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Abstract

From ancient Greece to post modernity, the mealfasal point of community
life and a cultural practice, and the meaning ¢oihgahave been the focus for numerous
scholarly studies and their rhetorical significaritleis dissertation will define how
interpersonal communication and the enactmenteofitbal are rhetorical partners within
a community. Cultural differences, communicatstyle, and values affect one’s
perception of the culture’s narrative structurejusion and exclusion, private and public
space, and civility and incivility practices inagbnship to the community. These
differences impact the meal, food choices, tastied,communication style and ultimately
shape their rhetorical power to texture communilg &s practices.

This study attempts to answer the question: "Vdhathe rhetorical implications
of interpersonal engagement within community arotnedcommon center of the meal?”
The purpose of this study is to discover the rhesbsignificance of food-related
gatherings, particularly the sharing and excharideanls and beverages as a common
center within the community as they promote a nhetbexchange through interpersonal
communication. The application of metaphors ikbrodown into specific
investigations in three primary time frames to deiae how food and meal-related
artifacts engaged and/or disengaged communitiesdationship to the meal in the
spheres of rhetorical action of these metaphoexhHistorical period will have a
geographical focus. For example, ancient civilaadi will broadly focus on the
influences of ancient Greece and its ultimate grflce on the communication style of the
Romans; the European nations will be included eRlenaissance, and Early America

will be included in the Enlightenment period. Mogi¢y and post-modernity will be



viii
blended together to explore what influence modeatimg styles have had on the family
through mediated rhetorical means (e.g., mass conuaion).

The interpretation of the metaphors will be accash@d through interpretive
research applied through a hermeneutic screenplégosituations are placed in a social
life, a culture of their own, and a culture situhie time. The application of
hermeneutics will assist the interpretation andeustnding of the rhetorical significance
of persons in communities while engaging interpeasgommunication around “the
meal.” This will include cultural norms and othéerments of the context of the meal
engagement. Four areas will be explored: createenrdate narratives within which
communities are embedded and examine their paaticultural identity; generate
inclusion with and exclusion from communities; nfast and differentiate public and
private discourse and experience as part of comtmlif@; and display and recreate
practices of civility and incivility within the comunity.

In each time period, these metaphoric “spherebetbrical action” work
somewhat differently because of the different megsigenerating the “common sense”

or sensus communikat is operative in the time and place.



Introduction

This dissertation will be an interpretive study mwaing the patterned interactions
and significant symbols of specific cultural groupgarticular historical moments
engaged in the activity of the meal. Through histd interpretive research, the
rhetorical interaction of interpersonal communieaticommunity, and the context of the
meal within community will be examined.

The study of food and culture, food and the irdiinal, and food and the
community will be examined through interpretivegash to disclose the shared
understandings and the socially acquired meanihgsembers of the group and the
larger community. Primary and secondary sourcswiexplored to define and answer
the research question: “How do food and interpgasoommunication work together to
offer rhetorical engagement with community andrieal?” The primary sources for the
study of interpersonal communication are: Seylatib,Situating the SelfRonald C.
Arnett, Dialogic Civility in a Cynical AgeMikhail Bakhtin, The Dialogic Imagination;
and Martin Buber | and Thou.These texts and related scholarship will be dsethe
interpersonal communication study and how commuimicanteraction impacts the
individual. Several texts will be studied to examthe significance of food and
interpersonal communication: M. Dougl&eciphering a MealS. Mennell All Manner
of Foods;E. Telfer Food for Thought: Philosophy and foodnd A. Warde,
Consumption of Food and Tast&he study will include secondary publications,Hot
scholarly and those from popular culture.

Many of the studies of food and interpersonal camication have been done in

anthropology and sociology, but fewer have beemaggihed from the standpoint of



interpersonal communication and rhetoric. Thuspymaetorical scholars and
interpersonal scholars will be discussed to helpewstand and interpret the dissertation
guestion.

Interpretive research is applicable to this propErause it enables the scholar to
investigate everyday life and apply the findingshte collected information. Interpretive
research emphasizes understanding a phenomenaeedstwer objective fact finding.
This approach is appropriate for examining rhetdrexchanges related to food and
community within a given historical moment. Thiady will focus on several time
frames: Chapter Ill: The Classical Periods, Anciérdece, Rome, and the Middle-Ages;
Chapter IV: The Renaissance and Early Americaerg&hlightenment; and Chapter V:
Modernity and Postmodernity. For the purpose ofeusidnding the textured historicity
of these eras, the thesis will examine the mealin four metaphors relevant to
interpersonal communication, all gathered arouedcntral image okensus communis
or the interpretive background giving meaning tomawunity and the meal, infusing
communicative practices with rhetorical power: thetaphor of narrative and petite
narrative, with a focus on cookbooks and recigesetaphor of inclusion and
exclusion, with a focus on how the practice offgeest manifests power; the metaphor of
public and private, particularly the ritual of bareis and home cooking; and the
metaphor of civility and incivility, focusing onltéee manners (or lack thereof) and taste.
A number of theoretical perspectives will be situliiese metaphors, guiding exploration
of the means by which communicative practices df@ming the meal work to generate
the rhetorical action on community of each of thetaphors throughout this dissertation:

Peter Berger’s theory of the social constructioneality and the meal and Calvin



Schrag’s theory of communicative praxis and thesmd subjectivity. The interpretation
of the metaphors will be accomplished through pretive research applied through a
hermeneutic screen. People in situations are glexca social life, a culture of their own,
and a culture situated in time. The applicatioh@imeneutics will assist in interpreting
and understanding the rhetorical significance of@es in community engaging in
interpersonal communication around “the meal,”udahg cultural norms and other
elements of the context of meal engagement, tdesgal recreate narratives within
which communities are embedded and that expresspdicular culture identity, to
generate inclusion with and exclusion from commyrig manifest and differentiate
public and private discourse and experience asgbaammunity life, and to display and
recreate practices of civility and incivility. #ach time period, these metaphoric
“spheres of rhetorical action” work somewhat diéfietly, given the different meaning
structures generating the “common senseSesrsus commungperative in that place at
that time.

From ancient Greece to post modernity, the mealfasal point of community
life and a cultural practice, and the meaning ¢dihgahave been the focus for numerous
scholarly studies and their rhetorical significaritleis dissertation will define how
interpersonal communication and the enactmenteofitbal are rhetorical partners within
a community. Cultural differences, communicatstyle, and values affect one’s
perception of the culture’s narrative structurejusion and exclusion, private and public
space, and civility and incivility practices inagbnship to the community. These
differences impact the meal, food choices, tastdscammunication style and shape their

rhetorical power to texture community and its pied. This study attempts to answer



the question: "What are the rhetorical implicatiofhsterpersonal engagement within
community around the common center of the meal?”

The purpose of this study is to discover theaheal significance of food-related
gatherings, particularly the sharing and excharideaals and beverages as common
center within the community as they promote a nhetbexchange through interpersonal
communication. The application of metaphors ikbrodown into specific investigation
in the three primary time frames to determine howdf and meal-related artifacts
engaged and/or disengaged communities in relatipristthe meal in the spheres of
rhetorical action of these metaphors. Each histbperiod will have a geographical
focus. For example, ancient civilizations will bdbafocus on the influences of ancient
Greece and its ultimate influence on the commuitinadtyle of the Romans; the
European nations will be included in the Renaissamd Early America will be included
in the Enlightenment era. Modernity and post-motemwill be blended to explore what
influence modern eating styles have had on thelyaimough mediated rhetorical means
(e.g., mass communication).

The works of several interpersonal scholars wilifeduded to explicate the
influence of these metaphorical spheres of rhetbdaction on the community through
the practice of the meal during three main timenga. Aristotle, Calvin Schrag, Seyla
Benhabib, Martin Buber, Mikhail Bakhtin, and Ron&lthett and Pat Arneson will serve
as a scholarly community of hermeneutic entrandbdajuestion of how participatory
exchange of interpersonal interaction defining &kahg place at the meal functions

rhetorically to shape various engagements with canmty. The following



communication model describes how communicativetjp@s during the meal work

rhetorically to shape various elements of community

Communication Model

Narrative
&

Petite Narrative

Civility
&
Incivility

Public
&
Private

Sensus
Communis
&
The Meal

Inclusion
&
Exclusion

This model will be applied to meal engagement withfferent historical

moments to help explain the mutual rhetorical iefice of interpersonal communication

and eating habits and, more specifically, the rmesa communal communication ritual or

common center with rhetorical significance engalggdnd withsensus communisA

community’s practices of inclusion and exclusiod aivility and incivility, as expressed

through the common ground of dialogue, formulatgdbnald C. Arnett and Pat

Arneson, can be identified by examining the rhetdrmature of the public and private

boundaries of community while giving expressiomdonmunication surrounding the

meal. As just one example of how the model maygdpdied, consider that participation

within a given community may be understood as deagdim type of petite narrative



distinct from the larger narrative of the cultude.terms of the rhetorical action of the
meal, the identity of this group derives from atjgatar common sensesgnsus
communi¥sdefined by the meal as distinct from the largdture , which offers a
rhetorical call toward a “common center” for pagetion through inclusion of members
and exclusion of nonmembers. These distinctive sn@aly be taken in public, which
adds further opportunity for texturing identitydistinct from the larger culture, through
exclusion of the community from the larger cultarel inclusion of the members within
it. Likewise, ritual behaviors of civility at meatte offer opportunity for community
identification and solidarity, while practices ofivility destabilize the unity that shapes
the community as distinctive. During different loistal periods, the “common sense”
practices of food and meal are different, providiiiferent grounds for the rhetorical
force of interpersonal mealtime practices.

The importance of food and its associated ritualsima society or culture has
received growing scholarly attention. A number ofrfary and secondary sources
explain the meal and its impact on community. &ample, research from R. Wood'’s
The Sociology of the med&. Telfer'sFood for Thoughtand A. Warde’€€onsumption
Food and Tastavill be examined to determine how practices asdediwith taking food
together or having a meal in various contexts @uarierstood to work rhetorically to
texture interpersonal interaction taking place witthese contexts. Thus, communities
are formed that ultimately engage in these prasti€aese texts will be included within
various chapters to help define the significancthefcommunication model.

Meals take place within and contribute to an ong@onversation within a given

narrative structure that embraces and guides pescthat embody the overall meaning of



food for persons embedded within groups and cudtudewever, within the scholarly
domain of the study of food, there are few, if asgecific works that cover the territory
that explains and defines the role of the mealsamtbunding community from a
rhetorical and interpersonal communication perspecHence, works from sociology
and anthropology will offer an initial descriptiggoundwork for the impact of food on a
community that will then be engaged interpretiiedm a rhetorical perspective focusing
on interpersonal communicative practices. The gb#lis project is to invite scholarly
voices in the communication field into the convéimsaabout the role of the meal in
human community. For example, the works of Peteég&eand Calvin Schrag will be
invited to join the cultural conversation about coonity and the meal.

The meal is one of the most ancient forms of caltexpression. Meals are
organized events that encompass interpersonal camation, organizational
communication, and cultural history. For the pugsosf this project, | will follow Mary
Douglas general definition of the meal adapting this way: Douglas argues that meals
are structured and named events such as (bredkfas, dinner, etc.). Meals are
positioned against a background of rituals andrapsions that are normally confined to
mouth-touching utensils and also, there is a talitle a seating order (Douglas 1975,
pp.249-75) This definition of dining opens theodéor further investigation into the
study of food and community. The study of the ohietof food habits and interpersonal
dining rituals calls for an examination of narraswvor stories, dialogues, cultural
histories, and nutritional anthropologies to previdsight into the relevant events and
developments that are associated with how we dw®tt we eat, and with whom we eat.

Reay Tannahill’'s worlEood in Historywill be included to examine the specific foods,



gathering processes, and availability of food ioia@nt, medieval, European, and
American cultures. Tannabhill explains how the fgodwn in a given region determines
the eating habits of the people. Tannahill’'s sctstig frames the historical moment
through a hermeneutic interpretation. The mea¢nalsedded practice, takes account of
the recalculating of reality. The meal has symbwoiganings. At the macro-social level,
various forms of feasting serve to link individutdsthe wider social fabric through
shared understandings of cultural conventions. T@hsistmas and Thanksgiving to
some degree unite communities and their culinaltyigiin shared symbolic experiences
(Wood, 1995) Finally, the dissertation will sumimarthe findings, highlighting the
importance of the interpersonal rhetorical modelfébure scholarship on understanding
how rhetorical practices, food-related or othereymre affected by metaphor.

Chapter II: Interpersonal Paradigms and Their Reahip to Food and
Community provides the metaphorical model that b@lemployed to frame this
interpretive study.Sensus communasd the metaphoric significance of the meal are
discussed through the works of Giambattista Vicostatle; Ronald C. Arnett; Paul
Ricoeur; Robert Bellah; Hans Georg Gadamer; and®&tss. Structuralist and
culturalist approaches to the meal are explaineddtyfey, Hollows, Jones and Taylor,
Peter Berger, and Roland Barthes. Also includetiis treatment is a social
constructionist approach to the meal and also,i@&gehrag’s work on communicative
praxis. The metaphors of narrative and petite tiag-avill be defined and addressed
through the scholarly works of Arnett and ArnesAlisdair Macintyre; Martin Buber;
Walter Fisher; and Calvin Schrag. The metaphoraabfision and exclusion are

explained by the work of Arnett and Makau; Robegtl&h; Seyla Benhabib; Paulo



Freire; Aristotle; and Mikhail Bakhtin. The metayh of private and public are engaged
by Ronald C. Arnett; Robert Bellah; Walter Fishand Plato. And finally, the metaphors
of civility and incivility are explained by CarteArnett and Arneson; Hans Gadamer; and
several secondary authors.

Aristotle addresses happiness, community, and humearaction in the
Nicomachearthicsby explaining the contingency humans are facet when situating
themselves with others in communication activillgterpersonal communication is part
of the domain opraxis or theory-informed actianVhat happens in any given
conversation could turn out differently if circurastes change. Therefore, the context or
activity within which communication takes place #gea formative influence on the
nature of that activity. From this perspective alr@actices can be understood as having
an implicit rhetorical character through the preseand absence of particular others, the
discourse that takes place at the table, and tieeocart with which the meal is
constructed.

Seyla Benhabib points out that a fragmentationdeasrred that has produced a
climate that is skeptical of the moral and politickeals of modernity. She wants to
reconstruct a universal respect for each perseimtire of their humanity, the moral
autonomy of the individual, economic and sociatiges and some sense of equality in
democratic participation. Her main goal is to makgace for and also defend
universalism. Universalism looks to a common gobfar actions, but Benhabib
considers this concept an asset for communicakitindevelopment. Benhabib seeks to
construct a conversational model by introducinggheciple of moral respect or

reciprocity as her primary goal in the developn@rd moral conversation. She wants an
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inclusive way to communicate. She also discussessiility in communication with
others included in the moral conversation. Sheesdiat communication ethics is not a
model of political legitimacy or moral validity.nstead, it promotes a universal and post
conventional perspective that is aware of the histbmoment in which it resides which
gives it reflexive quality to the concrete other@sponse to Kant’s maxim of universal
and moral rightness or generalized other. Ourigglahip to the “Other” is governed by
the norms of equality and contemporary reciprodtgch is entitled to expect and
assume roles which recognize and confirm as camandtvidual beings with specific
needs and capacities. Her work will be helpfuitnating individuals within
communities, for which partaking of meals is a ¢ibagve and rhetorical interpersonal
activity that highlights the universality of humambodiment. In addition, Benhabib will
answer questions dealing with private and publat iaclusion and exclusion.

Benhabib begins her points by examining the chatiggshave occurred during
this century. We live in an age of “post-isms’uge her term, in which there is a sense
of fragmentation due to the breakdown of sharedensus on moral authority. Benhabib
points out that the sense of fragmentation hasymedi a climate profoundly skeptical
towards the moral and political ideals of moderngglightenment and liberal
democracy. Benhabib, though seeing the problentsitbdernity has caused, believes
that all ideas of the Enlightenment need not bé aside. Rather she states that, “The
project of modernity can only be reformed from witkthe intellectual, moral and
political resources made possible and availablestby the development of modernity"

(Benhabib, 1992, p. 2).
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This argument addresses fragmented narrativeatbatkeptical toward the moral
and political ideals of modernity. Benhabib is cermed with reconstructing a universal
respect or recognition for each person in regarasath person in virtue of his/her
humanity, moral autonomy of individual, economidawcial justice equality and
democratic participation. The key metaphors assediaith Benhabib are universality,
moral autonomy, individual justice and equalityratpoint of the other, and fragmented
narratives. Benhabib’s goal is to develop “moralvarsation” and discusses the role of
“reversibility” in communication with others. Thgeneralized otheis replaced by the
concrete otherAccording to Benhabib, universal right exist whrenratives connect
everybody equally and the standpoint of the oth@&onsidered.

The relevance of Benhabib’s theory includes peatd public issues with a
keen interest in thparticipatoryas Benhabib wants people to believe that theyn are
included in society and involves people believingttthey can have an impact politically.
According to Benhabib, public space is held togeblyea common story. She addresses
the system of post-modernity and gender ethichksites the general accepted
philosophical ground work, and then questions asp#dahe system and deconstructs
that system and opens up new and perhaps moreqbinaalideas in relation to both
narratives of postmodernity and gender ethics.

From Benhabib's perspective, the meal can be utodersas a type afniversal
activity that, when shared, reduces the fragmemtatiherent in post-modernity,
reconstituting community through the shared agtigitfood consumption by which
bodies and communities are restored. Food consamfztkes place by concrete others

who are simultaneously part of communities. Thi@alar participants in the universal
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conversation partake and engage in a meal whilgfgppractices of meal consumption
identify communities as unique. This activity matkem as participants in a common
universal or sense of community and ultimately areti nourishment. To help
understand the complexities surrounding varioug tirames and cultures, Benhabib’s
work with the concept of aniversaland alsdhe otherwill help explain the rhetorical
communication within a community and how it is ughced by the meal.

The work of Martin Buber addresses the metaphara@mmon center. What is
meant by this is that life is lived the betweenbetween persons, events, and ideas. Our
humanness allows us to come together Wighotherin the betweenThe between is a
sort of communicative life pointing to a relatiomather than individualistic or
collectivistic view of human communication. Bubdfeos us a way to situate the practice
of meals as a communicative event that textureggua common center in a
community, and then, connecting with the metapHtigragticularity articulated by
Benhabib. The meal provides a space for uniqueihaials to contribute to the larger
whole in the “between” of the meall. and Thou one of Buber’'s most significant works,
will be used to help understand the communicatiodeh In particular, his work will
permit exploration of the implications of inclusiand exclusion and private and public
with regards to meals and community. Buber suggésit we experience and use the
words ‘1 and thou” to invite a meeting with the world. All life is noected to another
force, and we gain who we are from the meetingtioéis. Buber's work suggests that a
common mealtime can provide a common center thgatieers scattered communities to
participate in a common, interpersonal task thatrafes rhetorically to remind

participants of their shared humanity, vulneragpiland collective identity. The meal as a
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location forthe betweerns fragile, yet powerful, in its constitutive posweMost of the
resources related to meals, food, and the relaiethoh of hospitality are found in a
wide-range of fields such as communication, antblagy, sociology, and consumer
behavior. Buber’s theory de betweeis significant for cultures to reenact the
mealtime event though practices vary from one celta another.

Mikhail Bakhtin, the Russian intellectual, is resgible for the term dialogism.
Bakhtin’s historical framework developed out of thexade following 1917 when the
country was under the effects of a lost war, retvoiy civil war and finally famine.
According to Bakhtin, the self is constructed obtterces: the centripetal and the
centrifugal. The self is possible only in the rsiof the other. One of the most
significant contributions of Bakhtin is his view sommunication between people. His
claim is the essence of dialogue is its simulatidferentiation from fusing with one
another. To enact a dialogue, parties need totheseperspectives while maintaining
their uniqueness of their individual perspectiviee3e two different voices bring unity to
the conversation through monologue and dialogualoQue is multi-vocal with the
presence of at least two distinct voices. The gagttl and the centrifugal are two
tendencies in contradiction and tension filled vatmtradiction. The centripetal is the
given, closed and finalized, the centrifugal is tieev intermediate and un-final.
According to Bakhtin, any theory of language muattsvith the premise that it is not
abstract but concrete. This concept is similareagl&Benhabib’s theory and reinforces
the thesis of this dissertation.

Bakhtin's recognition that all communication isiated with a past, present, and

future helps one understand how the meal is afgmildic or private practices to which
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co-participants are accountable. Forces that wowlard and against the meal as a
shared ritual can be examined from his perspedinemeal as monologue and dialogue
can also receive attention. The traditional elesehthe meal may be explored with an
emphasis on the past, present, and future.

The term praxis has a long history of servicenwodiscipline; Aristotle was the
first to use it in his interests of philosophicabgpractical philosophy and exchange of
ideas. It usually meanmacticeor action, performanceor accomplishment=or Aristotle
praxis generally means practical wisdom. Calvinr&gtsays that discourse and action
areabout something, by someaaredfor someoneCommunicative praxis displays a
referential moment about a world of human concangssocial practices, a moment of
self-implicature by the author that is a rhetoricalment directed towards the other. This
form of subjectivity within the praxial space osdourse in action is a new humanism.
The parameters of praxis mark the presence abttiner displayed in a rhetoric of
discourse in action. Communicative praxis inveltige texts of spoken and written
discourse, but the concrete actions of individaald the historical life of institutions
contribute to the discussion. The text of the sctbgontributes to the action of the
speaker. A person’s embeddedness determines pveilRipublic and private domains.
The way the text is interrelated embeds the texdtismcial practices. Communicative
praxis is an ongoing process of expressive spemtlexoressive action that is neither,
internal or external. It is in ongoing form of commication that changes between text
and the individual. Schrag’s work will be partiatly important in understanding the
interpersonal rhetorical praxis of the meal becansals ardy someone, about

something, and for a purpasé&hese locational metaphors are not limited tibyun



15

their referents; different meal events offer diéfier situated-ness and can be seen to
function with a different praxicality according ¢context and participants.

Arnett and Arneson’s dialogic civility is a metagploffered to present a story
about public respect between persons that genumedts the historical moment. This
story invites an ongoing conversation between perdoat is historically grounded and
capable of making change and altercation. Dialoguées a constructive hermeneutic,
calling us to public respect as we work togethatisgover the minimal communication
background assumptions necessary to permit pecfatiference to shape together the
communication that is necessary for the 21st cgnidalogic civility helps create a web
of metaphorical significance that connects histramncerns of meta-narrative decline
and routine cynicism and offer hope and a new backgl narrative. Metaphors do two
things: they connect action collectively and framngew narrative vision. The following
metaphors offer a frame that acts as both indiviodmplementers and collectively act as
a narrative guide: Listening to the other in th&drical moment; additive change when
possible and avoiding the impulse for dominatiorg the between as a reminder of life
relationships, not jushe voice/inclusion calling for the presence andratteness, and
historically appropriate face saving that suggdssamportance of keeping the
conversation going witthe other finding a meaning in the middle of narrative
disruption that allows us to survive and often peysan times of change; an ethic of care
pointing us to a life of relational service, nogfa functional form of survival or
narcissistic tendencies that seek comfort andraid Ssomeone else; a community of

memory tied to ideas, people, and institutions tequire our attention and finally a
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willingness to find ways to repair change and aiistorically flawed stories (Arnett &
Arneson, 1999).

Dialogic civility keeps the conversation goingarpostmodern culture that lacks
meta-narrative agreement. This type of dialoguersfé web of metaphoric significance
that both points to implementation and collectivetgvides a guiding narrative and story
that can be applied in both interpersonal and org#innal situations. This work can be
fruitfully applied to the practice of the meal. dtway meals are executed and carried out
can promote constructive life together throughlitiwor generate cynicism through
incivility.

Chapter llI: The Classical Periods, Ancient Greétame, and the
Middle-Ages will provide an historical overview tife many food habits of human
beings over time, with a special emphasis on Thapter of Community and the Meal;
The Metaphor of Narrative and Petite Narrative; Metaphor of Inclusion and
Exclusion; The Metaphor of Public and Private; aineé Metaphor of Civility and
Incivility. The goal will be to examine the rhetcal significance of the meal and
interpersonal exchanges regarding food structinassurround these periods. The
Metaphor of Community and the Meal will examihleeHeritageof the ClassicalPeriod
by examining the works @ensus Commurasid the meal from various regions in
ancient Greece and Rome. Aristotle, Vico, and gtedromThe Odyssegre included
in this sectionGreekand RomanCuisine a Communityof Ingredientsshows the
connection to the language of a community andrigesdients from a particular region.

The orator Cicerolhe Odysseyand several secondary scholars are inclutied.
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Developmenof Italian Gastronomyis explored with discussion on a collection of 470
recipes fronDe Re Coquinaria

The Metaphor of Narrative/Petite-narrative: Coakkeand Recipes provides the
narrative about the various regions included inGlessical PeriodSagasof theMeal is
explained through the writings of Walter Fisher amdudesThe Odyssegnd other
sources from the ancient periofiheDevelopmentf the Meal discusses the paradigms
of structuralism and culturalism and includes Rdl&arthes and other scholars on the
subject of cookeryTheCurativeStoryof Cookingalso includes information on
structuralism, culturalism, and other narrativedgsi for understanding the inclusion of
various medicinal cures excreted from plants.

The Metaphor of Inclusion/Exclusion: Social SturefFeast Versus Power
focuses omheConviviumandTheFoodof the Rich, theNichomacean Ethicis used to
frame the discussion on the inclusion or exclusibmdividuals to theconvivium. The
Metaphor of Public and Private: Banquets and Homeki{hg focuses othe Symposium
and gives the reader a glimpse into the valuesrebden Thesymposium; Banqueter
theRich and public games, festivals, and the welcomeorisEarly MedievalCooking
shows the gap between food records from Roman tameéghe twelfth century and also,
the divisions between people and their inclusiomxalusion from the community.

The Metaphor of Civility and Incivility: Table Marers and Taste includ@sble
Mannersand TheAncients andTableMannersand TheRomansand Greeks Moral
Virtuesand TheEthicsof Foodfocuses on hospitality, temperance, gluttony, and

dialogue. Martin Buber contributes to the conveosawith a discussion about civility.
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Chapter IV: The Renaissance and Early Amandanlightenment includes The
Metaphor of Community and the Meal; The MetaphoNafrative and Petite Narrative:
Cookbooks and Recipes; The Metaphor of InclusiahExclusion: Feast Versus Power;
The Metaphor of Public and Private: Banquets anchél@ooking; and The Metaphor of
Civility and Incivility: Table Manners and Tast&@he Metaphor of Community and the
Meal includes Hans Georg Gadamer and Vico’s défimit ofsensus communand its
relationship to antiquityTheMealsof the Day: The Heritage of Renaissance and Early
American Meals continues with Gadamer and Vicoiatrdduces the meals of the day
including the English Tedanuscriptsand TheMeal is a discussion of metaphor as a
form of linguistic implementation and also, givesaiframework for cookery in the
Renaissance and also, in Early Amerid¢heLavishTabletakes into consideration the
texture of the meal, the style of the dining roamd the overall importance of the lavish
table within a culture.

The Metaphor of Narrative and Petite Narrativeoklmoks and Recipes
includesPre-Renaissance Cookbooks; Renaissance Cookbao#Early American
Cookbooks.These sections are approached from a narratsiiggoand look to the
evidence of what was happening in a culture thrabglreading of cookbooks. Peter
Berger’'s Social Constructionist positions helpsxamine the reality of the information.
Arnett and Arneson discuss the emergence of naeraid Buber’'s humble character;
Maclintyre is included to explore the histories #mel story they may tell.

The Metaphor of Inclusion and Exclusion: FeastsdsrPower looks to Martin
Buber to discuss the community and how there acestdes to every community: the

included and the exclude€Common Us e of Eating UtensdadFrugality and the
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Quakersare examined through the lens of happiness andpjimess; the dialectic
structure of the culture; and Martin Buber and Roa Arnett’s theory of inclusion and
exclusion.

The Metaphor of Public and Private: Banquets aaoohél Cooking is a study of
Bakhtin and the Feasthe work of Bakhtin is applied to the historical ment with a
special look at Bakhtin’s four features of the caatesque banquetarly American
Feastingis discussed by Robert Bella and the privatizedroanity, feasts and
homecomings, and in addition, Walter Fisher’s tygbat public narratives guide
individuals. The Metaphor of Civility and Inciviyi: Table Manners and Taste focuses
on Pre-Renaissance Table MannarsdPost-Renaissance Table ManneWilliam
Penn and the Quakers are a part of this discussion.

Chapter V: Modernity and Postmodernity includegesal sub-sections under
each metaphoric category. Chapter V: maintain®tiggnal format utilized in Chapters
[l and IV, but the content is more extensive. Bignificance of both modernity and
postmodernity on food and the community is mordapth because of the relevance of
the media and popular culture. Although this secincludes an historical perspective
such as the history of Thanksgiving, the focushef thapter changes with the influences
of the increase in publications. For example, toaks began to be more directed to
specific groups of people, not merely the geneudlip. This is evident in sections on
gender, cultural changes, newspapers, and fastgamtliction. In addition, this chapter
looks to the historical influences that made thecHities necessary. The model used in
Chapters lll and 1V is also applicable to Chaptethfs application proves that the model

works for generalized and specific subjects. Gérapifl and IV are more general in
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nature, the Chapter V takes the generalities asdipos them within the framework of
specifics.

The Metaphor of Community and the Meal includésanges in Cultural
Attitudes about Food Community and the Meal; Ger@lgainges in Community and the
Meal; Food Criticism; Pittsburgh Post Gazette, Ak analysis: 1960 and 2000¢he
Metaphor of Narrative and Petite Narrative: Cookimand Recipes includeBhe Praxis
of Cookbooks; The Gender of Cookbooks; Cooking TasvA New Rhetoric; and What's
for Dinner in PostmodernityPhe Metaphor of Inclusion and Exclusion: Feast wers
Power includesTaboos, Tastes, and Cultures; Tradition in a Chagghge;
Proclamation and Sermons; and Prevailing Customst@ad PresentThe Metaphor of
Public and Private: Banquets and Home Cooking dedul hanksgiving and Puritan
Rhetoric; Thanksgiving Rhetoric in Modernity andsBoodernity; and Culinary Rhetoric
and the Harvest FeasiThe Metaphor of Civility and Incivility; Table Mamns and Taste
includes:Food Ethics Today; Food Ethics and Religion; FodHi&s and Rhetorical
Behavior; and Food Ethics and the Oth&everal scholars help interpret the rhetorical
information: Ronald C. Arnett, Seyla Benhabib, &alvin Schrag address the historical
moment.

The following texts are the secondary sourceszetliin this thesis to better
explicate the rhetorical relationship between faod community: Roy Stron§geast: A
History of Grand EatingStrong discusses the grand feast from ancient @rteec
Victorian times; James E. McWillian#s Revolution in Eating; How the Quest for Food
Shaped AmericdylcWilliams looks to the ways Americans cultivatewd, settler in the

colonies and how they grew food, and the varietyiamentiveness that characterized
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colonial cuisine. Gerard Brefjinner is Servedpoks to the study of table manners and
the structure of meals from 1600 to 1900. Carolé€ClgunihanfFood in the USA,
examines Thanksgiving with “The Invention of Thagikeng: A Ritual of American
Nationality,” by Janet Siskind.

Also, the following scholars enter the conversaabout food: R. Wood'$he
Sociology of the meaE. Mennell'sAll Manner of FoodsS. Mennell, A. Murcott, and
Van Otterloo’sThe Sociology of Food: Eating, Diet and Cultur&@hese scholarly works
are concerned with the analysis and interpretaifactivities surrounding the production
and consumption of food and drink. They have bedscted because they clearly
introduce, explain, and evaluate some theoretigaitcGaches that can be used to identify,
classify, and begin to make some sense of thefgignce of everyday human food
behaviors.

Two contrasting but key theoretical frameworsisucturalismand
developmentalisrare included. Ashley and Telfer discuss structsmabnd argue that
cultural meanings are derived from the charactéheftructural relations that underpin
all social activities, whereas developmentalismgests that cultural tastes and behavior
change over time as a result of the developmeatshtve occurred in previous
generations. This concept ties in with Bakhtifiedry of the past, present, and future.

The strength of structuralism is shown in the aptb identify and interpret the
cultural meaning embedded in food choices and betsg\and the authors illustrate how
this interpretative process is relevant to thegtfdood and society. At the same time, a
significant weakness in structuralist theory isogtized to be its neglect of the issue of

change over time. The authors move on to exammarilytical frameworks of
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developmentalism. In contrast to structuralismséhapproaches focus on the
identification of the process of social change,alihis seen to be the mechanism that
determines cultural preferences. Thus, the devedopalist approach offers the potential
to understand why and how meanings attached todaddlining and how they reflect
the historical moment. Structuralism and developiaesm are presented as two
contrasting analytical frameworks that can be usexmbination to offer increased
insight and understanding of the complex role offtin society. Examples of key
components of each approach are given within tiest of the study of food.

The following texts will be used throughout thesgigation to determine the
metaphoric significance of community and the mé&al.Adair's Myths and Memorigs
R. Barthes’s “Chopsticks” and “Food DecenteredEmpire of SignsM. Douglas’s *
Deciphering a Meal”, ImpliciMeanings: Essays in Anthropologyovide important
examples of how structuralist analysis can be afdb food subjects. The works of
Barthes, Adair, Coward and Douglas demonstrate semwmningly taken for granted.
Everyday food substances and practices are “ag/va#tv significance as with cooking
oil” (Adair). These food practices can be decoritrd by the application of
structuralism approaches. My purpose will be astmictive analysis of their rhetorical
significance to communities.

N. Elias’s The Civilizing Process: The History Ofiwhers and State Formation
and Civilization, S. Mennell's All Manner of Foqdd. Harris’s Good to Eat: Riddles of
Food and Culture and Cows, Pigs, Wars & Witche& Riddles of Cultures are
important examples of the developmentalist appresi@pplied to the search for

determinants of food tastes and behavior. Withindvelopmental model, Elias work
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offers a seminal application of his “figurationat: “sociogentic” approach to the
developments in the Middle- Ages. He demonstrates the reconfiguration of political,
economical, technological and social changes imtédieval period led to significant
changes in appetite, manners and food consumptionsa Significantly, Elias’s research
identified conflict and competition as major fordes cultural and social development.
Mennell adopts a similar approach in his compaeadiigcussion of the tastes of England
and France from the middle ages until today. Thes#s provide ground for a
rhetorical analysis of food practices during aipatar historical moment.

The work of Harris (1972) offers us another versabthe developmental
approach, known as materialist. Harris supportatigjament that cultural preferences
emerge as a result of largely unplanned sociallictsfHowever, he goes further to
suggest these conflicts continue until a solutiosealected that fits the overall ecological
context of the society at that time. His use oftdren ecological context includes
physical, political, economic and social considerat. Importantly, Harris’s model also
offers an explanation for food taboos. He suggstisonce the solutions are identified,
they are perpetuated by powerful symbolism andmiadesed repugnance that is
perceived to be culturally coherent at the timerbay appear to be arbitrary and
irrational at a later date. This work demonstrabesrhetorical influence of given
historical moment in food practice.

M. Featherstone’€onsumer Society and Post Moderni@a90) examines
production and consumption in the modern post-itrdised world, to provide a
contextualising theoretical framework for the studyood and society. In its discursive

overview, Featherstone identifies and examinesda wange of conceptual approaches
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and teases out their relevance to an understawodisariety. Featherstone tracks the
developments and reconfigurations of key politieanomic, technological and social
developments of the last century or so, and corsithe implications of these changes
for contemporary cultural life: the nature of pratian; work; cultural consumption;
changing class identities; constructions of tasd@ymunications and globalisation;
situated and mediated cultures; the consumptiaigois; lifestyle. At the same time, he
demonstrates how structuralist analyses can attessal meanings that are attached to
the symbolic productions of cultural life, and particular, the meanings associated with
production and consumption practices. With theserétical frameworks, Featherstone
provides an approach that gives insights to theptexity of the context within which
food and hospitality are produced and consumed iaterial provides insight into the
rhetorical situation in which food activity surface

E. Telfer'sFood for Thought: Philosophy and Fadd concerned with
philosophical debates about the nature of fooddamichg. It raises questions about the
moral and ethical issues underpinning our attitiedespractices to food production and
consumption in the modern industrialised worlduésscovered include food and
pleasure; the concept of hospitality; food dutied abligations; hunger and the hungry;
and food as art.

J. Gronow’sThe Sociology of Tastecuses entirely upon a concept that is central
to an understanding of the function of food in sbgithat of taste. Although these issues
are addressed in part in a number of texts, Grasftavs a comprehensive survey of the
philosophical and sociological dimensions of tastd considers the ideas of leading

theoreticians in this area: Veblen, Simmel and Bmur, amongst others. Using
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examples, many of which are food related, the disiom involves an analysis of the
philosophical issues of taste and aesthetics; dersihe factors involved in defining a
concept of good taste; discusses the corruptidaasté and the development of kitsch;
and considers the role of taste in fashion ane s@tonow’s distillation of key
conceptual frameworks appropriate to the studyefftinction of taste in food choice
and behaviour makes a significant contributiorhs gtudy of food in society.

D. Sloan’s edited volum€&ulinary Taste: Consumer Behavior in the
International Restaurant Sectoffers a range of debates about the concept & iashe
culinary arena. The first two chapters, the SoC@ahstruction of Taste and the
Postmodern Palate, will be useful for their clearaination and explanation of the
social construction of taste and post modernismelation to food and dining out.

Seymour’s first chapter examines the concept ostweal construction of taste
and the work of Pierre Bourdieu. Seymour uses Beutslarguments about the
construction of taste and its dependency upon semeoomic class hierarchies displayed
through culinary consumption practices. This taxeg insight into the complexity of
Bourdieu’s arguments in areas such as the rolasté tas a signifier of class distinctions,
the acquisition of taste as a goal for the sod@plrant, and cultural legitimacy and its
role in establishing dominant taste ideologiessMmwork offers evidence that meals and
food are culturally complicated and laden with spiidmeaning; this is particularly
important for rhetorical analysis.

The concept of post modernism and its implicatimnghe significance of
culinary consumption behaviors are explored by BSloho examines the function of

taste in postmodern societies where it is suggektadself-identity rather than traditional
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class adherences may dominate consumer decisiomgnaRell’'s Taste and Space:
Eating Out in the City Todagxamines the symbolic role of dining out in postustrial
economies and demonstrates how diners acquireraudtapital and enhanced self
identity via the urban dining out lifestyle. He @lslentifies and examines the issue of

choice and consumer anxiety; and of authenticity/fashionability.

P. Bourdieu'istinction: a Social Critique of the Judgemenflakte is a
seminal text, although it is not always easy taraad is probably best approached by
students after some initial work in the area. Baeus adoption of a structuralist
approach is based upon empirical research in Frahh sought to identify the
relationship between cultural tastes, consumptattepns and class. Bourdieu’s theory
argues that consumption patterns demonstratettastggh the disposition of symbolic
capital, which is determined by the consumer’sg;lafestyle habitug and occupation.
He argues that those with significant symbolic ta@re the arbiters of ‘good’ taste.
Although Bourdieu recognizes that symbolic capitalld be increased through
education, he raises questions about the importainostinct and embodiment of
habitusfor the authentic demonstration of distinctiore tack of which will betray the
autodidact oparvenu He also identifies the new and particular rolé¢haf media in the
consumption process that has, in turn, createdhaontant new class fraction, tpetit
bourgeoisie Bourdieu’s theory of the construction of tasterd an important conceptual
framework for better understanding of the formatmal function of food tastes and

behaviours.
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A. Warde’sConsumption Food and Taglescusses the concepts of taste and food
behaviours and the debate between the perspedtorgimary antinomies and
commodity culture. The debate includes a consideratf key concepts: consumption,
food and taste; new manners of food, novelty aadition; health and indulgence;
economy and extravagance; convenience and carécare’ metaphor seems significant
because of the connotation associated wotinfort foodandhome cooked meatkat
embody the notion of and search for care. Carbetsrical engagement within the
common center of community can be addressed thrthughvork.

A. Beardsworth and T. Keil'Sociology on the Mena another of the limited
number of texts that are explicitly concerned wité sociology of food. It provides a
focussed synthesis of existing sociological expiana of food beliefs and practices,
including a chapter on theoretical approaches. foeaered in the discussion include:
the modern food system; eating out; food and fanfalgd scares and perceived risks;
diet health and body image; the meanings of mehtvagetarianism.

The following texts will also be utilized to furththe rhetorical discussion: R.
Barthes’s “Ornamental Cookery" Mythologies.Throughout history the consumption of
food and the communication surrounding these exg¢mhas provided useful narrative
structures that allow us the opportunity to underdtspecific cultural tendencies and
social roles.

Two contrasting definitions will help the readedenstand what is being
asserted: meals are “structures of mutual expectadittached to roles which define what
each of its members shall expect from others aom fiimself” (Vickers 45). A meal is

“an identifiable social entity pursuing multiplejebts through the coordinated activities
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and relations among members and objects; thisngasito a social system that is open-
ended and dependent for survival on other indivglaad sub-systems in society (Hunt
154). Organizing is grounded in agreements comcewith what is real and what is
illusory. Consensual validatigra common sense sensus commungf high order
encompasses the things people agree upon becauseotihmon sensual apparatus and
deep common interpersonal experiences make thewbgsaively (Munroe 98). The
important issues of consensus in organizing allswousee the building blocks
concerning dining rituals as rules of behaviorha social process. Meals and dining
rituals go hand in hand because some systematuatcof basic rules and conventions
help interlock the behaviors to form a social psscthat is intelligible to the actors.
Consistent rules form variables that are linkecetbgr to form meaningful structures that
summarize the dining experience. The dining respdiegins with organizing a meal
and in turn certain behaviors related to diningdnee socially accepted into culture.
Culture, according to Geertz, is the fabric of meg in terms of which human
beings interpret their experience and guide thaioa. Hecht, Collier and Ribeau
suggest that culture is a set of common pattermst@faction and perception shared by a
group of people. Carbaugh states that culturaépat are: a) deeply felt; b) commonly
intelligible; and c) widely accessible. Brummetadhat cultural groups consist of an
“integrated set or system of artifacts that iséidko a group, and noted that culture, in
this sense is what we grow in, what supports asthsws us. Cultural artifacts like,
plates, silverware, and food ingredients all lim&ugps together to form social
identification and meaning to a particular cultugining rituals and eating habits all

encompass some organizational rhetoric culturagidgwment. Through the organizing of
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cultural artifacts, a systematic form of communmatoegins to surface that defines a
people’s lives, experiences and beliefs. Thestetd soon become metaphors to our
dining rituals.

It hard to say where and when the luxury of eatind dining began. It has been
integrated throughout history in a variety of lgar contexts and individual memoirs.
Historically, Greeks and Romans taught us that battures ate extravagant meals and
incorporated an organized style of dining. TheaBsewere fond of fish and integrated it
into most of their menus and banquets. Greelaliiee includes evidence that they had
a maddening addiction and obsession for fish acldded fish as a manifestation for
their pleasure. In one particular text, ArchestratUsastronomy, Dinnerology, or The
Life of Luxurythe Greeks made reference to the pleasure theyedenhen eating fish.
Fish, as a delicacy, was integrated and acceptac@dizing norm for all of the Greek
culture. With interpersonal encounters within ¢benmunity and increased intercultural
encounters outside community, they began to expegieew sources of meaning in
relationship to the selection and preparation ofifand the nature of their eating
experiences.

The structure of the Roman meal as a menu carbalamalyzed to show how the
organizational integration of food and manners vaeneeloped within this particular
culture. Roman dining venues composed food ih svary that the meal became more
civilized from the beginning to the end. The mesaha institution gives rise to two kinds
of discourse. Many dining experiences both rivad aomplement each other. We learn
through examination how storytellers examine synchmi integrated value of food and

eating. On the other side many practical ritualspadshorms and are more sensitive to the
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demands of social life. Certain rules and codedrast with signs of difference between
people. The display of wealth and manner certanfyarates and differentiates manners
and respect for social standing and survival. Wherthink of manners we think of
civility and hope good manners already exist. Méalth require and perpetuate good
manners, civility and some form of narrative stanet
Food involves sharing a table with companionisath a public and private
domain. Food assembles and integrates in a pregatdlananner; these groups include
family, class, religion, and often a civic banquBbod also integrates through organized
culture a distinction of status, power, and weaBly. saying this we have made the
transition to our table and the meal itself. Ownirth rituals arise from these unique
cultural communication and biological necessity.tHe classic formulation of
structuralism Claude Levi-Strauss stated, “Foodréndl express fundamental human
attitudes.”
Chapter VI: Conclusion

Chapter five will offer final conclusions aboutethhetoric of the meal as common
center as permits community engagement throughpetgonal communication.
Considerations of commonalities and differencessschistorical periods will permit
insight about the role of the meal for communitg amplications for further study.
Included in this chapter will be an applied perspecelated to the marketplace for
emerging fields related to rhetoric and food susltha hospitality and food and beverage
industry.

The appendix will include recipes from all thresxipds: The Classical Periods:

Ancient Greece, Rome, and the Middle-Ages; The Reaace and Early America in the



Enlightenment; and Modernity and Postmodernityeséhrecipes will bgypical or
commorrecipes for the historical moment and will help tké story of what was

happening in the time frame.
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Chapter I1: Interpersonal Paradigmsand Their Relationship to Food and
Community

The taking of food with others in the ritual oktimeal is rhetorically significant
for communities as individual partakers in the mealonly consume food (the meal) but
also engage in communicative interaction embedd#dna variety of social forms in a
given culture while engaged in mealtime ritual. n@ounicative interaction in mealtime
ritual is rhetorical by virtue of its connectednesth a universal human activity that
finds its localized meaning within the “common s&hsf a particular community. There
are many levels or contexts of communication thatosind the activity of the meal, from
the interpersonal or phenomenological to the dyagtmup, organizational, and public
levels, each of which situates the rhetorical ext&on of interpersonal communication
and community differently. Given the salience addaonsumption and its historical
contextualization in the ritual of the meal in humie together and the opportunity for
communicative interaction provided by these humatheyings, the practice of the
mealtime ritual offers a rich and as yet untapptfer examination of rhetorical
interpersonal communicative praxis (Schrag, 198@)raumber of levels across several
historical time periods: ancient Greece and Romedieval; the renaissance and early
America; and modernity and post modernity. Thiglgtexamines the rhetorical role of
interpersonal communication in mealtime ritual with given community during these
historical time periods.

This chapter develops the metaphorical model thiaberemployed to frame this
interpretive study, situating it within perspecsveaditionally engaged by an extensive
community of food scholars. An interpersonal rhiead perspective offers a compelling

framework within which to view the importance obfty language, and the coding
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process that links them. From a rhetorical perspech code affords a general set of
possibilities for communicating particular perswa$y situated messages. When the meal
is treated as a code, the messages it encodetsahdtorical action will be found in the
pattern of social relations being expressed throntgnpersonal communicative
interaction within the process of engaging in treainThe social relations of the
messages associated with food and the communlgctef symbolic contribution to a
larger narrative that can be understood througltstralist and cultural approaches,
theoretical frameworks that have traditionally gaddhe study of food (Ashley, 2004,
Strong, 2002, & Telfer, 1996) offer conceptualo@ges to inform the rhetorical
approach used here. For example, in early Gresdi®jduals ate meat from wild game
and domestic animals; as time went by, the landexaded and made unsuitable for
raising animals. This circumstance redirecteducaltpractices related to food and the
meal; they began to eat more fish, songbirds, émer dowl. These altered practices
affected localized understandings of the largeratiave that drove the culture, and these
changes ultimately affected the larger culturdfifg&rong, 2002). This rhetorical action
of social relations is expressed through particatds of interpersonal communication,
discourse that gives shape and life to the soelations through which communities are
defined, altered, eradicated, and restored.

The context of the meal across historical timequsiwill be studied through a
model that situates the rhetorical action of comitaftive practices during the meal on
the texture of community, particularly those prees with implications for guiding
frameworks for life, human connection and sepanatamd identification and distance,

and practices associated with social stability deterioration. Giambattista Vico’'s
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concept osensus communvgill be at the heart of the study to guide theiptetive
power of the model’s main metaphors, which demartmeaning from the larger culture
and time period within which they are embedded &8tfier, 1990). Contributing
theoretical perspectives that inform and conteitaahe model will be addressed in this
chapter as well. In particular, structural andunat approaches to the meal will provide
helpful coordinates from previous studies for ustirding the symbolic, and therefore
rhetorical, nature of food and meals in human comtyu
Theoretical Background for Community and the Meal

The following material situates and prepares theceptual grounding for the
model. The first section below, Structuralist andt@rist approach’s to the Meal,
reviews how food has typically been studied. Theosd section establishes a social
constructionist approach to community and the mehich situates my particular
engagement with the project. The third section eskls the concept &ensus
Communiswhich demonstrates the cultural situatedness ohingastructures, including
the way metaphors carry meaning, as a way of engaje “common sense” of
communities with regard to the rhetorical effedts@mmunicative praxis during the
ritual of the meal.

Structuralist and Culturalist approaches to thelMea

The scholarly domain of food studies includes a bemnof theoretical
approaches. Irood and Cultural StudiesBob Ashley, Joanne Hollows, Steve Jones
and Ben Taylor (2004) discuss two paradigms: thectitralist and culturalist approaches
to the study of food culture. In addition, thesbdars examine hegemonic theory or

Gramscian hegemonic theory that states that dormideaalogies and the aspirations of
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subordinate groups might be usefully articulategetber. Ashley’s three paradigms
offer a guide to structuralist, culturalist, anda@ercian theories; Gramerci theory
focuses on food and drink and demonstrates thatedunctive questions of power and
difference are central to cultural studies. The¢hparadigms “appear again in different
guises, showing that ‘the turn of Gramsci’ could pvide the last word on the
binarism of structure and agency” (Ashley, et. 2004, p. 25). These paradigms will
help define signification and symbolic languagestarcted around various animals, not
merely the fact that it is an animal as signifiedt additionally, what the animal becomes
when it becomes food. For example, in the caseliokstock picture, or the taste of a
pork chop, Saussure sees the pig as p-i-g, na@rtieesult or what the term signifies
(Ashley, et. al., 2004). This also applies to t@band eating habits.

According to Ashley, structuralism originates wikie linguist Ferdinand de
Saussure’€ourse in General Linguistidd916). Saussure was interested in deep
structure, or form of language, and not in the ulydey meanings or content. Saussure’s
attempt was to develop a universal science of laggwith unchanging rules; signs,
units, and systems are the basic components of cmmation. He proposes that we
may divide the sign into two elements: the signitais is typically a word, whether
written or spoken, but we may also use the ternt®ver an image, sound, smell or taste)
and a signified (the mental concept or meaninghldy applies Saussure’s theory to
look at the word “pig,” which has many connotatiemsarious cultures. It is often
described as unwholesome or dirty within a giveltuce. The connotations of
piggishness are transferable to other personsotade defining differences from the self.

For example, Frederick Engels writes during theetéanth century that the
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survival of “piggishness” was an indication of dapsm’s failure to generate a more
civilized society. “In the valley of the Irk, theeze large numbers of pigs, some of which
are allowed to roam freely in the narrow streetsiffing among the garbage heaps,
while others are kept in little sties in the couhts..most of the working-class districts of
Manchester, pig breeders rent the courts and théldties there...The inhabitants of the
court throw all their garbage into these sties...egoating the air...with the odor of
decaying animal and vegetable matter” (Engels, 1p588).

For the Jewish people, the eating of pork is ag&susl’'s word; it is not based on
a cultural choice, but based upon religion. Thigieus belief is rooted in traditions and
prohibitions with the concept that societies gelgrar minority communities
particularly, had a duty to preserve the traditiohtheir forbears (Telfer, 1996). Thus, it
is clear that food practices and prohibitions se@rvketorical or persuasive function in
maintaining or transgressing norms of the culture.

This movement of connotation across groups andgshisevident with the work
of another major structuralist within food/cultustiidies. Roland BartheBlythologies
(1972) draws a distinction between denotation (difie) and connotation (social,
cultural, and political beliefs and values attacteed phenomenon). Barthesian
structuralism demonstrates how natural or comma@esereanings attach themselves to
objects and practices. For instance, Barthes skgsuthe relationship between food,
national identity and imperialism in the mytholoBteak and Chips” (Barthes). Barthes
reduces the steak to its denotative level and dggsithe amount of blood and its density,
and he highlights the euphemisms which obscureingtkrole in the transformation of

meat into steak. He refers to nationalization eékt the rawness of meat and steak,
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American steaks, and the cuisine of France. FhenSaussurean position, signification
is produced through difference illustrated in thesamples. Barthes moves to a
structuralism in which signification is producedthy transference and combination of
meaning. Barthes is conscious of the centralitipodl to other forms of social behavior.
In a discussion about a business lunch, Barthesrofs
“To eat is a behavior that develops beyond its cmds, replacing,
summing up, and signalizing other behaviors...Whatrewehese
behaviors? Today we might say all of them: acgtjwiorks, sports, effort,
leisure, celebration---every one of these situati expressed through
food. We might almost say that this ‘polysemia’ fobd characterized

modernity”(Barths, 1997, p.25). Food practicesnthdearly can serve as
rhetorical resources within community to conneat aaver relationships.

Ashley (2004) addresses the issue of differentiadiod association by employing
the concept of piggishness, explaining that piggesis is more than a specific symbol.
Ashley says that “any attempt to exclude “piggis®idrom culture is doomed to
demonstrate exclusive categories has been extgnstwgewed by Stallybrass and
White, who apply to the human-pig relationshipracuralism that is influenced by the
work of Mikhail Bakhtin” (p.7). They argue thatelpig and humans are intertwined and
kept in close proximity to each other. For ins@rin Europe, pigs were often kept in the
house and there was not much separation betwesitd®@aind inside. Ashley claims that
cultural studies found a number of increasingly ptam resources within structuralist-
derived theories. What they share is a valuabisesthat meaning is not a wholly private
experience but the product of shared significaffashley, 2004). The word pig, then,
transcends itself from animal to the culture ariomately to the table, where either
rejection or consumption of that element marksigpigetion in or exclusion from a given

community.
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Structuralism and culturalism, despite their obsidifferences in orientation,
share a common belief in a dominant ideology thanposed from above and resisted
from below; dominant ideology occupies people’sasiand actions and prohibits
alternatives (Ashley, et. al., 2004). As statedvah Ashley looks to Gramscian
hegemonic theory to suggest a way for subordinateps and dominant ideologies to be
usefully articulated together. Such an accouahishadequate response to the changing
distribution of power in any period. The publidgorivate metaphor in relationship to
food shows that the banquet is a more powerfulipwhtement than that of home
cooking or private meals. The banquets were largeope with significant ingredients
and menus; the private or home meal had limitedcgsuof power. For example, Strong
discusses the power of Christianity and how it@#d the secular table. The Bible
offered examples from thdarriage at Canndo the miracle of th&oaves and Fishas
which eating together constituted an expressidowd, communion, and fellowship
(Strong, 2002, p. 55). Other texts referred tolt@koarian tradition that celebrated any
major event with a feast. This type of feast wdasrofmposed on those below from those
above; banquets were often the creation of thogpewer, making a powerful public
statement. This was not always imposed but oftgaired a consensus from those who
were subservient.

According to Buber, power is needed to invite aumbtelation out of a “living
center”, a common purpose, or agenda for the contyniBuber’'s concentration on
power required doing what was needed to assigjrtheth of the community. Feelings
are secondary, although important, in this livia@ation. Dialogically, feelings for each

other often grow out of relation together, but,ading to Buber, feelings are not enough
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to keep community together (Arnett, 1986, p 148)hdugh the banquet was a sense of
power, the community need for unity was also pres8y inviting mutual relationships
from a living center or the between, the communitigether ancient or modern, benefits
from the common purpose. In addition, Buber’'s @ns with power were also in place
to benefit those seeking power; the banquet wapéhfect venue for this action also.
Thus, the banquet offers two perspectives andnatgly, two solutions.

Rather than imposing their will, dominant groups@mlly govern with some
degree of consent from their inferiors, and thentegiance of that consent is dependent
upon a constant repositioning of the relationskgpveen the ruling and the ruled (Ashley
et al.,2004). This claim opens the discussion to the infaeeaf those with power in the
public domain on taste and cultural food choicesluding the significance of both the
location and content of meals in private and pudtid how these food choices and
domains of consumption provide contexts for comrnyudientity and solidarity.

The culturally symbolic power of taste may work garly to that of linguistic
markers of in-group and out-group speech movingrtividual consumer to a culturally
identified group membership. Giles and Couplandhtkhat language is socially
diagnostic and is manifest in everyday conversatioh different accent or pronunciation
of an individual sound may not adapt to an indiaikkistatus, education, class or
intelligence; the slightest nuance in pronunciatiway create consequences to the person
making the utterances. Accommodating to anotrggrsech may be detrimental or
beneficial in the long run (Giles & Coupland, 1993%imilarly, the choice of meal
implicates identity. For example, tastes are maply a reflection of our identity, but

work as rhetorical messages to construct our alltdentity. We may be “what we eat”
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but what we eat also produces “what we are” allgviire shift to occur from private
identity to public identity. If a group or perseaeks to decrease distinctiveness and
highlight solidarity with another group or with aanro culture, foods understood as
reflective of the taste of the larger culture maycbnsumed. This concept may also
work in reverse (Ashley, 2004); if a group or indival seeks to establish distinctiveness,
then private consumptive tastes that are disthoch fthose of the larger public may be
consumed. How we make use of food determines hoawramunity develops
relationships and social positions internally artemally, serving a rhetorical or
persuasive function.

Culturalist approaches to food find their groundimgraymond William’s
Culture is Ordinary(1958 an early attempt to redefine “culture” as someghived and
commonplace rather than a collection of timelesek&/of art. He stresses the diffusion
of sitesin which culture is (re) produced. Culture mayfdnend in many areas and cross
various social lines and may have exclusivenedsimwiheir daily practices. Williams’s
work is generally characterized as culturalismaaalytical method traditionally seen as
incompatible with structuralism, but nonethelessfuisfor food study, because it
highlights alternative understandings of a univigpsactice while taking account of the
uniqueness of specific practices within a varidtgategorizations functioning as
“culture.”

According to Ashley, culturalism displayed somessivity to the ways in which
society is divided into designated groups or clssgender, ethnicity, and sexuality. This
is also apparent in the study of food and cultanajiin food culture, the most prominent

space for culturalist analysis has been the pubnabmanticized as a space for white-
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class Britishness (p. 11). Ashley discusses tlegma the teashop as authentic
neighborhoods for interaction while drinking; cutiism and food have been studied on
both the local meanings of commodities and prastaed on the interplay between
production, regulation and consumption. Culturalescamines many descriptions with
authenticity and meanings from individuals; thesprece of structures disrupts any sense
that culture is both the meanings and values ttee avithin social groups and classes.
Lived traditions and practices are expressed thraunglerstandings of others within a
culture. For example, Ashley discusses workingstaultures, working class pub
cultures, women'’s or black-British culture or gaytare (Hall, 1981).

Ashley’s description of cultural exchange is uséfulunderstanding a rhetorical
interpersononal approach to community and the aweélthe metaphors of this project:
narrative and petite narrative; inclusion/exclusijomblic and private; and civility and
cynicism. Ashley describes the influences of pe@gived experiences: “What we eat,
where we get it, how it is prepared, when we edtvaith whom, what it means to us---
all these depend on social and cultural arrangesr®wVault, 1991 in Ashley, 2004).
Ashley continues to explain that the idea of thespeal is sometimes political and
compares the proper meal to the family meal .Intaxhd the petite or “local” narrative
interacts with the metanarrative, as well as witlitiple competing larger narratives to
form a community, establishing the “norm” for wigtonsumed within the culture.
Here Ashley discusses that the public sphere @itiects the private sphere of family.
Although civility and incivility are not directlyddressed, the concept of acceptable

manners and customs falls into this category. Whptoper is often reflected in the
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public sphere; what is proper may be attacheddasdbout tradition, and also,
emotional and spiritual health.

The next section proposes a framework that medihgeghetorical action on
community of persons engaged in communicative aatesn while partaking in the meal.
While structuralist and culturalist approachedw® ineal have offered a general
framework for the way symbolic meaning structuiiesofyether that can be applied to the
meal, a social constructionist vocabulary offevgay of understanding how the
rhetorical force of the meal “translates” from treckground osensus communie the
various domains of symbolic action inscribed byietaphors of the model developed
for analysis of the rhetorical implications of thiteial of the meal for community.

A Social Constructionist Approach to the Meal

Peter Berger, iThe Social Construction of Realistates that man produces
himself within a human environment that is bothislagical and psychological. Since
Berger claims that we construct our own realitg, ¢bnsumption of what we eat, when
we eat, and how we eat is subject to the force®afl construction that work
reflexively within a “common senses¢nsus communibackground, mediating the
rhetorical force of interpersonal interaction ie tiitual of the meal on meaning structures
(metanarrative and petite narratives), connecteddaed separateness (inclusion and
exclusion), domains of social engagement (publet @ivate), and civility and cynicism.
Berger discusses the organismic presuppositiondiraitdtions of the social construction
of reality. Each phase of man’s reality-constmgtactivity is constrained by the
biological facticity of human existence—we are “@ngsms”, and man’s animality is

transformed in socialization, but not abolished@huis man’s stomach keeps grumbling
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away even as he is about his business of worldHtmgl Conversely, events in this, his
product, may make his stomach grumble more, or tesdifferently. Man is even
capable of eating and theorizing at the same tifiritee continuing coexistence of man’s
animality and his sociality may be profitably obssd at any conversation over dinner”
(Berger, 1966, p.180).

Sensus communigr a given community and the metaphors of
inclusion/exclusion; public and private; metanawetnd petite narrative; civility and
incivility are all products of a community’s consttion of reality. Food as a symbol
becomes part of the community’s rhetorical resaaisred thus persuades social thought
and action. For example, what, where and whenavare associated with “eating to
live” or “living to eat”. Both concepts drive tlemcial construction of the meal.
Biological factors are not always the norm; ofteople eat for pleasure, leisure, or
ceremony (Berger and Luckmann, 1966). Bergericoes to explain that biological
factors limit the range of social possibilitiesato individual; society limits the
organism’s biological possibilities and longeviénd there is a discrepancy between life
expectancies of lower-class individuals and otiresociety; society determines how
long and in what manner the individual organisniidh&. Socioeconomic factors often
play a role in whether or not an individual recsiypgoper nutrition; also, geographical
concerns determine the availability of food for oahass structures.

Also, Berger claims that society penetrates thamiggn in its function in respect
to sexuality and nutrition. “Man is driven by Higlogical constitution to seek sexual
release and nourishment. But his biological comstih does not tell hirwherehe

should seek sexual release aviththe should eat...thus the successfully socialized
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individual is incapable of functioning sexually Withe ‘wrong’ sexual object and may
vomit when confronted with the ‘wrong’ food” (Bengé 966, p. 181). The aspect of
socializing a child may be met with difficulty berse the first instinct is to resist eating
and sleeping by the clock. There is frustratiorewBociety forbids the hungry
individual from eating and suggests that the humggividual should eat three times a
day and not when he is hungry. This dialectiquisrahended as a struggle between a
higher and a lower self; the lower self is “press#d service for the sake of the higher.
The victory over fear and the victory over sexualgtration both illustrate the manner in
which the biological substratum resists and is coere by the social self within man”
(Berger, 1966). Berger concludes by stating theat s biologically predestined to
construct and to inhabit a world with others; thisrld is the dominant and definitive
reality. The limits are set by nature, but thets &ack upon nature. “In the dialectic
between nature and the socially constructed wbdchuman organism itself is
transformed. In this same dialectic man produeaBty and thereby produces himself”
(Berger, 1966).

As previously stated, the meanings of food anditatrare culturally constructed
and is evident when discussing biological needh sisdhose required by a physician or
other experts in the fields of diet and nutritioreppsychological needs which may
merely be a “want” rather than a need (Ashley, 3@&hley discusses class and food
consumption and the need for quantity over qualitiie direct relationship between
guality and quantity reflects the inequalities aodial class within a culture. Economic

disparities have a significant impact on what we aad how we approach nutrition.
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Nutritional needs may rest on scientific rationdlet frequently have cultural
dimensions, dimensions that are symbolic and tbezehetorical.

In ancient times, the distribution of food origityalunctioned according to
hierarchy determined by the kings. From differatndin in terms of quality was also
made; laborers who needed plenty of nutrition getrice husks and slaves, the broken
bits. Rules composed two thousand years ago ia Bpkcified rice, pulses, salt, butter
and ghee for everyone, but menials only receivehall percentage of what the rulers
received (Fernandez-Armesto, 2002). In an interwvigth Dr. Kotaya Kondaveeti, he
disclosed that ironically, the slaves actually @pat most nutritional part of the rice; this
was not the intention of the ruling class.

When discussing the social construction of reaity biological needs, the
subject ofOthernesemerges (Berger & Luckmann, 1966). The “othser“ather than
self” and within a social structure, the metanareabf the public and the petite narrative
of the private often do not consider the humanitseaf the other. Otherness may be
interpreted by economic conditions, cultural praesi cultural values, and cultural habits.
This is evident in one’s selection of food and featisumption as the cultural
knowledge’s and practices of the “other” may infioe the reciprocity of the other.
Berger and Luckmann discuss organism and idemitiyséate that the organism
continues to affect man’s reality-constructing &tfi and the organism is itself affected
by this activity.

Food practices need to be understood in relatidhetavays in which they
produce, negotiate, and reproduce the nature atthgonship between public and

private spheres. In Ann Murcott’s (1995) studygehder and cooking, she found that for
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her respondents eating in was a significant acimee the cooked dinner marks the
threshold between the public domain of work or stlamd the private sphere of the
home. Home cooked meals are seen as “imbuednaitimth, intimacy, and personal
touch which are seen as markers of the privatersre of opposition to foods which
are the products of a public, industrialized andrgimous system of food production”
(Ashley, 2002, p. 124). Ashley continues that carsially produced foods often seek to
add universal value to their foods by associatimegt withhomedemonstrated dasome
cookedandhome styleneals served in diners or other prepared foodssde super
markets. These associations create rhetoricaupsive power that shape mealtime
practices and communicative interaction and repredhbese distinctions between public
and private, shaping communities defined by thaentities as bounded, located within
or outside of a larger social grouping.

A smaller group of friends or co-culture may foausfood and virtues,
demonstrating hospitality. There are three reasdnshospitableness or hospitality can
be considered a moral virtue. First, there isogelink between hospitableness and
friendship, and this is central to moral philosopimg how some people are favored over
others (Telfer, 1996). Second, the topic of ha@dpédness raises the question of whether
a virtue must be one that everyone should aspiaedaire; these are optional virtues,
related to choices or obligations. Third, the natirhospitableness challenges our
assumption that each moral virtue is based on @fgpmotivation distinct from the
sense of duty. Telfer claims that hospitablenges®t based on any one motive but
derives its distinctive character from the valuegle attach to a particular ideal (Telfer,

1996). Telfer calls attention to entertaining fdsrout of duty does not negate
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hospitableness or connote hypocritical activitypotaneity is not necessary for
hospitableness.

Ashley discusses stockyards and hegemony and Isatyddspite the differences
between culturalism and structuralism, they doalaacommon belief in a dominant
ideology, which is imposed from above and resi$tech below. Ashley says that
McDonaldization practices and standardization withiculture, across nations and the
eroding of food cultures was experienced in Englahdn Queen Elizabeth, in 1997
following the death of Princess Diana, took paraiseries of publicity events designed to
show that the monarch was in touch with the everywas of her subjects. The Italian
Marxist, Antonio Gramsci recognized the complexatienship between domination and
subordination; Gramsci claims that how a rulingugronaintains its authority is
“hegemony.” Hegemony concerns the way in whicbhradémental social class or group
attempts to exert moral and intellectual leadershgr both allied and subordinate social
groups (Ashley, 2004, p. 18). The dominant ideoldgtermines what food will be
available and who will receive the food. The cqtad power structures and food have
been evident throughout history.

Industrialization may be defined as the “other’palvate cooking practices
because it is public rather than private; those at@omoving around in an industrialized
culture are engaging in the public sphere rathem that of the private. In discussing the
greater culture, food is often at the heart ofsgalssion because societies and cultures
mainly discuss consumption through the dialogues wide range of spokesmen. This
may be examined through discussions such as tlioseming McDonald’s and the

cultural changes evoked through industrializatidshjey, 2004). To understanding the
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lasting appeal of institutions such as McDonald/s,need to recognize how individuals
and groups are hegemonized into working for fagtiftbanchises, eating at them,
managing them, and owning them. The sense of iwheht or wrong within a
community is explored through various processeduding what Ashley refers to as
fordism new productive processes are essentidriism and scientific management
enters the production. This idea was the “fatleéiMcDonalization as they followed the
mass production of Ford Motors. The prehistorthefburger takes us to the stockyards
of Chicago and the development of particular wagkamd consuming identities. This
example of hegemony takes individuals creativeoastand wider circumstances to
develop a new foundation. Individuals and grougdheegemonized into working for fast
food franchises, eating at them, managing themoamdng them. This new discipline
provides a new work ethic or, set of ethics, conedrwith discipline and if not
hegemonized, are coerced into unwilling co-operafishley, 2004).

Food is often at the heart of ethics because wkatav and the way we eat are an
integral part of social behavior and cultural paise Marvin Harris discusses food
taboos and customs and claims that customs antiititsts should be examined by
“down to earth” riddles rather than deep spiritzeadi explanations. The concept of
mother cows discussed from the standpoint of those who wprite cow and those
who believe it is a nuisance to the greater comtgumhe cow is worshiped for its
contribution to the family in the form of milk ferourishment to dung for fuel. The cow
is adorned with garlands and tassels, prayed fenvilh and celebrated when a new calf
is born. In contrast, those who do not approve esythe meat and otherwise reject the

cow as a part of the family. Hall (1997) contintesliscuss the pig as “pig haters” and
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“pig lovers”. The Jewish and Islamic cultures ddesthe pig to be dirty and not fit for
consumption; in contrast, many European, Ameriead, Chinese cultures appreciate the
pig’s attributes (Harris, 1974).

The civility of a community may or may not rest e concepts of taboos but
may merely be tied to who, what, where, and wherateCalvin Schrag discusses a
praxis alternative that must be grounded in botly aid how; the why refers to the
limited nature of a practice, and the how countieespractice with a guiding narrative or
communicative praxis (Schrag, 1986). The spacalfe properties is attached to
morals and ethics and determines how the subjelddsntered within the culture The
theory of knowledge and the theory of ethics maynfa consensus within a community
through the shared concerns, traditions, and ipescof discovery and disclosure
(Schrag, 1986, p. 201). These shared values fogrbdkis for cultural structure and
narratives that influence the community and fodtie idea of nature over nurture and
eating to live or living to eat plays a part in theerall ethics of a community. Macintyre
claims that a culture is made up of characterstiaaidone of the key differences between
cultures is the roles of the characters. Theytaanoral representatives of their culture
and they are so because of the way in which madsas, and theories are assumed in
the social world. These ideas emerge through ghyibies, in books or sermons or
conversations, or as symbolic themes in paintiplgg/s, or dreams (Maclintyre, 1984).

Martin Buber discusses a great character or oneknbars a narrative well
enough that he or she has earned the right toteittat tradition (Arnett, 1999). A
character works within a culture in a dialectidraidition and change. This unity of

contraries is Buber’s great character; this isnaividual that is beyond the acceptance of
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norms; these characters want to preserve theurreudind raise it to a higher level.
“Tomorrow they will be the architects of a new ymf mankind (and womankind)”
(Arnett, 1999, p. 143). The terathernessn regards to food is one of the significant
divergences. The contrast between food choicgé®ating customs between the urban
elite and poor date back to Greco-Roman times. cbhetruction is ideological because
it places certain people and certain cultures emiily situations.

For one group of people or one particular culttliere has always been tbiner
group or culture. This comparison is done by commgamorals, values, and ethics from
earlier societies on the subject of what is righ¢at and what is wrong to ed@therness
has been a starting point for understanding tHereint food traditions and customs in a
variety of cultures for centuries (Garnsey, 199%ke otherwithin a culture is other than
self, and the metaphor of inclusion and exclusemuires an approach to the other to
understand the structure of the meal and the contynuhhe larger culture determines
who, what, when, and how people will participatéha communities celebrations and
community feasts. This may be evident in the allpcoperties of a community. For
example, as Schrag has claimed, theory is displayede practices of a culture; this is
true of the ethics of a culture also. Schrag $lags“it is in the space @thosthat we
meet rhetoric. The intentionality of the rhetolieaent, its directedeness to the other as
interlocutor and co-agent, discloses the spa&thafsas the arena for moral discourse
and action, as the abode or dwelling in which thlgérations about the morale of the
community and the ways of authenticity take pla@=hrag, 1986, p. 202). These
practices influence our food choices and the maimehich we engage the meal. The

ethical background provides a conversation forcttramunity to make decisions on
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when, where, what, and who will join the meal. Thetaphors of inclusion/exclusion;
private/public; and civility/incivility join togetér to make common sense of community
and the meal.

The Model

The paradigms of culturalism, structuralism, angemeonic theory have
historically driven the study of food and the cudtwr society depending on the discipline
conducting the research. For this study, an addatidimension will be employed to
examine the relationship between food and commuamtyinterpersonal communication
associated with the meal. An interpersonal metapmoodel will be utilized as a
rhetorical tool to determine how the meal eithayaages or disengages the community
through the lens of the metaphors.

The structure of the metaphoric model consist®of interpersonal metaphors
that offer hermeneutic entrance into the relatigmsiicommunicative interaction and the
meal across historical time periods: the metaphoommunity and the meal; narrative
and petite narrative; inclusion and exclusion; puahd private; and civility and
incivility. Each of these metaphors is shaped ®stmsus commundg a particular
historical period and culture and can be understbamigh a social constructionist
framework that understands meaning as co-constttiesteugh, and constituted by,
human interaction even while engaging phenomepawih “facticity,” such as food that
human beings need for continuing life. The mealtrmel and the interpersonal
interaction that “clothe” this biological ritual gerate rhetorical meaning structures that

define, shape, and sunder communities. The follgwaction addresses the issue of
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sensus communisituating its importance for practices of the haeaa site for
interpersonal communication, followed by the eletaari the metaphoric model.
Sensus Communasmd the Metaphoric Significance of the Meal

According to Ronald C. Arnett, metaphor is a forbirguistic implementation
that provides a unigue response to an historicahemd; metaphor is a dialogic medium
between narrative and an historical situation (Arrk999). Metaphor carries meaning
differently within the narrative structures of \@us time periods. In a postmodern era,
which contests the unicity of meaning structurdsntical metaphors engaging multiple
time periods will manifest different meanings besmof unique elements of a given
historical moment. Arnett’s reference to a “welnadtaphorical significance” (Arnett,
1988, 153-157) points in this direction. Paul Rueods book,The Rule of Metaphor,
describes the connection between poetry and ontolBgcoeur establishes the
ontological significance of metaphor by tracingdtgeration at its various levels of
manifestation or the word, the sentence, and theodrse (i. e. poem, narrative, essay).
As analysis moves through these stages, metapbassgtronger; at the hermeneutic
level of discourse, it becomes the primary vehictere-describing reality (Ricoeur,
1971). Similar action can be understood to operatifferent historical moments.
Hence, the metaphors of this model will carry tmeganing differently in different
historical moments, requiring this work to situdte model’'s action within a particular
culture and time period before application of thedei.

Likewise, food and the meal itself can be seenddkwnetaphorically across
contextual (temporal and cultural) environmentsb&oBellah brings forth the idea that

contested interpretations exist regarding the nmgpof the destiny of the members of a
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culture. “Cultures are dramatic conversations albltngs that matter to their
participants...” (Bellah, 1985, p. 27). Bellah apglhis discussion to ancient biblical
religions, early American cultures and modernitg. Toqueville claims that the historical
perspective for guiding American culture has bégaugh the lens of religion as a point
of departure. On the other hand, it could be #e@tifood could act as a metaphor or
point of departure to introduce contested aspdatertemporary American culture. The
American culture is used as an example to increaderstanding of the actions of people
within their culture; Bellah’s theory applies td @dmmunities whether religion or other
social phenomena are the driving forces.

As an example of the connection of metaphor, conmtyuend food in the
context of the United States consider this appboadf Bellah’s work on issues of the
meal, particular the frameworks of utilitarian apressive individualism. For food and
community, both a utilitarian and a expressivevittiialism are present. The community
and food are a metaphorical presentation of a fafrexpressive individualism that
defines a culture’s national cuisine. People chawisat they prefer to eat from an
individual perspective, but the nation’s consumptpatterns are dictated to them. A
person’s choices are predetermined through utditésm. For example, although you
may choose an explicit meal, the overall culturkk dgtermine what is available in that
historical moment. These differences derive fropast of which characters within a
culture are not entirely aware. We are more likeljalk about the future rather than the
past; a culture’s tradition is always present arildiencing our actions in the present and

looking forward to the future. For example, if dedraveling into another culture, the
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food available in that culture becomes utilitariamature; what you may wish to eat in
any given moment may not be available to you inhtis&orical moment.

Food consumption practices, including communicapiratices, are specific to
cultures and time periods, reflecting the “commensg” of that culture or time period.
John D. Schaeffer, iBensus Communigeveals the ideology of Vico and other
rhetoricians who developed the idea of common seisasus Communieas deeper
meanings than merely common sense as recognizethaoity practices; it has deep
rhetorical roots. First, common sense is oftereigito Plato’s terndoxg the common
opinion of the ordinary man. The second meaniyistotle’s De Anima where the
philosopher attempts to account for how human seaddress themselves to individual
things or how categories of objects are listedniversals (Schaeffer, 1990). The
Romans developed another meaning: the shared btated mores of the community or
the manners by which the community acts as a conyunhe term means a
conventional wisdom but with a decidedly ethicatq®&chaeffer, 1990).

Descartes’s meaning adfensusommunisoffers the most common meaning:
practical judgment; this judgment. This meaning bartraced to Descartesn sensthat
elementary judging facultthat enabled people to follow his simple methothafking.

To Descartes, good sense quickly became commoe.g8ttser Enlightenment
philosophers consideregnsus communés the first principle on which the reflective
and judging actions of the mind were based. Byetbghteenth centurgensus communis
had become the locus of several meanings: an aiggrsense, an unreflective opinion
shared by most people, the manners or social valugsommunity, the first principle of

reflection, an innate capacity for simple, logicssoning (Schaeffer, 1990). These
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definitions ofsensus communigill frame the rhetorical implications for commnof
interpersonal interaction within the meal in thBdwing timeframes: ancient, Greek and
Roman; the Renaissance and Enlightenment pericatdemity, and post-modernity.
John Schaeffer’'s work agensus communvgill provide the theoretical grounding for
examination of each time period as a culture.

Meanings are given life through language. Gadanveoik is helpful for an
interpretive approach to community and the mealigded in the notion of “common
sense,” with implications for the role of languagehe interpersonal interaction of the
meal. InTruth and MethodGadamer asserts, “The word is not just a siga. $ense that
is hard to grasp it is also something like an inig§ehaeffer, 1990). Gadamer proceeds
to explain just how a word is like an image: A wagdaot a sign for which one reaches,
nor is it a sign that one makes or gives to another seek for the right word, the word
that might belong to the object, so that in it ¢thgect comes into language (Gadamer,
1971). Arnett refers to H. Richard Niebuhr andnaéure and role of symbolic forms and
says that “persons are displayed, made accessibkeired, and integrated into social
units through symbol, myth, and metaphor” (Arng@897, p. 200). Arnett continues to
explain that language is the catalyst of a commyuamtd the social and individual
dimensions of language are woven into a unifiedlethd@he role of language as catalyst
of a community implies that its operation withinrfi@ular context, such as the ritual of
the meal, is by definition rhetorical, operatingathigh interpersonal discourse as it
receives meaning through “common sense” elementaltfre that provide a

background for that meaning.
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Food and the meal are implicated historically visthguage through interpersonal
communication and rhetoric. Throughout history féad been represented in both word
formations and images. These words and formatiemesent the metaphors that guide
the language and meanings that surround the niesls/e consume. As we see prepared
dishes described by metaphors such as golden betwaged with cherries and cloves,
cooked medium-rare, and served with lemon buttebegn to associate the words that
describe meaning and ultimately provide image twlo We apply the metaphor “cooked
medium rare” to the object of meat, so that meaked medium rare makes entrance
into the language of the meal. The words “cookediara rare” have no meaning until
they are imagined or applied to the object of melgtaphoric words can be used to
describe both image and application of meaningsé&meetaphors carry rhetorical force
and will mediate the influence of the model’s actam community identity, solidarity,
and practices.

Language from a social constructionist perspedis used in this study refers to
modes of moral discourse that include distinct botaries and characteristic patterns of
moral reasoning connecteddensus commungf a given community The common
sense of the meal is both embodied in and derineed the language that ultimately
creates the meal within the structure of the comtyumo explain the metaphor of
community and the meal and its connection to laggud is effective to look to
Aristotle: “For Aristotle, the world was sense-gldad the connection between words
and the world was indirect, mediated through thaw mind or soul” (Stewart, 1995, p.
42). Aristotle discusses narrative and says thaturitten word is merely the writing of

the spoken word (Stewart, 1995). The orality obenmunity carries the narrative
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memory of the community; the written word may hawene later, but the significance is
evident because of the earlier oral history. Atistdescribes language as a natural
phenomenon with symbolic meaning. Food is a nbpiranomenon that, although
described linguistically, exists within a cultufedmework that is both physical and
emotional and defines “common sense” for that iocat

The web of moral understandings and commitmentsighaeople together in a
community is referred to as a social ecology (BellE095). Shared activities that are not
undertaken as a means to an end but are ethicaly like Aristotle’s praxis are a
“general” community. Individuals within a commungtructure may consider the meal a
general community or a shared activity. Interesthe self over others can be seen in the
ritual of dining and the consumption of the mesg¢it. While many individuals eat
alone, for the most part, the ritual of the meansnclusive, non-private, community
event. This type of practice may take place aettEense of commitment to others; this
situation points one to the problems associatel ewtility and cynicism within the
framework of the meal. Bellah refers to the “Rejpednt” tradition as that which benefits
society as a whole and leads to what the foundefsnerica refer to as the public
happiness. As individuals gather with others feais, they seek adequate public
facilities to trust and guide the development efafriendship that makes public life
something to be enjoyed rather than feared: thassis calledhe common goo(Bellah,
1995). If that circumstance is not met time ancetmgain, cynicism results from a
pattern of unmet high expectations.

The Metaphoric Significance of Narrative and Petiderative
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One way to label and understand a particular calisifbby reading stories or
narratives articulated by the people who createcamdume it. Narratives provide some
evidence for virtue structures governing culturagbices within a community ( Hall,
2004). These narratives are types of communicatigetices within a community that
both derive from and reflexively recreate structamel meaning within a community,
including practices related to the meal. Particaldiocal narratives contribute to and
gain meaning from larger narratives that provideerammprehensive accounts of the
nature of human existence.

According to Arnett and Arneson (1999), a narrabegins with a speech act that
is tested by people and competing world views.sThifashioned into a story with main
characters, a history, and a direction. A stormgobees a narrative only when it is
corporately agreed upon and no longer is the pitoofuen individual. A second type of
narrative is a meta-narrative; this is a narratimgormly agreed upon dealing with
public virtue that functions as a universal staddadvleta-narratives decline in general
acceptance when people are unable to agree oe gittuctures.

Macintyre claims that narratives are recognizeda®ptable views of the human
good. Arnett and Arneson (1999) discuss narras/eeleologyi; it is the story that guides
people while “propelling them with energy towargraject, worthy of doing.” Martin
Buber’'sgreat charactelis someone who works within the dialectic of ttewh and
change; this individual has earned the right tdateothat tradition because he/she knows
the narrative well enough to persuade change. e discusses the breakdown of a
metanarrative and how this breakdown creates aatifor a new voice, that of the

emotivist Emotivism thrives in a therapeutic culture anebtes a danger to the narrative
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structure; the emotivist is more interestedeatfthan in thepublic welfare (Macintyre,
1981).

The narrative of the culture is determined by pufbices; these voices are
diverse and, therefore, powerful. Gadamer (196Gfgstthat diversity, change, and
variety are central to any person in a dialoguagnmistorical moment with its own
individual historical situation. The moment arahenunicative interaction is shaped by
dialogue between the person and the historicahtsin;, to combat the routine of
unreflective cynicism, one should offer a visionddlogic civility as a metahor calling
for concern beyond “me” which is sensitive to th&drical moment. The public
narrative depends on a commonality where diveesity particularity meet for
interpersonal communication (Arnett, 1999, p. SAjnett says that there are good and
bad narratives and the metaphor of the “humbleatiaa” is an oxymoron calling us to
recognize the need for communal stories or naesativi he art of a story is absolutely
necessary for diffusing valuable knowledge and g the right rules of action upon
others. The narrative paradigm is that we arechligistorytellers, and good reasons are
created and ruled by matters of history, peopld,aiture (Burgchardt, 1984). Walter
Fisher offers five presuppositions for the narmafparadigm: 1) Humans are storytellers;
2) Paradigmatic mode of human communication isalgeason which varies in form by
situation, genre, and media; 3) Creation and cagrgut of good reasons is ruled by
history, biography, culture, character, etc.; 4Aidtality is determined by nature of
people as narrative beings; 5) People choose freet af stories to lead the good life

(Fisher, 1984).
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Narratives enable us to understand the actionghef® “because we all live out
narratives in our lives and because we understandwn lives in terms of narratives”
(Maclintyre, 1981). ldentifying features of the mraive can be accomplished by
examining the settings and the temporal relatibashbacks, and speed of narrative,
audience, and theme-points to understand the signde and meaning of the action.
Walter J. Ong discusses the nature of narrativerugast and present: “In a writing or
print culture, the text physically bonds whatevwerantains and makes it possible to
retrieve any kind of organization of thought askaie (Ong, 1982). Ong continues to
explain that in primary oral cultures, where thisrao text, the narrative serves to bond
thought more massively and permanently than otberes with attention on functions of
memory (Ong, 1982).

Bochner claims that narrative scholars have deeelgeveral different
approaches for studying different interpretationd eharacterizations. As stories are
told, the depiction of thetherrequires an understanding of taf. Individuals bring
their own personalities and histories to the sttng may make the researcher or
storyteller part of the story. In this narrativergpective, an autobiographical voice is
part of the story. The author’s presence is plath@research and carries with it a moral
and ethical dilemma (Bochner, 1985). In additimme must examine the cultural texts
through which is constructed by others; the powerubobiographical stories depends on
the separation of universals and elicit identifimat

The art of a story is absolutely necessary foudifig valuable knowledge and
enforcing the right rules of action upon otherfie harrative paradigm is that we are

basically storytellers, and good reasons are atestd ruled by matters of history,
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people, and culture (Burgchardt, 1984). Narrateegble us to understand the actions of
others “because we all live out narratives in owgd and because we understand our own
lives in terms of narratives” (Macintyre, 1981).

For centuries, individuals have communicated wéabheother while sharing food
and drink; this interaction was for the purposérafsmitting knowledge and influencing
the actions of others through a common narrativeany. As industrialization has
advanced, the nature of the narrative told haseshffom local to global. In modernity,
this shift is evidenced by McDonalization as McDiofehamburgers relate a common
story throughout the world. Ashley discusses tbéa) kitchen and how McDonald’s
has revolutionized the restaurant business, p#atigun America. This homogenized
diet does not merely produce homogeneity, but dilsersity. Life magazine published
an article, “World on a Plate”, November, 2000.isTéxticle discusses the melting pot of
cooking in a global market. This communication tek&en many forms, but
undoubtedly, a considerable amount has occurredigihrpublic discourse. Anthony
Bourdain (2000) tells a chef's story through hisnoexperience and in his own voice.
Bourdain claims that a chef’s story is not writterstone but often a chef may
manipulate the public through various means ofgresg a meal or a special event.
Two key rhetorical terms are conveyed by BourdainKitchen Confidential Adventures
in the Culinary Underbelly.Confidential means professional and Underbellpmse
cynic. Bourdain discusses incivility and civility the cooking industry and relates
morality and professionalism while often alienatimg audience and deliberately

offending supporters.
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The most suitable way to label and understand ticplar cuisine is by reading
stories or narratives by its people. These st@iesften reflections of the larger
narrative that drives a culture and contain evidesfccommunicative practices typical of
a culture. With regard to meal and food practioestatives of a particular community
may be approached through cookbooks; these hiat@tcuments often reflect the
lifestyles and underlying philosophies of certaitteres and their writers. The narratives
represented by cookbook discourse may be the meetivve and informative
communication method available to us for the puepafsregaining some form of
diversity in food and mealtime communication. Tlaeg a public record of the narrative
and cultural significance of food practices.

As stated by Arnett, a story is better told throagthverse and varied input;
diversity improves the common narrative structurd the story of a culture (Arnett and
Makau, 1997). Macintyre discusses the need fomanzon narrative or metanarrative in
relationship to a culture’s story. The common awe may prevent the onset of
fragmented narratives; this may contribute to akdewn of values in a postmodern
culture. The chaos often portrayed in post-modgisia response to modern
communication an indication that communicationrisaiing down; a search for new
narratives or some philosophical profile needsaaliscovered. Calvin O. Schrag
Communication Praxis and the Space of Subject{®39) outlines and examines
several communication methods important for makirmgnnection to some common
communication theories callgulaxisandpractice. According to Schrag, communication
praxis and the space of subjectivity may contriliata new story or narrative that is both

informative and ethical. Schrag’s theories willdmplied to the study of cookbooks in a
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later chapter, but the termsaxisandpracticemust first be discussed to understand their
overall meanings in relation to the written woraliag, 1989).

The term praxis may be defined as the discourgectimnects us to thehy. For
example, why do we use cookbooks to cook and whyelonly use certain cookbooks?
Discourse and action are referred t@beut something, by someoaedfor someone.
This statement describes the three-dimensionalgshenon that is present in
communicative praxis, which involves a referentrdment, self-involvement, and a
rhetorical moment (Schrag, 1989). This is exaethyat happens when we use a
cookbook. It is the praxis of the cuisine anddhéhor’s rhetorical moment that connects
us to the referential moment and self-involvemedur connection is mad®e/ someone
(the cultural narrative within which the authortbé& cookbook is embedded}outthe
cuisine, andor someone (the cook, embedded within a particukiohcal and cultural
place and time). This referential moment focusebuman concerns. The rhetorical
moment or cookbook is directed toward tiker. Praxis connects us thehy; it places
meaning behind our actions. When the action lgsesferential importance, or the
cookbook is closed, we no longer see ourselves and therefore, the praxis is lost.
This is why the cookbook is a form of communicatraxis; it connects us to a specific
event or cuisine. We learn to cook through theigraf cuisine, and our practice is
carried out through the use of the cookbook angé#rgcular cuisine we are attempting
to recreate or duplicate.

Mennell (1985) discusses what is meant by strudtprecesses of change and
argues that there is evidence over time of dimingsloontrasts and increasing varieties

between certain food-related habits, attitudeslkseligéfs. Seasonal eating patterns and
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everyday eating are in contrast to each other and Himinished because of technology
and transportation. Similarly contrasts have digfiad between elite professional
cookery and everyday cooking: peasant dishes hese &bsorbed into haute cuisine;
cookery guides and cookery books have spread appogcof good cookery to wider
audiences than before (Mennell, 1985). The grathe hotel and restaurant industry
since the nineteenth century has encouraged cyldeanocracy because such
establishments are more public, less exclusivesplac

The increases in menus are evident by differemtietfishes, parralel process in
other arts, namely the loss of a single dominamé sand the mixing of styles together as
a defining feature of culinary practice in mentennell (1985) also gives examples of
recipes from frozen ingredients, ready meals, cateser is available. These cookery
practices provide a new blend of domestic and publrelationship to the menu,
cookbooks, and the meal. Further information ferefd in Chapter VThe Praxis of
Cookbookswhere | address the postmodern time period.

Metaphoric Significance of Inclusion and Exclusion

Martin Buber recognizes that community both inclkudad excludes; there are
two sides to every community (Arnett and Makauhe harrative context of a
community included in a people’s religion and etheonnection, while including some,
simultaneously, excludes others. Those who argi@esd outside of a certain
community may be excluded from the character otcthramunity. Arnett and Makau
make it clear that community is important and torfwduded is essential for well being.
The one side is the welcoming, inclusive commuttigt we all strive to be a part of; the

second is the other side of community, exclusioakd and Arnett, 1997). Buber’s
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view of community reflects a longing for includicem invitation, an openness, and a
welcome; we want to be part of the community anttereed into it. Robert Bellah
discusses Toqueville’s importance to individualsnad how one isolates oneself from the
masses and withdraws into the circle of family &rehds; within this little society; one
forms one’s taste and leaves the greater socidoptoafter itself (Bellah, 1985). Bellah
continues to explain Toqueville’'s idea of indivitisen and society and says that man
may eventually be shut up in the solitude of himdwart. Through food, we are
reminded of our common need to eat to stay alive.a’#¢ also reminded of meals that
connect us to others with whom we identify and ®esp us apart from the rest.
Mealtime practices offer rhetorical opportunity fasth exclusion and inclusion.

Seyla Benhabib discusses the generalized versustiveete other. As one looks
to inclusion and exclusion, the self in relatiompsta the other becomes salient.. The
standpoint of the generalized other has us lootargach other in general ways, rather
than specific ways; for example, one may considerather alike with universal traits, or
on the other hand, one may consider the otheranifip concrete terms (Benhabib,
1992). The idea of inclusion and exclusion is Haggon moral theory in several ways.
The relation to the other is governed by the naofrfermal equalityandreciprocity;
each is entitled to expect and to assume from @& wh can expect and assume from
that other. According to Benhabib, the norms afiateractions are primarily public and
institutional ones. The standpoint of the concother requires one to view the other in
specific, defined, concrete terms. This stanceneeixcludes nor includes, but provides
a point of particularity that transcends these mosmts. Later, when one has enjoined

the concrete other particularly, opportunity foclusion and exclusion presents itself.
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The meal is a significant rhetorical opportunityidentify with others or to differentiate
oneself and/or others from different groups or rthe

Paulo Freire discusses the limits of inclusion also speaks longingly about
inclusion. He offers us a dialectical remindelt timany in our culture are unhappy, and
they try to find happiness by inflicting sadnessmpthers (Arnett and Arneson, 1999).
Freire discusses the inclusion of foreign studantshow they want acceptance at any
cost; Freire rejects this notion and claims thathitoose between exclusion and inclusion
requires acceptance of oppression. He would chegsaration as an alternative;
inclusion is important, but not if human aspira@annot meet the goal. Authority
figures often impose ideas on others and Freirs g&t “an authority figure can only
invite a feeling olvewhen he or she gains trust and is given the godateele@ad”

(Arnett, 1986, p. 161). This leads us to the emesof Martin Buber'great character
who in his idealism walks with both feet on thegnd, a place whre both joy and
oppression live.

Buber discusses tivee and the sacrifices that are needed for the he&licause
or a community. For Buber, dialogue does not begih the conversation at hand; it
begins with the “ground of conviction that one talk&o the conversation” (Arnett and
Arneson, 1999). This is significant for one’s ugbn into the community and supports
Freire who believes that inclusion at any costoshbeneficial to community. Buber
wants an openness that is historically appropaatewithin the limits of conviction; an
openness linked to a creative response to crigisisumental in bringing individuals
into the dialogue (Arnett and Arneson, 1999). Tiiparticularly important for a

community and its meal; to be included in the me#he ultimate goal of most within a



67

community. Whether it is the great banquet oritbime meal, individuals strive for
inclusion into the process. As we study large capons, such as McDonald’s,
industrialization met these goals. Inclusion i kiey to financial success and personal
success within a community. Paul Freire’s dialettieminder is important for inclusion
and exclusion and interpersonal communicationlugion cannot be the ultimate goal of
life or become an ideology; choices, as discussdmbspitalitableness, provide us with
alternatives, such as invitations to include otl{€edfer, 1996). For Telfer, inclusion
was a moral virtue, one to be recognized withim@munity, and respected. Freire
discusses hope within the community and conneealsglie to pedagogy in the concrete
moment. The meal is a metaphor hapeor equality for the struggle to be included. The
primary focus of community and the meal is pedagag)it works to lessen a “culture of
silence”; the most significant connectiveness efrtieal, is interpersonal
communication. The meal is a form of interpersa@mhmunication; one may claim that
the wordgo dine togetheactually are an invitation to include each othed therefore,

to communicate with each other.

Inclusion cannot be the ultimate goal of human lifi® messages must provide
messages that are about principles that we camiibe Paul Freire suggests that we
forgo cheap inclusion. Freire wanted inclusion vetbenuine voice, not in the form of a
“handout cloaked in the demand to know and keefsqiace.” Freire advocated
genuine inclusion, not the mere appearance of siclu(Arnett & Arneson, 1999). Two
sides of a community reveal those who feel excluatetithose who believe they are

included. Interpersonal communication dependsawm ‘tthe self” is perceived and how
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“the self” interacts with the “other.” These quesst are issues of identity in community
and are defined partly by meal practices.

In theNichomacen Ethicdristotle differentiated three parts of the worthét
humans know and said that the kinds of knowledgsipte in each were different: 1)
Theoria;events and objects are eterregdistemas the knowledgesyllogisticreasoning
inductive/deductive); 2Praxis; things are contingent on each other; they may berot
than what they argghronesisor practical wisdom or good judgment; practicalsylsm;

3) Poesis;things that are madegchne or skillhow to do it manuals or training manuals.
Arnett discusses the concept of community withstérms of the common good, my
happiness, and the idea of a public invitationdortzcludedmeand theother (Ostwald,
1962). Communities structure their eating hahits @mes for their meals according to
their traditions, manners, and civility. They aatertain times, eat certain foods,
observe patrticular rituals, and engage in celebyageents. Breakfast, lunch, tea, and
dinner or supper evolved through various commumityms and practices and have
changed according to their community needs.

Mary Douglas (1975) discusses discovering the sitgof meanings and their
anchorage in social life by attending to the seqaef meals. Douglas refers to the
everyday meal and the ritual of the Sunday lunoh Ghristmas lunch, and how meals
are rated by the scale of their importance. Dougtgses that there are two contrasted
food categories; meals and drinks. Meals are stred and named events (lunch, dinner,
etc,) whereas drinks are not. Meals are eatenmatiframework of rituals and
assumptions that includmter alia, the use of at least one mouth-entering utensil per

head; drinks are used with a mouth-entering utefdikere is a seating order with cultural
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restrictions on movement such as reading at tHe.ta®ther contrasts include hot and
cold; bland and spiced; liquid and semi-liquid. ugtas argues that there is a direct
relationship between meals and social distancardimdacy. The meal then expresses
close friendship and family solidarity; boundarags highly flexible and represent
extremes from distance to intimacy (Wood, 1995jistatle’s definitions ofPraxis
Theoria,andPoesisare applicable to the concepts Douglas introduces.

Interpersonal communication is a part of the donasdjpraxis. What happens in
any given conversation is contingent on everytlalsg that happens; the conversation
could have turned out differently if you had samingthing other than what was uttered.
In the meal, food and eating can often be othear tharely food and eating and may
encourage a different voice. Here we include theevof the other; the meal invites
others to join in the cultural conversation throaghinterpersonal dialectic. First, a
meal can be a religious observance such as PasadberJewish tradition, symbolizing
the Jewish escape out of Egypt. The Christiang®aent of Holy Communion is also an
example of eating; it is less clear because itagena token eating and drinking because it
IS not eaten as a meal but rather, the sacrameatas in its own right (Telfer, 1996).
The Quran says, “The greater part of celestialtan@strial pleasures consists of the
consumption of desirable dishes and drinks” (Fedearmrmesto, 2002, p. 112). This
grounds one as a temporal being as humans needddwed. In the circle of Christ, five
barley loaves and two small fishes were a feasgeghwo incidences created a dichotomy
between overindulgence and abstinence. AugustasaCtavas allegedly frugal and was
known to snack from his saddle rather than obsgritme-wasting mealtimes. Caesar

needed to “eat to live” in contrast to the cona#plive to eat.” His actions were his
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praxis as is that of others who eat to live rathan live to eat. For example, the third
century Roman emperor Heliogabulus was associathdowerindulgence and a desire
for pleasure (Fernandez-Armesto, 2002).

The meal reminds us of our need for food and oedrier food reminds us of our
connectedness to one another and to nature. Bakbtinsses the grotesque body with an
emphasis on orifices; it is those points that djeethe rest of the world: the mouth, the
anus, the nose, the ears, the phallus, and theazagihe grotesque body is frequently
associated with food as it is a devouring bodyo@ytin the process of over-indulging,
eating, drinking, vomiting and defecating. Thetgsgue body is in transition in the
processes of eating and defecating, of dying anidgybirth. Bakhtin describes this
imagery in relationship to one of carnivalesquehlag, 2002).

The classic body, in contrast, is hygienically ale@ with the eyes and mouth
closed and little emphasis on lower bodily organbe replaced with more private forms
of consumption. Bakhtin claims that food consumptias become a domestic affair
since the Renaissance; the organization of foczksiorld War Il created communal
meals. Bakhtin addresses a contrast between eaipamd temporal as he describes the
transition of how the body is perceived and howvllials engage with each other and
the meal.

Bakhtin’s observations may also be associated kotk one is connected to a
particular culture and where one fits into thatund, a significant element of inclusion.
For example, eating can be nationalistic in natume therefore determine one’s inclusion
with one another within a culture. Hindus who agis from eating beef may do this for

religion and solidarity with their heritage (incios). Another example is a Scot who
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eats haggis (the inside of the intestines of a @wpBurn’s night may not actually like
haggis or the celebration of Burn’s night but bedi¢hat when he participates, he is
showing how much he is included in the act of b&egttish (Telfer, 1996).

The study of food choice is mainly concerned witle guestion: why do people
eat the foods they do? This question connectsaigly to the metaphor of inclusion in
and exclusion from communities. Although this magra simple on the surface, the
answer is often extremely complicated. This is destrated by the fact that we do not
necessarily eat when we are hungry; often we edhéactivity or socialization. Mark
Conner and Christopher J. Armitage, food psychsltsgaddress this topic in their text:
The Social Psychology of Fo¢2002). The authors claim that sensory percepifon
foods plays an important part in food choices. M@mses are important at one time or
another (Shepherd & Farleigh, 1989). Touch, sagiat hearing also contribute to how
we perceive texture, such as crunchy apples aminyréce cream. The most important
sensory factor is taste and odor; odors produe@eption of the taste of the food before
it is actually tasted or put in the mouth. Tastéhie perception of chemicals in the food
mixed with saliva on the taste buds on the ton@a(er & Armitage, 2002). Although
one cannot demonstrate the perception of odorgermeption of taste is divided into
four tastes: sweet (produced by sucrose), soam(fritric acid), salty (produced by table
sale and related substances), and bitter (produgedbstances such as caffeine). People
eat the food that they eat to fit into the cultarde included in the culture. Although
some individuals eat what is available to themaam@mically possible for them, eating

to be part of a larger community is of importance.
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Everyone has a favorite food, and sometimes weknaw why that is the case.
Whether our sensory characteristics are deternbgexir experiences with food or are
somehow innate is a matter for speculation. Tlkas#dies are done by examining an
individual's response to sweet and salty flavddgten studies are done on newborns that
reveal that infants between one and three daysuoomsnore water if it is sweetened.
Many researchers believe that this shows an irpraference for sweetness (Desor and
Turner, 1973). This reaction to sweetness isctdteby a relaxed nature with facial
muscles and licking and sucking of the tongue.sThia marked contrast to bitter and
sour stimuli, which produces gaping or expulsivact®ns in newborns. The link
between sensory characteristics of foods and tbeeland consumption of foods
demonstrates a relationship between particularosgmharacteristics. This is important
for the study of nature versus nurture; are tastasrn or acquired? These studies help a
culture discuss and provide an answer for why peept certain foods. It has been
discussed that one’s cultural experiences with fm@dprimary to why one eats a certain
food or appreciates a given taste. The need fdusian and exclusion is significant for
interpersonal communication and the meal; many sn&ghify not only inclusion and
exclusion, but in fact direct the individual frofretprivate sphere to the public and from
the public to the private.

The Metaphoric Significance of Private and Public

The private and public spheres are both conducivetratives and interpersonal
communication; this section addresses the differghetween the two and the
significance of the differences. The metaphor ofgie and public helps build a bridge

between interpersonal communication between pemmomdetween persons and ideas.
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The ideas of a community are at the core of whakchanged within the structure of the
meal and within the communication between individuia the community attending the
meal. The metaphor of public and private is blestcribed by Bellah (1991) and his
discussion about the Republican tradition. Thedmposes that individuals are
motivated by public participation and moral invatvent and attempts to achieve justice
and public good. A tradition could be viewed agualing metaphor or pattern of
understanding that evaluates how a community hakeddhese moral understanding
out over time. Tradition is an inherent dimensié@lbhuman action. There is no way to
go out of tradition all together, although any npaivately criticize of one point of view
over another. Tradition is not used in contragetson; tradition is often an ongoing
reasoned argument about the good of the communitysbtution that it defines. Over
time, these terms become recognized, part of toatudary of the culture surrounding
the meal, and become part of tBensus communihich establishes the common sense
practices of a community (Scfhaeffer, 1990).

Bellah (1991) discusses that a privatized viewarhmunity cannot function as
the community becomes larger and more diverse.tA(i®99) says that diversity and
difference are seldom keys to private communitynast of us are drawn to those similar
to ourselves. The blending of private and pubiscaourse brings private discourse into
the public and thus, endangers private life (ArnE209). Arnett discusses the narcissist
who brings a self-absorbed self into the largguuslic domain. Arnett argues that
dialogic civility requires an understanding of &pa view of life with diversity

replacing one’s personal view (Arnett, 1999).
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Walter Fisher ( 1984) points in the direction obpc narratives that guide and
bring individuals together rather than a divisivecdurse. “A community needs a
‘common center’ from which to thrive. A narrativeestory of a people or an
organization, can provide a common center thatpcadineople of difference together
(Arnett and Makau, 1997). The metaphoric storghimia community pulls the needs of
the community to a common center; this may be éenftihm of a web of metaphors or
individual stories or may be one metanarrative weheer, the story leads the praxis of
the individuals within the structure. Throughotgtary the metaphors change to fit the
historical moment (Arnett, 1997).

Elizabeth Telfer discusses Plato’s account of hub®ngs and in particular, his
doctrine of false pleasures. Plato says that [secaating fulfills a bodily need, the
pleasures of “eating are illusory, in that theyetgpbon the body being in a disordered
state, in need of repair’(Telfer, 1996). “It isthsugh ordinary living is a disorder which
produces a false idea of the pleasures of eatinguich the same way as illness
sometimes distorts our appetite and sense of téegdfer, 1996). For Plato, the being is
independent of the body, trapped by it, waitingdeath. Another category in the history
of food dealt with food ethics and the use of fasdemedy. In Gorgias, Plato’s
dialogue On Rhetoric included analogies of foodeigards to their ethical placement and
how they defined rhetoric. The dialogue comparesaws: the first has to do with the
soul or politics; and the other concerns the bbady is designated in two branches,
gymnastics and medicine. In the dialogue, Socrajgges, “Thus cookery assumes the
form of medicine; and pretends to know what is gfmydhe body” (Bizzell and

Herzberg, 1976, p. 72). In this dialogue, Socraggs up the famous opposition between
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cosmetics, cookery, sophistic (political oratoand rhetoric (forensic oratory), on one
hand, gymnastics, medicine, legislation, and jesbic the other. This opposition
suggests that rhetoric is not morally neutral beeatican be used to conceal the truth.
The interesting part of the dialogue is how foodsed in the dialogic exchange to
discover the value of rhetoric. Cookery is useldlp define what is right and what is
wrong with the uses of rhetoric. In this dialogtlestoric and cookery are mere flattery
and temporary cover-ups for the real truth. We al® able to discover how both food
and the rhetoric were used to solve man’s oldéstatdilemmas (Bizzell & Herzberg,
1972). Often the dialogue defines the separatetwden certain individuals in the
community and thus, provides a public sphere amavate sphere. This is reflected in
who, why, how, and when people eat or engage imibe.

Private and public may also be divided by categahet include private meals
and public banquets. The home meal is most oieacated with privacy within the
home and the idea of a banquet connotes the ide@oy diverse ideas emerging into
one meal. This diversity brings many narratived eimaracters to the event. Mars and
Nicod (1984) have written about the restaurant nariclaim that it lies outside of the
ordinary daily menus of the family (Wood, 1995)ccarding to Wood, evidence
suggests otherwise and claims that the public prawiof food is very closely linked to
domestic family foods. This may be evident in deralestaurants, but the concept of
public when talking about banquets may lie outsisefamily and privacy. In the
hospitality industry, the dining-out market is died into two categories: establishments
that provide various forms of haute cuisine andiist foods and styles for which there

is limited market; and humble street-corner takeyaod shops offering basic menus
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(Wood, 1995). In the middle, there is cateringvfarious establishments including
Chinese and Pizza deliveries. Delamont (1983)istiydublic dining and its influence
from domestic systems, primarily the wedding mé&ledding Meals are important ritual
events with important messages about the marriagéhe role of women in society.
Often the menus chosen for wedding meals refleatition” along with external
traditions expected at a wedding meal. The culinfluences of the family may be
evident in the menu selection.

Women’s magazines and cookbooks offer informationveddings, books on
marriage, and wedding etiquette (Delamont, 1983)ese publications offer a guide for
how the bride will structure her wedding, and uliely, project her own narrative.
Delamont argues that the bride does not cook abWwarwedding, but she is a guest.
This takes the bride from one of a private membb¢ih® family meal to a public and
recognized figure at her own wedding. The bridetghrar or the caterer under the
mother’s direction, prepare the wedding meal; theels father pays for the meal. The
meal is prepared by the mother or a caterer ardldtene of three locations: the brides’
family home (house or garden); a public hall; aradud, hotel or restaurant. The cost of
the event often determines the environment anddh&ents of the meal. The suggested
menu is linked to whether it is a morning weddimgo evening wedding, and therefore,
a wedding lunch or a wedding dinner is prepared.

Two ideal types of meal are represented: one wheelebratory meal is proper
food (a hotel) or one where strange food is semedfamiliar location such as a public
hall (Wood, 1995). Delamont (1983) states thatgagss about the woman'’s role are

established by the type of meal the bride beli¢wdse proper and appropriate. The
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“proper dinner reveals the family and the bride®Wwledge of what a proper dinner
looks like and reassures the groom of this factevé the same time signaling that the
bride is no longer entitled by right to have harrdirs cooked for her by her mother: the
public location of the wedding meal and the faett this catered by another, together
with the financial costs involved, signal an engbéwental indulgence in the form of
personal service rendered to the daughter/bridedqily 1995, p. 83). This reflects areas
of civility and cynicism as manners of the famihg resented form the private domain
to the public sphere. These metaphors are veHmie¢ke narrative of the family and in
particular, the bride’s family to the groom’s fagndnd other guests.

The home based reception offers a different messagehat is that the bride’s
mother is cool, calm, collected with organizingliépiand technological resources. She
saves money for her husband, is a good cook, ttiegbénostess, and the highly
organized wife (Delamont, 1983). The frugalitytloé bride’s mother may be
conceptualized as the future traits of the bride laow she will add to the family’s
structure. Her values are those of her mothend,leer manners are a reflection of the
family’s values and ethics.

The mother of the bride, as she selects the methweamue is expected to reflect
the values, ethics, and narrative or story thatdhaly is trying to project to the public.
An understanding of the self in relationship to thieer is important as one takes these
actions. Seyla Benhabib (1992) discusses convaltrelations and role expectations
between the wife and husband and the parents anchtliren and the ethical
commitment to an ethics of dialogue and feministid. These role expectations

demonstrate the traditions and identities of timeilig in particular, the bride’s family
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and thus, sends a message to the groom’s famaynh&bib says that modernity has
created discursive negotiation and “flexible appiatpn of tradition and the formation
of fluid and reflexive self-identities and life kasies” (Benhabib, 1992). According to
Benhabib, “the women’s movement on the other nagtsarily upon overly rigid
boundaries which Habermas has attempted to edididisveen matters of justice and
those of the good life, public interests versusaig needs, privately held values and
publicly shared norms” (Benhabib, 1992).

Wood states that women as consumers in public place carefully controlled,
or policed, and the stereotypes of female restaaastomers in the hospitality industry
are as much an aspect of the rhetoric of this obat they are a marketing judgment.
Even in an industry dominated by women, the maeketarginalized and treated in both
abstract and concrete terms, as an appendage écchaaits or as part of a family unit.
Women are often thought of as “fussy, or poor tipper making a coffee and a cake last
all afternoon” (Wood, 1995). This suggests that warare not credible as customers.
This transition for women into the marketplace tak®men from the private to the
public; from the home to the workplace. Preconegiuniversals may be dispelled as
women demonstrate public values within the contéxhe public sphere. These values
are a concrete depiction, not a universal or géimerhdepiction, of the values of the
women. Issues of private and public are oftentiedomen rather than men because of
man’s inclusion into the public sphere. Whereamnen are often associated with the
private sphere or the home; the lines between fgriaad public are recognized by those
in the marketplace.

The Metaphoric Significance of Civility and Inciit
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Arnette and Arneson (1999) introduce the conceptynicism and civility as
they quote James D. Hunt&egfore the Shooting Begiremd Jeffrey C. Goldfariihe
Cynical Society(Hunter, 1994) Hunter says that people maintain cynicism whey th
dispute any meaningful change and whether changéaka place in the nature and
functioning of public life; Goldfarb says that cgreim is a form of legitimation through
disbelief. Goldfarb continues that leaders us¢oriethat they do not believe, but justify
their actions. Arnett and Arneson claim that we lin a society where immediacy is
more respected than reflectiveness. Kanter andi$/(i989) say that there are three key
ingredients for cynicism to develop: one is havimgealistically high expectations; the
second is the experience of disappointment inasalfothers and feelings of frustration
and defeat; and third is disillusion or the serfdeeting let down, deceived, betrayed, or
used by others. All of these topics are discusisdlg by individuals in a postmodern
world, and often these subjects are brought taable and the meal. How one
communicates privately may be reflective of pubdigcussions. Hans Gadamer (1980),
in Dialogue and Dialectic: Eight Hermeneutical StudesPlatq discussed the concept
of word (logos) and deed (ergon) and points to &est discussion of what makes a
complete friendship and inadequacies of friendslpcrates points out that it is
problematic to be guided by a view of friendshigdxhupon action without words to
support such a commitment (Arnett and Arneson, 1998e connection between
cynicism and incivility are addressed similarlythalugh cynicism as recognized through
ancient descriptions of theynicsis not part of this discussion. Cynicism in this

discussion is one of incivility and stands in ogpos to civility within a culture.
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Friendship is important for participation withicammunity. Gadamer says that
“above all, understanding takes place by way afjleage and the partnership of
conversation” (Arnett and Arneson, 1999). The r@ohbehavior exhibited while
participating in the meal require one to perforracading to the standards of the culture.
The account of culture is unsatisfactory becausplpé behavior is determined by
existing structures (Ashley, 2002). Our statub@®an beings is confirmed through our
display of good manners. This reflects our upbnggr “nurtur” and is associated with
our social position. Ashley discusses how systehetiquette have arisen historically.
Mikhail Bakhtin’s work has been widely exploreddhgh cultural studies and carnival
celebrations; Bakhtin explores table manners catednt through carnivals: drinking,
feasting, urination, defecation, copulation andrgg\birth.

Stephen L. Carter (1998) asks the question: “Dormaematter?” As Carter
discusses the significance of civility, he conssdehether civility adds value to the better
society we are struggling together to build. ArtBehlesinger’'d.earning How to
Behave published after World War I, traces the rulesr@nners through two centuries.
Schlesinger claims that good manners were thedkesducing friction in an increasingly
diverse, mobile American population. Norbert Elaswiss sociologisThe Civilizing
Processdiscusses civility and manners and their develagmElias says, “that during
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, humagseiho for millennia had urinated
and defecated in the street or even at the diradde,tpassed gas or burped or spit
whenever the urge happened to strike, and eately m¥@rything with their fingers,
suddenly began to worry about appearances” (Carda8). The public was working

toward controlling the appetites of the body, inlthg sexual appetites, killing others on
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impulse, and abiding by other rules of conduct. il&/tueling became unpopular, and
bathrooms grew doors, the questiornhaf forkbecame a topic. Carter discusses the
disadvantages of the fork and its constructionwahy using a fork was favored over
one’s fingers and a knife. The fingers and kniegevmore efficient, and the fork serves
no obvious useful purpose. Several solutions Hesenl: sanitation, but that is solved
through individual plates versus a common bowl; smess, but that argument doesn’t
work because some foods are encouraged to bel®atba hands; and cleanliness,
although that argument is somewhat diffused byoffexing of napkins. Elias points out
that the napkin is the key; the napkin shows manaed civility, and suggests that we
are not using thkitchen rag our napkin should be kept clean, and thus, tkeeofi®ur
fingers is prohibited. Eating is separated fromdf@reparation by the use of a dining
room. This requires the use of a separate toweapkin to keep one’s fingers clean and
the entire table tidy (Carter, 1998).

Elizabeth Telfer offers another discussion on ttiwénd incivility as she
discusses the scope of temperance versus glutiimy wordtemperances addressed in
relationship to food, not what is most often dis&adkin relationship to alcohol and
abstinence. Telfer discusses the virtue that spomeds to the fault of gluttony, a virtue
that corresponds specifically to food and drinkie 8oes not agree with Aristotle’s view
that one moral virtue applies to food, drink, aesl.s Telfer argues that merely eating
and drinking too much does not make one a gluttoe;may be hungry or encouraged to
eat by someone else. “Itis the person who eatsmach because of the pleasures of

food and drink who is thought of as a glutton” {€el 1996).
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Earlier, Telfer argued about the pleasures of émsas and psychological links to
eating; she claims that there are two types of lge@po eat too much. First, “there are
the people who often eat too much because theyHétecheerful feeling and improved
morale, perhaps deriving from a rise in the bloogeas level, which goes with eating;”
and there are those individuals that think thatfptays a symbolic role such as when the
individual is really hungry for something else, B&s affection or self-esteem (Telfer,
1996).

The metaphor of civility and incivility is signifant to this study because it ties
the community to the idea of an ethical imperataugd thus frames the individual into
the larger community through a web of metaphogaisicance. Civility and incivility
provides community agreement on practices thahdedroper and improper meal-related
behavior within a community, and in this mannemnvmle a standard for community
judgment regarding other elements of the model.

The model used in this thesis provides a complietene to the hermeneutical
moment, the individuals, and the community. As wvisés the ancients, the model
guides the reader through every phase of humarparsonal activity; the model
continues to help the reader align with the overiglure of food and community by
seeing the differences and similarities betweeratieéents and the renaissance and early
America. The model continues to help as we vigidarnity and ultimately,
postmodernity; the model transverses the reader tnoe time frame to another; from
one metaphor to another; and eventual, from oneraamty and the meal to the next,

and to the next.
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Chapter I11: TheClassical Periods
Ancient Greece, Rome, and the Middle-Ages

This chapter applies the communication model desidar this study to
communicative practices of the meal in ancient Ggesnd Rome and the Middle Ages,
demonstrating how each metaphor joins the dialajulee period. After situating the
moment and establishing elementsefsus communier this time period, each
metaphor will address a specific meal-related compative artifact for its rhetorical
implications for community. The metaphors of naves and petite narratives will be
examined through the communicative artifacts okbooks and recipes; inclusion in and
exclusion from communities will be addressed tigioa treatment of social structure
and power as demonstrated in the feast; issugaiblic and private mealtime
communicative rhetorical activity are illustratéuidugh banquets and home cooking; and
communicative mealtime practices of civility andiinlity fall within the purview of
table manners and taste.

The Metaphor of Community and the Meal in the Classical Period

The on-goings in communicative praxis invite uadilress the who of discourse
and the who of action. Calvin Schrag asks: “Whariging? Who is acting?” (Schrag,
1989, p. 115). These questions help us interphat v going on within a given culture,
within a given meal, and within a given set of conmicative practices during the meal.
Schrag continues to explain that the unitary phesrmn of communicative praxis not
only delivers a hermeneutical reference to whgbisg on, but also brings a
hermeneutical implicature of a situated speakimijng, and acting subject (p. 115). A
community’s communicative practices during the e ritual have taken a number of

forms of delivery. From the nude acrobats who e¢aiteed dinner guests in ancient
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Greece, to the Roman debauchery and excess datithg, quiet dining rituals of
medieval monks, community and the meal have bestorical events rich with
community meaning. The meal and its subjects agagad in an interpersonal setting
with a communicational opportunity for interpersbdiscourse. Meals are often
presented as complex social phenomena createél&brations (Strong 2004). Meals
have divided and united people, signified peacebcated marriages and victories,
created alliances, and finally, joined mournerstbgr for funerals. Schrag explains that
hermeneutical implicature is an experientially otesl tracking of the who of discourse
and action. Discourse takes place when the sajfiagmethindoy someonabout
something takes place.

The evolution of community and the meal begins vhign ninth century B.C.,
when a Babylonian emperor discreetly invited seyémbusand guests for a ten-day
celebration. By inviting someone to engage inrtteal, the Babylonian emperor began a
cultural conversation with his guests. The evoluitontinues through the twentieth-
century by which time the meal was significantlgndhished in scale and grandeur. The
meal itself has always adjusted to how these cafigims have reflected the culture within
a society. The meal is instrumental in helping @ety adjust to shifts in power and has
helped shape both the community and class stru¢direng, 2002). In this sense, meals
and their associated communicative practices aw®rnilcal events drawn from the
“‘common sense” asensus commungg a given community. As they reflect that common
sense, mealtime ritual and communicative practica® through rhetoricgbraxisto
reinforce the meaningfulness of events they accompadefine. This chapter addresses

the operation of communicative mealtime praxishie tlassical period.
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The Heritage of The Classical Period: Historicgrficance andsensus Communis
This section lays out the cultural and histormahtext of the classical period,

highlighting some rhetorically significant elemenfsmeals and food, all tied to the
central notion okensus communiBor Vico, the idea of community has always béden t
civic community and the language of the communiife following answers the
guestion: How have community and the meal joinggtioer to engage a context for
discourse in the classical period? Vico’'s conaeptf community is political and
cultural and is concerned with thecheof the community, its languages and its
institutions (Schaeffer, 1990). Since the ancidssical period was primarily an oral
culture, it is important to understand the impoc&nf oral communicative practice as an
element osensus communis

By the second millennium B.C., both community amel mmeal have established a
reason for sharing food and wine as the social tespart to the written contract. For
example, occasional marriages and the signingatigs established reason to share a
meal and build community structures, a common maemong the Babylonians. The
discussion of an oral culture opens the door foatwias being discussed, by whom, and
where was the discussion taking place. The gwests invited to share a meal while
building community; the common sense approachrigdage was applicable to the
sharing of food and wine, a common practice attilhe and in that culture.

The Mesopotamian monarchs who staged theatricausds for important events
such as military victories, the inauguration of nealaces and temples, and the arrival of
an embassy evidence the importance of an oralreulfinese individuals enjoyed the

concept of celebration and conversation about tre@omplishments, such as military
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victories. According to Strong, eating and dinfogsuch occasions was elaborate and
organized as the king sat apart from the othectinireg on a couch with his queen close
by, and his guests were placed in groups accotditigeir social status. Schrag suggests
that the placement of the speaker and hearer lthetspace that the subject is
implicated. This is significant for dialogue t&éaplace; such is the ongoing dialectics of
dialogue. In addition, the episodically historegghe discussions are only relative to the
placement of the speakers and hearers (Schrag, p9895). Festivities involving
various members of the conversation take on maltiples, and thus, have multiple
voices.

The role of the cupbearer involved a large amo@icecemony with a ritual hand
washing, and guests received an urn of oil scenttttcedar, ginger and myrtle with
which to anoint themselves both at the start amgHiof the meal. Grilled and stewed
meats were served on flat bread, followed by aates$ fruits and pastries sweetened
with honey. After the meal, entertainment followeith music and song, clowns and
wrestlers, and jugglers and actors. Such commuyaitiyerings or meals took place on a
vast scale, and these extravagant events playegjaa role in advancing political
thought and action through conversation and diaog@te provisions consumed vividly
expressed to all present how the ruler could conthtidinutes from all over the vast
kingdom, a rhetorical statement functioning to neimthe stability of the reign. The
food and drink brought from remote regions empleasithe government’s ability to
prepare and act as a community of people. The nse#l made a manifestation or
alliance of the monarchy with the great aristocréimilies and the people within the

communities who supported both the king and theegawent that guided the land.
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One aspect of the grand meal is especially sigmifito the history of the creation
of community. Even the ingredients used in thepesicarried a message to the meal,
Strong continues to explain that any ingredientsld/de deliberately sent to royal
individuals within the community to tempt the royellates and appetites of the powerful
guests. Thus here, at the very beginning the phenomof using rare ingredients and the
creation of meals themselves clearly related tatileéorical influence on one group of
the community by the messages of another for sottaal aims.

Similarly in Ancient Egypt, the meal served asgngicant social ritual; wall
paintings in tombs provide the evidence. The pagsiportray female guests carrying
flowers, probably on arrival to the ceremony, th&eof food in procession, and the
presence of various servants performing music amdidg. According to Schrag (1989),
the texts of speaking and writing deliver a surgfimmeaning within the socio-
psychological-historical situatedness (p. 127)e @hcient texts were visual and oral,
evident in the writings and pictoral representation the walls. The meal, even in
remote times, was already an aesthetic experi@mndsefond the mere consumption of
food, embracing elegance of dress, some kind oheran ceremonial events, and every
form of theatrical entertainment. All of this wiashave a profound influence on Greece
and Rome and continued into the middle Ages. Bothrmaunity and the meal helped
contribute to the major evolution of major civiltens from the land of isolated
farmsteads and small walled towns that the lliadl tie Odyssey record. Already,
however, even in Homeric society, the meal wasaaebf display and social prestige

(Strong, 2002). The very presence of a meal etehébpower to display new descriptions
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and mark out new perspectives. For ancient catilins, the voice of Homer joins the
conversation:

For myself | declare that there is no greater lfaient of delight than when joy
possesses a whole people, and banqueters in thdistah to the minstrel as they sit in
order due, and by them tables are laden with baeddneat, and the cupbearer draws
wine from the bowl and bears it round and pounstd cups. This seems to my mind the

fairest thing there is (Strong, 2002, p. 9).

Communication is always situated, and hence, thowaglstrategic, is persuasive.
Hence, engagement in dialogue during a meal igt@rical act, and this rhetorical
communicative practice during the engagement ofrtbal is a significant event.
However, more traditional canons of rhetoric withrenexplicit persuasive ends occurred
during that time period during the ritual of theaheAristotle reduced the concerns of
rhetoric to a system that became the “touch stoféjietoric. In the classical system,
Quintillian and Cicero further developed theblic speech, theeremonialspeech, and
thelegal speech. (Bizzel & Herzberg, 1990). The engagemkobnversation took place
within the context of each system of speech. Hegorical effect of conversation on
community may have been most pronounced duringreane&l meals. The ceremonial
meal joins music and singing, individuals by staargd in addition, the symbolic role of
the cupbearer. The ceremonial meal may encompassisaypes of rhetoric in one large
event. The meal is situated in a public sphere pithlic rhetoric taking place, and the
meal itself is ceremonial in nature. This createsmaplex order of events and an
overwhelming food engagement. But Ancient Greeas 1@ go on and develop a far

more complex culinary culture, leaving it as a lBg Rome and leading into the



89

middle ages.Meals and mealtime rituals constitare @f the sensus communis of a
culture that is tied to the story of a culture. difdyre explains that in Greek culture,
medieval, or Renaissance cultures, moral thinkmdyaction are structured as classical.
Maclintyre says that this means that the thinkingj @tions present a story; each culture
has stories that are important to their culturége®harratives are presented in a dialogue;
Bakhtin claims that to enact dialogue, the pantiesd to fuse their perspectives while
maintaining their uniqueness (Baxter & Montgomdr§96). To better understand the
culture and its conversation, it is important toagnize the roles that the parties
represent in the dialogue. The dialogue is engagadrious participants within the
culture; the meal as seen in the classical perasdidividuals from the public sphere
including those in power. Other voices may be ¢hwho are invited to the event and
ultimately participate in the conversation or dgle. In this way, all of those attending
the meal become part of the narrative or storyithbeing told. Homeric poems or the
Sagas or the stories provide us with reliable hisabevidence about the societies that
they portray (Macintyre, 1984). The following exgts from Homer's Odyssey help
relate the story of ancient Greece and the commanid the meal. For Homer, the meal
is a display, an event, an opportunity for dialogue

When Dawn spread out her finger tips of rose

we turned out marveling, to tour the isle,

while Zeus’s shy nymph daughters flushed wild goats

down from the heights-a breakfast for my men (F&tatd, p. 149).

My men came pressing round me, come back,

throw open all the pens, and make a run for it?

We’'ll drive the kids and lambs aboard. We say
put out again on good salt water! (Fitzgerald, f)15
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The community and the meal is further viewed byyREannahill who continues to
discuss ancient Greece and the Nile valleys ansl thay “Athenaeus might complain that
the epic heroes knew nothing of even such commoaplalicacies as ‘appetizers served
in vines’, but Homer drew on as sound a traditimnhis characters’ food as for their
exploits (Tannehill, 1988, p. 60). This is in agreent with the theories of Bakhtin who
says that social life was not a closed, univocabfislogue” but an open “dialogue”
(Baxter & Montgomery, 1996).

The story or narrative told by people within a atdtis often related by what they
eat and when they eat; in addition, who was aetlent is important to the overall story.
The practices of food and community are presenyetidofood served, who is invited to
attend, and why those who are included are pahefarger narrative structure. Why
people ate what they ate is answered in the follgwjuestion: Did the early inhabitants
of Greece structure their own lifestyles? Or Wéeytpart of the greater culture? To
further understand the conversation taking platckiwihe meal, it is important to know
how the participants in the meal have come intagld/Nere the conversations
constructed by language or did they evolve becatifee cultural influences? Ashley
discusses three paradigms for studying the meakttlucturalist, the culturalist, and the
Gramerci or hegemonic theory. These paradigmemigtdefine how the conversation
during the meal takes place, but also helps défave the food that was eaten came to be
food. According to Bakhtin, the self is constectthrough different forces that he
describes as centripetal and centrifugal; thiglstional dialectics that allows a
conversation to emerge between the two forces. olitede force and the inside force

are instrumental in the dialogic activity betwerdividuals. This theory is also tied to
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food in a constructive manner; food is construdtedhe forces of centripetal and
centrifugal as they afford acceptance or rejectvihin the community. Outside forces
often prohibit the type of food eaten because nioisavailable, or it is too expensive, or it
IS unacceptable according to cultural norms. Kan®le, in ancient Greece, the
inclusion of meat in the diet was denied becaudbetcarcity of meat; in some cultures,
certain foods are taboo and therefore, not pattetultural preference. In these
situations, the narrative of the culture works with outside forces and acceptable forces
to constitute a food and its community.

The inclusion of meat in the meal was difficult Base of the landscape of Greece.
This outside force predicted the outcome of thelpasameat became scarce, adjustments
were made to include other foods, continuing thgqumfood-related identity of this
group. In the early days, wild boar was availaplgs were fed acorns and beechmast
from the trees, but the terrain made it difficoltcbntinue to hunt meat and to raise
animals for consumption. Once again, Bakhtin’s thigwovides us with a means to
understand the ongoing rhetorical forces of foothwmvia culture. The need to connect
with another (the centripetal force) and the neeskparate from the other (the
centrifugal force) are at work within the formatiohcustoms and traditions, including
food-related responses to environmental conditioAs.the population increased, there
were changes that affected farmers and the growfiggain. The excerpts from the
Odysseynclude meat in the diet and do not reflect lat@bpems with acquiring meat.
The rich drank more wine than water and could eat,gnutton or pork without having
to wait for a sacrificial occasion, and they magoatat deer, hare, partridge, and

songbirds to add variety (Tannahill, 1988). Thérglof stories as historical fact
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provides a moral background to contemporary debatkassical societies, particularly
when discussing the beliefs and concepts and rbakgrounds of a culture. This
information is important when contrasting past tesent (Maclintyre, 1984). The stories
told about the ancient culture are a combinatiostiefcturalism and culturalism; this is
evident in the choices that individuals made irardg to meat and also to what they
drank. These choices came to define “common sdosa’particular location, providing
the rhetorical resources or cultural capital (Boemgd1984) for construction of
community identity.
Greek and Roman Cuisine@ommunity of Ingredients

Language can be considered the catalyst of a comtynwhich implies that its
operation within particular context, such as theali of the meal, is rhetorical, mediated
through interpersonal discourse as it receives mgahrough common sense elements
of culture that provide a background for that magniThe meal may be considered a
general community or shared activity by individualghin a community structure. The
relative importance of the self compared to the momity can be seen in the dining
ritual and consumption of the meal, including theams by which the ingredients for the
meal are gathered and prepared. In this sensacthasition of ingredients within a
community could be seen as a non-private traditian benefits society as a whole. The
resources available to the community define theseoptive identity of each person in
that community, contributing to the store of “conms®nse” osensus communibat
structures meals that are prepared and eaten.

When individuals and groups gather for food anavessation, they look for

ingredients that are indigenous to the regionshicwvthey inhabit. The familiarity of
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the meal puts the individual in a position to cactrweith the other (centripetal force).
For Bakhtin, this is essential for interpersonahoaunication; Bakhtin’s concept of the
chronotype is important in understanding the caeidxature of centripetal and
centrifugal. The tensions between the two forbesefs, ideologies, and values takes
concrete form in the evcryday interaction practicesocial life (Baxter & Montgomery,
1996), particularly the meal, for the necesssitgating is ever present and must be
responsive to the unique environment of a givenramity (Diamond, 1999). From the
available ingredients that define relevant foo@ted resources, communities begin to
develop recipes from the available ingredients.s€hagredients encompass meals that
all have a narrative structure that guide their gl@tion (Strong, 2002) and that can be
considered to derive from the “common sense” emvrent of a particular place. The
olive was of particular interest to the culture &émel communities; salted or in brine,
barrels of olives were shipped from Spain, Sialygd Greece. The olives were part of
the banquet tables of the well-to-do and were weugh appreciated. The olives were
guite expensive and very popular; they appear oconving bills of lading as well as the
tax invoices of many Mediterranean port cities, veht@ey were shipped either for local
consumption or re-export to distant lands (Reb?08,1). Each ancient recipe used the
available food in list form and created dishes ti@tonly enhanced the nourishment of
its people but additionally created a story of stinat led to the development of the
predominant dishes in that period in history. &s certainly the case in the ancient
world (Strong, 2002).

The olive was the first export crop but was sodloweed a few centuries later by

the vine; from the fifth century B .C. until thetiex part of the first century B. C., Greece
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and the islands were the Burgundy Wine leadereeMediterranean world. Tannehill
suggests that a basket of grapes was left negleceedorner at about the time of the
Neolithic era. After fermentation, someone (oféeewoman) had the courage to taste the
result and found it pleasant. It is unlikely tinabe was made on a regular basis until
pottery was invented, which provided a place toestbe wine. Drinking wine is
mentioned quite often by Homer:

“Go call him, let him come here, let him tell

that tale again for my own ears,

our friends can drink their cups outside or stalgati,

being so carefree. And why not? Their stores

lie intact in their homes, both food and drink,

with only servants left to take a little.

But these men spend their days around our house

Carousing, drinking up our good dark wine;

Sparing nothing, squandering everything.

No champion like Odysseus takes our part.

Ah, if he comes again, no falcon ever

Struck more suddenly than he will, with his son,

To avenge this outrage!” (Fitzgerald, p. 329)

The social construction of the Greek and Romarupegtwas a response to the
environment designed to suit the needs of the itdnatls. As the years progressed, both
Greek and Roman cuisine was primarily based orurese from the sea. The range of
fish in its waters was enormous: blue fish, pikafish, swordfish and shark. With these
key ingredients the communities of people begatetelop recipes that surrounded the
use of the ingredients from the sea (Strong, 199@inesticated animals are needed far
more for their milk and wool, and to work the latithn for consumption. The Greeks
and the Romans historically ate sheep, pigs, gaatsgame, and also animals such as

dog and horse, typical for the “common sense” af ttme. Game included hares, boar,

goats, fox, deer and lion. Feathered prey inclugiegh things larks, quail, geese, pigeons,
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mallards, and pheasants. There was some domedtmauéry in place but was not used
nearly as much because of the abundance of wilédards and fowl. As horticulture
improved, a wide variety of vegetables became qofaular: celery, asparagus, beets,
cabbage, capers, chicory, endive and fennel wegeadn for ingredients within the
culture. The culture also produced fruit productshsas olives, plums, cherries, melons,
apples, pears, grapes, as well as a range ofAmittated earlier, grapes furnished wine

in great abundance for the entire community, bumarily the wealthy. Wine and olive

oil were basic to the evolution of both Greek amarfan gastronomy and were added to a
list of prestigious imported spices especially pgpfrom China, India, Arabia, and

Africa. The above list of ingredients is plentifnlthe sense that it provides the necessary
framework for the creation of the meal (Strong, 20énd the rhetorical interaction that it
embodies and for which it makes space.

Buber suggests that we experience and use the Woads thou” to invite a
meeting with the world. Buber’s work suggests thatcommon mealtime can provide a
common center that re-gathers scattered commuratigarticipate in a common activity;
this interpersonal task could be thought of aseyatl for the meal itself (Buber, 1958).It
is important to understand what ingredients wegglable to the community in order to
gain the insight as twhy people ate what they aad when they atelt is however, a
matter of historical record that good plain cookinginy community, at any particular
time, has always been logically and sensibly adbfitéhe materials, equipment and fuel
available. Common food springs from “common semsattices, and hence provides a
rhetorical resource for identification of membefa@iven geographical region or

culture.
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In addition to the meal itself, rituals of markitige day that embeds the meal
provides important common sense elements of areulbn ancient Rome, the day was
divided into two parts: twelve hours of day andlixeehours of night; this included three
meals. The first, thentaculumor breakfast that was eaten immediately upon riaimd)
consisted of primarily bread and fruit. The secgrdndiumor lunch had no fixed time
for consumption, and consisted of simple food desiigto sustain the eater through the
active business of the working day. This meal e@ssidered to be the epitome of
Roman virtues. The third and the only proper noé#the day was theenaor fercula
which was taken at the ninth hour; in mid summes was at 2:30 and 3:45 in the
afternoon, and in winter between 1:30 and 3:00thénearly days this was split into two
segments: theenaand thevespernaome time in the evening. But with artificial ligh
the time became later; this was the Roman verdigimeodinner party (Strong, 2002).

The orator Cicero regarded such events as lyirtigarheart of Roman culture
because it portrayed a community of enjoymeotrvivium,a living together. The
Romanconviviumdiffered from the Greek counterpart because womere\@mong the
participants. Theonviviumcalled for special clothing; theynthesicombined a tunic
with a small cloakgallium), both made of the same material. These brillyagdlored
clothes were worn, weather permitting. The size@uaghing depended on taste; these
clothes were worn by women and men. Unlike thatdgvas a form of dress worn only
in private, never in public. “Danies” could goadligh several changes gfnthesisin
one evening. Manner of dress at mealtime is #rival resource that brings community
together through identification. Seyla Benhab#sxdsses the standpoint of the concrete

other and requires us to view every human beirgg@screte, rather than generalized,
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other. For Benhabib, the idea of twnviviumand the inclusion of women may be an act
of complementary reciprocitgr recognition of the standpoint of the other (Baib,
1992). Although the idea of community and liviegéther is not often associated with

the ancients, community and the meal appears livdxtin the betweem this narrative.

The Development of Italian Gastronomy

Peter Berger’s (1966) introduction of the ideaadial constructionism
demonstrates that we construct our realities.Imeatdtalian cuisine, the reality of the
meal is constructed by looking to the availabibfyingredients, what foods were
available, and who should be included in the m&éé may add to Berger’s ideas an
extension of Schrag’s (1986) “by,” “about,” and 'fe-the preposition “from” (e.qg., the
meal is by someone—the chef; about something—acpkat ritual, or community
solidarity, and sustenance—for the community ordiners, from—the available
ingredients).

The development of Italian cuisine is discussedbga Del Conte, who claims
that it is impossible to trace the roots of Eurepeaoking to Italy and that the first
known food writer was Archestratus, a Sicilian Gredno lived in Syracuse in the fourth
century B. C. His narrative portrays a cultureagmed with the production of food and
who was going to join together for a meal. Oné&isfpoems is about food, and although
the original was lost, it is passed down to usubloAtheneus, who quoted it in his
Deipnosophists. Archestratus was concerned that the food bé fiedsop quality,
seasonal, and that the flavor be distinct and restk@d by the addition of spices, herbs
and seasonings—an important element of the “framthée extension of Schrag’s model.

This was particularly stressed in the preparatioish (Del Conte, 2001).
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A few centuries later, iDe Re Coquinariait is evident through this narrative discussion
that this must have been forgotten; a collectiod# recipes included a huge number of
different spices and herbs, which would totallyehite intrinsic flavor of the main
ingredients. Many of the recipes consist of saargsgarnishes, most containing a
selection of at least six or seven herbs plus hamelyspices. Some suggest that the
spices were added to hide unwanted flavors in fbatiwas not as fresh as it should be.
Del Conte disagrees with this notion and suggésisthe Romans knew about good food
and had access to the best produce. They hado¥ysim the Gulf of Toronto; fish from
the post of Ostia; game from the hills of Rome; dredfreshest fruit and vegetables
brought into the city every day by the produce @mithemselves, as they are today
(Del, Conte,2001).

All of these points illustrate the importance lo¢ tcommon,” the shared, the
sensus communisund within a particular time and place. Availabdsources provide
the “common sense” for a community’s vital suster@providing ample opportunity to
distinguish communities one from another, to bimeht in clearly identified ways, and to
create spaces for rhetorical communicative pratisimthe context of the mealtime
ritual. The next sections identify the way eachmadat of the metaphoric model works in
this time period.

The Metaphor of Narrative/Petite Narrative: Cookbooks and Recipes

The following section attempts to answer the jaesHow do cookbooks and
recipes advance the narrative of a community? atises provide a story about a
particular region and enable the reader or listéméetter understand the structure of a

given culture. Macintyre (1984) discusses thatatases bring communities together to
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form a common story; ancient Greece, Rome, aner olie regions in the Middle-ages
had a story that was provided by either an orabhjsor a literary message. According

to Arnett and Arneson (1999), a narrative begin® @ispeech act that is tested by people
and competing world-views. This story is consteddby characters who tell a history

and find a common direction. A story only becoragsmrrative when it is agreed upon
and is no longer the product of an individual. eé&@nd type of narrative is meta-
narrative; this is a narrative that is agreed uppthe public and includes a universal
standard for the culture. This conceptualizat®miportant to understanding community
and the meal and those who are participating im#reative being brought forward and
the rhetorical dialogue necessary to arrive atramon story.

One way to label and understand a particular meis by reading stories or
narratives articulated by the people who createcandume it. The narratives are
reflections of the community’s virtues, culturedgrractices associated with the meal. In
ancient Greece and Rome, there were combinatiopstitdé and meta narratives; these
stories are often related in the form of recipesanbinations of food and social function
within the community. Maclintyre (1984) claims timarratives are recognized as
acceptable views of human good; Arnett and Arn€$889) claim that narratives are a
story that “propel” people in a direction, and wisgeaking of ancient Greece and Rome,
the stories were often told through the communiy he meal. This is a form of
teleology or a driving force within the communitgeals and common good for the
individuals living within a certain culture.. MartBuber’'s great character is someone
that works within the dialectic of tradition andacige and is positioned to manipulate the

narrative when other narratives fail (Arnett & Asoa, 1999). All of these theories help
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understand what was happening in the ancient zatibns and their participation in the
meal. Buber’'s great characters contribute to theeies stories, but also, there are others
who join the conversation. The narrative of a agltis determined by the voices within
the community, and therefore, the voices ofterveela diverse message. The food that
is consumed in the community can offer a unifyingssage as we sedatpeople eat,
whenthey eat it, anavherethey eat.

Sagas of the Meal: Dialogic Perspective

Walter Fisher offers five presuppositions for tlarative paradigm: 1) humans are
storytellers; 2) paradigmatic mode of human commaton is a good reason that varies
in form by situation, genre, and media; 3) creatad carrying out of good reasons is
ruled by history, biography, culture, charactec,;et) rationality is determined by nature
of people as narrative beings; and 5) people chfvosea set of stories to lead the good
life (Fisher, 1984). Fisher’s paradigms may beliaddo the sagas of the meal as one
looks to the Greek cuisine and the Sophist’s Banhqiliee humans attending the banquet
tell a story within a vast range of topics; theiatton and genre are significant to the
venue for the saga; the creation of the meal edrbly the history, culture, etc.; cooking
transforms the nature of the beings; and the peatg@ding the banquet are engaged in
the good life through the virtues of the community.

The underlying vital nature of narrative is exantifgy Arnett and Arneson (1999)
as they discusshypeople communicate with another in a way that redpdo one’s
humanness; thehyis important for undertanding the dialogic civilityinterpersonal
communication. Arnett discusses Robert Bellahtaednemory of the community and

refer to the nostalgia associated with engagenmeditiogue. Although Arnett discusses
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baseball in America, the theory applies to all ferof narrative and dialogue. Macintyre
says that “one could live off the power and directof a given narrative while failing to
teach the background narrative that gives diredboaction” (Arnett & Arneson, 1999, p.
60).

Historically we know about Greek cuisine from a lwtrat comes by Athenaeus of
Naucratis in Egypt entitlefihe Deipnosophistdhe Sophists’ Banquet). The recipes are
contained in fifteen books and depict fictionalrgn conversations that are set in Rome;
within the conversations, the parties discuss anaagje of topics, including gastronomy
in Ancient Greece. In particular, Athenaeus incoapes writings from the earliest known
food cookery writer, Archestratus, a fourth-centBr. Sicilian Greek.

Cooking in some cultures becomes a metaphor fotrémsformations of life. It is
important to specify that when “we speak of foodas” the word “raw” becomes the
metaphor for the narrative structure that guidesstiory of cooking itself. The metaphor
rawness is a culturally constructed, or at leaktially modified to define the start of the
cooking process. Through we commonly eat manydamd some vegetables with
minimal preparation, we take their rawness for tgdrecause it is culturally normal.
No one speaks of raw apples or lettuce as cookasl.only when the food in question is
taken from the raw state and prepared for consamptiat the metaphor “raw” begins to
address the constructive narrative of cooking (&edez-Armesto, 2002).

Levi-Strauss was right to suppose that boilingjtiees the use of a receptacle, a
cultural object”, since a skin or tribe used a®#eb pit is a substantial means of
cooking, which has to be dug or lined. But by tame standard the spit or the skewer,

and even a kindled fire, are metaphors of cookingutiural objects that must be
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classified as cultural or civilized methods of difenal narrative structures When a
culture uses the basic ingredients and metapharsaking such as rawness, skewered or
kindled fire of the food itself one can begin te $®w and why the recipes are developed
to guide the story of a societies consumption Bab@ooking and the stories that guide
this order are at least as good as all other catebdas an index of humanity and
humankind. In all of the ancient culture’s, Grekledieval or Renaissance, where
cooking and action is structured according to seersion of the scheme that | have
called classical, the chief means of cookbooksrangbes is the telling of stories. Each
culture of course has stories that are peculigglguwn; but every one of these cultures,
Greek or Christian, also possesses a stock oestainich derive from and tell us about
its own vanished heroic age. In sixth-century Aththe formal recitation of the
Homeric poems was established as public cerembeypdems themselves were
substantially composed no later than the seventhicg As we read Homer, it is
apparent that his narrative about the communitythadneal is at the heart of his
recitation.
“Greetings, stranger! Welcome to our feast. Theteb& time to tell your errand
later.” He led the way, and Pallas Athena follovi@d the lofty hall. The boy
reached up and thrust her spear high in a polish&dagainst a pillar, where tough
spear on spear of the older solder, his fatheodstio order. Then, shaking out a
splendid coverlet, he seated her on a throne wilrést-all finely carved-drew his
painted armchair near her, at a distance fromebke To be amid the din, the
suitors’ riot would ruin his greatest appetite theught, and he wished privacy to
ask the news about his father, gone for years. @rothem a silver finger bowl
and filled it out of a beautiful spouting goldemjuhey drew a polished table to
their side. The larder mistress with her tray céoypeand served them generously. A
carver lifted cuts of each roast meat to put ondhners before the two. He gave

them cups of gold, and these the steward as hehigndunds filled and filled
again” (Fitzgerald, 1961, p. 5).

The Development of the Menu: Narrative Interpretati
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The words written on a menu are not merely wotttsy tare a story told through
the community and the meal. Many scholars offarwactire for food and cultural
studies; Bob Ashley, Joanne Hollows, Steve Jond$am Taylor (2004) discuss two
primary paradigms. The structuralist paradigmioaged with Ferdinand de Saussure
who was interested in a deep structure, or fortarmjuage, and not in the underlying
meaning or content. Saussure attempted to deeelmpversal science of language with
unchanging rules, sign, units, and systems asahie bomponent of language.
Saussure’s theory would not tell the story in nfirety because the words would be
interpreted without essence or cultural meaninglaiRd Barthes’s structuralism
demonstrates how natural or commonsence meanitagh dhemselves to objects or
practices (1972). This approach is important fberpreting the messages constructed by
the recipes of a region and the narrative of threraanity as told in the menu. In the
discussion of the menu, it is evident that the rafithe culture, the practices of the
people, and the availability of food product detered what people eat, when they eat,
and the centrality of food to other forms of so@dahavior. “To ear is a behavior that
develops beyond its own ends, replacing, summin@gug signalizing other behaviors”
(Barthes, 1972).

In ancient Greece and Rome, men wrote sagas alsnyt events and extravagant
eating experiences around the table. Greek andaR@astronomy developed out of the
practice of sacrifice, which is evident as we lookhe menu and its contents. Meat, as |
have already indicated, was relatively scarce |abi@ mainly following the sacrifice of a
domestic animal to the gods. As mentioned abovauch occasions the meat was

roasted and divided into equal portions and plaw®d trenchers, a plate like device. The
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fact that it was divided equally and apportioneddbgwing lots meant that there was no
such craft as that of butchery. But in any casectimsuming passion of the Greeks,
certainly of the Athenians, was for fish, whiclma it was never part of the religious
ritual, was free to be a wholly and secular fooer(landez-Armesto, 2002). With the
invention of that gastronomical cornerstone, thekaay pot, meat or fish could be
stewed rather than roaster. The more sophisticatekl began adding other ingredients
to the pot, like the inclusion of salt, to heightbe taste or honey as sweetener, or the
fragrance of herbs and spices to bring out otlaeofls. In a sense the manner or art of
cookery was born and, in the case of the Greekskiguecame quite sophisticated.
Athenaeus’ text contains references to fewer thatytGreek cookery books, the earliest
datable to the fifth century B.C. Much of the calin skill they record seems to have
come to Greece with cooks from Sicily in the fouatid third centuries. By that date,
too, the wine trade had fully developed, with gepdpical differences already being
recognized. Cookery by that time included a laayege of complex meat and fish dishes
as well as the introduction and repertory of bisglreads and cakes. The cooking
revolution was the first scientific revolution: Tdescovery, by experiment and
observations, of the biochemical changes, whiafstrat flavor and aid digestion. It
isn’t called kitchen chemistry for nothing. Measpite the disfavor it drew in ancient
times is still an unbeatable source of nutritionffaman bodies. Cooking makes the
proteins in the muscle fibers fuse, turning coltagejelly. In most cultures, for most of
history, the chief alternative to dry cooking oredi fire is immersion in hot water. For
these particulars, the cooking pot truly actechadaeginning of cooking, as we know it

today (Fernandez-Armesto, 2002)
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The Greek idea of theolis included determinants that are not evident inothe
eras; it is because of this that there needs mlmngoing interpretation and
reapplication for hermeneutical understanding. déstiny or fatalism associated with
the ancients is more subdued in modernity; thistasesult of viewing thpolis as
principally an extension of nature. The comprelensf the world and the advent of a
consciousness brough about the Greek polis intadh®osite of freedom, individuality,
subjectivity, and unigueness (Schrag, 1985). Srboatinues to explain that freedom
rather than destiny, individuality rather than papiation, subjectivity rather than
objectivity, and uniqueness rather than sameness$vexl the principal emphasis. We
associate the polis witthosand the ongoing social and political concernshef t
community. This is evident when looking to the aguity, story and guidance of
curative cooking and the story it tells.

The Curative Story of Cooking: Ambiguity, Story a@didance

Structuralism and culturalism share a common belia dominant ideology that
is imposed from above, resisted from below, andipies the minds and actions of the
people, and thus, prohibits alternatives (Ashl&d4). In ancient times, there were
several forces that dominated the culture’s nomuspaactices. For example, Strong
suggests the power of Christianity and how it @éfddhe secular table; the Bible offered
many eating habits, including the miracle of tlwaves and FishesSchrag’s discussion
about thepolis and ethosis appropriate to this idea; the Greek idea ofptbiés is
important to the dynamics of communicative pra¥sacintyre refers to Greek culture
and says that the virtues are to be exercisedratetms of which they are to be defined

is thepolis (Schrag, 1989, p. 204).
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Schrag discusses a holistic space in which ouriaggbought and action,
language and speech, interplay; this space is canuative praxis. Many of these
stories or narratives found their way to the sutpéenedicinal or curative; the structure
of the culture carries many oral stories or tatelelp with the health and welfare of a
community and eventually the practices became amaamcative praxis. The fact that
many food taboos are enforced by the threat ohsis& or deformity puts them,
considered from one aspect, in a category as thlghhegimens, which are found in
almost every culture. The only surviving recipesyf ancient Egypt are for foods that
come from medical treatises. Chicory was addedivfer trouble, iris for bad blood,
fennel for colitis. The theory of humors dominatecek and Roman medical dietetics:
indeed, it has been the most enduring and thoumghggnfluence on the dietary tradition
in the Western world. Menu planners for the sitklassical antiquity tried to correct an
excess of cold and moist “humor” by providing hirty foods and vise versa. The notion
that foods have a range of properties, which mediddanced for perfect health, has
appealed to all cultures in history. Humeral digtheory is a traditional framework for
recipe design in all societies (Fernandez-ArmeXi02).

Traditional dietetics depends, in most culturesadmtrary categories
(Fernandez-Armesto, 2002). It is therefore unsdieror, at least, not scientific in the
usual sense of the word. It is more readily undexias a kind of trans-formative magic
similar to the magic of cannibalism: you acquire tjualities of what you eat. On the
other hand history has proven the commonsense asisunthat food and health are
linked. What is cooking, “if not medicine? askedseudo Hippocratic treatise of

antiquity. Indeed, food is medicine in a sensspde the efforts governments make to
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distinguish between them for purposes of inclusioexclusion and regulation. In a
similar sense, food is also poison. Universal olzgen reveals that to much food or too
little is injurious and sometimes fatal to the bodior this reason much of the history of
food and medicine could be written in the studyp @lltures ingredients and the stories
that surround them in regards the correspondenweba particular foods and particular
physical conditions surrounding them. The conmechetween food and health is at its
most obvious cases where specific diseases aredcayglietary deficiencies and,
therefore, can be remedied by dietary adjustmerttse consumption of both meals and
the recipes themselves (Fernandez-Armesto, 2002).

The balance of nature is further discussed inaktes of the culture; the
conversational links are similar to those discugseBakhtin who claims that a given
utterance is situated within the boundaries of vidnanticipated in the conversation.
Since the focus is not only on medicinal, curatfeeds, the aim in ancient Greece and
Rome was to achieve a balance of sweet with bafesour with unusual flavors. It
involved the use of a vast array of ingredientbedh and dried herbs and spices cooked
together with honey and vinegar, and ingredierds \were also the basic ingredients for
the succeeding cuisines in both cultures. Byzamtie fish sauce calleghrosin Greek,
garumin Latin. Garoswas made by mixing whole fish with salt, leavingpitferment for
up to three months, than staining off and botttimg liquid. Its production was along
factory lines at a very early date.

Only fragments survive of these fifth-and fourtmey cookbooks, but they
make plain that by the close of the fifth centurZBGreek civilization had given birth to

a complete meta-narrative formation that unifiéeréiture covering diet, health, exercise,
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hygiene, as well as cookery. The Greeks furtheemeere the first to identify the story
of cookery as one of the indispensable skills atgla human life. Diet in the ancient
world was seen first and predominantly as a meapseventing and acting in a curative
manner toward the elimination of iliness. It waséd on the virtually universally
accepted view of the body as composed of four husadnood, phlegm, yellow and
black bile, each of which had its own characteridiot and dry (blood) cold and dry
(phlegm), hot and moist (yellow bile), and cold andist (black bile). All foods were
categorized as embodying one or more of thesdat&s. The perfect balance, which
was central to maintaining a healthy disease-foslybdepended on eating food capable
of correcting any existing imbalance in the sys{@annahill, 1988).

The Metaphor of Inclusion/Exclusion: Social Structure/Feast Versus Power

The Convivium Interpersonal Common Places

This section asks the question: How did community thhe meal serve to create
inclusion and exclusion in the classical periodZheNichomacean Ethic#ristotle
discusses three parts of the world that humans karahsaid that the kinds of knowledge
possible in each were different: Theoria events and objects are etermgdisteme
knowledgesyllogistic: reasoning inductive/deductive. Rjaxis; things are contingent on
each other and may be other than what they afeo&3is;things that are madeechne
or skill; how to do it manuals or training manuals. Arng&86) discusses the concept of
community within the terms of the common good, haegs, and the idea of a public
invitation to be included. This idea is discusasdne and the other (Ostwald, 1962).
Communities structure their eating habits and tifoesheir meals according to
traditions, manners, and civility. Individuals @atcertain times, they eat certain foods,

they observe particular rituals, and finally, eng@ygcelebratory events.
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Perhaps the answer to our overall question is Inagyrto be answered by who
was included in theonviviumor symposium.These two events provide a structure
within society that excludes most and includesva f&heconviviumwas viewed as a
congenial event where social barriers were lowaretinormal conventions relaxed, with
inferiors allowed to indulge freely in sharp witthout fear of recrimination. It was
written that guests were invited for the meal, toathake class distinctions; they are
brought to the table as equals and given the seragrtent; this was contradicted by the
reality that dinner parties in Rome worked as tbilydo. Who gets invited, and who
does not, is the criteria for acceptance (Strof022 A single household may have four
hundred slaves; a singtenviviummight require the services of every one of thén.
freed slave who knew the tastes of those attentie@panquet often chose the menu. To
be included in theonviviumwas not available to everyone. Much of what wasreand
who was included was elusive to most. It is diffi;mot to be curious about elusive
cuisine with textures and flavors and the genarjext of banquets and social eating.
Poor Romans rarely tasted Cappadocian bread orwafers; grain pastes were their
staple or sometimes a coarse homemade bread vath) cha polenta porridge made
from millet. By the third century, matters impravehen theannonabegan distributing
loaves instead of grain. The miller-baker held yntaicks and the plebs knew their
rights; it would have been a brave miller who triegass on bread that was no better

than they could make at home (Tannehill, 1988).

The Food of The Rich: Hisoricality and Presence

The horizon of the between is that which is desdiby Martin Buber aketween

man and manfor those who participated in community and thelnmeancient
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civilizations, the choices of who, what, or whernrevaot available. Buber looks to a
sphere of inclusion and says that humanneess enabk® come together with others in
the between (Arnett & Arneson, 1999). Buber’s tlyesuggests that the between is
optional or available to the other; the foods given community may not be available to
all and the idea of a common center for food androanity may not existHistoricality
and the individual are addressed in this secti@hthe question is asked: “Is there a great
degree of difference between the food of the riuth the food of the poor? The food of
the rich was very different, and in Rome, radicdlifferent. Other societies had more
guantity and quality than materials; the Roman hall access to an astonishing amount
of food. Pickles had to be imported from Spaimtieom Gaul, wine from Jura, oysters
from Britain and spices from Indonesia. It is difit not to be curious about the finished
effect of a cuisine that remains persistently ocadiby the rich on the general subject of
banquets and social eating. In the classical gexiparade of wealth was, in itself, a
declaration of special qualities that set the sibard nobles above the common herd.
The royal banquet was an important item in the ipuklations budget during the ancient
periods (Telfer, 1988).

Interpersonal communication is a part of the donodpraxis. What happens in
any given conversation is contingent on everytlalsg that happens; the conversations
of the elite were not available to all. As we aygoh the metaphor of public and private,
the discussion continues on who is invited to tiealn For Bakhtin, how one is
connected to the greater culture and where onanfidshat culture, determines one’s
inclusion with one another within a culture. Faample, Hindus who refrain from

eating beef may do this for religious beliefs arlirsion into the greater community. The
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religious community has historically provided anropn on the social construction of

our meals (Telfer, 1996).

The Metaphor of Public and Private: Banquets and Home Cooking
The Birth of the Symposium: Interpersonal CommaacPs

As we move on to theymposiumwe address the same question asking who is
included in the meal.Macintyre discusses the Homeric society and stéaiés basic
values of society were given, predetermined andese a man’s place in the society and
the privileges and duties that followed from hestgs” (Macintyre, 1984, p. 122). A man
in a heroic society is distinguished by what hesg@eman and his actions become
identical; courage is the highest attribute an@heines how one is perceived.
Macintyre claims that morality and social structare in fact one and the same in a
heroic society. As we address food and commumity@mmunity and the meal, it is
interesting to note that Macintyre’s community nmay have been available to all. Itis
important to identify the structure of the commurand the culture itself to understand
what was happening with food and community.

Robert Bellah (1991) discusses the fact that\apried view of community
cannot function as the community becomes largemame diverse. Arnett (1999) says
that a community and the individuals who are pathe public of a community are
drawn to those who are most similar to themselvekeair private individuality. This
may be viewed in several ways, but within a religicommunity, these ideals are most
often viewed. Also, the religious community magrd with the community at large. A
meal can be a religious observance such as PasadherJewish tradition, symbolizing

the Jewish escape out of Egypt; the Christian $aenaof Holy Communion may also
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be an example of eating; and the Quaran sayshbajreater part of celestial and
terrestrial pleasures consists of the consumptiatesirable dishes and drinks
(Fernandez-Armesto, 2002). The advent of Chrigyiamth many communal feasts
highlighted the problem of food hierarchy from dreatstandpoint; the Apostle Paul had
to avoid gatherings where the rich and their frehdd better food and drink than those
present of lower social status (Strong, 2002).

The rise of the Roman Empire and the birth of §tfamity are interwoven. Paul,
the great missionary was privileged to travel tigloaut the empire to the early churches
because he was a Roman Citizen. The extravagénice Boman banquet table is
legendary. Influence and power were negotiateoutin extraordinary feasts. An
impressive appetizer of peacock tongues might redbe demise of two hundred birds.
Laws were passed limiting the extravagance of batsgbut as might be expected,
enforcement of this culinary moderation provedidifft. Romans loved spicy foods, and
their casseroles typically combined several méigts, poultry, cheese, vegetables, and
herbs in one dish. Garum, the fermented anchowyesappeared in almost every savory
recipe. While the Romans introduced many diningg@ms and foods into their colonies,
they preferred imported specialties from all cosngfrthe known world for their banquet
tables (Goodman, 1906.)

Walter Fisher’'s (1984) view of public narrativasws that individuals need a
common center from which to thrive. The symposambanquet so dear to literary
tradition was a type of supper party at which thedfwas quickly eaten so that the
participants could get on with the real businesthefevening, which was talking and

drinking (Tannehill, 1988). There were many foroh€ommunal dining in Ancient
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Greece, but all began with a blood sacrifice, fold by eating and, finally, drinking.
The division between the meal and the drinkingyp@rperhaps the most striking. As is
evident in other cultures, the women left the dijnioom after the meal, and the men
continued to indulge in hard drinking and hard talk Ancient Greece, th&/mposium
first appears in the seventh century BC. By tfib fientury, rooms were designed to
accommodate the feasting (dining rooms), squashape and designed at first to hold
seven couches. These rooms were eventually exgdoadwld eleven couches. The
room had three couches to a wall, allowing for Hrcenter door; the couches could be
of stone or wood. These rooms were the prerogafitiee elite class; those outside of
the class structure picnicked outside of the stinect Some of these rooms still exist in
sanctuaries in which the blood sacrifice would &eprior to theleipnon and then the
symposiungStrong, 2002).

Wine occupied a central position in Ancient Greaod also at theymposium It
was seen as a divine gift and blessing from thesgoie that could cure sorrow, induce
sleep, encourage forgetfulness of cares, and fetief misery. The god of wine,
Dionysus, was given great power, but wine was nduank without being mixed with
water. This practice distinguished a civilized nfileam a barbarian. The separation of
thesymposiunirom the meal was emphasized by cleaning the flomnd-washing and
the arrival of cups and floral garlands. Men meetl on couches, youths sat on the
couches, and the passage of time enabled the tomgtladuate to the couches. The
symposiarch’sluty was to set the agenda and decide the balateeén the water and
the wine in th&krater. Thekrater was dedicated to the honorZdusand the Olympian

gods, while two paeans in honor of heroes and tm@e to honor of Zeus Soter (the
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savior in time of need) were sung in chorus toat@mpaniment of a double flute
(Strong, 2002).

The interpersonal communication within the struetof the ancient community is
evident as individuals joined together to celebvaiitous events and to engage in a
common dialogue. Th&mposiumvas always occasioned by some event such as public
games, a festival, or the welcome of visitors. Sigmificance of these events today is
that they were gatherings where great epics warg guthe lyre by professional bards;
the sixth century gave way to choruses and newiggenres, lyric poetry, elegiac poetry
and popular song. Later, philosophical and intéllal discussions, such as the Platonic
kind, took place (Strong, 2002).

Early Medieval Cooking: Discovering Communicativeahings

The meanings associated with communication begahdw significant changes
in the middle-ages as the divisions between prigatépublic began to shift. Baxter and
Montgomery discuss monologic, dualistic, and diabat visions: monologic approaches
treat communication as one-sided and on the sameneentripetal; dualism does
acknowledge the polarities existing rather thamgls side to the event; and dialectical
approaches include relational dialectics, implicateractive opposition (Baxter &
Montgomery, 1996, p. 46). This applies to ancertures, and in particular, may be
associated with food and the community. In contt@she great festivals and public
games, there was a private life with a differentderalues and rules for dining.
Tannabhill says that when one country is being datiarg about another, they say that
most nations have the cuisine they deserve. Thelogic approach may explain how

one perceives the meal. The following exclamapmmotes the idea of home cooking,
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and in doing so, promotes sameness or monologidddg. “Good plain cooking” is
associated with the materials, the equipment amdutl available within any given
region. Trade influences materials both in norhard southern cooking in medieval
Europe; a fire was not desirable in the Mediteraaneegion because of the lack of metal
product. In the north, there was a shortage db¢im The style of cooking was practiced
in cauldrons that hung permanently in place in aesuts (Tannabhill, 1988).

The idea of home cooking continues as we look ¢ootiigoing views of a culture,
with what seems to remove the idea of a dialeciparoach to the meal. There is a gap
in food records between Roman times and the tweétttury, and the food of the rich
and famous is inadequately documented. It is nibtadCharlemagne nearly hated his
doctors because they wanted him to give up eatiagtrmeat and replace it with boiled
meat. Charlemagne was accustomed to his mainghéda day, served on a spit
provided by the hunters. It is agreed upon thattre of “plain living” emerged over
much of Europe north of the Alps, dining mostlylmead and juices produced in the
cauldron. These cauldrons were never empty, Istead, were added to daily with
whatever was available. The original stockpgpat-aufeu provided an everchanging
broth enriched by hare, hen, pigeon or meaty flavatuding salted pork or cabbage
(Tannahill, 1988).

Dumplings were also cooked in the cauldron; moseweade from rye flour, but
from the eleventh century onwards, the most comoaone from dried legumes known
as pease pudding:

Pease pudding hot, pease pudding cold,
Pease pudding in the pot, nine days old (TanndltiBg, p. 95).



116

Most households had a shallow, earthenware pars#than the hearthstone at the
side of the fire and was used for special disiégss pan was used for eggs, left-over
scraps of meat hashed with vegetables, and fisklsrthat were cooked separately in
their own broth. The history of this type of caisishows up in various cultures from
India to Cuba, and China to England. Often thedieaties were eaten with cold fruit or
fresh milk and honey, or heated up and mixed wothething savory from the stockpot
for a main dish (Tannahill, 1988).

The division of private and public was designate®ome; thdorumand the
atrium. Theforumwas for common meeting space of the city ancathemwas for the
private spaces of the individual. Tagium contained the marriage bed on which was
consummated the marriage union or the family; tieeamages of ancestors were
displayed in the form of red threads from variolsdhss. Theatrium created the setting
for the paternalistic head of house to be revakdough thetrium was not exclusively
a man’s world. This arrangement was different tthext of Ancient Greece where men
and women were segregated (Tannahill, 1988).

Receptions and entertainment took place withimthese along with businesses;
without offices and factories, business was coretuetithin the home. There were
shops and workshops such as bakeries, and in tintrgside, there were wine-presses
and reception rooms under the same roof (Tanndlii8). The traditional Roman
house with a double facedriumis built in opposition to the Roman social lifepfblic
and private, town and country, business and lejsndeistry and luxury, and temporally
of morning and afternoon. The layout of the roenth three couches on each side of the

room, reflects the invitation of guests to the hpneg an arrangement for the family unit.
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The Roman household is less inviting than that d¢iént Greece where the division of
guarters for women and men or a private area aatt#on for visitors; this arrangement
seems more focused on domesticity than that oRtiraan household (Tannahill, 1988).

Although the cultural approaches do not take orfaha of a dialectical or
relational characteristic, the ancient literatussuamed a dialogue for coming to an
agreeable answer to questions of just and unjaghe dialogue of Socrates, cookery
assumes the form of medicine and pretends to knioat 18 good for the body (Bizzell &
Herzberg, 1976). In Gorgias, Plato includes anakgf food in regards to their ethical
placement and how they define rhetoric. This ipantant in this section as it separates
the public form the private, cookery is used tgh##fine what is right and what is wrong
with rhetoric. Bizzell and Herzberg continue tealiss how rhetoric and cookery are
mere flattery and temporary conver-ups for thentruBeing invited to the feast may only
be a cover-up or flattery to what is really happgnin a dialectic situation or
interpersonal communication.

Private and public may also be divided into categothat include private meals
and public banquets. Evidence suggests that thguleaconnotes the idea of many
diverse ideas emerging into one meal; the home hasaless input to the primary
function of eating the meal. For example, the evsation or interpersonal connection is
minimalized in the home versus the larger arer@ptnquet.

Seyla Benhabib discusses a web of stories and tawiesare handed down
through relationships and traditions (Arnett & Asona, 1999). Arnett says that in
everyday discourse and interaction, there is irsingagcommonsense questioning of the

historical importance or approprateness of prieatizmotive approaches to interpersonal
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communication. As we engage the conversatioricteated the meal within the
community, it is important to look at the civiligr lack of civility or incivility of the
culture. The following attempts to examine whettier community’s discourse
contributes to its civility or whether the lackdiflogue within the community adds to

the incivility of the community.

The Metaphor of Civility and Incivility: Table Mannersand Taste
Table Manners and The Ancients: A Call for DialoGiwility

Civility addresses a culture from a public and atévnarrative structure that has
respect for others. Seyla Benhabib discusses be# ahd reciprocity; perhaps through
the lens of the self, the subject of public andate can be viewed in the ancient culture.
The question: How are public and private narratstesctured? And Is there a need for a
communicative strategy for understanding the laggua civility? Both public and
private narratives structures suggest an agreed-cqummunicative convention about
respect for the other and its relational respolisilio interpersonal relationships. When
manners and taste are addressed the first stepomtstoegin by deciding what is good
and what is bad in relationship to the consumptitiood. The concept of civility and
cynicism is, in many ways, metaphorically connedtedrivate and public and inclusion
and exclusion. How one communicates privately bayeflective of public discussions.
Hans Gadamer (1980) discusses the concept of wagds) and deed (ergon) and points
to Socrates’ discussion of what makes a completadship and inadequacies of a
friendship. In this discussion, it is revealedttBacrates points out that it is problematic
to be guided by a view of friendship based upoioaavithout words to support such a

commitment (Arnett & Arneson, 1999).
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Bakhtin’s theory of monologue, dualism, and diateate important for the study
of civility and incivility within a community (Baxdr & Montgomery, 1996) In order for
there to be a participation within the structureh® community, a dialogue or discourse
must take place. Arnett claims that a public fifeces demands on us to reach beyond
ourselves; the metaphors of self and self actusdizanay be tempered in relaionship to
theother(Arnett & Arneson, 1999). To live within a commtynand share its values, a
consensual reality is of ten structured to fittleeds of the community and the people
(Berger, 1966).

Friendship is important for participation in a conmmty and manners and civility
play a part in the participation between people thed culture. The norms of behavior
exhibited while participating in the meal may orynmo be according to the standards of
the culture (Ashley, 2002). To further understameliheaning of incivility, it is important
to look to cynicism as a dimension of incivilityh@odore Windt discusses cynicisms
from an historical background, beginning with Plalthe Cynics share with Plato the
belief that most people live lives of appearanag las; cynics attribute this to the reality
that people live by societal rules that are liféod@ming and thought distorting. Cynics
find truth in individualism, in stripping away albnventions, and living the natural life.
Windt states that the cynics sought absolute freedod defined life as being free of
societal conventions and that counterfeit life. yreeught absolute virtue, being true to
one’s nature and in harmony with the natural esslerdf life. They advocated living life
on the minimum so not to distract from the pursd@ivirtue or be impeded by fear of

losing one’s possessions or status when speakenguth (Windt, 1990).
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Windt continues to explain that cynics took thesfiéfs out of the abstract and
made that part of their lives; they did what thegfesses, especially when it came to
money. The cynics did not possess power and dide®k political influence; cynics
were extremists; and the cynics were the firsielelarate the brotherhood of humankind.
By dedicating their lives to virtue, they acquitbeir own particular set of virtues:
ruggedness, apathy, indifference, endurance, idiemoverty, and contempt for the
opinions of others.

Plato portrays the pleasure of eating and drinkim@ kind of addiction. Plato
claims that seeking pleasure from food is self-difig: a person who does is never
satisfied, and gets less pleasure each time (T&®86). One argument against this
claim concerns after-effects. Those who indulgpl@asures of the table, it is said, suffer
from indigestion and hangovers in the short terch @gliness and ill health in the long
term, and these miseries truly outweigh the plessulUnless we are addicts or epicures,
the fact that our desire for food is never finajtisfied does mean that food has
produced in one form or another more pain andpésssure than we think. The
constantly renewed desire for food has always pexvsocieties and culture with some
form of guidance or recommendation for how one &houshould not behave in regards
to the table. The Romans believed that you weeedddadvantage in experiencing the
pleasure of food if you at anytime declared yodrsdl. The Romans tried to remove
this disadvantage by making themselves vomit dubargguets so they would have room
to eat more.

In the Gorgias, Socrates warns Polus of the capatithetoric to persuade

people of unjust things, and he refers to rhetasicnockery, a semblance of political
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justice. Socrates maintains that healthinessatttiaess of the soul, and rhetoric
therefore functions as a disease of the politindliatellectual spirits. This discussion of
the soul leads to the health and disease of thg; bedproposes that medicine can
minister to the body and legislation can ministettte politic. Socrates continues his
discussion on the subject of sophistry and cookiRgetoric is to legislation as cooking
is to medicine, and thus, rhetoric and cookingsaigpect in the highest degree (Thomas,
Winter, 1996). Thomas continues to explain how thay apply to today. Cooking is
more than an issue merely of practical sustenarzkas Socrates claims, it is also used
for medicinal purposes. In modernity, cooking igaat of kitchen details and television
infomercials, food clubs, and other persuasionshhbae influenced our lives. Food
preparation and presentation has become the dedim@ittivity of the economy of the
home or home economics.
Table Manners and The Romans and Greeks: DialagittZ

This early Romans and Greeks were faced with atgutdod products were
derived from the soil or food products from saciifg of animals. Cattle, sheep and pigs
were the subjects of public sacrifice, while lamtuglets and pullets were killed
privately. The community was divided because #wiicing of animals and their
consumption was part of the upper-classes. ThedRatuality was manifested in other
ways: there was a contrast between the two idéditagality and lavish hospitality. The
Romans had a midday snagkgndium)made up of left-overs from the day before, eaten
standing up. The grander mealconviciumwas a substantial meal with lavish cooked
dishes eaten while reclining alongside guestspthadiumwas intended to replenish the

stomach so one could go on with their day (Str@0§2). The modernists saw food as a
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sign of decay compared to the noble frugality wfes past. Indulgences were freely
available to those who could afford them. Civiliiyd cuisine may be associated with
culinary refinement reflected in the history of faets given by Licinius Lucullus (died
57/56 BC.). His delicacies include sea-urchinsnfiCapo Miseno, snails from Taranto,
Chalcedonian tuna, oysters from Locrino, proscitriton Gaul, sturgeon from Rhodes,
prawns from Formia, hazelnuts from Nola, almondsifiAgrigento, Sicilian grapes and
Egyptian dates (Stong, 2002). This list also ideldiproperly cured wines from different
regions.

The Romans associated the best foods the same &sdbks, but they also
believed that foods should be absolutely pure anmbiupt. For example, an olive
should be preserved in olive oil because the prgssi oil is corrupt; meat should not be
hung because any notion of decaying meat can d¢edsbreath, vomiting or dysentery.
This is an example of Roman duality as raw vegetahhd fresh food are associated with
health; compromised food causes ill health. Thgdl meal prepared in a cauldron with
fresh vegetables and boiled meat is considered thdideal healthy meal; tikenawith
elaborate cooked dishes was regarded as poterdatlyerous (Strong, 2002).

Moral Virtues and The Ethics of Food

Two moral virtues which relate particularly to foark hospitableness and
temperance; hospitableness is concerned with wewsich people treat other people,
and temperance is the way that people behave ardd¢g their own eating. Since
temperance is one of the traditional virtues, deast gluttony is a traditional vice, Telfer
suggests that temperance is not as narrow andivegatperceived, and hospitableness

is not a moral virtue in its own right. The threasons given by Telfer are: first, it is
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difficult to know if we favor one person over anethsecond, hospitableness is
something all should try to acquire; and third, tia¢ure of hospitableness challenges our
assumption that each moral virtue is based on @fspsense of duty (Telfer, 1996). “I
shall claim that hospitableness is not based oroaeymotive but derives its distinction
character from the value which hospitable peogkchtto a particular ideal” (Strong,
2002, p. 82). We can define hospitality as thengiwf food, drink, and sometimes
accommodation to people who are regular membeashousehold; givers, or hosts,
provide these things in their own homes, sharimg thwn sustenance with their guests
(Telfer, 1995).

Gluttony is often associated with issues dealindp wvility and cynicism as
some individuals, whether Ancient or modern, in@ulythe act of eating with issues of
excess or frugality. Telfer discusses the gluttod says that a glutton is not simply one
who eats and drinks too much; one type of glut@s end drinks too much, not just on
one occasion but quite often. We do not call soreenglutton because he ate too much
when he was hungry or ate too much for anotheaagtyus reason. The typical glutton
is the person who says, “I'm full up really, buesie things are so delicious that | must
just have one more” (Telfer, 1995, p. 104). Te#Hsks, “Is the glutton concerned only
with the pleasures of ordinarily pleasant foodcan there also be gluttons for the more
discerning pleasures of the connoisseur?” (Telf@®5, p. 104). Some individuals eat
for psychological reasons; others eat becauseedbsite or smell.

Food ethics must be examined by looking at hovd faied dialogue have been
traditionally place in society. Martin Buber’s dission ofl and Thoucould be discussed

in relationship to “let us eat” or “what shall It8a The interaction of eating involves
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both the individual and the other. Hunger needseagon as it is as natural as sleep; we
do not store up food for future use, to cultivatea cook it and make it palatable. All of
this is requires a degree of reasoning throughllédwvelopment of tradition and custom.
To make a custom a tradition, a social pleasuletenjoyed with others, requires some
degree of cultural advancement that is learneditiirahe dialogues of others or created

through the individual monologue of reason andréesi

The study of peoples in the world will invarialsBveal a story or dialogue
dealing with their social progress. One culture/imave a higher regard for table
manners than another, and this may relate to ¢hality or their approach to hospitality.
One area for discussion is the relationship betvieed and religion; the subject alone
has led millions of people to decide when to eatwhat should be eaten. In some
cultures, these decisions were made without reigettte needs of people, but decided in
favor of merchants or affluent social groups. Fa@s sometimes exported while poor
people were hungry. The merchants needed praftteaploited the poor; the ethics of
these decisions is often debated and has beensaddrsince Ancient Greece.

Our last concern in food ethics history is coneérwith the subject of
“otherness.” In this category, we examine how ham@nsumption or eating habits have
positioned themselves with the other. We gain sst@ ancient societies and cultures
mainly through the dialogue of a wide range of gspken. Food is often associated with
ethics because of what we eat and the way we aatiigegral part of social behavior
and cultural pattern. The termthernesss a significant marker for studying divergence,;
the contrast of food choices and eating customsdmet the urban elite and poor date

back to Graeco-Roman times. The constructionasl@yical because it places certain
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people and certain cultures in identity situatioR®r one group of people, or one
particulawr culture, there has always been therahmup or culture redferred to as the
otherwhich they themselves make comparisons. The casgrais done by comparing
morals, values, and ethics from earlier societedetermine what is the right way to eat

and what is the wrong way to eat (Garnsey, 1999).

The late classical and early Hellenistic periothessed a major transformation of
diet and food preparation and consumption habiteerGreek culture. This was the
starting point ohaute cuisinean elaborate style of cooking which imported foadd
technical preparations from other cultures. The=sg cuisines and other diets are the
beginnings of modern cookery as we know it todewyour culture, in both the past and
present, we are introduced to other approachesisme and dieting.

As previously discussed, Gorgias analogies of toatieir ethical placement in
defining rhetoric is discussed in Plato’s dialogue Rhetoric A comparison is made in
the dialogue to define two arts: the first deaiththe soul or politics; the other concerns
the body as designated between tow branches, gyiesraad medicine. The opposition
suggests rhetoric is not morally neutral becausantbe used to conceal the truth. In this
dialogue, rhetoric and cookery are mere flatteny tamporary cover-ups for the real
truth. We also are able to discover how food &edrhetoric were used to solve man’s
oldest ethical dilemmas (Bizzell, Herzberg, 1990).

This chapter examines the Classical Periods: A¢eeece, Rome and the
Middle-Ages through a metaphoric lens; each metagives a clearer picture of what
was happening in each time frame. Several schatargicluded to introduce the reader

to the different metaphoric situations. The ClealsiPeriod lays the ground-work for the



126

Renaissance and Early America in the Enlightenm&he following time frames are
shaped by the same metaphors and also, includeatef¢he same scholars to analyze

what is happening in the historical moment
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Chapter 1V: The Renaissance and Early America in Enlightenment

The Renaissance and Early America in the enligh&m period will be examined
through the lens of several metaphors: community @éne meal; narrative and petite
narrative (cookbooks and recipes); inclusion anduston (feast and power); public and
private (banquets and home cooking); and civilibd ancivility (table manners and
taste). The focus of the Enlightenment period élon early America and the influences
from Europe and the new world. The next sectionsisvthe importance o$ensus
communisas background for application of each metaphdnenmodel.

The Metaphor of Community and the M eal

Meals of the Day: The Heritage of Renaissance arty American Meals

In De nostri temporis studiorum ratiorfehich Gadamer claims was the
beginning of Vico’ssensus commur)jsvico develpsensus communés a norm for both
moral and aesthetic judgment for both individuald the community; common sense,
along with being the standard of practical judgmenélso the guiding standard for
eloquence (Schaeffer, 1990Sensus commumsovides a criterion that certifies
communal decisions by recognizing the underlyinggaments from the community.

Vico recognizes this as “the mental dictionarydssigning origins to all the diverse
articulated languages” (p. 105%ensus communigcomes the “public ground of truth”,
the ground of the relationship between judgmentlanduage, a ground inhabited by
both the individual and the community (Schaeff@9Q@, p. 105). The relationship
between the orator, the language, and the tradititihe audience becomes a dialectic
between shared values and shared language actimgtloicommunal and universal

levels.
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Thus, the structure of the day’s routine i@kiced by a community has given
meaning through the juxtaposition of judgment, lsage, the individual and the
community. The practice of meal consumption rastbe intersection of these elements,
providing structure for daily routine and servitngtorical function of stabilizing
community practices, contributing to community itignand identification of the
individual with the community. This section desestmeals taken during the day,
exploring their rhetorical functions for interpenst connection and integration during
this time period.

The three meals of the day that were normally edteimg the latter Middle Ages
were an early morning breakfast, a dinner somehiefere midday, and supper at about 6
p.m. This meal structure was in place during gmarssance and enlightenment periods
and has since been replaced by the four meals Hgreagen today; breakfast, lunch,
dinner and afternoon tea, have all been altereatlgr;n arrangement and time.

These changes were a shift from the aristocratization transmitted with little
change by the Middle Ages; this stayed in placd the French revolution in 1732. In
England, it lasted into the nineteenth century thedVictorian era. Breakfast and other
meals have been altered in both time and size;onetlknow the breakfast time in this
period and depend on what is told in Pep{3iary where he speaks betimesandvery
betimesvhich means 4 a. m. If we assume that he did aton@nediately upon rising,
we may put breakfast at about 6 or 7 a. m. By titkaf the eighteenth century, the usual
hour had slipped to 10 o’clock; since then breakfias been between 8 and 9 o’clock.

This has been the time for breakfast for a hunglezals or longer (Brett, 1969).
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The Victorian breakfast included a varietynegat and game dishes, egg dishes,
porridge and toast. The breakfast sausage sexsede since Apicius with little
mentioned about their ingredients; porridge is d&tem the sixteenth century, and the
English belief is that porridge was originated coland. Toast must be almost as old as
the eating of bread, but there is another typeedd eaten exclusively with tea. You
take one slice after the other and hold it to treedn a fork till the butter is melted and
penetrates the bread: this is called toast. Thelubkinks at breakfast have been tea,
coffee and chocolate (Brett, 1969).

The second meal of the day is Dinner, aengiven in many households as the last
meal eaten during the day; dinner during the lslieldle Ages was commonly eaten
before noon. This continued until 1900 when arragye time for dinner was 7:30 p. m.
According to Brett, it is difficult to generalizdaut the food eaten at dinner during this
period, but something must be included on the stilgjecarving. In medieval times, the
carver was ceremonial and lost popularity by thednth century; Ben JohnsonThe
Devil is an Asswrites about the carver, Dick Robinson, a boypiadescribed as able to
perform various feminine duties including Carviigy€tt, 1969). In the seventeenth
century, the carver is seldom heard of, and tHedésarving was for host and hostess;
this is more evident with the host, and in the &ghth century this was still the case.

It is clear that from the eighteenth ceptguests were frequently called upon to do
the carving. Boswell gives this illustration ofglin theLife: “The cheering sound of
‘Dinner is upon the table’ dissolved his reveriegd ave all sat down without any
symptom of ill humour. There were present besideWilkes, and Mr. Arthur Lee, who

was an old companion of mine when we studied atliidigh, Mr. Miller, Dr. Lettsom,
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and Mr. Slater, the druggist...Pray give me leavg,ISis better here---a little brown---
some fat---very few persons are perfect in thigulset which requires not only grace,
but a great deal of skill. Others become very aesy many complain of the knife, which
has not the least objection to be found fault wathelse they say, this capon, pheasant, or
poularde is not young, and consequently not obest quality. You may sometimes be
right, but it certainly often happens that the ¢ggetagourmet is the worst carver, and
complains sadly during that very long process,rgayo himself, ‘I am last to be served,
my dinner will be cold” (Brett, 1969, p. 107). &re are only a few words necessary to
describe supper; the last meal of the day. Meal®wvented to fill in the time between
meals; the first of these if lunch which was aegular light meal in the Middle Ages
often eaten out of doors and known as Nunchin.

The two alternative present forms of treedvare lunch and luncheon; both date
from the last years of the seventeenth centurianglan’sDictionary of 1755 defines
lunch as “as much food as one’s hand can hold"t{Bt869, p. 108). Our nineteenth
century ancestors often declined to eat lunch fitigation of dinner; lunch was eaten at
about 1:30 p. m. and some ate a cup of tea ilatepthis may be3 3the invention of
afternoon tea as a separate meal. The drinkibggolvas after the large midday meal and
started in the latter part of the nineteenth cgntdihere were two types of tea: “There is
tea and tea, the substantial family repast in thesé of the early diner, and the afternoon
cosy, chatty affairs that the late diners havatuisid. Both are eminently feminine; both
should be as agreeable and social as possiblefaffriily tea-meal is very like that of
breakfast, only that more cakes and knickknacketihe way of sweet eatables are

provided. A High Tea is where meat takes a prontipart and signifies really what it
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is, a tea-dinner” (Brett, 1969, p. 109). Brettimomes to explain that hot buttered cakes,
plain and sweet, are chiefly served at tea. Alsagmof tea is often a reviver for a lady
before dinner. A menu for afternoon tea will beluied in the appendix; this menu is
guite extensive considering that lunch and dinnerevgéerved close to the time of the tea.
For example, five main sandwich courses and vanpassries were served along with
seven choices for beverage (See, Mrs. Humphry'sit&802).

The meal engages community through comwesitcodes, and stories. Nel
Noddings (1984) claims that stories help us undatspersonal and collective
experiences, and also, that each story or narratohedes characters, choices, actions,
and meanings. Nodding&thic of careaddresses society and self promotion and self
protection and that two common responses to coaes émerged. First, a person may
rely on a code as a refuge, following the guidejihile distrusting others. Second,
because of a distrust of others, some individualewe that codes do not apply to them.
Those who are distrusting believe that they didmake the codes, and therefore, they do
not need to follow them. In both situations, astedt principle enables those who are
distrusting to disengage from the community or camitation with others. This may
take place because there is a missing narrativddiNgs, 1984).

The usefulness of the code depends ostthies out of which the abstraction
emerges; the moral principle is removed and therstbry that carries it and the power of
the story to inspire us to apply it to our own 8vie lessened. The structure of the day
and the inclusion of the meals is positioned inetga@as a code for individuals to share a
common narrative or story. The choices that ardengaie important, but the stories that

create the choices are not all of great importarizaniel Taylor (1996) says that stories
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and values are different and incommensurable; stares are affirmed while others are
rejected; stories based in historical experienee gs the confidence to make choices
that are wise and beneficial to us and societyvitig and understanding one’s stories is
a form of praxis; stories are a form of social tiyaghich inform action” (Arnett &
Arneson, 1999, p. 238).

Seyla Benhabib’s (1992) conversational ehaglintegral to social theory and helps
to understand how individuals within a cultureitito the larger cultural norms. For
Benhabib, the idea of reciprocity and the othemismportant component for
understanding social theory; Benhabib believeténidea of a concrete other while other
theorists, such as Kohlberg and Mead, look to &igdized or universal other. The
importance of reciprocity within a culture is ewdes the ancient cultures worked
toward a model of “care” while engaging the entioenmunity and the taking of the
meal. For some, there was disengagement with g, nwhile for others, they were
completely engaged and therefore, trusting of #msibns of the community. The
standpoint of the concrete other requires us tav @gach and every rational being as an
individual with concrete values and norms. Nel biods ethic of care helps better
understand the social theory brought forward byHaéib. By looking to the story of a
culture from the standpoint of care, one can rgaik whether or not the larger culture
is providing a code that will be engaged or disgreglaby its individuals. Nel Nodding’s
ethic of care theory provides an interpersonalated! perspective that helps guide
sensus communand the meal. The metaphors of narrative/petiteatiae, public/
private, inclusion/exclusion, and civility/inciviyi all encompass ethics of care that

surround the meal. Community engagement with thal wen be found in the stories of



133

the culture. The meal invites or includes commaesifind individuals who would other
wise be excluded. The meal through conventionscadés requires its participates to be
civil even when a distrust for others is preseite idea of public and private is also
applicable as the meal is enjoyed in both the pudoid private spheres; the narratives
guide the interpersonal communication toward arce&thcare, rather than that of evil.
Noddings discussion is a taken from Martin Bubégad Thouand gives us an
environment of caring and love situated in the eghof education; she invites us to
renew the story of relational ethics by revisitthg ethic of care (Arnett, & Arneson,
1999).
Manuscripts and The Meal: Story and Guidance

Ronald C. Arnett (1999) discusses metaphor asna & linguistic
implementation that provides a unigue responsa tuigtorical moment; metaphor is a
dialogic medium between narrative and an histosdahtion. Narrative carries different
meanings in different historical moments with diffiet sets of symbols, and the
manuscript entitledhe Forme of Curys the oldest standard work on the subject of
cookery in our language; the document is at thedBrMuseum. It was written about
1390 AD by the master cooks of King Richard lllord Stafford as a curiosity presented
it to Queen Elizabeth in 1586; at a later datbeitame the property of the Earl of Oxford
and was acquired at the sale of his manuscriptiales West. Samuel Pegge published
in 1780 wrote the preface of the text; Pegge parftdl transcript of the roll, with
numerous valuable comments. A recipe from thisiteicluded in the appendix:

“Cream of Almonds” (Cooper, no date available).
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King Richard Il appears to be the first of the ramhs to establish a reputation as
a gourmet, and therefore provided a bountiful tali¥@arles Cooper adds that Edward 1V
gave the most elaborate and extravagantly profuses and “must have certainly have
gone far to outvie Edward Il and Richard II” (9. 3The tastes of these early “epicures”
was more in the direction of quantity than qualitiyh mammoth dishes such as
“porpoises, hugh venison pasties, peacocks...bemigittea of a dainty dish to set
before a king” (p. 3). While the kings were eatiagsh banquets, the food range of the
community was restricted to chiefly carnivorou®©ut ancestors ate practically
everything that had wings, from a bustard to argparand everything that swam, from a
porpoise to a minnow; but in the matter of fruilaregetables, they came off very badly.
The game list was prodigious, and included mangshisuch as herons, egrets, bitterns,
etc., that have long passed out of use” (p. 3thdnsixteenth century, it was forbidden
for street sellers to sell plums and apples becthgssight of them “offered such
temptations to apprentices and servants that tleeg led to steal their employers’
money in order to gratify their longing” (p. 3).

The age of Elizabeth witnessed many awakenindadimg a vegetable
renaissance; the virtues of vegetable foods weggbmg to be recognized, and although
there was still superstition about them, the wsitgere on the right track. Briefe
Treatyse on Gardeningby Thomas Hylle, published in 1560, gives a list@getables
and herbs that a garden should contain; the gatidemot necessarily contain every
vegetable on the list, but contained many of tlogested plants. In the early periods,
the scarcity of vegetables caused severe heallbigong for the people: “Cutaneous

diseases were rife, leprosy was a frequent diseaskethe practice of touching for the
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king’s evil, prevailed even to late Stuart time€bpper, p. 4). Itis suggested that the
“reputed efficacy of the treatment was probably ttuthe fact that people journeying
from their country homes to the Royal presence viaaed to supplement their food
supplies on the road by wild herbs and berries...4§p
The Lavish Table: Power and Responsibility

The context of the meal is studied thtowgmodel that situates the rhetorical
action of communicative practices during the m#ak action takes into consideration
the texture of the community with implications faeman connection and separation that
provide the framework for life and ritual meaningbk 1529, the archbishop of Milan,
Cardinal Ippolito d’Este entertained his brothecdte Il at his palace. The palace was
surrounded by marvelous gardens and a park andedlavith frescoes depicting the
elegant life of this court. There were fifty-foguests invited to the event on this cool
evening. Also, there was a running at the ringwinch mounted men charged a target
with lances. This ended at nine o’clock after thenpany adjourned to one of the great
frescoed halls of the palace for the performanca &drce, followed by a concert; that
was over at ten, and then came supper.

The meal was presented on two credenzasreics tables, one for food and one for
wine; the other side was constructed of greendoyyefrs and coats of arms. The
musicians were utilized to unite the theme of thealnhwhich included a layer of two
tablecloths. This evening, the Cardinal surprisedguests by doubling the number of
cloths; after nine courses, the guests started again with nine more courses (Strong,

2002).
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The importance of a good and lavish tabésvgn the sixteenth century with the
power of princesses from Florence, Rome, Venic&eorara; the importance of good
food reached France, then Germany, and then thefrEsirope. As in other arts,
foreigners who either invaded or traveled to tleeuntry influenced Italian cooking. A
nobleman of Ferrara, Christoforo Messisbugo, phblishis bookBanchetti
Composizioni di Vivandéy 1549; this book contains descriptions of thechsats (Del
Conte, 2001).

The influence of European food culturesenadopted by the early Americans as
reflected in Lucy Emersonhe New England Cookewhich had its roots in English
Cookbooks from the 1730s to the 1740s. Emersaoklmook and dozens of others
followed the strict rules combined with moderatxibility:

“These women did a much better job of codifyingdarelite American market
the cooking habits that the English had been griactifor more than a century
than reflecting the pressing reality of the culyjneroment” (McWilliams, 2005,
p. 238).
McWilliams explains that the cookbooks adopted aemmified way of cooking, and
included culinary measures that Emerson had caldifAdso, the new kitchens, utensils,
British attitudes, and a sense of metropolitan haky were observed. Although they
had allegiance to the dominant cultural heritagey imposed a modest level of culinary

habits based on their own region (McWilliams, 2005)

The Metaphor of Narrative and Petite Narrative: Cookbooks and Recipes
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For centuries, individuals have communicated wabh other while sharing food
and drink; this interaction was for the purposérafsmitting knowledge and influencing
the actions of others through a common narratior/stThe recipes of the classical
period, the renaissance, and early America give gismpse into the culture in the
historical moment. The narratives presented irkbooks may be the most creative and
informative communication method available to usthe purpose of regaining some
form of diversity in communication. According tamfett, a story is better told through a
diverse and varied input as diversity improvesdbiemon narrative structure and the
story of a culture (Arnett & Makau, 1997). Commuarratives may be the only
narratives that survive centuries of storytellisgragmented narratives lose their
connection to history.

Calvin Schrag discusses praxis and the space mécivity and their overall
meanings in relationship to the written word. He tliscussion of cookbooks, the story is
now written, but may have come from an oral histoffyne term praxis may be defined as
the discourse that connects us to the why. Fomple why do we use cookbooks to
cook and why do we only use certain cookbooks? Jabtwrag, discourse and action are
referred to agsbout something, by someom@dfor someone.This helps define a three
dimensional phenomenon that is present in commtimegraxis, which involves the
referential moment, self-involvement, and a rhermoment (Schrag, 1989).

Another important part of narrative is the subjetthe other as the “other” is
“other than self” within a social structure. Thetanarrative of the public and the petite
narrative of the private often do not considerpemtity. Otherness is often defined by

economic conditions, cultural practices, culturalues, and cultural habits. This often
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determines one’s food practices or choices as titaral practices of the “other” may
influence the reciprocity of the other. Class, ssanption, and taste show the class
divisions and ultimately, the standards of the wmeltor the universals attached to the
culture.
Pre-Renaissance Cookbooks: Common Narratives; ainHistory

During the middle ages, anything preserved onpaps at the sole discretion of
churchmen and kings. The result is that veryelitd the Roman culinary tradition
survived into late medieval times, and everydahmépes were lost over the thousand
years and forty generations of cooks. Food in Eeiiapghe Middle Ages, like food in
every period up to the present, was an adaptaticarrent circumstances rather than a
remembrance of things past.

Two manuscripts have survived from this periodten in the fourteenth century
by a Tuscan and a Venetian cook; also, a manuseriften by Maestro Martino, a
fifteenth-century cook from Como who became chahwPatriarch of Aquileia at the
Vatican. Martino’s manuscriptibro de Arte Coquinariais a kind of cuisine that is
light and elegant in character; it is the earldstlieval Renaissance cuisine. There is a
recipe forMaccaroni Sicilianimade by wrapping dough around an iron rod. The
macaroni is then dried in the sun and will last tawdhree years, especially when made in
the August moon. The difference from the ancienipe to the modern version is that
the macaroni is cooked in capon stock with saffidal Conte, 2001).

The chef for Pope Pius V wrote another great cookbOperais written in five
books and contains more than 1000 recipes, plasgements for banquets and kitchens

and table utensils. Bartolomeo Scappi avoids theipus trend of the importance of
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game, the meat of the court tables. Instead, ingdbdomestic animals and courtyard
birds into the meal and reflects a more modestétmld. He describes cooking the
poorest cuts of meat: tongue, head and shouldsilsh@explains how to clean the meat.
He also addresses cooking fish in his third boaokte purpose of Lent; he indicates the
size of the fish, in which sea or river it is catyghe freshwater shrimp of Brescia and
Verona and the trout of the Tiber. He dedicatessdrond section of the book to soups
and vegetables all prepared for Lent; the fifthkboontains 237 recipes for pies, tarts,
and fritters. Here Scappi includes a Neapolitaizgui unlike today’s pizza, it is sweet
(Del Conte, 2001).

Post-Renaissance Cookbooks: Narrative and Literacy

The most suitable way to label and understandtecpkar cuisine is by reading
stories or narratives by its people. Narratives/jgle some evidence in regards to what
types of communication are used and the role theyip shaping a culture. Community
and the meal may be approached through the cookfero&tives of a certain period; the
narratives presented in cookbooks may be the meatige and informative approaches
to the culture itself and the people participativithin the society.

Food practices can be deconstructed by the applicaf structuralism or
culturalism. Culturalism is a developmental terhattdescribes the input from the
community in regards to class and food consumptidteter Berger states that man
produces himself within a human environment that bsth sociological and
psychological. Since Berger claims that we coms$tour own reality, it is safe to assume
that the reality is constructed by the food that @a¢. Each food that we eat is an

organism, and man’s animality is transformed inr@ess of socialization and a reality
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constructing process (Berger & Luckmann, 1966).e fietaphor of metanarrative and
petite narrative are all products of a communitgstruction of reality. Food as a
symbol becomes part of the community’s rhetoric alhis evident in its recipes and
cookbooks.

The main distinction about Renaissance food islihatcally, the old medieval
core remained intact, but it was enlarged, refied, enriched as the sixteenth century
progressed. For example, the same spices werearsgtheir presence was due to the
wealth that is the essence of court cookery. Als®sauces continued to be made, and
the passion for roasts, pies, tarts, and figurdtieel remained, but there were new ways
for preparing the same foods. One cookery writateg?27 recipes for cooking beef, 47
for tongue, and 147 for sturgeon; no medieval cookicould compete with that number
(Strong, 2002).

The construction of a narrative came long befbeediscovery of the cookbooks
of the renaissance. The meal came before the coékbut this did not prohibit the
ongoing story of the meal. There were no cookbdmeere the middle of the nineteenth
century that mentioned any meals except dinnersapger; even the editions of Mrs.
Benton published before 1880 give only a few littebreakfast, a half page to luncheon,
and do not mention afternoon tea. Several of tloikery books give diagrams of how
the dishes should be arranged on the table: HeawaktI’'sEngland’s Newest Way
1703, and Mrs. Smith'She Compleat Housewif&727. There is a contrast to the
medieval way of arranging the food on the tables was the beginning of the
progression of food: the Renaissance influencedéraorought soup first, followed by

fish and meat, and lastly, sweet dishes (Bre919A New System of Domestic
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Cookery 1807, includes arrangements for the table antl eftfare for each month, but
they are in general terms. Following them are na@tailed suggestions for family
dinners with the recipes and instructions on howaok the dishes. The Remove appears
in theOED in a quotation from the fourth edition of Johnsdbictionary. “...where it is
defined as a dish to be changed while the resteotburse remains. It next appears in
Parson Woodforde'Biary for 1796. In his description of a dinner are Wads...
‘Salmon boilede and Shrimp Sauce, some White S8agdle of Mutton rosted &
Cucumber & c., Lambs Fry, Tongue, Breast of Vegbteed, rich Pudding the best part
of a Rump of Beef stewed immediately after the Salmwas removed™ (Brett, 1969, p.
117). The family dinner menu is included in th@ampdix.

The cookbooks published during the late 1500seamnty 1600s provide a view of
Shakespeare’s world; they show how people cookddasmmand how they wrote and
organized their thoughts. Elizabethan recipes weitten as running text and did not
include the details we are used to seeing in modaokbooks, such as titles and
ingredient lists. Similarly, Shakespeare’s plagsenvalso originally written and
published without the numbered acts and scenesenacaustomed to today. Cookbook
authors assumed that the chef knew the proper grops of ingredients; when
guantities were mentioned, it was with colorful anetimes vague references to
proportions.

Robert May wrote his first and only cookbook a¢ @gventy; his recipes span
several decades of culinary history, back to Shade@®’s day and Medieval styles of
dining and food preparation. May wrote of the bygemna of elaborate preparations for

noblemen’s special feasts “before good House-kedmaal left England” (Segan, 2003,
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p. ix). Segan approaches the life of Shakespbanedh food and states: “Since
Shakespeare so passionately glorified eating an#lidg in his plays and verse, food
provides an ideal medium for approaching his I{fz"xv). Segan says that one who
knows food also knows history, language, and celtur

The defining qualities of eighteenth century Esigliood migrated from England
to America in several ways: word of mouth, novplays, and newspapers. The most
important, however, is through the cookbook. Ftbm1740s to the 1760s, Americans
craved and consumed British durable goods, tex@ehitectural innovations and
written recipes. The book trade grew rapidly dgtinese years, and dozens of cookbook
titles arrived during the British invasion (McWadlns, 2005). McWilliams continues to
explain that Hannah Glassd'te Art of Cookery Made Plain and Eapyblished in
1742 in London, did well enough in America betwd@d2 and 1804, that an American
edition was published in 1805.

Early American Cookbooks: Narrative Revisited

Arnett and Arneson (1999) discuss the emergeneenafrative story coming
from Buber’s humble narrative or great characteratave. This is evident in the early
American stories or narratives as they often entefigem a story from a folk hero or
other storyteller. Maclintyre claims that we albenstand narratives because we all live
out narratives in our lives and because we undestar own lives in terms of narratives
(Macintyre, 1981). Individuals bring their own penalities and histories to the story
and may become part of the story themselves (Boch@885). Early American

cookbook narratives were written with the histofyeagland interwoven into the new
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American story. The early cookbooks reflectedtistory of the cuisine of England and
were often written in England and then shipped&dolonies.

The first American cookbooks relied on eighteerghtary English recipes;
Amerlia Simmon’sAmerican Cookery1796) worked from these paradigms. Food
historians claim this as an American cookbook bseatalso includes recipes that
incorporate Indian corn and pumpkin, as well agescfor “spruce beer” (McWilliams,
2005). At least 95 percent of the recipes ardrectt English derivation, and most of
them came from Susan Cartefse Frugal HousewifeThe recipes revolve around the
classic English meat dishes and include roast bea$t lamb, fowl and oysters, stuffed
leg of pork, dresses calf’'s head, a variety of gesldings, and preserveAmerican
Cookerymight be American in name, “but in content it'sBagtish as batalia pie and
warm stout beer” (McWilliams, 2005, p. 230).

Amerlia Simmon’s idea was not to pin down an Aroani style of cooking but
intended to collect a reservoir of British Ameridaadition. Most of the cookbooks were
not new but a reflection of the English menus fitbien early nine4teenth century. By
1796, Americans had diverged from the English tranlj the cookbooks the Americans
published after 1796 captured the early trendse T#80s to the 1770s cookbooks
depicted what cooks were doing in their kitchensrmduthose years. Another good thing
that Simmon’s cookbooks accomplished was to “spasthér cooks to record their
recipes in local American cookbooks (McWilliams020).

New England reflected the American cooking at cedtury because it was New
England “that led the charge to Anglicize the re¢gaculture and its cooking habits”

(McWilliams, 2005, p. 230). The ingredients wepeesd by way of mouth through oral
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traditions and “thus evaporated like water fronodilhg kettle” (p. 230). Lucy
Emerson’s tour de force is an exception; her maexpllains how New England’s local
traditions converged to produce “Anglicized” foedAmerica. There were instructions
on how to grow a garden, slaughter an animal, dripd) churn butter and press cheese.
Emerson’s standards closely followed the advicBinfmonsAmerican Cookerybut

also in Hannah Glassel$he Art of Cookery Made Plain and Easyd Richard Brigg’s
The English Art of CookeryShe warns: “When cooking salmon obtained from a
neighbor or a merchant, strictly examine the gHikthe bright redness is exchanged for
a low brown, they are stale”. She continues, Mlentasted shad thirty or forty miles from
the place where caught and really conceived theat tkad a richness of flavor, which did
not appertain to those taken fresh and cooked imatedgt’ (McWilliams, 2005,

p.231).

Meat and fowl required the same scrutiny as tshiness: “The large stall fed ox
beef is the best, it has a coarse open grain aywdmoothness...dent it with your fingers
in order to see if it will rise again. If the deeimain...it will be rough and spongy.” She
also added: “Woodcocks ought to be thick, fat, 8esh firm, the nose dry and the throat
clear...partridges, if young, will have black billgllowish legs; if old, the legs look
bluish; if old or stale it may be perceived by simglat their mouths.” And finally,
“Pidgeons have red legs, blackish in parts, mone haglumper” (p. 232). Briggs advised
his readers to seek pale legs and to loosen awéest for freshness.

The early Middle Colony Quakers were pleased withabundance of food in
their natural surroundings. The relatively simpkey of life yielded a “cornucopia of

wealth” (McWilliams, 2005, p. 170). The settleasind that the crops that were grown in
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England grew extremely well in Pennsylvania. Pegfarred to his people as those who
had “Houses over their heads and Garden plots, i@&ofge their cattle, and increases of
stock, and several enclosures for corn” (p. 170).

The Metaphor of Incluson and Exclusion: Feast ver sus Power
Every community is known for the fact that it maglude, and it may exclude its

own members or those who come to visit or joindbemunity in another way. Martin
Buber discusses the community and how there aresittes to every community: the one
side is the welcoming or inclusive side of the camity; the other is the side of the
community that excludes its members (Arnett & MakBE207). Robert Bellah discusses
one’s need for individualism and the formationadtes that may purposefully exclude
oneself from the larger community. This leads tmeompare the self in relationship to
the larger community.

In the early days of America and in the renaissatiere were many ways for an
individual to be excluded from the main cultureor Example, the status of an individual
in the larger culture was pre-determined by kirggens, or other people of position or
status. In early America, the community was diditdy the newly acquired status of its
members.

The Common Use of Eating Utensils

The church often established the structure ofrangonity and who its members
would be and how they would be received. The diadal structure of the culture
provides its members with either happiness or upimass (Arnett & Arneson, 1999).
The liturgical year, even in Protestant countreksninated menus in the second half of
the sixteenth century. In Catholic countries, eagiwas on the observance of days of

abstinence and of piety that could lead to fastingesses. As mentioned above,
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Bartolomeo Scappi'®pera(1570) was dedicated to a pope, Pius V, “famousher
extreme abstemiousness of his diet” (Strong, 2p0243). Scappi was one of the most
influential cooks of his time and began his serfareCardinal Marin-Grimano, a
member of the papal Curia in Rome. He later workedPope Paul Ill and Pope Pius V;
he arranged Pius V’s coronation banquet. NothketheOperahad ever been written
before, and it is the first cookery book that wafksn a notion of the centrality of taste,
and also, establishes cooking firmly as a sciel8mappi writes about cooking utensils,
table arrangements, how the kitchen operates, aodsideration for ingredients. He
moves on to deal with meat, fish, eggs and saaresadds thirteen seasonal menus for
supper, collations, dinners, and banquets (Str2002).

The transition of eating with utensils rather tlwar@’s fingers was a turning point
for individuals and how they fit into their cultuasd how they consumed their food.
Tannahill says that most medieval food fell inteeftextural categories: play, dry roast;
small pies, pastries, and fritters consisting o&tnsauce, and plate; sauced mixture
sometimes like a custard and sometimes like a wip@m pudding like frumenty;
brewet of meat, poultry or fish in a spicy, creasayce; and there was the simple soup.
Texture was as important as it was in Roman tineesulsse there were two pieces of
cutlery: the knife or dagger and the spoon. Altitolitchen forks had been used for
some three hundred years, it wasn't until afterQltHat “a few eccentrics” began using a
fork for dining; most Europeans continued to eahwheir fingers and knives, or spoon
and bread. As late as 1897 the British Navy wdsidden to use knives and forks; in
America, nineteenth-century etiquette manuals watieal about those who ate their

peas with a knife (Strong, 2002).
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Frugality and the Quakers: Self-Sacrifice and ttiee®

Martin Buber discusses the we and the sacrificasdre needed for a community
to have convictions and dialogue (Arnett & Arnesb®99). Inclusion cannot be the
ultimate goal of human life, but in contrast, miieta product of having a voice or
finding one’s place (Freire, Arnett & Arneson, 1999 his was the end result of what
may have happened as many people came to Amedkmtpfor inclusion in the greater
culture. In 1682, the shiZyelcomecarried William Penn and one hundred other Quakers
from England to the new colony; Penn’s charismataedich fertility of the land enticed
ninety shiploads of settlers, from the Society néds. The tens of thousands of
Quakers became the Middle Colonies and brought théim a well developed culinary
philosophy as structured as their religious belififie Quakers were more concerned
with what they ate than with their attitudes towaading (McWilliams, 2005).
McWilliams says that the Quakers were a people mhde a virtue of frugality. Penn
once remarked: “Frugality is good, if liberalityj@ned with it” (p. 169). He suggests
how far his people would go to keep their food denpasic, and modest. As non-
Quakers entered the Middle Colonies in the eighteeentury, the Quakers influence
began to decline. However, their “culinary starhptl already impacted the society
(McWilliams, 2005).

The Metaphor of Public and Private: Banquets and Home Cooking
Bakhtin and the Feast
Bakhtin provides us with an account of historyhaf feast since the Renaissance

and how food increasingly loses its public celabraand grotesque conducts, to be
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replaced by a more private form of consumptionis Aew consumption is orderly and
refined with a set of table manners (Ashley, et.2402).

Michael Bakhtin’s analysis of the banquet appearRebalais and His World;
Bakhtin traces the banquet from the sixteenth cgras written by Rebalais. Rebalais
offers many tales about the development of tablermaes and the actions of participants
during carnivals. Drinking, feasting, urinatiorgfecation, copulation and giving birth
were all a part of the banquet experience. RadislabvelGargantua and Pantagruel
describes the birth of the giant Gargantuia; thritdeof the birth are described in great
detail (Ashley, et. al., 2002).

Bakhtin identifies four features in his accounttloé carnivalesque banquet: first,
it is a communal event oriented around a centralyb@ther than an individual body;
second, is its connection to labor and struggledtithe carnival made way for the
suspension of prohibitions and allowed for free findk forms of speech; and fourth, the
banquet is associated with a “gay” time. The Rss@ice culture constructed an
alternative to Bakhtin’s imagery of the grotesquely and the carnivalesque banquet.
Bakhtin contrasts the images of feasting to thosmd in early bourgeois literature and
claims:

“...it is no longer the banquet for all the world, which all take part, but an

intimate feast with hungry beggars at the door.thl§ picture of eating and

drinking is hyperbolic, it is a picture of gluttonypot an expression of social

justice” (Bakhtin, 1984, p. 301).

Early American Feasting: Privatized View of Commtyni

Robert Bellah (1991) discusses that a privatizeslvvof community cannot

function as the community becomes larger and morerse. Arnett (1999) says that
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diversity and difference are seldom keys to privaemunity as most of us are drawn to
those similar to ourselves. The blending of pevanhd public discourse brings private
discourse into the public and thus, endangers farilifle. Whether or not the early
settlers were aware of this phenomenon is not g®itant as the reflections we have
toward the early community.

Feasts and homecomings were popular in early amdnmeteenth century in
America; during the time of Lincoln, a late aututh@anksgiving, complete with a feast,
had become the custom. The settlers adjusted tortee@ community by blending their
private lives into the newly created public. Cardd. Counihan (2002) says that there
was no reference to the Pilgrims nor origin mytheundence. Counihan does concede
that as early as 1636 fasts and thanksgivings weoasions for long sermons and
abstinence from work and play. This was evideneady as December 22, 1636, in
Scituate, Massachusetts, part of the Plymouth GoloHdere there was a thanksgiving
celebration associated with a congregation-widstf@@ounihan, 2002). The Pilgrims of
Plymouth, like the Puritans in other Massachuseitsl Connecticut settlements,
religiously observed only the Sabbath, days ofirigsor humiliation, and days of
thanksgiving. If an event displeased the deity,|&aeler of the congregation announced a
day of fasting. These days were observed frequémtbughout the year, and on days of
thanksgiving, a meal was eaten the evening befoetween or after sermons. The
preparation and consumption of the meal was nofingwortant ritual activity; this
signifies that the celebrated historic feast innRdyth does not fit into the conception of

thanksgiving (Counihan, 2002).
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Walter Fisher (1984) points in the direction of palmarratives that guide and
bring individuals together rather than dividing iWduals. This is accomplished by
looking to a “common center” from which to thrivé narrative is a story of a people or
an organization who can provide a common centetany; this may be in the form of a

web of metaphors or individual stories or may be ohmetanarrative.

The Metaphor of Civility and Incivility: Table Mannersand Taste
Pre-Renaissance Table Manners: Dynamic Process

Elias shares with Bakhtin an emphasis upon theiRsance as a turning point in
the development of table manners (Elias, 1982jaskrgues that before the
Renaissance, European societies were primarilynargd around feudal structures; from
the eleventh and twelfth centuries, these strustgradually gave way to the emergence
of nations with authority. This authority was iretform of the absolute power of the
monarch with an army and taxes. Elias looks towatcsociety, an aristocratic elite
surrounding the monarch, and the manner in whiekdélemergent power structures
brought in new social developments and the transdition of personality and behavior
(Ashley, 2004).

Elias explains the development of manners as ardymprocess, created by the
competition between social classes. The risingdmnis are less free to elaborate their
conduct because they have professions. They wierag@ating to gain admittance to the
courtly circle, exclusively for the ambitious boedisie, and they imitated the nobility
and its manners. The noble groups elaborate ¢baduct further, and customs that were

once refined became vulgar (Elias, 1982, p. 304-5).
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The social structure of table manners is attatbedtions, once tolerated at the
table, but no longer acceptable: belching or bregakiind were a source of
embarrassment with a fear of social degradaticamniausser’s thirteenth —century
poem on courtly manners claims: “I hear that soatauawashed (if it is true, it is a bad
sign). May their fingers be palsiede!” (Elias, 89p. 88). Two examples given by Elias
from the fifteenth century have a similar messatgefore you sit down, make sure4
your seagt has not been fouled;” “Do not touch gelirunder your clothes with your
bare hands” (Elias, 1978, p. 129). Certain fealiofjshame and embarrassment were
also attached to sharing bowls or plates or uteasitl the boundaries between people
around the table were emphasized. A late sevetht@entury song by the Marquis de
Coulanges suggests:

In times past, people ate from the common dishdipypled their
bread and fingers in the sauce.

Today everyone eats with spoon and fork from ks plate, and a
valet washes the cutlery from time to time atlib#et (Elias, 1978, 92).

As Elias states, the use of cutlery and crockesya#so associated with
boundaries. The following is a guide to etiquetiélished in 1774:

The serviette which is placed on the plate, beitended to pre-
serve clothing from spots and other soiling insapke from meals,
should be spread over you so far that it covergrtm of your body
to the knees, going under the collar and not bpasged inside it.
The spoon, fork, and knife should always be plaoetie right...

When the plate is dirty you should ask for angtitevould be
revoltingly gross to clean spoon, for, or knifawtihe fingers...

Nothing is more improper than to lick your fingeis touch meats
and put them into your mouth with your hand, iotbie sauce with
your fingers, or to dip bread into it with yourkoand then suck it (Elias, 97).
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Elias accounts of the emergence of manners agrde8akhtin’s analysis of the
banquet. “In both cases, a historical trajectomgrges within which grotesque, vulgar
forms of behaviour are increasingly banished fromtable, and bodies are increasingly
policed and cleansed” (Ashley, 2004, p. 50). Edaserges from analysis of etiquette
books, and Bakhtin’s account is from historicaladletor Elias, as for Bakhtin, the
development of table manners comes from societaigds. Ashley, et. al. argue that
Elias theories may be a problem because he detigwainners as a means of regulating
relationship between men and women. Elias seesensias a way for men to curb their
passions and enhance the degree of self-restnamén’s relationships with women
(Ashley, 2004).
Post-Renaissance Table Manners:Hloaorsof the Table

In Trussler,The Honours of the Tahl&é788, the author explains the modern
custom of the ladies leaving the dining room; ia garly days, they stayed until the men
drank three glasses of wine, and then they movedt is the part of the mistress or
master to ask those friends who seem to have dimeether they would please to have
more. As itis unseemly in ladies to call for witlee gentlemen present should ask them
in turn, whether it be agreeable to drink a gldssine and what kind of the wine present
they prefer, and call for two glasses of such vaoeordingly. Each then waits till the
other is served, when they bow to each other amit'd{Brett, 1969, p. 136). It was
customary for the men to drink more wine than tloensn and not customary for the
women to stay after the cloth and the dessertaam®ved; the ladies retired and the men

remained.
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Del Conte discusses a new approach to cookeryngriti a book written in
Manova in 1662. It i&’Arte di Ben Cucinarewritten by Bartolomeo Stefani, chef to
Gonzagas. He was the first writer to adhere t@haraditions and include a section
dedicated twitto ordinario (ordinary food). Also, he was opposed to the fobthe
grand tables and even gave a cost of a menursifoli 5 kg/ll Ib of meat, pasta, cheese,
lard, eggs, salad, ricotta, oil, pepper, vinegal @msins (p. 17). Stefani also dedicated
part of his book to the cooking and serving of hagtg; the banquet was given by the
Gonzagas for Queen Christina of Sweden. It shbaisdt this time, Italy led the way in
the organization of banquets, as well as the patjoarof food. It was the first time that
dinner was served with a knife, fork, and spooairtbwn glass, a plate instead of a bowl
and a napkin. The Italians were also known foir tkeowledge of good wine and their
elegant manner of drinking it (Del Conte, 2002).

At the medieval dining table, guests sat in graagsording to rank, “each with
his own trencher and spoon...and perhaps a knifethwhe kept in his pocket. Food
was placed at the center of the table on largeedifbr the whole group. Each diner took
what he wanted and put it on the trencher in fodritim. The thumb and finger were
normally used for the purpose of carrying the fomthe mouth, but they often used their
knives to assist them. The spoon was for the sewged in a bowl. Around 1600, the
manner began to change, but the manner of eatmgf islear, but seems to involve the
use of knives and forks. The difference is thatltrge medieval dish was replaced with
smaller dishes. Many of the dishes in the sevaiitegentury show dishes scattered over
the table; at the end of the century, the dishegs weatly arranged over the entire table

(Brett, 1969).
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Whatever the manner of serving meals, the fiisigtiplaced on the table is the
table cloth. The late medieval practice of layihgee cloths did not survive, but this was
succeeded by either two cloths over the whole tafile one removed for dessert and the
other was referred to as the “accident cloth” guatser cloth”. The Victorians sometimes
removed the table cloth entirely and replaced ihwailuncheon mat at each place. The
earlier nineteenth century tables also adoptedptisistice. A marble table without a
cloth replaced the polished mahogany table (Bi®%9). The table setting included a
decorative cup; the medieval standing cup wasmaltyi for this use; the new type seen
in the seventeenth century is called a porringten a flower arrangement might have
been placed in the center of the table and werklkwelvn and accepted.

Theplateauin modern terms would be called a table-centénpagh it was much
larger than any of the other pieces of the sameendthwas rectangular with rounded
ends, on either a low base or short separatewagsthes above the table. This center
was oadapte4d in England under European Frencaleimdk; the European ones are often
of mirror glass with a continuous edging made atptain. English examples wre often
of wood, painted with floral designs or papier macihese center pieces continued to
be expanded as individuals adapted themselvesitmugananners of expression.

Brett describes an example in the possessioredBithop of Norwich: “A most
beautiful Artificial Garden in the Centre of theblaremained at dinner and afterwards,
it was one of the prettiest things | ever saw, alaodard long, and about 18 inches wide,
in the middle of which was a high round Temple sargd on round Pitllars, the Pillars

were wreathed round with artificial Flowers---oneagide was a Shepherdess on the other
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a Shepherd, several handsome Urns decorated \iftbiarFlowers, etc” (Brett, 1969,
p. 125).

William Penn and the Quakers brought their knogwéedf civility and the meal to
the Middle Colonies in 1682. As stated above Quakers were known for their
frugality and temperance. The following statememésattributed to William Penn and
his reference to women and men and their collectivmary attitudes. Men and women,
he wrote, should never “live to eat,” but ratheat‘® live.” Even when “recipes of
cookery are swelled to a volume,” the Quaker mhebse to “have wholesome but not
costly food.” Penn said, “Enough is as good asaatf while criticizing “the luxurious
eater and drinker who is taken up with an excessave of his palate and belly”
(McWilliams, 2005, p. 169). At a point of inclasi or exclusion, Penn admonished his
followers to shun “feasting and revellings, bangqgs and wakes” (p. 169). The
Quakers were instructed to keep life plain and ey strove to take the pleasure out
of eating. According to Penn, these people wéerdlly frugal.

Elizabeth Telfer offers another discussion onlityvand cynicism as she
discusses the scope of temperance versus glutiimy wordtemperances addressed in
relationship to food, not what is most often dis&adkin relationship to alcohol and
abstinence. Telfer discusses the virtue of temperand how it corresponds to food.
The pleasures of food are argued throughout the; #gestotle defines pleasure in
relationship to food, drink, and sex; Telfer dissag and argues that merely eating too
much or drinking too much does not make one a@iutOne may be hungry or

encouraged to eat by someone else.
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This chapter looks at several metaphoric framewtokanalyze what was
happening in the historical moment. The Renaissand Early America offer the reader
two distinct time frames but are similarly connecbecause of the relationship of Early
Americans to their European ancestors. The folhgvahapter, Modernity and
postmodernity, follows the same metaphoric framekvas the previous chapters, but
also includes more specific applications of the etedised in Chapters Il and IV. For
example, the idea of community and the meal is éxegnby gender, popularity, and also
tradition. Modernity and postmodernity were inflged by the classical period and the
renaissance and early America, but the actualithisfperiod is the influence of the
popular media. Magazines, newspapers, and tebevagided to the complexities of the
period and also, the content of cookbooks and g&iatits. Modernity and
postmodernity has been the subject of scholargpapdlar culture. Encompassing all
three periods for a clearer picture of the metaplaod their contribution to

understanding community and the meal completesttrg of community and the meal.
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Chapter V: Modernity and Postmoder nity

The modernity and postmodernity periods will barexned through the lens of
several metaphors: community and the meal; nagaind petite narrative (cookbooks
and recipes); inclusion and exclusion (feast vepsvger); public and private (banquets
and home cooking); and civility and incivility (d@bmanners and taste).

The Metaphor of Community and the M eal

Each week, members of the community pick up a tsadEnewspapers to read
their favorite section about sports, entertainmiavel, or cooking. For many
Americans, enjoying a cup of coffee or tea anditgthe pages of an American, daily
newspaper has become a true ritual embedded insuewr culture. Individuals carry
on a conversation with writers on foods and thiginiicance to daily life. While at first
glance the newspaper seems harmless, in contrsetoad glance of a newspaper article
may cause some concern regarding conflict, stepeuyclass difference, political
prejudice, or even gender profiling regarding foeldted topics. For this reason, a more
in-depth reading of any section of the newspaper re@eal a more complex situation.
Individuals may begin to form some type of interredponse or public opinion about the
articles presented. This type of media coveragriig a phenomenal means of
communication that has and continues to form a ntgjof the cultural ideals that
promote an embedded social discourse, create sotedction, continue to form public
opinion, and ultimately promote individual choigescommunity and the meal.

The findings reveal an abundance of informationt@nanalysis of food as it
appears in a variety of scholarly and non-scholaulylications. In the popular print

media, there is one common thread that uritesily Circle, The Wall Street Journal,
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andthe Pittsburgh Post Gazetach publication regularly publishes material codfor
related patterns of consumption that affects comtyehoice.

Mennell & Murcott (1972), is one example of a pad research that examines
food and community among social classes, the dpusot of culinary cultures, and
also, how ideological strains have developed thinahg development of cuisine identity.
This text is a history of food and culture and diss why people consume food within a
particular cultural period. This work helps definby certain foods or recipes are present
in a given culture. While this may seem ambigumusn analysis of food, it does
provide a quick assessment of scholarly attentr@h(anattention) that has been placed in
food and community studies throughout the yearsvé¥er, this text does not provide an
all-inclusive framework to the study of food androaunity. For this reason, it is
important to classify where and how food studiegehaeen researched historically. Most
of the works in the field have been concerned wittveying how food and culture are
inner-related, why these patterns of data are itapgrand in what ways future food
studies may be related to other fields. Someedalsurveys include the work of
folklorist Don Yoder (1972), Jay Anderson (197 I)danutritionist Christine Wilson
(1973). This particular article dealt with folkéoand culture and discusses how culture
shaped what people ate and why.

Margaret Mead (1964) further engages the conversaty discussing home
cooking, home life, and caring for the family. dddition to these resources, two other
sources are worthy of special notice. The nevesl@ttthe Food Section of tanerican
Folklore Societystays current with not only new publications aeskarch projects in

American food, but they also publish syllabi ankdevtcourses on food in a variety of
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academic departments. The work and publicatioriseoNational Research Council’s
Committee on Food Habits occupy a central positiaine study of American food. This
group acts as a ground -breaking coalition betvgeeral scientists and nutritionists.
They are concerned with dietary change and culamdlnutritional effects on everyday
life (National Research CoungiDctober, 1993). All these bodies of literatuegiin to
offer the groundwork that has evolved in the depelent of food, culture, and
journalism. Another study that provides a weaftm@rmation about culture and food
is the work by Pricilla Ferguson. Ferguson’s reseahows how cultural fields are
embedded in food ideologies that define the foundatof gastronomic writings
(journalism, cookbooks, and literary works); theséings propose an expansive,
nationalizing of culinary discourse. It was thégees of discourses that secured the
autonomy of the field, and determined its operaf@atures.

One of the best patterning studies and watersloedgpplied social scientific
research in food is John Bennett (1942). Benn&ggnates agricultural data and local
systems of custom and belief within an analysisutural and community change in a
rural area. This study is important because m$es on custom and beliefs of food
within a community. Elenore Doudiet (1975) is darly creative gathering materials
and methods which deal with local cookery patt@frifeod choice and their
determinants for specific regions. In this arti@®udiet claims that people choose food
that comes from the ocean; in contrast, Sam Halardritings about southern food and
geography dealt with a combination of black cult@ajun, French, and a mix between
the two cultures. Southern food and cultural geplgyaoresent a consideration of food

and patterns of everyday local diet that is clefidyned in an anthropologic model,
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which influenced American cuisine. Richard Schwetdmines many of the same
guestions within a much smaller scene (SchweidQ1L98his work is devoted to the
relationships between how and wingt pepperdfiave become such a cultural mainstay.
This book examines a specific food, hot pepperd,aqplies the hot pepper to a variety
of cultures. The peppers were not indigenous tospecific culture but were prevalent
in many cultural recipes.
Changes in Cultural Attitudes about Food Commuaitgt the Meal

According to Geertz, “Culture is the fabric of mewmgnin terms of which human
beings interpret their experience and guide thaion” (1973). The food section was
originally written and designed with a female amd®e in mind. This was the turning
point or horizon of significance for the increase anarketing of cookbooks and reprints
of collections of recipes that appeared again gathaeach week, in the newspaper food
section. There has been an ongoing technicalu@wgalin the kitchen during the past
fifty years. In Europe, America and other partshaf world, cultural fields have
developed and resulted in a profound change ifetflengs, attitudes, and behaviors
related to cooking and eating (Mennell, 1989.) Vearare not nearly as concerned with
home cooking as they are with “eating out.” Toda@mily engages food differently
than the family of the 1960s; the 1960s family Wwame oriented and ate most meals
with the family present.

The following attempts to continue this pattermedearch in food and culture by
adding two additional disciplines related to comityuand the meal. ThRittsburgh
Post Gazettéood section had changed cultural fields in teaihgender roles, cultural

attitudes about food, and appearances in foodwesvi€hePittsburgh Post Gazette



161

included because of its diverse interest with Agaerifood and culture and its
commitment to community over forty-years. Althoudle paper has been in print since
1905, reviews of the paper were selected from #a#s/1960 and 2000. This expanse of
time was chosen to determine if this cultural fie&s changed over the forty-year span or
remained the same. This investigation helped supperargument that while the
foreground of the news may seem banal, the backgrotithe news still contains hidden
forms of conflict that are social, political, ancb@eomical. The research was conducted
in a topical order showing first how food studiesé been placed in a historical context
and second, to see how public relations historyraadia studies have framed and
developed the field of food criticism in newspajemrnalism.

The findings in these articles claim that food ¢stssof a set of dietary and
cultural alternatives most fully expressed in theices and preferences of individuals
within a given culture. As one can recognize, fgeltlom is neutral in content nor is it
the product of a single disciplinary line of anadysr a simple collection of data about
what people eat and why they eat it. This analysisides information regarding public
relations history, media studies, and explores thieyfood section is positioned were it
is, and examine whether or not it contains a cotirfl message.

The food section remains as one of the key compsand most significant tools
for social change that occurs in eating and diiag This is reflected in the articles
reviewed; the 1960s articles show families togettier 2000 articles show a cultural
split. This is often because both parents workidetof the home, and time constraints
are of the utmost importance. The choice and awéthaof foodstuffs, dishes and meals

have increased enormously for most people. Theodeatization of cookery techniques
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and manners of preparation has forced many homesaoual restaurant owners into a
new and innovative style of cultural conflict. Wishould be eaten? How much is good
or bad? These two questions have spurred an lgntge culinary narrative; the two
themes are embedded in a new form of food jounmadind conflict. Each week a story
either promotes meat or vegetarian cooking. Omenge of this conflict occurred when
nutritionists and medical experts began to re-erarthie egg. September 7, 2001, the
Pittsburgh Post Gazettevoted an entire article to welcoming back the &gg healthy
and suitable form of food that can and should besamed in higher quantities. Accused
in the past of being harmful as a source of highledterol and salmonella, eggs are again
being welcomed into a healthful di&iftsburgh Post Gazett&eptember 7, 2001.) This
example is a small taste of what has and contitmuesvolve around a significant amount
of the food section today. These ideas of conffiletiveen good health and food have
become the cultural norm. In a postmodern socfebd and community are always
going to be changing and the need to re-descriéadkics will always be in conflict.

The food section allows people to change with thaad, cultural, and historical moment,
and at the same time, it allows people to promateps of cooking that are either healthy
or traditional in context.

Another way to further examine the food sectiortsrfull cultural context, is to
study its relationship to folklore. Folkloristsuegan emphasis on oral communication;
their focus is on texts as fluid and changeabléypcts of people who are often creators
and audiences at the same time (Bird, 1992.) Mschalars, on the other hand, have
traditionally viewed texts as fixed entities mageppoducers and then consumed by

audiences. The food sections, however, are belgrstood as lying some where in the
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intersection between fixed, producer-oriented tart flexible, audience-oriented
performance. Food writers make the content, brittintent is shaped by an
understanding of the narrative image of their resdéis in turn reshapes in a continuing
circular process (Bird, 1992).
Gender Changes in Community and the Meal

All forms of media communicate images of the sereany of these images
promote unrealistic, stereotypical, and limitinggaptions. Three themes describe how
media represents gender and gender related condéeirsg women and minorities are
represented as separate voices and often womelraceed to the “fluff” areas of the
paper. For example, advertisers include femingt&ted ads on pages that include
feminine related articles. Minorities are ofterdigebsed culturally through food and
recipes or style rather than substance. Any sdyakesearch on food must address the
significance ofAunt Jemimand how she related to the mass culture. Thisibasis of
a conflict within a given publication and oftenthre news generally.

Secondly, men and women are portrayed in stepaayways that reflect and
sustain socially endorsed views of gender; theident if you read the sports section
and note the inclusion of strip clubs and otheatezl masculine interests. In contrast, the
women’s sections include information that directiates to feminine interests. These
interests are usually in the form of products Fer tamily rather than services for the
individuals. Thirdly, depictions of relationshipstiveen men and women emphasize
traditional roles and normalize these positionsunculture (Wood, 2001.) In general,
the media continues to present both men and womstereotypical ways with limited

voices that ultimately constrain our perceptionbwian possibilities.
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Consistent with cultural views of gender are depid of women as sex objects
who are young, thin, beautiful, passive, dumb, @&gendent. Carol Gilligan defines the
need for studying girls or women differently thaem In contrast to Kohlberg, Gilligan
says that a model of caring must be applied to wobezause the statistical studies done
by Kohlberg cannot cover the complexities and isse&ated to women (Benhabib,
1992). Often there are stereotypes included inest¢éhat are directed to feminine
interests; these stereotypes were often emphaisizbd food section in 1960. All of the
news stories revolved around how women could cateh faster, and more efficiently.
The only male presence was seen in stories thateshbow these beautiful, feminine
women could learn more from their male counterg@ied how the male world could
help them be more efficient in their tasks. Ak thews about food seldom showed men
doing housework or participating in any care-givingdels. Cooking was a woman’s
duty in the early 1950s and 1960s and had its gseatfluence in news stories
advocating both rational and traditional standafdsooking and composition of meals.
In 1960, the American women continues her relahgnwith cultural icons such as,
Betty Crocker, General Electric, Heinz Ketchapd a variety of other corporate themes;
the newly created electronic media brought thesdymts into a homemaker’s living
room. In addition to televisigimhe Betty Crocker Picture Cookbooks featured as a
narrative and was regarded as “the key to sucdessiking.”

At this point in history, women were looking forsgaquick, and nutritional foods
to prepare, and journalism began to offer thenogystStandard news stories included
various foods that tasted good, the recipes wesg @ainteresting to cook, and in

addition, the recipes and stories began to reveabcter and show presence in a
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narrative context. News story boundaries of puéid private eradicated cooking for the
first time. This change encouraged the readerttsfganternal desires through external
advertising; new forms of expression were evidek laeing presented in the newspaper.
The food section became an instant favorite for Aca@ women who were interested in
food, cooking, and the family. The traditional Bewife was being introduced to new
cuisines, efficient appliances, and a whole newystbout food and home cooking.
These stories spawned a whole new sisterhood andratognized that the newspaper
narratives were a feminine domain (Bogart, 1989).

The news stories that featured American male clefg technical in nature. All
the males were portrayed as chefs because mosspiofial chefs did not share in
popular homemaking narratives. One such artiétegsts of Sparkling Champagne
Make Holidays Last all Year Long,” portrays a chgefing your typical house wife
advise on how and what to serve with champagne chef was quoted as saying
“Some of the specialties of the house are secnedistating that the chefs form of
cooking could not and should not be understoodday yypical American housewife
(Pittsburgh Post Gazett§&eptember, 1960). Although the 1960s appeared ssggul
and gender specific, this particular time in foodrpalism truly enhanced and developed
the structure and format of the food section tod&pod is covered in its own section
and continues to highlight specific recipes, cuasimand cookbooks; the significant
change revolves around the audience. In conwékethistorical significance of the food
section, the narrative is now targeted towards wgmeen, and children. This change is
a direct reflection on the shift in public demodrags, occupational changes, and most

importantly, the arts and entertainment sectioh ltha become one of the leading
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sections for family readership. In a statistidaty in 1989, about 54% of the women
and 54% of the men read and interacted with sope @y the food section on a weekly
basis (Bogart, 1989.)

The history of mass media reflects the tension eetwtwo conflicting impulses;
one is to conserve and reinforce existing valuektastes, the other is to innovate and
thereby to undermine the prevailing conventiomsthe 1960s, the conservation between
existing values and tastes were the norm; the comylict that seemed to highlight the
articles dealt with background and gender biasessund the development of corporate
advertising. Today the food section has changdd avhew focus towards innovation
and dining out, undermining the prevailing convens to stay home and have a meal
prepared by the women of the household.

FoodCriticism as Communication

Food critics are not meant to define absolute truthcontrast, they intend to
launch a critical voyage and not chart its eventoalrse. Bourdaine (2003) says that the
food critic’s job is usually a life-long love of ol and a story or narrative that provides
some form to follow. This ultimately provides saala restaurant or eating
establishment. The power of a food critic is ada@d many chefs or food providers.
Chefs deliberate about the significance of a faatt@and the power of the press; this is
often considered to be destructive as it imposksgand meaning on consumers. This
narrative structure is public and reveals privatections on the part of the cook or food
preparation personnel. Critics evaluate the stahdhe significance, and the critics
educate the public about a particular style orucaltperformance. They inform the

public about whether or not they should engagexpegence the restaurant’s tastes and



167

flavors. Most critics do not understand the higtoira particular chef, what has been
done previously, or what experiences precededulieral event. The texKitchen
Confidentialoffers a unique narrative of one chef who providegyhts to these
unanswered questions about the function of a chké true form and human experience
of a real chef are exposed through this text.
Pittsburgh Post Gazettéyticle analysis: 1960 and 2000

Stuart Ewen (1996) offers a good starting poininiderstand how newspapers
and magazines became the mass voice in socialrgotigh. Ewen argues that the mass
audience had an I. Q. of approximately 100, antetbee, audiences were capable of
being manipulated and persuaded through calculptédic relations campaigns. Ewens’
text provides essays by Walter Lippman, and Ivy, lbexth leaders of the liberal voice in
history. They argue that people are not illitesate that they can understand information
given through the press. In addition, they argag the liberatarian form of press is what
people are thinking. This is the voice of the geapith interaction between people and
the media. This is significant because the foatice in the 1960s was interactive and
contributed to the cultural voice of the people.

The news and its development are also covered antanhe written by Leo
Bogart; Bogart covers what news interests most lpedphich medium is preferred for
what types of news? The work results were obtafred a national sample survey that
compared the news preferences expressed by thie puthl those attributed to the public
by a group of newspaper editors (Bogart, 196%ni&l Myers covers how events enter
the public sphere; this work also provides a hystord placement of the newspaper in

our society showing how publics are covered innées (Myers, 1999). This is
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important to this study because the food sectiaallys provides some sponsorship. A
newspaper must consider its sponsors when decitiroggpntent because the paper is a
profitable business venture. Karl Manoff, provi@elsody of literature that outlines the
Who? What? When? Where? Why and How? of news cgedi86). These five “Ws”
and “Hs” help define what audience is reading amérested in the food section.
Manoff's text specifically provides an outline theatplains who is interested in reading
the food section; what food will be featured faattlyear or month; when in the week a
food section will be included; where the articlel appear in the paper; why the articles
appear at a given time of the year or month; amd people will interpret the information
given to them. It also provides a summary thatarp how the news is written in story
form. This text is important because it providas voice of six working journalist, press
critics, and scholars at the leading edge of medii@ism. Jay Black (1997) provides
essays surrounding how the American newspaperdwsiie the public’s conversational
commons or public space. A close examination ofdbd section will be addressed to
explore where change may appear inTthe Pittsburgh Post Gazetteod section.
The following list of articles are from 1960:

Fresh Purple Plums Now in Season

Apple is Still Favorite Fruit

Food a Bed for Souls

Cool Weather Whets Families’ Appetites

Angel Cake Gala Holiday Dessert

Philosopher’s Kin Among Latest To Enrich Culinargdkshelves

Decorated Baked Ham Main Dish for New Year’'s Day
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Feasts of Sparkling Champagne Make Holidays LasY@&ar Long

Turkey With Oyster Stuffing A t Festive Christmasber

Molded Salads Are Party Fare

The Noble Roast and What to Serve With it

Give Children Part of Preparing for Yule Festival

Pitt Player's Family Lives Football All Year Roundis Wife Reports.
The 2000 articles include the following:

Pierogi and Polka

Learning what seniors think about restaurants

Al's Café big and bountiful, with dishes rangingrh burgers to lobster

Food for Thought: Tour of the Strip District offeasvholly wild and woolly time

at Wholey's

On the Table: French Connection

Munch goes to Gap City Diner

Vegetarian sandwiches aren’t stuffed with flavor

Pot de Creme, creme, creme brulee are rich custards

Making the most of summer tomatoes

Cook’s Corner: Come peruse the pick of the pierogi

Sauce you can't resist

Figs are in, and apple season has started.

The differences between the 1960s and the year &@08vident in the titles of
the articles; the 1960s emphasis was on the hoohé@me interiors, and 2000

encourages the consumer to venture out of the lamménto a public venue. These
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articles reveal the changes in taste, style, coesgm, and values. The public and
private narrative is reflected in the content @& #érticles and choice of topics discussed.
In the 1960s families stayed home with a savoryrpast; in the 2000s, vegetarian
sandwiches, Pot de Creme, were understood anteadlisThese articles are a story
source embedded in the cultural American tastedifesdyles.

The Metaphor of Narrative and Petite Narrative: Cookbooks and Recipes

Both old and new cookbooks can be approachedrassities, or they can be

appreciated as historical documents used to recmshe lifestyles and underlying
philosophies of certain cultures and their writéBevan, 1988 ). While many think we
live in an age where the practical and the philbgz have crisscrossed, and we are
unable to agree upon a common ground, my intetjpwates that food and culture will
always bring us together. The narratives thapaesented in cookbooks may be the
most creative and informative communication metaweailable to us for the purpose of
regaining some form of agreeable communicatione diraos created in post-modernity
is a response to modern communication and an itiolicthat communication is breaking
down; a search for new narratives or some philosapprofile needs to be found. Why
not let it be through cookbooks? Calvin O. Scloatiines and examines some of the
communication methods that are important in makimgconnection to some common
communication theories called praxis and practiéecording to Schrag,
communication praxis and the space of subjectnaty perhaps contribute to a new story
or narrative that is both informative and ethic&tlirag, 1986). With this in mind, it may

be interesting to compare and contrast some ahtbre important issues in Schrag’s
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work to the structure of cookbooks. We will be aldlexamine how cookbooks help us
communicate more effectively and also, why cooklsamle gender bias.
The Praxis of Cookbooks

The term praxis may be defined as the discourgectimmects us to the, why?
For example, why do we use cookbooks to cook angdehwe only use certain
cookbooks™Discourse and action are referred to as about $ongetoy someone, and for
someone. This statement describes the three-diomah@henomenon that is present in
communicative praxis that involves a referentiahmeat, self involvement, and a
rhetorical moment. This is exactly what happensmve use a cookbook. It is the
praxis of the cuisine and the authsmrhetorical moment that connects us to the
referential moment and self involvement. Our carioa is made by the cuisine (about
something) by someone (the author) for someonec(ibk). This referential moment
focuses on human concerns; self-involvement nbsittis performed by an actor or
cook. The rhetorical moment or cookbook is dirddtmvard the other. Praxis connects
us to the why? It places meaning behind our astid'hen the action loses its
referential importance or the cookbook is closedl,w longer see ourselves in it, and
therefore, the praxis is lost. This is why theldmmok is a form of communicative praxis;
it connects us to a specific event or cuisine. |¥éen to cook through the praxis of
cuisine, and our practice is carried out throughube of the cookbook and the particular
cuisine we are attempting to recreate or duplicate

One subject area that is very similar to praxihésfolklore. Often when we
cook, the folklore of the dish or meal answerswig (?) in relationship to praxis. A

certain method of cooking or style of a cuisinespug in context or dialogue with the
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text. In attempting to read and learn the textolyserve the cuisine or folklore as praxis.
We position ourselves in the folklore of a recipelsat it becomes familiar to us . When
we attempt to reconstruct a cuisine, the praxisfalktbre of the cookbook acts as a
deterministic communication tool which influences eating and social habits. It is the
praxis of old and new cuisines and specificallg, pinaxis of famous authors and
cookbooks, like Julia Childs, and the Betty Crogiieture cookbook that have used
folklore to steer American taste buds in new dicexd. The use of folklore has allowed
many other authors of cookbooks to carry both thestories and at the same time, create
new ones. Praxis is crucial in the writing of@bkbooks. It is the praxis or the cuisine
that creates the historical moment by understanaityrecreating that moment every
time the cookbook is reopened. These authors navst &n awareness of the historicality
of their writings. By comparing praxis and cookbspWwe able to see that every
cookbook has expressive discourse and a systemstofynor language on one side, and
on the other side, expressive action which encasragch individual to cook or act by
recreating a certain historical cuisine or socrakfice. This connection between the
individual and the steps that one follows to re@eacertain cuisine or food and thus,
performing the tasks written in the cookbook téxthe discourse in action or otherwise
known as “the praxis of cooking.”

Another interesting connection between communiogbi@xis and cookbooks is
the use of metaphors. According to Calvin Schexgression creates meaning; it is the
food terminology that makes the connection to tie¢aphor (Schrag, 1986). Their
expressions create different meanings in diffecentexts and are demonstrated in the

interrelated discourse and action and invariabtijlat the social consciousness upon
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which language is built. The balance between disssand action is brought together by
the metaphors of action when meaning is expres$hi is exactly what happens when
metaphors are used in cookbooks. “You are whatyg@umeans one thing to a
nutritionist and another to a novelist. Standarokbooks include various foods for
several reasons: they taste good, the recipesaayeoe interesting to cook, or the food is
nutritious and nourishing. In addition, authorslirde recipes that reveal character. The
metaphors provide a jumping off point of actiontttiiates meaning. For instance, a
food may be delectable, hot, sour, or possiblyngli It is not surprising that some foods
provoke you to not want to eat them because of thgulsion. Much can be conveyed
about one ethnic group’s views of another by thg thay react to each other’s treasured
foodstuffs. As many chefs reminds us, one nsapowl of soup may be another man’s
cup of pond water. The meaning is made by th@adtf pleasure in taste. The
boundaries of public and private are eradicate@uszthe action stems from the internal
and is expressed in the external, and therefobegcbmes an expression in two forms.
This is how many authors use metaphors in cookbtwkgpress meaning (Schrag,
1986).

It is important to recognize the metaphors of aulirary diet; for example,
Chicken MacNugge@ndBig Macsare those foods that are so familiar to us, wehean
with barely a second thought. Other exotic deliesitike sautéed filet mignon or caviar
are other types of metaphoric diet. They are dloel$ for the rich because they are hard
to get, more expensive and often, more difficulptepare. Last, but not least, are the
foods for special occasions and sacramental célebyrave don't prepare or eat these

everyday, but we save them for special occasiomassé traditional foods help us mark



174

our seasons and special religious events. Na#ngligions observe the custom of
offering food to demonstrate gratefulness or feirg) thanks. For a person whose
religion is lived at a profound level, any food ntegve metaphoric meaning. In contrast,
any food may be edible to a starving or homelessgpe For an anorexic, all food may
be taboo or undesirable (Bevan, 1988). All cauis possess and deliver some sort of
metaphoric diet or bill of fare. The authors allowto study foods and diets by
distancing ourselves through recollection. Coolksoare, in a sense, a hermeneutical
process that ultimately allows us to produce mbaa just the sum of its parts. Through
cookbook praxis we are able to recollect againagain. Eating is our earliest
metaphor, preceding our consciousness of genderetiice, race, nationality, and
language. We eat before we talk. Each time waidaite a new recipe, we tell a new
story and praxis the art of cooking.
The Gender of Cookbooks

All of this relates well to the concept of gended the horizon of possibilities because
using cookbooks allows our recollection to act &syacomponent; we relate the stories
from our mothers and grandmothers from cookbodkse morality of care situates
responsibility within the context of the relatiofsland connection with others. Carol
Gilligan (1992) offers the image that ultimatelynoects everyone. Gilligan's view dealt
with the need to respond, and the moral imperativeare. Relationships are understood
as a response to the other through a morality réf. cA morality of care implies
principles of equity, flexibility, and responsilyliin dealing with particular situations,
needs, and people. In morality of care, this famusnultiple responsibilities affirms

human connection. From an ethic of care perspedine cookbook was this human
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connection. Women were labeled as care giverg;weee supposed cook, clean and
care for the family. The 1950s had the greatdktance on cookbooks by advocating a
rational of care instead of traditional standardsomking and composition of meals. In
1950, American women were introduced to Betty Crocker Picture Cookbooht
became an instant favorite for American women wieocewnterested in food, cooking,
and eating. The traditional bride was moving awaynfhome and leaving behind the
complicated ethnic recipes that her mother creaBatty Crocker Picture Cookbook
offered an ethic of care in response to cookingcheecipe guaranteed success. For the
last 49 years American women have been suppligdymip with good cake mixes, but
have also been graced with the image of the pefedrican homemaker “Betty
Crocker”. Woman lined up for hours at departméaoites to buy the preview edition.

Big business was a male preserve and the factonyevstood in sharp contrast with the
home. Since Betty Crocker herself was made updahdot really exist and illustrator
was commissioned in 1936 to create a personaktiyviias competent-looking, dignified
and appeared to be an ageless 31-year-old womemmfaany conducted by a public
relations firm revealed that 91 percent of all Airo@n housewives knew who Betty
Crocker was and 56 percent of the woman women aleeeto correctly identify her to
General Mills. Betty Crocker’s success spawnedal&new sisterhood and recognized
the narratives in cookbooks as a feminist domaithover America woman began to use
cookbooks in their daily lives. The cookbooks were elements that were lacking in the
lives of the college girls and women war workerowoved to Levittown and settled
down with ex-G.l.s. These were the girls who nisidee apprenticeship at the stove

which had ounce been equipped with mothers, gratithr®and great grandmothers
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before them who had basic culinary skills. Theakd®wn of the family and culinary
expertise, which traditionally passed down throtlghranks, was now reestablished in
cookbooks.

The only cookbooks that most American male cheéslwgere technical in
nature. Male chefs did not read or share home-imgakarratives. The cookbook was
written and designed with a feminist audience indni The responsibility of care giving
was the point at which the feminist audience tomktiml. This was the turning point or
horizon of significance for the increase or madetookbooks, and reprints of these
collections of recipes appeared again and agaon.many generations, cookbooks have
brought together new wives and mothers to prasticee form of home-management
care giving and cooking. This knowledge is stilparent today as we experience an ever
increasing market of cookbook publishing. The camkbenters every home like a bible
with the primary intent to offer care for the faynih some way or another. These written
texts maintain their historical significance be@tisey are the tools we use for current
understanding and explanation in our every dasliwd/e grasp meaning and create a
new horizon of significance each time we use a book. Meaning is derived from the
constant movement of clarification between undeditay (cooking procedures) and
explanation (finished dish). It is the actual cogkthat is saying something about
someone. There has been an increasing affluerterayoing technical revolution in the
kitchen during the past fifty years. In Europe, é&ma and other parts of the world the
cultural spheres have resulted in a profound chamghe feelings, attitudes and
behaviors related to cooking and eating (Mend®92). The cookbook has remained

the key component or most significant communicatami for all of the change that has
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occurred all over the world. The choice and abdlity of foodstuffs, dishes and meals
have increased enormously for most people. Theodeatization of cookery techniques
and manners of preparation has forced many homesdo@repare elaborate and healthy
meals for their guests and families. The circamsgs of affluence and security of

living favor the tendencies towards refinementiegaring the family table. According

to Schrag, we need to describe and redescribe corative praxis time and time again.
This happens every time we set the table.

In a postmodern society, things are always goirtgetohanging and the need to
redescribe the basics will always be in demande Sdme could be said for cookbooks.
They describe and redescribe a form of communigdhat is in constant change.
Cookbooks allow people to change with the sociatucal, and historical moment and at
the same time stay within the context of cooking aating. With these two attributes,
cookbooks may be classified as a new horizon gEstibity (Schrag, 1986).

With every writing, we hear from a new author areav form of hermeneutical
self-implicature; the perspective is on who is imgtor speaking. In any communicative
exchange between persons or persons and objests ishalways a self involved, and
thus, there is always a person from whom the wordsctions originate. For example,
every cookbook has a speaker or a writer, theatiays an author. What is said is not
just an act of vocalizing, expressing, or sayingdsorather, it is understood as saying
words by someone. This concept is similar to naear the telling of a story by
someone. Cookbooks interact with each other agle@m; this is from the perspective
that there is a who involved. For instance, wherread cookbooks, we subconsciously

ask ourselves who is doing the cooking? Becaysades their discourse and cooking
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style, it is the who or the subject that is placed certain frame or context that
influences our interpretation of their cooking. uBhevery cookbook yields a
hermeneutical implicature or a situated speakingjng, and cooking subject. Every
cookbook author may be called a cooking implicaks.Schrag summarizes: “Implicated
within the dynamics of communicative praxis, thbjsat emerges via its co-constitution
with other subjects as the narrator, actor, anglaedent within the human drama of
discourse and social practices” (Schrag, 198638).1
Communication praxis is the space where speakingng and action are
situated. Schrag’s theory articulates an integpiat of the self as an end and the
defining notion of historical from which one seagstfor meaning and interpretation. To
accomplish this, emphasis on the story between heightened, and self becomes
decentered but not forgotten. This new humanises dwt ignore the power of the actor
but directs the actor towards a referential. Thighere communicative praxis narratives
emerge; they are about something, by someone carsbineone. The story of every
cookbook immerses a woman’s subject in the texe U& cookbooks to make sense out
of our worlds through the stories they tell. The&tdricality and horizons of significance
are both present in every cookbook. Cookbooksvaiteen by someone for someone and
they are all about something.
Cooking Toward A New Rhetoric

If we are what we eat, then American food rhet@rian all-you-can-eat buffet, a feast
that stretches from sea to shining sea. They efferything from burgers and steaks to
vegetarian fare, from low-fat dishes to decadeseds. They exist with an abundance of

fresh produce ingredients available to cooks olieaktls; cooks can experiment with
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cuisines as varied as Thai to Tex Mex. Food rietord cookbook publishing are
probably one of the leading forms of acceptablermamcation in America today. The
sheer volumes of new titles exceeds close to astiraliper year. The food rhetoric that
is written in these cookbooks is nothing more thastmodern hermeneutical
conversation and action for mankind. These cookbmoake us think and act outside of
our decentered selves. Cookbooks offer a sensenafiort and identification to who we
really are. Each cookbook has a rhetorical intevatiity that reaches out by someone for
someone and is about something. The purchasearlkdook creates a deliberative
action that provokes a reasoned judgment, andftrerdor this reason, cookbook ethics
are unavoidable. Food rhetoric will solicit a respe and create ethics. For example
most of the new top selling cookbooks are writtgreelebrity chefs and encourage their
rhetoric; a portrayal of “what’s hot? and what's?id~=rom a culinary standpoint, these
television cooking shows and new books are alltpriag pure culinary ethics. In
modernity, ethics were designed to define morablin from a scientific perspective.

A range of ideas in relation to moral or immoralthentic or unauthentic, and
appropriate or inappropriate could all be measaretijustified in relation to agreed upon
moral sentiments and value judgments. The etljgastions in a postmodern society is
no longer an in inquiry guided by theories of maabjectivity and an inventory of
moral character, but rather it becomes a queshontditting responses for each
individual and how they use and interpret discosiieall their social practices (Schrag
1986). Cookbooks and food rhetoric are the mostrakand persuasive forms of
communication marketed today. When was the last §jou heard someone

complaining about thErugal Gourmet’'smethods for speaking, writing and acting.
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Celebrity chefs and down-home-fare have becomegherhetorical turn. It may be
thought that cookbooks and chefs represent theAraericas hero’s.

Now, we are in position to see a direct relevaicefdeeper understanding in
relationship to the importance of cookbooks, gended food rhetoric discourse and
action, and ethical disclosure. The rhetoricoafd makes visible to the American
people how the horizon of ethos and a new cuisieetmit is through the use of food
rhetoric and cookbooks that we are able to prosideliberative and ethical discourse.
The texture of relationships between, home-cook®; cuisines, cookbooks and celebrity
chefs, becomes visible only after the food rhetmriapplied and utilized in a
postmodern culture. This food rhetoric becomesuh@ing point for creating both old
and new recipes. By reading cookbooks and footbrizenve begin to realize the
importance of food and its terminology in relatibipsto its usefulness in its written
context.

What's for Dinner in Postmodernity?

The philosophy of communication and cooking aréhlmoncerned with making choices
according to certain situations. The presentatfanformation in cookbooks has a
significant impact upon the eating choices we akeon a daily basis in both our public
and private lives. When we read and interpret books, we influence the beliefs,
attitudes, and actions of all those we feed. Thigcal choice-making process allows us
to develop and better understand the true philosoplbooking. A philosophy of
cooking is concerned with the level of agreemerdwarall understanding we all have
when we use a particular style of cooking. Themsaibject of cooking remains the

same. What changes is the ethos (new chefs) €tleescooking techniques) and a new
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humanism (new cuisines). With these ideas in niogly should we prepare to cook in
post modernity? First and foremost, the trend tow&ome cooking is back. Just as the
explosion hit in the 1950s, the 1990s have prowgesxhibit an increase in the preparation
of home cooked meals. In post modernity, the mamation or conversation is on-going
within an individual’s home. When people go to ldhey have home and food on their
minds. If they are dining out they are attemptimgrequent home-style chain restaurants
like Eat ‘n ParkandLone Star Steakhous€ookbooks and recipes can be a key
communication tool and enhance mealtime conversatidhe successful cookbooks are
the ones that practice and produce home cookingétie same time tell a story. For
example,The Three Rivers Cookbotdatured professional chefs and home cooks from
Pittsburgh and surrounding areas and included f@vicipes that had a history.
Families and cooking are the primary focus of arglamd publishers because people are
weary of architectural food and rich desserts. Elav, public tastes may change in the
years to come, one thing is for certain, cookbawiisbe there to point the way. It a
communication category and tool that has beenefargver and will continue to be
because peopleant toandhave toeat.

It is interesting to think about why we writeakbooks and how they influence our
daily eating and cultural habits. Reading, writingd using cookbooks are all significant
forms of communication praxis. Cookbooks are this mnd bolts of culinary
communication. Certain cookbooks and recipestadaundation of the trade. We
interpret these books and pass on the knowledgth&ws who are interested in learning
how to cook. The concept that is interesting esdkierall continuous response that never

changes from year-to-year in relationship to cookso Some cookbooks are like old
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classical manuscripts that are passed from onaa@neto the next (Peters, Dec. 1997).
This is why the cookbook is probably one of the mimgportant communication tools we
can use in post-modernity. A cookbook’s narraboconversation is, in a sense, a silent
but persuasive form of communication. We buy asel ecookbooks without any negative
response. Every cookbook is similar to a trueueirt We read, interpret and decide, with
little bias, every recipe that is written. If ardividual wants or needs to change or
heighten an event, a new or old cookbook may bieedito cook- up the dish of the day,
Post-modernity Stew.
The Metaphor of Incluson and Exclusion; Feast ver sus Power
Taboos, Tastes, and Culture

As is evident in many cultures, proverbs are usetkscribe a way of life through
the consumption of food. While there are many pertves to the study of food and
culture, the best way to study organizational défgiation is to categorize different
cuisine as sub-cultures. According to these stuthie consensus emerges only within
the boundaries of a subculture. These macroculamd microcultural cuisine types
emerge out of consensus within the nationalityifitséhe difference is how and why we
want to reinterpret particular cuisine and do rid to others. For example, Irish food
is rich in heritage and tradition both here in Yaited States and Ireland. The Irish are
noted for their hospitality toward both friends asttlangers, and this is evident in all
aspects of their social functions. In ancient daysgone who had partaken of food in an
Irishman’s home was considered to be secure agaamst or hurt from any member of
the family. No one was ever turned away. Thiscsithre is very different from other

cuisines such as Indian or French. In both ofdlsegcultures, we see a different picture
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of organizational culture. The French treat arsiolat diner as just that: an “outsider.”
The same is true with Indian cuisine. If you ao¢ fnom that culture, your participation
in dining in certain dining rituals is not welcomedhis is quite different than that of an
Irishman (Levenstein, 1988).

Today many regional differences distinguish différdastes with different
cuisine. Take, for example, the cuisine of both thhited States and Canada. Both of
these cuisines have evolved over several centandsboth encompass a large area of
land and massive population. But both cuisinessarg different in different subcultures
within each country. This is because of tempeeaturd migration. In both the United
States and Canada there are many climates ranging dubfreezing cold to blistering
summer heat! Ethnic mixes, dining styles, and nahtesources differ from one province
to another. With such a variety of resources anide historical context with migration,
both of the population’s eating and dining habitecanpass organizational cultural
differentiation. Although other ethnic cuisinesvBanot entered the main stream, many
individual foods from various ethnic groups or sulhares have been accepted
throughout most of the world. Take, for examplegfstroganoff (Russian) and Goulash
(Hungarian). Some other examples of micro-cuisinaght be African American
cuisine, Amish cuisine, and Native American cuisifide foods from these cultures are
examples of cuisines that grew out of American sulbires. African American cuisine
has its roots interrelated between ethnic groupms fthe African American culture and
southern American culture. While many differenismes still operate within their
cultural boundaries, many subcultures reject adiaptand change in different eating and

dining habits. But even with these strong cultdiffierences, certain ethnic dishes have
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been modified in some form or another to avoid cletepcultural fragmentation and
elimination (Levenstein, 1988).

While many food studies have been done in the gragtmany will surface in the
future, researches should consider framing theidiss through organizational cultural
methods. Of course, people have been thinkingtadrganizational communication and
how it affects managerial approaches and the sffestpeople. Although few studies
have approached food in this manner it is quitardiat it can be done. What we fail to
recognize about food and people is that we all hauaake plans to eat. How cultures
have handled this organizing principle in the pastes. What we have tried to do in this
essay is apply three different approaches fromrozg#onal culture theory to depict
where an emergence of food rituals have occurredge® if they have integrated,
differentiated, and finally fragmented in any waecause of the nature of this effort, we
have had to organize our research from a histoneabkpective. What might be
interesting for future researchers is applying #pproach to modern food rituals to see
where organizational cultural integration, diffetiation, and fragmentation may be
present (Levenstein, 1988).

Each religion has evolved certain rituals or custaimat are important to the
members of the religion. The observance of thésels is believed to be mandatory
since they express and reaffirm the various beleéfthe religion. A fragmentation in
belief occurs when these rituals or customs ardentsyl. Religious ceremonies have
encompassed food throughout history within manyuces. The various religions of the
world have a profound influence on man’s dietargctices and customs. Over the

centuries, religions have often decreed what fobdsians could or could not eat.
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Certain foods are meant to be eaten on certain ofatfse year and prepared in special
ways. Many of these dietary habits have becomédslimand are fragmented from the
rest of society. In fact, regulations regardingdand drink either fragment or promote
religious membership. For example, the giving @bd, or abstaining from food, to
secure the goodwill and protection of the godsk®en common throughout history. The
practice of fasting and feasting has fragmentedesom all sorts of ways. The idea of
sacrifice and abstaining from food has fragmentedughout religious belief systems.
Historically, both guilt Historically, both guiltral sacrifice have meant different thing to
different cultures. The one certainty we see hetbat fragmentation and alienation of
certain rituals and food traditions vary from cuétto culture (Levenstein, 1988).
Taboos, like religion, have fragmentation throughaatory. While certain foods
seemed good for some, they were forbidden for sth@ietary rules are a predictable
feature that allowed groups to see themselvespasate and distinct from the rest of the
world. Early people had to learn by trial and ett@at foods were edible and which were
not. As indicated above the perception of edipiktheavily concerned by the society in
which one might live. In all cultures, aversion food has created multiple
fragmentation. Food aversions, according to R¢x887) arise because of beliefs or ill
health or misfortune. Rozin suggests that the téaimoo” should be reserved for those
aversions that are backed up by religious viewsbefdience to the will of a deity. Even
in Roman literature, Cicero records in his desmwipbf the squalid feast, “food that has
touched the ground was taboo to Romans.” Anotkplaeation relates to an ancient
taboo still observed by some primitive culturese Thising of pigs was part of the early

agricultural pattern and pastoral people soon damegard the swine as an expression of
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settled existence. Later, they transferred thamtempt for the pig as a way of life to its
symbol of dirt. They decried it as unclean andided its flesh. Finally, some cultures
considered the pig as part of the group; killingvduld symbolize the killing of one of
their own ancestors (Rozin, 1987).

It is clear that religion and taboos have fragmerit®d ritual throughout history.
Even today, certain cultures still will not eat te@m foods. What is important at this
point is while man tends to organize, he also tandsagment when it comes to food
rituals. We have seen examples throughout higtaat/ prove that a significant amount
of organizational cultural fragmentation has spébple for many reasons. This frame of
reference, however, only goes so far in explaimmerpretations of ambiguity expressed
by members in different cultures in history. Whateds to be noted at this point is that
when cultural fragmentation occurs in cultures rdgmy food rituals, the culture has to
have a predominate negative tone in their storie$ metaphors to be classified as
organizational cultural fragmentation (Levenstdiag8).

Tradition in a Changing Age

The Thanksgiving Banquet has been a vital segroeAimerican life for three
and a half centuries. The early days of prayerasee by the Puritans positioned
individuals into cheerful days of family reunion modernity and postmodernity. The
holiday has accommodated new attitudes and inventiod at the same time, maintained
an original tradition (Counihan, 2002).

The centrality of tradition observed by our ancestcontinues today: families
gather for the holiday; ministers deliver Thankagy sermons; and political figures,

primarily, the President of the United States, @nés hanksgiving proclamations with a
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hint of political bias. Although families still nr#ain traditional values and customs,
recent decades have added “a new twist” to timestesh traditions. Horse drawn
buggies once pulled up to small houses in colohmeérica, and now, sedans and station
wagons pull into suburban driveways. The vehidlest bring families home for
Thanksgiving may have changed, but the love artd that draws them together has not.
Families still carefully pack pies and vegetablshds to the banquet to add to the
welcoming aroma of a roasting turkey. “Home foe tholidays” creates a web of
metaphors that explain the national tradition aaspnal desires of individuals. Offices
close and campuses begin to empty, as Americanshgme for the holidays”.
Thanksgiving eve is one of the busiest travel d#ythe year as Americans hope for the
traditional dinner created by the Puritans; miliaf families attend church, sing hymns,
and give “thanks” for their year’s blessings (Admdem, 1984).

Television has presented a new dimension for tlrenKksgiving feast; homes are
filled with “togetherness” that revolves around feanksgiving Day Parade and the
annual football game. While the Puritans quotegpsaes, modern Americans attempt
to blend religion with modern technology. Telewisiprovides the background for the
family while receiving guests, setting the tabled @ating the annual feast. The
following is a poem written by an Episcopal Bishgimg the Lord’s Prayer to the
National Football League:

Our football, which art on television

Hallowed be thy game

Thy fullback run, thy pass be flung,

In Miami as it is in Dallas.
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Give us this day our four quarters

And forgive our trips to the bathroom

As we forgive our fumblers.

And lead us not into conversation,

But deliver us from off-sides;

For this is power and the popular culture

Forever and ever, Amen (Applebaum, 1984).

Proclamations and Sermons

Early American political ends were associated \aithassociation with the
American Indians; today proclamation speeches arghriike sermons that were
delivered in earlier days. President Lyndon Johmeanaged to move both liberals and
conservatives with his Thanksgiving day speeclh9B6l this speech was filled with
social reform that promoted society:

“Never, in all the hundreds of Thanksgiving Dayas lour nation possessed a

greater abundance, not only of material thingsdbtie precious intangibles that

make life worth living. Never have we been betgel, better housed, better

clothed. Never have so many Americans been eath@gown way, and been

able to provide their families with marvelous prottuof a momentous age. Nor

has America ever been healthier, nor had more roé¢titren in school and in

college. Nor have we even had more time for remeand refreshment of the

spirit, nor more ways and places in which to stadg to enrich our lives through

the art” (Applebaum, 1984).

It was not uncommon for Puritan ministers to disgoglitics in their
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Thanksgiving sermons. It was part of their dutedirect attention to the hearers of
events of a public nature (citation). Sermons fimmed as an important medium for
political discussion; these sermons preached feciip purpose just as the political
proclamations are delivered today. Ministers veliethat they could discuss specific
aspects of the changing political climate and tieygstesent the people involved.
Thanksgiving sermons in 1766 illustrated the spexdirected to the events that
dominated the time frame. The following sermon dekvered by Edward Winslow to
celebrate the earlier Thanksgiving harvests:
“Our harvest being gotten in, our Governour seatéanen fowling, so that we
might after more special manner rejoice togethiter ave had gathered the fruit
of our laboures; they foure in one day killed axmtowle, as with little helpe
beside, served the company almoste a weeke, ahwilme amongst other
recreations we exercised our arms, many Indiansngpamongst us, and
amongst the rest their greatest King Massasoyi same ninetie men, whom for
three days we entertained and feasted, and thetyouéand killed five deere
which they brought to the plantation and bestowedwur governour, and upon

the captain, and others” (Hough, 1957).

These rhetorical discourses share many commobwts. First, they both encompass
government and the people serving as one. Setlweygive thanks for an abundance of
good fortune in relationship to food and mateiahgs. Both of these speeches share a
common rhetoric.

Prevailing Customs Past and Present
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The first Thanksgiving observance was in Decemb@21. On July 30, 1623,
Governor Bradford proclaimed a second Thanksgiwhgn a ship was sighted, heading
for the port, carrying needed supplies from Englaiitis second Thanksgiving was not
connected to the harvest, but on the delivery ppBes. In the year 1668, November 25
was designated as Thanksgiving day; the followsgken from the Plymouth Colony
records: “It has pleased God in some comfortablasme to bless us in the fruits of
earth” (Hough, 1957). At this time the Puritangevebserving the harvest; this
established the rhetorical tradition with a unia¢ower in relationship to meaning.
The gathering of food and the symbolism of lifetbpresent community observance;
the custom of feasting and sharing was establifdedgh, 1957.

The manner in which all religious seasons werendesl by the Puritans was the
natural expression of the lives they lived. Theyrevserious people with a great deal of
superstition. For example, people abstained fromd until the second service; this
fasting was a custom that was from ancient timeger, they would sit down to a simple
and a plain affair; they lost their significancelgdecause of prejudice against the
church of England. The customs around the NewdfngThanksgiving are the most
interesting: the autumn harvest festival relategaaal life, and the forces that inspired
them have gradually built modern social life. THenksgiving rhetoric was based on a
rhetoric of “home life,” and its power is in thecsal rather than the religious (Hough,
1957). The feast includes members of the famathdring, and sharing a rhetorical
significance. The “thanks” is in the spirit of gtegratitude representing a symbol of the

Lord’s good will.
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The Metaphor of Public and Private; Banquets and Home Cooking

Every year we celebrate Thanksgiving as one of dgas most treasured
holidays. Millions of American families pause togi‘thanks” for the “blessings” they
enjoy. The last Thursday of November has beconeyaf thanks and is part of a fixed
rhythm in our national life.

Thanksgiving and Puritan Rhetoric

The first American Thanksgiving was celebratechia little colony of Plymouth,
Massachusetts. The values of the early Puritamsiailar to those represented in
modernity and postmodernity. By engaging the hisaéd moment of the seventeenth
century Thanksgiving, it is possible to comparedhdy values to those of
postmodernity. The rhetorical ideas presentedsiges evidence that a “Thanksgiving
rhetoric” has significantly shaped this traditiohaliday (Hough, 1957).

Among the early settlers of the British coloniémng the Eastern seaboard of
North America in the seventeenth century, weremaroanity of religious dissenters who,
in their fantasies, had portrayed themselves asl#eted Saints of God’s invisible
church (Love, 1895). Prior to their migration, yHead been part of a major expression
of the Protestant Reformation in England. Theselga@ere known as the Puritans
because, in their shared dramas, they saw theiasthat of reformers of an established
church. They restored it to the primitive puritydasimplicity of the early Christian
church and dreamed of ridding the Church of Englaints sinful morality (Love, 1895).

In England, new communication practices evolvéds tdramatized preaching as
the central communication transaction for their oumity. They developed a complex

canon that guided their communication and formudlatesophisticated rhetorical theory.
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They brought to America a mature rhetorical styl&y the time they signed the
Mayflower compact off Plymouth Rock, they alreadsdha tightly knit rhetorical
community (Applebaum, 1984). Never before, in thstory of white settlements in
North America or in the history of the United Stgthas a group of speakers developed
that had such a clear and uncontested set of it@tadeas. By the latter half of the
seventeenth century, the Puritan rhetorical stglé hecome detailed and consistent. The
Puritan rhetorical style of speechmaking emphasasl fantasized about the drama of
preaching and their role in religious observatiirsve, 1895).

The celebration of a harvest festival and therfilg in 1621, is an illustration of
the influence of these new conditions and circunt#a. Colonialastand Thanksgiving
days evolved from the large number of holidays that Catholic Church celebrated at
the time of the reformation (Love, 1895). Most iRurs believed in God’s providence;
they believed that God intervened directly in meaffairs. Abundant harvests, and the
birth of a healthy child, were all interpreted asnfestations of God’s pleasures or
displeasures with the people. God had sent a sigacial days were needed, and
Thanksgiving days were created to satisfy this rieede, 1895)

Since preaching was the central form of commuiuoatthe congregational
minister explained, to his parishioners, that isvinand reasonable to assemble together
to give thanks to God for an abundant harvest. nkégiving sermons were primarily
concerned with assembling people together to diaaks for good will and also, to share
food. Colonists invited guests to their homes,ogeql lavish meals and generally,
celebrated in the same manner we demonstrate toddnanksgiving combines both

religion and public celebration while inducing tbemmunity to act in unison (Hough,
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1957). Puritan rhetoric sustained this cohesiligioels community; the daily routine for
the people was “back breaking” and full of drudgefijhe rhetorical appeal to the drama
of being God’s chosen people and the celebratiohhaihksgiving, provided a sense of
importance. This ceremonial rhetoric in the forfpoeaching, provides the persuasion
that forced people to assemble together to givaktha This was the “birth” of
Thanksgiving (Hough, 1957).

Thanksgiving Rhetoric in Modernity and Postmodernit

Experiencing and enjoying holidays and food presidn opportunity to
participate in rhetorical ideas that determineghmmeters of the society in which we
live. An analysis of rhetoric in popular cultunedaThanksgiving offers a unique and
modern perspective of this American holiday in dapaulture. The rhetoric reflects the
ideas and cultural norms of everyday life as tinglege of the holiday transmits a
persuasive style of rhetoric (Hough, 1957).

The holiday falls on the last Thursday of Novemlagad the advertising and
participation, in relationship to artifacts and $ots, encourage the holiday to remain
unchanged. In modernity and also, postmodernitkely is the predominant symbol of
food served at the Thanksgiving “feast”. In adufitto the Thanksgiving symbols,
holiday parades and Christmas shopping “fall” acbtire same time of year. These
cultural norms help identify and support the ci@abf a unique rhetorical style (Hough,
1957).

Popular culture rhetoric is so persuasive thigtaimost invisible. The simplest
way to perceive rhetoric in popular culture, ansvhiboperates in society, is to

understand that people do what is expected of thEms action is performed because of
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its familiarity, and thus, action becomes habibihaltimately becomes custom. For
example, families and individuals celebrate Thanksg every year at the same time,
rooted in sentiments, justifications and explanaithat have the force to create what we
think and speak (Applebaum, 1984). These custambelieved to be right and are
ultimately and necessarily, right. Another isssighiat one does what is expected because
it is convenient. We celebrate Thanksgiving bydneg@ and interpreting rhetoric in

popular culture because of its ease and efficiefitye exchanges of dialogue and the use
of advertising and popular narratives are esseitiate exchanges support the moral
convictions that identify this style of rhetoric \@more, 1979).

Two styles of rhetoric that have been introducedmth significant because
Puritan rhetoric created the concept of Thanksgivamd rhetoric in popular culture
maintains its traditions. The rhetorical theopessented have created traditions for the
Thanksgiving holiday that contain similarities bgtdst and present. These theories
combine humanistic and social perspectives thatpnét the historical record in terms of
rhetoric.

Culinary Rhetoric and the Harvest Feast

The foods consumed express a variety of messdgmg adividuals and their
culture. Some are related to the availability @dd; the foods in season; the economic
nature; and other unique factors contribute totthdition. Tradition and context shape
the foods we eat and when we eat them. Thankggiinner is a national institution;
each dish must be prepared in the same way year\afar; the menu seldom changes.
There is no substitute for turkey and stuffinghaitgh, the stuffing recipe may vary. The

participants understand the rhetoric, the foodetent and the contexts that are encoded
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in them. The foods appear in a particular eventa iparticular time, embedded in the
historical moment; the theory of food rhetoric ignsficant because food is fundamental
to a community’s values. Such meaning may becomalrbecause individuals

participate in traditional structured ways in theacial network. This is an issue often
taken for granted because of its social norm. Vdees and social context between
Puritan times and Modernity are unchanged becaue®o rhetoric; this rhetoric created

the focus of our Thanksgiving holiday. Thanksggvis a “constant” with the power of

food rhetoric present. Two Thanksgiving menusmfréuritan culture and from

Modernity and Postmodernity are included in theesqulix (Applebaum, 1984).

The Metaphor of Civility and Incivility; Table mannersand Taste.

When ethical judgments dealing with manners ant @sse, a focus on what is
right and what is wrong are the most common istugtscome to mind. Ethical
judgments do not stop here; they also focus onejnice, and obligation in all types of
human behavior. Ethical issues arise whenever hibahavior is imposed on other
people, and the impact affects their choices ba#t and present. Ethics denotes the
general and systematic study of what ought to bgytbunds and principles for right and
wrong human behaviors (Johannesen, 1996.) Whdgiagphis concept to manners and
taste, the issues of virtue, vice or taboos, arigatoon or participation are evident.

As mentioned before when we think of what is ethand what is not ethical we
also think about what might be right and what mig@tvrong. In the case of defining a
food ethic we must first examine how food and diak have been traditionally placed in
our society. Man was created hungry. And beingghy created this respon¥eet’s

eat, or what shall | eat.”As you can notice by these brief words as weliis Buber’'s
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words ofl and Thou (1958) the interaction of eating involves boté thdividual and the
other. Although to satisfy hunger needs no reaand;it is as natural as sleep, we do
need reason to store up food for future use, tivete it, to cook it and make it
palatable. All this requires a degree of reasoftingugh the development of tradition
and custom. And to make eating a custom or tadit social pleasure to be enjoyed
with one’s fellows, requires some degree of cultadvancement that is learned through
the dialogues of others or created through thesziddal monologue of reason and desire.
Take any people in the world, study their eatingitsseand you will have a pretty good
story or dialogue in regards to their social pregre

The French and the English, who have reached weaonsider a high degree of
civilization, in the social sense, have all develdpable manners that have been regarded
as the right way to eat. The Australians and tirecdns who are still groping at the
bottom rung of civilization eat with their handsdaecrude implements that are referred to
as the wrong way to eat. So you can see thatteeigh human beings need food to
survive there is still a high level of reasoningvieen right and wrong and how we
choose to make choices in the way we eat and comeaterabout food. While some of
these decision about food may seem simple and nmenadany other issues regarding
food choices are not so simple (McIntosh, 1985).

For example, food and religion, this subject albas led millions of people to
decide when to eat and what to eat in relationghtpeir faith. The politics of food and
faith are by no means neutral. Some of the etlomaterns concerning food and religion

are also followed (Mcintosh, 1985).
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Foreign trade generally concentrated on the moveofdaxury foods. While
this was beneficial to merchants and affluent dapieups, it undermined the position of
the poor. Food was sometimes exported while people were hungry. Monopoly
control over the food supply provided merchantdlite opportunity to exploit the poor.
The merchants were hungry for profits and resetitedact that the Sabbath and holidays
were days of rest. The exploitation of the podrich resulted in hunger and poverty,
involved the unethical uses of power by merchagasernment officials, members of the
court and religious authorities to decide how &trtbhute food making it a social injustice
and not a fateful accident. Clearly the aboveutitstances are limited but they do
introduce some of ethical concerns regarding foatlraligion (McIntosh, 1985).

Another category in history that dealt with foodies was the use of food as
remedy. Even in Gorgias, Plato’s dialogue On Rinetbere were analogies of food in
regards to their ethical placement in regards fooig rhetoric. A comparison is made
in the dialogue to defining two arts. The firstigthhas to do with soul or politics; and
the other which concerns the body is designatedsaddsignated in two branches
gymnastics and medicine. In the dialogue Socrafgges “Thus cookery assumes the
form of medicine; and pretends to know what is gfmvdhe body.” In this dialogue
Socrates sets up the famous opposition betweenatmsincookery, sophistic (political
oratory), and rhetoric (forensic oratory), on om@dh, gymnastics, medicine, legislation,
and justice on the other. This opposition suggéstoric is not morally neutral because
it can be used to conceal the truth. The interggiart of in the dialogue is how food is
used in the dialogic exchange to discover the vafubetoric. Cookery is used to help

define what is right and what is wrong with thesisérhetoric. In this dialogue rhetoric
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and cookery are mere flattery and temporary copsrfar the real truth. We also are
able to discover how both food and the rhetoricenesed to solve man’s oldest ethical
dilemmas (Garnsey, 1999).

Our last concern in food ethics history is concdméh the subject of the
“Otherness In this category we examine how human consuomptir eating habits have
positioned themselves with the other. We gain s&te ancient societies and cultures
mainly through the dialogue of a wide range of gsoken. Food is often at the ethical
guestions, because the food we eat the way weeanantegral part of social behavior
and cultural patterns, which themselves differ emmways. The termOtherness
regards food as one the significant markers ofrdmece. The contrast of food choices
and eating customs between the urban elite anddades back to Graeco-Roman times.
The construction is ideological because it pla@tam people and certain cultures in
identity situations. For one group of people oe particular culture there has always
been the another group or culture referred to aether which they themselves make
comparisons. Comparing morals, values an ethies &arlier societies about what was
the right ways to eat and wrong ways to eat dodbmparison. While this may sound
rather absurd, theOtherness has been a staring point to understand differesd fo
traditions and customs in many varying culturesctmturies (Garnsey, 1999.) The late
classical and early Hellenistic period witnessedagor transformation of diet and food
preparation and consumption habits of Greeks evegygy This was the starting point of
haute cuisinen elaborate style of cooking which imported foadd technical
preparations from other cultures. These new ceisiand other diets are the beginnings

of modern cookery as we know it today. In ourwadtin both the past and present we
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are introduced to other approaches to cuisine atohg. Even today this method of
Othernesss the on going dialogue of food ethics (Davidst®n7).

Food Ethics Today
To this point, we have learned the importanceiabdue and cultural reactions to

food ethics. We have discovered they been veryrsivdepending upon the contexts in
history and how ethical questions were framed liati@ship to food and societies. With
a-historical bedding in place we can now turn taraiing this on going dialogue in
food ethics today. While many of us may think ttoaid ethics have transpired into a
new and unusual phenomenon, some may be surposeart that food ethics still
encompass the same complex issues that revolvadtbe uses of dialogue, religious
intents, rhetorical effects, and how others reathése issues. So what is food ethics
today and how do we find out the direction it isngp “Interactional competence refers
to a social judgment about the goodness of fihefihteractions that define a particular
relationship with exigent conditions of social aaxtt(Baxter and Montgomery, 1996.)
There is an ongoing dialogue between the socifibsel a culture that leads us to
a constant understanding of the different socraicétires we encounter every day. Thus,
notions about competence are thought about andyeldan both interpersonal and group
exchanges. We experience these exchanges witp gettings through cultural artifacts
like films, magazines, and institutional teachingghe form of church sermons and
college lectures. From an interpersonal level aesin conversations with partners,
friends and family. By observing, comparing an#ite with others in their social
network’s people are able to re-create and redsgkjudgments. This type of a
dialogue is common in modern food ethics, becaosd éthics are relational in practice.

Food ethics are found in our daily social practicea wide variety of conversational
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exchanges. We make social judgments in regardd&b we should eat, how much we
should eat, and when and why we should eat. Tddegiie of food is present in our daily
lives, and deciding what should be right and whaiutd be wrong in relationship to food
choice is captured in these dialogical forms aériattional competency relationships.
From these relationships three common themes enfrengecompetency literature:
location, abstraction, and criteria (Spitzberg,4)99With respect to location, our
dialogic view locates competence in the social torihed between the “object” of
judgment and the “subject” who provides the judgmeén regards to abstraction, a
dialogic view of competence must be grounded ieratttive behavior and finally, any
discussion of criteria must acknowledge the diaalgview of relating well, or
understanding existing criteria to draw judgmers. mentioned before food ethics
revolve around issues that deal with religion, ohiet and the other. A significant
amount of research in food ethics continues teerathical questions within these
interactional areas. These interactional patteats define and redefine how and why
we make certain social judgments regarding foott&fftitation).
Food Ethics & Religion

Since primitive times, human beings have used &sd means to relate to a
Supreme being. Since food is so essential to tlsiqdd existence, it is not surprising
that it has embedded itself in religion. Alongwibeir religious role, dietary habits have
served as a means of separating one religious dronpanother. In a recent article
published by Muriel R. Gillick (Feb., 200The Journal of Medicdktthics,the role of
religious beliefs was questioned in relationship fmatients’ right to accept life

sustaining treatment through artificial nutritioAccording to the article, the interactional
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competency location involved a dialogical exchabg®veen the patient, family, and
medical staff trying to decide if religious tradiis would advocate the use of artificial
nutrition and hydration in cases where the patantno longer feed themselvdsiirnal

of Medical Ethics Feb., 2001.) The essay extended the dialogugaestioned

traditional feeding values, and religious beliefs the object to judge and the human as
the subject being judged in regards to sufferiAgcording to Nelson (1980), the
dialogue between ancient beliefs and modern mepgrcagledures show how justifiable
social judgments need to be made in the field ofifethics. The meaning of life that
originated in traditional Halachi Judaism poses ynethical dilemmas for patients and
physicians. This is significant to the study oddicethics because a patient’s rights versus
the will of religious beliefs or the value of lifll continue to require some form choice.
The role of food and religion continues to increaBeople need to obtain spiritual
gratification and also will continue to observetaar religious traditions through dietary
practices. The ongoing dialogue between food ehgion will continue to play a major
role in how we choose to make ethical decisionggards to our food selection and how
we practice our religious beliefs (Nelson, 1980).

Food Ethics & Rhetorical Behavior

While it is customary for food to be served atthigle in Western societies, many
cultures still eat food on the floor and also edhwheir fingers. From an ethical
standpoint this may seem odd to many people depgngtion cultural background.
Historically, and even today, many of the world&ople prepare foods in such a way that
they become essential component of the meal. Sesearch has provided insight to the

quality of food and dietetic practices. Zigun (I98iscusses both food choice and
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nutrition education and the concern for food etlmcisoth the past and now future.
Understanding which foods are appropriate for @gimeal, who prepares the meal, how
the meal is prepared, the way it may be servedwdradeats with who are all ethical
concerns that encompass interactional competenalstfactive dialogue. To
understand certain cultures eating behaviors angiarbal gestures involves some
understanding or social judgment in regard to hae imight behave or should behave.
Thus the study of meals and meal ethics shows boa €onveys powerful rhetorical
messages about social relations, personal bedistsmany other aspects of a culture in
relationship to making ethical judgments. Symbatieaning in food and cultural
behavior make up the dialogue that continues tad&yod ethics (Zigun, 1997).

As indicated above, the perception of ethical cb®io eating habits may seem
progressively relaxed. On the other hand foodcsthiay also take another turn
regarding certain taboos and uses of food. Twh sases involve cannibalism and food
aversions. Dialogues of all societies reveal thaing starvation, some of its members
have resorted to cannibalism. The most famousdedoexample in American history
was the tragedy that occurred at Donner Pass if.184party of settlers from lllinois
became snowbound and ran out of both food and wé&tnile some died of natural
causes others chose to eat the dead. This raisey ethical questions regarding both
the rights to life and the sacredness of deathl¢Bal989). Also According to Rozin,
(1987) a leading author of food and cultural habigems, many food aversions arise
because beliefs that ill health or misfortune mesutt from the consumption of various
foods. He suggests, “that the term “taboo” shdnddeserved for those aversions which

are backed up by religious views of obedience ¢onhl” (Barlett, 1989).
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FoodEthicsandthe Other

Our final area of emphasis deals with understanthieglialogue that goes on
between thedther” and how certain criteria lays the ground workrf@king social
judgements. Nearly all the ethical concerns thablved around food theother’ was
subject in some form of dialogue. Take for exantpéJackin Box crisis management
dialogue that was created in the late 1990’s. Wign&ellno (2000) discuss the case that
involved the distribution of bad hamburgers by tlaenburger chain that in turn ended up
killing six children. The public relations campaigsed had an already existing criteria
of crisis management rhetoric that allowkatkin the Boxto protect it self from public
demise. The dialogue involvddckin the Boxagainst the “other” the public to save its
reputation as a hamburger chain and continue yoistausiness. The public relations
crisis management dialogue was later questionedecnmg the judgements made by the
corporation concerning why they lied about evideaice intent. Journalof Business
Ethics,May, 2000). Another case involving food ethicsl #me “other” concerns diet
and image. We are faced with in our society witamma of always trying to measure
up to the images of eating right and looking owstbd-ood companies and the diet
industry spend millions each year trying to coneitice public what and how they should
eat. From this perspective, the existing critexign advertising and persuasion by these
food giants. Consumer behavior and social scieemearch will not always yield truthful
outcomes (Zigan, 1997). The “other” in this casthe consumer who is persuaded
through rhetorical techniques to change their balb®ut the way they look and what
they should be eating. There have ethical questiaised concerning diets and how they

should be enacted as health replacements. For enquigk diet is not always the best
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thing for good health. Diet companies everywheheegtise how a person can lose a few
quick pounds not taking into consideration the dainigvolved with mere interpretation.
Medical science counters gluttony with the needafeensible diet: it prescribes rational
control over one’s eating with discipline or changzience comes to the table, controls
the menus and works with the moralists (Diet Ind)sh converting the natural into the
cultural. Just like the institution of civilityhe diet industry seeks to control bodily
instincts and subject them to a form of social cems An educated man should know
how to order his eating and control his appetiteugh proper meal patterns and exercise
(Zigan, 1997).

Dialogues dating back in history contend that thietot only part of life it's a way
of life. Diet companies focus not on greed butdmmnation of gluttony-one of the
seven deadly sins. This moral ground seems thddiallogue of choice for many diet
plans and individuals. Secular wisdom and Chmsgéthics overlap here. Hunger defies
reason, glutton dulls the spirit and leads to textig. As mentioned earlier the
condemnation of cookery as the art of deceit gee& o Plato. In the famous passage in
Gorgias, Socrates attacks rhetoric, which he sage powerful that it even convinces
people of unjust things: it is but a caricaturgustice and owes its power to flattery
alone. At the physical level the diet industrglang this to the “other” the public in its
dialogue to flatter us with plans that will provids with perfect health and a new image.
Cooking is doubly at fault: morally, because itesanothing for what is best and only
seeks to please, the true nature of things becatménig but causality. For this reason
orators throughout history have adopted cookery m&taphor of deceit. We continue to

re-engage this deceit today when we think of mof®od ethics. Issues concerning food
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ethics are squared of against the “other” evergtime eat. This ongoing dialogue is the
basic criteria for understanding how we arrivenat $ocial judgments we make regarding
food ethics. Right and wrong good and bad allrefiow and what we should eat. By
no means is a dialogue of food ethics neutral diket” is always present in some form

or another (Nelson, 1980).
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Conclusion

The main theme of this dissertation is to demonstiaw the application of
metaphor, interpersonal communication, and theysthidommunity and the meal can be
used as a new approach for scholars to study fbethric and communication. The main
focus of this study is to use the lens of interpeas communication as a tool to advance
food theories pertaining to the development of fammmunity, and the meal. For
example, there are many levels or contexts ofpetesonal communication that surround
the activity of the meal, from interpersonal pheeowlogy to group, organization, and
community levels; each situates the rhetoricalradon of interpersonal communication
and community from a different perspective. Thaadigance of food consumption and
its historical context to the ritual of the meahimman life and the opportunity for
communicative interaction provided by these humatheyings sets the stage for the
practice of a mealtime ritual. This concept offansch but new site for examination of
rhetorical interpersonal communicative praxis atimber of levels across several
historical periods: ancient Greece, Roman, and evedlithe renaissance and early
American; and modernity and post modernity. Thislgtexamines the rhetorical role of
interpersonal communication in mealtime ritual with given community during these
historical time periods.

The overall approach of interpersonal communicagiod the use of metaphor
predicated an interaction that would work well tibge; the analysis of community and
meal provides a valuable framework for understagtie over abundance of meanings
that people bring to food use and consumptions @igsertation developed the

metaphoric model usingensucommunisand the meal; narrative/petite narrative;



207

public/private; inclusion/exclusion; and civilitggivility. This model guided the
interpretive study, which situated it within persfpees traditionally engaged by
sociological, psychological, cultural studies, &od scholars. Many studies of food
communication have been done in anthropology anmkkgy, but few have been
approached from the standpoint of interpersonalrsanication and rhetoric. An
interpersonal rhetorical perspective offered a celimg framework within which to
view the importance of food, language, and the pteidc process that linked them
together. Thus, many rhetorical, interpersonal,fand scholars were utilized to help
understand and interpret the dissertation questidoww do food and interpersonal
communication work together to offer rhetorical aggment with community and the
meal?” From a rhetorical perspective, the use dapter afforded a general set of
possibilities for communicating a particular setdd#as persuasively within a given time
period. When the meal was treated metaphoriclé/ymessages produced an
identifiable rhetorical action that could be founda pattern of social relations being
expressed through interpersonal communicativeantem within the process of
engaging the meal. Interpretive research was egigé for this project because it
enables the scholar to investigate everyday lifeuphout history and apply the findings
in collected information. The most significansclbvery in this dissertation is that the
Interpersonal Mills’ Model, created for this stuayorked well in discovering food and
gathering, particularly, the relationship betwerdividuals and their community.

This dissertation looked at community and the nf@@lugh several interpersonal
communication scholars: Peter Berger and sociadtococtionism; Mikhail Bakhtin and

dialgoism; Calvin Schrag and praxis; Martin Bubed anclusion/exclusion; Seyla
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Benhabib and reciprocity or private and public; @& Taylor and civility and incivility;
and Ronald C. Arnett as a rhetorical guide to ustdexd the primary authors. Aristotle
paves the way for the study of community and thalras we look to thlichomacean
Ethicsand Aristotle’s three parts of the world recogdiby humanstheoria; praxis;
andpoesis. Theoria includegpistemer knowledge andyllogisticor
inductive/deductive reasoning; praxis shows usttiiags may be different than what
they appear; anpoesisshows that things are made widéithneor skills. These three
areas frame the study of community and meal and $he knowledge of a community,
combined with the practices and techniques areeatdre of how a community and its
people interact or engage in interpersonal comnatioic within a given culture.

Sensus communasd the metaphoric significance of the meal is @aghed in
three different time-frames: the classical periadluding ancient Greece, the early
Romans, and the middle-ages; the renaissance dgddeazerica; and modernity and
postmodernity. Robert Bellah said, “Cultures am@nthtic conversations about things
that matter to their participants” (Bellah, 19852). This dissertation includes cultural
conversations or interpersonal communication absmitommunity, individuals within
the community, and their relationship to the méhe community and food are a
metaphorical presentation of a distinct individsiadithat defines a culture’s national
cuisine. Georg hans Gadamer’s work is used toih&tppret the community and the
meal or the relationship of “common sense” andctiramunity. According to Gadamer,
a word is not merely a sign, but has a contextraadning which reaches beyond the
word itself. This helps define the catalyst ofoanenunity and their social and individual

dimensions; the common sense provides a backgroumdeaning within a culture. The
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combination of these two theories helps unravettmaplexities presented within a
community and the meal and the participants engagitthe actual consumption of
foods.

Peter Berger (1966) says that language is utiliaesbnstruct the reality of a
culture, and therefore, the common sense of the imbath embodied and derived from
the language that creates the meal within the tstreiof the community. Bellah says that
shared activities that are not undertaken form la @f@noral understandings and
commitments that tie people together in a communiglividuals within a community
structure may consider the meal a general commaonispared activity within the
community. The self and the community play anrext@ve role while participating in
the meal or food related festivities. Interestshef self over others can be seen in the
ritual of dining in each of the metaphors usechis study: inclusion and exclusion,
private and public, and civility and incivility aedl present when deciding on the
structure of the meal itself. The metaphoric gigance of narrative structure also plays
a significant role in the configuration of the maald what is served, who is in
attendance, and where the meal will take placterpersonal theory applied to the
community and the self are important ingredientthis study.

According to Ronald Arnett (1999), a narrative Imsgivith a speech act that is
tested by people with competing worldviews. Thideéseloped into a story with main
characters, a history, and a sense of directiosto”y becomes a narrative when it is
corporately agreed upon and is no longer the pitoofuen individual. A second type of

narrative is a meta-narrative; the meta-narravauiblic and determines a universal
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standard for the community’s story. The meta-riaseacannot continue when the
general public is in disagreement with the virtustoucture of the narrative.

The public voices determine the narrative and aectbd by the diversity,
change, and variety of dialogues contributing ®historical moment; there are good
and bad narratives, and the story told is basati®@history, the people, and the culture.
Alisdair Macintyre (1984) says that we live outnadives, and we understand our own
lives in terms of narratives. The art of the stergecessary for discerning the
knowledge and enforcing the right rules of actipom others.

The classical period, including ancient Greece Rbmans, and the middle-ages,
provides a rich resource for studying community t@lmeal. The narrative structure of
the classical period was often presented by tho#ieei public sphere and by choice,
included or excluded the private sphere. The @akperiod was primarily an oral
culture, and in ancient Greece, the rhetorical agssvas delivered in an oral tradition of
public presentation. The meals of the communityevadten delivered within a complex
social phenomenon created for celebrations. M#&ts united people, signified peace,
celebrated marriages and victories, created akisynend joined mourners together for
funerals.

The idea of community has always been the civicroomty and the language of
the community, andensus communderived from the cultural experience. Eating and
dining was elaborate and organized as the kingsat from the others, reclining on a
couch next to his queen; the guests sat aparttinerking and were invited to participate
in the meal or the dining experience. The meal fanfromjustthe consumption of

food; it was an event, embracing traditions, cenmgaievents, and theatrical
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entertainment (Strong, 2002). The metaphor of canity and the meal is interpreted by
looking to Maclintyre (1984) who says that the tlmgkand actions present in a story are
what is important to the culture. This is exprésisethe community’s food celebrations
and sharing of the meal.

The cuisine of a community reflects the languaghefcommunity. From the
classical period to modernity, the cuisine is reprged in recipes and cookbooks that tell
the story of the food sources and the availabdftfood to the region. The Romans
depended on such regional foods as olive oil andws spices to develop their cuisine;
these foods were derived from the culture, thein @@mmunication, and neighboring
communities, such as Spain, Sicily, and Greeceso Ahe olive was the first export crop
from the region, and this is as prevalent today a&ss in the Classical period. Drinking
wine is mentioned throughout history and is exprddsy Homer in th©dysseythe
structure of the culture was determined by suchings, along with, the availability of
foods and the overall structure of the community.

The communication model used for this study plamegsmunity and the meal at
its’ center, with four interpersonal communicatimetaphors interacting with the center:
narrative and petite-narrative; inclusion and esida; private and public; and civility
and incivility. Each metaphor interacts with tleeronunity and the meal to explain what
happens within the culture. For example, if theteeof the model is situated in the
historical moment with ancient Greece, it is polestb interpret what is happening with
individuals and the entire community by lookingatay of the four metaphors. This
study situated three time-frames at the centemehtodel and interpreted the community

and the meal by looking at the influence of eactheffour metaphors with the time
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frame. The following engages the model and dematest the usefulness of this
interaction for examining what, who, and when a oamication process is taking place.

In ancient Greece, the metaphor of narrative atitepearrative interacts with
community and the meal through an exchange ofes@onstructed by the people. An
early cookbookThe Deipnosophister The Sophists’ Banquet includes recipes thaatel
story through recipes. Homer often used foodlhe Odysseto explain what was
happening in Athens; the narratives included messagout feasts, utensils, and menus
for large, extravagant events. The developmetti@menu reflects the norms of the
culture, the practices of the people, and the alaity of food product; in return, what
people eat, when people eat, and with whom pe@tles éncluded in the structure of the
meal. Food was not only taken for the sake of gonion, but in addition, food often
was utilized for curative purposes. The subjeanetlicinal or curative recipes was
carried in oral stories or histories and oftentezldood taboos and how they caused
disease. The history of food and health is includeal culture’s narrative about the
overall culture and whether a food is bad for comgtion or good for food or curative
purposes.

Pre-renaissance cookbooks also were the soureaawhon narratives and oral
history; these messages were included in manus@uyah as Martino’sibro de Arte
Coquinarig a kind of cuisine that is light and delicate ature. Post-renaissance
cookbooks were in greater abundance because ofdiease in literacy; narratives were
related dealing with the community and the mealwack considered informative. An
interesting finding is that Renaissance food isdadly old medieval recipes offered with

a the same ingredients but with a different comigjon. The messages of the cookbooks
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continued to be a reflection of the community dmelmeal, including a view of
Shakespeare’s world in England. The early Amermaokbooks emerged with a
narrative story coming from eighteenth-century kstgtecipes; most of the cookbooks
came to America from England and were then inc@ifgaok into a local cuisine.

Modernity and postmodernity offered a narrativedolasn history, but influenced
by the merging of cultures from around the workk we look to the stories being told in
postmodernity, it is important to recognize theunpf many cultures, merged together,
to form a new cuisine; this is often authentic ature, but may also be a combination of
various cultures blended together. The work oftMaBuber helps interpret the nature of
narratives, cookbooks, community and the meal.efirand Arneson (1999) discuss
Buber’s humble narrative and the emergence of @ewsithin a community structure.
The humble narrative presents a story needed lwidugls in a time of metanarrative
decline within a community. A cookbook often tel&® community’s story in a petite-
narrative form, easily comprehended by individuatg] adapted as a cultural norm.

The metaphor of inclusion and exclusion may is &alap to each of the time
frames used in this thesis. The ancient Greekspatsonal common place was that of
the conviviumor symposiumtheconviviumwas a cordial event with few barriers, while
thesymposiunexcluded some while inviting others to be includdthe food of the rich
is evident in this era because certain foods wet@awailable to the poor, but were
always available to the rich. Tipeaxisof the cultural conversation often excluded
individuals from the public sphere but instead|uded them in private meals.

In the Renaissance and early America, the subfentlusion and exclusion is

evident in the status of individuals within the coomity and the meal. The church often



214

influenced the eating habits and structured thensonity and their tastes. A significant
change took place as the Quakers in early Amenitaduced a frugality to the culture.
McWilliams (2005) said that the Quakers were manecerned with what they ate than
with their attitudes toward eating.

As we look to the metaphor of public and privatd éa relationship to the model,
it is interesting to include Mikhail Baktin’s workcluding the carnivalesque banquet;
here Bakhtin studies the form of the body andatsnection to labor and struggle. The
renaissance banquet was the ultimate feast witgdvegt the door; gluttony and the
feast took on new meaning. T&gmposiunanswered the question of who was included
in the meal, and at the same time, showed thaar$dtip between the public sphere and
the private sphere and interpersonal spaces. RBbkah (1991) discusses how
individuals are drawn tbke individuals to form a community; the ideals areeaf
common to all included in the private or public sph Bellah also says that the
privatized community cannot function as a commuhggomes larger and more diverse.
This is evident throughout history and is refleatedhodernity and postmodernity as
well.

The meanings of cooking and community and the mesabften included in the
private meals of a community or the home meal.lyHaedieval cooking had a different
set of materials, equipment, and menu than thaady American cuisine, or the cuisine
of postmodernity, but the meanings were delivereithe same manner. From the
Gorgiasto Betty Crockerreceptions, dinners, and eating events depiteddrms of
the culture in a given historical moment; the rudbange, but the source for the rules of

the community and the meal stay the same. In @sy@tlato includes an ethical
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placement of the rhetoric of the time; in modernibhe community and the meal and its
interpersonal communication is evident in the noofnthe meal.

The metaphor of civility and incivility and the talimanners and taste of a
community and the meal are described in this sttatythe ancients, the manners utilized
during the meal were the accepted manners orlmahavior of the timeframe. As we
look to the renaissance and early America, it idevt that society changes with
civilization, and the inclusion of manners durihg tmeal also change. The concept of
civility and incivility and the meal may be metapitally connected to private and public
and inclusion and exclusion; often the line is thml easily discernable. This does not
attack the integrity of the model as all of the apdtors have distinct qualities as well.
How one communicates privately will always be difet from public displays; who is
included will always be an issue within a giventerg; and how one acts in public and
private will be the result of the civility or indlity of a civilization or culture.

From an interpersonal communication standpointgdteeussion of the ongoing
dialogue between the self and society becomesop#re interpretive process. We share
in conversations with partners, family, and frieno\s observing, comparing, and talking
with others in their social network, people aresabl re-create and revise social
judgments. We make social judgments about whagatewhen we eat, and with whom
we eat; this provides an ongoing dialogue withgbk and the culture. Through the time
frames of this study, it is apparent that religpdays a role with food ethics. This is
obvious with the discussions in modernity and pastennity as dialogues are questioned
according to traditional religious beliefs. Alsoany feasts that are consumed are part of

a greater religious sphere and include certainddodspecific religious events or
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ceremonies. Another sphere that is included in mogeand postmodernity is that of
diet, body image, and other concerns about theithgl and the community.

The importance of this study is evident as theiBgance of the interpersonal
model used for this dissertation is applied todissertation question. This model may
be applied to any interpersonal communication samty merely needs to substitute the
center of the model with the artifact of the studsach metaphor is capable of interacting
with the center in a meaningful way and gives titerpretation a texture not available in
other methodologies. An example might be to stilistcommunity and the meal with
diets and body image in postmodernity; each metapbald then be applied to the time
frame of postmodernity and the study of diets amgitron. This of course would be
applicable to a study ¢he symposiunm ancient Greece or the menu in early America.
The model and the metaphors work together tohelinterpersonal communication
narrative. This is accomplished through a rhetdrstudy of the prevailing literature in
an interpretive research study.

The question of why this dissertation may makeffemince is evidenced in the
Model and its application to the community andieal throughout various historical
periods. The model works within many time-framed philosophical transgressions;
this model may be added to other rhetorical orpgesonal communication studies or

course work.
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Appendix: Sample Recipes

The recipes of the classical period include cooklsand cookery from Ancient
Greece and Rome. Rome is the only one of the mincilizations from which we are
fortunate enough to have a “real live” recipe bodtks attributed to Apicius compilation
of recipes, not necessarily his own. There weteagt two people who lived in Rome in
the last century BC, both of whom had great repartatin the field of gastronomy. Also,
they were both chefs eager to dedicate a collectisacipes. The editions of Apicius
are from the third century AD but are obviouslydxhen earlier origins. It is interesting
how similar Apicius recipes are to modern versiohthe same dishes (Johnson, 1992).

The tales of gluttony, the feasts of Trimalchiee zomitoriums and the excesses
of a Nero or a Heliogabalus are symptoms of a degjicivilization. The readers of
Apicius were those who were making use of quite roamplace ingredients to create
delicious, well balanced, and healthy food. Thegetables are plentiful and used in a
wide variety of ways and dishes; seafood from tlezlitérranean was popular; poultry,
game, and pork were available, but there was velatlittle beef or lamb. Wine was
used extensively both in the cooking and to accamplae meals; oil was the main
cooking fat, honey the main sweetener; pepperh ftesiander, thyme, rue, savory,
fennel, and oregano were used constantly, as wagar. Puddings were seldom made,
and fresh or dried fruits formed the dessert ofsewf nearly every meal. Romans ate

from low tables, lying on cushions and leaning legitelbows (Johnson, 1992).
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Ancient & Classical Menu

Mushrooms Stewed in Wine with Coriander

Flat Wholemeal Breadsittabread

Baian Fish Stew

Figpeckers or Poussin with Asparagus Sauce

Salads

A Compote of Unripe Fruit

MUSHROOMS STEWED WITH
CORIANDER & RED WINE

Serve the mushrooms in ramikin
dishes as a starter with brown bread.
Alternatively you could use it as a
summer salad or even as a cocktail
snack. The fresh coriander is very
typical of ancient Roman cooking; if you
cannot obtain the herb fresh, the dish is
still worth making with dried.

600 ml * 1 pint * 2 ¥ cups red wine

500 g * 11/4 Ibs button mushrooms

3 tablespoons chopped fresh coriander or

2 tablespoons of dried

Put the wine in a pan, bring it to
the boil and boil briskly till it is reduced
to 450 ml * 15 oz * 2 cups. Wipe the
mushrooms and remove their stalks.
Add them to the wine with a pinch of
salt and a generous grind of black
pepper. Bring the wine back to the boil
and simmer gently for 5 minutes.
Remove the pan from the heat. If you
are eusing dried coriander, add it to the
mushrooms till just before you want to

serve them. They are equally good
warm or cold.

BAIAN FISH STEW
Baiae was a popular seaside
resort near Naples which is presumably
where Apicius tasted this delicious fish
soup/stew. The original suggests ‘sea
nettles’ which is interpreted as a
seaweed.
2 tablespoons of olive oil
1 stick celery, chopped small
6 grinds of fresh black pepper
% teaspoon ground cumin
1 tablesppon chopped coriander
10g * ¥2 oz dried kombu (seaweed)

1 small sprig fresh rue

300 ml *10 fl oz * 1 ¥4 cups medium
white wine

1 kg * 2 Ibs well washed fresh mussels
in their shells



900 ml * 1 % pints * 3 % cups water
3-4 fresh scallops

25g * 1 oz pine nuts, lightly browned in
oven or grilled

Heat the oil and gently cook the
celery, pepper, cumin, and coriander.
Add the seaweed, rue and white wine,
bring to boil and simmer for several
minutes. Bring up to a fast boil, add the
fresh mussels, put on a lid and cook
them for 3-5 minutes over a high heat till
the shells have all opened.

Add the water, bring back to boil
and simmer for 10 minutes. Remove the
sprig of rue then remove mussels from
their shells agnd return them to the soup
pot. Add the chopped scallop and the
pine nuts and continue to cook for a
couple minutes to cook scallops. Season
to taste.

COLD BREAST OF POUSSIN WITH
ASPARAGUS SAUCE

In the original of this recipe, Apicius

used whole ‘figpeckers’, small birds who
still peck at the fruit on the fig rees of
southern Italy. Since the idea of eating
song birds wholoe is not one that appeals
in the twentieth century, small poussin

or guinea fowl have been substituted.

1 kg * 2 ob trimmed asparagus
6 poussins or guinea fowl

300 ml * 10 fl oz * 2 ¥4 cups of white
wine

6 shallots, peeled and sliced
2 bay leaves

1-2 teaspoons honey
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6 egg yolks
salt and pepper

Put the trimmed asparagus in a
deep pot with 1.2 litres, 2 pints, 5 cups
of water. Cover with a lid which does
not touch the tips, bring to the boil and
simmer for approx. 20 minutes or till the
asparagus is tender. Remove 6-8 tips
with care and reserve for decoration;
remove the rest of asparagus and set
aside. Pour the cooking water into one
or two pans large enough to hold the
poussins or guinea fowl. Add the birds,
then the wine, chopped shallots and bay
leaves. Fcover the pans, bring them to
the boil and simmer for 45 minutes or til
the birds are cooked. Remove birds and
cool till able to handle. Skin and remove
the breasts and lay them out on a dish;
the rest of the birds can be used for
another dish, soup, etc.

Puree the asparagus with cooking
juices; heat gradually with egg yolks.
Stir till sauce thickens slightly, then add
honey, salt, pepper to taste. Spoon over
the poussin breasts and garnish the dish
with the asparagus tips. Serve with rice
or small potatoes.

A COMPOTE OF EARLY FRUIT

Apicius recommends ‘hard skinned early
fruits’ for his compote. The Romans had
access to wonderful soft fruits for much
of the year and rightly judged them too
goodau naturelto wish to eat them any
other way.



Renaissance Dinner Party

DRIED PLUMS WITH WINE AND
GINGER-ZEST CROSTINI

1 Cup red wine

2 tablespoons sugar

6 ounces pitted dried plums

1 2 inch cinnamon stick

1 loaf French baguette bread

2 tablespoons extra-virgin olive oil
Salt

2 tablespoons finely julienned fresh
ginger
Zest of %2 lemon

Place the wine, sugar, dried plums, and
cinnamon stick in a nonreactive
saucepan. Simmer over medium heat for
30 minutes, or until thickened. Remove
the cinnamon stick and mash the dried
plums with a fork.

Preheat the broiler. Cut the baguette into
Ya-inch think slices and place on a

baking sheet. Brush the slices with the
olive oil and sprinkle lightly with salt.
Toast the broiler for 3 to 5 minutes, or
until light golden brown.

Spread 1 tablespoon of the warm plum
mixture on each toasted bread slice and
sprinkle with the ginger and lemon zest.
PEARS IN BROTH

RENAISSANCE GARDEN

Y, Cup verjuice
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%4 cup grapeseed oll
2 teasppons light brown sugar
Salt and freshly milled black pepper

6 cups assorted fresh herbs and baby
lettuces

Y, cup capers, rinsed and drained

Y, cup golden raisins

% cup blanched, slivered almonds

Y4 cup currants

8 pitted dates, quartered lengthwise

6 dried figs, thinly sliced

4 long, sturdy fresh rosemary branches
2 large lemons, halved

12 fresh or candied whole cherries

%, cup candied citrus peel

Whisk together the verjuice, grapeseed
oil, and brown sugar in a small bowl.
Season to taste with slat and pepper.
Combine the herbs and lettuces, capers,
raisins, almonds, currants, dates, and figs
in a large bowl. Add the vinaigrette and
toss until well coated.

Press 1 rosemary branch into the
rounded end of each lemon half. Using
the stem, a wire, or ribbon, attach 3
cherries to each rosemary branch.

For an even more elaborate traditional

Elizabethan garnish, alternate lemon
slices topped with capers with quartered



hard-boiled eggs, candied orange peel,
and egg “porcupines” made by inserting
almond and date slivers into hard-boiled
egg halves.

RED SNAPPER WITH CAVIAR

4 small red snapper or trout

Y, cup extra-virgin olive oll

Salt and freshly milled black pepper

12 dates, minced

Y, cup finely grated fresh ginger

8 ounces caviar

8 ounces fresh red currants or barberries

1 tablespoon sugar

2 tablespoons freshly squeezed lemon
juice

Preheat the broiler or grill. Brush the
snapper inside and out with the olive oil
and season with salt and pepper. Broill
or grill the fish for 4 to 5 minutes on
each side, or until the flesh is firm and
opaque.

Place the currants, sugar, and lemon
juice in a small saucepan and simmer for
10 minutes, or until slightly thickened.
Puree until smooth.

Place a snapper in the center of each
plate and serve the sauce in a small dish
or hollow lemon half.

SWEET PEA PUREE WITH CAPERS

1 pound peas
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% cup coarsely chopped nuts

3 tablespoons coarsely chopped flat-leaf
parsley

2 tablespoons butter

Y, cup capers, rinsed and drained

Salt and freshly milled ground pepper

2 sprigs of mint

Place the peas in boiling water and cook
for 5 minutes, or until done. Drain the
peas and place in a food mill with the
mint, parsley, and butter. Puree until
smooth. Add the capers and mill.

Season to taste with salt and pepper.

Spoon the pea mixture into a serving
bowl and top with the mint sprigs.

SWEET BEETS IN PUFF PASTRY
WITH CREME FRAICHE AND
GINGER

6 small golden or red beets, peeled and
finely grated

2 tablespoons honey

2 tablespoons butter, melted

Y, teaspoon ground cinnamon

1 package frozen puff-pastry shells
% cup creme fraiche

2 tablespoons minced crystallized ginger



preheat the oven to 425 degrees.
Combine the beets, honey, butter, and
cinnamon in an oven-safe container.
Mix well and let stand for 5 minutes.
Bake, covered for 15 minutes. Remove
from the oven and drain any excess
liquid from the pan.

Bake the puff-pastry shells according to
package directions.

Spoon the beef mixture into the puff-
pastry shells and top with a dollop of
creme fraiche. Sprinkle the crystallized
ginger over the beets and creme fraiche
and serve immediately.

BAKED APPLES WITH CINNAMON
STEMS

24 whole cloves

12 very small, sweet apples, peeled and
cored

12 dates, pitted and quartered

%, cup candied citrus peel, minced

2 tablespoons orange liqueur

% cup brown sugar

Y, cup butter

Twelve 2-inch long cinnamon sticks

Zest of 1 orange

Preheat the oven to 350 and place in 8-9
inch round baking pan. Press 2 whole
cloves into the outside of each apple and

place the apples upright in the baking
pan.
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Combine into the center of each apple.
Place a thin pat of butter on the top of
each apple and press a cinnamon stick
into the center, leaving a %2 inch stem
exposed. Cover the pan with a cover
and bake for 20 minutes. Remove the
aluminum foil and bake for 30 minutes,
or until the apples are tender. Top with
long strips of orange zest before serving.
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American Regional Cuisine
CORN CREPES WITH SMOKED
Sample menus from Mid-Atlantic SHRIMP AND ASPARAGUS
Cuisine
CREPES
SPLIT PEA SOUP
3 large eggs
2 ounces butter
6 fluid ounces milk
2 ounces onions
11/2 teaspoons vegetable oll
4 ounces celery
3 ounces corn kernels, steamed, finely

4 ounces carrots chopped

16 ounces split peas salt and white pepper to taste.

1 ham bone with some meat attached CORN SALAD

48 fluid ounces white chicken stock 3 fluid ounces olive oil

salt & pepper, to taste 1 fluid ounce white wine vinegar

8 o9unces croutons 1 teaspoon parsley, chopped

Heat the butter in saucepot over 9 ouonces corn kernels, steamed
medium-high heat. Sweat the onions,

celery, and carots in the butter for 1 ounce red bell peppers, cut into small
approximately 4 minutes or until the dice

onions become translucent.
1 ounce yellow bell peppers, cut into

Add the split peas, ham bone, and small dice

chicken stock to vegetables and bring to

a boil. 1 ounce green pepper, cut into small dice
Reduce the heat and simmer for 30-40 salt & pepper to taste

minutes or until the split peas are tender.

Add water for additional stock as GARNISH

needed. Do not allow the simmering

soup to fall below 140 degrees. 24 ounces or 36 asparagus tips

Remove the ham bone and remove any 10 ounces or 36 shrimp, peeled
meat that is still attached. Dice the meat
and place it back into the soup. % cup apple-wood chips, soaked

Serve with croutons on top. 8 fluid ounces hollandaise sauce



Crepes: Heat a steel or non stick pan
over medium-high heat. Carefully ladle
approximately 1 ounce of the batter into
the center of the hot pan and spread the
batter out by moving the pan in the air.

Cook the crepe until it is lightly browned
on one side. Turn the crepe over and
lightly brown the other side. Stack the
crepes as they are cooked, loosely wrap
them in plastic wrap, and reserve under
refrigeration. The batter should make at
least 12 crepes.

Mix the olive oil, vinegar, and parsley
together in a bowl and add the steamed
corn kernels and red and green bell
peppers. Mix until the vegetables are
thoroughly coated with the dressing.

Season the salad to taste with salt and
black pepper and reserve and refrigerate.

Blanch the asparagus spears, shock in an
ice bath, drain, and refrigerate.

Lightly pan smoke the shrimp with the
soaked apple-wood chips for
approximately 3-4 minutes or until the
shrimp are fully cooked and reach a
minimum internal temperature of 145
degrees for at least 15 seconds.

Cool the shrimp from 140 to 70 degrees.
Cool from 70 to 41 degrees within an
additional 4 hours.

Fill each of the crepes with 2 asparagus
spears and 3 smoked rock shrimp. Roll
the crepes into cylinders.

Place 2 crepes on each plate with
hollandaise sauce.

Garnish each portion with 2 ounces of
the reserved corn and pepper salad.
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Lightly brown the sauce under a
salamander or broiler.

Garnish each portion with approximately
2 ounces of the reserved corn and Oepper
salad.

Hold the shrimp, crepes, and corn and
pepper salad under refrigeration.

SHAKER-STYLE TURKEY CUTLETS

2 Y. pounds turkey breast, cut into
cutlets

salt & pepper to taste

all purpose flour

2 ounces clarified butter

% ounce shallots, finely diced

6 fluid ounces dry white wine

15 fluid ounces brown stock

6 ounces tomato concassee

% ounce butter

1 ¥ tablespoons parsley, chopped
Prepare the turkey cutlets by pounding
them evenly to approximately ¥ inch.

Pat dry.

Season the cutlets with salt and pepper
and dredge in flour.

Discard excess fat, add the shallots for
one minute.



Deglaze the pan with white wine and
add the veal jus lie. Reduce the liquid to
a nappe consistency.

Add the tomatoes and cook until all of
the ingredients are thoroughly
incorporated and hot.

Remove from heat, stir in butter, and
season to taste with salt and pepper.

Serve each cutlet on a plate and garnish
with chopped parsley.

GLAZED CARROT STICKS

3 fluid ounces clarified butter
10 fluid ounces white chicken stock
24 ounces carrots, cut into sticks
salt and pepper to taste

Melt the butter over medium heat, add
chicken stock.

Add the carrots and cover.
Sweat the carrots for 4-5 minutes.

Bring the carrots to a boil, reduce the
heat, cover, and simmer for 5-6 minutes.

Remove the cover and increase the heat
to medium-high.

Reduce the liquid, return the carrots to
the pan and toss until hot and thoroughly
coated.

Salt and pepper to taste.

BUTTERY HOMEMADE NOODLES

8 large eggs
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2 teaspoons salt

24 ounces all-purpose flour

32 fluid ounces white chicken stock
4 tablespoons butter
5 tablespoons parsley, chopped
salt and pepper to taste

Combine the eggs and 2 teaspoons of
salt in a bowl.

Using a fork, stir in the flour.

Form the dough into a ball and knead
for 2-3 minutes until it becomes
smooth.

Cover the dough and let rest for 10
minutes under refrigeration.

Roll the dough into a large rectangle
approximately 1/8 inch thick. Let
the dough rest for an additional 5
minutes.

Dust the top of the dough with a little
flour and roll it up like a jelly roll.

Slice the dough crosswise into
noodles Y4 inch thick.

Bring the white chicken stock to a
boil.

Simmer the noodles for
approximately 2-3 minutes or until
tender.

Heat the butter over medium heat.

Add the noodles and toss with fresh
parsley.
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