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‘ĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůŝƐŝŶŐ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ ĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐ ĨŽŽĚǁŽƌŬ 

 

Definition of masculinity:  [mass noun] possession of the qualities traditionally associated with 

men (Oxford Dictionaries 2013) 

As this dictionary definition suggests, ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ͛ has conventionally been conceptualised in terms 

of traits or qualities perceived to be associated with men and, therefore, in binary opposition to 

those associated with women and ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ͛. TǇƉŝĐĂůůǇ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛ ƋƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐ ŵŝŐŚƚ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ virility, 

strength, robustness; men were formerly hunters, protectors, providers, while women were  

ŐĂƚŚĞƌĞƌƐ͕ ĐĂƌĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ ƐĞƌǀĞƌƐ͖ ŵĞŶ ĂƌĞ ͚ƌĂƚŝŽŶĂů͕͛ ǁŽŵĞŶ ĂƌĞ ͚ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶĂů͛͘ Men occupy the public 

ǁŽƌůĚ ŽĨ ǁŽƌŬ͕ ǁŚŝůĞ ƚŚĞ ĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐ ŝƐ ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ĚŽŵĂŝŶ͘ While masculinity and femininity are clearly 

relational, implicating relations of privilege and power, scholarship on gender has highlighted that 

power is not something that is either experienced or practiced by all women or all men in the same 

way, but rather that ŵĂůĞ ĚŽŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ŝƐ Ă ͚ĚǇŶĂŵŝĐ ƐǇƐƚĞŵ ĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚůǇ ƌĞƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ ĂŶĚ ƌĞĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞĚ 
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ŐĞŶĚĞƌ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ƵŶĚĞƌ ĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐ ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ͕ ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ ƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ďǇ ƐƵďŽƌĚŝŶĂƚĞ ŐƌŽƵƉƐ͛ 
(Carrigan et al. 1985: 598).  Indeed, in their rethink of hegemonic masculinity, Connell and 

Messerschmidt (2005) suggest that dominant masculinities take on different forms in different 

cultures, spaces and time and are not necessarily oppressive.  

A generation ago it was possible to clearly distinguish particular roles, responsibilities or 

spaces within the home as either ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͛ Žƌ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛, but the boundaries between these 

distinctions have ďĞĐŽŵĞ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐůǇ ďůƵƌƌĞĚ ŝŶ ƌĞĐĞŶƚ ǇĞĂƌƐ  ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ͚ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚŝƐĞĚ ďŝŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĞƐ͛ ƚŚĂƚ 
once traced our progression through life have been dismantled (Giddens 1992). As an outcome of 

changing social mores, economic factors and an ageing population, there has been an emergence of 

more diverse family forms, resulting in an increase in the number of reconstituted families, solo 

living, and extended periods of house-sharing (Smart & Neale 1999; Sellaeg and Chapman 2008; 

Allan et al. 2011). Consequently, in the UK, ƚŚĞ ͚ŶƵĐůĞĂƌ͛ ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚǁŽ ƉĂƌĞŶƚƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞŝƌ 
dependent children living under the same roof is no longer the statistical norm and domestic roles 

have consequently required reconceptualization (Jackson 2009). At the same time, however, 

ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ͛ ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ǁŝƚŚ ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů ĂŶĚ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶĂů ƐƉĂĐĞƐ ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ ƚŚĞ ŚŽŵĞ ŚĂƐ ĂůƐŽ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞĚ Ă 
ƌĞĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƉĞŽƉůĞ͛Ɛ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ ƚŽ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞs which take place within it (Meah and Jackson 

2012). Indeed, where once the strongly demarcated spatial structures of work and home were 

regarded as perpetuating power and gender imbalances (Smith and Winchester 1998, 328), the 

changing nature of paid work ʹ marked both in terms of a decline in manufacturing in the global 

NŽƌƚŚ͕ ĂŶĚ ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ ůĂďŽƵƌ ŵĂƌŬĞƚ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ ʹ have provided fertile conditions for the 

reconceptualisation of gender-based subjectivities, witnessed most markedly through a blurring of 

ƚŚĞ ŵĂůĞ ͚ďƌĞĂĚǁŝŶŶĞƌ͛ͬĨĞŵĂůĞ ͚ŚŽƵƐĞǁŝĨĞ͛ ŵŽĚĞů ;MĞĂŚ͕ ƵŶĚĞƌ ƌĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ).  

Time-use data from the UK would appear to indicate a shift in the gendered distribution of 

ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚ ƚĂƐŬƐ͕ KĂŶ Ğƚ Ăů͘ ;ϮϬϭϭͿ ƌĞƉŽƌƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ ŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ƚŽƚĂů ĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐ ǁŽƌŬ ƚŝŵĞ has increased from 

90 minutes per day in the 1960s to 148 minutes per day in the early 2000s, with time spent on 

cooking, cleaning and laundry increasing from around 20 minutes per day to more than 50 minutes 

per day over the same period (see also Bianchi et al. 2000 reporting on the US). Some scholars have 

interpreted these findings as a cause for optimism, while others argue that, regardless of shifts in 

ƚŚĞ ŝĚĞŽůŽŐŝĞƐ ƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐ ǁŽŵĞŶ ĂŶĚ ŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐ ƌŽůĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚŝĞƐ͕ ŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ĨĂŝůƵƌĞ ƚŽ Ĩŝůů 
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ƚŚĞ ƐŚŽƌƚĨĂůů ŝŶ ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚ ůĂďŽƵƌ ǁƌŽƵŐŚƚ ďǇ ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ǁĂŐĞĚ ǁŽƌŬ ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ ƚŚĞ 
home suggests that there is little evidence of actual change (McMahon 1999; Singleton and Maher 

2004; Segal 2007). Indeed, within my own study of gender and foodwork in the UK
1
, there was little 

evidence of any significant transformation in gender roles and relations amounting to a 

͚ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂƚŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ŽĨ ĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐŝƚǇ (Meah and Jackson 2013). Debates ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ͚ŽƉƉƌĞƐƐŝǀĞ͛ ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌ 
of the home and the gendered power dynamics within it are well-worn and, elsewhere, (Meah, 

under revisionͿ I ŚĂǀĞ ŵĂĚĞ ĂŶ ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚ ƚŽ ͚ƵŶƐĞƚƚůĞ͛ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐŽƵŶĚŝŶŐ AŶŐůŽ-American feminist refrain 

of female domestic oppression. In this chapter, my aim is to move away from the gendered myopia 

that has tended to characterise much Anglo-American scholarship on food by focussing specifically 

on men. Indeed, although perceptions ĂďŽƵƚ ǁŚĂƚ ŝƐ ĂŶĚ ŝƐ ŶŽƚ ƐƚƌŝĐƚůǇ ͚ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ǁŽƌŬ͛ ŵŝŐŚƚ ďĞ 
shifting (Swenson 2009), Julier and Lindenfeld (2005) highlight that there have been very few 

academic analyses of how ideologies surrounding women, men and food are changing, and ʹ until 

recently ʹ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ Ă ͚ůĂĐŬ ŽĨ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ŽǁŶ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƐ ŽĨ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚ ŝŶ 
͚ĨŽŽĚǁŽƌŬ͛͛ ;MĞƚĐĂůĨĞ Ğƚ Ăů͘ ϮϬϬϵ͕ ϵϱͿ͘ Rather than reporting who is doing what, why and with what 

frequency, my concern is with examining how participation in the kitchen is experienced by some of 

the men who took part in my study of domestic foodwork practices, exploring the meanings that 

these practices might have in the wider context of their everyday lives and the implications 

regarding masculine subjectivities. By exploring what men and women are seen to do via observed 

practice, my aim is to contest the either-or-ness suggested by the terms ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ĂŶĚ 
͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ͕͛ ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ ŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ŝƐ ŵŽƌĞ ĨƌĂĐƚƵƌĞĚ ĂŶĚ ŶƵĂŶĐĞĚ ƚŚĂŶ currently 

allowed by these categorisations. 

 

PĞƌĨŽƌŵŝŶŐ ŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ ƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ͚ƐůŝƉƉĞƌǇ͛ ƐƉĂƚŝĂů ďŽƵŶĚĂƌŝĞƐ 

TŚĞ ŝĚĞĂ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ĂƌĞ ŶŽƚ fixed or monolithic categories is not a new one. 

Indeed, academic scholarship has increasingly emphasised the multiple, fluid, dynamic and 

contested nature of masculinities and femininities (Connell 1987; 1985), constituting a process of 

͚ĞŶĚůĞƐƐ ďĞĐŽŵŝŶŐ͛ ;NŝůĂŶ ϭϵϵϱͿ͘  Feminist geographers have been among those contributing to 

developing a more nuanced understanding of the operationalization of power in the different spaces 

occupied by women and men - for example, work, home, leisure - highlighting the role of place in 

processes of identification (see Valentine 1993; McDowell 1999, Browne 2004, van Hoven and 

Hörschelmann  2005, Johnston and Longhurst 2010), as well as the slippage which may occur 

between masculine and feminine subjectivities as individuals move between these spaces
2
. Indeed, 

as Gillian Rose (1995, 546) reminds us, ͚ŶŽƚ ĞǀĞŶ ƐĞǆĞĚ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ďĞ ƚĂŬĞŶ ĨŽƌ ŐƌĂŶƚĞĚ͛ ƐŝŶĐĞ 
subjectivities are spatially embodied. LŝŶĚĂ MĐDŽǁĞůů͛Ɛ ;ϭϵϵϳͿ ǁŽƌŬ ŽŶ ďĂŶŬĞƌƐ, for example, 

ƉĞƌƚŝŶĞŶƚůǇ ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐ ƚŚĞ ĐŽĚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ ƚǇƉĞƐ ŽĨ ũŽďƐ ĂƐ ĞǆĐůƵƐŝǀĞůǇ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛ ƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĞƐ 
with little or no slippage between the different spaces occupied by men and women and related 

identities required therein. McDowell highlights the metaphor of performance, and of masquerade, 

in her interviews with male and female bankers (1997, 161), her analysis drawing upon Judith 

                                                             
1
 This research was part of an international programme of research on 'Consumer Culture in an Age of Anxiety' 

(CONANX) funded by an Advanced Investigator Grant awarded to Peter Jackson by the European Research 

Council (ERC-2008-AdG-230287-CONANX). 
2
 See also Robinson and Hockey 2011 for a sociological account of performances of masculine identities as men 

move across public and private spaces 
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BƵƚůĞƌ͛Ɛ ;ϭϵϵϬ ĂŶĚ ϭϵϵϯͿ ƚŚĞŽƌŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐŽĐŝĂů ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ŐĞŶĚĞƌ ĂƐ ĞŵďŽĚŝĞĚ ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ͕ 
making possible transŐƌĞƐƐŝǀĞ ĂŶĚ ƐƉĂƚŝĂůůǇ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐ͘ DĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐ BƵƚůĞƌ͛Ɛ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƐ 
further, Gregson and Rose (2000) suggest that the instability and slippage evident between 

performances and the spaces in which these take place point toward potential for both subversion 

and disruption, as well as highlighting a much more complex and messy relationship between power, 

different spaces and the (gendered) performance(s) which take place therein. For these authors, the 

emphasis is with exploring the relationality of performance and how the blurring of clear distinctions 

between positions and spaces is a source of performative instability (pp. 442-43). 

This way of rethinking the practices which take place within the kitchen, and a blurring of its 

boundaries with other seemingly unrelated spaces, is a useful conceptual tool for re-examining the 

negotiation and performance of masculine subjectivities as men move within the domestic 

environment and beyond. Indeed, as AůŝƐŽŶ BůƵŶƚ ;ϮϬϬϱ͕ ϱϭϬͿ ŚĂƐ ƉŽŝŶƚĞĚ ŽƵƚ͕ ͚ƚŚĞ ŚŽŵĞ ŝƚƐĞůĨ is 

ŝŶƚĞŶƐĞůǇ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů͕ ďŽƚŚ ŝŶ ŝƚƐ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂů ŝŶƚŝŵĂĐŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ŝƚƐ ŝŶƚĞƌĨĂĐĞƐ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ǁŝĚĞƌ ǁŽƌůĚ͛͘ 

Over the last decade or so I have spoken with dozens of people (admittedly largely women) 

about ͚ĨĂŵŝůǇ͛ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ͕ ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ ŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶĂů ĂŶĚ domestic distributions of labour (see 

Robinson et al. 2004; Hockey et al. 2007; Meah and Watson 2011; Meah and Jackson 2013; Meah 

and Watson in press). Data from generations aged 60+ point toward the persistence of a traditional 

division of the domestic inƚŽ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛ ;ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞͿ ĂŶĚ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͛ ;ŝŶƐŝĚĞͿ ĚŽŵĂŝŶƐ ;ƐĞĞ CĂŵĞƌŽŶ 
1998). Indeed, in the UK there exists a stereotype of the man who takes pride in his shed, his garage, 

ŚŝƐ ǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉ͕ ǁŚĞƌĞ ĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ ŚĂƐ ŝƚƐ ƉůĂĐĞ͕ ǁŚŽ ǁŝůů ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ƚŚĞ ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚ͛Ɛ ĐĂƌƐ, check the tyre 

pressures, and religiously wash, wax and polish, activities which his female counterpart may be ill-

equipped, or disinclined, to do. Consciously or otherwise, gendered subjectivities are invoked as 

clothes are ironed and alloys are polished. Reporting shifts in the domestic participation of a group 

of Norwegian men over a 15 year period, Helene Aarseth (2009, 430) indicates the persistence ʹ at 

least until the 1990s ʹ ŽĨ ŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ ƚĂƐŬƐ ĂƐ ŵŽƌĞ ͚ŶĂƚƵƌĂůůǇ͛ 
undertaken by women than men. One participant, for example, is reported as suggesting that 

cleaning and dusting are not activities that he felt he haĚ Ă ͚ŐƵƚ-ĨĞĞůŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ͕͛ ǁŚĞreas his wife did. 

However, fifteen years after his initial interview, it appeared that responsibility for cleaning the 

house was distributed among all members of the household, with tasks regarded as gender-neutral. 

For commentators such as Andrew Gorman-Murray (2008, 369), such reports are evidence of a 

shifting relationship between masculinity and domesticity, at least ideologically pointing toward 

both the way in which ideals of home and changing homemaking practices have (re)figured 

masculine identitieƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ĂůƐŽ ŚŽǁ ŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐ ĞŶĂĐƚŵĞŶƚƐ ŽĨ ĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐŝƚǇ ĐĂŶ ƌĞĨĂƐŚŝŽŶ 
dominant discourses of home. 

Within this chapter, I want to explore the ways in which changing homemaking practices are 

contributing toward refiguring masculine identities. I do so by specifically focussing on foodwork, 

understood here as referring to all aspects of planning, provisioning and clearing up, as well as the 

activity of cooking. My discussions draw upon data collected via a multigenerational household 

study undertaken largely in the South Yorkshire and Derbyshire areas of the UK between February 

2010 and August 2011. Combining both qualitative and ethnographic methods in the form of 

provisioning go-ĂůŽŶŐƐ ;KƵƐĞŶďĂĐŚ ϮϬϬϯͿ͕ ǀŝĚĞŽĞĚ ŵĞĂů ƉƌĞƉĂƌĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇ ͚ŚĂŶŐŝŶŐ ŽƵƚ͛ 
(EǀĂŶƐ ϮϬϭϮͿ ŝŶ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ͛ ŬŝƚĐŚĞŶƐ͕ I ƐƉŽŬĞ ǁŝƚŚ 23 members of eight extended families (17 

households), aged between 17 and 92. Seven of the participants were men. Three were responsible 
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for everyday cooking in their relationships, while a fourth had increasingly taken on responsibility for 

cooking as he approached retirement, while his wife continued to work. One lived alone, while 

another in an all-male house-share. Only one man did not routinely involve himself in any of the 

routine foodwork in his household. All but one of the men are White British, the other was a British-

born Pakistani; and households represented a largely middle-class constituency, although social 

mobility was evident in the older generations in particular. Additionally, I also undertook a series of 

focus groups
3
 which were more socially and ethnically diverse. WŚŝůĞ ƚŚĞ ͚ƐĂŵƉůĞ͛ ŝƐ ƐŵĂůů͕ ĂŶĚ 

findings cannot, therefore, be extrapolated across a general population, participants were observed 

in detail as they interacted with food, family members and various retailers. By accessing the wider 

social context in which ŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ĨŽŽĚǁŽƌŬ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ƚŽŽŬ ƉůĂĐĞ͕ ƚŚŝƐ ĞŶĂďůĞƐ ƵƐ ƚŽ ďĞŐŝŶ ŵŽǀĞ ďĞǇŽŶĚ 
masculinity as ideology (relying exclusively on reported behaviour), to understanding masculinity in 

relational practice. 

 

Unsettling the gendered geography of domestic kitchens 

Foodwork occupies a peculiar position within domestic activities. Although the kitchen is generally 

ƌĞŐĂƌĚĞĚ ĂƐ ͚ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ĚŽŵĂŝŶ͕͛ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ĂŵƉůĞ ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ ƚŽ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚ ƚŚĂƚ ŵĞŶ ŚĂve, historically, been 

involved in various aspects of foodwork. In many pastoral societies in the global South, for example,  

men are responsible for activities which take place outside of the kitchen, including killing animals 

and butchering domestic meat, as well as roasting meat in fields, forests and other open spaces (see 

Goody 1982; Holtzman 2002). OĨ ĐŽƵƌƐĞ͕ ŽŶĞ ĚŽĞƐŶ͛ƚ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŽ ůŽŽŬ ƐŽ ĨĂƌ ƚŽ ĨŝŶĚ ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ ŽĨ ŵĞŶ͛Ɛ 
ŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚ ŝŶ ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛ forms of foodwork. Adler (1981: 46), for example, reports 

that although occasional domestic cooking by men can be dated back to the mid-nineteenth century, 

the repertoire of male cooking is believed to have expanded in response to the popularity of 

outdoor barbeques following the Second World War. Men, he suggests, demonstrate a predilection 

toward outdoors and open-fire cooking which invoke memories of campfire cooking in boyhood, an 

observation also echoed by Aarseth (2009) in relation to Norwegian men who enjoy cooking as an 

extension of their interest in outdoor activities such as hiking, hunting and fishing. Inness͛ (2001, 17) 

ŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ ƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐ U“ ŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ĐŽŽŬďŽŽŬƐ dating to the 1950s indicates that ͚Men and Cooking͛ is 

not the oxymoron that it might initially appear. Indeed, she suggests that although American boys 

ǁĞƌĞ ͚ŝŶƐƚƌƵĐƚĞĚ Ăƚ ĂŶ ĞĂƌůǇ ĂŐĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ ǁĂƐ ŝŵƉĞƌŝůůĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŵŽƐƚ ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ ŽĨ ŚŽŵĞ 
envŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐ͗ ƚŚĞ ŬŝƚĐŚĞŶ͛ ;ϮϬϬϭ͗ 39), as an antidote to this, Ă ͚ŵĂůĞ ĐŽŽŬŝŶŐ ŵǇƐƚŝƋƵĞ͛ was created 

ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ĐŽŽŬŝŶŐ ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ ǁŚŝĐŚ ǁŽƵůĚ ƌĞŝŶĨŽƌĐĞ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƐĞŶƐĞ ŽĨ ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ƌĞĂƐƐƵƌĞ ƚŚĞŵ 
ƚŚĂƚ ͚Ă ƚƌŝƉ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŬŝƚĐŚĞŶ ǁŽƵůĚŶ͛ƚ ĨĞŵŝŶŝƐĞ ƚŚĞŵ͛ ;ŝďŝĚ͕ 18)

4
.  Conversely, however, Jay Mechling 

(2005) has pointed out the paradox that the American Boy Scouts movement apparently endorsed 

the philosophy that teaching boys cooking skills and an ethic of caring for others ʹ usually a 

͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͛ ƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĞ - could actually enhance their masculinity. He writes: 

FƌŽŵ Ă ĨĞŵŝŶŝƐƚ ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ͕ ďŽǇƐ͛ ĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇ ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐ ǁŝƚŚ ĐŽŽŬŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ĞĂƚŝŶŐ ĂƌĞ 
ĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ďŽǇƐ͛ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ ŽĨ ĐĂƌŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ďĞŝŶŐ ĐĂƌĞĚ ĨŽƌ͕ ŽĨ ƐĞƌǀŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ďĞŝŶŐ 

                                                             
3
 Thirty-seven participants aged 23-89 contributed to the seven focus groups. These included 13 men. 

4
 The Male Cooking Mystique encŽƵƌĂŐĞĚ ŵĞŶ ƚŽ ƌĞƐŝƐƚ ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƐ ƚŽ ĨŽƌĐĞ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƉƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ĨŽƌ ͚ĨůƵĨĨǇ 

ĨƌŝƉƉĞƌǇ  ͛ŽŶ ƚŚĞŵ  ͕ďǇ ŝŶƐŝƐƚŝŶŐ ŽŶ ĐŽŽŬŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ĞĂƚŝŶŐ ĨŽŽĚƐ ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ŵĂŶůŝŶĞƐƐ͛ ;IŶŶĞƐƐ 
2001: 18-19) (see also Roos et al. 2001; Sobal 2005), namely meat, preferably grilled or barbecued. 
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served, and therefore, of naturalized patterns of gender dominance and submission. Yet, 

under certain circumstances, boys can be urged by men and other boys to cook and serve, to 

nurture others, without surrendering male privilege (2005, 69). 

 

Clearly, foodwork cannot be distinguished from gendered stereotypes and subjectivities. As Deutsch 

(2005) and Swenson (2009) have noted, the proliferation of food-related cooking programmes in the 

US, in particular͕ ŚĂƐ ŝŶƐƉŝƌĞĚ ƐŽŵĞ ŵĞŶ ƚŽ ďĞĐŽŵĞ ŵŽƌĞ ƚŚĂŶ ũƵƐƚ ƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂů ͚ďƵƌŐĞƌŵĞŝƐƚĞƌƐ͛ 
(Deutsch 2005: 92), while the conventions employed by broadcasters simultaneously uphold existing 

ŐĞŶĚĞƌ ďŝŶĂƌŝĞƐ͗ ŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ĐŽŽŬŝŶŐ ŝƐ ĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŝǀĞ Žƌ ůĞŝƐƵƌĞůǇ͕ ǁŚŝůĞ ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ĐŽŽŬŝŶŐ ƌĞŵĂŝŶƐ ĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐ 
work (Swenson 2009: 42)

5
.  Coterminous with the advent of consumer-based living and the 

explosion in popularity of cookery programmes and the cookbook genre, cooking is increasingly 

emerging as a recreational, leisure activity (Roos et al. 2001; Holden 2005; Short 2006; Brownlie and 

Hewer 2007; Aarseth 2009; Swenson 2009; Cairns et al. 2010).  Indeed it has been demystified ʹ by 

the likes of Jamie Oliver ʹ and reconstituted as Ă ͚ĐŽŽů͕͛ ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ ůŝĨĞƐƚǇůĞ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ;see Hollows 

2003; Brownlie and Hewer 2007), a claim which is unlikely to be made of doing the laundry or 

cleaning the toilet
6
.  

These ideas had currency within some of my focus group discussions. Here, women in their 

40s discuss the role of television in transforming the character of cooking, highlighting, as Swenson 

;ϮϬϬϵ͕ ϰϳͿ ŽďƐĞƌǀĞƐ͕ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƚ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ŝŶƐƚƌƵŵĞŶƚĂů ŝŶ ŝŶǀŽŬŝŶŐ Ă ƐĞŶƐĞ ŽĨ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ ĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐŝƚǇ͛ 
which has given men a culturally approved place at the stove: 

Marie
7
: But [TV chefs] have made cooking cool as well. It used to be seen as, 

Louise: A drudge. 

Marie: A ĚƌƵĚŐĞ͕ ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ǁŽƌŬ͕ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ůŝŬĞ ƚŚĂƚ͘ NŽǁ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƚ͛Ɛ ƚŚĞ ďůŽŬĞƐ ĚŽŝŶŐ ŝƚ͕ Ănd it 

seems quite cool, but when, 

AM: Do any of your husbands cook? 

Louise: YĞĂŚ͕ ŵŝŶĞ ĚŽĞƐ͕ ǀĞƌǇ͕ ǀĞƌǇ ŐŽŽĚ ĐŽŽŬ͘ WĞůů I ĐŽŽŬ ͚ĐĂƵƐĞ I ŚĂǀĞ ƚŽ ĂŶĚ I ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ 
ĞŶũŽǇ ŝƚ͕ ďƵƚ I ĚŽ͕ I ĐŽŽŬ ŝƚ͕ I ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ďƵǇ ƉƌĞ-packed things but Tim cooks at weekends, and he 

ůŽǀĞƐ ŝƚ ĂŶĚ ŚĞ͛Ɛ ƌĞĂůůǇ ŐŽŽĚ͘ 
Louise: FŽƌ ŵĞ ŝƚ͛Ɛ Ă ĚƌƵĚŐĞ͕ I͛ǀĞ ŐŽƚ ƚŚĞ ŬŝĚƐ͕ ǇŽƵ͛ǀĞ ŐŽƚ ǁŽƌŬ͕ ǇŽƵ͛ǀĞ ŐŽƚ ƚŚŝƐ͕ ǇŽƵ͛ǀĞ ŐŽƚ ƚŚĂƚ͕ I 

ũƵƐƚ͕ I ũƵƐƚ ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ĞŶũŽǇ ŝƚ͕ ĨƵůů ƐƚŽƉ͘ 
Helen: I ĞŶũŽǇ ŝƚ ŝĨ I͛ǀĞ ŐŽƚ ƚŝŵĞ͘ 
 

These women draw upon a vocabulary of duty, responsibility and obligation in speaking about their 

relationship with cooking which is contrasted with the image of Jamie Oliver, who has made cooking 

                                                             
5
 See also Holden, 2005, writing about representations of masculinity in Japanese food programming. 

6
 EǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ͕ WŝůůŝĂŵ BĞĞƌ ;ϭϵϴϯͿ ŚĂƐ ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚ ŚŽƵƐĞǁŽƌŬ ǁŝƚŚ ͚ĂĚǀĞŶƚƵƌĞ͕͛ ŝŶǀŽŬŝŶŐ Ă ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ 

masculine form of idĞŶƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚŝŶŐ ŚŽƵƐĞǁŽƌŬ ĂƐ ͚ƵŶĞǆƉůŽƌĞĚ ƚĞƌƌŝƚŽƌǇ͕͛ ŶŽƚ ƵŶůŝŬĞ EǀĞƌĞƐƚ͘ 
Likewise, Sarah Pink (2004) reports that some of her Spanish informants suggested that their engagement in 

housework was no less performative of their masculinity as other activities, and reflective of a specifically 

͚ŵĞƚŝĐƵůŽƵƐ͛ ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ͘ “ƚĞƉŚĞŶ AƚŚĞƌƚŽŶ ;ϮϬϬϵͿ ƌĞƉŽƌƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƐƵĐŚ ŵĞƚŝĐƵůŽƵƐ ĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ĚĞƚĂŝů ŝƐ 
also characteristic of the domestic discipline demanded of the barrack environment in the British Army, where 

͚men ĂƌĞ ĚĞĞƉůǇ ŝŵŵĞƌƐĞĚ ŝŶƚŽ ĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐ ƌŽƵƚŝŶĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ĂƌĞ ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚĞĚ ĂƐ ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͛ ;HŽĐŬĞǇ ϭϵϴϲͿ͘ HŽǁĞǀĞƌ  ͕
these male-ĚŽŵŝŶĂƚĞĚ ĂŶĚ ƌŝŐŝĚůǇ ĚŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶĞĚ ĂƌƚŝĨŝĐŝĂů ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚƐ ŽĨ ͚ŚŽŵĞ͛ ĂƌĞ ƵŶůŝŬĞůǇ ƚŽ ďĞĂƌ ĂŶǇ 
resemblance to traditional domestic life and are often rejected outside in civilian spaces. 
7
 All names are pseudonyms.  
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͚ĐŽŽů͕͛ ĂŶĚ LŽƵŝƐĞ͛Ɛ ŚƵƐďĂŶĚ ʹ a weekend cook ʹ reinforcing long-ƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŵĞŶ͛Ɛ 
cooking is festal (Adler 1981), or undertaken mostly out of choice, rather than through a sense of 

duty and obligation (Swinbank 2002; Meah and Jackson 2013). That said, however, the only male 

participant in this group, 79-yr old Jim, reports that ͞I ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ŐĞƚ ƚŚĞ ĐŚĂŶĐĞ͟ ƚŽ ĐŽŽŬ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŝƚ͛Ɛ ŚŝƐ 
wife who is always cooking; ͞ŝĨ I ǁĂƐ ůĞĨƚ ŽŶ ŵǇ ŽǁŶ͕ I ƐŚŽƵůĚ ďĞ ĂďůĞ ƚŽ ĐŽŽŬ͟8

.  

 

Enacting masculine subjectivities across blurred spatial boundaries 

One woman who contributed to this focus group reported that her husband is ͞ƐŽƌƚ ŽĨ ŝŶ ĐŚĂƌŐĞ ŽĨ 
ƚŚĞ ĨŽŽĚ͟. This couple, along with his parents, went on to take part in the household study. Sally (39) 

and Stuart (42) were interviewed separately before I went on to hang out with him shopping and 

preparing food͘ “ĂůůǇ ŚĂĚ ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ ŚĞƌ ŚƵƐďĂŶĚ͛Ɛ ĞŶƚŚƵƐŝĂƐŵ ĨŽƌ ĂŶĚ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ŝŶ ĐŽŽŬŝŶŐ had rubbed 

off on and inspired her. I expected to meet someone who would recreate vivid memories of the food 

of his childhood and the evolution of his passion for cooking. I was surpƌŝƐĞĚ ƚŽ ĚŝƐĐŽǀĞƌ ƚŚĂƚ “ƚƵĂƌƚ͛Ɛ 
interest in cooking was relatively recent; indeed he had been inspired to change his cooking and 

provisioning practices ͞ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŚĞ ƐĂǁ ŝƚ ŽŶ Ă JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞ͟. My interest here is not with 

ǁŚǇ “ƚƵĂƌƚ ĐĂŵĞ ƚŽ ďĞ ͚ŝŶ ĐŚĂƌŐĞ͛ ŽĨ ĨŽŽĚǁŽƌŬ ŝŶ ŚŝƐ ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚ͘ ‘ĂƚŚĞƌ I ǁĂŶƚ ƚŽ ĨŽĐƵƐ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ 
processes by which his activities are undertaken and how these challenge ideas about gendered 

subjectivities being fixed to/in the spaces with which they are associated. 

Smith and WinchestĞƌ ;ϭϵϵϴͿ ŚĂǀĞ ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚĞĚ ŚŽǁ ŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ǁŝƚŚ ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů ĂŶĚ 
emotional spaces outside the home has also facilitated a reconstitution of their relationship to 

activities which take place within it. Rather than emasculating men in the way that was perhaps 

feared among older generations of men and women (Cameron 1998; Segal 2007), they suggest that 

ŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐ ĐĂŶ͕ ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĞůǇ͕ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ƚŽ ĞŶŐĂŐĞ with 

alternate expressions of masculinity to those available in competitive, public spaces, such as the 

workplace; for example, in doing care through parenting, or exercising creativity through cooking. 

But workplace and domestic subjectivities, for example, do not have to exist in isolation from each 

other. For example, in his study of an urban firehouse in the US, Deutsch (2005) reports how 

domestic values and family ideologies are invoked and reproduced in the workplace as fire-fighters 

demonstrate caring subjectivities in preparing food for each other͘ IŶ ŵǇ ƐƚƵĚǇ͕ ƚŚĞ ͚ĨůŽǁ͛ operated 

in the other direction where we see an extension of the skills associated with the workplace within 

the home environment. Stuart works in IT; during his interview he opened up his laptop to 

demonstrate the databases he had created to store his favourite Good Food recipes, and to plan the 

ĨĂŵŝůǇ͛Ɛ ŵĞĂůƐ͕ Ă ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ƚŽ ŚĞ ĂŶĚ “ĂůůǇ ŐĞƚƚŝŶŐ ͞ƐŝĐŬ ŽĨ ĞĂƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ ƚŚŝŶŐƐ͟, and their over-

ĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƌĞĚ ŵĞĂƚ͘ CůĞĂƌůǇ͕ “ƚƵĂƌƚ͛Ɛ ǁŽƌŬƉůĂĐĞ ƐŬŝůůƐ ĂƌĞ ŝŶǀŽŬĞĚ ĂŶĚ ƚŚŝƐ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞƐ ďŽƚŚ ŚŝƐ 
enjoyment of food provisioning and consumption, but also the effectiveness with which he can 

undertake his responsibilities. The recipe database enables him to avoid having to spend time leafing 

through recipe books and magazines, while the meal planner ʹ dating back three years ʹ not only 

allows him to see when they last ate a particular ingredient or dish, but also facilitates the creation 

of a shopping list ʹ relative to the required ingredients ʹ which is linked to and stored on his mobile 

                                                             
8
 Elsewhere (Meah and Jackson 2013; Meah, under revision) I have discussed the territorial tensions emerging 

ĨƌŽŵ ŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞ ŝŶ ͚ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ĚŽŵĂŝŶ͕͛ ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ ůĞĂĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ Ă ƐĞŶƐĞ ŽĨ ͚ĐƌŽǁĚŝŶŐ͕͛ Žƌ ĞƐƚƌĂŶŐĞŵĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ 
loss of power for women. 



Page 8 of 17 

 

phone, which he refers to while shopping. Utilising work-based skills and competencies enables 

Stuart to accomplish several things which may or may not be regarded as gendered, but nonetheless 

attract attention since they are tasks or responsibilities which are culturally associated with women: 

he is the caring husband/father concerned that his family eats a varied repertoire of dishes; he is 

able to complete meal planning, provisioning and cooking efficiently, enabling him to spend time 

with his family; he is able to plan food consumption thriftily to avoid waste and to ensure that the 

household resources are not strained. While Stuaƌƚ͛Ɛ ǁŽƌŬƉůĂĐĞ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ĐůĞĂƌůǇ plays a role in 

reconstituting the way in which his masculinity is expressed within the home, likewise, his culinary 

endeavours are a source of unexpected capital in the workplace since he reports making flapjacks to 

share at meetings and exchanging preserves with colleagues, surely unsettling perceptions of 

domestic masculinities as viewed from the perspective of the workplace. 

 

Foodwork as a haven from hegemonic masculinities 

While Stuart clearly demonstrates the flow between different workplace and domestic subjectivities, 

Smith and Winchester (1998) also observe that for some men, the domestic sphere can represent an 

opportunity to retreat from the everyday pressures and expectations of work-based identities. 

Indeed, Beer (1983: 107) suggests that participation in domestic activities offers tangible results: 

͚ĐŽŶĐƌĞƚĞ ƉůĞĂƐƵƌĞƐ ĂŶĚ ŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞ ŐƌĂƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚ Ĩƌom the alienating routines and lack of 

creativity associated with paid work. There was more evidence in support of these observations 

within my data and cooking emerged, among men of all ages, as providing an opportunity to relax, 

be creative, to lose oneself in mundane activities which are neither mentally or physically taxing. For 

example Laura (63) reported how her husband, Ted (65) had previously suffered with myalgic 

encephalopathy (ME), prompting her to speculate: 

Laura: ...I think cooking kind of helƉĞĚ Śŝŵ ŐĞƚ ŽǀĞƌ ƚŚĞ M͘E͕͘ ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚ I ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ŬŶŽǁ ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ ŚĞ 
would say that. He always seemed to really kind of be in a good state when he was cooking, 

ǇŽƵ ŬŶŽǁ͘ HĞ ĐŽƵůĚ ĐŽŵĞ ŝŶ ĨƌŽŵ ǁŽƌŬ ĂŶĚ ǇŽƵ ŬŶŽǁ͕ ƋƵŝƚĞ ƚŝƌĞĚ ĂŶĚ ǇĞƚ͙  

AM: He was energised by it?  

Laura: Yeah, yeah, he always seemed very focussed and calm and that kind of calm, focussed energy 

when cooking. 

 

This was explored during my work with Ted ʹ the principal cook in the household ʹ whom I 

interviewed and spent several hours observing on two separate occasions; during both, he was 

͚ƵŶĚĞƌ-the-ǁĞĂƚŚĞƌ͕͛ ďƵƚ ĂƐ ƐŽŽŶ ĂƐ ŚĞ ƐƚĂƌƚĞĚ ĐŽŽŬŝŶŐ͕ ƚŚĞ ĐĂůŵ͕ ƋƵŝĞƚ ĨŽĐƵƐ LĂƵƌĂ ƐƉŽŬĞ ŽĨ ĐŽƵůĚ 
be observed. Here, he reflects on his enjoyment of what, ordinarily, might be regarded as mundane 

and repetitive activities, but which are transformed into something perhaps more meditative and 

satisfying: 

͞I ůŽǀĞ [baking bread] ͚ĐĂƵƐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŬŶĞĂĚŝŶŐ͕ I ůŽǀĞ ŬŶĞĂĚŝŶŐ͘ I ŐĞƚ ƚŚŝƐ ;͙Ϳ9
 this mess of stuff into 

this beautiful silky ball (.) dough and ƚŚĞŶ͘͘͘ ĐŚŽƉƉŝŶŐ ǀĞŐĞƚĂďůĞƐ ;͘Ϳ ƚŽ ŵĂŬĞ Ğƌ ;͙Ϳ Ă ďĂƐĞ ĨŽƌ Ă ĚŝƐŚ͕ 
ĂŶĚ I ũƵƐƚ I͛Ě͕ I͛Ě ĐŚŽƉ͕ I͛Ě ũƵƐƚ ƐƚĂƌƚ ĐŚŽƉƉŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞůǇ ŵǇ ŵŽŽĚ ǁŽƵůĚ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ͟. 

                                                             
9
 ;͘Ϳ IŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐ Ă ƐŚŽƌƚ ƉĂƵƐĞͬŚĞƐŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ͖ ;͙Ϳ ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐ Ă ůŽŶŐĞƌ ƉĂƵƐĞͬŚĞƐŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ͘ 
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When performed as part of everyday foodwork, for many women these kinds of activities are 

perhaps associated with repetitive, routine drudgery, with resentment often resulting from having 

to take responsibility for decisions about what to eat rather than the cooking itself (see Short 

2006)
10

. However, for Ted, appreciating that ͞one of the very pleasures of life is sitting down at the 

ƚĂďůĞ ǁŝƚŚ ĨŽŽĚ ƚŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ͛ǀĞ ũƵƐƚ ĐŽŽŬĞĚ͟, transforms foodwork into something to be enjoyed, rather 

than endured, and represents a distraction from the pressures experienced during their working 

lives. 

TĞĚ ĂŶĚ LĂƵƌĂ͛Ɛ ƐŽŶ͕ JŽŶathan (38) is another example here. He reports how discovering 

cooking, via the British cookery programme Ready Steady Cook, gave him a sense of purpose and 

ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ǁŚŝĐŚ ǁĞƌĞ ĂďƐĞŶƚ ƚŽ Śŝŵ ĂƐ ĂŶ ƵŶĞŵƉůŽǇĞĚ ŐƌĂĚƵĂƚĞ ůŝǀŝŶŐ Ăƚ ŚŝƐ ƉĂƌĞŶƚƐ͛ ŚŽŵĞ͘ He 

says: 

͞I ǁĂƐŶ͛ƚ ĚĞƉƌĞƐƐĞĚ͕ ďƵƚ I ǁĂƐ ďĂĐŬ ŝŶ ;͘Ϳ ĨŝŶŝƐŚĞĚ Ăƚ [university]... So finished without a job... and not 

really accomplishing much else... And Ready Steady Cook had just started.... I kind of joined in with 

that a little bit I suppose... Getting quite a bit of confidence from beiŶŐ ĂďůĞ ƚŽ ĐŚƵƌŶ ŝƚ ŽƵƚ ƌĞĂůůǇ͙ I 
was obviously (.) I was doing bits of work, but effectively a sort of a layabout, but cooking these 

ƚŚŝŶŐƐ ĨŽƌ DĂĚ͕ ǁŚŽ ǁĂƐ ůŝŬĞ ͚OŚ ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ ŐŽŽĚ͊ TŚĂƚ͛Ɛ ĨĂďƵůŽƵƐ͊ HŽǁ ĚŝĚ ǇŽƵ͕ where did you learn to 

ĚŽ ƚŚĂƚ͍͛ AŶĚ ƚŚĞƌĞ ǁĂƐ Ă ďŝƚ ŽĨ Ă ƐŚŝĨƚ͕ ǇŽƵ ŬŶŽǁ ;͘Ϳ ĨƌŽŵ Śŝŵ ĚŽŝŶŐ Ăůů ƚŚĞ ĐŽŽŬŝŶŐ ƚŽ ŵĞ ďĞŝŶŐ 
ƉƌĞƉĂƌĞĚ ƚŽ ƐĂǇ ͚WĞůů I ǁĂŶƚ ƚŽ ĐŽŽŬ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ I͛ǀĞ ŐŽƚ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ I ǁĂŶƚ ƚŽ ƚƌǇ͛͟. 

While these activities arguably help promote JonathĂŶ͛Ɛ ƐĞŶƐĞ ŽĨ Đonfidence, enabling him 

ƚŽ ĨĞĞů ƚŚĂƚ ŚĞ͛Ɛ ŵĂŬŝŶŐ Ă ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ĂůƐŽ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞƐ Ă ĨŽƌŵ ŽĨ ŵĂůĞ ƐŽĐŝĂůŝƚǇ ;HŽůůŽǁƐ ϮϬϬϯ͖ 
Brownlie and Hewer 2007) between himself and his father and ʹ he also reports ʹ his subsequent 

housemates, motivations for cooking were quite different for another of my participants. Azam (35) 

was divorced, had lost access to his children, was unemployed and being treated with medication for 

depression when I met him. He lived alone, but was in regular contact ʹ by telephone ʹ with his 

mother and sisters. He reported that he had learned to cook curries since becoming single in order 

to facilitate his self-imposed isolation: he did not want to have to see other people, but also wanted 

to make sure that he ate reasonably well, as opposed to relying on ͞ũƵŶŬ͟. While it had perhaps not 

been an intended outcome, Azam speculates that had he not got into cooking: 

͞I ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ŝŶ Ă ůŽƚ ǁŽƌƐĞ ƐƚĂƚĞ ƚŚĂŶ I Ăŵ͙ ŝƚ͛Ɛ ǀĞƌǇ ƚŚĞƌĂƉĞƵƚŝĐ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ I͛ǀĞ ƌĞĂůůǇ ƐƚĂƌĞĚ ƚŽ ĞŶũŽǇ ŝƚ͘ 
When I, when the taste stĂƌƚĞĚ ŐĞƚƚŝŶŐ ďĞƚƚĞƌ͕ I ĞŶũŽǇĞĚ ŝƚ ĞǀĞŶ ŵŽƌĞ͖ I͛ǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ĂďůĞ ƚŽ ĐŽŽŬ 
ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ ĂƐ ŐŽŽĚ ĂƐ ŵǇ ŵƵŵ͘͟  

When probed about this and whether cooking gave him a sense of achievement when confronted 

ǁŝƚŚ ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů ͚ĨĂŝůƵƌĞ͕͛ ŚĞ ĂŐƌĞĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚŝƐ ǁĂƐ ƚŚĞ ĐĂƐe: ͞CŽŽŬŝng gives me good karma. It makes me 

ĨĞĞů ďĞƚƚĞƌ͕ ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇ ǁŚĞŶ I͛ŵ ĞĂƚŝŶŐ ŝƚ Žƌ ƐŚĂƌŝŶŐ ŝƚ ǁŝƚŚ ƉĞŽƉůĞ͟. This observation was echoed 

among other male participants͕ ďƵƚ ǁĂƐ ŶŽƚ ĂďƐĞŶƚ ŝŶ ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƐ ĞŝƚŚĞƌ. In a very particular 

example, when observing AǌĂŵ͛Ɛ ŵŽƚŚĞƌ preparing food during Ramadan, she explained that 

Muslims are taught that they will receive ͞ďůĞƐƐŝŶŐƐ ĨƌŽŵ AůůĂŚ͟ from sharing their food with others. 

                                                             
10

 Baking (cakes) occupies a slightly different category since it is no longer part of everyday cooking. Women 

ĨŽĐƵƐ ŐƌŽƵƉ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ ŝƚ ĂƐ ͚ĨƵŶ͕͛ ĂŶĚ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ ŐƌĂŶĚŵŽƚŚĞƌƐ ŽĨƚĞŶ ĚŽ ǁŝƚŚ grandchildren, 

while Liz (55), a household study participant, reported: ͞I find it relaxing to bake, I mean I can come in from 

work and start baking ͚ĐĂƵƐĞ͙ tŚĂƚ͛Ɛ ŵǇ ǁĂǇ ŽĨ ĐŽŵŝŶŐ ĚŽǁŶ͟, an observation not dissimilar to that made by 

Ted. 
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AǌĂŵ͛Ɛ case is more interesting when we consider what both he and his mother observe 

aboƵƚ ŚŽǁ ŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ĐŽŽŬŝŶŐ ŝƐ ƌĞŐĂƌĚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ “ŽƵƚŚ AƐŝĂŶ ĐƵůƚƵƌĞƐ͘ AǌĂŵ ĞǆƉůĂŝŶĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ his brother-

in-law ǁĂƐ ĂůƐŽ ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ ƚŽ ĐŽŽŬ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŚĞŶ ƐŚĞ ŚĂĚ ŚĞĂƌĚ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚŝƐ͕ ƚŚŝƐ ŵĂŶ͛Ɛ ŵŽƚŚĞƌ had 

͞taken the ƉŝƐƐ ƚĂŬĞŶ ŽƵƚ ŽĨ Śŝŵ͟ as she sees cooking as a ͚ǁŽŵĂŶ͛Ɛ job͛. As reported by Cameron 

(1998: 299) it is women, in this case, who find challenges to the organisation of domestic life most 

unsettling.  

 

QƵĞĞƌŝŶŐ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ŝŶ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ 

In Crowded Kitchens (2013), Peter Jackson and I briefly reported how specialist equipment play a 

role in actively configuring their users (Shove et al. 2007, 23), reminding us both that things are 

͚ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞĚ ŶŽƚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŽǁŶ ƐĂŬĞ͕ ďƵƚ ĨŽƌ ǁŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ŵĂŬĞ ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ͛ ;Shove et al. 2007, 22) and, 

more simply, that ͚ƐƉĞĐŝĂů ĐŽŽŬŝŶŐ ŐĂĚŐĞƚƐ ƉƌŽĐůĂŝŵ ƚŚĞ ƐƉĞĐŝĂů ĐŽŽŬ͛ ;Adler 1981, 48). In 

deliberating the question of what, exactly, is it that constitutes masculinity and femininity in the 

context of the kitchen, I decided that it might be useful to revisit some of the observations I made 

about how different users engaged with knives and chopping boards, for example. I had a sense that 

my observations of men were characterised by display, particularly as several  were seen to display 

pseudo-professional knife skills, while women tended to be more understated in their performances 

and concerned with getting the job done quickly, as opposed to meticulousness or precision.  

However, on re-examining a selection of the photos I took of my male participants preparing 

food, I was strƵĐŬ ďǇ Ă ŶƵŵďĞƌ ŽĨ ƚŚŝŶŐƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇ ͚ƋƵĞĞƌ͛ ǁŚĂƚ ǁĞ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ ŽĨ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛ 
;ĂŶĚ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͛Ϳ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ĂŶĚ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ͘ TĂŬĞ Figure 1, which features Ted, equipped with his 

expensive Japanese knife (a birthday gift from son Jonathan, he informed me), chopping the 

ingredients that will form the base of a Tuscan peasant dish, one of his speciality dishes. He is using a 

large wooden chopping board; his chopping board. Speaking of this piece of equipment, his wife, 

Laura, complains that it is something that she feels she has to ͞lug about͖ I ĨĞĞů ŝƚ͛Ɛ͙ macho͟.  As 

ǁŝƚŚ ŽƚŚĞƌ ŝƚĞŵƐ ŽĨ ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƵƉůĞ͛Ɛ ŬŝƚĐŚĞŶ͕ ŝƚƐ ƐŝǌĞ ĂŶĚ ǁĞŝŐŚƚ ĞǆĐůƵĚĞƐ ŚĞƌ ĨƌŽŵ ŝƚƐ ƵƐĞ͘  



Page 11 of 17 

 

 

FŝŐƵƌĞ ϭ͗ TĞĚ͛Ɛ ͚ŵĂĐŚŽ͛ ĐŚŽƉƉŝŶŐ ďŽĂƌĚ ĂŶĚ ŬŶŝĨĞ 

Contrast the image of Ted with his ͞ŵĂĐŚŽ͟ equipment with Figure 2. Here he is pictured wearing his 

apron, carefully making delicate puff-pastry panadillas. Do the apron and delicate nature of his 

ĐƵůŝŶĂƌǇ ĞŶĚĞĂǀŽƵƌƐ ƌĞŶĚĞƌ Śŝŵ ͚ƵŶŵĂŶůǇ͛ in this instance? 

 

Figure 2: Ted sporting an apron ʹ a challenge to his masculinity? 
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Likewise, in figure 3, we see Azam slowly, patiently and painstakingly peeling a head of garlic with an 

ordinary kitchen knife (not a ͞ĨůĂƐŚ͕͟ or specialist one).   

 

Figure 3: Azam ʹ ƉĂƚŝĞŶƚ͕ ƉƌĞĐŝƐĞ͕ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͙͍͛ 

What is perhaps more extraordinary about this image is that since Azam had already peeled and 

chopped his garlic and onions prior to my arrival ʹ something which I had specifically wanted to 

observe ʹ I exploited the fact that I knew him and ͚ŝŶƐŝƐƚĞĚ͛ that he peel and chop a few cloves of 

garlic again. Without objection or resistance, he proceeded to peel the entire head of garlic with 

ƉƌĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ĐĂƌĞ͘ TŚŝƐ ĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ďŽƚŚ ŽƚŚĞƌ ŵĞŶ͕ ǁŚŽ ǁĞƌĞ ŽďƐĞƌǀĞĚ ͚ďĂƐŚŝŶŐ͛ ŐĂƌůŝĐ ǁŝƚŚ 
the blades of their big knives, and ʹ interestingly ʹ ǁŝƚŚ AǌĂŵ͛Ɛ ŵŽƚŚĞƌ͕ NĂǌƌĂ ;ϱϱͿ͘ IŶĚĞĞĚ͕ ŝŶ ĨŝŐƵƌĞ 
ϰ͕ NĂǌƌĂ ŝƐ ƉŝĐƚƵƌĞĚ ŝŶ ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐ ƚŚĞ ŵŽƐƚ ͚ŵĂĐŚŽ͛ ŽĨ ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘ LĂĐŬŝŶŐ ŚĞƌ ƐŽŶ͛Ɛ ƉĂƚŝĞŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ 
meticulousness, time-pressed Nazra can be seen literally bashing away, first at chillies, then at a 
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whole head of garlic, complete with skin, because she ͞ĐĂŶ͛ƚ ďĞ ďŽƚŚĞƌĞĚ͟ to spend time peeling and 

chopping individual cloves with a knife in the way that her son does. 

 

 

FŝŐƵƌĞ ϰ͗ NĂǌƌĂ͛Ɛ ͚ŵĂĐŚŽ͛ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ 

In each of these images, my participants ʹ male and female ʹ ƐƵďǀĞƌƚ͕ Žƌ ͚ƋƵĞĞƌ͕͛ ŽƵƌ ĞǆƉĞĐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ 
͚ƉƌŽƉĞƌ͛ ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ ĂŶĚ ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌƐ ǀŝĂ ŵƵŶĚĂŶĞ ĂĐƚƐ ŽĨ ĨŽŽĚ ƉƌĞƉĂƌĂƚŝŽŶ͘ IŶ ĚŽŝŶŐ ƐŽ͕ ƚŚĞǇ 
expose the subtlety with which gender is enacted or performed in domestic kitchens.  

 

Conclusion 

The observations made within this chapter must be considered provisional since they are based both 

on the experiences of a very small group of men and may not reflect the meanings and significance 

that cooking had for the participants themselves. Nonetheless, my aim has been to illustrate how 

ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ͛ ƐŚŝĨƚŝŶŐ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉs, both with other family members, and with those spaces outside of 

the home, particularly work, have impacted upon the domestic. Indeed, masculine and feminine 

subjectivities are not immutable. Not only are they are increasingly required to respond to the 

vagaries of daily domestic routines which place demands on all household members, but changing 

social and structural conditions have required a fundamental reconceptualisation of questions 

ƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐ ǁŚĂƚ ĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞƐ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĂƐƐƵŵĞĚ ͚ŶĂƚƵƌĂůŶĞƐƐ͛ ŽĨ ƐĞǆ-based 

domestic roles and practices. These shifts have consequently prompted such questions as: is it 

͚ĚĞŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ͛ ĨŽƌ Ă ŵĂŶ ƚŽ ĐŽŽŬ͕ ĂƐ ŝƚ ŵĂǇ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ƌĞŐĂƌĚĞĚ ďǇ ĞĂƌůŝĞƌ ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ;HŽĐŬĞǇ Ğƚ Ăů͘ 
ϮϬϬϳͿ͖ ĂŶĚ ŝƐ ŝƚ Ɛƚŝůů ͚ƵŶŵĂŶůǇ͛ ĨŽƌ ŵĞŶ ƚŽ ŝƌŽŶ ;CĂŵĞƌŽŶ ϭϵϵϴͿ͍ Likewise, gendered subjectivities are 

not neatly or discretely contained in the workplace, leisure spaces or the home, but slippage in our 

occupational and domestic subjectivities occurs as we move within and between these spaces. In 
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adopting a more spatially curious (Allen 2004: 19) approach which emphasises the slippage which 

occurs as men and women move between the range of spaces they inhabit, drawing upon skills, 

competencies and modes of sociality associated with one domain when engaging with another, it is 

perhaps more appropriate to conceptualise gendered subjectivities not just as multiple and fluid, but 

as more amorphous than previously imagined. Indeed, my observations of men and women ͚doing 

gender͛ in their kitchens expands the possibilities of the either-or-ness which currently constrains 

ŚŽǁ ǁĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůŝƐĞ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ͛.  
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