Table S1a. Paired comparison of awareness levels between PGT-M and PND
	　
	Aware
	Heard of
	Not aware
	Mean
	S.D.
	Z-value
	p-value

	PGT-M
	36(7.2)
	71(14.2)
	392(78.6)
	1.29
	0.59
	18.04
	<.001

	PND
	380(76.2)
	99(19.8)
	20(4.0)
	2.72
	0.53
	
	


Note. Data are presented as number (percentage). Percentages are calculated based on the total sample size (). 
Statistical significance was evaluated using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test (“Aware = 3,” “Have heard of = 2”, “Not aware = 1”).
PGT-M=Preimplantation Genetic Testing for monogenic disorders; PND=Prenatal diagnosis, S.D.: Standard Deviation

Table S1b. Paired comparison of awareness levels between PGT-M and PND
	PND
PGT-M
	Aware
	Heard of
	Not aware
	Total

	Aware
	36
	0
	0
	36

	Heard of
	61
	9
	1
	71

	Not aware
	283
	90
	19
	392

	Total
	380
	99
	20
	499


Note. PGT-M=Preimplantation Genetic Testing for monogenic disorder; PND=Prenatal diagnosis


Table S2. Preimplantation genetic testing for monogenic disorders (PGT-M) awareness levels across respondent demographics (n = 499)
	Characteristic
	Aware + 
Heard of it
	Not aware
	Total
	p-value

	Age
	
	
	
	

	20s
	11††
	73†
	84
	0.0069**
(Cramer's V = 0.179)

	30s
	28
	130
	158
	

	40s
	39
	108
	147
	

	50s
	15
	62
	77
	

	60s
	13†
	17††
	30
	

	70s~
	1
	2
	3
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	

	Male
	27
	90
	117
	0.764
(Cramer's V = 0.032)

	Female
	80
	301
	381
	

	Neither
	0
	1
	1
	

	Years of clinical experience of oncology 
	
	
	
	

	Up to 1 
	5
	28
	33
	0.0519
(Cramer's V = 0.158)

	3
	11
	46
	57
	

	5
	9
	47
	56
	

	10
	16
	101
	117
	

	15
	26
	65
	91
	

	20
	17
	39
	56
	

	> 20
	23
	66
	89
	

	Presence of children
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	59†
	156††
	215
	0.0063**
(Cramer's V= 0.122)

	No
	48††
	236†
	284
	



Note. p-values ​​were calculated using the chi-square test. Fisher's exact test was used when expected frequencies were low (i.e., when more than 20% of the cells had an expected frequency of less than 5). *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
Based on adjusted standardized residuals: †: Significantly higher observed frequency than expected, ††: Significantly lower observed frequency than expected.

Table S3. Prenatal diagnosis (PND) awareness levels across respondent demographics (n = 499)
	Characteristic
	Aware + 
Heard of it
	Not aware
	Total
	p-value

	Age
	
	
	
	

	20s
	79
	5
	84
	0.0265*
(Cramer's V = 0.159)

	30s
	156†
	2††
	158
	

	40s
	143
	4
	147
	

	50s
	72
	5
	77
	

	60s
	26††
	4†
	30
	

	70s~
	3
	0
	3
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	

	Male
	113
	4
	117
	0.9123
(Cramer's V = 0.019)

	Female
	365
	16
	381
	

	Neither
	1
	0
	1
	

	Years of clinical experience of oncology 
	
	
	
	

	Up to 1
	31
	2
	33
	0.6945 
(Cramer's V = 0.084)

	3
	54
	3
	57
	

	5
	52
	4
	56
	

	10
	114
	3
	117
	

	15
	87
	4
	91
	

	20
	55
	1
	56
	

	> 20
	86
	3
	89
	

	Presence of children
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	206
	9
	215
	1.00
(Cramer's V =0.002)

	No
	273
	11
	284
	


Note. P-values ​​were calculated using the chi-square test. Fisher's exact test was used when expected frequencies were low (i.e., when more than 20% of the cells had an expected frequency of less than 5).
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
Based on adjusted standardized residuals: †: Significantly higher observed frequency than expected, ††: Significantly lower observed frequency than expected.

Table S4. Comparison of awareness of PGT-M and PND levels among the three groups
	
	Occupation
	Aware
	Heard of
	Not aware
	Total
	p-value

	PGT-M
	Physicians /Dentists
	16(14.8%) †
	18(16.6%)
	74(68.5%) †† 
	108
	0.0012*
(Cramer's V = 0.135)

	
	Nurses
	9(3.4%) †† 
	33(12.5%)
	222(84.1%) †
	264
	

	
	Others
	11(8.7%)
	20(15.7%)
	96(75.6%)
	127
	

	PND
	Physicians /Dentists
	96(88.9%) †
	12(11.1%) †† 
	0(0%) †† 
	108
	0.0016*
(Cramer's V = 0.132)

	
	Nurses
	195(73.9%)
	59(22.3%)
	10(3.8%)
	264
	

	
	Others
	89(70.1%)
	28(22.0%)
	10(7.9%) †
	127
	


Notes: > Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. Analyzed using the Chi-square test. 
P-values ​​were calculated using the chi-square test. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01.　 
Based on adjusted standardized residuals: †: Significantly higher observed frequency than expected, ††: Significantly lower observed frequency than expected.
PND = prenatal diagnosis; PGT-M = preimplantation genetic testing for monogenic disorders. 


Table S5. Pairwise Comparisons of Awareness by Occupational Group (Fisher's Exact Test, Benjamini-Hochberg Adjusted)
	Comparison
	PGT-M Adjusted p-value
	PND Adjusted p-value

	Physicians/Dentists vs. Nurses
	0.00060 **
	0.00315**

	Physicians/Dentists vs. Others
	0.30530
	0.00060 **

	Nurses vs. Others
	.07155
	0.24250


Note. Pairwise group comparisons were conducted. Analyzed using the Fisher's exact test (α = 0.05, two-tailed). p-values were adjusted for multiple comparisons using the Benjamini-Hochberg procedure (Benjamini & Hochberg, 1995) to control the false discovery rate. 
PGT-M = preimplantation genetic testing for monogenic disorders; PND = prenatal diagnosis.
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 


Table S6a. Paired comparison of professional perceptions of patients’ preferences regarding PGT-M and prenatal genetic diagnosis in Japan (n = 499)
	
	Likely exist
	Likely want information
	Uncertain
	Unlikely to exist
	Mean
	S.D.
	Z-value
	p-value

	PGT-M
	277(55.5)
	190(38.1)
	31(6.2)
	1(0.2)
	3.49
	0.62
	4.11
	<.001

	PND
	323(64.7)
	148(29.6)
	27(5.4)
	1(0.2)
	3.59
	0.6
	
	


Note. Data are presented as number (percentage). Percentages are calculated based on the total sample size (). 
Statistical significance was evaluated using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test (“Likely exist = 4,” “Likely want information= 3”, “Uncertain= 2”,” Unlikely to exist=1”).
PGT-M = preimplantation genetic testing for monogenic disorders; PND = prenatal diagnosis; CPSs = cancer predisposition syndromes.

Table S6b. Paired comparison of professional perceptions of patients’ preferences regarding PGT-M and prenatal genetic diagnosis in Japan (n = 499)
Cohen's kappa coefficient showed substantial overall agreement (k=0.68, 95%CI:0.61−0.76)
	PND
　
PGT-M
	Likely exist
	Likely want information
	Uncertain
	Unlikely to exist
	Total

	Likely exist
	261
	13
	3
	0
	277

	Likely want information
	55
	129
	6
	0
	190

	Uncertain
	7
	6
	18
	0
	31

	Unlikely to exist
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Total
	323
	148
	27
	1
	499


Note. PND = prenatal diagnosis; PGT-M = preimplantation genetic testing for monogenic disorders. CPSs = cancer predisposition syndromes. 





Table S7a. Awareness of PGT-M stratified by awareness of cancer predisposition syndromes (n = 498)
	Awareness of hereditary cancer syndromes
	Awareness of PGT-M
	Total
	p-value

	
	Aware
	Heard of
	Not aware
	
	

	Very familiar
	13(39.4) †
	8(24.2)
	12(36.4) ††
	33
	p<.001
(Cramer’s )

	Somewhat familiar
	23(5.3) ††
	61(14.2)
	347(80.5) †
	431
	

	Never heard of it
	0(0.0)
	2(5.9)
	32(94.1) †
	34
	


Note. Data are presented as counts (percentages). Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding. Respondents with missing (blank) answers were excluded from the analysis. Analyzed using the Chi-square test. 
Based on adjusted standardized residuals: †: Significantly higher observed frequency than expected, ††: Significantly lower observed frequency than expected
PGT-M = preimplantation genetic testing for monogenic disorders.

Table S7b Pairwise Comparisons of PGT-M Awareness by CPS-awareness group
	Comparison
	PGT-M Adjusted p-value

	“Very familiar” vs. “Somewhat familiar”
	<.001**

	“Very familiar” vs. “Never heard of it”
	<.001**

	“Somewhat familiar” vs. “Never heard of it”
	.192


Note. Pairwise group comparisons were conducted. Analyzed using the Fisher's exact test (α = 0.05, two-tailed). p-values were adjusted for multiple comparisons using the Benjamini-Hochberg procedure (Benjamini & Hochberg, 1995) to control the false discovery rate. 
PGT-M = preimplantation genetic testing for monogenic disorders; CPS=cancer predisposition syndrome
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 



Table S8. Comparison of Attitudes toward PGT-M for Childhood- and Adult-Onset CPS: between HCPs and Individuals.

Table S8a, for childhood-onset n=496
	　personally
　
　
As a health care provider
	I agree
	I can't say either
	I disagree
	Cohen's kappa coefficient

	 I agree 
	214
	18
	1
	0.69
(95%CI:0.63―0.76)

	I can't say either 
	53
	189
	12
	

	I disagree
	1
	2
	6
	


Note. Data are presented as counts. Respondents with missing (blank) answers were excluded from the analysis.

 Table S8b, for adulthood-onset n=498
	　personally
　
　
As a health care provider
	I agree
	I can't say either
	I disagree
	Cohen's kappa coefficient

	 I agree 
	211
	22
	1
	0.75
 (95% CI: 0.70–0.81)

	I can't say either 
	44
	194
	9
	

	I disagree
	0
	2
	15
	


Note: Data are presented as counts. Respondents with missing (blank) answers were excluded from the analysis. 

Table S8c, HCPS’ attitudes toward PGT-M for childhood-onset vs. adulthood-onset CPS, by HCP and Personally
	Type of CPS
	standpoint
	I agree
	I can't say either
	I disagree
	Mean
	S.D.
	Z-value
	p-value

	Childhood-Onset (n=496)
	As an HCP
	233(47.0)
	254(51.2)
	9(1.8)
	2.44
	0.56
	1.26
	p=.2077

	
	Personally
	268(54.0)
	209(42.1)
	19(3.8)
	2.46
	0.59
	
	

	adulthood-Onset 
(n=498)
	As an HCP
	234(47.0)
	247(49.6)
	17(3.4)
	2.45
	0.53
	2.27
	p<.05

	
	personally
	255(51.2)
	218(43.8)
	25(5.0)
	2.5
	0.57
	
	


Note. Data are presented as counts (percentages). Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding. Respondents with missing (blank) answers were excluded from the analysis.
CPS=cancer predisposition syndrome; HCP=Healthcare providers S.D.= Standard Deviation

