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Jamie Oliver and cultural 

intermediation 

Abstract 

This paper examines how Jamie Oliver, an increasingly global celebrity chef, works in as a cultural 

intermediary in a variety of ways. The paper explores focus group data from an empirical audience 

study to demonstrate how Jamie Oliver is received and used by different people. Particular focus is 

given to the way notions of normality and novelty figure in audience engagement with Jamie Oliver 

and how these are key to the way he functions as a cultural intermediary. The paper explores 

instances of positive identification that are often supported through a sense of personal familiarity 

with Jamie Oliver. It also tracks negative identifications where audiences refuse to accept the 

cultural and practical value of his suggestions for a culinary lifestyle. These identifications, whether 

positive or negative, are theorised as cultural intermediation. The paper argues that intermediation 

should be understood as situated and co-produced as audiences bring moralised notions of self, 

other, class and gender to bear upon their view of this celebrity chef and his influence in their life. 

The research finds that the perceived normality of Jamie Oliver is a key factor in allegiance and 

successful intermediation. Reports of familiarity and personal affinity are often seen as the key to 

inspiring a willingness to 'try something new'. Resistance to some of Jamie culinary and social norms 

by Jamie Oliver highlight the extent to which domestic notions of culinary and social normality are 

used to defend against his influence and deny his importance as a cultural intermediary. The power 

of celebrity chefs as cultural intermediaries should be considered as part of dynamic social 

processes.  

Introduction 

Jamie Oliver is a UK based celebrity chef who numbers among a growing, increasingly global 

ヮヴﾗﾉｷaWヴ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa デWﾉW┗ｷゲｷﾗﾐ Iﾗﾗﾆゲく TｴW ヴ;デｴWヴ H;ﾐ;ﾉ デｷデﾉW けデWﾉW┗ｷゲｷﾗﾐ Iﾗﾗﾆげ HWﾉｷWゲ ┘ｴ;デ ｷゲ ;ヴｪ┌;Hﾉ┞ ; 
staggering range of potential social roles that such figures play in a heavily mediatised world. To date 

academics have been playing catch up with the activities of celebrity chefs such as Jamie Oliver in 

order to better understand the cultural, political and economic significance of such rapidly changing 

figures. The principal concern of this paper is to provide some empirically grounded insights into the 

role Jamie Oliver plays in cultural intermediation. That is to say, what do people actually do when 

they engage with this celebrity chef? 

Recognｷゲｷﾐｪ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴ ;ゲ ; I┌ﾉｷﾐ;ヴ┞ ﾉｷaWゲデ┞ﾉW ;S┗ﾗI;デWが けﾉｷaWゲデ┞ﾉW ｪ┌ヴ┌げ ふLW┘ｷゲが ヲヰヰΒ) or けﾗヴSｷﾐ;ヴ┞ 

W┝ヮWヴデげ ふLW┘ｷゲが ヲヰヱヰぶ ヴ;ｷゲWゲ ケ┌Wゲデｷﾗﾐゲ ;Hﾗ┌デ デｴW ┘;┞ ;┌SｷWﾐIWゲ Wﾐｪ;ｪW ┘ｷデｴ ｴｷゲ ｷSW;ゲ ｷﾐ ヮヴ;IデｷIWく 
TWﾉW┗ｷゲｷﾗﾐ ゲWヴｷWゲげ ゲ┌Iｴ ;ゲ The Naked Chef and more recently J;ﾏｷWげゲ ンヰ Mｷﾐ┌デW MW;ﾉゲ are exemplary 

of the lifestyle genre. In the Naked Chef ﾗﾐW ゲWWゲ ; ┞ﾗ┌ﾐｪ IｴWa Sｷゲヮﾉ;┞ｷﾐｪ ; けｴｷヮげが ｴWSﾗﾐｷゲデｷI ┌ヴH;ﾐ 
lifestyle in what is presented as his own domestic life (Hollows, 2003). In J;ﾏｷWげゲ ンヰ Mｷﾐ┌デW MW;ﾉゲが 
the viewer sees him ;ヮヮW;ﾉｷﾐｪ デﾗ デｴW けデｷﾏW ヮﾗﾗヴげ H┞ ｷﾐゲｷゲデｷﾐｪ ﾗﾐが ;ﾐS SWﾏﾗﾐゲデヴ;デｷﾐｪ ｴﾗ┘ デﾗ ヮヴWヮ;ヴW 
seemingly lavish meals in just half an hour. It may be the case that food media can be about inspiring 

fantasy (Ketchum, 2005) and vicarious consumption (Adema, 2000; Barthes, 1972) in a viewing 

context.  However these demonstrations of culinary lifestyle are not simply presented as 

entertainment but as value laden suggestions for domestic practices that viewers might take on. For 



example Hollows (2003) notes how he is shown riding a Vespa, arranging dinner parties for friends 

;ﾐS ┌ゲｷﾐｪ IWヴデ;ｷﾐ ﾆｷﾐSゲ ﾗa ﾉ;ﾐｪ┌;ｪW ゲ┌Iｴ ;ゲ デｴW ┘ﾗヴS けヮ┌ﾆﾆ;1げ ふｷﾐ ｴｷゲ I;ゲW ┘ｷデｴ ; ヮヴﾗﾐﾗ┌ﾐIWS けEゲゲW┝ 
Hﾗ┞げ ;IIWﾐデぶ デﾗ ヮヴﾗﾏﾗデW ; ヮﾗゲｷデｷ┗W ┗ｷW┘ ﾗa ｴｷゲ ﾉｷaWゲデ┞ﾉW デｴ;デ ヮﾗデWﾐデｷ;ﾉﾉ┞ HWIﾆﾗﾐゲ ;┌SｷWﾐIWゲ デﾗ デ;ﾆW ｷデ 
on. TｴWゲW ゲﾗ I;ﾉﾉWS けﾗヴSｷﾐ;ヴ┞ W┝ヮWヴデゲげ ふLW┘ｷゲが ヲヰヱヰぶ ゲ┌Iｴ ;ゲ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴ ﾐWWS デﾗ HW ┌ﾐSWヴゲデﾗﾗS ｷﾐ 
the context of their varied social reception in order to assess whether people really do accept their 

authority as taste makers and domestic pedagogues. For one thing this might cause academics to 

reconsider the extent to which a socially differentiated audience regards their particular version of 

ordinariness or expertise as valuable.   An underlying concern in this literature regards the extent to 

which celebrity chefs and food media carry the ability to democratise taste (Bell and Hollows, 2005). 

This underlines a key point in the debate about the value of celebrity chefs as cultural 

intermediaries. Are they regarded as working to democratise culinary knowledge (see Bell and 

Hollows, 2005; Powell and Prasad, 2010), or do these presentations actually offer only an illusory 

opportunity for people to shift their class status through food (see Adorno and Horkheimer, 2007; 

Barthes, 1972; Lebesco and Naccarato, 2008)? One way to nuance this rather binary picture is to 

explore the particular ways that consumers exercise judgement in taste and grounds on which they 

do so. 

The practical uptake of his suggestions may not be the most socially relevant form of intermediation 

since debating the merits of his culinary style and of his worth as a figure within popular culture 

more generally is an important way for people to participate in public life. As Hill (2005) points out, 

expositions of particular lifestyles are not merely neutral pieces of information but display what are 

IﾗﾐゲｷSWヴWS けｪﾗﾗSげ ┘;┞ゲ デﾗ ﾉｷ┗Wく TｴW ヮヴWゲWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa SWゲｷヴ;HﾉW ┘;┞ゲ デﾗ Iﾗﾗﾆ ;ﾐS ﾉｷ┗W I;ヴヴｷWゲ ┘ｷデｴ ｷデが 
and prompts normative questions about the alternatives. These become particularly important in 

the cﾗﾐデW┝デ デｴ;デ デｴW┞ ;ヴW ヮヴWゲWﾐデWS ;ゲ けﾐﾗヴﾏ;ﾉげ HWI;┌ゲW デｴW┞ ゲデ;ﾐS デﾗ Iﾉ;ゲｴ ┘ｷデｴ Wゲデ;HﾉｷゲｴWS 
conceptions of normality in lifestyle amongst a diverse range of people. This leaves open the 

ヮﾗゲゲｷHｷﾉｷデ┞ デｴ;デ ヮヴWゲWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐゲ ﾗa デｴW けｪﾗﾗS ﾉｷaWげ ｷﾐ aﾗﾗS WﾐデWヴデ;ｷﾐﾏWﾐデ ﾏWdia are implicitly calling 

ﾗデｴWヴ ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲ ｷﾐデﾗ ケ┌Wゲデｷﾗﾐ ;ゲ けH;Sげく DｷゲI┌ゲゲｷﾐｪ デｴWゲW ｷﾏヮﾉｷIｷデ ﾐﾗヴﾏ;デｷ┗W Iﾉ;ｷﾏゲ ｷゲ ; ゲｷｪﾐｷaｷI;ﾐデ ヮ;ヴデ 
of food media engagement. For example Skeggs et al (2008) have talked about the way audiences of 

けヴW;ﾉｷデ┞ TVげ ;Iデｷ┗Wﾉ┞ ヮヴﾗS┌ce their identities through talking about their viewership.  It is for that 

reason that the terms of debate around their role as cultural intermediaries should be broadened to 

include the way they enter social dialogue regardless of whether or not they have a significant 

bearing on social taste or culinary activity.       

In the remainder of this paper I briefly discuss the concept of the cultural intermediary and some of 

the current thinking about celebrity chefs as cultural intermediaries. In the methodology I discuss 

the use of audiencing theory and the use of focus groups as a way to study cultural intermediation in 

an empirically grounded way. I then take some selected examples from some focus groups to 

exemplify some of the ways that Jamie Oliver and his audiences are caught up in the process of 

cultural intermediation. In the first two examples (Maud and James) I discuss the classed and 

ｪWﾐSWヴWS ﾐ;デ┌ヴW ﾗa ゲﾗﾏW ;Sﾗヮデｷﾗﾐゲ ﾗa J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ ﾉｷaWゲデ┞ﾉW ;S┗ｷIWく Iﾐ デｴW ゲWIﾗﾐS デ┘ﾗ ふWWﾐS┞ ;ﾐS 
Brian) I discuss how even the rejection of Jamie Oliver invokes a process of cultural intermediation as 

Jamie Oliver is drawn into social discourses on taste and value. The point of these examples is to 

draw out some of the diversity and distinctiveness involved in the way people actively engage with 

                                                           
1 A ゲﾉ;ﾐｪ デWヴﾏ H;ゲｷI;ﾉﾉ┞ ﾏW;ﾐｷﾐｪ けｪﾗﾗSげ ┘ｴｷIｴ デｴｷゲ IWﾉWHヴｷデ┞ IｴWa ｴ;ゲ a;ﾏﾗ┌ゲﾉ┞ HWIﾗﾏW ;ゲゲﾗIｷ;デWS ┘ｷデｴ ｷﾐ デｴW 
UK.  



Jamie Oliver. This situates cultural intermediation in food media as a coproduction rather than a one 

way flow of information.     

Cultural intermediaries and cultural intermediation  

P;ﾉﾏWヴ ふヲヰヰΒぶ ;ヴｪ┌Wゲ デｴ;デ ┘ｴｷﾉゲデ さﾉｷaWゲデ┞ﾉW programming is nothing new in the history of television, 

recent additions to the genre have become more aggressive in imploring people to rethink their 

identities, familial relations and political sensibilities in a way that represents a significant shift from 

; ヮ┌HﾉｷI ゲWヴ┗ｷIW Wデｴﾗゲ デﾗ さｷﾐaﾗヴﾏが WS┌I;デW ;ﾐS WﾐデWヴデ;ｷﾐざ ふヲヰヰΒ:1). However the extent to which 

people actually do rethink these aspects of life in light of the suggestions of lifestyle media is less 

well understood. So whilst there may have been a relative upsurge in the way culinary practices are 

related to social and cultural identity, there remains a gap in our understanding of the way 

audiences actually deal with these messages in practice. Cultural intermediations, in their specific 

forms, are defined by the way audiences engage with food media messages.   

The concept of the cultural intermediary was originally coined by Pierre Bourdieu (1984), and was 

ヮヴｷﾐIｷヮ;ﾉﾉ┞ ｷﾐデWﾐSWS デﾗ ;ヮヮﾉ┞ デﾗ ;ﾐ WﾏWヴｪWﾐデ ﾏｷSSﾉW Iﾉ;ゲゲ ┘ｴﾗゲW ┘ﾗヴﾆ ｷﾐ デｴW ゲﾗ I;ﾉﾉWS けI┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ 
ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴｷWゲげ ┘ﾗヴﾆWS デﾗ ﾏﾗ┗W I┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ ｷSW;ゲ ｷﾐデﾗ ﾐW┘ ゲﾗIｷ;ﾉ ;ﾐS WIﾗﾐﾗﾏｷI ゲヮｴWヴWゲく Nixon and Du Gay 

(2002) note that Bourdieu defines cultural intermediaries broadly as those involved in the 

production of cultural programmes including those broadcast via radio and television. In its original 

conception the term referred principally to those facilitating the flow of information from an expert 

source to various audiences. Under such a view it would be the production executives and media 

workers that would defineS ;ゲ I┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ ｷﾐデWヴﾏWSｷ;ヴｷWゲ ヴ;デｴWヴ デｴ;ﾐ デｴW けゲデ;ヴゲげ ﾗa ﾏWSｷ; ヮWヴ ゲWく 
Nonetheless celebrity chefs can be viewed as cultural intermediaries because of the way they 

distribute culinary and lifestyle information to audiences (e.g. Bonner, 2005; Hollows, 2003; 2010). 

The experience of food media for the consumer puts them in more obvious contact with the 

celebrity than it does with their production company. Of course those working to bring celebrity 

chefs to the screens and books of the consumer can also be regarded as intermediaries but from the 

point of view of the consumer it is the celebrity that is the chief conduit of information. Further to 

デｴ;デ ;ﾐS SWゲヮｷデW ヴWIﾗｪﾐｷゲWS ゲWﾏ;ﾐデｷI ｷゲゲ┌Wゲ ┘ｷデｴ デｴW デWヴﾏ けI┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ ｷﾐデWヴﾏWSｷ;ヴ┞げ ふDW Pヴﾗヮヴｷゲ ;ﾐS 
Mwaura, 2013) it is certainly the case that they are involved in the business of cultural 

intermediation alongside their audience counterparts.  

A key claim of this paper is that the process of intermediation in the context of food media is defined 

as a coproduction between audience and media. In its broadest sense cultural intermediation 

SWゲIヴｷHWゲ デｴW ヮヴﾗIWゲゲ ﾗa ﾏﾗ┗ｷﾐｪ けI┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉげ ｷﾐaﾗヴﾏ;デｷﾗﾐ ;ヴﾗ┌ﾐSく T┞ヮｷI;ﾉﾉ┞ デｴW aｷｪ┌ヴW ﾗa デｴW I┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ 
intermediary is ordained through the process of imparting forms of knowledge, experience or skill to 

another person who did not possess this before. The study of the cultural intermediary and the 

allied process of cultural intermediation places its central interest on the way that cultural 

information is moved around and how this information comes to shape contemporary tastes and 

consumption cultures. It is not surprising that celebrity chefs have been considered as cultural 

intermediaries because much of their work promotes forms of culinary learning (Caraher et al 2000; 

Rich, 2011) and lifestyle advice (Hollows, 2003; Powell and Prasad, 2010). In short they offer people 

ideas about ways to shape their culinary and social lives by presenting particular visions of domestic 

culinary activity. The transfer of ideas through media, whether it is television, book or internet 

based, can be regarded as a straightforward form of cultural intermediation. It is not necessary for 

the audience, whomever they are, to act upon it for intermediation to occur. The specific way that 



this information is dealt with in a range of social circumstances adds another layer of complexity to 

the nature of cultural intermediation. 

Studying audiences in contexts other than the immediate site of viewing offers a good way to 

understand some of the facets of cultural intermediation including how people report using ideas 

from celebrity chefs (or not) as well as how celebrity chefs become part of lived culture through 

social exchange. Thus, here, I report and analyse the findings from a study informed by the 

methodological approaIｴ I;ﾉﾉWS け;┌SｷWﾐIｷﾐｪげふFｷゲﾆWが ヱΓΓヲき PｷヮWヴが ヲヰヱンぶ ┘ｴWヴW ;ﾐ;ﾉ┞ゲｷゲ ﾗa aﾗI┌ゲ ｪヴﾗ┌ヮ 
data provides empirically informed insights into cultural intermediation.    

Methodology 

The principle theoretical ambition of this article is to use an approach informed by the concept of 

audiencing (Fiske, 1992) to identify some of the key social practices that are involved in the cultural 

intermediation of food media. The concept of audiencing provides a way to study how audiences 

engage with media in multiple contexts. Of key interest are the ways that the social uses and 

┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪゲ ﾗa ; ｪｷ┗Wﾐ デW┝デ ゲｴｷaデ ;IIﾗヴSｷﾐｪ デﾗ ; ヴ;ﾐｪW ﾗa け┗;ヴｷ;HﾉWゲげ ｷﾐIﾉ┌Sｷﾐｪ ゲヮWIｷaｷI ゲﾗIｷ;ﾉ 
contexts, practices and locations. For example it has been argued that some audiences deal with 

particular Jamie Oliver programmes very differently according to whether they are watching him on 

television or subsequently talking about them with friends (Piper, 2013). This theoretical approach is 

supported by the use of focus groups where reported behaviours and observed social exchanges 

relating to Jamie Oliver reveal the complex relationships individuals have to this media.   

The following analysis is taken from a series of interviews and focus groups that were carried out in 

two towns in the UK as part of a research project studying the audiences of Jamie Oliver2. Audience 

engagement with Jamie Oliverげゲ ﾉｷaWゲデ┞ﾉW ヮヴﾗｪヴ;ﾏﾏｷﾐｪ is explored through the focus group 

encounter as a key site where audiences form active relationships to Jamie Oliver and to those 

within their social group. A series of 10 focus groups each composed of around five people and six 

in-depth interviews were undertaken in Tunbridge Wells in the south of England in 20113. The focus 

groups were comprised of individuals that were all known to each other as friends, work colleagues, 

and mostly both. The groups were comprised of friends and family and were recruited on the basis 

that they already socialised with one another on a regular basis. They were conducted over dinner 

;ﾐS Sヴｷﾐﾆゲ デﾗ ;ヮヮヴﾗ┝ｷﾏ;デW デｴW けﾐﾗヴﾏ;ﾉげ ゲﾗIｷ;ﾉ IﾗﾐSｷデｷﾗﾐゲ デｴ;デ デｴese participants were likely to 

engage in. Following Holbrook and Jackson (1996) I argue that there are significant benefits to 

ヴWIヴ┌ｷデｷﾐｪ けﾐ;デ┌ヴ;ﾉ ｪヴﾗ┌ヮゲげく Iﾐ ヮ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;ヴ I ┘;ゲ IﾗﾐIWヴﾐWS デﾗ ﾗHゲWヴ┗W ｴﾗ┘ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴ ｷゲ Wﾐｪ;ｪWS 
with as part of social interactions including the effects that peer pressure might have on the 

formulation of responses such as a tendency towards conformity that has been posited by others 

ふ“デW┘;ヴデ Wデ ;ﾉが ヲヰヰヶぶく Tｴｷゲ けﾐ;デ┌ヴ;ﾉ ｪヴﾗ┌ヮゲげ ;ヮヮヴﾗ;Iｴ ┘;ゲ ;SﾗヮデWS デﾗ a;Iｷﾉｷデ;デW ; IﾉﾗゲW ;ヮヮヴﾗ┝ｷﾏation 

of the normal social interactions that a group of friends might have and to encourage the openness 

that familiarity can foster (Burgess, 1996).  In regard to this paper I focus on two of those focus 

groups. The first group was made up of five participants of varying ages. Maud and Alec are married 

and in their fifties and sixties respectively, Catherine and Rachel are in their mid-twenties and sisters 

while James is in his mid-twenties and a mutual friend of all. The social composition of this group 

                                                           
2 The project is part of a wider progr;ﾏﾏW ﾗa ヴWゲW;ヴIｴ ﾉﾗﾗﾆｷﾐｪ ;デ Cﾗﾐゲ┌ﾏWヴ C┌ﾉデ┌ヴW ｷﾐ ;ﾐ けAｪW ﾗa Aﾐ┝ｷWデ┞げ 
(Conanx) funded by the European Research Council. 
3 Tunbridge Wells has been typically represented as an upper middle class town where the attributes of wealth 

and trappings of highbrow culture could be said to thrive (Cobb, 2009). 



was mixed, with some participants displaying more working class identifications than others. The 

second group was comprised of local council administrators and friends (who socialise outside of 

work). The focus group took place over dinner. The group was made up of four women (28, 32, 50, 

and 52) and two men (31 and 35). The groups were all white and mostly working class.  

I offer some insights into the ways that media figures such as Jamie Oliver are woven into a 

personalised relationship with individuals and how these personal relationships are brought to bear 

in social exchanges as Jamie Oliver enters, figuratively speaking, everyday interactions. In common 

with Skeggs et al (2008), emphasis is placed upon the way individuals produce their identities 

through the focus group encounter rather than relying on reported behaviours and opinions as the 

sole source of data. To make the conjoining of audiencing and cultural intermediation more clear, 

デｴｷゲ ヮ;ヮWヴ ｷゲ IﾗﾐIWヴﾐWS デﾗ W┝ヮﾉﾗヴW ｴﾗ┘ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ ｷSW;ゲ ;ヴW ;ヮpropriated or rejected,  how they 

are personalised, and how they are spoken about as concrete forms of social practice. In the 

process, factors of age, gender and social norms are analysed to explore the part they play in the 

particular ways that Jamie Oliver comes to matter in cultural intermediation  

Cultural intermediation in practice Ȃ the coproduction of culinary identity 

In the following sections I take some discrete examples of people who have engaged with Jamie 

Oliver and discuss how each of these constitute different forms of cultural intermediation. The 

ゲWIデｷﾗﾐゲ SｷゲI┌ゲゲｷﾐｪ J;ﾏWゲ ;ﾐS M;┌S ;ヴW W┝;ﾏヮﾉWゲ ﾗa ヮWﾗヮﾉW ;Sﾗヮデｷﾐｪ ;ゲヮWIデゲ ﾗa J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ 
lifestyle suggestions for different reasons according to their age, gender and class position.  The 

second section is drawn from a different focus group and discusses the various ways that these 

ヮWﾗヮﾉW Wﾐｪ;ｪW ┘ｷデｴ ﾗﾐW ﾗa J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ ｷSW;ゲ ;Hﾗ┌デ ┌ゲｷﾐｪ ; Iｴﾗヮヮｷﾐｪ Hﾗ;ヴS デﾗ ゲWヴ┗W aﾗﾗSく  Iﾐ ﾗﾐW 
example I refer to the way the group talks about the chopping board as a transgression of culinary 

norms. In another example I talk about the way an individual, Brian, uses the rejection of Jamie 

Oliver to assert his own domestic sovereignty.  

 James Ȃ Intermediation as novel development 

A 30 year old man called James exemplifies the process using Jamie Oliver as a route into novel 

domestic possibilities and how, in talking about this process, Jamie Oliver becomes part of a cultural 

intermediation of individual culinary identity. . This section highlights how factors of age and gender 

appropriate behaviour made Jamie Oliver an attractive cultural intermediary. At the same time it 

demonstrates ｴﾗ┘ デｴｷゲ ｷﾐSｷ┗ｷS┌;ﾉげゲ ゲﾗIｷ;ﾉ ;ﾐS I┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ H;Iﾆｪヴﾗ┌ﾐS ﾏ;SW デｴｷゲ ﾆｷﾐS ﾗa ;デデヴ;Iデｷﾗﾐ 
possible.  

The excerpts here are taken from a focus group in Tunbridge Wells and principally reflect the 

conversation between James and a 50 year old woman called Maud. Both of them can be 

Iｴ;ヴ;IデWヴｷゲWS ;ゲ けaﾗﾗSｷW デ┞ヮWゲげ ;ﾐS Hﾗデｴ ;ヴW IWヴデ;ｷﾐﾉ┞ aヴWケ┌Wﾐデ ;ﾐS Wﾐデｴ┌ゲｷ;ゲデｷI Iﾗﾗﾆゲく J;ﾏWゲ ┘;ゲ 
formerly a profesゲｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ IｴWa ;ﾐS M;┌S ｴ;ゲ ;ﾉゲﾗ ┘ﾗヴﾆWS ;ゲ ; IｴWa ｷﾐ デｴW ヮ;ゲデく Iﾐ J;ﾏWゲげ ┘ﾗヴSゲが 

Iげ┗W HWWﾐ aﾗヴデ┌ﾐ;デW HWI;┌ゲW ﾏ┞ M┌ﾏ ┘;ゲ ; ｴﾗﾏW WI デW;IｴWヴ ゲﾗ ゲｴW ﾆﾐW┘ デｴW ゲIﾗヴWが ゲｴW 
knew what to do and what not to do...I have memories of, you know, coming here and, you 

lot had gone off somewhere and we were having a few beers and a smoke the book had just 

IﾗﾏW ﾗ┌デ ;ﾐS ┘W ┘WヴW ﾉｷﾆWが ;ﾉヴｷｪｴデが ゲｴ;ﾉﾉ ┘W デヴ┞ デｴ;デい Iデが ｷデ ゲヮ;ヴﾆWSが ﾉｷﾆW ;が HWI;┌ゲW ｴWげS デ;ﾆWﾐ 
;┘;┞ デｴW a┌SS┞ S┌SS┞が ;ﾐS デｴW ヴWｪｷﾏWﾐデWS ゲｷSWが Iげ┗W ;ﾉヴW;S┞ ﾏWﾐデｷﾗﾐWS デｴｷゲが H┌デ デｴ;デげゲ ┘ｴ;デ 
I feel. It took it to just a different level, I think I remember reading in the Guide of the 



Guardian, just the TV review and it was like a preview of the very first series and they said 

something about you know the Naked Chef being something refreshing and something 

SｷaaWヴWﾐデが ;ﾐS H┞ デｴW ┘;┞ ﾉ;SｷWゲ ｴWげゲ ﾐﾗデ ﾐ;ﾆWS ;ﾉデｴﾗ┌ｪｴ ゲﾗﾏW ┘ｷゲｴ ｴW ┘;ゲく AﾐS ┞ﾗ┌ ﾆﾐﾗ┘ 
things like that, there was obviously a marketing machine but it worked, you know because it 

did create a buzz because he reached the people that were reachable or wanted to be 

reached. 

J;ﾏWゲげ ヴWIﾗﾉﾉWIデｷﾗﾐゲ ｴWヴW ;ヴW ｷﾐSｷI;デｷ┗W ﾗa ; aﾗヴﾏ;デｷ┗W ヮWヴｷﾗS ｷﾐ ｴｷゲ ┞ﾗ┌デｴ S┌ヴｷﾐｪ ┘ｴｷIｴ ｴW ┘;ゲ 
けヴW;IｴWSげ H┞ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴく TｴW ｷﾐデヴﾗS┌Iデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴ ｷﾐデﾗ ｴｷゲ ﾉｷaW ┘;ゲ a;Iｷﾉｷデ;デWS H┞ ┘ｴ;デ ﾏｷｪｴデ 
be considerWS ; a;ｷヴﾉ┞ ﾏｷSSﾉW Iﾉ;ゲゲ けｴ;Hｷデ┌ゲげ (Bourdieu, 1984). The reference to reading The Guide in 

The Guardian newspaper for example, highlights what could be thought of as a typical British middle 

class source of cultural information and to a certain extent, suggestion on the part of journalists4. 

The connotation here is that this publication could be seen to legitimate certain forms of popular 

culture and/or offer a powerful source of critique to its readers on different kinds of media. On the 

other hand, when James refers to the idea that people ;ヴW けヴW;Iｴ;HﾉWげ H┞ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴが ｴW ｴｷｪｴﾉｷｪｴデゲ 
more than a simple problem of information transfer. What he means is that some people, by virtue 

of their social dispositions, are more likely to recognise and respond to Jamie Oliver because of his 

specific appeal. For James, one aspect of this appeal is described in terms of the way Jamie Oliver 

ﾗaaWヴゲ ;ﾐ ;ﾉデWヴﾐ;デｷ┗W デﾗ デｴW けa┌SS┞ S┌SS┞げ ;ﾐS けヴWｪｷﾏWﾐデWS ゲｷSWげ デﾗ IﾗﾗﾆWヴ┞ デｴ;デ ｴW IﾉW;ヴﾉ┞ ;ゲゲﾗIｷ;デWゲ 
┘ｷデｴ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ ヮヴWI┌ヴゲﾗヴゲく J;ﾏWゲ ゲ┌ｪｪWゲデゲ デｴ;デ ｴW ┘;ゲ けﾉ┌Iﾆ┞げ ｷﾐ デｴW ゲWﾐゲW デｴ;デ ｴｷゲ ﾏ┌ﾏ ┘;ゲ ; 
home economics teacher. This reference to his early culinary education is an indication that James 

┘;ゲ けヮヴｷﾏWSげ aﾗヴ ;Sﾗヮデｷﾐｪ ;ﾐS ;ヮヮヴﾗヮヴｷ;デｷﾐｪ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ ｷSW;ゲ ｷﾐデﾗ ｴｷゲ ﾗ┘ﾐ I┌ﾉｷﾐ;ヴ┞ ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲく Oﾐ 
the other hand, there is a suggestion that his break from the culinary norms of the past offered an 

attractive and amenable way for him to engage with Jamie Oliver in his social life. He points towards 

IﾗﾐIヴWデW W┝;ﾏヮﾉWゲ ﾗa けｴ;┗ｷﾐｪ ; aW┘ HWWヴゲ ;ﾐS ; ゲﾏﾗﾆWげ ┘ｴｷﾉゲデ Iﾗﾗﾆｷﾐｪ ┘ｷデｴ his friend as a way to 

show how compatible Jamie Oliver was with his lifestyle and leisure activities at the time.  

Maud: So really it just gave you confidence and he must have given lots of people confidence  

James: mm [agreeing]  

Maud: just to do those ゲｷﾏヮﾉW ヴWIｷヮWゲ デｴ;デ ┘WヴW ヴW;ﾉﾉ┞ ｪﾗﾗSが デｴ;デげゲ デｴW SｷaaWヴWﾐIW HWデ┘WWﾐ 
them 

James: mm, it took the fear away... [Larousse Gastronomique] assumes a level, whereas this 

SﾗWゲﾐげデ ;ゲゲ┌ﾏW ;ﾐ┞ ﾉW┗Wﾉゲ ;デ ;ﾉﾉ ;ﾐS ｷデ ┘;ゲ ﾃ┌ゲデ デｴ;デ ｷﾐaﾗヴﾏ;ﾉｷデ┞が ;ﾐS ;ﾐSが ヮ┌デデｷﾐｪ ヮWﾗヮﾉW ｷn 

デｴ;デ Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ ﾏ;ﾆWゲ ┞ﾗ┌ デｴｷﾐﾆ けﾗﾗｴ I ﾏｷｪｴデ ｪｷ┗W ｷデ ; Iヴ;Iﾆが ┘ｴ┞ ﾐﾗデが ┘ｴ;デ ｴ;┗W I ｪﾗデ デﾗ 
ﾉﾗゲWげ  

Aゲ ﾏWﾐデｷﾗﾐWS W;ヴﾉｷWヴが J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴ I;ﾐ HW デｴﾗ┌ｪｴデ ﾗa ;ゲ ヮヴWゲWﾐデｷﾐｪ ; けヴWIﾗｪﾐｷゲ;Hﾉ┞ ﾏ;ゲI┌ﾉｷﾐWげ 
(Hollows, 2003) way of cooking that disavows domestic labour in favour of domestic leisure. Hollows 

Sヴ;┘ゲ ﾗﾐ デｴW S┌;ﾉ aｷｪ┌ヴWゲ ﾗa デｴW けﾐW┘ ﾏ;ﾐげ ;ﾐS デｴW けﾐW┘ ﾉ;Sげ デﾗ ゲ┌ｪｪWゲデ デｴ;デ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴ ｴ;ゲ 
Iﾗ┌ヮﾉWS ｴ┞ヮWヴ ﾏ;ゲI┌ﾉｷﾐW けﾉ;SSｷゲｴﾐWゲゲげ ┘ｷデｴ ゲデWヴWﾗデ┞ヮｷI;ﾉﾉ┞ aWﾏｷﾐｷゲWS IﾗﾐIWヮデｷﾗﾐゲ ﾗa デｴW けﾐW┘ ﾏ;ﾐげ 
┘ｴﾗゲW Wﾐｴ;ﾐIWS けゲWﾐゲｷデｷ┗ｷデ┞げ ;ﾐS ﾉｷHWヴ;ﾉｷデ┞ ﾏ;SW Iﾗﾗﾆｷﾐｪ ; ヴWIﾗｪﾐｷゲ;HﾉW a;IWデ ﾗa ｴｷゲ ヮヴ;IデｷIWく Tﾗ 

                                                           
4 The Guide is as supplement in the popular broadsheet newspaper, The Guardian, which is widely regarded in 

the UK as having a middle class readership.  



some W┝デWﾐデ デヴ;IWゲ ﾗa デｴWゲW aｷｪ┌ヴWゲ I;ﾐ HW SｷゲIWヴﾐWS ｷﾐ J;ﾏWゲげ ;デデｷデ┌SW デﾗ┘;ヴSゲ him. James talks 

about ｴｷゲ ﾗ┘ﾐ ﾉ;Iﾆ ﾗa IﾗﾐaｷSWﾐIW ;ﾐS J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげs appeal in providing an informal context to 

become a better cook. This self reference to a lack of confidence is not symmetrical with Jamie 

Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ IﾗﾐaｷSWﾐデ ;ヮヮヴﾗ;Iｴが ;ﾉデｴﾗ┌ｪｴ デｴW ;ヮヮW;ﾉ ﾗa this figure for James is undoubtedly related to 

the desire to get some of that specific brand of domestic confidence. Whether or not James is 

thinking about this form of appropriation in specifically gendered ways is not clear though. What is 

clear is that he can present himself as a competent young man in culinary terms and that Jamie 

Oﾉｷ┗Wヴ ｴ;ゲ ヮﾉ;┞WS ; ヮ;ヴデ ｷﾐ デｴ;デく J;ﾏWゲげ ┘;┞ ﾗa SWゲIヴｷHｷﾐｪ ｴｷﾏゲWﾉa ;ﾐS ｴｷゲ ヴWﾉ;デｷﾗﾐゲｴｷヮ デﾗ J;ﾏie Oliver 

Wゲヮﾗ┌ゲWゲ ; ヮﾗゲｷデｷﾗﾐ デｴ;デ SﾗWゲ ﾐﾗデ aｷデ W;ゲｷﾉ┞ ┘ｷデｴ WｷデｴWヴ けﾉ;SSｷゲｴﾐWゲゲげ ﾗヴ ｴ┞ヮWヴゲWﾐゲｷデｷ┗ｷデ┞く TｴW 
;ヮヮヴﾗヮヴｷ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴ HWI;┌ゲW ﾗa ｴｷゲ ;ヮヮW;ﾉ デﾗ ; ┞ﾗ┌デｴa┌ﾉ ﾏ;ゲI┌ﾉｷﾐW けaﾗﾗSｷWげ ┘;┞ ﾗa けSﾗｷﾐｪ 
ｪWﾐSWヴげ ふC;ｷヴﾐゲ Wデ ;ﾉが ヲヰヱヰぶ ;ﾉヴW;S┞ ｷﾏヮﾉｷWゲ ; ﾏｷ┝デure of these two otherwise contradictory 

personality traits. What we see here is a man confident enough to talk about his own insecurities 

;ヴﾗ┌ﾐS aﾗﾗS H┌デ ┘ｴﾗ ;ﾉゲﾗ ｷﾐSｷI;デWゲ ｴｷゲ SWゲｷヴW デﾗ ;ヮヮヴﾗヮヴｷ;デW ;ﾐS ┌ゲW ゲﾗﾏW ﾗa J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ 
aesthetics and skills to live a different kind of life. This is a kind of intermediation that seemingly 

started with a younger man finding a culinary aesthetic exciting and relevant and which continues as 

ヮ;ヴデ ﾗa デｴW ┘;┞ ｴW ゲデﾗヴｷWゲ ｴｷゲ ヮヴｷ┗;デW ;ﾐS ヮ┌HﾉｷI ｷSWﾐデｷデ┞く J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ ｷnfluence as a cultural 

ｷﾐデWヴﾏWSｷ;ヴ┞ ｷゲ ﾐﾗデ aﾗヴｪﾗデデWﾐ ;ﾐS Iﾗﾐデｷﾐ┌Wゲ デﾗ aﾗヴﾏ ; ゲ┌Hゲデ;ﾐデｷ┗W ;ﾐS ﾐﾗヴﾏ;ﾉｷゲWS ヮ;ヴデ ﾗa J;ﾏWゲげ 
cultural reflections but clearly what started off as a way to explore cookery and new lifestyle is now 

a way to tell a story about his very personal and distinctive development.   

 Maud Ȃ normality as an appeal to social class 

The following excerpts are taken from a focus group where Maud, the middle aged woman 

referenced above, expresses why she feels that Jamie Oliver is appealing, and reflects on some of 

the specific ways that she personalises and interacts with his ideas about food. In this case-study, we 

can see how his ;ヮヮW;ﾉ ;ゲ ; けﾐﾗヴﾏ;ﾉげ HﾉﾗﾆW ｷゲ IﾗﾏHｷﾐWS ┘ｷデｴ デｴW ﾐﾗ┗Wﾉデ┞ ﾗa ｴｷゲ I┌ﾉｷﾐ;ヴ┞ W┝ヮWヴデｷゲWく Hｷゲ 
perceived normality effectively works in the service of transmitting novel culinary ideas by making 

them appear more accessible. Here Maud talks about her view that Jamie Oliver presents his real life 

and how that is appealing in class terms:     

[the guests on his show] are his friends and they are his family. But the thing about Jamie is 

デｴ;デ ｴWげゲ I┌デWが ｴWげゲ ﾏ;ﾐ;ｪWS デﾗ ｪWデ ﾏﾗヴW ヮWﾗヮﾉW ﾗﾐ ゲｷSW デｴ;ﾐが デｴ;ﾐ ┌ﾏ NｷｪWﾉﾉ; ┘ﾗ┌ﾉS 
HWI;┌ゲW ｴWげゲ ;ヮヮW;ﾉｷﾐｪ デﾗ デｴW ﾏ;ゲゲWゲく HWげゲ ﾐﾗデ ;ヮヮW;ﾉｷﾐｪ デﾗ デｴW ┌ヮヮWヴ Iﾉ;ゲゲWゲが デｴWヴW ;ヴW 
more, there are more of us than there are of them up there do you know what I mean? 

One of the key ways that an intermediation takes place here is through the formation of a para-

social relationship to Jamie Oliver. Broadly defined, this concept refers to the way individuals form 

imaginary relationships with distanciated figures, often, but not exclusively those who appear on 

television and other media formats (Piper, 2012, Bonner, 2010, Skeggs and Wood, 2008). In this case 

Maud can be seen to form a relatively direct identification with Jamie Oliver based on a recognition 

ﾗa ｴｷゲ ;ヮヮW;ﾉ デﾗ デｴW けﾏ;ゲゲWゲげく Iﾐ Sﾗｷﾐｪ ゲﾗ ゲｴW ;Iデｷ┗Wﾉ┞ SWaｷﾐWゲ ｴWヴゲWﾉa ;ｪ;ｷﾐゲデ デｴW ┌ヮヮWヴ Iﾉ;ゲゲWゲ ;ﾐS 
arguably aligns herself much more with a notion of working class selfhood.  

TｴWヴW ｷゲ ゲﾗﾏWデｴｷﾐｪ ケ┌ｷデW ゲWﾉa SWヮヴWI;デｷﾐｪ ｷﾐ M;┌Sげゲ ヴWaWヴWﾐIW デﾗ ｴWヴゲWﾉa ;ゲ ヮ;ヴデ ﾗa デｴW けﾏ;ゲゲWゲげ ;ﾐS 
yet at the same time there is something affirming about her need to distinguish herself from the 

け┌ヮヮWヴ Iﾉ;ゲゲWゲげ. J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ ゲ┌IIWゲゲ ;ゲ ; I┌ﾉtural intermediary is, for Maud it would seem, 

characterised by her ability to identify with him in class terms. Indeed metaphors of depth, position 



;ﾐS ｴｷWヴ;ヴIｴ┞ I;ﾐ HW ヴWヮW;デWSﾉ┞ SｷゲIWヴﾐWS デｴヴﾗ┌ｪｴ ｴWヴ ｷSWﾐデｷaｷI;デｷﾗﾐゲ ┘ｷデｴ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴく M;┌Sげゲ 
reference to Oliver as being unlike Nigella Lawson に who is famously regarded as an upper middle 

class celebrity chef に serves to place him in a sharper class dialogic because in referencing Nigella 

Lawson she puts Jamie Oliver in a conversation about class.  There is Maud, Jamie Oliver and Nigella 

Lawson and in that order. Despite this identification, she also flags up a key idea in that she thinks he 

ｷゲ けI┌デWげ ｷﾐ ;ヮヮW;ﾉｷﾐｪ デﾗ デｴW ﾏ;ゲゲWゲ ｷﾐ デｴｷゲ ┘;┞く Tｴｷゲ ゲ┌ｪｪWゲデゲ デｴ;デ M;┌S ゲ┌ゲヮWIデゲ デｴWヴW ｷゲ ゲﾗﾏW 
contrivance, or at the very least strategy going on by Oliver, and that perhaps he is not particularly 

like her in the end. This identification operates then through a semblance of social relations in which 

Maud can identify herself as a concrete classed entity, even if the relationship with Jamie Oliver is 

premised on a fallacy of mutual identification. Further to that, her relationship towards Jamie Oliver 

ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデゲ ; a┌ヴデｴWヴ ｷSWﾐデｷaｷI;デｷﾗﾐ ┘ｷデｴ ;ﾐ け┌ゲげが ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;デWS ;ゲ デｴW ﾏ;ゲゲWゲく Iデ ｷゲ デｴｷゲ ┘;┞ デｴ;デ 
engagement with Jamie Oli┗Wヴげゲ ﾏﾗSW ﾗa ;SSヴWゲゲ ゲデｷﾏ┌ﾉ;デWゲ ; ┘ｷSWヴ aヴ;ﾏｷﾐｪ ﾗa ｴWヴ ヮﾉ;IW ｷﾐ ; ゲﾗIｷ;ﾉ 
order. Hｷゲ ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIW ;ゲ ;ﾐ ｷﾐデWヴﾏWSｷ;ヴ┞ ｷゲ HﾗﾉゲデWヴWS H┞ M;┌Sげゲ IﾗﾐIWヮデ┌;ﾉｷゲ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ｴｷﾏ ;ゲ ; 
democratising figure.  

In this next quote Maud exemplifies another process of identification that highlights the importance 

ﾗa J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ perceived normality as a factor determining his success as an intermediary. She 

does this through a paradoxical example of drawing attention to his interaction with a celebrity 

musician (Fatboy Slim) over the phone.  

YW;ｴが ┘Wﾉﾉ Iげﾏ ヴW;Sｷﾐｪ ｴｷゲ Hﾗﾗﾆ ;デ デｴW ﾏｷﾐ┌デW ふヴWaWヴヴｷﾐｪ デﾗ ┌ﾐﾗaaｷIｷ;ﾉ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴ Hｷﾗｪヴ;ヮｴ┞ぶ 
;ﾐS ｷデ ゲ;ｷS デｴ;デ ｴW ｴ;S ; ヮｴﾗﾐW I;ﾉﾉ aヴﾗﾏ I Sﾗﾐげデ ﾆﾐﾗ┘が F;デHﾗ┞ Sﾉｷﾏ ┘ｴﾗ ┘;ゲ aﾗﾉﾉﾗ┘ｷﾐｪ ﾗﾐW ﾗa 
ｴｷゲ ヴWIｷヮWゲ ﾗﾐ デ┌ﾐ; ;ﾐS ｴW ゲ;ｷS け┘Wﾉﾉ I;ﾐ I ┌ゲW ゲｴ;ヴﾆ ｷﾐゲデW;Sいげ ;ﾐS ｴW ゲ;ｷS ┞W;ｴ デｴ;デげゲ 
aｷﾐWくくくAﾉヴｷｪｴデ ｴWげゲ ｴｷｪｴWヴ デｴ;ﾐ ┌ゲ, H┌デ ｴWげゲ ﾗﾐW ﾗa ┌ゲき ;ﾐS ヮWﾗヮﾉW ﾉｷﾆW デｴ;デが ｷa デｴW┞げヴW ; Hｷデ 
higher 

Maud demonstrates a key method by which Jamie Oliver is able to operate as a cultural 

ｷﾐデWヴﾏWSｷ;ヴ┞く B┞ ゲデ;デｷﾐｪ デｴ;デ ヮWﾗヮﾉW ﾉｷﾆW デｴ;デ けｴWげゲ ｴｷｪｴWヴ デｴ;ﾐ ┌ゲ H┌デ ｴWげゲ ﾗﾐW ﾗa ┌ゲげ ゲｴW ｷﾐデヴﾗS┌IWゲ 
the idea that Jamie Oliver is applaudably normal but also appreciably higher in social status. This 

particular mix of normality and higher social status generates a successful process of identification 

aﾗヴ M;┌Sく “ｴW ;ﾉﾉ┌SWゲ デﾗ デｴｷゲ けｴｷｪｴﾐWゲゲげ H┞ ヴWaWヴWﾐIW デﾗ ｴｷゲ ヴWﾉ;デｷﾗﾐゲｴｷヮゲ ┘ｷデｴ ﾗデｴWヴ IWﾉWHヴｷデｷWゲ ;ﾐS 
indeed to the way hｷゲ W┝ヮWヴデｷゲW ｷゲ ┗;ﾉ┌WS H┞ デｴﾗゲW ヮWﾗヮﾉWく Aデ デｴW ゲ;ﾏW デｷﾏWが M;┌S ｷﾐSW┝Wゲ Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ 
normality and that of his celebrity friends by drawing attention to relatively common practices に like 

phoning a friend for cookery advice. It is in this way that Jamie comes to be seen as both normal, but 

ゲ┌aaｷIｷWﾐデﾉ┞ けｴｷｪｴWヴげ デﾗ ┘;ヴヴ;ﾐデ デｴW ｷﾐデWヴWゲデ ;ﾐS ;aaWIデｷﾗﾐゲ ｴｷゲ ;┌SｷWﾐIWゲく Aヴｪ┌;Hﾉ┞ デｴｷゲ ﾐﾗヴﾏ;ﾉｷゲ;デｷﾗﾐ 
of celebrity is precisely what Maud likes, in the sense that it affords her ways to identify with people 

け;Hﾗ┗W ｴWヴげ ┘ｴｷﾉゲデ ;デ デｴW ゲ;ﾏW デｷﾏW ;aaｷヴﾏｷﾐｪ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ ﾏ┌ﾐS;ﾐW ;Iデｷﾗﾐゲ ;ﾏﾗﾐｪゲデ aヴｷWﾐSゲ ;ヴW 
intelligibly equal between herself and them. It is important for Maud that she can discern certain 

aspects of her own practices in Jamie Oliver, whilst at the same time maintain reasons to hold him in 

the place of a cultural authority whose advice on cookery or lifestyle propositions might be valid.  

However, although there remains a discourse that posits that celebrity chefs like Jamie Oliver could 

HW IﾗﾐゲｷSWヴWS ;ゲ けW┝ヮWヴデげが ;ﾐd Maud demonstrates that matters of taste are a very personal matter 

ﾗa W┝ヮWヴデｷゲWく “ｴW IﾗﾏﾏWﾐデゲ デｴ;デ さJamie Oliver uses too much lemon for my liking, I would never use 

;ゲ ﾏ┌Iｴ ﾉWﾏﾗﾐ ;ゲ ｴW SﾗWゲが H┌デ H┌デが H┌デ デｴ;デげゲ ;ﾉﾉ ;Hﾗ┌デ Iﾗﾗﾆｷﾐg.ざ M;┌Sげゲ ヴWaWヴWﾐIW デﾗ Olｷ┗Wヴげゲ use of 

lemon and to her own preferences for its use in cookery demonstrate an important limitation to the 



reverence and authority afforded to him on such matters. Whereas Maud asserts her own 

preference in opposition to his tastes, she also reaffirms an empathy for his position by 

SWﾏﾗﾐゲデヴ;デｷﾐｪ ｴWヴ a;ﾏｷﾉｷ;ヴｷデ┞ ┘ｷデｴ デｴW Wデｴﾗゲ ﾗa ヮWヴゲﾗﾐ;ﾉｷゲ;デｷﾗﾐ デﾗ ﾗﾐWげゲ ﾗ┘ﾐ デ;ゲデWゲ ｷﾐ IﾗﾗﾆWヴ┞く Tｴｷゲ 
is a move that sets her apart as an individual with specific tastes but reaffirms her connection to 

Jamie Oliver through sharing the broader conventions of culinary skill and adaptation. Maud 

recognizes his expertise as a chef, but also establishes herself as an expert and knowledgeable voice, 

but being able to speak back to his expertise, and establish her own sense of good taste. 

Intermediation as rejection 

To publicly reject Jamie Oliver as a culinary and social influence may deny his power as a cultural 

intermediary and yet paradoxically this rejection is one way that celebrity chefs enter the social 

fabric. This section dｷゲI┌ゲゲWゲ ゲﾗﾏW ﾗa デｴW ┘;┞ゲ ｷﾐ ┘ｴｷIｴ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ I┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ ;┌デｴﾗヴｷデ┞ ｷゲ ヴWa┌ゲWS ﾗヴ 
fails to take root. Lifestyle practices that clash with existing sets of relations between materials, 

meanings and skills are debated and critiqued by a group. In so doing I argue that this form of dis-

identification is itself constitutive of a kind of cultural intermediation because Jamie Oliver is still 

incorporated in discussions of culinary normality. It is in this way that I wish to question what could 

be meant by intermediation if practices result from suggestive programming and framings of Jamie 

Oliver that are oppositional to his suggested practices. In other words I wish to posit that in rejecting 

Jamie Oliver as a creditable source of lifestyle information there is a form of cultural inclusion that 

still situates Jamie Oliver as an important part of culinary and social life. There is a certain 

inescapability to his influence that remains even when he is resisted. In the example of Brian 

(below), one can see how an actｷ┗W ヴWﾃWIデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ ゲ┌ｪｪWゲデｷﾗﾐゲ aﾗヴ デｴW ┌ゲW ﾗa デｴW ゲ;ﾏW 
chopping board is a way for people to assert their own culinary and domestic values. This negative 

ヴWaヴ;ﾏｷﾐｪ ﾗa J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴ ┘ｷデｴｷﾐ ; ﾏﾗヴ;ﾉｷゲWS ヴWaﾉWIデｷﾗﾐ ﾗﾐ けﾐﾗヴﾏ;ﾉげ I┌ﾉｷﾐ;ヴ┞ ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲ SWmonstrates 

how Jamie Oliver works as an intermediary, even in contexts where his authority is refused. The 

supporting practice of publicly critiquing him demonstrates some of the limitations of his influence 

and at the same time his inclusion within everyday debates on culinary practices.  

 Wendy - Transgressing culinary norms 

On occasion intermediation can be seen as a process of discussing the logic of certain ideas that 

J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴ ヮヴﾗヮﾗゲWゲく Iﾐ ゲ┌Iｴ ｷﾐゲデ;ﾐIWゲ ﾗﾐW I;ﾐ ゲWW ｴﾗ┘ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ ゲ┌ｪｪWゲデｷﾗﾐゲ aor culinary 

organisation are actively critiqued by a group according to their ideas about what is normal and 

morally appropriate. It is in this rather oblique way that Jamie Oliver operates as an intermediary by 

setting the figurative stage for conversatioﾐゲ ;Hﾗ┌デ ヮWﾗヮﾉWげゲ ヮWヴゲﾗﾐ;ﾉ SﾗﾏWゲデｷI ┗;ﾉ┌Wゲく  

The following comes from a focus group carried out in Tunbridge Wells with a group of friends and 

colleagues who are having dinner together. The focus group took place over dinner which I cooked 

for them as a thank you, ;ﾐS ;ゲ ; ┘;┞ デﾗ a;Iｷﾉｷデ;デW ;ゲ ﾐW;ヴ デﾗ けﾐﾗヴﾏ;ﾉげ IﾗﾐSｷデｷﾗﾐゲ aﾗヴ ゲﾗIｷ;ﾉ 
interaction as I could. Generally speaking it would not be unusual for this group to meet for dinner 

although as one participant jokingly pointed out, this dinner party turned ouデ デﾗ HW ﾏﾗヴW ﾉｷﾆW け┘ﾗヴﾆげ.   
TｴW ﾏ;ｷﾐ ヮﾗｷﾐデ ﾗa ｷﾐデWヴWゲデ ｷﾐ デｴｷゲ ｷﾐデWヴ;Iデｷﾗﾐ ｷゲ ; SｷゲI┌ゲゲｷﾗﾐ ;Hﾗ┌デ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ ┌ゲW ﾗa ; Iｴﾗヮヮｷﾐｪ 
board to serve food from in his television series 30 Minute Meals.  

Wendy: No 

Debs: Instead he serves it on a chopping board 



Mary: Yeah 

Wendy: On his rustic board (emphasising syllables) 

One point to raise here is that Wendy immediately draws attention to the connotation of the board 

;ゲ けヴ┌ゲデｷIげく TｴW Iﾗﾐゲデヴ┌Iデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ; I┌ﾉｷﾐ;ヴ┞ ;WゲデｴWデｷI around ideas such as rusticity is something that 

audiences acknowledge celebrity chefs doing.  WWﾐS┞げゲ ヴWIﾗｪﾐｷデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa けヴ┌ゲデｷIｷデ┞げ ;ゲ ;ﾐ ｷﾐデWﾐデｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ 
technique signals her own recognition of that as a trend but also of her own critical distance from it. 

Hﾗ┘W┗Wヴが ﾃ┌ゲデ ;ゲ けヮﾗﾐIｷﾐWゲゲげ I;ﾐ HW ヴWIﾗｪﾐｷゲWS in the form of an intelligible culinary aesthetic, 

rusticity undergoes an examination of practical value in order to assess whether this form of style 

IﾗﾏWゲ ;デ デｴW W┝ヮWﾐゲW ﾗa ゲ┌Hゲデ;ﾐデｷ┗W HWﾐWaｷデゲ ｷﾐ けﾐﾗヴﾏ;ﾉげ ヮヴ;IデｷIWく  Iﾐ ﾗデｴWヴ ┘ﾗヴSゲ WWﾐS┞ ｷゲ ﾏ;ﾆｷﾐｪ ; 
joke about the chopping board, but it is a joke that the group instantly responds to and recognizes 

HWI;┌ゲW ﾗa デｴW ヮ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;ヴ ┘;┞ デｴ;デ デｴW ┘ﾗヴS けヴ┌ゲデｷIげ ｷゲ けﾉﾗ;SWSげ ｷﾐ I┌ﾉｷﾐ;ヴ┞ デWヴﾏゲく It is not a complete 

ヴWﾃWIデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa デｴW けヴ┌ゲデｷIげ ｷSW; H┌デ ｷデ ｷゲ ; ┘;┞ デﾗ ;Iﾆﾐﾗwledge that using a rustic aesthetic is stylistic and 

not substantive. B┞ ;Iﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾉWSｪｷﾐｪ J;ﾏｷWげゲ ヴ┌ゲデｷI Hﾗ;ヴS WWﾐS┞ ｷゲ ;aaｷヴﾏｷﾐｪ ｴWヴ ﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾉWSｪW ﾗaが ;ﾐS デﾗ 
a certain extent resistance towards the use of this particular aesthetic as a legitimate marker of 

social capital.  

Mary: Yeah that was on his 30 minute meal thing, he serves everything up on a chopping 

Hﾗ;ヴSく YW;ｴが ｷデげゲ ; Hｷデ ゲデヴ;ﾐｪWく HW ゲ;┞ゲ ｷデ ゲ;┗Wゲ ﾗﾐ ┘;ゲｴｷﾐｪ ┌ヮ 

Wendy: so where do you eat it? Standing up in the kitchen? 

The use of an object that rarely moves from the kitchen immediately implies to Wendy that the 

diner must come to it, rather than the other way around. It is indicative of the extent to which the 

proper place of an item (and as we will see later specific practice with that item) is embedded in the 

imagination of the routine organisation of the home. Further to that, one can see how this 

imagination and recollection of ones, own domestic logic informs how novel practices are imagined, 

theorised and evaluated. In other words, certain materials imply specific practices and spaces. 

Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ ┌ゲW ﾗa デｴW Iｴﾗヮヮｷﾐｪ Hﾗ;ヴS ﾗ┌デゲｷSW ﾗa ｷデゲ ヮヴﾗヮWヴ ;ﾐS けﾐﾗヴﾏ;ﾉげ ゲヮ;IW ｷゲ Iｴ;ヴ;IデWヴｷゲWS ;ゲ 
strange. It is both out of place but also outside the frame of routinised practices associated with it.  

Mary: No, he ser┗Wゲ ｷデが ｴW ヮ┌デゲ ｷデ ﾗﾐが ｷデげゲ ┘ｴWﾐ ｴWが デｴW ヮヴﾗｪヴ;ﾏﾏWげゲ デｴW ンヰ ﾏｷﾐ┌デW ﾏW;ﾉ デｴｷﾐｪ 
that he, he cooks it all, and then he serves it, on the table and then you help yourself 

(inaudible) so instead of... 

Brian: So you still use plates? 

Mary: Yeah you still use plates 

Wendy: Oh yeah 

Brian: How is he saving on washing up then? 

Maryぎ WWﾉﾉ HWI;┌ゲW ｷデげゲ ﾐﾗデ デｴWﾐ デヴ;ﾐゲaWヴヴｷﾐｪ ┘ｴ;デ ┞ﾗ┌げ┗W IﾗﾗﾆWSくくく 

Debsぎ デﾗ ; ゲWヴ┗ｷﾐｪ Sｷゲｴ ふaｷﾐｷゲｴｷﾐｪ Mげゲ ゲWﾐデWﾐIWぶ 

Mary: to a serving dish (finishing her own) 



Wendyぎ YW;ｴ H┌デ ┘ｴ┞ Sﾗﾐげデ ┞ﾗ┌ ﾃ┌ゲデ ヮ┌デ ｷデ ﾗﾐ デｴW ヮﾉ;デWゲ ﾉｷﾆW ﾐﾗヴﾏ;ﾉ ヮWﾗヮﾉW Sﾗ ゲデヴ;ｷｪｴデ aヴﾗﾏ 
the bowl?  

It is striking to note how far out of line the introduction of a novel practice idea places the otherwise 

けデ;ﾆWﾐ aﾗヴ ｪヴ;ﾐデWSげ ﾗヴｪ;ﾐｷゲ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa W;デｷﾐｪ ｷﾐ デｴW ｴﾗme. Although not evident in the transcript, the 

デﾗﾐW デｴ;デ WWﾐS┞ ┌ゲWゲ ｷﾐ デｴｷゲ ゲｷデ┌;デｷﾗﾐ ゲ┌ｪｪWゲデゲ ; SｷゲS;ｷﾐa┌ﾉ ヴW;Iデｷﾗﾐく B┞ ;ゲﾆｷﾐｪ ┘ｴ┞ ｴW SﾗWゲﾐげデ ﾃ┌ゲデ 
Sﾗ ┘ｴ;デ さﾐﾗヴﾏ;ﾉ ヮWﾗヮﾉW Sﾗざが ゲｴW Wゲデ;HﾉｷゲｴWゲ ; IヴｷデｷI;ﾉ Sｷゲデ;ﾐIW aヴﾗﾏ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴ ;ゲ ;ﾐ けW┝ヮWヴデげ ;ﾐS 
affirmゲ デｴ;デ けﾐﾗヴﾏ;ﾉげ ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲ ;ヴW ﾃ┌ゲデ ;ゲ ┗;ﾉｷSが ｷa ﾐﾗデ more so than his suggestions. More than this, 

her resistance to the idea of eating from a chopping board can be demonstrably linked to a domestic 

ﾏﾗヴ;ﾉ ﾗヴSWヴく Tｴｷゲ ゲｴﾗ┘ゲ デｴ;デ ; ヴWﾃWIデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ suggestions, although seemingly rooted in 

routine, normalised behaviour, actually have a very logical set of reasons that are in this case related 

to childcare and parenting. For example:  

Brian: So he prepares 

Debsぎ Iデげゲ ゲﾗ ┞ﾗ┌ I;ﾐ ｴWﾉヮ ┞ﾗ┌ヴゲWﾉa ｷゲﾐげデ ｷデ 

Brian: So if he prepares raw chicken... 

Wendyぎ YW;ｴ H┌デ ｷﾐ ; a;ﾏｷﾉ┞ ┞ﾗ┌ ┘ﾗ┌ﾉSﾐげデ Sﾗ デｴ;デが ┞ﾗ┌ ┘ﾗ┌ﾉSﾐげデ Sﾗ デｴ;デ ┘ｷデｴ Harry (referring 

to Maryげゲ ヱヲ ┞W;ヴ ﾗﾉS ゲﾗﾐぶが ┞W;ｴ Sﾗ ┘ｴ;デW┗Wヴ ┞ﾗ┌ ┘;ﾐデ ふWﾏ┌ﾉ;デｷﾐｪ M;ヴ┞ ゲヮW;ﾆｷﾐｪ デﾗ ｴWヴ ゲﾗﾐぶ  

Debsぎ YW;ｴが ﾐﾗ ┞ﾗ┌ ┘ﾗ┌ﾉSﾐげデ  

Mary: No. A normal family you would dish it up 

Debsぎ ヮWヴｴ;ヮゲ デｴ;デげゲ ┘ｴ┞ ┞ﾗ┌ Sﾗﾐげデ Iﾗヮ┞ ｴｷﾏが HWI;┌ゲW 

Wendy: Yeah 

Debsぎ デｴW ;┗Wヴ;ｪW a;ﾏｷﾉ┞ SﾗWゲﾐげデ Sﾗ ｷデ ﾉｷﾆW デｴ;デ 

Brian: well actually what did we do this evening? 

Wendy: yeah but this is a dinner party 

Debs: But this is different 

Wendyぎ ;ﾐS ┘WげヴW ｪヴﾗ┘ﾐ ┌ヮゲ 

During the course of the evening the participants were offered dinner and it happens that a pot of 

stew was placed in the centre of the table (on a chopping board to protect the table) for them to 

help themselves. When Brian draws attention to this oversight by the group they are quick to justify 

デｴW ﾉﾗｪｷI ﾗa けｴWﾉヮｷﾐｪ デｴWﾏゲWﾉ┗Wゲげ ;s a practical serving strategyが WゲヮWIｷ;ﾉﾉ┞ ┘ｴWﾐ デｴWヴW ;ヴWﾐげデ IｴｷﾉSヴWﾐ 
at the table who require assistance. In some ways this highlights how the group is thinking about this 

celebrity chef in the sense that they assess his suggestions in terms of their everyday utility. They 

may well be engaged in a focus group that in some senses mimics a typical dinner party, but it is 

clear that it is referred to as an exceptional event. The presence of the chopping board here and the 

けｴWﾉヮ ┞ﾗ┌ヴゲWﾉaげ ﾗヴｪ;ﾐｷゲ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa デｴW ﾏW;ﾉ ｷゲ ;ヮヮヴWIｷ;Hﾉ┞ ゲｷﾏｷﾉ;ヴ デﾗ デｴW ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲ ﾗa J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴ デｴ;デ 



they have just rejected and yet realising this is not strong enough grounds to reassess the normal, 

everyday values that they have for dinner time with the family.  

TｴWヴW ;ヴW ; ﾐ┌ﾏHWヴ ﾗa a;Iデﾗヴゲ ｴWヴW ┘ｴｷIｴ ;ヴW Hヴﾗ┌ｪｴデ デﾗ HW;ヴ ｷﾐ ;ゲゲWゲゲｷﾐｪ ┘ｴWデｴWヴ J;ﾏｷWげゲ ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲ 
are worthy of adoption. One reason that this micro level of detail is interesting is because it shows 

how culinary intermediation operates in practice. Novel practices here are assessed in relation to a 

practical cultural logic rooted in the everyday. From this, close-up perspective one can start to see 

how certain practices might gain currency and how others are rejected. Whereas Lewis (2010: 583) 

IﾗﾐデWﾐSゲ デｴ;デ さW┝ヮWヴデｷゲW デﾗS;┞ ｷゲ ｷﾐIヴW;ゲｷﾐｪﾉ┞ I;┌ｪｴデ ┌ヮ ｷﾐ デｴW ﾉﾗｪｷI ﾗa IWﾉWHヴｷデ┞ざが W┗ｷSWﾐIW aヴﾗﾏ デｴｷゲ 
study suggest that expertise of figures like Jamie Oliver is not unquestioningly accepted on the logic 

of his celebrity. Instead, Oliver is subject to scrutiny on the basis of what people see fit to judge as 

logical (e.g. seeing the point of doing something). Crucially though, his suggestions are assessed 

according to their own pre-existing attitudes to food and domestic organisation and there are clearly 

some circumstances where his ideas do not take hold as with the everyday use of a chopping board 

at (daily) meal times.   

 Brian Ȃ Public rejection as intermediation 

Tis example demonstrates how a public rejection of Jamie Oliver still ends up as a form of cultural 

intermediation involving this chef by the simple virtue of his inclusion in the social discourse. The 

example comes from the same focus group carried out in Tunbridge Wells. It is with one participant, 

Brian, a 35 year old man that the following analysis pivots around. In the following we see Brian 

trying to describe why Jamie Oliver is so infuriating to him in terms of his contrivWS けa;ﾉゲWげが ﾗ┗Wヴ デｴW 
top persona. He says of his personal view of Jamie Oliver that: 

Brian: He just really irritates me and I hate his voice ;ﾐS ｴｷゲ ;ﾐｷﾏ;くくくﾗ┗Wヴ ;ﾐｷﾏ;デWSが ｴWげゲが ｴWげゲ 
; デ┘;デく Oｴ ｴW ﾃ┌ゲデ Sヴｷ┗Wゲ ﾏW ﾏ;Sが I I;ﾐげデ ゲデ;ﾐS デｴW ゲｷｪｴデ ﾗa ｴｷﾏ ﾗヴ デｴW ゲound of him.  

Interviewer (Mike)ぎ Wｴ┞ ｷゲ ｷデい Wｴ;デげゲ HWｴｷﾐS ｷデ デｴﾗ┌ｪｴい 

Brian: I just look at him on the TV and think there is a bouncing pillock5 

By drawing attention to Brianげゲ Sｷゲデ;ゲデW aﾗヴ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴが I illustrate how cultural intermediation can 

function through the practice of re-audiencing. That is to say that whilst Jamie Oliver presents 

himself in various ways through his own media, that audiences themselves tend to offer their own 

interpretations of him and re-present his ideas with their own specific forms influences and values. 

Specifically, Brian personalises a narrative about his disengagement and even disdain for Jamie 

Oliver in a way that demonstrates his own cultural capital through a public rejection of the cultural 

intermediary.  Intermediation can therefore be observed in contexts where Jamie Oliver is entirely 

rejected as a source of desirable cultural capital. . This specific form of intermediation is a co-

production where Jamie Oliver is critiqued to other people as a means towards establishing the 

legitimacy of personal alternative cultures of consumptionく J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴ ｷゲ ゲデｷﾉﾉ ; ヴWﾉ;デｷ┗Wﾉ┞ け;Iデｷ┗Wげ 
part of the cultural intermediation taking place, albeit it in a negative way. The simple fact is that 

rejection of Jamie Oliver does not amount to removing him from the cultural equation; on the 

contrary it fully incorporates him within debates on culinary culture.  

                                                           
5 A けヮｷﾉﾉﾗIﾆげ ｷゲ ; SWヴﾗｪ;デﾗヴ┞ Bヴｷデｷゲｴ ゲﾉ;ﾐｪ ┘ﾗヴS ┌ゲ┌;ﾉﾉ┞ ヴWaWヴヴｷﾐｪ デﾗ ; ゲデ┌ヮｷS ヮWヴゲﾗﾐく  



In the following transcript the group are discussing whether or not they serve food up in their homes 

in a communal pot for all to share as Jamie Oliver frequently does on television. Brian, having 

listened to the others talking about whether or not they serve food up in this way, takes the 

opportunity to reconceptualise this practice on his own terms. He clearly wants to reject any 

;ゲゲﾗIｷ;デｷﾗﾐ ┘ｷデｴ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ I┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIW ｷﾐ デｴｷゲ ヴWｪ;ヴS ;ﾐS デｴWヴWaﾗヴW ゲWWﾆゲ デﾗ ヮﾗゲｷデｷﾗﾐ ふｷﾐ 
this case his use of a chopping board) his actions as entirely aヴWW ﾗa J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIWく 
Nonetheless he has to negotiate (with dark humﾗ┌ヴぶ デｴW ｷSW; デｴ;デ ｴW ﾏｷｪｴデ ｴ;┗W さIﾗヮｷWSざ J;ﾏｷW 
Oliver.  

Wendy: Yeah well you and Carl Sﾗﾐげデ Sﾗ デｴ;デが ┘ｴWﾐ ┞ﾗ┌ ;ﾐS Carl sit down for dinner, do you 

do that?  

Cathぎ SWヮWﾐSゲ ┘ｴ;デ ┘WげヴW ｴ;┗ｷﾐｪ  

Wendy: or do you dish it up on the plate 

Brian: I had scrambled egg on toast for breakfast and I ate it straight off the chopping board  

[Whole group erupts in laughter]... 

...Wendyぎ ゲWW ゲﾗ ┞ﾗ┌げヴW Iﾗヮ┞ｷﾐｪ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴ ﾐﾗ┘ 

Maryぎ H┌デ ｴW SﾗWゲﾐげデ ┘;デIｴ ｴｷﾏ ゲﾗ ｴW SﾗWゲﾐげデ -  

Brianぎ I SｷSﾐげデ ﾆﾐﾗ┘ デｴ;デ! 

Brian is not joking about eating scrambled eggs off of a chopping board but he is using humour to 

demonstrate a rather more serious point about the logic of culinary practices. In this case he ate the 

eggs from the board simply to save time and washing up in the morning. It illustrates an example of 

using the chopping board, not for cultural novelty but for practical expediency and therefore 

ヮヴWゲWﾐデゲ ;ﾐ ;ﾉデWヴﾐ;デｷ┗W I┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ ﾗa デｴｷゲ ヮヴ;IデｷIWく WｴWﾐ Bヴｷ;ﾐ ゲ;┞ゲ けI SｷSﾐげデ ﾆﾐﾗ┘ デｴ;デぁげ 
he is showing the group that he does not engage with Jamie Oliver enough to know that he serves 

food from a chopping board and signalling his distaste for the idea that he would use a chopping 

Hﾗ;ヴS デﾗ けIﾗヮ┞げ ｴｷﾏく く Hｷゲ ｷﾐゲｷゲデWﾐIW ﾗﾐ デｴｷゲ ゲWWﾏｷﾐｪﾉ┞ ﾏ┌ﾐS;ﾐW ┌ゲW ﾗa デｴW Hﾗ;ヴS ｷゲ ; ┘;┞ ﾗa 
communicating a kind of cynicism towards Jamie Oliver but also an affirmation of his own everyday 

ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲく Tｴｷゲ W┝Iｴ;ﾐｪW SWﾏﾗﾐゲデヴ;デWゲ デｴW W┝デWﾐデ デﾗ ┘ｴｷIｴ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIW ;ゲ ; I┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ 
intermediary can be easily overstated and mistakenly allocated because of his cultural 

pervasiveness. The joke about Brian copying Jamie Oliver only works because he runs the risk of 

perceptibly losing his culinary autonomy as somebody copying Jamie Oliver. This is an instance 

where Brian does not want one of his own practices to be associated with the influence of Jamie 

Oliver but where he also recognises that it could easily happen. Brian is keen to claim the practice 

for himself, or at least as a practice that predates Jamie Oliver and is rooted in a less conspicuous 

ﾉﾗｪｷIく く WｴWﾐ WWﾐS┞ ﾃﾗﾆWゲ デｴ;デ ｴW ｷゲ けIﾗヮ┞ｷﾐｪ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげ Bヴｷ;ﾐ ヴW;Iデゲ H┞ ゲデ;ﾏヮｷﾐｪ ｴｷゲ ﾗ┘ﾐ I┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ 
authority on the chopping board.  Wendy and Brian therefore joke around the possibility of a 

Iﾗﾐaﾉ;デｷﾗﾐ HWデ┘WWﾐ ｴｷゲ ┌ゲW ﾗa ; Iｴﾗヮヮｷﾐｪ Hﾗ;ヴS ;デ HヴW;ﾆa;ゲデ ;ゲ けヴﾗ┌デｷﾐWげ ふﾗヴ aﾗヴ ┘;ﾐデ ﾗa ; HWデデWヴ 
デWヴﾏぶ ;ﾐS ｴｷゲ ┌ゲW ﾗa ｷデ ;ゲ けIﾗヮｷWSげく  Iﾐ Sﾗｷﾐｪ ゲﾗ デｴW┞ ｴｷｪｴﾉｷｪｴデ デｴ;デ デｴW┞ ;ヴW Hﾗデｴ ;┘;ヴW デｴ;デ デｴW 
everyday practices that they carry out could be falsely attributed to celebrity influence.  This 

recognition demonstrates the importance of defending ﾗﾐWげゲ own culinary authority in the context 



of the cultural pervasiveness of Jamie Oliver. If Brian does not assert his autonomy, eating from a 

chopping board could be derided as a futile attempt to gather cultural capital by taking instruction 

from a food media pedagogue. This is something that participants in this study make a joke out of 

but it does underline the point that people are scrutinising how others derive their culinary 

practices. When the group make fun of Brian by suggesting that he might have been following Jamie 

Oliver in using a chopping board he responds with similarly humorous retort. B: I once had a 

plo┌ｪｴﾏ;ﾐげゲ6 in the Westbourne Pub and it came out on a chopping board and I just thought ooh, 

a;ｷヴ Wﾐﾗ┌ｪｴく Tｴ;デ SｷSﾐげデ faze me. Bヴｷ;ﾐげゲ ヴWﾃWIデｷﾗﾐ ｷゲ ﾗa J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ I┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ I;ヮｷデ;ﾉ ｷﾐ ヴWｪ;ヴS デﾗ ; 
practice that he already has encountered in his everyday life. This public articulation is a kind of re-

;┌SｷWﾐIｷﾐｪ HWI;┌ゲW ｷデ ヮ┌HﾉｷIﾉ┞ ゲ┌H┗Wヴデゲ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ I┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ ﾉﾗｪｷI ﾗa ﾐﾗ┗Wﾉデ┞ ;ﾐS ゲ┌ヮヮﾉ;ﾐデゲ ｷデ ┘ｷデｴ ; 
personalised narrative of chopping board use. Brian is in a predicament because in order to reject 

Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげs authority as an intermediary he first has to acknowledge that his authority is something that 

ｷゲ ヮﾗ┘Wヴa┌ﾉ Wﾐﾗ┌ｪｴ デﾗ ヴWケ┌ｷヴW ; SWaWﾐIWく TｴWヴWaﾗヴW ┘ｴｷﾉゲデ ｷデ ｷゲ ┘ﾗヴデｴ┘ｴｷﾉW ヮﾗｷﾐデｷﾐｪ ﾗ┌デ Bヴｷ;ﾐげゲ 
resistance to Jamie Oliver as a potentially laudable aspect of audience activity one should be careful 

デﾗ ;┗ﾗｷS ┘ｴ;デ MﾗヴﾉW┞ ふヱΓΓンぶ ヴWaWヴゲ デﾗ ;ゲ ; けヮｷデa;ﾉﾉげ ｷﾐ デｴWﾗヴｷゲｷﾐｪ デｴｷゲ ;ゲ ゲ┌IIWゲゲa┌ﾉ Wﾉｷﾏｷﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ of 

media influence in his life.  

Whilst Brian is demonstrably resistant to Jamie Oliver and especially towards being associated with 

his ideas it is also the case that he has made his entire argument in support of his own practices by 

reference to this figure. Thus although he is resistant, he is also coproducing Jamie Oliver as a 

cultural intermediary through the actual process of bringing him into conversation. The cultural 

ubiquity of Jamie Oliver means that he can function as a reference point in social interactions around 

food whether or not his suggestions are being consciously (or unconsciously) acted upon. This is 

itself a form of cultural intermediation as consumers themselves mediate their own views and values 

around food to one another by referencing this figure. In contrast to the model of cultural 

ｷﾐデWヴﾏWSｷ;デｷﾗﾐ ┘ｴWヴW ﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾉWSｪW aﾉﾗ┘ゲ aヴﾗﾏ デｴW けW┝ヮWヴデげ デﾗ デｴW ﾉ;┞man, in this case, the consumer 

takes on a degree of  cultural sovereignty by using Jamie Oliver as a conduit and a reference point 

for self-expression, and for asserting their own culinary capital.   

Conclusions 

In this paper I have argued for an understanding of celebrity chef Jamie Oliver as a cultural 

intermediary whose influence is given multiple expressions by different audiences and different 

individuals. Cultural intermediation is therefore understood as a dynamic process but also one that is 

structured by pre-existing notions of value, gender and social class.  An emphasis on the 

ヮWヴゲﾗﾐ;ﾉｷゲ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ﾏWSｷ; IﾗﾐデWﾐデ Wﾐｴ;ﾐIWゲ ;ﾐ ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ ﾗa デｴW ┘;┞ ﾏWSｷ; けﾏWゲゲ;ｪWゲげ ;ヴW ﾐﾗデ 
simply transmitted, but transformed and augmented in local contexts. 

Jamie Olｷ┗Wヴげゲ ability to make inroads into the lives of individual consumers is dependent on the way 

particular aspects of his approach are judged to fit with the social circumstances and aspirations of 

each individual. The appropriation of Jamie Oliver demonstrates the way that his values, aspirations, 

a;ﾏｷﾉｷ;ﾉ IﾗﾐデW┝デゲ ;ﾐS ｪWﾐSWヴ ヴﾗﾉWゲ ;ヴW ;ﾉｷｪﾐWS IﾉﾗゲWﾉ┞ Wﾐﾗ┌ｪｴ ┘ｷデｴ J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ ﾏWSｷ; デﾗ ﾏ;ﾆW ; 
particular kind of intermediation possible. Viewed through Bourdieuげゲ ふヱΓΒヴぶ IﾗﾐIWヮデ ﾗa けｴ;Hｷデ┌ゲげ 
this kind of appropriation makes sense. Jamie Oliver is firmly within his cultural sphere and the 

behaviours and values he espouses are understood as an appropriate form of development for 

                                                           
6 A けヮﾉﾗ┌ｪｴﾏ;ﾐゲげ ﾉ┌ﾐIｴ ｷゲ ; ﾏW;ﾉ ﾗa ┗;ヴｷﾗ┌ゲ IｴWWゲWゲ ;ﾐS ゲ;ﾉ;S ｷデWﾏゲ デｴ;デ ｷゲ ﾗaデWﾐ ゲWヴ┗WS ｷﾐ Bヴitish pubs. 



James. Taking on Jamie Oliver as part of his life was, as it might be known in the pedagogy literature, 

┘ｷデｴｷﾐ ｴｷゲ け┣ﾗﾐW ﾗa ヮヴﾗ┝ｷﾏ;ﾉ SW┗WﾉﾗヮﾏWﾐデげ (Vygotsky, 1987). So to return to the idea of celebrities 

ﾗaaWヴｷﾐｪ けﾗヮヮﾗヴデ┌ﾐｷデｷWゲ aﾗヴ ﾉW;ヴﾐｷﾐｪげ ｴ;ゲ デﾗ HW ┌ﾐSWヴゲデﾗﾗS ｷﾐ デｴW IﾗﾐデW┝デ デｴ;デ ;┌SｷWﾐIWゲ ふﾗヴ ﾉW;ヴﾐWヴゲぶ 
cultural context (or capital) has a bearing on whether that pedagogy is seen as appropriate for them. 

It is not the case that all audiences will respond to Jamie Oliver in the same way because they will 

have to assess whether he is an appropriate intermediary for them.     

I have argued that rejection of Jamie Oliver does not signal his failure as a cultural intermediary and 

that, on the contrary, his figuration as an influence to deny only serves to reinforce his prominent 

cultural position. As Lewis (2010) points out, part of Jamie Oliverげゲ ;ヮヮW;ﾉ ;ゲ ; I┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ ｷﾐデWヴﾏWSｷ;ヴ┞ 
rests on his ability to present himself as both ordinary and expert. However ordinariness is anything 

but uniform for a socially differentiated audience and not all expertise is valued so highly by all.  

Despite the insistence on the appeal of celebrity chefs in terms lifestyle expertise, the examples used 

in this paper demonstrate that audiences assess Jamie Oliver as much for his practical utility as for 

the sense of style he could offer their domestic life. People are actively assessing the practical 

benefits of the culinary advice he offers and are by no means accepting of his ideas because of 

stylistic appeal. Novel ideas such as the use of chopping boards clearly have to stand up to being 

assessed in terms of the ordinary practical domestic values of different audiences. If such ideas do 

ﾐﾗデ けﾏ;ﾆW デｴW I┌デげ ふヮ;ヴSﾗﾐ デｴW ヮ┌ﾐぶ デｴWﾐ デｴW┞ ;ヴW ヴWｪ;ヴSWS ゲｷﾏヮﾉ┞ ;ゲ ;ゲヮWIデゲ ﾗa J;ﾏｷW Oﾉｷ┗Wヴげゲ ゲデ┞ﾉWく 
TｴW┞ ゲデ;┞ ┘ｴWヴW デｴW┞ ;ヴW ;ﾐS ;ヴW ﾐﾗデ けｷﾐデWヴげ ﾏWSｷ;デWS ｷﾐ デｴ;デ ゲWﾐゲW. This is said to caution against 

the assumption that these figures have an all pervasive monopoly on culinary expertise. Instead one 

can see everyday audiences exercising their own expertise with their own ordinary values that are 

often rooted in practicality and familial attitudes to food.          

Hollows and Jones (2010) argue that the ability of different audiences to participate in his particular 

culinary world, replete as it is with middle class practices (elaborate dinner parties for example) is 

likely to be variable at best. This leaves open the question of whether and how audiences with 

different gendered and classed positions are able to engage with his ideas in everyday life. Moreover 

this prompts the question of how people without the necessary cultural or financial capital to follow 

his lead assess his worth and how he comes to matter (if at all) in their lives.  The findings from this 

study suggest that people with access to different kinds of cultural capital and differing social values 

find their own ways to engage with this figure, adopting or rejecting aspects of his oeuvre as they 

deem appropriate.      

As Signe Rousseau (2012) points out, and indeed as Jamie Oliver himself did, the viewing public have 

largely defined his fate as celebrity and as social force. A wider point to take from this is that the 

power of celebrity chefs as cultural intermediaries should be understood as a dynamic process. Their 

expositions and suggestions for different ways to live are negotiated in relation to existing culinary 

and social understandings of food and lifestyle aesthetics. To say that food celebrities like Jamie 

Oliver are cultural experts would be to disavow the value that people often afford to their own ways 

of organising their culinary life. Such figures undoubtedly and demonstrably play an important role 

in domestic debates about the value of certain practices but they are by no means accepted as 

;┌デｴﾗヴｷデｷWゲ ｷﾐ デｴW ┘;┞ デｴ;デ デｴW デWヴﾏ けI┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ ｷﾐデWヴﾏWSｷ;ヴ┞げ Iﾗﾏﾏﾗﾐﾉ┞ implies. This paper has 

demonstrated how Jamie Oliver is involved in similar expressions of identity. This is cultural 

intermediation stood on its head since audiences can be seen to use Jamie Oliver to mediate their 



own identities and ideas into the social world rather than the other way around.  Above all, the ease 

with which people talk about Jamie Oliver demonstrates how far food media and celebrity chefs are 

an embedded part of the social fabric. Jamie Oliver exists as a common resource for talking about 

food whether or not one sees any particular value in taking up his advice or using his lifestyle as a 

template for their own. This perhaps is intermediation at its most pervasive; when a lifestyle icon 

becomes such a prominent form within popular culture that discussing their relative merits becomes 

a matter of common sense. Observing cultural intermediation as a coproduced phenomenon reveals 

something of the democracy that already exists in the hands of consumers thus subverting some of 

デｴW ヮ;デヴｷ;ヴIｴ;ﾉ ﾉﾗｪｷI デｴ;デ デｴW デWヴﾏ けI┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ ｷﾐデWヴﾏWSｷ;ヴ┞げ ｴ;ゲ ｴｷデｴWヴデﾗ ｷﾏヮﾉｷWSく  
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