






The issue of cooking utensils 
points to another aspect of 

“practical intelligence” – the 
way that the tool in small-scale 

societies tends to be “not a 
mere mechanical adjunct to 

the body, serving to deliver a 
set of commands issued to it by 

the mind, rather it extends the 
whole person” (Ingold 1993:440). 
Ingold contrasts the “technique” 

implicit in such a holistic view 
of tool use, with “technology,” 

which disembeds the tool from a 
social context and a context of 

practical learning and subjective 
intention, and treats the workman 

as an “operator.”
If the tool draws its power 

from and extends the human 
body, the logic of technology’s 

operation lies outside human 
bodies (Ingold 1993:434– 5). 

Giard analyzes this shift in 
relation to cooking, noting the 
loss of many “ancient gestures” 
made obsolete by technology 
and by the pre- processing of 

foods before they reach the 
hands of the consumer.5 She 
sees this loss of gesture to be 
both a bodily and a cognitive 

de-skilling. In the past, the cook 
not only furnished the kinetic 

energy, but supervised the 
progress of the operations and 

“could mentally represent the 
process for herself,” much like 

the artist-blacksmith.
 Giard sums up:

"In the past, the cook applied 
her savoir faire each time, she 

could perfect her dexterity, and 
display her ingenuity. At present, 

just about anyone can use an 
industrial object as well as her, 

and so she has become the 

unskilled spectator who watches 
the machine function in her place 

(Giard 1998:212). 

Giard does not wish to wax 
overly nostalgic for a time 

when women’s work required 
huge amounts of labor input, 

but rather to find room amidst 
“frenetic overmodernization” 
for the “reasoned differences” 

that would resist the contagion 
of conformism implicit in the 

replacement of all the local 
variations of gestures and 

techniques with the hegemon- 
izing force of technological loss 

of control.7 Similarly, Kalymnians 
attempt to navigate between 

Scylla and Charybdis. In the 
past, one of the latent purposes 

of cooking’s taking a long time 
was to prove women’s fidelity and 

faithfulness to their families and 
their daily chores. As Hirschon 

(1998:150) notes, “proper food” 
took hours to prepare; food that 

could be prepared quickly was 
referred to as “prostitute food,” 

because it implied that women 
were saving time in the kitchen 

to pursue illicit activities. 
Many Kalymnian women remain 

suspicious of the time-saving 
device – the blender, the food 

processor, the microwave – and 
see it as a tool of status-seeking, 

rather than a true kitchen aid, 
more likely to be used once 
and to be put away. Disdain 

for cooking technology can be 
found in many discussions of 

“traditional” cooking.
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T O O L S  &
T E C H N O L O G Y

MEMBONGKAR PENGETAHUAN YANG 
TERLANJUR MENUBUH
 
Apa yang kamu ketahui tentang mengulek sambal?
Apa yang kamu rasakan saat membuat sambal dengan blender?
Apakah cara-cara kita menggunakan benda dan alat-alat dapur terjadi dengan alamiah 
begitu saja?
Apa yang dimaksud dengan pengetahuan dalam praktek memasak?
 
Bagaimana jika kita membongkar apa yang tanpa disadari telah menjadi kemampuan kita?
Bisakah kita membongkar cara kita berinteraksi dengan alat-alat memasak?
Bagaimana jika kita menggunakannya bersama-sama?
Bisakah kemudian kita memikirkan ulang bagaimana hubungan kita dengan material dan 
benda tersebut?
Bagaimana hal ini mempengaruhi laku dan gestur yang telah membentuk kita?
Mari kita coba!

UNPACKING EMBODIED KNOWLEDGE
 
What do you know about making sambal with a mortar and pestle?
What do you feel when you make chili with a blender?
Do the ways in which we usually use objects and kitchen tools come to us naturally?
What is knowledge within cooking practice?
 
How do we unpack the unconscious skills that are part of our bodies? Can we unpack the 
way we interact with cooking tools? What if we practice using tools together? Could we 
then reimagine how our relationship with material and objects is formed? And how this 
influences our behaviors and gestures? Let’s see! 
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Giard’s discussion of tools 
and technology leads to 
another crucial issue, that of 
changing forms of transmission 
or enskillment in cooking 
knowledge and practice. Giard 
suggests that new technologies, 
including the “technology of 
writing” (Goody 2000), have had 
an influence on the processes 
by which cooking is learned, 
since techniques of the past 
implied apprenticeship to 
a relative, an aunt, mother, 
grandmother or neighbor (Giard 
1998:220–1). Indeed, those 
looking at practical knowledge 
have stressed this aspect of 
its necessary transmission not 
being through a set of rules 
that could be abstracted and 
learned separate from practice. 
Scott discusses bicycle riding 
as an activity to which we would 
apply the maxim “practice makes 
perfect,” inasmuch as “the 
continual, nearly imperceptible 
adjustments necessary for 
riding a bicycle are best learned 
by having to make them. Only 
through an acquired ‘feel’ for 
balanced motion do the required 
adjust- ments become automatic” 
(1998:314).

Scott includes cooking under 
this heading as an activity for 
which learning the rules cannot 
be separated from practice:

“A complete mastery of the 
principles may exist alongside a 
complete inability to pursue the 
activity to which they refer, for 
the pursuit of the activity does 
not consist in the application 
of these principles; and even if 
it did, the knowledge of how to 
apply them (the knowledge of 
actually pursuing the activity) 
is not given in a knowledge of 
them” (1998:316).

Learning through practice is 
being contrasted here to learning 
through recipes. Schlanger 
(1990) provides a detailed 
analysis of all of the knowledge 
that must be already assumed 
for one to be able to follow a 
recipe for making a soufflé. 
Scott points out that many 
Chinese recipes call for the 
cook to add ingredients when 
the oil is “almost smoking,” a 
direction that assumes the
cook has enough experience of 
failure to identify that
turning-point (1998:330).

Heldke, discussing the cook 
Verta Mae Grosvenor, notes that 
Grosvenor sees written recipes 
as having a very limited function 
in relation to cooking. They 
cannot teach one how to cook, 
but can serve as memory-jogs for 
previous learning that has been 
acquired through experience 
(1992:219).

There may be general 
agreement that cooking is best 
learned through an embodied 
apprenticeship, in which what is 
remembered is not a set of rules, 
but images, tastes, smells and 
experiences, techniques that 
can only be partially articulated, 
or memory-jogged, through the 
medium of written recipes. 

But there remain substantial 
questions about how cooking is 
taught and learned in different 
cultural milieux, by whom, 
and with how much stress on 
observation, participation, 
positive or negative 
reinforcement, etc. All these 
factors would have implications 
for memory processes and issues 
of reproduction/innovation of 
foods past.
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BAHAN BAHAN

4 buah cabe merah besar
cabe rawit secukupnya
1 buah tomat
4 siung bawang merah 
(dikupas)
1/4 sdt terasi
garam secukupnya
gula
kaldu ayam/sapi bubuk
minyak goreng

CARA

Goreng cabe, bawang, 
dan tomat sampai layu 
dengan sedikit minyak. Lalu 
angkat dan sisihkan minyak 
bekas menggorengnya. 
Blender semua hingga 
setengah halus. Tuang 
lagi ke penggorengan, lalu 
tambahkan garam, gula, 
terasi dan kaldu bubuk.
Setelah mendidih tambahkan 
minyak yang tadi telah 
disisihkan, lalu didihkan 
kembali. Sajikan.

BAHAN-BAHAN 

6 buah cabe keriting
2 buah cabe rawit merah
1 buah bawang putih
3 buah bawang merah
1 cm terasi
1 sdt gula jawa (secukupnya)
1/2 sdt garam
2 sdm minyak untuk menumis

CARA

Iris terasi, cabe, bawang 
merah, dan bawang putih 
menjadi lebih kecil. Tumis 
cabe, bawang merah, dan 
bawang putih selama kurang 
lebih 2 menit (agar tetap 
segar). Masukkan terasi dan 
tumis sebentar (terasi jangan 
terlalu kering). Ulek hasil 
tumisan menggunakan cobek.
Setelah lembut bisa 
tambahkan gula jawa dan 
garam sesuai selera.
Sajikan.
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Shortly this wonderful appliance 
will be your best friend. All you 
do is press a button and go. Then 
you can get started making pretty 
much anything!

1. Make sure the blender is 
     plugged in, clean,
     and in working condition.
2. Put your ingredients inside.
3. Close the lid and hold the
     cover tightly.
4. Blend!
     Try experimenting with the 
     buttons. Choose an
     appropriate speed setting 
     depending on what you are 
     blending. The further you go to  
     the right, the higher the speed.
5. Open it up and pour it out.

MASTERING
THE
BASICS

B          L          E          N          D          E          R

MORTAR & PESTLE
When you're ready to grind your 
own fresh cinnamon, cloves, 
peppercorn, cumin and more, 
there's no more useful tool than 
a mortar and pestle. You'll really 
notice the difference in taste!

1. Place the raw ingredients in 
     the mortar.
2. Use the pestle to process to
     your desired consistency.   
     You can grind, or crush the   
     ingredients.
3. Store or measure out the 
     ingredients.

SAMBAL TERASI
BLENDER

SAMBAL TERASI
COBEK

Public Kitchens As developed by Ellen Swallow Richards and Mary 
Hinman Abel, the public kitchen took the form of a scientific 
laboratory. The services it offered were advanced in the name of 
the employed mother, who had no time to prepare cooked food for 
her family, and the employed father, lured to saloons for food and 
drink. By offering in expensive, nutritious, cooked food to take home, 
founders of the public kitchens promised to combat malnutrition, 
the uneconomical use of fuel, and the exhaustion of women workers. 
Most of all, they promised to replace gin with good dinners. In an 
era of urban pollution and adulterated foods, the kitchens were to be 
spotlessly clean spaces for scientific demonstrations of methods of 
right living.

On January 24, 1890, the New England Kitchen, at 142 Pleasant 
Street in Boston, began selling plain, inexpensive, nutritious, Yan-
kee food: beef broth; beef stew; vegetable, tomato, and pea soup; 
boiled corn and oatmeal mush; boiled hominy; cracked wheat; fish 
chowder; Indian and rice pudding. The kitchen looked like a scientif-
ic laboratory and was equipped with a new invention, the
slow-cooking Aladdin Oven, designed by Edward Atkinson, as well as 
a steam plant, a gas table, and various other experimental
equipment. Richards was a consultant for Atkinson’s company and 
an enthusiastic advocate of his oven, which, she believed, would 
bring about “the ideal life of the twentieth century”, as shown by 
Bellamy.

Using the Aladdin Oven, the kitchen aimed to take “cheaper cuts of 
meat and simpler vegetables,” and by slow and thorough cooking, 
make them attractive and secure “their nutritive value . . . for the 
people who sadly needed more nutritious food.”
Frequent chemical analyses of the food, under the direction of 
Richards and Dr. Thomas M. Drown of MIT, supported guarantees of 
its nutritious value. It fired the enthusiasm of many philanthropists 
as well as experts in nutrition and domestic technology. In the next 
four years two similar enterprises were launched in Boston’s West 
End and North End, and others in Olneyville, Rhode Island;
at 341 Hudson Street, New York ; and at Hull-House in Chicago.
Richards and Abel achieved their greatest publicity from the 
Rumford Kitchen exhibited at the World’s Columbian Exposition in 

1893. The kitchen was named after Benjamin Thompson, 
Count Rumford, whom Richards and Abel admired for his
experiments in the design of stoves and his attempts in 1790 to feed 
the poor in Munich “scientifically.” In their leaflets, distributed at 
the fair, they quoted Rumford’s comments on wasting energy: “The 
common kitchen range seem to have been calculated for the express 
purpose of devouring fuel”; “it is a common habit to boil a dish of tea 
with fuel sufficient to cook a dinner for fifty men.”  Where they
differed with Rumford was on the question of compulsory feeding. 
Rumford was an authoritarian inventor who had moved the
destitute of Munich into a House of Industry’ to begin his
experiment: in feeding them, whereas Richards and Abel hoped to 
persuade women and men to patronize their facilities by choice.
Although the scientific kitchen was a big success at the Chicago
exposition, where ten thousand visitors passed through in two 
months, the urban, philanthropic kitchens feeding workers every day 
had serious problems with popular tastes. Immigrants preferred their 
national dishes and spices to the plain, institutional menu which
domestic science dictated. As Richards ruefully admitted, a man 
from Southern Europe pointed to an Indian pudding, complaining, 
“You needn’t try to make a Yankee out of me by making me eat that”

The advocates of public kitchens were undaunted by immigrants’ 
preferences for their own cuisines. They modified their menus. They 
attempted to find and educate a younger audience through preparing 
lunches available to children in public schools (taking this
business away from school janitors and their wives). They brought 
lunch to women workers in factories, who were often the worst 
nourished workers because of low salaries paid to women and 
because of traditional practices in homes and cafes of giving men 
more and better food. They offered special broths to hospitals and to 
invalids. They provided food as well to the growing numbers of 
middle-class professionals residing in settlement houses. They 

began to give cooking lessons to schoolchildren, housewives,
domestic servants, and dieticians.
Although the home economists managed to get by financially and to 
keep some of their public kitchens running, they were never able to 
raise the funds to build the new facilities they dreamed of.
One English architectural design (8.10) for a public kitchen from the
mid-1880s suggests the type of building both European and
American experts in nutrition desired to erect. Captain M. P. Wolff, 
formerly a German military officer, became interested in feeding the 
poor in England, after learning of various “penny kitchens” and other 
philanthropic schemes in Scotland and England. With some advice 
from an English architect, William White, he designed a
public kitchen and dining room. It included a waiting hall adjoining 
the street, where customers could buy cooked food to take home, 
filling their carrying vessels with hot water as insulation. In the same 
space, cashiers sold tickets for food. Customers who wished to eat 
on the premises would proceed to the dining room, passing the
lavatories on the way. The dining room was supplied with straight 
rows of benches and tables; at the rear was an exit to simplify 
circulation. The heart of the scheme was a kitchen fitted with 
roasters, steam kettles, meat cutting areas, and all the specialized 
equipment of a hotel kitchen. Here was the focus of Wolff’s 
calculations in his pamphlet, Food for the Million.

From Grand Domestic Revolution
Dolores Hayden, 1981
Public Kitchen, page : 155-162

PUBLIC KITCHENS

TEKNIK
DASAR
PENGGUNAAN

Alat yang menakjubkan ini akan 
menjadi teman setia Anda. Yang 
Anda perlukan hanya dengan 
memencet tombol. Lalu Anda 
dapat membuat apapun!

1. Pastikan blender sudah 
     tersambung dengan listrik, 
     bersih, dan siap digunakan.
2. Masukkan bahan-bahan 
     kedalam blender.
3. Tutup dan tahan penutupnya 
     dengan erat.
4. Campurkan!
     Cobalah bereksperimen 
     dengan pilihan tombolnya.   
     Semakin ke kanan tombolnya,  
     kecepatannya bertambah.
5. Buka dan tuang campuran.

COBEK & ULEKAN
Ketika Anda siap untuk menumbuk 
bahan-bahan mentah Anda, tidak 
ada alat yang lebih bermanfaat 
daripada cobek dan ulekan. 
Anda akan sangat menyadari 
perbedaan rasanya!

1. Letakkan bahan-bahan ke  
     dalam cobek.
2. Gunakan ulekan sesuai 
     yang anda inginkan. 
     Anda dapat menumbuk, atau  
     menghaluskan bahan.
3. Keluarkan bahan yang sudah 
    ditumbuk pada tempatnya.



by Paul Geary on Feast Journal

This article uses Heidegger’s notion of technology, as technē and logos, 
to explore how the everyday technologies of eating are always already 
grounded and framed.

In ‘The Question Concerning Technology’, Martin Heidegger sought to 
explicate the workings of technology (technē), not merely as a means to a 
productive end, but as an artistic process in and of itself. For Heidegger, 
technology is more than the ‘production’ of things; it reveals or discloses 
our very relationships to things, it opens out the space for consideration 
of the artistic and the poetic. Technē, however, is only half of 
‘technology’, so to understand Heidegger’s thinking, it must be combined 
with his understanding of ‘ology’ (Logos), as explored in his seminal 
Being and Time. (1927). For Heidegger, there is an intimate relationship 
between the workings of art and the workings of technology, in that each 
discloses to us ‘truth’ (alētheia). The ‘work’ of art and technology (work 
as both noun and verb) are the means by which we uncover the state of 
things, their meanings and their operations. Or, rather, the work of art is 
technological: the poetry (poiēsis) of bringing-forth, of uncovering or 
revealing truth, is an aspect of the workings of technology. To consider 
the technologies of eating allows for an exploration of how ‘everyday’ 
experience is constructed through (rather than mediated by) technology. 
For Heidegger, technology and art disclose the ‘truth’; while this dates 
Heidegger’s work, it does not negate its usefulness. The idea of an 
absolute truth is certainly controversial and it is not my aim to discuss 
that here. Rather, we can reread Heidegger’s alētheia as 
unconcealedness: not disclosing truth, but exposing the workings of 
things. 

Technē

In its historical links with epistēmē, with knowing, technology reveals the 
ways in which we think and know. Underpinning all technology is 
inevitably a set of assumptions about the workings of the world and the 
self. All technology is inevitably grounded by epistemological 
foundations, both in understanding the workings of the technology 
itself and in how the technology explicates the workings of the world. In 
the ‘everyday’, this fundamental, epistemological grounding (indeed, the 
ontological is always already subsumed within the epistemological, as 
it is about what we know Being to be) is often hidden away, covered over 
within the conventional practice of everyday life. It is often framed as 
pragmatism or common sense, as though it were based on a 
fundamentally unshakeable set of principles with which there can be no 

argument. For Heidegger, the concept of the ‘ready-to-hand’, the tool 
that can be used without theorisation or contemplation, exemplifies this 
attitude of pragmatism. There is a continuity between ideology (in the 
widest sense) and the practice of the object, enacted and repeated to the 
point of second nature. 

The cultural construction of the edible is part of this broader 
understanding of the edibility of food. There are not distinct categories 
of ‘raw’ and ‘cooked’. The spoon allows the food to be eaten in the 
temporal window at the peak of its supposed edibility. It is an attempt, to 
eat within a few minutes, to stabilise the food object, to act ‘as if’ it were 
a static object, thereby ignoring its disintegration into the ‘rotten’
(whether eaten or not). The ready-to-hand cutlery contains within it this 
set of assumptions about the food itself and the social practices in which 
it is contextualised. The spoon allows us to move liquid food to the mouth 
in a ‘timely’ manner, before it changes temperature; a knife allows us to 
cut only while the food is firm enough to be cut (before it rots); a fork 
allows us to pick up foods only if they are cooked to the ‘proper’ degree 
(too firm, the fork cannot penetrate, too soft, it will not stay on the fork.

In Slavoj Žižek’s The Sublime Object of Ideology, (2008) he explores 
notions of desire, enjoyment and meaning in relation to the Object using 
Lacanian psychoanalysis, Hegelian philosophy and Marxist theory. In 
discussing the operation and enactment of ideology, he writes:

“What we call ‘social reality’ is in the last resort an ethical construction; it 
is supported by a certain as if (we act as if we believe in the almightiness 
of bureaucracy, as if the President incarnates the Will of the People, as if 
the Party expresses the objective interest of the working class…). As soon 
as the belief (which, let us remind ourselves again, is definitely not to be 
conceived at a ‘psychological’ level: it is embodied, materialized, in the ef-
fective functioning of the social field) is lost, the very texture of the social 
field disintegrates.”

In other words, our very social reality is nothing but an ideological and 
cultural construction, which is not to say that it masks over reality but 
that it is the very means by which we are integrated into sociality and 
by which we are able to make sense. It is not that ideology covers over 
the ‘real’; rather, it is the very ways in which we interact with materiality. 
Žižek is not discussing the explicit ideology of political systems 
(Communism, Totalitarianism, etc.); instead, he is writing about the 
broader ideological construction of the everyday, of which nothing 
escapes. In this way, we can investigate the smallest act or object of the 
‘everyday’ in light of its cultural, social or historical construction, 
in order to explicate how it functions and the unspoken ideology that 
maintains it and allows it to be comprehensible and usable. However, 
while this ideology is often practiced ‘as if ‘it were a coherent system, 
there is always an anomaly, something already at work in the work, which 
threatens to disrupt its coherence and its use. There is a direct parallel 
that can be drawn here to Heidegger’s notions of the ready-to-hand and 
the present-at-hand, whereby the latter is the distanced relationship to 
the object, where its utility and being are called into question. 
In other words, the present-at-hand works from the position of the 
anomaly, that which breaks through the ‘easy’ and stable usage of the 
object and draws attention to its status as ‘object’. It is the notion of the 
ready-to-hand that is implicit in the ‘silent workings’ of utensils, when 
they need no explication in order to function. In his writing on 
technology (technē), Heidegger discusses the notion of ‘enframing’. For 
Heidegger, enframing is a way of conceptualising the ways in which 
technology is incorporated into experience in a continuous way (similar 
to Žižek’s notion of ideology). Heidegger’s term, Ge-stell, the German for 
‘enframing’, also makes implicit reference to the word stellen, meaning 
‘to set’, which Heidegger traces through Her-und Dar-stellen, meaning 
to produce and present. In this notion of Ge-stell, then, are ideas of the 
frame, setting, producing and presenting. The connection to cutlery 
might already seem apparent. In English, we speak of ‘setting the table’, 
of the process of presenting food. Once again going beyond the 
‘pragmatic’ interpretation, where things are placed only for their utility, 
we can consider the way the table is ‘set’ as the enframing of the food. 
In other words, the cutlery and crockery on the ‘set’ table form both the 
literal and metaphorical frame for the food. In the everyday and 
conventional mode of setting the table, the cutlery arrives first and 
literally forms a frame in front of us, marking off where the food is to be 

placed; the small section of the shared, public table that becomes 
private, for myself and my experience. It marks off the area that is to be 
the arena or stage for the food that is to come. It also reveals what the 
food is likely to be and how we are to experience it (whether it is a 
standard knife and fork, a steak knife, a fish knife, a soup spoon, 
a dessert spoon, etc.). The food is always already framed before it is 
presented, encoded with cultural meanings and practices.

Logos

Logos]  gets ‘translated’ (and this means that it is always getting inter-
preted) as “reason”,  “judgment”, “concept”, “definition”, “ground”, or “re-
lationship”. […Logos] as  “discourse”      means […]: to make manifest what 
one is ‘talking about’ in one’s discourse. The [logos] lets something be 
seen […].

For Heidegger, the logos ‘makes manifest in one’s discourse what 
one is talking about’. This is, of course, potentially problematic after 
post-structuralist critiques of the inherent meaning in language. There 
is no intrinsic meaning to text, only a series of citations that make lan-
guage iterable within a horizon of meaning. However, we can make use 
of Heidegger in thinking about (artistic and everyday) practice. In this 
regard, the logos is the folding in of content into form. For technology, it 
is the ways in which the technē manifests itself in technology, the way 
it speaks about and reveals itself in its own work. Technē reveals its own 
ground, assumptions and relationships in its own work. It becomes its 
own discourse, its own logos, its own frame of understanding, as well as 
working as a challenge to other modes of framing.

Conclusion

The technologies of eating are not merely pragmatic. Or, rather, the 
pragmatism of those technologies is ideologically and culturally 
constructed. When we consider a utensil solely in terms of its 
pragmatism, we are in the realm of the ready-to-hand, where ideology 
is at its most successful because we do not question, even implicitly, 
the role of the tool, how and why it should be used. The technologies of 
eating not only allow us to consume, but they also frame our experience 
of eating both in terms of how we eat and how we understand the 
experience. It is not that the framing of the food is merely layered onto 
and around it, but that the frame itself enters into the experience and 
provides the coordinates for our understanding. The technologies of eat 
- cutlery, crockery, utensils - are so often ‘silent’ in that they fade away 
from our attention and become a ‘means to an end’.

“The teaching of table manners and the acquisition and 
maintenance of cutlery are things undertaken usually 

within the household but both are connected through 
our broader social contacts to sensibilities of distinc-

tion and stratification. Experiences outside the home, 
at school, at the homes of others, in public restaurants 

and cafés, will alter and amend our behaviour
and attitudes”

“Pengenalan pada tata cara makan 
dan cara menggunakan peralatan 

makan adalah hal-hal yang 
biasanya mulai diperkenalkan dalam 

rumah tangga, namun keduanya 
terhubung pada jaringan sosial yang 
lebih luas hingga kepekaan terhadap 

perbedaan dan stratifikasi. 
Pengalaman di luar rumah, sekolah, 

rumah orang lain, restoran umum, 
dan kafe, akan turut mengubah 

perilaku dan kebiasaan kita.”

TECHNOLOGIES OF EATING:
CONSTRUCTING EXPERIENCE
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"Cutlery Tray Stories" by Julia Winckler on Feast Journal


