies from various disciplines have attempted to provide empirical support for the contact hypothesis, and several have demonstrated significant relationships between contact with and greater tolerance for homosexuals (Basow & Johnson, 2000; Herek, 1984b, 1988, 2000a; Herek & Capitanio, 1996; Herek & Glunt, 1993), transsexuals (Harvey, 2002; Hill & Willoughby, 2005), or support for transsexual civil rights (Tee & Hegarty, 2006)
. These studies indicate, in general, that heterosexual individuals hold more favorable attitudes toward gay men, lesbian women, and transsexual persons if they have had prior contact, or know someone who is gay, lesbian, or transsexual. Some argue that the problem with all of these studies, even the best ones, is that they are correlational. It is possible that people choose to have contact with sexual orientation and gender identity minorities because they have positive attitudes; because they are not homo- and/or transprejudiced. Similarly, some may chose not to have contact with such people simply because of the prejudice they hold against non-heteronormative people.
In their development of the ‘Genderism and Transphobia Scale’ (GTS), using Harvey’s finding that “personal acquaintance with a TG/TS person (or a cross-dresser) potentially mediates discriminatory responses and attitudes” (Hill & Willoughby, 2005, p. 538). These researchers used purposeful sampling of 180 Canadian university students (98 women and 81 men) to test their hypothesis. 
Hill and Willoughby revealed that participants who had personally met a transsexual, a cross-dresser (those who change gender temporarily using mostly outward symbols of gender like clothing) or a transgenderist (those who change gender often with minimal medical intervention, sometimes moving back and forth between genders) scored lower on the GTS than those who had not. In a more recent study investigating opposition to the civil rights of trans persons in the United Kingdom, Tee and Hegarty (2006) surveyed 151 university students (87 women, 58 men, and 6 unknown). Of their sample, only 14% had contact with a transsexual, 10.7% with a transvestite, and 6.7% with a transgender person. Participants who reported familiarity with at least one gender minority had lower opposition to trans persons’ rights than participants who did not. The findings from these studies indicate that contact with transgender, transsexual, or other gender variant people (i.e., transvestites, cross-dressers, etc.) have positive, ameliorating effects on attitudes towards transgender persons and opposition to their civil rights. 


A number of researchers have found gender differences in attitudes, with heterosexual men manifesting more negative attitudes toward transsexuals (Harvey, 2002; Landen & Innala, 2000; Tee & Hegarty, 2006) and gay males and lesbian women than do heterosexual women (D'Augelli & Rose, 1990; D’Augelli & Hershberger, 1995; Glassner & Owen, 1976; Herek, 1988, 2000a, 2000b; Herek & Capitanio, 1995; Herek & Capitanio, 1996; Herek & Glunt, 1993; Kite, 1984; Kite & Whitley, 1996, 1998; Kurdek, 1988; Luhrs, Crawford, & Goldberg, 1992; Pratte, 1993; Seltzer, 1992; Whitley & Kite, 1995). Additionally, Logan reported that overall attitudes toward gay men are more negative than attitudes toward lesbian women (1996). With regard to age differences, It is generally accepted that younger age groups hold significantly more positive attitudes towards transsexuals and homosexuals (e.g., Harvey, 2002; Landen & Innala, 2000; Loftus, 2001; Nyberg & Alston, 1976). 

With regard to transgenderism and transsexuality, Landen and Innala (2000) found that younger people held significantly more positive attitudes than the older age groups. However, in a of attitudes towards transsexuals in the United States, Harvey (2002)  found no significant differences in attitudes between younger and older people. With regard to homosexuality, Nyberg (1976) found that people under 30 years of age held significantly more positive attitudes than older age groups. In a review of the liberalization of attitudes towards homosexuality in the US, the changing demographics of the population and cultural ideological shifts (relevant to education) are postulated as potentially responsible for these changes in attitudes (see Loftus, 2001). In relation to the impact of education on attitudes, studies have shown that, in general, increased levels of education tend to be predictive of relatively positive attitudes towards homosexuality (Bobys & Laner, 1979; Herek & Capitanio, 1995; Herek & Glunt, 1993; Klassen, Williams, & Levitt, 1989). With regard to the impact of religious beliefs, one of the most important and powerful predictors of anti-homosexual prejudice in the literature is religion, particularly fundamentalist or conservative Christianity (Wilkinson, 2004). In their study, Tee and Hegarty (2006) found that more religious persons opposed TG/TS persons’ civil rights more than those without religious beliefs.

Overview
In this paper, we introduce the construct of transprejudice 
and examine the relationship between majority group attitudes and intergroup contact with TG/TS persons, focusing on Chinese attitudes towards transgenderism and transgender civil rights in Hong Kong. To address the need for an empirically derived, psychological understanding of the impact of contact on Chinese people’s attitude, a psychometrically sound instrument was developed and administered to a random sample of Hong Kong Chinese people. 

An initial goal of this research was to document the extent and nature of Hong Kong Chinese people’s contact with TG/TS people. Although this measure of contact did not indicate the frequency, intimacy of contact, or length of time prior to reporting, it did measure the participant’s awareness of contact with transgender people and whether the contact was in Hong Kong or overseas
. These findings would provide a background against which to interpret the test results. A second and more central goal was to examine existing hypotheses regarding the impact of contact on attitudes toward transgenderism and transgender civil rights. Based on a review of the literature, we developed five hypotheses. First, individuals with previous contact with TG/TS people would predict significantly more positive attitudes on personal dimension constructs (i.e., social distancing, social discrimination, etc.) and significantly more supportive attitudes on institutional dimension constructs (i.e., support for equal opportunities, civil rights, protective legislation, etc.). Second, female participants would hold more positive attitudes than males. Third, younger people would hold more positive attitudes than older people. Fourth, participants with higher levels of education would hold more positive attitudes. Fifth, those without religious beliefs would hold more positive attitudes on both the personal and institutional dimensions.

Finally, this research included a series of supplementary, exploratory analyses. These analyses included an examination of the interaction between contact, level of education, and gender. The purpose was to explore the timing of public education and targeted interventions to promote better understanding, awareness and more positive attitudes towards gender diversity in general, and transgender people in particular. We discuss the implications for these findings for public education interventions and public policy, as well as for research.

Method

Participants

Participants were 856 (362 men, 494 women) Hong Kong residents ranging in age from 15 to 64 years old (M = 33.3, SD = 13.8).  All participants were ethnically Chinese. Participants reflected a wide range of educational levels, including 10 (1.2%) with no schooling or only kindergarten levels of education, 48 (5.6%) had a primary education, 133 (15.5%) had a lower secondary education, 315 (36.8%) had an upper secondary education, 75 (8.8%) reported a matriculation education, 54 (6.3%) had tertiary (non-degree course) levels of education, and 217 (25.5%) had completed a degree course or above. With regard to religiosity, 257 (30%) participants reported having a religion, while 599 (70%) reported as having no religion. Of the participants reporting a religion, 147 (57.4%) reported Christianity (non-Catholic) and 28 (10.9%) reported Catholicism as their religion. 69 (27%) participants reported Buddhism and 7 (2.7%) were Taoist. The category “Others” was comprised of 5 (2.0%) participants.

Measure

The instrument used in this study is the ‘Chinese Attitudes toward Transgenderism and Transgender Civil Rights Scale (CATTCRS), which is a structured interview questionnaire including 8 background items, two of which were dedicated to contact with TG/TS individuals where that contact occurred in Hong Kong or overseas, or both. The other background items include familiarity with terms related to transgenderism in the Chinese language, an evaluation thermometer, and items related to etiological and biological essentialist beliefs. The demographic data collected in this study included the participant’s gender, age, educational level, religious beliefs, marital status, number of children (if any), nationality, occupation, monthly personal income, and monthly household income.

The instrument also included 38 items intended to reflect eight a priori constructs. These constructs are embedded in either the personal (Social Distance, Social Discrimination, Gender Essentialism, Transprejudice) or the institutional (Awareness of TG Discrimination, Support for Equal Opportunities, Support for TS Civil Rights, Support for Anti-Discrimination Legislation) dimensions (see Table I for examples).

INSERT TABLE I HERE

On the personal dimension, Social Distance measures acceptance of TG/TS people in various social circumstances and acceptance of TG/TS persons generally in Hong Kong. Social Discrimination measures attitudes towards discrimination against TG/TS people in various spheres. Gender Essentialism measures aspects of the Chinese cultural gender belief system, as well as ethics and morality in Chinese society surrounding cross-gender behaviors.  Transprejudice measures attitudes toward psychological and behavioral aspects of transgenderism and transsexuality.

 On the institutional dimension, Awareness of Discrimination against TG/TS measures belief about the level and impact of discrimination against TG/TS. Support for Equal Opportunities measures attitudes toward the legal protection of TG/TS people. Support for TS Civil Rights measures attitudes toward marriage, adoption, and the ability to change legal documents such as birth certificates. Support for Anti-Discrimination Legislation measures government responsibility to protect TG/TS citizens from discrimination. A principle axis factor analysis revealed that all eight constructs were shown to be uni-factorial suggesting each was a valid construct in its own right. A full report on the development and validation of this instrument (King, Webster, Winter) is currently under review. 

Internal consistency using Cronbach alpha estimates were calculated, and ranged from .68 for the Social Discrimination construct, to .91 for the Support for Equal Opportunities construct (see Table II). No reliability estimate was presented for “Awareness of TG Discrimination” as it is not appropriate to estimate alpha for a two-item factor (Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991). These Cronbach alpha estimates indicate acceptable to excellent internal reliability (George & Mallery, 2001), an estimate of 0.60 long being regarded as a threshold for research purposes (Nunnally, 1978). In addition, the factor correlation matrix (also included in Table II) show that the constructs on the personal dimension are significantly and positively correlated with each other and the constructs on the institutional dimension are also significantly and positively correlated with each other.
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Procedure

The computer-assisted telephone interview (CATI) lab at the Social Science Research Centre at the University of Hong Kong completed the sampling using a random digit dialing technique to select the households, and a random method was employed in sampling each individual within the household. No substitutions were permitted and three callbacks were made. The sample included 1358 telephone numbers, and as a result of phone calls to those numbers, 856 respondents agreed to participate in the phone interview. A total of 353 people refused to participate and 149 dropped out or only partially completed the interview. The final response rate was 63.03% with an estimated sampling error of 3.35% (α = .05). This telephone survey was administered via telephone interviews conducted in Cantonese. At the beginning of each interview, participants were informed about the purpose and nature of the study. Once informed consent was obtained, participants were asked to provide answers to single-item questions (e.g., familiarity with linguistic terms related to TG, the contact measure, etiological and biological essentialist beliefs). Not all of this data collected will be considered in this paper. The participants were then asked to rate their level of agreement with each of the attitudinal items constituting the main body of the CATTCRS. The responses ranged from “strongly agree/absolutely acceptable” (scored “1”) to “strongly disagree/absolutely unacceptable” (scored 5). Low scores on the personal dimension constructs indicate positive attitudes and high scores on the institutional dimension constructs indicate positive attitudes. At the end of the interview, participants were asked to provide socio-demographic information (e.g., gender, age, level of education, religious beliefs, etc.) as well as their willingness to participate in a follow-up interview. 

Results

The means scores, standard deviations, and confidence intervals for each of the eight constructs of the CATTCRS are reported in Table III below. The results of this study, in contrast to what TG/TS people in Hong Kong report regarding social stigmatization and legal delegitimization, indicate that Hong Kong Chinese people generally have positive attitudes towards TG/TS people and are supportive of civil rights, equal opportunities, and anti-discrimination legislation for TG/TS people. Within the personal dimension, attitudes related to Social Distancing (M = 2.75, SD = .75) and those related to Social Discrimination (M = 2.27, SD = .84), were positive indicated by low mean scores. Attitudes related to Gender Essentialism (M = 3.48, SD = .86) and Transprejudice (M = 2.93, SD = .69) were neutral. Regarding the institutional dimension, people’s Awareness of TG Discrimination (M = 3.52, SD = .88) was evident but not high, but their Support for Equal Opportunities (M = 4.26, SD = .76) was high. Participant’s Support for TS Civil Rights (M = 3.30, SD = .83) and Support for Anti-Discrimination Legislation (M = 3.76, SD = .67) and was also evident, but again not high.
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The results indicate 31.3% of the participants reported contact with transgender people in Hong Kong, 67.3% reported no contact with transgender people in Hong Kong and only 1.2% of the participants reported that they did not know whether they had been in contact with a transgender person in Hong Kong or not. Regarding contact with transgender people overseas, 34% of the participants reported that they had, 65.7% reported never having contact with transgender people overseas and only 0.6% indicated they did not know. Of those participants who reported coming into contact with transgender people overseas, 30.8% provided a specific country. Participants were able to provide up to five countries where they had known contact with transgender persons. The most frequently reported country was Thailand (78%) followed by the USA (13.3%), the UK (7.2%), Australia (5.3%), and Canada (4.5%). Participants indicated China, Japan, and the Philippines (4.2%) respectively. Reported contact between 1% and 3% occurred in Singapore, Korea, Holland, France, New Zealand, Germany, Italy and Spain. 

Contact

In order to test the hypothesis related to the impact of contact on attitudes towards TG/TS people, a multivariate analysis of variance was conducted including all of the eight CATTCRS constructs (see Table IV). Significant multivariate effects were identified as indicated by Wilks’ Lambda (F = 3.16, p = .002).  A closer examination of the between subject effects revealed main effects 
of previous contact for Social Distance, Social Discrimination, and Transprejudice on the personal dimension, and Awareness of TG Discrimination, Support for Equal Opportunities, Support for TS Civil Rights, and Support for Anti-Discrimination Legislation on the institutional dimension. It should be noted here that although these results are statistically significant, the calculated partial effect sizes for these results were small (0.007 – 0.10). However, it would be reasonable to only expect small substantive effects with an attitude instrument such as the CATTCRS
. 
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To further explore the relationships between having contact with TG persons and attitudes towards TG persons’, a new variable was developed by combining contact in Hong Kong and contact overseas to obtain a degree of contact measure (0 = no contact, 1 = contact either in Hong Kong or overseas, 2 = contact both in Hong Kong and overseas). A Spearman’s Rho correlation revealed that the degree of contact, as measured in this study, was significantly related to all dimensions of the CATTCRS with the exception of Gender Essentialism (see Table V). Although the achieved effect sizes (the Rho values) were small, these results still indicate that the more contact participants had with transgender individuals the more positive were their attitudes towards TG/TS people, the more supportive they were of Equal Opportunities and Anti-Discrimination Legislation, and the more aware they were of TG Discrimination.

Gender
To test the hypothesis related to gender and degree of contact, a Chi-Square was conducted. The results indicated that more males (51.4%) and more females (50.8%) have not had contact with TG people than have had contact, however results were not significant, indicating that having contact or not was independent of gender (χ2 = .158, p = .924). 

Age

To test the hypothesis related to age and degree of contact, a Spearman Correlation was conducted. The results indicated that there was a significant positive relationship between age and contact (rho = .075, p = .036). Although this shows that older people are those who have more contact, the effect size of .075 is small. 

Religiosity

To test the hypothesis related to religiosity and degree of contact, a Chi-Square was conducted. The results indicated that more people without religion (52.9%) had contact than people with religion (46.7%). However, results were not significant, indicating that having contact or not was independent of having religion (χ2 = 3.218, p = .200). 

Education

To test the hypothesis related to level of education and degree of contact, a Spearman Correlation was conducted. The results indicated that there was a significant positive relationship (rho = .170, p = .000). People with higher levels of education were also those who had had contact with TG people.

Education level in this study was measured with a 7-point scale from 1 (no education) to 7 (postgraduate tertiary education). Results of a Spearman Rho indicate that on the personal dimension, levels of education were significantly correlated with Social Distance, Social Discrimination, and Transprejudice. People in this sample with higher levels of education had more positive attitudes towards TG/TS people as reflected by these constructs. People with higher levels of education, however, exhibited significantly more negative attitudes on the construct of Gender Essentialism, which indicates they uphold the traditional Chinese cultural gender belief system that prescribes strict standards of normality and abnormality in peoples’ social and private lives, particularly surrounding gender roles and sexual behavior. On the institutional dimension, people with higher levels of education were more aware of the discrimination against TG/TS people, and showed significantly more support for equal opportunities and anti-discrimination legislation. No significant relationship was identified between support for TS civil rights and level of education (see Table VI below). 
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These results indicate that those who go on to higher education are those more likely to have contact with transgender and those more likely to have more positive attitudes
. However, it is important to identify at what point in the education system would be the best time to target public education programs. At what point(s) in the education system do attitudes change most? 

To further investigate this question, an exploratory grouping of level of education was conducted with analyses on participants with lower secondary and below in one group, and upper secondary and above in another group. Results of a t-test of these two independent groups revealed significant differences for the CATTCRS constructs, with the exception of Gender Essentialism and Support for TS Civil Rights (see Table V). Participants who had upper secondary and above levels of education had significantly more positive attitudes towards TG/TS people than those whom, at most, had completed lower secondary school.

On the personal dimension, upper secondary and above levels of education had significantly more positive attitudes on the Social Distance, Social Discrimination, and Transprejudice constructs. On the institutional dimension, Awareness of Discrimination against TG/TS people, Support for Equal Opportunities, and Support for Anti-Discrimination Legislation were all significantly higher in participants with at least an upper secondary education than for those who had no more than a lower secondary education. However, there were no differences in Support for TS Civil Rights.

Although the achieved effect sizes for the above analysis are small to medium (Cohen, 1969) the above results still indicate significant differences on all but one of the CATTCRS constructs and levels of education. 

In relation to public education and targeted interventions to promote better understanding, awareness and more positive attitudes towards gender diversity in general, and transgender specifically, it is important to identify if there are differences between males and females at different levels of schooling.  We then examined whether the attitudes of males and females change in the same way and at the same points in their educational careers. In short, education appears to have an impact on the attitudes of females rather males. (see Table VI). 

On the personal dimension, females with 
upper secondary and above levels of education had more positive attitudes as reflected by the Social Distance, Social Discrimination, and Transprejudice constructs than females with only lower secondary and below levels of education. For males, significant differences were only found on the Social Distance construct, where again males with upper secondary and above levels of education had more positive attitudes on this construct than males with only lower secondary and below levels of education. 

On the institutional dimension, females with upper secondary and above levels of education were more aware of TG discrimination and showed more support for equal opportunities and anti-discrimination legislation than females with only lower secondary and below levels of education. For males, significant differences were only found related to awareness of TG discrimination, where again males with upper secondary and above levels of education were more aware of discrimination against TG/TS people than males with only lower secondary and below levels of education. Although the achieved effect sizes for the above analysis were small to medium (Cohen, 1969) the above results still indicate significant differences by gender and level of education.

The results indicate that public education should be targeted for females before they reach upper secondary school, because those who go on to complete upper secondary levels and above, hold significantly more positive attitudes in six dimensions of the CATTCRS, with the exception of Gender Essentialism and Support for TS Civil Rights than those who do not. Males however, even when they do complete upper secondary school levels and above, reveal only significant differences on two of the dimensions of the CATTCRS; Social Distance and Awareness of TG Discrimination. Therefore, for males, it would still be valuable to provide intervention at the higher levels of their schooling.

Leaving aside any gender differences, let us consider another explanation for an education effect. Compulsory secondary education began in Hong Kong in 1978, and higher secondary education has developed over subsequent years. Perhaps those with ‘x’ years of education hold more positive attitudes towards TG/TS people than those with ‘y’ years, not as a result of education instilling more positive attitudes (i.e., the civilizing effect of education), but because those who received higher levels of education were in any case more privileged (i.e., middle class, more affluent, more in tune with Western ideas, etc). It is possible that if all of the other individuals who left school had stayed on longer, then they would have come out with similar positive attitudes in this regard.

Discussion

The principal purpose 
of this study was to explore the impact of contact on Chinese attitudes towards transgenderism and transgender civil rights in Hong Kong, and to introduce the construct of transprejudice as a lens through which to refract these attitudes within a Chinese cultural framework. Noting that previous work in the study of contact has been hampered by the use of convenience samples, 
we sought to minimize such problems by using a randomly generated, population sample. Although the measure of contact in this study did not indicate the frequency or intimacy of contact
, as required by Allport’s hypothesis, this study did measure participants knowing contact with transgender people, and whether the contact was in Hong Kong or overseas. The distinction between contact in Hong Kong or overseas was important because we believed that there would be limited possibilities for contact in Hong Kong, given the invisibility of TG/TS people in Hong Kong.

In this study, the overall amount of intergroup contact was surprisingly high; with one-third of the participants reporting contact with TG/TS people in Hong Kong and just over one-third reporting contact with TG/TS people overseas. This may be explained by the contact measure itself, by not limiting the length of time between previous contact and time of reporting. It is therefore plausible that the participants could have had contact with TG/TS people at any time during their lives, and not within a limited time period prior to participating in this study. One of the limitations of this study is the lack of data on the participant’s sexual orientation and gender identity conformity, which makes the heteronormativity of the participants our assumption. These findings provide a background against which to interpret the results.

The present research adds to a growing body of evidence showing that members of the general public who have contact with TS/TS people tend to report more favorable attitudes towards transgenderism and transgender civil rights. In addition, the present study shows that the positive association with contact is related to age and educational level, but not to gender and religiosity. Indeed, our first prediction, that participants with previous contact with TG/TS people would have significantly more positive attitudes as reflected by the personal and institutional dimension constructs was confirmed. Specifically, previous contact with TG/TS people was associated with less social distancing and social discrimination, as well significantly more positive attitudes surrounding the prejudicial treatment of transgender and transsexual people. Previous contact was associated with significantly higher levels of awareness of the discrimination against TG/TS people as well as an increased understanding of the negative impact of such discrimination on the mental health and quality of life for transgender and transsexual people. Although those with and without previous contact were highly supportive of equal opportunities, those with contact were significantly more supportive of such egalitarian ideals. With regard to the civil rights that ought to be provided for post-operative transsexual people, those with previous contact were significantly more supportive of the ability of TS people to have rights to privacy, marriage, adoption, and the legal right to change their birth certificate to reflect their chosen gender. In regards to the legislative and judicial protection of TG/TS people in Hong Kong, people with contact expressed more positive attitudes towards the need and impact of the implementation of anti-discrimination legislation for gender identity minorities.

These findings indicate that participants who had previous contact with TG/TS people have more positive attitudes, but it was unclear whether the impact of contact on attitudes was recursive. In this study, contact was measured, not manipulated, and consequently it is unclear whether contact caused the difference in attitudes or whether more positive attitudes caused increased contact. Although this study was not designed to tease apart the causal relationship, the findings reported here are broadly congruent with research on the impact of contact on attitudes towards gender identity and sexual orientation minorities (Anderssen, 2002; Gentry, 1987; Harvey, 2002; Herek & Capitanio, 1996; Herek & Glunt, 1993; Lemm, 2006; Overby & Barth, 2002; Sakalli & Ugurlu, 2001, 2002; Tee & Hegarty, 2006).

In contrast, our second prediction that female participants would hold more positive attitudes than males was not confirmed. Similarly, our fifth prediction, that religious beliefs would results in more negative attitudes was also not confirmed. However, our third prediction, that age and degree of contact would results in younger people holding more positive attitudes than older people was confirmed. Likewise, our fourth prediction, that participants with higher levels of education would hold more positive attitudes was also confirmed. People with higher levels of education were also those who had previous contact with TG people, and those with less social distancing, social discrimination, and transprejudical attitudes. On the other hand, those with higher levels of education also endorsed views relating to the culturally based system of values that perpetuate negative attitudes and beliefs toward individuals who fail to conform to cultural expectations of gender. People with higher levels of education were more aware of the discrimination against TG/TS people, and were significantly more supportive of equal opportunities and legislative protection than those with lower levels of education. These findings will have significant implications for educational interventions and public policy.

In this study, we sought to identify at what point in the education system would be the best time to target public education programs and where the most substantive differences in education are occurring, as well as to whether there were any differences in attitudes for boys and girls. We identified those participants who had upper secondary levels of education and above as having significantly more positive attitudes (with the exception of Gender Essentialism and Support for TS Civil Rights) towards TG/TS people than those whom, at most, had completed lower secondary school. We argue that attitudes reflected by the Gender Essentialism construct constitute strongly held beliefs about males and females and about the purported qualities of masculinity and femininity, stereotypes about men and women, attitudes toward appropriate roles for the sexes, and perceptions of those who presumable violate the modal pattern. This view would provide evidence that higher levels of education would not ameliorate gender essentialist attitudes, but may actually reinforce such attitudes. The lack of statistically significant differences in attitudes as reflected by the Support for TS Civil Rights construct may be due to the pathologizing, stigmatizing, and delegitimizing attitudes Hong Kong people may hold toward gender non-conformity, combined with a lack of understanding about the issues surrounding civil rights protections. Regarding gender differences in the effects of education on
 attitudes, we found that females has significant differences in six of the CATTCRS constructs, whereas males had only significant differences in only two of the constructs. These are areas of concern that ought to be addressed through educational interventions and public policy.

Implications for Educational Interventions

Because anti-transgender attitudes in Hong Kong have complex cultural roots and are affected by a host of social, psychological, and emotional variables, they cannot be eradicated through a uni-dimensional approach. Nevertheless, two clear conclusions can be drawn from this study. First, Hong Kong Chinese people who have had contact with transgender and transsexual people are more likely than others to hold accepting attitudes at personal and supportive attitudes at an institutional level
. Second, that age and level of education in Hong Kong play a significant role in shaping attitudes. As was revealed in this study, the timing of educational interventions to promote better understanding, awareness and more positive attitudes towards gender diversity in general, and transgender people in particular, is critical. 

The findings from this study suggest that gender diversity education should be targeted for females before they reach upper secondary school, because those who go on to complete upper secondary levels and above, hold significantly more positive attitudes than those who do not. The
 findings also suggest that gender diversity education should concentrate on improving attitudes as reflected in the gender essentialism construct. Further, moral and civic education should be reinforced to include the particular civil rights that are applicable to post-operative transsexual people (i.e., privacy related to previous gender status, marriage, adoption, and the legal right to change the birth certificate). For males, however, gender diversity and civic education needs to be targeted at younger ages and extend into the higher levels of their education, concentrating on a host of issues ranging from social discrimination, equal opportunities, and civil rights protections.

We believe that educational interventions aimed at reducing the pathologization, stigmatization, and delegitimization of transgender and transsexual people in Hong Kong should be focused on particular groups, using strategies that are target-specific. These interventions and strategies ought to be implemented at different levels (i.e., the intrapersonal, interpersonal, organizational/ institutional, community and governmental/structural). Public and school-based education includes interventions that aim to inform the general public and students by increasing the awareness and knowledge about gender variance and provide facts that counter stereotypes and false assumptions on which transsexual stigma is thought to be based.

Implications for Public Policy

Anti-transgender attitudes, conceptualized in this study as transprejudice, cannot be eradicated within the community without simultaneously attacking their institutional roots. We argue that institutional changes, such as the enactment of anti-discrimination legislation, would have at least two effects on individual attitudes. First, legislative protection combined with education would identify transprejudice and discrimination against TG/TS people as unacceptable, and as such, compel people to modify their behavior. One likely consequence of the combined effects of education and behavioral change would be changes in the attitudes towards gender variant people, and the legislative requirement for the non-prejudicial treatment of these minority groups may subsequently manifest a change in attitudes. Second, institutional legitimization, or the conferring of judicial and legislative equality to transgender and transsexual people, may encourage such individuals or their parents to disclose their gender identity issues at earlier stages of their lives and seek the medical and/or psychological help they need. The legitimated status of TG/TS identities in society may permit such people to disclose their desire to transition to their chosen gender through sex reassignment surgery (or not) to colleagues, neighbors, and others. The disclosure of transgenderism and transsexuality to heteronormative society may prove to be one of the most powerful strategies TG/TS people have for combating transprejudice. However, many transgender people may not wish to disclose their “transgender” identity precisely because they do not identify as transgender, but rather as ‘male’ or ‘female’ as the case may be
. 

The findings highlight a number of areas for researchers and policy makers to address. By testing the contact hypothesis and using attitudes towards TG/TS people as a dependent variable we have added to the limited body of knowledge of public policy literature. As we come to the end of the first decade of the new century, prejudice and discrimination against TG/TS people appears finally to be on the radar of the Hong Kong government
. This study shows that transgender and transsexual people are widely perceived to be a minority group entitled to at least some of the legal protections accorded to other citizens of Hong Kong
. Although no previous studies of attitudes towards gender variant people exist in the Hong Kong context, only future studies will provide researchers and policymakers with the data to compare attitudes on personal and institutional dimensions. This study has shown that Hong Kong Chinese people consider TG/TS people to be entitled to equal opportunities and freedom from discrimination
. Policy-makers may now need to consider, in consultation with the public, the recognition of anti-transgender attitudes as a serious social problem that has social and psychological ramifications for both the general public and TG/TS people. The implementation of a more transfriendly public policy is arguably the first step in hastening the elimination of transprejudice in Hong Kong.

Implications for Research

It is clear that attitudes are influential in determining behavior, and recent research by Winter, Webster and Cheung (under review) suggests that behavioral aggression may be a component of anti-transgender attitudes in Hong Kong not investigated in the current study. This is an area that requires further investigation. Specifically, studies that examine negative affect and behavioral aggression will provide important data for educational interventions and increased impetus for protective legislation. In addition, like members of other stigmatized groups, transgender and transsexual people face numerous psychological challenges as a result of society’s discrimination towards them. To date, social scientists and mental health professionals have failed to pay adequate attention to the psycho-social and developmental issues which shape the TG persons’ life, and may result in anxiety, hopelessness, depression, and suicide. The mental health aspects of transprejudice on the psychological and social well being of transgender and transsexual people in an important area of research that needs to be investigated. Further studies on intergroup contact should also be undertaken.

Conclusion
Identifying correlates of prejudice towards particular social outgroups is an important step in exploring how such prejudicial attitudes can be reduced. Empirical research with other minority groups has shown that inter-group contact often reduces prejudice in the majority group when the contact meets several conditions: When it makes shared goals salient, when inter-group cooperation is encouraged, when the contact is on-going and intimate rather than brief and superficial, when representative of the two groups are of equal status, and when they share important values 
(Allport, 1954; Amir, 1969). With regard to transgender and transsexual people, these conditions are most fulfilled when they disclose their gender variant identities to their relatives, friends, neighbors, and colleagues. Through the process of transitioning, TG/TS people can change social perceptions about what it means to be transsexual, as well as challenge traditional moral values regarding gender conformity and gender role expectations. Allport’s (1954) contact hypothesis has had broad-reaching implications for prejudice reduction, and the present study shows that contact has a positive relationship with attitudes towards transgenderism and transgender civil rights. 
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Table I: Sample items of the CATTCRS
	
	Construct
	Example items

	Personal

Dimension


	Social Distance
	  Would you support a friend choosing to have a sex change?

	
	Social Discrimination
	   An employer should e able to refuse to employ a qualified person because he/she is TG/TS.

	
	Gender Essentialism
	It is morally wrong for a man to present himself as a woman in public in Chinese society.

	
	Transprejudice
	   A man who identifies as a woman is psychologically abnormal.

	Institutional

Dimension

Personal Dimension


	Awareness of TG Discrimination
	   Transgender people face discrimination in Hong Kong 

	
	Support for Equal Opportunities
	   TG/TS persons in Hong Kong should have the legal right to equal opportunities in education.

	
	Support for TS Civil Rights
	   Post-operative transsexuals in Hong Kong should have the legal right to get married in their new sex.

	
	Support Anti-Discrimination Legislation
	   TG/TS people in Hong Kong need specific anti-discrimination laws to protect them based solely on their gender identity.



Table II: Alpha Reliability and Correlations of the CATTCRS
	Construct
	(
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8

	1
	Social Distance
	.85
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Social Discrimination
	.87
	 .361*
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Gender Essentialism
	.75
	 .372*
	 .275*
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Transprejudice
	.73
	 .403*
	 .369*
	 .461*
	1.00
	
	
	
	

	5
	Aware TG Discrimination
	n/a
	-.038
	.102*
	 .121*
	-.034
	1.00
	
	
	

	6
	Support Equal Oppor.
	.91
	.351*
	.468*
	.121*
	.226*
	.110*
	1.00
	
	

	7
	Support TS Civil Rights
	.77
	.449*
	.340*
	.273*
	.286*
	.123*
	.369*
	1.00
	

	8
	Support Anti-Discr. Leg.
	.68
	.341*
	.362*
	.117*
	.182*
	.155*
	.442*
	.423*
	1.00


Note: *  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).


Table III: Descriptives and confidence intervals of CATTCRS

	Construct
	
	95% confidence interval

	
	Mean (sd)
	Lower
	Upper

	Social Distance
	2.75 (.75)
	2.70
	2.81

	Social Discrimination
	2.27 (.84)
	2.18
	2.29

	Gender Essentialism
	3.48 (.86)
	3.43
	3.54

	Transprejudice
	2.93 (.69)
	2.88
	2.98

	Awareness of TG Discrimination
	3.52 (.88)
	3.52
	3.58

	Support Equal Opportunities
	4.26 (.77)
	4.21
	4.31

	Support TS Civil Rights
	3.30 (.83)
	3.24
	3.35

	Support Anti-Discrimination Legis
	3.76 (.67)
	3.72
	3.81



Table IV: MANOVA analysis of Contact with TG and CATTCRS

	Have you ever encountered any TG people in Hong Kong or overseas?
	Between subject effects

	
	Yes

n = 262

M (sd)
	No

n = 569

M (sd)
	F
	   p

	Construct
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 

	Social Distance
	2.77(.68)
	2.89 (.64)
	6.98
	.008

	Social Discrimination
	2.15 (.81)
	2.32 (.86)
	7.91
	.005

	Gender Essentialism
	3.46 (.88)
	3.50 (.84)
	0.44
	.507

	Transprejudice
	2.84 (.68)
	3.01 (.69)
	13.89
	.000

	Awareness of TG Discrimination
	3.61 (.91)
	3.44 (.86)
	7.18
	.008

	Support Equal Opportunities
	4.32 (.78)
	4.20 (.74)
	5.02
	.025

	Support TS Civil Rights
	3.37 (.85)
	3.23 (.81)
	5.72
	.017

	Support Anti-Discrimination Legis
	3.81 (.72)
	3.71 (.61)
	4.99
	.026


   Wilks’ Lambda = .970. F = 3.16. p = .002


Table V: T-test of CATTCRS by level of education

	· 
	· Level of education
	· 
	· 
	· 

	· Construct
	· Lower

· secondary & below

· n = 191

· Mean (sd)
	· Upper 

· secondary 

· & above 

· n = 661

· Mean (sd)
	· t
	· p
	· d

	· Social Distance
	· 2.97 (.69)
	· 2.79 (.65)
	·  3.20
	· .001
	· 0.219

	· Social Discrimination
	· 2.46 (.84)
	· 2.17 (.84)
	·  4.19
	· .000
	· 0.287

	· Gender Essentialism
	· 3.42 (.80)
	· 3.50 (.87)
	· -1.15
	· .252
	· 0.078

	· Transprejudice
	· 3.07 (.65)
	· 2.89 (.70)
	·  3.15
	· .002
	· 0.216

	· Awareness of TG Discrimination
	· 3.24 (.88)
	· 3.61 (.87)
	· -5.11
	· .000
	· 0.352

	· Support for Equal Opportunities
	· 4.11 (.81)
	· 4.31 (.74)
	· -3.20
	· .001
	· 0.219

	· Support for TS Civil Rights
	· 3.23 (.84)
	· 3.32 (.83)
	· -1.21
	· .225
	· 0.083

	· Support for Anti-Discrimination Legislation
	· 3.62 (.63)
	· 3.80 (.67)
	· -3.36
	· .001
	· 0.230


�Better indicate its relationship to transphobia, and why you prefer ‘transprejudice’ to ‘transphobia’ 


�What about ‘homonegativity’? Morrison et al. See me if you need ref.


�Do not let go of this point --- consider later in your paper how much of the contact that has occurred has ( a ) truly been contact, as opposed to watching a show, and ( b ) been equal status and goal sharing. And consider implications of all of this for education programmes etc.


�So such studies are no ‘absent from the indexed literature’


�Inelegant.


�Haven’t you already done that?


�But not equality or shared goals. 


�Whoaaah!, suddenly I know why you included all that other research literature. This attgicle is  not only about contact,,, it is about contact, gender, age, education and religiosity / religious affiliation. If this is the case you need to change the title and be clear elsewhere, not just here, about the concerns of this paper. 


�You are looking contact as one variable among many that may be associated with transprejudice. Treat this basic information on contact in the same way that you would with the other information. That is to put it in the Participants section – see Comment 32. 





At any rate be consistent. 








�Mmm, implied causation. May be better to talk in terms of associations. 


�So what does this mean? – just summarise the finding here in everyday language (interpretation comes later)


�Mmm, implied causation – suggest ‘there was an association between …’


�Surely some more positive attitudes only


�I suggest had, along the lines of the usage you have employed previously  ,, passim passim passim 


�Apparently not!


�At some point earlier you suggested that previous work is ‘absent from the indexed literature’


�Or equality or sharing of goals.


�Great, except that the reader will wonder how much of this research is also correlational.


�Is this better?


�Be careful about implied causation. What is clear is that there is an association.


�As a mischievous aside, do your findings also indicate that one might as well not bother to educate males at all??. 


�this discussion of the need for anti-discrimination legislation and opportunities for legal gender changes, makes it all the more important that you describe the HK situation earlier in the paper. 


�Evidence for this statement?


�Evidence?


�Evidence?


�This appears to add more beyond the hypothesis as you stated it earlier. Maybe you need to say something like this earlier.






