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croencapsulate fish and algae oil and blast it into such formerly
all-terrestrial foods as bread and pasta, milk and yogurt and
cheese, all of which will soon, you can be sure, spout fishy
new health claims. (I hope you remember the relevant rule.)

By now you're probably feeling the cognitive dissonance of
the supermarket shopper or science-section reader as well as
some nostalgia for the simplicity and solidity of the first few
words of this book. Words I'm still prepared to defend against
the shifting winds of nutritional science and food-industry
marketing, and will. But before I do, it's important to under-
stand how we arrived at our present state of nutritional confu-
sion and anxiety. That is the subject of the first portion of this
book, "The Age of Nutritionism."

The story of how the most basic questions about what to
eat ever got so complicated reveals a great deal about the in-
stitutional imperatives of the food industry, nutrition science,
and-ahern-journalism, three parties that stand to gain much
from widespread confusion surrounding the most elemental
question an omnivore confronts. But humans deciding what
to eat without professional guidance-something they have
been doing with notable success since t!emiag deWfl: i5'Ul of..-

y..,<,~~.dfie ttee3 is seriously unprofitable if you're a food company, a
~ Y<~~ definite career loser if you're a nutritionist, and just plain bor-
\s;:!~~ing if you're a newspaper editor or reporter. (Or, for that mat-~~!i ter, an eater. Who wants to hear, yet again, that you should" eat
~ more fruits and vegetables"?) And so like a large gray cloud, a

great Conspiracy of Scientific Complexity has gathered around
the simplest questions of nutrition-much to the advantage of
everyone involved. Except perhaps the supposed beneficiary


