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Jamie Oliver and cultural 

intermediation 

Abstract 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

processes.  

Introduction 

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

ƉƌŽůŝĨĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ĐŽŽŬƐ͘ TŚĞ ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ďĂŶĂů ƚŝƚůĞ ͚ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ĐŽŽŬ͛ ďĞůŝĞƐ ǁŚĂƚ ŝƐ ĂƌŐƵĂďůǇ Ă 
staggering range of potential social roles that such figures play in a heavily mediatised world. To date 

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

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

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

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

they engage with this celebrity chef? 

RecognŝƐŝŶŐ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ ĂƐ Ă ĐƵůŝŶĂƌǇ ůŝĨĞƐƚǇůĞ ĂĚǀŽĐĂƚĞ͕ ͚ůŝĨĞƐƚǇůĞ ŐƵƌƵ͛ ;LĞǁŝƐ͕ ϮϬϬϴ) or ͚ŽƌĚŝŶĂƌǇ 

ĞǆƉĞƌƚ͛ ;LĞǁŝƐ͕ ϮϬϭϬͿ ƌĂŝƐĞƐ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ǁĂǇ ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞƐ ĞŶŐĂŐĞ ǁŝƚŚ ŚŝƐ ŝĚĞĂƐ ŝŶ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ͘ 
TĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ ƐĞƌŝĞƐ͛ ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ The Naked Chef and more recently JĂŵŝĞ͛Ɛ ϯϬ MŝŶƵƚĞ MĞĂůƐ are exemplary 

of the lifestyle genre. In the Naked Chef ŽŶĞ ƐĞĞƐ Ă ǇŽƵŶŐ ĐŚĞĨ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇŝŶŐ Ă ͚ŚŝƉ͕͛ ŚĞĚŽŶŝƐƚŝĐ ƵƌďĂŶ 
lifestyle in what is presented as his own domestic life (Hollows, 2003). In JĂŵŝĞ͛Ɛ ϯϬ MŝŶƵƚĞ MĞĂůƐ͕ 
the viewer sees him ĂƉƉĞĂůŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ͚ƚŝŵĞ ƉŽŽƌ͛ ďǇ ŝŶƐŝƐƚŝŶŐ ŽŶ͕ ĂŶĚ ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚŝŶŐ ŚŽǁ ƚŽ ƉƌĞƉĂƌĞ 
seemingly lavish meals in just half an hour. It may be the case that food media can be about inspiring 

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

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

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



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

ĂŶĚ ƵƐŝŶŐ ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ ŬŝŶĚƐ ŽĨ ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌĚ ͚ƉƵŬŬĂ1͛ ;ŝŶ ŚŝƐ ĐĂƐĞ ǁŝƚŚ Ă ƉƌŽŶŽƵŶĐĞĚ ͚EƐƐĞǆ 
ďŽǇ͛ ĂĐĐĞŶƚͿ ƚŽ ƉƌŽŵŽƚĞ Ă ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ ǀŝĞǁ ŽĨ ŚŝƐ ůŝĨĞƐƚǇůĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůůǇ ďĞĐŬŽŶƐ ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞƐ ƚŽ ƚĂŬĞ ŝƚ 
on. TŚĞƐĞ ƐŽ ĐĂůůĞĚ ͚ŽƌĚŝŶĂƌǇ ĞǆƉĞƌƚƐ͛ ;LĞǁŝƐ͕ ϮϬϭϬͿ ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ ŶĞĞĚ ƚŽ ďĞ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ ŝŶ 
the context of their varied social reception in order to assess whether people really do accept their 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

do so. 

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

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

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

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

ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ ͚ŐŽŽĚ͛ ǁĂǇƐ ƚŽ ůŝǀĞ͘ TŚĞ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĚĞƐŝƌĂďůĞ ǁĂǇƐ ƚŽ ĐŽŽŬ ĂŶĚ ůŝǀĞ ĐĂƌƌŝĞƐ ǁŝƚŚ ŝƚ͕ 
and prompts normative questions about the alternatives. These become particularly important in 

the cŽŶƚĞǆƚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ ĂƐ ͚ŶŽƌŵĂů͛ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞǇ ƐƚĂŶĚ ƚŽ ĐůĂƐŚ ǁŝƚŚ ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚ 
conceptions of normality in lifestyle amongst a diverse range of people. This leaves open the 

ƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŚĂƚ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ͚ŐŽŽĚ ůŝĨĞ͛ ŝŶ ĨŽŽĚ ĞŶƚĞƌƚĂŝŶŵĞŶƚ ŵĞdia are implicitly calling 

ŽƚŚĞƌ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ŝŶƚŽ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ ĂƐ ͚ďĂĚ͛͘ DŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞƐĞ ŝŵƉůŝĐŝƚ ŶŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞ ĐůĂŝŵƐ ŝƐ Ă ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ ƉĂƌƚ 
of food media engagement. For example Skeggs et al (2008) have talked about the way audiences of 

͚ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ TV͛ ĂĐƚŝǀĞůǇ ƉƌŽĚƵce their identities through talking about their viewership.  It is for that 

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

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

bearing on social taste or culinary activity.       

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

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

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

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

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

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

ŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ ŶĂƚƵƌĞ ŽĨ ƐŽŵĞ ĂĚŽƉƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ůŝĨĞƐƚǇůĞ ĂĚǀŝĐĞ͘ IŶ ƚŚĞ ƐĞĐŽŶĚ ƚǁŽ ;WĞŶĚǇ ĂŶĚ 
Brian) I discuss how even the rejection of Jamie Oliver invokes a process of cultural intermediation as 

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

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

                                                           
1 A ƐůĂŶŐ ƚĞƌŵ ďĂƐŝĐĂůůǇ ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ ͚ŐŽŽĚ͛ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƚŚŝƐ ĐĞůĞďƌŝƚǇ ĐŚĞĨ ŚĂƐ ĨĂŵŽƵƐůǇ ďĞĐŽŵĞ ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ 
UK.  



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

way flow of information.     

Cultural intermediaries and cultural intermediation  

PĂůŵĞƌ ;ϮϬϬϴͿ ĂƌŐƵĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŚŝůƐƚ ͞ůŝĨĞƐƚǇůĞ programming is nothing new in the history of television, 

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

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

Ă ƉƵďůŝĐ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ĞƚŚŽƐ ƚŽ ͞ŝŶĨŽƌŵ͕ ĞĚƵĐĂƚĞ ĂŶĚ ĞŶƚĞƌƚĂŝŶ͟ ;ϮϬϬϴ:1). However the extent to which 

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

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

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

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

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

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

ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉĂůůǇ ŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚ ƚŽ ĂƉƉůǇ ƚŽ ĂŶ ĞŵĞƌŐĞŶƚ ŵŝĚĚůĞ ĐůĂƐƐ ǁŚŽƐĞ ǁŽƌŬ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƐŽ ĐĂůůĞĚ ͚ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů 
ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌŝĞƐ͛ ǁŽƌŬĞĚ ƚŽ ŵŽǀĞ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ŝĚĞĂƐ ŝŶƚŽ ŶĞǁ ƐŽĐŝĂů ĂŶĚ ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ ƐƉŚĞƌĞƐ͘ Nixon and Du Gay 

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

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

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

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

workers that would defineĚ ĂƐ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ŝŶƚĞƌŵĞĚŝĂƌŝĞƐ ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ƚŚĞ ͚ƐƚĂƌƐ͛ ŽĨ ŵĞĚŝĂ ƉĞƌ ƐĞ͘ 
Nonetheless celebrity chefs can be viewed as cultural intermediaries because of the way they 

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

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

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

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

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

ƚŚĂƚ ĂŶĚ ĚĞƐƉŝƚĞ ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĞĚ ƐĞŵĂŶƚŝĐ ŝƐƐƵĞƐ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ƚĞƌŵ ͚ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ŝŶƚĞƌŵĞĚŝĂƌǇ͛ ;DĞ PƌŽƉƌŝƐ ĂŶĚ 
Mwaura, 2013) it is certainly the case that they are involved in the business of cultural 

intermediation alongside their audience counterparts.  

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

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

ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ŽĨ ŵŽǀŝŶŐ ͚ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů͛ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ĂƌŽƵŶĚ͘ TǇƉŝĐĂůůǇ ƚŚĞ ĨŝŐƵƌĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů 
intermediary is ordained through the process of imparting forms of knowledge, experience or skill to 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

the nature of cultural intermediation. 

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

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

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

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

methodological approaĐŚ ĐĂůůĞĚ ͚ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐŝŶŐ͛;FŝƐŬĞ͕ ϭϵϵϮ͖ PŝƉĞƌ͕ ϮϬϭϯͿ ǁŚĞƌĞ ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ ŽĨ ĨŽĐƵƐ ŐƌŽƵƉ 
data provides empirically informed insights into cultural intermediation.    

Methodology 

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

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

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

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

ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƐ ŽĨ Ă ŐŝǀĞŶ ƚĞǆƚ ƐŚŝĨƚ ĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ Ă ƌĂŶŐĞ ŽĨ ͚ǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐ͛ ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ ƐŽĐŝĂů 
contexts, practices and locations. For example it has been argued that some audiences deal with 

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

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

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

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

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

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

engagement with Jamie Oliver͛Ɛ ůŝĨĞƐƚǇůĞ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵŝŶŐ is explored through the focus group 

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

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

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

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

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

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

ĂŶĚ ĚƌŝŶŬƐ ƚŽ ĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞ ƚŚĞ ͚ŶŽƌŵĂů͛ ƐŽĐŝĂů ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚese participants were likely to 

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

ƌĞĐƌƵŝƚŝŶŐ ͚ŶĂƚƵƌĂů ŐƌŽƵƉƐ͛͘ IŶ ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ I ǁĂƐ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚ ƚŽ ŽďƐĞƌǀĞ ŚŽǁ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ ŝƐ ĞŶŐĂŐĞĚ 
with as part of social interactions including the effects that peer pressure might have on the 

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

;“ƚĞǁĂƌƚ Ğƚ Ăů͕ ϮϬϬϲͿ͘ TŚŝƐ ͚ŶĂƚƵƌĂů ŐƌŽƵƉƐ͛ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ǁĂƐ ĂĚŽƉƚĞĚ ƚŽ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞ Ă ĐůŽƐĞ ĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵation 

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

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

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

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

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

                                                           
2 The project is part of a wider progrĂŵŵĞ ŽĨ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ Ăƚ CŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ CƵůƚƵƌĞ ŝŶ ĂŶ ͚AŐĞ ŽĨ AŶǆŝĞƚǇ͛ 
(Conanx) funded by the European Research Council. 
3 Tunbridge Wells has been typically represented as an upper middle class town where the attributes of wealth 

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ƚŚŝƐ ƉĂƉĞƌ ŝƐ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚ ƚŽ ĞǆƉůŽƌĞ ŚŽǁ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ŝĚĞĂƐ ĂƌĞ ĂƉpropriated or rejected,  how they 

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

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

particular ways that Jamie Oliver comes to matter in cultural intermediation  

Cultural intermediation in practice Ȃ the coproduction of culinary identity 

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

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

ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŶŐ JĂŵĞƐ ĂŶĚ MĂƵĚ ĂƌĞ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐ ŽĨ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ĂĚŽƉƚŝŶŐ ĂƐƉĞĐƚƐ ŽĨ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ 
lifestyle suggestions for different reasons according to their age, gender and class position.  The 

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

ƉĞŽƉůĞ ĞŶŐĂŐĞ ǁŝƚŚ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ŝĚĞĂƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ƵƐŝŶŐ Ă ĐŚŽƉƉŝŶŐ ďŽĂƌĚ ƚŽ ƐĞƌǀĞ ĨŽŽĚ͘  IŶ ŽŶĞ 
example I refer to the way the group talks about the chopping board as a transgression of culinary 

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

Oliver to assert his own domestic sovereignty.  

 James Ȃ Intermediation as novel development 

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

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

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

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

demonstrates ŚŽǁ ƚŚŝƐ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů͛Ɛ ƐŽĐŝĂů ĂŶĚ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ďĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚ ŵĂĚĞ ƚŚŝƐ ŬŝŶĚ ŽĨ ĂƚƚƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ 
possible.  

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

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

ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞĚ ĂƐ ͚ĨŽŽĚŝĞ ƚǇƉĞƐ͛ ĂŶĚ ďŽƚŚ ĂƌĞ ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇ ĨƌĞƋƵĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ ĞŶƚŚƵƐŝĂƐƚŝĐ ĐŽŽŬƐ͘ JĂŵĞƐ ǁĂƐ 
formerly a profesƐŝŽŶĂů ĐŚĞĨ ĂŶĚ MĂƵĚ ŚĂƐ ĂůƐŽ ǁŽƌŬĞĚ ĂƐ Ă ĐŚĞĨ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƐƚ͘ IŶ JĂŵĞƐ͛ ǁŽƌĚƐ͕ 

I͛ǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ĨŽƌƚƵŶĂƚĞ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŵǇ MƵŵ ǁĂƐ Ă ŚŽŵĞ ĞĐ ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ ƐŽ ƐŚĞ ŬŶĞǁ ƚŚĞ ƐĐŽƌĞ͕ ƐŚĞ 
knew what to do and what not to do...I have memories of, you know, coming here and, you 

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

ĐŽŵĞ ŽƵƚ ĂŶĚ ǁĞ ǁĞƌĞ ůŝŬĞ͕ ĂůƌŝŐŚƚ͕ ƐŚĂůů ǁĞ ƚƌǇ ƚŚĂƚ͍ Iƚ͕ ŝƚ ƐƉĂƌŬĞĚ͕ ůŝŬĞ Ă͕ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŚĞ͛Ě ƚĂŬĞŶ 
ĂǁĂǇ ƚŚĞ ĨƵĚĚǇ ĚƵĚĚǇ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƌĞŐŝŵĞŶƚĞĚ ƐŝĚĞ͕ I͛ǀĞ ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚ ƚŚŝƐ͕ ďƵƚ ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ ǁŚĂƚ 
I feel. It took it to just a different level, I think I remember reading in the Guide of the 



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

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

ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ͕ ĂŶĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ǁĂǇ ůĂĚŝĞƐ ŚĞ͛Ɛ ŶŽƚ ŶĂŬĞĚ ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚ ƐŽŵĞ ǁŝƐŚ ŚĞ ǁĂƐ͘ AŶĚ ǇŽƵ ŬŶŽǁ 
things like that, there was obviously a marketing machine but it worked, you know because it 

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

reached. 

JĂŵĞƐ͛ ƌĞĐŽůůĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ ŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŝǀĞ ŽĨ Ă ĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞ ƉĞƌŝŽĚ ŝŶ ŚŝƐ ǇŽƵƚŚ ĚƵƌŝŶŐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŚĞ ǁĂƐ 
͚ƌĞĂĐŚĞĚ͛ ďǇ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͘ TŚĞ ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ ŝŶƚŽ ŚŝƐ ůŝĨĞ ǁĂƐ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞĚ ďǇ ǁŚĂƚ ŵŝŐŚƚ 
be considerĞĚ Ă ĨĂŝƌůǇ ŵŝĚĚůĞ ĐůĂƐƐ ͚ŚĂďŝƚƵƐ͛ (Bourdieu, 1984). The reference to reading The Guide in 

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

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

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

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

other hand, when James refers to the idea that people ĂƌĞ ͚ƌĞĂĐŚĂďůĞ͛ ďǇ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͕ ŚĞ ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚƐ 
more than a simple problem of information transfer. What he means is that some people, by virtue 

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

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

ŽĨĨĞƌƐ ĂŶ ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ͚ĨƵĚĚǇ ĚƵĚĚǇ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ƌĞŐŝŵĞŶƚĞĚ ƐŝĚĞ͛ ƚŽ ĐŽŽŬĞƌǇ ƚŚĂƚ ŚĞ ĐůĞĂƌůǇ ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞƐ 
ǁŝƚŚ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ƉƌĞĐƵƌƐŽƌƐ͘ JĂŵĞƐ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŚĞ ǁĂƐ ͚ůƵĐŬǇ͛ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƐĞŶƐĞ ƚŚĂƚ ŚŝƐ ŵƵŵ ǁĂƐ Ă 
home economics teacher. This reference to his early culinary education is an indication that James 

ǁĂƐ ͚ƉƌŝŵĞĚ͛ ĨŽƌ ĂĚŽƉƚŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚŝŶŐ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ŝĚĞĂƐ ŝŶƚŽ ŚŝƐ ŽǁŶ ĐƵůŝŶĂƌǇ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ͘ OŶ 
the other hand, there is a suggestion that his break from the culinary norms of the past offered an 

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

ĐŽŶĐƌĞƚĞ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐ ŽĨ ͚ŚĂǀŝŶŐ Ă ĨĞǁ ďĞĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ Ă ƐŵŽŬĞ͛ ǁŚŝůƐƚ ĐŽŽŬŝŶŐ ǁŝƚŚ his friend as a way to 

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

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

James: mm [agreeing]  

Maud: just to do those ƐŝŵƉůĞ ƌĞĐŝƉĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞƌĞ ƌĞĂůůǇ ŐŽŽĚ͕ ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ ƚŚĞ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ 
them 

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

ĚŽĞƐŶ͛ƚ ĂƐƐƵŵĞ ĂŶǇ ůĞǀĞůƐ Ăƚ Ăůů ĂŶĚ ŝƚ ǁĂƐ ũƵƐƚ ƚŚĂƚ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂůŝƚǇ͕ ĂŶĚ ĂŶĚ͕ ƉƵƚƚŝŶŐ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ŝn 

ƚŚĂƚ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ŵĂŬĞƐ ǇŽƵ ƚŚŝŶŬ ͚ŽŽŚ I ŵŝŐŚƚ ŐŝǀĞ ŝƚ Ă ĐƌĂĐŬ͕ ǁŚǇ ŶŽƚ͕ ǁŚĂƚ ŚĂǀĞ I ŐŽƚ ƚŽ 
ůŽƐĞ͛  

AƐ ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚ ĞĂƌůŝĞƌ͕ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ ĐĂŶ ďĞ ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ ŽĨ ĂƐ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚŝŶŐ Ă ͚ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĂďůǇ ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛ 
(Hollows, 2003) way of cooking that disavows domestic labour in favour of domestic leisure. Hollows 

ĚƌĂǁƐ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ĚƵĂů ĨŝŐƵƌĞƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ͚ŶĞǁ ŵĂŶ͛ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ͚ŶĞǁ ůĂĚ͛ ƚŽ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚ ƚŚĂƚ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ ŚĂƐ 
ĐŽƵƉůĞĚ ŚǇƉĞƌ ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ ͚ůĂĚĚŝƐŚŶĞƐƐ͛ ǁŝƚŚ ƐƚĞƌĞŽƚǇƉŝĐĂůůǇ ĨĞŵŝŶŝƐĞĚ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ͚ŶĞǁ ŵĂŶ͛ 
ǁŚŽƐĞ ĞŶŚĂŶĐĞĚ ͚ƐĞŶƐŝƚŝǀŝƚǇ͛ ĂŶĚ ůŝďĞƌĂůŝƚǇ ŵĂĚĞ ĐŽŽŬŝŶŐ Ă ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĂďůĞ ĨĂĐĞƚ ŽĨ ŚŝƐ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ͘ TŽ 

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

the UK as having a middle class readership.  



some ĞǆƚĞŶƚ ƚƌĂĐĞƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞƐĞ ĨŝŐƵƌĞƐ ĐĂŶ ďĞ ĚŝƐĐĞƌŶĞĚ ŝŶ JĂŵĞƐ͛ ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞ ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ him. James talks 

about ŚŝƐ ŽǁŶ ůĂĐŬ ŽĨ ĐŽŶĨŝĚĞŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛s appeal in providing an informal context to 

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

OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶĨŝĚĞŶƚ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ͕ ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ĂƉƉĞĂů ŽĨ this figure for James is undoubtedly related to 

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

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

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

OůŝǀĞƌ ŚĂƐ ƉůĂǇĞĚ Ă ƉĂƌƚ ŝŶ ƚŚĂƚ͘ JĂŵĞƐ͛ ǁĂǇ ŽĨ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďŝŶŐ ŚŝŵƐĞůĨ ĂŶĚ ŚŝƐ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ ƚŽ JĂŵie Oliver 

ĞƐƉŽƵƐĞƐ Ă ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ Ĩŝƚ ĞĂƐŝůǇ ǁŝƚŚ ĞŝƚŚĞƌ ͚ůĂĚĚŝƐŚŶĞƐƐ͛ Žƌ ŚǇƉĞƌƐĞŶƐŝƚŝǀŝƚǇ͘ TŚĞ 
ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŽĨ ŚŝƐ ĂƉƉĞĂů ƚŽ Ă ǇŽƵƚŚĨƵů ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ ͚ĨŽŽĚŝĞ͛ ǁĂǇ ŽĨ ͚ĚŽŝŶŐ 
ŐĞŶĚĞƌ͛ ;CĂŝƌŶƐ Ğƚ Ăů͕ ϮϬϭϬͿ ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ ŝŵƉůŝĞƐ Ă ŵŝǆƚure of these two otherwise contradictory 

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

ĂƌŽƵŶĚ ĨŽŽĚ ďƵƚ ǁŚŽ ĂůƐŽ ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐ ŚŝƐ ĚĞƐŝƌĞ ƚŽ ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞ ĂŶĚ ƵƐĞ ƐŽŵĞ ŽĨ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ 
aesthetics and skills to live a different kind of life. This is a kind of intermediation that seemingly 

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

ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǁĂǇ ŚĞ ƐƚŽƌŝĞƐ ŚŝƐ ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ ĂŶĚ ƉƵďůŝĐ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ͘ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ŝnfluence as a cultural 

ŝŶƚĞƌŵĞĚŝĂƌǇ ŝƐ ŶŽƚ ĨŽƌŐŽƚƚĞŶ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƐ ƚŽ ĨŽƌŵ Ă ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝǀĞ ĂŶĚ ŶŽƌŵĂůŝƐĞĚ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ JĂŵĞƐ͛ 
cultural reflections but clearly what started off as a way to explore cookery and new lifestyle is now 

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

 Maud Ȃ normality as an appeal to social class 

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

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

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

can see how his ĂƉƉĞĂů ĂƐ Ă ͚ŶŽƌŵĂů͛ ďůŽŬĞ ŝƐ ĐŽŵďŝŶĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ŶŽǀĞůƚǇ ŽĨ ŚŝƐ ĐƵůŝŶĂƌǇ ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ͘ HŝƐ 
perceived normality effectively works in the service of transmitting novel culinary ideas by making 

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

and how that is appealing in class terms:     

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

ƚŚĂƚ ŚĞ͛Ɛ ĐƵƚĞ͕ ŚĞ͛Ɛ ŵĂŶĂŐĞĚ ƚŽ ŐĞƚ ŵŽƌĞ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ŽŶ ƐŝĚĞ ƚŚĂŶ͕ ƚŚĂŶ Ƶŵ NŝŐĞůůĂ ǁŽƵůĚ 
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŚĞ͛Ɛ ĂƉƉĞĂůŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŵĂƐƐĞƐ͘ HĞ͛Ɛ ŶŽƚ ĂƉƉĞĂůŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƵƉƉĞƌ ĐůĂƐƐĞƐ͕ ƚŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ 
more, there are more of us than there are of them up there do you know what I mean? 

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

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

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

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

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

ŽĨ ŚŝƐ ĂƉƉĞĂů ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ͚ŵĂƐƐĞƐ͛͘ IŶ ĚŽŝŶŐ ƐŽ ƐŚĞ ĂĐƚŝǀĞůǇ ĚĞĨŝŶĞƐ ŚĞƌƐĞůĨ ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ ƚŚĞ ƵƉƉĞƌ ĐůĂƐƐĞƐ ĂŶĚ 
arguably aligns herself much more with a notion of working class selfhood.  

TŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ƋƵŝƚĞ ƐĞůĨ ĚĞƉƌĞĐĂƚŝŶŐ ŝŶ MĂƵĚ͛Ɛ ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ƚŽ ŚĞƌƐĞůĨ ĂƐ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ͚ŵĂƐƐĞƐ͛ ĂŶĚ 
yet at the same time there is something affirming about her need to distinguish herself from the 

͚ƵƉƉĞƌ ĐůĂƐƐĞƐ͛. JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ ĂƐ Ă ĐƵůtural intermediary is, for Maud it would seem, 

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



ĂŶĚ ŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚǇ ĐĂŶ ďĞ ƌĞƉĞĂƚĞĚůǇ ĚŝƐĐĞƌŶĞĚ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ŚĞƌ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ǁŝƚŚ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͘ MĂƵĚ͛Ɛ 
reference to Oliver as being unlike Nigella Lawson ʹ who is famously regarded as an upper middle 

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

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

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

ŝƐ ͚ĐƵƚĞ͛ ŝŶ ĂƉƉĞĂůŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŵĂƐƐĞƐ ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ǁĂǇ͘ TŚŝƐ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ MĂƵĚ ƐƵƐƉĞĐƚƐ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ƐŽŵĞ 
contrivance, or at the very least strategy going on by Oliver, and that perhaps he is not particularly 

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

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

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

ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ Ă ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ǁŝƚŚ ĂŶ ͚ƵƐ͕͛ ĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚĞĚ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ŵĂƐƐĞƐ͘ Iƚ ŝƐ ƚŚŝƐ ǁĂǇ ƚŚĂƚ 
engagement with Jamie OliǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ŵŽĚĞ ŽĨ ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ ƐƚŝŵƵůĂƚĞƐ Ă ǁŝĚĞƌ ĨƌĂŵŝŶŐ ŽĨ ŚĞƌ ƉůĂĐĞ ŝŶ Ă ƐŽĐŝĂů 
order. HŝƐ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ ĂƐ ĂŶ ŝŶƚĞƌŵĞĚŝĂƌǇ ŝƐ ďŽůƐƚĞƌĞĚ ďǇ MĂƵĚ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ Śŝŵ ĂƐ Ă 
democratising figure.  

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

ŽĨ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ perceived normality as a factor determining his success as an intermediary. She 

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

musician (Fatboy Slim) over the phone.  

YĞĂŚ͕ ǁĞůů I͛ŵ ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ ŚŝƐ ďŽŽŬ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ŵŝŶƵƚĞ ;ƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƵŶŽĨĨŝĐŝĂů JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ ďŝŽŐƌĂƉŚǇͿ 
ĂŶĚ ŝƚ ƐĂŝĚ ƚŚĂƚ ŚĞ ŚĂĚ Ă ƉŚŽŶĞ ĐĂůů ĨƌŽŵ I ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ŬŶŽǁ͕ FĂƚďŽǇ Sůŝŵ ǁŚŽ ǁĂƐ ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ 
ŚŝƐ ƌĞĐŝƉĞƐ ŽŶ ƚƵŶĂ ĂŶĚ ŚĞ ƐĂŝĚ ͚ǁĞůů ĐĂŶ I ƵƐĞ ƐŚĂƌŬ ŝŶƐƚĞĂĚ͍͛ ĂŶĚ ŚĞ ƐĂŝĚ ǇĞĂŚ ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ 
ĨŝŶĞ͘͘͘AůƌŝŐŚƚ ŚĞ͛Ɛ ŚŝŐŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ƵƐ, ďƵƚ ŚĞ͛Ɛ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ƵƐ͖ ĂŶĚ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ůŝŬĞ ƚŚĂƚ͕ ŝĨ ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ Ă ďŝƚ 
higher 

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

ŝŶƚĞƌŵĞĚŝĂƌǇ͘ BǇ ƐƚĂƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ůŝŬĞ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ŚĞ͛Ɛ ŚŝŐŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ƵƐ ďƵƚ ŚĞ͛Ɛ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ƵƐ͛ ƐŚĞ ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐĞƐ 
the idea that Jamie Oliver is applaudably normal but also appreciably higher in social status. This 

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

ĨŽƌ MĂƵĚ͘ “ŚĞ ĂůůƵĚĞƐ ƚŽ ƚŚŝƐ ͚ŚŝŐŚŶĞƐƐ͛ ďǇ ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ƚŽ ŚŝƐ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ ǁŝƚŚ ŽƚŚĞƌ ĐĞůĞďƌŝƚŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ 
indeed to the way hŝƐ ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ ŝƐ ǀĂůƵĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚŽƐĞ ƉĞŽƉůĞ͘ Aƚ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ ƚŝŵĞ͕ MĂƵĚ ŝŶĚĞǆĞƐ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ 
normality and that of his celebrity friends by drawing attention to relatively common practices ʹ like 

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

ƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚůǇ ͚ŚŝŐŚĞƌ͛ ƚŽ ǁĂƌƌĂŶƚ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ĂŶĚ ĂĨĨĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ ŚŝƐ ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞƐ͘ AƌŐƵĂďůǇ ƚŚŝƐ ŶŽƌŵĂůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ 
of celebrity is precisely what Maud likes, in the sense that it affords her ways to identify with people 

͚ĂďŽǀĞ ŚĞƌ͛ ǁŚŝůƐƚ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ ƚŝŵĞ ĂĨĨŝƌŵŝŶŐ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ŵƵŶĚĂŶĞ ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŵŽŶŐƐƚ ĨƌŝĞŶĚƐ ĂƌĞ 
intelligibly equal between herself and them. It is important for Maud that she can discern certain 

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

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

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

ďĞ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ ĂƐ ͚ĞǆƉĞƌƚ͕͛ ĂŶd Maud demonstrates that matters of taste are a very personal matter 

ŽĨ ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ͘ “ŚĞ ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ͞Jamie Oliver uses too much lemon for my liking, I would never use 

ĂƐ ŵƵĐŚ ůĞŵŽŶ ĂƐ ŚĞ ĚŽĞƐ͕ ďƵƚ ďƵƚ͕ ďƵƚ ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ Ăůů ĂďŽƵƚ ĐŽŽŬŝŶg.͟ MĂƵĚ͛Ɛ ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ƚŽ OlŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ use of 

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



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

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

ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚŝŶŐ ŚĞƌ ĨĂŵŝůŝĂƌŝƚǇ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ĞƚŚŽƐ ŽĨ ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ŽŶĞ͛Ɛ ŽǁŶ ƚĂƐƚĞƐ ŝŶ ĐŽŽŬĞƌǇ͘ TŚŝƐ 
is a move that sets her apart as an individual with specific tastes but reaffirms her connection to 

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

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

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

Intermediation as rejection 

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

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

fabric. This section dŝƐĐƵƐƐĞƐ ƐŽŵĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǁĂǇƐ ŝŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ ŝƐ ƌĞĨƵƐĞĚ Žƌ 
fails to take root. Lifestyle practices that clash with existing sets of relations between materials, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(below), one can see how an actŝǀĞ ƌĞũĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ƵƐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ 
chopping board is a way for people to assert their own culinary and domestic values. This negative 

ƌĞĨƌĂŵŝŶŐ ŽĨ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ Ă ŵŽƌĂůŝƐĞĚ ƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŽŶ ͚ŶŽƌŵĂů͛ ĐƵůŝŶĂƌǇ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ĚĞmonstrates 

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

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

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

 Wendy - Transgressing culinary norms 

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

JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞƐ͘ IŶ ƐƵĐŚ ŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞƐ ŽŶĞ ĐĂŶ ƐĞĞ ŚŽǁ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ Ĩor culinary 

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

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

setting the figurative stage for conversatioŶƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ƉĞŽƉůĞ͛Ɛ ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů ĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐ ǀĂůƵĞƐ͘  

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

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

for them as a thank you, ĂŶĚ ĂƐ Ă ǁĂǇ ƚŽ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞ ĂƐ ŶĞĂƌ ƚŽ ͚ŶŽƌŵĂů͛ ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ ĨŽƌ ƐŽĐŝĂů 
interaction as I could. Generally speaking it would not be unusual for this group to meet for dinner 

although as one participant jokingly pointed out, this dinner party turned ouƚ ƚŽ ďĞ ŵŽƌĞ ůŝŬĞ ͚ǁŽƌŬ͛.   
TŚĞ ŵĂŝŶ ƉŽŝŶƚ ŽĨ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ ŝƐ Ă ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶ ĂďŽƵƚ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ƵƐĞ ŽĨ Ă ĐŚŽƉƉŝŶŐ 
board to serve food from in his television series 30 Minute Meals.  

Wendy: No 

Debs: Instead he serves it on a chopping board 



Mary: Yeah 

Wendy: On his rustic board (emphasising syllables) 

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

ĂƐ ͚ƌƵƐƚŝĐ͛͘ TŚĞ ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ Ă ĐƵůŝŶĂƌǇ ĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐ around ideas such as rusticity is something that 

audiences acknowledge celebrity chefs doing.  WĞŶĚǇ͛Ɛ ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ͚ƌƵƐƚŝĐŝƚǇ͛ ĂƐ ĂŶ ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶĂů 
technique signals her own recognition of that as a trend but also of her own critical distance from it. 

HŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ ũƵƐƚ ĂƐ ͚ƉŽŶĐŝŶĞƐƐ͛ ĐĂŶ ďĞ ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĞĚ in the form of an intelligible culinary aesthetic, 

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

ĐŽŵĞƐ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ĞǆƉĞŶƐĞ ŽĨ ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝǀĞ ďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐ ŝŶ ͚ŶŽƌŵĂů͛ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ͘  IŶ ŽƚŚĞƌ ǁŽƌĚƐ WĞŶĚǇ ŝƐ ŵĂŬŝŶŐ Ă 
joke about the chopping board, but it is a joke that the group instantly responds to and recognizes 

ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ ǁĂǇ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌĚ ͚ƌƵƐƚŝĐ͛ ŝƐ ͚ůŽĂĚĞĚ͛ ŝŶ ĐƵůŝŶĂƌǇ ƚĞƌŵƐ͘ It is not a complete 

ƌĞũĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ͚ƌƵƐƚŝĐ͛ ŝĚĞĂ ďƵƚ ŝƚ ŝƐ Ă ǁĂǇ ƚŽ ĂĐŬŶŽwledge that using a rustic aesthetic is stylistic and 

not substantive. BǇ ĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐŝŶŐ JĂŵŝĞ͛Ɛ ƌƵƐƚŝĐ ďŽĂƌĚ WĞŶĚǇ ŝƐ ĂĨĨŝƌŵŝŶŐ ŚĞƌ ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ŽĨ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŽ 
a certain extent resistance towards the use of this particular aesthetic as a legitimate marker of 

social capital.  

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

ďŽĂƌĚ͘ YĞĂŚ͕ ŝƚ͛Ɛ Ă ďŝƚ ƐƚƌĂŶŐĞ͘ HĞ ƐĂǇƐ ŝƚ ƐĂǀĞƐ ŽŶ ǁĂƐŚŝŶŐ ƵƉ 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ƵƐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĐŚŽƉƉŝŶŐ ďŽĂƌĚ ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ ŽĨ ŝƚƐ ƉƌŽƉĞƌ ĂŶĚ ͚ŶŽƌŵĂů͛ ƐƉĂĐĞ ŝƐ ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞĚ ĂƐ 
strange. It is both out of place but also outside the frame of routinised practices associated with it.  

Mary: No, he serǀĞƐ ŝƚ͕ ŚĞ ƉƵƚƐ ŝƚ ŽŶ͕ ŝƚ͛Ɛ ǁŚĞŶ ŚĞ͕ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞ͛Ɛ ƚŚĞ ϯϬ ŵŝŶƵƚĞ ŵĞĂů ƚŚŝŶŐ 
that he, he cooks it all, and then he serves it, on the table and then you help yourself 

(inaudible) so instead of... 

Brian: So you still use plates? 

Mary: Yeah you still use plates 

Wendy: Oh yeah 

Brian: How is he saving on washing up then? 

Mary͗ WĞůů ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŝƚ͛Ɛ ŶŽƚ ƚŚĞŶ ƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌƌŝŶŐ ǁŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ͛ǀĞ ĐŽŽŬĞĚ͘͘͘ 

Debs͗ ƚŽ Ă ƐĞƌǀŝŶŐ ĚŝƐŚ ;ĨŝŶŝƐŚŝŶŐ M͛Ɛ ƐĞŶƚĞŶĐĞͿ 

Mary: to a serving dish (finishing her own) 



Wendy͗ YĞĂŚ ďƵƚ ǁŚǇ ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ǇŽƵ ũƵƐƚ ƉƵƚ ŝƚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ƉůĂƚĞƐ ůŝŬĞ ŶŽƌŵĂů ƉĞŽƉůĞ ĚŽ ƐƚƌĂŝŐŚƚ ĨƌŽŵ 
the bowl?  

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

͚ƚĂŬĞŶ ĨŽƌ ŐƌĂŶƚĞĚ͛ ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĞĂƚŝŶŐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŚŽme. Although not evident in the transcript, the 

ƚŽŶĞ ƚŚĂƚ WĞŶĚǇ ƵƐĞƐ ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ Ă ĚŝƐĚĂŝŶĨƵů ƌĞĂĐƚŝŽŶ͘ BǇ ĂƐŬŝŶŐ ǁŚǇ ŚĞ ĚŽĞƐŶ͛ƚ ũƵƐƚ 
ĚŽ ǁŚĂƚ ͞ŶŽƌŵĂů ƉĞŽƉůĞ ĚŽ͕͟ ƐŚĞ ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞƐ Ă ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů ĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ĨƌŽŵ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ ĂƐ ĂŶ ͚ĞǆƉĞƌƚ͛ ĂŶĚ 
affirmƐ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ŶŽƌŵĂů͛ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ĂƌĞ ũƵƐƚ ĂƐ ǀĂůŝĚ͕ ŝĨ ŶŽƚ more so than his suggestions. More than this, 

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

ŵŽƌĂů ŽƌĚĞƌ͘ TŚŝƐ ƐŚŽǁƐ ƚŚĂƚ Ă ƌĞũĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ suggestions, although seemingly rooted in 

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

to childcare and parenting. For example:  

Brian: So he prepares 

Debs͗ Iƚ͛Ɛ ƐŽ ǇŽƵ ĐĂŶ ŚĞůƉ ǇŽƵƌƐĞůĨ ŝƐŶ͛ƚ ŝƚ 

Brian: So if he prepares raw chicken... 

Wendy͗ YĞĂŚ ďƵƚ ŝŶ Ă ĨĂŵŝůǇ ǇŽƵ ǁŽƵůĚŶ͛ƚ ĚŽ ƚŚĂƚ͕ ǇŽƵ ǁŽƵůĚŶ͛ƚ ĚŽ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŝƚŚ Harry (referring 

to Mary͛Ɛ ϭϮ ǇĞĂƌ ŽůĚ ƐŽŶͿ͕ ǇĞĂŚ ĚŽ ǁŚĂƚĞǀĞƌ ǇŽƵ ǁĂŶƚ ;ĞŵƵůĂƚŝŶŐ MĂƌǇ ƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐ ƚŽ ŚĞƌ ƐŽŶͿ  

Debs͗ YĞĂŚ͕ ŶŽ ǇŽƵ ǁŽƵůĚŶ͛ƚ  

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

Debs͗ ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐ ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ ǁŚǇ ǇŽƵ ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ĐŽƉǇ Śŝŵ͕ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ 

Wendy: Yeah 

Debs͗ ƚŚĞ ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ ĨĂŵŝůǇ ĚŽĞƐŶ͛ƚ ĚŽ ŝƚ ůŝŬĞ ƚŚĂƚ 

Brian: well actually what did we do this evening? 

Wendy: yeah but this is a dinner party 

Debs: But this is different 

Wendy͗ ĂŶĚ ǁĞ͛ƌĞ ŐƌŽǁŶ ƵƉƐ 

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

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

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

ƚŚĞ ůŽŐŝĐ ŽĨ ͚ŚĞůƉŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ͛ Ăs a practical serving strategy͕ ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇ ǁŚĞŶ ƚŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞŶ͛ƚ ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ 
at the table who require assistance. In some ways this highlights how the group is thinking about this 

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

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

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

͚ŚĞůƉ ǇŽƵƌƐĞůĨ͛ ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŵĞĂů ŝƐ ĂƉƉƌĞĐŝĂďůǇ ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ŽĨ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ ƚŚĂƚ 



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

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

TŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ Ă ŶƵŵďĞƌ ŽĨ ĨĂĐƚŽƌƐ ŚĞƌĞ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĂƌĞ ďƌŽƵŐŚƚ ƚŽ ďĞĂƌ ŝŶ ĂƐƐĞƐƐŝŶŐ ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ JĂŵŝĞ͛Ɛ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ 
are worthy of adoption. One reason that this micro level of detail is interesting is because it shows 

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

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

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

ĐŽŶƚĞŶĚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ͞ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ ƚŽĚĂǇ ŝƐ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐůǇ ĐĂƵŐŚƚ ƵƉ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ůŽŐŝĐ ŽĨ ĐĞůĞďƌŝƚǇ͕͟ ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚŝƐ 
study suggest that expertise of figures like Jamie Oliver is not unquestioningly accepted on the logic 

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

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

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

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

at (daily) meal times.   

 Brian Ȃ Public rejection as intermediation 

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

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

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

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

trying to describe why Jamie Oliver is so infuriating to him in terms of his contrivĞĚ ͚ĨĂůƐĞ͕͛ ŽǀĞƌ ƚŚĞ 
top persona. He says of his personal view of Jamie Oliver that: 

Brian: He just really irritates me and I hate his voice ĂŶĚ ŚŝƐ ĂŶŝŵĂ͘͘͘ŽǀĞƌ ĂŶŝŵĂƚĞĚ͕ ŚĞ͛Ɛ͕ ŚĞ͛Ɛ 
Ă ƚǁĂƚ͘ OŚ ŚĞ ũƵƐƚ ĚƌŝǀĞƐ ŵĞ ŵĂĚ͕ I ĐĂŶ͛ƚ ƐƚĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƐŝŐŚƚ ŽĨ Śŝŵ Žƌ ƚŚĞ Ɛound of him.  

Interviewer (Mike)͗ WŚǇ ŝƐ ŝƚ͍ WŚĂƚ͛Ɛ ďĞŚŝŶĚ ŝƚ ƚŚŽƵŐŚ͍ 

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

By drawing attention to Brian͛Ɛ ĚŝƐƚĂƐƚĞ ĨŽƌ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͕ I illustrate how cultural intermediation can 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

legitimacy of personal alternative cultures of consumption͘ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ ŝƐ Ɛƚŝůů Ă ƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞůǇ ͚ĂĐƚŝǀĞ͛ 
part of the cultural intermediation taking place, albeit it in a negative way. The simple fact is that 

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

contrary it fully incorporates him within debates on culinary culture.  

                                                           
5 A ͚ƉŝůůŽĐŬ͛ ŝƐ Ă ĚĞƌŽŐĂƚŽƌǇ BƌŝƚŝƐŚ ƐůĂŶŐ ǁŽƌĚ ƵƐƵĂůůǇ ƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐ ƚŽ Ă ƐƚƵƉŝĚ ƉĞƌƐŽŶ͘  



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

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

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

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

ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ ǁŝƚŚ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ƌĞŐĂƌĚ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ƐĞĞŬƐ ƚŽ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ;ŝŶ 
this case his use of a chopping board) his actions as entirely ĨƌĞĞ ŽĨ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ͘ 
Nonetheless he has to negotiate (with dark humŽƵƌͿ ƚŚĞ ŝĚĞĂ ƚŚĂƚ ŚĞ ŵŝŐŚƚ ŚĂǀĞ ͞ĐŽƉŝĞĚ͟ JĂŵŝĞ 
Oliver.  

Wendy: Yeah well you and Carl ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ĚŽ ƚŚĂƚ͕ ǁŚĞŶ ǇŽƵ ĂŶĚ Carl sit down for dinner, do you 

do that?  

Cath͗ ĚĞƉĞŶĚƐ ǁŚĂƚ ǁĞ͛ƌĞ ŚĂǀŝŶŐ  

Wendy: or do you dish it up on the plate 

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

[Whole group erupts in laughter]... 

...Wendy͗ ƐĞĞ ƐŽ ǇŽƵ͛ƌĞ ĐŽƉǇŝŶŐ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ ŶŽǁ 

Mary͗ ďƵƚ ŚĞ ĚŽĞƐŶ͛ƚ ǁĂƚĐŚ Śŝŵ ƐŽ ŚĞ ĚŽĞƐŶ͛ƚ -  

Brian͗ I ĚŝĚŶ͛ƚ ŬŶŽǁ ƚŚĂƚ! 

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

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

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

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

ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐ ĂŶ ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ͘ WŚĞŶ BƌŝĂŶ ƐĂǇƐ ͚I ĚŝĚŶ͛ƚ ŬŶŽǁ ƚŚĂƚ͊͛ 
he is showing the group that he does not engage with Jamie Oliver enough to know that he serves 

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

ďŽĂƌĚ ƚŽ ͚ĐŽƉǇ͛ Śŝŵ͘ ͘ HŝƐ ŝŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐĞ ŽŶ ƚŚŝƐ ƐĞĞŵŝŶŐůǇ ŵƵŶĚĂŶĞ ƵƐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ďŽĂƌĚ ŝƐ Ă ǁĂǇ ŽĨ 
communicating a kind of cynicism towards Jamie Oliver but also an affirmation of his own everyday 

ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ͘ TŚŝƐ ĞǆĐŚĂŶŐĞ ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐ ƚŚĞ ĞǆƚĞŶƚ ƚŽ ǁŚŝĐŚ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ ĂƐ Ă ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů 
intermediary can be easily overstated and mistakenly allocated because of his cultural 

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

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

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

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

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

ůŽŐŝĐ͘ ͘ WŚĞŶ WĞŶĚǇ ũŽŬĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŚĞ ŝƐ ͚ĐŽƉǇŝŶŐ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛ BƌŝĂŶ ƌĞĂĐƚƐ ďǇ ƐƚĂŵƉŝŶŐ ŚŝƐ ŽǁŶ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů 
authority on the chopping board.  Wendy and Brian therefore joke around the possibility of a 

ĐŽŶĨůĂƚŝŽŶ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ŚŝƐ ƵƐĞ ŽĨ Ă ĐŚŽƉƉŝŶŐ ďŽĂƌĚ Ăƚ ďƌĞĂŬĨĂƐƚ ĂƐ ͚ƌŽƵƚŝŶĞ͛ ;Žƌ ĨŽƌ ǁĂŶƚ ŽĨ Ă ďĞƚƚĞƌ 
ƚĞƌŵͿ ĂŶĚ ŚŝƐ ƵƐĞ ŽĨ ŝƚ ĂƐ ͚ĐŽƉŝĞĚ͛͘  IŶ ĚŽŝŶŐ ƐŽ ƚŚĞǇ ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ďŽƚŚ ĂǁĂƌĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ 
everyday practices that they carry out could be falsely attributed to celebrity influence.  This 

recognition demonstrates the importance of defending ŽŶĞ͛Ɛ own culinary authority in the context 



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

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

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

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

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

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

ploƵŐŚŵĂŶ͛Ɛ6 in the Westbourne Pub and it came out on a chopping board and I just thought ooh, 

ĨĂŝƌ ĞŶŽƵŐŚ͘ TŚĂƚ ĚŝĚŶ͛ƚ faze me. BƌŝĂŶ͛Ɛ ƌĞũĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŝƐ ŽĨ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ĐĂƉŝƚĂů ŝŶ ƌĞŐĂƌĚ ƚŽ Ă 
practice that he already has encountered in his everyday life. This public articulation is a kind of re-

ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐŝŶŐ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŝƚ ƉƵďůŝĐůǇ ƐƵďǀĞƌƚƐ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ůŽŐŝĐ ŽĨ ŶŽǀĞůƚǇ ĂŶĚ ƐƵƉƉůĂŶƚƐ ŝƚ ǁŝƚŚ Ă 
personalised narrative of chopping board use. Brian is in a predicament because in order to reject 

OůŝǀĞƌ͛s authority as an intermediary he first has to acknowledge that his authority is something that 

ŝƐ ƉŽǁĞƌĨƵů ĞŶŽƵŐŚ ƚŽ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞ Ă ĚĞĨĞŶĐĞ͘ TŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ǁŚŝůƐƚ ŝƚ ŝƐ ǁŽƌƚŚǁŚŝůĞ ƉŽŝŶƚŝŶŐ ŽƵƚ BƌŝĂŶ͛Ɛ 
resistance to Jamie Oliver as a potentially laudable aspect of audience activity one should be careful 

ƚŽ ĂǀŽŝĚ ǁŚĂƚ MŽƌůĞǇ ;ϭϵϵϯͿ ƌĞĨĞƌƐ ƚŽ ĂƐ Ă ͚ƉŝƚĨĂůů͛ ŝŶ ƚŚĞŽƌŝƐŝŶŐ ƚŚŝƐ ĂƐ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵů ĞůŝŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ of 

media influence in his life.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ŝŶƚĞƌŵĞĚŝĂƚŝŽŶ ǁŚĞƌĞ ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ĨůŽǁƐ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ͚ĞǆƉĞƌƚ͛ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ůĂǇman, in this case, the consumer 

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

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

Conclusions 

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

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

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

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

ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ŵĞĚŝĂ ĐŽŶƚĞŶƚ ĞŶŚĂŶĐĞƐ ĂŶ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǁĂǇ ŵĞĚŝĂ ͚ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞƐ͛ ĂƌĞ ŶŽƚ 
simply transmitted, but transformed and augmented in local contexts. 

Jamie OlŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ability to make inroads into the lives of individual consumers is dependent on the way 

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

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

ĨĂŵŝůŝĂů ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƐ ĂŶĚ ŐĞŶĚĞƌ ƌŽůĞƐ ĂƌĞ ĂůŝŐŶĞĚ ĐůŽƐĞůǇ ĞŶŽƵŐŚ ǁŝƚŚ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ŵĞĚŝĂ ƚŽ ŵĂŬĞ Ă 
particular kind of intermediation possible. Viewed through Bourdieu͛Ɛ ;ϭϵϴϰͿ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŽĨ ͚ŚĂďŝƚƵƐ͛ 
this kind of appropriation makes sense. Jamie Oliver is firmly within his cultural sphere and the 

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

                                                           
6 A ͚ƉůŽƵŐŚŵĂŶƐ͛ ůƵŶĐŚ ŝƐ Ă ŵĞĂů ŽĨ ǀĂƌŝŽƵƐ ĐŚĞĞƐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƐĂůĂĚ ŝƚĞŵƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƐ ŽĨƚĞŶ ƐĞƌǀĞĚ ŝŶ Bƌitish pubs. 



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

ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ŚŝƐ ͚ǌŽŶĞ ŽĨ ƉƌŽǆŝŵĂů ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͛ (Vygotsky, 1987). So to return to the idea of celebrities 

ŽĨĨĞƌŝŶŐ ͚ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ĨŽƌ ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ͛ ŚĂƐ ƚŽ ďĞ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ƚŚĂƚ ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞƐ ;Žƌ ůĞĂƌŶĞƌƐͿ 
cultural context (or capital) has a bearing on whether that pedagogy is seen as appropriate for them. 

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

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

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

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

cultural position. As Lewis (2010) points out, part of Jamie Oliver͛Ɛ ĂƉƉĞĂů ĂƐ Ă ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ŝŶƚĞƌŵĞĚŝĂƌǇ 
rests on his ability to present himself as both ordinary and expert. However ordinariness is anything 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ŶŽƚ ͚ŵĂŬĞ ƚŚĞ ĐƵƚ͛ ;ƉĂƌĚŽŶ ƚŚĞ ƉƵŶͿ ƚŚĞŶ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ƌĞŐĂƌĚĞĚ ƐŝŵƉůǇ ĂƐ ĂƐƉĞĐƚƐ ŽĨ JĂŵŝĞ OůŝǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ƐƚǇůĞ͘ 
TŚĞǇ ƐƚĂǇ ǁŚĞƌĞ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ĂŶĚ ĂƌĞ ŶŽƚ ͚ŝŶƚĞƌ͛ ŵĞĚŝĂƚĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĂƚ ƐĞŶƐĞ. This is said to caution against 

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

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

often rooted in practicality and familial attitudes to food.          

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

deem appropriate.      

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚŝĞƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ǁĂǇ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ƚĞƌŵ ͚ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ŝŶƚĞƌŵĞĚŝĂƌǇ͛ ĐŽŵŵŽŶůǇ implies. This paper has 

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ƚŚĞ ƉĂƚƌŝĂƌĐŚĂů ůŽŐŝĐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ƚĞƌŵ ͚ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ŝŶƚĞƌŵĞĚŝĂƌǇ͛ ŚĂƐ ŚŝƚŚĞƌƚŽ ŝŵƉůŝĞĚ͘  
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