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Still blaming the consumer? Geographies of responsibility in domestic food safety 

practices 

 

Abstract 

Drawing upon qualitative and ethnographic data collected in the UK, this paper 

discusses how public discourses and concerns about food safety are negotiated into 

everyday domestic kitchen practices. While many participants demonstrated 

けbehavioursげ ﾗヴ けヮヴ;IデｷIWゲげ which could be seen to contravene or fall short of official 

guidelines, this does not necessarily indicate けignoranceげ or lack of responsibility on the 

part of consumers. Indeed, when explored in detail, participants presented a range of 

reasons for engaging in what the UK Food Standards Agency regard ;ゲ けヴｷゲﾆ┞げ ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲく 
Their explanations point toward an understanding of the distribution of domestic 

responsibility in which a number of stakeholders are implicated, while simultaneously 

acknowledging their role as final arbiters of food safety in the home.  

 

Introduction 

The increasing prominence of food as a significant concern within public health policy is 

reflected in two recent special issues of this journal (2003[2]; 2011[4]).  Cﾗ┗WﾐW┞げゲ 

(2003) editorial to the first of these highlights the tensions between health promotion 

on the one hand, and facilitating trade in ensuring food supply on the other, 

acknowledging -- in the context of the former -- the absence of a coherent policy 

framewoヴﾆ デｴ;デ ゲデヴｷ┗Wゲ デﾗ ﾏ;ﾆW けｴW;ﾉデｴ┞ IｴﾗｷIWゲが W;ゲ┞ IｴﾗｷIWゲげ ふヲヰヰン, p. 100), an issue 

discussed in greater detail by Holm (2003) in the same issue. In her contribution, Holm 

Sヴ;┘ゲ ;デデWﾐデｷﾗﾐ デﾗ ; I┌ﾉデ┌ヴW ﾗa け┗ｷIデｷﾏ Hﾉ;ﾏｷﾐｪげ ｷﾐ ;デデヴｷH┌デｷﾐｪ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲｷHｷﾉｷデ┞ to 

consumers for a decline in the quality of food in the Danish market, resulting from a 

preference for cheap rather than quality produce. In spite of the UK Department of 

Healthげゲ ヴWIﾗｪﾐｷデｷﾗﾐ of the けﾏ;ﾃﾗヴ ｷﾏヮ;Iデ ぷﾗa デｴW aﾗﾗS ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞へ ﾗﾐ ┘ｴ;デ ヮWﾗヮﾉW W;デげ ;ﾐS 
its けIﾗヴヮﾗヴ;デW ゲﾗIｷ;ﾉ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲｷHｷﾉｷデ┞ デﾗ ヮヴﾗﾏﾗデW ｴW;ﾉデｴ┞ W;デｷﾐｪげ ふDﾗH ヲヰヰヴぶ, retailers 

continue to locate responsibility for healthy eating with individual consumers, or in the 

case of children, with parents (Jones et al. 2006; Colls and Evans 2008). The question of 

individual responsibility -- ﾗヴ けHﾉ;ﾏWげ -- has been extended to a wider range of issues 

beyond healthy eating agendas since the publication of these two special issues on food. 

For example, Evans (2011) highlights that assumptions about profligacy and culinary 

incompetence have circulated in debates concerning food waste and sustainability, 

while MｷﾉﾐW ふヲヰヱヱぶ ヴWヮﾗヴデゲ ﾗﾐ けヴｷゲﾆげ ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲ ;ﾏﾗﾐｪ ﾗﾉSWヴ ヮﾗヮ┌ﾉ;デｷﾗﾐゲ who are 

けvulnerableげ to listeriosis.  

 A recurrent theme within many of the papers in this collection is the suggestion 

that rather than problematising consumer behaviour, policy and practitioners should 
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look toward understandings of consumer behaviour which acknowledge the ways in 

which the activities around cooking and eating are embedded in the flow of day-to-day 

life (Delormier et al. 2009, p. 217).  Speaking more broadly about health-related choices, 

Ioannou (2005, p. 264) argues that these are not matters of relevant knowledge, but are 

IｷヴI┌ﾏゲIヴｷHWS H┞ ｷﾐSｷ┗ｷS┌;ﾉゲげ ﾏ;デWヴｷ;ﾉが Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ;ﾉが social and structural 

circumstances. Likewise, Lindsay (2010: 475) reminds us that food and alcohol choices, 

for example, are not simply matters of what to eat and drink, and how much, but are 

also performative of social identities, enacted within social relations. Following what is 

ヴWIﾗｪﾐｷゲWS ;ゲ けデｴW ヮヴ;IデｷIW デ┌ヴﾐ ｷﾐ aﾗﾗS ゲデ┌SｷWゲげ ふDﾗﾏ;ﾐWゲIｴｷが ヲヰヱヲぶが a number of 

contributors to the 2011 special issue emphasised the importance of contextualising the 

choices that individuals make with, and around food, within the complexities of 

everyday life (Evans 2011; Halkier and Jensen 2011a; Milne 2011). Careful examination 

of the everyday, Gustafsson et al. (2011) suggest, can help explicate what some describe 

;ゲ けSW┗ｷ;デｷﾗﾐゲげ ふBヴWﾐﾐ;ﾐ Wデ ;ﾉく ヲヰヰΑぶ aヴﾗﾏ ｴW;ﾉデｴ ヮヴﾗﾏﾗデｷﾗn guidelines. 

This paper develops this approach by examining what people けdo with foodげ in 

the context of food safety. While much has been written about consumer practice from 

a behavioural science perspective
i
 which focuses on how food safety knowledge is 

ヴWaﾉWIデWS ｷﾐ ｷﾐSｷ┗ｷS┌;ﾉゲげ HWｴ;┗ｷﾗ┌ヴが ゲ┌Iｴ ;ヮヮヴﾗ;IｴWゲ ｴ;┗W been criticised on the grounds 

that デｴW┞ ;ヴW ヮヴWﾏｷゲWS ┌ヮﾗﾐ ; けSWaｷIｷデげ ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ of consumer behaviour 

knowledge which isolates both individuals, and the food they consume, from the social, 

cultural, structural and practical complexities in which everyday practices are embedded 

(Halkier and Jensen 2011a). What follows is an attempt to unravel some of this 

complexity, as observed via empirical data collected in Northern England between 

February 2010 and August 2011
ii
. The aim of the study was to examine patterns of 

Iﾗﾐデｷﾐ┌ｷデ┞ ;ﾐS Iｴ;ﾐｪW ｷﾐ a;ﾏｷﾉｷWゲげ SﾗﾏWゲデｷI ﾆｷデIｴWﾐ ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲ within living memory, 

exploring domestic food provisioning practices in context as people interact with food 

and other objects, at the points of purchase, storage, preparation, consumption and 

disposal. One of our objectives was to problematise understandings of consumer 

behaviour which are H;ゲWS ﾗﾐ ;ゲゲ┌ﾏヮデｷﾗﾐゲ ;Hﾗ┌デ Iﾗﾐゲ┌ﾏWヴ けｷｪﾐﾗヴ;ﾐIWげ, poor food 

hygiene knowledge and cooking skills (see Short 2006; Meah and Watson 2011). 

Underpinned by current theories of practice, we sought to explore more of the complex 

circumstances in which a range of food-related practices are made, including shopping 

(Meah and Watson, 2013), cooking (Meah and Watson 2011) and storage and disposal 

(Watson and Meah, 2013). Our research shows that practices are often embedded in 

knowledge, values and beliefs which go beyond considerations about the health and 

well-being of oneself or loved ones. As individuals do not exist in a social vacuum, the 

environment and local and distant communities may all be implicated in decisions, for 

example, about ┘ｴWデｴWヴ デﾗ W;デ ゲﾗﾏWデｴｷﾐｪ ┘ｴｷIｴ ﾏ;┞ HW ヴWｪ;ヴSWS ;ゲ けﾗﾐ デｴW WSｪWげく  
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Drawing upon data collected via a series of focus groups, and a multi-

generational ethnographic study, this paper explores the ways in which differing -- and 

often competing -- discourses and sources of knowledge regarding food preparation and 

storage, and food safety practices, have been negotiated into everyday kitchen life. 

While some participants did things which could be interpreted as contravening, or 

falling short of, guidance circulated by the UK Food Standards Agency and other best 

practice advice, this does not necessarily indicate either ignorance or lack of 

responsibility on the part of consumers. Indeed, when explored in detail, participants 

presented a range of rational and reasonable explanations for engaging in what might 

be deemed けヴｷゲﾆ┞げ ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲ. Likewise, although it has been suggested that consumers 

are both unrealistic about the risks presented by their own food practices and over-

estimate those presented by food producers and retailers, participant responses point 

toward an understanding that a range of external stakeholders are implicated in 

ensuring the safety of the food we eat, while simultaneously acknowledging their own 

role as final arbiters of food safety in the home. 

 

 

Locating responsibility for domestic food safety 

Provisional data indicate that in the UK in 2011 there were approximately 

94,000 laboratory-confirmed cases of the five key foodborne pathogens --

campylobacter, salmonella, e.coli, listeria monocytogenes and norovirus -- monitored by 

the Food Standards Agency (FSA 2012, p. 13). According to the FSA, the cost associated 

with these illnesses was estimated to be £1.9 billion in 2010 (FSA 2012, p. 3). While 

approximations vary about the contribution of domestic food safety practices to the 

total estimated incidence of foodborne illness, the domestic kitchen is considered a key 

site of infection (Scott 1997; Worsfold and Griffith 1997; FAO/WHO 2002; Redmond and 

Griffith 2004a; Mullan et al. 2010). Although legislation and greater regulatory authority 

may have introduced improved safeguards within the supply chain,
iii

 less is known about 

events after the point of purchase. Findings from the FSAs 2010 Food and You survey 

(PPrior et al.  2011) indicate that the けmajority of respondents reported behaviour that 

followed recommended practices in relation to cleaning, cross-contamination, chilling 

;ﾐS Iﾗﾗﾆｷﾐｪ ふﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾐ IﾗﾉﾉWIデｷ┗Wﾉ┞ ;ゲ デｴW けヴ Cげゲげぶげき aﾗヴ W┝;ﾏヮﾉWが Βヴ ヮWヴ IWﾐデ ヴWヮﾗヴデｷﾐｪ デｴ;デ 
they always washed their hands before preparing food. However, reported practice in 

other areas was less frequently in line with FSA advice:  41 per cent of respondents 

reported always washing raw meat or poultry, and 42 per cent reported always washing 

fish and seafood. Importantly, while 72 per cent indicated that they tended to rely on 

smell in their judgements concerning food safety, only 25 per cent mentioned use-by 

dates (Prior et al. 2011, p. 5-6). In view of these findings, it is perhaps not surprising 
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that, in the context of safety, aﾗﾗS ゲIｷWﾐデｷゲデゲ ｷﾐSｷI;デW デｴ;デ けIﾗﾐゲ┌ﾏWヴゲ ;ヴW ｷﾐIヴW;ゲｷﾐｪﾉ┞ 
IﾗﾐゲｷSWヴWS デｴW ┘W;ﾆWゲデ ﾉｷﾐﾆ ｷﾐ デｴW Iｴ;ｷﾐげ ふTWヴヮゲデヴ; Wデ ;ﾉく ヲヰヰヵぎ ヵヲΑぶ ┘ｴｷIｴが ;IIﾗヴSｷﾐｪ デﾗ 
some, can negate much of the effort made by the food industry to prevent foodborne 

illness (Jay et al. 1999). In this sense, it could be argued that the consumer is set up as a 

IﾗﾐデWﾏヮﾗヴ;ヴ┞ けaﾗﾉﾆ-SW┗ｷﾉげ ふUﾐｪ;ヴ ヲヰヰヱぶが a;ｷﾉｷﾐｪ デﾗ WaaWIデ ;ﾐ ;ヮヮヴﾗヮヴｷ;デW ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲW デﾗ 
けW┝ヮWヴデげ ;S┗ｷIWく  

Among food scientists, one of the principal concerns appears to be the issue of 

individual responsibility.  VWヴHWﾆW Wデ ;ﾉく ふヲヰヰΑが ンぶ  ﾗHゲWヴ┗W デｴ;デ aヴﾗﾏ ;ﾐ けW┝ヮWヴデげ ヮﾗｷﾐデ ﾗa 
┗ｷW┘が デｴW ｪWﾐWヴ;ﾉ ヮ┌HﾉｷI ;ヮヮW;ヴ デﾗ HW けヴ;デｴWヴ SWaｷIｷWﾐデげ ｷﾐ デｴWｷヴ ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ ﾗa ｴ;┣;ヴSゲ 
and associated risks, displaying behaviours and making decisions which seem irrational, 

illogical or at least inconsistent with expert opinions and scientific knowledge. 

Consequently, an understanding of consumer behaviour which is based on ignorance 

and lack of knowledge has proliferated among food scientists and within the food 

industry. For example, kW┞ ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞ ｷﾐaﾗヴﾏ;ﾐデゲ IﾗﾐデヴｷH┌デｷﾐｪ デﾗ “ｴ;┘げゲ ふヱΓΓΓぶ ゲデ┌S┞ of 

public concerns about food point toward an erosion of public understandings about 

food hygiene and safety, suggesting that the さpractice of food hygiene by people in 

general is nothing like what it ought to beざ (food scientist, quoted in Shaw 1999, 10.2). 

Likewise, a chicken grower quoted by Jackson et al. (2010, p. 180) suggests that poor 

ﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾉWSｪW ;ﾐS ｴ┞ｪｷWﾐW ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲ ;ﾏﾗﾐｪ けｴﾗ┌ゲW┘ｷ┗Wゲげ ;ヴW ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲｷHﾉW aor diseases such 

as salmonella, while さthe poor ruddy grower gets all the blameざ.  

One of the criticisms that J;Iﾆゲﾗﾐ Wデ ;ﾉげゲ chicken grower levels at housewives is 

their failure to wash chicken before they けaﾉｷﾐｪ ｷデ ｷﾐ デｴW ﾏｷIヴﾗ┘;┗Wぐ ﾗヴ デｴW ﾗ┗Wﾐげ - a 

practice which the FSA now specifically advises against as washing is likely to spread 

germs and cause cross-contamination. Clearly, it is not as straightforward as simply 

following けexpertげ opinion and advice, particularly when such advice changes over time 

or is inconsistent -- the use of wooden chopping boards is another good example of this. 

Nﾗヴ ゲｴﾗ┌ﾉS ｷデ HW ;ゲゲ┌ﾏWS デｴ;デ けﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾉWSｪWげ ゲｴﾗ┌ﾉS ゲデヴ;ｷｪｴデaﾗヴ┘;ヴSﾉ┞ Sｷゲヮﾉ;IW けｷｪﾐﾗヴ;ﾐIWげ 
and therefore affect a change in how consumers manage their food once it leaves the 

shop. Indeed, studies have highlighted that people of all ages report an awareness of 

what they should/should not do, but simultaneously acknowledge that they do not 

always do it (see Eves et al. 2006) and it is well know that reported behaviour does not 

always correspond with observed behaviour (Anderson et al. 2004; Terpstra et al. 2005).  

Within the scientific literature it has been suggested that another reported 

complexity is the tendency of consumers to over-estimate the contribution of distant 

farmers, manufacturing facilities, supermarkets, restaurants, and take-away 

establishments to the incidence of foodborne illness,  while simultaneously under-

estimating the contribution of their own domestic food handling and storage practices 

(Bruhn 1997; Green at al. 2003; Redmond and Griffith  2004b; Kennedy et al. 2005; 
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Bergsma et al. 2007; Byrd-Bredbenner et al. 2007). This literature suggests that 

ignorance and complacency (Eves et al. 2006) are contributing factors since consumers 

are either not aware, or will not accept, that more than half of all reported foodborne 

infections are contracted in the home (Kennedy et al. 2005, p. 442), prompting the 

recommendation that more emphasis needs to be given to personal responsibility in 

future food safety education initiatives (Redmond and Griffith 2004b, p. 187).  The 

tendency, within the  scientific literature, to prioritise individual responsibility reinforces 

BWIﾆげゲ ふヱΓΓヲぶ ;ヴｪ┌ﾏWﾐデ デｴ;デ デｴW けヴｷゲﾆ ゲﾗIｷWデ┞げ ｷゲ ; けヴｷゲﾆ SｷゲデヴｷH┌デｷﾐｪげ ゲﾗIｷWデ┞が ┘ｷデｴ ;ﾉﾉ 
participants seeking to find ways of passing responsibility on to someone else: while 

consumers are reported as deflecting responsibility to ; ヴ;ﾐｪW ﾗa W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉ けﾗデｴWヴゲげ -- with 

an expectation that governments legislate to encourage greater transparency and 

accountability -- retailers often けヮ;ゲゲ デｴW H┌Iﾆげ ふH;┗ｷﾐｪ; ヲヰヰΒぶ デﾗ ヮヴﾗS┌IWヴゲが while 

producers and food scientists, in turn,  express concern about a perceived lack of 

cooking knowledge and skill among consumers, placing the けreflexive burdenげ on the 

shoulders of individual consumers (Almas 1999, 2.7). 

That risk involves a moral dimension has been noted by sociologists. Hier (2003) 

argues that the moralisation of risk often works through an exaggerated conception of 

individual human agency. For example, government food policy, through its emphasis 

ﾗﾐ ｷﾐSｷ┗ｷS┌;ﾉ けIｴﾗｷIWげが Hﾉ;ﾏWゲ Iﾗﾐゲ┌ﾏWヴゲ aﾗヴ ; ﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾉWSｪWっゲﾆｷﾉﾉゲ けSWaｷIｷデげ ┘ｴｷﾉW 
simultaneously ignoring the culpability of wider institutional actors arguably also 

contributing to unhealthy diets and lack of exercise. Hier identifies a growing tension 

HWデ┘WWﾐ デｴW けデWIｴﾐﾗ-scientifｷI ヴ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷデｷWゲげ ﾗa デｴW W┝ヮWヴデ ┘ﾗヴﾉS ふaﾗﾗS ゲIｷWﾐデｷゲデゲ ｷﾐ デｴW 
current context) and what ｴW I;ﾉﾉゲ デｴW けゲﾗIｷ;ﾉ ヴ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷデｷWゲげ Sヴ;┘ﾐ ┌ヮﾗﾐ H┞ Iﾗﾐゲ┌ﾏWヴゲ ;ゲ 
they negotiate the conflicts and ambivalences associated with risk and food safety into 

the course of everyday living.  Importantly, Lupton (2005) draws attention to the nature 

in which risks are perceived and prioritised by consumers varies geographically, and also 

according to age, gender and ethnicity (see also Rozin et al. 1999).  Further, Lindsay 

(2010, p. 476-77) argueゲ デｴ;デ ｴﾗ┘ けヴｷゲﾆげ ｷゲ ┌ﾐSWヴゲデﾗﾗS and subsequently rationalised by 

consumers is perhaps inconsistent with those public health discourses which underpin 

the development of health guidance (in Australia). The latter, she points out, is 

premised upon an epidemiological definition of risk, which emphasise danger, or 

hazards, rather than chance. Indeed, the communication of food risks relies on scientific 

risk assessments that involve uncertainty, often expressed in terms of statistical 

probabilities, which the public often find hard to understand (see Rowe 2011). 

Consequently, this enables slippage to occur between the meanings of probable risk and 

danger, and it is in this gap between the two that possibilities for negotiation at the 

level of individual practice are opened up. 
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Fヴﾗﾏ けHWｴ;┗ｷﾗ┌ヴげ デﾗ けヮヴ;IデｷIWげぎ ゲｴｷaデｷﾐｪ デｴW ;ﾐ;ﾉ┞デｷI;ﾉ ﾉWﾐゲ 

Premised upon デｴW ;ゲゲ┌ﾏヮデｷﾗﾐ デｴ;デ HWｴ;┗ｷﾗ┌ヴ ｷゲ デｴW ﾗ┌デIﾗﾏW ﾗa ; けﾉｷﾐW;ヴ ;ﾐS ┌ﾉデｷﾏ;デWﾉ┞ 
ヴ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ ヮヴﾗIWゲゲげ ふH;ヴヴｷゲﾗﾐ ;ﾐS D;┗ｷWゲ ヱΓΓΒが IｷデWS ｷﾐ H;ヴｪヴW;┗Wゲ ヲヰヱヱが ヮく Β1), behaviour-

based approaches are limited in that they can appear ゲｷﾏヮﾉｷゲデｷIが Wﾏヮｴ;ゲｷゲｷﾐｪ デｴW け┘ｴ;デげ 
H┌デ ┘ｷデｴ ﾉｷデデﾉW ;デデWﾐS;ﾐIW デﾗ デｴW けｴﾗ┘げ ;ﾐS け┘ｴ┞げ ┘ｴｷIｴ ;ヴW ;ﾉゲﾗ ｷﾏヮﾉｷI;デWS ｷﾐ ┘ｴ;デ 
transpires in domestic kitchens. Nonetheless, as Hargreaves (2011, p. 81) notes, the 

ヮWヴゲｷゲデWﾐIW ﾗa ﾉｷﾐW;ヴ ﾏﾗSWﾉゲ ﾗa けHWｴ;┗ｷﾗ┌ヴ;ﾉ IﾗヴヴWIデｷﾗﾐ ｷゲ ヮWヴｴ;ヮゲ ヮ;ヴデﾉ┞ W┝ヮﾉ;ｷﾐWS 
HWI;┌ゲW デｴW┞ ヴWﾐSWヴ ヮﾗﾉｷI┞ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲWゲ ヴWﾉ;デｷ┗Wﾉ┞ ゲデヴ;ｷｪｴデaﾗヴ┘;ヴSげく B┌デが Wxpecting a 

Iｴ;ﾐｪW ｷﾐ HWｴ;┗ｷﾗ┌ヴ デﾗ aﾗﾉﾉﾗ┘ aヴﾗﾏ ヮヴﾗﾏﾗデｷﾐｪ ;┘;ヴWﾐWゲゲ ﾗa けデｴW ヴ Cげゲ “デヴ;デegyげ (cooking 

cleaning, cooling and avoiding cross-contamination, FSA 2006), for example, ignores the 

reality that this knowledge has to be integrated into the complex purposes and routines 

of everyday food provisioning, and the broader structural circumstances in which these 

take place (see Evans 2011; Milne 2011). In reality, individuals may modify particular 

practices with differing degrees of permanence but, ultimately, do not end up doing 

what they are advised to do for perfectly rational reasons, particularly if certain 

ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲ ;ヴW けWﾐデヴWﾐIｴWSげ ふMIC┌ヴS┞ Wデ ;ﾉく ヲヰヰヶぶく Gｷ┗Wﾐ デｴ;デ ｴ;Hｷデ ;ﾐS ヴﾗ┌デｷﾐW ;ヴW 
acknowledged as contributing to how people handle food in the home, with older 

people -- in particular -- represented as actｷﾐｪ けon the basis of previous experience 

based on habit and ぐ not ぐ ;Sﾃ┌ゲデWS aﾗヴ ﾐW┘ ヮヴﾗS┌Iデゲ ;ﾐS ゲデﾗヴ;ｪW ﾏWデｴﾗSゲげ ふTerpstra 

et al. 2005, 532), it seems appropriate to approach these issues with a theoretical 

framework which foregrounds the role of habit, routine and the embedded nature of 

what takes place in domestic kitchens. In doing so, this both problematizes and makes 

possible a conceptual shift away from those individualist and behaviourist framings 

which emphasise the labelling of consumers as cavalier, complacent,  irrational or overly 

optimistic (Redmond and Griffith  2004a; Kennedy et al. 2005; Eves et al. 2006; Bergsma 

et al. 2007; Damen and Steenbekkers 2007), and which attribute blame to consumers. 

Focussing on practice, rather than behaviour, can provide a better account of both 

human agency and the social, as well as examining デｴW けｴﾗ┘げ ;ﾐS け┘ｴ┞げ ｷﾐ ヮWﾗヮﾉWげゲ 
engagement with food, and other objects, during the complex messiness that 

constitutes everyday provisioning. 

TｴW けヮヴ;IデｷIW デ┌ヴﾐげ in social theory  (Schatzki et al. 2001) has emerged from an 

interest in understanding the performative character of social life, foregrounding the 

ﾏ┌ﾐS;ﾐW けSﾗｷﾐｪゲ and ゲ;┞ｷﾐｪゲげ ふ“Iｴ;デ┣ﾆｷ ヲヰヰヲぶ which are tacit and so embedded within 

the rhythm of everyday life that they are barely noticed as people move about their 

kitchens. What might appear to be a straightforward practice of making an evening 

meal, for example, could routinely encompass washing up the breakfast dishes, cleaning 

out lunch boxes, feeding a pet, interacting with product labels in identifying what needs 
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to be used up first, remembering what different family members dis/like and working 

out who will be home at what time, leafing through a recipe book, putting a wash on, 

changing a nappy, peeling, chopping and slicing vegetables, putting something in the bin 

and adjusting the bin-bag, washing hands (or not), handling uncooked meat, making a 

cup of coffee, opening the post, clearing bags, coats, phones, keys, laptops from the 

kitchen table and helping a child with their homework even before heat is applied to any 

ingredients (if at all). While many of these activities are not directly food related, they 

routinely form part of the flow of what transpires within the space of a kitchen which 

may -- or may not -- be neatly bounded by walls and doors, but which still allow for flow 

to/from those spaces beyond, which could include gardens and bathrooms, as well as 

more obvious domestic spaces. Seen in this light, the activities which occur around -- 

but are not specific to -- food, can be understood as dynamic and relational, they are 

けaﾉﾗ┘ゲ ;ﾐS ｴ;ヮヮWﾐｷﾐｪゲ ;ﾐS ヮヴﾗIWゲゲWゲ ﾗa I;ヴヴ┞ｷﾐｪ ﾗ┌デ ;Iデｷ┗ｷデｷWゲげ which make visible how 

Iﾗﾐゲ┌ﾏヮデｷﾗﾐ ｷゲ けWﾐデ;ﾐｪﾉWS ｷﾐ ┘WHゲ ﾗa ゲﾗIｷ;ﾉ Iｴ;ﾐｪWゲ ;ﾐS ヴWヮヴﾗS┌Iデｷﾗﾐ ｷﾐ W┗Wヴ┞S;┞ ﾉｷaWげ 
(Halkier and Jensen 2011b, p. 105). 

To date, much empirical research has tended to focus upon reported behaviours, 

ﾗヴ けゲ;┞ｷﾐｪゲげ, regarding what people claim to do in their kitchens. There has been little 

research デｴ;デ ｴ;ゲ W┝ヮﾉﾗヴWS ヮWﾗヮﾉWげゲ けSﾗｷﾐｪゲげ ┗ｷ; direct observation
iv

 and less still that 

ｴ;ゲ ;デデWﾏヮデWS デﾗ W┝ヮﾉﾗヴW ヮWﾗヮﾉWげゲ ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲ ;ゲ デｴW┞ ﾗII┌ヴ ┘ｷデｴｷﾐ the domestic context 

of the kitchen and wider household. Current theories of practice (Reckwitz 2002; 

Schatzki 2002; Warde 2005; Shove, Watson et al., 2007; Shove and Pantzar 2010; Shove 

et al. 2012) lend themselves to this type of inquiry since, as Reckwitz (2002, 249) 

suggests, practice -- as the site of the social -- is concerned with the interconnections 

between forms of bodily activities, forms of mental activiデｷWゲが けデｴｷﾐｪゲげ ふゲ┌Iｴ ;ゲ aﾗﾗSが 
technologies, recipe books, cleaning products) and their uses, accumulated stocks of 

knowledge (which include experiential knowledge, states of emotion and motivational 

knowledge), as well as awareness of public discourses concerning food safety. Much of 

what occurs in the kitchen is tacitly or unconsciously performed. While someone may be 

aware of making a decision to wash uncooked meat, or the use of a particular chopping 

board when slicing bread, they may not be able to articulate why they do this or account 

for the trajectory or history of a practice (Warde 2005). As Bourdieu (1990) suggests, it 

ﾏ;┞ ゲｷﾏヮﾉ┞ HW デｴ;デ デｴW┞ け;ﾉ┘;┞ゲ ｴ;┗Wげ SﾗﾐW IWヴデ;ｷﾐ デｴｷﾐｪゲ ｷﾐ ; ヮ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;ヴ ┘;┞ ;ﾐd as 

ゲ┌Iｴが デｴW┞ HWIﾗﾏW けI;ヴヴｷWヴゲげ ﾗa ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲ ふ‘WIﾆ┘ｷデ┣ ヲヰヰヲぶ ┘ｴｷIｴ ﾏ;┞ Iﾗﾐデｷﾐ┌W aﾗヴ 
generations. In this sense, current theories of practice divert analytical attention away 

from moments of individual decision-making (Hargreaves 2011), thereby problematising 

デｴW ｷゲゲ┌W ﾗa けヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲｷHｷﾉｷデ┞げく  
Iﾏヮﾗヴデ;ﾐデﾉ┞が Pﾗ┘Wヴ ふヲヰヰンが ヱヰぶ ゲ┌ｪｪWゲデゲ デｴ;デ けpractice has its own logic, which is 

not the rational or calculated logic of the logician, it is an embodied, practical logic, 
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witho┌デ IﾗﾐゲIｷﾗ┌ゲ ﾗヴ ﾉﾗｪｷI;ﾉ Iﾗﾐデヴﾗﾉげ. Acknowledging that a;ヴ aヴﾗﾏ HWｷﾐｪ けｷヴヴ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉげが 
practices may emerge from rational and embodied logics -- which make perfect sense to 

the individual -- is critical in developing more nuanced understandings of how people 

engage with food, the range of intermediaries which have been developed around food, 

and the various public and policy discourses which circulate, ranging from food hygiene 

and safety, through to waste avoidance. In making this conceptual leap, it then becomes 

possible to represent consumers as something other than cavalier, complacent, ignorant 

or irresponsible. 

 

け‘W;ゲﾗﾐWS ﾉﾗｪｷIゲげぎ ヴ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷゲｷﾐｪ ヴｷゲﾆ 

In the discussion which follows I specifically explore how perceptions of risk and 

responsibility are rationalised by my participants on a range of different levels, 

sometimes resulting in practices which might be regarded by food safety experts as 

けヴｷゲﾆ┞げ ﾗヴ S;ﾐｪWヴﾗ┌ゲく M┞ ｷﾐデWヴWゲデ ｷゲ ┘ｷデｴ W┝ヮﾉﾗヴｷﾐｪ デｴW ｪﾗﾗS ヴW;ゲﾗﾐゲ Iﾗﾐゲ┌ﾏWヴゲ 
ゲﾗﾏWデｷﾏWゲ Sﾗ けH;Sげ デｴｷﾐｪゲ ｷﾐ デｴWｷヴ ﾆｷデIｴWﾐゲv

. The study reported here has attempted to 

ｷﾐIﾉ┌SW ﾏﾗヴW ﾗa デｴW けSﾗｷﾐｪゲげ ﾗa ヮヴ;IデｷIW H┞ IﾗﾏHｷﾐｷﾐｪ seven focus groups (n=37) with a 

multi-generational household study, involving 23 participants (aged 17-92) from 2-4 

generations of eight families across 17 households. Undertaken with naturally occurring 

groups, focus group discussions ｴWﾉヮWS W┝ヮﾉﾗヴW ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;ﾐデゲげ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲWゲ デﾗ ケ┌Wゲデｷﾗﾐゲ 
concerning public and policy discourses surrounding food safety, and perceptions of 

responsibility in social context, enabling me to refine the focus for the household study.  

 

Table 1. Summary of focus groups 

Group Group description N 

A Mixed group, aged 34-35 3 

B Male house-sharers, aged 23-30 5 

C Mixed group of older luncheon club members living in a former 

mining village 

6 

D Cohabiting professional couples, aged 29-41 6 

E Mixed group of people living in rural areas, aged 39-79 8 

F Indian and Somali mothers attending community-based cook-and-

eat sessions 

6 

G Mothers of children under 4 attending a Sure Start Centre, 27-38 3 
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With the objective of exploring patterns of continuity and change in domestic kitchens -- 

within living memory -- among members of the same family, the household study 

combined food-focussed life history interviews with ethnographic methods, including 

shopping go-alongs (Kusenbach 2003), kitchen tours, videoed meal preparation, 

photography
vi

 ;ﾐS ｪWﾐWヴ;ﾉﾉ┞ けｴ;ﾐｪｷﾐｪ ﾗ┌デげ ふE┗;ﾐゲ ヲヰヱヲぶ ｷﾐ ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;ﾐデゲげ ﾆｷデIｴWﾐゲが 
sometimes as a participant.  

Focus group participants in particular reported an awareness of current guidance 

concerning various aspects of food safety. Within these discussions, the media emerged 

as a principal source of information, although there was widespread scepticism 

concerning its role in proliferating anxiety, or さhypeざ, around certain issues. For most 

participants, common-sense logics, premised upon embodied and experiential 

knowledge, were invoked as fundamental to ensuring food safety. For example, these 

63 year old women who cooked for a luncheon club for older people in their community 

reported a sense of exasperation with the food hygiene guidelines laid out in the 

courses they were required to attend: 

 

Anne
vii

: And you sit there and you think, ooh, you know, if they just let you gerron 

┘ｷデｴ ｷデが I ﾏW;ﾐが Iげ┗W ;ﾉ┘;┞ゲ HWWﾐ ｷﾐ Iﾗﾗﾆｷﾐｪ ゲｷﾐIW I ﾉWaデ ゲIｴﾗﾗﾉ ;デ aｷaデWWﾐが 
;ﾐSが ｷデげゲ ﾃ┌ゲデ ｪWデデｷﾐｪが ｷﾐ ﾏ┞ ﾗヮｷﾐｷﾗﾐが ┘ﾗヴゲWぐ YW;ｴが ｷﾐが ｷﾐ デWﾉﾉｷﾐｪ ┞ﾗ┌が I 
ﾏW;ﾐが デﾗ HW ｴﾗﾐWゲデ ｷa ┞ﾗ┌ ┌ゲW ┞ﾗ┌ヴ Iﾗﾏﾏﾗﾐ ゲWﾐゲW ふぐぶ  

Trish: Yeah. 

Anne: You know how to look after food and cook and er, you know. 

Group C 

 

Likewise, in Group D, Liz (37) responded dismissively to the 2010 news story about the 

prevalence of campylobacter in supermarket chickens (Poulter, 2010), suggesting that 

common sense dictates that さ┞ﾗ┌ I;ﾐ ﾗﾐﾉ┞ Iﾗﾗﾆ IｴｷIﾆWﾐ ┘Wﾉﾉが けI;┌ゲW ｷa ┞ﾗ┌ Sﾗﾐげデが we all 

know
viii

 if you cook, if you eat undercooked chicken, or red, ヮｷﾐﾆ IｴｷIﾆWﾐが ｷデげゲ H;S aﾗヴ ┞ﾗ┌ざ 
く B┌デ デｴW けｴﾗ┘げ ﾗa デｴｷゲ ﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾉWSｪWが ｷデゲ ゲﾗ┌ヴIW ﾗヴ ｴｷゲデﾗヴ┞が ｷゲ ゲﾗﾏWデｴｷﾐｪ ;Hﾗ┌デ ┘ｴｷIｴ 
participants are more vague. Fﾗヴ W┝;ﾏヮﾉWが Lｷ┣げゲ aヴｷWﾐSが PWデW ふンンぶ ;SSゲぎ さデｴ;デげゲ something 

that you knowが ┞ﾗ┌げ┗W HWWﾐ デﾗld elsewhere, maybe your mum told you that or 

somethingざ. In Group B, participants suggested that indicators of safety, such as Use-by 

dates, provided a さゲデ;ヴデｷﾐｪ ヴWaWヴWﾐIW ヮﾗｷﾐデざが but ultimately decisions about whether or 

not to consume a product will be premised upon sensory judgements (smell, 

appearance and taste) -- embodied knowledge -- which are simultaneously 

acknowledged as being さﾗﾐﾉ┞ ゲﾗﾏWデｴｷﾐｪ ┞ﾗ┌ ｪWデ aヴﾗﾏ experienceざ (Steve, 30).   

In discussions of reported behaviour in both focus groups and the household 

study, participants acknowledged their awareness of current guidance concerning the 
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reheating of food, for example, but explained their general disregard for this 

information on the basis of their direct experience of never having been ill as a 

consequence of their practices. Household study participant, Stuart Charles (41), for 

example, used to work in the food industry as a dairy manager, which perhaps gives him 

some inゲｷSWヴ けﾆﾐﾗ┘-ｴﾗ┘げく HW ヴWヮﾗヴデゲ ｴ;┗ｷﾐｪ ヴWｴW;デWS boeuf bourguignon five times in 

the past, but that his wife さ┘ﾗ┌ﾉSﾐげデ W┗Wヴ ;ﾉﾉﾗ┘ デｴ;デ ﾐﾗ┘ぐ [whispers] ｷデげゲ ;ﾉﾉ ; ﾉﾗ;S ﾗa 
rubbish I thinkぐ ゲﾗﾏW ヮWﾗヮﾉW ゲ;┞ ┞ﾗ┌ ゲｴﾗ┌ﾉSﾐげデ heat meat more than twice, re-heat it, 

but Iげ┗W SﾗﾐW ｷデ デｴヴWW ﾗヴ aﾗ┌ヴ デｷﾏWゲ Iげﾏ ゲデｷﾉﾉ ｴWヴW, Iげﾏ aｷﾐWく “ﾗげゲ “;ﾉﾉ┞ [wife], ゲﾗげゲ デｴW ﾆｷSゲざく 
Although convinced -- by experience -- that there is nothing wrong with his own 

practice, his whispered tones when speaking about the efficacy of reheating guidance is 

ゲ┌ｪｪWゲデｷ┗W デｴ;デ ｴｷゲ ┘ｷaWげゲ HWﾉｷWaゲ ;Hﾗ┌デ aﾗﾗS ゲ;aWデ┞ ヴ┌ﾉW ｷﾐ デｴWｷヴ ﾆｷデIｴWﾐく AﾐﾗデｴWヴが 
younger, man with no partner or childcare responsibilities demonstrated a similar 

attitude. Andy (24, Group B) is a science teacher. He understands how microbes work 

and is also aware that rice is considered to be a particularly けヴｷゲﾆ┞げ aﾗﾗS デﾗ ヴWｴW;デ. 

However, his knowledge is displaced by experience and he rationalises his decision to 

continue reheating rice in the microwave on the basis that さIげ┗W ﾐW┗Wヴ ゲ┌aaWred anything 

specifically bad from food poisoning. Iげ┗W ｴW;デWS ヴｷIW, ;ゲ Iげ┗W ゲ;ｷS, Wﾐﾗ┌ｪｴ デｷﾏWゲ ;ﾐS Iげ┗W 
ﾐW┗Wヴが Iげﾉﾉ ﾆWWヮ Sﾗｷﾐｪ デｴ;デ HWI;┌ゲW ｷデげゲ ﾐW┗Wヴ ｴ;S ;ﾐ┞ WaaWIデざく NﾗﾐWデｴWﾉWゲゲ, he turned to 

me, as the focus group facilitator and perhaps perceived food ゲ;aWデ┞ けW┝ヮWヴデげが ;ﾐS ゲ;ｷS: 

さH┌デ I ﾏｷｪｴデ ﾐﾗデ ;aデWヴ デｴｷゲ W┗Wﾐｷﾐｪ ｷa ┞ﾗ┌げヴW ｪﾗﾐﾐ; デWﾉﾉ ﾏW ゲﾗﾏWデｴｷﾐｪ ;Hﾗ┌デ Iﾗﾗﾆｷﾐｪ ヴｷIW 
;ｪ;ｷﾐ デｴ;デげゲ ｪﾗﾐﾐ; デ┌ヴﾐ ﾏW ;┘;┞ aヴﾗﾏ デｴ;デ aﾗヴW┗Wヴぐ Iゲ ｷデ ﾃ┌ゲデが デｴWヴWげゲ ﾐﾗデｴｷﾐｪ ﾉｷﾆW ﾉﾗﾐｪ- 

デWヴﾏが Hヴ;ｷﾐ S;ﾏ;ｪWが I;ﾐIWヴ ヴWﾉ;デWSぐいざ  Andy wants to know if his actions can cause 

severe long term harm; iデげゲ ; ヴ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷゲWS ヴｷゲﾆ H;ゲWS ┌ヮﾗﾐ ｴｷゲ ;ゲゲWゲゲﾏWﾐデ of the 

probability of harm (Lindsay 2010), based upon the available information. 

 

けPヴ;IデｷI;ﾉ and reasoned ﾉﾗｪｷIゲげぎ Iヴﾗゲゲ-contamination 

Ethnographic work with households was an ﾗヮヮﾗヴデ┌ﾐｷデ┞ デﾗ W┝ヮﾉﾗヴW ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;ﾐデゲげ 
practices as these were being performed. What emerges from my engagement with 

participants as they went about their everyday business in their kitchens is not a sense 

of cavalierness or complacency, quite the opposite. Indeed, they expressed perfectly 

sound reasoning for engaging in what the FSA and others would regard as けH;Sげ 
practices. Fﾗヴ W┝;ﾏヮﾉWが I ┗ｷゲｷデWS A┣;ﾏ H;HｷHげゲ ふンヵぶ ｴﾗﾏW ┘ｷデｴ デｴW ｷﾐデWﾐデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ﾗHゲWヴ┗ｷﾐｪ 
him preparing and cooking a curry. Azam talked me through each stage of the process, 

breaking it down into sets of practices requiring different skills and competencies: knife 

skills in preparing the onions and garlic; sensory skills in judging when the spices have 

been adequately fried. I was struck by the fact that, like his mother, whom I had 

observed in her home the previous day, Azam had rinsed his chicken and it sat draining 

in a colander in the sink. While similarly-aged focus group participants were unable to 
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explain why they did this, Azam is assertive in his explanation, again invoking reasoned 

logic: 

 

 さぐｷデ IﾗﾏWゲ aヴﾗﾏ デｴW ゲｴﾗヮが ｷデげゲ HWWﾐ ｷﾐ デｴW aヴｷSｪWぐ HWI;┌ゲW デｴW┞ ｴ;ﾐSﾉW ｷデが aﾗヴ 
ﾏW デｴ;デげゲ ;ﾐ ｷゲゲ┌Wぐ ｷデげゲ ;ﾉﾉ デｴ;デ デヴ;ﾐゲｷデｷﾗﾐが ｷﾐﾐｷデが Hヴｷﾐｪｷﾐｪ ｷデ aヴﾗﾏ デｴWヴWが 
Hヴｷﾐｪｷﾐｪ ｷデ ｷﾐ デｴW H;ｪが ｪWデデｷﾐｪ ｷデ ｴﾗﾏWく Fﾗヴ ﾏWが ┞ﾗ┌げ┗W ;ﾉ┘;┞ゲ ｪﾗデ デﾗ HW ﾏﾗヴW 
aware of meat as wellざく 

 

While Azam expressed genuine surprise when I told him what the official guidance on 

this issue is, others に who appeared to be better informed - were insistent in their 

maintenance of this practice. Amy (34, Group A), for example, explained that さI ﾃ┌ゲデ デ;ﾆW 
the chopping board next to the sink, wash the meat and put it straight on the chopping 

Hﾗ;ヴSが ;ﾐS I デｴｷﾐﾆ I ｴ;┗Wﾐげデ デヴ;ｷﾉWS ｷデ ;Iヴﾗゲゲ デｴW ﾆｷデIｴWﾐ ﾉike she did in the [FSA] ;S┗Wヴデざ. 

Iﾐ Aﾏ┞げゲ ﾏｷﾐSが デｴW ヮヴ;IデｷI;ﾉ ゲデWヮゲ ゲｴW ヴWヮﾗヴデゲ デ;ﾆｷﾐｪ デﾗ ;┗ﾗｷS けデヴ;ｷﾉｷﾐｪげ H;IデWヴｷ; ;Iヴﾗゲゲ 
her kitchen ameliorates any perceived risks from continuing with an entrenched 

practice, something she has さ;ﾉ┘;┞ゲざ done and appears not to want to change. 

I was fortunate to be invited to spend an overnight and then a whole day with 

another participant, Mary Green (67), becoming a participant observer as I accompanied 

her through her daily routine: from breakfast though to evening meal, including her 

weekly visit to the supermarket. What I recorded with my video camera foregrounded 

the very practical and reasoned logics which underpin some of her practices, all of which 

are born out of a concern with what she refers to as さIヴﾗゲゲ-infectionざく In one short 

section there is evidence of a convergence of different sources of knowledge, bodily and 

ﾏWﾐデ;ﾉ ;Iデｷ┗ｷデｷWゲ ｷﾐ┗ﾗﾉ┗ｷﾐｪ ; ヴ;ﾐｪW ﾗa けデｴｷﾐｪゲげ デﾗ ヮヴﾗS┌IW ゲｷデ┌;デWS ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲく For example, 

when asked about what she uses her blue chopping board for, she explains: さIげﾏ ┗Wヴ┞ 
concerned about uncooked meats and chicken especially.ざ Chicken is a non-human agent 

which Mary understands can make you ill に ┘ｴ;デが ｷﾐ ‘WIﾆ┘ｷデ┣げゲ ふヲヰヰヲぶ デWヴﾏゲが ﾏｷｪｴデ HW 
ヴWｪ;ヴSWS ;ゲ けmotivational knowledgeげく “ｴW ;Iﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾉWSｪWゲ デｴ;t this concern does not 

originate in her own background as a child, reporting that in rural Ireland 60 years ago 

さデｴWヴW ┘;ゲ ﾐﾗ ヴW;ﾉ ｴ┞ｪｷWﾐW ;ゲ ゲ┌Iｴざが but at the same time asserting that さ┘W SｷSﾐげデ ｪWデ 
ｷﾉﾉ ゲﾗ W;ゲｷﾉ┞ざ, something which she attributes to さﾗ┌ヴ immune system and what we got 

┌ゲWS デﾗ ;ゲ ﾆｷSゲざ. These are further examples of the experiential knowledge, and beliefs, 

which inform and provide the context for ヮWﾗヮﾉWげゲ ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲく  
To help ameliorate some of her anxieties concerning uncooked meat and fish, 

Mary develops a set of practices involving a range of intermediaries: fish will generally 

be put on a plate, while a blue chopping board is set aside for uncooked meat, which 

she says she will then spray with Dettol
ix
 and wash in hot water. She reports that when 

she has been handling meat or fish, she will also spray the sink and surrounding area 
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and wipe it down with disposable kitchen towel, さデﾗ HW ゲ┌ヴWざ. These sets of practices 

and things which make them possible (the plate, the chopping board, the Dettol, the 

disposable kitchen towel) enable Mary to believe that she is not spreading bacteria 

around, and to feel more confident about avoiding foodborne illness. However, on 

watching the footage back, I noticed that when, a short while later, she rinses a piece of 

fish under the tap, she did not engage in the process she had described earlier.  

 

 

 

Figure 1. Mary Green washing fish 

 

Instead, a piece of fish is rinsed under the tap, patted dry with kitchen paper and placed 

on a white chopping which she had earlier prepared vegetables on. After removing the 

skin, this is wrapped up in the packaging from the fishmonger and disposed of, and 

Mary quickly rinses her hands under the tap. At no point does she spray the sink and 

wipe it down in the way previously described; instead, it is washed in hot soapy water, 

along with other items used in accomplishing the preparation of the meal. Whether this 

poｷﾐデゲ デﾗ ; ｪ;ヮ HWデ┘WWﾐ けゲ;┞ｷﾐｪげ and けdoingげ is not clear and perhaps she would have 

been more vigilant had she been handling meat or chicken -- or, indeed, if her routine 

had not been interrupted by my presence -- but, at least in theory, Mary believes that 

ゲｴWげゲ Sﾗｷﾐｪ デｴW けヴｷｪｴデげ デｴｷﾐｪく 
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Negotiating competing discourses: food safety vs food waste 

It was clear from talking with and observing participants that they are aware of food 

safety as an issue, whether from  ﾏWSｷ; Iﾗ┗Wヴ;ｪW ﾗa けaﾗﾗS ゲI;ヴWゲげが ヮ┌HﾉｷI ｴW;ﾉデｴ 
ﾏWゲゲ;ｪWゲが ﾗヴ デｴヴﾗ┌ｪｴ デｴWｷヴ ﾗ┘ﾐ ﾗヴ ﾗデｴWヴゲげ ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲく Iデ ┘;ゲ Wケ┌;ﾉﾉ┞ IﾉW;ヴが ｴﾗ┘W┗Wr, that 

ﾏWゲゲ;ｪWゲ IﾗﾐIWヴﾐｷﾐｪ けｪﾗﾗSげ ﾗヴ けHWゲデげ practice existed in tension with other concerns and 

public discourses. For example, another realm of food-related social anxiety also visible 

in the media and at the level of public policy which potentially pulls practices of home 

food provisioning in an opposing direction, are those concerning campaigns to reduce 

the astonishing levels of food waste generated in the UK (Foresight 2011). While 

I;ﾏヮ;ｷｪﾐゲ ﾉｷﾆW けLﾗ┗W FﾗﾗSが H;デW W;ゲデWげ (WRAP, 2013) moralise acts of food saving, like 

keeping and finding creative culinary uses for leftovers, and of food disposal, they are at 

odds with those discourses which problematise common practices of thrift, saving and 

reuse around provisioning for food safety reasons. The tensions that arise as these 

public discourses are negotiated together into domestic practices are reflected in 

scepticism regarding intervention by the さﾐ;ﾐﾐ┞ ゲデ;デWざが the role of the media in 

proliferating anxieties, and concerns about retailers exploiting these anxieties, for 

example through date labelling. 

At the level of practice, we see vario┌ゲ SWｪヴWWゲ ﾗa ;SｴWヴWﾐIW デﾗ け┌se-H┞げ S;デWゲ 
;ﾐS ﾏｷゲデヴ┌ゲデ ﾗa デｴW けゲIｷWﾐIWげ HWｴｷﾐS デｴｷゲ ｷﾐﾐﾗ┗;デｷﾗﾐ. This is reflected in the observations 

of household study participant, Ted Anderson (66): 

 

 さくくく[people] Sﾗﾐげデ ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐS ┘ｴ;デ [these dates] mean, ....  I say to people, 

けDﾗ ┞ﾗ┌ デｴｷﾐﾆ デｴ;デ this use-b┞ S;デWぐ デﾗS;┞ ｷデげゲ ﾐﾗデ ; ヮヴﾗHﾉWﾏい Iゲ ｷデ ; ヮヴﾗHﾉWﾏ 
tomorrow? It will kill you, is that what you think? What do you think this use-

by date, it ｷゲ デｴW S;┞ デｴ;デげゲ ゲWデ ┘Wﾉﾉ ;ｴW;S ﾗa ゲﾗﾏW ヮﾗゲゲｷHﾉW S;ﾐｪWヴ デｴ;デ ｷデ 
ﾏｷｪｴデ ｴ;┗WげくくくIﾐ ヮヴｷﾐIｷヮﾉW くくくI ｪWﾐWヴ;ﾉﾉ┞ ｷｪﾐﾗヴW デｴWゲW S;デWゲが IﾗﾏヮﾉWデWﾉ┞ ｷｪﾐﾗヴW 
them, and I look at them and, depending on how it looks and how it tastes, 

how it smWﾉﾉゲ ;ﾐS ｷデげゲが ｷデ ┘ﾗﾐげデ ﾆｷﾉﾉ ┞ﾗ┌ ｷa ┞ﾗ┌ ｴ;┗W ; デ;ゲデWが ;ﾐS if デｴW デ;ゲデW ｷゲﾐげデ 
very good you can throw it awayざく 

 

Here is an example of a perfectly rational explanation for what the FSA would perhaps 

deゲIヴｷHW ;ゲ けH;Sげ HWｴ;┗ｷﾗ┌ヴく Iデ ｷs not born out of ignorance or as an act of resistance. 

Ted presents reasoned logic: さデｴWゲW S;デWゲ ;ヴW ゲWデ ┘Wﾉﾉ ;ｴW;Sぐ Sﾗ ┞ﾗ┌ デｴｷﾐﾆ デﾗS;┞ ｷデげゲ 
ﾐﾗデ ; ヮヴﾗHﾉWﾏぐ H┌デ デﾗﾏﾗヴヴﾗ┘ ｷデ ┘ｷﾉﾉ ﾆｷﾉﾉ ┞ﾗ┌いざ As with many other participants, his rules 

of thumb (Green et al. 2003) involve relying on embodied and experiential knowledge, 

his sensory skills, his capacity to interact with food ;ﾐS けヴW;Sげ デｴWｷヴ ゲﾏWﾉﾉが ;ヮヮW;ヴ;ﾐIWが 
taste に ;ﾉﾉ ヮヴ;IデｷI;ﾉ ﾉﾗｪｷIゲく Oa Iﾗ┌ヴゲWが デｴWヴW ;ヴW ﾉｷﾏｷデ;デｷﾗﾐゲ デﾗ TWSげゲ ;ヮヮヴﾗ;Iｴ ゲｷﾐIW ゲﾗﾏW 
pathogens are invisible to the human eye and undetectable by smell, leaving real, 
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objective, risks which cannot be assessed through trusting our senses alone but such 

judgements should not be dismissed as entirely irrational or lacking their own logic. 

 

Shifting けgeographieゲ ﾗa ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲｷHｷﾉｷデ┞げ 
In an earlier section in this paper I discussed how behaviourist framings of responsibility 

ｴ;┗W ; デWﾐSWﾐI┞ デﾗ ヮﾉ;IW デｴW H┌ヴSWﾐが ;ﾐS けHﾉ;ﾏWげ, with the individual. Engaging a 

practice-driven approach, however, enables us to extend the geographies of 

ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲｷHｷﾉｷデ┞ ふM;ゲゲW┞ ヲヰヰヴぶ ;ﾐS ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐS ｴﾗ┘ Iﾗﾐゲ┌ﾏWヴゲげ ﾏﾗデｷ┗;デｷﾗﾐゲ aﾗヴ Wﾐｪ;ｪｷﾐｪ 
in certain practices may often involve an understanding of responsibility which goes 

beyond the level of the household
x
. Let us take, for example, Ted Andersoﾐげゲ 

indignation concerning how some people engage with use-by dates. Many months after 

he made these comments, I spent an afternoon filming him preparing food for a 

Christmas Eve party that he and his wife, Laura (63) were hosting in their home. I 

watched him cutting out pastry circles and repeatedly rerolling the dough so that 

eventually he was left with a piece too small to do anything with. I comment on this, 

reporting that his son had told me that he will often pass on leftover bits of cabbage to 

Ted and Laura rather than throw them away. My fieldnotes describe the exchange: 

 

さWWげS HW Iヴﾗゲゲ ｷa ｷデ ｪWデゲ デｴヴﾗ┘ﾐ ;┘;┞ざ says Laura. She turns to Ted and says: 

さI can hear your moデｴWヴ ｷﾐ ｴWヴ WWﾉゲｴ ﾆｷﾐS ﾗa ┘;┞が さI hate waste. I hate 

┘;ゲデWざざ. Ted explains that his ﾏﾗデｴWヴげゲ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲW ｷゲ ヮ;ヴデﾉ┞ S┌W デﾗ ｴ;┗ｷﾐｪ デﾗ 
feed so many hungry mouths, but also the fact that she grew up in the 1920s 

when デｴWヴW ┘;ゲﾐげデ ﾏ┌Iｴ ;ヴﾗ┌ﾐSく さE┗Wヴ┞ﾗﾐWげゲ ｪﾗデ ヮ;ヴWﾐデゲが ｪヴ;ﾐSヮ;ヴWﾐデゲ ﾉｷﾆW 
thisざく HW ｪﾗWゲ ﾗﾐぎ さthe reason she did it is because she had to stretch food out, 

H┌デ デｴW ヴW;ゲﾗﾐ ゲﾗﾏWﾗﾐW ﾉｷﾆW ﾏW SﾗWゲ ｷデ ｷゲ HWI;┌ゲW デｴｷゲ ゲデ┌aaげゲ ヮヴWIｷﾗ┌ゲが ｷデ 
ゲｴﾗ┌ﾉSﾐげデ HW デｴヴﾗ┘ﾐ ;┘;┞く Iデげゲ HWWﾐ ｪヴﾗ┘ﾐ ;ﾐS ﾐ┌ヴデ┌ヴWS ;ﾐS IﾗﾗﾆWSざ. 

 

A ﾐ┌ﾏHWヴ ﾗa ヴW;ゲﾗﾐゲ ;ヴW ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;デWS IﾗﾐIWヴﾐｷﾐｪ デｴｷゲ Iﾗ┌ヮﾉWげゲ ;┗Wヴゲｷﾗﾐ デﾗ aﾗﾗS ┘;ゲデWが 
which sometimes result in their pushing the boundaries of perceived safety. While 

experiences of food shortage in their own childhoods are one factor, for Ted, his 

concerns are wider and relate to food security and global resources, thus broadening 

the scale of responsibility. “WWﾐ ｷﾐ デｴｷゲ ﾉｷｪｴデが ┘ｴ;デ ﾏｷｪｴデ ;ヮヮW;ヴ デﾗ HW けH;Sげ ヮヴ;IデｷIW in 

the context of food safety -- consuming food beyond recommended use-by date -- is 

;Iデ┌;ﾉﾉ┞ けｪﾗﾗSげ ヮヴ;IデｷIW when considered from a sustainability perspective. 

Importantly, when it came to questions about distributions of responsibility for 

the safety of food consumed in the home, it was clear that perceptions of responsibility 

are diffuse and に contrary to what is indicated in some of the literature outlined earlier - 

not entirely ;デデヴｷH┌デWS デﾗ けW┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉげ ;ｪWﾐデゲ. Among my participants there was a sense of 
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confidence in the safety of the food they buy. If there were doubts about a particular 

product or retailer, they would make a different purchasing decision, avoiding certain 

products or shopping elsewhere. Indeed male focus group participants acknowledged 

that: さｷデげゲ ; ゲｴ;ヴWS ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲｷHｷﾉｷデ┞く Aデ ;ﾉﾏﾗゲデ W┗Wヴ┞ ゲデ;ｪW デｴWヴW ｷゲ ;ﾐ WﾉWﾏWﾐデ ﾗa 
ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲｷHｷﾉｷデ┞ ふぐぶ デｴW ｪﾗ┗WヴﾐﾏWﾐデ ﾗ┗WヴゲWW デﾗ デヴ┞ ;ﾐS ﾏ;ﾆW ゲ┌ヴW デｴ;デ H┞ デｴW デｷﾏW ｷデ ｪWデゲ 
デﾗ ┞ﾗ┌が ｷデげゲが デｴWヴW ｷゲ ﾐﾗデｴｷﾐｪ S;ﾐｪWヴﾗ┌ゲ ｷﾐ ｷデざ. Participants regarded themselves as having 

a responsibility from the point of purchase onward. In this sense, it was reasoned that if 

something is assumed to be safe at the point of purchase, but is then left in the fridge 

for three weeks before it is cooked さデｴWﾐ ｷデげゲ your responsibilityぐ ┘ｴ;デW┗Wr goes into our 

ﾏﾗ┌デｴ ┞ﾗ┌げヴW ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲｷHﾉWざ. 

 

Conclusion 

In this paper I have demonstrated that, compared with the rather limited and 

decontextualized understandings that have previously been available via behaviour-

based approaches, the application of an ethnographically-informed けヮヴ;IデｷIW ﾉWﾐゲげ can 

facilitate more nuanced insights into the factors influencing how consumers engage 

with matters of food safety in the home. The data I have presented ヴWｷﾐaﾗヴIW E┗;ﾐゲげ 
(2011) observations that participantsげ behaviours, practices or attitudes should not be 

dismissed as individual acts reflective of けignoranceげ or けfecklessnessげ. As I have 

illustrated, habitual practices often emerge from a scheme of reasoned and practical 

logics in which food safety is but one dimension. Also contributing to the ecology of risk 

are background knowledge and understandings, and an awareness of various discourses 

relating to wider concerns, such as the environment and food waste, for example, which 

are perhaps more significant motivating factors than food safety for some individuals. 

In this sense, my participants see themselves as not simply being responsible for 

themselves, but also to others in the wider sense. Indeed, my data highlight how, at the 

level of everyday practice, individuals present perfectly けgoodげ reasons for engaging in 

what food authorities might regard as けH;Sげ HWｴ;┗ｷﾗ┌ヴ. By exploring these issues at the 

level of practice, my data point toward ﾏ┞ ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;ﾐデゲげ understandings of a distribution 

of responsibility in which a number of stakeholders are implicated, including the 

government, food producers and retailers, while simultaneously acknowledging their 

own role as final arbiters of food safety in the home. 

One might then ask, what are the implications of this argument for public health 

and food policy?  At one level, food safety authorities are right to base their advice on 

the best-available scientific advice regarding the microbiological basis of food-borne 

risks to human health.  They cannot ignore the risks that consumers take by trusting 

their senses to judge when food is safe to eat, given the risks that food may be 

contaminated by microscopic organisms which are invisible to the human eye.  But nor 
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should they ignore the logic that informs Iﾗﾐゲ┌ﾏWヴゲげ everyday practices, especially 

where this departs from scientific understanding.  It might even be hypothesised that 

デｴW aﾗﾗS ;┌デｴﾗヴｷデｷWゲげ advice would have more impact if it took more account of 

Iﾗﾐゲ┌ﾏWヴゲげ practical knowledge and routine practices, basing their advice on current 

levels of public understanding and stocks of knowledge rather than assuming a deficit of 

(scientific) knowledge or a lack of skill regarding their culinary practices (cf. Hinchliffe 

and Draper 2012)
xi
.  My data suggest that there are different knowledges at work in 

ヮWﾗヮﾉWげゲ W┗Wヴ┞S;┞ ﾆｷデIｴWﾐ ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲ ;ﾐS デｴ;デ ヮﾗﾉｷI┞-makers should respect the logic that 

informs these practices rather than assuming the superiority of one form of (scientific, 

microbiological, expert) knowledge over other forms of (practical, embodied, tacit) 

knowledge. 

 

Acknowledgements 

The research reported here is part of an international programme of research on 

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 ふCONANXぶ a┌ﾐSWS H┞ ;ﾐ AS┗;ﾐIWS Iﾐ┗estigator 

Grant awarded to Peter Jackson by the European Research Council (2009-12). I am 

extremely grateful to the participants in this research who have opened up their homes 

and their provisioning routines to my research, and to Peter Jackson, who commented 

on earlier drafts of this paper.  Thanks, also, to the Associate Editor and anonymous 

referees for their comments on a previous draft. 

 

References 

Almas, R. 1999. Food Trust, Ethics and Safety in Risk Society. Sociological Research Online, 4, 3, 

http://www.socresonline.org.uk/socresonline/4/3/almas.html. Accessed 09 July 2009. 

Anderson, J., T. A. Shuster, K. E. Hansen, A. S. Levy, and A. Volk. 2004. A camera's view of 

consumer food handling behaviors. Journal of the American Dietetic Association, 104, 

186-191. 

Beck, U. 1992. Risk Society: towards a new modernity. London: Sage. 

Bergsma, N. J., A. R. H. Fischer, E. D. van Asselt, M. H. Zwietering, and A. E. I. de Jong. 2007. 

Consumer food Preparation and its Implication for survival of campylobacter jejuni on 

chicken. British Food Journal 109 (7): 548に561. 

Bourdieu, P. 1990. The Logic of Practice. Cambridge: Polity Press. 

Brennan, M., McCarthy, M. and Ritson, C. 2007. Why do consumers deviate from best 

ﾏｷIヴﾗHｷﾗﾉﾗｪｷI;ﾉ ;S┗ｷIWい Aﾐ W┝;ﾏｷﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa けｴｷｪｴ ヴｷゲﾆげ Iﾗﾐゲ┌ﾏWヴゲ ﾗﾐ デｴW ｷゲﾉ;ﾐS ﾗa IヴWﾉ;ﾐSく 
Appetite, 49, 405-418.  

Bruhn, C. 1997. Consumer concerns: motivating action. Emerging Infectious Diseases 3(4), 511に
515. 

Byrd-Bredbenner, C., J. Maurer, V. Wheatley, E. Cottone, and M. Clancy. 2007. Observed Food 

Safety Behaviours of Young Adults. British Food Journal 109 (7): 519に530. 

http://www.socresonline.org.uk/socresonline/4/3/almas.html


18 

Colls, R. and Evans, B. 2008. EﾏHﾗS┞ｷﾐｪ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲｷHｷﾉｷデ┞ぎ IｴｷﾉSヴWﾐげゲ ｴW;lth and supermarket 

initiatives. Environment and Planning A, 40, 615-631. 

Coveney, J. 2003. Why food policy is critical to public health. Critical Public Health, 13(2), 99-105. 

Damen, F., and Steenbekkers, L. 2007. Consumer behaviour and knowledge related to freezing 

and defrosting meat at home: an exploratory study. British Food Journal, 109(7), 511-

518. 

Delormier, T., Frohlich, K. and Potvin, L. 2009. Food and eating as social practice: understanding 

eating patterns as social phenomena and implications for public health. Sociology of 

Health and Illness, 31(2), 215-228. 

Dept. of Health, 2004. Choosing Health: making healthier choices easier. Cm 6374. Dept. of 

Health. The Stationary Office: London. 

Domaneschi, L. 2012. Food social practices: theory of practice and the new battlefield of food 

quality. Journal of Consumer Culture, 12(3), 306-22. 

Evans, D. (2011). Blaming the Consumer に Once again: the social and material contexts of 

W┗Wヴ┞S;┞ aﾗﾗS ┘;ゲデW ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲ ｷﾐ ゲﾗﾏW Eﾐｪﾉｷゲｴ ｴﾗ┌ゲWｴﾗﾉSゲげが Critical Public Health, 21(4), 

429-440. 

Evans, D. 2012. Beyond the Throwaway Society to Ordinary Domestic Practice: What can 

Sociology say about Food Waste? Sociology, 46, 1, 41-56. 

Eves, A., G. Bielby, B. Egan, M. Lumbers, M. Raats, and M. Adams. 2006. Food hygiene 

knowledge and self-reported behaviours of UK school children (4-14 years). British Food 

Journal, 108, 9, 706-720. 

FAO/WHO 2002. Statistical information on food borne disease in Europe: Microbiological and 

chemical hazards. Presented at the FAO-WHO Pan European Conference on Food Safety 

and Quality. Budapest, Hungary. 

Finucane, M. L., and J. L. Holup. 2005. Psychosocial and Cultural Factors Affecting Perceived Risk 

of Genetically Modified Food: An Overview of the Literature. Social Science & Medicine, 

60: 1603に1612. 

Food Standards Agency, 2006. http://www.food.gov.uk/policy-

advice/microbiology/fds/4cstrat#.UJjpd4YXITA. Accessed 06 November 2012. 

Food Standards Agency, 2012. Annual Report of the Chief Scientist 2011-12, 

http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/publication/csar1112.pdf. Accessed 14 

March 2013. 

Foresight, 2011. The Future of Food and Farming. Final Project Report. London, The Government 

Office for Science. 

Green, J., A. Draper, and L. Dowler. 2003. Short cuts to safety: risk and さrules of thumbざげ in 

accounts of food choice. Health, Risk & Society, 5(1) 33-52. 

Gustafsson, U., Wills, W. and Draper, A. 2011. Food and public health: contemporary issues and 

future directions. Critical Public Health, 21(4), 388-393. 

H;ﾉﾆｷWヴが Bく ;ﾐS JWﾐゲWﾐが Iく ヲヰヱヱ;く Dﾗｷﾐｪ けｴW;ﾉデｴｷWヴげ aﾗﾗS ｷﾐ W┗Wヴ┞S;┞ ﾉｷaWい A ケ┌;ﾉｷデ;デｷ┗W ゲデ┌S┞ ﾗa 
how Pakistani Danes handle nutritional communication. Critical Public Health, 21(4), 

471-483. 

http://www.food.gov.uk/policy-advice/microbiology/fds/4cstrat#.UJjpd4YXITA
http://www.food.gov.uk/policy-advice/microbiology/fds/4cstrat#.UJjpd4YXITA
http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/publication/csar1112.pdf


19 

Halkier, B. and Jensen, I. 2011b. Methodological challenges in using practice theory in 

consumption research: examples from a study on handling nutritional contestations of 

food consumption. Journal of Consumer Culture, 11(1), 101-123. 

Hargreaves, T. 2011. Practice-ing behaviour change: applying social practice theory to pro-

environmental change. Journal of Consumer Culture, 11(1), 79-99 

Havinga, T. 2008.  Actors in private regulation: taking responsibility or passing the buck? Paper 

for the Symposium on Private Governance in the Global Agro-Food System. 23-25 April 

2008. Munster, Germany. 

Hinchliffe, S. and Draper, A. 2012. Social Science Research Committee (SSRC) advice paper: 

Making sense of risk and uncertainty: public engagement, communication and risk 

assessment policy. http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/riskuncert. Accessed 14 

March 2014 

Holm, L. 2003. Blaming the consumer: on the free choice of consumers and the decline of food 

quality in Denmark. Critical Public Health, 13(2), 139-154. 

Hier, S. 2003. Risk and panic in late modernity: implications of converging sites of social anxiety. 

British Journal of Sociology, 54, 3-20. 

Ioannou, S. 2005. Health logic and health-related behaviours. Critical Public Health, 15(3), 263-

273. 

Jackson, P., Ward, N. and Russell, P.  2009. Moral economies of food and geographies of 

responsibility. Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, 34: 12-24. 

Jackson, P., Ward, N. and Russell, P. 2010. Manufacturing meaning along the chicken supply 

chain: consumer anxiety and the spaces of production, in D. Goodman, M. Goodman 

and M. Redclift (eds) Consuming Space: placing consumption in perspective. Aldershot, 

Ashgate: 163-187. 

Jay, L., Comar, D. and Govenlock, L. 1999. A video study of Australian domestic food-handling 

practices. Journal of Food Protection, 62: 1285-1296. 

Jones, P., Comfort, D. and Hillier, D. 2006.  HW;ﾉデｴ┞ W;デｷﾐｪ ;ﾐS デｴW UKげゲ ﾏ;ﾃﾗヴ aﾗﾗS ヴWデ;ｷﾉWヴゲぎ ; 
case study in corporate social responsibility. British Food Journal, 108 (10), 838-848. 

Kennedy, J., V. Jackson, C. Cowan, I. Blair, D. McDowell, and D. Bolton. 2005. Consumer food 

safety knowledge: segmentation of Irish home food preparers based on food safety 

knowledge and practice. British Food Journal, 107(7) 441-452. 

Kusenbach, M. 2003. Street Phenomenology: The Go-Along as Ethnographic Research Tool. 

Ethnography, 4(3), 445-485. 

Lindsay, J. 2010. Healthy living guidelines and the disconnect with everyday life. Critical Public 

Health, 20(4), 475-87. 

Lupton, D. 2005. Lay discourses and beliefs related to food risks: an Australian perspective. 

Sociology of Health and Illness, 27(4),  448に467. 

Massey, D. 2004. Geographies of responsibility. Geografiska Annaler. Series B, Human 

Geography, 86(1), 5-18. 

McCurdy, S. M., M. T. Takeuchi, Z. M. Edwards, M. Edlefsen, D. H. Kang, V. E. Mayes, and V. N. 

Hillers. 2006. Food safety initiative to increase consumer use of food thermometers in 

the United States. British Food Journal, 9, 775-794. 



20 

McIntosh, W. A., L. B. Christensen, and G. R. Acuff. 1994. Perceptions of Risks of Eating 

Undercooked Meat and Willingness to Change Cooking Practices. Appetite, 22(1), 83-96. 

Meah, A. and Watson, M. 2011. Saints and Slackers: Challenging Discourses About the Decline of 

Domestic Cooking. Sociological Research Online, 16,2, 6 

http://www.socresonline.org.uk/16/2/6.html. Accessed 31 May 2011. 

Meah, A. and Watson, M. (2013). Cﾗﾗﾆｷﾐｪ ┌ヮ Iﾗﾐゲ┌ﾏWヴ ;ﾐ┝ｷWデｷWゲ ;Hﾗ┌デ けヮヴﾗ┗Wﾐ;ﾐIWげ ;ﾐS 
けWデｴｷIゲげぎ Wｴ┞ ｷデ ゲﾗﾏWデｷﾏWゲ ﾏ;デデWヴゲ ┘ｴWヴW aﾗﾗSゲ IﾗﾏW aヴﾗﾏ ｷﾐ SﾗﾏWゲデｷI ヮヴﾗ┗ｷゲｷﾗﾐｷﾐｪ. 

Food, Culture and Society, 16(3), 495-512. 

Milne, R. 2011. A focus group study of food safety practices in relation to listeriosis among the 

over-60s. Critical Public Health, 21(4), 485-95. 

Mullan, B. A., Wong, Cく Lく ;ﾐS OげMﾗﾗヴWが Kく 2010.  Predicting hygienic food handling behaviour: 

modelling the health action process approach. British Food Journal, 112(11), 1216-1229. 

Poulter, S. 2010. Food poisoning bug is found in two thirds of supermarket chicken, Daily Mail, 

27 January 2010. http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-1246353/Food-poisoning-

bug-thirds-supermarket-chicken.html. Accessed 07 November 2012. 

Power, E. 2003. Decentring the text: exploring the potential for visual methods in the sociology 

of food. Journal of the Study of Food and Society, 6(2) 9-20. 

Prior, G., Hall, L., Morris, S. and Draper, A. 2011. Exploring food attitudes and behaviours in the 

UK: Findings from the Food and You Survey 2010: Executive Summary. Unit Report 13 

prepared for the FSA Social Science Research Committee. 

http://www.foodbase.org.uk//admintools/reportdocuments/641-1-

1084_Food_and_You_Standalone_Summary_FINAL.pdf. Accessed 16 March 2013. 

Reckwitz, A. 2002. Toward a Theory of Social Practices: A Development in Culturalist Theorizing. 

European Journal of Social Theory, 5, 243-263. 

Redmond, E. C. and Griffith, C. J. 2004a. Consumer perceptions of food safety risk, control and 

responsibility. Appetite, 43(3), 303-313. 

Redmond, E. and Griffith, C. J. 2004b. Consumer attitudes and perceptions towards microbial 

food safety in the domestic kitchen. Journal of Food Safety 24, 169-194. 

Redmond, E. C., C. J. Griffith, J. Slader, and T. J. Humphrey. 2004. Microbiological and 

observational analysis of cross contamination risks during domestic food preparation. 

British Food Journal, 106(8),  581に597. 

Rowe, G. 2011. Assessment of the COT uncertainty framework from a social science perspective: 

A theoretical evaluation. Report for the Food Standards Agency. London, Food 

Standards Agency. http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/evaluncertframework.pdf. 

Accessed 14 March 2013. 

Rozin, P., C. Fischler, S. Imada, A. Sarubin, and A. Wrzesniewski. 1999. Attitudes to food and the 

role of food in life in the USA, Japan, Flemish Belgium and France: possible implications 

for the diet-health debate, Appetite, 33(2), 163に180. 

Schatzki, T. 2002. The Site of the Social: a philosophical account of the constitution of social life 

and change. Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania University Press. 

Schatzki, T., Knorr Cetina, K. and von Savigny, E. eds. 2001. The Practice Turn in Contemporary 

Theory. New York: Routledge. 

http://www.socresonline.org.uk/16/2/6.html
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-1246353/Food-poisoning-bug-thirds-supermarket-chicken.html
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-1246353/Food-poisoning-bug-thirds-supermarket-chicken.html
http://www.foodbase.org.uk/admintools/reportdocuments/641-1-1084_Food_and_You_Standalone_Summary_FINAL.pdf
http://www.foodbase.org.uk/admintools/reportdocuments/641-1-1084_Food_and_You_Standalone_Summary_FINAL.pdf
http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/evaluncertframework.pdf


21 

Scott, E. 1997. Food borne disease and other hygiene issues in the home. Journal of Applied 

Bacteriology, 80(1), 5-9. 

Shaw, A. 1999く けWhat are 'they' Doing to our Food?げ: Public Concerns about Food in the UK, 

Sociological Research Online, 4, 3, http://www.socresonline.org.uk/4/3/shaw.html. 

Accessed. Accessed 09 July 2009. 

Short, F. 2006. Kitchen Secrets. Oxford: Berg. 

Shove, E., Pantzar, M. and Watson, M. 2012. The Dynamics of Social Practice, London: Sage. 

Shove, E. and Pantzar, M. 2010. Understanding innovation in practice: a discussion of the 

production and re-production of Nordic walking, Technology Analysis and Strategic 

Management. 22(4), 447-461. 

Shove, E., Watson, M., Hand, M. and Ingram, J. 2007. The Design of Everyday Life. Oxford: Berg. 

Terpstra, M. J., L. P. A. Steenbekkers, N. C. M. de Maertelaere, and S. Nijhuis. 2005. Food storage 

and disposal: consumer practice and knowledge. British Food Journal, 107(7), 526-533. 

Ungar, S. 2001. Moral panic versus the risk society: the implications of the changing sites of 

social anxiety. British Journal of Sociology, 52, 271-91. 

Verbeke, W., L. V. Frewer, J. Scholderer, and H. E. de Brabander. Why consumers behave as they 

do with respect to food safety and risk information. Analytica Chimica Acta, 586, 2-7. 

Warde, A. 2005. Consumption and Theories of Practice. Journal of Consumer Culture 5, 131-153. 

Watson, M. and Meah, A. (2013). Food, waste and safety: negotiating conflicting social anxieties 

into the practices of provisioning. The Sociological Review, 60(S2): 102-120. 

Worsfold, D. and Griffith, C. J. 1997. Food safety behaviour in the home. British Food Journal, 

99(3), 97-104. 

WRAP, 2013. Love Food, Hate Waste http://england.lovefoodhatewaste.com. Accessed 14 

March 2013. 

 

 

 

                                                
i
 See for example, McIntosh et al. 1994; Redmond and Griffith 2004a and b; Finucane and Holup 2005;  

Kennedy et al. 2005; Terpstra et al. 2005; Eves et al. 2006; McCurdy et al. 2006; Brennan et al. 2007; 

Bergsma et al. 2007; Damen and Steenbekkers 2007; Verbeke et al. 2007. 
ii
 This research project is part of an international programme of research on Consumer Culture in an けAge 

of Anxietyげ (CONANX) funded by an Advanced Investigator Grant awarded to Peter Jackson by the 

European Research Council (2009-12). 
iii
 Fieldwork was completed before the current horsemeat scandal which may have altered public 

perceptions of the safety and integrity of food supply chains. 
iv
 Exceptions include studies undertaken by Jay et al. 1999; Anderson et al. 2004; Redmond et al. 2004; 

Terpstra et al. 2005, and Byrd-Bredbenner et al. 2007, some involving model kitchens and recipe cards as 

opposed to more naturally occurring activities in ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;ﾐデゲげ ﾗ┘ﾐ ﾆｷデIｴWﾐゲく 
v
 Soula Ioannou (2005, p. 265) has highlighted how binary divisions - such as healthy/unhealthy, good/bad 

-  restrict the vision of everyday issues pertinent to health-related behaviours. 
vi
 “WﾉWIデWS ｷﾏ;ｪWゲ I;ﾐ HW ;IIWゲゲWS ┗ｷ; デｴW ヮヴﾗﾃWIデげゲ ﾗﾐﾉｷﾐW ヮｴﾗデﾗ-gallery: 

http://www.flickr.com/photos/52548860@N08/sets  
vii
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 Underlining of quotes indicates where I have added emphasis. 
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ix
 Colleagues from Sweden and the Netherlands have expressed surprise at the use of chemical sprays in 

the kitchen which they usually reserve for the bathroom. 
x
 For Massey, acting responsibly at one level -- for example, supporting local food producers -- can have 

consequences for people elsewhere, such as farmers in the Global South. See Jackson et al. (2009) for an 

analysis of sugar production/consumption which uses this framework. 
xi That the FSA is moving in this direction is evidenced through its commissioning, in 2011, a 
qualitative study of domestic kitchen practices: http://www.food.gov.uk/science/research/ 
ssres/foodsafetyss/fs244026/#.UWuwPnRwZlZ.  


