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Abstract

Objective To explore the Chinese reproductive-aged individual’s awareness, wishes, and possible misconceptions of ECS as

well as factors affecting their decision-making. Design Anonymous, electronic questionnaire conducted in 5 months. Setting

Women’s Hospital of Nanjing Medical University, Jiangsu, China. Population Chinese reproductive-aged individuals with a

partner (aged 18-45 years). Methods Chi-square test and multivariate logistic regression to check the potential association

between factors with intention of ECS. Main outcome measures Willingness to take ECS testing at own expenses. Results Only

35.0% were aware of ECS, while 93.1% of participants had the intention of ECS at their expenses, and 96.5% of participants

had misconceptions of ECS and genetic diseases. Meanwhile, 53.6% would pay less than 1,000 CNY (approximately 145 US

Dollars) for the test. Participants whose first reaction was of interests, who had prior awareness of the test, or who perceived the

benefits were more likely to intend to use ECS (p<0.001). Participants with bachelor’s or above degrees or with the household

income more than 150,000 CNY (approximately 21,700 US Dollars) were more likely to pay 1,000 CNY and greater (p<0.05).

Conclusions The Chinese reproductive population had an overall positive attitude towards ECS, with some misconceptions on

ECS and genetic disorders. Thus, population-based implementation of ECS is clinically feasible in China, but pre- and post-

test education and genetic counselling are required to raise their awareness and to reduce misconceptions. Keywords expanded

carrier screening, attitudes, preconception, misconceptions, questionnaire.

Introduction

Expanded carrier screening (ECS) is a reproductive genetic test, which aims to identify asymptomatic carriers
and assess their odds of having a serious genetic disease in their offspring before or during pregnancy. This test
can screen for an extensive set of autosomal and X-linked recessive disorders simultaneously irrespective of
ancestry, geographical origin, and family history.1, 2 The superiority of ECS over traditional carrier screening
includes providing more information with a much wider array of reproductive risks in a more cost-effective
way, and reduction of social discrimination.3-5 Consequently, ECS has mushroomed in the past decade, and
many professional academic institutions have recommended offering ECS to all women or their partners who
are already pregnant or intending to be pregnant4, 6-8.

As the potential target population of ECS, a better understanding of how the reproductive population
view such a test and which factors influence their decision-making is of great importance before or during
its implementation in healthcare institutions despite the endorsement and recommendation of professional
institutions.9, 10Previous reports gauging patients’ interests in ECS are either in hypothetical ECS tests or
in their actual uptake of ECS, which shows their attitudes are varied and can be influenced by numerous
factors.11-15 However, the great majority of individuals in these studies are European or American, which
have a relatively high socioeconomic status and high-quality medical services. Nowadays, ECS is already
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in an exploratory stage in China,16-18 which highlights the feasibility and potential use of ECS. A growing
number of Chinese reproductive individuals will be confronted with the choice to accept or refuse such a test.
Their attitudes, recognition, as well as the perceived benefits of this test, will likely determine its successful
implementation. Up to date, there are no studies reporting attitudes and preconceptions toward ECS in
Chinese reproductive population.

The present study was performed to assess the current attitudes and cognition towards ECS in Chinese
reproductive population and to know their adoption and possible misunderstandings, which have princi-
pal reference value for designing and developing ECS. Besides, we also investigated possible factors that
influenced their intention. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first report regarding attitudes and
preconceptions towards ECS in Chinese reproductive population.

Methods

Ethics Statement

Our study was approved by the Research Ethics Committee of Women’s Hospital of Nanjing Medical Uni-
versity (Number: KY-037). Before responses to the questionnaires, electronic informed consent was obtained
from all participants.

Study design

The questionnaire was designed based on domestic national conditions and previous literatures investigating
patients’ opinions on ECS12, 19. We used plain language for all languages to avoid jargon. To ensure the
questionnaire was accurately understood, a pre-survey was conducted in our center. Then, the final draft of
the ECS questionnaire was modified by consensus of our research team, including geneticists, obstetricians,
and biologists. This survey took about 10 min to complete by scanning the specific quick response code
through the WeChat program on their phones. Considering that many participants may not be familiar
with ECS, we provided a short informative video before the start of the questionnaire on (1) hereditary
mode of recessive genetic diseases and risk in offspring; (2) what is the ECS and its benefits; and (3) a brief
description of spinal muscular atrophy (SMA) as an example of these disorders. The questionnaire con-
taining 31 questions was designed to assess the awareness, recognition and possible misconception regarding
ECS, including demographics (9 questions), awareness of ECS (5 questions), perceived benefits of ECS (3
questions), misconception of ECS (5 questions), practical questions about offering ECS (6 questions), most
reasons in favor of or against ECS (3 questions).

All questionnaires were filled out independently and our researchers were around to answer questions if they
needed. All data were documented using a Web-based system automatically to guarantee the integrity of
the data. What’s more, all participants had a unique identity (ID) number to protect their confidentiality
and facilitate data collection and statistical analyses.

Study population

Participants with a partner in the reproductive age (18-45 year) were recruited in our genetic counseling and
prenatal diagnosis center before pursuing genetic testing (mainly cell-free fetal DNA screening and peripheral
blood karyotype before pregnancy) at Women’s Hospital of Nanjing Medical University from August 2019
to December 2019. Only participants who were planning a pregnancy or undergoing pregnancy, were living
in China and had no mental or intellectual disabilities were qualified to our questionnaire.

The measure of intention to take an ECS test

Intention to take an ECS test was measured using the existing item ” Would you undergo ECS if at your
expenses? ”.

Data analysis

Data management and statistical analyses were carried out using the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS) version 22.0 for Windows (SPSS, Inc., Chicago, IL, USA). All descriptive statistics were
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computed for all items. Categorical data were expressed as frequencies and percentages. Sociodemographic
data, prior knowledge, and perceived benefits about the ECS program were analyzed with the chi-square
test to check the association with an intention for ECS, and then a multivariate logistic regression model
was used to further explore possible predictive factors. Significance was assessed atP <0.05.

For multivariate logistic regression analysis, some demographics were made cutoffs. The cutoff used for
education level was the Bachelor’s degree. Total household income was divided into two groups: under
150,000 CNY (approximately 21,700 US Dollars) and 150,000 CNY or greater. The amount that a participant
was willing to pay for ECS at their own expense was also divided into two categories: under 1,000 CNY
(approximately 145 US Dollars) and 1,000 CNY or more. The average exchange rate of CNY against US
Dollar in July 2020 was approximately 1 US Dollar = 6.9 CNY. The odds ratio (OR) together with the 95%
confidence interval (CI) were reported for each variable.

Results

Demographics

A total of 888 reproductive individuals (aged 18-45 years) completed the electronic questionnaires. These
participants were subdivided into two groups: 841 (94.7%) currently pregnant, and 47 (5.3%) considering
pregnancy or receiving fertility treatment. The vast majority was female (88.9%), between the age of 24-35
years (83.5%). 873 (98.3%) respondents were Chinese Han Nationality, and 15 (2.7%) were others. Up to
718 participants (80.9%) had no religious belief, and only 170 (19.1%) reported yes. A summary of the
demographics of the study population is shown in Table S1.

Awareness of ECS

Before our survey, only 35.0% of respondents expressed they had heard of ECS previously. Respondents
expressed to learn more about ECS through doctors in the hospitals (66.1%), multiple ways (18.8%), and
other alternative ways (15.1%). Up to 69.3% showed interests in ECS when they heard hospitals would offer
ECS, while the remaining (30.7%) reported disgust or no interest. When asked about their desire for ECS
if at their expense, 93.1% expressed yes, and 6.9% expressed no (Table 1).

Perceived benefits of ECS

Compared with participants against ECS, a significantly higher proportion of those desired ECS agreed with
the statement ‘The test will give you and your partner a better understanding of having a child with a genetic
disorder’ (chi-square test, p=1.6E-06) and the statement ‘ECS will be useful for their relatives’ (chi-square
test, p=0.027, Table 3). Regarding the statement about perceived reproductive choices as a carrier couple,
most participants would take measures to prevent the birth with a severe hereditary disorder, such as by in
vitro fertilization (IVF) with embryo selection (19.7%), gamete donation (4.3%) and an examination of the
fetus during pregnancy by chorionic villus sampling or amniocentesis (62.7%, Table 2).

Misconception of ECS

Several questions were designed to assess whether participants with intention of ECS had possible miscon-
ceptions. As shown in Table 4, when we asked whether ECS can rule out children with Down’s syndrome,
only 3.5% answered correctly. Regarding the statement about negative screening results, only 29.9% agreed
with the statement that negative results will not exclude a severe genetic child. When questioned if they
were a carrier, 17.6% would feel unhealthy and 22.0% will feel stressed or discriminated against. When asked
if the cost were the same, up to 86.7% chose the bigger panel (Table S2).

Practical questions about offering ECS

When asked about the screening time, 28.1% expressed they would take the test before pregnancy, 25.3%
expressed early pregnancy, while 5.9% thought it didn’t matter. Regarding the statement ‘What kind of
diseases should be included in the ECS panel in your opinion?’, the top three options were diseases that
would cause intelligence or physical disability, that cause death early or shortness of life, and chronic diseases

3
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that require lifelong care. Regarding the release form of the testing report offered to couples, 77.6% preferred
the form of a couple-based report, only 12.3% preferred individual tests result privately. Finally, respondents
were asked how much they would be willing to pay for this test. As a result, 53.5% would pay less than
1,000 CNY, while 46.5% would pay 1,000 CNY or greater (Table S3).

Most reasons in favor of ECS and against ECS

The most common reason in favor of ECS out of 10 reasons was that participants were not wanting a
future child to suffer from a severe genetic disorder (89.4%). The second most reason was that ECS could
help them make better informed reproductive decisions (73.0%). Our study showed that only 6.9% would
decline the ECS test. The most frequently selected reason against ECS out of 10 reasons was that there
was no hereditary disease in the family members of their participants (67.2%, 41/61), and the second most
mentioned was the cost (47.6%, 29/61, Table S4).

Factors associated with the intention and cost for ECS

Unexpectedly, the chi-square test (Table S1) and multivariate logistic regression analysis (data not shown)
showed that sociodemographic factors were not significantly associated with the intention of ECS (p>0.05).
More than a third of the participants in our survey (n=311) had heard about ECS, a reflection of prior
knowledge or awareness of this test. Participants whose first reaction was of interests or who had prior
awareness of the test were nearly three times more likely to have intention for taking ECS, compared with
those who had no interest in ECS or never heard of this test, respectively (OR=2.73, 95% CI 1.57 to 4.75,
p=5.03E-04; OR=2.91, 95% CI 1.34 to 6.33, p=0.007). Meanwhile, those who perceived the benefits for
their future offspring were five times more likely to take the test (OR=5.57, 95% CI 1.55 to 20.00, p=0.008,
Table 3).

Moreover, we also explored association between sociodemographic factors and the amount that participants
were willing to pay. As shown in Table 4, the chi-square analysis showed that participants with bachelor’s or
above degrees and those with the household income more than 150,000 CNY were more willing to pay 1,000
CNY and greater for ECS (p=0.017, p=2.10E-06). Besides, participants with household income greater than
or equal to 150,000 CNY were more likely to pay for ECS at the price of 1,000 CNY or greater (OR:1.34,
95%CI 1.40 to 2.57, 3.58E-05, Table 4).

Discussion

Main findings

This study including 888 participants shows an overall positive attitude towards ECS among Chinese re-
productive population, with some misconceptions on ECS and genetic disorders. Sociodemographic factors
were not significantly associated with the intention for ECS, while awareness, highly perceived benefits of
the test, and interest in the test were significantly associated with the intention for ECS.

Strengths and limitation

Our study made a detailed investigation of the attitudes and perceptions towards ECS among Chinese
reproductive population. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study to utilize a specific quick
response code to conduct the research. It facilitates access to large sample sizes, lower costs, higher efficiency
and greenness. The strengths of our study also include that the sample is large and all responses are
anonymous. Additionally, the subjects involved in our study are the target population of ECS, including all
stages of the reproductive population, such as patients who were pregnant or were trying to conceive with
or without assisted reproductive technology.

However, there are still some limitations. Firstly, our participants are people who have not taken an actual
uptake of ECS testing and their choices are mostly in hypothetical states. Although the results indicate a
high level of willingness to test, not all will actually do so then. Therefore, further studies under actual cir-
cumstances of ECS test are needed. Secondly, our participants were mainly from Nanjing and its surrounding
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areas, which had a relatively high socioeconomic level. Therefore, the population was not representative of
the general Chinese population, which may limit the generalization of the results.

Interpretation

Since ECS is a new reproductive test for the Chinese population, a detailed assessment for their awareness
and acceptance of this test is critical to ensure the optimization of the clinical implementation of ECS in
China. Our study was performed to explore the Chinese reproductive-aged individuals’ interests, needs,
wishes, and possible misconceptions of ECS. As far as we know, this study presents the first glimpse of such
a research subject in China.

Our survey revealed an apparent overall positive attitude towards ECS that up to 93.1% of respondents
desired ECS, even though most of them had never heard of ECS or had a negative family history of monogenic
disease. Consistent with prior literatures, the most common reason in favor of ECS was that participants
would want to avoid their future child from a severe hereditary disorder.20-23However, the level of willingness
to take such a test in our study was much higher than those in the European and American countries (from
one third to 76%).12, 20, 24, 25 This difference appears to be explained by the following aspects. Firstly,
having a child with a birth defect place a heavy burden on the entire family in China because of insufficient
health insurance and economic constraints. Thus, it is plausible that the top priority for most Chinese
couples is having a healthy baby.26 Secondly, the attitudes towards eugenics and abortion vary widely in
different sociopolitical environments. Eugenics has been gradually diluted even abolished since World War
II, and debate on abortion has been a major topic in Western countries for involved violations of human
rights.27In contrast, the Chinese government brought eugenics into legislation, and the Chinese population
are more likely to terminate an affected baby.26, 28 Thirdly, the Chinese government has placed a high value
on implementing integrated control strategies and prevention measures to reduce birth defects, such as the
Healthy China 2030 plan, which has made greats efforts on health education, free pre-pregnancy medical
examination, and pregnancy health care.29, 30

Furthermore, we found prior knowledge, and high perceived benefits for offspring were significantly associated
with the increased likelihood of intention for ECS, which agree with previous reports on the importance of
awareness and knowledge in decision-making for carrier screening.31-33 This finding is also theoretically based
by Health Belief Model, which has confirmed that perceived benefits can influence individual’s intention,
attitudes and eventual behavior.34 Taken together, the above findings suggest that propaganda work of ECS
should be carried out as early as possible, ideally before marriage or pregnancy, to create a favorable social
environment. On the other hand, attention should be paid to pondering educational content and strategies
to get desired results.

Another significant potential factor was the cost, a common reason for decline of ECS. A previous study by
Higgins and colleagues suggests that the uptake percent of ECS would increase from 3.3% to 17.5% if the
cost was reduced from 350 to 99 US Dollars.35 Because of imbalanced economic development in different
regions in China, the average disposable income per person in Eastern China in 2015 was 30,212 CNY,
compared with 18,550 CNY in the Central region and 16,546 CNY in the Western region.36 This may be
a reason why up to 46.4% of our participants in Eastern China would like to pay 1,000 CNY and more
for ECS. In our study, if the test was priced between 500 to 999 CNY, up to 76.4% of our participants
would accept it. However, China still has a significant number of people living in poverty, and the poverty
line was only 2,300 CNY per person annually in 2015, despite the dramatic economic growth in the past
decades.27Hence, the pricing of ECS in the future should consider this special population. Additionally, the
Chinese government either at the central or local level should consider financing this screening project to
ensure its success.37 Moreover, we found that participants with a bachelor’s and above degree or with the
total household income equal to or more than 150,000 CNY were more likely to pay 1,000 CNY and greater
for ECS. It is probably that participants with a higher education level seem to have a higher income than
those with a lower education level.

Notably, there were some misconceptions regarding ECS among our respondents. Firstly, most participants
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confused ECS with Down’s syndrome screening. Surprisingly, very few of our participants could distinguish
monogenic diseases from chromosome diseases. Next, most respondents also misinterpreted if they were
a carrier. Only 33.97% of the participants in our study expressed clearly that they would not feel less
healthy as a carrier, though being a carrier typically has no obvious symptoms. Such misconception has also
been reported in previous studies on cystic fibrosis carrier screening.38, 39Another misconception is neglected
residual risk, which was also highlighted in other literatures.4, 9, 40 Most participants misinterpret their
negative screening results and considered that their future child will not be susceptible to genetic conditions
in our survey. Also, when the cost was the same, the vast majority of those surveyed chose the bigger panel.
This is understandable because they wanted to know as much as possible about their reproductive risks.
However, panels comprising many rare diseases are not recommended for routine screening41, 42, because
it is increasingly difficult to evaluate residual risk accurately and then will bring great trouble for genetic
counseling after a positive screening result.43-45 In line with previous surveys on carrier screening,11, 23, 46

there is also a low perceived risk of being a carrier based on family history, which was the most frequently
selected reason against ECS, even though most patients with recessive hereditary disorders always have
a negative family history. The above misconceptions indicate that the educational video of ECS before
the survey may not be truly understood. Our findings highlight the significance of providing accurate and
balanced information and education to the general population. What’s more, sufficient pre- and post-test
genetic counseling including fully informed consent and results interpretation, especially the interpretation of
negative results are crucial and has also been emphasized by American and European recommendations.4, 7

We also assessed the preference for the disclosure form when offered to couples. A great majority of our
participants would prefer couple-based disclosure-where a result is positive when both members are carriers
of the same condition over their test results privately. This disagrees with that found by Stephanie et al,
showing that the population in Dutch preferred receiving individual test results instead of a couple-based
disclosure pattern12, but is consistent with Plantinga et al in the Netherlands.21 As ECS aims to identify
at-risk couples, not simply to identify carriers, this couple-based form is more convenient for couples to
decide together for reproductive decision-making. In this society with a high divorce rate, this couple-based
form can prevent carriers from discrimination and reduce anxiety if only one tests positive while the partner
tests negative, for they would receive an overall negative result.

Conclusion

Taken together, our study demonstrates that Chinese reproductive population had an overall positive attitude
towards ECS, with some misconceptions on ECS and genetic disorders. Thus, population-based implemen-
tation of ECS is clinically feasible in China, but pre- and post-test education and genetic counselling are
required to raise their awareness and to reduce misconceptions.

Disclosure of interests

The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Contribution to authorship

Fang Zhang and Jianxin Tan participated in the design and revision of the questionnaire, carried out the
data collection and data interpretation, and drafted manuscript. Binbin Shao, Yan Wang, and Jingjing
Zhang participated in the revision of the questionnaire, carried out the survey and data collection under
assistance by Xiuqing Ji. Tao Jiang and Ran Zhou carried out the data analysis and statistical analysis.
Fengchang Qiao and Ya Wang assisted data interpretation and revised the manuscript. Zhengfeng Xu and
Ping Hu participated in the design and coordination of the study, revised the manuscript, and supervised
the study. All authors read and approved the final draft of the paper.

Details of ethics approval

Our study was approved by the Research Ethics Committee of Women’s Hospital of Nanjing Medical Uni-
versity (Number KY-037, approved on 12 July,2019). Before responses to the questionnaires, electronic
informed consent was obtained from all participants.

6



P
os

te
d

on
A

u
th

or
ea

17
A

u
g

20
20

—
T

h
e

co
p
y
ri

gh
t

h
ol

d
er

is
th

e
au

th
or

/f
u
n
d
er

.
A

ll
ri

g
h
ts

re
se

rv
ed

.
N

o
re

u
se

w
it

h
ou

t
p

er
m

is
si

on
.

—
h
tt

p
s:

//
d
oi

.o
rg

/1
0.

22
54

1/
au

.1
59

76
93

45
.5

80
19

31
4

—
T

h
is

a
p
re

p
ri

n
t

an
d

h
a
s

n
o
t

b
ee

n
p

ee
r

re
v
ie

w
ed

.
D

a
ta

m
ay

b
e

p
re

li
m

in
a
ry

.

Funding

This study was supported by grants from the National Natural Science Foundation of China (No. 81770236,
81971398, 81801373 and 81801445), the National Key R&D Program of China (No. 2018YFC1002402), and
the Natural Science Foundation of Jiangsu Province (No. BK20181121).

Acknowledgments

We thank all the participants in this study and are grateful to Mr. Hui Wang from Lianyungang Maternal
and Child Health Care Hospital for his assistant in statistical analysis.

References

1. Bell CJ, Dinwiddie DL, Miller NA, Hateley SL, Ganusova EE, Mudge J, et al. Carrier testing for severe
childhood recessive diseases by next-generation sequencing. Sci Transl Med. 2011.

2. Hogan GJ, Vysotskaia VS, Beauchamp KA, Seisenberger S, Grauman PV, Haas KR, et al. Validation
of an Expanded Carrier Screen that Optimizes Sensitivity via Full-Exon Sequencing and Panel-wide Copy
Number Variant Identification. Clinical chemistry. 2018;64(7):1063-73.

3. Johansen Taber KA, Beauchamp KA, Lazarin GA, Muzzey D, Arjunan A, Goldberg JD. Clinical utility
of expanded carrier screening: results-guided actionability and outcomes. Genetics in medicine : official
journal of the American College of Medical Genetics. 2019;21(5):1041-8.

4. Henneman L, Borry P, Chokoshvili D, Cornel MC, van El CG, Forzano F, et al. Responsible implemen-
tation of expanded carrier screening. European journal of human genetics : EJHG. 2017;25(11):1291.

5. Nazareth SB, Lazarin GA, Goldberg JD. Changing trends in carrier screening for genetic disease in the
United States. Prenatal diagnosis. 2015;35(10):931-5.

6. Committee Opinion No. 690: Carrier Screening in the Age of Genomic Medicine. Obstetrics and
gynecology. 2017;129(3):e35-e40.

7. Committee Opinion No. 691: Carrier Screening for Genetic Conditions. Obstetrics and gynecology.
2017;129(3):e41-e55.

8. Edwards JG, Feldman G, Goldberg J, Gregg AR, Norton ME, Rose NC, et al. Expanded carrier screening
in reproductive medicine-points to consider: a joint statement of the American College of Medical Genetics
and Genomics, American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, National Society of Genetic Coun-
selors, Perinatal Quality Foundation, and Society for Maternal-Fetal Medicine. Obstetrics and gynecology.
2015;125(3):653-62.

9. Kraft SA, Duenas D, Wilfond BS, Goddard KAB. The evolving landscape of expanded carrier screening:
challenges and opportunities. Genetics in medicine : official journal of the American College of Medical
Genetics. 2019;21(4):790-7.

10. Lindheim SR, Jaeger AS. Expanded preconception carrier screening in clinical practice: cutting the
Gordian Knot. Fertility and sterility. 2015;104(2):281-2.

11. Gilmore MJ, Schneider J, Davis JV, Kauffman TL, Leo MC, Bergen K, et al. Reasons for Declin-
ing Preconception Expanded Carrier Screening Using Genome Sequencing. Journal of genetic counseling.
2017;26(5):971-9.

12. Nijmeijer SCM, Conijn T, Lakeman P, Henneman L, Wijburg FA, Haverman L. Attitudes of the general
population towards preconception expanded carrier screening for autosomal recessive disorders including
inborn errors of metabolism. Molecular genetics and metabolism. 2019;126(1):14-22.

13. Shiroff JJ, Nemeth LS. Public Perceptions of Recessive Carrier Testing in the Preconception and Prenatal
Periods. Journal of obstetric, gynecologic, and neonatal nursing : JOGNN. 2015;44(6):717-25.

7



P
os

te
d

on
A

u
th

or
ea

17
A

u
g

20
20

—
T

h
e

co
p
y
ri

gh
t

h
ol

d
er

is
th

e
au

th
or

/f
u
n
d
er

.
A

ll
ri

g
h
ts

re
se

rv
ed

.
N

o
re

u
se

w
it

h
ou

t
p

er
m

is
si

on
.

—
h
tt

p
s:

//
d
oi

.o
rg

/1
0.

22
54

1/
au

.1
59

76
93

45
.5

80
19

31
4

—
T

h
is

a
p
re

p
ri

n
t

an
d

h
a
s

n
o
t

b
ee

n
p

ee
r

re
v
ie

w
ed

.
D

a
ta

m
ay

b
e

p
re

li
m

in
a
ry

.

14. Van Steijvoort E, Chokoshvili D, J WC, Peeters H, Peeraer K, Matthijs G, et al. Interest in expanded
carrier screening among individuals and couples in the general population: systematic review of the literature.
Human reproduction update. 2020;26(3):335-55.

15. Schuurmans J, Birnie E, Ranchor AV, Abbott KM, Fenwick A, Lucassen A, et al. GP-provided couple-
based expanded preconception carrier screening in the Dutch general population: who accepts the test-offer
and why? European journal of human genetics : EJHG. 2020;28(2):182-92.

16. Zhao S, Xiang J, Fan C, Asan, Shang X, Zhang X, et al. Pilot study of expanded carrier screening for
11 recessive diseases in China: results from 10,476 ethnically diverse couples. European journal of human
genetics : EJHG. 2019;27(2):254-62.

17. Xi Y, Chen G, Lei C, Wu J, Zhang S, Xiao M, et al. Expanded carrier screening in Chinese patients
seeking the help of assisted reproductive technology. Molecular genetics & genomic medicine. 2020:e1340.

18. He WB, Tan YQ, Hu X, Li W, Xiong B, Luo KL, et al. Expanded carrier screening and preimplantation
genetic diagnosis in a couple who delivered a baby affected with congenital factor VII deficiency. BMC
medical genetics. 2018;19(1):15.

19. Pereira N, Wood M, Luong E, Briggs A, Galloway M, Maxwell RA, et al. Expanded genetic carrier
screening in clinical practice: a current survey of patient impressions and attitudes. Journal of assisted
reproduction and genetics. 2019;36(4):709-16.

20. Ekstrand Ragnar M, Tyden T, Kihlbom U, Larsson M. Swedish parents’ interest in preconception genetic
carrier screening. Upsala journal of medical sciences. 2016;121(4):289-94.

21. Plantinga M, Birnie E, Abbott KM, Sinke RJ, Lucassen AM, Schuurmans J, et al. Population-based
preconception carrier screening: how potential users from the general population view a test for 50 serious
diseases. European journal of human genetics : EJHG. 2016;24(10):1417-23.

22. Kauffman TL, Irving SA, Leo MC, Gilmore MJ, Himes P, McMullen CK, et al. The NextGen Study:
patient motivation for participation in genome sequencing for carrier status. Molecular genetics & genomic
medicine. 2017;5(5):508-15.

23. Propst L, Connor G, Hinton M, Poorvu T, Dungan J. Pregnant Women’s Perspectives on Expanded
Carrier Screening. Journal of genetic counseling. 2018;27(5):1148-56.

24. Spencer S, Ewing S, Calcagno K, O’Neill S. Adopted Individuals’ Views on the Utility and Value of
Expanded Carrier Screening. Journal of genetic counseling. 2018;27(6):1341-8.

25. Chokoshvili D, Belmans C, Poncelet R, Sanders S, Vaes D, Vears D, et al. Public Views on Genetics
and Genetic Testing: A Survey of the General Public in Belgium. Genetic testing and molecular biomarkers.
2017;21(3):195-201.

26. Li G, Chandrasekharan S, Allyse M. ”The Top Priority Is a Healthy Baby”: Narratives of Health,
Disability, and Abortion in Online Pregnancy Forum Discussions in the US and China. Journal of genetic
counseling. 2017;26(1):32-9.

27. Shen J. Precision assessment of public attitudes toward genetic testing. American journal of medical
genetics Part A. 2016;170(12):3185-8.

28. Wertz D. Eugenics is alive and well: a survey of genetic professionals around the world. Science in
context. 1998;11(3-4):493-510.

29. Rudan I, Chan KY, Zhang JS, Theodoratou E, Feng XL, Salomon JA, et al. Causes of deaths in children
younger than 5 years in China in 2008. Lancet (London, England). 2010;375(9720):1083-9.

30. Wang L, Wang Z, Ma Q, Fang G, Yang J. The development and reform of public health in China from
1949 to 2019. Globalization and health. 2019;15(1):45.

8



P
os

te
d

on
A

u
th

or
ea

17
A

u
g

20
20

—
T

h
e

co
p
y
ri

gh
t

h
ol

d
er

is
th

e
au

th
or

/f
u
n
d
er

.
A

ll
ri

g
h
ts

re
se

rv
ed

.
N

o
re

u
se

w
it

h
ou

t
p

er
m

is
si

on
.

—
h
tt

p
s:

//
d
oi

.o
rg

/1
0.

22
54

1/
au

.1
59

76
93

45
.5

80
19

31
4

—
T

h
is

a
p
re

p
ri

n
t

an
d

h
a
s

n
o
t

b
ee

n
p

ee
r

re
v
ie

w
ed

.
D

a
ta

m
ay

b
e

p
re

li
m

in
a
ry

.

31. Holtkamp K, Mathijssen I, Lakeman P, van Maarle M, Dondorp W, Henneman L, et al. Factors for
successful implementation of population-based expanded carrier screening: learning from existing initiatives.
2017;27(2):372-7.

32. Ames AG, Metcalfe SA, Dalton Archibald A, Duncan RE, Emery J. Measuring informed choice in
population-based reproductive genetic screening: a systematic review. European journal of human genetics
: EJHG. 2015;23(1):8-21.

33. Ong R, Howting D, Rea A, Christian H, Charman P, Molster C, et al. Measuring the impact of genetic
knowledge on intentions and attitudes of the community towards expanded preconception carrier screening.
Journal of medical genetics. 2018;55(11):744-52.

34. Glanz K, Lewis FM, Rimer BKJM, Sports Si, Exercise. Health Behavior and Health Education: Theory,
Research, and Practice. 1991;23(12):1404.

35. Higgins A, Flanagan JD, Von Wald T, Hansen KAJOJoO, Gynecology. An Expanded Carrier Screening
Tool Enhances Preconception Cystic Fibrosis Screening in Infertile Couples. 2015;05(7):412-6.

36. Cai W, Wu F. Influence of Income Disparity on Child and Adolescent Education in China: A Literature
Review. New directions for child and adolescent development. 2019;2019(163):97-113.

37. Shen Y, Qiu X, Gui B, He S, Huang H, Xue J, et al. Implementing comprehensive genetic carrier
screening in China–Harnessing the power of genomic medicine for the effective prevention/management of
birth defects and rare genetic diseases in China. 2018;2(1):30-6.

38. Chen LS, Goodson P. Factors affecting decisions to accept or decline cystic fibrosis carrier test-
ing/screening: a theory-guided systematic review. Genetics in medicine : official journal of the American
College of Medical Genetics. 2007;9(7):442-50.

39. Henneman L, Bramsen I, van der Ploeg HM, ten Kate LP. Preconception cystic fibrosis carrier couple
screening: impact, understanding, and satisfaction. Genetic testing. 2002;6(3):195-202.

40. Cho D, McGowan ML, Metcalfe J, Sharp RR. Expanded carrier screening in reproductive healthcare:
perspectives from genetics professionals. Human reproduction (Oxford, England). 2013;28(6):1725-30.

41. Norton ME. Expanded Carrier Screening: A Rational Approach to Screening for Rare Diseases. Obstet-
rics and gynecology. 2017;130(2):260-1.

42. Stevens B, Krstic N, Jones M, Murphy L, Hoskovec J. Finding Middle Ground in Constructing a
Clinically Useful Expanded Carrier Screening Panel. Obstetrics and gynecology. 2017;130(2):279-84.

43. Wienke S, Brown K, Farmer M, Strange C. Expanded carrier screening panels-does bigger mean better?
Journal of community genetics. 2014;5(2):191-8.

44. Chokoshvili D, Vears DF, Borry P. Growing complexity of (expanded) carrier screening: Direct-to-
consumer, physician-mediated, and clinic-based offers. Best practice & research Clinical obstetrics & gynae-
cology. 2017;44:57-67.

45. Kihlbom U. Ethical issues in preconception genetic carrier screening. Upsala journal of medical sciences.
2016;121(4):295-8.

46. McClaren BJ, Delatycki MB, Collins V, Metcalfe SA, Aitken M. ’It is not in my world’: an exploration of
attitudes and influences associated with cystic fibrosis carrier screening. European journal of human genetics
: EJHG. 2008;16(4):435-44.

Table 1 Participants’ knowledge and intention for ECS. Bold values indicate a statistically significant correlation. Table 1 Participants’ knowledge and intention for ECS. Bold values indicate a statistically significant correlation. Table 1 Participants’ knowledge and intention for ECS. Bold values indicate a statistically significant correlation. Table 1 Participants’ knowledge and intention for ECS. Bold values indicate a statistically significant correlation. Table 1 Participants’ knowledge and intention for ECS. Bold values indicate a statistically significant correlation. Table 1 Participants’ knowledge and intention for ECS. Bold values indicate a statistically significant correlation. Table 1 Participants’ knowledge and intention for ECS. Bold values indicate a statistically significant correlation.

Intention for ECS Intention for ECS Intention for ECS Intention for ECS Intention for ECS Value p values
Yes (n=827,93.1%) Yes (n=827,93.1%) Yes (n=827,93.1%) No (n=61,6.9%) Total (n=888,100%)
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Table 1 Participants’ knowledge and intention for ECS. Bold values indicate a statistically significant correlation. Table 1 Participants’ knowledge and intention for ECS. Bold values indicate a statistically significant correlation. Table 1 Participants’ knowledge and intention for ECS. Bold values indicate a statistically significant correlation. Table 1 Participants’ knowledge and intention for ECS. Bold values indicate a statistically significant correlation. Table 1 Participants’ knowledge and intention for ECS. Bold values indicate a statistically significant correlation. Table 1 Participants’ knowledge and intention for ECS. Bold values indicate a statistically significant correlation. Table 1 Participants’ knowledge and intention for ECS. Bold values indicate a statistically significant correlation.

Previously heard of ECS Previously heard of ECS Previously heard of ECS Previously heard of ECS Previously heard of ECS 12.8 3.50E-04
Yes Yes 303 (36.6%) 8 (13.1%) 311 (35.0%)
No No 524 (63.4%) 53 (86.9%) 577 (65.0%)
Which way to learn more about ECS Which way to learn more about ECS Which way to learn more about ECS Which way to learn more about ECS Which way to learn more about ECS 3.4 0.183
Doctors in hospitals Doctors in hospitals 549 (66.4%) 38 (62.3%) 587 (66.1%)
Other alternative ways Other alternative ways 120 (14.5%) 14 (23.0%) 134 (15.1%)
Multiple ways Multiple ways 158 (19.1%) 9 (14.7%) 167 (18.8%)
What is your first reaction to ECS offered by the hospital? What is your first reaction to ECS offered by the hospital? What is your first reaction to ECS offered by the hospital? What is your first reaction to ECS offered by the hospital? What is your first reaction to ECS offered by the hospital? 23.19 1.50E-06
Interested Interested 590 (71.3%) 25 (41.0%) 615 (69.3%)
Disgusted or no interest Disgusted or no interest 237 (28.7%) 36 (59.0%) 273 (30.7%)

Table 2 Perceived benefits of ECS and intention for ECS. Bold values indicate a statistically significant
correlation.

Intention for ECS Intention for ECS Intention for ECS Intention for ECS Value p values

Yes (n=827,93.1%) Yes (n=827,93.1%) No (n=61,6.9%) Total (n=888,100%)
The test will give you and your partner a better understanding of having a child with a genetic disorder The test will give you and your partner a better understanding of having a child with a genetic disorder The test will give you and your partner a better understanding of having a child with a genetic disorder The test will give you and your partner a better understanding of having a child with a genetic disorder 23.02 1.60E-06
Agree 820 (99.2%) 56 (91.8%) 876 (98.6%)
Disagree 7 (0.8%) 5 (8.2%) 12 (1.4%)
What is your reproductive choice if as a carrier couple? What is your reproductive choice if as a carrier couple? What is your reproductive choice if as a carrier couple? What is your reproductive choice if as a carrier couple? 2.46 0.482
In vitro fertilization (IVF) with embryo selection 163 (19.7%) 12 (19.7%) 175 (19.7%)
Gamete donation 36 (4.4%) 2 (3.3%) 38 (4.3%)
Not take any action 106 (12.8%) 12 (19.7%) 118 (13.3%)
Conceive naturally and consider prenatal diagnosis during pregnancy 522 (63.1%) 35 (57.3%) 557 (62.7%)
If you were a carrier of a genetic disease, your relative may also be the same carrier. If you were a carrier of a genetic disease, your relative may also be the same carrier. If you were a carrier of a genetic disease, your relative may also be the same carrier. If you were a carrier of a genetic disease, your relative may also be the same carrier. 7.26 0.027
Yes 344 (41.6%) 15 (24.6%) 359 (40.4%)
Not sure 427 (51.6%) 42 (68.9%) 469 (52.8%)
No 56 (6.8%) 4 (6.5%) 60 (6.8%)

Table 3 Multivariate logistic regression with significant associations between predictor variables and intention
for ECS.

Predictor
variable

Intention for
ECS

Intention for
ECS

Intention for
ECS

Intention for
ECS

Intention for
ECS

B P values OR 95% CI 95% CI
Lower bound Upper bound

The first action
to ECS

5.03E-04 2.73 - 1.57 - 4.75 -

Interested 1
Disgusted or
no interest

0

Previous
knowledge of
ECS

0.007 2.91 - 1.34 - 6.33 -

Yes 1.07
No 0
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Predictor
variable

Intention for
ECS

Intention for
ECS

Intention for
ECS

Intention for
ECS

Intention for
ECS

Perceived
benefits for
offspring

0.008 5.57 - 1.55 -

Agree 1.72 20
Disagree 0 -

Table 4 Education level, annual household income and the cost willing to pay (n=827).

Chi-square test Chi-square test Multivariate logistic regression Multivariate logistic regression Multivariate logistic regression Multivariate logistic regression

<1000 CNY [?]1000 CNY Value p values B P Ex(B) 95% CI
Educational level 5.74 0.017 0 0.503 - -
Below Bachelor 205 146
Bachelor and above 238 238 0.1 1.1 0.82-1.50
Annual household income 22.52 2.10E-06 0 3.58E-05 - -
<150,000 CNY 298 196 ?¿?
150,000 CNY 145 188 0.64 1.34 1.40-2.57
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