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Abstract  

Objectives 

We aimed to assess the awareness, willingness to use, and actual use of doxycycline post-exposure 

prophylaxis (doxyPEP) among men who have sex with men (MSM) and transgender women (TGW) in 

Belgium. Additionally, we aimed to identify factors associated with doxyPEP use and concerns 

regarding antimicrobial resistance (AMR). 

Methods 

Cross-sectional online survey among MSM and TGW in Belgium in April 2024. Participants were 

recruited through sexual networking applications and social media of community-based 

organizations.  Numerical variables were compared with Wilcoxon rank-sum test and categorical 

variables with chi-square or Fisher’s exact tests. Factors associated with doxyPEP use were assessed 

using logistic regression. Willingness to use doxyPEP and concerns about side-effects/AMR were 

assessed before and after presenting a brief paragraph on the potential effects of doxyPEP on AMR. 

Results 

A total of 875 individuals initiated the survey.  Almost all identified as men (860/875, 98.3%) with a 

median age of 40 years (IQR 32-48). Among all respondents, 40.4% (n=352/875) had heard of 

doxyPEP and 9.4% (n=82/875) had used it, among whom the majority used it within the last six 

months (70/81, 86.4%). In multivariable logistic regression, doxyPEP use was associated with having 

had ≥1 STI in the past 12 months and engagement in chemsex. 

About 80% of the participants initially reported being willing to use doxyPEP, and about 50% reported 

being concerned about side effects. After reading about the potential effects of doxyPEP on AMR, 

willingness to use doxyPEP decreased to 60% and concerns of side-effects including AMR increased to 

around 70%.  

Conclusions 

Approximately one in ten MSM and TGW in Belgium reported using doxyPEP, with those at highest STI 

risk reporting higher usage. Importantly, concerns about AMR and side effect influenced willingness 

to use doxyPEP. If doxyPEP is introduced, informing patients about doxyPEP benefits and risks is 

crucial to enable informed decision-making.  
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What is already known on this topic  

Several RCTs have shown the efficacy of doxycycline post-exposure prophylaxis (doxyPEP) on the 

incidence of chlamydia, syphilis, and in some instances gonorrhoea, among men who have sex with 

men (MSM) and transgender women (TGW). However, the potential for antimicrobial resistance 

(AMR) due to increased doxycycline consumption is a major concern, leading to some guidelines not 

recommending doxyPEP. Informal use of doxyPEP has been reported by up to 10% of MSM in 

countries where it is not recommended. 

What this study adds  

We found that about one in ten MSM in Belgium has ever used doxyPEP, with a majority having used 

it in the past six months. DoxyPEP use was associated with higher odds of having had one or more 

STIs in the preceding year and having engaged in chemsex in the past six months. The willingness to 

use doxyPEP was high but decreased after presenting information about the potential effects of 

doxyPEP on AMR. In contrast, concerns regarding doxyPEP side-effects were high and further 

increased after presenting information about the potential effects of doxyPEP on AMR. 

How this study might affect research, practice or policy  

By highlighting the prevalence and factors associated with informal doxyPEP use, this study can 

inform future research directions, guiding further investigations into patterns of STI prevention 

among MSM and TGW in Belgium. The insights the study adds of the impact of AMR concerns on the 

willingness to use doxyPEP, can influence clinical practice by emphasizing the importance of 

comprehensive patient education to ensure informed decision-making regarding STI prevention 

strategies. From a policy perspective, the study underscores the need for a comprehensive 

assessment of the challenges and benefits of doxyPEP, balancing its potential for reducing STI 

incidence with the risks of promoting antimicrobial resistance. 
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Introduction 

Three randomized controlled trials (RCT) have demonstrated the efficacy of doxycycline post-

exposure prophylaxis (doxyPEP) in reducing the incidence of bacterial sexually transmitted infections 

(STIs) in men who have sex with men (MSM) (1-3). In these RCTs, doxyPEP reduced the incidence of 

Chlamydia trachomatis (CT) by 70-88% and syphilis by 73-87% (1, 2). The efficacy of doxyPEP on the 

incidence of Neisseria gonorrhoeae (NG) is less clear, with some studies demonstrating a reduction in 

NG cases, whereas others found no effect on incidence (2, 4). The main concerns related to doxyPEP 

use are that it could induce resistance to tetracyclines and other antimicrobials in NG and other 

bacteria, and could lead to deleterious alterations in the resistome and microbiome (5). For these 

reasons, while some guidelines promote the use of doxyPEP in MSM, others advised against it (6, 7). 

There are reports of informal use of antibiotics for STI prevention in countries where doxyPEP is not 

currently recommended. For instance, in 2020, it has been shown that 2-10% of MSM reported using 

doxyPEP in the Netherlands, the United Kingdom (UK), and Australia (8-10). In Belgium, we found 

that about 3.2% of HIV pre-exposure prophylaxis (PrEP) users reported having ever taken antibiotics 

preventatively for bacterial STIs in 2022 (11). While the use seemed rather limited, the awareness of 

such practices was high, with about one third of PrEP users having  heard of doxyPEP and one tenth 

knowing someone who currently used doxyPEP (11).   DoxyPEP has also gained a lot of attention in 

the past year, following the publication of the results of several doxyPEP RCTs and its roll-out in San 

Francisco (12). We therefore hypothesized that the awareness and use of doxyPEP in Belgium has 

increased since 2022.  

We aimed to assess the awareness, willingness to use, and use of doxyPEP among MSM and TGW in 

Belgium in 2024. Moreover, we aimed to assess socio-demographic factors and sexual behaviours 

associated with doxyPEP use and concerns regarding the effect of doxyPEP on AMR.  

Methods 

Study design and participants 

We conducted a cross-sectional online survey among MSM and TGW in Belgium in April 2024. 

Participants were recruited through sexual networking applications (Grindr, Recon, Scruff, Jack’d) and 

social media platforms of community-based organizations. Potential participants were informed 

about the study and provided consent by agreeing to participate. Inclusion criteria were being 18 

years old or older; assigned male sex at birth; identify as MSM or as a TGW; living in Belgium; had sex 

with at least one non-steady partner in the previous 12 months; being able to read and understand 
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Dutch, French, or English; and willing and be able to provide informed consent. After eligibility check, 

eligible participants were invited to start the questionnaire. 

The questionnaire was pilot tested by research team members and available in Dutch, French, or 

English. It included questions on socio-demographic characteristics (e.g., age, region of residence, 

highest level of education attained), awareness, willingness to use, current and past use of doxyPEP, 

sexual behaviours (e.g., engagement in chemsex, number of non-steady sexual partners, condom and 

PrEP use), and history of STI diagnoses (Appendix 1). Responses were collected anonymously, and 

participants were allowed to skip questions. Hence, the denominator of the collected answers may 

vary. 

In the questionnaire, we first presented a short text describing doxyPEP and assessed awareness of 

doxyPEP using the questions “before today, had you ever heard of doxyPEP as a way to prevent 

bacterial sexually transmitted infections?” with the response options “yes” or “no”.  Subsequent 

doxyPEP use questions were only asked to participants who had ever heard of doxyPEP, these 

included: “have you ever used or are you currently using doxyPEP?”. Response options were: “Yes, I 

am using it now”, “Yes, I have used it but not anymore”, and “No”. Subsequent questions about how 

doxyPEP was used were only asked to participants who reported current or past doxyPEP use. 

Willingness to use doxyPEP and concerns of its side-effects were explored among all respondents, 

whether or not they had heard of doxyPEP. Willingness to use doxyPEP was assessed with the 

question “would you be willing to use doxyPEP to limit the risk of getting an STI?” with “certainly 

not”, “probably not”, “undecided”, “probably yes”, and “certainly” as response options. Concerns 

regarding doxyPEP side-effects were assessed by the question “with your current knowledge, how 

unconcerned or concerned are you about potential short- and long-term side effects of doxyPEP?” 

with “not concerned at all”, “rather not concerned”, “nor concerned nor unconcerned”, “rather 

concerned”, and “very concerned” as possible response options. Subsequently, we presented a short 

paragraph describing the potential effects of doxyPEP on AMR and assessed concerns of AMR with 

the question “with this additional information in mind, how unconcerned or concerned are you about 

doxyPEP leading to the emergence of antimicrobial resistance in sexually transmitted infections 

(STI)?” with the same possible response options as for the previous question. Lastly, we re-assessed 

the willingness to use doxyPEP using the same question as before. 

Data analysis 

We described numerical variables using medians and interquartile ranges (IQR), and categorical 

variables using absolute numbers and proportions. Numerical variables were compared with 

Wilcoxon rank-sum test and categorical variables with chi-square test or Fisher’s exact test. 
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Willingness to use doxyPEP and concerns of side-effects/AMR before and after the short paragraph 

about AMR were compared with McNemar-Bowker test. 

We explored whether socio-demographic characteristics and sexual behaviours were associated with 

doxyPEP use using logistic regression analyses. For this purpose, the variable doxyPEP use was 

dichotomized into participants who never took doxyPEP and participants reporting current or past 

doxyPEP use. We first performed univariable logistic regression to select the variables to include in a 

multivariable logistic regression analysis. Variables associated with doxyPEP use at the p≤0.10-level   

were included in a multivariable regression model. The final multivariable model was built by 

backward selection, using the likelihood ratio test and a significance level set at 0.05. The 

multivariable regression model was adjusted for age. 

All computations were performed using R studio version 4.2.0 (13).  

The STROBE checklist for reporting cross-sectional studies can be found in Appendix 2. 

Ethics approval 

We obtained ethical approval from the Institutional Review Board of the Institute of Tropical 

Medicine (IRB 1753/24). All participants provided consent before participation in the study. 

Participation was anonymous. 

Results 

Survey participation and socio-demographic characteristics 

A total of 1131 individuals accessed the survey between April 9 and April 30, 2024 and 948 (83.8%) 

agreed to participate. Among them, 73 did not meet the inclusion criteria and 875 started the survey. 

The median age of participants was 40 years (IQR 32-48, Table 1). Almost all participants identified as 

men (860/875, 98.3%), one identified as trans-women (1/875, 0.1%), twelve as non-binary (12/875, 

1.4%), one as queer (1/875, 0.1%), and one as bisexual-gay (1/875, 0.1%). Most participants were 

born in Belgium (632/875, 72.2%), had completed or were completing short- or long-type higher 

education (725/875, 82.9%), had social security (838/875, 95.8%), and half lived in Flanders (501/875, 

57.3%).  

Sexual behaviours, HIV status and history of STIs 

Eighty-six participants (86/845, 10.2%) were living with HIV, two-thirds (519/845, 61.4%), were HIV 

negative or had an unknown HIV status and were taking PrEP,  and 240 were HIV negative or had an 

unknown HIV status and were not taking HIV-PrEP (240/845, 28.4%; Table 1). About half the 

participants reported an STI in the past year (395/843, 46.9%), and 119 had more than two STIs in the 
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past year (119/843, 14.1%). The most frequently reported STIs were gonorrhoea (242/844, 28.7%), 

chlamydia (222/844, 26.3%), followed by syphilis (118/844, 14.0%). The median self-perceived STI risk 

was 7 (IQR 5-8) on a scale of 0 to 10 (0 representing very low risk and 10 very high risk). Most 

participants were rather or very concerned about acquiring STIs (575/841, 68.4%) and found it rather 

or very important to protect themselves or their partners against STIs (751/837, 89.7% and 770/836, 

92.1%, respectively). Around one third of participants reported having engaged in chemsex in the 

previous 6 months (258/836, 30.9%). 

DoxyPEP awareness and use 

About 40% of the participants had ever heard of doxyPEP as a way to prevent bacterial STIs (352/875, 

40.2%, Table 2). Of these, around half had heard of it through community organizations (186/350, 

53.1%). Interestingly, nine participants (9/350, 2.6%) mentioned in free text that they had heard 

about doxyPEP via international friends or organizations. About 10% of all participants had ever used 

doxyPEP (82/875, 9.4%). Among those, almost all took 200mg of doxycycline after sex (70/81, 86.4%), 

the majority had used it last in the previous six months (70/81, 86.4%), and used it less than monthly 

(51/81, 63%). DoxyPEP was mostly used when having group sex (60/80, 75%), when having sex with 

an anonymous partner (59/80, 73.8%) or when engaging in chemsex (33/80, 41.3%). DoxyPEP was 

used more frequently for receptive or insertive anal sex without a condom (62/80, 77.6% and 58/80, 

72.5%, respectively) than for receptive or insertive oral sex without a condom (39/80, 48.8% and 

43/80, 53.8%, respectively). The main sources of doxyPEP were leftover antibiotics (30/80, 37.5%) 

and getting doxycycline from friends or sex partners (23/80, 28.8%). 

Factors associated with doxyPEP use 

In univariable logistic regression analyses, current or past doxyPEP users were more likely to reside in 

Brussels or in Flanders than in Wallonia (OR 3.38 [95%CI 1.49-9.10] and OR 1.35 [95%CI 0.59-3.64], 

respectively). They were also more likely to have completed or be in higher education compared with 

having no higher education (OR 1.77 [95%CI 0.94-3.64]), and to be living with HIV or being HIV 

negative or unknown HIV status and taking PrEP  compared with being HIV negative or unknown HIV 

status and not taking PrEP (OR 5.39 [95%CI 2.09-14.98] and OR 4.43 [95%CI 2.13-10.78], 

respectively). DoxyPEP use was associated with having had 1-2 or >2 STIs in the past year (OR 3.72  

[95%CI 2.13-6.70], and OR 5.12 [95%CI 2.67-9.92[, respectively), self-perceived a higher STI risk (OR 

1.24 [95%CI 1.10-1.42]), having had a higher number of non-steady partners for anal sex in the past 6 

months (OR 1.002 [95%CI 1-1.005]), and having engaged in chemsex in the past 6 months (OR 2.92 

[95%CI 1.83-4.68]).  
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In the multivariable regression analysis, doxyPEP use remained significantly associated with having 

had 1-2 or >2 STIs in the past 12 months (OR 2.88 [95%CI 1.58-5.25] and OR 3.80 [95%CI 1.90-7.61], 

respectively), and engagement in chemsex in the past 6 months (OR 2.47 [95%CI 1.49-4.11]), while 

adjusting for age. 

Willingness to use doxyPEP and concerns of side-effects and AMR 

About 80% of the participants initially reported being certainly or probably willing to use doxyPEP 

(387/868, 44.6% and 331/868, 38.1%, respectively, Figure 1), and about 7% were probably or 

certainly not willing to use it (50/868, 5.8% and 7/868, 0.8%, respectively). After reading a paragraph 

describing the potential effects of doxyPEP on AMR, the proportion of those being certainly or 

probably willing to use doxyPEP declined to about 60% (193/859, 22.5% and 327/859, 38.1%, 

respectively) and the proportion of those probably or certainly not willing to use it increased to about 

18% (125/859, 14.6% and 31/859, 3.6%, respectively). This change was statistically significant 

(p<0.001).  

About half of the participants initially reported being very or rather concerned about potential short- 

and long-term side effects of doxyPEP (58/859, 6.7% and 371/859, 42.7%, respectively, Figure 1), and 

about a quarter were rather not or not at all concerned (135/859, 15.6%, and 55/859, 6.4%, 

respectively). After reading the short AMR paragraph, more than two thirds of the participants were 

rather or very concerned about the potential for doxyPEP leading to AMR (178/859, 20.7% and 

417/859, 48.5%, respectively), and about one in ten were rather not or not at all concerned (82/859, 

9.5%, and 22/859, 2.6%, respectively). 

Discussion 

We found that about one in ten MSM in Belgium has ever used doxyPEP, with a majority of these 

individuals having used it the prior six months. DoxyPEP use was associated with having had STIs in 

the preceding year having engaged in chemsex in the preceding 6 months. Willingness to use 

doxyPEP was high but decreased after presenting information about the potential effects of doxyPEP 

on AMR while concerns of doxyPEP side-effects increased after presenting information about the 

potential effects of doxyPEP on AMR. 

Our finding that approximately 10% of MSM in Belgium have used doxyPEP is consistent with 

previous studies. Surveys in the UK and Australia found that 9% and 10% of PrEP users were already 

using doxyPEP, respectively, despite not being formally recommended at the time (10, 14). In Belgium 

in 2022, we found that 3.2% of PrEP users were using antibiotics for STI prevention and 28.9% had 

heard of it (11). These proportions seem to have increased, although careful consideration should be 
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taken when comparing studies with different sampling methodologies, timeframes, and study 

populations. The publication of doxyPEP RCT results and its implementation in San Francisco may 

have increased awareness and informal use among MSM. Some participants in our study reported 

learning about doxyPEP through international friends or organizations, supporting this hypothesis. 

Furthermore, other European countries recently reported higher levels of informal doxyPEP use. In 

Germany, 29% of MSM reported ever having  used doxyPEP in a survey in 2023 (15).  

Consistent with previous studies, we found that doxyPEP use was associated with engagement in 

chemsex, PrEP use, and recent STIs (10, 16, 17). It has been shown that chemsex and PrEP use are 

associated with higher rates of STIs (18, 19).  Our findings suggest that those who are the most at risk 

for STIs are the ones reporting doxyPEP use. Moreover, among doxyPEP users the main circumstances 

of use were high-risk events for STIs like group sex or sex under the influence of substances. While it 

might seem appropriate that those who are the most at risk for STIs are the ones using doxyPEP, 

careful consideration should be taken to high antimicrobial consumption in this population. Previous 

studies have shown that AMR has frequently emerged in core-groups with high antimicrobial 

consumption, before spreading to other populations (20). We, and others, have previously shown 

that rolling out doxyPEP would lead to a substantial increase in doxycycline consumption, leading to a 

risk of selecting or inducing antimicrobial resistance in a wide-range of pathogens, including Neisseria 

gonorrhoeae (21-25). While doxyPEP may have the largest STI incidence impact in high-risk groups, it 

may also have the greatest AMR effect in this group. 

After providing information about the potential risks of AMR associated with doxyPEP, willingness to 

use doxyPEP decreased and the concerns of side-effects/AMR increased. Previous qualitative studies 

reported high willingness to use doxyPEP despite up to 50% of participants voicing AMR concerns (26, 

27). In these studies, participants reported that more information about the potential side-effects of 

doxyPEP, including AMR, is necessary before deciding on doxyPEP use. Our study is the first to assess 

how providing AMR information can influence the willingness to use doxyPEP. These insights 

underscore the importance of informing potential users about both the benefits and harms of 

doxyPEP to enable informed decisions about use. 

Our study has several limitations. First, the study was advertised on a limited number of sexual 

networking applications and social media platforms. Moreover, potential self-selection is inherent to 

the online study design. Hence, the sample may not be representative of the entire MSM population 

in Belgium. Our survey was advertised as a doxyPEP survey, which might have led to individuals who 

knew doxyPEP being overrepresented in our sample. Second, participants responses might be 

affected by a recall bias and, given the sensitive and nature of the questions, subjects might be prone 
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to social desirability bias, which could have led to underreporting of sexual risk taking. Lastly, since 

doxyPEP is currently not recommended in Belgium, participants may have been less willing to report 

informal use. 

In conclusion, informal doxyPEP use appears to be increasing among MSM and TGW in Belgium, with 

those at highest STI risk reporting more use. While targeting doxyPEP to those at highest risk for STIs 

may seem appropriate, high antimicrobial consumption in this population raises AMR concerns. 

Importantly, AMR and side effect concerns could influence willingness to use doxyPEP. If doxyPEP is 

introduced, informing patients about the benefits and risks of doxyPEP will be crucial to enable 

informed decision-making. 
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Table 1 - Factors associated with doxyPEP use in a univariable and multivariable logistic regression analysis 

 Total sample 

n (%) 

DoxyPEP use: 

yes 

n (%) 

DoxyPEP use: no 

n (%) 

OR (95%CI) p-

value 

aOR (95%CI) p-value 

Age [median (IQR)] 40 (32-48) 40 (35-46) 40 (32-48) 1 (0.98-1) 0.7672 1.02 (0.99-

1.04) 

0.1727 

Gender identity (N=875)*        

Man 860 (98.3) 82 (9.5) 778 (90.5) Ref. 0.3949   

Other 15 (1.7) 0 (0) 15 (100) 0.61 (NA)    

Born in Belgium (N=875)*        

No 243 (27.8) 35 (14.4) 208 (85.6) Ref.    

Yes 632 (72.2) 47 (7.4) 585 (92.6) 0.48 (0.30-0.76) 0.0022   

Region of residence (N=874)*        

Wallonia 114 (13.1) 6 (5.3) 108 (94.7) Ref.  Ref.  

Flanders 501 (57.3) 35 (7.0) 466 (93.0) 1.35 (0.59-3.64) <0.001 1.18 (0.47-

2.96) 

0.7300 

Brussels 259 (29.6) 41 (15.8) 218 (84.2) 3.38 (1.49-9.10)  2.34 (0.92-

5.90) 

0.0731 

Education level (N=873)*        

No higher education 148 (17.0) 11 (7.4) 137 (92.6) Ref. <0.001 Ref.  

Higher education short (≤ 3 years) 235 (27.0) 10 (4.3) 225 (95.7) 0.55 (0.23-1.35)  0.54 (0.21-

1.38) 

0.1989 

Higher education long (> 3 years) 490 (56.0) 61 (12.4) 429 (87.6) 1.77 (0.94-3.64)  1.60 (0.76-

3.39) 

0.2171 

Social security (N=872)*        

No 34 (3.9) 6 (17.6) 28 (82.4) Ref.    

Yes 838 (96.1) 76 (9.1) 762 (90.9) 0.47 (0.20-1.28) 0.1275   

HIV status & PrEP use (N=845)*        

HIV negative or unknown & no 

PrEP 

240 (28.4) 7 (2.9) 233 (97.1) Ref.    

Living with HIV 86 (10.1) 12 (14.0) 74 (86.0) 5.39 (2.09-14.98) <0.001   

HIV negative or unknown & on 519 (61.4) 61 (11.8) 458 (45.8) 4.43 (2.13-10.78)    
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PrEP 

N of STIs in the past 12 months 

(N=843)* 

       

0 448 (53.1) 19 (4.2) 429 (95.8) Ref. <0.001 Ref.  

1-2 276 (32.7) 39 (14.1) 237 (85.9) 3.72 (2.13-6.70)  2.88 (1.58-

5.25) 

<0.001 

>2 119 (14.1) 22 (18.5) 97 (81.5) 5.12 (2.67-9.92)  3.80 (1.90-

7.61) 

<0.001 

STI risk [median (IQR)] 7 (5-8) 8 (6-9) 7 (5-8) 1.24 (1.10-1.42) <0.001   

Concerned about acquiring STI 

(N=841)* 

       

Not concerned at all 11 (1.3) 2 (18.2) 9 (81.8) Ref. 0.298   

Rather not concerned  89 (10.6) 13 (14.6) 76 (85.4) 0.77 (0.17-5.42)    

Not concerned nor unconcerned  166 (19.7) 15 (9.0) 151 (91.0) 0.45 (0.10-3.11)    

Rather concerned  435 (51.7) 41 (9.4) 394 (90.6) 0.47 (0.12-3.14)    

Very concerned 140 (16.6) 9 (6.4) 131 (93.6) 0.31 (0.07-2.22)    

Importance to protect partners 

against STIs (N=836)* 

       

Not important at all  5 (0.6) 1 (20.0) 4 (80.0) Ref. 0.9042   

Rather not important  13 (1.6) 2 (15.4) 11 (84.6) 0.73 (0.05-18.20)    

Nor important nor unimportant  48 (12.4) 5 (10.4) 43 (89.6) 0.46 (0.05-10.04)    

Rather important 381 (45.6) 35 (9.2) 346 (90.8) 0.40 (0.06-8.03)    

Very important 389 (46.5) 37 (9.5) 352 (90.5) 0.42 (0.06-8.34)    

N non-steady partners with 

whom having had anal sex in the 

past 6 months [median (IQR)] 

(N=830)* 

8 (3-20) 22.5 (10-50) 7 (3-20) 1.002(1-1.005) 0.0499   

Chemsex in the past 6 months 

(N=836)* 

       

No 578 (69.1) 37 (6.4) 541 (93.6) Ref.  Ref.  

Yes 258 (30.9) 43 (16.7) 215 (83.3) 2.92 (1.83-4.68) <0.001 2.47 (1.49-

4.11) 

<0.001 
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List of abbreviations: aOR: adjusted odds ratio, doxyPEP: doxycycline post-exposure prophylaxis, IQR: interquartile range, N: number, OR: odds ratio, PrEP: 

pre-exposure prophylaxis, STI: sexually transmitted infection. 

* N vary due to participants being allowed to skip questions 
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Table 2 - DoxyPEP awareness and use 

 N respondents (%) 

Before today, had you ever heard of doxyPEP 

as a way to prevent bacterial sexually 

transmitted infections? (N=871) 

 

Yes 352 (40.4) 

No 519 (59.6) 

How did you hear about doxyPEP?* (N=350)  

Community organizations 186 (53.1) 

Friends 43 (12.3) 

Healthcare professional 69 (19.7) 

Other 31 (8.9) 

Have you ever used or are you currently using 

doxyPEP? (N=350) 

 

Yes, I am using it now 36 (10.3) 

Yes, I have used it but not anymore  46 (13.1) 

No  268 (76.6) 

How did you use or are you currently using 

doxyPEP?* (N=81) 

 

200mg of doxycycline after sex  70 (86.4) 

100mg daily  4 (4.9) 

200mg daily  5 (6.2) 

Other  4 (4.9) 

When did you last use doxyPEP? (N=81)  

In the past month  39 (48.1) 

One to six months ago  31 (38.3) 

Seven to twelve months ago  6 (7.4) 

More than twelve months ago  5 (6.2) 

In the past 12 months, how often did you take 

doxyPEP? (N=81) 

 

Daily of almost daily 3 (3.7) 

Weekly 6 (7.4) 

Monthly 21 (25.9) 

Less than monthly 51 (63.0) 

In which of the following situations did you use 

doxyPEP?* (N=80) 

 

When having sex with a steady partner 3 (37.5) 

When having sex with a regular casual sex  

partner 

14 (17.5) 

When having sex with an anonymous partner 59 (73.8) 

When having group sex  60 (75.0) 

When combining drugs and sex (“chemsex”)  33 (41.3) 

Other 4 (5.0) 

In which of the following situations did you use 

doxyPEP?* (N=80) 

 

Oral receptive sex without a condom  43 (53.8) 

Oral insertive sex without a condom  39 (48.8) 

Anal receptive sex without a condom  62 (77.6) 

Anal insertive sex without a condom  58 (72.5) 
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Oral receptive sex with a condom  3 (3.8) 

Oral insertive sex with a condom  2 (2.5) 

Anal receptive sex with a condom  6 (7.5) 

Anal insertive sex with a condom  4 (5.0) 

How did you obtain doxyPEP?* (N=80)  

My GP prescribed it for me  10 (12.5) 

A doctor in an HIV/STI/PrEP clinic prescribed it 

to me  

14 (17.5) 

Another healthcare professional prescribed it to 

me  

11 (13.8) 

I used antibiotics that are left over from a 

different treatment  

30 (37.5) 

I bought it online  11 (13.8) 

I got it from friends/sex partners  23 (28.8) 

Other (specify) 9 (11.3) 

* multiple answers possible 

List of abbreviations: doxyPEP: doxycycline post-exposure prophylaxis, GP: general practitioner, 

HIV: human immunodeficiency virus, PrEP: pre-exposure prophylaxis, STI: sexually transmitted 

infection. 
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Figure 1 - Willingness to use doxyPEP (above panel) and concerns of side-effects and AMR (below panel). AMR: 

antimicrobial resistance, doxyPEP: doxycycline post-exposure prophylaxis. 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted July 26, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.25.24310975doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.25.24310975
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


17 

 

References 

 

1. Molina JM, Charreau I, Chidiac C, Pialoux G, Cua E, Delaugerre C, et al. Post-exposure 

prophylaxis with doxycycline to prevent sexually transmitted infections in men who have sex with 

men: an open-label randomised substudy of the ANRS IPERGAY trial. Lancet Infect Dis. 

2018;18(3):308-17. 

2. Luetkemeyer AF, Donnell D, Dombrowski JC, Cohen S, Grabow C, Brown CE, et al. 

Postexposure Doxycycline to Prevent Bacterial Sexually Transmitted Infections. N Engl J Med. 

2023;388(14):1296-306. 

3. Molina J-M, Bercot B, Assoumou L, Michele A-G, Emma R, Pialoux G, et al. ANRS 174 

DOXYVAC: an open-label randomized trial to prevent STIs in MSM on PrEP (CROI abstract 119). Topics 

in Antiviral Medicine. 2023;31(Special Issue: Abstracts From CROI 2023 Conference on Retroviruses 

and Opportunistic Infections):49. 

4. Molina J-M, Bercot B, Assoumou L, Rubenstein E, Algarte-Genin M, Pialoux G, et al. 

Doxycycline prophylaxis and meningococcal group B vaccine to prevent bacterial sexually transmitted 

infections in France (ANRS 174 DOXYVAC): a multicentre, open-label, randomised trial with a 2B×B2 

factorial design. The Lancet Infectious Diseases. 2024. 

5. Kong FYS, Kenyon C, Unemo M. Important considerations regarding the widespread use of 

doxycycline chemoprophylaxis against sexually transmitted infections. Journal of Antimicrobial 

Chemotherapy. 2023;78(7):1561-8. 

6. Kohli M, Medland N, Fifer H, Saunders J. BASHH updated position statement on doxycycline 

as prophylaxis for sexually transmitted infections. Sex Transm Infect. 2022;98(3):235-6. 

7. De Scheerder M-A, Libois A, Van Praet J, Kenyon C. Doxycycline post-exposure prophylaxis for 

STIs not endorsed by BREACH 2024 [Available from: https://breach-hiv.be/uncategorized/doxy-post-

exposure-prophylaxis-for-sti-not-endorsed-by-breach/. 

8. Evers YJ, van Liere G, Dukers-Muijrers N, Hoebe C. Use of doxycycline and other antibiotics to 

prevent STIs among men who have sex with men visiting sexual health clinics in the Netherlands. Sex 

Transm Infect. 2020;96(7):550-1. 

9. Carveth-Johnson T, Stingone C, Nwokolo N, Whitlock G. Doxycycline use in MSM taking PrEP. 

The Lancet HIV2018. p. e482. 

10. Chow EPF, Fairley CK. Use of doxycycline prophylaxis among gay and bisexual men in 

Melbourne. The Lancet HIV. 2019;6:e568-e9. 

11. Vanbaelen T, Reyniers T, Rotsaert A, Vuylsteke B, Florence E, Kenyon C, et al. Prophylactic use 

of antibiotics for sexually transmitted infections: awareness and use among HIV PrEP users in 

Belgium. Sex Transm Infect. 2022;98(8):625. 

12. Bacon O, Levy M, Kohn R, Sankaran M, Cohen S. Implementation of a Doxy-PEP Program at a 

Municipal STI Clinic in San Francisco.  HIV & STI World Congress; Chicago2023. 

13. Team RC. R: A language and environment for statistical computing. Vienna, Austria: R 

Foundation for Statistical Computing; 2022. 

14. O'Halloran C, Croxford S, Mohammed H, Gill ON, Hughes G, Fifer H, et al. Factors associated 

with reporting antibiotic use as STI prophylaxis among HIV PrEP users: findings from a cross-sectional 

online community survey, May-July 2019, UK. Sex Transm Infect. 2021;97(6):429-33. 

15. Hornuss D, Mathé P, Usadel S, Zimmermann S, Müller M, Rieg S. Already current practice? A 

snapshot survey on doxycycline use for prevention of sexually transmitted infections in parts of the 

German MSM community. Infection. 2023:1-4. 

16. Samuel KD, Ellis MS, Buttram ME. The impact of socio-environmental factors on doxycycline 

post-exposure prophylaxis awareness in the US: a cross-sectional study. Sexual Health. 2024;21(3). 

17. Spinelli MA, Scott HM, Vittinghoff E, Liu AY, Coleman K, Buchbinder SP. High Interest in 

Doxycycline for Sexually Transmitted Infection Postexposure Prophylaxis in a Multicity Survey of Men 

Who Have Sex With Men Using a Social Networking Application. Sex Transm Dis. 2019;46(4):e32-e4. 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted July 26, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.25.24310975doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.25.24310975
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


18 

 

18. Georgiadis N, Papamichail D, Lytras T, Halkitis PN, Tzanakaki G, Kornarou E, et al. The impact 

of HIV pre-exposure prophylaxis on bacterial sexually transmitted infection occurrence in MSM: A 

Systematic Review and Meta-analysis. AIDS. 2024. 

19. Druckler S, van Rooijen MS, de Vries HJC. Chemsex Among Men Who Have Sex With Men: a 

Sexualized Drug Use Survey Among Clients of the Sexually Transmitted Infection Outpatient Clinic and 

Users of a Gay Dating App in Amsterdam, the Netherlands. Sex Transm Dis. 2018;45(5):325-31. 

20. Lewis DA. The role of core groups in the emergence and dissemination of antimicrobial-

resistant N gonorrhoeae. Sex Transm Infect. 2013;89 Suppl 4:iv47-51. 

21. Vanbaelen T, Tsoumanis A, Kenyon C. Total Antimicrobial Consumption in Doxycycline 

Postexposure Prophylaxis Cohorts and the Intensity of Screening for Bacterial Sexually Transmitted 

Infections. Clin Infect Dis. 2024;78(3):803-5. 

22. Roster KIO, Grad YH. Estimating changes in antibiotic consumption in the USA with the 

introduction of doxycycline post-exposure prophylaxis. Lancet Microbe. 2023. 

23. Kenyon C. Doxycycline post exposure prophylaxis could theoretically select for resistance to 

various antimicrobials in 19 pathobionts: an in silico analysis. International Journal of Infectious 

Diseases. 2024. 

24. Vanbaelen T, Manoharan-Basil SS, Kenyon C. Doxycycline Postexposure Prophylaxis Could 

Induce Cross-Resistance to Other Classes of Antimicrobials in Neisseria gonorrhoeae : An In Silico 

Analysis. Sex Transm Dis. 2023;50(8):490-3. 

25. Mortimer TD, Grad YH. A Genomic Perspective on the Near-term Impact of Doxycycline Post-

exposure Prophylaxis on Neisseria gonorrhoeae Antimicrobial Resistance. Clinical Infectious Diseases. 

2023;77(5):788-91. 

26. Ehsan R, D’Angelo AB, Westmoreland DA, Grov C. Perceptions about doxycycline post-

exposure prophylaxis (Doxy-PEP) as an STI-prevention strategy among gay and bisexual men (GBM) in 

the United States: Results from a qualitative study. Preventive Medicine. 2024:107977. 

27. Fredericksen RJ, Perkins R, Brown CE, Cannon C, Lopez C, Cohee A, et al. Doxycycline as 

Postsexual Exposure Prophylaxis: Use, Acceptability, and Associated Sexual Health Behaviors Among a 

Multi-Site Sample of Clinical Trial Participants. AIDS Patient Care and STDs. 2024;38(4):155-67. 

 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted July 26, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.25.24310975doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.25.24310975
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

