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Background and objective

More than 80% perishables are sold in informal (or wet or traditional)
markets because they are affordable and accessible. There is a large gap
in data on disease hazards, burden and exposure, but also a lack of
information on the perspectives of consumers buying food in these
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perceived by consumers.

Figure 1. Individual output on “consequences of eating unsafe food” from a female participate in the low income setting (ILRI/Kristina Roesel)

Materials and methods
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The data were entered into MS Excel, items grouped and coded,
individual adjacency matrixes generated for each respondent and each
guestion, and then aggregated and visualized in Gephi 0.9.2

(https://gephi.org/).

Figure 2 (above). Directed network graphs where nodes (n=24) represent the particular consequences of eating unsafe food and the
connections (edges) identify the links between them (n=116). Network diameter = 6; average path length = 2.16. Factors that rank highly on
eigencentrality and pagerank are the most 'interactive' causes in the system; weighted indegree are the most prominent drivers for the
conseguences map.

2 - - - - Figure 3 (below). Directed network graphs where nodes (n=34) represent the particular consequences of eating unsafe food and the
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