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The central place of food in human culture, and its consequences on many various aspects of life, have been studied for a long time. The fact that our health is directly related to the food we eat has long been undisputed.  Medical studies highlight the destructive effects of eating culture in the affluent society on our health and life expectancy. Excessive caloric intake, the availability of sugars, and access to high-fat foods lead to various biological processes, which result in obesity, diabetes, high cholesterol, and high blood pressure, which may later lead to heart disease, stroke, and death. Modern methods of the food industry lead not only to a massive increase in the amount of food available on the market, but also to a state where many of the foods marketed today contain various chemicals (stabilizers, food coloring, flavorings, preservatives, flour treatment agents, hormones, genetically-engineered produce, etc.) that would not otherwise be in our bodies. Many empirical studies find connections between these products, including the manufacture and food engineering processes, to the development of different diseases, including many types of cancer.
Most of the academic discussion about the liability of food manufacturers and marketers revolves around safety issues, such as: marketing toxic or expired foods, which cause immediate physical harm, illness, and/or death, and the ability to prove that the harm was caused by consuming a specific product. The less-discussed topic involves the health issue, and the liability of food manufacturers that market products whose consumption can cause long-term health damage. The influence of certain products on health is not a one-dimensional matter, and not always known to the marketer, even after prolonged exposure.
It should be noted that the potential damages are not limited strictly to health issues. The obesity epidemic has vast financial consequences. Treatment costs for obese individuals are much higher than the costs for treating normal-weight individuals. The FDA estimates that the medical costs stemming from obesity and diabetes were $250 billion in 2013. Not only is it a huge number, but it is also a major increase from the $78 billion estimated in 1998, and the $147 billion in 2008. Future projections predict the continuation of this destructive trend.
In these processes, it is relatively easy to see the long-term, slow-developing health damages and their financial consequences. Since many food manufacturers and damage factors are involved, the question of who is responsible for the damages lacks a clear-cut answer. Furthermore, the last link in the chain- the consumer and his eating patterns- certainly contribute to the framework of reasons that can harm his health. The inability to prove causation of the damage is often used as an excuse to relieve the food industry from its moral responsibility for the health damages of its customers. The industry is not faced with the obligation to prevent these damages, and it is not held liable for the medical expenses and financial implications of damaging the health of millions of people.
This is due to two major reasons. Firstly, food supply, like the supply of almost every other product, is managed under the free market culture/society/economy guidelines. This social institution assumes that the “players” behave rationally, and that the game is played in a competitive spirit- which is the foundation of this mechanism. However, it can be clearly stated today that the assumption of rationality is not only questionable- it is downright false, as has been proved again and again. Furthermore, the food market has all of the characteristics known to negate any chance of finding rational behavior in any form. This is because the food market is a special case where, beyond ‘normal’ financial behavior, products are consumed based on personal tendencies, physical desires, and cultural contexts. Additionally, choosing and consuming foods involves a risk-taking process known to be relatively irrational; this process becomes even more irrational when it involves multiple risks that vary significantly. Furthermore, health risks are significantly different from safety risks (such as food poisoning), and risks where the causation of damage is clear. The case of food health involves many factors that may contribute to long-term, gradual health damages. Since the product has the classical characteristics of a public product, this leads to market failure, which enables shirking of responsibility, and blaming the damages on entities that are not responsible for it and cannot prevent it.The continuous market failure of the food market, and the attempts to understand the nature of this failure, have certainly been recognized by powerful entities: different international organizations, governments, legislative branches, and health and education systems in many countries. In addition, there have been many regulatory changes in the food industry. Whereas past regulation activities usually focused on food safety, current regulation efforts pay more attention to related health problems, including the obesity epidemic and other aggravating factors. 
Three different approaches are currently used to try to deal with these health damages:
1. Educating the consumers to consume healthier food, along with encouraging physical exercise. 
1. Obligating food manufacturers to accurately label ingredients, so the consumer can know the energy value and composition of each food. This will hopefully help him to consume foods less dangerous to his health.
1. Attempting to tax foods that are high in sugars and saturated fats, which are considered to be key in the health damage processes. In some cases, banning the sale of certain products to specific populations, such as banning the sale of sodas and candies to school children.
These methods continue to fail, and have not been able to reduce the health damages that stem from modern society’s food culture. The failure of these policies can have several causes; one of the main causes seems to be that the efforts are largely aimed at the ‘demand’ side of the market – food consumers – without addressing the ‘supply’ side, the food industry. There is no direct influence on food producers and marketers, thus allowing them to continue to shirk responsibility for hurting the consumers’ health.
The traditional methods’ failure to mitigate the market’s damages, and the difficulty in applying rules relevant to the food industry, require the consideration of a slightly different theoretical environment. The intuitive course is to try to utilize social responsibility approaches. At first glance, it looks like the stakeholders’ approach can provide a good basis for risk management standards in the food industry. However, in order to achieve this, the central paradox of the food industry must be solved: Despite the food industry’s high rankings in sustainability and social responsibility practices, it spearheads the production of unhealthy foods. The very corporations that fill the market with products that cause enormous health, financial, and social damages, are often ranked high on the social responsibility scale. Trying to unpack the paradox, where unwanted products come from the more “ethical” food corporations, indicates the irrelevance of the social responsibility practices of the food industry. It should not be concluded, however, that the idea of measuring the corporate social responsibility is sure to fail, or that the stakeholders’ approach is necessarily irrelevant.  It is necessary, however, for the food industry to treat the health of food consumers as a central issue at stake. From a sustainability perspective, the triple bottom line model is not sufficient, as it does not address the cultural aspect, which is very central in food consumption. 
It is difficult to pin the responsibility for health damages on the supply side of the food market, partly because responsibility has a companion: blame. The supply side of the food market does not perceive itself to be ‘to blame’ for health damages- a blame which can be easily shirked, due to the scattered causal responsibility. To overcome this difficulty, we should adopt an attitude that deals with the matter of responsibility while neutralizing the matter of blame. In stead of asking who is to blame for the damages, whose fault they are, we should be asking how these food-related health damages can be prevented. The answer here is clearer. Food manufacturers, marketers, and corporations have more tools to bring a change to the situation than any other factor. For the customer, the food consumer, it is much harder to learn the complexities of the food branch and decide on the right choices. He does not have the tools to research the influence of the industry’s foods and additives on his health. The food manufacturers have not only the tools and resources, but also the ability to bring change. Safety products, such as anti-lock breaking systems and airbags in cars, would never exist if Volvo had not invested in their development. Therefore, food manufacturers should be faced with the responsibility for changing the situation because of their ability, and not necessarily because it is their fault. Imposing the responsibility because of their ability to bring change does not assume their blame, nor free them from it; it simply avoids the irrelevant question. 
The problem is that even after dismantling the blame mine, some view the consumer as having no less influence in the matter than the food industry. Are we, the customers of the food corporations, really free to choose the amount of food we put in our mouths? Do we really have the ability to choose its composition? Even if we don’t view the consumer’s control over the matter as a mere illusion, in the context of the food industry, the consumer’s autonomy is doubtlessly very limited, especially compared to the autonomy of the entities responsible for food manufacture and supply. As in any modern economic system, when it comes to food, the public can choose from what is offered. In the past, nature offered its gastronomic wares; today, we are offered manufactured foods, rich in refined carbohydrates and saturated fats. The food branch is controlled by gigantic corporations whose goal is to maximize their profits, with the simple financial logic of more sales leading to more profits. In order for them to sell a lot, the consumers must purchase as many products as possible. What do the consumers do with the products they purchase?  When it comes to food, there is only one reasonable use: put in one’s mouth. It has been known for over 30 years that it is better to eat less; and yet, the food industry is ‘stuck’ in processes that fit truly perishable products- not the kind that stay in our bodies and cause damages. In addition, not only is the food industry the main cause of current bad eating habits, but it seems to be constantly and systematically perpetuating this situation, which provides it with big profits.
Yes, fatty and sweet foods taste better, are easy to get used to, and surprisingly, are cheaper to manufacture. The use of additives allows manufacturers to make any product they can think of, and genetic engineering makes raw materials plentiful. 
It is clear, then, that food corporations have infinitely more freedom than the consumers. Thus, even if their blame for health damages should be reduced, their duty to do everything in their power to prevent them should not be reduced. If a person randomly arrives at the scene of an accident that happened a few minutes before, he can help save the victims, even if he is not the one who hurt them. In the same way, the food industry certainly has the tools to prevent health damages from happening to its customers, and therefore has the responsibility to do so. In the context of this discussion, we conclude that the food corporations have a liability toward the health of their customers.
If food corporations are no longer constantly blamed and berated, they can become active partners in treating the health damages caused by unhealthy eating patterns that have been fixated over the years. In stead of having food corporations fighting against both social institutions and their customers, we must create new settings where the consumers and the food corporations share common values. Operationally, this means that the food industry ought to manage its behavior, and perform every possible action, that can reduce the health risks of its customers. Further, it should take steps to influence the consumers’ behavior, and guide them toward less harmful eating patterns. Just as every marketer can influence the consumer to favor its product, it is the moral obligation of the food industry to make its consumers favor healthier food consumption choices. In order to succeed, the industry and policymakers should work together on strategies. The industry should be incentivized to increase the supply of healthier foods, in the larger context of reducing bad consumption habits and avoiding harmful ingredients. Neither we nor the food corporations should be allowed to continue to operate in an unsustainable manner.
The obesity epidemic grew within the market culture that preferred the freedom of food corporations to the welfare of their customers. The shareholder model and its impact on the discourse on social responsibility extended the exemption granted to the food corporations from responsibility for the health of their clients and allowed the continued spread of the obesity epidemic. The market mechanism that ensures that everyone's interests will be considered, even if the managers act only to maximize the profits of the corporation's shareholders, does not always fulfill its promise, which increases the circle of advocates of the stakeholder approach, which requires the corporations and their managers to act in the interest of the stakeholders. This approach does not succeed in reversing the spread of the obesity epidemic because it operates under a regime of responsibility. It is so comfortable and pleasant that it serves as the basis for many and varied social and corporate reporting standards. Moreover, food corporations often score high on these measures- ignoring their share of the obesity epidemic is not considered. In other words, not only do they find a way to shrug off responsibility for their losses, many food corporates are perceived as very socially vulnerable. Therefore, only by neutralizing a regime of responsibility, it would be possible to adopt the stakeholders' approach as a component of the value base for food industry risk management
[bookmark: _GoBack]This normative basis for the irresponsible and responsible stakeholders model can be supported by models of "sustainability"." Especially Doxbury's 4 Pillar Model, is built upon many traditional components of environmental sustainability. It is based on literature involving sustainability, social capital, cultural capital, and community development, ultimately resulting in ideas involving cultural sustainability as a missing aspect of traditional ‘triple bottom line’ strategic models of sustainable enterprise (Elkington, 2004). Duxbury and Gillette’s core argument - that culture is very much ignored in the sustainable development discussion
Avoiding dealing with the question of responsibility will enable the industry to adopt practices of social responsibility as a value base for managing its risks. This is a sustainability strategy that rests on four pillars: economy, society, environment and, of course, culture.
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