English 145 Exercise: Revising for conciseness

Read the whole paragraph; find topic sentence or main claim and support material.
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1. Michael Pollan’s essay, “An Eater’s Manifesto”, is a wordy explanation of his first paragraph, “Eat food. Not too much. Mostly plants.” The rest of this essay continues to bring up points that most people have heard before. James E. McWilliams wrote that Pollan’s argument does not reveal anything that Pollan’s well-informed followers do not already know. I would argue that statement. As a consumer and someone who does not consider themselves “well-informed” I have heard Pollan’s arguments, against nutrition science and the food industry’s stranglehold on the media and government, countless times and even thought about the same things he has – though not nearly as in depth. Anybody with an ounce of cynicism or wont to question beliefs and/or authority, which seems to be most people, especially a college student like myself who is encouraged to question, can see that nutrition science is becoming an ever-imposing force on the way people eat today. Most people can see how ridiculous the food industry has become, what with its “highly processed foodlike products” and desperate urge to get as many people to eat them as possible. Even Michael Pollan wrote: “I speak mainly on the authority of tradition and common sense” and that is exactly what this all is, common sense. There is no need to reiterate the simple claims he brings up that most people have already heard, and thought of themselves, countless times. That being said most of his points are valid, though they are unnecessarily extensive. 

2. Although I do like the majority of his critique, More Than One Man Can Chew, there was one aspect about his essay that bothered me.  In the section where McWilliams is stating that Pollan believes there to be a conspiracy among doctors, nutritionists, the government, etc., he exaggerates quite a bit.  This is the one location where McWilliams looked into Pollan’s words too literally and blew it out of proportion.  He states, “I’m as appropriately paranoid as the next guy, but am I really supposed to believe that my doctor, not to mention the many nutritionists I know, are out to murder me in the spirit of corporate greed?”  By no means does Michael Pollan truly believe that these doctors and nutritionists are indeed resulting to murder in order to better themselves financially.  This comes across as hypocritical on McWilliams’s part because he is making the strong argument on how much Pollan exaggerates.  At the beginning of the critique he says, “First, Pollan grossly overstates his case.”  Hypocrisy has the ability to destroy one’s credibility and respect.  It is unfortunate to read such a well-written critique only to come across the same exaggerating that was being targeted.  

