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Abstract 

Background Insecticide-treated nets (ITN) are the cornerstone of modern malaria vector control, with nearly 3 billion 
ITNs delivered to households in endemic areas since 2000. ITN access, i.e. availability within the household, based on 
the number of ITNs and number of household members, is a pre-requisite for ITN use. Factors determining ITN use are 
frequently examined in published literature, but to date, large household survey data on reasons given for non-use of 
nets have not been explored.

Methods A total of 156 DHS, MIS, and MICS surveys conducted between 2003 and 2021 were reviewed for ques-
tions on reasons why nets were not used the previous night, identifying twenty-seven surveys. The percent of nets 
that were reported used the previous night was calculated for the 156 surveys, and frequencies and proportions of 
reasons for non-use were calculated within the twenty-seven surveys. Results were stratified by household supply of 
ITNs in three categories (not enough”, “enough”, and “more than enough”) and by residence (urban/rural).

Results The proportion of nets used the previous night averaged over 70% between 2003 and 2021, with no discern-
ible change over this period. Reported reasons for why a net goes unused fell largely into three categories—nets that 
are extra/being saved for future use; the perception that there is little risk of malaria (particularly in dry season); and 
“other” responses. Net attributes such as colour, size, shape, and texture, and concerns related to chemicals were the 
least frequent reasons given. Reasons for non-use of nets varied by household net supply, and in some surveys by 
residence. In Senegal’s continuous DHS, the proportion of nets used peaked during high transmission season, and the 
proportion of nets that went unused due to “no/few mosquitoes” peaked during the dry season.

Conclusions Unused nets were primarily those being saved for later use, or were not used due to perceived low 
risk of malaria. Classifying reasons for non-use into broader categories facilitates the design of appropriate social and 
behaviour change interventions to address the major underlying reasons for non-use, where this is feasible.

Background
Insecticide-treated nets (ITN) are the cornerstone of 
modern malaria vector control, with nearly 3 billion ITNs 
delivered to households in endemic areas since 2000 
[1]. Consistent use of ITNs provides the most protec-
tion from malaria vectors, but households may only have 
enough nets for all household members in the several 
months immediately following mass ITN distributions 
after which the nets begin to wear out [2–5]. ITN access, 
i.e.  availability within the household, determined by the 
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number of ITNs and number of household members, 
is a prequisite for ITN use. ITN access is defined as the 
proportion of the population that could sleep under an 
ITN if each ITN in the household were used by up to two 
people. Once ITNs are in a given household, individuals 
may choose to use or not use them on a given night, with 
structural, cultural, opportunistic, ideational, and social 
barriers impeding optimal use [6–8].

Many papers evaluate determinants of ITN use, 
although not all account for ITN access. A primary fac-
tor influencing use of available nets is the perceived risk 
of malaria, due to seasonality of transmission; ITN use 
among those with access is typically lower during long, 
hot, dry seasons, when malaria vectors and other nui-
sance biting insects are less abundant [9]. Perceptions of 
heat and feeling closed in are frequently cited alongside 
each other [6, 10]. ITN use is also affected by who within 
a given household can share a single ITN based on age, 
cultural and social norms, as well as space available to 
hang ITNs [11–14]. Children under 5  years of age and 
women of reproductive age are consistently prioritized 
for ITN use, particularly when households do not have 
enough ITNs, with adolescents (especially boys) the least 
prioritized [15]. The condition of an ITN, related to its 
age and the development of holes and tears, is associated 
with early discarding of ITNs and, therefore, lack of use 
[16–19]; the decay rate of ITNs is a critical component 
of overall trends in ITN access, determining how quickly 
coverage declines following mass distribution campaigns 
and other large-scale distributions [2, 5].

Pulford et al. [6] reviewed 22 available studies in 2011 
for reasons why nets went unused, finding that discom-
fort due to heat and perceived low risk of malaria due to 
low mosquito density were the primary reasons cited, 
but noted that findings were tentative given the dearth of 
published studies. Since this time, large national house-
hold surveys including Malaria Indicator Surveys (MIS) 
and Demographic and Health Surveys (DHS) have in sev-
eral cases added questions about reasons for not using 
nets. This paper summarizes the available MIS and DHS 
data and explores trends in ITNs use. Finally, recommen-
dations are given for further exploration of reasons for 
non-use of ITNs.

Study objectives
The study objective is to use national population-based 
household survey data to characterize the reasons under-
lying non-use of ITNs. The goal of the analysis is to 
explore the reasons for not using an ITN during the pre-
vious night in relation to net supply at household level, 
and how these reasons vary by country and, where pos-
sible, by time. The research questions are:

1. What proportion of nets were used the night prior to 
the survey?

2. Of nets that went unused, what are the most fre-
quently reported reasons for non-use, and how do 
reasons vary by country, household net supply, and 
residence?

Methods
For the first study objective, 156 DHS, MIS, and Multiple 
Cluster Indicator Surveys (MICS) survey data collected 
since 2003 were downloaded with permission from 
dhsprogram.com and mics.unicef.org (Fig.  1A). Each 
dataset was reshaped to a long format to create a net file 
with details including its age, whether it was an ITN, the 
number of users, and whether it was reported to have 
been used the previous night. The Roll Back Malaria indi-
cator for the percentage of nets used the previous night 
(out of all nets observed in the survey) was calculated for 
all surveys and linear regression was used to assess tem-
poral changes for each type of survey. To evaluate net 
use in the context of household ITN supply, a variable 
was created according to ITN supply levels where “not 
enough” indicated less than 0.5 nets available per person 
(less than one ITN per two people), “enough” indicated 
0.5 to 0.75 nets available per person (at least one ITN per 
two people), and “more than enough” nets indicated a 
supply of 0.75 or more nets available per person (i.e.  at 
least two nets per three people). Households consisting 
of one person with one net were categorized as “enough”, 
rather than “more than enough”. For this variable, both 
untreated nets and ITNs were included.

For the second study objective, all DHS and MIS sur-
veys were reviewed and twenty-seven published surveys 
from eleven countries (Fig. 1B) from 2009 or later were 
identified as having included a follow-up question for 
unused nets, asking for the reason or reasons that the net 
was not used (in eight surveys, multiple responses were 
possible, while in nineteen, only a single response could 
be selected). Sixteen were Malaria Indicator Surveys con-
ducted during peak malaria transmission season (approx-
imately three months of fieldwork), and eleven were DHS 
surveys including the Madagascar 2021 DHS, Nigeria 
2018 DHS, the Tanzania 2015–16 DHS/MIS, and eight 
continuous DHS surveys from Senegal (2011–2019). 
The DHS surveys also aligned with peak malaria trans-
mission season but were conducted over a longer time 
period (up to 10  months in Senegal). Senegal surveys 
between 2008 and 2019 also included specific questions 
about households’ use of nets all year round and reasons 
why nets were not used all year round. The “svy” family of 
commands in Stata 17 was used to appropriately weight 
results within each country. Plots were produced with R.
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Results
The percent of nets used the previous night averaged 
70.6% across all available (n = 156) DHS, MIS, and 
MICS surveys since 2003 (Fig.  2). Linear regression 
stratified by survey type indicated that there was no sig-
nificant change over time in the percentage of nets used 
the previous night for MIS (p = 0.822), DHS (p = 0.499) 
or MICS (p = 0.181). MIS surveys, conducted dur-
ing high transmission season, were associated with a 
7.3-point increase in rates of net use when compared 
to DHS surveys (p = 0.027), which are generally con-
ducted during dry season when malaria transmission is 
lower. Net use rates in MICS surveys did not differ sig-
nificantly from DHS surveys (p = 0.931).

The percent of nets used the previous night was 
75.2% for households with not enough nets (at least 
one, but less than one net for two people) and 71.1% 
for households with at least one net for two people 

(“enough nets”) but less than two nets for three peo-
ple (net:person ratio between 0.5 and 0.75), shown in 
Fig. 3. In contrast, in households with at least two nets 
for three people (“more than enough”) 53.2% of nets 
were used, potentially reflecting excess nets within the 
household or different net use behaviours by house-
holds with excess nets. Nonetheless, in these same 
households with “more than enough” nets, the percent 
of individuals using an ITN the previous night was 
75.9%, on par with those living in households with suffi-
cient ITNs (73.2%). For people living within households 
owning at least one but not enough ITNs, population 
ITN use was 51%.

Reported reasons for not using nets
While the question “Why was this net not used the pre-
vious night” was consistent across all surveys, response 
options were inconsistent between countries and 

Fig. 1 A Number of DHS, MICS, MIS surveys per country included in study objective 1; B Number of surveys per country containing questions 
about the reasons nets were not used the previous night
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Fig. 2 Percentage of nets used the night before the survey with linear trend: DHS, MICS, MIS surveys 2003–2020

Fig. 3 Violin plots with means for ITNs used the previous night and population use of ITNs, by household net supply level
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sometimes changed over time within a given country. 
Table 1 summarizes the response options and categorizes 
them into seven broad categories. The ‘other’ category 
captured ‘other’ responses (no survey had an “other, spec-
ify” option), as well as ‘not hung’ and ‘net not needed last 
night’, as the latter two responses fail to provide useful 
information about the respondent’s reasoning and thus 
cannot be grouped into other categories.

Figure 4 shows the percentage of nets used the previ-
ous night across twenty-seven surveys in eleven coun-
tries, and the reasons why certain nets were not used. 
The percentage of nets reported used ranged from 50% 

in Ghana 2019 to 85% in Mozambique 2018. Senegal’s 
continuous DHS surveys had the highest percentages of 
reasons relating to risk perception, with up to 25% of nets 
going unused due to “no mosquitoes” or “no malaria”. 
This category was relatively infrequent in other surveys, 
except for Tanzania where up to 11% of nets were unused 
due to risk perception, especially in lower-transmission 
areas (Additional file 1:, Fig. S1). “Extra/saving for later” 
nets were reported most frequently in Ghana 2019 (19%), 
Liberia 2016 (19%), and in Tanzania (12–14% of nets 
across the three available surveys). Senegal and Uganda 
had the highest rates of ‘other’ responses. In 2018, 

Table 1 Categorization of reasons why nets were not used

Category Answer options from MIS

Extra Extra; saving for later; stored away

Fears Chemicals not safe; net is bad for health; superstition/witchcraft

Net attributes Too rough/hard; too small; don’t like colour/shape/size; prefer other method

Objective Too old/torn/dirty; no place to hang; usual user didn’t sleep here; net being washed; too weak/difficult to hang

Risk perception No mosquitoes; no malaria; saving for rainy season

Subjective Too hot; don’t like smell; feel closed in/afraid; no longer kills/repels mosquitoes; child doesn’t like; net never 
used; causes itching/coughing; brought bedbugs; slept outdoors

Other Not needed last night; not hung; other; don’t know

Fig. 4 Distribution of reasons nets were not used, across surveys. Surveys allowing multiple responses total more than 100% of all nets in the 
survey
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Uganda updated response options for this question to be 
more detailed, resulting in the ‘extra’ and ‘objective’ cat-
egories becoming more prominent; ‘extra’ category was 
comprised largely of ‘saving to replace other net’, while 
‘objective’ was a combination of ‘usual user not here’ and 
‘too old/torn’ (Additional file  1: Fig. S29). Subsequent 
surveys in Ghana, Guinea, Mozambique, Madagascar, 
Mali, and Nigeria adopted similar answer options.

Figure  5A summarizes the categories of reasons for 
non-use across all twenty-seven surveys, demonstrat-
ing that an average of 72.7% of nets were used the previ-
ous night, and that the leading category for non-use was 
“extra”, followed by “risk perception”. The least frequent 
categories cited as reasons for nets not being used were 
“net attributes” and “fears”. Figure  5B presents reasons 
for nets not being used in the context of household net 
supply.

Not surprisingly, “extra” nets comprised a higher pro-
portion of reasons for non-use for nets in households 
with at least two ITN for three people (19.5%) compared 
to nets in households with fewer than one ITN per two 
people (2.8%) or nets in households with at least one ITN 
for two people but fewer than two nets for three people 
(7%). “Other” responses were more frequent for nets 

in households with at least two ITNs for three people 
(10.6% vs 5.2% and 7.1%), indicating that ‘other’ reasons 
are likely related to having extra nets, particularly in sur-
veys prior to 2018 when response options did not capture 
extra nets well. The “risk perception” category was stable 
across ITN supply categories, ranging between 6.8% and 
7.9%, as were “subjective” reasons, ranging from 7.7% to 
8.4%. Reasons for non-use related to net attributes or 
fears comprised less than 2% of nets across all ITN supply 
categories.

When stratifying net use by residence (Fig. 5C), there 
was little difference overall between urban and rural 
settings, at 71.8–73.1% of nets used the previous night, 
respectively. Among the 156 available surveys, 33% 
showed no difference in net use by residence, while 27% 
had higher rates of net use in rural areas, and 40% had 
higher rates in urban areas. Further details on the magni-
tude of these differences across countries and surveys is 
provided in Additional file 1: Fig. S2.

Rural areas more frequently cited risk perception rea-
sons for non-use, for 7.8% of nets, compared to urban 
settings (5.8% of nets), but cited subjective reasons less 
frequently (3.6% of nets in rural and 5.4% of nets in urban 
areas). More variation was observed in specific countries, 

Fig. 5 Summary of reasons nets were not used the previous night across surveys, by household supply of ITNs
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however (Additional file  1: Figs. S3–S29). The urban/
rural discrepancy in percentage of nets used was great-
est in Ghana (37.4% in urban vs 58.8 in rural areas). Nets 
in urban areas of Nigeria were also consistently used less 
than those in rural areas in the four available surveys, 
declining from a 15.3 percentage-point difference in 2010 
to a 6.1 percentage-point difference in 2021. In Kenya, 
Liberia, Madagascar, Mali, Mozambique, and Uganda, 
there was virtually no difference, however, and in Tanza-
nia more urban nets were used than rural ones. Results 
were variable over the nine Senegal surveys. Urban resi-
dents in Ghana much more frequently reported “too hot” 
compared to their rural counterparts (20.7 vs 6.7 in 2019), 
as did respondents in Nigeria (2015, 2018, and 2021) and 
Liberia (2016), while the reverse was true in the three 
Tanzania surveys. Rural residents in Tanzania more fre-
quently reported “no mosquitoes” than those in urban 
areas in all three surveys; the same was true in Senegal 
for surveys conducted from 2011 to 2016, but urban resi-
dents cited it more frequently in 2018 and 2021. Urban 
residents in Ghana (2019) also more frequently reported 
preferring other methods (for 9.9% of all nets observed), 
compared to rural areas (4.3% of all nets).

In eight surveys from Senegal two additional questions 
were asked. In households that owned at least one net, 
respondents were asked “do members of this household 
use nets all year round?” (Fig.  6A). The percentage of 
respondents reporting that people in their household did 
use nets year-round increased from 47.4% to 72.9% over 
the 2008–2019 period (p < 0.001 for trend) and generally 

tracked with increasing levels of population access to 
ITNs. In households responding “no”, a follow-up ques-
tion was asked: “what are the reasons household mem-
bers do not use nets year round?”. The most frequent 
answer was “no/few mosquitoes” (Fig.  6B), which fell 
from a high of 38.3% in 2012 to 17.7% in 2019, as a pro-
portion of all households in the survey. “Heat” was the 
next most common response, ranging between 2.5 and 
7.2%. Not liking the net and forgetfulness were relatively 
uncommon (less than 3.6% and 1.8% of all households in 
any survey, respectively).

Seasonal trends in reasons for not using nets in Senegal 
were apparent (Fig.  7) with the percentage of nets used 
the previous night peaking during the high transmission 
season (shown approximatively above as July–December) 
and falling during the drier months of February-May. 
Correspondingly, the proportion of nets not used due to 
“no mosquitoes” peaked during the drier months.

Discussion
Over the past nearly 20 years, an average of over 70% of 
ITNs were reported as being used the previous night in 
156 large household surveys from forty-four countries. 
Questions about why nets go unused have only been 
included in twenty-seven surveys from eleven countries, 
but among these, the primary reasons given were that 
unused nets are surplus to immediate requirements or 
are not needed due to perceived low risk of malaria and/
or mosquito bites. Responses related to extra nets were 
more frequent among households owning more ITNs 

Fig. 6 Proportion of households reporting year-round net use and households’ reported reasons for not using nets, Senegal 2008–2019
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than deemed strictly necessary by the World Health 
Organization (WHO) (one ITN per two people) [20]. 
Unsurprisingly, the proportion of nets used the previous 
night was lower in households with “more than enough” 
nets than in households with “not enough” or “enough” 
nets, while at the same time, the proportion of peo-
ple that used an ITN the previous night was highest in 
households with “enough” or “more than enough” ITNs. 
Households with more than one ITN per two people 
may have acquired additional nets to cover individual 
sleeping spaces or to accommodate sleepers who can-
not share a sleeping space and thus are able to have most 
household members sleep under a net; other households 
may have extra nets being saved for later use, when cur-
rent nets wear out. Households with “not enough” ITNs 
had lower rates of population use, but high rates of nets 
being used—indicating that these households are using 
the nets that they have, and are challenged primarily 
by not having enough for other members of the family. 
It should be noted that having ‘extra’ nets is reflective of 
the inherent inefficiencies of ITN distribution systems, 
wherein some households will have too few while others 
may receive additional nets slightly earlier than required 
[2]. The authors view having extra nets on hand within 
households as a positive, given the unpredictability of net 
replacement timing.

Reasons related to net attributes, including size, 
shape, colour, texture, and mosquito-killing ability, 
were inconsistently included in survey questionnaires, 

but represented a negligible fraction of reasons for not 
using nets. While this does not preclude these issues 
from contributing to net non-use, it provides some 
evidence that these net attributes are not a key prior-
ity when families are making net use decisions. The 
2011 Pulford review findings [6] that discomfort due 
to heat and perceived low mosquito density were the 
most widely identified reasons for non-use are partially 
confirmed here; heat per se was not widely reported in 
more recent surveys, but risk perception as a category, 
particularly for Senegal, was a key driver. Pulford et al. 
also use categories such as “social factors” (sleeping 
elsewhere), “technical factors” (not being able to hang 
a net), which are considered “objective” reasons for 
non-use in our study. Pulford’s review, conducted just 
as universal coverage campaigns were scaling up, was 
limited to 22 studies between 1990 and 2010. Since this 
time, a number of qualitative research studies have also 
been conducted, in which respondents cite being both-
ered by net attributes including smell, itching, shape, 
and size [13, 21–23]. However, these reasons were only 
rarely cited during quantitative surveys included in 
this study. Research from Senegal indicates that ini-
tial itchiness or smell of nets are transitory, noticeable 
when nets are first received, but subsiding over time, 
not impeding net use [22]. Other less preferable attrib-
utes of nets may similarly become less noticeable over 
time, and no longer constitute a key reason for non-
use, particularly when, as in most countries distributing 

Fig. 7 Percent of nets used the previous night (green) and reasons for non-use, Senegal 2011–2019
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ITNs, there are seldom enough nets in good condition 
for everyone to use. Families thus face choices about 
using the imperfect ITNs they have, or risk contracting 
malaria.

Nearly 80 unique answer options were included across 
the surveys. The categorization of responses into “extra”, 
“risk perception”, “objective”, “subjective”, etc., is intended 
to facilitate interpretation and guide national malaria 
programmes and their partners in designing appropriate 
responses for improving net use. Where the majority of 
unused nets are not used due to subjective reasons, social 
behaviour change may be able to change attitudes and 
behaviours; however, where most nets are unused due to 
being too old or torn, programmes may need to focus on 
net maintenance behaviours and/or additional ITN dis-
tribution to improve ITN use rates.

As one example, Senegal has focused messaging over 
the last decade to address the perceived lower risk of 
malaria in the hot/dry season, in part because of find-
ings in these surveys, through the “Trois Toutes” cam-
paign (“Toute la famille, toutes les nuits, toute l’année” or 
“Every family member; every night; all year round”). Self-
reported use of nets all year round has increased over 
time, although it remains unclear whether this is driven 
primarily by corresponding increases in overall access 
to ITNs with the household, or represent real changes 
in behaviour for more consistent ITN use. The continu-
ous DHS in Senegal, conducted over multiple months 
annually for the last 8  years, present a unique opportu-
nity for assessing trends over time in year-round use, as 
well as evaluating the associations between seasons and 
frequency of certain responses, notably “no/few mos-
quitoes”. Indeed, net use peaks during periods of high 
malaria transmission, while the proportion of nets not 
used due to “no mosquitoes” peaks during the hot dry 
season when mosquito densities are substantially lower.

Another example of refining the net non-use question 
to better inform programming is from Uganda. Follow-
ing the 2009 MIS survey Uganda implemented “hang up 
campaigns” to ensure nets were hung and used, partially 
in response to low hanging rates observed in the 2009 
and other surveys. Operational research showed that 
these hang up campaigns did not improve hanging or 
use rates, as net hanging increased at similar rates over 
time in control and intervention groups [24]. In its most 
recent surveys, Uganda teased apart the nebulous “not 
hung” answer option to better focus on specific barriers 
to net use, enabling the programme to understand what 
lies behind the non-use of nets. Key reasons for non-
use in 2018 were “saving net for later”, “user not here”, 
and “too old/torn”, none of which are best addressed 
with social behaviour change (SBC) efforts to hang up 
nets. The specification of reasons for non-use enables 

programmes and their SBC partners to better design 
and target net use interventions. The absence of these 
types of questions even in many recent surveys has been 
a missed opportunity, particularly as ITNs remain the 
primary tool for malaria vector control across the globe. 
Happily, however, the question is now standard in MIS 
and DHS surveys conducted since 2019, with a set of rec-
ommended response options drawn in large part from 
earlier iterations of the present study.

Urban and rural differences in net use have been 
observed in many countries and settings, and typically 
reflect differences in perception of risk of malaria, driven 
by underlying malaria transmission rates (which can also 
vary considerably within urban areas [25]). In Ghana, 
Guinea, and Nigeria, where malaria risk is considerably 
lower in urban areas [26–30], nets are used at lower rates 
by urban residents, while in Tanzania, low-transmission 
zones tend to be more rural, contributing to lower net 
use rates in rural areas. In the context of lower malaria 
risk, people are more likely to cite subjective reasons for 
not using available nets, as the Ghana results demon-
strate here (Additional file 1: Fig. S3).

These findings also highlight that there may be more 
limited “room for improvement” in ITN use than previ-
ously thought. Nets not used for ‘objective’ reasons and 
those that are ‘extra’ are relatively impervious to social 
behaviour change communication, and these categories 
explain non-use for, on average, 13% of all nets in the 
included surveys, with a range of 0.5% to 24.6% of all nets 
depending on the country and survey. Even with highly 
effective social behaviour change, not all nets can be rea-
sonably expected to be used.

Limitations
The study has several limitations. First, the question of 
reasons why nets were not used was included in only 
twenty-seven surveys in eleven countries, with nine of 
these from Senegal. While it is not possible to generalize 
reasons for non-use of nets to other countries, the pre-
sent findings show that there are substantial similarities 
across countries in overall percentage of nets used and 
the relative importance of certain types of reasons. Sec-
ond, response options and the number of reasons vary 
considerably by country, from seven in Senegal to sev-
enteen in Liberia and Mozambique. Nonetheless, some 
of the differences in response options were minimal 
changes in wording, and major categories of reasons were 
generally included in each survey. Third, the categoriza-
tion of the reasons for non-use into broader categories 
relies on assumptions about which barriers are similar, 
and opinions may differ depending on subject familiarity, 
lived experience, and other factors. Some reasons may 
also belong in multiple categories. Fourth, around half 
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the surveys posed the question about reasons for why a 
net wasn’t used the previous night as a multiple choice 
question, while the other half restricted it to a single 
response. This may introduce some unequal weighting 
into the results, or put more emphasis on single-choice 
responses to the exclusion of other possible reasons for 
not using nets. Finally, there were a substantial number 
of responses recorded as “other” in many of the surveys; 
it cannot be determined what type of reason this may 
have been, although it seems likely that they are at least 
in part related to extra nets or saving nets for future use, 
given the increase in other responses among households 
with “more than enough” nets.

Conclusion
The percentage of nets used the previous night aver-
aged over 70% from 2003 to 2020, with no discernible 
change over this period. Reported reasons for why a net 
was unused fell largely into three categories—nets that 
were extra/being saved for future use; the perception that 
there was little risk of malaria (particularly in dry sea-
son); and “other” responses. Net attributes such as colour, 
size, shape, and texture, and fears related to chemicals 
were the least frequent reasons given. Classifying reasons 
for non-use into broader categories facilitates the design 
of appropriate SBC interventions to address the major 
underlying reasons for non-use, where this is feasible. 
Finally, national malaria programmes should take advan-
tage of the inclusion of this question in future surveys to 
provide actionable data to inform SBC programming.

Abbreviations
DHS  Demographic and Health Surveys
ITN  Insecticide-treated net
LLIN  Long lasting insecticidal net
MICS  Multiple indicator cluster Survey
MIS  Malaria Indicator Survey
SBC  Social behaviour change
WHO  World Health Organization

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1186/ s12936- 023- 04490-w.

Additional file1: Fig. S1: Reported net use and reasons for non-use 
by low and high transmission zones, Tanzania 2017-18 MIS. Fig. S2: 
Percentage-point difference in urban vs rural percent of nets used the 
previous night, over time. Fig. S3: Reasons nets were not used the previ-
ous night, Ghana 2019. Fig. S4: Reasons nets were not used the previous 
night, Guinea 2021. Fig. S5: Reasons nets were not used the previous 
night, Kenya 2015. Fig. S6: Reasons nets were not used the previous 
night, Kenya 2020. Fig. S7: Reasons nets were not used the previous 
night, Liberia 2016. Fig. S8: Reasons nets were not used the previous 
night, Madagascar 2021. Fig. S9: Reasons nets were not used the previous 
night, Mali 2021. Fig. S10: Reasons nets were not used the previous night, 
Mozambique 2018. Fig. S11: Reasons nets were not used the previous 
night, Nigeria 2010. Fig. S12: Reasons nets were not used the previous 
night, Nigeria 2015. Fig. S13: Reasons nets were not used the previous 

night, Nigeria 2018. Fig. S14: Reasons nets were not used the previous 
night, Nigeria 2021. Fig. S15: Reasons nets were not used the previous 
night, Senegal 2011. Fig. S16: Reasons nets were not used the previous 
night, Senegal 2012. Fig. S17: Reasons nets were not used the previous 
night, Senegal 2014. Fig. S18: Reasons nets were not used the previous 
night, Senegal 2015. Fig. S19: Reasons nets were not used the previous 
night, Senegal 2016. Fig. S20: Reasons nets were not used the previous 
night, Senegal 2017. Fig. S21: Reasons nets were not used the previous 
night, Senegal 2018. Fig. S22: Reasons nets were not used the previous 
night, Senegal 2019. Fig. S23: Reasons nets were not used the previous 
night, Senegal 2020-2021. Fig. S24: Reasons nets were not used the previ-
ous night, Tanzania 2011-12. Fig. S25: Reasons nets were not used the 
previous night, Tanzania 2015. Fig. S26: Reasons nets were not used the 
previous night, Tanzania 2017-2018. Fig. S27: Reasons nets were not used 
the previous night, Uganda 2009. Fig. S28: Reasons nets were not used 
the previous night, Uganda 2014. Fig. S29: Reasons nets were not used 
the previous night, Uganda 2019

Acknowledgements
An early version of this study was made possible by the generous support 
of the American people through the United States Agency for International 
Development (USAID) under the terms of USAID/JHU Cooperative Agreement 
No: AID-OAAA-14-00057 for the VectorWorks Project. The contents are the 
responsibility of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of USAID 
or the United States Government.

Author contributions
HK designed the study and conducted the analysis. EKK and CT contributed to 
the analysis. ME, RO, ES, EKK, and CT provided inputs on the drafts. All authors 
reviewed and approved the final version of the manuscript.

Funding
This work was supported, in whole or in part, by the Bill & Melinda Gates Foun-
dation INV-016322. Under the grant conditions of the Foundation, a Creative 
Commons Attribution 4.0 Generic License has already been assigned to the 
Author Accepted Manuscript version that might arise from this submission. 
The funders had no role in study design, data collection and analysis, decision 
to publish, or preparation of the manuscript.

Availability of data and materials
Code is available at https:// github. com/ hkoen ker/ Reaso ns. Data are publicly 
available from www. dhspr ogram. com and from mics.unicef.org.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Received: 5 October 2022   Accepted: 13 February 2023

References
 1. Milliner J. Net Mapping Project. The Alliance for Malaria Prevention. 2021. 

https:// allia ncefo rmala riapr event ion. com/ worki ng- groups/ net- mappi ng/ 
2021.

 2. Bhatt S, Weiss DJ, Mappin B, Dalrymple U, Cameron E, Bizanzio D, et al. 
Coverage and system efficiencies of insecticide-treated nets in Africa 
from 2000 to 2017. eLife. 2015;4:e09672.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12936-023-04490-w
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12936-023-04490-w
https://github.com/hkoenker/Reasons
http://www.dhsprogram.com
https://allianceformalariaprevention.com/working-groups/net-mapping/


Page 11 of 11Koenker et al. Malaria Journal           (2023) 22:61  

•
 
fast, convenient online submission

 •
  

thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field

• 
 
rapid publication on acceptance

• 
 
support for research data, including large and complex data types

•
  

gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations 

 
maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year •

  At BMC, research is always in progress.

Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions

Ready to submit your researchReady to submit your research  ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: 

 3. Koenker H, Arnold F, Ba F, Cisse M, Diouf L, Eckert E, et al. Assessing 
whether universal coverage with insecticide-treated nets has been 
achieved: is the right indicator being used? Malar J. 2018;17:355.

 4. Girond F, Madec Y, Kesteman T, Randrianarivelojosia M, Randremanana 
R, Randriamampionona L, et al. Evaluating effectiveness of mass and 
continuous long-lasting insecticidal net distributions over time in Mada-
gascar: a sentinel surveillance based epidemiological study. EClinical-
Medicine. 2018;1:62–9.

 5. Bertozzi-Villa A, Bever CA, Koenker H, Weiss DJ, Vargas-Ruiz C, Nandi AK, 
et al. Maps and metrics of insecticide-treated net access, use, and nets-
per-capita in Africa from 2000–2020. Nat Commun. 2021;12:3589.

 6. Pulford J, Hetzel MW, Bryant M, Siba PM, Mueller I. Reported reasons for 
not using a mosquito net when one is available: a review of the pub-
lished literature. Malar J. 2011;10:83.

 7. Guglielmo F, Ranson H, Sagnon N, Jones C. The issue is not “compliance”: 
exploring exposure to malaria vector bites through social dynamics in 
Burkina Faso. Anthropol Med. 2021;28:508–25.

 8. Storey JD, Babalola SO, Ricotta EE, Fox KA, Toso M, Lewicky N, et al. Asso-
ciations between ideational variables and bed net use in Madagascar, 
Mali, and Nigeria. BMC Public Health. 2018;18:484.

 9. Koenker H, Taylor C, Burgert-Brucker CR, Thwing J, Fish T, Kilian A. Quanti-
fying seasonal variation in insecticide-treated net use among those with 
access Habitat targeting for controlling aquatic stages of malaria vectors 
in Africa. Am J Trop Med Hyg. 2019;101:371–82.

 10. Ahorlu CS, Adongo P, Koenker H, Zigirumugabe S, Sika-Bright S, Koka E, 
et al. Understanding the gap between access and use: a qualitative study 
on barriers and facilitators to insecticide-treated net use in Ghana. Malar 
J. 2019;18:417.

 11. Toé LP, Skovmand O, Dabiré KR, Diabaté A, Diallo Y, Guiguemdé TR, et al. 
Decreased motivation in the use of insecticide-treated nets in a malaria 
endemic area in Burkina Faso. Malar J. 2009;8:175.

 12. Lam Y, Harvey SA, Monroe A, Muhangi D, Loll D, Kabali AT, et al. Decision-
making on intra-household allocation of bed nets in Uganda: do house-
holds prioritize the most vulnerable members? Malar J. 2014;13:183.

 13. Galvin KT, Petford N, Ajose F, Davies D. An exploratory qualitative study 
on perceptions about mosquito bed nets in the Niger Delta: what are the 
barriers to sustained use? J Multidiscip Healthc. 2011;4:73–83.

 14. Njatosoa AF, Mattern C, Pourette D, Kesteman T, Rakotomanana E, 
Rahaivondrafahitra B, et al. Family, social and cultural determinants of 
long-lasting insecticidal net (LLIN) use in Madagascar: secondary analysis 
of three qualitative studies focused on children aged 5–15 years. Malar J. 
2021;20:168.

 15. Olapeju B, Choiriyyah I, Lynch M, Acosta A, Blaufuss S, Filemyr E, et al. Age 
and gender trends in insecticide-treated net use in sub-Saharan Africa: a 
multi-country analysis. Malar J. 2018;17:423.

 16. Madumla EP, Moore SJ, Moore J, Mbuba E, Mbeyela EM, Kibondo UA, et al. 
“In starvation, a bone can also be meat”: a mixed methods evaluation 
of factors associated with discarding of long-lasting insecticidal nets in 
Bagamoyo. Tanzania Malar J. 2022;21:101.

 17. Lorenz LM, Bradley J, Yukich J, Massue DJ, Mboma ZM, Pigeon O, et al. 
Comparative functional survival and equivalent annual cost of 3 long-
lasting insecticidal net (LLIN) products in Tanzania: a randomised trial 
with 3-year follow up. PLoS Med. 2020;17: e1003248.

 18. Mboma ZM, Festo C, Lorenz LM, Massue DJ, Kisinza WN, Bradley J, et al. 
The consequences of declining population access to insecticide-treated 
nets (ITNs) on net use patterns and physical degradation of nets after 22 
months of ownership. Malar J. 2021;20:171.

 19. Hiruy HN, Zewde A, Irish SR, Abdelmenan S, Woyessa A, Wuletaw Y, et al. 
The effect of long-lasting insecticidal nets (LLINs) physical integrity on 
utilization. Malar J. 2021;20:468.

 20. WHO. Guidelines for malaria vector control. Geneva: World Health Organi-
zation; 2019.

 21. Mattern C, Pourette D, Raboanary E, Kesteman T, Piola P, Randrianarivelo-
josia M, et al. “Tazomoka is not a problem” local perspectives on malaria, 
fever case management and bed net use in Madagascar. PLoS ONE. 
2016;11:e0151068-14.

 22. Berthe S, Loll D, Faye SL, Wone I, Koenker H, Arnold B, et al. “When I sleep 
under the net, nothing bothers me; I sleep well and I’m happy”: Senegal’s 
culture of net use and how inconveniences to net use do not translate to 
net abandonment. Malar J. 2014;13:357.

 23. Sande S, Jagals P, Mupeta B. An investigation of the use of rectangular 
insecticide-treated nets for malaria control in Chipinge District, Zimba-
bwe: a descriptive study. Pan Afr Med J. 2012;13:5.

 24. Kilian A, Balayo C, Feldman M, Koenker H, Lokko K, Ashton RA, et al. The 
effect of single or repeated home visits on the hanging and use of insec-
ticide-treated mosquito nets following a mass distribution campaign—a 
cluster randomized, controlled trial. PLoS ONE. 2015;10: e0119078.

 25. Frank C, Krumkamp R, Sarpong N, Sothmann P, Fobil JN, Foli G, et al. 
Spatial heterogeneity of malaria in Ghana: a cross-sectional study on the 
association between urbanicity and the acquisition of immunity. Malar J. 
2016;15:84.

 26. National Population and ICF Commission. Nigeria Demographic and 
Health Survey 2018. Maryland: Abuja Nigeria Rockville; 2019.

 27. Ghana Statistical Service, Ghana Health Service, and ICF. Ghana Malaria 
Indicator Survey 2016. USA: Accra, Ghana and Rockville; 2017.

 28. Ghana Statistical Service. Ghana Malaria Indicator Survey 2019. USA: 
Accra, Ghana, and Rockville; 2019.

 29. National Malaria Elimination Programme. Nigeria Malaria Indicator Survey 
2021. https:// dhspr ogram. com/ metho dology/ survey/ survey- displ ay- 576. 
cfm. 2021.

 30. Guinea Statistical Institute and National Reference Laboratory. Guinea 
Malaria Indicator Survey 2021. https:// dhspr ogram. com/ metho dology/ 
survey/ survey- displ ay- 571. cfm. 2021.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub-
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

https://dhsprogram.com/methodology/survey/survey-display-576.cfm
https://dhsprogram.com/methodology/survey/survey-display-576.cfm
https://dhsprogram.com/methodology/survey/survey-display-571.cfm
https://dhsprogram.com/methodology/survey/survey-display-571.cfm

	Reported reasons for non-use of insecticide-treated nets in large national household surveys, 2009–2021
	Abstract 
	Background 
	Methods 
	Results 
	Conclusions 

	Background
	Study objectives
	Methods
	Results
	Reported reasons for not using nets
	Discussion
	Limitations
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	References


