Cross-comparisons of reports on the prevalence of transsexualism
By Lynn Conway
The following are interim notes (in progress) concerning one of the reports tabulated in our cross-comparisons re the prevalence of transsexualism. These notes summarize key points in the particular paper and provide a summary of its relevant results.

See the following report for definitions, notations and calculation methods used here: 


"On the Calculation of the Prevalence of Transsexualism", 

by Femke Olyslager and Lynn Conway, 2007 (in preparation).

________________________________________________________________________

Discussion re: Hoenig1974
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Hoenig1974: “The Prevalence of Transsexualism in England and Wales”, by J. Hoenig and J. C. Kenna”, Brit. J. Psychiat. (1971), 124, 181-90. [Link to PDF]

About this report:

This report follows the method of Walinder68.
Same definition of TS.

In this case they counted trans people who came forward to this particular gender clinic in a particular geographical unit of the UK medical system (Manchester region) which had a population of 1652000 males > 15 and 1846000 females > 15, during the period 1958-1968.  
They claim that most psychiatrists in their region would have referred any trans people to their clinic, and thus that this count covers the region.

As in Walinder’s report, this is a count of transsexual persons (M-F and F-M) who overtly sought help during the early years of SRS. 

Note that the results actually have the dimensions of an incidence, being a count over a time-interval of effectively 5 years or so.  The reason is that SRS’s had only been performed in any but the tiniest of numbers since the late 1950’s, when Burou began his work, and only by the mid-60’s had a few trans people begun to approach psychiatrists seeking information on SRS.

The Hoenig counts were 49 mf and 17 fm, and this led to their concluding that the prevalences in the Manchester region were:

P(TSmf) = 1 : 34,000

P(TSfm) = 1 : 108,000

In its opening paragraph, the report indicates awareness that these provide only lower bounds on the incidence of transsexualism. 

However, in its conclusions it says:

“Table VIII shows Walinder’s (1968) prevalence rates and our own in juxtaposition. Considering the difficulties involved, it is heartening to see how similar the findings really are”

This report appears to be questionable, especially given the bias shown in the above statement. It is all too coincidental that both prevalence results fall almost on top of Walinder68.  It would have been easy for them to decide just how widely to announce their study, and then when to cut off the incoming counts so as to have them turn out “right”. In any event, they appear to have gotten “what they expected to”.

Meantime, we can speculate that by appearing to so strongly confirm the specific Walinder68 numerical results, this report may have biased later work - by giving the impression that these general levels of prevalence were “inherent and representative” in many populations.

