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ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS 
 

 

Assessing the Factors and Barriers That Affect the Experience of Applicants Participating in the 

National Matching Services (NMS) Genetic Counseling Match Program 

by 

Taylor Ann Lem 

Master of Science in Genetic Counseling 

University of California, Irvine 

Professor Fabiola Quintero-Rivera, Co-Chair 

Clinical Professor Kathryn Singh, Co-Chair 

 

Previous studies assessing the genetic counseling graduate program (GCGP) application 

experience have been limited and largely focused on admitted applicants; half of applicants are 

not admitted annually, but there is a significant gap in the understanding of their experiences. 

This study aimed to evaluate the factors affecting GCGP selection, barriers in the application 

process and factors affecting the overall application experience for 2021-2024 GCGP applicants. 

The factors and barriers affecting various GCGP applicant subgroups were also compared. Of the 

377 participants who completed the online survey, 30% were matched, 41% were unmatched, 

and 28% were first-time applicants in 2024.  The top factor influencing GCGP selection across 

all participants was the cost of tuition (74%), while the cost of individual program applications 

was a frequently selected barrier in the application process (68%) and a factor influencing the 

overall application experience (49%).  

GCGP selection by unmatched applicants was notably influenced by the cost of living in 

a program’s area when compared to matched applicants (p=0.020). Unmatched applicants also 



   
 

   

 

xxii 

more frequently indicated that obtaining advocacy (p<0.001), volunteer (p=0.002), or research 

(p=0.007) experience were barriers in the application process, when compared to matched 

applicants. Matched applicants more frequently reported that exam-related costs were barriers in 

the application process, when compared to unmatched applicants (p=0.002). 

One notable theme in this study was diversity. Diversity within the patient, faculty and 

student populations were each more frequently cited by non-White applicants as factors 

influencing GCGP selection when compared to White applicants (p<0.001 for all three 

comparisons). Diversity within the genetic counseling field was also cited more frequently as a 

barrier by non-White (p<0.001) and LGBTQ2IA+ (p=0.007) applicants when compared to White 

and non-LGBTQ2IA+ applicants, respectively. In addition, diversity within programs was more 

frequently selected as a barrier by these two subgroups, when compared to White (p<0.001) and 

non-LGBTQ2IA+ applicants (p=0.031), respectively. A lack of diversity within programs and 

the field of genetic counseling was cited more frequently by non-White applicants as affecting 

their overall application experience when compared to White applicants (p<0.001 for both 

comparisons). Working to address these factors and barriers, particularly for underrepresented 

groups in medicine, could advance diversity within the genetic counseling field, guide 

recruitment strategies, and enhance the match/application process and experience. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 The Current State of Genetic Counseling Graduate Programs in North America 

 

As of May 2024, there are sixty accredited genetic counseling graduate programs 

(GCGPs) in North America (Accreditation Council for Genetic Counseling (ACGC), 2024). 

Fifty-six of these programs are in the United States, with the highest concentration of programs 

located in the eastern and western states. According to the Accreditation Council for Genetic 

Counseling (ACGC), there are also several emerging GCGPs including three in California, one 

in Pennsylvania and one in Louisiana. In contrast to the many current and emerging GCGPs in 

the United States, only four accredited programs currently exist in Canada. These include one on 

the west coast, one in central Canada and two in eastern Canada.  

With the exception of one Canadian program, all accredited GCGPs in North America 

participate in the National Matching Services (NMS) genetic counseling admissions match 

(National Matching Services Inc., 2023). Fifty-five accredited GCGPs participated in the match 

in 2021, and similarly, fifty-eight participated in the match for the 2024 cycle. From 2021 to 

2024, the available training positions also increased from 553 to 613. The number of applicants 

registered in the match has also steadily increased throughout most of the last six years, with an 

average of approximately 1800 applicants registering annually. Although the number of program 

placements has been increasing, approximately 50% of applicants participating in the match are 

unmatched each year. This is a notable percentage of the overall applicant pool that is not 

admitted each year, highlighting the competitive nature of the admissions process. 
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1.2 The National Matching Services (NMS) Genetic Counseling Admissions Match Program 

 

Since 2018 the admissions process for genetic counseling graduate programs accredited 

by the ACGC has involved participation by both applicants and the graduate programs in the 

National Matching Services (NMS) genetic counseling admissions match (National Matching 

Services Inc., 2023). Applicants must register in the match and pay the associated $100 

registration fee for their applications to be considered by participating programs. For those with 

financial need, a limited number of Match fee waivers became available beginning with the Fall 

2020 application cycle. In addition, applicants must submit and pay for individual applications 

directly to universities associated with the genetic counseling graduate programs they choose to 

apply to, which can range from $25 USD to $140 USD for some programs (Augustana 

University Master of Science in Genetic Counseling, 2024; University of California San 

Francisco Genetic Counseling Program, 2024). Interviews are then offered to a subset of 

applicants by the graduate programs. Following the completion of interviews, graduate programs 

submit lists of desired applicants in numerical order of preference for each program in 

association with each registered track. Applicants similarly submit a list of their desired program 

tracks in numerical order of preference. Some programs have more than one track, which is 

primarily determined by available spaces at differing levels of funding. Lastly, NMS uses a 

matching algorithm to process the submitted rank order lists. This algorithm works to place each 

applicant with their most preferred program track on their rank order list, given that the applicant 

was also ranked for that program track and applicants ranked higher by the program did not 

already fill all positions in that program track. Program tracks are similarly matched with the 

most preferred applicants on their rank order list, up to the number of positions they have 

available, who have ranked the program track and who are not matched with other program 
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tracks they ranked higher. The results of this match program are binding in nature, meaning that 

a program must offer admission to an applicant with whom they are matched, and an applicant 

must accept the admission offer and attend the program with which they are matched. Prior to 

2018, each program managed their own individual offers of admission, with most programs 

participating in a common window of time in which admission offers were made.  

 

1.3 Lack of Diversity in the Field of Genetic Counseling 

 

A lack of diversity within the field of genetic counseling remains an ongoing concern 

which has been highlighted by studies examining demographics within the applicant pool and the 

field as a whole (Lee et al., 2024; Odem et al., 2022; O’Sullivan et al., 2023; Stoddard et al., 

2021). Consistent with the applicant data reported on the NMS genetic counseling admissions 

match program website, in their 2020 study, Stoddard and colleagues described the majority of 

students in genetic counseling graduate programs identifying as female (91.9%) and White 

(83.3%), and whose parents had a high socioeconomic status (SES) with an annual income 

greater than $160,000 USD (Stoddard et al., 2021). Each year, non-White and non-female 

applicants have represented a higher proportion of non-matched applicants when compared to the 

overall applicant pool. This suggests that there may be barriers and factors influencing whether 

individuals from underrepresented groups in medicine (URM) choose to apply to GCGPs and/or 

the chances that they will be admitted to a GCGP. According to the Association of American 

Medical Colleges (AAMC), "Underrepresented in medicine means those racial and ethnic 

populations that are underrepresented in the medical profession relative to their numbers in the 

general population." (Association of American Medical Colleges, 2024). This definition has also 

been expanded by medical schools to include nonracial and ethnic identities such as 
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LGBTQ2IA+ community members, individuals with a disability and first-generation college 

students (Westervelt et al., 2021). 

The 2024 Professional Status Survey (PSS) released by the National Society of Genetic 

Counselors (NSGC) also further supports the need for diversification within the field and 

similarly reported that most respondents identified as White (87%) and as women (92%) 

(National Society of Genetic Counselors, 2024). According to the 2022 American Community 

Survey, the United States’ population is estimated to be approximately 61% White, 12% Black 

or African American, 6% Asian and 19% Hispanic or Latino (United States Census Bureau, 

2022). In comparing these population demographics to the demographics present among genetic 

counseling applicants, students and practicing genetic counselors, racial and ethnic diversity is 

clearly lacking within the genetic counseling field.  

When Hadinger et al. (2017) examined Black/African American and Hispanic/Latino 

medical students’ perspectives of the medical school admission process, they found that the 

majority felt the admissions process was, “...overwhelming, stressful and expensive”. Many 

respondents expressed that the process was particularly challenging in the absence of resources 

for information, guidance and social support. The majority of participants also highlighted 

feelings of stress due to expenses and being hindered by financial factors during the application 

process. This study highlights factors in the application process for medical school that appear to 

be creating barriers to increasing racial and ethnic diversity in the medical field. Although not 

explicitly studied, it is reasonable to expect that similar factors and barriers may hinder efforts to 

increase diversity in the genetic counseling field. 

In addition to the need for greater diversity in racial/ethnic background and SES, 

increasing LGBTQ2IA+ diversity has more recently been an additional area of focus for the 
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genetic counseling field. O’Sullivan et al. (2023) analyzed the experiences of lesbian, gay, 

bisexual, transgender, queer or questioning, two-spirited, intersex, asexual plus (LGBTQ2IA+) 

genetic counseling applicants during the admissions process and identified specific challenges 

this population faces that may contribute to a lack of gender diversity in the genetic counseling 

field. Participants of this study highlighted the lack of diversity among genetic counselors as a 

consideration when deciding whether to disclose their identity and described hesitation to 

disclose their identity due to a fear of discrimination. Although many of the factors that 

influenced applicants’ rank decisions were similar to the general applicant pool, some 

considerations for those with LGBTQ2IA+ identities were found to be unique. As an example, 

the geographical location of a program was evaluated to avoid areas that had historically been 

discriminatory toward individuals with LGBTQ2IA+ identities. This is just one way in which 

URM groups may experience additional barriers or factors that influence their application 

experiences more negatively than other non-URM groups.  The findings of O’Sullivan et al. 

(2023) are similar to those of previous studies examining the experiences of sexual and gender 

minority (SGM) students applying to medical schools (Lockman, 2021). Lockman (2021) found 

that SGM applicants had a heightened fear of and experienced more discrimination when 

compared to cisgender applicants. This fear of discrimination led to many SGM applicants 

choosing to withhold their identities during the application process. SGM applicants also had 

lower expectations of and experienced less support and resources from medical schools in 

relation to their identities. It is reasonable to expect that these types of barriers would deter some 

LGBTQ2IA+ individuals from applying to GCGPs or make it more challenging for them to 

match with a program, both of which would further contribute to the lack of diversity that exists 

within the field of genetic counseling. 
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1.4 Factors and Barriers Affecting Program Choice and the Application Process 

 

When deciding how many and which genetic counseling graduate programs to apply to, 

applicants are known to consider a multitude of factors (Odem et al., 2022, Lee et al, 2024).  

Program location and financial considerations have recently been identified as two of the most 

influential factors (Odem et al. 2022). More specifically, applicants have expressed a desire to 

remain close to family and friends, to attend programs in specific locations, and have considered 

the local community and patient population at a program’s given location. The inability to 

relocate has also been found to influence program choice. In terms of financial considerations, 

the cost of tuition, the availability of financial aid and minimizing loans have also been 

highlighted as important factors in the selection of programs (Odem et al, 2022).  

Lee et al. (2024) examined the financial barriers experienced by genetic counseling 

applicants in detail and described the costs related to applications, interviews, the graduate 

record examination (GRE) and obtaining coursework prerequisites as barriers for prospective 

genetic counseling students (Lee et al., 2024). Specifically, these costs were emphasized as 

potential deterrents for prospective genetic counseling students who are URM or have limited 

financial resources. This may explain the findings of previous studies that cite genetic counseling 

students’ parents tend to be of a higher socioeconomic status (Stoddard et al., 2021; Lee et al., 

2024; Lega et al., 2005).  

In addition, applicants have also described burnout associated with applying to GCGPs 

(Odem et al., 2022). Related barriers were cited as the time-consuming nature of filling out 

separate applications for each program, costs of applications, the psychological impact of 

competitive acceptance rates, and prerequisite course requirements. Utilizing a common 

application across all programs been suggested as a potential way to reduce some of these 
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barriers, however there are concerns that a universal, standardized application could result in the 

submission of more generic applications and increase the competition for admission to individual 

GCGPs. The current administrative structures within GCGPs were also commonly cited as a 

barrier to implementation (Beasley et al., 2022). Although implementing a common application 

may help alleviate burnout associated with filling out separate applications for each program, 

Odem et al. (2022) and Beasley et al. (2022) also caution that this approach may increase 

application costs.  

 

1.5 Purpose of the study 

 

In 2021, the NSGC diversity, equity and inclusion assessment provided by The Exeter 

Group specifically identified the need to address barriers to entering the genetic counseling field 

as a recurring theme (The Exeter Group, 2021). Unfortunately, previous studies assessing the 

factors and barriers affecting genetic counseling graduate program selection and the experiences 

of applicants were significantly limited in their ability to survey applicants who were not 

admitted (Lee et al., 2024; Odem et al., 2022; O’Sullivan et al., 2023; Stoddard et al., 2021). As 

approximately 50% of applicants participating in the match program have been unmatched each 

year, there exists a significant proportion of applicants who have not yet been adequately 

surveyed regarding their experiences (National Matching Services Inc., 2023). In their 2020 

study, Stoddard and colleagues assessed areas such as demographics within the applicant pool 

and application experiences, however they specifically highlight that their findings, “…likely do 

not generalize to applicants who either were not accepted into a program or who decided to 

pursue alternative options” (Stoddard et al., 2021). In addition, more recent studies assessing the 

factors and barriers that affect the application experience also had extremely limited responses 



   
 

   

 

8 

from applicants who did not match to a program. Odem et al. (2022) identified various factors 

and barriers that influence program selection and the overall application experience while 

attempting to capture the experience of applicants who did not match to a program, however they 

only received responses from 22 individuals who had not matched into a program (11.1% of all 

respondents). Lee et al. (2024), also report that unadmitted applicants only comprised 18% 

(n=69) of the total number of respondents in their 2024 study assessing the financial barriers 

experienced by applicants.  

Developing a more complete and inclusive understanding of the factors and barriers 

affecting the experiences of all applicants, particularly those factors initially identified by the 

studies mentioned above, will provide valuable data which could be used by programs to 

improve the overall experience of applicants. As an example, this data could be used to guide the 

recruitment strategies of individual programs or be used to improve the match/application 

process. In addition, the results of this study could guide efforts to promote greater equity and 

diversity in the applicant pool. 

This study aimed to provide a more comprehensive view of the application experience by 

surveying both matched and unmatched applicants who applied to GCGPs for admission 

between Fall 2018 – Fall 2024. Specifically, this study aimed to: 1) Identify factors and barriers 

that impact matched and unmatched applicants’ selection of GCGPs and their overall application 

experience, 2) Describe why and how factors and barriers impact the application experience of 

prospective genetic counseling students, and 3) Determine if these factors and barriers 

significantly differ between various subgroups. 
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METHODS 
 

2.1 IRB Protocol 

 

This research study was determined to be exempt upon review by the Institutional 

Review Board (IRB) of the Office of Research at the University of California, Irvine (UCI). A 

confirmation letter of exempt research registration from the UCI IRB (protocol #3956) can be 

found in Appendix A. 

 

2.2 Survey 

 

A 29-question anonymous online survey (Appendix B) was created through UCI’s 

RedCap platform. After participants provided informed consent, a single screening question was 

used prior to displaying the other survey questions to assess whether a respondent had applied 

for genetic counseling graduate programs in North America during the Fall 2018-Fall 2024 

admissions cycles. If respondents selected “yes” to this screening question, the first section of 

survey questions were displayed. If respondents selected “no” the survey ended. Survey 

questions included multiple choice, checkbox fields and free-response text boxes. Branching 

logic was used in thirteen questions to enable respondents to elaborate on their responses from a 

previous question. Survey questions were presented to participants in two sections. The first 

section asked participants about their history of applying to genetic counseling graduate 

programs in North America for Fall 2018-Fall 2024 admission, including which application 

cycles they participated in, how many programs they applied to and interviewed with, as well as 

factors influencing how many programs they applied to during each admissions cycle. The 

second section asked participants about their experiences of applying to genetic counseling 

graduate programs in North America for Fall 2018-Fall 2024 admission. This section included 
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questions about factors that were important when deciding which programs to apply to, factors 

that created barriers in the genetic counseling application process and factors having the greatest 

overall influence on the application experience. The remainder of this section asked participants 

at the time of their last application cycle about demographic information including age, gender 

identity, disability status, racial/ethnic background, languages spoken, relationship status a, 

parent/caregiver status and first-generation college student status. The final questions of the 

survey asked participants about when and how they first learned about the field of genetic 

counseling and how they learned about this study.  

Regardless of whether they were eligible or chose to complete the anonymous online 

survey for this study, individuals had the option to enter a drawing for one of 100 $5 gift cards to 

an online retailer of their choice (ie. Starbucks, Target or Amazon). To enter the drawing, 

individuals provided their email addresses in a separate survey. These email addresses were not 

tied to survey responses and were used only to notify those who were selected in the draw. The 

funding for this draw was provided by the NSGC Student/New Grad SIG and NSGC Research 

SIG (Appendix C).  

 

2.3 Recruitment 

 

From March 8, 2024, to March 15, 2024, email invitations (Appendix E) with a link to 

the online survey were directly distributed by the GCEA Match Committee to 5,158 unique 

email addresses of 2022-2024 National Matching Services (NMS) Genetic Counseling Match 

Program participants. 

From February 6, 2024, to March 15, 2024, a recruitment flyer (Appendix D) with a link 

to the online survey was also posted on the Slack and Discord channels of the Genetic 
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Counseling Prospective Student Network (GCPSN) and the Gene Pool: A Genetic Counseling 

Community Discord Channel. The recruitment flyer and survey link were also posted to X 

(formerly Twitter) and Instagram during this time.  

In addition, emails with the recruitment flyer and survey link for the study were sent to 

leadership members of the UCI, UCLA, and UCSD student interest groups (SIGs), the Genetics 

Opportunities, Learning, Development, and Empowerment Network (GOLDEN) and the GC 

Experience Initiative on March 3, 2024 with a request to distribute the recruitment flyer and 

survey link to their members. 

 

2.4 Consent 

 

Implied informed consent was obtained from individuals prior to study participation. 

After clicking the survey link, a study information sheet was displayed which contained the 

names and contact information of the lead researcher and faculty sponsor. This study information 

sheet also contained the purpose of the study, eligibility criteria, information about possible risks, 

discomforts and benefits associated with study participation, information about data storage and 

optional draw entry, and the contact information for the UCI Institutional Review Board (IRB). 

By clicking “Agree” at the bottom of this study information sheet, respondents indicated that 

they consented to participate in the study.   

 

2.5 Participants 

 

Eligibility for study participation required individuals to be 18 years of age or older, and 

to have enrolled in the National Matching Services (NMS) Genetic Counseling Match Program 

during the 2018-2024 match cycles (the academic term for which they applied to begin a 
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program, not the year they submitted the application materials), regardless of the outcome of 

their application(s).  

Five hundred thirteen recorded responses were collected between February 6, 2024, and 

March 31, 2024. Two responses were not included in data analysis as the respondents indicated 

enrollment in GCGPs outside of North America. Due to changes in GRE requirements and 

interview formats following the Fall 2020 application cycle, respondents who indicated 

participation in only the Fall 2021-Fall 2024 application cycles were analyzed as a separate 

cohort. Due to the low response rate from individuals who indicated participation in application 

cycles prior to 2021, the focus of this study was shifted to only include the more recent 

application cycles from 2021 to 2024. The 28 responses received from individuals who indicated 

participation in application cycles prior to 2021 (in addition to participating in at least one cycle 

in 2021-2024 as a reapplicant) were excluded from the final analysis. A total of 377 survey 

responses that were at least 80% complete were included in the final data analysis. 

 

2.6 Protection of participant privacy 

 

All research data collected was stored securely and confidentially using UCI’s HIPAA 

compliant OneDrive and RedCap platforms, where password protection and two factor 

authentication were in place. Research data was not stored on any other platform or device.  

 

2.7 Data analysis 

 

SPSS was used to perform descriptive statistic data analysis for all quantitative data. 

Independent comparisons of factors and barriers between sub-groups were described using 

descriptive statistics. Sub-groups consisted of (1) matched vs unmatched applicants, (2) first-
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time applicants vs reapplicants (3) first-generation college students vs continuing-generation 

college students, (4) individuals identifying as women vs individuals not identifying as women, 

(5) individuals identifying as LGBTQ2IA+ community members vs non-LGBTQ2IA+ 

community members and (6) White vs non-White applicants. Due to a small number of 

participants who selected each of the various “non-White" racial/ethnic backgrounds, racial 

backgrounds were grouped into either “White” or “non-White”. As participants were able to 

select multiple options when asked about their racial background, respondents who only 

identified as White/Caucasian were compared to respondents who selected any “non-White” 

race, regardless of if they selected multiple options in addition to White/Caucasian. As the match 

statuses of 2024 applicants were not known at the time of data collection, individuals who were 

first-time applicants or reapplicants in the 2024 application cycle were not included in the 

comparisons involving first-time applicants and reapplicants. First-time applicants in 2021 were 

also not included in the comparisons of first-time applicants and reapplicants as 2021 

reapplicants were not present in the analyzed cohort (i.e. the analyzed cohort included 

individuals who indicated participation in only the 2021-2024 application cycles). Therefore, 

only participants who were a first-time applicant or reapplicant in the 2022/2023 cycles were 

included in the comparisons of first-time applicants and reapplicants. Chi-square analysis was 

performed to determine if the difference in selected barriers between sub-groups were 

statistically significant. Nominal p-values are reported with no correction for multiple 

comparisons. A p-value of ≤ 0.05 was considered statistically significant.  
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RESULTS 
 

3.1 Demographic Characteristics of Participants 

 

A total of 377 completed responses were analyzed for the participants who applied to 

GCGPs during only the 2021-2024 application cycles. Table 1 summarizes participants’ 

demographic characteristics. Of these participants, the majority identified as women (n=346, 

91.8%). Twenty-two (5.8%) participants identified as men and 9 (2.4%) as non-binary/third 

gender. Ninety (23.9%) participants identified as being part of the lesbian, gay, bisexual, 

transgender, queer or questioning, two-spirited, intersex, asexual plus (LGBTQ2IA+) community 

and 52 (13.8%) participants identified as having a disability at the time of their last application 

cycle. Most participants were between the ages of 21-29 (n=349, 92.6%) at the time of their last 

application cycle and indicated that they were single (n=165, 43.8%) or were in a long-term 

relationship (n=155, 41.1%). Sixteen (4.2%) participants indicated they had children, and 18 

(4.8%) identified as being a caregiver for someone other than a child at the time of their last 

application cycle. Eighty-nine (23.6%) participants identified as first-generation college students. 

The majority of participants (n=295, 78.2%) indicated that they only spoke English at the 

time of their last application cycle. Of the 82 (21.8%) participants who indicated they spoke a 

language other than English, Spanish was the most common (n=33, 11.2%), followed by French 

(n=12, 4.1%), Chinese (including Mandarin, Cantonese and Taishanese) (n=7, 2.4%), 

Vietnamese (n=5, 1.3%) and Hindi (n=5, 1.3%). 
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Table 1. Participants’ demographic characteristics at the time of their last application cycle  

  N=377 Percent 

(%) 

Gender Man 22 5.8 

Woman 346 91.8 

Non-Binary/third gender 9 2.4 

Member of the LGBTQ2IA+ 

Community 

Yes 90 23.9 

No 274 72.7 

Prefer not to say 13 3.4 

Age 20-29 349 92.6 

30-39 17 4.5 

40-49 7 1.9 

50-59 4 1.1 

Disability Yes 52 13.8 

No  313 83 

Prefer not to say 12 3.2 

Parent Yes 16 4.2 

No 361 95.8 

Caregiver to a Dependent Yes 18 4.8 

No 359 95.2 

First-Generation College 

Student 

Yes 89 23.6 

No 288 76.4 

Relationship Status Single 165 43.8 

Engaged 11 2.9 

Long-term relationship 155 41.1 

Married or in a domestic partnership 39 10.3 

Divorced/separated 1 0.3 

Prefer not to say 4 1.1 

Other 2 0.5 

Languages other than 

English (top 5)* 

Spanish 33 11.2 

French 12 4.1 

Chinese (Cantonese, Mandarin, 

Taishanese) 

7 2.4 

Vietnamese 5 1.3 

Hindi 5 1.3 

*Participants could indicate more than one language. 

 

Table 2a summarizes participants’ self-reported racial/ethnic backgrounds. Tables 2b and 

2c have been further broken down by the number of backgrounds selected by participants.  

Participants predominantly identified as being White/Caucasian (n=289, 76.7%), with the 
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remainder identifying as Hispanic/Latino/Latinx (n=38, 10.1%), Black/African American (n=16, 

4.2%), South Asian (n=16, 4.2%), Southeast Asian (n=12, 3.2%), West Asian/Middle 

Eastern/North African (n=6, 1.6%), Ashkenazi Jewish (n=4,1.1 %), Native American/Alaskan 

Native/First Nations (n=3, 0.8%), East African (n=2, 0.5%) and Afro-Caribbean (n=1, 0.3%). 

Seven participants (1.9%) preferred not to report a racial/ethnic background. 

 

Table 2a. Participants’ racial/ethnic backgrounds 

Racial/Ethnic Background* N=377 Percent (%) 

Afro-Caribbean 1 0.3 

Ashkenazi Jewish 4 1.1 

Black/African American 16 4.2 

East African 2 0.5 

East Asian 24 6.4 

Hispanic/Latino/Latinx 38 10.1 

Native American/Alaskan Native/First Nations 3 0.8 

South Asian 16 4.2 

Southeast Asian 12 3.2 

West Asian/Middle Eastern/North African 6 1.6 

White/Caucasian 289 76.7 

Prefer not to say 7 1.9 

*Participants could select more than one racial/ethnic background 
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Table 2b. Breakdown of racial/ethnic backgrounds for participants who selected a single 

background 

Single Background Selected N=333 

Percent of 

total study 

population 

Black/African American 14 3.7 

East African 2 0.5 

East Asian 16 4.2 

Hispanic/Latino/Latinx 20 5.3 

Jewish/Ashkenazi Jewish 3 0.8 

South Asian 13 3.4 

Southeast Asian 6 1.6 

West Asian/Middle Eastern/North African 3 0.8 

White/Caucasian 256 67.9 

 

Table 2c. Breakdown of racial/ethnic backgrounds for participants who selected multiple 

backgrounds. 

Multiple Backgrounds Selected (2 or more) N=36 

Percent of 

total study 

population 

Black/African American and White/Caucasian 1 0.3 

East Asian and White/Caucasian 7 1.9 

Hispanic/Latino/Latinx and White/Caucasian 13 3.4 

Native American/Alaskan Native/First Nations and 

White/Caucasian 2 0.5 

South Asian and White/Caucasian 2 0.5 

Southeast Asian and White/Caucasian 5 1.3 

East Asian and Southeast Asian 1 0.3 

Hispanic/Latino/Latinx and South Asian 1 0.3 

Hispanic/Latino/Latinx and West Asian/Middle Eastern/North 

African 1 0.3 

Black/African American, Hispanic/Latino/Latinx, Native 

American/Alaskan Native/First Nations 1 0.3 

Hispanic/Latino/Latinx, West Asian/Middle Eastern/North 

African and Afro-Caribbean 1 0.3 

West Asian/Middle Eastern/North African, White/Caucasian, 

Ashkenazi Jewish 1 0.3 
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3.2 Participants’ Application History and Outcomes 

 

Table 3a summarizes the application history for all 377 participants. Approximately 29% 

(n=109) of participants were students currently enrolled in a GCGP, while 1% (n=4) had already 

graduated from a GCGP. Forty-one percent of participants were unmatched (n=155), with 60 

(15.9%) participants receiving interview offers and 95 (25.2%) not receiving interviews. First 

time applicants in the 2024 application cycle made up approximately 28% (n=107) of 

participants; two (0.5%) participants indicated that they interviewed with GCGPs but chose to 

withdraw from the Match. The majority of participants indicated that they applied during one 

(n=261, 69.2%) or two (n=102, 27.1%) application cycles. Ten (2.7%) participants indicated that 

they applied during three application cycles and four (1.1%) applied during four application 

cycles. The majority of participants submitted applications during the Fall 2024 (n=211, 56.0%) 

and the Fall 2023 (n=151, 40.1%) cycles. One hundred one (26.8%) participants submitted 

applications during the Fall 2022 cycle and 48 (12.7%) applied during the Fall 2021 cycle.  

Figures 1a-d show the distribution of number of GCGPs applied to per application cycle, 

stratified by application cycle. On average, respondents applied to 6.11 programs per application 

cycle (SD = 3.4; median = 6; range: 1-19). Figure 2 illustrates the average number of interview 

offers received by the number of programs applied to per application cycle. Participants who 

applied to six programs in an application cycle received an average of two interview offers (SD = 

1.8). Table 5 summarizes the number of interviews offered per cycle compared to the number of 

interviews accepted per cycle. The majority of participants accepted all interviews they were 

offered in each cycle (n=354).  

Table 3b shows the proportion of matched and unmatched participants in various 

subgroups. Approximately 43% (n=71) of 2022/2023 first-time applicants were matched to a 
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GCGP and 93 (56.7%) were unmatched. For 2022/2023 reapplicants, 38 (64.4%) were matched 

to a GCGP and 21 (35.6%) were unmatched. When comparing the Match status of 2022/2023 

first-time applicants and reapplicants, reapplicants were more likely to be matched to a GCGP 

than first-time applicants (p=0.005). 

When comparing the Match status of women and non-women, individuals with and 

without a disability, first-generation and continuing-generation college students, non-White and 

White participants, and LGBTQ2IA+ and non-LGBTQ2IA+ participants, no statistically 

significant differences were found in the number of matched and unmatched individuals 

Table 3a. Participants’ application history and outcomes 

  N=377 Percent 

(%) 

Admissions/Match Status Matched Currently 

Enrolled 

109 28.9 

Graduated From 

GCGP 

4 1.1 

Unmatched Offered 

Interviews 

60 15.9 

Not Offered 

Interviews 

95  25.2 

First Time 2024 Applicant 

(Match status not known at the 

time of data collection) 

107 28.4 

Interviewed, but Withdrew from 

Match 

2 0.5 

Number of Application Cycle 

Attempts 

1 261 69.2 

2 102 27.1 

3 10 2.7 

4 4 1.1 

Academic Cycle(s) Applied1,2 Fall 2024 209 55.4 

Fall 2023 151 40.1 

Fall 2022 101 26.8 

Fall 2021 48 12.7 
1Fall 20XX denotes the academic term for which participants applied to begin a program, not the 

year they submitted application materials. 
2Participants could select more than one academic cycle.    
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Table 3b. Comparisons of the proportions of matched and unmatched participants in various 

subgroups. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant. 

Subgroup of Participants1 N2 

Matched 

(%)  

Unmatched 

(%)  p-value 

First-Time 2022/2023 Applicants 164 43.3  56.7  
0.005  

2022/2023 Reapplicants 59 64.4  35.6  

Total 2022/2023 First Time Applicants and Reapplicants 223   

Women 244 42.6  57.4  
0.628  

Non-Women 24 37.5  62.5  

Total Women and Non-Women 268   

Individuals with a Disability 40 40.0  60.0  
0.653  

Individuals without a Disability 219 43.8  56.2  

Total Individuals with and without a Disability3 259   

First-Generation College Students 65 35.4  64.6  
0.203  

Continuing Generation College Students 203 44.3  55.7  

Total First-Generation and Continuing-Generation College Students 268   

Non-White 75 49.3  50.7  
0.166  

White 190 40.0  60.0  

Total Non-White and White Applicants4 265   

LGBTQ2IA+ 62 35.5  64.5  
0.216  

Non-LGBTQ2IA+ 196 44.4  55.6  

Total LGBTQ2IA+ and non-LGBTQ2IA+ Community Members5 258  
1Does not include first-time 2024 applicants as the match status for this group was unknown at 

the time of data collection 

2Total N values differ for each subgroup comparison  
3Nine study participants preferred not to provide disability status and were not included in the 

subgroup comparison 
4Three study participants preferred not to provide ethnicity information and were not included in 

the subgroup comparison 
5Ten study participants preferred not to provide LGBTQ2IA+ community membership status and 

were not included in the subgroup comparison 
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 Table 4 shows the proportions of White and non-White participants in the first-generation 

and continuing-generation college student subgroups. Approximately 46% (n=40) of first-

generation college students were White and 48 (54.5%) were non-White. For continuing-

generation college students, 214 (75.9%) were White and 68 (24.1%) were non-White. When 

compared, first-generation college students were more likely to be non-White than continuing-

generation college students (p<0.001). 

 

Table 4. Comparison of the proportions of White and non-White participants in the first-

generation and continuing-generation college student subgroups.  

Subgroup of Participants N 

White 

(%) 

Non-White 

(%)  p-value2 

First-Generation College Students 88 45.5 54.5 

<0.001 Continuing Generation College Students 282 75.9 24.1 

Total First-Generation and Continuing-Generation College Students1 370 68.6 31.4 
1Seven study participants preferred not to provide ethnicity information and were not included in 

the subgroup comparison 
2A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant. 

 

Figure 1a. Percentage of 2021 applicants stratified by the number of programs applied to during 

the 2021 application cycle. 
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Figure 1b. Percentage of 2022 applicants stratified by the number of programs applied to during 

the 2022 application cycle. 

 

Figure 1c. Percentage of 2023 applicants stratified by the number of programs applied to during 

the 2023 application cycle. 
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Figure 1d. Percentage of 2024 applicants stratified by the number of programs applied to during 

the 2024 application cycle. 

 

Figure 2. Average number of interview offers received by the number of programs applied to per 

application cycle. Error bars show one standard deviation above and below the mean. 
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Table 5. Number of interviews offered per cycle compared to the number of interviews accepted 

per cycle. 

 Number of Interviews Accepted  

Number of 

Interview Offers 

Received 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 12 

1 1 105                     

2 - - 72                   

3 - - - 55                 

4 - - - - 37               

5 - - - - - 28             

6 - - - - - - 22           

7 - - - - - - 1 13         

8 - - - - - 1 - - 7       

9 - - - - - - - 1 - 7     

10 - - 1 - - - - - - - 1   

12 - - - - - - - - - - - 2 

The number of participants is indicated in each box and corresponds to the number of interviews 

offered and the number of interviews accepted per cycle. *Participants who were offered or 

accepted interviews in multiple cycles are counted more than once in this figure (e.g. an 

applicant who received and accepted 3 interview offers in one cycle and then received and 

accepted 5 in another cycle would be included in the two boxes corresponding to 3 interview 

offers, 3 accepted and 5 interview offers, 5 accepted). 

 

 

3.3.1 Factors Affecting Program Selection - All Participants (N=377) 

 

Table 6 summarizes the factors affecting program selection and their selection 

frequencies for all applicants. Factors were categorized into seven categories: diversity, faculty 

reputation and program interactions, financial, location, program curriculum, program structure 

and other. Figures 3a-g show the percentages of all applicants who selected the various factors in 

each category. Out of all 36 factors, the most selected factor influencing participants’ program 

selection was the cost of tuition (n=277, 74%). Other financial factors were also selected by 

greater than half of participants and included the availability of additional financial support (e.g. 

scholarships, grants, etc.) (n=239, 63%) and the cost of living in a program’s area (n=232, 62%). 
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Greater than half of participants also indicated that the ability to live near family/partner/friends 

(n=247, 66%), the preference for a specific geographic area (n=232, 62%) and the availability of 

rotation/fieldwork options (n=249, 66%) influenced their program selection. The program size 

(i.e. the number of students per cohort) and a program’s rotation/fieldwork schedule were each 

selected by 44% (n=164) of participants as factors influencing program selection. Diversity-

related factors such as the diversity within the patient population (n=170, 45%), the diversity 

within students (n=117, 31%) and the diversity within faculty (n=98, 26%) were additional 

notable factors influencing the program selection of participants as well.  
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Table 6. Factors influencing the selection of programs for all participants.  
  Factor* N=377 Percent 

(%) 

Diversity-Related 

Factors 

Within faculty 98 26 

Within patient population 170 45 

Within students 117 31 

Faculty Reputation 

and Program 

Interactions 

Faculty member(s) reputation(s) 74 20 

Interaction with alumni 88 23 

Interaction with current students 143 38 

Interaction with Program Director/faculty 141 37 

Financial Factors Ability to keep current job 34 9 

Availability of additional financial support 239 63 

Availability of part time work 141 37 

Cost of living in the area 232 62 

Cost of tuition 277 74 

Location-Related 

Factors 

Ability to live at home 87 23 

Ability to live near family/partner/friends 247 66 

Politics of the state where the program is located 132 35 

Preference for a specific geographic area 232 62 

Program 

Curriculum 

Fieldwork options 249 66 

Clinical observation(s) before rotations 104 28 

No Thesis 54 14 

Thesis 33 9 

Disability focus 47 13 

Psychosocial focus 89 24 

Science focus 82 22 

Fieldwork schedule 164 44 

Program Structure Availability of online coursework 43 11 

Courses consist of students from various training programs 47 13 

Courses restricted to genetic counseling students 28 7 

Faculty:student ratio 84 22 

Program size (number of students per cohort) 164 44 

Not part of a medical center 7 2 

Part of a medical center 94 25 

Other Board pass rate 146 39 

Campus and program facilities 123 33 

Job placement rate 111 29 

Program website 113 30 

Program's values, philosophy, culture 149 40 

Other 16 4 

A darker blue color in cells indicates a higher number and percentage of participants who selected a factor. A lighter 

blue color in cells indicates a lower number and percentage of participants who selected a factor. 

*Participants could select more than one factor 
1A table with a full summary of free text responses and their frequencies can be found in Appendix G. 
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Figure 3a. Percentage of applicants who selected diversity-related factors as influencing their 

program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. 

 

Figure 3b. Percentage of applicants who selected faculty reputation and program interaction-

related factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one 

factor. 

Figure 3c. Percentage of applicants who selected financial-related factors as influencing their 

program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. 
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Figure 3d. Percentage of applicants who selected location-related factors as influencing their 

program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. 

 

Figure 3e. Percentage of applicants who selected program curriculum-related factors as 

influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. 
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Figure 3f. Percentage of applicants who selected program structure-related factors as influencing 

their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. 

 

 
Figure 3g. Percentage of applicants who selected other factors as influencing their program 

selection. Participants could select more than one factor. 

 

3.3.2 Factors Affecting Program Selection – Stratified by 2021-2023 Matched (N=113) and 

Unmatched (N=155) Participants 

 

Figures 4a-e show the percentages of matched and unmatched participants who selected 

the various factors affecting program selection in each category. When comparing the responses 

of matched and unmatched participants, matched participants were significantly more likely to 

select the interaction with a program director/faculty (p<0.001), interaction with current students 

11% 13%
7%

22%

44%

2%

25%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

Availability of

online

coursework

Courses consist

of students from

various training

programs

Courses

restricted to

genetic

counseling

students

Faculty:student

ratio

Program size

(number of

students per

cohort)

Not part of a

medical center

Part of a

medical centerP
e
r
c
e
n

ta
g
e
 o

f 
A

p
p

li
c
a
n

ts

W
h

o
 S

e
le

c
te

d
 E

a
c
h

 F
a
c
to

r

Factors Affecting Program Selection

(Program Structure)

39%
33% 29% 30%

40%

4%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

Board pass rate Campus and

program

facilities

Job placement

rate

Program

website

Program's

values,

philosophy,

culture

Other

P
e
r
c
e
n

ta
g
e
 o

f 
A

p
p

li
c
a
n

ts

W
h

o
 S

e
le

c
te

d
 E

a
c
h

 F
a
c
to

r

Factors Affecting Program Selection

(Other)



   
 

   

 

30 

(p=0.005), faculty member(s) reputation(s) (p=0.007), the preference for a specific geographic 

area (p<0.001), the availability of rotation/fieldwork options (p=0.006), rotation/fieldwork 

schedule (p=0.017), courses being restricted to genetic counseling students (p=0.009), a school 

being part of a medical center (p=0.012) and a program’s values/philosophy/culture (p=0.005) as 

factors influencing their program selection. In contrast, the cost of living in a program’s area was 

significantly more likely to be selected by unmatched participants (p=0.020).  

Figure 4a. Percentage of matched and unmatched applicants who selected diversity-related 

factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. A 

p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a 

red asterisk. 
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Figure 4b. Percentage of matched and unmatched applicants who selected faculty reputation and 

program interaction-related factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could 

select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically 

significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 4c. Percentage of matched and unmatched applicants who selected financial factors as 

influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of 

less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red 

asterisk. 
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Figure 4d. Percentage of matched and unmatched applicants who selected location-related 

factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. A 

p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a 

red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 4e. Percentage of matched and unmatched applicants who selected program curriculum-

related factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one 

factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is 

indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 4f. Percentage of matched and unmatched applicants who selected program structure-

related factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one 

factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is 

indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 4g. Percentage of matched and unmatched applicants who selected other factors as 

influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of 

less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red 

asterisk. 
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3.3.3 Factors Affecting Program Selection – Stratified by 2022/2023 First-Time Applicants 

(N=164) and Reapplicants (N=59) 

 

Figures 5a-e show the percentages of 2022/2023 first-time applicants and reapplicants 

who selected the various factors affecting program selection in each category. When comparing 

the responses of first-time applicants and reapplicants, it was found that none of the 36 factors 

were more likely to be selected by either group (p>0.05 for all comparisons).  

 
Figure 5a. Percentage of first-time applicants and reapplicants who selected diversity-related 

factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. A 

p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a 

red asterisk. 
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Figure 5b. Percentage of first-time applicants and reapplicants who selected faculty reputation 

and program interaction-related factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could 

select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically 

significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 

Figure 5c. Percentage of first-time applicants and reapplicants who selected financial factors as 

influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of 

less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red 

asterisk. 
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Figure 5d. Percentage of first-time applicants and reapplicants who selected location-related 

factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. A 

p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a 

red asterisk. 

 

Figure 5e. Percentage of first-time applicants and reapplicants who selected program curriculum-

related factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one 

factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is 

indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 5f. Percentage of first-time applicants and reapplicants who selected program structure-

related factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one 

factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is 

indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 

Figure 5g. Percentage of first-time applicants and reapplicants who selected other factors as 

influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of 

less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red 

asterisk. 
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3.3.4 Factors Affecting Program Selection – Stratified by Individuals Identifying as Women 

(N=346) and Non-Women (N=31) 

 

Figures 6a-g show the percentages of women and non-women who selected the various 

factors affecting program selection in each category. It was found that the politics of the state 

where a program is located (p=0.043) and a program’s thesis requirement (p=0.029) were less 

likely to be selected by women as factors influencing their program choice, when compared to 

non-women.  

 
Figure 6a. Percentage of applicants identifying as women and non-women who selected 

diversity-related factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more 

than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant 

and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 6b. Percentage of applicants identifying as women and non-women who selected faculty 

reputation and program interaction-related factors as influencing their program selection. 

Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was 

considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 6c. Percentage of applicants identifying as women and non-women who selected financial 

factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. A 

p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a 

red asterisk. 
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Figure 6d. Percentage of applicants identifying as women and non-women who selected 

location-related factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more 

than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant 

and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 6e. Percentage of applicants identifying as women and non-women who selected program 

curriculum-related factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more 

than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant 

and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 6f. Percentage of applicants identifying as women and non-women who selected program 

structure-related factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more 

than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant 

and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 6g. Percentage of applicants identifying as women and non-women who selected other 

factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. A 

p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a 

red asterisk. 
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3.3.5 Factors Affecting Program Selection – Stratified by Individuals With a Disability (N=52) 

and Without a Disability (N=313)   

 

Figures 7a-g show the percentages of individuals with and without a disability who 

selected the various factors affecting program selection in each category. When comparing the 

responses of individuals with and without a disability, it was found that a program’s disability-

related curriculum focus (p<0.001), a school not being part of a medical center (p=0.029) and a 

program’s values/philosophy/culture (p=0.047) were factors more likely to influence the 

program selection of individuals with a disability. Diversity-related factors and interaction with a 

program director/faculty or students were not more likely to be selected by either group (p>0.05 

for all comparisons).  

 
Figure 7a. Percentage of individuals with and without a disability who selected diversity-related 

factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. A 

p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a 

red asterisk. 
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Figure 7b. Percentage of individuals with and without a disability who selected faculty reputation 

and program interaction-related factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could 

select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically 

significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 7c. Percentage of individuals with and without a disability who selected financial factors 

as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value 

of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red 

asterisk. 
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Figure 7d. Percentage of individuals with and without a disability who selected location-related 

factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. A 

p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a 

red asterisk. 

 

Figure 7e. Percentage of individuals with and without a disability who selected program 

curriculum-related factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more 

than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant 

and is indicated by a red asterisk.  
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Figure 7f. Percentage of individuals with and without a disability who selected program 

structure-related factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more 

than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant 

and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 7g. Percentage of individuals with and without a disability who selected other factors as 

influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of 

less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red 

asterisk. 
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3.3.6 Factors Affecting Program Selection – Stratified by First-Generation College Students 

(N=89) and Continuing-Generation College Students (N=288)  

 

Figures 8a-g show the percentages of first-generation college students and continuing-

generation college students who selected the various factors affecting program selection in each 

category. When comparing the responses of these two subgroups, it was found that first-

generation college students were more likely to select the diversity within faculty (p=0.003), the 

diversity within students (p=0.001), availability of part-time work (p=0.029) and the availability 

of additional financial support (p=0.031), as factors influencing their program selection. In 

contrast, courses being restricted to genetic counseling students was more likely to influence the 

program selection of continuing-generation college students (p=0.009). Other financial factors 

such as the cost of tuition (p=0.206) and the cost of living in a program’s area (p=0.421) were 

not more frequently selected by first-generation college students. 

 
Figure 8a. Percentage of first-generation college students and continuing generation college 

students who selected diversity-related factors as influencing their program selection. 

Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was 

considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 8b. Percentage of first-generation college students and continuing generation college 

students who selected faculty reputation and program interaction-related factors as influencing 

their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or 

equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 8c. Percentage of first-generation college students and continuing generation college 

students who selected financial factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could 

select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically 

significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 8d. Percentage of first-generation college students and continuing generation college 

students who selected location-related factors as influencing their program selection. Participants 

could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered 

statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

Figure 8e. Percentage of first-generation college students and continuing generation college 

students who selected program curriculum-related factors as influencing their program selection. 

Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was 

considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 8f. Percentage of first-generation college students and continuing generation college 

students who selected program structure-related factors as influencing their program selection. 

Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was 

considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

Figure 8g. Percentage of first-generation college students and continuing generation college 

students who selected other factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could 

select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically 

significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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3.3.7 Factors Affecting Program Selection – Stratified by White (N=254) and Non-White 

(N=116) Participants 

 

Figures 9a-g show the percentages of White and non-White participants who selected the 

various factors affecting program selection in each category. Notably, it was found that diversity 

related factors including the diversity within faculty, students and the patient population were 

significantly more likely to be selected by non-White participants as factors influencing their 

program selection (p<0.001). Faculty member(s) reputation(s) (p=0.045), interaction with current 

students (p<0.001), the ability to live near family/partner/friends (p=0.013), the preference for a 

specific geographic area (p=0.029), courses consisting of students from various training 

programs (p=0.035) and the board pass rate (p=0.013) were also factors more frequently selected 

by non-White participants. Financial factors and a program’s values, philosophy and culture 

were factors not more likely to be selected by either subgroup (p>0.05 for all comparisons).  

 
Figure 9a. Percentage of White and non-White individuals who selected diversity-related factors 

as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value 

of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red 

asterisk. 
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Figure 9b. Percentage of White and non-White individuals who selected faculty reputation and 

program interaction-related factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could 

select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically 

significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 9c. Percentage of White and non-White individuals who selected financial factors as 

influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of 

less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red 

asterisk. 
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Figure 9d. Percentage of White and non-White individuals who selected location-related factors 

as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value 

of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red 

asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 9e. Percentage of White and non-White individuals who selected program curriculum-

related factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one 

factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is 

indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 9f. Percentage of White and non-White individuals who selected program structure-

related factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one 

factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is 

indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

Figure 9g. Percentage of White and non-White individuals who selected other factors as 

influencing their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of 

less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red 

asterisk. 
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3.3.8 Factors Affecting Program Selection – Stratified by LGBTQ2IA+ Community Members 

(N=90) and non-LGBTQ2IA+ Community Members (N=274) 

 

Figures 10a-g show the percentages of LGBTQ2IA+ and non-LGBTQ2IA+ community 

members who selected the various factors affecting program selection in each category. When 

comparing the responses of these two subgroups, LGBTQ2IA+ participants were significantly 

more likely to indicate that the diversity within students (p=0.024) and the politics of the state 

where a program is located (p<0.001) influenced their program selection. The diversity within 

faculty, a program’s values, philosophy and culture, interactions with faculty, students and 

alumni, and program size were not more frequently selected by LGBTQ2IA+ participants 

(p>0.05 for all comparisons).  

 

Figure 10a. Percentage of LGBTQ2IA+ community members and non-LGBTQ2IA+ community 

members who selected diversity-related factors as influencing their program selection. 

Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was 

considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 10b. Percentage of LGBTQ2IA+ community members and non-LGBTQ2IA+ community 

members who selected faculty reputation and program interaction-related factors as influencing 

their program selection. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or 

equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 10c. Percentage of LGBTQ2IA+ community members and non-LGBTQ2IA+ community 

members who selected financial factors as influencing their program selection. Participants could 

select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically 

significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 10d. Percentage of LGBTQ2IA+ community members and non-LGBTQ2IA+ community 

members who selected location-related factors as influencing their program selection. 

Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was 

considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 10e. Percentage of LGBTQ2IA+ community members and non-LGBTQ2IA+ community 

members who selected program curriculum-related factors as influencing their program 

selection. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 

was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 10f. Percentage of LGBTQ2IA+ community members and non-LGBTQ2IA+ community 

members who selected program structure-related factors as influencing their program selection. 

Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was 

considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically 

significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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3.4.1 Barriers in the Application Process - All Participants (N=377) 

 

Table 7 summarizes barriers in the application process and their selection frequencies for 

all applicants. The barriers in the application process were categorized into five categories: 

application requirements and obtaining relevant experiences, diversity and accessibility, 

psychological, financial, and other. Figures 11a-e show the percentages of all applicants who 

selected the various barriers in each category. Out of all 26 barriers, the overall likelihood of 

acceptance into a program (n=280, 74%) and costs associated with individual program 

applications (n=255, 68%) were most frequently chosen as barriers in the application process. 

Other psychological barriers, including the pressure of competition (n=219, 58%) and anxiety 

associated with the Match ranking process/anxiety associated with the Match process (n=194, 

52%) were selected by more than half of all participants. Obtaining observation/shadowing 

experience (n=200, 53%) was also identified as a barrier in the application process for greater 

than half of all participants. Additional factors frequently selected by participants as barriers in 

the application process included the time commitment in filling out different applications for 

each program (n=177, 47%), costs associated with the National Matching Service (n=175, 46%) 

and a lack of programs in participants’ current geographical area or the geographic location of 

programs being undesirable (n=166, 44%). A lack of diversity in the field of genetic counseling 

(n=74, 20%) and in individual programs (n=64, 17%) were notable barriers selected by 

participants as well. Infrequently selected barriers included the costs associated with exams (e.g. 

GRE or TOEFL/IELTS) and the sending of test scores (n=49, 13%), exam scores (e.g. GRE, 

TOEFL/IELTS etc.) (n=30, 8%), costs associated with interview(s) (n=23, 6%) and the 

requirement to travel for interviews (n=14, 4%). 
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Table 7. Barriers in the genetic counseling application process for all participants.  

  Factor* N=377 Percent 

(%) 

Application 

requirements 

and obtaining 

relevant 

experiences   

Advocacy 126 33 

Crisis counseling 131 35 

Observation and shadowing 200 53 

Other volunteering 43 11 

Letters of recommendation  110 29 

Research 77 20 

Prerequisite courses 96 26 

Undergraduate GPA 71 19 

Diversity and 

Accessibility 

Lack of diversity in individual programs 64 17 

Lack of diversity in the field of genetic counseling 74 20 

Lack of information and resources about the application process 108 29 

Lack of knowledge about the application process  125 33 

Lack of programs in your current geographical area/geographic 

location of programs are not desirable 

166 44 

Psychological Anxiety associated with the Match ranking process/anxiety 

associated with the Match process 

194 52 

Overall likelihood of acceptance into a program 280 74 

Pressure of competition 219 58 

Financial Exams such as the GRE or TOEFL/IELTS and the sending of test 

scores 

49 13 

Individual program applications 255 68 

Interview(s), including travel, food and lodging, attire etc. 23 6 

Sending transcripts 127 34 

GRE and sending of test scores 33 9 

National Matching Service 175 46 

Other Exam scores (e.g. GRE, TOEFL/IELTS etc.) 30 8 

Necessity to take time off of work/school to attend interview(s) 119 32 

Requirement to travel for interview(s) 14 4 

Time commitment in filling out different applications for each 

program 

177 47 

Other 16 4 

A darker red color in cells indicates a higher number and percentage of participants who selected a barrier. A lighter 

red color in cells indicates a lower number and percentage of participants who selected a barrier. 

*Participants could select more than one barrier 
1A table with a full summary of free text responses and their frequencies can be found in Appendix H. 
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Figure 11a. Percentage of applicants who selected application requirements and obtaining 

relevant experiences as barriers in the application process. Participants could select more than 

one factor.  

 

Figure 11b. Percentage of applicants who selected diversity and accessibility-related factors as 

barriers in the application process. Participants could select more than one factor. 
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Figure 11c. Percentage of applicants who selected psychological factors as barriers in the 

application process. Participants could select more than one factor. 

 

 
Figure 11d. Percentage of applicants who selected financial factors as barriers in the application 

process. Participants could select more than one factor. 
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Figure 11e. Percentage of applicants who selected other factors as barriers in the application 

process. Participants could select more than one factor. 

 

3.4.2 Barriers in the Application Process - Stratified by 2021-2023 Matched (N=113) and 

Unmatched (N=155) Participants 
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Figure 12a. Percentage of matched and unmatched applicants who selected application 

requirements and obtaining relevant experiences as barriers in the application experience. 

Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was 

considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 12b. Percentage of matched and unmatched applicants who selected diversity-related 

barriers in the application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value 

of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red 

asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 12c. Percentage of matched and unmatched applicants who selected psychological 

barriers in the application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value 

of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red 

asterisk. 

 

16% 19%
24% 27%

36%

16% 18%

31%
39%

48%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

Lack of diversity in

individual programs

(p=0.921)

Lack of diversity in

the field of genetic

counseling (p=0.913)

Lack of information

and resources about

the application

process (p=0.203)

Lack of knowledge

about the application

process (p=0.054)

Lack of programs in

your current

geographical

area/geographic

location of programs

are not desirable

(p=0.048)

P
e
r
c
e
n

ta
g
e
 o

f 
A

p
p

li
c
a
n

ts

W
h

o
 S

e
le

c
te

d
 E

a
c
h

 B
a
r
r
ie

r

Barriers in the Application Process

(Diversity and Accessibility)

✱Denotes a statistical significance between matched and unmatched applicants 

Matched (n=113) Unmatched (n=155)

43%

62%
53%54%

78%

57%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

Anxiety associated with the Match

ranking process/anxiety associated

with the Match process (p=0.100)

Overall likelihood of acceptance

into a program (p=0.004)

Pressure of competition (p=0.550)

P
e
r
c
e
n

ta
g
e
 o

f 
A

p
p

li
c
a
n

ts

W
h

o
 S

e
le

c
te

d
 E

a
c
h

 B
a
r
r
ie

r

Barriers in the Application Process

(Psychological)

✱Denotes a statistical significance between matched and unmatched applicants 

Matched (n=113) Unmatched (n=155)



   
 

   

 

65 

 
Figure 12d. Percentage of matched and unmatched applicants who selected financial barriers in 

the application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than 

or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 12e. Percentage of matched and unmatched applicants who selected other barriers in the 

application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or 

equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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3.4.3 Barriers in the Application Process – Stratified by 2022/2023 First-Time Applicants 

(N=164) and Reapplicants (N=59) 

 

Figures 13a-e show the percentages of 2022/2023 first-time applicants and reapplicants 

who selected the various barriers in each category. When comparing the responses of these two 

subgroups, prerequisite coursework requirements was more frequently selected as a barrier by 

reapplicants (p=0.033). Although infrequently selected overall, exam scores (e.g. GRE, 

TOEFL/IELTS) (p<0.001), and costs associated with the GRE and the sending of test scores 

(p=0.010) were also more frequently selected by reapplicants as barriers in the application 

process. The time commitment in filling out different applications, a lack of knowledge about the 

application process and a lack of information and resources about the application process and 

other financial factors were not more likely to be selected by either group (p>0.05 for all 

comparisons).  
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Figure 13a. Percentage of first-time applicants and reapplicants who selected application 

requirements and obtaining relevant experiences as barriers in the application experience. 

Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was 

considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 13b. Percentage of first-time applicants and reapplicants who selected diversity and 

accessibility-related barriers in the application experience. Participants could select more than 

one factor.  A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is 

indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 13c. Percentage of first-time applicants and reapplicants who selected psychological 

barriers in the application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value 

of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red 

asterisk. 
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Figure 13d. Percentage of first-time applicants and reapplicants who selected financial barriers in 

the application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than 

or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

Figure 13e. Percentage of first-time applicants and reapplicants who selected other barriers in the 

application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or 

equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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3.4.4 Barriers in the Application Process – Stratified by Individuals Identifying as Women 

(N=346) and Non-Women (N=31) 

 

Figures 14a-e show the percentages of women and non-women who selected the various 

barriers in each category. When comparing the responses of these two subgroups, it was found 

that diversity-related factors, such as the lack of diversity in the field of genetic counseling 

(p<0.001) and the lack of diversity in individual programs (p=0.004) were more likely to be 

selected by non-women as barriers in the application process. Although infrequently selected 

overall, costs associated with exams such as the GRE or TOEFL/IELTS and the sending of test 

scores was also more frequently selected by non-women as a barrier (p=0.027). In contrast, the 

overall likelihood of acceptance into a program was a highly selected barrier overall and was 

more likely to be selected by women (p=0.003).  
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Figure 14a. Percentage of women and non-women who selected application requirements and 

obtaining relevant experiences as barriers in the application experience. Participants could select 

more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically 

significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 14b. Percentage of women and non-women who selected diversity and accessibility-

related barriers in the application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-

value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a 

red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 14c. Percentage of women and non-women who selected psychological barriers in the 

application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or 

equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 14d. Percentage of women and non-women who selected financial barriers in the 

application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or 

equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 14e. Percentage of women and non-women who selected other barriers in the application 

experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 

was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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3.4.5 Barriers in the Application Process – Stratified by Individuals With a Disability (N=52) 

and Without a Disability (N=313) 

 

Figures 15a-e show the percentages of individuals with and without a disability who 

selected the various barriers in each category. When comparing the responses of these two 

subgroups, none of the 36 barriers were more likely to be selected by either group, including 

diversity related factors (p>0.05 for all comparisons). 

 
Figure 15a. Percentage of individuals with and without a disability who selected application 

requirements and obtaining relevant experiences as barriers in the application experience. 

Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was 

considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 15b. Percentage of individuals with and without a disability who selected diversity and 

accessibility-related barriers in the application experience. Participants could select more than 

one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is 

indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 15c. Percentage of individuals with and without a disability who selected psychological 

barriers in the application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value 

of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red 

asterisk. 
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Figure 15d. Percentage of individuals with and without a disability who selected financial 

barriers in the application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value 

of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red 

asterisk. 

 

Figure 15e. Percentage of individuals with and without a disability who selected other barriers in 

the application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than 

or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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3.4.6 Barriers in the Application Process – Stratified by First-Generation College Students 

(N=89) and Continuing-Generation College Students (N=288) 

 

Figures 16a-e show the percentages of first-generation college students and continuing-

generation college students who selected the various barriers in each category. Comparisons of 

the responses from these two subgroups found that financial factors, including costs associated 

with individual program applications (p=0.005), costs associated with the National Matching 

Service (p<0.001) and costs associated with the GRE and the sending of test scores (p=0.008) 

were barriers more frequently selected by first-generation college students. In addition, a lack of 

knowledge (p<0.001) and a lack of information and resources (p=0.023) about the application 

process and obtaining relevant letters of recommendation (p=0.016) were also barriers more 

frequently selected by first-generation college students.  A lack of diversity in the field of genetic 

counseling (p<0.001) and in individual programs (p=0.001) were more likely to be selected as 

barriers for first-generation college students.  
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Figure 16a. Percentage of first-generation college students and continuing-generation college 

students who selected application requirements and obtaining relevant experiences as barriers in 

the application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than 

or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 16b. Percentage of first-generation college students and continuing-generation college 

students who selected diversity and accessibility-related barriers in the application experience. 

Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was 

considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 16c. Percentage of first-generation college students and continuing-generation college 

students who selected psychological barriers in the application experience. Participants could 

select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically 

significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 16d. Percentage of first-generation college students and continuing-generation college 

students who selected financial barriers in the application experience. Participants could select 

more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically 

significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

  

 
Figure 16e. Percentage of first-generation college students and continuing-generation college 

students who selected other barriers in the application experience. Participants could select more 

than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant 

and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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3.4.7 Barriers in the Application Process – Stratified by White (N=254) and Non-White (N=116) 

Participants 

 

Figures 17a-e show the percentages of White and non-White participants who selected 

the various barriers in each category. Comparisons of the responses from these two subgroups 

found non-White participants were more likely to report that undergraduate GPA (p=0.003), 

acted as a barrier in the application process. Diversity-related factors including a lack of diversity 

in the field of genetic counseling and a lack of diversity in individual programs were also barriers 

more frequently cited by non-White participants (p<0.001). The overall likelihood of acceptance 

into a program (p=0.018), the necessity to take time off work/school to attend interviews 

(p=0.024) and obtaining other volunteer experiences (p=0.023) were more likely to be selected 

as barriers by White participants.  
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Figure 17a. Percentage of White and non-White individuals who selected application 

requirements and obtaining relevant experiences as barriers in the application experience. 

Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was 

considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 17b. Percentage of White and non-White individuals who selected diversity and 

accessibility-related barriers in the application experience. Participants could select more than 

one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is 

indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 17c. Percentage of White and non-White individuals who selected psychological barriers 

in the application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less 

than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 17d. Percentage of White and non-White individuals who selected financial barriers in the 

application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or 

equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 17e. Percentage of White and non-White individuals who selected other barriers in the 

application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or 

equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

  

 

 

 

12%

69%

7%

35%

8%

47%

16%

64%

3%

29%

10%

43%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

Exams such as

the GRE or

TOEFL/IELTS

and the sending

of test scores

(p=0.229)

Individual

program

applications

(p=0.295)

Interview(s),

including travel,

food and lodging,

attire etc.

(p=0.170)

Sending

transcripts

(p=0.247)

GRE and sending

of test scores

(p=0.356)

National

Matching Service

(p=0.458)P
e
r
c
e
n

ta
g
e
 o

f 
A

p
p

li
c
a
n

ts

W
h

o
 S

e
le

c
te

d
 E

a
c
h

 B
a
r
r
ie

r

Barriers in the Application Process

(Financial)

✱Denotes a statistical significance between White and non-White Applicants

White (n=254) Non-White (n=116)

8%

35%

4%

48%

3%
8%

23%

3%

44%

7%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

Exam scores (e.g.

GRE, TOEFL/IELTS

etc.) (p=0.925)

Necessity to take

time off of

work/school to attend

interview(s)

(p=0.024)

Requirement to travel

for interview(s)

(p=0.415)

Time commitment in

filling out different

applications for each

program (p=0.425)

Other

P
e
r
c
e
n

ta
g
e
 o

f 
A

p
p

li
c
a
n

ts

W
h

o
 S

e
le

c
te

d
 E

a
c
h

 B
a
r
r
ie

r

Barriers in the Application Process

(Other)

✱Denotes a statistical significance between White and non-White Applicants

White (n=254) Non-White (n=116)



   
 

   

 

85 

3.4.8 Barriers in the Application Process – Stratified by LGBTQ2IA+ Community Members 

(N=90) and non-LGBTQ2IA+ Community Members (N=274) 

 

Figures 18a-e show the percentages of LGBTQ2IA+ and non-LGBTQ2IA+ community 

members who selected the various barriers in each category. Comparisons of the responses from 

these two subgroups found that diversity and accessibility-related factors including a lack of 

diversity in the field of genetic counseling (p=0.007), a lack of diversity in individual programs 

(p=0.031) and a lack of information and resources about the application process (p=0.001) were 

more likely to be selected by LGBTQ2IA+ participants as barriers in the application process. 

LGBTQ2IA+ participants also more frequently reported that anxiety associated with the Match 

ranking process/anxiety associated with the Match process (p=0.024) and costs associated with 

individual program applications (p=0.025) acted as barriers.  
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Figure 18a. Percentage of LGBTQ2IA+ community members and non-LGBTQ2IA+ community 

members who selected application requirements and obtaining relevant experiences as barriers in 

the application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than 

or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 18b. Percentage of LGBTQ2IA+ community members and non-LGBTQ2IA+ community 

members who selected diversity and accessibility-related barriers in the application experience. 

Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was 

considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 18c. Percentage of LGBTQ2IA+ community members and non-LGBTQ2IA+ community 

members who selected psychological barriers in the application experience. Participants could 

select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically 

significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 18d. Percentage of LGBTQ2IA+ community members and non-LGBTQ2IA+ community 

members who selected financial barriers in the application experience. Participants could select 

more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically 

significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

Figure 18e. Percentage of LGBTQ2IA+ community members and non-LGBTQ2IA+ community 

members who selected other barriers in the application experience. Participants could select 

more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically 

significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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3.5.1 Factors Affecting the Overall Application Experience - All Participants (N=377) 

 

Table 8 summarizes the factors affecting the overall application experience across all 

applicants and their selection frequencies. Factors were categorized into five categories: diversity 

and accessibility, finances, interviews, program interactions and other. Figures 19a-e show the 

percentages of all applicants who selected the various factors in each category. Out of all 18 

factors, the most selected factor influencing participants’ application experience was the overall 

likelihood of acceptance into a program (n=242, 64%). This was followed by the costs associated 

with individual program applications, which was selected by 183 participants (49%). Additional 

factors influencing the application experience included interactions with program faculty (n=169, 

45%) and current students (n=146, 39%), the time commitment in filling out different 

applications for each program (n=146, 39%), the Match ranking process/the Match process 

overall (n=130, 35%), knowledge about the application process (n=92, 24.4%) and information 

and resources about the application process (n=130, 35%). Infrequently selected factors 

influencing the application experience included costs associated with exams such as the GRE or 

TOEFL/IELTS and the sending of test scores (n=14, 4%), costs associated with interviews 

(n=15, 4%), taking time off school/work to attend interviews (n=75, 20%) and the requirement to 

travel for interviews (n=5, 1%). A lack of diversity in the field of genetic counseling (n=40, 

11%) and a lack of diversity in individual programs (n=36, 10%) were also selected by less than 

15% of participants. 
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Table 8. Factors affecting the overall application experience for all participants.  
  Factor* N=377 Percent 

(%) 

Diversity and 

Accessibility 

Information and resources about the application process 137 36 

Knowledge about the application process 130 35 

Lack of diversity in individual programs 36 10 

Lack of diversity in the field of genetic counseling 40 11 

Financial Sending transcripts 62 16 

Exams such as the GRE or TOEFL/IELTS and the sending of test scores 14 4 

National Matching Service 101 27 

Interview(s), including travel, food and lodging, attire etc. 15 4 

Individual program applications 183 49 

Interviews Requirement to travel for interview(s) 5 1 

Taking time off of work/school to attend interview(s) 75 20 

Program 

Interactions 

Interaction with alumni 73 19 

Interaction with current students 146 39 

Interaction with program faculty 169 45 

Other The Match ranking process/the Match process overall 130 35 

Overall likelihood of acceptance into a program 242 64 

Program website 87 23 

Time commitment in filling out different applications for each program 146 39 

Other1 17 5 

A darker green color in cells indicates a higher number and percentage of participants who selected a factor. A 

lighter green color in cells indicates a lower number and percentage of participants who selected a factor. 

*Participants could select more than one factor 
1A table with a full summary of free text responses and their frequencies can be found in Appendix H. 

 

 
Figure 19a. Percentage of applicants who selected diversity and accessibility-related factors as 

influencing their overall application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. 
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Figure 19b. Percentage of applicants who selected financial factors as influencing their overall 

application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. 

 

 
Figure 19c. Percentage of applicants who selected interview-related factors as influencing their 

overall application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. 
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Figure 19d. Percentage of applicants who selected program interaction-related factors as 

influencing their overall application experience. Participants could select more than one factor.  

 

 
Figure 19e. Percentage of applicants who selected other factors as influencing their overall 

application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. 
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also reported more frequently by unmatched participants as a factor influencing the overall 

application experience (p=0.046). In contrast, interaction with program faculty and current 

students was more likely to be selected by matched participants (p<0.001). Costs associated with 

exams such as the GRE or TOEFL/IELTS and the sending of test scores was also reported more 

frequently by matched participants as a factor influencing their overall application experience 

(p=0.043). 

 
Figure 20a. Percentage of matched and unmatched applicants who selected diversity and 

accessibility-related factors as influencing their overall application experience. Participants could 

select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically 

significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

33% 35%

7%
12%

34% 34%

8% 7%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

Information and resources

about the application

process (p=0.804)

Knowledge about the

application process

(p=0.753)

Lack of diversity in

individual programs

(p=0.694)

Lack of diversity in the

field of genetic counseling

(p=0.145)

P
e
r
c
e
n

ta
g
e
 o

f 
A

p
p

li
c
a
n

ts

W
h

o
 S

e
le

c
te

d
 E

a
c
h

 F
a
c
to

r

Factors Affecting the Overall Application Experience

(Diversity and Accessibility)

✱Denotes a statistical significance between matched and unmatched applicants 

Matched (n=113) Unmatched (n=155)



   
 

   

 

94 

 
Figure 20b. Percentage of matched and unmatched applicants who selected financial factors as 

influencing their overall application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A 

p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a 

red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 20c. Percentage of matched and unmatched applicants who selected interview-related 

factors as influencing their overall application experience. Participants could select more than 

one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is 

indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 20d. Percentage of matched and unmatched applicants who selected program interaction-

related factors as influencing their overall application experience. Participants could select more 

than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant 

and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 20e. Percentage of matched and unmatched applicants who selected other factors as 

influencing their overall application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A 

p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a 

red asterisk. 
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3.5.3 Factors Affecting the Overall Application Experience – Stratified by 2022/2023 First-Time 

Applicants (N=164) and Reapplicants (N=59) 

 

Figures 21a-e show the percentages of 2022/2023 first-time applicants and reapplicants 

who selected the various factors affecting the overall application experience in each category. 

Comparisons of the responses from these two subgroups found that reapplicants were more 

likely to report interaction with program faculty as having an influence on their overall 

application experience (p=0.033). Interaction with current students, knowledge about the 

application process, information and resources about the application process and financial factors 

were not more likely to be selected by either subgroup as factors influencing their application 

experience (p>0.05 for all comparisons).   

 
Figure 21a. Percentage of first-time applicants and reapplicants who selected diversity and 

accessibility-related factors as influencing their overall application experience. Participants could 

select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically 

significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 21b. Percentage of first-time applicants and reapplicants who selected financial factors as 

influencing their overall application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A 

p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a 

red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 21c. Percentage of first-time applicants and reapplicants who selected program 

interaction-related factors as influencing their overall application experience. Participants could 

select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically 

significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 21d. Percentage of first-time applicants and reapplicants who selected interview-related 

factors as influencing their overall application experience. Participants could select more than 

one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is 

indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 21e. Percentage of first-time applicants and reapplicants who selected other factors as 

influencing their overall application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A 

p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a 

red asterisk. 
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3.5.4 Factors Affecting the Overall Application Experience – Stratified by Individuals Identifying 

as Women (N=346) and Non-Women (N=31) 

 

Figures 22a-e show the percentages of women and non-women who selected the various 

factors affecting the overall application experience in each category. Comparisons of the 

responses from these two subgroups found that knowledge about the application process was 

more likely to be selected by women as a factor influencing their overall application experience 

(p=0.008). None of the other factors were more likely to be selected by either subgroup, notably 

including diversity related factors (p>0.05 for all comparisons).  

 
Figure 22a. Percentage of women and non-women who selected diversity and accessibility-

related factors as influencing their overall application experience. Participants could select more 

than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant 

and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 22b. Percentage of women and non-women who selected financial factors as influencing 

their overall application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of 

less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red 

asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 22c. Percentage of women and non-women who selected program interview-related 

factors as influencing their overall application experience. Participants could select more than 

one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is 

indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 22d. Percentage of women and non-women who selected program interaction-related 

factors as influencing their overall application experience. Participants could select more than 

one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is 

indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 22e. Percentage of women and non-women who selected other factors as influencing their 

overall application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less 

than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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3.5.5 Factors Affecting the Overall Application Experience – Stratified by Individuals With a 

Disability (N=52) and Without a Disability (N=313) 

 

Figures 23a-e show the percentages of individuals with and without a disability who 

selected the various factors affecting the overall application experience in each category. 

Comparisons of the responses from these two subgroups found that individuals with a disability 

were more likely to cite a program’s website (p=0.049) as a factor influencing their overall 

application experience. None of the other factors were more likely to be selected by either 

subgroup, including diversity related factors (p>0.05 for all comparisons). 

 
Figure 23a. Percentage of individuals with and without a disability who selected diversity and 

accessibility-related factors as influencing their overall application experience. Participants could 

select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically 

significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 23b. Percentage of individuals with and without a disability who selected financial factors 

as influencing their overall application experience. Participants could select more than one 

factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is 

indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 23c. Percentage of individuals with and without a disability who selected interview-

related factors as influencing their overall application experience. Participants could select more 

than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant 

and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 23d. Percentage of individuals with and without a disability who selected program 

interaction-related factors as influencing their overall application experience. Participants could 

select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically 

significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 23e. Percentage of individuals with and without a disability who selected other factors as 

influencing their overall application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A 

p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a 

red asterisk. 
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3.5.6 Factors Affecting the Overall Application Experience – Stratified by First-Generation 

College Students (N=89) and Continuing-Generation College Students (N=288) 

 

Figures 24a-e show the percentages of first-generation college students and continuing-

generation college students who selected the various factors affecting the overall application 

experience in each category. Comparisons of the responses from these two subgroups found that 

first-generation college students were more likely to cite diversity-related factors, including a 

lack of diversity in the field of genetic counseling (p=0.003) and a lack of diversity in individual 

programs (p=0.007) as factors influencing their overall application experience. Costs associated 

with the National Matching Service (p<0.001) and interaction with alumni (p=0.038) were also 

factors more frequently selected by first-generation college students. Interaction with program 

faculty and current students, knowledge about the application process and information and 

resources about the application were not more likely to be selected by either subgroup (p>0.05 

for all comparisons).  

 
Figure 24a. Percentage of first-generation college students and continuing-generation college 

students who selected diversity and accessibility-related factors as influencing their overall 

application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or 

equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 24b. Percentage of first-generation college students and continuing-generation college 

students who selected financial factors as influencing their overall application experience. 

Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was 

considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 24c. Percentage of first-generation college students and continuing-generation college 

students who selected interview-related factors as influencing their overall application 

experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 

was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 24d. Percentage of first-generation college students and continuing-generation college 

students who selected program interaction-related factors as influencing their overall application 

experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 

was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

Figure 24e. Percentage of first-generation college students and continuing-generation college 

students who selected other factors as influencing their overall application experience. 

Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was 

considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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3.5.7 Factors Affecting the Overall Application Experience – Stratified by White (N=254) and 

Non-White (N=116) Participants 

 

Figures 25a-e show the percentages of White and non-White participants who selected 

the various factors affecting the overall application experience in each category. Comparisons of 

the responses from these two subgroups found that diversity-related factors, including a lack of 

diversity in the field of genetic counseling and a lack of diversity in individual programs, were 

more likely to be selected by non-White participants as factors influencing the overall 

application experience (p<0.001). Although interaction with current students was also more 

frequently selected by non-White participants (p=0.010), interaction with program faculty was 

not more likely to be selected by either subgroup (p=0.600). The overall likelihood of acceptance 

into a program (p=0.020) and costs associated with the National Matching Service (p=0.008) 

were factors more frequently selected by White participants as influencing the overall application 

experience.  

 
Figure 25a. Percentage of White and non-White individuals who selected diversity and 

accessibility -related factors as influencing their overall application experience. Participants 

could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered 

statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 25b. Percentage of White and non-White individuals who selected financial factors as 

influencing their overall application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A 

p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a 

red asterisk. 

 

 

 
Figure 25c. Percentage of White and non-White individuals who selected interview-related 

factors as influencing their overall application experience. Participants could select more than 

one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is 

indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 25d. Percentage of White and non-White individuals who selected program interaction-

related factors as influencing their overall application experience. Participants could select more 

than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant 

and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 25e. Percentage of White and non-White individuals who selected other factors as 

influencing their overall application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A 

p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a 

red asterisk. 
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3.5.8 Factors Affecting the Overall Application Experience – Stratified by LGBTQ2IA+ 

Community Members (N=90) and non-LGBTQ2IA+ Community Members (N=274) 

 

Figures 26a-e show the percentages of LGBTQ2IA+ and non-LGBTQ2IA+ community 

members who selected the various factors affecting the overall application experience in each 

category. Comparisons of the responses from these two subgroups found that a lack of diversity 

in the field of genetic counseling was more likely to be selected by LGBTQ2IA+ participants as 

a factor affecting the overall application experience (p=0.047). A lack of diversity in individual 

programs was not more likely to be selected by either subgroup (p=0.168). Information and 

resources about the application process (p=0.029), were also factors more frequently selected by 

LGBTQ2IA+ participants as a factor affecting the overall application experience. The only factor 

more likely to be reported by non-LGBTQ2IA+ participants was taking time off work/school to 

attend interviews (p=0.038). 

 

 

Figure 26a. Percentage of LGBTQ2IA+ community members and non-LGBTQ2IA+ community 

members who selected diversity and accessibility-related factors as influencing their overall 

application experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or 

equal to 0.05 was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 26b. Percentage of LGBTQ2IA+ community members and non-LGBTQ2IA+ community 

members who selected financial factors as influencing their overall application experience. 

Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was 

considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

Figure 26c. Percentage of LGBTQ2IA+ community members and non-LGBTQ2IA+ community 

members who selected interview-related factors as influencing their overall application 

experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 

was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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Figure 26d. Percentage of LGBTQ2IA+ community members and non-LGBTQ2IA+ community 

members who selected program interaction-related factors as influencing their overall application 

experience. Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 

was considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 

 

 
Figure 26e. Percentage of LGBTQ2IA+ community members and non-LGBTQ2IA+ community 

members who selected other factors as influencing their overall application experience. 

Participants could select more than one factor. A p-value of less than or equal to 0.05 was 

considered statistically significant and is indicated by a red asterisk. 
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DISCUSSION 
 

This study aimed to identify the following: 1) Factors affecting GCGP program selection 

2) Barriers in the GCGP application process and 3) Factors affecting the overall GCGP 

application experience. Although previous studies assessed various factors and barriers affecting 

GCGP selection and the overall application experience, they were limited in their ability to 

capture the experiences of certain applicant subgroups, particularly unmatched applicants, who 

are a significant proportion of applicants that have yet to be studied comprehensively. In 

addition, a lack of diversity within the field of genetic counseling remains an ongoing concern, 

despite previous and existing justice, equity, diversity and inclusion (JEDI) efforts. Thus, this 

study also aimed to compare the application experiences of the following applicant subgroups: 1) 

Matched and unmatched applicants 2) First-time applicants and reapplicants 3) Women and non-

women 4) Individuals with and without a disability 5) First-generation and continuing-generation 

college students 6) White and non-White applicants and 7) LGBTQ2IA+ and non-LGBTQ2IA+ 

community members. 

 

4.1 Financial Factors Affecting Program Selection 

 

As shown in Table 5, across all participants in this study, the cost of tuition was the most 

frequently selected factor influencing the choice of which GCGPs to apply to (n=277, 74%). This 

finding is similar to the results of previous research by Kuhl et al. in 2014, who assessed the 

impact of student debt on program choice and found that greater than three quarters of 

respondents felt program cost was “very important” or “extremely important” in program 

selection by genetic counseling applicants. The median debt of GCGP graduates was reported to 

be approximately $40,000-$50,000 USD by Kuhl et al. (2014) and their findings indicate that 
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program choice is highly impacted by student debt or the threat of future student debt. Given that 

tuition costs for GCGPs can be as high as $120,000 USD total for two years of graduate study 

(Jagannathan et al., 2024) and 78% of the respondents in the Kuhl et al. study reported using 

federal loans to fund GCGP tuition and living costs, it is reasonable to infer that tuition costs are 

likely contributing to prospective students’ debt or fear of debt, and therefore influencing 

program selection. The cost of living in a program’s area (n=232, 62%) and the availability of 

additional financial support (n=239, 63%) were also both selected as factors influencing GCGP 

selection by greater than half of all participants in this study and can be seen in Table 5. As 

varying costs of living and availability of financial support, such as scholarships and grants, have 

the potential to significantly impact prospective students’ debt in the future, it is unsurprising 

that these were frequently selected as factors influencing GCGP selection.  

Interestingly, the cost of living in a program’s area was more frequently selected by 

unmatched applicants in this study as a factor influencing GCGP selection, when compared to 

matched applicants (p=0.020, Figure 4c). It is possible that unmatched applicants may be 

choosing GCGPs more selectively, based on factors such as the cost of living in a GCGP’s area, 

and subsequently not applying to programs that would be a better fit.  This may decrease the 

chances of an applicant matching with a GCGP.  It is important to note however, that there were 

no statistically significant differences in the number of GCGPs applied to per cycle, when 

comparing matched and unmatched applicants participating in the 2021, 2023 and 2024 

application cycles, (p>0.05 for all three comparisons, data not shown in results). This does not 

clearly suggest that unmatched applicants are applying to fewer GCGPs overall and that this is a 

factor reducing their likelihood of matching with a GCGP. 
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When compared to continuing-generation college students, first-generation college 

students more frequently considered the availability of part time work (p=0.029) and additional 

financial support (p=0.031) when selecting GCGPs, as shown in Figure 8c. This is supported by 

previous research that found first-generation college students are more likely than continuing-

generation college students to be from a lower socioeconomic status or to have less financial 

support from family members (Barkley & Fuller, 2019; Lee et al. 2024: Rubio et al., 2017). It is 

reasonable that this population of applicants would have a greater concern for the availability of 

part-time work and financial support when selecting GCGPs, if they are in a less fortunate 

financial position to begin with.  

  

4.2 Financial Factors as Barriers in the Application Process 

 

As illustrated in Table 6, the costs associated with individual program applications were 

also selected as one of the top barriers in this study (n=255, 68%). For each program applicants 

choose to apply to, they are required to pay an associated institutionally determined application 

fee. As these fees can be greater than $100 USD for an individual program application (UCLA 

Graduate Education, 2024; Stanford Medicine, 2024; UCI Graduate Division, 2024), it is 

understandable that an accumulation of these costs when applying to multiple GCGPs would 

create a financial barrier for applicants, making it more difficult or impossible to apply to some 

programs.  Previous research has highlighted the burden of these financial barriers for 

prospective genetic counseling students and suggests that financial barriers may deter individuals 

not accepted during their first application cycle from reapplying to GCGPs or may deter them 

from applying altogether (Stoddard et al., 2021, Lee et al., 2024). This is consistent with the 

findings of the current study in which less than half of participants (~31%) were reapplicants. 
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This is particularly important to consider for groups which are underrepresented within GCGPs 

and in the genetic counseling field. As shown in Figure 18d, LGBTQ2IA+ community members 

more frequently cited the costs associated with individual applications as a barrier in this study, 

when compared to non-LGBTQ2IA+ community members (p=0.025). If underrepresented 

groups such as the LGBTQ2IA+ community members are experiencing these financial barriers, 

which make it more challenging for them to apply to GCGPs, existing and future JEDI efforts 

may be hindered. In 2021, Beasley et al. surveyed GCGP program directors to assess perceived 

barriers and opinions related to the implementation of a standardized application. Although some 

program directors in this study felt a standardized application would reduce redundancy and 

application costs for applicants and would make the application process more efficient for 

GCGPs, some also felt that a standardized application would result in the submission of more 

generic applications (n=7/30, 23.3%) and would increase the competition for admission to 

individual GCGPs (n=2/30, 6.7%). The current administrative structures within GCGPs were 

also commonly cited as barriers to implementation. This included concerns about a loss of 

revenue from application fees, a larger volume of applications for GCGPs to review and 

institution-specific policies that would not permit the implementation of a standardized 

application.  

Interestingly, interview-related barriers (e.g. travel and costs) were not identified as 

significant barriers in the application process in this study, as shown in Table 6. This is in 

contrast to previous studies that found these to be the most frequently cited barriers (Lee, 2024; 

Odem, 2022; Stoddard et al., 2021). Since the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020, 

many programs have performed interviews virtually, and an increasing number of programs have 

removed the requirement for GRE scores (Myers et al., 2021). If these changes in the application 
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process are correlated with the findings of the current study, it is reassuring to see that these 

changes are contributing to a reduction of some barriers in the genetic counseling application 

process and improving the feasibility of the application process for prospective students.  

While costs associated with exams, such as the GRE, and the sending of test scores were 

not frequently selected as barriers by participants overall (Table 6), matched applicants selected 

these as barriers more frequently than unmatched applicants (p=0.002), as illustrated in Figure 

12d. Although not assessed in this study, it would be interesting to learn if matched applicants 

spend more money on or have greater access to preparation materials than unmatched applicants. 

Perhaps having access to or using additional resources, either to retake the GRE or invest in 

preparation materials, created what felt like more of a barrier for matched applicants, but 

subsequently contributed to an increased chance of acceptance (Lee et al., 2024).  

In addition, as seen in Figures 13d and 16d, reapplicants and first-generation students in 

this study cited costs associated with exams and the sending of test scores as barriers more 

frequently than first-time applicants and continuing-generation college students (p=0.010 and 

0.029, respectively). Reapplicants also more frequently selected exam scores as a barrier in the 

application process when compared to first-time applicants, as shown in Figure 13e (p<0.001). 

Reapplicants may be citing this as a barrier if they have chosen to invest in additional preparation 

materials or choose to retake an exam like the GRE with the hopes of improving their score for 

future application cycles. This population of applicants are also potentially subject to paying 

additional test score submission fees for each reapplication cycle, depending on whether they 

choose to send test scores from a previous exam session (Educational Testing Service, 2024). In 

addition, as illustrated in Figure 13a, reapplicants in this study more frequently cited prerequisite 

coursework as a barrier in the application process, when compared to first-time applicants 
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(p=0.033). It is possible that the time and financial resources required to complete prerequisite 

coursework may be creating a financial burden on top of those associated with exams and the 

sending of test scores (Lee et al., 2024). The costs associated with taking exams like the GRE 

and the sending test scores may also be more burdensome for first-generation students in the 

context of a pre-existing financial disadvantage, when compared to continuing-generation 

college students (Barkley & Fuller, 2019; Lee et al. 2024: Rubio et al., 2017). Interestingly, even 

with the availability of Match fee waivers, first-generation college students more frequently 

indicated that NMS-associated costs acted as a barrier in the application process, when compared 

to continuing-generation students (p<0.001) (National Matching Services Inc., 2023). According 

to the NMS website, these waivers are also only available in limited quantities and not all 

qualified applicants will receive a waiver. This in combination with the requirements to 

demonstrate financial need, have a cumulative GPA of 3.0 or greater and write a short essay, 

may make it more challenging to access these waivers as a resource. For example, the 

requirement to write an essay for the waiver application, although reportedly “short,” is another 

task applicants would be required to complete in addition to the many other application materials 

they are already preparing for individual programs. Some applicants also may not have access to 

the documents required to demonstrate financial need or may have concerns about sharing them. 

It is possible that some applicants may be unable or choose not to apply for a Match fee waiver, 

given these additional requirements.  

This study also found that unmatched applicants were more likely to experience barriers 

related to obtaining advocacy and research experiences (Figure 12a), when compared to matched 

applicants (p<0.001 and p=0.007, respectively). Similar to shadowing and observation 

requirements, these types of experiences may be strongly recommended or required by GCGPs 
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prior to applying (Zahavich & Babul-Hirji, 2023). Given that financial factors are frequently 

cited as barriers for applicants, both in this study and in previous studies, applicants with limited 

financial capabilities may be unable to take time off of work in order to obtain experiences in 

advocacy and research (Lee, 2024; Odem, 2022; Stoddard et al., 2021; Zahavich & Babul-Hirji, 

2023). Individuals who live in more rural regions where there may be less frequent and less 

varied opportunities for these types of experiences may also be limited in their ability to gain 

experience in these areas. In addition, advocacy and research experiences may not be available 

for all international applicants in their home countries, making it more challenging, if not 

impossible, for some to obtain these types of experiences (Galada et al., 2024). Furthermore, Lee 

et al. also found that URM respondents who applied in more than one application cycle 

experienced higher costs and fewer volunteer hours when compared to non-URM respondents. 

One possible solution that has been suggested to mitigate these barriers is offering paid 

internships to prospective applicants from URM groups to increase their exposure to and 

experiences in the field of genetic counseling (Kessler et al., 2023). Additionally, it would also 

be helpful for GCGPs to reach an agreement on which types of volunteer experiences are 

essential for applicants to obtain (Lee et al., 2024). This may allow applicants to focus on the 

quality of their experiences as opposed to the quantity.  

The average GPA across applicants registered in the Match has also steadily increased 

since 2018, and the average GPA of unmatched applicants has remained between 0.14 and 0.20 

points lower than matched applicants (National Matching Services Inc., 2023). For unmatched 

applicants and non-White applicants in this study, undergraduate GPA was more frequently 

selected as a barrier in the application process when compared to Matched applicants and White 

applicants (Figures 12a and 17a). Undergraduate GPA may be acting as a barrier for some 
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applicants, as individuals with a lower undergraduate GPA may not be eligible to apply to certain 

GCGPs. Alternatively, regardless of an applicant’s actual GPA, the perception of a lower chance 

of being accepted to a GCGP based on undergraduate GPA may also deter applicants from 

applying to certain GCGPs for which they are eligible. Applicants may also choose to retake 

classes in order to raise their undergraduate GPA, which takes additional time and financial 

resources, and may not be available to all applicants. In particular, individuals from URM groups 

have been found to incur higher total application costs and may lack resources to cope with 

additional financial burdens, such as those created by the need to retake classes (Lee, 2024; 

Schoonveld et al., 2007). 

  

4.3 Financial Factors Affecting the Overall Application Experience 

 

In addition to being one of the top selected barriers in this study, costs associated with 

individual program applications were also found to be a frequently selected factor influencing 

the overall application experience (n=183, 49%), as shown in Table 7. It is reasonable to infer 

from this data that an accumulation of application costs may be creating additional financial 

stress during the application process and contributing to a more negative overall experience. This 

is supported by previous studies that highlighted the financial burden and feelings of stress 

experienced during the application process due to expenses (Lee et al., 2024, Hadinger, 2017).  

In addition, as illustrated in Figures 20b and 24b, unmatched applicants and first-

generation students indicated that costs associated with NMS affected their overall application 

experience more frequently than matched applicants and continuing-generation students, 

respectively (p=0.015 and p<0.001, respectively). Given that first-generation students also cited 

NMS associated costs as a barrier more frequently than continuing-generation students, these 
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costs may be contributing to the financial burden and a more negative overall experience of the 

application process. It is important to note that some applicants may have incurred these costs 

over multiple application cycles if they chose to reapply after not matching in a previous cycle, 

however, cost-related factors were not more frequently selected by reapplicants as influencing 

the overall application experience in this study, when compared to first-time applicants. This 

may suggest there are unmatched applicants who choose not to reapply to GCGPs due to cost-

related factors.  

  

4.4 Diversity and Accessibility-Related Factors Affecting Program Selection 

 

When compared to White applicants, non-White applicants more frequently indicated 

that the diversity within faculty, students and patient populations and interaction with current 

students were factors affecting their program selection (p<0.001 for all comparisons), as shown 

in Figure 9a. It is plausible that a lack of racial and ethnic diversity within students and faculty 

may contribute to a perception among non-White applicants that they are less likely to be 

accepted to particular GCGPs, potentially deterring them from considering certain programs. It is 

also possible that the experience of applicants when interacting with current genetic counseling 

students would impact program selection. Non-White applicants may use their interactions with 

current students to gauge the level of diversity within programs, and whether a program is more 

likely to provide a safe and inclusive environment that is free from discrimination (Quintero-

Rivera et al., 2020). In addition, approximately two thirds of non-White participants also 

indicated that the diversity of the patient population served was important for their program 

selection. In contrast, only approximately one-third of White applicants selected as influencing 

their program selection. The lack of relevance of diversity in the patient population for White 
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applicants may be associated with recent research showing genetic counselor bias favoring White 

individuals (Hagiwara et al., 2023, Lowe et al., 2020, Pollock et al., 2022). Perhaps similar 

biases among White genetic counseling applicants are reducing the level of value they place on 

diversity within the patient populations served. It is also possible that non-White applicants may 

be placing a higher value on the diversity of patient populations when selecting GCGPs in an 

effort to serve patient populations with shared, or historically marginalized backgrounds. 

Previous research has found that URM physicians are more likely to locate their practices in 

areas with higher proportions of residents from minority groups and care for a higher proportion 

of patients of their own race or ethnicity (Komaromy et al., 1996, Walker et al., 2012, Xierali 

and Nivet, 2018). As the population served by genetic counselors is diverse, and will continue to 

diversify, it is increasingly important to recruit and train genetic counselors who reflect this 

diversity, and to ensure that all genetic counselors gain experience working with diverse patient 

populations. 

Another notable finding of the current study is that first-generation college students were 

found to more frequently consider the diversity within program faculty (p=0.003) and students 

(p=0.001) when selecting GCGPs, when compared to continuing-generation college students 

(Figure 8a). Previous studies have found that first-generation college students are more likely to 

be from URM groups (Ives & Castillo-Montoya, 2020). This was also true in this study cohort, 

with first-generation students being more likely to be non-White (p<0.001) (Table 4). It is 

understandable that this population would also more frequently consider visible diversity within 

faculty and students when selecting GCGPs, for reasons similar to those noted above for non-

White participants (Ives & Castillo-Montoya, 2020). However, this diversity may not be present 

across GCGPs. In their 2022 study, Kamran et al. found that over time medical school faculty in 
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the US became less representative of the distribution of URM seen in the US census data (Faiz et 

al., 2023). Given that Genetic Counseling is also a healthcare profession and justice, equity, 

diversity and inclusion (JEDI) have already been identified as areas needing attention within the 

profession, it is reasonable to infer that the level of diversity among genetic counseling faculty 

may show similar, or perhaps more concerning, trends to those seen in medical school faculty. 

This would further support the need for JEDI efforts to not only focus on the diversity within 

applicant and student pools, but also on diversity within program faculty.  

The current study also found that LGBTQ2IA+ applicants were more likely than non-

LGBTQ2IA+ applicants to consider the politics of the state where a program is located 

(p<0.001) and the diversity within the student population (p=0.024) when deciding which 

GCGPs to apply to (Figures 10d and 10a). As O’Sullivan et al. (2023) highlighted, training in an 

unsupportive environment can negatively affect the mental and physical health of students, so it 

is important for applicants to find a program and area that is a good fit. For LGBTQ2IA+ 

community members, having diversity within the student population may provide some 

indication that a program is a better fit and has a more supportive and accepting environment.  If 

current and former students are members of the LGBTQ2IA+ community, applicants may feel 

reassured that they are less likely to experience discrimination within a program or a program’s 

area. Consistent with the findings of the current study, LGBTQ2IA+ community members have 

also previously been found to prefer avoiding geographic areas that were historically more 

conservative or discriminatory (O’Sullivan et al., 2023). Furthermore, previous research has 

found that many LGBTQ2IA+ applicants prefer a larger cohort size as this maximizes the 

chances of other classmates also being members of the LGBTQ2IA+ community or having 

another minority identity (O’Sullivan et al., 2023).  
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When compared to individuals without a disability, individuals with a disability in the 

current study more frequently considered a program’s disability-related curriculum focus when 

selecting GCGPs to apply to (Figure 7e). Sanborn & Patterson (2014) effectively illustrate the 

importance of disability-related curriculum in GCGPs and state, “By the very nature of the 

profession genetic counselors may have a much greater impact on influencing societal views of 

disability, which can have direct implications for individuals with disabilities and their families, 

both in terms of how they are perceived and how they perceive themselves.” Individuals with a 

disability may be more likely to consider a program’s disability-related focus when selecting 

GCGPs to apply to as they are more attuned to the potential influence of program curriculum on 

views and perceptions of disability in general. 

In 2020, Lund et al. highlighted the importance of creating a disability-affirmative 

training environment for psychology trainees, and specifically note that the most concerning 

discrimination for individuals with disabilities often occurs in clinical fieldwork and supervision. 

Like psychology trainees, a significant portion of genetic counseling training involves clinical 

fieldwork, so it is possible that genetic counseling trainees may have similar experiences of 

discrimination and biases during supervised clinical rotations. Individuals with disabilities may 

be concerned about the possibility of experiencing discrimination and bias, or about the ability to 

receive accommodations during their training. Both factors are possible contributors to why 

selecting a GCGP with a disability-related curriculum focus may be of particular importance for 

individuals with a disability. 

4.5 Diversity and Accessibility-Related Factors as Barriers in the Application Process 

 

This study also found that first-generation college students, non-women, non-White 

participants and LGBTQ2IA+ community members were more likely to select a lack of diversity 
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within GCGPs and the field of genetic counseling as barriers in the application process, when 

compared to continuing-generation students, women, White participants and non-LGBTQ2IA+ 

community members, respectively (Figures 16b, 14b, 17b and 18b). This lack of diversity may 

be creating concerns among applicants from URM about the environment in which they would 

find themselves if admitted and may even be deterring them from applying to GCGPs altogether. 

This is understandable, as previous research has found that medical geneticists and genetic 

counseling students experience microaggressions, racial insensitivity and bias throughout their 

education and careers. (Pollock et al., 2022; Quintero-Rivera, 2020, Ramsey et al., 2024).  

In addition, it has been found that heightened levels of stress are experienced by 

LGBTQ2IA+ community members during the admissions process in general (O’Sullivan et al., 

2023). The current study also revealed differences in how LBGTQ2IA+ community members 

experienced the application process, in comparison with non-LGBTQ2IA+ applicants. In this 

study, LGBTQ2IA+ community members more frequently indicated that anxiety associated with 

the ranking process and the Match program presented a barrier in the genetic counseling 

application process, when compared to non-LGBTQ2IA+ community members (Figure 18c). 

This anxiety may at least partially be derived from the existing lack of diversity in the genetic 

counseling field, fear of discrimination and hesitancy to disclose identities during the admission 

process (O’Sullivan et al., 2023). As training in an unsupportive environment has the potential to 

negatively affect the mental and physical health of students, LGBTQ2IA+ applicants may be 

experiencing additional pressures when determining which programs are the best fit for them to 

apply to. If LGBTQ2IA+ applicants are hesitant to disclose their identities during the application 

process, they may not feel comfortable asking questions to determine which programs will 

provide a supportive and accepting environment. If relevant resources are not routinely 
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advertised to all applicants, LGBTQ2IA+ applicants may not feel comfortable asking about these 

resources as well, for fear of disclosing their identity and subsequently experiencing 

discrimination. The current study also found that LGBTQ2IA applicants more frequently 

selected a lack of information and resources about the application process as a barrier 

(Figure18b). This further supports the need to improve the accessibility and inclusiveness of the 

genetic counseling application process for LGBTQ2IA+ applicants.  

First-generation college students also more frequently cited a lack of information and 

resources about the application process as a barrier, when compared to continuing-generation 

college students in this study (Figure16b) and were previously identified as more likely to be 

from URM groups than continuing-generation students (Ives & Castillo-Montoya, 2020). In their 

2023 study, Faiz et al. found that URM MCAT examinees, “…had lower parental educational 

levels and greater financial and educational barriers (eg, outstanding premedical loans) than 

White examinees.” They also found that these barriers were associated with a lower likelihood of 

applying and being admitted to medical schools and suggested that this may deter URM groups 

from applying to medical school in general. More recently in 2024, Lee et al. similarly found that 

the parents of URM genetic counseling applicants were more likely to have lower levels of 

education when compared to the parents of non-URM applicants. As first-generation college 

students typically do not have the same traditional support networks as continuing-generation 

college students, they are more likely to be navigating the application process without the level 

of guidance as their peers whose parents have earned degrees (Rubio et al., 2017, Faiz et al., 

2023). It is possible that a lack of information and resources about the application process, (e.g. 

financially or via parental guidance) negatively affects the ability of first-generation students to 

submit strong application materials and therefore acts as a barrier. 
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In addition, this study found that obtaining relevant letters of recommendation was more 

frequently selected as a barrier in the application process by unmatched applicants and first-

generation college students (Figures 12a and16a). The current requirement for genetic counseling 

applicants to have references submit letters to multiple individual programs, each with its own 

unique submission process (e.g. via online portal or via email), has previously been cited as a 

burden by international genetic counseling applicants who indicated that they “feel bad asking” 

for letters (Galada et al., 2024). Similarly, engineering students in a study by Baker et al. (2002) 

expressed feeling that they were burdening potential references by asking them to take time out 

of their schedules to write letters. Some students even indicated that the requirement of obtaining 

letters of recommendation had the potential to discourage them from applying to graduate school 

altogether. With large class sizes being common in the college setting, students may also have 

difficulty finding a professor who knows them well enough to provide a strong recommendation 

for them (Baker et al., 2002). Furthermore, obtaining relevant letters of recommendation from 

former professors may be even more challenging for applicants who do not apply to graduate 

school immediately after completing an undergraduate degree. For example, individuals who did 

not decide to pursue a graduate education until years after they completed their undergraduate 

degree may not have built or maintained relationships with undergraduate professors, making it 

difficult, if not impossible, to obtain a relevant letter of recommendation years later. Given that 

first-generation students cited a lack of knowledge about the application process as a barrier in 

this study, perhaps there is also a lack of knowledge and resources in this group about how to 

request and obtain strong letters of reference for GCGP applications. Applicants may also 

assume that GCGPs require letters of recommendation from specific individuals, like former 

professors, when this may not be the case; some programs allow letters to be from anyone who 
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can speak to the experiences and qualifications of the applicant (The University of California, 

Irvine, School of Medicine, 2024). In addition, previous research has highlighted that letters of 

recommendation are often biased in terms of content and can be biased against marginalized 

groups (Dalal et al., 2021). This underscores the importance for GCGPs to clearly communicate 

the types of letters of recommendations and the content they are seeking and to make this 

information easily accessible for all applicants.  

Given that the disability community is underrepresented in the field of genetic 

counseling, the current study also sought to determine if there was a difference in the barriers 

experienced by individuals with a disability when compared to individuals without a disability 

(Zahavich & Babul-Hirji, 2023). Although there are limited studies suggesting that individuals 

with disabilities may experience additional barriers in the genetic counseling application process, 

the specifics of these potential barriers are not yet known. This study did not identify any barriers 

selected more frequently by individuals with disabilities than individuals without a disability 

(Figures 15a-e), however identification of barriers for this subgroup was limited due to a small 

sample size (n=52/377). It is also possible that the list of potential barriers provided to study 

participants was not comprehensive enough to capture this subgroup's experiences. Notably, 

when given the opportunity to describe “other” barriers in the application process, two 

individuals (~0.01%) indicated that they experienced barriers related to personal health or 

requirements for medical accommodations (Appendix G). Consistent with previous studies, this 

finding may suggest that the needs of applicants with a disability, either permanent or temporary, 

are not well met in the application process, specifically in terms of accessibility and the ability to 

obtain necessary accommodations (Zahavich & Babul-Hirji, 2023).  
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4.6 Diversity and Accessibility-Related Factors Affecting the Overall Application Experience 

 

In the current study, a lack of diversity within programs and the genetic counseling field 

was found to more frequently affect the application experiences of non-White applicants, first-

generation students and LGBTQ2IA+ community members, when compared to White applicants, 

continuing-generation students and non-LGBTQ2IA community members, respectively 

(Figures25a, 24a and 26a). Previous research has found that individuals from underrepresented 

racial and ethnic minorities experience pressure to be diversity representatives on their journeys 

to becoming genetic counselors, a well-known phenomenon in academic medicine called the 

minority tax (Alvarado-Wing et al., 2021; Schoonveld et al., 2007; Amuzie and Jia, 2021, 

Campbell and Rodriguez, 2019; Balzora, 2021; Duque Lasio and Quintero-Rivera, 2023). 

Previous research has shown that the pressure to represent their communities well when entering 

a homogenous genetic counseling field results in an increased level of stress. Although a 

“minority tax reform” has been proposed to protect URM students and faculty, the existing lack 

of diversity within programs could be contributing to a perception among non-White applicants 

that they are less likely to be accepted into a GCGP, further contributing to this stress and 

anxiety (Williamson et al., 2021). This increased level of pressure and stress on top of typical 

stressors during the application process, may result in a more negative experience for non-White 

applicants when compared to White applicants. In this study cohort, first-generation students 

were also more likely to be non-White (p<0.001) (Table 4), which is consistent with previous 

studies (Ives & Castillo-Montoya, 2020). It is likely that the application experience of this group 

would also more frequently be affected by diversity within programs and the genetic counseling 

field, for reasons like those noted above for non-White participants.  
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LGBTQ2IA+ applicants may also be experiencing additional stressors related to a lack of 

diversity within programs and the genetic counseling field. LGBTQ2IA+ applicants may 

experience higher levels of stress and anxiety if they feel they are more likely to encounter 

discrimination within a program or even the field as a whole. These stress levels as well as 

feelings of frustration may also be increased if LGBTQ2IA+ applicants are afraid to ask for 

relevant resources, due to a fear of disclosing their identities. This is supported by the additional 

finding in this study that the overall application experience of LGBTQ2IA+ applicants is also 

more frequently affected by the availability of information and resources about the application 

process (Figure 26a). Feeling less supported or less likely to be accepted by programs and the 

genetic counseling field, with heightened stress levels, has the potential to result in a more 

negative application experience for LGBTQ2IA+ applicants.  

 

4.7 Study Limitations 

 

One important limitation for this study is that all data was self-reported by participants. 

Given that it had been as many as three years since the application process for some participants, 

recollection of influential factors and barriers may have been affected by recall bias. This study 

had a response rate of approximately 8% and may not be reflective of the entire population of 

applicants/potential applicants to GCGP.  Individuals who chose not to respond may have also 

had different experiences from those in this study. Similarly, it should be acknowledged that the 

current study did not survey potential applicants to GCGPs who did not ultimately participate in 

the match. It is likely that barriers experienced by these individuals may be different than those 

captured in the current study. 
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Another limitation for this study is that the comparisons of first-time applicants and 

reapplicants were restricted to individuals who applied in the 2022/2023 application cycles. As 

the match status was unknown for 2024 applicants at the time of data collection, these applicants 

were excluded from the comparisons of first-time applicants and reapplicants. The analyzed 

cohort also consisted of individuals who applied to GCGPs only during the 2021 to 2024 

application cycles, so 2021 reapplicants were not included in the analysis (since by definition, 

they had applied in a cycle prior to 2021). In addition, it was not possible to separate the factors 

and barriers experienced by reapplicants during their first application cycle from those 

experienced in subsequent cycles. Although the current study found that reapplicants were more 

likely to be matched to a GCGP when compared to first-time applicants, this was not found to 

have been reported in the existing literature, suggesting that the data set analyzed in the current 

study may not be representative of a typical applicant pool. 

Subgroup comparisons in this study were also likely affected by confounding interactions 

between variables, as the analyses in this study did not control for participant characteristics in 

each subgroup comparison. This may have masked the significance of some comparisons or 

falsely created a significant association where there may not really have been one. 

 

4.8 Recommendations for Future Study 

 

Given that obtaining advocacy and research experience was a notable barrier and is 

frequently recommended or required by GCGPs, future studies should further examine the 

underlying reasons that make obtaining advocacy and research experience challenging for 

applicants, and investigate ways to mitigate this barrier, particularly for unmatched applicants. It 

may be valuable to study how applicants interpret admission requirements and recommendations 
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and how GCGPs can ensure these are clearly communicated. Additionally, GCGPs should 

continue to assess the value and benefits of experiences they recommend or require. 

Although this study identified factors affecting the program selection of individuals with 

a disability, it did not identify any barriers more frequently experienced by this group. It is 

important to note however that analysis was limited by a small sample size. Although there are 

existing JEDI initiatives in place within the genetic counseling community, the disability 

community has historically been excluded from discussions about diversity and inclusion 

(Zahavich & Babul-Hirji, 2023). There has also been limited research on the experiences of 

genetic counseling applicants and students within the disability community to support these JEDI 

initiatives (Darr et al., 2023). As such, additional research is needed to more accurately 

determine what barriers individuals with disabilities may be experiencing in the application 

process, and to identify ways to make JEDI initiatives more comprehensive.  

Although not assessed in this study, it would be interesting to determine what proportion 

of unmatched applicants have a gap between completion of their undergraduate degree and 

applying to GCGPs. If unmatched applicants are more likely to have taken time between their 

undergraduate degree and applying to GCGPs, this could provide some explanation for why this 

group felt obtaining letters of recommendation was a barrier. 

It will also be important to know whether prospective applicants, particularly first-

generation college students, are aware of the existence of Match fee waivers. If this population is 

not aware of these waivers, they may not be accessing them as a resource, and therefore 

experiencing the Match fee as a financial barrier. 

Another area of focus for future research is to more extensively assess the feasibility of a 

standardized application for genetic counseling admissions. Identifying ways to address 
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implementation barriers and solutions to make a standardized application feasible has the 

potential to reduce barriers in the application process for prospective students, such as financial 

barriers created by having to submit and pay fees for multiple individual program applications.  

Although the findings of this study suggest a decrease over the last several years in 

interview-related barriers in terms of time-commitment and cost, further research should more 

comprehensively investigate whether the implementation of virtual interviews has created new, 

significant barriers for applicants, particularly for applicants who are international or from URM 

groups. Based on limited/preliminary research, these barriers may be related to having limited 

access to a private space or technical resources or being in a different time zone than a program 

(Galada et al., 2024). 

This study also asked participants how and when they first learned about the field of 

genetic counseling, however due to time-constraints this data was not analyzed. Future studies 

could also examine this data to identify ways to increase knowledge and awareness of genetic 

counseling as a potential career choice, particularly among URM groups. Similarly, future 

studies could analyze the qualitative data collected in this study to further clarify how different 

factors influenced the overall application experience.  

Lastly, it is important to recognize that the experiences of the 2024 applicants surveyed in 

this study were not influenced by match status, as these applicants did not know their match 

status at the time of data collection. Future studies could compare the responses of matched and 

unmatched 2024 applicants to assess whether their perceptions of barriers are consistent with the 

findings in the current study.  
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 4.9 Conclusion  

 

Compared to previous studies, the current study provides a more comprehensive view of 

factors affecting program selection, barriers in the application process and factors affecting the 

overall application experience, across all applicants and for several applicant subgroups. Across 

all applicants, the cost of tuition was found to be the top factor influencing program selection, 

and the cost of individual applications was found to be a frequently selected factor influencing 

the overall application experience. Subgroups including matched applicants, reapplicants, non-

women, first-generation students and LGBTQ2IA+ community members were found to more 

frequently experience financial barriers during the application process.  

Diversity-related factors, such as the diversity of faculty and students within programs 

and the genetic counseling field, were also found to act as barriers in the application process, 

affect program selection and affect the overall application experience, for several subgroups 

including LGBTQ2IA+ community members, non-White applicants and first-generation college 

students. The results of this study support that unmatched applicants, non-women, first-

generation college students, non-White applicants and LGBTQ2IA+ community members more 

frequently experience diversity-related barriers in the application process. For individuals with a 

disability, a program’s disability-related curriculum focus was an important factor influencing 

program selection, however this study did not identify any barriers more frequently experienced 

by individuals within this community.  

The findings of this study contribute to developing a more complete and inclusive 

understanding of the factors and barriers affecting the experiences of all applicants and 

reinforces the need for GCGPs and stakeholders to develop solutions to address existing JEDI 

concerns in the application process. Developing this understanding is an essential first step to 
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improve the overall application experience, promote greater diversity in the applicant pool, and 

therefore the genetic counseling field, guide the recruitment strategies of individual programs 

and to revise the genetic counseling Match/application process in the future. 
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APPENDIX A: Letter of Confirmation of Exempt Research Registration and 

IRB Amendment Letter 
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APPENDIX B: Survey
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APPENDIX C: NSGC Student/New Grad SIG and NSGC Research SIG 

Grant Awards Decision Letters 
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APPENDIX D: Recruitment Email Invitation 
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APPENDIX E: Recruitment Flyer 
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APPENDIX F: List of “Other” Factors Affecting Program Selection 

(Free Text Responses) 

 
Frequencies of “other” factors influencing the selection of programs for all participants. 

Factor* N=377  Percent (%) 

Disability accommodations and services 2 0.3 

GRE score requirement 2 0.5 

Likelihood of acceptance 1 0.3 

National ranking of the program 1 0.3 

Prerequisite course requirements 1 0.3 

Requirement to travel for rotations/fieldwork 2 0.3 

Support for international students 1 0.3 

Undergraduate GPA requirements 1 0.3 

*Participants could select more than one factor 
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APPENDIX G: List of “Other” Barriers in the Application Process 

(Free Text Responses) 

 
Frequencies of “other” barriers in the application process for all participants. 

Barrier* N=377 Percent (%) 

Acceptance of international students 1 0.3 

Anxiety associated with the GRE 1 0.3 

Availability of online programs 1 0.3 

Ease of use and accessibility of program websites 3 0.8 

Gap between undergraduate degree and applying to GCGPs 1 0.3 

International time differences for interviews 2 0.5 

Lack of diversity within the applicant pool 2 0.5 

Personal health or requirement for medical accommodations 2 0.3 

Reputation of undergraduate institution 1 0.3 

*Participants could select more than one factor 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   
 

   

 

167 

APPENDIX H: List of “Other” Factors Affecting the Overall Application 

Experience 

(Free Text Responses) 

 
Frequencies of “other” factors affecting the overall application experience for all participants. 

Factor* N=377 Percent (%) 

Accessibility of applications 1 0.3 

Available resources from undergraduate institution 1 0.3 

Interaction with other prospective students 2 0.5 

Limited ability to determine which programs were a "good fit" 

through virtual interviews 
1 0.3 

Obtaining shadowing experience 2 0.5 

Only able to apply to programs within a specific geographic 

area 
1 0.3 

Personal interest in and passion for a program 1 0.3 

Prerequisite courses 1 0.3 

Receiving interview feedback 1 0.3 

Virtual open houses/information sessions 1 0.3 

*Participants could select more than one factor 
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