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Although stereotypes of British food have tended to focus on two apparently endemic problems - its poor quality
and its blandness - by the beginning of the twenty-first century Britain had apparently developed into one of the
leading culinary centers in the world, counting the highest number of top restaurants. It has surpassed even
France, regarded as the birthplace and home of taste and good cooking. Just as importantly, Britons, and above all
Londoners, now have a bewilderingly diverse array of foods available to them both in restaurants and shops.

While the quality and range of British food may have changed recently, assumptions about quality and diversity|

need questioning in a historical context. But before dealing with these assumptions, we need to tackle more
fundamental issues regarding the very basis of the concept of British food which, in turn, raises questions about
the authenticity of all national cuisines.
During the course of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, as nationalism developed into the predominant
signifier of identity, it encompassed all aspects of life for individuals within specific nation states. Most of the
leading theorists of nationalism have spoken about imagined and constructed nations and nation states, even
leading to the evolution of new languages, one of the most important signifiers of nationhood and identity in the
modern world. Nationalism has led to ‘invention of tradition’ leading to ‘formalization and ritualization’.
Traditions help the establishment ‘of social cohesion or the membership of groups or artificial communities’. The
development of the British monarchy or the growth of the highland tradition provide examples of the
establishment of particular traditions in Britain during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

Ben Rogers has pointed out that ‘historians and sociologists have not taken much interest in nationalism of the
culinary kind. Perhaps the (mainly male) academics who study nationalism think food is trivial or frivolous, but
they never identify it for what it is - a vitally important ingredient and a potent source of xenophobia.” Yet how,
exactly does theorizing about nationalism apply to food in Britain or any other nation state ? We can turn to one
of the main contemporary proponents of the virtues and concept of British food in the form of Gary Rhodes, who
claims that, in contrast to British cuisine, French and Italian cooking is based on traditions. Rhodes asks:

So what happened to us ? Was it that the traditions weren't strong or numerous enough ? Or was it that we
just didn’t have the passion for food and cooking that we associate with the French and Italians? Probably,
on reflection, a combination of all these.
Rhodes claims that British, in contrast to French, food ‘had always been simple - with wonderful ingredients like
our own beef, which didn’t need any- thing more fancy than just roasting’. He asserts that: ‘Our cooking by the
early to mid-1970s consisted of well-done roast beef, soggy Yorkshire puddings, mostly served with over-cooked
cabbage and thick, floury gravy’. Rhodes’s book on British food, which contains these extracts, provides a variety|
of recipes, including those from 'the culinary traditions of other countries ?

A more recent volume on ‘English’ food, by Rose Prince, has taken a more complex approach to the subject in

hand, asserting that:
The national cuisine may be fossilised in people’s minds as pies, roasts and nursery puddings, but there is
now no reason why it could not include the rice noodle dishes of Southeast Asia or the delicious food of the
Mediterranean. This is after all a country with a five-hundred-year-old history of food piracy: borrowing
ideas from other shores, importing their raw materials and learning to cultivate them in our soil.

Endemic : K&z D encompass : G&T % monarchy : &3l
highland tradition : 22w b 7V F « A 5 ¥ FHIGIZE T 5 65 frivolous : &%
soggy : Aok h L7 fossil : {tHILT % - BELT 3

(1) ZOXEZENE X,
(BERKOERMOBE : ¥HEK)

(2) ZoXEICEP#ET 2H:MZ 1 22T, SiHT L, FMNIIHEAD LD THLENDLDTH R,
(BERTOFRAO B : FERE)

WREFIARA
1

— #f

BAPE AR R ARG SCERT SR (150



SCEFRRIA R ERRTE (BRI - HEERE)

(e Y SR SREELH
TR (—AY) g, & . . =
:ﬁgu%(ﬁ %A; S BE A2 Ml SO b 2 SR IR, HFEpEsRIE | ZRES &
<FrRl2E (R AEFAE)>

fREZEAARA]
T

DI (1) & (2) IOWTHABTEZ I\,

(1) 22o0ZFERE [X], [Y] oz Fn2oF D, 4 20EELRY, ZREFNICOVTHHAL L\, &
B, BRLAEZFHHOBTHIIRT Z &, (BERARKFEAOBEZ : 4 0bbE THER—IH~1 =)
[X]
a. {GIfMEGEYIRHMRFHIIX
b. HEEERHY
c. #BHIEHEIEE & Fkihis
d. GISO A #EH: & PR
e. Pxvbh)T745—ay
(Y]
a. Bf\it4& & sk
b, —a—4% % DOFESH &
c. w8
d. HEHIC B 2 2B - SEIE
e. 7—hEFELOILD

(2) XOEMIZEZ nZ v, (BERAKEROBER: F—)

HATTITE N ASCGhEY, SULAEY, RRFouThnoroaBEo%miE @R2Eat) 2 1M, 230z

HAR D MRS B X i ASUhBY:, SUUASY, RBFOWLTNLONTFORE 1 IO L, 20EHE

$ LB - BITHTS, HDVIFRXA - BRMELA 2R L LT, ZONEEM@BHL, RITLLIV,

e
1

BIPE B R P RZEBCETTFER (10



SR A BRI (RS D - EERE)

| YRR i pvs PR E e
E ’;‘E;—ﬁﬁfb i PR A7 Mgl A b S R HR ) %=

REFEAAT
T

LTFDA420F—2OD~@D» 6 2 0% FIRL, sFHICHHAL - LT, dhl-0ZZ 2B X v, BERHKICE
T—<DEREERL, HEAEBTEZSZ L,
(BERFGEHOBEZ . [ DOF —<ICOXER—UFEE, 20T R—)
OB LA & BRESTT O AR
@EL) T 1 OHhFE
®@7— F7¥— iE

@I BIT B 74— Py —2 DSk L 38

L woh

BIPEBEREREBCAFER (1)





