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ABSTRACT

This thesis focuses on theelationships between heterosexuality, Iqvand

home. It examines the homemaking practices and relationship activities of 14
heterosexual couples, and in particular the experiences of women in these
relationships, who are aged between-20 years, have nehildren, and live in

Hamilton, Aotearoa New Zealand. It is argued that heterosexual bodies that

Wi 29SS0 |yR GKS R2YSauAO0 aL) O0Sa (GKSe& 2«
continually reproduced through the everyday practices of homemaking.

W/ 2 dzLJt Eems, dolicited ddries and selirected photography, followp
AYVRAGARdAzZIE AYGSNBASgaAa FyR S@Ffdad GA2y | dzS
YR AY LI NOAOdz I NJ 62YSYyQas S@OSNERIE& 3S2:
home. A combination of qualitatie research methods and feminist
poststructuralist theory is used to give risean embodied, emotionally situated

and partial geography.

My findings are organised around three spatial scales: body, dwelling, and
household and beyond. Focusing on the first scaldody ¢ provides an
opportunity for foregrounding gendered and sexed bodies as important sites of
homemaking. Amultiplicity of hanemaking practices occur at the site of the
body, including: the feelings, emotions, sensations, and language of love; the
expressions and spaces of physical affection and intimacy; and the presence of
corporeal and domestic dirt. Focusing dretsecond sale ¢ dwelling¢ allows for

an understanding of the ways in whiahscourses of love are mapped on to
specific materialities of homéssues of privacy and the negotiated use of shared
domestic spaces, the creation and enactment of domestic activities@utthes,

and the accumulation and arrangement of material domestic objects all come to
the fore when considering dwelling$he third scale household and beyonqis

used toexamine some of the ways in which households and homemakers are
connected to boadersocial, cultural, political and economic relations of power
beyond the physical dwelling. Paying attention to the household and beyond
prompts a consideration of the ways in which housiegure and the practices

of household consumption can dissolthee public and private boundaries that
surround home.

The heteronormativity of geographical discourse means that rblationship

between heterosexuality, love and home is often takena NI y G4 SR | & Wy I {
FYR Wy 2NXIFfQ | yR | &d varde@fked igon. M&ifigithe WA y O A &
relationship between heterosexuality, love and home explicit in the production

of geographical knowledge displaces ontological and epistemological
assumptions about the naturalness and normality of heterosexuality. This study
responds to the lack of critical attention paid to the relationship between love,
heterosexuality and home in geography. Considering the homemaking practices

and relationship activities of heterosexual couples encourages a more critical
understanding oftie normative and powerful ways in which heterosexual bodies

and domestic spaces are mutually constituted.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Academic work is truly a collective endeavour. Supervisors, research participants,
colleagues, friends, and family have all playad important part in the
production of this doctoral thesis. | am grateful to those who have, in their own

way, contributed to this research. Here, | thank a few people in particular.

| am indebted to my supervisors, Associate Professor Lynda Johnston and
Professor Robyn Longhurst. It has truly been a privilege to have two of the
leading feminist geographers providing me with professional and personal
guidance, academic advice and sugpbhave learnt a great deal from them and
take inspiration from their dedication, drive, enthusiasm and humour. | really

could not have wished for a better supervisory panel.

| am grateful to the participants who took part in this study. Their stoniage
provided the basis for this research and have made this thesis a constant joy to
GNAGSD LG é6la Iy K2y2d85a@d06S LINAGZe G2 4l

| have been very fortunate to be a student in the Geography, Tourism and
Environmental Planning Department abtet University of Waikato. There are
several people in the Department that have, at different times and in different
ways, provided invaluable assistance. Special thanks go to my colleagues and
good friends Naomi Simmonds, Joanna Lewin, Olivia WarrickT &gperwien,
Cherie Todd, and Paul Beer&aBing the Masters and PhD journey with such a
wonderful bunch of people has made it a much more pleasurable and
intellectually rewarding experience. Their assistance is much appreciated. Other
friends and colleages who have contributed to my academic career over the
years include John Campbell, Brenda Hall, Diana Porteous, Elaine Bliss, Max

Oulton, Heather Morrell and Jeff Rule.

| would also like to thank the New Zealand Tertiary Education Commission, the
Department of Geography, Tourism and Environmental Planning Department at

the University of Waikato, the New Zealand Vic&k | y OSt t 2NBEQ / 2Y YA
the BuildingResearch Capdlty in the Social Sciences Network (BRCSShéar



financial support. must also thank the&Sexuality and Space Speciality Group of
the Association of American Geographers, ahé editors and anonymous

referees from the journaEmotion, Space and Sayie

Family and loved ones deserve special thanks. They have supported and
sustained me throughout this entire process. First and foremost, | am grateful to

Y& LI NIGYySN ! fSEIFIYRSNI W/ K2LJLleQ /[ fI N] 6K?2
there is more to life thanyst my PhD. | am lucky that he agreed to me using our
Wi2@gS fAFTSQ & F &d0dFNIAY3a LRAY(G 2N GKA A
Suzanne and Stuart Morrisanthank you for your unfailing passion and interest

in everything | do. You have been anstant source of love, support, and

strength. | thank my nana and popgeDawn and Len Kilpiq for their ongoing
encouragement. Thanks go to my Uncle Kenny for steering me in the right
direction when | was unsure about which career path to take. To Landdaul

(and the rest of the Clark family), thank you for everything you have done for

Choppy and | over the years. | am lucky to have been welcomed so warmly into

the family. Special thanks go to Louise for her pm@atding assistance. To all

who have helped me during the PhD process, | offer my deep and lasting

appreciation.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ABSTRACT et e e et e e e e e e e b e e e i
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ... .. i
TABLE OF CONTENTS . ...t iy
LIST OF FIGURES..... . Vi
CHAPTER INtrOUCTION. ...ttt 1
THESIS OULING.....oeiiii e 11

/11 t¢9w HY WhdzNJ &piazddRdsating thd deéarcalLI.06S& | Yy R

Houses and housing in New Zealand..........ccccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiee 16
Hamilton, NewW Zealand..............oovueiiiiiiiiieee e 21
Locating the reSEarCher...........ooiiiiiiiiee e 26
Wwl O0SQ> SUKYyAOA(Ge FyR Odz.i.dzN>.f...5.870 2S00 A O,
Geographical SCAl@.............ooviiiiiiiieeeeeee 29
CHAPTER 3: Literature review and theoreticalless..............ccccceeveeeeeeeeennn. 31
Geographies of hOMe.............ooi i 32
Geographies of sexualities...........ccceeveeeiiii e, 42
Emotional geographies...........oui i 56
Love, romance and iINtIMACY..........uuuuumemmmiiiraaeeeaseeeseeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaaaaaeaaaaeeeees 61
SUMMIBIY ..ttt ettt e e e e e et ettt r e e e e e e eeesaa e e e e eeeeeassnnaaeeaaaeeenes 67
CHAPTER 4: MethodolOogy..........oiiiieeiiiiieiiime e 69
Participant recruitment and profile............ccccoiiiiiiiiii 71
Phase one: couple iNtervVIiEWS.............ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeevveenvannnnena [ 2
Phase two: solicited diaries asélfdirected photography...........c...cccoeeee.. 84
Phase three: followip INTEIVIEW............uviiiiiiiiiiiii e 101
Analysis and presentation of fiNndiNGS..........coovviiiiiiii e, 105
Intimate research relationShips..........coooviiiiii e 108
Friendships and research interactians..........cccccceeeiviiiiieiiiicineeee, 109
POSIIONAIITY . ...eei e e e e eaaaes 114
SUMIMIATY, ettt ettt ettt e e et e e et e e e e e ab e e e e et e e e e et e e e e eaa e eeeanans 121

iv



CHAPTER 5: BOQY....coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii ettt emsi e e e 123

Locating a languag® love and home................coovvviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii, 125
Making love, making home: domestic heterosexual intimacies................ 135
Domestic spaces of heterosexual intimacies.............ccccvvvvvvnnnnnnns 141

Doing touch differently...............evveeiiiiiiiiii 153
Corporeal and domESHIC Aiff.........oooeiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 159
SUMMBIY ...ttt e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e eebaa e e e e e e e eeennnn e e eeaeas 167
CHAPTER 6: DWEIlING ... ..ottt e e em e e e e e e e eannne 170
Wt NA G O8 AVIKSEKB.QLINAGL.O.S..coioiieeeeen 171
Loving everyday living: domestic routines and activities.......................... 181
Domestic performances of [oVe.........ccoooeeviiiiii 194
Romancing the everyday...........ccccceeiiiiiie 207
Domestic material ODJECES...........uuviiiiiieiee e 214
W/ 2dzLJ S LIK2.0.2.3NLLIKEQ. .o, 219
Material markers of individual embodiment.............cccooociiiiinneenen. 227
Material markers of mbodied heterosexuality................................ 231
SUMIMIATY ettt e e et e e e e et e e et eb e e e e et e e e e aaa e e e eeaaneeeeennns 242
CHAPTER 7: Household and beyand...............coooviiiiimiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeees 245
Housing heterosexuality: housing tenure in New Zealand........................ 246
Home ownership and relationship consolidatian........................... 249

al 1Ay 3 Al cKigbeézyAnd BB S.........oceveenn 255

al 1Ay 3 Al cDeBuieMid RELARIY.S...................... 260

Flatting: the dynamics of shared living....................cccei 265
Consuming love: domestic consumption and heterosexual relationships274
Home spaces beyond hOMEe..............euvvieiiiiiiiee e 279
Compatible COUPIES...........oovvviiieiiiieeeeeeit e 283

She likes, he likes: gendered divisions of household consumptior?89
SUMIMEBITY ..t e e e e e e as 296
CHAPTER 8: The Home Straight...........ccooviiiiiiiie e 298
FULUre r€SEarCh.......coo e 308



APPENDIX: Email to participants about evaluation questions................. 314

APPENDIX: Evaluation qUESLIONNAITE...........cceviiiiiiiiiieieeeee e 315
APPENDIX:IReCruitment POSTEL..........ccvvvvieiieieiiiiiieeiiiniiinn s 317
APPENDIX:4nformation Sheet...........ccuvvviiiiiiiiiieiee e 318
APPENDIE: CONSENE fOMN...uuiiiiiiiieeiiiiiiiiiiiie e 321
APPENDIX:8nterview SChedule..........coiiiiiiieeeeeeeee e 323
APPENDIX: Diary title PAOE......ueeeeeeeeeeiiiiiiieiieeee e 327
APPENDIX:&olicited diary and setfirected photography instructions....... 328
APPENDIX:ANAlYSIS @Xample........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeee e 329
BIBLIOGRAPHY ...ttt e e e 330

Vi



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1 Floor plan of 'typical' New Zealand house...........ccccoviiiiiiinnnnnn. 18
Figure 2 Map of New Zealand..........cccoooeiiiiiiiiiiieeee 21
Figure 3 Map of suburbs in Hamiltan................cccooiiiii 23
Figure 4 Photo of the Farming Family on Victoria Street, Hamilton............ 24
Figure 5 Statue of Riff Raff on Victoria Street, Hamiltan............................ 26
Figure 6t I NI A OA LJ..y.i0.2.Q..RS.G.LAL. A i 73
Figure 7 Diagram DY DONNAL..........uuuueiiiiiiiiieee e 88
Figure 8 Photo of the mindmap in my office............coooiiiiii 107
Figure 9 Newspaper article featuring my partner and lL........................... 117

Figure 10 Collage of newspaper articles in response to my research......118

Figure 11 Love andHome Is/Love and HOome iS NOt............uvvvvvvvvinvinnnnnnnns 133
Figure 12 Photo taken by Marie of Paul...........cccccciiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee 144
Figure 13 Drawing by Donna of the spaces of love in their home............. 145
Figure 14 Photo taken by Donna of their couch..................ccccevvverniennn. 148
Figure 15 Photo and caption by DONNa...........cccvuviiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeee 162
Figure 16 Photo ad caption by DONN@A.............uueiiiiiiiiiiieie e 162
Figure 17 Photo and caption by DONNa...........cccuviiiiiiiiieneeeeeieeeee 163
Figure 18Photo taken by Rose of their watermelan................cccevvvvevnnnns 183

Figure 19 Photo taken by Sheree of her and Alex watching TV together.185

Figure 20 Photo and caption by DONNa.............ccciiiiiiiiiiiieeiie e 186
Figure 21 Phototaken by Linda of Jeff doing a crossword........................ 187
Figure 22 Photo of Marie and Paul............cccooooiiiiiiiiiii, 189
Figure 23Photo taken by Linda of Jeff preparing dinner........................... 189
Figure 24 Photo taken by Lizzy of Zane...........ccccoiiiieeieeieeee 192
Figure 25 Photo taken by Kylie of the firg...........ccooeeiiiiiiiiiiiii 198
Figure 26 Photo t&ken by Kylie of porridge...........cooovviviiiiieeniiee, 198
Figure 27 Photo taken by Rose of the kitchen.................cccciieii s 199
Figure 28 Photo taken by Lizzy of their winter furniture configuration.......209
Figure 29Photo taken by Paul of a romantic domestic activity................. 212
Figure 30Photo taken by Lizzy dieir tertiary education degrees.............. 218

vii



Figure 32Photo taken by Angie of their wedding album........................... 225
Figure 33Photo taken by Angie of her favourite wedding photo............... 225
Figure 34 Photo taken by Rebeccaloér bedroom.............cccevvvviiviiiiinnnnnnns 229
Figure 35 Photo taken by Rose of their razors in the shower................... 236
Figure 36 Photo taken by Debbie of a piece of art......................ccen 237
Figure 37 Photo taken by Melissa of their sneglobe....................cccooee 238
Figure 38Photo taken by Angie of the house she owns W@tioper............. 250
Figure 39Photo taken by Debbie of Robert in the garden....................... 261
Figure 40Photo taken by Debbie of their bedroom..............ccccvvvviiinnnnnnns 264
Figure 41 Collage of white, young heteronormative media material........ 295

viii



CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Awoman, aged between 280 years, is standing in the kitchen of her

house throwing clothes and yelling at her partner, a man of around

GKS aly$S +3Ss wL FSSR (GUKS R23I3 L Lz
gl aAaKAY3IHQ ¢KS YIy &Gl NBaintd their KSNJ aKSSL
bedroom and slams the door. After a night sleeping on the couch and

an awkward encounter with his partner in the kitchen, the man is left

home alone. He leaves the house with their dog in tow. When the

women arrives home later that day she isgdantly surprised to see

that her partner has left small Pe#tnotes on various items around

the house pointing out that he has loosened the jam jar lid for her, fed

the dog, put the rubbish out, washed, ironed and folded the laundry,

and has found hethe nicest apple in the fruit bowl. The couple are

shown in bed together. The man peenpts his disruptive snoring and

writes a final Postt note apologising for her sleepless night, which he

sticks to his face. As the woman rolls over, after readingntite, a

at A3KG avYaftsS SYSNHSa 2y GKS YlyQa FI OS
forgiven him'

The above vignette is a description of an advertisement for -Rasdtes that
screened on television in Aotearoblew Zealand last year. It is a common media
depiction of home, homemaking, heterosexuality, love, coupledom, and
gendered roles and relations. | start with this vignette because it points to the
ways in which courses of home are imbued witltormative and naturalised
notions of heterosexualityand the ways in which homemaking practices are

constitutive of heterosexual subjectivitiés.

! See thefollowing website for a clip othe 1 St S@GAaA2Y | ROSNIAASYSyids (A
2 2 y RS NF dzf ht®:@&vNEoRtlbé.@m/vatch?v=tEfXaM_B4Nc

2120G8SFENRF Ada GKS an2NA GSNY F2NJ bSgNewZeabridy Rd an2 N
in the 1980s, and since that time the term Aoteaora has been used by individuals and groups in a

range of both formal and informal contexts. Sometimes it is used alone and sometimes it used

with the term New Zealand. Throughout this thesimdinly use the term New Zealand but | do

so in a way that acknowledges the politics surrounding the naming of places.

®| use the termsubjectivities over identities,as a way to highlight th&patial imperative of
subjectivity(Probyn 2003)Probyn (203) argues subjectivities are produced, and the site and
space of their production is crucially important. She notes that subjects are interpellated or
YOI £t SR Ay (2 0 Speyifit @eoldgical bystavds. yTAIsSmeand thak gedpt® often
inhahit conflicting and contradictory subjectivities in different spaces and different times.

1


http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tEfXqM_B4Mc

The relationship between heterosexuality and home is widely tekemgranted

4 GKS Wy 2NX®Q L in thisithesisStfisRagyed thadz8espitd 2 Y SR &
widelyK St R 0StASTax GKSNB Aa y20KAYy3 Wyl b dzNJ
heterosexual subjectivities and domestic spaces. Instead, this thesis shows that

the relationship between heterosexuality and home is continually reproduced

and performed throughhe everyday practices of homemaking. The central aim

of the research is to dessentialise and denaturalise heterosexuality. | expose

the performative power of heterosexuality by revealing it as a sexual subjectivity
constructed and reproduced by socigplitical and cultural spatial relations.

Drawing on the lived experiences of 14 heterosexual couples, and in particular

the women in these relationships, who are aged betweerdQ0Oyears, have no

children, and live in Hamilton, New Zealand, | explorewilags in which home is

constructed and experienced at a range of spatial scales. Exploring the mutual
constitution of heterosexuality and home is a strategic move that displaces
ontological assumptions about the naturalness and normality of heterosexuality

(Blum and Nast 1996).

The discipline of geography, in varied and complex ways, reifies heterosexuality

Fa GKS Wyl GdzNF £ Q |yR Wy2N¥FfQ &SEdzZ tAGE
production, is heteronormative (Bell 2009). A lack of critical attentionhe t

domestic spaces and subjectivities of heterosexuality reinforces the
KSGSNRBY2NXI GAGAGE 2F (KS RAAOALEAYSOD af
researched, is a clear representation of the weight of heteronormativity in the
discipline: heterosexualityAsY LJt @ A&y Qi € S3Ao0fS | & &SEdz
implication of ignoring the domestic functions, spaces, bodies and emotions of
heterosexuality is that it remains the dominant and invisible form of sexuality in

relation to home spaces. The heteronortivity of geographical understandings

of home remains intact and unchallenged. Making the relationship between
heterosexuality and home explicit in the production of geographical knowledge

offers a direct challenge to normative assumptions about heteroaktyu It

provides new opportunities for reonceptualising the gendered and sexed body

in geography. Such a challenge encourages a more critical understanding of the



ways in which heterosexual bodies, power and domestic spaces are mutually

constituted.

An important focus of this research is the intersection of love, heterosexuality

and home. | argue that spatialised and embodied concepts of love are crucial for
understanding the relationship between subjectivity and domestic space for

young heterosexual amples, and in particular, young women in heterosexual
relationships. | decided to examine the connections between love,
heterosexuality and home because, as shown in the opening vignette, the
discourses of love are often normatively mapped on to the domestaces and

subjectivities of heterosexuality, and vice versteterosexual love and home
O2yaiAiddziS SFOK 20GKSNJ Fa Wyl (dzNFf QX Wy?2
heterosexuality and the domestic spaces in which it is constituted the
appearance of bgid Wy 2NXIf Q o06SOFdzaS 20S AGaSt T
0A2f 23A0Ff KdzYly SELISNASYOSo a2 KEFEG O2dz ¥
love? We love because of who we atef 2 @3S 2dzad WA AQ¢é OW2KY.
Discourses of nature and naturalness allow the pecas and embodied
SELINASYyOSa 2F KSGSNR&aSEdzrt t20S YR K2Y
dzLl2y @ Wbl (dzN)F f yS&aaQ SESYLIia GKS NBfLFiAzyYy

home from social or political explanation (see also McDowell 1992).

Crucially love plays an important role in heterosexual homemaking and
subjectivity construction processes. Yet, to my knowledge, this has not received

much attention in geographyA gendered politics of knowledge production has

excluded love from geographical dsese. The discipline of geography is

founded upon a mind/body dualism that is gendered/sexed and sexualised
(Longhurst 1997a). This dualism constructs knowledge in a way that privileges

the mind and eclipses the bodysrosz (1989 xiv) argues that the mihds

GNF RAGAZ2Yy I Ete& 0SSy aaz20AFrGiSR gAGK LIR2AA
O2yaOA2dzaySaas AYUSNRA2NRAGES FFOGAGAGE | yF
AYLX AOAGE R |adaz20A10SR ¢AGK yS3lF&GABS GSI
consciousness, passivityy R FTSYAYAyAGede 1a +y SY2GA2
F3a20AF0SR gAGK GKS ANNIGA2YyIf g2N]JAy3Ia
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exclude from its discourse that which is thought to be emotional, irrational,
sensual, private, natural, feminine and ofetlbody.| employ concepts of love
and link them to heterosexuality and home in a strategic move to unsettle the

masculinism of geography (Longhurst 2001; Rose 1993).

My research, then, is an initial response to a lack of attention paid to the
relationshipbetween love, heterosexuality and home. In responding to this lack,
discursive constructions of love come under scrutiny as | highlight the

constitutive relationship between domestic space and heterosexuality.

Feminist geographers have been engaging amittque and reconceptualisation

of the discipline for several decades. | show that research on heterosexuality,

love and home can offer new challenges to, and exciting possibilities for, social,

cultural, feminist, embodied, and emotional geographiesffér a means to re

GKS2NA &S 3IS23aNI LIKe o0& FfSakKAy3d 2dzi GKS Y
explicit in the production of geographical knowledge. Examiriirg ways in

GKAOK y2iA2ya 2F t20S | FFS QlparticyaRy Ay F 2 NY
woY S ¥y Qideas about, and experiences of, horoffers a directchallenge to

heteronormative masculinist, and disembodied geographies.

a® RSOA&A2Y (2 F20dzaA LINAYINARfE& 2y 62YSyQ
home was a conscious and considered ortee @iscourses of love are situated

within a patriarchal and heteronormative framework (Jackson 1993a). As such,
heterosexual women continue to be uncritically associated with love and home.

This association is ideological, in that it helps to prescribedgest roles,

relations and norms and in practice at an everyday level, in that women still

spend more time at home (McDowell 1983a), gain a greater sense of self from
homemaking (Domosh and Seager 2001), and continue to find pleasure and pain

in love and omance (Jackson 1993a). Bringing the relationship between women,
heterosexuality, love and home into question is a political strategy to undercut

the presumed normality and naturalness such an association holds.

This research will contribute to the project of developing a spatialised

understanding of heterosexual love by examining the segpatial practices

4



which produce heterosexual home space and by exploring how subjectivity and

love are spatial processedotcus on the practices of heterosexual love and home

in a way that problematises heterosexuality. In line with scholars who maintain

that emotions are not pragiven, essentialised components of subjectivity, |
LINS&ASYyd |y | LILINEI OK irfotioh BsélfSas jasKas @ch a NS 3 | N
cultural as the conventions which surround it, but which still takes seriously the

4dz0 2SO0 A DS SELISNASYOS 2F t203S¢ oWFHOl1azy |

| have three main research objectives. First, | analyse how heterosexual couples
use thar homes to construct, consolidate, and sometimes undermine their
partnerships and sexual subjectivities. Second, | examine how homes are
normatively heterosexualised through homemaking practices and investigate
how these norms are sometimes resisted. @hir consider the ways in which
notions of love produce heterosexual feminine subjectivities and spatialities of
home. This project therefore seeks to bring together and advance several areas
of work: geographies of sexualities; geographies of home; emaltio
geographies; and feminist and sociological literature on love, romance and sexual
AYOGAYFOed CSYAYyAAlZ LRAGAGNHzOGdzZNI t A&dz |
inform this research. These theories provide me with the tools to conduct a
thorough readig of the competing discourses, social imaginaries and

experiences of heterosexual love and home in contemporary New Zealand.

The homemaking and subjectivity construction processes of couples are
examined at three interconnected sites: body, dwelling andudshold and

beyond. This is because home, as a concept and lived experience, operates
AAYdzZ GFyS2dzate | ONRPaa YdZf GALX S aolkftsSa o.
scale¢ body ¢ is used to provide an embodied reading of the relationship
between corporeaty, love and domestic space. Moving out from the body, the

WY S &@&l@c¢ dwelling ¢ is used to examine the processes of subjectivity
O2yaidNHzOGAZ2Y GAOKAY R2Y&ausehdd addlideyond @ ¢ K S
¢ is used to draw attention to the ways hich households and homemakers

are connected to societal structures beyond the dwelling. Each scale represents a

unique geography of the diverse intersections between heterosexuality, love and

5



home. When taken as a whole, these three scales offer aejnth, focused and
critical appreciation of the complex uses, experiences and constructions of love

and home in New Zealand.

The relationship between heterosexuality, love and home is examined through a
version of feminist poststructuralism that holds onnily to the notion of
materiality (see also Johnston and Longhurst 2010). Using this theoretical
framework means thinking about bodies as socially constructed and represented
0KNRdzZAK fFy3adz23S IyR RAaAO2dzNES & ¢St |
Bodies ... areleeply embedded in psychoanalytic, symbolic and social
processes yet at the same time they are undoubtedly biological,
YFEGSNRAFE FTYR WNBFfQd . 2RAS&a INB |y S¥TF

foundational. They are referential and material, natural andural,
universal and unique (Longhurst 2005a 337).

In this description, it is argued that bodies are simultaneously fleshy, material,

and biological, and are grounded and experienced within political, economic,

cultural and social contexts. Bodies are yniiSNBA SOG A2y 2F GKS Wyl
WOdzft GdzNI £t ®Q ¢ 1 Ay3a GKAA O2yOSLJidzr t A&l GA
[ 2y IKdzZNRG OHAMA HH GeonktiNBaEBXEd bbdyKriSthdl, aA & Y 2
variety of sexed and gendered behaviours can be attached to nwmsatiiferent
02RASaZ Ay RAFFSNByYyUO GAYSa |yR aLl OSaode
1993), which I outline in more detail in chapter 3, is central to understandings of

sexed and gendered bodies as both real and socially constructed. Butler (1990;

1993) conceives of gendered and sexed bodies and subjectivities as the effects of
repeated, everyday practice. She argues that bodies are not fixed by nature and

instead they are acculturated and inscribed by discourse. They are the effect of
repetiion tK & O2y 3SFfta 2@0SNJ GAYS (G2 LINRBRdzOS |

does not mean, however, that bodies are completely culturally construtted.

4 Multiple versions of feminist poststructuralism have been used by geographers in order to
challenge ideas about the body as a natural given. Moss and Dyck (2002stémce, examine
GKS tA@Sa 2F 62YSYy 6A0K OKNBYAO AffySaao ({
ALIANRGAZ €2 YFOSNAFE |yR RAaOdzNAE X199%6) lodks 4t ithé A 2
spaces2 T 62 YSy Qa 0 2HeRowndw), fedhAayitEod dedtafflises the mind/body
dualism by drawing on a framework that acknowledges discursive formatidmateriality and
takes into consideration spatial, temporal and cultural corgext

6
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Bodies have an undeniable biological certainty about them and always exist with

political, economic, social andultural ideological and material spaces (see

Nelson 1999 for a discussion on the limits of performativity). Gendered, sexed

and sexualised bodies require examination and explanation because there is no
WNBIFfQ YFGSNARIET 02Re& 2 yeseit&iéns & golSieskt Y R | Y F
the other.

Wdza i +Fa 02RAS&E FINB aSESRzI a2 (22 FNB (KS
(1990; 1993) notion of performativity lends itself well to understanding the ways

in which the spaces of everyday life are produced andgoeed through the

iteration of sexually embodied social practices. As Bretwval., (2007 4) argue:

GaLllh 0Sas HKSUKSN) aSEdz t AaSRY KSGSNRaSEd
constituted through enactment and contestation of nhorms or appropriate sexual

coy RdzOiz S@Sy 6KSNB GKS &SE FO0G AG&asStT YI
sexualised spaces are neither fixed nor temporally stable. Instead, they change

over time and space according to sexualised and gendered norms. An analysis of
heterosexuality, ten, cannot ignore the sexed and sexualised nature of home. In

this respect, there must be room for reconceptualising the relationship between

heterosexuality and home as fluid, partial and performative.

| SGSNR&aSEdzZ f AGe A& aO2lyfised Addz€abl éategosy; | 02 K
4 dzy AGSNEIET YR Y2y2f AGKAOE O6wAOKIFNRazy
heterosexuality emerged as a concept in 1870 when it was considered in relation

to homosexuality. Since this time, heterosexuality has been thgemnic,

normative sexuality and it underpins a variety of social relations and institutions,

including marriage and family. The idea of monogamous procreative; $be

quintessential sexual aaf is central to the naturalisation of heterosexuality

(Valertine 1993a). This sexual act is fundamentally based on the notion that
opposites attract and that desire is the want for the Other and confirmation of

GKS {StF¥o LG Aa O2YyYzyfte o06StASOSR GKI G
difference, thatis, sexda I G G NI OG0 A2y 200dzNB Wy (dzNJ f £ &



male and female bodiesThere have been discussions, for example, by Hubbard

(2000) and Blum and Nast (1996), about the ways in which ideas surrounding the

WjdAy (i SaaSydalt Q adekbdekublity toGiset &f lp@dnatitlE R dzO S F
social relations devoid of any erotic value. Hubbard (2000 197) explains that
heterosexuality has become &@NR 1 A OA 8SR 0SSOl dzaS a&SEdzl £ A
WKAIKSND LIzNLI2 & SHe dnakdsS the> poithal disbdBrsed df2 y 0 @ €
morality have naturalised the idea that sex must be a significant and emotionally
meaningful exchange between two oppositely sexed bodies with the aim of

building a family. In other words, heterosex, when it takes place between a
heterosexual couple in the loving spaces of their home, typically euphemised as

Wi 2@3SYF1{Ay3aQs O2yadAiddziSa O2dzJ Sa Fa W
WE LILINRLINA F St eQ &SESR | yJohnsanS S 8B R & dzo «
SELX I AyayY a2 KSy Ybseful,ikected, At @iigto codstlidate &  LIdzNL
a2 Y S Kisgbarseg of love legitimise and naturalise certain heterosexual

practices, pleasures and bodies. Heterosex for any gthepose, according to
institutionalised heterosexual notions of love, is deem&d be outside the

bounds of normality and morality.

Geographers have shown that the naturalisation of heterosexuality means that it

Aad | aadzySR (2 0SS SOSNBGOKSNBE FyR |G GKS
space and heterosexual desire are all pervasivgust there. Heterosexual
subjectivity is ubiquitous and therelylaceless (Binnie 2001 107, emphasis in

original). The ubiquitous and takdar-granted nature of heterosexuality means,

that in many ways, it is thought to be aspatial and asexual. Nast (1993

explains:

® Queer theorists have convincingly argued ttia¢ idea ofheterosexual relationshigpas‘HaturalQ

expressios of sexualdesire for the Other haveshaped popular understanding®f gay and

lesbian relationships. Valentin€l993a),for example, talksabout the ways in which lesbian

relationships are deemed temulate heterosexual couples, withV o dzii O K supp@saflly

taking up the role of the dominant male partner and femininavomen playing the submissive

female partner. Queetheorisingk & ' f 82 KAIKE AIKGSR GKS glea Ay gf§
comes undoneRellet al., 1994).



heterosexuality is constructed as benign and/or asexual. By benign, |

YSIy GKIFG KSGSNRASEQa y2NXYIGAGBS Lzt A
innocent, natural, or unremarkable: (typically white) hetarouples

kissing in parks, placing a public advin a local newspaper for a

hetero-mate; the public predominance of heterosexual dating

agencies; and promotional tourism images of affectionate

heterosexual couples, often scantily clad, sipping pina coladas or

wading through blue waters with small aiven in tow, are simply

not perceived as racy or even sexy.

The naturalisation of heterosexuality structures the spaces of everyday life.

+ f SYGAYyS omdpdc mMpno>X RNIgAy3a 2y . dzif S
performances of hegemonic asymmetrical genddentities and heterosexual

desires congeal over time to produce the appearance that the street is normally

I KSGSNRaSEdzZ t &LJ OSdé { LI OS IyR 62RASA
effect of repetition. Asymmetrical and complimentary gender rolesirdef

constructions and performances of heterosexual masculinity and femininity.

Like the street, home is a takdaor-granted space of heterosexuality.
Geographers have shown that home is a heterosexualised space with normative

ideas about the formation and use of domestic space idealised in public policy

and popular culture (Blunt andowling 2006; GormaMurray 2007a). The
naturalisation of heterosexuality and home has profound impacts on the ways in

which people live their lives and experience social and sexual spaces (Hubbard

2000). In contemporary Western societies social imagesarand political
RAaAO2dz2NESAE 2F K2YS KI @S O2yadaradadziSR KS
Heteronormative narratives and practices of love and sexuality are implicated in

0KS RSTFAYAOGAZ2Y 2F gKIFG O2yaidAiddziSa K2YS
domestic Wes. The dominant scripting of love has been in terms of monogamous
heterosexual coupling, institutionalised in marriage (VanEvery 1996) and
idealised in social imaginaries of home. Indeed, notions of home continue to be

bound up with the practices, formand experiences of heterosexual love and

romance.

The implications of such ideals are widenging and deeply felt. It means that

sexual subjectivities, relationships and homemaking practices other than those

9
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abnormal and perversdn addition, the heterosexualisation of home masks the

constructs of heterosexual love. As Johnston (2006) argues, however,
KSGSNR&aSEdzZ tAdGe yR AGa aLl O0Sa weydS y2 U
are jointly produced and mutually constituted through performance and

practice. The activities, spaces and embodied practices of love and daily
domestic living comprise the focus of this project. It is argued that the ordinary

practices and performams of home are one of the ways that heterosexual

bodies that love and/the domestic spaces they occupy are brought into being.

Homes are normatively heterosexualised through homemaking practices and
discursive constructs of love. Yet, such gendered andasieed norms are

continually negotiated, contested and resisted.

Geographers interested in the construction and lived experiences of home are

yet to include an explicit interrogation of heterosexuality. Most studies of home

have brushed over the functionsf heterosexuality, although it has been

rightfully argued that social imaginaries of home are heterosexualised and this

greatly impacts on the lives of ndreterosexuals (Gormakiurray 2007b;

Johnston and Valentine 1995). As the unmarked norm, heter@digxuis

assumed to be the focus of most studies of home. Yet, there is actually very little

work which explores how homes become heterosexualised through embodied
performance and practice (although see Robingbral., 2004; Thomas 2004).

The heteronormatwity and masculinism of geographical discourse means that

the everyday practices of heterosexual subjecthood, particularly those aspects

which are linked to embodiment and emotiomsincluding love, romance and

intimacy ¢ are rarely mentioned in studiesfo K2YS® | SGSNRaSEdz ¢
everyday practices of home are a central part of the fabric which makes up
contemporary society but are often takdor-I3 NJ Yy G SR & Wy 2NXIfQ |

and as such are undeesearched and not welinderstood Johnston and

e

2y 3IKdzZNBG ovHnmn pdpo | NHdZSY aK2YS Aa | NAC
aSE YR &aSEdzZ tAdedé ¢KSe OFff FT2NJ Y2NB ¢
0S5G06SSy LXI0OS:z &L OS IyR aSE IFa | ¢l & 27
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seeking to investigate the love lives of a small group of heterosexual couples who
live in Hamiltong and the women of these couples in particué@rargue that the

ordinary, banal and mundane practeef homemaking need to be addressed.

The ways in which homes function as sites of sexual subjectivity and relationship
formation for heterosexual couples is an undgudied area in geography. This
research attempts to address this knowledge gap and ade@eographical work

on heterosexuality and home. In this thesis, the subject of love is used to
examine the ways in which heterosexual relationships, and in particular,
feminine subijectivities, are constructed, practiced and negotiated in domestic
settings. The attention given to heterosexual homemaking and relationship
activities offers a direct challenge to naturalised notions of heterosexuality. It
enhances current understandings of home by revealing and teasing out the co

constituted relationship betwen heterosexuality, love and domestic space.

Thesis outline

In this introductory chapter | have established the need for a more thorough
examination of the links between heterosexuality, love and home. The

relationship between heterosexuality, love andrhe has long been conceived of

Fad WylFddz2NF £ Q FYR Wy2NXYIFfoeQ | SG L | NBdZS

of heterosexuality are continually (re)produced through the everyday practices
and performances of homemaking at a variety of spatial scalesetting out to
undermine the implicit correlation between heterosexuality, love and home |
have outlined the main aims of the research: to analyse how heterosexual
couples use their homes to constitute and consolidate their sexual subjectivities
and interpersonal relationships; to examine how homemaking practices both
conform to and resist heteronormativity; and to consider the ways in which
notions of love produce normative heterosexual feminine subjectivities and
spatialities of homeThe overall aim fthis thesis, then, is to show that the
relationship between heterosexuality, love and home is mutually defining and

O2yaitAitdziA@®S Fa 2LIIRASR (G2 a2YSGKAyYyS3
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aims to challenge aspatial and asexual conceptionsheibrosexuality. The
remainder of this thesis is concerned with exploring the diversity and complexity

of heterosexual love by focusing on three particular spatial scales of home.

In chapter 2 | locate the research within a N&ealandspecific socieultural
O2yGSEl® L R2 (KA& (G2 | @2AR dzyADBSNEIf AaA
Ad aAiddzZ GSR gAUKAY 6ARSNI RSolFiSa 2y (KS
dzy RS NI -MubrgyNdydl.y2008). | also begin to situate myself in the

research; a procesof critical reflection which helps to ensure that | remain a

constant presence throughout this thesis.

Chapter 3 extends the argument that geographical discourse is couched largely

within a heteronormative framework. In order to expose and contest
geogrdJK @ Qa KSGSNRY2NXIFGAGAGET L ONAy3d (213
bodies of scholarship: geographies of home; geographies of sexualities;
geographies of emotion; and sociological and feminist literature on love,
romance and intimacy. The material rewied in this chapter illustrates the

notion that home is a sexualised space, in particular a heterosexualised space,

but not in the sense thatitisprB A @Sy S Wyl Gdz2NI £ Q 2NJ Wy 2 NI f
this scholarship creates a space within the disegliof geography to
problematise discursive constructions of love and home. It affords the
opportunity to challenge naturalised and normalised notions of heterosexuality

that continue to dominate geographical discourse.

Methodologies are the focus of chapte4. The research is informed by
qualitative feministinspired research methods. Four interconnected phases of
research¢ joint and individual interviews, solicited diaries and self directed
photography, followup interviews, and evaluation questionnaireswvere used

to access the everyday geographies of heterosexual love and home. | reflect on
the motivations for, and critiques of, using these research methods. The process
of analysis is outlined and | critically reflect upon the interpersonal dynamics of

intimate research relationships. | bring the chapter to a close by considering my

12
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play an important role in the construction of geographical knowledge.

Chapter 5 examines éhbody as an important site of homemaking. The body is
the closest and most immediate of geographical spatial scales. | consider a
multiplicity of homemaking practices that occur at the site of the body, including
the feelings, emotions and sensations of’/é and the ways in which they are
talked about, the expressions and spaces of physical affection and intimacy, and
the presence of corporeal and domestic dirt, in order to highlight the constitutive
relationship between heterosexual corporeality and horhbis chapter provides

an embodied account of heterosexual love and home.

The specific materialities of the dwelling are the topic of chapter 6. | examine the
ways in which heterosexual love and subjectivity are constructed within
domestic space. | makeisible the links between discourses of love and
homemaking practicesby focusing on thematerial, tangible and visible
articulations of heterosexual love within the dwellinig. particular, | focus on
issues of privacy and negotiated use of shared domestic spaces, the creation and
enactment of domestic activities and routines, and the accumulation and
arrangement of material domestic objects. The empirical data discussedsin th
chapter points to the various ways home, love and subjectivity construction

operate at the level of the everyday, banal, and mundane.

Chapter 7 focuses on homemaking practices at the scale of household and
beyond. It is argued that households and homéera are connected to, and
constituted by, wider relations of social, cultural, political and economic power.
This chapter draws on empirical data to examine the ways in which subjectivities,
space, place and broader power relations intersect to producterbsexual
bodies, love, and home spaces. Issues of housing tenure are examined. Home
ownership and renting are the dominant forms of housing tenure in New
Zealand. Practices of household consumption are considered. The consumption
of domestic goods blurghe public and private boundaries of home and links

homemakers to processes of power beyond the dwelling. In this chapter (and in

13
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the thesis as a whole) | thus draw on, and contribute to, geographical arguments

about the multiscalarity of home and homemaug.

In chapter 8, | bring the argument to a close and suggest avenues for future
research. revisit the research objectives and summarise the main arguments. In
looking forward, | suggest how the themes explored in this thesis might be
adapted and develped in order to expand the relatively small body of work
which seeks to explore the constitutive relationship between heterosexuality,

love and home.

14



CHAPTER 2
WhdzNJ 8G2NASaAT 2dzNJ aLJ O0Sa |yR LJ I OSac

The editors of a special issue gaographies of sexuality and gender in Australia

YR bS¢ %SItlyR FNHdzZSY aDS23aNI LIKAOFE VY3
centred in the Angld YSNRA OF y 02 y-Nusrayétéal., 20T3 237) Neyw
“BSIFflyRQa o6FyR ! dza GNI f A lbod physicalydand A 2y |
discursively, means that most studies on gender and sexuality are excluded from,

or subsumed within, Anglophonic geographies. There is an abundance of exciting

and groundbreaking research by Australasian geographers on the spatial
dimensions of gender and sexuality. Unfortunately, this work is yet to be fully
recognised and made use of in wider international scholarly debates. In the

F FGSNB2NR 2F GKS aLISOAFf A&aadzsSzI [ 2y 3IKdzNA
G2 GStf ez WAENR SxELI 0Sa | yR LI F O0Sadé

The papers in the special issue mentioned abbwas well as specialist

conference sessiofsind other publications (Johnston and Longhurst 2010) have
challenged the domination of Anglmerican research. They have brought

WR2day RSN 3IS23aNI LIKASE 2F &SEda tAGASE | yR
centre. Importantly, however, these dowmder geographies do not ignore our
L2aAdA2y 0 GKS WYINBHAYyaQd® DS23ANI LIKAOLf
dzy RSN & 2 T T fehpectines Fané Ndoypts for studying and

°A range of themes, topics and theoretical frameworks are used and examined in this special

issue For example, Abblitt (2008) explores the connections between movement and coming out

in the works of gay Australian author David Mokiéntlyn (2008) examines gay men and lesbhian

O2 dzLJX SQa R galugaa(#oaspusds hatidhs of affect and desire to explore the relations
0SG6SSy NI OSz &SEdzZ tAade yR YI &OdMukraggX20a@Ba) Ay { &8 Ry ¢
looks at therelationship between masculinity and home; Johnston and Longhurst (2008) focus

attention on researching and teaching sexuality in Australasia; Luzia (2008) looks asesame

LI NBYyGAy3aT aldf Sty onnnyov F20dzasSa 2y gPwSyQa SELXE
(2008) interrogates the shifting discourses of inclusion/exclusion which surround gay bathhouses

in Sydney; Prior and Cusack (2008) examine the intersections of sexual and spiritual subjectivities

Ay {@RySeqQa 3JIre& ol (KK? i ®anging wezdakiofid regutatiomof 0 f 221 &
Oxford Street in Sydney; and, Waitt and Warren (2008) look at masculinities and surfing.

" At the 2009 Institute of Australian Geographers Conference and the 2010 New Zealand
Geographical Society with Institute ofugtralian Geographers Conference I, with colleagues,

2NHIFI yAaSR alLlSOAlIftAad aSaaizya GKIFG O2yaARSNBR 3S
dzy RSN @
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production as unique and distinct. In saying this, lrat seek to privilege or

celebrate Australasian geographical knowledge, nor do | sealddhem to the

centre. Like the papers in the special issue I:

offer a corrective to AnglAmerican centrism in geographical work
on sexuality because sometimes the differences between Anglo
American and Australasian geographical contexts are
understandably¢ not known or recognised by our Anghanerican
colleagues (Goran-Murray et al.,, 2008 239).

Using Hamilton, New Zealand as the specific geographical location, | explore 14
K2YSYI 1SNARQ OdzZciAY R I NBRALISOIHdeOfcA 8 SR |y
understandings and experiences of love and home. Embedding this discussion

wil KAy  aLISOATAO aSidAy3a Aa ONHzOALE G2
as universal. Although New Zealand is influenced by global trends demonstrated

in such things as lifestyle medighese trends are mediated and shaped through

a sociespatial context to create something specific to New Zealand. Meanings

are contingent on the specific temporal and spatial context in which they

develop. In order to understand more fully the homemaking and relationship

activities of some couples in Hamilton, tlsisidy is set within a framework that

takes into account specific features of the New Zealand context.

Houses and housing in New Zealand

In New Zealand, social norms, governmental strategies and Homaecing

practices are linked to suburban housing,atieed living, and the heterosexual

ydzOft SI NJ FlLYAf& F2NY¥Yo t SNJAya yRP¢CK2NY A
RNBIFIYQ 2F [ OldzZANRY3I | FlLYAf& K2YS Ay (GK¢

® Lifestyle mediancludes books, magazines, bgites, and radio and televisi@hows that focus
on topics such as coeky, gardening, travel and home improvement.

¢KS GSNN WYABAQ Aa L+ O2ff2ldzAlt (S NaMeredce.i Sy dza SR
The name derives from the Kiwi, a flightless bird, which is native to, and a national symbol of,
New Zealand.
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governmental policies. Subsidised loans and mortgage progranpaes;ularly

Ay (GKS wmppna YR wmMdpcnaI &adzZII2NISR GKS K
families with financial support when purchasing, altering and/or paying off of a
K2dzaS® ¢KS FAYa 2F adzOK LRtAOASa 6SNB
Zealanders whditted into mainstream social and economic lifeitizens who

GSNB Wyl GdzNF tfeQ LINI 2F | KSGSNRaSEdz f
home ownership. Since this time, suburban New Zealand has largely been made

up of proud homeowners who enjoy a hombased leisure lifestyle (Mackagy

al.,, 2007). The influence of these ideologies, which came to the fore in the late

19" century, can still be seen today. Contemporary New Zealand society still

attaches notions of social respectability and achievement to home ownership.

The layout of houses in New Zealand also reflects government strategies and

social norms about the prested naturalness and normality of heterosexuality.

New Zealand homes embody idealised notions of the heterosexual family and
ISYRSNBR y2NXad G5S@OSt2LISNBRZ | NOKAGSOGaA
200dzLIr yGa 2F K2dzaSa I NBE Y§&wst399&%152.F |y dz
Figures on household composition from the 2006 Census, however, indicate that

the proportion of households consisting of couples with children is decreasing,

whilst the proportion of households comprising couples without children is

increasing (Statistics New Zealand 2010).

Houses in New Zealand are typically detached dwellings and include a lounge,
family room, dining roomc often in an operplan layout® ¢ laundry, three

bedrooms and one or two bathrooms (figure 1).

% In recent years, pen-plan living has become common in nations where suburban living
predominates, for example, Australia, Canada and the United States, where not only are the
connections between family, familial subjectivity and open plaing deeply ingrained in
ideologies of home, but the growing size of newly constructed houses allows for relatively large
living areas (Dowling 2008).
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Figure 1. Floor plan of a 'typical' New Zealand house. Reproduced with permission from
Versatile Buildings 2010

The arrangement and organisation of rooms within a house assume specific

social relations:

Assumptions about nucled@milies and that their members will want
to spend all their time together (in the family room), that couples do
not want a room and/or bathroom for each partnesnd that two or
three rooms will be occupied by children are built into most homes.
In this way, suburban homes are valorised as sites of
heteronormative relations (Johnston and Longh@81.0 43).

Johnson (1992 45), drawing on Australlzased examples, similarly argues that
many Western dualisms and cultural assumptions are built into houses,

particularly:

the need for enclosure and privacy behind four walls ... the existence
and relative importance of spatially separating public and private,
front and back, collective and individual spacewhich, in turn, are
highly structured by gender, stadu and assumptions about
heterosexuality, family form and interaction.
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In New Zealand houses that have three or more bedrooms, it is common for one

2T GKS NeB2Ya G2 oS fIFNHSN (KIy (KS 20§KSN
bedroom and is designed to lshared by a presumably heterosexual couple. The

two smaller bedrooms are typically designed for the children (ideally one boy

and one girl). Johnston and Longhurst (2010, see also Longhurst 1999) rightly

make the point that the design of many New Zeal&wodises do not fit the needs

2F Ala AYyKFIoAdGlydao a{dzOK K2dzaSa R2 yz2i
families, groups of young people sharing, single parents, elderly people sharing,
couples who each want a bedroom, or almost any group other thaaditional

ydzOt SI NJ FI YAf@é oW2Kyalzy FyYyR [2y3IKdz2NREI
needs of many New Zealanders, and in particular, several of the couples in this
research, if they contained a number of medisimed bedrooms, as opposed to

one large ad two smaller rooms.

Real estate advertisements in newspapers, and more recently on the internet,

provide useful examples of the heterosexualisation of domestic spamenson

1992; Johnston and Gregg 200B) New Zealand, advertisements for buying and

selling houses often draw on heterosexual relations and gendered norms. It is
LINS&dzYSR GKFG 06d2@SNER gAftft glyd | LI NIAC
normative gendered and sexed assumptions. N&A 2 dza Of A OKS & & dzOK |
FlLYAf & @I t dePranibte hatiBs aszdedlRed 8ites of heterosexuality

and the nuclear family (Johnston and Gregg 200@y advertisements refer to
WFFYAfE K2YSaQ>x Wil NBS aSOiAz2ya F2N GKS
WA LI OA2dza 3 NI IS 3 adadNdnh@rmeRencvdiiontafddDNE A a | ¢
LINEP2SOGa ¢AGK atz23Fya adzOK a WNRLS F2N
RNEBI Y®PQ C2NJ YIyeé K2 Y3&meddyer§ N pordntNagl A Odzf | N
0S Fo6fS G2 UGNIXyaFT2N) | WK hoxe Eefovatiofisi 2 | WK
(Mackayet al., 2007).

'DIY is shorthand for Bie-Yourself. This term refers primarily to home renovations projects. |
disaiss DIY in more detail chapters 6 and 7.
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In New Zealand, home renovations and DIY are important homemaking activities

(Cox 2010; Mackagt al., 2007; Perkins and Thorns 2003). While statistics are

difficult to locate, it has been suggested that New Zealanders are more likely to

be involved in DIY than any other country in the Western world (Maeka/.,

2007). The origins of DIY in New Zedlame rooted in the colonial era where

early European settlers obtained land, cleared bush, designed and built their own

houses. During this period, cultural values such as-dsgérmination,
resourcefulness, practicality and physical ability became dgeeptbedded in

bSé wSIflIyRQa ylriAz2zylft LJA&OKS IyR idl OK
masculinity (Mackayet al, 2007; Mansvelt 2005). With the spread of
suburbanisation and home ownership, particularly in 1950s and 1960s, DIY

became a popular pagtme for many New Zealanders. As Perkins and Thorns
(200143nn0 BNAGST GKSaS OKIFNIOGSNRataoda 27F |

encouraged many homeowners to develop:

a special type of relationship with their houses, which has seen them
continually removating and changing the physical shape of house and
garden ¢ painting the roof or the house, putting up and staining
fences, extending the living areas or building on rumpus rooms.

While DIY in New Zealand is traditionally associated with men and auartic
form of hegemonic masculinity, there is evidence to suggest that women are
increasindy involved in DIY. One survey found, for example, that 61 percent of
women have taken on DIY projects and increasingly DIY goods are being
designed and marketed to amen (Mackayet al., 2007). Perkins and Thorns
(2003) talk about DIY as playing an integral role in shaping the lives of many New
Zealanders, including leisure patterns, gendered roles and subjectivities.
[ A1S6AaST Ay (KSANI alidoees anl percdpfioNstofiDIYK 2 Y S 2 &
Mackayet al, (2007) found that family members and friends enjoy DIY as a
shared activity. What is clear from the above discussion is that DIY, in New
Zealand, is about more than simply the ability (or not) to alter the mays
structure of a dwelling. Instead, for New Zealand homeowners, DIY is linked to
their sense of self and their subjectivities. It helps to shape their emotional
connection and feelings of belonging to their house.
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Hamilton, New Zealand

Hamilton is locatd in the North Island of New Zealand, approximately 100km
a2dziK 2F (KS RAuckadd/(f@@re2).r NBESad OAGe
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Figure2: Map of New Zealand. Source Max Oulton, 2010

Hamilton is situatedn the Waikato region on the banks of the Waikato River. It

has an estimated population of 129,249 and is the largest inland centre as well as

GKS ylLiA2yQa F2d2NIK fFNBSad OAGe o{dFiGAa
1864 by Imperial Army troopsY At AGALF yR aSaadt SNaA 2y (¢
aSH0fSYSYGY YANRMT]ANAR deBupation frid ygiofth e& Sy =t |

continued, with extensive periods of development following the Second World

Ptn | NBFSNE G2 2KAGS bSs »SEHEEFYRSNA 2F 9dzNRLISEHY F
more detail further on in the chapter.
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War (Gibbons 1977y Hamilton is suburban in character and surrounded by land

used mainly for dairy farm production.

Hamilton is made up of 47 suburbs. Johnson (2006a 261) explains that suburbs,

in Australia, are founded upon:

the idea of a single storied, freestanding dwedlion a relatively large
allotment, in a mainly residential area, with strong local identity and
limited governance, located midway between the city and rural lands,
where women tend to children and community while their husbands
journeyed elsewhere for pd work.

Suburbs in New Zealand represent similar spatial ideals. Figure 3 is a map of
| I YAt G2Y B6KAOK NRdAZAKE& ARSYOGATAS™ GKS

a

NEFRAY3I 2F LINIAOALIYy(GaQ €201t spaiBl & Ol y

makeup of Hamilton.

Suburbs in the northern part of the city, such as Horsham Downs and Rototuna,
are rapidly expanding. They are some of the most newly established suburbs on
the edge of the city. Allotment sizes in these suburbs tend to be smaller than the
more established areas nearer the city centre. Many young families;tifinst

home buyers and retirees live in the northern suburbs. Houses in this area are
WSl @gS G2 SI@SQ $KAOK adaA3asadta + Y20S
gardens. The eastern suburbds@located on the outskirts of the city, are more
established. These include Fairview Downs and Silverdale, areas which tend to be
associated with low to middle income earners, house owners and renters.
Suburbs in the west and south west of Hamilton aimilarly areas of lower
sociceconomic status. Suburbs in the south and south east of the city, where
the majority of participants live, including Hillcrest, Silverdale, and Hamilton East,
are weltestablished. These suburbs are diverse in their sociakrapk Because

of the availability of local amenities including schools and shopping centres, they

® There is very little scholarly work published on Hamilton, at any given hiatanoment. See
Gibbons (1977) and Rule (2007) fodiepth descriptions and analyses of Hamilton within specific
historical contexts.

“eg2 SyadNB by2yevAale L KE@S y2i ALISOATASR (KS
included their names.
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are popular suburbs for (nuclear) families. The style of hogdmsngalows and
other character villag in these areas also means that they are sought dfter
young professionals and people interested in home renovations. The location of
the University of Waikato in Hillcrest means that there are pockets of student
accommodation, primarily three or four bedroom houses, which are rented to

students in that subrb.
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Figure3: Map of suburbs in Hamilton and the approximate location of participants' houses.
Produced by Max Oulton, 2010

I ' YAT G2y Qaas an2utblani spae” within a rural basjnmeans that
idealised notions of rurality, heterosexuality and hegemonic gendered
expectations and norms are deeply ingrained in local discourse and impact on
the spaces and practices of everyday life. Research shbats many rural

communities continue to be founded upon takéor-granted and rigid
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heteronormative gendered structures and relations (Little 2003; 2007). As

argued earlier, normative notions about heterosexuality are maintained and
reproduced through therepetition of everyday practice and social imaginaries

6. dzif SNI MmppnT wmMppovd ¢KS CASEtRIF&az F2NJ
%SEFfFYyRQA AO2YyAO FINNAYA S@OSyYyiGé O6CASERI &,
aims to bring together both buyers andlees of agricultural products and is

believed to be the largest agricultural event in the southern hemisphere (Fieldays

2010). The Fieldays (re)produce a particular form of normative heterosexuality

which emphasises traditional characteristics of masdaylirand femininity

deemed important in rural communities. Likewisepublic monument which is

situated on Victoria Street at the north end of the main shopping steipbrates
andreproduces  YAf 12y Qa O2y aSNWAgue)PS FI NYAYyIT KS

Figure4: Photo of the Farming Family on Victoria Street, Hamilton. Photograph by Gamay Morrison

az2ydzySyida aYAIKEG &aSSY G2 FdzyOlGAazy €I NBST
are intended to commemorate what we value and to instruct us in our heritage
GKNRdzZaK @AaArAofS SELINBaaAiAzya 2y GKS fIyRa&

is of a tall strong mawith a toddler (most likely a boy) sitting on his shoulders, a
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slender woman holding an infant (most likely a girl), a cow, a sheep, and a dog

(animals that have become synonymous with rural New Zealand). Longhurst

(1999) notes that the monument is meatat be typical of contemporary, as well

as past, settler farming families in the area. It, according to Longhurst (1999),

both celebrates and unsettles traditional depictions of gender and sexuality. On

the one hand, the monument represents a direct chadje to normative
ISYRSNBR RSLAOGA2ya 2F dz2NBFy &Ll OS 06SOl dz
G2 WLREAGAOFIEQ tAFTS YR AG RSLAOGA | NE
other hand, the monument is also highly traditional because it valorises
heteNE 8 SEdzt t Aiés ydzOf SI NI FIF YAfASET (NI RAGA
colonisation of the area. The farming family monument both reflects and
NEAYT2NOSE | I YAftG2yQa O2yaSNBI GADBS Tl NXYA

Yet, material and discursive practices which serve tduralise sites of
heterosexuality are neither fixed nor stable. Instead, they are always subject to
contestation and negotiation. With the increasing presence of queer spaces, such

as the gayowned and gayf NA Sy Rt & vy Av@vShihénizdtcludldo§zA y SQ 0
0KS 1jdzSSNJ Y20Af S wiv.glameBoiny aatidedargtiddnze YT Q 6

statue of the character Riff Raff (figure 5), a crdesssing character from the

cult film and musicallhe Rocky Horror Picture Shewww.riffraffstatue.org,™
| YA (2-geual lagdic@pe B beginning to change.

Johnston and Longhurst (2010 3) chose the Riff Raff statue as the cover image for

their bookSpace, Place and S@exS Ol dza S AU aAff dzaA NI §Sa (KS
0502YS &SEdza ft AaSRYX AyOfdzRSRXI 2NJ SEOf dzRS
Johnston and Longhst (2010 3) note that what makes the Riff Raff statue so

significant is that it displaces the idea that public monuments have to be
GKSOGSNRBY2NXI GADBSSE O2YYSY2NI (S> FyR OSf Sc
¢CKS &adlddzS 2F wWATF wl FshreetgaBdNdodiestdii®s |j dzSS N

heteronormativity.

' The decision for Hamilton City to support a statue of Riff Raff was hotly contested. Support for
its erection prevailed, however, and the statue has been an important figure in the centre of
I'FYAfG2yQa YyAIKGEATFS FyR OFFS OdzZ G§dzZNBE aAy OS HAannc
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http://www.shinenightclub.co.nz/
http://www.glamz.co.nz/
http://www.riffraffstatue.org/

Figure5: Statue of Riff Raff on Victoria Street, Hamilton. Photograph by Cakey Morrison
Locating the researcher

Here, | think it is timely to acknowledge my positionthis research. | live in

Hamilton. | have spent the majority of my life here, apart from a few stints

0N} @St ftAy3a YR fAQAY3I 20SNBRSIaAa® L Y GKd
K2dzaAy3as K2YS YR K2YSYF1AYy3 hkegearthr YAT G2V
in other significant ways. | am a 26 year old, didelied, NewZealandborn

tn1SKn 62YFIyd L ARSYyGATFe | & KS-te®NR&SEddZ -
monogamous relationship. My partner and | jointly own a house where we live

together along wih a flatmate'® We do not have any children. In this research,

GKSYZ L Y 620K G4KS WNBaSI NOKSNR | yR

[@==N
ey
u»

®InNNewzea t YRS YSYOSNA 2F | &KINBR K2dzaSK2t R FNB Gé@L
to roommates or housemates). Flatmates, usually between two and eight people, live together in

a collective household arrangemerdénd often divide up living costsThis ype of living

FNNJ y3ISYSyid Aa OFfttSR WFEIFGGAYyaIdQ L RAAOdzaa Ff b i
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l'a Iy WAYAARSNR Ay (KAa NBaSIHFNODK L R2 y:
and sexual cultures which are the focus of this thelsisannot exist outside the

discourses of heterosexuality, love and home that organise contemporary social

life. Growing up | have been continuously exposed to images in the media and

popular culture which present an ideal version of heterosexual lovehamde.

This material has helped me to make sense of my life and position(s) in the

world. | recognise the personal and public privileges that go with identifying as

heterosexual.

As | began to think through this topic in relation to my own experiences, |
expected to find geographical literature from which to begin to think critically
about heterosexuality, love, romance and home. My tertiary education equipped
YS 6AGK GKS oAfAGe (G2 OKItfSy3aS | a&aadzyL,
Wy I { dzNJ fifyihg @n@ undeRnB1yigihomophobic, heterosexist, masculinist
and racist discourses within the academy and beyond. A naturalised and
unquestioned heterosexuality lies at the heart of all spatialised social difference,
discrimination and inequality (Blum andlast 1996). Yet, | found little
geographical work which explicitly examines heterosexualitits practices,
pleasures, routines, bodily desires and disgusts, spaces and subjectivities. It is
within this context, then, that I, as a woman in a heterosexe#dtionship, set

about attempting to problematise heterosexuality from within.

wwi 08QF SGKYyAOAGE FyR Odf (GdzNI £ 5d2028 06 A &

bSé %SItlryR Aada |y SGKYyAOlIfftes WNIOALTL T &
New Zealand (2010) defines ethity in New Zealand in terms of five broad
SGKYAO 3ANRdAzLIAY 9dzNRBLISIY 2NJ 204KSNJ ¢6KAGS b
Asian; Middle Eastern/Latin/American/AfricariVhite New Zealanders of

European descent, typically known a8t n { Sdtrm @& dominant and

hegemonic ethnic group in New ZealatdK S (G SNY Wt n1SKnQ A& K)
0{LIR2yfSe mMphpoOP C2NJ a2YS HRAGHI1EESL %R&I

political stance:
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In recognition of the complexities of their national heritage, some
white New Zalanders ... have begun to develop a more -self
conscious cultural politics of identity ... this has involved a
NEO23AyAGA2Yy 2F an2NR &a208SNBAIyies (NR:
seltdevelopment (Jackson 1998 102).
This is not to suggest, however, that there is a universal commitment to
0AOdzf GdzNF £t AaY Ay !'20SIENRF® {2YS tn]1SKn N

the terms European or Caucasian (Johnston 2005a).

¢KS GSNY tn{SKn RSYy2(5:30 Q@WISEAFAD BT
2005a)'’ Recent work in human geography has seen a growth of interest in
whiteness (Bonnett 1997; Jackson 1998; Johnston 2005a; McGuinness 2000). Like

other studies on categories of social and cultural difference, studies oémdss

seek to problematise it as a social construction while retaining a critical
awareness of its material embodiments and affects. Embedded in this approach

is an understanding of the complex and contsgecific ways! NI OSQ Ay (i SNA &
with gender, sexand classed subjectivitie3his body of work has emerged in
NBalLlyasS (G2 GKS NBfIIGABS F06aSyO0S 2F aidzR
and ethnicity. Like other dominant categoriesmasculinity, heterosexuality,
able-bodiedness¢ whiteness is arunmarked and invisible categoryn other

g2NRa> ¢KAGS LIS2LX S INB GeLAOrftte yz2iad RS
I NBdzSaY aWgKAGSYySaaQ 02YSa G2 adlyR FT2NJ
racial privilege that it has historically denotedypeearing unmarked, colorless,

of ' YRET AYOA&A0E ST Odzf GdzNBt Saasxs SOSNRGKAY
bS¢ %SItlIyRYE tn]1SKn NBLNBaSyld +y AYyQOA&aAOD
GKSyaStgSa a KFE@Ay3a I WNIOSQd ankS KS3IS
LINA @Af SIS 32Sa dzyy20A0SRP® | SGZ WNI OSQ LI |
and the subjectivity construction of all of those who live in New Zealand. Where
appropriate, then,l problematise whitenes®y examining the ways in which

bodiessalkR K2YS& Ay bSg %SIftkFyR 6502YS 3ISYRSNJ

"My use oftheword n 1 SKn RsButhd uniyedsdlityr homogereity. | use it in a way that
recognisathe fluidity of subjectivities and that these are tier fixed nor stable
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Geographical scale

| use the concept of geographical scale to organise my argument and the content

of this thesis. It has been shown that scale is useful for thinking about specific

kinds of sociespatial activities because it represents an intersection of specific

people am places (Valentine 2001). Geographers have usefully drawn on the

notion of scale as a way of exploring how social subjectivities, relations and
inequalities are constituted in and through different spaces. Valentine (2001), for

instance, explores the bréan. O2 Yy OSLJI Waz20ASdeé FyR &aLJI OS¢
globe. Johnston and Longhurst (2010) use geographical scale to explore the
relationship between sex, bodies and space. They point to a significant gap in the
geographical literature on sex and sexualitypting that the potential of

geographical scale to further understandings of sexed bodies and spaces has not
0SSy TFdzZ te NBIFIfA&ASR® alLaadzSa 2F aLlk OSsz LI
relation to sex and sexuality need to be explored in greasgtld and at a range

2T a0l fSa¢g oW2Kyadz2zy |yR [2y3AKdzZNBEG HAawmn
thesis is situated. | argue that geographical scale provides an appropriate

platform from which to think about the mutual constitution of heterosexuality,

love and home.

It is important to be aware, however, that the production of scale itself is a
politicised process and a socially constructed concept (Marston 2000). There is
nothing natural, normal or inevitable about geographical scale. Instead, each
scalerepresents, and is imbued with, meanings specific to a particular time and
place. Moreover, geographical scales are neither spatially bounded nor
hierarchically ordered entities. Instead, they are fluid and malleable and intersect
and overlap in diverse ays (Smith 1992). This means that the geographical scale
dzZaSR (G2 2NHIyAaS GKAa GKSaixa Aa o0& y2 YS
heterosexual homemaking. Nor does it mean that the scales of home used in this
thesis are fixed, absolute or stablecations. Rather, the specific scales of
heterosexuality and home used in this thesis are constituted in and through each

other and through the social practices and relations in spaces beyond them.
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Some geographical scales have received more scholagntath than others.

The scales of nation and communities, for example, have been the focus of much
critical geographical debate, whereas scales such as the body and home have
been subject to less academic attention. Home is, however, experienced across
multiple sites. Blunt and Dowling (2006) explain that when studying geographies
of home it is possible to look beyond the conception of heaseéome to the
homemaking practices which stretch across geographical scales from the body to
the nation. In sayinghis, geographical studies of home have also tended to
privilege some scales over others. Geographers have looked effectively at wider
geographical processes of home but sometimes this has meant that the finer
details ¢ the sexually embodied geographies have been overlookedIf
geographers are to gain a more complete picture of homemaking, then it is
important to look at themundane practices, embodied routines amsgatial

patterns ofordinary dayto-day normative sexual relations

This thesis, then, tella story about mundane heterosexual domestic life. It
shows that heterosexual subjectivities and domestic spaces are mutually
produced and performed through everyday homemaking practices at a variety of
spatial scales. The emphasis is on what people hadeda within and to their
homes, their various dato-day activities, their bodies, and the relationships
which constitute such spaces. | focus on habitual -thaglay heterosexual
domestic life at a variety of spatial scales. The domestic spaces andtsuitdpsc

of heterosexuality exist only through the sodpatial practices and
performances that give them meaning and form. By focusing on the mundane
practices of heterosexual hordde, at three specific spatial scales body,
dwelling, and household @ahbeyondc | seek to deessentialise and destabilise

heterosexuality and the spatial relations that constitute it.
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CHAPTER 3

Literature review and theoretical issues

Feminist and queer interventions into geographical studies of home expose and
undermine the presumably natural association between heterosexual nuclear

families and the suburban house (Blunt and Dowling 2006; Goivhamay

2007a; Johnson 2000). Yet, the heteronormativity of geographical discourse
continues to go largely unnoticed in relation the everyday geographies of
heterosexuality and home. In particular, the practices and performances of
KSGSNRr&aSEdzZ f 2082 NRYIYyOS YR AylAYl Oe
upon. The discipline of geography, then, continues to be a largely
heteronormative discourse (Bell 2009Heteronormative geographical thought

tends to locate geographies of heterosexual love and home in the realm of the

Wyl GdzNF £ Q GKSNBoe SESYLIWAYy3a Ad FTNRBY ONXG.

Drawing on feminist poststructuralist ¢ory, | re-conceptualise the relationship

between heterosexuality, love and domestic space as multiple, diverse and
fractured. In doing so, | make discursive space available for thinking about a

variety ofheterosexualitie®s opposed to a monolithiceterosexuality Thinking

about the relationship between heterosexuality, love and home in this way
undermines aspatial and asexual notions of heterosexuality. By revealing
KSGSNRPAaSEdzZ t AleQa LISNF2NXIFGADBS LRSSN | YR

heteronormative geographical conceptions of love and home.

This chapter sets out and extends the theoretical terrain in which my research is

situated. It provides theheoretical tools for unsettling and undermining the
naturalisation of heterosexuality, lovend home.l bring together and extend

four bodies of literature: geographies of home; geographies of sexuality;
geographies of emotions; and sociological and feminist literature on love,

romance and sexual intimacy. The material reviewed in this chapter illustrates

the notion that homes are sexualised spaces, in particular spaces of heterosexual

love, but not in the sense thatthey are agieh ISy = Wyl GdzNF £ Q 2 NJ Wy

not only where positive emotions, feelings and sensibilities of love are
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configured, but ao where feelings of hurt and pain are experienced. A critical
reading of relevant scholarship allows me to problematise discursive
constructions of love and home in a way that challenges the heteronormativity
of geographical discourse. | begin by lookiag the geographies of home
literature. | offer a critique of the homemaking literature which has tended to
ignore the functions of heterosexuality. Second, | document the work of sexuality
and home scholars. This body of work has also been limited irodtssfon
heterosexuality with the implication being that the heteronormativity of
everyday domestic life often goes unchallenged. Third, | look at the emerging
work on geographies of emotions and show that a gendered politics of
knowledge construction has @ant that emotions have been marginalised in
academic discourses. | then move beyond the discipline of geography to review
feminist and sociological theories on love, romance and intimacy. Geographers
have been slow to explore notions of love in relatian ilace. Feminist and
sociological scholarship on love allows me to develop new lines of feminist

geographical research.

Geographies of home

Previously marginalised as an area of academic scrutiny, studies of home and
domesticity are now firmly on the agda. Indeed, home as an area of social and
critical inquiry is now well established. This is evidenced in various publications
on home and domesticity from numerous disciplines. Books (Blunt and Dowling
2006; Chapman and Hockey 1999; Cieraad 1999), boajteds (Blunt 2003;
Duncan and Lambert 2004; Young 2005a), journal articles (Bhatti and Church
2004; Blunt 2005; Blunt and Varley 2004; Burman and Chantler 2004; Chevalier
2002; Domosh 1998; Waitt and Gormkturray 2007; Walsh 2006), special
issues in jourals such as//C Journgl Cultural Geographieand Antipode and

the establishment of the forthcomingnternational Encyclopaedia on Housing
and Homeby Elsevier all recognise the importance of home in understanding the

social and spatial of everyday life.

32



GormanMurray and Dowling (2007) attribute this rise of scholarly work to a

renewed fascination more generally with home and domesticity in the media,

popular culture and everyday life. Domestic life continues to be the central plot

for many of the most ppular television sitcoms and programmes screened in

New Zealand, including the Australian produdééighboursand Packed to the

Rafters,and the US produceBesperateHousewivesand Friends Perhaps most
GSttAy3a 2F tf Aa GKSAFS@Ea0t8dEXK G0 S ySRI A LI LB
provide audiences with information on home renovations, decorating and

insights into the emotional toll these activities can have on couples and families.

Locally produced New Zealand shows inclidiere 10'® DIY RescyeMitre 10

Dream Homeand My House My Castléikewise, there is a nevending supply

of popular magazines, such &ew ZealandYour Home and Gardeand New

Zealand House and Gardewhich seek to teach people how to make their

homes more appealing and momdeasant to live in. The burgeoning of media

and popular interest in home and domesticity runs deeper than a mere backdrop

for entertainment. Rather, it reflects social and cultural ideas about the
construction and use of home in relation to gender, sekualé = WNJ 0S Q> Of |
dis/ability and so on.

1 2YS A& F O2YLX SE FyR AYLERNIIYyG -aAxidSo |
with a range of normative meanings in contemporary Westsonieties. One of

the most common ideologies of home is that it is a place configured through

positive sensibilities. Home is typically deemed to be a place of belonging,
intimacy, security, stability, hope and subjectivity. Moreover, home has
traditionalk 6 SSy O2yaidNMzOGSR Fa F WLINAGIFGSQ a
Widzo f AOQ tAFTSP® ¢KAA YSIya GKIFG -likek2YS KI 3

gualities; a refuge away from the world of work.

'® Mitre 10 is the name of a corporation that specialises in home renovation products and
services. They have large home renovation stores through New Zealand and Australia and
endorse several television shows, suchivise 10 DIYandMitre 10 Dream Home
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Home is a word that positively drips with associatmpaccording ©

G Nk 2dza F OFRSYAO ffAGSNI Gdz2NBa AdQa F
sanctuary, a locus of identity and a place where inhabitants can

escape the disciplinary practictsat regulate our bodies in everyday

life (Johnston and Valentine 1995 99).

At the same time, however, home is not always a secure site of selfhood. For

some people, home is not a refuge and instead it poses the threat of danger and
KFNY® LYRSSRI aK2YS {(11Sa 2y @SNEB RAFTFSN
one is beaten, abuse® NJ NJ LISRZ | gl & FNRBY GKS AO0ONMziAy
Longhurst 2010 45). Home can hence be a site of alienation, rejection, absence,

hostility and danger. As either a site of belonging and hope, alienation and

despair, or a combination of all of thebove, home continues to have strong

claims to our resources and emotions.

One of the dominant and most enduring constructions of home is thatthas

arAtsS 27 KSGSNRaSEdatAdlGee® ah@dSNI §KS O2dzNE
of government poli@s, house design, and deeply ingrained social norms have

O2y Ft I 4GSR (KS ydzOft SINJ FlLYAfe GAGK R2YSAC
Murray 2006a 147). Idealised discourses of home continue to suggest that a
K2dzaS 06S02YSa Y2NB WYHeeroSdxumluceds fanfily ke A & |
(Blunt and Dowling 2006; Gormdwurray 2006a; 2007b; 2008a). Indeed, Bell

(1991) makes the point that housing is primarily designed and built for nuclear
FIYAfASAa FyYyR zFfSYGAyS omdpdol deidepd | NBdz
YdzOK 2F A& YSFEyAy3a FTNRY (GKAa ARSYGATFAC
Dupuis and Thorns (1998) similarly demonstrate that home, in New Zealand, is

strongly associated with the activities and practices of collective family life. Blunt

and Dowing (2006 106a101) argue that a variety of popular media outlets have

played a significant role in influencing dominant ideologies of home:

Public discourse in the media, in popular culture, in public poligy
presents a dominant or ideal version of lsashome, which
typically portrays belonging and intimacy amongst members of a
heterosexual nuclear family, living in a detached, ownecupied
dwelling, in a suburban location.
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This idealised conflation of house, home and the heterosexual nuclearyfamil
works to privilege some; namely white heterosexual nuclear familiesand
marginalise others; anyone who deviates from this norm. It thus has a significant

0SFNAY3I 2y LIS2L) SQ& SELISNASyOSa 2F K2YSo

Critical geographies of home understand domestic spaca deeply politicised

AAGS® . fdzyG owmwnnp pwmnanv FNBdzZSayY aaK2YS Al
AYOSNYIE AYyOuAYlFIOASa yR GKNRdAAK AdGa Ay
home is intimately connected with struggles over subjectivity, access tb an

control over, social spaces and power. This means studies of home are alert to

the processes of oppression and resistance and often focus on the ways in which
normative notions of home may be +gorked and contested. A feminist
geography of home, forexalLJt S al f f 264 (GKS LJ2adaAoAfAde
an expression of patriarchal economic and cultural relations but also as a site of

the subversion2 ¥ (G KS&S NBf I iA2yaé OW2KYyaz2zy mdoH
as the outcome of the relationship beegn material and imaginative qualities.

In other words, home is seen as locatedspace but not necessarily fixed

space. It is a site that is located, emplaced and situated and it is an idea and an

imaginary that is imbued with meanings, feelings arehmories. Home, then, is:

a fusion of the imaginative and affectivewhat we envision and
desire home to be; intertwined with the material and physicalan
actual location which can embody and realise our need for belonging,
affirmation and sustenance @@nanMurray and Dowling 2007 2).

Blunt and Dowling (2006 22) capture this relationship between the material and
the imaginative in their ofOA 1 SR | aaSNIA2y GKI O K2YS Az
GKSNBE K2YS GAada YySAGKSNI 0KS RgStftAy3a y2NI
0KS G ¢ 2 o4y, thisychdeepdidlisgtion allows for the notion of home to
extend far beyond the physical dwelling. Gorridarray and Dowling (2007 2)
YE1S GKS LRAYG OGKFG .fdzyd yR 52¢fAy3Qa
FTNRY WYRérSeahdiniaked the crean of homeg as a space and feeling

OFrtSa o0Se2yR (KS R2
YS GFr1Sa GdKS F2N¥Y

of belongingc & aAxdisSa | yR

a
AL GAFE AYIFIAYEFENRBET K2
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ideas and feelings, which are related to context, and which tcocis places,
SEGSYR | ONR&a &aLJ) O0S&a IyR aodlfsSaz I yR
2).

Geographers have convincingly shown that the concept of scale is useful for
furthering understandings of home. Home is typically understood as a-multi
scalar sptial imaginary (GormaMurray and Dowling 2007). This means that
home, as a material space and social imaginary, is open, porous and connected
G2 S6ARSNI a20A1Lf NBflLlGA2ya 2F LIR2oSND

worlds but is constituted throgh them: the domestic is created through the

al 2y

exraR2YSAaGA0 FYR OAOS OSNEIE 6. -&cdpfiy | YR 53

of home also points to the ways in which it is created in and through diverse

sites. Spatially, home can be a mental state, a p@aysdwelling, a

YSAIKO2dzNK22RX O2YYdzyAides 2N GKS g2NI R 6

critical studies have shown that the scales of home are not discrete, contained
and bounded entities. Instead, they are conceptualised as intersecting and
interacting in numerous and complex ways (Blunt and Dowling 2006; German

Murray and Dowling 2007). In this way, home is understood as functioning across
multiple sites simultaneously. | too take this approach and conceptualise New

Zealand homes as imaginatigad material, politicised and muisicalar.

What is clear in much of the above discussion is that home isnigeingresult

2F O02YLX SEX FtdzAR YyR O02yGS8SaidGSR LINI Ol A O¢

understanding forms of dwelling and belonging. Tviscess has both material
YR AYlF3IAYlIFIGAGS StSyYSydaé¢ o.ftdzyd | yR

fragmented, incomplete and never fully realised.

l ONPada GKS a20Alf &aoOASyOSaszs K2YS KI a

construction and reconstru@iy 2F 2y SQa &St Fé¢ 6, 2dzy3
in particular, have enthusiastically taken up the notion that home is important to
subjectivity construction (Blunt 2003; Blunt and Dowling 2006; Reimer and Leslie
2004; ToliaKelly 2004a; 2004b). They ahmwever, yet to fully examine home as

I 4A0S 2F KSGSNRPaSEdzZ t &adzoeSOiAgrieo
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as a place and an imaginary constitutes identigs)S 2 L)t SQa aSyaS 27F
are related to and produced through lived and imaginatiexperiences of

K2YSdé¢ [A1S6AaST 5dzyOly YR [FYOSNI oO6HnnN
landscapes are primary sites in which identities are produced and performed in

LINI OGAOFE X YIGSNRLFE | yirRthisNidradse) homa &h@t & | TF
subjectivities are posited as relational and ongoing. It is argued that neither

home nor subjectivities are ontologically fixed, but are mutually defining and

continually reproduced through the practices of everyday living.

Homemakingg the ordinary pradces of daily domestic life is the ongoing

process of turning a house into a home (Blunt and Dowling 2006; German
Murray 2006a; Gregson and Lowe 1995; Young 2005a). Homemaking practices,
whilst contributing to the material constitution of home, are degpbnnected to

LIS2 L) SQa aSyasS 2F aSt¥o Ly 20KSNJ g2NRaz
This is because homemaking embodies, reflects and supports subjectivities
(individual and collective) through everyday practices such as domestic routines
(Yourg 2005a), the accumulation and arrangement of meaningful objects, for
example photos (GormaNurray 2007a; Rose 2004), and through social and
intimate relationships (Blunt and Dowling 2006). Homemaking practices are a
YSIya o0& ¢gKAOK LiSe luatéigided andzan@nBeStédiogek (G A S a

time and in different domestic spaces.

Responding to these conceptualisations, this thesis seeks to tease out the links
between homemaking and subijectivity construction. It focuses specifically on
heterosexual coupl€¥; and mostly the women in these couplesuse of home

by drawing attention to the ways in which domestic routines shape and are
shaped by heterosexual relationships. In addition, it looks at the materiality of
bodies and domestic space. It explores thayw in which homes become
embodied through the presence of heterosexual bodies that love. In doing so, |
draw attention to homemaking and subjectivity construction as an ongoing and

incomplete process that occurs across multiple sites of home.
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aspects of subjectivity and space matter when, and how particular combinations

Oty o068 SEFYAYSR G2 ONBIFIGS Y2NB SYlyOal
examining one variable of social subfeddA (&8> &ddzOK Fa Oflaasx
gender or sexuality, may not fully convey the complexities of the relationship

between bodies and spaces. The primary focus of this thesis is sexuality and

gender, however, these social categories intersect witheo forms of social

difference and | acknowledge these intersections throughout this thesis. Of
particular importance to this research is scholarship on the links between

homemaking and gendered, sexed and shared subjectivities.

Feminist frameworks havelgyed an instrumental role in the development of
geographical studies of home. This is, in part, due to the strong and enduring link

between gender and home. Feminists have shown that gender is a crucial
component of home as a lived experience and soctaginary (Blunt and

Dowling 2006; Domosh 1998; Domosh and Seager 2001; Johnson 2000). The

focus of much of this work has been to interrogate normative associations
0SG6SSY WFSYAYAYAURQ YR WR2YSalAOAl&dQ
examined womg Qa SPSNERFIE& R2YSAGAO0O fAOSA | NBHdzA
roles have very real impacts for women and their experience of home. Feminist
3S23ANI LIKASE 2F K2YS KI@S t221SR +a4G + @I
everyday experiences of the kitchen (Johm&006b; Llewellyn 2004; Longhurst
etal,bHANPOT 62YSYyQa NBfFOGA2YaKALl gA0K R2YS
ToliaKelly 2004a; 2004b); women and domestic violence (Meth 2003a;

2 NNAyYy3G2y HnanamOT FYyR (GKS GSyaAizya | yR
expetiences of domestic labour, including paid domestic work (Cox and Rekha

2003; McDowell 2009; Pratt 1997; Silvey 2004; Stiell and England 1997). Recent
feminist thinking on home has drawn on postcolonialist theories in order to show

that racialised differerf8 & | NB A YL NI yd FT2N akKlLAyYy3I ¢
and imaginaries of home (Blunt 1999; Burman and Chantler 2004). In addition,

the links between masculinity and home are now coming under scrutiny.

GormanMurray (2008b), for instance, provides one offiet first explicit
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geographical examinations of masculinity, domesticity and home. Given the long
standing focus on women, GormandzNNJ @8 Y& oHnnyouv AYydSNBadi
key site of masculinity advances geographical conceptualisations of domestic

space.

GormanMurray (2006a; 2006b; 2007a; 2007b; 2008a; see also Elwood 2000;

Kentlyn 2008; Johnston and Valentine 1995) also makes important contributions

G2 3IS23ANI LKAOFKE &aiddzRASE 2F K2YS (KNRdAzAK
domestic lives. In this workzormanMurray (2006c 13) makes the point that the
YIENNRG 0606dzi YdzOK YySSRSRUOU F20dza 2y 62YSy
YSFyd GKFdG Y2ad addRASa KFE@S adl 1Sy L |
dzy' lj dzSa G A2y SR KSUGUSNRBY2N)YI (A OsBemd tNat S 6 2 NJ| P €
focus of much of this work has been on the ways in which women might
reconfigure and resist gendered roles, relations and expectations within, but not

against, institutionalised heterosexuality. This means that, with few exceptions,

the natwralisation of home as a heterosexual site has remained largely
unexamined and unchallengéd GormanMurray (2006a; 2006b; 2007a; 2007b;

2008a) sets about unsettling the takéor-granted heterosexualisation of home.

He breaks new ground by showing thatmhes, for gay men and lesbians, can be

sites of resistance to heterosexual norms as well as important spaces of queer
subjectivity construction. Importantly, he shows that homes are always
aSEdzrf AASR aLJ OSazx odzi y20 AWYeKEIl a8§as

heterosexual.

It is now widely recognised that home is a normative site of heterosexuality
(Blunt and Dowling 2006). There is, however, little explicit research on the
homemaking practices, domestic activities, interpersonal relationships and
sexual practices which constitute home spaces as heterosexual. A consequence
of neglecting the multiple processes and functions of heterosexuality means that

the heteronormative structures of home continue to go unchallenged. In order

19 Although seelohnson(2000 for a discussion about the ways in which heterosexual domestic
relationships are idealised in public discoursedafise and home; andohnston and Valentine
(1995)2 y S axpekiénges dhome.
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to understand furthe the expectations surrounding the ways subjectivities are
constructed, practised and negotiated in domestic settings, dominant socio

sexual relations need to be made explicit.

Nonetheless, some recent research has begun to interrogate the
heterosexualitid 2 F K2YS® ¢K2YlIA4Q ouvHnnnv |jdzSSNRY
space is particularly notable. Thomas (2004) explores the social and sexual
practices of 27 young women between the ages ofl®4in Charleston, United

{GFraSa 2F 1 YSNAOI ®@ B;NI94 y1997b)2 tffieory. ozl f S NI &
LISNF2NYFGAQAGEE ¢K2YFa o6nwnnnd 2FFSNE SEL
and sexual practices in the home, city and school, in order to question how socio

spatial ideals and activities constitute practices of self arlgestivity. Although

Thomas (2004) reflects on numerous spaces of heteronormativity, it is significant

that home space is the main place where the teenage girls engage in practices of

straight sex. These spatialised rituals involve not only the act ofatexu
AYGSNO2dzNBES odzi 2GKSNJ KSGSNRY2NXIFGAGS 3¢
childf A 1S 3FYSa arAy@21S KSGSNRASEdzZ tAGe |y
aLlk OS YR ARSyGAdGe GKNRddzAK G(GKS &4SESR |y
(Thomas 2004 778).

Socologist Gurney (2000a) examines how the material space of home is
managed to facilitate the expression of sexual subjectivities. He makes the

assertion that:

For most people, the home is the place where solo or mutual sexual

activity most frequently takesJt  OS® . SAy3I WG K2YSQ YS
the freedom to represent or practice your sexuality without the fear

of embarrassment, sanction or ridicule and to maintain sexual secrets

in the form of pornography, erotic literature, sex toys, or evidence of

infidelity, from partners, parents or friends (Gurney 2000a 40).

According to Gurney (2000a), the facilitation of a space impartial to the
judgements associated with sexual activity is important to the production of
sexual subjectivities. In his paper, particifad Q & SEdzZl ft AGeé A& yS

specified, only their sexual acts are reflected upon. The heterosexualisation of
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home is thus uncritically takefor-3 N} Yy 1 SR® b S@OSNIKSt Saaz A
recognition of an explicitly sexualised subjectivity thahé fparticularly relevant

T2NJ Y& NBaSHNOK® 1 2YS LINRPYARSaE | aLl OS
perform an integral part of heterosexuality: sex. Like other feminist theorists

(Jackson 1996; Richardson 1996; Robiretaa., 2004), | take heterosexudf to

be a multiple construct and lived experience. Heterosexuality is about more than

2dzali aSEX &S0 GKS &4aSESR ylIGdaNB 2F KSG SN

in studies of home.

The work outlined above constitutes an important beginning. Mumimains to

be said, however, about the often implicit relationship between heterosexuality

and home. Heterosexualised discourses of love shape and are shaped by images

2F K2YS YR AYLI OO 2y LIS2L) SQa SOSNERI &
better undersand the experiences of heterosexual love in contemporary

Western societies, the relationship between heterosexuality and home needs to

be more fully appreciated.

Research on joint and/or collective homemaking practices is also relevant to this

thesis. Gormn-Murray (2006a 145) points out that much of the work on

spatialised sexual subjectivities has focused primarily on (queer) individual (Bell

et al, 1994; Kirby and Hay 1997) or community (Miller 2005; Nash 2005)
subjectivity formation, as opposed to cdep or households. This means that the

importance of homes for couples, both ntreterosexualand heterosexual, has

been largely absent from geographical studies of sexuality. Accordingly, this

thesis makes an important contribution to the field of homedasubjectivity
O2yaidNHzOGAZ2Y o0& F20dzaAy3a 2y (GKS LISNF2I

subjectivities in domestic spaces.

Some authors are beginning to explore the ways in which homes are not only

sites of individual subjectivity construction, but also fiaié collective and

shared subjectivities. This work focuses primarily on the processes of domestic
O2yadzYLIiA2y YR (KS ¢gle&a Ay 6KAOK GKSa:

Reimer and Leslie (2004), for example, examine how mainly heterosexual
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couplesproduce and narrate a shared subjectivity through joint decisions over

the purchasing of household furniture. Chevalier (2002) argues that familial and
O2dzL)X SaQ &adzo2SOGAGAGASE INB YFUSNAFEAASR
that the accumulation b domestic objects embodies consanguinity between

household members and other relatives. Valentine (1999a 492) argues:

G! YRSNEGOFYRAY3I K2g 3I22Ra 06S02YS AyO02NL2N
can therefore shed light on the social context of consumptiand on the

situated daily practices of individual and household identity formation and
ARSyYyGAGE ONMKASIE @QADDNYiNY I 0 addzRe 2y O2KI
couples explores the everyday ways homes are used to consolidate partnerships
andgen®dld S O2dzL) SAQ &dzo2SOGABAGASEAD® / NAGAOL
to understand the importance of home for heterosexual couples. | explore how
cohabitating heterosexual couples generate and sometimes disrupt shared

subjectivities through doméi space.

It is evident that the geographies of heterosexual practices in and of home rarely

surface as a topic of research. The heteronormativity of home tends to render

0KS 4dzo2SO0AGAGASE YR R2YS&AaGAO0 &L} OSa 2
beyond the need of critical scrutiny. In order to understand how heterosexual

bodies are continually (re)produced in and through home, expressions of
heterosexuality need to be made explicit. Therefore, in the following section |

look at a variety of reseah to explore how heterosexuality, a social construction

GKIFGO Aa 2FGSyYy NBYRSNBR WAy@gAaAirof SQ> Yl &

homes in New Zealand.

Geographies of sexualities

Geographers have made important contributions to understanding sex, sexuality
and sexual lives. Crucially, they have shown that space and place are central to
understanding sexuality as a social relation and category of social difference.
Geographers argu¢hat sexuality and place are inextricably linked. In other

words, geographers understand space and sexuality as mutually defining and

constitutive as opposed to simply interacting with or reflecting each other.
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pleasures and desirescannot be understood without understanding the spaces
OKNRdzZAK ¢gKAOK AG A& O2yadAiGdziSRX LINY OGA A
about the ways in which sexualities are geographical, anduestions about

how space(s) and place(s) become sexualised (Brewvak, 2007).

Geographical studies of sexualities have steadily grown over the last decade.
{AYyOS (KS LlzmtAOFiAz2y 2F .Sttt IyR ISy
Mapping Desesthere has been a proliferation of geographical studies, from a
range of theoretical and political positions, which seeks to broaden
understandings of sexual difference, relations and desire. There are numerous
journal articles (Bell 2006; Binnie and &fdlne 1999; Brown 2008), special
iIssues in social, cultural and feminist geography journals (Goivhamay et al.,
2008), edited (Belét al., 2001; Browneet al., 2007) and authored books (Bell
and Binnie 2000; Elwood 2000; Hockely al., 2007; Hubbard 999) on the
topic. 2’ The field of geographies of sexualities is also now taught in a number of
undergraduate courses in the United Kingdom, United States, Canada, Australia

and New Zealand.

Work on sexuality and space poses important epistemological cgaeto the

geography discipline and geographical discourses. Homophobia and
heterosexism has, and continues Abinfluence the academy. Bell (1995 127)

points to examples of discriminatory academic censorship based on sex and
aSEdz f A&y ¢ek puled ffain liratgN\cblléctialisA daihing negative

LINEaa O2@SNI3IS gKSYy ¢S 3ISH WLzt AO Y2ySe

refuse to type up papers, not to mention all the whispering and all the silences

2| have only included a select number of geographers working on issues of sexuality. There are
many more scholars, both within and beyond the discipline, who are actively engaged in
examining a diverse range of sexiias, spaces, experiences, and preesi

! Longhurst(2008a)relays a story aboua recent incident where a colleague found it difficult to
believe that homophobic discrimination still exists within academia. &gees and | whole
heartedly agree, that while we have come a long way inmfiéng to resist and overturn
discrimination within the academy, incidences such as the one described by Lon(0088)
highlightjust how important it is to continue to tk about the areas of sexualitgpace and queer
geographies.
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acknowledge their positionality. Yet, for some people the personal and
professional costs of sexually embodying knowledge are Higbnghurst (2001

25) considers the political implications of ignoring certain topics, including

sexudity, in geography, arguing:

The cost of geography shunning dirty topics/messy bodies is borne by
those people who desire to examine such topics ... people who want
to address dirty (Other) topics, people who themselves may be
defined as Others (such a ifrail, diseased, homosexual, elderly,
black, poor, disabled, working clasdodies that are often thought

to be messy and out of control), are forced to struggle for
legitimisation of their interests in the discipline.

For people, then, who are marked as Other because they are negatively tied to

their body, their knowledge is marginalised and deemed unworthy of academic
FGiSyGAzyd ¢KS (y26f SRIS | yR SELISNASYyOSa
constitute the Self, likdeterosexuals for example, is the domain of appropriate

and legitimate academic knowledge. Unmarked bodjewhite, heterosexual,

ablebodied men ¢ are presumably able to transcend their embodiment

(Longhurst 2001). Hegemonic, objective and masculinisgi@ggical discourses
adza3dsSada GKFG dzyYFEN]J SR 02RASA& FNB al dzi2y
mess and matteF NES ¢ 6 [ 2y 3 K damdt ihapperd,dthen, dvigen @
Wdzy YI NJ] SRQ 062RASa | O1y26ft SRIS GKSANI &aSE

desires, disgustgleasures and pains? My answer to this question is threefold.

First, in acknowledging heterosexuality as an embodied component of
subjectivity, the notion that some bodigsW¥ dzy” Y I NJ S Rafe udGidnied dy a

their corporeality is problematisedsexudly embodying knowledge means that
Wdzy YI NJ] SRQ 02 RA S a-forigiidied g52mesk and InSttdieei | | Sy
rather they are bodies with an undeniably fleshy materiality (Longhurst 2001).

This leads to myesond point, that (hetero)sexually embodying knedde

?2 See, for exampleJohnson (1994) and Valentine (1998) for poignant accounts about the costs
and risks of sexually embodying knowledge in geographgiscuss my own experiences of
sexually embodying knowledge in chapter 4.
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destabilises the mind/body dualism, which serves to privilege some, and
marginalise other, forms of geographical knowledges. The mind/body dualism
plays an important role in determining what counts as legitimate knowledge in
geography (Longhurst 1995}t means that which is deemed to be rational,
reasonable, public, productive, masculine and of the mind is privileged over
irrational, unreasonable, private, reproductive, feminine and of the body. Third,
making heterosexuality explicit in geographicaaburseworks to expose, resist

and overturn the homophobic and heterosexist underpinnings of geography. The
dominance of heteronormative geographical discourse means that
heterosexuality is often deemed to require no social or political explanatiaos. It
NEBf SAFGSR (2 GKS NBFfY 2F (GKS Wyl (dzNI f Q
be beyond the need for examination. In this thesis, | resist the disembodiment,
masculinism and heteronormativity of geography by making gendered/sexed and
sexualised bodieg t K S LJ- NIi A OA LI-¢y¥xpliifin theypodudfién o2 ¢ y

geographical knowledge.

The field of geographies of sexualities has a relatively short history. Panelli (2004)
identifies geographies of sexualities as the most recent core category of social
subjectivity and difference to be widely acknowledged in social and cultural
geography. Likewise, Browme al., (2007 1) suggest geographies of sexualities is

I GNBtFiA@Ste e2dzy3 FASERE 2Fal, QMK 0GAOF T =
present a uskil chronological summary of the different ways geographers have
approached the relationship between sexuality and sp@denportantly, they

note academic practice and development is located within wider processes of

social power:

Neither academic theor®nor the spatial practices which constitute

sexual identities and spaces develop in a vacuum. Both influence and

I NB AyTfdzSYyOSR o6& LRfAGAOaAD . & WL AG,
political power and practices of state institutions, but also broader

23 Browneet al., (2007) rightly make the point #t in categorising the development of
geographies of sexualities in this wi#tydoes not mean that each new development replaces
earlier theoretical models or objects of enquiry.
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contestations of power and, in this context, heteronormative power
relationsin particular (Browneet al.,2007 5).

In this way, it is crucial to consider the development of academic discourse and
scholarship within historically and geographically specibétipal beliefs and

practices.

Early work by geographers interested in sexual lives sought to locate sexuality in

space by mapping, in particular, the residential concentrations of homosexual

men in inner city America (Castells 1983; Lauria and Knopp)198hese gay

urban enclaves were developed in response to the dominance of heterosexual

models of space and acted as sites of resistance to heterosexist societies. They

offered housing, social networks and services that afforded gay men a place

where the¢ O2dz R Y2NB Sl airte tAQ@S | w3re A7
absence of women in many of these early works, lesbian experiences of sexuality

YR aLl O0S 6S8S3ly (42 0SS SEIFYAYSR® It SyiliAy
is particularly notable he. She demonstrates how women living in a small
oy3aftAak G2y ONBFGSR I @QFENARSGe 2F 020K W
spaces including neighbourhoods, bars and clubs. Importantly, this work
highlights the problematic nature of labelling spaces either homosexual or
heterosexual. Valentine (1993a; 1993b; 1993c; 1995) shows that the meanings

imbued in different spaces change as different sexual groups appropriate them

for their needs. Building on these ideas, lesbian geographies broadened the

smpe beyond the inner city and brought lesbian experiences of the home, work,

street and beyond into dialogue with geographical studies of sexuality and space

(Browne 2009; Elwood 2000; Johnston and Valentine 1995; Kawale 2004).

Understandably, a charactstic of much of the work on spatialised sexualities
has been its neglect of a critical engagement with heterosexuality. Feminist

geographers have long examined the ways in which masculinist and patriarchal

**Bell and Binni€2000)note that the urban geography of gay space inishitities was minimal

compared to work about gay men in America and it was not until the 1990s that significant gay
OSyGaNBa Ay . NARGFAYQa YMaéchésler,doddgan 0 b SybiedyS & = & dzOK
geographers.
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social relations are seen to reinforce, and banfeiced by, heterosexist relations
within a variety of spaces. However, geographers have been slow to turn their
attention to the spaces and subjectivities of heterosexuality. Broadly speaking,
research that has examined the various ways spaces are (de)s=d has
typically focused on performances of gay, lesbian and bisexual subjectivities that
are marginalised in the heterosexualised spaces of everyday life (Bell 1991;
Hemmings 2002; Johnston and Valentine 1995; Kirby and Hay 1997; Munt 1995;
Valentine1993a). This work has been important for exposing and undermining
the dominance and pervasiveness of heterosexuality. Yet, the geographies of
heterosexual social and sexual practice only rarely surface as a topic of critical
enquiry (Hubbard 2000). This despite numerous calls for the expansion of
geographical studies of sexuality to include a more nuanced, focused and critical

appreciation of heterosexualityAs Richardson (1996 1) writes:

most of the conceptual frameworks we use to theorize human

relations rely implicitly upon a naturalized heterosexualityvhere

(hetero)sexuality tends either to be ignored in the analysis or hidden

TNRBY @ASg6r o0SAy3a GNBFGSR Fa |y dzfljdzsS:
recently there have been significant attempts by both festisiand

proponents of queer theory to interrogate the way that

heterosexuality encodes and structures everyday life.

Queer and feminist geographers are now beginning to move beyond
conceptualisations of heterosexuality as simply the dominant space- non
heterosexuals must negotiate. Instead, they are exploring heterosexuality as a

lived experience and as a set of sexuaaices, desires and subjectivities. Many
geographers are building upon calls to queer the spaces and subjectivities of
heterosexuality (Brown and Knopp 2002; Hubbard 2007; Thomas 2004). Brown

YR YYy2LIL) 6HAAH OHMUXY FT2NJ SEde¥ignbdSs a dz3:
specifically to facilitate heterosexual sex, courtship and marriage [could] ... also

60S SEIFIYAYSR FNRY |  dzZSSNJ LISNRLISOGADSD
poststructuralist ideas of difference and diversity and as such works to de

stabilise normative ations of sexuality. It allows for a reading of sexuality as a

diverse set of sexual preferences, performances and subjectivities (Panelli 2004).

In other words, queer theory challenges the apparently fixed and stable
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relationship between sex, gender, sekxuroles and acts. In this context, it
denaturalises heterosexuality (Browet al., 2007). Importantly, this view of
sexuality disrupts and deconstructs the binary categories  of
heterosexual/lhomosexual, sex/gender and man/woman (Johnston and
Longhurst 201} It therefore allowsfor an acknowledgment of the diversity of
sexualities which exist before, between and beyond the categories of
heterosexual and homosexual. This is important for thinking about
heterosexuality because it contests the idea that thexea monolithic and fixed

version of heterosexuality (Hubbard 2008).

Geographers have made effective use of queer theories in order to understand

GKS a20Att yR aLI GAIf RAYSyarzya 2F aSE
notion of performativity geographers have shown that space is also
performative. Butler (1990; 1993) aims to disrupt dominant understandings of

sex, gender and sexuality, which assume that there are just two sexed bodies:

male and female; two gendered bodies: man and woman; andt th
heterosexuality is the inevitable relation between them. She argues that
heterosexuality isnot simply a preconstituted expression of natural sexual

difference between oppositely sexed bodies. Rather, it is continually made and

remade through everydagctions and discourses which give it the appearance of
0SAY3 Wy2NXIfQd DS23ANI LIKSNE @g2NJAy3 Ay 0
and subjectivities, is produced through performance and practice. It is not simply

a backdrop for social and sexual relat® but instead is actively constituted

through the actions that take place. Performativity denaturalises taloen

granted social practices (Gregson and Rose 2000) making it a particularly useful
theoretical tool for geographers seeking to challenge theduraisation of

heterosexual space. It reveals heterosexual space not aexpséing sites of

WYy 2NXIfQ &SEdzZ fAdGés NIGKSNI & &afFsSdia 2
MPpPnT . AYYAS MpPpT O P | & QuedrdgdpdddRinvolvest N T  Mp
expasing its performative power and drawing attention to the ways specific sites
AyaadgaddziazylrtAasS FyR NBATeE ddzo 2SOUADA G
DS23aANI LIKSNEQ dzaS 2F . dzif SNR&a omdpdbnT mMdbpdo
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Binnie (2004; 2007), fanstance, argues that with the increasing assimilation of

LISNF2NXYIF GAGAGE AyG2 ONRGAOFT KdzYly 3IS2 3N
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The feminist poststructuralist approach | use for thinking about the geographies
of heterosexuality, love and home takes into account the specific materialities of
sexed and gendered bodies while acknowleddwogliesare interpellated by a
range of site specific ideological systerBadies are the intersection between
the natural and the cultural. This intersection provides a useful starting point for

thinking about the geographies of heterosexual love and home.

Feminsts have also made important contributions to understanding
heterosexuality. |1 draw extensively on their work. Feminists argue that the
naturalisation of heterosexuality is a product of a range of institutionalised social

practices, rituals and laws. Théywve demonstrated that heterosexuality is a

O2YO0AYylLOA2Y 2F ff R2YIAya 2F SWOSNERI

granted institutions such as marriage and family life, as well as everyday
practices and routines like domestic and emotional laband paid employment
(Rich 1980; Robinsaet al.,2004). Jackson (1999 26) argues:

Everyday heterosexuality is not simply about sex, but is perpetuated

by the regulation of marriage and family life, the divisions of waged

and domestic labour, patterns @tonomic support and dependency

and the routine everyday expectations and practices through which

KSGSNRP&aSEdzZ f O2dzLJ SR2Y LISNBRAA&GA &

way of life.
Feminists generally agree that it is appropriate to distinguish between
heterosexuality as an institution and as a practice or experience (Jackson?1996).
By separating heterosexuality into different, yet overlapping spheres, it is
possible to critigue institutionalised heterosexuality without condemning

heterosexuality as a set gkxual acts, desires, pleasures and subjectivities.

% Feminist theorising of heterosexuality is politically diverse and contested. See Jackson (1999)
for a useful discussion about the developments and politics of fem{sisceptualisations of
heterosexuality.
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Like other feminists (Jackson 1996; Richardson 1996; Robetsah, 2004;
VanEvery 1996), | understand heterosexuality to be an institution, despite its
NEf Il G§AGBS WAY QDA &AO0 Aihtding paRiarchal sokial reldtiansl=O ( dzNB &
an institution, heterosexuality is based upon a gender hierarchy. The
construction of heterosexuality works to privilege men and disempower women.
Feminist theorists and activists have looked at a variety of tapicshow how
institutionalised heterosexuality works to reproduce inequitable gender
relations, including: gender and the built environment (McDowell 1983b;
Women and Geography Gender Group 1984); domestic violence (Warrington
2001); representations of seality and femininity (Bartky 1988; Bordo 1989;
1990); and domestic and emotional labour (Jamieson 1998; 1999; Little 1987;
Pratt in collaboration with the Philippine Women Centre 1999; VanEvery 1997).
Yet, it is important to remember that the structural édrcultural ordering of a
gender hierarchy can be contested (and confirmed) at the level of heterosexual

practice.

In the 1970s and 1980s radical feminists argued that heterosexuality served to
structurally disadvantage women and advantage men becausdaunded upon

unequal and exploitative gender relations. The ordering of heterosexuality was

seen as detrimental to women because it encouraged an active masculinity and

LI 3aAP0S FSYAYAyAUEd aSy ogSNB OASESR a |
own sexial and material needs and women were seemingly powerless to stop it.
Heterosexuality was thus deemed to be something that was imposed upon
g2YSyod Sz a WHOlazy omdpdd HnoO | NAdSSAY
important if we are to admit of thgossibility of resistance to hegemonic forms

of gender and heterosexuality, as well as the ways in which we might be actively
O2YLX AOAG Ay UGKSANI LISNLISGdzt A2y ®é az2NB N
to individual power and agency within heterosakuelations and institutions.

Informed by postmodernist, poststructuralist and queer theories, feminist

scholars are beginning to offer a less condemning appreciation of heterosexuality

while retaining a critical awareness of the role it can play in tteglpction of the

inequitable gender order (Davis 1991; Hockewl.,2007; Richardson 1996).

50



WFE OlazyQa omdpdcT mMphdd 62N] KFra o6SSy
$2YSYyQa 3ASyOe YR LIESNI 6AGKAY KS{SNEP
years, e has written extensively on the social construction of sexuality, looking
specifically at heterosexuality as a diverse set of sexual desires and practices.
Many of her key publications have beenpented inHeterosexuality in Question
(1999) Some ofthe themes covered in the book include: love and romance; sex
education; rape; and the social construction of gender and sexuality. The book
traces developments in feminist theorising of sexuality. It shows that there has
been an important shift away frofocusing primarily on patriarchy and male
domination within heterosexual relationships towards attempting to critique,
contextualise and understand heterosexuality in its own right. Advancing such
feminist agendas, a fundam&al objective of this thesis iso explore how
women in heterosexual relationships negotiate the complexities and
contradictions inherent in heterosexuality as both an embodied experience and

an institution.

Although feminist and queer theorists both seek to expose and undermine the
dominance of heterosexuality, it has been suggested that there are tensions and

ruptures that exist amongst those working from feminist and queer perspectives

LJI

as

NBaLISOGAGSted [2yIKdzNEG ownnyl oyno y20S

argued that femirgt geography has been both supportive but also restrictive in
NEIIFINR (2 K2Y2LIK20Al NBYlFIAYAYy3d RSSLX &
fFGSNE .Sttt 6wnnt yp0 NBAGSNIGSa (GkKSas
has sometimes been home to work gueer politics and theories, though it is

fair to say there are oigoing tensions between queer and feminism that are also

a s

a

0SAYy3I LI FE&SR 2dzi Ay 3IS23aNI LIKE&dE W2Kyadzy

that tensions between feminist and queer geographieséaot been as evident

in New Zealand as they have been in the United Kingdom and United States.
They suggest that this may be because there are fewer scholars working in the
field, and those who do work on queer geographies in New Zealand tend to be

women. Like Johnston and Longhurst (2010), | have found it beneficial to draw
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on a combination of feminist and queer work and think that, for this particular

study, feminist and queer frameworks complement and extend one another.

Queer and feminist theories faird geographers with the ability to deconstruct
normative notions of heterosexuality. Queer theory, in particular, highlights the
diversity and plurality of heterosexuality and shows that some heterosexual
practices, pleasures, subjectivities and spachisia WIj dzZSSNBE N 2 NJ Y 2 NX
than others (Browneet al.,2007). Geographers have looked at a range of topics

in relation to the negotiation and expression of dissident heterosexualities,
including sex work and prostitution (Hubbard 1997; 1999; Hubbacd\@howell
2008), bondage, discipline and sadomasochism (BDSM) (Herman 2007), and
WR 2 3%(Befl 2006) in order to challenge established heteronormative power
relations. While there have been important academic and political reasons for
paying so much adéintion to nonnormative heterosexualities, this focus has
meant that the more mundane processes and spaces by which everyday
expressions of heterosexuality are reproduced have been neglected. The
heteronormativity of geography as a discipline has therefemained relatively
intact. Phillips (2006 164) points out that:

geographical research on sexualities has had much more to say about
the margins than the centres of sexual life ... there has been much
less scrutiny of those who occupy the moral and sexeitre
ground: people who quietly conform to the unwritten, commonly
heteronormative rules of the time and place in which they find
themselves.

Some geographers have explained the differing levels of interest in
KSGSNRASEdz t Allé AW NBARBREERN @2) OSEAEDD do W
1998). Spaces of leisure and consumption, including sex shops, red light districts,

and night clubs, are deemed to be sexy spaces because they often represent

SELX AOAG aSEdz ¢ NR (dzZ £ & | yWRof tEagsierg dzy (i S N&

®5233Ay3 NBFSNE (2 F+ a02YLX SE asSid 2F &aSEdz f LINI
P28 SdNAAY |yR SEKAOGAGAR2YS WagAy3IAy3IQs 3INRdzZ) &ASE
spaces of dogging are typically on the outskirts of urban centres in lpages and nature

reserves. Heterosexual couples and singles drive to theseseshided locations and engage in

sexual acts by themselves and with others.
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performances of heterosexuality amongst single British expatriates living in

5dz6 A A& | 322R SEIFYLX S 2F NB&SINDK 2y i
particular interest is her observation that many British expatriates use transient
performances of heterosexuality to challenge the domesticated Ilove
relationships institutionalised in British society. Many of her respondents felt

WG NI LILISRQ Ay GKSANI KSGSNR&aSEddzZ f NBE I GA
opportunity to distance themselves, to materially and metaphorically, from
domesticated couple relationships. Yet, as Walsh (2007) points out, the British
expatriates in her study cannot live beyond the sexed and gendered discourses

of intimacy that have structured much of their lives. Inethong term,

coupledom, for many ofhe LI NIIA OA LI yiGa Ay 21 fakKQa ownn
preferred enactment of heterosexuality. Crucially, this points to the ongoing

centrality of heteronormative forms of intimate coupledom in contemporary

Western socity.

Brown and Knopp (2002) argue, however, that much can be gained from

SELX 2NAy3 (KS tS8aa O2y(iSyiArzdzas WwWdzyaSEe
Phillips (2006) makes the crucial point that the construction of sexualities occurs

not only at points ofcontestation but also at unremarkable and mundane
Y2YSyida Ay S@OSNERIFIE tAFSe® IS | NBHdJzSay ac¢c
which (hetero)sexuality is flaunted, it would be a mistake to see these places as
representative in a broader sense of the reopal relationship between
KSGSNR&aSEdzrf Ale yR aL)l OS¢ o6t KAffALA HnN
LI NI AOdzf F NY¥ & Ay WaSEeQ ¢l &as ¥F2NJ SEI YLIX
1999; Hubbard and Whowell 2008), heterosexuality is commonly hidden away in
Wdzy a SEeQ alL) O0Sa o6blad mdpy o &adzOK a (KS
spaces of marriage, and workplaces. The apparent benign sexuality of many
everyday spaces, such as home, conceals and naturalises the hegemonic
heterosexuality that organise dndominate them. By concentrating primarily on
WaSEeQ aLl O0Sasz bl ad o6mddyv | NBdSasz 3S231
denaturalise heterosexuality. There is a need to look more closely at the
LISNF2NXYIFyOS 2F KSGSNERaSE dzn briledi 8 crifigfe, SIS NE R
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explore and contest socially normative subjectivities and spatialities. This is

where my research makes an important contribution.

Some geographers have begun to examine and subsequently invert the
normative landscapes of hegemorhieterosexualities. There is, for example, an

emerging body of work on the production and performance of heterosexualities

AY NHzNJI £ aStddAy3aad wdzNIt f20FidA2ya I NBE 2
WONI yljdzAt Q alLl 0Sa 27 rmathilydebrtrastadiwitrothet A G & |y
Wdzy Yy I G dzNI £ QX Wdzy al @2 dzNE Q> WO2 NNHzLJGi SRQ  dzN.
adult entertainment (Hubbard 2008). In many rural communities, hegemonic

gendered relations continue to inform the roles men and women takendheir

family and work lives. The presumed naturalness of these traditional gendered
NEtSa NBYFAYya dzyljdzSaiAz2ySR o0& Ylye fAQDAY
highly traditional attitudes and expectations about masculinity, femininity, and

family formations means that heterosexuality has become the dominant norm in

YIEye NHz2NFf aLlk o0Sa¢ owzKyadzy FyR [2y3K
beginning to interrogate takefor-granted traditional rural heterosexuality.

There is research, for example, on theuntryside as a haven for gay men and

lesbians (Bell 2000a; 2000b; Valentine 1997a), a site of bestiality and zoophilia

(Brown and Rasmussen 2010), and as a site for public sex (Bell 2006).

Little (2003; 2007) focuses on the ways in which the more fanalianundane
practices and views of familial heterosexuality are played out in the countryside.

She draws attention to numerous themes, including:

the importance of the survival of the farfamily household to the
agricultural business and rural community; the role of marriage and
permanence in rural society; and the maintenance of traditional
values in rural social relations and individual identitiegtle 2007
852).

Little and Panelli (2007) have collaborated in order to undertake a study of
NREYFIYOS Ay WwW2dziol O01Q !dzaliNItAlFI (2 &aK29

MNAs

construction and performance of heterosexuality shapes, and is shaped by,

nature. Inthis work, nature is seen as a component of heterosexual subjectivities
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with iterative performances folding nature and heterosexuality back in to one
another (Little and Panelli 2007)deas about nature are central to these
arguments, with thecountrysideoften thought of as the more “natural’ place for
heterosexual relationships, in general, and for sexual reproduction, specifically.
In this context, discourses ohature are used to naturalise particular

(heteo)sexual acts

Johnston (2006) also exploreshe connections between nature and
heterosexuality in her account of wedding tourism in New Zealand. Johnston

(2006 192) contends that weddings are an important public performance of
Y2NXYIFGADBS KSGSNRASEdzrtAGe YR NH aL22éSN
Y2NI fAG@Y LINPRAZOGAGAGE YR FLILINRLINARIFGS 3
heteronormative tourist weddings and New Zealand landscapes constitute each
2H0KSNI a Wyl ddzNIF £ QX Wmnmx: tdNBQr SE2GA0:Z
gather togetherAy |y WS HigdérAlddale, JRihstofi (2006) writes,
heterosexuality is enfolded into nature and nature into heterosexuality. The
Wmnme: tdz2NBQ fFyRaOlILISa RSLIAOGSR Ay DbSs
with constructions of heterosexual romantiovie. The representation of New
wSEElIYyR a 2yS 2F GKS ¢g2NI RQa dzivyzad yI
the wedding, the couple and nature. In these tourism representations,
KSGSNpaSEdza tAdlGe A& YIRS G2 FLWISIN a

environrment in which it is celebrated.

Such studies point to the role of place and space in reproducing normative
heterosexualities. They constitute an important intervention in geographical
examinations of heterosexualities by highlighting the more mundane jlitam
and takenfor-granted practices and spaces of conventional heterosexuality.
What needs to be developed further, however, is an understanding of the
relationship between heterosexual love and home, which is perhaps the
Wdzy 8 SEASAGQ &1Ldbridbive hefefosekublityOG A OS 2

A
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innate, moral, and appropriate. Love gives heterosexuality and the domestic
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itself is deemed to be a biological and individually felt experience. By relegating

the spaces and domestic subjectivities of heterosexual love to the natural arena

they seemingly require no explanation. Instead, they simply and
unproblematically existthey justare. In addition, the marginalisation of certain

topics, which I discuss further in the next section, means that the geographies of
heterosexual love and home have not warranted legitimate academic attention

within a discipline still dominatedby masculinist and heteronormative
epistemologies and ontologies. The geographies of heterosexual love and home,

then, exist in a paradoxical space in the academy. On the one hand, they occupy

I LINAGAEf SASR LIRaAlGA2Yy | & .DKteoHefBaNd Q | YR
they are marginalised through their negative association with the feminine,

private, emotions and body.

My research thus contributes to the limited, but growing, body of work on the
spatial, sexual and emotional aspects of normativetehosexuality. In this
context, | seek to dessentialise and destabilise heterosexuality and its resulting
spatial relations. One of the ways | do this is byceaceptualising
heterosexuality as a spatially situated emotional experience (see also Bobins

et al.,2004).

Emotional geographies

Emotional geographies constitute a new and exciting field of social, cultural and

feminist research. Davidson and Milligan (2004 523) claim that geographers are
A0FNIAY3I (2dz2BSBT SYawSIvfaya ¢KAa SYSNHBAY
geographies ha encouraged recognition of emotions, feelings and embodied

senses as central to contemporary social relations (Anderson and Smith 2001;
Davidson and Milligan 2004). In an-oited editorial, Anderson and Smith (2001

7) speak to the centrality of emotionfor understanding people and place
AYOUSNI OGA2yT FaaASNIAYy3AY a! G LI NI AOdz I NI
moments where our lives are so explicitly lived through pain, bereavement,

elation, anger, love and so on that the power of emotionaatiens cannot be
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experience without considering the role of emotions and feelings. Emotional
geographies seek to bring emotions, feelings and senses into dialogue with

discussins about people and place.

Despite the obvious importance of emotions to many of the topics geographers

study, the affective and emotional dimensions of everyday life have, until

recently, been largely silenced in both social science research and puobtg.

Anderson and Smith (2001 7) attribute the neglect of emotions to a gendered
LI2fAGAOCE 2F (y26ftSR3IAS LINPRAzOGAZ2Y HKSNB a
have been valued, and implicitly masculinised, while engagement, subjectivity,

passion and 8a ANB KI @S 0SSy RSO fdzZSRZI |yR TFTNBI
acknowledge emotions as a core component of people and place relations
contributes to the hegemony of masculinist and disembodied geographical
discourse. | am not the only one to draw attemtito the implications of ignoring

emotions in academic discourse, with scholars across the social sciences making

similar points (Pugmire 1998; Williams 2001). Longhatsal., (2008 210), for

SEFYLX S 6NRGSY ac¢2 yS3It SEide ebr8dtdny 3a | yR
0KNRdzZAK gKAOK LIXIFOSa IyR 02RASa 6S02YS Y

Feminist geographers have made important contributions to the study of
emotions. Davidson and Bondi (2004) argue that geographies of emotional life

are situated within, and build onfeminist geography. Feminist geographers

usefully problematise the binary structure of much geographical thinking

(Massey 1994; Rose 1993) by drawing attention to and challenging essentialised

binary associations between masculinity, rationality, objestjvand the mind;

and femininity, emotionality, subjectivity, and the body (Longhurst 2001,
a052¢Stft mMphppod 'a . 2yYRA S6Hnnpl nocd 02y
d2dAK3G (2 dzyR2 GKS YIFLIWAY3I 2F SYGA2Yy 2y
same time as gestioning the exclusion of emotion from the domains of

NFGA2Yy I fAGe YR YIaodzZ AyAide oé
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Feminist geographers contribute substantially to emotional geographies through

a focus on embodiment (Butler and Parr 1999; Longhurst 1997b; 2001; Matthee

2004). Indeedit has been suggested that the growth of interest in emotions is
ANRdzyRSR Ay GKS SEGlIyYydG 62N] 2y 3IS23INF LKA
2004; GormarMurray 2009; Longhurstkt al., 2008). This is perhaps not
adzZNLINR &Ay 3 3IA GBSy firdl &d forendokt,Snogh inRediatéd @nd & 2 dzNJ
intimately felt geography ... the site of emotional experience and expressan

excellence Emotions, to be surgake placewithin and around this closest of

AL GALE allkftSaé o5 @A RA 2syn otigih®). Tadkbbdy A A Yy H
is the primary site of emotional experience and expression for even the most
mundane dayto-day activities. Bodies are lived and experienced through

emotions. Focusing on different and often Othered subjective experiences (see

for example Johnston 1996 on the ways in which women bodybuilders challenge
normative constructions of gender and femininity; Longhurst 1997b on the ways

in which pregnant women are often constructed as overly emotional and
irrational), feminist geographicalesearch shows how bodily boundaries are

thought of, performed, and negotiated in a variety of complex and often

emotionally powerful and disruptive ways (Bondi 2005a).

Emotions are not, however, just located within the body. They are also
connected to wi@r social structures and processes (Bondi 2005a; Thien 2005). In

this way, emotions are not seen as simply internally felt experiences located in,

and belonging uniquely to, individuals. Instead, emotions permeate social and
physical environments and areeigerated by, and expressive of, wider social
LI26SNI NBtlFGA2ya 0. 2YRA HanplO® CSYAYyAAl
geographies of fear have been particularly important for legitimatising emotions

as a topic of study and also for showing that emaosidike fear are roused,
aggravated, offset and/or lessened by social and physical environments (Mehta

and Bondi 1999; Pain 1991; Panetlal.,2004).

Geographers explore the emotional dimensions of lived experience at a range of
spatial scales. Movingub from the body, they look at the emotional impact of
AyOt dzarazy |yR SEOfdzaAz2zy o6l aSR 2y | 38% &
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and so on at the level of community (Butler 1999; Johnston 1997), the city (Cloke

et al., 2008; Colls 2004; Hubbard Zf)OKawale 2004; Malbon 1998; Valentine

1993b), and the countryside (Clokt al., 2000; Milligan 1999). There is also a
significant body of literature on the emotionalities of home. This work draws
attention to the home as a key site of emotional exper8ni¢ & Kcpeftags

more than any other geographical locatiogshave strong claims on our time,
NBazdzNODSa FyR SY2dA2yaé¢ o0zt SYdAyS uHnnwm

some detalil, this corpus of work.

Home is a spatially located emotionafperience. It is a material and an affective

space that shapes, and is shaped by, everyday practices, experiences, social
relations and emotions (Blunt 2005). As Rubenstein (2001 1) points out home is

y20 aYSNBfe | LKeaAiAolt aidnNueCawasIdn 2 NJ |
SY2GA2ylt aLl OSde 12YS Aa 2yS 2F3I AF y2
human inhabitancy. It is where significant (non)familial relationships and bonds

are formed, fostered and destroyed. Geographical work on the emotionalities of

home pays particular attention to the affects of gendered and family space

(Domosh and Seager 2001; Sibley 1995a) including the challenges and rewards of
parenting (Gabb 2004) and the pleasures and frustrations of home based eating

(Bell and Valentine 199'Matthee 2004; Valentine 1999a). There is important

g2N] GKIG OKFffSyasSa GdKS ARSF 2F WK2YS
as a potential site of domestic violence (Burman and Chantler 2004; Valentine

1992) and exploitative domestic labour (Chapn004; Chapman and Hockey

1999), including paid domestic work (Cox and Rekha 2003; Pratt 1997; Silvey

2004; Stiell and England 1997). There is some interesting work on the meanings

of home, in particular the feelings of grief and loss associated with the

bNBI {1 R26y 2F KSGSNRaSEdzZ f NBflIGA2yaKALA
YR 0A&SEdzfaQ SY20A2yl Munrdy22008d\JolhstddSa 2 F
YR It SYGAyS moppT YIgrtS wnannos &2dz/3
(Robinson 2005), the emainal labour of caring for frail, older or disabled people

Ay UGUKSAN) K2YSa oaAftAdly wnnnT HnannoT ¢

experiences of relocating to institutions of care (Hugman 1999; Valentine 2001).
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Robinsonet al.,, (2004) offer one of the onlgtudies on the embodied and
emotional geographies of heterosexuality and home. They link heterosexuality to
emotions through concepts such as intimacy, faithfulness, commitment and
independence. | aim to build on and extend this work through an examination

a variety of normative and nenormative expressions of heterosexual love and
home. Looking at a hegemonic model of heterosexualitige conjugal family
Robinsonet al., (2004) argue that this dominant conception of heterosexuality
powerfully inforns the ways in which people experience and manage the
emotional and bodily aspects of their daily lives. This spatialised account of
emotions shows how institutionalised heterosexuality impacts on the ways in
which people experience and feel their heterosek subjecthood. They make

the argument that in order to provide an emotionally situated account of the
ST¥SOGla 2F AyaidArddaZiazyltAa8SR KSGiSNeRaSEdzZ
¢ the spaces it occupies and the spaces it abject¢hich arguabl need to be

Ay @Saiaaal i stRlE200 WD Rofids@at/al., (2004) thus set out to
examine the ways in which domestic space frames, constrains and resources
emotions in the production of a lived, situated experience of heterosexuality. In

this context they ask:

How is the familial home used as a resource to facilitate the
SELINB&a&arA2y 2F AYRADARIZ f4Q &8SEdz t ARSYy
based expectations impinge on the practice of sexual identities and,

indeed, the acknowledgement of thexistence of these among older

and younger generations? Relatedly, how is the material space of the

home managed to facilitate the expression of gendered emotional

identities, particularly when the constraining impact of this

environment can significantiynpinge upon our embodied emotional

selves? (Robinscet al.,2004 421422).

While the work reviewed above constitutes an important beginning, much
remains to be said about the emotional and affective elements of
heterosexuality and home. Boneial, 201p pX Y& SYLKI&Aa0 | NHo
about how emotions are embodied and located merit further elaboration in the
context oftypicall Yy R f Saa GeLIAOlIf SOSNERI& fAQDSEDE

work which offers an explicit examination of the linketween emotional
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embodiment and normative heterosexualised domestic space. Spatialised issues
of heterosexual love, romance and intimacy, in particular, are wtteorised
and underexamined empirically. | reflect critically on this omission in the next

section.

Love, romance and intimacy

Discussions of heterosexuality and home could usefully involve a focus on love.

Yet, love has been absent from most sexuality and home scholarship, in
particular, and geographical discourse in general. While acknowleeigiepages

often contain written expressions of lowelove for partners, children, friends

and family¢ geographical texts contain little trace of bodies that love (see also

Longhurst 2001). Love is present in these texts, but it provides the emotional

bad RNR L) G2 3IS23INILKSNRQ FylfeéeasSa |a 2LLR
right. Johnston and Longhurst (2010) make the point that questions about why
geographers have ignored love in their research are -axdfrdue. Bell and

Valentine (1995) highlight # dangers of ignoring the performances and
experiences of heterosexual love, romance and desire. Thien (20047)46

similarly suggests that a study of love has much to offer studies of space and

LI I OSY G¢KAY(lAYy3d GKNRAAK (2d@a5:2F SEtAYH2¢
JdzA aSa Aa | LINRP2SOU GKFdG FSYAyAad 3IS23INT |

One of the reasons why geographers have not paid much attention to love is

because bodies have long been constructed as the Gtheeography. As an
SY20A2y> t2@0S A& GeLAOLfte |aa20AF0SR gA
Love is often understood as a basic biological human experience. As a biological
experience, love conjures up negative representations and discoursesiassl

with the material, volatile, uncontrollable and irrational nature of bodies.
Overlooking the experiences of loving bodies/bodies loving is not a harmless
omission. Rather, it contains political imperatives which reinforce dominant
hierarchal duali¥a ® DS23IN} LIKE&Qa TF2dzyRIFIdA2ya NBAI
Cartesian dualism between mind and body (Longhurst 1997b). This masculinist

politics of knowledge production may account for why geographers have been
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slow to explore the intricacies of embodied accountslove. Johnston and

[ 2y 3KdzZNEG ownmn pm0O | NBdzS GKIFIG RS@20Ay3
Wo2RASa GKIFIG f20SQ 42dA R aAraylrt  OKIFff ¢
3S23IN)I LIKAOIE (1y2¢6fSRISPE ¢KAA AaallsLINBOAAS
about attending critically to the emotional geographies of love, desire and
attachment(Bondiet al., 2005; Gabb 2004; Thien 2004). | do so with the intent

of unsettling the masculinism, disembodiment and heteronormativity of much

geographical discourse.

In saying this, some academics, including geographers (Johnston and Longhurst

2010) and sociologist&lackson 1993b), fall in and out of love and are writing

about it. Secondvave feminists, for example, subjected heterosexual love to a

feminist agenda (Comer 1974; de Beauvoir 1972; Firestone 1972). They argue

that love is an invention of patriarchy andoscures gender inequalities and
62YSyQa 2LIINBaarz2y Ay AYyliAYF(dS KSGSNRASE
theorising, whilst instrumental in legitimising a study of love, has been critiqued

for its unequivocal and uncritical focus on heterosexual log&ationships

OWI 0142y wmMohdbolod ¢KS aKSGSNRaASEdz t yI dz
analyses of love did, of course, contain within them an implicit critique of
KSGSNRPaSEdzr t Alés o6dzi G(GKAAa g+ a y2i GKSANI
recenty, studies across the social sciences and humanities, including feminism
(Jackson 1993a; 1993b; 1995a; Sue Jackson 2001), sociology (Beck and Beck
Gernsheim 1995; Giddens 1992; Jamieson 1998; Johnson 2005; Lindholm 1998;
Schafer 2008; Swee Lin 2008), dessstudies (Herridget al., 2003), masculinity

studies (Allen 2007; Redman 2002), migration and mobility studies (Frohlick

2009; GormarMurray 2009; Mai and King 2009), psychology (Burns 2000; 2002),

and philosophy (Ahmed 2004, Irigaray 1996) have lanlthese early feminist

studies and have developed new critical perspectives on heterosexuality, love

and romance.

Sociologist Johnson (2005) provides perhaps the only sustained asheptin

theoretical and empirical examination of heterosexuality, gended love.He
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offers a critique of sociological work on love, intimacy and romance, which he
contends, has failed to engage critically with heterosexuality, writing:

2 KFG WwWE20SQ adlyRa F2NJ Ay Y2aid &20A2f

f20SQd ¢ 2 Guste a sHortAa@S WhichA &ides the

heteronormativity which it reproduces; a nomenclature for a range of

heterosexual practices which are performed by men and women.

This split between an analysis of love and heterosexuality reiterates a

certain heterosexismn sociological work. Although we find many

different analytic insights in published research on love ... we find no

significant study of the relationship between heterosexuality and love
(Johnson 2005 14).

Challenging the assumption that biology dictatasth gender differences and

GKS Wyl GdzNI fySaaQ 27F KS (sBds®sitBaEiddmate RS a A NB
love is a socially constructed and culturally specific form through which
KSGSNRPASEdz t Alé A& 2LISNI GA2Yy Il f A&®SRd | A&
SYYS&aKSR Ay (GKS 02yaiNHzOGA2y 2F | LI NI AO
forms a dynamic process for producing practices and identities deemed
KSGSNR&aSEdzZ f ¢ 06W2Kya2y -depth mprview with 243 Ay 3 R
men and women of aariety of ages and class backgrounds, John@@05)

investigates how heterosexuality, as both a subjectivity and set of social
practices, is brought to life through love relationships. He explores a number of

themes, including: the ways in which feelingse inscribed onto the body

through narratives of romantic love; the links between love, gender and
heterosex; the production of gendered subjectivities; the binary relationship

between heterosexuality and homosexuality; and, desire outside the limits of
normative heterosexuality. In doing so, Johng2A05)reveals heterosexuality as

a diverse set of socigkexual practices whilst also acknowledging that such

practices remain constituted within highly regulated and institutionalised

gendered and sexed nosn

Jackson(1993a; 1993b; 1995a) makes a particularly important contribution to
feminist understandings of love. Linking her ongoing interest in sexuality to the
social construction of emotions, she argues that love is a product of social and

gendered reldons. Importantly, this understanding allows for eritique of
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institutionalised heterosexualityJackson(1993a; 1993b; 1995athinks about

emotions as discursively produced and as experienced at the level of our
subjectivities In this way, thefeelings, emotions and sensations of love are
conceptualised not simply as internally felt subjective experiences. Instead, love

and romance are theorised as a set of competing discourses, meanings, rules and
practices which help give shape and form to wsxexperiences, subjectivities

YR NBflIGA2yaKALIA® a2S ONBFGS FT2NJ 2dzNBST
GKFEG o0SAy3a WAY 20SQ AadX GKNRdAAK Sk NYA
RAaAO2dzNES&aY O2yaidNHzGAY 3T yiMehdg beyatida 2F a
fAYAGUSR YR fAYAUAY3I RAaAO2dzNESE 2F 208
and instinctive, sexually restrictive and repressive, scholars such as Jackson
(1993a; 1993b; 1995a), Johnson (2005) and the others mentioned above,
recognéa S t20S |a 020K + AAGS 2F 42YSyQaz
resistance to, patriarchal, heteronormative and masculinist social relations. They

show that love and its associated practices are socially constructed whilst also

retaining an awareness afte as an undeniably biological experience.

Scholars interested in love have begun to take up the challenge of thinking about
love beyond its normative form. Recent accounts suggest that modes of love and
loving in latemodern detraditionalised societiefiave undergone fundamental
changes with new patterns and forms of intimacy emerging (Beck and Beck
Gernsheim 1995; Giddens 1992; Weeks 2000). It is believed that traditional
scripts of love and romance no longer exert much influence over the way people
perform their intimate relationships. Beck and Be@8krnsheim (1995 5), for
AyadlyoSs | NBdsSSY da[20S Aa o0SO2YAy3a | ofl
The production of new frameworks of intimacy beyond the heterosexual couple
is thus deemed to weakethe institutional parameters of heterosexuality with
radical consequences for the gender order. At the same time, it has been argued
that such writings not only overestimate the changes that are occurring (Jackson
1999) but also ignore the material readi of many heterosexual couples
(Jamieson 1999). While it cannot be denied that broader changes in social,

political and economic life are influencing intimate interactions, it similarly
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cannot be said that such changes are systematically affecting thelsoc
constitution of normative heterosexuality. Research continues to show that
heterosexual relationships are dominated by unequal gendered power (Jamieson

1999). Likewise, cultural representations of love remain normatively associated

with heterosexualityand tied to marriage, family and the home (Johnson 2005).

C2NJ YlIye LIS2L) Ss ANNBaLISOGAOBS 2F aSEdz f
YIEAY WRNAGAYy3I F2NOSaQ 2F GKS O2yq SYLR2NI I
someone to fall in love, be intimét> | yR o0dzZAf R | -K@ayS oA (KE
2009 452).

Despite the important contributions scholars working beyond the discipline of
geography have made to the study of love, too often they fail to appreciate that
Wo2RASA GKIG TSSt lateg (@oBrtonragd Langhurkt ZO1@Jit NI A O dz
is important to think about love as a spatial process because bodies cannot be
divorced from the places in which they are constituted (Longhurst 1997b; Nast
and Pile 1998; Rose 1993). It is through the body that wenect with and
experience place. This is where geographers can make significant contributions
to theorising love relations. Thinking about the ways in which different places
and spaces affedtow, when and whyeople love reduces the possibility of an
unaitical, essentialist and heteronormative account of bodies, love, gendered
and sexed relations, and space. My examination of the links between home, love

and heterosexuality in Hamilton does precisely this.

Geographers first began engaging with notioridove in the 1990s. Hay (1991;

1992), Bell (1992; 1994), and Robinson (1994) engaged in a heated discussion

about heteronormative understandings of love and place. The epistemological

battle commenced with Hay (1991) who offered a conception of petyple and

placelove that drew primarily on normative heterosexual practices and
expressions: marriage, family and domesticity. Bell (1992) forcefully responded

G2 11&2Qa akK2NI INIAOES OfFAYAy3a (GKIFG GKS
minorities and einforced heteronormative and heterosexist concepts of society

and space. Robinson (1994), entering the debate, criticised the way in which Bell
OMPphpHO | LILINPF OKSR KAA& NBalLkyasS IyR G
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argument, pointing out that by identifygh one particular, normative form of
t20Ss GKS wl &6 GFrOoAdGte NBO23IyArasSa
KdzYly NBflFGA2yaKALAE O6w20AYazy wmdbdon
with opening up a space in geography to discuss the intersestmnlove,

sexuality and space. By critically examining heteronormalised models of love, this

t 208
ynod

SENX @& Sy3rasSySyid sAilGK t20SQ0a 02YLX SEAGAS

geographers have to make to understandings of emotisexiualspatial

relations.

Some geographers are attempting to think about love outside of the constraints
of heteronormativity. Challenging the idea that love only occurs in the couple
form, Johnston and Longhurst (2010) use the geographies of polyamory and
polygamy in the US Hontgox Office (HBO) television dramBiy Lové’ as a way

of queering expressions of love, sexualities and home spaces. They argue that
GKS t20S SELINB&aAaSR 0S06SSy YdzZ GALX S
normative and nomormative. The love between thre@omen and one man
undermines normative models of love, sexuality and home yet at the same time
conceals and perhaps justifies unequal gendered power relations. Gabb (2004)
looks at the complex boundaries between motHeby and aduHesbian sexual

love. Moving beyond traditional discourses of sexual and maternal love, she
shows how the sexuaexless boundaries between parents and children can
become blurred in lesbian families. Gabb (2004) argues that home represents
one of the few places where the sexumid maternal subjectivities of lesbian
parents may be reconciled. Bell and Binnie (2000) think about love in its many
forms ¢ romance, friendship, familg and sexual citizenship. They make the
point that thinking critically about the social constructioflove requires being

both dubious of, and receptive to, the possibilities of love outside limited and
limiting discoursesDrawing on interviews with people who challenge normative
notions of intimacy through their rejection of monogamwilkinson (2010)

guestionsneo-conservative rhetoriavhich promotes monogamous coupledom

?'Big Lovds an American television drama on HBO about a fictional Mormon family in Utah who
pradice polyamory.
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Fd O0KS dzf GAYF(GS &a2dz2NOS 2F OFNB FyR f2@0S |
She argues that aejection of the idea that care, love and responsibility are

always associated witspatial proximity¢ living in the same house has the

potential to rework intimacy as it is currently understood. Responding to these

pieces of work, | pay close attention to the heterosexuality of love and home.
Heterosexualised discourses and expecem surround and underpin the

meanings, imaginaries and materialities of love and home and work to both

constrain and confirm heterosexual subjectivities and activities.

Summary

While the dominant discourse of home presents a universal version of
heterosexuality based on notions of reproduction, domesticity and love, the
geographies of heterosexual love and home, are in fact, multfhle, partial

and constantly changing. This chapter provides the theoretical scaffolding from
which to think about hetersexuality as a spatially located, embodied and
emotional experience. lbrings together, reviews, and extends four areas of
scholarship: geographies of home; geographies of sexualities; geographies of
emotions; and feminist and sociological literature oovd, romance and
intimacy. Feminispoststructuralismprovides the theoretical tools for unsettling

and undermining the naturalisation of heterosexuality, love and home.

Despite feminist and queer interventions over the past couple of decades,
geography cotinues to be a site ofheteronormativity (Bell 2009). he

geographies of heterosexuality and homeparticularly those relating to love,

romance and intimacyc NBYlF Ay I NBSte& WAygArAairofSQ |
Heteronormative geographical discourse tends locate these aspects of
KSGSNRPaSEdzr t Aé Ay GKS NBIEY 2F GKS Wyl {

scrutiny and explanation.

The relationship between heterosexuality, love and home has been wunder
examined. Although research outside of geography gy Iquestioned the

significance of the construction, negotiation and enactment of heterosexuality
and love to the ordering of everyday life, within the discipline they have not been
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sufficiently addressed. Heterosexual love is a useful lens through whbich t
examine the relationship between subjectivity and domestic space for young
heterosexual homemakers. Before | go on to discuss the lived experiences of the
14 couples who participated in this research, | discuss the methodological

process undertaken to cwluct this research.
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CHAPTER 4
Methodology

Methodologies in feminist and cultural geography continue to encourage a
critical awareness of the power relations which constitute research relationships.
There is a particular focus on the ways in which embéddemotions work to
construct and inform research encounters (Bennett 2004; Bondi 2005b; Lees and
Longhurst 1995; Longhurst al., 2008; Smithet al., 2008; Widdowfield 2000).
This scholarship draws on a variety of both traditional and less conventional
methodological approachesn order to find new ways of accessing the
complexities inherent in everyday lifé.1t is within this literature that my

approach to research methodology is situated.

This research has been designed to make use of a variety bfagjwa feminist
inspired research methods. Qualitative methodologies informed by feminism are
founded upon the principles of equality, reciprocity, collaboration, partiality,
non-hierarchal practices and commitment to action and social justieur
interconnected phases of researahjoint semistructured interviews, solicited
diaries and selflirected photography, followup interviews, and, evaluation
questionnairesc 6 SNB dza SR G2 SEIlFIYAyYyS O2dzd SaqQx |
everyday geographies of hetesexuality, love and home. The decision to
combine these four methods was a conscious and considered one (Bijoux and
Myers 2006; Latham 2003; Luzia 2010; Meth 2003b). Although sometimes
utilised as stanehlone research tools, the combination of these matls creates

a research strategy that is rigorous, witknging and complex. It can also give
participants the opportunity for deeper participation in, and control over, the

research process.

| used multiple methods because they allow for a breadth of cayer |

recognise that there are complex and constantly shifting relationships between

2188 (KS Wt NPaINBaa wSLENIAQ o6& /NIY3I O6HAANHT HAnol
Dwyer and Davies (2009) for detailed discussions of the changing place of qualitative methods in
human geography.
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gendered and sexed subjectivity and home that produce numerous conceptual
questions, not all of which can be sufficiently addressed by one approach (see
also GormarMurray 2006c; Johnston 1998). Multiple methods are highly
compatible with feminist poststructuralist analyses. Feminist poststucturalists
raise important epistemological questions about the social construction of
knowledge. They offer a critique of scientifadgtached and objective research
methods. Feminist poststructuralist theories resist the idea that knowledge is
neutral, objective and rational and instead allow for recognition of knowledge as

local, partial and embodied.

Throughout the chapter | draw estisively on material gained from evaluation

guestionnaires (see also Myers 2009). Evaluation questionnaires formed the final

LIKFaS 2F NBASFNODK yR ¢gSNB dzaSR +a I gl &
feelings about their involvement in the projedfalentine (2002 125) makes the
LRAYG GKFGY aoKAETS 6S> a NBaAaSHNOKSNA

attempting the impossible task of reflecting on our own role in the research
process we know little about how our informants experience, feel about, or
refleOG dzZLl2y GKSANI 26y LI NLAOALI GA2Yy ®¢

Women respondents were sent an email thanking them for their participation
and asking if they would like to reflect on their involvement in the research
process?® Out of the 14 women who participated | received nine completed
evaluation questionnaires. Questions related to various aspects of the research
and asked for reflections on things such as: the logistics of the process, including
whether the phases complinmed one another; the implications of
participating, including any personal gains or problems encountered; and,
practical considerations, such as the amount of time it took to participate. They
were also given the space to offer any suggestions about hewntethod could

be expanded or improvetf. The findings from the questionnaires are

»See appendix 1 for a copy thie email | sent to participants requesting their involvement in the
evaluation stage of the research.

¥ 35ee appendix 2 for a copy of the evaluation questionnaire | sent out to participants.
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incorporated throughout the chapter because they provide valuable insights into
the strengths and weaknesses of the research strategy. They challenge the
y20iA2y OGRBEQWNF¥EERSAE LINAYINARtE Ay GKS F2|

In what follows, the processes and practices used in this research are discussed. |
begin by outlining the procedure used to recruit respondents and | reflect on the
profile of participants. &llowing this, | discuss the rationale for, and critiques of,
couple interviews, solicited diaries and self directed photography, and falfow
interviews, as research techniques. | then move to explain how | set about
analysing and presenting the data.n&lly, | reflect critically upon the
interpersonal dynamics of intimate research relationships and consider the role
my embodied subjectivities have played in the construction of geographical

knowledge.

Participant recruitment and profile

Participantswere recruited in a three main ways. First, recruitment posters were

used to advertise for potential participants.These posters were located in a

variety of spaces around Hamilton where advertising was permitted. Second, |
advertised in two local newspaps: theWaikato Timesaind The Hamilton Press

The third, and by far the most effective procedure for recruitment, was
ay2¢olfttAy3ae G GKS SyR 2F GKS wO2dzLX S A
of anyone who would be interested in participatinftiey did, | asked them to

pass on my details. Once potential participants had expressed interest | sent an

email thanking them for contacting me and included an information sheet which

detailed the research aims and practicés.

As it turned out, partigiants were a diverse group (see figure*8They live in a
variety of situations and configurations. They have varying degrees of education,

are employed in a range of occupations and identified themselves as located

¥ See appendix 3 for a copy of the recruitment poster.
%2 See apendix 4 for a copy of the information sheet.

B All participants have been givesgudonyms as outlined in the consent form (appendix 5).
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within the range of lower to upper mide class. They vary in terms of political

and religious beliefs and background, ethnicities, and the length of their
relationships ranges from one to ten years. In accordance with the aims of the
research, none of the couples have children. Some partitgaave lived in New

Zealand for their entire life and others have migrated temporally to New Zealand

from Europe, the UK and the US. Participants identify as European, New Zealand
tn]1SKnZ 2N an2NA® b2 LI NIGAOALIRMaaw ARSY (A
move to discuss the methods used in this research, reflecting upon both the

strengths and weaknesses of each approach.

Phase one: couple interviews

The first of a sequence of encounters between myself and research participants

was a semstructured interview with couples. Senstructured interviews are a

standard method in social science research and the benefits gained from using

them are welestablished (Dunn 2005; Longhurst 2003; Valentine 1997b). The

way that semid 0 NHzOG dzZNBR Ay i SNPE8E A (0 A2V{IS S F& 6
(Valentine 1997b 111) and allow for a variety of interests, experiences and views

to be expressed makes them a particularly valuable research tool. Given recent
ONARGAOAAYA | 02dzi 3IS23INI LIKEQaA Yithaz2 R2f 234
2003; Thrift 2000), however, and in response to questions about the
effectiveness of words in articulating embodied and emotive dimensions of
everyday life, sermstructured interviews, and other more traditional methods,

such as participant obseation and focus groups, are sometimes being passed
2P0SNJ T2N) WYySgSND VYSUK2RA o0! YRSNA2Y HAN
Longhursiet al.,2008; Wood and Smith 2004; Young and Barrett 2001).

% Given that no participants identified as Pacific Islander or Asian | do not discuss their unique
cultural practicesl do, however, acknowledge thttese groupsnake up a significargroportion
of New Zealan@a LJ2 LJdzf F G A2y
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Name Age Ethnicity (selfdefined by Length of Lived Housing tenure and Married Occupation
participants) relationship | together living situation (years)
Lizzy & Zane Late 20s an2zNA 3 tn] 6yrs 2yrs Joint owneroccupiers, No Administration/Tradesperson
NZ Caucasian 1 flatmate
Marie & Paul Mid 20s White European & 5yrs lyr Renting, 3 flatmates No Higher degree students
German
Donna & Mark Early 20s/ 2 KAGS b%kan? 3yrs lyr Renting, no flatmates No Higher degree student/
late 30s Academic
Rose &Joseph Early 20s/ NZ European 2 yrs lyr Joint owneroccupiers, No Government department/IT
early 30s no flatmates
Kylie & Luke Early 20s b% 9dz2NRLISIY 6 yrs 2 yrs Renting, live alone Yes (5) Curator/Administration
European
Ruby& Taylor Late 30s White AngleSaxon/ 10 yrs 8 yrs Renting, 1 flatmate Yes (6) Childcare/IT
White British
Rebecca & Tim Early 20s NZ European/NZ lyr 3 mths Renting, 3 flatmates No Undergraduate students
Melissa & Peter Early 20s a n 2 NHBuropean 3yrs 2 yrs Renting, live alone No Higher degree
student/Manufacturing
Debbie & Robert Mid 20s/ b¥% tnlSKnkan? 4yrs 4yrs Single owneioccupier, 2 No Administration/Health sector
early 30s flatmates
Angie & Cooper Late20s NZ Europeans 9yrs 8 yrs Joint owneroccupiers, Yes (3) Higher degree student/IT
live alone
Sheree & Alex Early 20s anzNA 7 Y2 yrs 4% yrs Joint owneroccupier, 1 Yes (1) Researcher/Tradesperson
flatmate
Linda & Jeff Late 20s Caucasian/ 6 yrs 2yrs Renting, live alone Yes (4) Higher degree students
European
Kimberly & Scott Late 30s tnlSKn b% 8 yrs 7 yrs Single owneioccupier, live No Health sector/Researcher
alone
Sophia & Alec Late 20s European/ 2 yrs 6 mths Renting, live alone No Higher degree students
German
Figure6Y t F NIAOALI yiaQ RSOl AT A



Some geographers have shifted their focus from more traditional methodologies
026 NRa FAYRAY3I | yR dzaAy3d YSiK2Ra gKAOK
and being in the world through embodiment and emotionality. Yet, there is still

much to be gained fnm using semstructured interviews in qualitative research.

5/ ASa YR 56&8SN) 6Hnnt HpTO FNBdZSY aAld A
to imagine what a radically new form of qualitative research practice might look
fA1SPé L I INEB Set a.,208. Thefsan cofle2tigrbok girifative

methodsc interviews, focus groups and ethnographigare still being used, but

importantly, the ways in which they are being conceptualised and executed is
constantly changingreminists have long advatesS R F2 NJ NB & S+ NOK S NA
YR S@OSNE YSIya | @At oftSéE o{lGlryfSe wmdbon
there is no one set of methods or techniques that are distinctly feminist. Instead,

it is argued that the tools for data collection should be appiate to the

research question and adapted to suit the requirements of the research (Nelson

and Seager 2005).

In my research, senstructured interviews differ from more traditional formats

in two main ways> First, they are conducted with couples amtlude an
SEIFIYAYLGAZ2Y 2F GKS LINRRdAOGAZY 2F wakKl NBR
Second, they are used in combination with other research methods including

solicited diaries, seffirected photography and followp interviews. Used in this

way, semistructured interviews have added a level of rigour and depth to the

research process. In this section, | look at the various methodological logistics of

conducting research with cohabiting couples.

% Traditional semstructured interview are usually based on an exchange between two pepple

the interviewer and interviewee (Longhurst 2003).sThieans that there is limited interaction in

terms of interpersonal dynamics compared to other ethnographic methods, such as focus groups.

Joint semistructured interviews, then, are similar to focus groups as they encourage interaction

between participard @ LYy KSNJ NBaASFNOK 2y LINB3Iylyild 62YSyQa
Zealand, Longhurst (1996) considers the composition of a focus group. She concludes that two
participants and a facilitator can be considered a focus group as opposed to a joint semi

strudured interview. |, however, decided in the context of this research that two participants and

me (as facilitator) was not a focus group because in the interviews participants worked together

G2 LINPRdzOS | WaKlFINBRQ I 002 dzgriups ayehsudlyimageSup afA A G & |
individuals who share some common characteristics but do not attempt to narrate a shared

story.
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Twelve couples participated in the sestiuctured nterview>® This phase was
designed to elicit narratives on the importance of home to the construction and

lived experience of heterosexual couples and interpersonal relationships. It was
also used as a way of gaining an insight into the power dynamicssacidl

relations of their household. An examination of research interactions can, in
itself, yield considerable insights into the workings of relationships and
households. Couple interviews provided me with a unique opportunity to see

how partners interactd with each other and negotiated the construction of a
WaKFNBR a4d2o2SO0GAQ0AGQ Ay GKS AYyUGSNIBASH
that:

conversations [during couple interviews] are particularly illuminating,
not only because of the material theyeigerate on the topic under
discussion, but also because they offer the opportunity for the
interviewer to see how the household relationships function, for
example by observing how the couple support or undermine each
other, who opens negotiations and whsirategies they adopt to win
the argument. In this way, the processes through which a couple
negotiate their joint account can also illustrate the processes through
which the household operates in relation to other issues.

Given the benefits of intervieiwg couples together (although there are some
drawbacks, which are discussed later) and the dominance of shared living in
Western societies, it is perhaps surprising that this research tool has not be used
more thoroughly by geographers. In New Zealand gfample, approximatg 75
percent of people live in a shared household of some sort (Statistics New Zealand
2010). Yet, there has been little geographical literature that examines the
methodological practicalities and ethical complexities of interviewdogples,

and other types of shared households, about their shared life.

Outside of geography, particularly in family studies (Allan 1980; Hertz 1995;
Wheelock and Oughton 1996) and health research (Petedd., 2007), scholars
are engaged in a lorgfanding debate about the methodological pitfalls and

benefits of interviewing household members together and apart. The primary

% Fourteen couples were involved in the research in total but two men chose not to participate in
the couple semstructured inerview.
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focus of this body of work is on the practical processes of conducting couple

interviews rather than on how the interview reflectand refracts the

O2YLX SEAGASA 2F LIS2LX SQa aKFINBR NBFfAGAS

their life. Valentine (1999b 73) rightly points out that this oversight results in a
f1O01 2F al G0Sy i Aaflesi and 2tliddl cangequénseSwbbigs S NJ
joint stories, and to exploring the complexities and contradictions of the
O2yiSaiSR NBIftAGASA 2F aKINBR fAQPSadé
that when interviewing couples, particular attention needs to be paid to power

relations:

In qualitative research with partners, you position yourself at the
margins of an unfathomable set of interpersonal politics from where
you scratch only a small fragment, which you hope is sufficient to
answer your research questions without damaging thatiehships
you are trying to understand.

I A

{2YS 3S23ANI LIKSNE KI @S AYUGSNDASSHESR WO2 dzLJ

(1997c) has interviewed couples on childhood safety and on the relationship
between food and welbeing (Valentine 1999a). Gormdwurray @006a)
explores the ways in whichgay and lesbian couples generate shared
subjectivities through domestic space. Couple interviews have also beentased
examine the relationship between subjectivity construction and home
consumption (GranHanssen and Bedbanielsen 2004; Reimer and Leslie 2004).
¢tKSaS SEFYLXS&a LRAYG G2 3S$23IN LKSNAEQ
household relations and offer a nuanced understanding of the complexities
inherent in domestic relationships. Unfortunately, however, theptabute little

by way of methodological reflection because the complexities of the
interviewer/interviewee(s) relationship are not the focus of these papers.
Effectively, then, | went into the research setting with very little knowledge

about how best taconduct interviews with couples.

| decided to follow a senstructured interview format. | prepared a set of
predetermined questions and used it to prompt discussion when necessary

(Dunn 2005; Longhurst 2003; Valentine 1997b). The intent of employing ia sem
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structured format was to discover what themes and ideas were significant to

each participant whilst also covering matters of importance to the aim of the
project. The interview schedule was based around two broad themes: first,
meanings of home which ihaed questions about home and subjectivity;

making and designing home; using home; and second, meanings of love, which
focused on intimate relationships; romance; expressions and performances of
love®” | built flexibility into the interview schedule by kisg two broad
foundational questions which then allowed me to arrange the topics in an
appropriate order® This meant that each interview varied according to the
personal experiences of respondents. After several introductory questions which
addressed thadentity of respondents, including their age, class, ethnicity and
200dzLdr GA2yS L FaAl1SR G0KSYX FTANRGEE@S oKI G
gKIFI G R2Sa Wi20SQ YSty (2 @2dzK Ly GKA& g1
their own accounts of theiexperiences by describing and explaining their lives in

(GKSANI 26y 62NR&E O0+FESYGAYS MPPTO MMMO O

Feminist geographers stress the importance of reciprocity in the interview and
encourage researchers to interact and share their own experiences with research
participants (England 1994; McDowell 1992; Valentine 1997b). At times, |
participated in the interview by sharing some of my own opinions and
experiences. This, without a doubt, influenced the type of information gathered.

| am certain that it prompted péicipants to share different types of stories with

me than if | had not been open about my own experiences. Sheree reflects on
GKAAd Ay KSNJ FSSRol Ol F2N¥3I gNAGAYy3IAY aez2d
you and your partner] made it a comfortable\@ronment and made it more of a
conversation than an interview (feedback form 17 July 2008). Similarly, Lizzy
points out that Zane (her partner) felt more comfortable participating in the

NEaSINOK o6SOFdzaS L akKIFINBR ai2N#gdy |0 2dz

¥ See appendix 6 for a copy of the full interview schedule.

%8| would like to acknowledge the assistance of Andrew GorMarray who kindly sent me the
AVOSNDASSs A0KSRdA S KS LINBRAZOSR FyR dzASR Ay KAA
experiencesof home (GormarMurray 2006c¢). His interview schedule helped enormously in the
development of my interview questions.
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enjoyed talking to you last week. You guys sound quite a bit like us, which made

wEyS NBtFE | 20 Y2NB GKIFy L SELISOGSR KA
April 2008).

Although I shared my experiences with participants | was careful notseriasy

own understandings and opinions onto them. | tried to keep my input to a
YAYAYdzY FyR (Kdz | OG SRThe fiexiblity NS RISHINDOK  WT |
afforded meant that | was able to allow the conversation to flow and develop

and as a restllthe interviews ended up being a multidirectional flow of
information, opinions and experiences. Partners shared their ideas with each
20KSNE O2yFANNXSR |yYyR OKFfftSyaSR SIOK 2
prompted further discussion in ways that | hadt mmvisioned. Valentine (1999b

68) makes the point that these types of exchanges are a particular strength of

joint interviewing:

a process of negotiation and mediation takes place between couples
in the production of a single collaborative account for the
interviewer, which can provide material or insights into the dynamics
of the household that would be difficult to identify in a ®to-one
interview.

Negotiations over who talked first were particularly revealing. Some couples

worked their way through the interview without any obvious conflict or tension.

For others, this proved to be more difficult and often eagerness to speak first

caused conflict bt SSy LI NIYSNBE® YAYOSNISe yR {02

exposed the potentially contested nature of household relationships.

At the beginning of the interview Kimberly and Scott politely took turns at
speaking. At times, they would accidently speaker each other and the
subsequent tension this created would be masked by nervous laughter. After
several interrupted and overlapping answers, however, their struggle came to a

KSIR gKSy {0200 RA&LMWzISR 2yS 2F YAYO0OSNI &

% | discuss the dynamics of the intervieviaterviewee relationship in more detail in the final
section of this chapter.
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CareyAnn: Are there aly spaces or objects that symbolise your home

as a shared space?
Kimberly: | think this couch is another [important space] (//)

Scott: OKKO L R2yQU® L GKAY]l] GKS 20KSNJ O2

| was going to say that.

Kimberly: h13X ¢Sttt A (t&Qkdpervaus laugldd/ joint 2
interview 01 April 2008]°

At this point, Scott promptly apologised and waited for Kimberly to finish
speaking. He then attempted to amend the situation by agreeing with her. This
seemed to be something of a turning pointtire interview. Instead of struggling
with each other over who would articulate their view first they began to make a
conscious effort to encourage each other to speak. For the most part, this
diplomacy continued throughout the interview. The exception wadsen they

disagreed on a point or they began discussing a topic of underlying contention.

Valentine (1999b) points out that the interview process can accidently expose

tensions in the relationship and the researcher needs to be vigilant in the way

sherea L2YR (2 GKSaS aAiddza dArazyasd L ¢l a OF NB
an opinion when instances like those described above arose. Participants were

also informed that they were able to request parts, or the entire interview, to be

discarded from theresearch if they were not happy. | made it clear to women
participants that while | would do my utmost to ensure anonymity and

confidentiality there were also the possibility that their partners may be able to

“Thetransco Ayd O2RSa INB a F2fft264aY | $2NR dzyRSNEO2 |
particular words; wordgontained in [square bracketsfe used to make incompletgentences

more understandable. Italicised words contained ibrackety are indicative of he

conversational tone, such akgghing. Successive fuf & (i iddidate irfsténtes where text

has been removed in ordé¢o improve the readability of extracts. A double slash (//) shows that

one participant has interrupted another.
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identify them through their diary stories andtherefore maintaining

confidentiality within couples may be challenging in this particular coritext.

Regardless of any tensions that occurred during the interviews there were still
obvious moments of shared understanding and appreciation of each other and
their sometimes differing opinions and conflicts of interest. Most couples
approached the situation with humour and enthusiasm. There was plenty of
' YAOFI0tS o0FyGdSNIFYR 221Ay3 20SN) gK2 ¢ 2 dzf |

CareyAnn: What does home mean tpou?

Kylie: ,2dz INB 3I2Ay3 G2 YIFI1S YS |yagsgSNJ
[Speaking to Luke]

Luke: {KSQa GKS GFrft{1lFr0A0S 2yS wallSF{1Ay3
May 2008).

Likewise, Sheree and Alex jokingly encourage each other to talk first:

CareyAnn: Do youthink love changes as you get to know someone?

Alex: Sheree?
Sheree: No, you go darling [speaking to Alex] (joint interview 30 April
2008).

Conversations such as these may initially appear to be trivial,-Higgatted

chitchat between partners and thus bftle use to researchers, but they actually

LINE BARS AYLRNIFYyG Ayairakida Aya2 02dza) S F
of body language, interruptions and the use of humour or rhetorical quips can

help uncover subtle, but clear, indications of how c@agplcompromise and

contest aspects of their datp-RI @ f AFSE 6! AG1SY HAaam TTOGC
YR !'f SE NBEALRYRZ LI NIAOdzZ I NI & { KSNBSQa

“I There are alsoumerous other ethical and moral questions in relation to interviewing couples
together and apart. See Valentine (1999b) for a useful discussion about the pros and cons of
interviewing couples.
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an attempt at portraying decision making in their household as a cordidl an

negotiated process.

Some participants seemed to employ strategies as a way of constructing a
positive image of their relationshif. y LISNF 2NXAy 3 WwI22RQ 02 dzL
alreAy3a YR R2AYy3 (KAy3Ia GKIFIG aK2gSR GKSY
AIAKGQP C2NJ SEI YLX ST Ylye NBaLRyRSydGa Gt
their relationship pointing out that domestic labour is evenly divided and that
gendered power relations do not exist in their honfég.hey stressed that they

had made a consciowecision to adopt a domestic lifestyle whereby traditional

gendered roles are challenged and equality adopted. Research suggests,
however, that emphasising mutual participation is a key tactic often used to

disguise unequal participation in domestic labqumdsay 1999). Interestingly,
LISNF2NXYIFyO0Sa 2F WwW322RQ 02dzJ) SR2Y ¢SNB 3

N

expressed concerns about their relationships appearing equitable and gender

neutral. Domosh and Seager (2002)Isimilarly remark:

When guests arrive for dinner it is usually the woman who worries

about what judgements they will make: Is her house tidy? Are there

clean towels in the bathroom? Will her planned menu please her

3dzSaGaQ GNByRe Gl adsS o0dzRaAK
Some participants also used pemnances of home as a way of highlighting the
equitable nature of their relationships. Dowling (2008 541) suggests that home
AYOSNIBDASGaE NB aYFGSNRAFE LISNF2NXYIFyOSae g
life. Like Dowling (2008), | found that many hou$esl been tidied before |
arrived and | received humble apologies from several women (but not men)

about untidy houses. | was also offered food and drinks at several interviews. In

these situations participants worked together to produce a comfortable @om

*2Bondi and Christie (2000) have similar findings in their study on gender and class divisions in
contemporary Britain. They make the point thifite absence of children makes it possible for
couples to articulate a redefinition of gender roles and relationtheir household because they

do not have to deal with the practicalities associated with having children.
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environment in which to conduct the interview but, | would suggest, also in an

attempt to portray their relationship in a positive way.

t SNF2NXIFyOSa 2F WwWIA22RQ O02dzL)d SR2Y | FFSOi
participants choose to divulge. Argumentssatireements and bickering are an

inevitable and common part of sharing a living space with other people. Yet,
NEFSNByOSa (2 GKS WRFENJSN A4ARSQ 2F R2Y!
prompting participants to talk openly about aspects of their home tlifat they

were unhappy about or dissatisfied with. The geographies of love and home are

not, however, premised solely on positive sensibilities. Where love exists, so

does hate (Ahmed 2004). Perhaps participants were cautious about articulating

their anmoyances and complaints because it would challenge their amehtheir

LI NIySNRa ARSIF&a |o02dzi GKSANI NBflGAZ2YyaKAL
LI NOHAOALI yiaQ LISNF2NXIFyOSa 2F wazzR 02dz
necessary. Doing so unsettlesetipremise that heterosexual love and home is
normatively based on harmonious and compatible gendered and sexed

interpersonal relations.

Two men chose not to participate in the research. In both cases | proposed

several options of participation that they ght like to consider instead of the

faceto-face interview. | suggested, for example, that they might like to look over

the interview schedule and talk through the answers by themselves. Angie and

/| 22 1LISNJ OK24S (GKA& 2LIiA2Y InswBrs anaBiccé KSNJ (0 K
2F LI LSNP 52yylFQa LI NGYSNI all NJ LINSFSNNBR
told me that when she asked Mark the reason why he did not want to participate

KS NBaLRyRSR 221Ay3dftey aL R2yQG tA1S GF 1
wani G2 GlFf1 Fo2dzi AG 6AGK a2YS2yS SftasSeg ¢

| am aware that the two men who did not participate may not agree with their

LI NOYSNEQ RSLIAOGAZ2Y 2F GKSANI fA@Sad 5SalLl
jeopardises the valli @ 2F GKSANI LI NIYSNBQ | O02dzy i
usefulness of this research methodology. In fact, | think, in some ways, it

SYKIyoSa Ado =zl tSydAyS omphppds Tm0 YI1Sa
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separate interviews is that they give particigamrmore freedom to express their
26y AYRAODARdZ € GASsa GKIY @KSY AYyidiSNIDAS
partners were not present, the women participants shared deeply personal
stories with me, perhaps more so than any other interviewees. If their pestne
had been present it is possible that they might not have been so open to
discussing certain topics. This raises some interesting questions in relation to
ethical consent. Both men declined to participate and yet their absence does not
mean that their pesonal lives were not talked about. In all likelihood | heard a
great deal more about the personal lives of these two men than | did from the
men who participatedThis is not to imply that the men who participated were
unable to effectively articulate the own lives, experiences and emotions.
Rather, it suggests that the men who decided not to be involved and their
subsequent absence at the interview seemed to give their partners the space

and freedom to talk more openly about them and their lives togethe

The couple interview, then, proved to be an effective and enjoyable way of
discussing everyday household practices and interpersonal relationships. For the
most part | found that couples readily worked together to produce a coherent

account and enjoyethe dialogue:

It was great last night [participating in the couple interview]. [It
was] good to have someone remind us why we work so well
023S30mSNE3 kind of like a mini informal marriage
counselling session lol [laugh out loud]! (Sheree, persensil

correspondence 01 May 2008).

| enjoyed the joint interview the most because you got to say out
loud to other people how much you love each other and how
well the relationship works. Most people do not want to hear us

talking lovey dovey (Ruby, feedilaform 16 August 2008).

Many couples enjoyed the opportunity to discuss aspects of their life that most
people are not interested in hearing about or that are forgotten in the rush of

everyday living. The interview seemed to provide a safe space wheyevbee
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able to sit down together and talk about their feelings and relationshipis
seemed to be particularly important for the men who participated (see also
Meth and McClymont 2009)iven that hegemonic notions of masculinity in New

Zealand mean thathey do not always feel free to express their emotions.

At the completion of the semstructured interviews, | gave each woman
respondent a diary, pen and disposable camera so they were able to produce a
solicited diary and take self directed photogragfi$.decided to limit this phase

of research to women as | wanted to problematise the takemgranted
relationship between women, love and home. By making explicit the links
between women, love and home | seek to undermine the presumed normality
and naturdness such an association holds. the following section, | discuss
solicited diaries and setfirected photography as participatory research

methods.

Phase two: solicited diaries and seatirected photography

Personal solicited diaries are a unique foofnqualitative research. Unlike one

off methods, such as interviews and focus groups, which tend to provide
momentary interactions in a specific time and space, solicited diaries have the

potential to offer a more considered and nuanced insight into thexglexities of
SOSNERIE tAFSP ! aft2yIA0dzRAY T ¢ | LILINRI OK
human feelings and thoughts (Meth 2003b 198). Elliott (1997 2) explains that
RAFNASAE INBE gNARGOUSY GRA&AO2Yy(UAYydz2dzates |y
reO2NRAY 3 20KHWIAFIOSINNBEaSydode {2f AOAGSR
documentation of a plurality and multiplicity of emotions and lived experiences.

Diaries are often overlooked by geographers as a methodological tool. This is

evidenced in both the lackf empirical research using diaries and also in the

limited critical discussion of diaries in geography methodology texts (although

3| also offerecthem the opportunity to type their diary out on the comper if this suited them
better with two of the 13 women choosing thigpton.
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see Hoggaret al., 2002; Kitchin and Tate 2000.) ¢ontrast, diaries have been

used extensively in healttelated researh (Elliott 1997; Jacelon and Imperio

2005, Mackrill 2008; Milligaset al.,2005).Diaries that are used by geographers

tend to be of a historical nature and are often unsolicited. That is, the personal
diaries of people are used to explore and reflect the sociecultural and

political trends of the time (Blunt 2000; 2003; Gorrrgiaurray 2006b; Royle

1998). There is very little geographical work that uses diaries to explore the
everyday processes of contemporary sespatial relations. Moreover,
geographes who have used solicited diaries tend to be motivated by a desire to
WIAPS @P2A0SQ (G2 az20Alftfte FyR aLIl dAlffe
South African women's experiences of violence; Myers 2009 on gay men's
experiences of living with HIV/AIDS New Zealand; Thomas 2007 on people

living with HIV/AIDS in Namibi&)Almost without exception there is no research

that uses diaries, both solicited and unsolicited, to explore the everyday
geographies of people who occupy normative sesgaual and satial positions.

In this research, solicited diaripsoved to be an effective, relatively unobtrusive,

and unique means of examining 142 YSy Qa S@SNEBRFI& 3S23N

heterosexual love and home.

Solicited diaries formed the second phase of rese&rdkt.the conclusion of the

first interview each woman was invited to participate in this stage and if she

** | would suggest, however, that solicited diaries may not necessarily be the most appropriate

method to use when researching some marginalised or disadvantaged groups. Diaries require

specific competencies and abilities particularly in terms tefdicy, time commitment, critical

selfreflection and so on. It is likely that people who are overly constrained in some way, for

example through iliness, would be less ablectommit to such an intensive method. With this in

mind, the fact that | received t f GKS RAIFNARSE ol O] A& LISNKI LA |
normative (ablebodied, middle classeducated heterosexual, mostly working in fdime

employment, have no childrergociospatial positionalitiesThe women who participated in my

research hd the freedom and ability to spend time writing and reflecting in their diaries. They

were not overly inhibited in any obviowgay.

5| alsodecided tocomplete a diary. Like most women | found it to be a worthevfiilt time-
consuming exercise. | did nobmplete a diary with the intent of including the material in the
thesis. Rather, | used it as a way of gaining a better understanding ofldiapng as a
methodology.
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agreed | gave her a diaf§.Rather than purchasing diaries, | spiral bound 10
doublesided A5 pages into a booklet and made a cover fagre.the front of

the diary | included a set of instructions which outlined what was reqfited.
tried to keep instructions brief so that responses were not overly prescribed. |
asked participants to reflect on their day and write about their homemaking and
relationship ativities. | constructed this set of instructions with the intent that it
would encourage each woman to take notice of her everyday routines and to be

conscious and contemplative of the mundane and banal in her life.

The type of information recorded in thdiaries, and the way in which it was

written, varied considerably and provided a wealth of qualitative data. At times,

some women were extremely contemplative of their lives and demonstrated a

high level of selfeflexivity. Sheree, for example, considdiee meaning of

home:
Home to me is a FEELING. To be home, to think of home, is a[n]
indescribable feeling. | move through different thoughts of home
¢K2YS (2 YS oAttt F+ftglea o6S GKS oSl OK:
drive home. But home to me is also Alex, eat and our house,
GKSNBOSN) GKIFIG K2dzaS Aao LGIQa | {9b{9
Y2NB (KIFy | LIKe&&aAOlf aLlk OoS® 2F |  WK2 dz
FyR 't SE Y& K2dza$S ¢62dz RyQi 06S Y& Kz2Y

6 Out of the 14 couples who participated, 13 women chose to keep a diary. The onernvweinoa

did not keep a diary participated, along with her partner, in the joint interview as a pilot test for
the research. The couple agreed to the inclusion of their interview material in the final thesis
write-up.

*"| am awareof the ways in which pwer is imbued in and intersects with research in a number

of ways | was conscious, then, die possibility that the material properties of the diagy
appearance, size, number of pagesvould influence the type of information recordedfter
spending several hours looking around various stationary shops | decided to make diaries. Most
of the booklets/journals/diaries available to purchase contained 30 or more lined pages and |
thought this would suggest a certain level of participatiSee appendix 7 for a copy of the diary

title page.

®See appendix 8 for the full set of diary and photography exercise instructions.
YWSSR oHnnam dyO RSFAYSA sKnyldz a aFlFYAf& oAy |

describe immediate and extered family as well as wider social and cultural networks. The word
gKnyldz Ada dzaSR gAGKAY GKS bSg %SrHflFyR O2yGSEG o@
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house 1 live in. Home to me is comfort (emotionakgcurity (of

the people around me), belongingness (identity) and Alex plays a
A0FNNAY3I NRES Ay GKAaAad® L Y20Ss WYye Kz
home adjusts, fits it and stays with me always (diary entry no

date, uppercase in original).

Others tended to beless reflexive in their accounts and instead provided a

description of their daily activities. For instance, Sophia writes:

About one hour later Alec woke up, made breakfast and went to
university as usual. | got up a few minutes later, ate breakfast,

cleaned up the house a little (diary entry 30 April 2008).

Some women invoked themes and writing conventions reminiscent of romance

y20Stad | SNBX 5S5S00AS St2ljdsSydte RSAONROGS:

This morning was one of those mornings that sorts the dinaff

the wheat, sparkling, crisp and bright, perfect weather, lying

YIE1TSR Ay GKS 62NIRQa ¢l N¥Said oSSR gAilK
most wonderful man. The alarm sounds at six, | reset it for seven,

the alarm goes off at seven, | hit snooze, before it caroff a

second time | make to roll over and the lightest touch of a hand

on my hip restrains me. | can't tear myself away, so much for an

early morning (diary entry 12 May 2008).

While others decided to represent their thoughts and opinions in drawings and
diagrams. Donna, for example, demonstrates in a graph how her feelings
towards her partner, Mark and their relationship, change during the course of a

week (figure 7).
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Figure7: Diagram by Donna which represents higrelings over the space of a week

Each woman, then, approached diary writing differently. The open format
afforded participants a degree of authorial control as they were able to be
selective in what they chose to write about and how they decided to stirecit.

However, the open format also caused unease in some worfse®e also

Langevang 2008 { KSNB Sz F2NJ SEI YLK ST ideliediS Ay K

gla | ftAO0GES REdzydAy3 G FANRG X 0 dz
date). The nature of the research ensured that each woman was able to write as

little or as much as she wanted and accordingly diary entries varied in length.

Some entries consisted of several pages and others only a few lines. Davidson

and Tolich (2003) point authat flexibility is important when conducting
qualitative research. | used and adapted methodologies that | thought would fit
AY SAOK LINIGAOALIYGEAQ tAQSad® L YIRS
preferable that they fill in their diary e&caday, if this did not suit they could fill it
in whenever best suited them. Consequently, response patterns varied with
some women writing in their diary each day and others writing every couple of

days.

| deliberately chose to restrict the length of mding time to one week. | was

highly aware of the intensive, and potentially intrusive, nature of this research

L

YR RAR y20G ¢yl (G2 LIXI OS dzyySOSaal N

privileged that these women allowed me access into their homesliard and |
was humbled by the enthusiastic response to diary keeping and the level of

writing in terms of the depth and openness. There is debate surrounding the
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length of time deemed to be optimal for gaining adequate detail. Myers (2009)

restricted diay keeping to three days, Jacelon and Imperio (2005) suggest one to

two weeks is sufficient, while Meth (2003b) had participants record in their

diaries for a period of four to six weeks. Whilst | agree that a longer period of

time would yield more informabn, | do not necessarily think this always equates

with depth or detail.As it stands, the combination of diaries and photographs

with the first and followup interview means | have over 400 pages of interview
transcripts, 14 diaries and around 50 photaghs. | am aware, however, that

restricting the diary phase to one week means that the diary content may or may

y2G 0SS Fy FOOdzNF 4GS LERNINIelt 2F O2dz) SQa
dynamics can change from d&y-day and weeko-week so it is irportant to

GFr1S AyiG2 O2yaARSNIGAZ2Y (GKS GSYLRZNIf y

following conversation with Marie reflects the specificity of diary content:

CareyAnn: Was this a typical week?

pul;

Marie: b2 L Ydzad aleée Ad ¢ldiayamieek LT L KU
later there would have been much more fighting scenes in
it, so | think this was quite a lucky week because there was

nothing to fight about (followup interview 15 May 2008).

Marie notes that if she had kept a diary for the week following berticipation
then her entries would have been different. The temporal specificity of the
research may therefore be another reason for the lack of reference to the
WRFNJ SN 4ARSQ 2F R2YSadAO ftATSo

| was also aware of the potentially repetitive nature odngikeeping. Langevang
(2007) explains that some of her participants found it tedious to repeatedly write
about the same daily routine and consequently accounts of habitual daily
activities contained little detail. In my research, some women similarly
commented thatthey felt like, within the space of a week, they were beginning
to repeat themselves. These observations were both explicit, in the form of
feedback in the evaluation questionnaire, and implicit, in diary accounts. Debbie,

for instance, explaing her feedback form:
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| felt often that | was repeating myself or saying things that the
NE&SEFNOKSNI g2dzf Ry Qi LI NIAOdz I NI & gl yi
would come up over the following month which | felt would

better exemplify my idea of how we livend how our home

reflects us (feedback form 14 July 2008).

2 KAES [ATT@ 6NRGSA Ay KSNJ RAFNBY day2iGKA
cooked tea, and then watched the final &o You Think You Can Dance
[Australian produced TV show]. Zane went to bed bn@tchedRove[Australian

produced TV show] (diary entry 02 May 2008).

Diaries offer respondents the opportunity to define the boundaries of their

shared knowledge within guidelines set by the researcher (Meth 2003b). It is
important to remember, howevelthat diaries are written with the researcher in

mind (Elliot 1997). St t omddy THO SELX FAy&da GKIFG RAL
ALISOATFAOIEEE® i GKS NBaSFNOKSNRa NBIjdzSai
content of the diary, then, usually reflectsSh RAF NA &a i Qa | gl NSy Saa
FAYa |yR 202S00GA@BSad ¢KS agNARGAY3I LINROS
informed by the researcheB5 4 S| NOKSR NBf I GA2yaKALE oaSi
diaries, then, are reflective of the socially constructedd guartial nature of

knowledge production.

Participants were certainly aware of me and wrote me into their narratives in a

variety of ways. Some women, for example, used their diary as a means to
correspond with me. Debbie, for instance, asked me for tame of a housing

AyadzZ A2y O2YLI ye ¢S &L\ Swhieapadaiie Ay |y
almost always check in with each other via phone or text, discussed selling the

caravan to pay for ceiling insulation (p.s can we have that [housing insulation]
O2YLJ yeé ydary $itry €00 May 2008). Angie apologised for the
ANNBIdzf F NAGe 2F KSNJ RAFNE SyYyidNASaAaY AGRARY
(diary entry 11 May 2008). Linda shared her thoughts about the couple

AY GSNIDA Sanyyodhave @kie t STO YR S (K2dzZa3Kd (GKS

(diary entry 16 April 2008). Other women demonstrated an awareness of me
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through concerns about how | would interpret their diary entries. Kylie, for

example, told me that she felt embarrassed about some of dbetent of her

diary. Some women worried about the legitimacy of their experiences and were

' yEA2dza (2 LINROARS YS 6AGK &a322R &0GdF F¢
others were concerned about their handwriting and spelling mistaRes| of

these corerns reflect the complex entanglements of power which constitute,

and are constituted by, the researche¥searched relationship. Research
relationships are a complex and mtiticeted web of intersubjectivity.
YwSAaASHNOKSNRQ I yR UMNEBtan§ldd ol re édroiledNidba S Y 2 (0 A
dynamic relationship where both are implicated in the construction and lived
NBIFfAGe 2F (GKS 20KSNIDa Syz2dadAazylrf 3IS23aNIL
2003; Widdowfield 2000).

¢KS aO2yidSYLR2 NI yS2 dza ¢ useflyll fordaxBoring fved RA I NRA S
experiences because it allows multiple and nuanced themes to emerge (Plummer

2001 48). Diaries have enabled me to trace the various spatial processes

and the fluctuating emotions of diarists as they are experienced. M2693b

198) also found diaries to be useful in this respect and suggests that the
GSYLRNIE ylIGdzZNE 2F RAFNARSE | f € Digrids F2NJ |
can similarly allow for a diversity of emotions and experienggsin entries. A

singular dary entry can give an accurate reflection of the emotional ebbs and

flows of daily domestic life. In the following excerpt, for example, which is a

single diary entry, it is possible to see a diversity of emotional experience. | have

not repeated the entie entry. Instead, | have included the initial references

Angie makes to how she is feeling.

L gFa {AYR 2F 3INHzYLERE YR GANBR ¢KSy L
of course that pissed me off and | had a go at Cooper. He got

annoyed at me because | was annoyed avel had a bit of a

FTAIKG X a2 ¢S FNB LINBGGE YdzOK 2@SNJI A

% Meth (2003Db) identifies several limitations of using diaries in qualitative research. She suggests
the use of diarie assumes a certain set of skills that interviewees may or may not possess,
namely the ability to read and write. Literacy was not an issue in this research.
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0dzNHBSNE (23SGKSNJ X 0STF2NBX RAYYSN [ 2
O2YYSyid X a2 GKFG YIRS YS YIFIR |3lFAY
2008).

| suspect that on@ff methods, like interviews, would not kiea been sufficient to

convey these complexities. It is also highly unlikely that | would have been able

to observe situations like this. Diaries offer researchers the potential to gain

access to social contexts that are not usually available to them t{E1R®7;

Meth 2003b). In addition, | was aware that some women may not have been
comfortable discussing the intimacies of their love and home life with me in an
interview situation. Hence, diaries offered another medium through which
participants were ableto express themselves. This is particularly important

because each woman came into the research with varying experiences and
expectations and interpreted their participation from specific embodied

locations. Some felt extremely comfortable expressing thelves in written

form, like Melissa for instance, who already keeps a personal diary. Others were

less comfortable and did not find diary keeping an easy or enjoyable task. Marie,

F2NJ SEFYLX ST SELXIAYAEAY aoNAGAYy3I R26y Y
0SOlFdzaS L Y y2G F éNARGSNE O0FSSRol O] T2
women encountered is perhaps to be expected given that emotions have been
identified as being notoriously difficult to define and talk/write about (Boedi

al., 2005). The flexibi} afforded by the mixed methods, particularly the diaries,

was thus valued by some women. Melissa, for instance, wrote on her feedback

form:

| just think that it is a really useful way to do research by using a

range of techniques. It was good for meagparticipant because

GKSNBE L GK2dzAKG L O2dz RyQu alre az2yvysSi
diary and the photos gave me an opportunity to get those

thoughts out (feedback form 15 July 2008).

Meth (2003b 201) suggests that diaries can be an empowering tool betheyg
Oy 2FFSNJ I aLI>} OS G2 dzyodz2NRSY GaSY2GA2Yy1!
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O2YYSyita lo2dzi GKS aGaUOKSNI LISdziAO¢ yI GdzNB

entry no date) and wrote about the perceived benefits of diary keeping on their

feedback forms:

| definitely think the diary was a positive thing for us. Reading
Joseph my diary entries was great as it gave me a chance to share
my experiences of love with him and so he could feel appreciated
for the things he does (Rose, feedback form 15 July 2008)

Yes| think it was a personal gain as it made me take more notice
of my relationship and appreciate what | had (Angie, feedback

form 14 July 2008).

Yes, definitely! It was great writing in the diary. It helped me to
recognise many little things that Mark do#sat | often takefor-
granted and kept them at the forefront of my mind (Donna,
feedback form 13 November 2008).

Participation in this phase of the research encouraged women participants to
take notice of homemaking practices and relationship activities that are often
forgotten in the rush of everyday living. It seemed that for some women their
participation in the esearch gave them the opportunity to initiate conversations

with their partners and broach intimate topics more easily than otherwise would

have been the case if they had not been involved in the research.

Although the overall consensus about participatiwas positive, the very act of
recording personal details has the ability to cause problems for respondents and

hence can provoke ethical dilemmas for researchers. A key advantage of diary

1SSLAY3I Aa GKFEG Ad OFy &réletkonh @n8 endblesi LI O

scrutiny, contemplation and deliberation of the takéor-granted frame of
NEFSNBYyOS 2F RIFEAf& fATSE 6. A22dzE | YR
level of consciousness that can simultaneously cause ethical harm to

participants
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Thomas (2007) suggests that the process of diary recording can play a significant
role in producing some of the emotions recorded. Several women noted that
because diarkeeping prompted them to be more aware of their homemaking
and relationship activies they began to notice thingsgood and bad; that they

had not previously considered. This invariably affected their-tdagay lives.

Kylie, for example, explains that the process of writing and having to consciously

reflect on her day was, at timedifficult:

Kylie: [thinking about our relationship and then writing about it
in the diary] almost made me question [our relationship],
and like we are fine and everything but it was just like it
was just kind of weird when you actually have to sit down
and write something (followup interview 15 August
2008).

The feedback form proved to be a particularly useful platform from which to

think about how diarnkeeping impacted upon intraousehold relations. Angie,

FT2NJ SEIF YL ST 6NRGS 2ye KSOBWLRAYERO IRAR yRI NXM
stress or distress but because | was so aware and analysing everything it made

YS &a2Nl 2F aSid dzLJ I aAddz dAzy GKFG £ SR
2008). The complexities surrounding the (re)distribution of power seagch

processes has been explored in depth (see Rose 1997 on feminist methodologies;
Sanderson and Kindon 2004 on participatory methods). Meth (2003b) similarly
cautions against the use of diaries as agents of social change. Like Meth (2003b),

| did not enbark on the diarskeeping method as a vehicle to promote wider

positive societal change (although this certainly would be a desirable outcome!),

but | did hope that it would encourage women to be conscious of, and reflect on,

their dayto-day lives.

Diary writing also impacted upon the lives of those people who were not directly
involved in the research, such as flatmates, friends and far@fyparticular
interest is the effect participation had on partners who chose not to be a part of

the research. Asoted previously, Mark chose not to be directly involved in the
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research and yet hison-participation does not meathat he was not affected

08 52yYylIQa Ay@2f OSYSYNBFECROIEa2UKAAARBYRY
started the day by doing two loadsf washing (very unusual) and when | said
WiKFy1aQ KST FgFNB 2F Y& LI NIGAOALI GAZ2Y A
f 20S @& 2 deiary érirn2 139 Yetober 2008). Whilst completing their diaries

each woman was embedded within a specific sespatial context. This

inevitably affected what they decided to record or not record and impacted upon

the social constitution of the space itself. Most women wrote in their diaries at

home in the lounge. Some choose to write in their diaries in bed befoirgggo

sleep. Some women shared what they wrote with their partners and enjoyed the

time to sit and talk about their relationship. Others did not. Donna, for instance
GNAGSa Ay KSNJI RAFNEBY dal NJO2AyEA OB RAHET AR
entry 19 October 2008)Meth (2003b) suggests that diaries can offer highly
O2y (i SEldzZ t A &SR | OO2dzyiad {KS y20i54 (KSe
O2yiSEGAaQ &4d2OK a4 (KS K2YS¢ 06aSiK Hnnoo
offer recordings ofevents and emotions in specific spatial and social contexts.

They provide highly contextualised accounts of the everyday geographies of

heterosexual love and home.

l'a GKS 1020S ljd2ilFGA2ya REXFNHAONLE I aQk N
were affected in one way or another, by participating in this stage of the
research. Any changes (positive or negative) that did occur as a result of diary

keeping were temporally specific and confined to the week of participation.

L R2y Qi GKAY 1 dainorkourRelatiogship. Engay 3 G S NI
have thought more about what my partner and | were doing

[during] the week of the diary but probably not more than that

(Ruby, feedback form 16 July 2008).

| think it affected my daily life at the time of doing the diary and
for a little while afterwards but I'm not sure that it does now

(Angie, feedback form 14 July 2008).

95



. SO0FdzaS AG ¢l a 2yfte F2NI I fAGGES GKACT
daily life (Lizzy, feedback form 16 July 2008).

Although it has been argued (Elict997; Meth 2003b; Thomas 2007) that

diaries can provide a more accurate portrayal of everyday life in process it is

important to note that they still only provide a snapshot into a constantly shifting

aAlGdzZE A2y @ t £ dzZYYSNI 6 H N mrw... issedimedterh@daaday a

LIF NI A Odzf F NJ Y2YSyd Ay GAYSY GKSeé R2 y24 S

past, but day by day strive to record ane@K I Yy A3Ay 3 LINBaASYy (i de {2f

OFyy2iG 6S dzyRSNBU2Z22R I a | R&TFealyyrheh oS | OO

are partial, situated and embodied accounts, located in time and place. As such,

solicited diaries do not represent single unified truth. Instead, they offer

researchers with snapshotd particular social spaces and emotional practice

the making! & [ 2y 3KdzZNEG ownno MHYyO y20Sasx |jdz €
BFaSHNOKSNE | NRdziS G2 WGKS GNHziKQ odzi @

GKIFG 1LIS2LIXS R2 IYyR GKAYy|l®¢é {2t A0AGSR RA

NEaSVYRWEY P NBEYySaaQo

Z

In addition to completing a diary, respondents were also asked to participate in
selfRANBOGSR LIK2:G23INI LIK&d . Ac22dzE YR aéSNE
combination, diary entries and photography offer a way of clarifying less than
conscious experiences and feelings about daily life experiences of place as well as
YAYAYAAAY3I NBaASFNOKSNI AyLdzi Aydz2 gKFG |
conclusion of the couple interview each woman was given, along with a diary, a
disposable camerd. Details about the photography exercise were included in

the diary instructions but | also spent some time discussing the exercise with
participants at the end of the couple interview. | asked each woman to take
LIK23G23INF LIK&a gAGKAY KGBgbJplécesygeaple, aidtidsi A y 3 2
y&idKAY3I GKIG Ad AYLRNIIYyG G2 PNhiNBSTE SO

*! Three women chose to use their own digital cameras and subsequently emailed me the
photographsas attachments.

*2See appendix 8 for a copy of the full photography instructions.
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exercise was designed to gain insights into the materialities of heterosexual love
YR K2YS® t K2023aN) LKA OF yy #fien fieediig LG dzZNB Q
moments of love that are shown through such things as small gestures, bodily
movements, or eye contact. They can, however, be used as pathways into

accessing the nenognitive and subconscious (Bijoux and Myers 2006).

Participatory photemethodologies are undeutilised by geographers (Myers

2009). In contrast, there exists a long history of visual methods, including
photography, in anthropology (Banks 1998; Collier 1967; Collier and Collier 1986;
Zimmerman and Wieder 1977), sociology (Bed&98; 2002; Wagner 2002) and

psychology (Zilleet al., 1988). Although seffirected photography may not be

common amongst geographers, it has proved to be a successful method in
geographical studies where it has been employed. Myers (2009), drawing on

material from evaluation questionnaires, notes that participants reflected

positively on their experiences of selifrected photography and reported feeling

a sense of empowerment. Dodman (2003) explains that all 45 cameras
distributed to their participané were returned to the researcher with a total of

838 photographs depicting highOK22f a &addzRSyidaQ AYLINB&aA
environments in Kingston, Jamaica. Positive experiences of the process were
documented with participants finding the task enjoyabl Seldirected
LIK23G23INF LIKe | faz2 LINPOSR dzaSTdzZ Ay | 2dz/3
OKAf RNByQa SELISNASYyOSa 2F GKS daNbly Sy
children in this study gained seli2 Yy FARSY OS |yR SaiSSYy 7FNR\©
with, andlearning the necessarily skills to operate, a camera. Aitken and Wingate

(1993) also effectively use phetoethodologies to explore the ways in which

children from different social backgrounds and with different physical abilities

interact with their locaknvironment.

In these examples, sdtllirected photography proves successful because it allows
researchers to access spaces and situations that might otherwise be inaccessible.
In addition, these examples highlight the ability of shkiected photographyto

work towards a redistribution of unequal power in research relationships. Self

directed photography usually happens without the physical presence of the
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researcher (although see Aitken and Wingate 1993) and in spaces chosen by
research participantsnlthis way, much of the power is retained by respondents
as opposed to remaining with the researcher. The nature of-diedtcted
photography allows participants to document knowledge from their own point of
view (Dodman 2003; Harper 2002; Markwell 200@pmas 2007). Consequently,
photographs are situated, embedded and contextualised and contain rich

information with numerous layers of meaning and complexity.

Rose (2008) provides a useful summary of the various ways geographers use
photographs in their wik. She points out that some geographers use
LIK23G23aNFLKa Fa AftdaiNIdA@S 2F LIS2LX SQa
usually interested in the material aspects of a plggess humanmade or natural

objects and processeg and use photographs tooovey the qualities of
YFGSNRAIFEAGE Y2NBE RANBOGEE (2 GKS OASHSN
LI NI A Odzf F NI @ dzaSFdzZ F2NJ aOF LIidzZNRAy3I (GKS W
O2y@Se G(KS aNBFrfxX FftSaK YR o0f 2edde. f A FS¢
Used in this way photography can encourage a more embodied geography. Rose

(2007; 2008) is careful to point out, however, that illustrative photographs of

people and place are not simply unproblematic representations used uncritically

by geographersto understand spatial relations. Instead, she suggests that
3S23ANY LIKSNE dzaAy3a LIK2G23INF LIKa Ay OGKAA gl
riddled with representation but they can still nevertheless carry a powerful
RSAONALIIAQGS OKINBSyFSOwWw2a& HMAAR wppd@ Ly
photographs to explore how love and home space is constituted by social,

cultural and intimate relations and how it is materially lived.

The photography exercise allowed women to document the material, tangible
and physical homemaking and relationship activities that make up their everyday

lives.

The photos really prompted me to think about the physicality of
my love and my relationship. For me it had always been about

feelings, but how do you take a photo of a feglh The
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combination of the diary and photos meant that | thought about
both the feelings and the physical and material aspects of home,

love and my relationship (Melissa, feedback form 15 July 2008).

The photograph exercise was good as it made me focugusot
on daily events like those described in the diary but on objects

and spaces in the home. Sometimes my experiences of love

FNBYy Qi RANBOGfe FTNRY W2aSLIK odzi FNRY

reminds me of him or something we share together (Rose,
feedback fom 15 July 2008).

Domestic objects, spaces and activities were the main subject matter of the
photographs. Indeed, most photographs were strikingly similar in the content
and focus. The universality of family photographs in terms of content matter has
been noted (Steward 1984). Photos of domestic objects included books, CDs,
pictures, ornaments, pieces of jewellery and food. Photos of domestic activities
focused primarily on shared leisure activities and on domestic chores, for
example, men cooking and eleing. Bedrooms, gardens, living areas and
couches were the primary spaces photographed. Most photographs featured one
LI NIYSNI 2N 6KS 20KSNJ a 2Ll aSR G2

flatmates or friends.

The photographs also proved extremelgeful for exploring the emotional
significance ascribed to particular domestic objects, activities and spaces.
Participants told stories about the photos, why they were taken and what the
content symbolised. By indicating the emotional meanings of pdaticobjects

and spaces, participants were able to reflect on their choice of subject matter
and talk about the ways in which they were used in everyday life. Not only, then,
did the photographs give insights into the ways in which participants materially
construct and experience their home environments; they also provided a bridge

for understanding the relationship between the naognitive and the material.

Some women reflected upon what they considered to be the inadequacies of

photographs in capturinghe complexities of their daily lives. In particular, they
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thought that because their photographs were situated in a particular time and
place and were therefore only partial representations, they did not give an

accurate reflection of their lived realitieSheree eloquently explains:

L R2y QO GKAY]l GKIFG Fye FY2dzyd 2F LK2I0
reflection of our experience. They are a snapshot in time,

prescribed and performed. Careful thought went into capturing

GKS WNRIKGQ Y2YSY(GdWNBQlIY YZUSYOJi2d6 226
experience. We were actors in the sense that | wanted to

construct the picture, moved around to get in the correct

position etc. Sometimes | was frustrated at the fact that these

photos, once taken, may lose their meaning. It migtytaee the

context but not all the thoughts and feelings of that moment, so

it was great to explain each picture and explain the small but

meaningful message that the picture represented for me

(feedback form 17 July 2008).

Sheree describes the photograplexercise as a performance. Latham (2003

2007) suggests that the notion of performativity is a particularly useful way of

thinking through selRA NBE O SR LIK 2 2 3 Nl thdefect osSwey dza S A (i
from looking at depth (in the sense of a single uniftegth) and directs us

towards detail (in the sense of a fuller and more variegated picture of the

Ay G S NI ATigkiG mldvéit research encounters in this way allows
LIK2(323INF LKA (2 0SS dzyRSNBRG22R & LINRRdzOU 2
solicited didNA S&X LIK23G23IN) LKA LINPQPARS 2yfteée I 3t
They do not represent a unified or fixed account of everyday life and instead

0KS& aLINBaSyid GKS NBaSINODKSNI gAlGK Fy A
shapshots and vignettes of anpaular social space and set of social practices

0 KS Y l{Lhathayh 203 2005, emphasis in original).

To sum up, | found the diary and photography exercise to be a useful way of

examining the geographies of heterosexual love and home, and participants
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mostly enjoyed themselves. In the next section, | discuss the third phase of

research.

Phase three: followup interview

At the end of the seven days | revisited each woman respondent to collect the
diaries and cameras. After | had developed the pictuaesl read over the
diaries, women were asked to participate in a final foHogvinterview, to which
everyone agreed. Organising the follap interviews proved, at times, to be
difficult. Originally, | wanted to space the research over approximately ttoee
four weeks because | was conscious that some women may begin to forget the
content of their diaries® As the research progressed, however, and | began
meeting with more couples, it became particularly challenging to juggle the
various phases of researt¢hat were occurring simultaneously. As a result, the
time between the second and third phases of research varied for each woman.
The shortest research encounter was with Linda (first respondent), which took
only two weeks whilst the longest was with Kyli@st participant) spanning over

a three month period* On average, it took roughly two months to complete all

three phases.

Whilst | am interested in the diaries and photographs as sources of data in, and
of, themselves? | am equally attracted to the &ys in which they can be used to

move beyond that which is recorded to a more general understanding of

*¥ My concerns were confirmed when during the follayy interviews several women asked me
to repeat what they had written because they could not remember. | cannot help but think that
this influenced the type and depth of information gathered in the foHowinterview because it

is likely that the context within which the event/experience/emotion was situated was forgotten.

**This was also due to a combination of our conflicting commitments.

% Followup interviews have been used as a way of testing the gitality and integrity of diary

accounts (Zimmerman and Wieder 1977). I did not use fetlald Ay G SN@WASga | a | gt &
0KS (ONHzOKFdzZf ySaa 2F LI NIAOALI yiaQ RAFNEB | O002dzyia:
on masculinist, detached dnscientific observations. Instead, like Latham (2003 2002), | used the

R A I NEkind éf peHformiance or reportage of the week and the interview [as] a reaccounting,

or reperformance. Thus, rather than seeing the idiosyncrasies of individual diaristprablem,

the methodological focus shifts to pluggidgy G 2 o0 YR Sy I 0 dxistiigAnarratd a LJ2 Y RSy (
NB &2 dzZNDSa dé
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experiences and attitudes. The follawp interviews were thus used to gain a

deeper understanding of the contexts and processes surrounding that whish wa
recorded in the diaries and to contextualise the photographs (Bijoux and Myers
2006; Elliott 1997). They were also particularly useful for filing in gaps and

eliciting further information.

The followup interviews followed a typical semstructured fomat whereby |
developed a series of questions in line with the diary entries (Latham 2003).
These questions proved to be more effective in prompting further discussion
than using the photographs as a means to start the interview, which is what | had
originally intended to do (Dodman 2003; Markwell 2000). At the start of the
interview, participants looked over the photographs they had taken and were
asked to select images they wanted to include and discard those they did not.
For the first few followup interviews | asked participants to write brief captions
that explained what each photograph represented. | did this to avoid
decontextualisation of the images (Bijoux and Myers 2006). After a couple of
interviews, however, | decided to change this and inste&dvriting captions |
asked them to simply talk to the images. Not only did this save a lot of time, it
also created a much more comfortable environment. | found that sitting in
silence while each woman firstly thought about their photographs and secondly

wrote down their ideas created an awkward atmosphere.

Notwithstanding, the photograph component of the follawp interview was a
worthwhile experience and, as reported in other studies (Dodman 2003; Young
and Barrett 2001), appeared to be enjoyed by mdsth@ women. The length of
time dedicated to discussing each photograph was dependent on how many
were taken (the number ranged from four through to 16). On average, each
woman spent only a couple of minutes talking about each photograph, which
perhaps gies an insight into the level of worth attached to the images. | could
have encouraged them to speak more about each photograph but by allowing
them to direct the conversation they were able to retain some control over how
they constructed their lives thrggh the photographs. To this end, after the

photographs were talked about they were generally not discussed again.
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As mentioned earlier, the followp interview was particularly useful for eliciting

further information. Bell (1998 79) makes the point thatdza Ay 3 RA I NB YI G S
dzy 2 0 G NHzA A ¥S 20AaASNBIF GA2Yy o6& AGASET R2Sa
Followup interviews provided me and the participants with an opportunity to

discuss and revisit events described in the diary. It also allowed npecize

deeper into aspects of their lives that were either only alluded to or were not

included at all. References to sex, for example, were rare. When it was written

about it was in passing and in the context of other, more mundane homemaking
activities. Rby, for instance, describes the events of a particular afternoon,
GNRAGAY3IY a6S KFR ASE (GKSYy &aK246SNBRD® ¢ &f 2
G2 I OANIKRF®& LI NIHe&é¢ owdzmes RAFNEB SyidNe
therefore were brief and tendedo be interwoven with other homemaking

activities.

It transpired that some women were unsure about how much detail to include

when writing about their sekves. Given the intimate nature of the research |

thought that diaries (more so than photographspwd provide women with an

alternative space to reflect on those aspects of their life that may have seemed

022 WLINAGFGSQ G2 GFrt1 lFo2dzi Ay |y AyidSN

echoes the uncertainty felt by some participants:

CareyAnn: My finaf asSi 2F ljdzSadArzyaz I|yR dzv¥:s
O2YF2NIilotS GFrtl1Ay3a lo2dzi AG waSES

did mention it in your diary...

Linda: CSEFEKZ L RARYQO 1y28 K2g YdzOK @ 2 dz
(laughter) (follow-up interview 29 April 2008)

Melissa similarly aflects on the uncertainly she felt on her feedback form,
GNRAGAY3IAY aL o6& y20 &adzNB SEFOlfeé K2é¢ YdzO
diary, for example, was it ok to talk about sex etc. So | tended to leave that kind

of stuff out of the diary and phi24¢ O6FSSRoOol O]l F2N¥Y wmp W
concerns reflect the problematic nature of knowledge constructprwhat

constitutes it and who knows it. Feminist geographers have quashed questions
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o2dzi GKS @It ARAGE 2F RNJI ¢ AyeHeriznfe inJSNE 2 Y |
academic discourse (Domosh 1997; England 1994; GiBsaimam 1994;

McDowell 1997; Valentine 1998). Participants were unsure about whether their
WaBEPSEaQ FY2dzyiSR G2 fS3IAGAYIGS 1yz2ef SR3
setting. | thoght that | had made it clear, both in the diary instructions and

through informal conversations with participants about the diaries, that | was
interested in all aspects of their ho#e, including their sekife. The fact that

very little was written abut the intimacies of sex reflects the widpread

impact, both within and beyond the formal spaces of academia, that hegemonic,
masculinist, and disembodied modes of knowledge production have had on the

ways in which people interpret and perceive persomgberience. | thus took the

opportunity to ask participants to expand on this theme in the folaw

interviews. Once | had reassured them that it was acceptable, even desirable, to

talk about their sexife, women participants were open and very forthciom

about this aspect of their lives.

Despite the opportunities for gaining a greater understanding of the emotional
intricacies of everyday life, diaries and photographs do not always indicate the
depth of emotion a participant might be feeling. This gaompt moments of

reflection for both the researcher and the participant and issues of ethical
practice can come into sharp focus. One example in particular illustrates the

point.

One woman began her diary with an entry that alluded to an argument sbe ha

had with her partner. She had been vague and nonchalant, and on reflection |

realise this was deliberate, in her description and reflection of the event. | was

curious as to what the situation was about and wanted to know more. After

some initial chitchat at our followdzLd A Y G SNBWASSS L Y20SR G2 O
¢ communicationg which | identified as running throughout her diary. | had a list

of questions in relation to this theme and used her first diary entry, which clearly
demonstrated the centraly of the theme, as an entry point. | prompted her to

expand on the diary entry and in response she explained that she would prefer

not to go in to any further detail. Respecting her wishes | apologised and moved
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2y (2 GKS ySEG I dS2YIVAWAOH A2y dING f {I iy 3K Al
visibly upset. Her diary gave me no indication of the depth of emotional
significance involved in the situation. This was due, in part, to the way she chose

to portray the event. She downplayed the emotional severityhaf event in an

attempt to minimise its importance and because of this | underestimated the

emotional implications of questioning her on it in the follap interview. It was

during this poignant moment that | came to fully understand the impact my

reseach may have on the emotional wddking of some of the women.

Although the methods used in this research afford women with a certain degree
of freedom to reflect on aspects of their hortiee which are important to them,
it would be misleading to suggedidt participants retain total control over the
knowledge produced. | recognise the inevitable power that | hold as author of
this thesis (England 1994). Ultimately, | choose what to include and exclude.

Below, | discuss how | went about analysing and priisg the findings.

Analysis and presentation of findings

The process of analysis has been ongoing and continually developing throughout
GKA&d NBaSINOK® . SOFdzaS LINIAOALIYGAQ AYy D
was crucial to start analysing thaata after each stage in order to ask more

pointed questions and to maximise time spent with participants. In many ways,

GKS AYyAGAILET adlr3asa 2F O2RAYy3 FyR Fylfeaa
interview. | listened to the audio recordings ofagh interview and then

transcribed verbatim. attempted to complete the transcription of an interview

before another began, however, this proved to be challenging at times because

of the various phases of research that were occurring simultaneouslyd tii

transcribe each interview as early as possible so that | could easily recall the
situational information that the interview was embedded in. Upon completion,

full copies of all transcripts were printed. | also photocopied each diary for ease

of codirg and used highlighters to identify themes.

Immersion in the interview material was my primary goal (Dunn 2005). Detailed
and repeated readings of the transcripts and of the diary entries allowed me to
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identify themes, commonalities and differences in par OA LJF y 14 Q S ELISNR
aLISyda F 20 2F GAYS f221Ay3 20SNI LI NI AOA
the follow~up interviews and also in an attempt to access different types of

knowledges than those produced by language and words.

| used Kitchet YR ¢ 6SQa ounnnd LINPOSRdAZNE F2NJ |
interconnected stages: description; classification; and connectiorhe first

stageg descriptiong involves the initial transcription of the material and detailed
annotations. In order to arstate the transcripts and the diary entries | jotted

R2gy AYyAlGALFf ARSFa Ay (GKS YIFINBHAYya |yR |If
Wdza QF WYL QI WLINA QG 08Qs WK2YSQ3 WK2dzasSQs
identified with a highlightef! This stage allowed me to gain a comprehensive
understanding of the empirical material. As | began to identify recurrent themes |

plotted them on a mineémap® which | stuck to the wall in my university office

(figure 8). Over a period of two or three wedksonstantly worked on this mind

map adding information and ideas until | got to the point where | was writing

examples on the poster and analysing them. This rmragh has remained on my

wall for the entire time | was preparing and writing the thesis asdhe research

developed so too did the minthap. | grouped the initial themes that were

emerging under four headings: mu$icalar, homemaking, subjectivity and

power, and love.

*%| did not use a computer software package, sucliN&svq for data analysis. Longhurst (2001

MOTUO y208ayY aadzOK HNRPEANINE R2NIYERKS RRB AKISNOK I 0 dzi
collected and transcribed all the data myself, so | was extremely familiar with the material and |

gl yiSR G2 NBYIFAY WSy3dl3ISRQ gAGK GKS RFEGFE® L NBI )
compuer software package, but in this situation, felt it most appropriate to conduct all stages of
Fylrfeara woe KFEIYRQ Ay 2NRSN) 2 NBYIFAY aSyairdirgs
van Hoven Z005) for a useful discussion of the pros and <ai using qualitative analysis

computer software.

" See appendix 9 for an example of how | analysed interview transcripts.

%A mindmap is a technique for brainstorming where ideas are arranged in dinear format
on a poster. Research is messy, cawpnd rarely follows a logical or linear format. This mind
map is a reflection of this and displaces the dominance of positivist masculinist methodologies.
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Figure8: Photo of the mindmap inmy office

The second stage classificationg requires the categorisation of information

using a coding system. Transcripts, diaries and photographs were coded into
separate, but sometimes overlapping, themes and | cregsrenced the diary

entries and pbtographs with the interview transcripts to tease out both the
consistencies and tensions between and within interviews and diary entries. |

had a predetermined set of categories and also created new codes as | read and
considered the texts. | used the itial thematic codes¢ multi-scalar,

homemaking, subjectivity and power, and lowe as a starting point and

developed sulDl § SI2NASad C2NJ SEIF YL S5 dzy RSNJ WK?2
GKS OFGdS3aA2NRASa 2F WYFGSNALf QmatiNoOW X Y INIDA v |
L 3INRAzZLISR &42YS 2 Bpade®h&on® 21 S dAQ)/ (it2K SUEKS2 YCB 1 S
were not exclusive and | found that much of the data overlapped. The coding

process was organic and constantly changed as my interpretations of the data
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matured. Kitben and Tate (2000) point out that the process of creating coding

categories is ongoing as ideas are developed and refined.

In the final stage; connection¢ | was concerned with identifying relationships
and associations between the themes and relevaigrature. Quotations that
represented the themes, commonalities and inconsistencies were identified and

grouped together in electronic computer files.

la o¢Stf Fda 0S02YAyYy3a AylA Yived S8ifodghtr8y G y 3£ S
interviews, diary entries and photographs, | also wanted to examine if their
understandings and experiences of heterosexuality, love and home adhered to,

or departed from, dominant media representations.compiled a folder of

homeware brochures, advésements for home goods, newspaper clippingsd

took out subscriptions to twgopular New Zealand lifestyle magazinégew

Zealand House and Gardeamd New Zealand Your Home and Gardenave also

kept an eye on a variety of New Zealand heim@rovement television shows

such adMitre 10 DIY DisasteMitre 10 Dream Homeand My House My Castle.

aed lyltegara 2F GKAA YSRAL KFra oSSy 3dzA
discourse analysis of visual images because | am interested in examining the
relationsth L) 0 SG6SSy @& @A &dz f AYlF3Sas @GSNDI €
LIN O0AOS&a¢ o6wz2aS wnnt mMncO® Ly (GKS FAyL

interpersonal dynamics of intimate research relationships.

Intimate research relationships

Feminist geographershave spent a great deal of time contemplating
relationships between place, power, subjectivity and positionality in qualitative

research (England 1994; McDowell 1992; Moser 2008; Rose 188rjent

feminist writing on research relationships emphasiseg tivays in which
NEaSINOKSNB YR AyF2NX¥Iyda Oly dzyRSNRGL!
O2yySOlU GKNRdIzZAK WwWal YSySaaQ oadZ f Ay3ada mood
the way in which research relationships are constructed through embodied

interactions has encouraged researchers to think about the ways in which
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emotions shape, and are shaped by, research encourfgeanett 2004; Bondi

2005b; Longhurset al.,2008; Widdowfield 2000).

DS23aNI LIKSNE |NB Ifa2 o0SIAYyYyAyIodREAKAY]
when conducting qualitative research. Crang (2003) points out that although
GKSNE A& y2¢ | &adzAdGFrAYSR ONARGAOFE 3IS23NJ
arguments have been slow to filter through into discussions of methods and
methodology. ResealcSNE 2 F0Sy LIRaAdAiAzy GKSYaSt @gSa
IASYRSNJ FyR a2 2y5> odzi FS6SNJ | OO2dzyia O
F3Syd Ay YI1Ay3 1y2¢fSRI&GA.,(DO8Ndlsyick Hnno n
up on this oversight and hence attempt ttzd S WG KS o02ReéQ a |y
NEASFNOKPQ ¢KSe& LldzaK F2NJ 20KSNER (G2 o06S3Ay
body as a tool of research. This has encouraged me to think not only about how

Ye& 383 3ASYRSNE aSEdzZ t Ade thisbRowwtdrOSQ Ay
aspects of my embodied subjectivity, such as emotions and feelings, intersect to

constitute my position in this research.

In what follows, | reflect critically on the interpersonal dynamics of intimate
research relationships. | begin by discussing the researdsearched
relationship and explore some of the ethical dilemmas | encountered during the
course of this researchThroughout, | examine the place of emotiorgs

LJ- NI A OA LI vy (i & @ the gesearch drocessollowing this, kritically
discuss my embodied subjectivities and the role these have played in the
construction of geographical knowledgds. doing so, thallenge the idea that
research is neutral, objective and disembodied (Dowling 2005; England 2006;

McDowell 1997; Moss 2001).

Friendships and research interactions

Although it is sometimes beneficial to draw on existing social networks and
friendships when conducting qualitative research on sensitive or intimate topics

(Avis 2002; Browne 2003; 2005), | decided that | did not want to interview people
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with whom | had a existing friendshig® Given the intimate nature of the
research topic | was concerned that too much personal involvement would
prohibit me from collecting and disseminating research data to the best of my
ability. Put simply, | did not want risk damagifigendships for the sake of
research. This is not to say, however, that excludinggxisting friends from the
research rid the process of potentially exploitive power relations and ethical
dilemmas. On the contrary, it created a whole host of issues$ thiaad not
previously considered, particularly in relation to negotiating the complexities of

friendships that arose as a result of research interactions.

Some scholars, including anthropologists (Crick 1992; Hendry 1992; Newton
1993), and geographers &l 2009), have described how they became friends
and intimates with their participants during the course of ethnographic research.
Over the course of this research | have become friends with several of the
women who participated. | suspect that our friestdps developed partially as a
result of our research interactions. Other circumstances, including sharing wider
social networks, have also been influential. A particularly important factor
contributing to the development of these friendships was that Evagking these
women to share deeply personal and private stories about their life with me, and

in turn, | was sharing deeply personal stories about my life with them. It was

Ffy2ald a (0K2dzZAK ¢S a{1ALIISR GKS yaLJx St atly

friendship and quickly became close friends. The development of these

friendships influenced the research dynamics in numerous ways.

There were a number of challenges in negotiating the complexities of intimate
research relationships. Learning to maeathe various ways in which the

boundaries of research and everyday life, and research relations and social
relations blur was particularly challenging and at times caused me a lot of anxiety

and distress. As friendships formed, much of what we talked abwar a glass

% Some of the participants were acquaintances and were part of wider social groups but | would
notkKF 8 O2y&4ARSNBR (KSY (2 085 WFNASYRAQ® [ A1 S

. N2 ¢

Ge2YSYy L ¢g2dz R YSSUG NBIdzZA I NI &8 Ay &a20Aalf aSaday3aa
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of wine in the weekend was similar to what was discussed during the interviews.

| became increasingly aware of the ways in which the boundaries between the
WFASERQ YR (KS Waz20ALtQ OlFy ofdzt I yR |
L 1ySs +a I NBadzZ GG 2F 060SAy3a (KS WAYUGSNDA:
WT NX°$ iR de@ame increasingly concerned about issues of confidentiality.

Given that a lot of leisure time spent with friends often involves talking about

other friends | found myself continuously monitoring what | could and could not

talk about. On one occasion | discussed some of my concerns with Melissa,

whom | became particularly friendly with, and she confirmed that she had also

thought about the ways in whit our interactions as
researcher/researched/friend blurred. Browne (2003) suggests that social

relations beyond formal research processes and spaces can be important in
negotiating power relations in qualitative research. This conversation with

Melissa, ad the many that followed with her and some of the other participants,

worked to establish a unique dialogical research relationship between me and

participants which challenges the boundaries of formal research spaces.

| also became increasingly awaretié depth of information | was beginning to

AKFENB o2dzi Y& fAFS GAOK LI NGAOALI ydasz |
Research relationships based on reciprocity and trust are encouraged by feminist
researchers (England 1994; McDowell 1992; Valent®@7b) and | believe my

willingness to share my own experiences, stories, dreams, problems, desires and

hopes contributed to the conversational dialogue and personal narratives about

love and home that characterised the interviews. At the same timet Ufetasy

about the amount of deeply personal information | shared with some
participants. Moreover, | cannot know the extent to which participants talked

about this research with others and if they shared my stories with their friends.

Unlike research paitipants, there is no confidentiality clause which ensures

® Browne (2005) points out that this type of research and the use of friends in research are often
likened to participant observation. | did not conduct participant observation in this research. |
was careful to include only information respondents had giwee specifically for the purposes of
this research and if | was unsure whether it was appropriate to use a particular idea/quote/event
I confirmed with participants before including it.
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NE&aSFFNOKSNEQ LISNB2YlIf aA0G§2NASAE NBYFAY
and rereading the transcripts the amount of personal information | shared with
some participants makes me cringéet, when the interviews were taking place |
was not embarrassed at sharing my stories and instead enjoyed talking about my
own experiences, thoughts and intimacies. Throughout the various stages of the
research, participants and | shared a lot of lauglated | personally gained a lot
from the process. Talking with these women not only provided an enormous
amount of qualitative data but it also helped me to work through some of my
own issues with regards to my own relationship. This research has indeadabee
collaborative process based on intimate research relationships where

participants and | were coonstructers of knowledge.

Up until this point | have been discussing the interpersonal dynamics of intimate
research relationships that occur during faweface encounters. Yet, a large
component of this research has involved participants considering and reflecting
on their lives in isolation, that is, when they were writing in their diaries and
taking photographs. In asking participants to think about theémacies and
intricacies of their relationships and honrfiée | was prompting them to consider
things they had potentially not thought of before. Melissa reflects on this
LJ- NI A Odzf I NJ 2dziO2YS 2F (KS NBaSI NOK 2y
or photos caused negative effects but it really made me think through and
process some emotions that are quite difficult to deal with, like questioning my
NEBflIOG0A2YaKALE OFSSRol O]l FT2N¥Y wmp WdzL &
relation to partici@nt support.While | was able to, at least, lessen potentially
negative emotional outcomes during fate-face interviews by being a sensitive,
attentive and empathetic listener (Bondi 2003), | was unable to provide the same
type of emotional support durig the diarywriting and photography exercises. In

an attempt to minimise potentially negative effects, | kept in regular contact with
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participants throughout their week of participation and offered support where |

could®?

The location of the interviews waalso important in constructing intimate
research relationships. Elwood and Martin (2000) suggest that research locations
provide researchers with the opportunity to make observations which can lead
to richer and more detailed information than that gatherérom the interview
content alone. Most interviews, particularly those that were conducted with the
O2dzL)t S&5 6SNB 02y RdzO( SR CongsteritvitNIerhidsk LI vy G & Q
AS23ANI LIKSNEQ OfFAY GKFG LI FOS Aa ONHzOA I
(Longhurst 1996; McDowell 1998; Valentine 1997b), holding the interviews in

LI NIAOALI yiaQ K2YSa AyTfdzSYyOSR (KS NBaStH
most people, provided a familiar, comfortable environment which I think lead to

the relaxed and easy rapport which dominated the interviews (Bennett 2002;
Longhurst 1996 In discussing their experiences and uses of their homes,
respondents were able to dw on the memories and meanings embedded in

material objects and domestic spaces and used them to aid discussion. Likewise,

| was able to point to certain spaces or material objects and used them as

prompts to assist the interview proce8s.In this way, pAli A OA LI Yy 4 Q K2
g2NJ] SR | a aaLd (A Murrayl 20@Y 43§ andl encoDragedra y
closer consideration of their often takdonr-granted homemaking practicefn

the next section, | offer an explanation of my positionality. | discuss how my
embodied slz0 2SOGAPAGASE |YyR LRaArAdGA2yltAde |

Qx

construction of intimate research relationships.

® As well as providing support by way of listening, | also creatést af support services that |
had ready to pass on to participants if they wanted to talk through some of the issues raised by
the research questions.

%2 Some of the followup interviews were held in my office at university.

® | am aware that this ratiorla assumes and reinstates idealised notions of home as safe and
secure. Home, for those people who are subjected to domestic violence for instance, is not
necessarily a secure space. Bearing this in mind, | gave participants the option to conduct the
interviews in any location that suited them. Most participants chose to hold them at their houses.

® This research practice may be likened to participation observation. As mentioned earlier,
however, | did not use participation observation in this project mattrly during encounters
2dzAARS (GKS WF2NN¥IfQ aLl O0Sa 2F GKS NBASFNOK®

113



Positionality

Feminist geographers have long advocated for an acknowledgement of the
situatedness of knowledge production (England 1994; &e€l 1992; Rose

1997; Valentine 2002). They have forcefully critiqued the idea that knowledge is

neutral, objective and rational and have instead argued convincingly that all
knowledge is local, partial and embodied. This has prompted recognition of the

iYLI2 NI yOS 2 F NBE&aSINOKSNAEQ LI2aAGA2Y I AL
Syidly3tSySyida 2F | 3Sz 3ISYRSNE Ofl a4z &SE
which these inform the research and the type of knowledge produced is one way

to be sensitive to the powerelations inherent in the researcR.In order to
OKIFfttSyasS TFlrftasS yz2araz2ya 2F w202S00A0S y¢

throughout this thesis.

My position is partial, fluid and constantly changing. | am a 26 year old; able
bodied, highly ed® § SR tn1SKn ¢62Yly 2F g2N]JAy3a O
as heterosexual and | am currently in a ldegn monogamous relationship. My
partner and | jointly own a house where we live together with a flatmate. | am
also a PhD student and a feminist gemgner. The entanglement of all of these
subjectivities (and others) constitutes my position in this research. It influences
the research interactions and my understandings of them. The combination of
these subjectivities means | occupy complex, multiple antimes, contradictory
subject positions, particularly in relation to my politics as a heterosexual women
who seeks to challenge heterosexual privileges. | write from a particular political
and theoretical perspective as a feminist poststructuralistggeapher and from a
personal location as a woman in a heterosexual relationship. My embodied
subjectivity is intimately connected with my research and research practice and |
Wi A0SO Y& NBaSFENODK 2y F RIAf@& olaraoc

&
QX

Longhurst (2009) rightly points out that mén | aLlSO0da 2F | N

embodiment remains absent in reflexive accounts of positionality. | am aware

% Although being sensitive to and acknowledging power relations in research interactions does
not remove them entirely from the research process (England 1994).
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that there are many other markers of my subjectivity that would have influenced

the research encounter, for example, my appearance, my personality, my

hobbies, my class and family background, my aspirations for the future, amongst

YIye 20KSNJ GKAy3ad Ly FO0ly26tSRIAYI |y
LRaAdA2yAy3as L K2LIS (2 aaoO2y@dSe |y SyYyoz2
(Longhurst 2009 432). In sagithis, | am also cautious of the fact that it is nearly

impossible to account for every facet of my subjectivity and the ways in which

these intersect in complex and sometimes contradictory ways to constitute my
subjectivity at different times and in d#rent places (see also Gibs@raham

1994; Moss 1999).

My location as a woman in a heterosexual relationship and as a feminist
geographer have, at times, proved particularly difficult to negotiate and reconcile

and this has impacted upon both my reseamtactices and personal life (see

a2 WFOlazy wwmopcuv® 9y3IflyR omdbddn ycI S
research, researchednd researcher might be transformed by the fieldwork
SELISNASYOSodég ¢KNRdAAK2dzi G(GKA& NBXaSl NOK L
manner in which to understand the numerous ways heterosexuality is implicated

in the subordination of women without conflating the institutionalisation of
heterosexuality with (my own) heterosexual practice, experience and
subjectivity. Like Jacksomm dpcpp 6 MMUO X L gl yd G2 LINRof S)
gAOK2dz0 RIFEYYAy3d vYeaStT +ta | FILAESR FSYAY
am not only making explicit my sexual subjectivity but | am also claiming a
ALISOATAO LRt AGAOI f asldeterdsakdaldsfichmakewigibleyah YS 2y
ARSyGAle 6KAOK A& 3ISySNrtte GF1Sy F2N 3T
Mbppo MdbOP W O1&2y 6 H A MOhave BeerSsiow K S (1 S N :
account for their own heterosexuality in their research, whiésbian scholars

have produced an abundance of work on heterosexuality. She cautions
WKSGSNRASEdzZ f FSYAyA&GAQ lFo2dzi airt SyOay3
AG aYle dzygAlGiAy3ate O2ydNRO6dzGS G2 LISNILIS

®e¢KS GSNY¥ WKSFISSNRPYyaASHIdE Aa LINROfSYIFIGAO 0S50l dzasS Al
heterosexuality, yet as Jackson (1996) points out, there appears to be no suitable alternative.
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W2 i KSNY KRa&y@ aSEdz t AGe Ay NBtlLliA2y (2 AG¢
KSGSNRPaSEdz tAdGe GKSNBE A&z K2gSOSNE | faz2
privileged position. This is not my intention. In this thesis, | am explicit in my
sexualised subjectivityn order to challenge ontological accounts about the
LINBadzYSR Wyl GdzN> t ySaaQ 2F KSGSNRASEdZ € A G

As a heterosexual woman attempting to undermine institutionalised
heterosexuality, | occupy a paradoxical position. On the one hand, my
heterosexuality affordsne a privileged social and political status. On the other
hand, my politics as a feminist geographer who seeks to problematise-faken
granted assumptions about the naturalness and normality of heterosexuality
marginalises me. A prime example of the g@wxical spaces | occupy can be

found in various ways | have been represented in the local media.

In February 2008 my partnerChoppyc and | were frontpage news (figure 9Y.

¢CKS ySgall LISNI I NIAOE ST (Alf Swrar2 (aREKES @ QNS
describes our initial meeting and the subsequent development of our
NEBfFGA2YaKALID ¢KS | NIAGRRQsIFTS | iikBBy 8§ ¢ 3 Lyt
year (Choppy and | are both born on the™Bebruary 1984). The newspaper

article and photo celebrates institionalised heterosexuality, normative notions

of love, and reproduces heteronormative gendered roles and spatial relations.

For the article, Choppy and | were photographed at our house in various poses,

yet the editors of the newspaper decided to use thieotograph with me sitting

on his lap. | am hugging him and the position of my body means that it is possible

to see my engagement ring. We look happy and content and according to some
FNASYRA YR FlLYAfe&s @SNE YdzOK Wihy f20S

relationship was interpreted by readers in specific heteronormative ways.

o7 Choppy has given his consent for the image to be included in this thesis.
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‘ They re )ust like a oouple of .ﬂr" .

Figure9: Newspaper article featuring my partner and |. Photographed by Catey Morrison

A month later | was awardedBertiaryEducation Commission Bright Future Top
Achiever Scholarshif}. The awarding of this scholarship, which is funded by
taxpayers, was controversial and my work was subjected to some negative media
attention.’® Figure 10 is a collage of the various newspapeiclag that were
printed over the following few weeks. This was a difficult time for me, and my
family, as | was unaccustomed to this type of negative attention. The validity and
usefulness of my research was questioned, with one editorial claiming that
& &payers would be far better served if the research topics that attract sizeable
ANFyGa Ffaz2 LINBRAzZOS &a2YS @FtdzS G2 a20ASi
I YR dzy y SWakatd TileE@08).0A study on the homemaking practices
and relationship actities of heterosexual couples is, according to the editorial,

of no use to society. This comment left me with a sense of just how important it

is to make heterosexuality explicit, both in the academy and in popular

*®See the ftlowing website for scholarship details and backgroumitit//www.tec.govt.nz).

09 Attempts by the popular press to belittle and condemn the research of feminist geographers
on gendered and sexed embodiment at the Umsity of Waikato have been noted elsewhere
(Longhurst 2001; Johnston 2005b).
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discourse. The media treatment of my resga clearly demonstrates the
heteronormativity of media spaces in and of Hamilton. Those in the media, and
beyond, were¢ and perhaps still are; unable to see the ways in which
heterosexuality is normalised in the spaces, interactions and policies ofdaser
life. They also continue to oppose the idea that the subjectivities and spaces of

heterosexuality and home are a legitimate topic of academic enquiry.

.
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x

Figure 10: Collage of newspaper articles in response to mmgsearch. Compiled and
photographed by Careyann Morrison

This thesis, then, is as much an academic journey as it is a personal one. It has

helped me come to terms with my own embodied subjectivities and plage(s)

the-world but at the same time it hadso made me question them. This ongoing

reflection, | think, has been invaluable for my research. Moreover, my position as

I Wwe2dzy3Q KSGSNRA&ASEdzt 62Yly KIFa 3IABSYy Y
G2 SELX 2NB 20 KSN weé 2 dzy 3 Q hetetodesugdl @ve aiRIFS NBE R

home.
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a® WAYAARSNIR LkRaAdAzy YSIya L akKlFNB | R
Participants and | had some common experiences and | think, partly as a
response to these similarities, respondents were more forthcoming in inviting

mS Ayid2 GKSANI K2YSao !4 GKS alyYS GAYS:I L
status. Being an insider does not automatically guarantee that the interviewer

and interviewee will share common experiences, positions and opinions (see
Valentine 2002 for anaccount of differences experienced across shared
sexualities). The intervieweanterviewee relationship is effected by a complex

I NN} & 2F AyiSNBSOlGAYy3I |ESa 2F RAFTFSNByY
dis/ability, age, gender, politics and so on whioteans that the research

relationship and the way each person is positioned in relation to the other is
constantly shifting. My position(s) in relation to the interviewees and the
AYGSNDBASSESSaQ LRaaAGA2y6an Ay NBtFGA2Yy G
apparent. Rather, they unfolded during the course of the research encounter.
Valentine (2002 12mH M0 & dz33Sada GKFAGY a. 20K NBas
directly or indirectly claim points of sameness or difference during interviews

based not only on knowtige which is exchanged during these conversations but

Ifa2 2y 6KFG Aad NBFR 2FF FTNRY SIOK 203KSN
encounters tended to be based on a premise of sameness. Participants
presumed a shared set of experiences and circums&snoased on gender,

aSEdzZ fAdledr IyR WK2YSYIFI 1SN adGliddzaod ¢KA

construction of intimate research relationships.

It is important to note, however, that notions of sameness and difference can
operate at the same time (ValentinedD@2). My position in this research was
unstable and changing. Throughout, | refashioned my subjectivity to suit the time
and place by emphasising some, and minimising other, axes of difference and
sameness (see also Johnston 2009; Valentine 2002). | ugeldody as a key
research tool and this contributed to the development of intimate research
relationships (Bain and Nash 2006; Longhwtstal., 2008). My position as a
woman in a heterosexual relationship seemed to be the defining feature in most

of the research interactions. This is perhaps to be expected given that when
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conducting research on sexualities it is often assumed that the researcher and

the researched share the same sexual subjectivity (Johnston 2009). Given the

topic of study, | suspectthaktSNBE gl a | f a2 GKS LINBA&dzYLIiA?2
YR GKFEG L 61F&a AyidiSNBadSR -tdfgce mestingsi SNAR 2 -
would have confirmed these assumptions for many participants given that | wear

an engagement ring which marks my subjectivityan institutionalised, even

normative, way.

At times my engagement ring and engagsdtus was a source of shared

experience with participants yet at other times it served to mark my difference

from them (see also Johnston 2009). In some interviewsrev/mearriage was

openly condemned as an effect of patriarchy, | felt as though my engagement

ring signified my failure as a feminist and | found myself hiding my ring. In these
situations, my body served to mark my difference from these women. It
represental the paradoxical space | occupy as a woman in a heterosexual
relationship and as a feminist geographer critiquing institutionalised norms of
heterosexuality. In other situations, | used my engagement ring to connect with
participants, for example, | compiented Angie on her engagement ring and |

mentioned to Kylie in an email that | was engaged, to which she responded:
GFFGOGSNI 0KS AYdSNBASEG ¢S OlFy 3ISG NAR 27F |
ahof F dZAKGSNBE OLISNE2Y It SYI ATheseQ@MENSE & L2 Y R
assumed that because | was engaged | shared a similar enthusiasm for wedding
planning and marriage, which | do not. In these situations certain aspects of my
subjectivity were maximised, by me and participants, whilst other parts were
minimised

| made a conscious decision to remain silent about certain parts of my
adzo2SOUGA@GAGRERD® LYy Ylye aAilddad dArAzya L RAR
poststructuralist and my desire to challenge hegemonic norms about people and

place. Johnston (2009) syests that silences and omissions can be important in
constructing research relationships. More often than not, | did not tell
participants about my background because | was aware that some women may

0S GFNB [062dzi KI @AyYy3 (KSuaNIr exBoitive(ist 2 y a KA LJ
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times, | certainly felt as though some women were in relationships that, at times,

worked to disadvantage them. For the most part | chose to remain silent in these
aAbGdz- dA2yad L RAR y20 0GKAY] Apantsdd & Wk LIL
consider their relationship in this way, nor did | want to deconstruct their ideas

about their sexual and gendered subjectivities and spaces in-ttaface

situations’®

Summary

In this chapter | discussed the methodological theory and practice deployed in
this research. | used combination of qualitative research methods informed by
feminism in an attempt tareate an embodied, emotionally situated and partial
geography of hetervsexual love and homé&he project design was created with
the intent of providing participants with a space to reflect on their relationships
and everyday experiences of homehave made a space for embodiment and
emotions ¢ participants and my owrg to be acknowledged in the research
process. In doing so, | have disruptestional, disembodied, and masculinist

research epistemologies.

L dzASR | O2YoAylidAzy 2F WO2dzLHiréed Ay (i SN
photography, follomup interviews, and ‘aluation questionnaires. This

combination of methods allowed for the emotional, embodied and material
complexities inherent in everyday life to emerge. Couple interviews are useful in

the way they provide insights into both the topic under consideratiod also

into the continuities and contradictions which constitute the production of

shared subjectivities and homes. Solicited diaries anddsedtted photography

have the potential to add a further layer of complexity to the information gained

| cannot, however, account for the more subtle ways that | may have challenged or
RSO2yaidNUzOGSR LI NIGAOALI YHIAQ YINNIGIADPSE GKNRIZAKI -
language and gestures. Moreover, | am aware of the complexities involved in encouraging

increased levels of consciousness and-aelreness in research encounters. Indeed, there are
jdzSadA2ya &AdzZNNRBdzyRAYy3d K2g YdzOKZI ipabtEto todsidedB & S NOK S
their positionalities, viewpoints and opinions (see for example McDowell 1998; Valentine 2002),

particularly when they are directly opposed to our own or are discriminatory or derogatory in

some way.
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from couge interviews because they allow for the production and
R2O0dzYSy il A2y 2F RAFFSNBYyld WwWglreaQ 2F (y?2
embodiment and emotionality. Whilst diaries and photographs are important

objects of analysis in and of themselves, theadgained from them can be

further enhanced by discussing their content in a folegvinterview. Followup

interviews are valuable for filling in gaps, eliciting further discussion and

contextualising information and photographs.

An important goal of thisesearch methodology was to provide participants with

control over their accounts and the knowledge produced. An essential part of
GKA& NBaSIkNOK LINRPOS&aa ¢la GKSNBF2NB (2
and suggestions on the methodology used inisthproject. Evaluation
guestionnaires provided valuable insights into the strengths and weaknesses of

this research design. They have helped contest hegemonic, masculinist and elitist

notions which claim academia as the primary site of knowledge production

In order to further challenge notions of disembodied objectivity, | have
attempted to situate myself in the research process. | reflected on the
interpersonal dynamics of intimate research relationships and the ways in which

my embodied subjectivities fluenced the research encounters and outcomes. In

doing so, | have made a further space for embodiment and emotions to be
acknowledged in the research process. In the chapters that follow, | draw on
SYLANROI € YIGSNRI € 02 RA & Oatzices andll NI A OA |

relationship activities at the scales of body, dwelling and household and beyond.
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CHAPTER 5
Body

This chapter focuses on gendered and sexed bodies as important sites of
homemaking. It looks at the space of the body and the body in space. In doing so,
it provides an embodied account of domestic space focusing on the numerous
ways heterosexual bodies dn home spaces are constituted through
performance and practice. Drawing on feminist poststructuralist notions of the
interconnectedness between materiality and discourse (Butler 1990; 1993; Grosz
1994; Probyn 2003), | continue to argue that the genderexiésebody and home

are mutually constitutive. Bodies cannot be divorced from experiences of places
and spaces (Longhurst 1997b; Nast and Pile 1998; Rose ®88)er to further
sexed and gendered perspectives on home (GorMamray 2007a; Johnston

and Vdentine 1995) and understandings of heterosexuality in specific places
(Hubbard 2000; Johnston 2006; Phillips 2006; Robimsal., 2004), it is useful

to think about the ways in whichome is constructed in and through the bodiy.

this chapter, and théhesis as a whole, | argue that the heterosexuality of homes
YR 02RAS&a (ASa (G23SGKSNJ G2 LINRRdzOS Fy A
This chapter makes visible these normative practices by focusing on the scale of
the body.

In recent yearstherelta 6 SSy |y dzLJAdzNHS 2F 3IS23INF LKA
The sociepolitical structures that surround bodies and spaces are increasingly

being critiqued and scrutinised. Feminist geographers, in particular, have picked

up on the importance of including dmdied experiences in geographical
RAaO2dzNESa |yR KIFI@S akKz2gy GKIFG | G F 2 Odz
understandings of power, knowledge and social relations between people and

LI | OS¢ O[ 2y IAKdzNREG MdPTo npcovd [ 2y IKdzNE
currenf & Ay GKS YARAaAlG 2F I a062Ré& ONIT Séod Ly
variety of bodies and the spaces they occupy, including: working bodies
(McDowell 2009); pregnant bodies (Longhurst 1997b; 2008b); fat bodies (Colls

2007; Longhurst 2005b); body liers (Johnston 1996); aged bodies (Hugman

1999); and sexed and gendered bodies (Bain and Nash 2006; Bell and Binnie
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2000; McDowell 1995). This work has been important for undermining
hegemonic, masculinist and disembodied geographical discourse which have

served to mark the body as Other in geography. Crucially, the discipline of
3S23aANI LIKe A& y2g fFNBSte olFlaSR 2y (GKS dzy
of space and place are embodied, and more specifically, sexually embodied
(Johnston and Longhurst 200l Sexual embodiment and sexually embodying
knowledge calls into question the masculinist separation between the mind and

the body.

Some geographers have paid attention to the relationship between corporeality

and home. GormaiMurray (2008b) explains thaa key focus of the work on
homemaking is the relationship between home, domesticity, and other

OF 6 S3I2NASE 2F &dzo02SOUADAGE &adzOK & WNI OS
and so on (see for example GormBlurray 2006b on gay men's experiences of

home; hooks 1991 on Africalimerican women's experiences of home; Johnston

YR 2l tSyiGAyS wmoddbp 2y tSaoAlyQa SELISNRS
women's experiences of domestic violence). Moreover, the naaiilarity of

home has been considered. Traditally, geographers have paid a great deal of

attention to other scales of home such as community, nation and globe (Blunt

and Dowling 2006). However, less attention has been directed to the scale of

bodies, especially the materialities of sexed bodieker& is little explicit

knowledge about the shifting relationship between corporeality and domestic

spacé’, particularly in relation to the everyday bodily practices and embodied

emotions of heterosexuality. The heterosexual body has been somewhat absent

in geographical discourses of home.

As the unmarked norm, the heterosexual body is often assumed to be the
subject of most studies of home. Yet, the materialities of heterosexual

embodiment and the ways in whichomes become heterosexualised through

e Somegeographers have examined destic space as explicitly embodied, such as Longletirst
al., (2009), GormaMurray (2006b) and Thomas (2004). In this wohe body is invoked as an
important site of emotional and social experiené@r the most part, however, thepecificitiesof
embodment and home are largely unexamined, particularly in relation to heterosexuality.
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performance and practicéiave been largely overlooked. | offer a means te re
GKS2NA &S 3IS23aNFLKeE 2F &aSEdzatAidArASa | yR
KSGSNRraSEdzrt o062Ré&Q IyR YI1Ay3 AG SELX AO
knowledge. Discussing bodies and homethis way challenges the historical

privileging of the conceptual over the corporeal in the production of
masculinised and disembodied geographical knowledge. The attention given to
corporeal specificity in this chapter (and the thesis as a whole) nfakesmore

sexually embodied geography

This chapter, then, provides an-dtepth investigation into the ways in which
homemaking practices occur at the site of the body. It begins by examining love

as a discursive construction and lived experience. | doawfeminist and

sociological literature on love (Ahmed 2004; Jackson 1993a; 1993b; Johnson

2005) and add a specifically geographical perspective to this by considering the

role of place in relation to notions of love. | argue thia¢ tways in which coupe

and women in particular, talk about love reproduces the hegemony of romantic
heterosexual domestic lifel. then move to consider a multiplicity of material
homemaking practices at the site of the body. It is argued that heterosexual

physical intimacyontributes to the construction and lived experience of home.

The intersections of heterosexuality, physical intimacy, domestic spaces and

objects of love are examined. This section makes up the bulk of the chapter.
CAYylLfttes RNI gAY pRiyand/CXi20@g),d exanfine tHays\ NIl Q 0/ |
in which homes become embodied through the presence of domestic and
O2NLIR2NBIf RANI® [20S A& LI NIR2EAOFft& G
O2yGNAROdziSa (2 GKS O2yaiNUzOedkedsfienges O2 dzLJE
of space. Throughout, | reflect on the ways in which a variety of homemaking

LN} OdAO0Sa |d GKS &aAdsS 2F (0KS 02Ré& NBTH

subjectivities at home.

Locating a language of love and home

This section examines the wain which participants talk about love and home. It

FAYa (2 &aK2¢ GKIG aaSEdzatAade Aa yz2iG 2dzi
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GKSNE @2dz FNB YR gKIG @&2dz FSSté¢ o6YFgl S
space is not heterosexualised through phykibahaviour alone. Instead, it is

shown that emotions, feelings and embodied sensations, and the ways in which

they are talked or not talked about, is a performance that normatively
heterosexualises homé.focus on love as it takes place at the sitetred body

and | look at how embodied emotions become embedded in homemaking
practices. Foregrounding the role of love in homemaking requires focusing

attention on the body itself as it shapes and is shaped by domestic space. Love,

as it is talked about inhe context ofheterosexual relationships, is one of the

ways that homes are normatively heterosexualiséte language of love draws

2y | RAaAO0O2dzZNES 2F o0A2f23& ¢KAOK fSIAAGAYA
Wy 2 NXI £ Q F2bédauselBve@ SEHZ X & G@l 1Sy (2 685 Wyl (

Poststructuralist theorists argue that language matters (Jackson 1999; Sue
Jackson 2001; Johnson 2005); a view that | share. Language matters because it
creates reality and helps to give meaning to the world. Language ddesmply

NEFfSOG 2NJ OFGSI2NRAEAS (GKS ¢g2NIR® LyaidSHR
not by the subject that speaks it. Meaning does not exist prior to its articulation

Ay fFy3dz 3S¢ o6 W2 Ky a dle)ylmportamly, scBojas KaleNR & H n
shownthat emotions, including love, rather than simply being an internally felt

sensation, are also constituted through discourse, representation and language.

Jackson (1999 115), for instance, argues:

Love, like all emotions is not directly observable. We, @arthe end,
analyse only the ways in which it is talked and written abguie
discourses around romantic love which circulate within our culture
but these | would argue construct our experiences and understanding
of love.

In this way, the language ed to talk about love creates a framework from

which couples, and women in particular, are able to make sense of their
subjective experiences of love and home.

Ly (GKAA (KSaAaszs LRadadaNHzOGda2NItftAald 02yO0S

complexities and aatradiction, embodied feelings and emotions, because
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poststructuralist thinking rejects the idea that there is one truth or reality. It
allows for a multiplicity and plurality of experiences and meaning.
Poststructuralism also provides the space to ackeolgk the partial and
subjective nature of qualitative research. | am not seeking to uncover some
universal truth. The narratives presented in this thesis are by no means
universally experienced and | do not claim to provide a definitive account of
heterosexual love and home. Rather, | offer a selective andepth reading of a

small group of women and their partners who live in Hamilton, New Zealand.

¢CKS ¢2NR Wwt20SQ Aa + f2FRSR USNXY® LG Aa
social, sexual and politicateanings which makes it a maftayered and context

specific concept. Love does not mean the same for everyone, everywhere. There

IS no single, subjective meaning or definition of love (Hendrick and Hendrick

1992; Johnson 2005; Schéfer 2008). Love, asumderstood, experienced and

I NIIAOdzft F i SR Ay GKAA& NBaS-basddrm genderedi A SR dzl
power, discourse and bodies. It is conceived within a hegemonic Western model

which makes the whiteness and heterosexuality that produces itnsewisible

(Giddens 2006). In most Western societies, love is deemed to be mutual and

physical attachment and desire between two, presumably oppositely sexed,

bodies. Love is often made socially and legally acceptable and recognisable
through marriage. May people, in Western industrialised societies, take this life
SELINASYOS F2NJ IANIYGISR & F Wy2NXYIFEQ LI
' FGSNI Lt A0 asSSya aylddzaNFt F2NJ | O2dzLJ
sexual fulfilment in their relabnship, perhaps by marrying and/or starting a
FILYAfeéé ODARRSYa Hwnnc WwanOd® SO & DARI
SELX F AyayY a -tetdpanhgiship, dr starting & fardily, with someone

who you have fallen in love with r®0t an experi@ce most people across the

G2NI R KIFI@Sdé LG A& y2i Y& AyaSyidiazy KSN.
modern Western societie€ Rather, | make the point that it cannot be takéo-

AN YGSR GKFG €2@0S A& + Wyl (dasktutredtly LI- NI 2 7

2 In addition, this has been done elsewhere. See, for example, Illouz (1997) for a discussion of
the changing beliefs about love from Victorian society to modern capitalism

127



constituted, is shaped by a complex array of culturally and historically specific
AYyTtdsSy0Sa |yR O2yidSEG& YR AYGiSNEBSOGA

categories of social difference in complex ways.

Love is often described as one o&tmost significant facets of contemporary life

in Western society (Beck and Beggkrnsheim 1995; Giddens 1992). It dominates

LJ2 LJddzf | NJ Odzf G dzNB YR AYyFAEfONI 0Sax> | NHdzl of
media suggests that love plays a vital role in tamwding everyday¢ and
extraordinaryc 8 2 OAF £t £ aSEdz- €t £ | yR &L} GAFE NBf
2010 51). In addition, love has a language base that is historically constituted. For
example, theOxford English Dictionatyaces the origins of the woR Wi 2 3SQ o6 I C
to the 12" Century Oxford English Dictionar§010). There is also an endless

supply of magazines, séielp books, televisioand radio programmes, to hame

I FS63% ¢gKAOK FAY G2 GSIOK LIS2LX S K2g G2
that there would be an extensive set of words and discourses available to draw

on when attempting to provide a definition of love. Yet, particigariiad

difficultly talking about themeaningof love. When | asked them the question

WgKIFEG Aa f20SKQ 2N WK2¢g ¢2dzf R @82dz RSTAYS
W2RRQ [dzSadAz2zy YR KFR RAFFAOdzZ (& LizidAy:

LGQ& I ¢SANR |eji6inkt intardeyt I9 May20@8)i A G K o6 Yeéf .
| am not sure of how to explain it in teis of a deficit (Debbie,

joint interview 09 May 2008).

¢CKFGdQa | (anghigy)Xe [2AV]|SS XA KS 1 ad |jdzSadaz
KFNR Sy2daAaK X {2 L R2yQ4 NBlIffe (y2¢
(Donna, first interview 17 October 2008).

L KAyl F2NJ YS: 2K 2SS8S1 Sz L GK2dAKO L
| would think it would be just having, | don't reakgiow, | don't
1y26z @&2dz (y26z aAyOS &2dz2Q@8S | a1 SR Y

know if | can answer it (Sheree, joint interview 30 April 2008).
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t FNIAOALI YGaQ NBalLkRkyasSa adaAa3asSaid GKIG RS
presence of love in the spaces of everydap FS> GKSNB A& ANRBYAC
language available to describe and express the feelings and sensations of love.
Perhaps this is to be expected given that love is often talked about as something

that is irreducible to words. Johnson (2005 26) notest KS LINRP o6t SY &SSy:
of language; the language of the heart seems to resist the rationalist descriptions

2F lye FOGAGAGE 6KAOK I (0GSWEX subjeltie A Y LI2 & ¢
experience, love is commonly thought of as set of individually felbtems and

bodily sensations that resist descripti®hRomantic convention suggests that

aft 20S Aa Ay SaaSyOS AYyRSTFAylIofSzI Ye&adsSN\
0SOFdzaS 2F (GKAa AGa aYSFyAy3a Aa KSEtR (2
offeteh y3ds |yR OFlyy2it 6S 02YYdzyAOFGSR Ay LN
Talking about love as an embodied experience beyond rational discourse is an
AGSNY GAGS LISNF2NXIFyYyOS GKFG 3IABSE Al (KS
hegemony of love as indefinable,semntial and beyond language is an effect of

the repetition that hides the heteronormativity that produces it.

Perhaps love is deemed to be difficult to put into words because is it understood

Fa GF1Ay3a LIELFOS GgAGKAY 2dzNJ love Rhbfed ® W2 Ky
conceived as a universal property of human existence, a force of power inside

0KS 02R&8X gKAOK A& yladz2NI X AyylraSsz FyR
primary site at which sensations, feelings and emotions associated with love

unfold. Given that embodiment is the closest and most immediate of
geographical spatial scales the feelings associated with love are therefore taken

to be unique, individualistic and biologic&rucially, love is seen as one of the

Y2ald Wyl G dzNarmis®f hurgaR expelieice. Discburse of nature and

naturalness relegate love to the realm of the irrational and unknowable. As an

® Ahmed (2004 124) draws attention to collective love, where she explores the ways in which
GOKS Lzt 2F t20S (261 NRa |y 20KSNE ¢gK2 0S02YSa
02ttt SOUGADBST SELINSD A& &S &antpla, loveyabd uvdetstbod asNaroguoirgyS O G @ ¢
heterosexual ideal whersomebodies move towards and other bodies move aviiym. Ahmed

(2004) suggests thatibse who fail to live up to the nornin this instanceanyone who deviates

2 NJ WY 2 gffoin mbnodardd@seterosexual couplehoqavork to affirm the ideal.
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unknowable biological experience, love is deemed to be beyond the need for, or

possibility of, discussion.

Yet it is not justhe participants in this study who find it difficult to put love into
words. In the emerging work on emotions, several geographers have highlighted
their own inability to communicate affective dimensions of people and place (see
for example Paterson 2005;0@6). They have found it difficult to articulate
AL GALf RAYSyaAizya o0SOlFdzaS aSyz2iA2ya
they are never easy to define or demarcate, and they [are] not easily observed or
mapped although they inform every aspect of our fivé 0 etaly 05 1).
Across the social sciences, many scholars (Jackson 1999; Johnson 2005),
geographers included, have had difficulty locating a language of love. Not having
the words to speak about love and the spaces associated with love means tha
love has tended to be pushed to the margins of geographical research. As
Johnston and Longhurst (2010) note, feminist geographers have long been
engaged in interrogating issues of sexuality and space, but have yet to undertake

a study on love.

Perhaps his lack of interest in love can be, as Jackson (1999; see also Johnson
2005) suggests, attributed to an untheorised essentiality of love. Jackson (1999)
makes the point that many social scientists have uncritically accepted the idea,
that as an emotion,dve cannot be easily communicated, thus taking for granted
what, she suggests, is part of the social construction of love. Most studies of love
have ignored that which is irrational, unpredictable and incommunicaple
aspects of love which are deemed to tied to the bodyg in favour of examining
institutionalised expressions of heterosexual logeromance, marriage and

home. It seems, then, that geographers and other social scientists are also

- NJ

adzo2S0OG G2 20SQa4 YeailSNARSa®t oftsdK2f || NB =

contemporary discourses and performances of love, romance and sexuality. Love

is something that both sceptics and romantics can succumb to. As Jackson

omMphpo pn0 y23a8aY aLdG A& y2i ySOSaal NEB

euphoria of fding in love in order to be sceptical about romantic ideals and wary

l.j

2F UGUKSAN) O2yaSljdsSyOoSaodé [/ NUzOALfttes 2@S
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framework that holds on to its pleasures and pains, connections and
contradiction. Such a perspective will alldar an acknowledgementf love as

an embodied experience and a social construct.

Whilst participants have difficultly answering questions about the meaning love

they find it far easier to explain how loveels

w[ 20S Aae gl NXY | yik hh@QidgaRdddle with A § Qa | f Y2
GKSYZ AGQa tA1S OGKIFIG AYyAaARS 4KSy @2dz
interview 23 April 2008).

[Love is] comfortable, cosy, like being highft A FS® LiQa | yAO
feeling, warm and fuzzy (Angie, first interview 30 April 2008).

[Loveis] happy, warm, cosy, comfortable, exciting, lots and lots of

positive things going on (Ruby, joint interview 15 May 2008).

Some patrticipants understand love by gauging it against particular bodily feelings

and sensation$? Words related to bodily temperature and condition, such as

WK230Q YR WTfdzZaKSRQZ FINB 02YY2y Ay | 002
(Johnson 2005). These metaphors corporeally materialise emotions and help give
meaning to the experiencelohnson (2006 M0 | NBdzSayY aGKS &asSi 2
feelings associated with romantic love are, whilst experienced inside the body,

ta2 &a20Altteé 2NRSNBR 2dz2iaARS 2F AdGoé 1S
construction of love becomes incorporated and insériR 2 FT2NXY |y WAY
bodily corporeality which becomes an interiority of the sociality in which it is

dAlGdzZ- SR O6W2Kyaz2y wHnannp omM0O® Ly 20§KSNI g
while experiencedn and through the body, are confirmed and given mengi

through language and discourse.

" There are a number of publications within cognitive studfes examplethat have begun to

unpack the physiological processes and sensations of emotion (see for example Lane and Nadel

2000). Unlike thih 62 NJ X K26SOSNE L Y y24 FIGGSYLIAy3a G2
emotions. Rather, | am focusing on the ways in which these sensations and embodied
experiences are given social and cultural meaning within specific discursive frameworks.
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One of the common ways that love is produced through language is through
RA&O2dzNESa 2F WOKSYAAGNR®Q a2KSy LIS2LX S
adzOK a4 WOKSYA&aliUNRQZ YR Yy IIABR OROMHIBR] @
a4 FTNIYS62Nl & Ay 6KAOK (2 SELXIFAY GKSAN
2005 36). The language of chemistry is one of the main means through which

love and heterosexuality are normatively inscribedhemistry between two

oppositely sexed YR ISy RSNBR 02RAS&a aAdayrfta GKS
attraction and desire and (re)produces profoundly biological accounts of love.

For example, Sophia suggesistof 2 S A a6 GKS o0dzidSNFfASA
OKSYAOI f ¢ 022 klyZabs).xh¢ iarfgdaleiused to describe love as a

biological, chemicalR NA @Sy LINRPOSaa Aa 2@SNIfeée KSi
chemistry, and the practice which departs from it, is imagined as#ssfor a

f20S NBf I A2y aKA LI helergrifrmitiveldéas aboutispeci@s dzA £
NBELINRPRAdzOGUA2Y € OW2Kyazy wHnnp o disex@ayLIKI &
RSAANB a WoA2t23A0Ffte AyylrasSQ IINB R

(p))
Uy >
— Q¢ =

love. They are central to the principles of heterosexuamaty.The language of
love therefore works to legitimise heterosexuality as the normative form of
aSEdzt f AASR &4dzo2S0iK22R 06580l dzasS t20S ArAa o

innate reproductive instincts.

The language of love, | have found, is alsariately tied up with the spatial

imaginary of home.Words used to describe how lovéeels such as
WO2YTRMDBISER2Y IAYIQS Wagl NY¥Q:Z Wal FSQ>x waso
WIS OS¥FdzA Q YR WNBfIFIEAY3IQ | NBandHmdez dza SR
then, is talked about in emotional terms and love is described as intrinsically

spatial. Linda, for example, sums up the relationship between love and home,
alkeAy3ay 4Gt 20S aEddview 20 ANfil2808).ove & 2dermhed o

produce a feéng or sense of home, and the feelings of home are constituted

through love. Heterosexual emotionalities are mapped onto the sexual

spatialities of homeDavidson and Milliga(2004 5230 2 y i Sheé Rr¥culation

2F SY20A2y Aa ddd alLl GAlffte YSRAFGSR Ay
C2NJ LI NLAOALI yGa Ay (GKAAa NBaSFNOK | WYK2dz

132



GAOK SY22GA2yI f
poh GABS YR ARSFfA&SR

As the above discussion demonstrates, participants talk about love in relation to
positive feelings, emotions and sensations. In specifying love in positive terms,
not only are participants explaining whati#, they are also explaining what it is
not: love is positive, therefore it is not negative. The following table (figure 11),
dzaAy3a GKS LINIAOALIVYGAQ

demonstrates the point:

-G00F OKYSyla
'.F

A A

St Ay3a

g2 NRa

Love Love
Is: IsNot:
Comfortable Uncomfortable
Belonging Excluding
Warm Cold
Safe Dangerous
Content Constraining
Peaceful Distressing
Relaxing [rritating

Figurell: Love and Home Is/Love and Home is Not

In other words, love is differentiated from hate. Loaad hate are therefore
posited as mutually exclusive and exhaustive categories. Relationships are,
seemingly, founded upon love, not hate. Within this hegemonic framework, it is

presumed that it is not possible to feel love and hate simultaneously. Yet, as

GKSANI LI N
2F WK2YSft A

YSyi.

A 7

|l KYSR o6Hnnn IplniS S&i | A EYW2 @ Instdad, 20u8LI2 & SR

and hate are relational. In the same way that the Self requires the Other (Grosz
1989; Rose 1993), love requires hate from which to distinguish itself. This means
that love canmot exist without hate as the Other. Love is made up of seemingly
positive emotions and feelings, such as happiness and pleasure, but it is also a
source of hurt, disgust, and shame. Indeed, Probyn (200502 adz23Saday a.
shamed is not unlike being ioJe ... shame emerges as a kind of primal reaction

2ySast¥

to the very possibility of loveSA G KSNJ 2 F

133

2N 2%

Iy 20



This project is about love. It is also, then, about hate, shame, fighting,
emotionally charged discussions and negotiations. Particgpaatasionally make

references to hate and homemaking but on the whole the ways in which couples,

and in women in particular, talk about love reproduces the hegemony of white

romantic heterosexual domestic life. What they do not talk abouthat is left

unsaid ¢ also contributes to dominant constructions of heterosexual love and

home. Silences, absences and omissions are important in research encounters.

Hyams (20n Mn 0 | NHdzSayYy aaitSyoSa | NB Fdz f
facilitators have atendé O& (2 6 RA & ({2008 #98) makeStiedpdint | 2

0 K I vihat is ot verbalised also performs signifyimark through the metaphor

2F aAfSyOSo¢ {KS lFala o6KSOGKSNI AG Aa aLRa
gKAOK (KSYy NI A a Starprefatia8, dJadguatyy ¥ R ¢ Sdzy AW AE 6 |
2008 493). | read the silences and omissions around hate and homemaking as
reproducing prevailing ideologies about heterosexual love and hdwoee, as it

IS commonly understood, is a hegemonic emotion that servesnidant
AyiSNBadGaoe LGXZ Fa ! KYSR oHAann MHRNO LAY
become aligned with collectives through their identification with an ideal, an
FtA3yYSyd GKIG NBtASa 2y GKS SEA&AGSyOS 2
other wordd = Ay €SI @Ay3a GKS WRIENJSNR &AARS 27
LI NI AOdzf F NI & g2YSys> |ftA3dy GKSyaStgSa oAl
and home; one that is coherent, consistent, stable and fixed, both literally and
aevyoz2t AOl t f gability ttd aligh Atl@kdelveyg dvihQdeal notions of
heterosexual love and home is enabled through the premise that others, in
acknowledging the emotional higlesd lows of their relationship, fail the ideal

(Ahmed 2004).

In focusing on the ways in which love is or is not talked about I am not
FGGSYLIWGAY3 (G2 akKz2g GKFG o02RASa FyR LX I
GSNNRAG2NASaAE O[2yIKAzNBRG HanpO dnod . 2RAS
cannot be neglected when coudgiring the relationship between heterosexuality,

love and domestic space. In the next section, then, | explore the everyday
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geographies of physical intimacy. In doing so, | link the materialities of

heterosexual bodies and homes with the spaces and obgdtsve.

Making love, making home: domestic heterosexual intimacies

Physical affection is a common expression of love. Touching and being tasched

often deemed important for producing feelings of connection and closeness and

for strengthening the emotional bond between lovers (Morristiil(. For most

people, home is where they choose and/or are able to be physically intimate

with their partners). People can touch each other at home in ways that they

cannot in public. In this way, the performative geographies and boundaries of

GKS 02R@ IINB 2NHIFIYAASR RATTINS VG (YBLINRYD | WLS
space, home is the primary locatiomhere certain sexual practices, pleasures

and people are normalised and legitimatised. This means that home, both
YFEGSNAFEE@ FyYyR AYIFIIAYyFiA@Stexs Aa RSSYSR
physical intimacy and sexual activity. Heterosexualitygrasstitutionalised and
Y2NXIfAdGAYy3d RAaAO0O2dzZNESE KlFa YIRS K2YS | |
W2Kyazy o6Hnnp poX SYLKFEaAa Ay 2NAIAYEFEO
oNAYy3I&a a4aSE IyR 208 (23S3GKSNI Aagfually LINE R dz
doesmake loved SOl dzAS A G 2LISNY GA2y Il fAasSa f20S A\
AYOUAYFOe o0SG¢SSy (20Ay3aA: Y2y23lFY2dza KSi
framework for intimacy at homerlhe practices of heterosexual physizdimacy

in the lovhg spaces of home are bound up in discourses of normality, morality

and appropriateness.

Despite the growing interest in themotional, social and sexual relationships
which constitute and are constituted by homgeographers have had little to say
about the role of physical intimacy in homemaking. Most work on homemaking,
even that which discusses its intimate character, does not look abtbaary
practices and routine®f embodied sexual experien@nd the waysin which
these may reflect and/or refract sexuality at home (although see Goslvharray
2007a; Robinsoet al., 2004).Physical intimacy and affection, irrespective of the

desiring subject, is a series of touches, feelings and embodied sensations.
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Heterogexuality itself is, at one level, about sex: sexualised bodies touching;
touching bodies sexuallyHeterosexual subjectivities are wrapped up with the
embodied experiences of oppositely sexed bodies and gendered desires. As such,
it seemsuntenable to sepeate heterosexual subjectivities from the embodied
practices of physical intimacie¥et, much of the work on heterosexuality
focuses on its institutionalisation and how it affects the construction and lived
experience of feminine (Jackson 1999) and maseul(McDowell 1995)
subjectivities, as opposed to heterosexuality as a set of sexual experiences,
practices and gendered desires. The work that does look at gée in
heterosexualityfocuses primarily on nenormative or what are often deemed to

0SS WRBWAF2NXYa 2F KSGSNRpaSEdzZ ftAles &dzOK
Hubbard and Whowell 2008). The focus of much of this work is on the
consumption practices and processes of heterosex and the moral contours
surrounding heterosexuality and sexualised spackstle has been said,
however, about the everyday geographies of heterosexual love and physical
intimacy and their relational character in regards to domestic things, people and

places.

t KEAAOLE AYOGAYFO& Aad SYLKI &dAmsHpRandtda A Y L2 NJ
their experiences of home. Home is the primary space of physical intimacy and

time spent at home together touching physically and feeling emotionally is

deemed important for constructing a shared subjectivity and sense of home.

Home continuesto be a key site of physical intimacy and affection for
KSGSNRpaSEdzad f O2dzL) Sazx RSEALIAGS GKS NBf I (A
and intimacy in public.

The types of physical intimacy participants most often talk about are everyday

and one could agS Wy 2NNl GABSSQ SELINBaaAirzya 27
cuddling, holding hands and sex. Lizzy and Zane, for example, share simple

intimate moments when they are together at home:

Lizzy: Little things [are important] like Zane will go to work early,
eartRX SINXIe&zX [yR LQftf 2dzad adlre Ay

(@]
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me a quick kiss before he goes to work every morning. Just

fAGOES GKAy3a tA1S GKIG L GKAY1l I NB
G2 6SR SINIeé lyR (KSy LQftf 0O2YS G2
even though e is asleep, just little things like that | think

are important.
CareyAnn: To the everyday?

Lizzy: Yeah, that's quite cool, like just the mundane stuff.
9PSNERIE wiKAY3IaA8 odzi wAlGQase adAff
have (joint interview 22 April 2008)

Lizzy and Zane are in their late 20s. They have been in a relationship for
approximately six years and have lived in their current house, which they jointly
26ysS FT2NJ [ LIWINBREAYIFGSte G2 &SIFNa® [ATT e
GYdzy R yS¢€ NBNIREEGSOBUGAYIGS | OGABAGASAE | YR
sustenance of their relationship. In the process, she points to the ways in which

the enactments of everyday intimacies can become domestic routines.
Household routines, according to Gormiturray (2M6a), are particularly
AAIYAFAOLYG F2N) GKS O2yaidNHzOGAzy 2F 02 dz
narrate and materialise notions of self in domestic spacen participants

make the point that because physical affection is an everyday part of living it can
sometimes be forgotten about and takdar-granted. This is perhaps

unsurprising given that many ordinary homemaking practices often go unnoticed

in the catext of everyday life (Blunt and Dowling 2006). Physical intimacy and

F FFSOUA2Y Aa&d AYRSSR | K2YSYF{1Ay3a LINI OGAC
life, particularly when couples live together and see each other on a regular
basis.Lizzy goes on to exphathat physical affection is one of the main ways that

she and Zane express love for one another:
CareyAnn: What other ways do you express love for each other?
Lizzy: Hugging all the time, we hug a lot and we kiss a lot and um,

L R2y Q0 1 Yy 8féthihgsh@dinglkgands.2 G a
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CareyAnn: So is physical affection important?

Lizzy: LSEFKZ 9SS g2yQi arad 2y GKS 0O2dzO0K |y
kiss] all night but you know a kiss on the head and a kiss on
the hands and the tapping and rubbing and patting on the
el 6KSYy 6S INB 2dzad fteAy3a GKSNBEo |
see each other for so many years just being able to touch

somebody else is nice (folleup interview 05 June 2008).

For Lizzy, simply being able to be near Zane is an important part of being in a
cohabtating relationship. From the outset it was clear that it was not the types

of physical intimacy, such as kissing, hugging, sex and so on, that are important.

Rather, it is the ability to be physically close and to be able to touch and feel each
20KSRRAE A¢2 GFy3IAoefS YR WNBITQ glead !'a |
particularly true for couples who have spent time living agarttizzy and Zane

are well aware of the importance of being able to touch one another physically

given that they lived ina long distance relationship for several years. Lizzy

explains they had to work hard to maintain their relationship whilst living apart.

During this time, daily phone calls were central to the maintenance of their
relationship’® Although geographical disty 0S RAR y 2 YSty GKFG |
relationship failed, living apart affected and informed their sense of home and

feelings of love and emotional belongingness. Lizzy and Zane were able to
maintain a degree of intimacy during this time by talking tagy on the phone

but still desired the physical intimacy that can only be formed and fostered

through spatial proximity, touch, living together and sharing the ordinary

practices and mundane spaces of home.

’® Sociologits are observing an increase in the number of couples who are choosing to live

ASLI NFXGSteod [SOAY oSwvnnnod GSN¥a& §KANSR2INBN 2/ AERR R Y:
GKSNE O2dzZLJ Sa INBE Wi AGAYy 3T | LI NI (23 serNDR>E S| OK
suggests that it is possible for relationships to be sustained over distances, however, this does

not negate the fact that living separately means people are not able to perform embodied

(touching) intimacies.

® Walsh (2009) makes the pointahdespite developments in communication technologies, like
the internet, which enable relationships to be conducted over geographical distances, questions
still remain about the success of these technologies in sustaining couple relationships.
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Like Lizzy and Zane, Angie and Cooper, whaonatteeir late 20s, have lived in a
long distance relationship. They have been together for approximately nine
years, during one of which they were married and bought their first house. Living
apart, for Angie and Cooper, was emotionally distressing andezha variety of
practical difficulties. Because of the time they spent living apart they are careful
not to take touch and physical affection for granted. Angie recounts in detail the
story about how they met explaining that a mutual friend introducedrthand
they began chatting over the internet. Their relationship developed in the
WA ND dZFIfyOR 6RINIAR & y2i dzydAat || FSg6 Y2y iKa
At this time, they were living in different cities but when the opportunity arose
for them to move in together, they eagerly took ‘f.Below, Angie considers

physical intimacy as an ordinary part of everyday living:

| think we are quite affectionate and we cuddle and kiss a lot but

6SONB fta2 ljdzAiS &aSEdzZ ftfeée uKeaaldltod L
our daily interactions and a lot of our jokes we have together.

Cooper grabs my bum and smacks it a lot. He also likes to grope

my boobs a lot and depending on my mood | mostly like it (diary

entry 09 May 2008).

At our followrup interview, Angie reiteri@s that she enjoys the sexualised nature
of their daily interactions. When | asked her to talk in more detail about the type
of touch she likes she reflects on the differences between her everyday

experiences and those portrayed in the media. She says:

Angie: Because the portrayal of physical affection on movies, with
couples, with the man touching [awayf Q&4 8 OdzNISa 2 NJ 2dza
O2YAYy3a dzLJ YR 1A&daAy3a KSNI ySO|l GKI

stuff, and his hand, his hand is always there [holds the side

Ttisim NI Fyd (2 y2i8s K26SOSNE G(KIG WOANILdZ fQ | yR
rather they overlap and intersect in a variety of ways (Cretra., 1999).
"®There is a burgeoning body of work which seeks to explore the ways in which love affects and

informs migration processes and transnational lives (Frohlick 2009; Gelvnaray 2009; Mai
and King 2009; Walsh 2009).
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ofherfacey GA Yl 0Sfe& YR RStAOIGSted | yR
R2Say Qi dzadzZffe KFLWSyYysd L YSIy Al
(follow-up interview 19 June 2008).

AngieKl & GNRdzof S (GNBAY3 (2 SELXLIAY K2g [ 22
expression of love. She is quick tod a dzZNB YS (Kl G GKS 62 NR
suggestion that Cooper is physically violent. She does, however, have difficulty

finding the words to capture the emotional significance of the gesture whilst also
demonstrating that her everyday experiences of hetxual intimacy do not

always necessarily accord with the romanticised and idealised depictions

common in the media. Importantly, however, this disjuncture between what she
experiences on an everyday basis and that portrayed in the media does not

mean tha she is unhappy or dislikes the way that Cooper touches her:

Angie: | think | like it how it is. | mean sometimes he will touch
my face and like do more softer, intimate kind of things,
rather than sexual things but um, that would be nice too,
butyeahlf A1 S AdG K2¢ AG A& X A0Qa y2i
fA1S wWLQY adzaA3SadAy3a GKIFGB ANRLAYS3
not always like ghe makes aggressive sounding naises
LOQa 2FGSy Ay | vup OBNewld YR 2F g &
June 2008).

For many women irthis research physical affection plays an important part in
constructing their gendered subjectivity and sense of self. Angie, for example,
suggests that consistent and regular acts of physical intimacy are important for

their relationship. In her diaryshe reflects on the importance of feeling sexually
RSAANBRY aL (y2¢ [/ 221N t20Sa YS y2 YIFai
YI1S&a YS ¥SSt 3A22RX y2 YIOGSNI K2g o0A3 2NJ
Research shows that when women talk about theitinnate lives they often

stress the need to feel sexually desirable and attractive to men (Bartky 1988;

Schéafer 2008; Valentine 1999c). Hegemonic discourses suggest that sexual

attraction and activity is important for verifying the existence of love (Johns
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2005). Interestingly, many women talk about how they would feel if their

partners stopped showing affection, or if, for whatever reason, the level of
AYGAYL O Ay GKSANI NBflFiA2yakKALl NBRdAzOSR®
w20 SNIU g lctédyt®iihe skexiaflyNthen | would have a lot of difficulty
aldleAy3a Ay (KS -uplibtertieiv 02 Yire RO0B)EThete Beeind t@ &

be a common sentiment amongst women participants that if their relationships

were to become unstableg and physical itimacy was deemed to be an
appropriate indicator of thig so too would their sense of home and feelings of

belonging.

Domestic spaces of heterosexual intimacies

Several women talk about physical intimacy in spatialised terms. They specify
particular spaces in their home where they are more and less likely to be
LIKeaAOlrfte AYUAYFGSP® tIINIAOALIYGAQ O02yO0
intimacy connect with normatie notions of love and home. The spaces of home

and the everyday practices of heterosexual love and physical intimacy are

mutually constitutive and defining but by no means is this relationship simple or
straightforward. The complex entanglements of phgkimtimacy and home

arise from the multiplicity of heterosexual practices, routines, places, gendered

YR WNI OSRQ 02RASa |yR adzweSOGABAGASAD
O2yaltAaiddziS GKS K2YSZT YR AY Llpdiank Odzf I NJ
site of heterosexual physical intimacy, materialised in the architectural design of

many contemporary Western homes. Yet, little overt consideration has been

paid to the multifaceted ways heterosexual intimacies and homes are entangled.

A

Forcoupld ¢K2 fAQOS o6& (KSyaSft@gSasx (GKSe KI @S

intimate anywhere in their hous€. This means that their bedroonq as a

 The politics and spatial dynamics of gloal intimacy are influenced by housing tenure, for

example, whether couples live by themselves or with flatmakes.couples who do not live with
FElraYrdiSa GKS&@ IINB FofS (G2 0SS LKeaAOlftte AydAayYlrid
the kitchen and lounge, because it is unlikely anyone will see or intethgob. | discusghe links

between sexual expression and living situation in more detail in chapter 7.
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normative space of intimacy does not take on as much significance as popular

notions of love and home might suggest
CareyAnn: Is your bedroom your special shared space?

Donna: Not really [any] more than the rest of the house. | guess
0S0OlFdzaS ¢S tAQS 2dzald GKS G¢2 27F dz
another room in the house. It is the room that we mostly
have sexinanddd K2aS Ay dAYIGS GKAy3&a odzi
really make it feel any different (first interview 17 October

2008).

Instead, ordinary spaces of home, like the kitchen, laundry, hallway, lounge and
bathroom are referred to as important spaces of intimacy whereythegularly
touch and are touched by their partners. These typically-sexualised spaces
often facilitate sexual touch. Angie, for instance, explains, in reference to one of

her diary entries, that Cooper touches her in nearly every room in the huse:

CareyAnn: 525348 GKAAX /22LISNJ WANRLIAY3A yR {2dz

over the house or in more private spaces?

Angie: No, it happens in the kitchen, the lounge, the hallway, the
dining room, the bathroom... (followp interview 09 June
2008).

Angie went on ¢ tell me that when she is doing simple household tasks Cooper

gAff 2FGSy (G2dzOK KSNY aLFT L ¢gta aidlyRAyY3
0SKAYR YSI o0dzi AGQa y2id lftglea ySOSaal NA
up and cuddle me or give mefjaAh 8a > o6dzi 2FGSYy AGupAid &2NI
interview 09 June 2008). Angie simultaneously performs housework and

sexwork. She is doing the laundry at the same time that she is doing, whether

she chooses to or not, heterosex. In a sense, Angie ishsngpCooper with

WASNIAOSadPQ alO528Stt ownnd mMHpL GSNXa GK

% Angie also talks about spaces where sexualised touch does not happen. | dissfisghbi on
in the chapter.
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dzy LI AR WaSNBAOSAQ Yz2ad 62YSYy LINROGARS I
AyOft dzRS 4f20Sx 4SEX | FFSOlAz2ysT &a2fl 08 6K
0KS WaSNIA O&deaning afidiseSare 2h€ FaBidl$ervices that some

women provide for money (McDowell 2009). The crucial difference here is that

she is providing these services for love. McDowell (2009) notes that discourses

around what castitutes work, namely that work is waged labour, excludes work

that is undertaken in the home for love. She makes the point that:

Millions of women, as well as many men, labour within their homes
to ensure the social reproduction of their householdleals get
made, cleaning and child care are undertaken ... household members
are also the recipient of a range of services including care, comfort,
counselling, sex and entertainment (McDowell 2009237.

When sex is bound up with notions of love it i wonsidered domestic work.

¢tKA& YSItya GKFG GKS WwaSE aSNwAOSaQ !y3a
SOSNEGKSNE T QFAflIofSd 2KSy |4 K2YSI | y:
accessible (Valentine 1999c), a point | discuss further in the next section. Under
prSP At Ay3a ARS2t23A8a 2F KSGSNRaSEdza t 20!
AK2LJQ ol fGK2dzZ3K KSNJ yI NN GAPdSa RA&A0OdzaaSR

even when she is busy doing other household tasks.

Not all couples have the freedom to be alib choose where they are physically
intimate. The domestic spaces of physical intimacy are influenced by a variety of
factors including housing tenure and living situation, as well as the material
design of houses. Marie, for example, explains that tngolit of their house
influences her sekfe. Marie and Paul are in their late 20s and rent a house with
three other flatmates. They have been in a relationship for nearly five years and

moved from Europe to study in New Zealand a couple of years agsagsie

Marie: At the moment our former [flatmate] is actually crashing
on our couch and | mean we are really good friends but
OKFGQa GKS (KAY3IZ 6KSYSOSNI GKSNB A3
af SSLMAy3a S OlyQld NBIrHftfté KI @S asSE
really thin and IYSFys>S L R2yd GKAY]l] ©6SQNB 1
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anything but | think he would feel uncomfortable and so |

feel uncomfortable (followup interview 15 May 2008).

Figure 12 is a picture, taken by Marie, of Paul sitting in their dining room. From
the picture it ispossible to see where their bedroom is in relation to the dining
room and the lounge. To the left of Paul is the lounge and their bedroom is on
the right. Their bedroom is only accessible from the dining room and from the
picture it is possible to see thaihe bedroom door has glass panels. Marie and
Paul have thus had to take the additional measure of hanging a curtain on the

door to block the view.

Figurel2: Photo taken by Marie of Paul sitting in their dining rooptaying the guitar

¢CKS YFGSNRAFIE RSaAaly 2F (KSANandksexdzi S A Y LI
embodiment. Marie feels uncomfortable having sex in their bedroom because

the close living quarters means that people in adjacent rooms, particularly the
lounge,may be able to hear (and see) them having sex. Even though Marie and

tdzf Qa O0SRNRB2Y grlffa LINRBYARS &a2YS aLd aAl
mask the intimate sounds of sex; tibeli KS dzf dzf F GA2ya 2F &l GAL (
solo or shared sexual aeily and the accompanying sounds of squeaking
YEGONBEa ALINARyYy3IE 2N o6 y3IAy.dnstéad, [tHeid 2 | NR & ¢
privately situated sexual acts transmit into the public spaces of home and enter

the sound space of othersHegemonic discourses of homeormalise the

bedroom as the appropriate space sé&x. When the sounds of sex escape the
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confines of the bedroom, however, the act becomes a source of intimate

intrusion for others. Noise ignores visual and physical borders and affects people
in profoundly material ways. This shows one of the ways that the sounds of sex
can permeate space and dissolves the public and private boundaries that

surround home (Gurney 2000a).

CAIdzNE Mo A& | RNIgAYy3I FTNRY 52yylFQa RAL

the house she shares with her partner, Mark.
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Figurel3: Drawing by Donna of the spaces of love in their home (diary entry 17 October 2008)

Home, for Donna, takes on particular significance as a site of physical intimacy
and affection because it is one of the only spaces where they are able to be

physically intimate, even in simple ways. Donna and Mark have been together
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for three years. Two§ I NE Ay (02 (GKS NBflFGA2YaKALl 52yy
house. Donna and Mark have chosen, for the most part, to conceal their
relationship because of the circumstances under which they met (Donna was a

student and Mark a university employee). They amnaerned that their
NEBflFiA2yaKAL) gAff 06S NBIR 060& 20KSNRE |a vy
tell only close friends and family. Because they do not conform entirely to the
heteronormative relationshipdeal, Donna and Mark do not feel comfortable

showing affection towards each other in public spaces.

52yYylF Q& RNIgAYy3I Aa |y AylieSaNndSisiusdfy@r RSLIA Of
exploring the micregeographies of heterosexual intimacy and home. The

drawing represents visually some of the waysnahnich participants demarcate

their houses into spaces of love and physical affection. Home is not a uniform

ALl O0S 2F t20So® LyGAYFO& A& LISNF2NN¥SRI |
houses in a variety of ways and through numerous embodied pradticeS 2 y Yy I Qa
drawing shows that through shared intimate use, domestic spaces and
household objects often become imbued with meanings of emotional
importance. Participants use different areas of home in different ways with the

result being that specific spacéske on certain meanings and significance. The
1AGOKSY Ay 52yylI Q& |yR al N]Qada K2dzaSs F2|
where domestic work blends with domestic intimacy. For Donna, the kitchen is:

Gwl 8 LXIFOS G2 | O1ly2¢ét SaRdsk while 06d isdeing SNI 6 1 A
LINB LI NBR 2NJ RA&AKS&a gl aKSRE O6RAIFNE Sy GdaNE

Linda also talks about the kitchen as a space of physical intithaayda and Jeff
are in their late 20s and live by themselves in rented accommodation. They
moved toNew Zealand a couple of years ago for educational opportunities. Linda

explains that the act of cooking together is significant for her relationship with

® Feminist scholarhave showrthat the spaces and activities of cooking and eating are deeply
embodied and visceral (Hay€onroy and HayeSonroy 2008; Longhursit al., 2009; Probyn
2000). Researchalso suggeststhat food often plays an important part in the initiation and
negotiation of gxual intimacy. Valentine (199966) shows that the sensual pleasures of eating
are often likened2 G K2a$S 27F LI &idgh IBking, suckihg and Icl@@ing aré all
bedroom aswell as diningNB 2 Y LINI} OGA OSa d¢
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Jeff primarily because it is a shared activity (see also Goivharnay 2006a). She

also notes that coking dinner together often facilitates the time and space for

GKSY (2 KIFI@S &4SE® [AYyRI alFeay aaz2vySiayvysSa
KFEEfT Iy K2d2NE SiQa 323 ypistedew A%KAGril G A YS o
Hnny v ® | f 0K 2meatkcould be/imdrpfeted IO Way that points to

the chorelike aspects of seg a KS WFAGAaQ AG Ayid2 cKSNJ 0dza
Linda actually describes a time when she actively seeks out thesiaee for

sex and works it into her everyday homemakimgqtices. For Linda and Jeff,

cooking together is a domestic activity which facilitates domestic intimacy. In this

way, the everyday practices of physical intimacy and affection are intimately tied

up with the processes and spaces of everyday living.

From52y Yyl Q& RN} gAy 3 Al A acorsifleisZheindduahdd 6 £ S (i 2
be a significant space of love, intimacy and physical affection. On the drawing

aKS y2iSa (KIFIGd GKS 02 dzOK culldie¥as wiel asla) I OS 2
spacetorelaxandzy 6 AYR 02FGSy 2dzad aird 2N tAS (2
ORAFNE SydidNEB mMT hOl20SNI Hanyov®d wSAYSNI Iy
tactile as well as visual, and items such as sofas and beds may be explicitly tied to

notions of shared intm@& Ay GKS K2YS®é¢ Ly 2dzNJ FANRG
GKFd aKS KFa KFER aSE 2y (KS 02dzO0KY & KSNJ
02dzO0K:= o6dzi AGQa 2dzald dzyO2YF2NI I o6fS X A
YR A0 NHz&a AT £2dRNBEY I A $PRSNIYRS & GdzF Th O
does not enjoy having sex on their couch because the fabric sticks to her skin

(figure 14).The tactility of bodyfurniture relationships influences the practices

and sensations of physical intimachhrough everRl @ dzaAS 52y yl I YR
couch has come to be imbued with meanings of love, intimacy and emotion. It

therefore acts as a material marker of their intimate heterosexual relationship,

shared subjectivity and love for one another.
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Figurel4: Photo taken by Donna of their couch

It is important to note, however, that the memories, meanings and subjectivities

embodied in domestic objects are neither fixed nor static. Domestic objects
represent the ongoing constructioand consolidation of subjectivities over time

and in different domestic spaces. Nol[2004 239240) makes the point that
K2dzaSK2fR 262S0Ga OlFly o0SIFEN) GKS LINBaSyo
neverending variety of relations and people are sedimented in and mapped

0 KNP dzZa3 K 520¢3/300aydE al NJ] AYKSNAGSR GKS 02 dzC
as a result, it represents a mixturé meanings and subjectivities, which extend

beyond immediate time and place. This adds another dimension of intimacy to

6KS 02dzO0K GKIG 52yyl R2Sa y20 FAYR LI NIA
Mark as a baby on that couch. He was potentially cangeS R 2y G KI &G 02 dzOK
interview 17 October 2008). Blunt and Dowling (2006) explain that inherited

furniture can act as material representations of family. The couch acts as a

material marker of the changing social asekualNS f | G A 2y a dankji KAy al N
LG A& I YFOSNAFE NBYAYRONIt 8st refiedeitg | YR
al N] Qa LI NByidaQ SELISNIeSY,Q®4 notethathidngé SN2 & SE
as a site of legitimate heterosexuality is inherently contradictory because it is

both a ste where intimate practices of heterosex are normalised but it is also a
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aLl OS 6KSNB aSEdaft OGAGAGE Ydzald NBYIAY
couch makes visible generational and familial practices of heterosex that

otherwise would remain invisibl

Angie also refers to the couch as a significant space of love and intimacy. Angie
considers sex to be a very important part of her relationship with Cooper. During
our interviews, she spoke at length about spaces, other than their bedroom, in

which theyhave sex:

Angie: We have had sex in the lounge and in the kitchen and the
dining room and we christened the spare bed and on his
RSa1 X tA1S GKS f2dzy3aSs (GKS O2dzOK
you can hold on and sit, and you can get good leverage ...
youcangd 3JI22R f S@PSNI3IS YR R2 RAFTFSNE
we are watching T.V, we might just be in the lounge and do
Al OKF@S aSEe G(KSNB:zZ a23x &SFK3I 06dz
9AGKSNI GKS 1A00KSY o6SYyOKzZ AidQa I fA
desk is a good heng, kind of thing and for him standing
and stuff like that (followup interview 30 April 2008).

52YSAa0GA0 YIOUSNRLFE 2062S00alfein tshiistaricd, G S ! y 3
sexuality is located within the fabric of their everyday life, both matlriahd
metaphorically, and is enmeshed in typically remxual materialities of home

adzOK Fa GKS 02YLMziSNI RSail FyR GKS {1A00KS
homemaking practices differ from some studies on the geographies of non

normative sexual pragtes and space (see Gormiturray 2007a; Herman 2007)

where participants purposefully alter their domestic space to suit dissident

sexual lives. Instead of installing sexual accoutrements, like suspensions points

for example, Angie and Cooper use theirioedy household goods and spaces to

provide for their heterosex life.

l'Y3aAS YR [/ 22LISNRaA AYyaGAYLFGS K2YSYIl 1Ay3
0SAYy3 (GASR dzZLJ 6AGK GKSAN Whatn E&dpennsd dzo 2 S O
they appear to have no reservatisrabout having sex on the kitchen bench and
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seem to enjoy it as a way of adding excitement to their homemaking and
relationship activities. This intimate practice could, however, be read by some as

Odzf (G dzNJ £ £ & A Y| LILINE LINRA ¥4icSsb on@e e Bdx e a n 2 N
benches, tables or any other surface where food is prepared or eaten (Meed
HanoO® ! yIAS YR [/ 22LISNRa gKAGSYySaa YSIy
ways in which their sexual practices might transgress cultural norms. | am not

suggesk y3 GKIFG 'y3IAS FyR /22LSNRa AydAyYFds
or indecent. Rather, | use the point to illustrate the ethnic differences and

cultural tensions that make up homemaking and performances of love in New

Zealand. Heterosexual couples imwW Zealand are not a homogenous group.

Their intimate homemaking practices are diverse and varied and are influenced

o8 I NIry3aS 2F FILOG2NEXI AYyOftdzZRAY3I RATTSNE

systems.

Angie does go on to point out, however, thaere are spaces within their house

where she thinks it would be inappropriate to be physical intimate. For Angie,

the toilet is not a space of physical intimacyWhen | asked her to explain why

she does not like to be physically intimate in the toilet $h& LJX A S&ayY oSOl d
GKAY]1l AGQa INRAaP L YSIyYy @&apintédew d®dy Ké 3A Sy
June 2008). In many New Zealand houses toilets are in a small room of their own,

as opposed to being incorporated into the bathroom. This means thatsplaee

of the toilet is associated with very specific bodily acts. In other words, the space

of the toilet is typically not used for anything else apart from the disposal of

bodily wastes. Longhurst (2001) makes the point that toilets and bathrooms are
considered to be sites/sights of abjection. Toilets, in particular, are potential sites

F2N) o2RAt@ O2ydFYAYlFdA2YyY aLG A& AYLRaaa
I ONRP&a (GKS o02dzyRFNASA 0S06SSYy AYyySN FyR

¢l Lldz A& RSFAYS
Haononm TnNnO® ¢ Lidz
respect.

> X«
QX
— QX

8 Although it needsd be acknowledged that meanings, values and uses of spaces are fluid and
contestable, for example, public toilets ofteflacilitate cruising and publibomosex (Brown
2008).
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(Longhurst 200 c 0 @ { AYAf I NI &3 Ddz2NYyS@& 6unnnd cco
conception of dirt (which is discussed further in the final section of this chapter),

I NBdzS&a GKS G2AfSdG A& & YFENBAYlLE FyR RIY
of our embodimentandoutJ2 f f dzi A2y ®¢ LG Aa fA1Sfte GKI
physically intimate in the toilet because of social disquiet surrounding bodily

fluids, dirt and spaces of defecation. It seems that she does not want to blur the
boundaries of bodily intimacy and spacef abjection, which would, perhaps,

dzy RSNXYAYS (GKS FLILINBLINARIFIGSySaas Of SIyfAyS

practices.

Although home, in the sense of a physical dwelling, is the primary space of
physical intimacy and affection, participants alsoymeA 2y FSSt Ay 3 Wl
other spaces. These spaces allow participants to feel comfortable performing

their relationship in physically intimate ways. Donna, for instance mentions that

there are a few other places in Hamilton, apart from the house sheeshaith

Mark, where she feels comfortable expressing her love for him physically.

Donna: [At home] we can be cuddly and all of that kind of thing
that we are not really [able to do] anywhere else, even
despite the fact that, um, you know that [our relatiship]
is kind of secret, and on top of that it feels like in
Hamilton there is this space that we can occupy and just
be ourselves and there are other spaces like my
AN} YRLI NBYyGaQ K2dzaSa FyR Yé RIRQa
this place [referring to their hougewould definitely be

the most [important] (first interview 17 October 2008).

b2 2yfeé R2Sa 52yyl FSSt WrHia K2YSQ Ay (K
a2 FSSta Wi K2YSQ Ay KSNJ ANI yRLI NBy(a
YR 0SAy3 WIG K2YSQ Aada AYRSSR Y2NB (0Kl Yy

important to condiler the body, love and heterosexual intimacies in relation to

home as constituted through other spaces, such as the backyard, gardens, local

streets, clubs, cars, and virtual spaces such as text messaging. Thinking about the
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geographies of love in this wafurthers geographical understandings of
heterosexuality and domestic space as a diverse set of embodied practices and

experiences.

For many participants, text messaging is an important way of staying intimately
connected throughout the day. Although norgiaipants talk specifically about

sexually explicit text messagfffgthey do refer to text messaging as a simple

way of performing love and intimacy at a distance. Debbie, for example, writes
lo2dzi GSEG YS&&l 3Ay3a Ay KSNIchesklinNgthy &6 KA f
each other via phone or text (diary entry 10 May 2008). Rebecca also reflects on
GSEG YSaal3aay3d Ay KSNI RAFNEZ SNAGAY3IY al
NEBFffe OdziSé¢ ORAIFINEB SYyGNB wmn ! LINRE wHAny
message that Alex had sent her but the quality of the photograph was poor so |

have not included it. Sheree and Alex are in their early 20s and they have been in

a relationship for nearly nine years. In our folloyy interview Sheree discusses

the significaige of these simple intimate gestures. She says:

Sheree: I GSEG GKIFIGZ AG sl &  @&2dz 1y263s Q
me like in the morning to ... because he leaves so much
SENIASNI 0F2NJ ¢2N] 6 UGKFYy YSI L R2Y
have usually arrived at wolkk Y R A 0 Qa4 2dza G dzadz f f &
@ KIFE@9S | 322R RFEe G 62N} &asSs @
and um, so | thought that would be just a good example
of those little, subtle things (followp interview 09 June

2008).

Cupples and Thompson (2010) argue that cebrgs, and text messaging in
particular, trouble many dominant binaries including absence/presence,
proximity/distance, public/private. In this way, text messaging can be

understood as a means by which the boundaries of home may be disintegrated

84 Cupples and Thompson (2010) note that text messaging can provide teenagersulpgiti
young women, with a communicative means to be more sexually assertive in their heterosexual
interpersonal relationships.
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and bodilyboundaries of love may be extended. Text messaging enables new

forms of intimate heterosexual homemaking beyond the dwelling.

The experiences discussed thus far fit typically normative depictions of physical
intimacy and home. Yet, participants talk abdypes of touch and forms of
bodily intimacy, which, at first, do not necessarily seem to be premised on
erotics, sex or other normative notions of love and physical intimacy, but which
are equally important to their relationship. When attempting to undarsl the
geography of sexual lives it is important to be aware of the multitude of intimate

practices, performances and experiences.

Doing touch differently

Geographers are beginning to consider the diverse ways people negotiate sexual
subjectivities andpace. Increasingly, it is acknowledged that it is not just sexual,

but a variety of personal relationshigdriendship, kinship, communitieswhich

provide intimacy in a progressively globalised world (Bell and Binnie 2000).
Moreover, there are numeroi A GdzZRASa 2y RAFTFSNBYyG o &a
including: noamonogamous relationships (Robinson 1997); 4oohabitating

relationships or families (Holmes 2004); and intimate relationships via the

internet (Valentine 2006). Respondents in my researchplessise the
AYLERZNIGFYOS 2F RAFTFSNBYyGH waeLlSaQ 27F G2 dzOK
and as such challenge heteronormative discourses which render sexual
AYGSNOD2dzNAES a (KS wSaasSyoSQ 2& a.KSGiSNRa:
1999; McPhillipset al., 2001). This section highlights some of the diversity of
heterosexual experience. It focuses on a multiplicity of intimate heterosexual

practice and troubles idealised and romanticised notions of heterosexual love. In

doing so, it encourages a-morking of the politics of intimacy and undermines

monolithic and inflexible versions of heterosexuality.

In our followup interview, Linda explains that, as opposed to sex, she prefers the

kind of intimacy that comes from touching in different ways:
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Linda: | do this really gross thing. | squeeze the blackheads
[similar to pimples] on his nos@laughter) X L 1y 26 Yeé
sister does it and | know my mum does it, | know we all do
Al odzi ¢S 2dzad R2yQd GFf{1 Fo2dzi A
and this is part of cudd-time and for some reason [Jeff]
loves it. | think it is because he has my undivided attention
and | am right in his face squeezing these things. So |
squeeze them and then | show hiflaughter) (follow-up

interview 29 April 2008).

This exchange highligh many points. First, home is both public and private

6. fdzyd FTYyR 52gftAy3 Hnnco® | 2YS FIFOATAGLI
0SOlIdzaSs 4 GKS Yz2al WwWolaraoQ tS@Sts Al A
each otherg like squeezing blackheadsw~vhich they may not necessarily be able

to do elsewhere. Home therefore facilitates their relationship because they can

be physically intimate in this way without fear of condemnation from others. This
O2YyFANX& W2Kyalzy | YR iHoheSasa priyafeQpaced m pdp
Ffft2ga LIS2LXS (G2 aSaol LIS GKS RAAOALI Ayl N
SOSNERIE fAFTS®E !0 GKS alryS dAYSEZ K2YS A
connected with ideologies and practices that define socially aotturally

appropriate forms of home, love, relationships and heterosexual intimacies.

Certain intimate practices, namely (hetero)sexual intercourse, are idealised in

public discourse (Gavest al.,1999; McPhillip®t al.,2001). Stevi Jackson (2001

86) dNAHdzSayYy 28 |ff tSIENYy G2 068 &aSEdzZf 6Ad
defined as a quintessentially heterosexual act, vaginal intercourse, and in which
aSEdzZ f | OGAGAGE A& (K2dAKG 2F Ay GSNya 2
dominance of tlese discourses means that forms of touch and bodily intimacy

other than the conventional practices of kissing, cuddling and heterosex remain

hidden. Normative heterosexual intimacies continue to dominate
representations of love, in both popular and academiscourse. As Linda points

out, however, referring to homemaking activities and practices of love that are
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2FT0SY RSSYSR AYFLINRZLNARFGS 2N 22 SYOo Il NN
S 2dzald R2y Qi {upibtgrview 20Apali2008)i ¢ 6 F2tf 25

Angie similarly notes that although she talks about the intimacies of sex with her
FTNASYRAZ fA1S GKS YSOKIFYyAOa -@pWtekidw G2 3AA
19 June 2008), she would never tell her friends about the other ways she and

Cooper touch ach other. She says:

Angie: | like putting my face in his tummy. | like putting my nose
in his, like it sort of goes in his belly button and 1 like
LJza KAy3 A0 Ay GKSNBI QOFdzaS AdQa yA
X AGQa 1AYR 2F yA@S LyRB2d2 RyQlUyR2a
OKFG Ay FTNRYyOG 2F az2yYSo2Reé SftasSz 2N
8SIFIKXZ @2dz {y26> L Lldzi Y& ¥FI0S Ay K,
up interview 19 June 2008).

Melissa also feels embarrassed about one of the ways Peter expresses physical
affection. Melissa and Peter are in their early 20s. They have been together for

approximately three years, two of which they have lived together. She says

Another thing [Peter] does, which is him showing physical

affection but which can sometimes annoy me (and isia b

embarrassing), is that he has a thing about touching my ears! He

is really obsessed with them and if we are watching TV or even

over dinner he will reach out and start kind of fondling my ears.

LG A& | o0Ad 6SANR 0dzi LsokucwS 3I20G0Sy d
notice it anymore, well not until someone looks at us in a strange

way if we are in public. He likes it when my ears are cold. He kind

2F NHzoa GKSY (2 61 NY GKSY dzZlJd L R2y Qi
sometimes he will get my hair caught up with my @ad it is

really annoying or he will do it when | just need my space and

the last thing you want when you want some personal space is

someone fondling your ears. | realise that it is his way of showing

affection and if | have been away from him for a feaysl he
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always gives me a big hug and then will grab my ears and say he
has missed them. It is a weird thing he does but now | kind of like
GKFGO AG A& 2dz2NJ 6SANR GKAYy3I OAF GKIFQ

(personal email correspondence 16 October 2009).

This eample, and the others, trouble idealised and romanticised notions of
heterosexual love and intimacy. They highlight a diversity of intimate experience
beyond heterosexual intercourse. Physical intimacy, in its various forms,
contributes to the constructiorand lived experience of home and undermines
monolithic and inflexible versions of heterosexualis Melissa points out,
however, physical affection is not always a source of relationship consolidation.
The discussion so far has highlighted the impor&an€ physical affection, in a
variety of forms, for facilitating intimacy between couples. Yet, touch, when it

occurs in inappropriate ways or spaces can be annoying and intrusive.

Valentine (1999c) makes the point that sexual relationships often prqpedgle

GAUK &aSSYAy3dfte 2Ly | 00Saa (2 G§KSANI LI NI
a2YS OfFAY (23 2NJ NR 3K {particRl&lp tdIook latyt2 i K SNJ L
touch it and comment upon it. In the eyes of a sexual partner our bodies are a

spatt t f & 2LISy f20FGA2yé o0zl fSYGAYyS mMppdpO
violence and rape, which is a prime example of the ways in which sexual
relationships seem to confer ownership rights over the body of another
(Warrington 2001). Whilst no participantdlude to any instances of domestic

violence several women do talk about domestic situations when they felt

I yy28SR | 062dzi>x 2NJ AYGNHzZRSR dzZLl2y> o6& (GKSA

not always a positive aspect of love nor is it always enjoyed:

Ange: Often if we have had a fight, and if | am mad at him, | want
KAY G2 adre Fgle& FTNRBY YS YR KS gAf
1y26 AFTT 6Stf (GKIGQa 6KIFG L R2yQi
KFrgS 0SSy (23SGKSNJ F2NJ a2 Ylyeée &S|k N
justwanttoo S Ff2yS F2NJ I tAGGES 6AGQ 2N
0dzi Wedzalid R2y QG (G2dzOK YS F2NJ I 06AGC
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So | have to physically move away or go in my room, and |

are G2 KAY Ww2dzad 32 41 GOK ¢+ YR
0§2dzOKAyYy 3 YS 085 OlodeapSintetview- 18 YIF RQ o6 F
June 2008).

| 2YFAYSYSYyid A& | NB2OOdzZNNAYy3I AYIF3AS Ay 4
MppoT , 2dzy3d mMppnod® ¢KS ySSR F2N Y2NB &L
discussions about the lessan-positive aspects of physical intimacyhey

explain that touch, when it is not wanted or asked for, can be restrictive and

spatially limiting. Melissa, talks about touch in more detail and explains that she
sometimes feels annoyed at Peter when he tries to cuddle her if she is busy

doing housebld chores:

Peter is quite touchy feely ... He probably shows more physical
affection than | do, always lots of kisses and light touches and he
is quite huggy. It is really nice but at times | can be really
intolerant, like if I am cooking dinner or tidginup and | turn
around and he is standing behind me wanting to give me a hug |
get a bit mad and tell him to move [because] | am busy. Which,
when | think about it now, is kind of mean and | should take 30
seconds out of what | am doing to have a hug &rsa but when |
Y o0dzae L R2y QO GKAYy] loz2dzi AG fA1S @
the way or being a pain (personal email correspondence 16
October 2009).

[A1S 'y3IAasSoa SELISNASyOSa RAadOdzaaSR S| NI
sexwork. She feels bound by the norms and conventions of heterosexual love

YR K2YS (2 LINP@GARS tSGSNI gAGK R2YSadao
the one doing the housewk and it is Peter who wants to touch and be touched

by her. Melissa feels guilty about denouncing his intimate advances but finds

t SGSNNa (2dz0KE Ay (KS&aS aAdGdz aazyas O2yf¥
AY NBfFGA2Yy (2 w2 dsshaiexp@idsyIusspli triesdoSaddles > ¢ K S

her when she is cooking. Rose is in her early 20s and Joseph is in his early 30s.
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They have been together for approximately two years and bought a house

together one year into their relationship. She says:

Rose: L ( @ of & joke really, but in some ways | feel like, not
that | am saying | want more space, but if | am doing the
RAAKSAYI LQ@S 320G a42YS2yS OdzZRRt Ay 3 Y
fA1S L 3SG aLl OS oslkughten LQY Ay (GKS
SOSNEGKSNEBE ke [helsfthere dudding md] A |
(laughten) (joint interview 23 April 2008).

Rose feels as though she needs more space when she is in the kitchen with
Joseph. In these situations, Joseph intrudes upon the space of her body and the
space her body occupies. Timgpingement serves to restrict her movement and
ability to complete the domestic chore she set out to do. Her ability to perform
K2dzaSg2N)] STFFSOiA@PSte Aa O2YLINRYAASR

(@]
ml

sexwork. Touch, in this time and place, then, i¢ positive. Rose is quick to

point out, however, that this does not mean that she wants Joseph to stop being
physically affectionate. Likewise, Ruby is apprehensive about telling Taylor to

stop kissing and cuddling her even though she sometimes find#atiimg. She

gNRAGSa o2dz0i GOKAA Ay KSNJ RAIFINBY agS KIR
OdzZRRf Ay3a YR 1A&aAy3a F2N) I 3Sa | FGSNW L
Fa L FLLINBOAFGS GKFG Yz2ad YSy 2dzad NRf €

It is interesting that these women chose not to say anything to their partners

about how they were feeling and instead sacrificed their own comfort for the

sake of love and physical affection. Perhaps they do not want to offend their
partners. However, | also spect that these women are accepting of such
experiences under the guise of love. Normative discourses of love and intimacy
encourage an erosion of bodily boundaries. The experiences discussed in this
aSO0A2y adzZa33Said GKI G ¢2vasardablodimearya | NB
every room of the house and at any time of the day or niggdme women
participantsappear toaccept the erosion of their bodily boundaries and loss of

corporeal freedom because this is what they perceive love and intimacy to be
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about. In other words, they accept these types of intimate advancements
because2 @S ASNWSa (G2 Y2Nlffte QFftARFIGS GKSANJ
personal space. It seems to give their partners some claim to the space of their

body and the spacetheir body occupies. As feminist geographers have long

argued, the control women have over their own bodies is restricted by men in a

way that is rarely true of men by women (Valentine 1999c; Women and

Geography Study Group 1984).

In the next section, | mee to discuss the everyday geographies of corporeal and
domestic dirt. | argue that these ordinary practices of home play an important
LI NI Ay (GKS LINRPRdAzOGAZ2Y 2F f2@S3> 02dz) SQa

Corporeal and domestic dirt

Another ugful way of examining the body as an important site of homemaking is

by exploring the everyday geographies of corporeal and domestic dirt. By this, |

mean it is possible to look at the various ways in which homes become embodied

spaces of love through theresence of bodily remnants, odours, noise, individual
possessions, and domestic mess. These ordinary and -fakemanted aspects

of home are everyday experiences for many people. Yet, this feature of everyday

living has not been reflected upon in anyegt detail in the geographies of home

literature. This omission is perhaps part of a legacy of masculinist and positivist

thinking within the discipline where certain topics have been deemed too
LISNBR2Y I fX (022 202S0O0A@GS: demkattédnhRlI yS (2

In this section, then, | argue that the presence of corporeal and domestic dirt is

an important constituent of home that materialises love and shared

4dzo 2SOUABAGASE AY R2YSauAO aLIl OSe® LG Aa
0S SWYSR dzLJQ YR NBY2@OSR FTNRY (KS K2YS I
[ 2y 3KdzNBR G 0 H nn danal doasinot hdzessArlyamply et Whickk is
intellectually uninteresting and unimportant. The banal ought not to escape

attention or be sidelined as S a i A O ¥ S Y A ¥f geygfaphlerg &e th (1 K S NIb ¢
better understand the multiple ways home and love are performed and lived on

a daily basis they need to take heed of the humerous ways that subjectivities can
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be materialised in domestic space. One frditaenue is to explore the ways in
which corporeal and domestic dirt materialises love and heterosexual

relationships in domestic space.

5ANI KIFIa 0SSy RSAONAROGSR Fa avYlFGdSNI 2dz
Conceptually, dirt is that which transgresses efitdied boundaries and borders

YR RAA&ANMzLIGA R2YAYlIyld 0StAST aeaidSvyao !
at once to the mundane matter under our finger nails, down our toilets, on and

dzy RSNJ 2dzNJ aGNBSGaé o/ YLI Ayreticalddoncép2 E HAnT
YR SOSNERI& SELISNASYOS IyR Al A& Fftaz
YFGOGSNE SELISNASYOS FyR YSGOIFLK2NE o/ F YL A
are explored in relation to a variety of topics (see for example the edited

collecion by Campkin and Cox 2007a) and have been used as a way for
understanding and confronting inequalities and marginalities based on gender,

WNF OSQ> SUKyAOAGeéx F3IS FyR Oflaa o{AofSe
exploring the materialities ofidt and cleanliness. A particularly large corpus of

work draws on notions of dirt as a way of looking at domesticity and gendered

labour in relation to reproductive work (see for example Bridget Anderson 2000;

Gregson and Lowe 1995). Yet, the relationgbgween dirt, home and bodies

has not been fully explored. Drawing on, and moving beyond, traditional
discussions of the gendered divisions of labour in the home, | use notions of dirt

to explore the body as an important site of heterosexual love and hoakémy.

Some scholars have sought to examine the complexities surrounding corporeal
RANI FYR K2YS® DdzNYyS@& oHnnndo pp0OX F2NJ A
but hitherto unexplained, relationships between home, the presentation and
impression managemeii 2F¥ (KS o62Reé |yR FGGAGdzRSa
adz33asada GKIFG K2YySa WwWFHOO2YY2RIGSQ 02RASa
Gald2NAyYy3IE LINROSaaAy3d FyR YIylFr3asSySyid 27
Il OO2NRAY3I (2 DdzNYySeé& oOunnnmay drppothe K2 YS
D2FFYlIySaldzS Ylail GKIFIG FaalroOKSa + az20Al
elimination activities such as defecation, urination, menstruation, flatulence,
G2YAGAY3I yR SELSOG2NIGAyIdé [A1S6A24S2
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materialities d dirt and cleanliness in Spanish and British homes. She looks at the

ghea Ay oKAOK 3ISYRSNBR &dzoa2SOGA@AGe A& |
GAUK (GKSANI WaSyaz2NE K2YSQ® tAy]l oOHAnAno Y
can be aural, tactile, ltactory and/or visually embodied experiences.
Geographical work on corporeal dirt and home is particularly limited. Longhurst

(2001) provides one of the only explicit examinations of the relationship between

dirt, home and bodies by focusing on white, éeisexual, abléodied men and

bathrooms. Responding to this literature, | explore the ways in which corporeal

and domestic dirt can contribute to the construction and lived experience of

heterosexual love and home.

In our first interview, Donna raises anteresting point about the relationship

between embodiment and home. She explains that a positive aspect of being in a
O2KFoAGIGAY3 NBEFIA2YAKAL F'yR AKFNARYy3A |
2F SIOK 20KSNJ SOSNE g KS NBO8). tnFhisNidtanceA y (G S NIJ )
Donna is referring to the corporeal and domestic dirt that Mark leaves around

0KS K2dzaSo al Nl Qa AYRAGARdzZ f Ll2aaSaarzy
odours and noise, constantly work to reinforce the space as shared. Thissmean

GKFG Ay alNJQa oaSyoOS KS Aa auiatft WFS
materialised in the space. Donna considers this to be a positive aspect of
cohabitation because the mess Mark leaves around the house is the only

material signifiers of him and éir relationship®™ In our followup interview,

52yyl O2yaARSNE GKAA LRAYG Ay Y2NB RSOl A
present in their home because he leaves newspapers on the floor (figure 15),

leaves facial hair in the bathroom (figure 16), amdd$ and puts away their

bathroom towels in an untidy fashion (figure 17). The images are annotated with

52yYylIQad RSAONALIIAZ2Ya®

® Donna and Mark employ a range @¢fome management strategies to disguise their
relationshi@ & dzOK & NBTFNI2M3LX ST LKRHEYR IKF OKER W GKS Y
house. | discuss this in more detail in the chapter 6.
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Figurels:t K232 | yR FLWGAZ2Y o0& 52YyYylY adrérédotuireni® Miieed2y (G KS 2
GKFG GKS Ft22N) Oy | Otdztte 0S8 &aSSyH:

FigureleY t K242 FyR OFLIiA2y o6& 52yylY alFANBR Ay GKS ol (KNP
of hair everywhere, and they keepmescaping from their secret hair hideout for weeks to come! So
Fyy2eay3ds a LQY GKS 2yS (KIG OftSlya GKS o6l GKNR2YE
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Figurel7Yy t K2id2 | yR OF LJWiA2y o6& 52ydAiYI 6¢CKSI 4868KE®QABt RERF
Fa L 221 Fd 0KFIG LK2G2 y263 L GKAY]l AdGQa (AYyR 27F Odzis

Sibley (1995b 94) rightly makes the point that the negotiation of dirt and

Ot SFytAySaa Ay (KS K2YS OlFly oS | &a2dz2NDOS
disorder, if it is attributed to one partner ... may contribute to tensions between
YSYOSNE 2F TFlLYAfASAdDPE 52yyIlIQa AyAuAlLf NB
highlight the unequal division of domestic labour in their house. When she

looked at the photgraphs for the first time (she took them with her own digital

camera) she felt annoyed because, as she indicates in her annotations, she is the

one who generally does the domestic cleani@n reflection in the followup

interview, however, Donna begins teew the photographs and the photograph

O2y Syl Y2NB LRarAldAgSted ¢KS airAayaAFaolyo
to their joint homemaking venture meanghat she overlooks the gendered

power imbalance that is imbued in the photographs. This may be a tactic, for

020K 2F 2dzNJ 0 Sy STA Gldstke inladvemrt & Brdlevtak®g a | NJ Q2
K2dzaSK2f R OK2NBad . & NBFNIYAYy3I al Nl Qa o685
his lack of involvement and maximises the pleasure she gains from viewing his
attempts at folding the towels, for instance, she is able to recast their

relationship in presumably more equitable terms. This reframing allows her to
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appreciate the photograph as representations of their love, homemaking

practices and shared subjectivity as a couple.

Despite feminist interventions over the past two decades, the politics of
domestic labour remain highly gendered. The discursive and material
consequences of the public/private, work/home, culture/nature,
productive/reproductive, and man/woman binaries Istshape the lives of
women (and men) (Domosh and Seager 2001; McDowell 1999). While research
suggests that men are contributing more to domestic life by way of housework
(see for example Biancht al., 2000), women continue to be responsible for the
bulk of domestic labour (McDowell 2009). Women, like Donna, are appreciative
ofcal & €SI ad &g averNdk fandly ipdhied GKAY 1 AdGQa
Odziic® & S A NJ LJ -heArieSattdmipt akhbusetork under the pretence of
love. To me, this igist one instance that again, reinforces the ongoing power
differences and gendered division of domestic labour. It points to the ways in
which domestic divisions are sustained through discourses of love (discussed

more in chapter 6).

Debbie also constricd KSNJ LI NIy SNDRa R2YSadAo IyR
light. Debbie is in her mid 20s and Robert is in his early 30s. They live together,
along with three flatmates, in a house owned by Debbie. They have been
together for four years. Debbie writes alipan occasion where Robert left a

mess in the kitchen in her diary, explaining:

[I am] home alone, [and] just cleaning up and getting ready for
0SRX w20SNI KlFa OfSFySR dzLJ o6dzi KSQa

)¢

f

SYONHzaGSR S33 Ay 2yithgtacks [réally L2 Ga L QR

IyaINER6X o6dzi L NBlIffte R2yQi YAYRXZ 2
around [is] kind of comforting. | must have it bad! (diary entry 14

May 2008).
55S00AS FTAYRa GKS YSaa STG oe w20SNI
reminds her of im. His embodied presence is materially manifest in their home

through his domestic dirt and Debbie likes this aspect of living together. She
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221Sa GKIFIGO KSNJ G2t SN yOS F2NJ w20SNI €SI @
because she is in loved L  YKdz&dS  AclianddsheRaould not react so

favourably if one of her flatmates left the mess. Ruby similarly explains that she
2PSNI221a a2YS 2F ¢lef2NRa WHyy2eAay3aQ K|
couple Ruby and Taylor are in their late 30s. They Hazeen together for

approximatdy 10 years and recently moved to New Zealand from the United
YAYIR2Y®d wdzoeé ale&ay aftAaAlS SOSy 6KSy we¢l &
I can normally always see the reason why he is doing it and appreciate the
reasonwhyKk S Aa R2Ay3 GKIF G 0 dazipidteivew 143ulyA £ © | Yy
HAanyod® {KS LINPOBGARSA | 02dzL) S KSR fa A (Kdzl ASA 2
shower and then carry the towel into the bedroom and then as far as he is
concerned it just disappearimplying that she has to pick it up and put it away]

... he [also] cuts his toenails on the bed and puts them in a pile that is all neat

YR GAR@ YR (KSy Lldzipanterri¢nS1¥ July 008 Kife 0 A Yy €
humorous and lighhearted way thatRuby talks about these situations shows

GKFG akKS lfaz 2214 F2yRfeé dz2lRy ¢l &f 2NRA

Angie is the only woman to talk about her individual possessions as domestic
mess, albeit in the context of shared use. She notes thatnwier underwear is
lying around the house, as opposed to hidden away in their bedroom, it is a

material reminder of her everyday intimacies with Cooper:

Angie: Sometimes like, um, | might take my bra off if we are just
mucking around in the lounge. Likeviill end up in the
lounge for a few days so things like that, obviously you

have got to try and hide them [from visitors].
CareyAnn: Are your bras uncomfortable?

Angie: No, just if [Cooper] wants to have a grope [of her breasts]
or something. And ljusti I {S A0 2FFX &2 &SI K ¢
0S0FdzaS 2F O2YT2NI® LIQa AT o/ 22LISN
just mucking around or whatever (folleup interview 19

June 2008).
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Angie feels uncomfortable about the assumptions people would make if they

saw her underwealying around the house. In other words, she does not want

people to know that they have sex in the lounge. For the time that her
underwear is in their lounge, however, it is a material symbol of her body, their
intimate homemaking practices, love, and thehared subjectivity as a couple. It

is only when there is the possibility of visitors seeing her discarded underwear
dKIFId AG Aa NBFR a WRANIE®Q LG 06S502YSa
WI LILINBLINA F 6SQ aL) O0Sa 2F UKS 0SRNR2YO®

Whilst these experietes point to some of the more lighiearted moments of
sharing a living space, discussions with other respondents show that home, as a
shared space, is not a always a constant source of love and relationship
consolidation. For some participants, corpor@ad domestic dirt works as an

unwanted reminder of their partner.

Sophia and Alec are in their late 20s. They are both tertiary education students

and live by themselves in rented accommodation. Here, Sophia talks about

needing to leave the house after sland Alec have had an argument because

aKS FSSta a (K2dzAK akKS OFyy2G Salol LIS KA
to just be alone at home, | need to get away because even though | am alone at
K2YS> KS Aa aiA t-dpinteikiSwWLB dne 20q8)R Wdkka DoEna,F 2t 2 &
Debbie, and Ruby, who construct corporeal and domestic dirt as a positive aspect

of shared living and as a material signifier of love and their relationships, Sophia
FAYRAE A0 AYyUNHzaAGS® 2 KSy aKStolkdvethea (2 0S5
K2dzaS 0SOl dzaS ! t SO Q&lothSsy in@vRidab Belongig® & Sy OS
personal hygiene products NSAyaidl GSa (GKS aLlk oS | a akl
LISNR 2 Y | f 0St2y3aAy3a FtyR R2YSAG4AO0 RANI
experience space dser own. Kimberly and Scott are in their late 30s. They have

been together for approximately seven years, and live in a house owned by
YAYOSNI&eod {O2GG SELXIFAya GKFG YAYOSNI & |
YSaaé¢ Ay (GKS aKSR it)&enlthdeiSwe KGsharedit, l@ah y O RA Y
Y2y 2LRTtAaAY3 A0 06& ALINBFRAY3I Yeé addzFF I NJ
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odzi AG 2dzad OFyQl 06S KSN aL)l OS ¢KSy AdGQa
interview 01 April 2008).

These examples show thabmporeal and domestic dirt works to materialise love

FyR O2dzL) SaQ adzo2SOGAGAGASA Ay &KINBR R
contradictory ways. This is important for showing that a variety of embodied

practices work to produce heterosexuality and honftechallenges monolithic,

fixed and romanticised notions about the relationship between heterosexuality,

love and domestic space.

Summary

The body is an important site from which to discuss the construction and lived
experience of home. In this chapter hias been argued that gendered and sexed

bodies need to be foregrounded as important scales of homemaking. In recent
years, the body has received considerable attention by geographers interested in

the mutually constitutive relationship that exists betwesunbjectivities, spaces,

and places. Indeed, the discipline of geography is now largely based on the

dzy RSNAB Gl yYRAY I GKIFG LIS2LX SQ&a SELISNASYyOSa
more specifically, sexually embodied (Johnston and Longhurst 2010). Arguing fo
corporeal specificity, this chapter has presented a variety of ways in which home

and love are constructed and lived at the site of the gendered and sexed body.

The language used to talk or not talk about love and home gives important

insights into theways in which domestic space can be heterosexualised through
emotions, feelings and embodied sensations. Participants find it difficult
expressing love in language. This is because love is constibte@articipants

and wider social discoursesas beimg resistant to verbal description. Love is

deemed to be a biological desire and experience which situates it beyond the

need for, or possibility of, rational discourse. Whilst not denying the fleshy
YFEOGSNRFEAGE 2F Wo 2 RA S Zonstridted mearing 6f lodfe2 S Q A
a4 oA2f23A0Ftte WAYYFGISQ GKIFG Fff26a LI N
to, their experiences. Love is talked about in terms of particular bodily feelings

and sensations and d®ing tied up with the spatial imaginaof home Overall,
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the language used or not used to talk about love and home constructs an idyllic
image of heterosexuality. leproduces dominant constructions of heterosexual

love and home.

Following this, | discussed the intersections béterosexuality, physical

intimacies and home. There has been very little geographical work that explores

the relationship between sexuality, intimacy and domestic spaces and objects of
f20S® t I NIAOALIYGAQ ARSFA | 062ddinacyl YR SO
are entangled with normative notions and spaces of love and domesticity.
However, this relationship is by no means simple or straightforward. The
complex intersections of physical intimacies and home reflect and materialise a
multiplicity of hetgosexual experiences, practices, routines, gendered and

WN} OSRQ 02RAS&® ¢KA& aSOlAzy IGGSYLISR
heterosexual experiences in order to highlight the multifaceted nature of

heterosexual love and home.

Finally, | considekthe everyday ways that homes become embodied spaces of
love through the presence of corporeal and domestic dirt. Corporeal and
domestic dirt may be considered mundane matter but it is this very banality that
makes it crucial for understanding the prodiget of heterosexuality, love and

domestic space. Corporeal and domestic dirt materialise love and shared
subjectivities at home, with both positive and negative effects. They provide a

useful way for examining the body as site of homemaking.

This chapterthen, has shown that heterosexual bodies that love and the home

spaces they occupy are constituted through embodied performances and
practices. | have sought to provide an embodied account of home that takes into
account a multiplicity of heterosexual expences in order to challenge asexual

and aspatial notions of heterosexuality.

Jumping scales, the next chapter uses dwelling as a platform from which to think
about the homemaking practices and relationship activities of 14 young
heterosexual couples. lboks at thematerialities of heterosexual love within the

space of the dwellingAs mentioned earlier, | am not attempting to reify these
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scales as fixed entities. Instead, | use them as a way of thinking about the
multiple ways heterosexuality, love, @ndomestic space are mutually

constituted.
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CHAPTER 6

Dwelling

In this chapter, | draw attention to the role of domestic spaces, activities,
routines and objects in the ongoing production of heterosexuality and home. By
focusing on the material, tangiblend visiblearticulations of heterosexual love
within and to the dwelling, | denaturalise and-desentialiseneterosexuality and

its resulting spatial relationsThe everyday material practices of heterosexuality
and home are a means by which love is d¢ibated through performance and
practice. The aim of this chapter, then, is to provide iaslepth and critical
examination of the ways in which trdiscourses of love are inscribed on to the

materialities of home

The chapter is divided into three sectmrin the first section, | examine issues of

privacy and the negotiation of domestic space between cohabitating couples

beyond flatmates. Idealised notions about love and companionship are

SYOo SRRSR Ay GKS RSaAdy 2F Kz22dzarBagyilt Yy R A Y L
the private sphere. In the second section, | look at the ways in which a range of
domestic activities, such as watching television, DIY and romance, are used to
facilitate the construction of heterosexual relationships and home. It is argued

that couples maintain unequal domestic labour practices through discourses of

love. In the third and final section, the links between homemaking, subjectivity
construction, and domestic material objects are examined. Gendered and sexed
subjectivity, power ad privilege is embodied, reflected, materialised and made
WAYOPAAAOESQ Ay (GKS FNNIy3aSYSyld 2F K2dzaSK
understanding of the connections between heterosexuality, love and the

materialities of home. It focuses on a brosekt of uses, experiences and material

constructions of dwellings.
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WNA OO Ay GRS LINAGIGS &aLKSNBQ

Home is important to the construction and consolidation of intimate
relationships (Gormaa dzNNJ & Hnancl 0 ® ¢ KS dtidatitisaOQ LINE €
material space of love where two individuals can come together in a joint life

project ¢ is what makes domstic space crucial for relationship consolidation.

wSaSI NOK akKz2ga GKIG RSaA3aylFiSR WEiAGAY3IQ |
fAQGAY3 NB2Y>X LXFe + OSyidNrt NBES Ay GKS
family life (GormarMurray 2006a; Munroand Madigan 1999)Munroe and

Madigan (1999) make the point thatlealisednotions about companionship,

shared interests and joint activities are embedded in the design of many houses.
Normative discourses of home reproduce assumption about living aredeea

primary place where couples will want to spend their leisure time together.

Indeed, living areas are deemed to be important spaces of love within the
RgStftAyId [AGAYT I NBFa NS gKSNB daSLI NI
domestic chores SGKSNE O2y@SNEAY3IZ &KINAYy3I (K
(GormanMurray 2006a 157). Reimer and Leslie (2004 201) note, however, that:

G¢KS K2YS A& y2izr 2F O2dzNAST | &aAy3dz I NJ
important to look at how domestic spacedsganised, and privacy negotiated, in

GKS O2yGSEG 2F O2KIFoAlGlIGAy3d O2dzLd Sao / NB
an easy task. At times, it is fraught with complexities and aggravations.
Conversations about the negotiations of domestic space rHewveasions,
AyO2yaraiSyoOasSa FyR O2yiNXRAOGAZ2YyA Ay Gl
WLINA G 6SQ AYRAGARIzZEE aLl OSao

[A1S adzy NS YR alRAILY omdbdpdoT MbdDdDdP M
household unit. | hence consider issues of privacy and the reggwti of

domestic space between cohabitating couplsiinroe and Madigan (1999 109)

I NBdzSY Gaz2aid RA&aOdzaaiAzywaé 2F LINAGJI Oe )
NBfl0A2yaKALl 0SUsSSy (GKS K2dzaSK2fR |FyR

similarly notes that persaad space is an important concept of privacy, yet, it has

% | borrow this phrase of Munro and Madigan (1993).
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not received much scholarly attentiofhere isittle geographical work which
explores the ways in which privacy is negotiated between cohabitating cotiples.
Most geographical work on privacy in tleentext of cohabitating coupledom
focuses primarily on the performance of intimacy in public space. Gorman
Murray (2006a), for example, highlights the importance of home as a private
space for gay and lesbian couples because it is a primary location tiesrare

able to freely perform samsex intimacies. f7acyof the home is, however, not
the same has having privaeyithin the home (Johnston and Valentine 1995).
Focusing on the negotiation of privacy between couples draws attention to the
ways in whib notions of public and private operate simultaneously at multiple
scales of home. A reworking of the public and private binary reveals and teases
out the contradictions inherent in idealised notions of companionate love and

home.

Conversations with partipants about the demarcation of individual private

spaces reinforce gendered divisions of home (Johnson 1992; Munro and Madigan

1999; Valentine 2001). On the one hand, most men in this research either had, or

felt a strong need for, personal spadeney chimed ownership of spacelie the

garage or the computer room, where they could retreat, be alone, and relax in

private. On the other hand, most women did not have private spaces for their

own exclusive use nor did they claim to want them. The follovstagement,

YIRS o6& ¢lef2NE RSY2yailiNl} iSa 020K 2F GKS
2T aL) OS (KFdQa YAYS odzi L R2y Qi (GKAYy] @&
Ruby]? (joint interview 15 May 2008). Likewise, Lizzy and Zane talk about the

gendered demarcation of their house:

CareyAnn: You mentioned your shed; do you have individual

[personal] spaces [talking to Zane]?

87 GormanMurray (2006a) does discuss the importance of creating separate personal spaces
within the cntext of shared domestic space, but this is not explicitly considered in relation to the
negotiation of privacy.
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Zane: | do have a space but it is mostly because there is heaps of
RFEY3SNRdza addzFF Ay (KBNEGd FyR AGQa N
| kind of know where everything is. But | mean Lizzy [goes
in there], like we hang the sheets up and stuff in there, so |

mean Lizzy comes in, she can come and talk to me.
CareyAnn: Would you classify it as a masculine space?

Lizzy: LiQa I Sy liQa 3I2aG FEf @2dzNJ) G22¢€ a
FYR OGKFGU&a o2dzi Add LQR f2@S G2

everything up but I am not allowed to do that.
Zane: Why do you want to go and tidy everything up?
Lizzy: So that it is tidy

CareyAnn: And what about hving spaces for you [talking to Lizzy]?

Lizzy: | think the rest of the house is my whole space really.
Zane: Yeah, but not yours exclusively.

Lizzy: | don't need any space. | don't have any space.
Zane: No you don't really (joint interview 22 April 28D

20K [ATT @ IyR %tyS 01y2¢ft SRISAARKF A adKSs
I YI y gahdthat3igzy has no space of her own. Zane is indignant towards

the idea proposed by Lizzy that, perhaps, the entire house is her spacy¢ 2 U

yours exalzi A St ed¢é¢ |S FSSta RAAlIRGFHyGl ISR o8
of the entire house and overlooks the differences in privilege and power he has

by actually being able to claim a specific space as his own.

Feminist scholars have convincingly arguedt women often lack personal
space at home (Johnson 1992; Madigatnal., 1990; McDowell 1983a; Munro
YR al RAILY wmbphppod® aLy 2yS asSyasS | 62YI
FYy20KSNJ) aKS Yl & FSSt akKS 2¢gya y20KAy3 LIS
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(Whitehorn, 1987 cited in Madigaet al., 1990 632). Consider, for example, the

following comment

Sheree: | have taken over all the wardrobes in the house. Like Alex
KFra 320 KAa &aSi 2F RNIGSSNAR FyR KAA
got my set of drawers and &m my wardrobe in the next
room that | put my work clothes in, and the wardrobe in
the far [bedroom] has got all my other clothes in [it]. So
that's probably my space the wardrobes (joint interview

30 April 2008).

Several women respondents negate théck of personal space by claiming
ownership of the entire housdronically, theyclaim ownership of general living
areas, like the loungeyhilst simultaneously noting such spaces are also shared.

Angie explains:

Angie: | sort of feel like the rest ofhe house is mine, because
[Cooper] has got there [points to the computer room]. So |
can go wherever | want anyway because he is usually
working or he is playing computer games. When he is in his
space, | can have the rest of the house. So the rest of the
house is mine in a way, [that is] when he is in [the
O2YLJzi SN NP2YB8d L GKAY]l 2F Al tA1S
spend every second together. You do have to have your
[own] space. | am usually in the lounge doing stuff in here
if he is on his computer, 0 3dzS&da AdGQa Y2NB Y& alLJ

AlQa + 22Ayid aLlr OS IFa ¢Sttt OFANRO A

Dominant norms and conventions of heterosexual love and home ensue that
women, in particular, suppress their own need for private space in order to
maintain ideaked values of home as a uniformly shared space of. [ithin

this framework, individual subjectivity and experience is often subsumed within
the household unit. It is possible to see the entanglements of the cultural

construction of love with companionatideologies of home. Jackson (1999 115)

174



I NBdzSayY af20S Aa 2FG4Sy (GK2dAKG 2F Fa | Y
SEAAGSYOS 2F G2 RAAGAYOG &St gSaodéeé Ly (K
home allude to the disintegration of individual gabtivity in order to produce a

collective subjectivity. Women, in particular, find it difficult to reconcile their

need for individual seléxpression and space with the requirements of being in a
relationship. Take the following diary entry, for exampidiere Debbie reflects

on the internal conflict she experiences as part of being in a cohabitating

relationship:

Q¢

{2 LQY f2ySteée F2N KAY woKSYy w2o0SNI A
enjoyable feeling too of being without him as he takes up so

much of my focusand energy when he is here that having time

without him, completely without him, is a feeling of almost relief

YR FNBSR2Y® LGQa (GKS &aLJ O0Sa I LI NI GKI
GKSY 6SQONB (23SGKSNXY» . SF2NBE w20SNI (2
we did spendevery evening together, it was a little stifling and |

was torn between my desire for my own space and identity and

my desire to spend every minute with him. The conflict was

mainly for me between my own desires and | resented him a bit

for being so homéound. Now, the time we spend apart helps to

make the time together more special (diary entry 11 May 2008).

Many participants in this research have internalised companionate ideals of love
and home to such an extent that they feel like they no longer rexgpersonal

space.

Linda: L R2y Qi GKAY]l 65 KI @S AYyRAQGARdZ f a
0KS K2dzaS A& avYlrffts wodzié ¢S 2dzai
a2YS NBlFLaz2ye LGQa 2dzad 6K2 6S | NBo
the kitchen together, you know [we are] crammed right
into the kitchen together, [welO2 dzt Ry Qi 61 A4 dzy G Af

other one was out of the kitchen. And sharing the
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oFdKNR2Y (22> AdQa Ifgrea fA1S:
bathroom] together (joint interview 16 April 2008).

These processes of internationalisation could be described as the affects of
disciplinary power and regimes, systems of selfveillance and the normalising

TS 06C2dz0Fdzf G MdpTcOd C2dzO0 dzf 1 Qa y2i0A2y
disciplining the body has been taken up by feminists in order to theorise
62YSyYyQa | Olj dzil &Bisrswith) patridréhal stangards of femininity,

discussed in more detail further on in the chapt&a(tky 1988 Bordo 1989;

1990). The following description of modern power by Foucault (1980 105)

NEIlj dzA NB& WYAYAYdzY SELISY RisiodexiBed Frithddily Y I E A Y dz
by the principle of discipline:

There is no need for arms, physical violence, material constraints.
Just a gaze. An inspecting gaze, a gaze which each individual under its
weight will end by interiorising to the point that s/he ier/his own
overseer, each individual thus exercising his surveillance over and
against, her/himself. A superb formula: power exercised continuously
and for what turns out to be at minimal cost.

The power of normative notions of companionate love and hamesuch that
participants unwittingly practice setegulation and policing. The gaze

constitutes their bodies through heteronormative relations of discursive power.

Although most women participants stress that they do not need individual
spaces, their esryday practices of home suggest otherwise. Instead of
designating individual rooms to particular individuals, couples employ various
strategies at a range of scales within the dwelling to give a sense of privacy
within shared home spaces. Participants usehniques, such as engaging in
separate activities, as a way of creating personal and private space without
compromising dominant assumptions about heterosexual love and cohabitating

coupledom. Donna wrote about this in her diary:

Mark is reading theSurday Star Timegnewspaper] on the
lounge floor in the afternoon. [This is an] interesting example of

how the lounge can act as a space of connection (usually the
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couch) as well as a space [away] from one another (usually the

floor) (diary entry 19 Octobe2008).

Kylie and Luke also talk about their lack of privacy but suggest that spaces change
depending on who is using it, the time of occupation, and the activity
undertaken. Kylie and Luke are in their mid 20s and they have been together
since 2004 and maed since 2007. They live together in rented accommodation

but recently purchased a house they will eventually move in to. Kylie says:

Kylie: L R2y QO GKAY]l ©S NBFIffe KI@S LISNE?2
think | have heard of a lot of people [who] have likgger
houses and they have like their room or the wife might
have her sewing room or the husband might have his
workout room but at the moment the way we have our
K2dzaS aS0 dz2J AdQa 2dzad SOSNRGKAY3
only exception would be where theomputer is [located].
¢CKId 068S02YSa | LINAGFGS &Lk OS LIzNB ¢
person activity, for the most part ... sometimes | am
cooking and Luke comes and hovers around and | am just
fA1S WwWOly &2dz tSI @S GKS {AGOKSYKQ «
at that point in time | guess that is my space, even though
[I said] before that [domestic space] was just all the same
FYR ¢KIFGSOSNI odzi ol G686 GKFEG LRAYOG AY
FY 2Nl Ay3 gAGK FYR L R2yQU gyl K;
he is in the way (joinhiterview 19 May 2008).

Rose similarly notes that it is their engagement in individual activities within

typically shared spaces which allows them to enjoy time away from one another:

Rose: If [there was] anywhere that we would actually have our
ownspaceAT y20 &a2NIl 2F LKeaAOlftes Al
2dzNJ 26y ftAGGES o0dzoofSad wC2N) SEIF YL
O2YLIzi SNJ 3 YSa wilft1Ay3a (G2 W2aSLKS
YR S@Sy (K2dAK 6SQNB Ay (GKS alys
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probably the biggest time apart becauser attention is

actually on other things (joint interview 23 April 2008).

The materiality of houses impacts on the negotiation of privacy within
cohabitating relationships. Opeplan living is increasingly becoming a popular

housing form in New Zealand.dgt newly constructed houses contain a large,

combined kitcherdiningliving area and it is commonplace for older houses to

be renovated in order to incorporate opgsian living. Opesplan living areas are

2FGSY GSNXYSR WAYT2NYI fasinglyA Widesstdod BsNel 8 Q |y
WKSIENIQ 2F GKS K2YS 0/ ASNIIFR HAnnuT 52¢fA
As such, they are instilled with and reflect dominant assumptions and ideologies

about living areas as primary spaces of loVhe creation of opelan lving

initially served to free women from their isolated position in the kitchen and
reintegrated them with the rest of the family (Cieraad 2002; Havenhar@?20

Johnson 2006b). Today, opetan living spaces arenbued with norms about

family togetherness,nformal living and entertainment, and indoor/outdoor

flow.®8 Familialand informal meanings of opeplan living resonate strongly with

New Zealand homemakerg&or participants in this research, opgitan living

means that bodies are always on display;yhae constantly within sight and

reach of other bodies. Privacy amongst partners in living areas is thus rarely
achieved. Here, Rose and Joseph reflect on the layout of their house in relation

to issues of privacy:

Rose: | think for us, because of the layout, like there is only two
of us [living here], so we don't need that kind of separate
area or separate space for the kids for the different areas

of the family. | feel like the house is just one big room, like

® Indoor/outdoor flow is a specific housing design which refers to blurring the material

boundaries between inside and outside living. Leonatr@l., (2004 102) note access to indoor

FYyR 2dziR22NJ aLJ OS A& O2yaARSNBR al NAIK(GE o0& bSs
RSSYSR (G2 0S GAYLISNIGA@S (2 G2RI&Qa tAQAYy3aAS RS
climate and relatively high'rA y ¥+ €t I yR gAYyRe& O2yRAGAZ2ZYy&a X | NB y
A20AFfATAYy3 2dziR22 NE D
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especially this area here [referring to the open plan

lounge, dining and kitchen area].
CareyAnn: It works well?

Rose: Yeah, it means we can [either] be in the kitchen or in the
living room and still be together, you [talking to Joseph and
indicating the kitchen]a&n be here [with me in the lounge]

and still be together becauswe don't need to be in

separate roomsand we don't go to our separate room to

be apart (aughten.
Joseph: Or time out or anything.

Rose: But whereas if you have kids | think it is quite irrtpat to

have that space.
Joseph: Separate space.

Rose: That space for the kids to play in and you know. The space
F2N) 0KS {ARa (2 KI @S GKSAN 24V
older as well. [The house] would need to be adapted if we

ever wanted to have kidgoint interview 23 April 2008).

adzyN2S FyR alRAIlIY oémphod | NBdzS GKI G
home is well established. Perhaps unsurprisingly then, Rose and Joseph
emphasise the space requirements of households with children. In their
conwersation there is no sense that adults may require some degree of privacy or
individual space within home. The association of domestic privacy with children
may account for why these participants do not feel they need individual space

within the dwelling.

It is important to note, however, that not all participants think privacy in the
private sphere is unnecessary. Moving in together and sharing a living space
requires a reconstitution of individual privacy to suit the requirements of shared

living. One codition of coupledom, love, and sharing a living space is that

179

a LJ-

OK?



partners are afforded with a degree of freedom to break the boundaries of
individual privacy. As mentioned in the previous chapter, sexual relationships

often provide people with seemingly opeaccess to look at (and touch) their

LI NIHYSNEQ o02Re& o0l fSYdAyS mMhpppOOod {2YS
uncomfortable with the degree to which the boundaries of privacy are eroded in
cohabitating relationships. They emphasise their need for priaacyindividual

space in the context of individualised bodily management acts. These women do

not want their partners to see them going to the toilet, applying make

removing body hair, and so on.

Ruby: When | do my defuzzing, like shaving and plucking all
GKFG 1TAYR 2F aldzFF>E L R2yQG tSG ¢
R2y Qi GKAY1Z L GKAY]l KS ¢g2dZ R 2dzai
he would think anything of it.

CareyAnn: Do you mean if you have wax on [your face]?

Ruby: Yeah, | kind of go in the bathrooand wait out the 10
YAydziS&aY dzvyx a2 @SFKXI L R2yQda fSi
(follow-up interview 14 July 2008).

It is useful to draw on feminist literature about the societal regulations and
disciplinary practices of femininity in order to understand thendgring of

domestic privacy (Bartky 1988; Black 2002; Black and Sharma 2001; Bordo 1989;
1990)*CSYAyAala KI @S aKz2gy GKIG 62YSyQa o62F
unobtainable norms of femininity through such things as media representations.

This meanghat women are encouraged to enter continuous processes of self

monitoring and discipline (Foucault 1976). The pressure to practice self
AdzNSAtE I yOS Aa &adzOK GKIFG S@Sy Ay GKS WL
from the gaze of others, women stileél the need to adhere to idealised
FSYAYAYS y2NXao 22YSy NBALRYRSyitaQ ySSR

8 This thesis does not allow me the space to be exhaustive in sgriggon and analysis of this
literature; inaddition this has been done elsewhere. For mmfermation on feminist
Ay G SNLINBGI (A 2y éefedotkey@etslny Baikty {1988) afdBotdo (1989; 1990)
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demonstrates the extent to which norms of femininity pervade Western culture

FYR AYTFAELONIGS GKS WLINAGFGSQ RabOUAY OAD

and manage their bodies is intimately connected with their awareness of the

sexual gaze of men, in general, and their partners, in particular.

This section has focused on the links between domestic space, love, and
heterosexuality with particular &ntion directed at the negotiated creation of
private spaces within the dwelling. In the next section, | move to consider the
O 2 dzLiisesfaiéestic space.

Loving everyday living: domestic routines and activities

GormanMurray (2006a 151) makes the point that the use of domestic space
GoKSY Al Aada aKINBR gAGK | AAIYATFAOL Y
negotiated and potentially problematic process of combining two individual daily
routines to prodice a third, shared routine. It is important to look at the routine
uses of shared domestic space because subjectivity is produced by, and

grounded in, daily habits and activities (Gormdarray 2006a; Young 2005a).

When questioned about the use of domastspace participants stress the
significance of ordinary habitual homemaking activities and routines to their

everyday livesRegularity, consistency and repetition play an important part in

GKS&aS LI NUAOALI yGiaQ SOSNERING hom& Fakdyd LIKA S a

F2NJ SEFYLIX ST 5S00AS5S0Qa RAIFNE SYy(iNBY

L R2y QG GKAY]l YdzOK 2F 2dzNJ 6 SKI @A 2 dzNJ

technically spontaneous, most of it is based on tried and true

YSGK2RAZ FAYRAY3I WgKIG 62N1aQ F2N Sk O

to avoid conflict or brting each other, what we can do within
our sphere of influence without compromising our own
boundaries too much to make each other happy. We base a lot of
our relationship on routines. | love it. | love the clockwork of our
lives together. | love the prictability of it (diary entry 09 May
2008).
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Regularly sharing a meal, sitting down to watch television, and doing home
maintenance together are just some of the activities which work to establish a
shared subjectivity, sense of home and feelings of love. Underlying these
practices are idealised hatenormative notions about love, companionate
activities, negotiated decisiemaking, and shared subjectivities. Such mundane
geographies are crucial for understanding the production of heterosexual bodies
and home spaces. Binniet al., (2007) remind us tht it is important to
appreciate the extraordinary in ordinary life. This section, then, reflects on
ordinary habitual homemaking practices and the role they play in the

construction and consolidation of love, heterosexual relationships and home.

At our ouple interview, Rose reflects on the process of establishing a sense of
belonging in a new house. Here, she talks about creating shared daily habits and
SELX Aya GKIG &dzOK NRdziAySa NS &A3yATAOl

Rose: When we movedn here, all of a sudden something that |
had absolutely no interest in before, suddenly | was
interested in ... like making our own little patch of garden
and growing our own vegetables and setting up our own
routines, like the compost bin [for examplelhings like
that which seemed really irrelevant before [moving in
together] and then when we started doing them together
[they became important]. [Ordinary homemaking routines]
are part of a home | suppose yeah, [and | became] a bit
more interested in it.. [moving in together] brought up, |
guess, the mundane tasks of the day which meant even
sort of paying the bills and putting out the rubbish was
exciting for me, for the first couple of weeks because it
gla tA1S WKSes ¢S I NBQ LAAZAAYEH 2 dzi
interview 23 April 2008).

When Rose and Joseph first moved in together the novelty and romanticism of

sharing a house and making a life together transformed the mundane and
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2NRAYFNE Ayid2 GKS SEGNI2NRAYIFINRBG®RI[20S5Q4
(Beck and Beeternsheim 1995; Jackson 1995a). Beck and -8ecksheim

OMdppp MTpPpOS | NHdIZS F2N AyadlyoSz 20SY a
drudgery of the daily grind, giving normality a new aura; stale old attitudes are

tossed asideandthé 2 NY R aSSYa adzZFFdzaSR 6A0GK ySg &aA
transformed ordinary homemaking routines, like putting out the rubbish, into
YFEGSNRALFE SELINB&aaArAzya 2F GKSANI ySg tATFS
homemaking routines was not curbed onske and Joseph were established in

their new house and the initial novelty had worn off. Instead, the formation of

other habitual activities of love came about as a result of daily living. In fact,

many of the most significant shared homemaking practiaes the result of
AYOARSyGlrt OGa 2F SOSNEBERIE fAFSd ¢l 1S:

ritual of checking on their watermelon (figure 18).

Figurel8: Photo taken by Rose of their watermelon

In our followrup interview, Rose refers to the photo of the watermelon to reflect

on the development of this particular shared routine. She explains:

Rose: This is one of the best things we have ever grown in our

I3 NRSy® 2S RARYQUO S@Sy gtlyd AdGz A
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out the front from us spitting watermelon pips off the
front [porch] and we were so excited when we saw the
first little watermelon ... and for months we have been

watching it grow.
CareyAnn: Where was it?

Rose: It was just outside, down the front [angl}st off the porch.
So it was kind of like a weekly ritual. We would kind of go
out after breakfast on a Saturday morning and check the

watermelon (followup interview 28 May 2008).

GormanMurray (2006a) makes the point that ordinary objects of home often

symbolise shared routisdr Y R NBLINBASy (G O2dz) S&aQ akKl NBR
as | discuss further in the final section of this chapter, some domestic objects can

0S dzyRSNEG22R Ia YIFOGSNRIET SY0o2RAYSyda 27
for example, embodies the memories and loving emotions imbued in this

particular shared homemaking activity.

For some couples, watching television together is an important shared
homemaking ritual. The television has been identified as an important cultural

symbol offamily life and shared living (Valentine 2001). Many couples talk about

coming together in the evening to watch their favourite TV programme. Angie

and Cooper, for instance, enjoy watchingrums of M*A*S*H® and sit down
G23SOGKSNJ G2 ¢6FGOK AdG SOSNER yAIKI 0STF2N
[M*A*S*H episodes] are only like 20 minutes and it almost puts us to sleep now,

A G Qaourfthing &S K| @S { 2-upRrieéviewo 1D Jiné 2008). Lizzy
similarlyexp  Ayay awsgS tA1S86 41 OKAYy3I ¢+ 06SOI dz
SOSNE $SS1z 6S 6l GOK AG G23SGKSNX® ' yR (K
(joint interview 22 April 2008). For Sheree and Alex, sitting down to watch their

favourite television prgramme is a way for them to spend time together,

relaxing and unwinding from work, without having to engage in conversation

% M*A*S*H is a medical comedy/drama set during the Korean War. It follows the fictional lives of
doctors and nurses based in an Amerisangical camp.
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OFAIAINBE mMopod { KSNBES SELX FAYAY aNRXR3IKIDG
with Alex and [we are] getting our 5.30[pm] dose lbme and Away* Again,
another good way to unwind from work, hang out together without having to
Gl t1¢ ORAIFINE SYyGNB 2SRYSaRI& HAndLO

Figure19: Photo taken by Sheree of her and Alex watching TV together

Both Linda and Donna share stories with me about the importance of spending
time with their respective partners completing the crossword in thamilton
Press’? They both chose to represent the significance of these shared activities
in the form of a photgraph. Donna emailed me a copy of the photograph she
had taken of a completed crossword, which included a detailed description of
the photo (figure 20), and Linda took a photograph of Jeff sitting at the dining

room table working on a crossword (figure 21)

* Home and Awais a popular Australian drama sitcom set in the fictional town of Summer Bay.

%2 The Hamilton Presss a free local newspaper delivered to all Hamilton residents every
Wednesday.
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Figure20Y t K242 | yR C)I LIiA2Y 0@ 52yylLY a! O02YLX SGSR ¢
2yS 2F (KS GKAy3 S R2 (23SGKSNJ Ay 2dzNJ K2YS o ¢
the Hamilton Press2 y SHO | SI Kz L l1y2s 6SQNX 3ISS1az odzi Al
A2YSUKAY3 (23S0HKSNWE
Linda discusses the significance of the photograph in our fallpvinterview,
explaining:
Linda: Every Wednesday we get thidamilton Presand there is

the stupidONR &4 8 6 2 NR A yeadie$tdrosswarddda f A1 S 0 K¢

there is, but | am terrible at word games, but Jeff loves

them ... so we started doing this crossword that comes

SOSNE $S5S1= SOSNE 2SRySaRlez FyR AL
into this thing that we do. It comeat lunch time and we

used to go home for lunch, and we would eagerly await

the paper and get it out and try to do it over the next week

and then check our answers when it came the next week.

And sometimes we can do it all and sometimes we can get

only get2y S 2NJ F2dzNJ g2NRa 2NJ 42YSGKAy3
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wgKe ¢S tA1S AGB6ZI AdQa 2dzad az2yYSiak,
slowly work at it over the week and usually | read it out

and he tells me the answers and | write the answers in, so

AlGQa FEf Ay edlyiks gRuhddoas kgla > 6 dzi  NJ
And sometimes he will just take them and do them and |

gAftf 0SS tA1S W2K @&2dz RAR (UKS ¢gK2fS
YR KS gAff 0S fA1S W2KI 2K3I &2NNE
and sometimes maybe | will do it. But it is alwaysthe

kitchen table and we will eat dinner on the crossword and

we will put our plates on either side of it and just work at it

2O0SNJ] RAYYSNI 2N a2YSOKAYESES AdGQa (A
interview 29 April 2008).

Figure21: Photo taken by Linda of Jeff doing a crossword

Ly
respective relationships because they embody the emotional work invested in
AKFNBR K2YSYF1AY3 | OGA DA (sawsrd, whidh segnisl Qa RS,

020K GKS&asS SElIYLX Sazyx (G(KS ONRaagz2NRa

to be underscored by her own sense of inadequacy, gives the impression that she

supports Jeff in a leisure activity and that he is skilled at it, as opposed to it being
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an activity they equally invest in. Nevertheless, these activaresimportant to
the development of their relationships and work to constitute their love. The
crosswords are simple task that they can, as couples, work on and enjoy

together.

Food and cooking is another theme that arose in relation to shared activities.
Research shows that food plays an important part in the production of home, the
O2yaidNHOGAZ2Y 2F WTIFIYAfEQ a4dzo2SO0AGAGASEAS
relations (Valentine 1999ajharing a meal togetheyusually around the dinner

table ¢ is typically deemed to be an effective way of fostering familial cohesion

and inclusionAhmed (2006) makes the point that dining room tables are kinship

objects and are one of the places within the dwelling that heterosexuglity

bodies, subjectivities, ingtitions ¢ is brought into beingMarie believes that

sharing meals at the dinner table with her partner Paul works to strengthen their

relationship. She says:

Paul got up earlier than | did because he normally does/prepares

coffee. We did meet for lunchogether, as usual. For me, having

food together or cooking together is very important as it means

S IINB KIF@Ay3a Wdz-c t AGe GAYSQ (23S3GKSNJ
[talk] (diary entry 18 April 2008, emphasis in original).

Marie had their flatmate take photo of her and Paul sitting at their dinner table
eating brunch (combined breakfast and lunch) (figure 22) in order to highlight
the centrality of this activity to their relationship. Here, she reflects on the photo

and what it represents:

Marie: 2 S QNling brunch together on a Saturday or Sunday
morning. Normally we prepare the food together. Paul
takes care of making coffee and the eggs. However, I'm
LINBGGe adaNB GKA& GAYS L RARYQG O2yi
ok (followup interview 15 May 2008).
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Figure222t K242 Gl 1Sy o0& alNAS IyR tldAQa FtlLdYlIdS 2F (GKSY !

As mentioned earlier, Linda and Jeff also enjoy cooking as a shared activity. Like
Marie and Paul, they do not consider it to be a chore ta@ pleasure in making
food together and for one another. Below is a photo taken by Linda of Jeff

preparing dinneffor them both (figure 23).

Figure23: Photo taken by Linda of Jeff preparing dinner
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Linda reflects on the photo in our folleup interview, explaining:

Linda: We really like food and we really like preparing food for
one another,with one another, and so we kind of visit
[each other in] the kitchen and we do it everyday. But
dishes go along with dinners, right, so every night we make
dinner and every night we dBA a KS& | yR Ad0Qa 2dzai |
our little domestic routine (followup interview 29 April
2008).

Research shows that women continue to be responsible for the choosing,
shopping for, preparing, cooking and clearing away of, home based meals (see

for example ¥lentine 1999a; 1999d). Yet, in both examples, Linda and Marie
emphasisethe point that cooking is a shared activityalentine (1999d 496)

explains that food consumption is one of the main ways that subjectivities are

LIN2E RdzOSRX FNIAOdz  iSR YR 02y iSaidSRY a&LJS
constructing stories about themselves within wider multiple plots of family,

W2NJ] Z AyadAaiddziazyasz yI GA2yusegobkingisza 2y d¢
reference point to highlight the equitable nature of their relationshipkey use

food consumption practices as a way of constructing their shared subjectivities

as compatible coples who are in loving, equitable relationships.

Two couples talk about the significance of shared DIY and home renovations
activities to the sustenance of their relationstihDIY and home renovations

KIS 06S5SSy RSaONAO6SR |a WSEOSLIiAZ2YILIE=ZQ |
events (Gregson 2007), thus locating such practices outside the realm of
everyday life. For couples who are engaged in home renovations, however, DIY is

very much part of everyday living. Home renovations can go on for years and

more often than not DIY projects are never completely finished. It is certainly not

uncommon for people to live in a state of renovation for several y&ay own

% Housingtenure influences the extent to wbih respondents are able to alter the material
design and layout of their houskreflect on this in more detail iohapter 7.

* The creation of a television programme dedicated to exploring the lives of New Zealanders
living in a constant state of homenevation attests to the prominence and cultural acceptability
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experiences of homariprovements are ongoing and incomplete. Renovating our

kitchen, for instance, took several months during which time we lived with multi

coloured walls and cupboard doors, exposed electrics, and unpolished floors

(three years down the track there are stibles in the floor and the floorboards

are yet to be polished!). As such, DIY is very much part of our everyday living. It

also continues to be an important shared homemaking activity. Importantly, such
DI¥practices materialise our shared subjectivity agouple. Indeed, Gorman
adzNNJ} & ownnncl wmMpyO SELXFAYaY aNBy2g3F (A2
NEBLINSASYl &aKIFINBR ARSYGAGASa®PE ¢KS Ay
O2yaidNHzOGAz2zy OFry Ftaz2 o6S aSSy Ay [ATl e
projects. At the time of our couple interview, Zane was fixing a large window in

their lounge (figure 24). Here, Zane talks about their ongoing home renovation

projects:

Zane: CKSNBEQa | aSNRASa 2F NBy20FGA2ya 3I2A
of way, to make [the houseur own], putting our own
stamp on things and doing things how we want them to be
done ... just so it suits us, so the house suits us. It feels like
S IINB I LINL 2F GKS K2dzaS LKeaaol
renovations or something and we are spending time
together doing that and deciding on colours, all that stuff,
and painting together. That's quite cool (joint interview 22
April 2008).

of this way of living. Although no longer screenikitre 10 DIY Resc@as a popular lifestyle
G§StSPAEAAZ2Y LINRPINF YYS (KI ( WadiaiyNevd Zazind failiasNE OA Yy 3 Q
completing unfinished home renovations projects. Tpeemise of the showwas that New

Zealand men often begin home renovation projects without sufficient skills, knowledge, tools and

time to complete the task. The website sugge&itk S &dK2g Ay GSyRa (2 aNBaOld:
hammerK | LJLJE Kdzaol yRa FNBY GKSAN)I 246y 5L, RAalFaGSNEE
husbandson how to perform DIY in stydg(Television New Zealand 200). each episode a

talented team of builders (men) wadilset about completing various unfinished DIY projects.

Along the way, lighhearted banter between the professional builders and the unsuccessful DIY

SN YR O2y @SNEHI i A 2eyfffering vaife dzjut up Kith thé Rikkktastrdptesfon

the most2 ¥ KSNJ YINNAIF IS¢ LINE@ghRIGRthediveS af SldwkZeatahdl K a2 Y S
families (Television New Zealand 2000).
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Figure24: Photo taken by Lizzy of Zane working on the window in their lounge

It is important for Zane and Lizzy to feel physically connected to their house.
Changing and adapting the material design of the structure helps to give them a

sense of belonging and strengthens their emotional ties to the house. Home
renovations mean thatheir relationship is literally built into the material design

of the house. The changes to the house reflect, and allow them to observe
materially, the development of their relationship. Zane notes that through
sharedphysical labour their sense of corst®mn and belonging to the house is

materialised further.In our followup interview, however, Lizzy explains that in

GKA& LI NIAOdzE I NJ AyaidlyOSikKFLi Qaglyad yp2 FAEA
house. [The photo represents] his love for me becauseYHe|{ S& 2 dzNJ K 2 dza ¢
(follow-dzLJ AYGSNWASS np WdzyS wnnyod C2NI [ AT T
work on their house is a material expression of his love for her. Often when Zane

Ad R2Ay3 5L, 662N] | NP jrsf Rucking Sroufd2dbid S [ AT 1
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YV2U0KAY AT a2YSOAYSA L ¢Aff &upinteriielW®8NBE | y R
June 2008). Clark@001) notes that for much of the twentieth century DIY has

0SSy I aa2O0Al (S Rbased wak thérSby @siablishidgyss binary

relationship betweenF SYA YA V-8 WKEYS | YR YI &aOdZ AyS v
Lizzy constructs their relationship in this way by highlighting their gendered
WK2YSYF1AYy3aQ YR WYI{1Ay3d K2YSQ LINI OGAOS

notions about men and women as complementary opfess(Valentine 1993a).

Zane also notes that time spent together selecting the colour of the paint and

then painting the house is an important shared activity. For some of the couples

in this research, colour schemes seem to be a particularly significaterial

representation of shared living (Gormdwurray 2006a). Kimberly and Scott, for

example, talk about the importance of jointly choosing a colour scheme for their
K2dzaS® 5SOARAY3 2y | 0O2f2dzNJ gl a 2yS 27
make K YOSNI 8 Q& K2dzaS Ayid2 WIKSANDR K2YS:z |
chapter 7.

Kimberly: The other thing that we have done, together, the house
was all one colour. [The same colour] that is in the kitchen,
odzi 6SQ@S LI AYUGSR i Khérafd2 dzy ISk RAY A
our bedroom and yeah, and | think every time we have
done something like that together we have become, [the
K2dzaS6 KIa o0S02YS Y2NB 2dz2NEZI KI ay ¢
Scott] [Scott agrees] (joint interview 01 April 2008).

Colour schemes are often vieRe | & NBLINBaSydadl adAaz2zya 2F |
and ability to compromise. The final produgtpainted walls¢ is deemed to

embody negotiated design decisions and seemingly signifies shared physical and
emotional labour through time spent painting. Paidtevalls, however, do not

give any indication of the actual process of choosing a colour scheme, which |

know can be fraught with problems, disagreements, and arguments. It took

Kimberly andScott 46 test pots to choose a colour they both liked. This

revelaion alone highlights the potentially contested and problematic nature of
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shared living and homemaking. It undermines idealised and romanticised notions
about love, cordial decisiemaking processes, and shared homemaking

practices.

Discussions about thesa of domestic space draw attention to the materialities
and actualities of everyday experience -Revileging the mundane and banal in
everyday life is crucial for understanding the mutual constitution of people and
places (Binniet al., 2007). Yet, sutordinary geographies remain peripheral in
most sexuality and space scholarship. In order to further geographical
understandings of heterosexuality, attention needs to be directed to the
ordinary activities, practices and performances of home. A furtheredsion of
home that has been noted but little explored by geographers and other social
scientists is the ways in which discourses of love map on to performances of

home.

Domestic performances of love

For some of the couples in this research, domestmla is deemed to be a

practical expression of love and is intimately tied to material homemaking

routines and activities. Ordinary practices of home, such as cooking dinner,

washing the dishes, and lighting the fire, are everyday practices of home through

which heterosexual love and home are produced and consolidated. An
SEFYAYLFGA2Y 2F GKS LINFYOQGAOIFtAGASEA | yR LIS
encourages a ravorking of gendered power relationships within heterosexual
relationships, even if such a -morking is fraught with contradictions and

contestations.

As noted earlier, popular culture is saturated with discourses of love and
romance. From an early age young women, in particular, are bombarded with

idealised images of love and romance (Jackson3d9%ue Jackson 2001).

Women are instructed from a variety of sources, including fairy tales, television
LINEANI YYSas Y2@0ASaz YdaAaAOX YIF3IFTAySas LI
proceedings of heterosexual relationships. As Jackson (1993a) notes, however,

the process ofinternalising romantic narratives is not one of passive
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enculturation. Indeed, some of the women in this research anare of, and

highly critical about, the role thdove and romance can play in the production of

inequitable genderelations. Nevertheless, they still find pleasure in love and its

AK2NI O2YAy3ad | a W O{Rodayitic dealddapeldeephc 0 L2 A Y
SYOSRRSR Ay 2dzNJ 4dz02SO0GAQBAGASaone®WSYy 6KS)
participantsdraw on popular discourseof love and romance and use them to

develop their own expectations, and shape their subjecti¥periences, of being

in a relationship. In doing so, they both confirm and resist social normativities of

heterosexual love and home.

When asked about theifdeas on love, Debbie and Robert talk about their
relationship in terms of practicality and reciprocity. Throughout the interview
process they continually emphasise the practical nature of their relationship, as

demonstrated in the following excerpt:
CareyAnn: How important is romance in your life?

Debbie: 2 SQNB 2dzad 1AYR 2F fA1S Y2NB LINI O .
rather someone make me breakfast everyday for six
months than took me to dinner and told me | was

beautiful.

Robert: . SIFK | YyR ¢S Qdandiéslfar i&réNimpgoitagt S

moments like when there is no electricitiagghter (joint

interview 09 May 2008).

Debbie and Robert believe that it is their realistic views and expectations of each
other and their relationship that ensures the smooth rummif their lives

together.
CareyAnn: What does love and being in love mean to you?

Debbie: LGQ& | €20 SFaASN UKIFYy LI ad NBfIGA
based on a lot more practical stuff too. Like we clean the

house for each other and we go for a ramd we cook
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RAYYSNI FyR 6S YIF1S SIFEOK 23GKSNJ OdzLa
really about anything up here [points to the sky] or
ARSFEAAGAO 2N IyeliKAYy3A: AdQa 2dzad «
G2 R2 GKFG FyR 2N @82dzOQONB aidAyile |y
rugby or whate$ NR> $SQNB y24 byRAYy3I (G2 Y
huge thing(joint interview 09 May 2008).

Many participants view their past relationships as turbulent and unpredictable;

as structured and fuelled by romantic narratives of passion, emotional
irrationality and lu§ > RS&aONAROGSR o6& 2y S LI NI A-OALIN yi
up interview 29 April 2008, They, in comparing past and present relationships,

view many of their earlier experiences of love as unrealistic and situated outside

of everyday life. Love, as dli experience it in their current relationships,
however, is founded upon more practical expressions and tied up in
performances of home. Locating love within the realm of the everyday works to
legitimatise it as more authentic, realistic and enduring. Ratso reflects on

love and everyday living, explaining:

Rose: Before we moved in together | thought we got on pretty
well. [I thought we would] probably be okay living together
but now that we do have to do those daily tasks | guess,
and mundane daily@A y3 (G23SGKSNE L GKAyYy]l &SI
of it. Love is taking out the rubbish and love is you know
cleaning the house, and cooking for each other and having

dinners together (joint interview 23 April 2008).

Rose makes the point that love is constituted in and through mundane activities
and routines of daily life. The connection between everyday practices of home
and intimate heterosexual relationships has been touched on by sociologists and
critiqgued be femimsts. Jamieson (1999 485), for instance, shows that for some
O2dzLJt S& ¢K2 tAGS (G23SGKSNI aft20S I yR Ol NB

dzaaA2y toz2dai GKS F

O

®{ 88 W2Kyazy oHnnp0O F2NJ I RAaA
they influence the discourses of hetexexual intimacy.
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and giving is as much the crux of their relationship, as a process of mutually
discovering and enjoying each othé&f. Feminists are wary of such assertions,

particularly when it is women who are doing the majority of the
loving/caring/cleaning (McDowell 1999; 2009). Several women took photographs

of their partners doing household chores or because of issues surrounding
anonymity, of the end result, such as a clean kitchen. It is emphasised that these

actions are physical expressions of love. For some women, the photos captured

2NRAY I NE S@SyGaz Ay OGKIFIG GKSANI LI NIySNDa
everyday occuence. For others, the photos captured the extraordinary. It was
RAFFAOMzE G G2 dzy LI O1 GKS Y2UGAQlIGA2y&a O0SKA
{2YS 2F GKS 62YSYy LINIAOALIYy(Ga 66SNB dzya
R2YSaUAO | OGa ¢ SNB2dRR y2ST W2 dRIS 2AANE 20eeS 6 S
T2N) WoSKI@GAYy3IQr 2NJ 2dzi 2F +y FGdSYLWG G2
research. At times, | was also unsure about their motivations. Nevertheless,

women participants took pleasure in their partngrerforming domestic acts of

love. Kylie, for example, explains that in winter Luke gets out of bed early in the

morning to light the fire (figure 25) and to make them porridge (figure Bgie

reflects on these homemaking activities in her diary:

A freezing cold morning todaywhich led to Luke proving how

much he loves me by getting up at 5am to light the fire!!! So nice

2T KAY QOFdzaS AlG Ydzad 6S K2NNARotS G2
the last few mornings with the frosts. He has got up etuliight

the fire and then come back to bed. What a nice oydiary

entry 10 July 2008).

% arguing that love can be expressed through practical expressions and performances, Jamison
OMdpppyd OKFffSyaSa DARRSYaQ omppHO y2iA2y 2F (K
disclosure is seen as the basis of intimacy.
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Figure25: Photo taken by Kylie of the fire that Luke it

Figure26: Photo taken byKylie of porridge prepared by Luke

Rose also decided to take a photograph of a clean kitchen (figure 27) because
Joseph had risen from bed early in order to tidy it before she got up. This is

something that he will often do for her. She says:
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Rose: 10 yQi NBYSYoSNI GKS SEIFOG aaddzZ GAazy
g a 2dzald FSStAy3a NBIffte ofl Kz fA]
anything and it might have even been a weekend, either
morning, it looks like morning because the curtain is open,
and yeah just waking up andaving everything tidy and
R2ySs L ¢l a edzad tA1S W2K GKIFyl @&:
YSIyaz y2¢6 6S R2y Qi KI@S G2 AaALISYyR 0

we can do something else (follewp interview 28 May

2008).

Figure27: Photo taken ly Rose of the kitchen after it was tidied by Joseph

For Angie, love is about the small domestic chores that her husband, Cooper,
might do for her. Cooper does not do them on a daily basis, which for Angie

makes them all the more special. She explains:

Angie: L GKAYy]l AlQa fA1S GKS tAGGHES GKAy3:
GKAY]1 F2NJ Y2aid 62YSy AdQa 1AyR 27
you tend to takefor-granted, like the little things he might
R2 F2NJ 82dz odd L (GKAYy]l AdGQa Y2NB
26y Qr {1{AYR 2F GKAy3a tA1S (GKIFIGd 52
me. Like [Cooper] might, sometimes he might make the
0SR YR LQff (GKAY]l W2K 0(GKIFIGQa yAOSC
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[A1S 2y az2yRlFIéa KS R2SayQid 62N] |\
when | come home | thinkiiQa NBIFffé& yAO0S 6KSy KS
things like got dinner ready or cleaned the house or things

fA1S GKFEGE R2yS GKAy3a GKFG L KIF @Sy
KSQa R2yS GKSY 0SOldzasS KS l1y2g6a (K
g2dzft R tA1S R2YyS I|yR OKItd YSkya L
Because, men, when it comes to housework they usually

have to be told so (first interview 30 April 2008).

The way in which Angiexperiences Cooper as caring and loving reproduces
unequal gender relations. Radical feminists (de Beauvoir 1972; Fire3®fd

have long argued that it is love which serves to bind women to exploitative
heterosexual relationships. For Angie, ideals of love are tied up with traditional
gendered roles and domestic chores within the home and she takes her
experiences to be comon to all women in heterosexual relationships. During

0KS AYUSNIASSHEI K26SOSNE Al o6 a 200A2dza
occasionally making the bed, were really important to her. Angie takes these
seemingly banal actions as material expressichs o/ 2 2 LISNDa f 23S T2 NJ
he is attempting to make her life easier. She has not had to ask or instruct him to

do the tasks, which she notes is what usually happens. Ruby expresses a similar
sentiment. At the time of the couple interview Ruby was mofaid work and
O2yaARSNBR KSNARStF (2 0S | WK2YSYI{1SNWQ
conform to traditional gendered roles and reject, at times, that this is how life

should be organised but accept that it works for them. Ruby explains:

Ruby: You falking to Taylor] provide by obviously sorting out all
the bills and debts and doing all the banking and all of that
stuff and obviously bringing home the money, and |
provide for you a clean tidy house and meals and blah blah
blah and all of that, and #t kind of affection and caring
and that providing are the same, they are different
expressions but the same meaning (joint interview 15 May
2008).
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Research suggests that the strategies heterosexual couples use to construct
themselves and their partners asutually caring often reproduces gendered
inequalities (Jamieson 1999). Ruby draws on narratives of love which overlook

the everyday differences in power and privilege by representing their
relationship in terms of complementary gifts¢ I & £ 2 NI & expres3i& ofA & |
care for her and her housework expresses her love for him. The language Ruby
uses to describe housework as an expression of her love for Taglay £ K o6 f | K
0 f | Kdevalues the time and effort she puts into maintaining their home.
Feministi KI @S f2y3 | NBdzSR (KIFd ¢2YSyQa R2Y
recognised and undervalued within masculinist, patriarchal mablested
economies (McDowell 2009). From the time of our couple interview to the time

of our followrup interview, Ruby entered thegid workforce. | asked her in our

follow-up interview about the effects starting paid work has had on their

domestic arrangements:

CareyAnn: Do you like things how they are now, with you being the
main homemaker as well as working? Would you like

thingsto be divided more evenly?

Ruby: b2z QOlFdzAS L ¢2dA R FSSt 3JdzAtdeod Q/ I
Sttt L R2 Y& @2ftdzyilINE 62N)] | a ¢Sf
know whether to include that in, but with my voluntary
work | do 36 hours whereas [Taylor] does 40 hours, so | am
kind of assuming, wethere is my extra four hours. | think |
would feel bad if he was coming home from work getting
changed and pulling the hoover [vacuum cleaner] out and
start hoovering [vacuuming] around. | would probably feel

bad about that(follow-up interview 14 July 2@).

Like women worldf A RS wdzo@Qad R2YSAGAO0 ¢2N] 2R
entered the paid work force (McDowell 2009). She is not, however, concerned
about the differences in power and privilege which still exist in her relationship.

Instead, she explas that she would feel guilty if it was Taylor, not her, who had
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to do the chores around the house. This shows the extent to which notions of

love, and in this case, discourses of familial duty continue to inform social
constructions of femininity anddoia G A OA e ® | 2dzaSg2N] Aa y2
because she does fewer paid work hours than Tagl®6 hours per week

O2YLI NBR (2 ¢¢butf a3 iR pointediout ealiézNiis her way of

expressing love for him.

Some women explain that theirgptners use domestic performances of love as a
way of apologising. Ironically, men were usually apologising for their lack of
involvement in domestic labour. Take, for example, the following diary entry, by

Lizzy:

While | was folding [the washing], [Zane&pt asking if there is

lyedKAy3a KS Oy R2e ! FGSNI L KIFIR FTAYyAa
R2yQd st yid G2 alLISyYyR GKS NBad 2F vyvye
grakKAy3ae 52y Qi 2dzald aAid GKSNB FalAy3
when you can see for yourself what neetb be done. You know

K2g (G2 F2fR Of20KSa IyR Lldzi GKSY | gl &
G2 GSft e2dz ¢KIG ySSRa (G2 06S R2YyS | NP2
for a little while, but then apologised which is good. He is making

his own sandwiches for lunch tomokoand is making me one

too, so that must be his way of saying sorry (Lizzy, diary entry 28

April 2008).

When reading over this diary entry | gained a strong sense of the anger and
frustration Lizzy was feeling. The diary entry is imbued with meanings and
emotions, not only in her choice of words but also in the way in which it is
written. By this, | mean that her actual writing style changed as the diary entry
progressed. At the start of the diary entry her writing is tidy, straight and legible.
As she reconts the situation her writing becomes messier and less easy to read.
| suspect that in relaying the story her writing pace increased as sheerk
some of the emotions she was writing about. Her changing writing style,

therefore, embodies her changingnetions.
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Other women were ambivalent about labelling ordinary practices of home as

material expressions of love. They rightly make the point that underlying the

notion of love as a performance of home is the assumption that such domestic

activities remaintheir responsibility. In their Australasian based study on the

meanings and values of housework for mid@ld | a4 WDSY SN} GA2Y - Q
born during 19651979), Singleton and Maher (2004 230) found that while men

GSNB do020GK O23yATl I yistdidcolRe of dgligNtheérfagfudl 2 F F S
LIN) OGAOSa &adzzaSad 206KSNBAaSe® DSy - YSy |

NI 6 KSNJ dKFry o0SAy3 Sldzatfte NBalLRyairof Soé
NEaSI NOK ¢gKSNBoe YSys>s 2dzi 27F rksRhefSQ | &
NEALRYaAoAf AGeT WKSE LIQ ! BK SYARNIALSE NILYGS NB  LBdA
a0Att GKS 62YSyYyQheldhB 6uls A6 RKR OR2 ZSHE A O DK & N
still that idea that men are now being nice enough to help you out and

dzy RSNR Gl YyRE 622 Ay 0 Névgftheledsusigdoverasha nacnd8 H Ny
through which to distribute more evenly domestic labour within their horse

one of the ways that women participants-veork gendered power relations. As

WE 0142y omMppoo HMHU y20Say aft20S GFySa |
LI26SNJ G2 ONRYy3d KAY (G2 KAa (ySSaodé 2KAf &L
life may not resultin radically different changes to the gendered structure of

K2YSY ONAYy3IAYy3I GKAY G2 KAa 1ySSa¢ yYlreéeszs |

scrub the kitchen floor.

2 2YSy | NB 7T nhsSoRsisténciasKambiguigeS and contradictions on
a daily bais. Atempting to make sense of their embodied positionalities and
experiences through often competing discourses can mean it is difficult for
heterosexual women to reconcile different facets of their subjectivitiesizzy
expresses particular uncertayntabout her position in and role at home. She

says:

" These énsions are certainly part of my everyday geographies. Throughout this thesis | have
Ozyadlydte olFlGiGtSR ¢6AGK GNBAY3I (G2 FAIdZNBE 2dzi 6KSI
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Lizzy: L aleée dGdKAy3a (2 wrigédyoSdethd A 1S WiIKAa
washing because it then means that | am a good
K2dzaSgAFSe& 3IANI FT2N &2dz2Qd LGQa A
feellike it reflectsomead G KS K2YSYI {SNJ FyR GKI @
L ySSR (GKS K2dzaS (2 06S GARe o®dd 0
GKIdQa o0SOlFdzaS L t20S KAY 2NJ 6SOF
f221Ay3 Ay Attt GKAY]l W2K [ATTe@Qa
L2 2 NJ 2 R ap iptédview 656 Buhé Z0@8)

Regarch shows that women are often concerned about how others will judge

them as homemakers (Domosh and Seager 2001; Dowling 2008; Munro and
alRAIlLY MpPpo P adzy NES YR alRAILY omdpdd
expect to be judged to some degree on thaytheir homes are kept and are

' yEA2dza GKIFG GKSeé& &aKz2dzZ R y2id 65 Ofl 484SR
unsure about whether she is motivated to do domestic chores by love or by
expected gendered performances of home. It is interesting thay lias thought

about the tensions she experiences prior to participating in this research. This
indicates that she is conscious of the challenges involved in attempting to
reconcile her positionalities at home. For some of the other women, however, it

was rot until we actively talked about love in relation to gendered roles and
domestic labour in the interviews that they became aware of their conflicting
positionalities. Debbie, for instance, realises during our couple interview that
preparing and cooking nadgs for Robert may be a sign of gendered differences

and expectations of home as opposed to an expression of her love. The point at

which she recognises this is when Robert relays a story about her bringing him

breakfast in bed. She says:

Debbie: L QY ing iolfedlIreal guilty aydgughten, | am just like
W2K D2RQ®

Robert: 2 K GQa gNRBRyYy3IK

Debbie: L R2Yy Qi (y26® Wdzad Ay GSNyxya 2F fA]
AGQa 06S02YS NBIFf LINRPy2dzyOSR: €A1 S
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ONRAY 3 @&2dz 0NBI | Tl anhacuppdfcup a1 & 2 dz8

2F GSIFIBKQ L ONAy3 &2dz I OdzZLld @

Qa 3J2PpRngil K2dzAK 0

[N

Robert: L

Qa 32 wwghtd2 NJ @ 2dz 6

[N

Debbie: L

CareyAnn: Yeah, but then again those, are those expressions of love?

[Debbie and Robert agree].

Debbie: , SFK YR L KIF@SyQid GK2dAKG |62 dz

agreeg AGK 2NJ FyedKAy3d fA1S GKIFGo
it in the abstract, if somebody was telling me about their

relationship and they told me that they did the kind of

thingsthatldob2dzf R {AYyR 2F 6S tA1S WIHyR K

gKI G§KQ . dzii Ayowthad Robekt dodz allokfary” L
me (joint interview 09 May 2008).

Debbie masks the discomfort she feels in this situation with laughter. She makes
the point that this description ofheir relationship gives the impression that
there is a gendered power imbalance in their relationship. She is, however, quick
to manipulate the image she is constructing of their relationship. She goes on to
suggest that both she and Robert put an equaloamt of time and effort into

expressing their love for one another other through performances of home.

These accounts show that domestic performances of heterosexual love both
subvert and reassert inequitable gender relations of home. Importantly, women
participants do not feel disadvantaged in their relationship or as though they are
not receiving enough love. Understanding love as a product of homemaking
allows women to feel valued and cared for, whilst simultaneously ensuring the

continuation of power irbalances within heterosexual relationships.

Up until this point, | have focused solely on the ways in which women
participants affect, and are affected by, normative notions of love. Yet, the

discourses of love and romance are available to both men anghemo While
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research continues to show that it is women who are deeply implicated in the
(re)construction of romantic discourses of love (Jackson 1993a), it would be
misleading to suggest that men are not affected in some way by prevailing
ideologies of hegrosexual love and hom&.The following excerpt highlights the
close association between men, masculinity, heterosexual love and the practices

of home.

CareyAnn: What about the negotiation of domestic chores? You kind

of split it up between the two oyou?

Jeff: Yes, |, um, do a lot of things around the house because,
you know, it was instilled in me as a kid that | should be a
gentleman and chivalrous and all of that and I think that is
an important thing for me to think about and keep thinking
abouty/ G SNX¥Y&A 2F YI{Ay3d GKA& NBfIFGA2Y.
easy for me to do the dishes, it takes like 10 minutes, and
OKFGQa 2yS GKAy3a L Oy R2 GKFG GKSY

FYR AGQa (AYR 2F | 3SydatSyryte GKAY
a stretch ... if thee is stuff that | think | should do, just

0S50FdzaS GKIGQa ¢gKIG | ASYydtSYry ¢2d
Ao {2 GKIGQa dzadatte oKSNBE L Y

interview 16 April 2008).

Jeff positions himself as a man who is caring, sensitive, loving, andieédat

KAa LI NIYySNRa ySSRaoe 1S O2dZ R GKSy:

(@]
(0p))

masculinity. Allen (2007 139) explains that men who take up and enact a
romantic form of masculinity, as opposed to hegemonic forms, are deemed to be
GY2NBE O NXuy ahd embtiomaliyAeponsive, and subsequently, more
fA1Ste G2 YSSG 62YSyQa ySSRa Ay KSUGSNRA
characteristics of chivalry, gentlemanliness, and romance on to the practices of

home, Jeff constructs himself as a more ulgbtful and sensitive partner. His

% There is, however, a growing recognition of the role romance plays ircomstruction of
heterosexual masculinities (Allen 2007; Redman 2002).
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homemaking practices do not, however, offer a direct challenge to the gendered
normativities and power relations of domestic labour. In other words, eifis

Linda out with domestic chores because he is a sensitivécairty partner.

When identifying domestic activities that are important for consolidating their
relationship, some participants make reference to the practices of romance.
Nearly all of the respondents talk about their home as a primary site of romance.
It is important to explore the home as a key site of heterosexual romance
because home is the point at which public and private notions of romance
intersect. Indeed, the discourses and practices of romance blur public and
private boundaries of home. | comd that romance is an important
homemaking activity. Romance, as it is constituted within the dwelling,
contributes to the production of heterosexual relationships, gendered
subjectivities and domestic spaces. Romance can be understood as one of the
ways hat heterosexual bodies that love, and the domestic spaces they occupy,

are brought into being.

Romancing the everyday

Romance is a particular codification of love (Bell and Binnie 2000). It is a highly
scripted practice, set of ideas, experiences autfions (Jackson 1999). Ideas

about love and romance mediate intimate heterosexual practices (Johnson

2005). For example, dominant discourses of love and romance often encourage a
departure from the ordinary, everyday and mundane processes of everyday

iviy 3® WIF O1 a2y O6mMpdpod HmMmMUO | NBdzSAY da. SAy3
2dziaARS GKS YdzyRI'ySs S@OSNERI & 62N Roég [ 2
tied up with rituals of leisure and consumption outside of the home. lllouz (1997

MM®@O &dz33Sa isdopposédN® \dailiyieSs, routine, and taken-

grantedness. Romance represents an excursion into another realm of experience

in which settings, feelings and interactions are heightened and out of the

2NRAY I NE®PE w2YIl yOS> (K Snyfirtlandnass & gvar§ggy | 6 2 dzi
living. For instance, sharing a meal together at a restaurant is a typical example

of a romantic leisure experience. Valentine (1999c 166) explains:
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Dining out is an escape from the mundane routines of cooking and
washingup. It @A RSA 'y 2L NlIdzyAide G2 Syeze
everyday foods and is a performative experience in which dressing up

and the spectacle or sense of atmosphere and occasion can be as

much a part of the meal as the food itself.

Geographers are yet to exane the home as a site of heterosexual romance.
{GdZRASAa 2y NRYIyYyOS KIFI@ZS F20dzaSR 2YY 62 Y¢
(Jackson 1993a; Tukachinsky 2008); romance and tourism (Jacobs 2009; Johnston

2006); and romance and masculinities (Allen 2007; Red2®®?2). The focus of

much of this work is on romantic events, interactions and subjectivities that take

place outside the realm of everyday life, for example weddings. Redman (2002)

argues, however, that romance is an everyday practice. Romance is highly
ubiquitous, invading every aspect of daily life, while at the same time it is
RSSYSR G2 06S 2L132aSR (2 SOSNERI& SELISNXS
also seek[s] to puncture and escape the more mundane qualities of everyday

fAFSE OWSRYFY HAnH pcO®

The relationship between place and romance is complex and contradictory. At
times, participants consider home to be a key site of romance because it is
private, intimate and cosy. Yet, at other times, participants associate romance
with public spaces, suchs restaurants, because they are situated outside of
everyday living. Often the characteristics and boundaries which separate public
and private sites of romance are blurred. The romantic dinner at home, for
instance, sometimes uses elements of romangstaurant rituals¢ nice food,

soft lighting, background music and nice clothesas demonstrated in the

following excerpt:
CareyAnn: What about if you were going to have a romantic night in?

Jeff: We have got plenty of candles. And it would probabli} sti

be centred around dinner.

Linda: It would be food and maybe a movie ... we would draw all
the curtains and light some candles and yeah, just forget

about the TV (joint interview 16 April 2008).
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If Lizzy and Zane were going to have a romantic nightpitlavinvolve having
GRAYYSNI gAGK GKS FANB X a2 Ay gAYy(iSNI oS
I €20 O2aASNE OoNARY3I {jsis intsrdede@BApyf2008S | yR O
Figure 28 is a picture of their lounge when it is organised totiteila romantic

evening at home. For Lizzy and Zane, winter time and the associated spatial

F NN yISYSyid 2F GKSANI FdzNYy A GdzZNB | NRPdzy R (1 K.
In this instance, their amorous homemaking activities conform to dominant

images of romance and home.

Figure28: Photo taken by Lizzy of their winter furniture configuration

Rose and Joseph raise several interesting points about romance as it is
constituted within the dwelling. In the storyhat follows, they talk about
romance changing over time, the blurring of public and private practices of

romance, and the importance of spontaneity for fostering romance.

CareyAnn: What about romance, how important is romance in your
life? Well, first ofall what is romance for you, like what

would you do for a romantic night in?

Rose: | think it becomes less important as time goes on, like we

sort of became busy. But we did, especially when we first
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02dzZaKi GKS K2dzaS IyR al&ffFr 6SQR K
FYR GKAy3a tA1S GKFG Xo

Joseph: But even like when we do sit down at the table and have a
J3flraa 2F 6AYS YR 2dzadG | yA0S RAYYS
level.

Rose: ¢tKS o0Sald yA3aKla 6SQ0S KIFIR KI @SyQi

forethought and planning, that sort diing.
Joseph: [When we] just cut off, watch a DVD or something.

Rose: Or the best nights have been just having dinner and having
I 3t aa 2F 6AyS FyR GKS ySEG GKAy3
and you have been talking all night, that sort of thing. And
itwh &y Qi 6SOlFdzaS a2 YdzOK STF2NI ¢Sy
was more just spontaneous | guess. The moment of it (joint

interview 23 April 2008).

Rose, and many of the other participants, describe love as changing over time.

The initial stages of love are tatk@bout as exciting, intense, -albnsuming and

KAIKE& NRBYFIYUGAOd [20SQa AyiuSyarde |yR y?2
over time as the routinisation of daily life sets in. When they first moved in

together, Rose and Joseph were more likely to hawaventionally romantic

moments, like candHit dinners, because, as mentioned earlier, the romanticism

of owning a house together elevated typically ordinary practices of home to new,

ARSIt AaSR KSAIKGaADP 'a GAYS gSyésoRys K2g
romance at home changed. Romance came to be aligned with more mundane
homemaking practices, such as simply sharing a meal together at the dinner

table, as opposed to normatively romantic rituals.

These exchanges show that for some of the couplesigresearch romance is

not about escaping the drudgery of daily living. Rather, as Redman (2002 73)
adzaasSaday aS@OSy ¢ KSNHBeapNiEWbwidarkes ci &1 a G2
2NRAYINE AG Aada AyaraidSyidate oSAy3a Lz £ SR
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and the ordinary practices of daily living are intimately entwined with practices,

performances and expectations of heterosexual romance.

¢tKS LRAYUGU A&a Ffaz2z YFIRS GKFEG &az2y$s LIS2L)x S
others. Taylor, for example, says to his ijpaf S NE dz@RE i2d y I { dzN
romantic, are you® (joint interview 15 May 2008)laylor makes this assertion in

NBfI A2y G2 wdzoeéQa adzZll2aSR 101 2F (y2¢
story about a failed romantic activity in order to demonstratee tipoint.

Traditional discourses of love, gender and sexuality suggest that women are

more likely to be romantic than men. Women are also often negatively
associated with the body. They are typically deemed to be more nurturing and
expressive, because thdy NE WAY (2dz0KQ SAGKI | YR Nz
Jackson (1993a 46) argues:

Being constituted as feminine involves girls in discourses of feelings
and emotions, and more specifically the culture of romance, from
which boys are more often excluded or fnowhich they exclude
themselves in order to affirm their own maleness.

Many participants, however, particularly women, actively worked to undermine

the presumably natural association of women, emotions, and romance. Marie

and Paul, for example, stress th&aul is the romantic person in their

NEfl GA2yaKALl 6KAES al NAS A& dzySljdzi 920 £ f
quite romantic and | think in some ways he is more the feminine side in our
relationship, especially when it comes to romance andsththings (followup

interview 15 May 2008). By claiming that Paul takes on the role of the feminine

in their relationship, Marie, in her attempt to unsettle heteronormative
discourses of love and romance, unwittingly works teestablish them by

alignirg femininity with discourses of romance. In our folloy interview, Marie

NEFSNER (2 2yS 2F KSNJI LK2G2a (2 KAIKEfAIKDG
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Figure29: Photo taken by Paul of a romantic domestic activity

Here, shdalks through the description she has written about the photograph:

Marie: 2 SONB 020K Sl -gréw Strawberiies. @das K2 Y S
his idea to take a picture while kissing and eating the
A0NI 60SNNASad L F2dzyR GKAA ARSI | dz
notveryNE Yl yGAO YeaStFo ¢KS 1Ada GASa
AK2gAy3a WNRYI yiAOQupintkrkighvdsd (23S0 KSNJI
May 2008).

Discourse is central to constructions of power and discursive meanings can be

both empowering and oppressive (Barnes and Duncan 1992). Discourse, then,

can encourage resistances to, and raanmformity of, stereotypical performances

of gender (Butler 199(1993). Marie attempts to disrupt commeplace notions

of femininity and romance. On the one hand, she refuses to be associated with
gendernormative frameworks of romance. On the other hand, her resistance is

fraught with inconsistencies and contradictioMarie does not consider herself

G2 0SS T WNRYIYGAO LISNR2YQ>X &Si akKS Gl 1S:
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them kissing with strawberries in their mouths. This romantic activity, in the end,

conforms to dominant images of heterosexual love and romanc

Stereotypical performances of gender are powerful. It is important, therefore, to
remember that even for those women who actively resist traditional notions of
romance and femininity, they may also be unwittingly engaging in, and
contributing to, socihand cultural norms about heterosexual love and romance.
Take, for instance, the following conversation between Debbie and Robert. As
mentioned earlier, Debbie does not prescribe to a commercialised and idealised
notion of romance. She prefers practicaipeessions of love, like those tied up in
performances of home, over normatively romantic gestures, such as receiving

flowers.

CareyAnn: How important is romance in your life? How would you

define romance?

Robert: LQY | atl Ol NRY!I yiave\lbdughtydw YIye GAY

flowers? [speaking to Debbie]

Debbie: ¢ 6A OS> odzii 020K GAYSa AGQa 6KSYy @2c
GNRPYy3Id ¢KSe& gSNBYyQl WSELINBaarzya 27

Robert: ¢ KS& ¢ Stidked upflo@edsydighte).
Debbie: Yeah, pretty much (joint inteiew 09 May 2008).

¢CKS LRAYG o6SAy3a YIRS KSNBX Aa GKFG WNRY!
RATFSNBy Ul tS@Sta 2F 0O02dzl) SaQ &adzo2SOGA@Ad
Robert has bought her flowers is when he has been trying to apologise. Osbbie

located within a discursive framework which specifies appropriate norms and
behaviours of heterosexual love and romance; norms which Robert, in this
instance, has failed to live up to. Whether Debbie is aware of it or not, she both
challengesand engags in normative constructions of romance, love, and
ISYRSNBR NRtSa YR NBfFGA2ya Ay KSNI RFACT

much easier to refuse to participate in romantic rituals, to resist pressures
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towards conventional marriage, to be dyrOl £ | 6 2 dzil WKL LILJE S@GSNE
GKFYy AG A& G2 F@2AR FlLittAy3a Ay §20Soé

This section has focused on a range of domestic activities participants used to
facilitate the construction of love, heterosexual relationships and home. Closely

related to the ceation and use of domestic space is the accumulation and
arrangement of meaningful objects in that space. In the final section of this

chapter, | consider the ways in which household objects make gendered and
ASESR 24d202SO00AQ0AGRIAARGESEAN I YRR LINAYEHE SHSBT |

Domestic material objects

Scholars across various disciplines are becoming ever more attentive to the
relationship between people, places and things. Central to this body of work is
the link between processes of subjectivity comstion and everyday material
encounters. This line of thinking has been influential in the homemaking
literature. Home has been identified as a particularly rich environment from
which to explore the relationship between people and goods (Gregson 2007;
Remer and Leslie 2004; Valentine 1999a). There are several studies which
explore the ways in which the processes of subjectivity construction are
materialised in domestic object€GormanMurray 2008a; Miller 2001; Noble
2004; Young 2005a)0ne aspect of hommaking which is little developed in
earlier works is the role of domestic material objects in producing heterosexual
love and relationships, bodies, subjectivities, privilege, power and homes. In this
section, | seek to address this lacuna by providingcaded, nuanced and critical
exploration ofthe links between ordinary household goods, heterosexuality and

love.

Discussions about the resolution of individual objects in shared domestic space
reveal that houses are predominantly decorated by women pigditts with

possessions they owned prior to moving in with their partners. The possessions
they acquired, such as linen, dishware and kitchen appliances, were typically

I OO0dzydzf F SR Ay LINBLI NI GAZ2Y FT2N) 6KS WAYSQ

214



and become homemaker?’ Kylie, for example, explains that the house she

shares with her husband Luke is mainly decorated with objects she purchased

when she was younger, prior to their relationship. Here, she reflects on the point

AY KSNJI tAFTS gKSyYy &KS ehnld gbdy, Boménaiing &S & G SR ¢

domesticity:

Kylie: About thetime you started getting interested in Briscoes
pamphlet®s A G Qa {AYyR 2F fA1S W2K GKIGQ
2yS RIFI2Q WONBFSNNAY3A (2 LINRRdzOG& Ay
always that kind of mentalityf, like | was quite young in
my 20s, like my sister got married when | was quite young,
a2 L KFER GKS YSyidlrftade GKIFIG LQff o
Y& 24y K2dzaS IyR L gAff ySSR GKAA |
of that collecting thing, like things for ywo home (joint
interview 19 May 2008).

Idal

la | e2dzy3d ¢2Ylys YetAS laadzySR GKFG &Kk
heterosexual life/love path of marriage, home and family. Becoming interested

Ay (GKS . NRaoO2Sa LI YodkI SG lagardpgydb&iigdoR || WwWO?2
the time that she, like her sister, would need homeware items to fulfil her role as
homemaker. In the end, the preurchasing of household goods worked in her,

YR KSNJ Kdzaol YRQAX FlF @2dzNJ 6SOFdza§ [ dzl S ¢
[have any household goods]. He had like a box ... he just moved in with his

Ot 20 KS&a¢ oYetASY 22Ayl0 AYyUSNWDASG mop al @
uncommon. Indeed, pattern emerged whereby men seemed to contribute little

by way of householdoods to the initial material constitution of home. Scott, for

% The tradition of young women acquiring homeware goods in preparation of marriage and

homem 1 Ay3 KIF & | 2y PR EKQSS (22NNEBIK S¢ KYS2 N 2Q088YY.2y f &  dzi
Zealand aR ! dzA G N} f A X WDt 2NE . 2 EQ khat yoliry idn@h drd & +  OK
given, usually by their mothers, for the storage of household items.CitferdEnglishDictionary

(2010)explains that the Hope or Glory Box is a chesbax in which ayoung woman collects

articlesfor a home of her owrand in the event of marriage.

S
S

1% Briscoes is a chain of homeware outlets in New Zealand. They offer a range of household

goods including: bedroom and bathroom accessories; indoor and outdoor furniture; home
furnishing such as curtains; home appliances and dishware at a range of Brisesesregularly
deliver pamphlets in the malistingtheir special offerswyww.briscoes.co.nz
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SEI YLX S5 LRAyida 2dzi GKFEd KS 2yfeé KIR ay.
26y aYdzOK addzFF¥é o022Ayd AYOGSNBASSG nm ! LN
KFra afz20a 27F (XS¥HEAE KIKAS avil YWS TFKMMRIEAE ¢
April 2008). Likewise, Angie explains that the house she owns with Cooper is
decorated mainly with objects she owned prior to their relationship. Below, she

attributes this particular home decorating practice gendered differences and

0KS Wyl ddzNIF £ Q K2YSYI1Ay3a NRfSa [yR &adzwmaS

Angie: | probably care more where things go and | like things
Y2NB GKIFYy @/ 22LISNB R2Sao w/ 22 LISNB
GKAYy3a odd oSOl gzth&e tHndmdsdor R2y QU dza d:
ornaments or stuff like that, apart from books, or those
things ... | guess, so most things ... are my things that | had
when | came into [the relationship] (first interview 30 April
2008).

[ATT @ IyR %ySQad K2dz&aSe AaiidK apAalRISONT (IS
their couple interview, they reflect on the process of combining their individual

goods when they purchased their first home:

Lizzy: Most of [the household items are] mine. Zane sort of
thinks that | just put his things imoxes in the shed
(laughter) and | just found out this afternoon [that this]
was a bit of an issue. You can bring out whatever you want

[speaking to Zane].

Zane: | don't really have much stuff. | put my hackie $8tkp on
0KS aKStT | yRarymo#eSYsukhaw@A y 23 (KSNB

Lizzy: (//) But a lot of the things [in here] when you look around,
F f20 2F GKS FTdaNYyAGdzZNBQa YAyYySo

101 A hacky sack or footbagc is a small material ball usually filled with plastic beads or sand that

is used in a game which requires players to keep the hacky sack off the ground by any means
necessary without using their hands.
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Zane: LiQa Iff &2dz2NB o0dzi O0kkO

Lizzy: OkKUO .dzi Ad Aa 2daNB y26 |{AYR 2F (K,
that much stuff [before we moveditogether] because

you were pretty transient.

Zane: It doesn't really worry me too much, like to have my stuff
out. | don't really have things so | mean if Lizzy likes to put
2dzi addzF¥ GKSyYy GKFGUa FAYySe [A1S:E |
my family overth&l 3% o6dzi L RARY QG Llzd AdG 2dzi
{2 L GKAY]l AdQa Y2NB ¢oKIFIGSOSNI aKS R

Lizzy: .dzi A0 A& y20 060SOFdzaS LQY ad2YLRAy3
in your place, it is just because | like doing things like that
(joint interview 22 April 2008).

Domosh and Seager (2001 1) make the point that the association of home and
femininity is not an abstract concept but instead impacts on the structuring of
a20ASGe& YR aLl OS Ay OSNE NBIf gleay ag:
from their domestic lifeK 'y R2 YSy ®é¢ al yag@gStid o6uwnnpov 3
furnishing and decorating is a particularly important homemaking activity for

women because it is one of the key ways they are able to make a mark on the
surrounding environment. Homemaking is a paricNX & A YLI2 NI I yd LI NI
gendered subjectivity. Lizzy manages the material space of their home, which she

says gives her a great deal of personal pleasure and enjoyment. Within a culture

of companionate love and coupledom, however, it is generallyeeted that

homemaking will be a joint venture where both partners (appear to) have an

equal stake in the material constitution of domestic space. This means that Lizzy

is torn between acknowledging the power she has over the material
arrangement of theihouse and portraying homemaking as a collaborative effort

grounded in love. From the above conversation, it seems that Zane is excluded

from having a say in how the room is organised. Yet, he is not completely absent

from the space. Even though Lizzy rems his personal possessions, in this

AyadadlryoS GKS KIFOl1@& alrolz FNRY GKS f2dzy3S
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photographs. It seems that for Lizzy, family photographs, which embody notions
about home as a loving familial space, fit more closath her ideals of home

than a hacky sack does.

In our followup interview, Lizzy and | talk about the relationship between
domestic objects and relationship consolidation. The conversation is sparked by
a photograph she took that shows their individuakttary education degrees

sitting sideby-side on the mantel piece in their lounge (figure 30).

Figure30: Photo taken by Lizzy of their tertiary education degrees above their fire place

Lizzy explains that theeason she took the photo is to demonstrate that she
thinks, as a couple, it is important to celebrate their individual achievements.

Importantly, it was Lizzy that decided to display their degrees in this way.
CareyAnn: Who decided to put them on the nméel piece?

Lizzy: aS® LQY tA1S GKIFIG ddd YR a2 L 3N
@8SIFNJ FyR L 2dzzad RAR GKSY 020K oFN
degree] at the same time and [Zane] really appreciated it.

Hereally, reallyf LILINBOAF GSR AdG=X FyR ftA1S L R
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that big of a deal, but he got quite emotional about it
because he had never really celebrated it (foHop
interview 05 June 2008).

This example points to the close association between household goods, love and
heterosexual relationship consolidation. &ih individual degrees represent

individual selves but also materialise their subjectivity as a couple. Lizzy and

Bl ySQa &aKIFINBR adzoa2SOGA@AGE Aad FdzZNOIKSNI YI
couple that sits between their individual degrees. Phototpsaare indeed a

significant material consolidator of ho®sed subjectivities (Gormavurray

20064a; 2008a; Rose 2003; 2004; 2010).

W/ 2dzLJX S LIK2G23INI LIK&AQ

L dz&aS (GKS GSNY wO2dzL) S LIK2023INFLKEAQ (2
heterosexual couples haven itheir house; the photographs displayed on
YFYyiStLASOSa: FTNARISE FyR ¢xa (KFd akKz2g
OdzZRRf Ay3as (1AadaAiayda 2N K2f RAy3d KIyRao Y/ 2d
FYR YSIEyAy3a (22GUTYAVIAE & LILKRAIR 4 @t Y2ahG | €
FLYAf®@ YSYOSNRB |0 fSAad2NBE owz2aS wnnn pp
in favour of images of affective family unity showing nothing of family tension or

O2y Tt A00G¢é 6w2a8S HAnno cO@®QLWI NBf SERIBER® SRS
labour, chores or disturbances and they usually signify an important
heterosexual event such as engagement parties and weddings. In these
AyaildlyoSas wO2dzL) S LIK2:G23INIF LIK&Q NBLINE R dz

about home as a spaf heterosexual love.

alye 62YSy &KINBR ad2NASa 6AGK YS | 62dzd

represent. The relationship between women, photographs and domesticity is

192 The majority of the ferimist literature on women, domesticity and photography focuses on

WFIYAfR@Q LIK2G23INILKADP w2asS ounno co0 y2iSa GGKFG a
fAYAUSR dzyRSNRGIFYRAY3 2F R2YSaGAO &L OShes KA OK O2
YE22NAGE 2F LI NIAOALI yGaA Ay (GKA&A NBaSIFNOK AG gl &
FyR 080Fdzas y2ys 2F GKS O2dX &4 KER OKAf RNBY (K
LIK2G23INI LIKAQD 2 KSYy WTFYAf @ dnk 2 ivasanQelatod Fheiry Sy G A2y S
parental families (mother, father and siblings).
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wellSa2G1F 0t AAKSR® w2aS 6uwnno yo FNBdJZSayY ai
underta] S GKA& Tl YAf& w2N O2dzLJ) S8 LIK2 {42 3NI LI
al RAILYy omddppv> w2aS ownno yu a&adza3sSada
LIK2G$23INFLIKa gAGKAY GKS K2YS A& LINI 27
R2YSAGAO 2NRSNIEé ¢beirhd caSeSrNdiylrdsaafcle Sedie®ab Y SR
62YSYy aLkR1S lo2dzi GKS AYLERNIFYyOSo 2F RAA|
materially represent their love and shared subjectivities within the dwelling.

¢tKSNBE Kla o06S8SSy ftAGGtS 62N] SKAOK SELIX

photography and home in the context of couple relationsHips.

Rose (2003) argues that photographs are more than simply texts. Instead, she

SELX FAya LK2023INILIK& I NB 202806G4a FyR &l NJ
2003 7). Rose (2003) suggests wisatone with photog, how they are arranged,

displayed and viewed is key to understanding the production of home space.

Here, Melissa talks about the photographs she has arranged on the top of the

television in their lounge:

Melissa: | think that area pointing to the photos on the top of their
television] with all the photos of our families and our
friends [is important] and that to me is what our
NEBfFGA2YAaKALI A4 | 02dzi® LGQ&A& | 0 2dzi
other stuff, all our family [members] ... keally like the
photos around the house [and they] mean more to me
about our relationship and who we are than anything else
$SQ@S 320 622Ay0 AYUGSNIASSEG wmy ! LINAf

Rose (2003) notes the arrangement of family photographs into groups articulates
familial relationships which are stretched across, and sustained over, time and
space. For Melissa, it is the arrangement of their photos on top of their television
which most accurately symbolises their relationshifs Young (2005b 156)

suggests:

193 Although see GormaMurray (20089 2y f Sa oAty O2 dzLX S& @Qndtedi® 2 F LIK2 (
(2009 on lesbhian parents and photography.
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home is an armagement of things in this space, according to the life
habits of those who dwell in it ... homemaking [is] the activities of
endowing things with living meaning, arranging them in space in
order materially to facilitate the projects of those to whom they

belong, and activities of preserving these thing, along with their
meaning.

¢tKS O2YoAyl A2y 2F aSftAraalQa YR tSiSND
GKSANI 26y WO2dzLJX S LIK2G23INF LIKaAaQ NBLINBASY
identifies asa n 2 add\ explains that her conception of home extends beyond her

current house and her relationship with Peter to include friends, whanau and her

marae!® Johnston and Longhurst (2010 18) explain tha in 2 Mdet G dzNB  a G K SN
is an emphasis on the collective athis, the family and community rather than

2y UGUKS AYRAGARdZ t ®¢ aStraalQada O2yOSLIiAz2
extending beyond her and Peter as a couple and beyond the boundaries of their

dwelling contrasts with many of the New Zealah® NJ/ t esfjoSd&nts, fadJ

whom home seemed to be very much contained within the dwelling and related

G2 GKSY a4 AYRAQGARdZ & GAGKAY | NEf I {7
arrangement, however, extends their home and relationship to include other

family members indifferent times and spaces beyond the dwelling. In this

context, photographs demonstrate one of the ways that domestic space and

family ties extend beyond the dwelling to include other people and places (Blunt

and Dowling 2006).

Like Melissa and Peter, Ky I yR [ dz1 SQa (St S@AaAz2y | Ol
their favourite photos (figure 31)n our followup interview, Kylie talks about

the importance of displaying and arranging photographs at home. She says:

Kylie: That [arrangement on the TV] is a coumfour random
GSRRAY3 LK2G2& |yR GKFGQa 2dz2NJ Sy3l
trip to Melbourne and stuff and | guess that is just kind of
0KS K2YS aSitdAy3a a ¢Sttt FyR A0Qa f

your pictures and framed things that you like and people

WalrNI S A R
u

a R a0 KENRIYHAA (LA 2-YOSE aom2SNS\R HnaAam n
YIGSNRI € aAi

S
YR Odzf GdzNF € aedyvyo2ta 2F GNROFE 3INI
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can come @SNJ FyR &4SS GKSY |yR L 3dzsSaa
SELINBaarzysr L 3JdzSaa AdGQa |y SELNBa

memories that you would like to keep and stuff (follap

interview 15 August 2008).

Figure31: Photo takenby Kylie of their television which acts as a stand for some of their favourite photos

Wedding photos are referred to by some participants as particularly important

material representations of their relationship® Wedding photos, perhaps

Y2NB (KFy Fyeé 20KSNJ 1AyR 2F w02dz2L) S L
heterosexual loveW2 Ky 4G 2y oOoHnnc M@pHUL AwekdBaday a2
transparent window into social structures, they may be, howevswwerful

markers & | 02 dzLJX SQ& Wy 2NNIf Al &0 LILINERINNK IATSC
3SYRSNBR &4dz2o2SOiABAGASadPE ¢KS &lFYS Oly
They O LJG dzNBJIdzai KEO GLISNF 2NX I+ yOS LI NIé LIASOS
(Johnston 2006 192).

% Of the 14 couples who participated, five are married.
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Wedding photography reabeen explored in relation to romanticised notions of
heterosexual love particularly in the context of destination weddings (Ching Chan

and Simin 2007; Otnes and Pleck 2003). Yet, scholars have been slow to account

for wedding photography in the contextf tneterosexuality and homemaking. |

am interested in the performative nature of wedding photography; what they
WaleQ |o2daZi KSGSNRaSEda tAlGer t20S |yR K
wedding photos; how they are arranged, displayed and viewed at hagredter

the ceremony (see also Rose 2003; 20thes and Pleck (2003 16) point to the

link between women, wedding photos and home, suggesting:

Women not only shape and mold their identities in part by retaining
and reliving special memories, but alsiecorate their homes as
shrines to weddings and kin relations. Wedding photographs,
originally intended to prove status and formality, have become ways
for a couple to encapsulate and enshrine their romantic feelings for
each other, preserving the magicrfall time.

For Kylie, the act of looking at their wedding photographs is particularly
important. Kylie makes a point of looking at their wedding photos and takes

pleasure in doing so. She explains:

Kylie: For me | really like [to look at] our wedding pgoi X f A 1 S
not all the time, not obsessive or anything but every now
and again | will get, um, our wedding photos and just flick
through them and have a look at the album and stuff like
that and | think that is something important for me to have

(joint interview 19 May 2008).

It is important for Kylie to be able to look over their wedding album and to
reflect on and remember their wedding d&fa 2 SRRAY 38 LIK2{2a 02
the bride and groom with tangible evidence that they had their day to shine as
the stars of their social network and provide them with a means of reviving their

0StAST Ay WKIFLILAEE SOSNIKyligidicardlideo poinh Gy Sa |

1% 1t is also interesting to note that Kylie sent their wedding plsotn to a prominent New

Zealand bridal magazine. They were accepted and subsequently included as a special feature.
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out, however, that she does not spend too much time looking attlggimt A { S y 2 U
Fff GKS GAYSY y20 20aSaairgsS 2N FyeldKAy3Iod
study the large number of photographs they took of their family was acoof
embarrassment. Many joked about their compulsion to take photographs as a
G1IAYR 2F LI GK2f238¢ ow2asS wnnn ppnouod Yef
way. She does not want to seem as though she is fixated on, or obsessed with,

their wedding phots. Nonetheless, it is impossible to deny the importance of

their wedding photos to her gendered subjectivity and conception of self. For

Kylie, their wedding photos are imbued with, and represent, numerous
significant emotions and eventstheir love for ech other, the time and effort

(mainly she) put in to organising the wedding, the coming together of their two
FIEYAEASEAE YR GKSANI NBfAIA2 dznatudaksé A STa @
KSGSNR&ASEdzZ fAGe o6& OF LWdz2NAy 3 K Sy RLIS NJF 2
Wyl GdzNI £ Q aLlSod 2F f20So

Angie also reflects upon the reason she took photos of their wedding

photographs. Figure 32 is a photo of their wedding album and guest book, which
are usually stored away in a chest but were brought out and arranged to be
photographed for this research, and figure 33 is a photo of her favourite wedding

photo. She explains:

(0p))
pull
P

Angie: LOQ@S 20@0A2dzate t221SR i wiKS g
[Cooper] haglaughter) | sit there studying it.

CareyAnn: Did you two put [the album] togther, or was it the
photographer that did it?

Angie: No | did it. Like | pretty much sort of did it and choose all
the photos and then asked Cooper is there, was [there]
lyed 2ySa KS gl yiSR wi2 AyOfdzZRS6z 2N
and things like thatand KSy KS KSftLISR gAGK GKS |
and | spent heaps of time on it, but | am really glad, like |
am really glad with the way that it came out (follayp
interview 19 June 2008).
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Figure32: Photo taken by Angie of theiwedding album

Figure33: Photo take by Angie of her favourite wedding photo
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Again, the strong association between femininity and wedding photos is evident.

Although Cooper contributed to compiling the wedding album, it was Angie who

invested the time and energy choosing, organising and arranging, and eventually

looking atthephc2 a ® ! y3AS 3I2Sa 2y G2 GFft1 Fo2dzi |
GSRRAY3IE GKAOK y2¢g Kry3aa 020S GKSAN o0SR
YR &@SIFK L 2dzad sl yaiSR G2 GF1S I LK2(G2
wedding day and it means a lot toS¢ ¢ T ifitén2ew 19 June 2008). The

love Angie feels for Cooper extends to the photo in which they are captured
performing love in an institutionalised and naturalised way. These accounts

resonate with much of the feminist literature on women andopbgraphy. They

continue to show that photographs, and in this case, wedding photographs, are

important signifiers of heterosexual love, coupledom and home.

Thus far it has been argued thatagicipants, particularly women, use

photographs as a way of nexally representing and performing love,

cohabitation and the merging of two lives. For Donna and Mark, howeves,

these very heteronormative statements that they attempt to hide. As explained

earlier, Donna and Mark have chosen to reveal their retethip to only family

and close friends. | asked Donna about the kinds of home management

AUGNI 0S3IASE GKSée SyLi2é G2 RAaaRdRAES GKSA
GKAYy3 ¢g2dzZ R 0SS y20 KIFEGAy3 lye LK2dG2a Ay
October 2008). Johnston and Valentine (1995) have similar findings in relation to

f Sa0AlLyaQ SELISNASyOSa 2F K2YSo ¢KSe y2aGS$8
the performance of their home and disguise their sexual subjectivity and lesbian
relationships. ForJoy a2y YR Il fSyidAySQa omdppy LI
home, particularly living and dining rooms, were most often modified to

I O02YY2RIGS (GKS LINBaSyOS 2F GAaAlz2NARA® L
WJdzo £ AOQ | NBlFa 27F K2 Y StheiKrelgiénshp.9&lKkingY 2 RA F A ¢
I NBdzyR 52yyl |yR alNJQad YIAYy fABAYy3 | NBI
YFEGSNRAEFE YIENJSNBR 2F al Nl Qa 3ISYRSNBR | yR
YSyQa akKz2Sa d GKS FNRByYyG R22NX®» byt 27F &
KSNESET 2N gA0K FTNASYRa IyR FlYAfed ¢CKAA
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the main areas of the house, so too is their relationship. The one room in their
house where their subjectivity as a couple can be clearly identified is the study
becaue it is where they have combined some of their individual possessions,

including photographs.

In addition to using household goods to materialise love and shared
subjectivities, some participants use their material belongings as a way of

maintaining a sese of individuality within shared domestic space.

Material markers of individual embodiment

As mentioned earlier, dominant discourses of love and home instruct couples to

minimise difference and individuality in favour of sameness and collectivity.

Cultural norms governing intimate relationships often encourage couples to

Gadz adzyS RATTSNBY Ofutdayi 2006 1288Hbwever, fay TS LINR 2
participants stress the importance of maintaining a sense of self within a
cohabitating relationshipMarie, for instance, explains that at the start of her
NEBfFiA2yaKALI gA0K t | dAf &aKS g1 & aaol NBR¢
KIra 0SSy RSGSNNAYSR y20 (G2 AARSYy(GATeEéE K¢
interview 17 April 2008)0One of the nain ways participants uphold an individual

sense of self within their relationships is by keeping some of their individual
possessions separate and distinct. Young (2005b 157, emphasis in original)
considers the relationship between domestic material obtgeand individual

subjectivity in the context of shared domestic space, suggesting:

When dwelling space is shared, home is the space in which we dwell
with the things that areours The shared space and the shared things
give us material support for livintpgether. Even where space is
shared, however, there is often a distinction between my things and
our things, and each person often has spaces of his or her own for
keeping the things that are hers and engaging in activities that are
hers or his.

GormanMurray (2006a) similarly notes that home provisions, such as
maintaining individual objects and spaces, can ensure the-beatly of couple

relationships. It is important to note, then, that although combining personalised

227



domestic objects is often seen asway of materialising love and cementing
shared subjectivities at home, it is simultaneously understood as a way of

forming and fostering individual subjectivities.

Rebecca and Tim have been in a relationship for just over one year. They are

both universty students and flat together in a house which they share with three

other people. When they first moved in together they, for the wading of their

relationship, made a joint decision to have their own bedrooms, as opposed to

sharing one. Rebecca andnTuse their respective bedrooms as personal spaces

where they are able to house their personal possessions. This is because their
NEflGA2yAaKALI Ad aadAaff ljdzAdS &2dzy3¢ owSo.
because they think it is important fahem to have a space in which to retain

their gendered and individual selves within the context of a cohabiting
NEflGA2yaKALID® wSoSOOF RSaONROSa KSNESE T
LA OGdzNBE 2F KSNJ 6 SRNR 2 Y4 4AIKY¥ Ridigiilecied ia o NS f

the arrangement of domestic objects in their respective bedrooms.

Rebecca: L Q@S 320 RIy3Ate odzidSNFfte OGKAy3Ia |y

all over my walls and just heaps of pink everywhere.

CareyAnn: ! YR | NB &A aeK2QdzN] liklb picaitiis AaSda that

everywhere?

Tim: Yeah, like Marilyn Manson posters all over the walls and

clothes all over the floor (joint interview 09 April 2008).

Rebecca and Tim perform hypleminised and hypemasculinised’
subjectivities and these genderedtrébutes are materially embodied in their
individual bedrooms. Gormaklurray (2006a) suggests that the creation of
separate spaces for cohabitating heterosexual couples is different from that of

gay and lesbian couples. He makes the point that the pamtitif domestic space

107 Although it could also be argued that Marilyn Manson is gender transgressive. He frequently

wears heavy makep, but in a way that createan aggressive and owdne-top persona, and it
could be argued that his name is a parody of Marilyn Munroe.
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for heterosexual couples is gendered and largely based around domestic labour,
whereas the gay and lesbian couples in his research maintained separate
0OSRNR2Ya GKAONSANBNBt 6§ 3IBYRSKRRYOSNYSR LINAY
g2 NJ) drmagaDdzNNI & Hnncl wMcnod® wSoSOO0OF |yR ¢A
differ from heteronormative notions of home. Their separate bedrooms are
genderspecific and are designed as a space for individual retreat and growth as

opposed to domestic labour. Rebeccain6 & G KIF G GKSe& KI @S aig?
atetSaé¢ o622Ayld AYGSNIBASSG nd ! LINARE wHAanyo
hence beneficial for their relationship, to have their own bedrooms. Their
homemaking practices unsettle dominant assumptions about leestexual love

and home which posit men and women as complementary opposites. They resist

heteronormative homemaking practices.

Figure34: Photo taken by Rebecca of her bedroom

For some of the couples in this resear@) and DVD collections are particularly
important material markers of individuality. Several couples talk about their
different tastes in music and explain the significance of retaining a sense of
autonomy through domestic material objects. Here, Kimbedflects on the

symbolism inherent in their individual CD racks:
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Kimberly: There are two CD rack$a@ghter). And we both sort of
came into the relationship with them, really aye? [talking
to Scott]. And there is no real reason why we should have
two CDNJ O1 & YR 6K@& 2dzNJ /5a akKz2dzZ RyQi
they are a bit kind of symbolic of these, we have a bit of
living as two kind of separate people trying to find a way to
come together, aye? [talking to Scott] (joint interview 01
April 2008).

Scott and Kimeérly talk about their relationship as an @oing negotiation

GKSNE G(GKS& FINB O2yliAydz2dzateée aNdHzmoAy3d | 3l
RANBSOGA2YyAa YR o601 G23SGKSNIFIFLAYE OYAY
negotiation is materially aitulated in their home. Their individual CD racks

symbolise their ongoing attempts at retaining separate subjectivities whilst
simultaneously trying to consolidate their relationship and subjectivity as a

couple!®®

Donna also talks about the meanings imbdue the CD rack in her house. During

our first interview, Donna and | walked around their lounge and she showed me

which objects belong to her and which belong to Mark. Our discussion centred

mainly on their CD and DVD collections. They have hundredB®f@a@d DVDs

and their CD rack contains both of their music tastes. Importantly, however, their
NBaLISOGADS /54 IINB ai2NBR aSLINraGaSteT 52
alNJQa IINB i GKS 20KSN® | SNBz 52yyl SEL

manner:
Donna: Part of the reason | think [our CD collections are] still
separate is like [common] sense in a way. Like if something
happens [to our relationship], like we are not at that
committed phase where we are really going to merge our
things like that (first interview 17 October 2008).
Ly OKIFLIGSNI 12 L 2FFSNI I RSO Af §dng Rlatiandtiga A 2y | 6

negotiations.
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Thompson (2007) explores meanings of home in the wake of heterosexual
relationship breakdown. She reflects on the emotions experienced during the

collapse of a relationship and suggests that the demise of a relatjpristuften

mirrored in the physical environment. At this point in their relationship, Donna

GASsa AG A AYLINI OGAOKE G2 O2Y0AYS GKSAN
Fd GKFEG O2YYAOGUGUSR LKIFaSeoeé {KS GKAyla (K
colledions and decided, for whatever reason, to separate, the breakdown of

their relationship would be most obviously materialised in the division of their

CDs.

Donna, and many other respondents, draw attention to the importance of
material objects in the prodttion of shared home space and subjectivity

construction. In the next section, | look further at these processes and extend
current theorisations by exploring the links between household goods and the

narration of heterosexuality as a sexual subjectivity.

Material markers of embodied heterosexuality

While participants find it easy to talk about objects which symbolise their love
relationships, they have difficulty pioointing objects which narrate
heterosexuality as a sexual subjectivity. Indeed, they antar problems
articulating heterosexuality, fulitop. Johnston (2003) also found this in her

study on gay pride parades where she used questionnaires, which were
distributed to people watching the parade on the roadside, to examine the ways

in which prige parades are constructed as tourist events. Johnston (2003) reports

that many respondents who identified as heterosexual misspelt the word
WKSGSNRASEdzZF £t Q NRAGAY3T SAGKSNI Wi SGNRQ 2N
F2NJ GKA& YA ailefoSexualsi airanat el asied ¥ thinkaBaut
0KSANJ aSEdzZ t Al adraS GKSANI aSEdzZ tAles
2003 135). Valentine (1996 149) similarly argues:

whilst sexual dissidents are constantly aware of the performative
nature of identities and spaces, heterosexuals are often completely
oblivious to this because they rarely have to be conscious of, or
examine their own performativity.
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Prior to participating in m research, most participants had never been asked to

think about or examine their heterosexuality and how it is performed and
materialised in the spaces and objects within their houses. In this study, most
references to heterosexuality as a sexual sulwegt are implicit rather than

explicit. Several respondents question the definition of heterosexuality, with

most understanding it as sexual desire and attraction for someone of the

opposite sex, as opposed to a sexual subjectivity or social institutigire, for

SEIYLX S | al1ay airia wKSGSNRPASEda tAGEB 2¢
0KSNEF2NE @&2dz FNB (KIG 060SOldzasS @2dzOQNB Ay
19 May 2008). Similar to other feminist scholars (Richardson 2000; Rol@hson

al., 2004; VanEvery 1996), | take heterosexuality to be an institution as well as a

4 SEdzl f adzo2SOGA@GAGE YR Fa AyiSNO2yySoOG:
inability to express heterosexuality as a sexual subjectivity is indicative of wider

societal attiudes which continue to assume heterosexual relations as normative

YR Wyl GdzNIfQ yR GKSNBT2NE e6t&lg297R (GKS y

2) have similar findings and suggest that:

heterosexualityper seAa ol NBf& WNBIfAASRQ Ay (K!:
accounts. It is what interviewees are tellingalsout ¢ but without it

being foregrounded, as either a concept or an identity. In that power

inheres in heterosexuality, these stories therefore contribute

politically mediated understandings of what it means to be

heterosexual.

It has been argued that the pervasiveness of heterosexuality is such that it is
everywhere and nowhere (Binnie 200Heterosexual material markers of sexual

subjectivity are not placeles They are, however, so normative, mundane and
takenfor-granted that they often go unnoticed in the context of daily life. They

form the background of domestic heterosexual life (Ahmed 2006). Lizzy, for
SEFYLX S5 SELX FTAYAY 6G68dKI R2y8BSNIEANB I WKE (i
K2dzaSQ¢ O0FSSRol Ol F2N¥Y wmMc WdzZ & wnnyod Lo
heterosexuality tend not to be hidden away from visitors, as often happens

within gay and lesbian homes (Elwood 2000; Johnston and Valentine 1i#é®p; K

and Hay 1997). Yet, the everyday, domesticated nature of such objects ensures
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0KS8 NBYIAY AYOAEGAOGESD t I NOIAOALI yiGaQ Ayl
their domestic material objects normatively heterosexualises homes and works

to reprodue heterosexuality as an unmarked and invisible category.

One of the ways respondents attempt to conceptualise objects within their home
as possible material reflections of heterosexuality is through gendered norms.

Paul sums this up:

Paul: But if you lookd for [objects through which
heterosexuality can be identified], | think there would be
items and arrangements and things that you could identify

with a certain gender.

CareyAnn: So could you provide an example of the items,

arrangements or anything spéici?

Paul: Well, for instance, all the shoes out there [in the entrance
glheeod ! ff GKS IANIAQ aK2S5a ONBTFSNNR
Aa Fo2dzi (G662 LIANBR 2F Yé aK2Sa I yR
LI ANB 2F al NASQa akKz2Sa o622Ayid AyidSN

Valentne (1996) explains that it is not only through the performance of
heterosexual desire that heterosexual space is produced, but also through the
performance of gendered subjectivities. Repetitive performances of femininity

and masculinity produce assumptiédn I 6 2 dzi WYy 2NX I Q 0SKI QA2
$2YSY |4 K2YS gKAOK O02y3aSkHt 2@SNJ GAYS (2
ASYRSNBR INIGAOdzZ iAz2ya 2F KSGSNRaSEdZ f
Y2N¥Ya 2F FSYAYAYAOGE YR YIaQuathgwnies GKS
several pairs of shoes and for men to own only a few pairs, suggests that this is a

standard materialisation of the gendered specificities of heterosexual homes.

Melissa and Peter also attempt to think through their heterosexual subjectivities
and how they might be materialised in their home. Below, Melissa talks about

the types of items which make their heterosexual relationship visible:
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Melissa:

When people first come in [to the house] it would be the

aK2Sa IyR aildzFFfI ouSudlly daisifle. t S SNDa
t SESNNRA aK2Sa INBE KdaASe® ¢KSy Ye
there or my boots or something like that and then it would

probably be photos or clothing that would be lying around.

[It] might be books and magazines that are lying around as

well, that type of thing (joint interview 18 April 2008).

Again, it is the norms of femininity and masculinity that produce and perform
KSGSNRPaSEdzr t Aléed aStAraal YI{15Sa GKS LRAYI

so when people come to their house theylivmake assumptions about the social

and sexual makep of the housé? Melissa and Peter go on to discuss their

heterosexual subjectivities further by referring to their differing tastes in movies:

Peter:

Melissa:

CareyAnn:

Melissa:

Peter:

Melissa:

Peter:

CareyAnn:

al oS Ffaz2 Yeé 5+x5a (22zxarep2YS 27

a
FOlA2y 2ySa R2gy (GKSNB GKFG 3IANI

know.

Yeah, actually that whole DVD rack is probably quite a

good example of feminine versus masculine.
Are [the DVDs] actually [separated]?

Oh we tried ... but tk DVDs are all mixed up now.
[I have] more comedy ones.

He has action and comedy, and then | have obviously all

my kind of romantic comedy type stuff in there as well.

Yeah, | only like comedy and action kind of movies, like

funny novies.

Dirty Dancingompared toBorat?

109

Interestingly, a common piece of ahOS F2NJ 62YSy ¢gK2 tAQS | t2yS

shoes outside the front door to give the impression that a man is in residence, which will then
hopefully, reduce the risk of intruders.
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Melissa:  That is such a contraska(ighter (joint interview 18 April

2008).

Melissa and Peter suggest that men tend to like action and comedic genres while

women typically like romantic comedieBominant constructions of masculinity

YR FSYAYAYAGE IINB YIFGSNAIfte SYO2RASR A
genres and reflect conventional heterosexual norms. These performative aspects

of gendered subjectivity discursively produce and spatiallyatemalise

heterosexual bodies and relationships in home. However, this is not in a way that

IS necessarily explicit. Instead, heterosexuality is implied through the
combination of gendered norms and differences. Their heterosexual identifying

objects arean effect of the repetition of gendered norms and therefore form the

background for their domestic life.

Everyday household objects and possessions such as movies, magazines,
clothing, shoes and personal grooming and/or hygiene products are most
commonly eferred to as material indicators of heterosexual bodies,
subjectivities and relationships. These objects are deemed to most clearly signal

the embodied presence of a man and a woman living togettfe€rucially, it is

the arrangement of their personal itesn together which materialises
heterosexual relationships. Rose sums this up when she explains that it is a
combination of certain gendered possessions in certain domestic spaces which
materialises her heterosexual relationship with Joseph. Here, she uses t
SEFYLX S 2F WKA & Ghy-sidg R thebEvBifiQureNBb) to2lidtliss 4 A R S

symbols of domesticated heterosexual coupledom:

Rose: We bought that [razor holder] specifically to fit to the wall
a2 ¢S 02dzZ R KI @S GKS déthimgs ONI T 2 NBR 6 |
| look at when | am in the shower because it is right there

ateyet $OSt YR AlGaE FféleacX L 1y26 A

19 There are obvious problems with this essentialised concdis@ai#on, particularly in relation

to the underlying heteronormative assumptions about the sesgaual makeip of homes. This
dzy RSNEGFYRAY3 | dadzySa wO2dzL) SR2YQ YR A3JIy2NBa 20r¢
which | discuss further in chagt7.
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boy/girl ¢ and they are the exact same brand as well,

GKAOK ¢S (K2dAKGI W2K 221 G dzaz 68
[Joseph] alwayssed to buy that brand and | used to buy a

different brand [of razor] and then he would rave about

how good his brand was and so then we ended up doing

the same thing, so | think it shows how influenced we are

by each other (followup interview 28 May 208).

Rose makes the point that their razors are coded as feminine and masculine.
w2adS50Qa NIT2NJ A& LAY]l YR Aa O2yiG2daNBR
W2aSLIKQa NI¥YT 2N KIFa aidNrA3IKdG fAySa FyR A
colouring. Their razorgare explicitly gendered and are storddgether in a
ALISOAlLffe RSAAIYSR WKAAQ YR WKSNEQ K2f R

Figure35: Photo by Rose of their razors in the shower
LG A& dzaS¥dA G2 (GKAY] Fo2dzi GKA& &LISOAT
(2001) study on men bodies and bathrooms in mind. Longhurst (2001) draws
attention to the unintended transmission of bodily fluids through personal

hygiene products, such as ms. The men in her study used individual stands for

their razors to create individual space in the bathroom. Longhurst (2001 73)

236



SELX FAyaY d¢KS NIT2N &0l yR&e idadver®ent | g1 & G|
GNF YAFSNNIf 2F GKA & WRNESX 40 [LEKZ2RI®? R @AKYSH N
by-side in the same stand implies that bodily contamination, in the way

described by Longhurst (2001), is not an issue for th&€ms, and the other

examples, show that the reproduction of home space as heterosexual oiccurs

subtle, mundane and repetitive ways. Ordinary household objects, like razors,

shoes, and DVDs, thus often go unnoticed as markers of heterosexual

subjectivity.

In our couple interview, Debbie and Robert refer to a piece of art work as a
domestic objet which suggests that their house is occupied by a heterosexual

O2dzLX S 0O FA 3 dzNBi S OIINIEES2ONIASS Al B&a Y faf LINB G
320 GKS GONIXRAGAZ2YIE YIFES yR FSYILES¢ o622,

Figure36: Photo taken by Debbie of a piece of art

Likewise, Melissa talks about their sngfobe (figure 37) as both important to

their relationship and as a signifier of heterosexuality. She comments on the
heteronormative gendered characteristics of therds in the snowglobe:
GOKSNBEQa 2yS o0AITISNI YR GKSNB Aa 2yS Al
¢KSAaS AYlF3aSa NBLINBaSyid (GKS AYyGSNERSOGAZ2YaA
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Ad | an2NA NBLNBaSyualdAzy 2F | %y |yR
GFy3aFrdiré NRdAKfe@ GNryatridisSa Fa wWiz20S (2
iKS bSs %wSItIYR 6ANRE tn1S8129

Figure37: Photo by Melissa of their snovglobe

In order to understand the significance of thedeNJF OSRQ YR KSUSNER a
K2dzaSK2f R 202S00a AG YlIé& 0SS dzaS¥dzA G2 2
and Hutchings (2007; see also Hutchings and Aspin 2007) argue that the
processes of colonisation, which mapped Christian paradigms of heterdsexua

Y2y 23 Yeé YR Y2NXIGABS 3ISYRSNBR NRfSa Iy
KFgS KFR | LINRF2dzyR AYLI OG0 2y GKS gLeéea A
within contemporary New Zealadd G ¢ KS AYLIR2aAGA2y 2F | O
sexuality has meant that traditional views and understandings af 2 9¢Juality

haved SO2YS o0f dZNNBRX YAAAYUISNIINBISR 2N f 2al
2007 421). Harris (cited in Johnston and Longhurst 2010 16) similarly makes the
LI2 Ay (i (Keé davguageLof ouri &ncestors there was no pronoun
RAAGAYIdAEAKAY T ISYRSNI adzOK | a KS 2N ak
downplayed the importance ch n 2 NA & SEdz-r f RAGSNEAGE | yR

Mt GK2dZAK thn18122 2N {6 YLKSYys Aa Oz2vyvyzyfée Ofl 3
I QhGidzk £ & +FNNAGSR FNRY ! dzadiN}fALF yR SadlofAakKsSR
KIgS GNFRAGAZYLIEf&e 068Sy KStR OFf RAAKYSIDIESNI aazn

colour red symbolises nobility and righteousness (Troup 2009).
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imposed Western heteronormative models of gender am 2 NJA -seXualO A 2
NEBfIdA2yad t SNKI LIEDE 20 6S I3y Ra S5t SA0a0dAl SXBa aLyAC
interpreted as domestic material manifestations of colonialism. Longhurst (2008a

oyno | NBdzZSAY daLYy fAQAYy3 WR26y dzy RSND 2Yy
ethnicity and culture are important categories of subjectivity that cannot be

RA&ASYGly3atSR FNRY 20t NBIA2YyIEZ yIFGA2

While ordinary household objects, and the practices surrounding them, may be
viewed as banal, uninterestinggnd unimportant they are actually significant
homemaking practices which produce heterosexual bodies and home space in
numerous ways. These examples show that, once again, heterosexuality and
domestic spaces are materially constituted through ordinary fices and

performances of home.

Questions about domestic material markers of heterosexuality prompted

participants toexamine their own performativity of sexuality and space and

encouraged some thoughdrovoking discussion. Nevertheless, many

respondentsremainedambivalent about the heteronormativity of home. Some

participants even went as far as to suggest that they do not own any objects or

possessions that are heterosexual. Failing to notice heterosexuality as a form of

sexual subjectivity ensures theontinued naturalisation of heterosexuality. This

unawareness of heterosexuality as a sexual subjectivity parallels other dominant

social identities, such as masculinity, abteliedness and whiteness (Dyer 1997;

Hockeyet al., 2007; Kimmel and Messner 200 These characteristics afford

some participants privilege but often remain unrealised and invisible. Scott, for

example, cannot think how the possessions in his home may represent his sexual

adzo2SO0GAgAGE@d | S SELX | Ay HnMKweéhave dAnyzlinga Ye& |

20SNIfe KSGSNRaSEdzadt odd L R2y Qi oLyl G

L'LINRE HannyOoOd {02G0GQa AylLoAtAGe G2 | NIAO

0S dzy RSNEG22R |da NBAYF2NOAYy3I BKRKSYByzAl dzA

heterosexual embodiment (Binnie 2001 107). Thomas (2004) rightly points out,

however, it is not the pervasiveness of heterosexuality which undermines its

AL GALE AYLISNIYIGADGSD wl GKSNJ ddzoAljdzAidGe Yl &
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dadzo2cSQaytaoeannn tTnod {020GQa y2NXNIGADS
LISNF2NXYIFyOSa 2F KSGSNRpaSEdza tAile yR K2YS

In attempting to materially define their heterosexual subjectivities some
participants draw comparisons between heterosexual and homosédxoiales.

These participants (re)construct the material and imaginative spaces of home as
contingent on dualisms such as masculine/feminine, heterosexual/homosexual,
public/private and mind/body. Homosexuality is hence constructed in binary
opposition to heerosexuality. Homosexual bodies and homes are constructed as

the Other by which heterosexual bodies and homes are distinguished. Indeed,

the Self requires an Other in order to exist (Grosz 1989; Rose 1993). Although

many participants said that they have @& NJ 6 SSy Ay id2 | aK2Y24
(Rose, joint interview 23 April 2008), they try to imagine how their houses would

be different if they were in a homosexual relationship. Scott, for example,

attempts to envisage how he would modify the house to suit Hitre were in a

3Fe NBflIGA2yaKALl odzi Olyy2i GKAYy|l 2F lye
a bedroom, a toilet is a toilet, [and a] bathroom is a bathroom. | could leave the

[toilet] seat up all day. That would be cool. That [having to put the takst

down] is heterosexuallgughtens (joint interview 01 April 2008). Whilst Rose,
LRAYGAY3 G2 aSEdzZ t aidiSNB2GelLISazr adz33asais

homosexual home which make it easy to identify. She explains:

Rose: wL QY8 { NBfA yad in & Romdsexiiay relationship,
like there probably would be a few things that would set
people off and make them think that | was gay. [This is]
because there are a few more defining things [about
homosexuality] that | would be able to think of, dause
they would be stereotyped ... whereas we [heterosexuals]
don't have very many stereotypes apart from the

housewife kind of situation (joint interview 23 April 2008).

Rose suggests that performances of gay domesticity are easier to identify than

heterosexual performances. Homosexuality is positioned as the visible marked
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category¢ A U KSNBE IINB | FSg crahdketercs&ialty 8y 3 (KA
deemed to be the invisiBlunmarked category. According to several participants,

art work featuring naked bodies are clear material indicators of homosexuality.

[ AYREFZ F2NJ SEIYLX ST 221Ay3te LRAyGa 2dziy
Iy & O Kjainf thterview 16 April Q08), suggesting gay men decorate their
K2dzaSa Ay (GKA& gl &8d YAYOSNI & dFrfla | o2dzi

of her lesbian and gay friends, noting:

Kimberly:  Our lesbian friends have kind of ceramic naked women
images in their house and our nealgay friends have
ONRYIT S &a0dzZ LIWidzZNBa 2F GKS G2NE2 | yR
if our sexuality is overtly on display, do you? [Speaking to

Scott] (joint interview 01 April 2008).

Donna similarly distinguishes her house and the material possessions amit fr
GKFG 2F KSNJ IFe YR fSaoAly FTNASYRAaY alL
which is probably like both of them do, like Steve has attractive man posters and
Sarah and Jackie had some hot women pictér@sst interview 17 October
2008). Cartesiandualisms underlie much of Western thinking. Western
rationalist thinking deploys a separation between mind and body which affords
supremacy to the mindCertain people have come to be negatively associated
with corporeality*? Sexual dissidents, in particular, are constructed as Other and
are thus aligned with the body. This negative association may account for
LI NI AOALNI yiaQ SELX IylFliA2ya 27T Iy

(0p))
ax
ax

homosexuality and embodiment.

Cresswell (1996) nkas the important point that it is difficult to get people to
recognise normative geographies until they are transgressed. Some participants
221S Fto2dzi WoSAy3a 3AreQ vKSYy (KSe& ARSYGAT

as potential material markers of horsexuality.Angie for example, notices the

112 5ee Longhurst (2001) for a detailed discussion of the Cartesian dualism that renders some

LS2LX S a WiASR (2 GKSANIG2RASHO [ yR GKS AYLX AOL
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heteronormative notions of home:

Angie There are like no overtly sexual objects [in the lounge]. But
flradg yAIKGEZ L ¢6Fa OARSE YV&K I RQEB S
w2y GKS YIyaStLASOSB6QY YR L gl & f7
Y2NB 27F | lamghtad. | §af¢ zhgt 3§ night and
0K2dAaAKIG YKSes YleoS GKFG Aa yzi
(individual interview 30 April 2008).

In recounting this story,Angie highlights the complex politics of sexual
embodiment and space. If the statue of David was in a house occupied by a gay
male couple it may be read as a symbol of sexualised gay masculinity but
because it is in the house of a heterosexual couple, the boadgtisesad assexed

The statue of David, for this couple, is sexually disembodied and instead

represents shared memories of a trip to Europe.

Summary

Homemaking practices at the site of the dwelling have been the focus of this
chapter. | have attempted tonake visible thelinks between discourses of love
and homemaking practicedy focusing on thematerial, tangible and visible
articulations of heterosexual love within and to the dwellinthe examples
discussed in this chapter speak to the various wayséamd the processes of

subjectivity construction operate in everyday life.

Issues of privacy and the negotiation of domestic space between cohabitating
couples were discussed first. Thereititel geographical work which explores the
ways in which privacis negotiated between cohabitating couples. | sought to
expose and examine the contradictions inherent in idealised notions of love and
home which suggest couples do not need privacy in the private sphere.
Dominant norms of heterosexual love and home @mage couples, and women

in particular, to suppress their own need for private space in order to maintain

an appearance of home as a uniformly shared space of Digeussions with
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participants about the negotiated creation of shared domestic space tevea
however, thatgendered divisions of home are strong and ongoing. On the one
hand, men in this research have space for their own personal use and tend to
emphasiseheir need for privacy. Women, on the other hand, do not have space
for their own exclusive use and claim not to need it, except when it comes to
bodily management acts and upholdirgteronormative forms of femininity.
Theyemploy a variety of tacticsush as claiming ownership of the entire house
and engaging in individual activities, to create privagshout compromising

dominant assumptions about heterosexual love and cohabitating coupledom.

In the second section, | focused on a range of domestiviges, such as
watching television, cooking and eating, DIY, and romance, in an attempt to
understand the negotiated and potentially contested nature of heterosexual
shared subjectivity and household formation. | argued that idealised
heteronormative ndions about love, companionate activities and shared
subjectivities underlie joint homemaking practices. On the whole, couples
maintain unequal domestic labour practices through discourses of love. Domestic
labour is viewed by many women participants agractical expression of love.
Underlying the notion of domestic performances of love, however, is the
I dadzYLWiA2y GKIFG R2YSadAO0 t102dz2NJ NBYIlFAyYya
argued thatwomen are faced with competing and conflicting discourses of
heterosexual love and home on a daily basis and that their lived experiences

both subvert and reassert inequitable gender relations within the dwelling.

The final section examined the links between heterosexuality, love and
homemaking through an exploration afomestic material objects. | focused

attention on the ways in which gendered and sexed subjectivity, and power and

LINA @AEf SIS INBE 020K YFOGSNAIfAASR YR YIR
household objects. While there is a growing literature on the dlitetween

domestic material objects and subjectivity construction, much remains to be said

about the role of ordinary household goods in producing heterosexual
relationships, bodies, subjectivities, privilege, power and homes. The women

who participated inthis research are primarily responsible for the material
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constitution of home and gain pleasure from this aspect of homemaking. They

tend to contribute more by way of household goods to the initial mafgeof the

dwelling and also take more of aroleiNNJ Yy IAYy 3 T22REAI &4dz0OK | &
within domestic space. Material belongings are also used as a way of maintaining

a sense of individuality within shared domestic spaCelltural frameworks

encourage coupleso minimise individuality in favour of tlectivity so using
personalised goods, such as CDs, is one way of maintaining an individual sense of

self within dwelling. While material goods are deemed to be tangible
performances and representations of love, they are not considered to be
material marlers of heterosexuality. It was argued that the domesticated, taken
for-granted and mundane nature of (hetero)sexually identifying objects makes
heterosexuality ¢ bodies, subjectivities, power, and privilege WAy A aAo0f SQ
Participants were unable to artitate their sexual subjectivity through their

domestic material objectsvhich works to reproduce heterosexuality as an

unmarked and invisible category.

Ly OKFLIISNI 72 L Y2@S (2 SELX 2NB K2daAaSK2
wider relations of social, duiral, political and economic power beyond the
dwelling. | do so with the aim of dissolving the public and private boundaries that

surround home.

244



CHAPTER 7

Household and beyond

This chapter shows that the household, as a set of social and spatial mslaiso

connected to broader societal structures that exist beyond the physical dwelling.

It aims to dissolve the public and private boundaries that surround home. Blunt

YR 52¢gfAy3 o6Hnnc HTO | NBdZSY aK2YS Aa y
Home is notseparated from public, political worlds but is constituted through

them: the domestic is created through the exiRa2 YSAGA O | yR @AO0S
Imaginaries and materialities of home are connected to and constitutive of
broader social, cultural, political, dreconomic structures. Power is manifested

within, across and beyond the boundaries of home (Mansvelt 2005). In order to
understand the creation of home it is therefore crucial to look at the ways in

which the domestic spaces and subjectivities of hetexos¢ bodies are

produced within and through wider relations of power. In this chapter, then, |

focus on homemaking practices and relationship activities as connected te socio

spatial relations that operate within the household and beyond.

The first half 6 this chapter explores issues of housing tenure. Home ownership

and renting are the dominant forms of housing tenure in New Zealand. Attention

is firstly directed at the link between home ownership and the consolidation of
heterosexual love. | present twin-depth examples which highlight the gendered

power dynamics of home ownership in the context of heterosexual relationships.

| then move to consider the potentially contested and negotiated nature of

WFE L GOGAYIQd CfFUGGAY T Yl néed tolbk managetdS £ | G A 2
between partners and amongst flatmates. The second half of this chapter
considers the role of consumption in relation to heterosexual love and home.
Consumption, in this context, is used to refer to the decisions around, and

acquisiton of, domestic good$® Consumption and the production of social

WWwSAYSNI YR [ S&atAS ounnn myyo RSTAYS wK2YS 0O2vyad
RAGLIE @ 2F Fd2NYyAGdzZNB | yR 20KSNJ R2YS&AGAO0 J22Ra¢ o |
acquisition of household goods in order to demonstrate the links between the household and

relations of powerbeyondthe dwelling. In chapter 6, | discuss#te ways in which household

goods are used and appropriatedthin the dwelling. In structuring my argument in this way | do
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relations within the household are connected to consumption practices and
subjectivity formation in spaces beyond the dwelling, and vice versa. The
practices of consumption work to establi€h? dzLJ S&a Q &adzw 2SO0 A BAGA S
purchased objects, while perhaps needed for the functioning of everyday living,

embody the emotional work invested in joint homemaking decisions. The

practices of household consumption also highlight issues of gengeredr and

control in cohabitating heterosexual relationships.

Housing heterosexuality: housing tenure in New Zealand

Historically, home ownership has been:

connected to class poweg in terms of who was enriched by its
provisions andgained most from itsaccessibility¢ to a particular
gendered order which enshrined the nuclear family through the
social and financial processes of acquiring the home, the moral
connotations of such a residence and the productive domestic labour
conducted within ittJohnson 292 41).

Housing tenure is reflective of, and contributes to, the distribution of power in

Western societies. In ast societies people are required to pay for the physical

structures they live inPatterns in housing tenure, especially the significance of

home ownership, are associated with social divisions and have cultural purchase

in Western capitalist systen{8lunt and Dowling 2006). Blunt and Dowling (2006

ono O2yGSYRY GK2¢g | RgStfAy3a A& LI AR F2N
class, geRSNE WNI OSQ I|yR 20KSNJ a20Alf RAQAA
households and homemakers to wider relations of power. Similarly, housing

tenure shapes power relations within households.

Dowling (1998 474) notes that research into the meanings of homeeoship
KFra 0SSy atz2¢ G2 Gl 1S Ayidz2 I002dzyd GKS ¢
I yR Odzf GdzNIF £ YSFyAy3a 2F F LI FOSde LG A

housing tenure in New Zealand because location and giased characteristics

not intend to portray consumption as fixed to the momentary act of purchase. | agree with Crewe
(2000) that consumption is an onigg process and it extends far beyond the point of purchase.
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shape andnaintain the formation of specific social subjectivities. In other words,

place matters to housing.

In New Zealand there are two main ways of paying for housing: home ownership
and renting'** Perkins and Thorns (1999) suggest that issues surrounding
housig tenure are central to homemaking in New Zealand. Home ownership,
supported by public polidy” and social discourse, remains the dominant form of
housing in New Zealan®upris and Thorn (1998 42) summarise the historical

context of home ownership in New Zealand, explaining:

the Depression brought with it a fear of insecurity that, as time went
on, took on near mythical proportions ... The prime role played by
housing inthe attempt to establish a society protected from the
influences of external events can be analysed as a means of attaining
security. A major response to the insecurity that accompanied the
Depression was that the home became the symbol of continuity,
reliability and constancy: all features of human existence that were
undermined in the Depression. It also became the spatial context in
which the routines of daily life were carried out, as well as a solid
base from which feelings of identities could flourish

la 2dzif AYSR Ay OKIFLIISNI HE 26ySNEKALI Aa

imaginaries of home and has consistently been used as a way to aid in the
ONBlIiGA2Y 2F WY2RStQ OAUGATSya otSNJAya
has been deemed an efftive way of producing socially, culturally and
economically appropriate and productive citizens becaig¢2 & S ¢ 6 dz&8 A y 3

are presumed to be properly capable of making home, of creating a place that is

aSOdzNBX O2YF2NIIo6fS I yRing 0D060B)Y Hohidé 0 .

ownership assumes specific social subjectivities.

14 People rent houses from private landowners, intermediary rental agencies and from a

government advisory corporation: Housing New Zealand Corporatianv(hnz.co.n3.

5 Eor example, KiwiSaver is a state initiated savings scheme which encourages New Zealanders

to save towards their retirement. The voluntary savings scheme, lead by the fifth Labour
Government of New Zealand;ame into fruition in July 2007. KBaver is made up of
government, employer and employee contributions. The main purpose of the KiwiSaver fund is
for retirement savings, however, a one off withdrawal can be requested to assist with the
purchase of first homesvww.kiwisaver.govt.ng
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As well as being presumed to be based around the heterosexual
nuclear family and its associated gender relations, normative notions
of home are dependent on particular classed and ramd
imaginaries. In particular, home in these imaginaries is one that is
white and middle class (Blunt and Dowling 2006 116).

LY bS¢g %SIflyRZ an2NR (Se¢nMershi@thak hodS f Saa
an2NR ol 2dzaAy3 bSég %Sl | WRrlich oh&d2deF).d A2y H.
an2NA FLFOS I NYy3aS 2F 206ail 0tSa Ay GSN¥Ya
Gt 26 AyO2YSs KAIK RSol tS@Staz AylLoAtAde
high mortgage and interest rates and a lack of home ownership irfofmi 2 y ¢
(Housing New Zealand Corporation 2007I18)chapter 2, | explained that during

the 1950s and 1960s, the state attempted to make available housing to a wider
proportion of New Zealanders through the introduction safbsidised loans and

mortgage progammes. Yet, aBurphy and Urlich Cloher (1995 326) explain, the

emphasis on homeownership favoured a white, colonial model of housing:

Whilst pursuing policies that encouraged home ownership based on a

British model (single family dwelling on freehg@tbperty purchased

with a mortgage), the state helped to create a system which was in

YIye glead AYAYAOIf G2 (GKS K2dzZAaAy3 | aLRA
an2NA KI @S GSyRSR G2 0SS SEOfdzRSR FTNRY 1
Zealand. Instead, households deaup of middleOf &> t n{1 SKnX ydzOf §

living in suburban houses dominate images of home.

While ownership remains the dominant and ideal form of housing in New
Zealand many people live in rented accommodation. This living arrangement is
sometimes 1 SNY¥SR WFf I GdAy3IQ FYR A&z AYy &azy
F OOSLIiFoftSd tSNJAYyA | yR ¢ foansliffshousing dbdpd MH

tenure, particularly renting, have been seen as morally acceptable for members

N>

of society who are not yet fully fledgedPeople rent houses for numerous
reasons and flatting takes on a variety of forms. For example, many young New
Zealanders live in rented accommodation after leaving their parental house. This
is often their first experience of living independently of thparents. Renting is

also often seen as a stepping stone for entering the housing market with some
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people living in rented accommodation so they can save money for a deposit on
a house. Of course, not all people have the ability to choose the form ofrigpus
they live in with social disadvantage becoming even more pronounced for those
people renting houses from the state (see also Blunt and Dowling 2808).

this research, no participants were renting accommodation from Housing New
Zealand Corporation, wth is the main state funded housing agency in New
Zealand. Participants who live in rented accommodation therefore exercise a

degree of power and agency in their housing choices.

Gorman Murray (2006a) alludes to the possibility that housing tenure infleen
O2KFoAGIFOGAY3a O2dzL SaQ YFGSNARIFE LINF OGAOSa
between how owneioccupiers and renters in his research perceive the material
significance of domestic space are minor. | agree with his contention that

housing tenure doesiot undermine the importance of domestic spaces and

LINF OGAO0Sa (2 GKS O2yadNHzOiGA2y 2F 02dzL)x S
housing tenure (and sexual subjectivity), is important to the construction and

O2y a2t ARIFGA2Y 2F 02dzL) SaQ NBfl GA2yaKALA®

Home ownership and relationship consolidation

Of the 14 couples involved in this research, four jointly own their hdl/sRising
living costs mean that it is increasingly difficult for young New Zealanders to
purchase their first home. Yet these coupleshovare all in their 20s, are
financially able to sustain regular mortgage repayments. In this sense, they
represent a privileged few. These participamstsess the connection between
ownership and feelings of emotional belongingness. The links between home

ownership and emotional wellbeing have been documented (Chestat., 2008;

Yoy WHancsE +Fo2dai mH LISNDSYyld 2F GKS an2NA L2 Lz | dA
I 2NLIR2 NI A2y d ¢KA&a O2YLI NBa (2 (getal2BoeOSyid 2F GKS

" Kylie and Luke own a house tdiger but do not physically live there. At the time of the couple

interview they were in the process of sorting out a suitable time when they could move in. Lizzy
and Zane own two houses, one is the place where they live and the other is an investment
property. At the time of our couple interview, Sheree and Alex were living in rented
accommodation but were negotiating the purchase of their first house. Two women participants
own the houses that they share with their partners. | discuss their experiencesome
ownership further on in the chapter.
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Searleet al.,2009). The attainment diome ownership, for example, is viewed

as contributing to personal autonomy and ontological security (Dupuis and

Thorns 1998) and is deeed to be as much about emotional and affective

returns as it is about financial investmeht2 dza S& | NB 2062S0Ga GKI
f20S 6A0GK YR 0dzAt R SY2 (A 2al, 200880 (A 2y aK
Participants suggest that the houses tey\ @S Ay FSSt Y2NB tA1S
ikKSe 22AyiGte 26y (GKSY® ! yaAAS SELXIAyaY «a
because our stuff is here ande ownA G0 YR AGQa | yAOS FSS
definitely different after renting for so many years,i Q4 Yy A 0S¢ OFANRG
April 2008). Angie took a photo of their house (figure 38) in order to
demonstrate the extent to which home ownership is linked to her conception of
K2YS> t20S IyR (2 NBf{lIUGA2YAKAL) usditi K / 2 2 LJ
Ad 2dzNJ FTANRG K2dza$S |y Ripiat&viedv 2903ank #008). & G2 3 S

Figure38: Photo taken by Angie of the house she owns with Cooper

The strong sense of connection home owners feel to their hoosssbe due to
the financial safety home ownership can afford (Blunt and Dowling 2006). More
so than that, joint home ownership provides emotional security and stability

(Christieet al.,2008). At a material level, joint home ownership, perhaps more so
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than any other possession, embodies normative notions of heterosexual love and
AAAYATFASE | 22Ay0 ftATS @Sy(idaNBEd® b2i 2yfe
RAALI & 27F ¢ al.f1998 638)obatlit Rido Felprgsents relationship
permanency and stability. In this sense, joint home ownership is an

institutionalised and material expression of heterosexual love.

My own experiences affirm the link between home ownership and relationship
consolidation. Given the financial responsibilities aénte ownership, the

decision to purchase a house together marked our dedication to one another

and the relationship. For me, the enormity of this financial obligation is more

symbolic of our commitment to each other than the social status of being

WSy 3| BRBR @nd Joseph express similar sentiments. Joseph remarks:
G0oSOFdzaS || K2dzaS A& F o6A3 GKAy3IAZ A0 Aa |
(joint interview 23 April 2008), referring to their decision to purchase a house

together and the implications mnay have for them financially and emotionally.

Rose also considers the implication of buying a house together, writing in her
RAFNBY ¢S 02dAKIG | K2dzaS §G23SGKSNJ |06 2dz
our own space that took us to that level of commityhéé a2 &a22y ¢ ORALl NB
April 2008). In our couple interview, Rose, Joseph and | spent a considerable

amount of time talking about the significance of home ownership to their
conception of home, love and to their relationship. They explained that their

initial decision to purchase a house together was purely a financial one because

neither of them could afford to buy one separately. Here, they note that home

ownership was approached as a joint business venture:

Joseph: Yeah we took it like ... if we guthe house as business

partners, take that approach.

Rose: CSEFK YR AT w2dzNJ NBEFGAZ2YAKAL |FyR
work out...
Joseph: | think it was just easier to takat approach than kind of

put down that hard commitment of buying a house

together (joint interview 23 April 2008).
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At the time of our couple interview, Rose and Joseph had been in their house for
approximately one year. Since moving in, the emotional attachments they feel
towards the house have strengthened and they no longer vieasitsimply a
business deal. They now feel a strong sense of connection to the house and
believe that the success of their relationship is influenced, in part, by their

decision to purchase the house. Rose explains:

Rose: b2d G2 aleé& GKI &hap® redtbuhiRiy QG 6S Ay
S 6SNBYyQlG Ay GKAAa K2dzaSe . dzi L GKA
[we looked at buying] | don't think we would be as happy
as we are and that would have impacted on our

relationship as well (joint interview 23 April 2008).

Rose and Joseph are extremely happy living in their current house. They are in
love with each other and they are in love with(in) their house. The love of their
house is, however, more than simply how they feel about the physical dwelling.
As Christieet al., (2008 2307) explain: "it is also about choosing a spatial idea, a
L F OS Ay 6KAOK (2 ARSYGATe 6AGK | LI NIAC
live in an older house that has been renovated. It has polished wooden floors, a
modern kitchen and a fge openplan living area which is marked out by a
combination of modern and traditional looking furniture. It is close to the city
centre. Their house seems to represent who they are and what they want to
achieve. They are uppeniddle class, educated yag professionalsThe spatial

ideal and lifestyle ey have chosen to liveeflects the patterns, subjectivities

and practicesof urban living, gentrification and increasing levels of affluence
(Bondi 1991; 1999; Valentine 2001).

Since moving out of theirespective parental homes and living in rented
accommodation, it is their current house that most closely aligns with idealised

notions of home.

Joseph: L{iQa Y2NB 2F | K2YS FSStAy3da KSNB
house, opposed to like flatting situation [wheyeu have]

got everyone else to deal with or think about | suppose.

252



Rose: CSEFKE AG Aa GKS FANRG GAYS OGKFG AGQ

since you lived with your parents and you get a bit older
(joint interview 23 April 2008).

Christieet al., (2008)explain that the love of a house is often emotionally driven
by the status and identity that ownership brings. For Rose and Joseph,
purchasing their house together was a rite of passage that marked their
transition into the adult world. It signified thesubjectivity as financially stable
and emotionally capable adultk addition, and as alluded to earlier, their house
has come to symbolise their love and shared subjectivity as a cohabitating

couple. It is no longer simply a jointly owned commodity.

Carg/-Ann: Are there any particular objects or possessions that you
think truly represent your relationship and shared identity

as a couple?
Joseph: Probably the house.

Rose: Yeah, if anything, | mean everything else is just kind of
objects. Yeah, everythingse is pretty much replaceable.
[It] could be it or another object that does the same job as
it. The house and, | guess, the space around the house.
¢CKFG LINIL RSTFAYSa dza & WdzaQ NBI € f
LI I OS 6SQ0S SOSNI f A JdiReRhomey (23S0 KSNJI
together (joint interview 23 April 2008).

w2a4S |yR W2aSLIKQa K2dzaS A& |y 2062S00G o
emotions specific to their relationship. Gormdfurray (2006a) notes that the

emotional work involved in the process of choosing avneouse together

becomes embedded in the actual dwelling. The house is a particularly important

object to Rose and Joseph because it symbolises their joint decision to purchase

it. They each invested emotional energy and money into establishing a material

space of love where they could facilitate the ongoing development of their
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relationship. The house therefore embodies their willingness to invest in each

other.

Rose: | mean because it is a joint decision, we both decided that
we wanted to live in this hase before we moved in. It
glayQi 2yS 2F dza NBYydAy3d ol yR8
with them. It was such a joint thing. | feel that we have
both got an equal stake in it | suppose.

Joseph: Yeah, which makes things easier. That can be difficult as

well. [Trere can be] difficulties if somebody owns the
K2dzaS FyR (KSYy @&2dz Y2O0SR wAYy8®
(joint interview 23 April 2008).

Rose and Joseph raise an interesting point. They note that couples can
experience problems when one person owns the house their partner moves

in (see also GormaNlurray 2006a). This suggests that unequal financial
investment can result in an imbalance of power which can lead to problematic
partnership inequalities. The negotiation and-destribution of power between
newly cohabitating heterosexual couples is particularly interesting when it is

explored through a gendered lens.

Home ownership continues to be gendered (Dowling 1998; Gabriel 2008;
Madiganet al.,1990; Winstanely 2000). Johnson (1992 d2jues:

Home ownership remains the dream rather than the reality for the
autonomous women. Women most readily acquire housing as
members of a heterosexual family unit. The inequitable gender order
is thereby expressed and reinforced in the housing market.

On average, isgle women are likely to be poorer than single men. They are
therefore less likely to be able to raise the money for a deposit on a house, be
granted a mortgage, or afford the regular mortgage repaymeltadiganet al.,
1990). Kimberly and Debbie, howerepurchased the houses they now live in
with their respective partners prior to forming relationships. Housing tenure has

influenced their relationships and has shaped the gendered power dynamics
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within their households. Both couples express similar seetits about the
problems they encountered when they first cohabitated. Their experiences make

up the next section.

al 1Ay 3 A (cKidaiNand K@ty S

When Scott first moved in with Kimberly, she found it difficult to allow him to
feel any form of conection to, and ownership of, the space. Kimberly was torn
between the emotional instability of losing control of her home and individual
subjectivity, and her desire to welcome Scott into her space in order to make it

WGKSAND &LJ OSod {KS SELX I AyayY

Kimbety: | have worked really hard for what | have got and really
wanted to hold on to that and [the house] sort of
NELINBEASYUSR Y& AYyRSLISYRSYyOS IyR &as
AlQa 0SSy NBrffte KIFEINR® ¢KIFIGiQa 0SSy
of let go of my, my ownership. not that | have ever, I've
always said this is our home, but I've been the one that has
kind of controlled [it] (joint interview 01 April 2008).

YAYOSNI&@Qa SELISNASYyOS 2F K2YS 26y SNEKAL)
where more financially secureprofessionally and educationally trained,

upwardly mobile women are in the position to become home owners (Bondi and

Christie 2000). It is evident that Kimberly is proud of buying a house and
considers it to be an accomplishment. Home ownership affordswi#rfinancial
independence, security, safety and freedom. It also materially signifies her

abilities as an astute woman who is able to support herself. Home ownership
connects Kimberly with broader economic and political structures and cultural
ideologies associated with housing and provides her with an important reference
LRAYG F2N) KSNJ 3SyRSNBR: aSESRx Ot aasSRrR |
middleOf I 84 tn]1SKn 62YFyX YAYOSNI& KIFa Y2NB
GKFY Y2ald an2N® 2FY Y2 YSayAQEA aiFFFANRE HAAMI
relationship with Scott, however, Kimberly realised that in order to facilitate and

maintain their relationship she needed to adjust how she understood home
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ownership. Here, she reflects on the conflicting gmos she experienced when

{02004 Y20SR AYY awliKS K2dzaS Aaeée | @GSNE
that was a real issue, about how this house becornas house, when it is

actually, physicallyineg (joint interview 01 April 2008). Kimberly shifts between

talking about home ownership as a simple matter of finances to home ownership

as symbolic and imbued with meaning and emotional significance. In practical

terms the house is an asset; a commodityattiprovides her with financial

security. It becomes clear, however, that home ownership is much more than

that. Instead, it represents an integral part of her embodied subjectivity.

The following example clearly demonstrates the problems Kimleertpuntered

in attempting to reconstitute her house as a shared space. When asked to speak

about the importance of individual spaces to their experiences of home, Scott
YI1Sa aASOSNItf NBTSNByOSa (2 I &aKSR gKAOK

through the interview Kimberly responds to his claim of ownership, saying:

Kimberly:  And, yeah, that actually really annoys me, because, um, |
garden and there is a lot of my stuff [gardening tools] in
[the shed] and yeah ... so | get really annoyed when [Scott]
s8ad WYeé aKSRQ 0SSOl gm@aX SIR@G daldedf 8 GL G K
is our shed and um both our leisure [space] and the things
that are important to us sort of happen in there, but for
some reason, for some blokey reason about needing to say
Al Qa we 2 tidrviewK BRIl 2608)2 A Y

The difficulties Kimberly encounters in attempting to reconcile the changing

social relations and power dynamics of sharing a living space with Scott are
materialised in the way that they talk about the negotiation of domegtiace.

YAYOSNI @& adzaasSada dGdkKIFId {O20G4Qa ySSR 42 O
0f21Se NBlFrazyeés GKdza yS3AI GA yeRpreksiodto A Y RA JA |
a simple matter of gendered norms and spaces. Yet, as Goekhuaray (2008b)

argues, jud a4 K2YS A& AYLRNIFYyd FT2N 62YSyQa

site for the construction of masculine subjectivities. Scott explains that he also
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felt uneasy and unsettled when he first moved in with Kimberly and had difficulty

feeling comfortabler YR i K2YS AY GYAYOSNI @Qa K2dz
2008). Claiming ownership of the shed, then, seems to be a particularly
important way for Scott to affirm his heterosexual masculine subjectivity in the

context of feeling oubf-LJt | OS A ¥ Q& YK ¥ dz5 Sl ¢

{020GQa RAaAt20F0GA2y OFlys Ay LINIZ o6S G
that Kimberly had moved in to the house before him, she had already made the
RSOAaA2ya | o62dzi K2g AG g2dd R 06S RSO2NI i€
control is materialised in decisions about home décor. Reimer and Leslie (2004

HAHO YIFE1S GKS LRAYG GKIFIGY aLYKFoAGAY 3T 21
may be profoundly disorientating for those who have not had a say in the
ONBlIGA2Yy 27F (i Kdeathdof 3 f@rflytnéembery Kirkberly Kitrited
ASOSNIf aFlFYAfte OGNBlFadz2NBa yR FyiAldzsSas
These possessions are particularly important to Kimberly because they help her

to feel a sense of connection to her family. theé same time, however, the
AYKSNAGSR 322Ra SEIFI OSNBIGSR {O2Gi0Qa FSS¢,

Scott: We inherited all this furniture. All of these antiques came
YR 0S¥2NB (KIG 6S RARYQU KI @S |ye
house was] sparse and at theasgt | felt that, that had re
SEOft dzZRSR YS® w¢KS K2dzaSé o0SOFYS YAY
like my stuff kind of got overwhelmed, but now | love that
a0dzF¥FE @2dz 1{y26> L OFyQl AYFAAYS f;
interview 01 April 2008).

Initially, the presenc ¥ AYKSNAGSR 3I22Ra RIYIFI3ISR {02
belonging. He stresses, however, that shared daily use helped to remake his

NEBflFGA2yaKALl gAGK GKS YFGSNARAIE 2062S00ao
AYF3IAYS tAGAY 3T 4 A (K2 dzithelir€lGsiors of intlerkled 3 a4 @€ b
FlLYAf@ FdaNYyAGdz2NE Aa 2yS YSlIya o0& @KAOK

practices are materially (re)constituted. Ahmed (2006 86) points out that:
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when we inherit, we also inherit the proximity of certain objects, as
that which is available to use, as given within the family home. These
objects are not only material: they may be values, capital,
aspirations, projects and styles ... which means we inherit ways of
inhabiting and extending into space.

For Scott, the implicatioof living with Kimberly and her family heirlooms is that
KS KFa GF1Sy 2y Ylyeée 2F YAYOSNIeéQa FI YAf
ways he inhabits and extends into space; it has influenced his sense of home and

belonging.

Scott: In a sense | guedshave derived my sense of space from
YAYOSNI&@Qa TFlLYAfe Y2NB GKIFYy FNRY Yé
YAYOSNIeQa FrYAfte @FfdzSa NS 06SO2YA
blank slate that is being painted over, | am still me and we
are still our own people but at the samerte | think that
her homec family-home¢ plays a bigger role in our home
than mine does, definitely | think, do you think that is fair?

[speaking to Kimberly] [Kimberly agsggjoint interview
01 April 2008).

Noble (2004 245) explains that material oijed & OF LJG dzNBE G KS Ay (S
subjectivities because they exceed their materiality and their location in time and
space; and they exceed their materiality because they obijectify the relations of

FlLYAEALF S YR AYUSNLISNRBRZ2YI fs ekcaedl Shoie ¢ KS
YEOGSNRFEAGE a {0200 FLIWINPLINARIFGSaAE |yR
values. This does not mean that he has no values of his own. Rather, it
demonstrates the extent to which domestic objects are imbued with particular

spatial idealsand norms. It also highlights the ability of domestic goods to

connect homemakers to social relations and familial values beyond the dwelling.

One of the ways that Scott developed a sense of belonging in his new home
space was to contribute his physicabdar to the general upkeep of the house.

As a fultime student, Scott is unable to assist Kimberly financially. He explains:
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Scott: Kimberly owns the property and | contribute my labour
and my money towards rent and, and like | realyoy
putting half ny money into a tin of paint or buying bits and
pieces because it helps me to feel a sense of ownership,
0SOlFldzaS L ySSR (2 R2 GKFG a2 L TFSSf
... one of the things | do to justify my existence is to have
her come home to a tidy h@e ... to come home to a mess
would just be not fair, so | was always aware, when | have
time to, | always make sure the place is good for when she
gets home. Dinner is cooked sometimes and she would
come home and | would be doing my bit, doing my share
and like doing the bathroom and the shed | was just doing
my best, 6 SOl dzaS L O2dzZ Ry Qil FAYylIyOAltf &
interview 01 April 2008).

Scott uses domestic and physical labour as a way of ensuring equality in their
relationship. It validates his position in their household and makes him feel as

though he is contributing to making their life together. This is an important

reversal of tradibonal gendered domestic power. It is usually women who have

less money to contribute to the joint household. Domestic labour is often an
AYyS@OAGlotS YR SELISOGSR sFe& F2N 62YSy G2
even if they have other responsibilitiessich as partime work and parenting.

¢tKS RAFFSNBYOS o0SiGsSSy {0200Qa K2YSYIl Ay
of homemakers who are women is that Scoftoosego perform these tasks; he

R2S& GKSY B KI @S ( AdnhBefiZcodked®BY SER YBIA E G2 N
lot of women, domestic labour does not feel like it is a choice and failing to

contribute to the household in this way can have very real material and

emotional effects and consequences.

Another way that Kimberly and Scott have dealt witie changing social
relations and power dynamics of their household has been to rework the
material spaces of home. For Scott, this involved changing the physicality of the

space. Scott talks about rebuilding the outside shed and explains that this
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particuar home renovation project was important for helping him to feel a sense

2F o60St2y3IAy3ad IS &l eéay aL 2dzad O2dzZ Ry Qi
aKSR®8 dzLJ 'yR GKIFG FYyR YIF1S GKS aLl OS dza$s
interview 01 ApriR008). Madigaret al.,(1990) note that men typically claim the

prestige of adding monetary value to houses through structural renovations and
OKlFIy3aSad ¢KA&d RAR y20 aSSy G2 oS {0244
concerned with feeling a sense of belamgy and equality within his relationship.

In this way, the shed symbolises his physical labour, embodies the emotional

work he invested in creating the space, and materially signifies his sense of

home.

al 1Ay 3 A lcDebidAhRRokertY S

In 2006, Dbbie and Robert met through a New Zealand dating website. After
dating for a couple of months they decided that they would live together in the
house Debbie had purchased a few years back. Home ownership, for Debbie, is
not only about the financial secuyitit affords but it also gives her the power to

control the space in which she lives. She says:

Debbie: | think the difference [between renting and owning]
probably is in terms of the influence, like for me, the
influence that you have, like | can kindrofike a lot more
of a decision about what goes on in my house (joint
interview 09 May 2008).

Like Kimberly, Debbie was concerned about making Robert feel welcome. Here,

she explains that it was not until Robert felt at ease suggesting possible material
char@Sa (2 GKS RSaA3aly FyR fl&2dzi 2F (G§KSANJ
K2YSQY

Debbie: , 2dz LINPolofeé RARYQO FSSt tA1S GKAa

of started doing things, like being able to say how things

were and moving the room and stuff like thahd being
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able to change things [talking to Robert] [Robert agrees]
(joint interview 09 May 2008).

[A1S {02002 w20SNIiQa aSyasS 2F O2yySOuGAz2,)
Y2NXYI GAGBS K2YSYlF{1Ay3a LINIOGAOSad 1S o6S3ty
K 2 Y fRbbert, joint interview 09 May 2008) once he built an outside shed. He

adldsSay aL GGKAYyl Al o6la GKS g22RaKSRX RS
0KS 2fR ¢22RaKSR |yR Llzi dzZLl ' y2G3KSNJ 2y €
Debbie makes a similar commenther diary when reflecting on a photo (figure

oy AKS (221 2F w20SNIUY allz t Ay3d R246y i
LI NI 2F w20SNI FSStAy3a tA1S | LINIG 2F (K

Figure39: Phototaken by Debbie of Robert in the garden

For Robert and Scott, it was not until they saw their heterosexual masculine
subjectivities reflected in the form of physical labour and embodied in a typically
gendered space the outside shed; that they begantof SSf Wl i K2YSQ A
NE&LISOGAGBS LI NIYSNEQ K2dzaSad ¢KS loAftAGe
housing structures beyond the house highlights the ways in which conceptions of

home can be inclusive of spaces and objects beyond the physicalrdyvelli

In our followup interview, Debbie and | talk about the material changes Robert

made to the house in more detail, this time in relation to their bedroom:
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CareyAnn: How did Robert change the furniture around to feel more

i WK2YSQK

Debbie: . myNR2Y3> L dzaSR G2 KIF@Sz tA1S GKS o
it was right over in the corner and a whole lot of stuff was
RAFFSNBYU YR KS wLK2YSR8 YS 2yS RI
L Y2@S aidzFF FINRdzyR FyR @2dz Ol y L
fA1S AGKQ dfyiR | thigk | iad it moke ke a
singleLISNE 2y Qad NR2Y®

CareyAnn: | was going to say, did he move [the bed] into the middle

[of the room] so he could get around it?

Debbie: 9El Oifeée FTyYyR 42 6S RARyQi KI@S G2 Of
Ffaz2z IKYKRA@QaALIWBS Wl a {AYR 2F RSt
have got the side with the wardrobe which is kind of
closest to the door and he has got all his stuff there [points
to the photo] ... so we have really kind of created a bit of
[individual] space as opposed to Hinof theoretically
sharing space, but not really. It is still kind of being in
a2YS2ySQa NR2Y |yR L GKAY]l GKIFGQ&a K
until him, because | just had a man stayingmg room.

2 KSNBI & ow?2 0 SNIicRinédthjt spade 2 F | O dzl ¢
and | thnk | am quite pleased and surprised that he has

1AYR 2F 0SSy &adNRy3a Sy2dzaK (2 R2 i
think that ... many partners, have been able to do that. So

that is probably a big part of the permanency of the

relationship or the permanency that theelationship has

gained (followup interview 04 June 2008).

Changing the position of the bed most clearly marked the growth of Debbie and

w20 SNIQa NBf | A2y anitheleornerioiShe 2odlk aldwgd t f 2 O
access to only one side of the bedoving the bed into the centre of the room
OKIFy3aSR G(GKS FSSftAy3a 2F (GKS aLl OoST Al o

N
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21LIJ2aSR G2 'y AYRAQGARzZf LISNA2YQa NR2YD |
their relationship because it made visible both tfeir sleeping needs. These

changes also made life easier for Debbie and Robert, both in terms of bed access

YR GKNRdzZAK GKS ONBIFGA2Y 2F AYRAODGARdzZ £ Wi

As well as talking about changing the layout of their bedroom, Debbie and

Robert reflect upon the importance of combining their personal goods to create

shared domestic space. Gormdurray (2006a) explains that the process of

combining personalised goods an important way for newly cohabitating

couples to generate a shared subjectivity in shared domestic space. He argues:

. SOl dzaS GKS | OO0dzydzt F A2y yR | NNIy3ISyYsS
frequently a joint decision between partners, the material rageography of

domestic space can tellingly narrate a shared identity and reflect the
RSOSt2LIYSYy G 27F (1 KSMuUNE 2006ax128y. Bdtrialdidrayo D2 NXY | y
(2006a 160) suggests the juxtaposition of previously owned and personalised

objects in the homeY I G SNA It AaSa | ySé &akKlFINBR &adze
ONAY3IAYA Gg2 fA0SE (23a3SHGKSNWE |'S RSY2ya
books are combined with your books, my CDS with yours; my sofa sits next to
@2dzNJ 02 FFSS -Mutray 20B6a 152)DEuUNMA is'a photo of Debbie

YR w20SNIQa o0SRNRB2Y® L akKz2ga GKFG 5S0
w20SNIQa LIAGSNRX NdHzZAo6eé olffa YR o6l aj
reconfiguring the bedroom as a shared space by combining their normatively
gendered personalised domestic goods, was important for renegotiating

potentially unequal power relations associated with housing tenure.
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Figure40: Photo taken by Debbie of their bedroom

The process of replacing individugdods with items belonging to each other is
another homemaking practice which allowed Debbie and Robert to generate a

shared sense of space and to materialise their love for one another.

Debbie: , 2dz 320 NAR 2F &2dzNJ oSR YR 6SQ@S
my¢+ YR $SQ@S 320 KAa ¢+ |yR @&2dz |
to Robert] definitely put your stamp on things in that kind
of sense, it became a lot more [shared], and the way that

the [bed]room was decorated really changed.
CareyAnn: Could you elaborate on thoséanges?

Debbie: | took a lot of my stuff down and we put up stuff that was
his.

Robert: ,SFK LQ@S 320 wNXz3oee Sl 3dzS LIRAaGSN

Debbie: Yeah it just made it a bit more balanced (joint interview 09
May 2008).
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Gregson (2007 29) makes the poihat it is not just the acquisition of goods that
is important for subjectivity construction but also the processes of sorting,

replacing, ridding and abandoning things:

what is rid, that is displaced, moved along ... is shown frequently to
be a means of usg physical absences in things to make present the
social relations of love, care and devotion that sustain living in
proximity, together, under one roof

¢tKS 6aSy0OS 2F &a42YS 2F 5So60ASQa Lkaas
possessions makes visibleeir love relationship. Adapting the materiality of

home is one way that Debbie and Robert were able t@opstitute domestic

space as shared. It has allowed them to negotiate the distribution of power
within their relationship which came about as a r#sof unequal financial

investment in home ownership.

It is important to be aware that shared households do not always and

a

SOSNBESGKSNBE O2yarad aztsSte 2F KSGSNR&ASEddZ

variety of forms and it is common for cohabitating ctegpto live with others in
shared accommodation. In the next section, | discuss the sexual politics and

spatial dynamics of flatting.

Flatting: the dynamics of shared living

In New Zealand, the term flatting refers to a particular social mgkand way of
living. Flatting is a collective household arrangement where between

approximately two and eight people (often aged 425) share a rented house,

FELaG 2N FLIFNIYSyliod aSYOSNARA 2F (KS K2dzaSK
are sometimes made up oNIA Sy Ra ¢K2 Y2@S Ayid2 | NByid

G§23SGKSND o6 dzi 2F0Sy  WFELaYFrasSaqQ I NB
Advertisements for flatmates typically follow a pattern whereby rent and living
O2adGasx 3ISYRSNI YR | 3S 2 &ffl@nta®dasied/fora > | a
example, tidy, quiet, sociable is specified. It is not common practice for
sexuality to be identified. Whereas households looking for gay or lesbian

flatmates often specify this outright, for those advertisements that do nogref
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to sexual subjectivity, it tends to be takéor-granted that occupants or possible
occupants will be heterosexu&lf In a flat, household members generally have
equal access to communal areas of the home, such as the lounge, kitchen, dining
room, and tle household usually divides up living costs and rent. Sometimes
food is shared and often flatmates are allocated cooking nights as well as
cleaning roles. More often than not gendered norms influence the division of
domestic chores within heterosexual flelg situations. Many young New

Zealanders flat because it reduces living costs.

Flatting is typically deemed to be a temporary form of housing and flatmates are

relatively transient; they come and go and are generally easily replaced. During

the time mypartner and | have owned and occupied our hogsaround four

years¢ we have lived with five different flatmates. They have, for numerous

reasons, moved out and relocated. When they were living with us they were very

much part of the household but, cruéiaf € 5 G KS& gSNB y20d | LI NI

Of the 14 couples interviewed, five live with flatmates. Three of the couples are
owner-occupiers who rent out spare bedrooms and the remaining two couples
live in rented accommodation. The power dynamics whichstitute this type of
shared living give further insights into the multiplicity of heterosexual
subjectivities and collective household formation. Flatting means that relations
of social power must be negotiated and managed between partners as well as
amongst flatmates. This type of living arrangement can have significant
implications for cohabitating heterosexual couples. Geographers are yet to
consider the impact flatting can have on the construction and performance of

heterosexuality, love and honté?

Resarch suggests that economic constraint is the primary reason for shared

living (although see Kenyon and Heath 2001). For the five couples who live with

118 Participants did not discuss the sexual subjectivities of their respective flatmates.

19 Sociologists, however, have noted the impacts, both positive and negative, shared living can

KI @S 2y KSiSNRlEtiSnshigs (see @R aamipls Meath antl Kenyon 2001; Kenyon
and Heath 2001).
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flatmates, their decision to flat is primarily based on necessity as opposed to

choice. Couples who areenting accommodation share a common desire for

K2YS 2¢gySNEKALID 2KAfS GKS& LISNOSAGS GKSA
GKSNBE Aa adAatf (GKS LINBadzYLIiAz2y GKFEG 28y 8
love, and of relationship development. They seentedake it for granted that

home ownership would, at some point in the future, be attainable. This perhaps
NEFfSOGa LI NILIAOALIyGaAaQ OflFaasSR LRariAizya
and training, they all have confidence in their future earniogvpr and ability to

purchase a housefor owneroccupiers, the money gained from renting out

spare bedrooms helps to subsidise mortgage repayments. Living with flatmates is
described by owneoccupiers as far from an ideal situation but is seen as a
temporary solution until they are able to afford to live on their own. The two

couples who flat in rented accommodation are both tertiary education students.

Flatting is a common living situation for many tertiary education students

because it is affordable andgsually offers high levels of sociability.

/| 2dzL)X Sa dzadzZtfte aLladAlftfte R2YAYylLGS Tt
assigned to couples, whilst single flatmates are designated the smaller
WOKAf RNBYQaQ o0SRNR2Yad ¢KSNBE Aa OSNILFAYT
arrangement, yet, it &o highlights the dominant position couples hold in
imaginaries and materialities of home. While the nuclear family continues to be

0KS WARSIfQ SYO02RAYSY(d 2F KS3ISY2yAO y2i0A
also deemed to be an appropriate form of hon@ouples are typically imagined

G2 6S Ay GKS LINRPOSaa 2F WwWoSO2YAy3aQT (KSe

towards nuclear family life.

58300AS FTYR w20SNIiQa SELISNASYOS 2F FtI G
which couples socially and spatialpminate flats. Prior to Robert moving in,

Debbie shared her house with several flatmates. During this time the household

was based on a typical communal form of flatting with everyone having equal

access to shared living spaces. When Robert moved in,Jewthe spatialities

YR LI26SN] REYylI YA0a 2F GKSANI K2dzaSK2f R OF
L2aAdAz2y +a K2YS 246ySN) FyR a GKS 2yfe
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relationship physically and materially dominates the house. It is their
photographs ad artwork which are displayed in the main living areas. They
2FT0Sy aK23 (GKS f2dzy3S¢ O6w20SNIX 22Ayd
DVDs and they have the final say in decisions regarding the structure and
organisation of the household. Debbspent sane time considering the spatial

implications of flatting in her diary, writing:

More and more | have begun to feel like, as opposed to a truly
communal environment, | think of the house, kitchen etc as mine,
and [our flatmate] as an invasion of it, conscty or

subconsciously she must feel that and it must affect her living
situation. Personally, | don't think | enjoy living with her anymore,
| feel sad thinking about her going, but | feel irritated and odd
thinking about her staying. | feel like | relasound Robert in a

way | don't around our flatmate (diary entry 12 May 2008).

Debbie alludes to the possibility that her flatmate is also affected by power
relations in their flat®® Indeed, lack of agency is a common complaint made by
people who live with couples. Here, Kylie recalls a previous experience of flatting

with a couple:

Kylie: The flatmates, they were a married couple so | always kind
of felt, not that we were against ehcother, but it was
Ffgrea (g2 2y 2yS FyR fA1S L

um, like my friends over for dinner. Like | would wait until

P
>*
P

they went away for the weekend or something, you know,

but they kind of dominated (joint interview 19 May 2008).

Paadoxically, however, couples who live with flatmates frequently feel as

though they do not have access to the space and privacy needed to facilitate

120 ¢ might have been useful to have interviewdthtmates who live with couplesGiven the

transient nature of flatmateshowever,this could have proven difficult.
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their relationship. Flatmates tend to be viewed by couples as an invasion and a
nuisance. All of the cougé involved in this research, regardless of housing

tenure, prefer to live on their own. They feel that having their own space,

without the interference of flatmates, is crucially important for the ongoing
development of their relationshipwhile flatmatesk NB WAy Q GKS K2dza$S
y2G O2YyaARSNBR LI NI 2F GKS WK2YSQd ¢KSe@
Melissa, for instance, compares past and present living situations and suggests

that living on their own has been beneficial for her relationshithvwieter. At the

time of their involvement in this research they had only lived in their current

house for a few months. Melissa says:

Melissa: LGQ& 0SSy AyiSNBaldAy3a o6S0OIFdzasS oo
we were here in this place, and then before that weres
fAGAY3I 6A0GK ot SGESNDawhspacki8 KSNE a2 2d
really important. So not having anyone else living with us
2N KF@Ay3a Ftye 2F (GKSANI aiddzFFf 2NJ f
space. So just having our own physical space is actually
guite importantand makes a difference (joint interview 18
April 2008).

Melissa goes on to explain that flatmates inhibited their everyday experiences of
home. Living with flatmates meant that their ordinary homemaking practices,
such as having a meal together and deglwith relationship issues, were under

constant surveillance. She says:

Melissa:  We struggled [living with flatmates]. It was good with
flatmates for a while, but just being able to sit down and
have dinner just the two of you, as opposed to you and
yourFf FdYFdiSa 2N AF (GKAy3Ia FNByUd 324
YR @2dzQNB + o0A0 &aGNBaaSR 2dziz y2i
other people watching in on that (joint interview 18 April
2008).
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Likewise, Rose and Joseph explain that the living arrangements of peviou
flatting situations meant that they were unable to have a meal together. This

inability to share ordinary practices of home put a strain on their relationship.

Rose: | remember back when we were living in separate houses,
we never got to have dinner jusite two of us [when | was
fAGAYy38 |G Y& 2tfR K2dzaSo 2SQR gl Al

out so we could have the house to ourselves [talking to

Joseph].

Joseph: 2 SQR KIF @S | yAOS RAYYSNI YR GKSY w2
come home.

Rose: .S KI {KBotn@lf wiag tirSugh and we would

be like [sigh]laughter).

Joseph: And you would feel awkward because you are at their

table.

Rose: Yeah and you thought you had to get out of the way (joint
interview 23 April 2008).

In their study on the ways in whiclmousehold members negotiate the
boundaries of privacy and intimacy in shared accommodation, Kenyon and Heath
(2001 631) found that
WdzA SO yAIKGIA AyQF &dzOK a ¢l GOKAYy3 |
romantic dinner for two, were virtually impossible to acheewithout
complicated advance arrangement with other residents, and

achieving time alone for any significant length of time could often
only be managed by retreating to bedrooms.

Rebecca and Tim similarly explain that they would never consider having a
romantic dinner at home because they live with so many people. They have lived
in their current flat, which they share with five flatmates, for two months. Tim

says:
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Tim: L adzllll2asS ¢S ¢2dz RyQiu KIFI @S || NRYLY
be a romantic night out anthen come back and just be in
her room [Rebecca agrees]. When we do that we go out
somewhere, do what we do and then come back [home]
(joint interview 09 April 2008).

For couples living with others in a flatting situation, the negotiation of privacy
within home is an issue of central importance, particularly with regards to
intimate sexual expression. Given that home is typically constructed and
SELISNASYOSR Fa | WLINAGEGSQ &Ll OS gl & FN

people, is a key site of intimacy@ sexual expression.

Feminist geographers have shown that the public/private binary that surrounds
home does not hold (Blunt and Dowling 2006; Duncan 1996jne as a private
space continues to be subject to exterior, and in the case of flatting, interior
monitoring and controlsHome is not always a site of sexual freedom (Gorman
Murray 2008c; Johnston and Valentine 1995) even for those who occupy
normative sociesexual positionalities. For participants who live with flatmates,
home space does not necesig facilitate intimate sexual practices. The sexual
politics and spatial dynamics of flatting means privacy can be difficult to
negotiate. In flatting situations, privacy is contingent upon a variety of things
including power relations, spatial proximjtghe design and structure of the
dwelling, and various other functions which disintegrate the public/private
boundaries of home (see also Herman 2087)Here, Marie talks about their

living situation and how flatting influences their sie:

Marie: {2YSGAYSa @2dz (Y26 wez2dz8 2dzad FSSft
maybe there are other people sitting in the lounge, or you
know even if you would like to have sex in another place

[in the house], but you know that people are coming back,

121 At this point, | think it is crucial to reiterate that participants do not have children. Research

shows that the negotiation of privacy within home spacepwentially more complexfor
households with childrefiDowling 2008; Munro and Madigan 1993)
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@2dz O y Qi iNdBdadsé peopE Sight [Aey/liear]

X Al A& NBlIffte 200A2dza wAFT ¢S €S
bedroom] and | mean, not that | mind, but then on the

20KSNJ aARS L R2 QOldasS AdQa 2dzaids
FyaY2NBo LGQA | o0AG O2yuad NI AYSR |y
(follow-up interview 15 May 2008).

The distribution of power through equal access to all communal parts of the

house means thaMarie does not have the time and space to freely perform her

sexuality Living with other people means that there is a dams$ possibility that

their time-space for sex will be interrupted. Marie enjoys the spontaneity of

intimacy and in this way, the creation of tingpace for sex is just as important as

thesexr OG AGaSt¥Td ¢KS AYydAYIl GS adicsslaedzNBa K
in part, spatial. In her diary, Marie considers the malpeof their household and

the impact it has on the dynamics of their dég in more detail, writing:

LGiQa {Fdda2NRIFe @G2RIFI&@d ! FGSNI at SSLIAy 3
CFNXYSNEQ la@gNJISif #i21 K4 6KIG AGQa tA]1Sc
and | prepared lunch, another thing which is an important and

NEfFEAY3I GKAy3a (G2 WYWR2Q &aAyO0S 6S YSio
K2YS ¢6S YI 1S t20S | FGSNBI NRad . dzi Ftl
it very easy because as 02 dzLJt S @&2dz R2y Qi KI @S | &
WAadB8 a2YSUAYSwae YySSRSRe LiIQ&a KIFNR G2
love felt at home is influenced by the flatting situation! (diary

entry 18 April 2008).

Marie and Paul change their usual Saturday routine to @roodate the
presence of their flatmates. She suggests that these homemaking rituals
preparing and eating lunch together and then having s@xe important to the
ongoing development of their relationship. In addition to the problems
associated with thenaterial design of their house, which | discussed in chapter
5, the spatial dynamics of flatting means, however, that they do not have the

space¢ both aurally and physicallg to have sex. Marie feels as though their
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sexual needs are not being spatialletnThis demonstrates further the mutual

constitution of heterosexuality and home and the ways in which bodies within

the dwelling are subject to social norms beyond the houdéder societal

discourses on sexuality infiltrate the boundaries of home andRikel 1S al NR SQ3
corporeal experiences and understandings of domestic sp&be. is located

within a specific cultural context which ties notions of heterosexual intimacy to

spaces of domestic privacy.

Sheree has also experienced the fragility of puptigate distinctions of home.
Sheree and her husband, Alex, have lived by themselves for several years but
when they recently purchased their first house they decided to get a flatmate in
order to help with the increased costs associated with their mortgagéovid

she considers a time when she heard her flatmate having sex:

| think the example that first comes to my mind is the whole issue

over [our flatmate] getting it on in his room. It did feel like it

invaded my space as | was lying in bed and it was dribase

WOl yQi KSfL) 6dziil fA&a0GSYyQ a0SyIFrNA2ad L
GKSNBEF2NBE GKS NR2Y ¢g2dz RYyQl 060S UYAYySH
g2dzf Ry Qi KI @S F¥Std a2 6SANRE fA1S KS
had flatmates in rented houses before that lealveen 'vocal' and

GKA&a RARYQG asSSy G2 o6S || KlFLaatsSs 2dzad
Fdzyye f2fH o[ldAK 2dzi f2dzR6 ddd L {(K?I
0KS GK2dAKG 2F 20KSNJ LIS2L)X S Sy3ar 3Iay3
usually think about, like being nakethjs kind of thing is out of

the ordinary yet images flood into your head whether you want

them to or not (personal email correspondence 11 February

2009, uppetcase in original).

Sheree links the unease she feels at hearing their flatmate having sexe h
ownership. In previous flatting situations, where they have not been owner
occupiers andlatmates have had the freedom to exercise the same degree of

power and agencgyincidences of overheard sex have prompted amusement as
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opposed to discomfort. Homewnership means that although the bedroom is

not her space in the sense that it is not where she sleeps and stores her
Ll2aaSaarzyazr AG adAtf woSt2y3aQ &2 KSNO
physical, material, and aural has been invaded. &halso notes that it is the
GOK2dzZAKGE 2F KSNI FEFLadYFdS Sy3ar3aiay3a Ay as
feel uneasy. Hearing his intimate sounds of sex conjures up an array of
associated images which she does not usually think about. It is thus a
combhnation of the intimate sounds of sex, the images in her head, and her

position as owner occupier which makes Sheree feel uncomfortable.

Just as houses are consumed, they are also sites of consumption. In the second
half of this chapter, | move to discudset everyday geographies of household
consumption and the role it plays in the mutual constitution of heterosexual love

and home.

Consuming love: domestic consumption and heterosexual relationships

One of the ways that the public/private boundaries of hoare disintegrated is

through the consumption of household goods. Valentine (2001 87) suggests that

0KS O2yadzyLliaAzy 2F R2YSaiuAaAO 2062S00Ga AyOl!
02dzy R NAS&aé¢ o0SOlFdzaS AG fAyla K2dzaSK2fR Y
polil A Ol f AGNHzZOGdZINB&aD® {AYAfFNI&sx aAffSNI oun
within our home that appears as both our appropriation of the larger world and
2FT0Sy a (GKS NBLINBaSyilalragazy 2F GKFG 6
t I NI A OA LI yign3ptdcedSe yard daattedfis give insights into the links

between subjectivities, love, space, place and power at the site of the household

and beyond.

Jackson and Thrift (1995) note that the processes of consumption are integral for

furthering understandigs of people and place. Geographers understand

consumption as more than simply the purchasing and use of goods and services.

Instead, they examine consumption as a productive act and as a set of social

LINF OGAOSa 6KAOK O6NBO Yl 1 GassBdSybe&iwiBsRind a S E
a

SESR
spaces (Del Casino 2000)2 y a dzYLJiA 2y X GKSyX Aa | LINE

P
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a20ALFf LINI OGAOS OFdaAKG dz2lJ Ay (GKS S@OSNERI
2009 231) Increasingly, geographers are directing their attentiorthe ways in
which the specificities of particular spaces and scales of consumption are

implicated in the processes of subjectivity construct{@nrewe 2000).

Early studies into the sites and spaces of consumption have had a spatially
narrow focus, loking primarilyl & WalLISOGl OdzA  NJ aAGSaQ adzo
store, shopping mall and theme park (Crewe 2000; Jackson and Thrift 1995).
Recent work in geographies of consumption, howevecharacterisedy a focus

on the mundane, ordinary and everydayarfcularly significant here, is the
growing body of work which identifies home and the domestic sphere as an
important site of consumption (Marston 2000; Reimer and Leslie 2004; Valentine
1999a). While geographers have long been interested in the consamoff
housing they are beginning to explore the processes of household consumption.
Buying a house is not an everyday practice, but shopping for home goods is.
There is now aange of studies across the social sciences which question the
ways in which hosehold goods are appropriated in the everyday spaces of the
home. Notable examples include: domestic food consumpti®@ell and
Valentine 1997; Longhurgt al., 2009; Valentine 1999a); household furnishings
(Cieraad 1999; Miller 1998; Reimer and Lesli@430and home shopping (Clarke
1997; Kitchin 1998). While it was over a decade ago that Leslie and Reimer
(1999) made the claim thathe links between the practices of home
consumption and subjectivity construction are undetamined empirically)

suggesthat there is still much more research to be done.

The decision to set up home together is an important aspect of many
relationships (Kemmeet al.,1998). Indeed, moving into a house together often
represents the creation of a shared subjectivity as arove, cohabiting

couple’?® Acquiring household goods is a particularly important part of

2| agree withDNBE 342y Qa ounnto Of LAY GKIG WY2@Ay3a AyQ i:
FOldzZl £ WwWY2YSydQ 2F 200dzLJ GA2yd Wa2@Ay3ad AyQ> | 002
GSYLRNFf LINPOS&adaéd 6KAOK A& Yy SWs&NIn tindefrstaidingdo? Y LI SG S o
homemaking and subjectivity construction as ongoing and incomplete.
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consolidating heterosexual love relationships, joint subjectivity construction and

home production. The links between domestic consumption and collective

household subjectivities have not been thoroughly explored by geographers.

Reimer and Leslie (2004) note that studies into the specificities of consumption

have focused primarily upon the creation of self as opposed to joint

subjectivities. However, as Valentine §8& 492) points out, in relation to food

consumption processes, the home is:
adAldsS 2F AYRAGARdzZ £ 0 dzi £ &2 O2ftt SC
consumption, where the goods purchased and the meaning and uses

ascribed to them are negotiated, and sometimes contested, between
household members

Miller (1998; 2001) makes a number of inm@mt contributions to understanding
domestic consumption as a collective, rather than individual act. Miller (1998)
sees commodities as the material culture of love and argues that far from being
an individualistic expression of self, the practices ofstonption are in fact a
LIN OGAOS 2NASYGSR (26l NRa 20KSNE® | S YI -
conflicts between agency expressed by the individual, by the family, the
household, and not least ... the house itself, that make the private more a
turbulent sea of constant negotiation rather than simply some haven for the
aStT¢ 0 aA Hdushhld sBonsumption affdrds a unique opportunity to
examine the relationship between gendered and sexed bodies, love and objects
because it is a space of both indiwval and collective consumption, where the
goods purchased and the meanings and emotions embedded in them are

negotiated between partners.

Shopping together and jointly purchasing objects to decorate a house is a means
by which love is constituted throig practice and is a specific act of
homemaking. Nearly all participants, especially women respondents, express
excitement about choosing house décor together as a couple. Sheree for
instance, explains that she enjoys shopping together with Alex for holdeho

goods:
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CareyAnn: Going out and shopping together to buy things to make

your home, is that important for your relationship?

Sheree: Yeah, that's what | was going to say ... like being able to
KNS (GKS SEOAGSYSyld 2F w2K tS8SGU&
eveni KAy3a fA1S WwW2K fSd4ya 32 RNASNI
YFEOKAYS &aK2LILAY3IAPQ ¢KAYy3Ia GKIFG Ly
have got excited about [when | was younger and before

my relationship with Alex] (joint interview 30 April 2008).

Sheree links the purchasing of Hemihold goods to relationship growth. She
describes domestic household consumption as exciting because it symbolises the
development of their relationship. In this way, shopping for household items is
represented as a material marker of the decision to teea life together. Lizzy

and Zane similarly note that joint home consumption is an exciting aspect of

homemaking:

CareyAnn: So do you think there are any particular objects that

symbolise your shared identity?

Lizzy: The stuff we bought together like theouches, [the]
kitchen stuff, like all that sort of thing, like stuff you buy
G23SGKSNJ L GKAY|l A4z ¢gKFEGQa GKS TA
together? [Was it the] the blender? [Talking to Zane].

Zane: Yeah, we got a blender.
Lizzy: Like four years after [watarted] going out we bought a
0f SYRSNI YR (KSYy | K2dzaS odd AdGQa S

goods]. It is really exciting, like because it makes you feel
ANRBGY dzZLJs FyR (02 KIFI@S | yAOS f 2dz/3

really grown up (joint interview 22 April 28).

Here, Lizzy and Zane articulate domestic consumption as a symbol of ageing. Del

Casino (2009 215) explores the construction of adulthood in relation to everyday
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LINF OGAO0Sa 2F O2yadzvYLIiA2ysS y20Ay3Y aAlG A
that mid-life adults reproduce themselves and others (children, friends,

O2ff Sk3IdzSav a LI NOIAOdz I NJ GderijsSa 2% | 3SR
that the spaces and practices of consumption are deeply entwined with-aged

based practices, like buying a smuand goods for it. Bell (2009 116) similarly
adzaasSada GKFGY awaSOtaftAy3da R2ey QI 2N WEAD
I Rdzf 6 K22Rdé [ATT & O2yaidNuzOia KSNJ RS&AANB
a8Yo2f A0 2F GKS NIy ap RIFIBHeBEBOOMO KA f RK 2
GKSNE I NBE OSNIIAYy K2dzaSK2fR 2062S0Gaz fA]

may not have been purchased when she was younger.

For Rose and Joseph, shopping for household goods when they first moved into
their house together further cemented their subjectivity as a couple. Rose

explains:

Rose: | think part of it is the commitment of buying something
together and when you go out and look at a fridge and a
couch or something like that, it is actually that feeling of
weQNB o0dz2Ay3dI GKA&a G23SHGKSNXP LG Aa |
gSQNBE 3IF2Ay3 G2 0SS G23ISOHGKSNI G2 dzasS &
it would be pointless buying it and having to split it up |
guess six months later. So it is that little bit scary, little bit
exciting kil of statement | guess, the commitment of it
(joint interview 23 April 2008).

Rose uses the very act of shopping for domestic objects to mark the
RSOSt2LIYSyld 2F (GKSANI NBflFdA2yaKAL® {KS
demonstrates to others; family, friends, and other shoppers that they are
O2YYAUGSR (G2 GKS NBfIFIOIA2YyAKALI FyR G2 YI ]

Rose refers to could be understood as a reference to the ubiquitous-segigal

2% | use these terms tentatively given that &ge f A1 S 3ISYRSNE &SEdztAdGe |y
constructed with expectations about young and old bodies, and whey can and cannot do,
differing across time and place (Del Casino 2009; Valentine 2001).
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love story whereby a young man and woman fall in loveyenm and make a

K2YS (23SGKSNX» Ly (KA&a gleé&x w2asS yR W2a
home consumption practices reproduce the domestic spaces of
KSGSNRBY2NXI GAGAGE D W! LIINPLINAIF GSfeQ 3ISYRS
are mapped on to heir bodies, their consumption practices, and on to the

spaces they occupy. These examples reiterate the privileged lives of some young,
middle-class, heterosexual couples. The spaces of domestic consumption are
takenfor-granted as spaces of heteroseximle and relationship consolidation.

¢KS YdzyRIyS &20Al f LIN OGAOSa I yR LISNKF;
consumption, such as homeware stores, reproduce specific sexed and gendered

subjectivities and spaces.

Shopping for household goods, then, can be wi@iei 22 R I a W LJd.
LISNF2NXYIFyOS 2F KSGSNR&ASEdzf O2dzL SR2YD Y
are markers of heterosexual couplehood (although see Goriviarray 2006a).

¢KS LINPRdAzOGA2Y 2F &a20Alt NBflFGA2ya Ay WL
conrected to the processes of subjectivity formation within the home, and vice

versa. The everyday practices of consumption are a means by which people
NBLINE RdzOS G(GKSYaSt@gSa FyR (GKS LXIFOSa GKS
spaces of domestic consumptionNd WK2YS &LJ OSa o0S@é2yR K2
critical geographical knowledges about domestic space as-sudtar (Blunt and

Dowling 2006).

Home spaces beyond home
{ SOSNI t LI NIAOALIYGa GFf1 Fo2dzi WK2YS &L
shares a story witlme about their shopping practices at home renovation stores
when she and Cooper moved into their first house. In their study on DIY practices
in New Zealand, Mackast al., 6 H n n T HU T 2toey &wnakdCdupiersd T A N&
were among the most ardent DIY ptdioners; this enthusiasm was particularly
y2GlrofS Ay (GKSANI NAOK RSaAaONRLIGA2ya 27
K2dzaS Ayid2 | K2YSoé¢ 1 yaIAS SELINBaasSa a

> O

household goods. Here, she explains that the act of shmgppogether, when
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they first moved in to their house, was a particularly important way of

developing their relationship:

CareyAnn: How do you use your home to strengthen and maintain

your relationship?

Angie: When we first moved in [to our current houseke were at
. dzyyAy3a Wl f I NBS gl NBK2dza$S 5 KAC
AYLINRGSYSY(iQ LINPRdzOG &6 tA1S SOSNE
things and we would forget things and go back and we
were looking at all the stuff that we could do. So we would
go and look at things, andntean we would even go and
look at things that we already had to see what else [was
available], like we have a nice bathroom but we went and
looked at other ones to see and we quite like doing things
like that and dreaming about things together and we ofte
talk about if we built a home together how things might be
and where things might be and stuff like that (first
interview 30 April 2008).

Angie discusses domestic consumption as an utterly shared project through her
O2yaidlyd NBFSNByOS (G2 agSoé¢ Ly G20Ft% G
qguote. There is no sense that she likes shopping for household goods more than

Cooper or that she mas more of the decisions about what to purchase.

Homemaking, in this situation, is constructed as a uniformly shared task.

The shopping centre Angie refers ¢oBunnings Warehouse is a large home

renovation complex. Mackagt al., (2007 3) note that th©O NB I G A2y -2F (KS
a021L) K2YS AYLINROGSYSYy(d &dzLJSNBUOUZ2NBEEI adzOK
one of the most significant DiMdustry developments in New Zealand. The
.dzyyAy3a 21 NBK2dzaS 6So0aAaidsS OflAvya G2 KI
improvement products | yR &adG201a | NI}y3IS 2F 3I22R
professional tradespeople, advice and services fordddY as well as homeware

goods like kitchen appliances and home furnishings (Bunnings 2009). Home
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renovation stores, like Bunnings Warehouse, bridge ¢ap between hardware

shops, which are typically deemed to be masculine spaces, and homeware shops,

which are traditionally associated with women. Indeed, home renovation shops

provide heterosexual men with a space where they are able to engage in
proceses of home consumption without transgressing acceptable notions of
heteronormative masculinity>* Similarly, women are increasingly entering these

aLJ) 0Saz FyR Sy3alr3iay3a Ay WYF1Ay3d K2YSQ |
O2y &l NHzOG SR .Iday ywyr3sa0 dzf IANGSKIXdza S F2NJ SEI Y
5L, YyAIKGIQ 6KAOK OfFAYa G2 oS FtofS G2 a-:z
G2 G1roO01tS GK2aS W2RR 220aQ | NRdzyR (KS
consumption spaces produce an environment where corporeasitysocially,

sexually and discursively producEd.¢ KS WOdzf (1 dzNI £ Q Sy A NRy
NEy2@FGA2y aGd2NBa AyaONARoSa FyR O2yaidNuzO
love and/to shop. Conceptualising home renovation shops in this way affords an
opportunity to document the performative corporealities within such spaces

giving further insights into the homemaking and subjectivity construction

processes of heterosexual couples in spaces beyond the dwelling.

Bunnings Warehouse and other such home renovatstores are becoming
increasingly popular places of heterosexual domesticated coupledoBespite
the apparent diversification of normative notions of home to include a range of

sexual subjectivities, practices and activities, in particular gay men itoreka

124 See Mansvel{2005)for a brief discussion on the gendering of domestic consumptising

examples from thedJK and New Zealandhe demonstrates the link betweemasculinity and

K2dzZaSK2f R Wiz22taxQ &dzOK +ta ft+Féy VY26SNESZ NF}GKSN
O2yaidNHzZOGSR a FSYAYAYS IyR 3da20AF0SR gAGK GKS |
G2N)] G2 I NBdS GKFG OSNII Aefuipkengzil@&wkneen B endgagei? f 4 Q> A
domestic processes of homemaking without compromising their heterosexual masculinised
subjectivity.

2% Home renovation stores attempt to cater for a wide variety of shoppers and this means that

the materialities of such ses often reflect the perceived subjectivities and needs of shoppers.

C2NJ SEFYLX S Al Aa y2i dzy02YY2y (2 4SS é0DKAf RNBYC
are also becoming a regulaxture in many of these stores.

26 There are three major home renovation companies operating in Hamilton: Bunnings

Warehouse (www.bunnings.co.n?/ Mitre 10 Mega Www.mitre10.co.ny; and Placemakers
(www.placemakerso.n3.
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home design and styling (Gormafurray 2006d), home renovation stores
continue to be spaces of heteronormativity.On any given weekend, Bunnings
Warehouse is filled with mainly (young) heterosexual couples shopping for a
variety of household goodg can certainly attest to this as more often than not
my partner and | are in Bunnings Warehouse on Saturday mornings! On a
personal note, this time spent shopping together is important for our
relationship as we make joint decisions about the creatibour home. It also
demonstrates the ongoing centrality of home to the production of normative
heterosexuality in Hamilton. When partners shop together for household goods
their heterosexual relationships, power and privilege are constituted and
consolidaed through spatial practices. In these instances, consumption spaces
and notions of home, homemaking and relationship activities continue to be

normatively heterosexualised.

Clearly, there is a soceconomic dimension to household consumption. | am

awarethat | am focusing on people who have the ability to choose what goods

come into their homes and to control their material constitution. Consumption is

indeed a practice that reinforces social and spatial differences and inequalities

(Del Casino 2009). Gw LI NIGAOALI yiGaQ NBtIFGAGBS |7
renovation stores and shopping for household goods is a pleasurable shared

leisure activity. This stands in stark contrast to the homemaking activities of
LI22NBN) K2dzaSK2f Ra® { S @2D001388) parficipantd, yfoRA | Y R
example, found that economic constraint restricted their lifestyle choices, and

lack of money severely affected their ability to perform even the most basic
K2YSYF{1Ay3 LINFOGAOSAaY Gazald o288 KAIKE A
discussing the lack of money available to buy food for their families ... Money for

clothes, pocket money for children, trips or days out, were all-®& A & G Sy (G ¢

?" The discursive power operating in these spaces may also exclude certain bodies based on age,

RAiakloAfAleT WNIOSQ>X SiKyaAOAGes Od#f G§GdzZNB FyR az
Warehouse s in English despite the cultural and ethnic diversity of Hamilton. Sibley (1995b)

notes that exclusionary practices in the spaces of everyday life play an important role in
understanding the ways in which power is exercised in society because suchgwartcoften
takenfor-granted as an ordinary part of daily life. He uses the example of white, middle class

family consumption in large British shopping malls to demonstrate the ways in which the Other is
excluded.
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Shopping for household goods, which may not be necessary for the functioning
ofeveR R &8 fAFS odzi YIS K2dzaSa SFaASN |yR
lifestyle choice and practice of midaébdass home owners. It is an expression of

middle-class subjectivity (Clarke 2001).

Housing tenure also influences home consumption practicastidpants who

discuss DIY as a form of homemaking and consumption typically own their

houses. Clarke (2001 28) explaiisii KS NBLINBASYy il dA2y 2F K2\
widely accessible, playful and celebratory leisure pursuit has become
commonplace but NS YF Ay ad AYLIX AOAGE & (lhdedd, ini 2 LINE L
New Zealand there is a strong association between home ownership and home
decorating (Leonaret al.,2004).

Idealised discourses about heterosexual love and shared domestic space
penetrate the boundaries of home and encourage households to portray
homemaking as a shared and negotiated task. Reimer and Leslie (2004 197)
YE1S GKS LRAyd GKFG O2dzid Sa a2Fi0Sy O2vya
when discussing how they choose household goods. Mayples in this

research narrate home consumption as a uniformly shared project. Compatibility

in the context of home design and décor is deemed to be instrumental to

expressing and consolidating love.

Compatible couples

Miller (1998) suggests that for hetosexual couples who present themselves as

relatively egalitarian it is important to emphasise a commonality of taste in

domestic furnishings. Several participants speak to the centralityoadial and

negotiated decision making in relation to domestionsumption and their

subjectivity as a coupleAngie, for example, points out that one of the main

NEBlI da2ya ¢gK& &aKS |yR /221N NS O2YLI} GAOG

because they are able to make decisitbogether.She says:

Angie: We pretty much usudy decide on things, we make a lot of
22AYy0 RSOAAAZ2YE G23SHGKSNJ X L GKAY]
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O2dzLX S Ay GKFG gle&s L R2yQl 1y26 6
like, but we make a lot of decisions together really, we kind

2T RA&Odza&d AG YR 3JandWidds oKl G ¢ 2 dz
like that (first interview 30 April 2008).

Angie stresses the egalitarian processes of shopping together for household
goods. As noted earlier, she narrates home consumption as a shared venture and
intimates that they come to joint decisions &ly. Lizzy and Zane also reflect on

domestic consumption as a completely shared process. Here, they explain that
household items, which are specifically used for shared homemaking activities

like DIY, are chosen together:

Lizzy: With lots of things like @int, all the renovation stuff as
gSttxr GKSy 6SQff 3F2 (23SHGKSNXP» bAyS
pick things together aye [speaking to Zane]? And the one
time you did pick the handles in the shower by yourself

you had to take them back because they wereyugl
Zane: Yeah, they were.

Lizzy: But things like that are definitely a joint decision (joint
interview 22 April 2008).

For Lizzy and Zane, domestic objects represent their subjectivity as a couple and

speak to their suitability and compatibility. The one time Zane attempts to shop

2y KAa 246y KS LIzZNOKIFasSa adzafte¢ akK2gSNI Kl
shared consmption and household design tastes, but even this is a way for Zane

and Lizzy to portray consumption as a unified project. After purchasing the

handles, Zane concedes that they were ugly and they both agree that Zane had

made the wrong choice. Lizzy andngaerase a possible point of difference in

order to reestablish this particular consumption practice as grounded within

joint decision making. For these two couples, then, as well as many other

respondents, their ability to make decisions together andith@&nt provisioning
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strategies are important expressions of their shared subjectivity as a compatible

couple in love (Miller 1998).

For some participants who are not in the position to shop for household goods,

because of financial or housing tenure datrons, shopping together as a couple

Ad A2YSUOKAYy3a GKS& FaLANB G2 oKligeal GKSe&
K2YSaQ SEAaG &42YS6KSNB Ay GKS ySIEN (2 RA
houses and homemaking practices beyond the dwelliGtarke (20Q 28)

contends:

WARSIE K2YSaQ Oz2Igse aid&owvnedzldreda jusy A RRE S
trivial fantasies about a perceived aesthetic style or associated social
FALIANFGAZ2Y S NI GKSNJ GKSe 2FFSNI Iy ARSI
an idealized form of smality. Furthermore, these daydreams directly

inform the construction, provisioning and aspirations of the lived

home, allowing the occupants to begin to actualize beyond the

limitations of their particular domesticity

Ideal homes assume specific dwajistructures and household relations (Blunt

and Dowling 2006). Joint processes of home consumption are an important
constituent of idealised notions of home. Spending time together thinking,
GFrf1Ay3 Fo2dziz yR t221Ay3 home iKé&ndza SK2f R
important activity which, for some couples, consolidates their love and facilitates
GKSANI 8Kl NBR &4dzo2S0GA0OAGEe&d 52yyl X F2N SE
a new place that would also be part of the consolidating home, like making the
RSOAAA2Yya G23SGKSNJ IyR 22Ay (G LJZ2NOKIF aSa
WK2dzaSK2fR a0dzF¥F6 &Si¢ OFANRG AYUGSNIWASSH
Mark feel like they are unable to publically perform their coupledom in many

everyday spaces, ordinafyomemaking activities, such as shopping together,

take on particular significance. Donna writes about this in her diary, explaining:

[We] spent time together looking at houses for sale online. First
GAYS 6SQ@®S NBFffe R2yS GRKthdi H 2Syd F20
K2dzaSa t221SR GKIFIGO 3INBFG odzi SQNB L
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open home$?in the weekend to get a sense of what we like and

gKIG AGQftf 028G dzad !'3IFLAYyXIT LQY Syezzeé
together for our future, with the added excitement of being abl

to really create a home together. | think our current place,

although definitely a home, still feels a bit like a flat with a

Y2alrA0 2F WYalddzFTFQ | NRdzyR GKS LJX I OSo /
will be like setting up a definitive foundation for our futuf@iary

entry 20 October 2008).

Several respondents, particularly women participants, discuss their hopes for the
FdzidzNB KAIKE AIKGAY I sKIG GKSe OPYaAaARSNI
Sophia, for instance, shares the following story with me about her dreams for the

future with her partner, Alec:

CareyAnn: 2 KSy @2dz R2 3IS0G @&2dz2NJ WRNBIFIY K2YSQ:
AK2LIA Y3 F2N wd22Ra (2 3I2 Aye &2dzN
think that those kinds b activities are going to be

important for your relationship?

Sophia: Oh doing it together, | would like to do it together, not me
going and buying curtains alone, because | would like to
integrate our tastes which would make the home so much
more homely.Like it would be ours. Even though, let's say,
| would pay for the lounge suite, but | know that both of
our tastes [are included because] we agreed on it (joint
interview 24 April 2008).

128 Open homes are a selling technique used by home owners and real estate agents. In an open

home, potential buyers are able to enter and view the house.

YeKS RSEAANB (2 26y | WRNBIFY K2dzaSQ Aa RSSLXe& Syo
home. TVNZTelevision New Zealand) has tapped into this cultural phenomenon with the

television show Mitre 10 Dream Home Mitre 10 Dream Homechallenges two young

(heterosexual) families to design and renovate two relocated houses. At the end of the series,

onefath t @ gAya GKSANI WRNBIY K2YSQ FyR G4KS 20GKSNJ FI Y
at auction. The television series is very popular and is in fiseason.

286



Sophia stresses the importance of shopping together for goodsalikedzNIi | A y & €
GKSYy (KSe& Y20S AyiG2 GKSANI GaRNBIY K2YSoé
however, is the way she slips between her own desires and their aspirations as a

couple. Shewants to shop together with Alec arghewants to integrate both

their tastes,but for the good oftheir home. She thinks that shopping together

gAfft YIS GKSANI K2YS Y2NB daK2YSftedsg {21
integration of their individual tastes as a homemaking practice which will

consolidate their love for one another amaln their house into a home.

Similarly, when | query married couple Linda and Jeff about their shopping
dynamics and whether or not they will change when they move in to their
WRNBIY K2YSQ GKS@& 620K GFf1 Foz2dzir 6KS AY
current house, which they rent, they follow normatively gendered consumption

patterns. They explain that Linda does most of the shopping for household
furnishings because she likes to shop and Jeff does not. They both envision,
however, that shoppingWif ©S | 22Ayid LINR2SO0 6KSy (K:
K2YSQ> gKAOK 2F O2dz2NESI GKSe gAftf 22Ay0f

CareyAnn: | YR a2 R2 &2dz KAYy]l OGKIG 6KSy @&2dz
K2YSQ>X R2 @&2dz KAYy]l] ®odd IF2Ay3I 2dzi
and deciding on things, do yothibk that is going to
happen? And if it does happen will it be [an] important

part of your relationship?

Jeff: We will go out [shopping] together.

A

Linda: .SIFK 6S gAff RSTAYyAGStEeEe R2 A0 G23S
you want to be stereotypical, like theife will go shopping
and do these things. We will definitely do it together (joint
interview 16 April 2008).

Further discussion reveals why Linda and Jeff place such importance on shopping

together as a homemaking activity beyond their current dwellinghew they
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married in 2005 they did not register for wedding giff8 Since that time, Linda

has been particularly curious as to what they will do when the time comes for

them to buy household goods together. When | ask them what they think will

happen whenk S& R2 aK2LJ ¥2NJ 322Ra FT2NJ 0KSANI Y

animated and visibly excited. She repositions her body on the couch so she is

facing Jeff and takes the opportunity to direct the conversation at him rather

than me.
Linda: | always wonder what & are going to do. Because when
S 3A2G YINNASR 6S RARYQG NBIAAGSNE
we just got money, because we had been living together
and it was a bit like ...
Jeff YR S RARY QO KIFI@S || K2dzaS T2 NJ
Linda . dzi L Q@S  andeked if we vier ltodrégistes for
something, what would we agree on? Because we kind of
have different tastes on a lot of things.
Jeff: What would end up happening is we would start with, we
would eventually find ourselves starting with the kitchen
things just because we could agree on that.
Linda: But even the pattern on the china, would we agree?
Jeff: . dzii 2y | OG dz € AGSYya ¢S ¢2dz R
usually, about what patterns are on what or whether they
all match.
Linda: LQY FdzaaSRo

130 5ee Otneand Pleck (2003) for a useful description and history of the wedding regidiey
suggest the registrgombinesdrationality and efficiency with wish fulfilmergnd desire, the
registry systematically enables guesidind gifts for the couple. The registry is used as a guide
to purchase gifts for the shower and the wedding; guests who attend showers are expected to
give two sets of gifts, although the shower gift is usually thought of as lessgi¥pehan the
weddingprée Sy ¢ 6hidySa IyR tfS0O1 wnno 1Tpouo®d
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Jeff: | know (aughten (joint interview 16 April 2008).

In this exchange fractures appear in the narration of a uniform subjectivity. On

the one hand, Jeff suggests that they would find common ground on kitchen
equipment because they both share a love of cooking. Lioddhe other hand,

is unsure about whether they would see elgeeye because she is concerned or

G Fdza a SR¢ ( okReMzOG LI20NIYS NIE widiist Jefi WoBld dyécthys| ¢

attention to function¢a I Ol dzl f AdGSYa ¢S g2ddZ R ySSR®E
household consumption is not always a uniformly shared project. Instead, it can

GoS I aAdsS 2F O2ydSaidliArzys S@Sy F2NJ 02d
2F K2YSYF{1{Ay3az 2NJ adiNBaa (GKFdG O2YLINRBYAAS
(Reimer and Leslie 20@01).

WSAYSNI YR [SatAS o6unnn wmdopy0 FNBdZSSY daAid
differentiations between individually directed and famdyientated home
O2yadzYLIiAz2ydé hyS 2F (GKS ¢glea GKFG A
individually and jointlydesired household objects in the context of cohabitating
heterosexual couples is through conversations about the gendered divisions of

household consumption.

She likes, he likes: gendered divisions of household consumption

The socially constructed relationship between gender and household
consumption has been examined by geographers (Leslie and Reimer 1999; 2003).
Gregson and Crewe (1998 83) argue, for instance, in relation to sdwordicar

0220 02y adzyLliA 2y el diflenf thihgg, RheysbRyYdSfgrent
GKAy3a FyR (GKSe& S@Sywher2pompted io taR afodt S NS y (i
their household shopping practices, some participants highlight the gendered
differences and power dynamics in joint household consunmpgitocessesKylie

and Luke, for example, note that thelyave differing levels of interest in

household consumption:
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Luke: Practical housey stuff [Kylie] will just buy because |
g2dzf Ry Qi KIF @S | OftdzS weKIG 6S ySSR¢
bit of a clue but prbably not that good.

Kylie: . dzi @2dz R2y QG NBlIffte KIFIGS |y AyidsSt
1Y26 o6KIFIG 6S ySSR SAUKSNY o, 2dz R2Yy(

new roasting dish or not.

Luke: SIFKYX @wLQY®8 2dzad y20 GKFIG AYyGSNBaidSs

5

2008).

Kylie and Lukessentialise household consumption as a feminine practice. This is

perhaps unsurprising given that the role of the consumer is often constructed as

a feminine one (Domosh and Seager 2001; Dowling 1993). Dowling (1993 295)

I NB dfas¥mption, defined aschvities surrounding the purchase and use of
O2YY2RAGASEAT A& OSyGaNrt G2 GKS ftA@Sa 27F
Kylie goes on to explain that she is the one who is primarily responsible for the

day-to-day household provisioning and thicindes shopping for food:

Kylie: We will usually go to the supermarket together but | think
that | am usually in charge of the decision process, he is
the trolley pusher ... I usually do that and the packing it all
[at the supermarket] and stuff, but whidk weird, because
now that | think about it, when we get home | am the one
that usually has to unpack it all and put it all in the
cupboard, | guess where | want them (folleyw interview
15 August 2008).

Kylie enjoys the power she maintains over whagyttpurchaseg d am usually in

OKIFNHBS 2F (KS cCREFAGARAAWABRBBOSF IA SQa LI2aAli
LJdza KSNE (2 FaaradlryoSe {KS @OASsa GKAA F
Domosh and Seager (2001) note the association of femininity withemaht

goods and consumption is, in some instances, a source of power for women.

Kylie is seemingly in a position of power because she gets to decide what they
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purchase and what they will eat. However, the control she has over their
consumption practices @2 yR (G KS RgStftAy3a g2NJa a2 |
involvement in domestic chores when they return home. Her power is thus

nested within a layer of unequal gendered domestic labour. When Kylie realises

that their seemingly joint home consumption practices nmay necessarily be in

her favour, she ravorks the power imbalance in an attempt to recast herself in a

position of power. She does this by pointing out that she gets to decide where to

put the newly purchased food goods on their return home.

For Donna, gicery shopping is not a shared activity and instead she does the
weekly food shop by herself. This revelation came up in relation to a question |

asked about their dinnetime routine.
CareyAnn: So what usually happens at meahe?

Donna: | think one ofthe reasons that | often cook is that | am
often home before Mark is and also because | do the food
shopping | kind of have it in my head what we have and
there is a few meals that | make regularly and I will always

make sure we have got the ingredienthien we, whenl

go shopping.
CareyAnn: So you go shopping by yourself?
Donna: Yeah | go by myself.
CareyAnn: Why? Why is that?

Donna: L dKAY]l AGQa LINIfte GKS y20 ol yaray:
g2dZA R ale GKFEGQa GKS YIFAYy NBlFazyo
myself, like I am fine with it but | thought it would be kind
of nice if every now and then we could go together (first

interview 17 October 2008).

Donna employs a common tactic whereby she negates unequal domestic labour

practices to a matter of coincider; she is usually home first so she does the
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majority of the cooking. This unequal division of domestic labour within domestic

space flows on to effect their domestic consumption practices beyond the

dwelling. In addition to being the only one in theirusehold who knows what

they require from the supermarket, their concerns about being seen together in

public means that Donna does the grocery shopping alone, without the help of
alN]® 52yyl 3IAPSa (GKS AYLINBaairzy OGKFG o
particular homemaking practices is not an effect of gendered divisions of home.

Rather, it is a necessary measure they, as a couple, need to take in order to

ensure their relationship remains closeted. Donna is not the only woman
participant who does the grocg shopping on her own; grocery shopping is also

l'y3aASQa NBalLRyaAiroAfAdgey

Angie: Big items are always done together but smaller stuff is
usually done by me. And | tend to do the [grocery]
AK2LIIAY3A a oSttt X o/ 22LISNB R2SayQ

CareyAnnt | like shopping (//)

Angie: Yeah | like it too. But sometimes [Cooper] comes and | like
Al sKSy KS 02YS&asx IyR oKSy KS 02YS
odzi KS R2SayQi tA1S (42 02YS SJSNE
GAUK Y& TFTNRASYR ¢gK2 R2SEagQid KIF @S |
OK2NB® L KISy Qi GK2dzaK&G Fo2dzi AG

CareyAnn: {2 @&2dzQNB y20 3JF2Ay3 aK2LILAYy3I o0& &2

A

Angie: ,SIEKE AGQa dzadzZ tte 1AYR 2F tA1S |
usually go and have a coffee and then go and do the
[grocery] shopping. SdiiQa dzadzrtfe F OGKAy3a ¢S
5SS1T SKAOK Aa I Fdzy GKAy3 (2 R2d |
hate having to bring it all home and unpacklgughter)
odzi GKS f221Ay3 yR GKS o0dz22Ay3a |yl
fine (aughter) (first interview 30 April 2008).
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input. | suspect that Cooper does not enjoy grocery shopping because he views it

as a chore. Angie also considers the possibility that grocery shopping is a chore.

She does, howear, negate the chordike aspects of grocery shopping by turning

it in to a social outing with a friend.

Both Donna and Angie would like it if their respective partners joined them
occasionally on the weekly shopping trip. TheiNday SNE Q Ay @2t @SYSy
most likely make the task easier and potentially more enjoyable. As discussed

earlier, many participants use and experience the act of shopmaga

performative practice of love. It seems that Donna and Angie would like the
opportunity to use grocery shpping as a means through which to constitute and

consolidate their relationships and shared subjectivities as couples.

[ ATT @& | yR Yprattesalsoigike insightsyirio the gendered power
dynamics of household consumption. Here, they note thatwht comes to
buying new household goods, Lizzy has the control over the financial parameters

of their decisions:
Lizzy: wyS glyta G2 3S4d I yS¢ ¢+ odzi 6SQ
kitchen [equipment], like we were just paying off the

kitchen appliancedjke the dishwasher and the big things,

FYR L alFAR WgStf |FGISNI SOSNRIOKAY3
Y2yiKaz ¢S OFy 3ISaG I ¢+dQ
Zane: Pretty much [what happens is] | ask if we can buy

something and Lizzy says yes or no (joint interview 22 April
2008).

Tradtionally, it has been men who have had power over household finances.
Madiganetalbs o mddn coT0 SELIFAY a62YSYy | NB Y?
fA1Ste (G2 &aKINB dzySljdatte Ay GKS LI2&SNI 3

Lizzy, however, is the enwho has control of their daily finances. Like Lizzy, Rose
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electrics.

Joseph: Yeah, stereos and things like that | ask Rose how much |

FY ftft26SR G2 LJS yeRmiost todouldl &1 K S NEB

a
ALISYR 2y | aiSNB2 2N gKIFIidQa GKSX

2}

g K

Rose: YR GKSy KSQft 32 | 02dzL)X S 2F KdzyF

(joint interview 23 April 2008).

It is significant that the purchasing of some household goods requires negotiated
decision makg between partners whilst others do not. It is suggested by many
LI NI A OA LI yiGa KM\, stereds Na&&to belshiapdddkfor arl &
purchased together. Everyday household consumption, however, is deemed not
to require the same level of shateinput. The different consumption practices
suggest that certain domestic objects are valued more than others and this
reflects gendered values of home. The fact that more expensive, large leisure
goods, which are normatively associated with men, requiegotiated decision
making between partners suggests they have a high level of value attached to
them. It seems, however, that household goods typically associated with women
CALINI OGAOIT K2dzaSe addzF¥¢ @hpvddtts Worte 2 A y U
attached to them implied by the unequal levels of emotional and economic
investment. In his study on shopping and gender relations, Miller (1998 22)

similarly found that women tend to be:

largely responsible for the basic provisioning of the househsldle
men tended to be responsible mainly for extra items that were of
particular interest to themselves, but were relatively unimportant in,
for example, provisioning of children.

The discursive relationship between femininity and household goods and
appiances, and masculinity and household electronics, is (re)produced in
homeware media such as pamphlets, magazines and television advertisements.
They assume white young heterosexuality (figure 41). Of the homeware

pamphlets | collected, only two images dme from the white young
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heterosexual norm; one pamphlet features a rehite heterosexual couple and

the other includes an older white heterosexual couple.

e

A iy

i .y
Rt .
; .

-

-

Figure 41: Collage of white, young heteronormative media materialCollated and
photographed by Careyann Morrison

The gendering of household goods by media outlets has important implications

for the ways in which subjectivity is fashioned through home consumption. Leslie

YR WSAYSN] 6mpdd ndeas abotsindedod dedoiation oth dzZNNE y
NBEAYTFT2NOS GGNIRAGAZ2YIf y2GA2ya 2F FFYAf@
television advertisement for Harvey Norm&f, for instance, reminds viewers

GKFG GKSe KIS F20 d&a2YSOKAYThepraed KSNE |
Ga2YSOGKAY3a F2NJ KSNE Aad &4dzZLIRNISR o6& +Fy A
Gaz2YSOKAY3I F2NJ KAYE Aad fAYy{1{SR G2 + fFNBS
(1996) argue that it is no coincidence that men are the target for hoased

leisure products.The association of men with household goods, such as

181 Harvey Norman is a large retailer of electrical, computer, furniture, entertainment and

bedding goods. Harvey Norman has stores in both Australia and New Zealand
(www.harveynaman.conz).

¥ The advertisement screened at 9.29pm on SaturddyFbruary 2009 on TVNZ channel 2.
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televisions and stereos, reflects a gendered division of labour in which home still

functions as a place of rest and play for men and work for women.

Everyday household consumption, then, continues te bighly gendered.
Women respondents do most of the buying of everyday household items. They
tend to be more concerned with creating a loving home space through domestic
consumption than their partnersAs Chapman (2001 144) suggests, however:
G 62 YSy eithalBecegsarily powerless nor intrinsically dissatisfied in the
domestic sphere, and are tenacious in maintaining their control over that
R2YI Ay ®é 22YSy LINIAOALIYGA KIFI@S Oz2ydl
consumption but also retain much of the power ovarge domestic purchases,
even though the process requires shared input between partners. Domestic
consumption is experienced positively by women respondents and is seen as a
pleasurable aspect of homemaking. This is despite that fact that, in some
instarces, it contributes to the reproduction of inequitable domestic gender

relations.

Summary

This chapter has sought to dissolve the public and private boundaries that
surround home. It has drawn on, and contributed to, geographical arguments
about the multiscalarity of home. Home, as a spatial imaginary, extends far
beyond the physical dwellin¢Blunt and Dowling 2006). Indeed, homemaking
practices can operate simultaneously within and across multiple sites and scales
(GormanMurray and Dowling 2007). The focus of this chapter has been the
connections between the household and homemakers, andewidocial

discourses, ideologies, activities, and spaces of home.

In the first half of this chapter issues of housing tenure were expldreadising

tenure is a means by which households and homemakers are connected to wider
relations of power. Tenure dsibns are sustained through, and help to (re)make,
3SYRSNBRX a4SESRX WNI} OSRQZ oubifglteaiecaRE | y R |

shapes material and imaginative homemaking practices and relationship
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activities within the dwelling. Home ownership and fiag are the dominant
forms of housing in New Zealand, each with their own complex set of-socio
spatial power relations. In this section, | provided ardé@pth, nuanced and
critical analysis of the multifaceted ways housing tenure can impact on the
constuction and lived experience of heterosexual love and home. Particular

attention was paid to the spatial negotiation strategies involved in shared living.

The everyday processes, spaces and subjectivities of household consumption

made up the second half dfie chapter. Household consumption is a useful lens

through which to explore the mufscalarity of home because it highlights the

linkages between homemakers and social, economic, and political societal
structures. The purchasing and acquisition of howdeéhgoods is a material

LIN OGAOS 2F t2¢0S FtyR O2y{iNAodziSa G2
subjectivities. The spaces of household consumption, particularly home
renovation stores, provide an environment for couples to publically perform love

through jont homemaking activities. Home renovation stores, the bodies
occupying and using such spaces, stretch the boundaries of home between
Wddzo f AOQ YR WLINAGFGISQ aLl 0Sad az2NB2@S!
heterosexual love infiltrate the boundaries of e and encourage heterosexual
homemakers to narrate home consumption as a uniformly shared task. This

means that individual bodies that love and/to shop can be absorbed and
seemingly lost within presumably shared consumption practices. Ruptures,
fracturesand tensions in the recounting of shared subjectivities emerge through
gendered divisions of household consumption. The practices of everyday
household consumption give insights into issues of gendered power and control

in cohabitating heterosexual relatiships.
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CHAPTER 8
The Home Straight

The heteronormatity of geographical discoursmeans that the relationship
between heterosexuality, love and home is often takend NI y G SR | &
FYR Wy 2N)¥If Q looffR reskadichedi da® ot Wwell uptktood.
Dominant discourses of home (re)produce monolithic version of
heterosexuality that is founded upon static notions of reproduction, domesticity,
monogamy and love. This research probes these epistemological and ontological
assumptionsFeminist poststructuralism generates a framework for conducting a
critical reading of the competing discourses, social imaginaries and embodied

experiences of heterosexuality, love and home in contemporary society.

Drawing on the lived experiences of 14 heterosdxt@uples, and an #depth
examination of women in these couples, who live in Hamilton, New Zealhaisd, t
research presents a small snapshot of the diversity of heterosexual love and
domestic experiencelt is argued that the domestic spaces and subjeativiof
heterosexuality are continually and mutually reproduced through everyday
homemaking practices. Making the constitutive relationship between
heterosexuality, love and home explicit is a political move that denaturalises and

de-essentialises heteros@ality and its resulting spatial relations.

An important focus of this research has been to bring love into dialogue with
heterosexuality and home. A gendered politics of knowledge construction has
excluded love from much geographical discourse. It wgsied that in order to
understand more fully the relationship between subjectivity and domestic space
for young heterosexual couples, and in particular young women in heterosexual
relationships, spatialised and embodied concepts of love need to be condidere
This argument has been made with the intent of offering a means to re
02y OSLJidzk t A4S GKS 3IASYRSNBR IyR aSESR
0 KI G disrgp@She hegemony of traditional masculine, disembodied and

rational knowledge.
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This research has built on existing feminist geographies by examining the socio
spatial practices which produce heterosexual home space and by exploring how
subjectivity and love are spatial processes. My intervention into the geographical
discourses of herosexuality, love and home has provided a space in which to
challenge the heteronormativity of the geography discipline. This thesis
addressed three main research objectives. First, it analysed how heterosexual
couples use their homes to constitute andnsolidate their sexual subjectivities
and interpersonal relationships. Second, it explored the ways in which
homemaking practices both confirm and contest the heteronormativity of home.
Third, it considered the ways in which notions of love produce norreat
heterosexual femininities and spatialites of home. By focusing on
KSGSNRPAaSEdzZ t AeQa LISNF2NXIGASBS LRESN YR
to challengeaspatial and asexual discourses of heterosexualityis aim has
been addressed throughouthe theoretical, methodological and analytical

sections of this work

The research design has important implications for geographical research and
epistemologyCS YA YA &G X LI2AGAGNYHzOGdzNT t A&ad | yR 3S:
have been used as a way of bringing together and extending four areas of work:
geographies of home; geographies of sexualities; geographies of emotion; and
sociological and feminist litature on love, romance and intimacy. A feminist
poststructuralist framework provided me with the theoretical tools to
problematise discursive constructions of heterosexuality, love and home. This
theoretical frameworkholds on to the materialities of sexedodies whilst
acknowledging that bodies are always and everywhere situated within discursive

and ideological systems and spaces (Johnston and Longhurst 2B$0).

identifying heterosexuality as a component of embodied subjectivity, | have
undermined the ndéion that heterosexuality is incorporeal, mess and matter

free. Making gendered/sexed and sexualised bodie$ KS LJ- NI A OA L) y i aQ
own ¢ explicit in the production of geographical knowledge politicises

heterosexual love. It removes it from the realmidK S Wy | G dzNI f Q | y R dz
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Sexually embodying knowledge is one way to articulate resistance to

disembodied, masculinist and heteronormative concepts in and of geography

The politics of my research methods have intersected in numerous ways with
feminig and poststructuralist debates.havesought to disrupt the privileging of
rational, disembodied, scientific ideologies and research practices that have
dominated the disciplinel drew from four interconnected phases of qualitative
feministinspired re§ I NOKY W02 dzZLJt SQ Ay dSNWireGelaT &2 A
photography; followup interviews with women; and evaluation questionnaires.
These methods helped create an embodied, emotionally situated and partial
geography of heterosexual love and honhe.order to challenge further notions

of disembodied objectivity, | situated myself in the research process. | reflected
upon the ways in which my embodied subjectivities have influenced the research
encounters and outcomes. In the process, | have madeaaesfor embodiment

and emotions to be acknowledged in the research process.

The notion of scale was used as a framework for examining the homemaking
practices and relationship activities of heterosexual couples. It was also used as a
way of ordering the hesis content. | have been guided by Johnston and

[ 2y IAKdZNEG QA OS6Hnamn0 FAa&aSNIA2Yy GKFEG 3IS23IANT
the relationship between sex, bodies and space. Moreover, geographers have
shown that home, as a concept and a lived experee is multiscalar (Blunt and
Dowling 2006; GormaMurray and Dowling 2007). Bringing the two arguments
together, then, | explored the mutual constitution of heterosexuality, love and
home at three specific spatial scales. The set of scales used ihdbis are not
meant to be read as a coherent spatial structure nor are they meant to represent
a definitive account of the mulscalarity of heterosexual love and home.
Instead, they offer one way, out of many, of understanding the production and

lived experience of heterosexual love and home space.

This thesis focused on three overlapping and interconnected sites: body,
dwelling, and household and beyond. Each scale represents a unique geography

of heterosexual homemaking practices and relationship digs: The specificity
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of each scale helps to contest aspatial and asexual notions of heterosexuality by

locating it at specific sites of home.

¢ KS WaYl fcbdycivgs use® asta$latform for examining the closest
and most immediate of homemakingractices. This chapter builds on and
extends current geographical theorising on home by focusing explicitly on the
relationship between heterosexual embodiment and domestic space.
Geographies of home have not looked specifically at the scale of the Bydy.
foregrounding corporeal specificity as an important constituent of home, this
chapter (and the thesis as a whole) destabilises masculinist and disembodied

geographical discourses.

Love, as it is talked about, understood, expressed, and felt by pariisipa this

research, is thoroughly essentialised as instinctive, natural, essential, and
compelling. | argued that this language of love relies on a discourse of biology

which legitimises some forms of heterosexualifydomesticated monogamous
relationshpscl & G KS Wyl Gdz2NF £ Q YR Wy2NXIFfQ T2NY
of love legitimise heterosexuality as the normative form of sexualised

ddz0 2SOUGK22R 0SOlFdzaS f20S heiwaySinfwhicha G 1S
couples, and women in particularalk about love reproduces the hegemony of

romantic heterosexual domestic lif@heyconstruct love as a product of home

and suggest that home is constituted through love. Conceptualising love in
ARSIFftAAaSR GSN¥Xa Sl @Sa f doindsticSpaceltdb®S F 2 NJ
acknowledged. References to domestic arguments and disturbances were rare.

t F NODAOALI yia FEtA3Iy GKSYaSt@gSa gAGK GKS
home. In doing so, they reproduce notions about heterosexuality and home as

coherert, consistent, stable and fixed.

Hegemonic discourses of love normalise the home as the appropriate space of
physicalintimacy and affectionThe practices of heterosexual physig#imacy,

when they take place in domestic spaces of love, are bound updistourses of
normality, respectability and appropriatenedsindings suggest that home, for

heterosexual couples, continues to be the primary space of physical intimacy and
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affection despite widespread acceptance of public performances of intimate
heterosexual coupledom. Home, then, takes on numerous meanings of
emotional significance and represents shared intimate moments. The embodied
practices of physical intimacy shape, and are shaped by, imaginaries and
materialities of home. | argued that despitemmonly held assumptions about
the homogeneity of heterosexual intimate practice, the relationship between
physical intimacy and home is varied, complex and multifaceted. In other words,
heterosexual love is expressed in a variety of normative and-nuomative
forms of intimate touch. Likewise, different areas of home are used to facilitate
intimate heterosexual practice in different ways. The practices of physical
intimacy are important when thinking about the relationship between
heterosexuality, love rad domestic space. They work to both produce and
undermine widely held notions about appropriate forms of love and intimacy in

relation to home spaces.

[20ST a4 AG Aa SELINBaaSR Ay (KAaAa NBaSk N
Corporeal dit and d6Sa i A O YSaa O2yiNRO6dziSa G2 GKS
subjectivities and shared home space. Bodily remnants, odours, noise, individual
possessions, and other domestic mess constantly establish homes as shared and
embodied spaces. The presence of corpbrdiest and domestic mess produse

both positive and negative effects, gendered divisions and power relations of

home. | argued that it is important to explore the diverse ways in which home is

made and remade at the level of the body. The geographies of corporeal and
domestic dirt providea means for understanding the multiple ways in which

heterosexual bodies are constructed and lived at home.

The second scale dwelling ¢ was used to provide an 4depth and detailed
micro-geography of heterosexual love and daily domestic living. Itseduon
what heterosexual couples have and do within and to their homes. | argued that
discourses of love shape, and are shaped by, the materialities of Hduileing

on existing geographies of home literature, this chapter focused on the material,
tangible and visible articulations of heterosexuality and love within and to

domestic space. Focusing on a broad set of uses, experiences and material
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constructions of dwellings allows for a deeper understanding of the links

between heterosexuality, love and thmeaterialities of home.

Research on home often draws attention to the relationship between the
K2dzaSK2fR YR (KS WLzt A0Q $2NIR IyR GKS
SELISNASYOSR & | oHhdMdn® héwe\@r, isrial-nécésgarily NA J O
the same as having privagythe home (Johnston and Valentine 1995). Idealised

notions about love, companionship and the centrality of shared living areas are
SY0OSRRSR Ay (GKS RS&aAdy 2F K2dzaSa | yR AYL
the private sphee. These norms encourage couples, particularly women
participants, to suppress their own need for privacy in order to maintain an
appearance of home as a uniformly shared space of love. Conversations about

the demarcation of space reveal that home conesuo be gendered. Men tend

to emphasise their need for personal and private space while women downplay

their individual needsA variety oftactics, such as claiming ownership of the

entire house and engaging in individual activities, are uspdmarily by women

participants ¢ to create privacywithout compromisingdominant assumptions

about heterosexual love and cohabitating coupledom.

| also argued that the use of domestic space narrates love and heterosexual
relationships. | made a case for considgrihe mundane and banal in everyday
life. It was argued that the everyday geographies of heterosexual love and
romance are intimately tied up with the processes and spaces of everyday living.
Idealised notions about heterosexual love, companionship, armdresl
subjectivities underlie shared homemaking practices. Ordinary homemaking
routines and activities, such as cooking, cleaning, watching television, gardening,
DIY, as well as romantic rituals, are deemed to be performative practices of
heterosexual log. Couples tend to maintain unequal domestic labour practices
and divisions through discourses of love. Their homemaking practices within the
dwelling are entwined with normative notions of heterosexual love. They both

challenge and reaffirm inequitable deestic gender relations.
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Closely related to the creation and use of domestic space is the acquisition and
display of meaningful household objects. Research shows that domestic material
objects and the processes of subjectivity construction are intimatehnected
(GormanMurray 2008a; Miller 2001; Noble 2004; Young 2005b). Yet, there is
little geographical work on the links between domestic goods, love, heterosexual
bodies, power and privilege. Findings reveal that the process of combining
individual objets in shared domestic space is normatively gendered. Women
contribute the majority of household goods to the initial make of home and
retain ongoing control over its material arrangement and constitution. In
addition, | found that certain domestic objgci = f A1 S WwWO2dzLJX SQ LIK;
instance, are material symbols of love. Such objects are used by participants to
consolidate, and sometimes hide, heterosexual relationships in shared domestic
space. At the same time, household goods, such as CDs and B&tDas
important material markers of individuality within the dwelling. While the links
between domestic goods and love are clearly identified, participants are unable
to draw connections between heterosexuality as a sexual subjectivity and
domestic mateial objects. Mundane and takefior-granted normatively
gendered household items, such as clothing, movies and personal grooming
products, materially signify heterosexuality. It is the ubiquitous nature of these
objects, however, that means they often ganoticed and unremarked upon, in
both popular and academic discourse. Objects that identify heterosexuality are
an effect of the repetition of gendered norms. As such, they tend to form the
background of daily domestic life. Heterosexuality is thereforensagly and
ANRPYAOIFItfte WAY@GA&aAAOESQ Ay GSN¥a 2F Yl GSN

houses.

¢ KS Wi | NEMbdsehod aadbeyosdt was used as a way of drawing
attention to the permeability of boundaries that surround home. It showed that
the household, as a set of social and spatial relations, is connected to broader
social, cultural, political, and economic structures that exist beyond the physical
dwelling. A key focus of this chapter was to dissolve the public and private

boundaries tlat surround home. This is because home, despite widely held
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assumptions, resists binary classifications. It is neither public nor private but a
complex mixture of both (Blunt and Dowling 2006). In focusing on the ways in
which heterosexual subjectivitie$ove, home and homemaking are bound up
with, and reflective of, wider relations of societal power, this thesis builds on
feminist and geographical arguments about home as nsaldilar. It provides an
in-depth, focused and nuanced examination of homemalirartices within the

household and beyond.

The ways in which housing tenure links households and homemakers to wider
processes of social power were explored. In many Western societies, patterns in
housing tenure, especially the cultural significance of bBoownership, are

intimately connected to the production of social divisions and inequalities.
Housing tenure shapes material and imaginative homemaking practices and
relationship activities. Ownership is the dominant form of housing in New
Zealand and isied to idealised; K S0 SN2 & SE dzl f A aSmRtiorls yfR ~ WNJI OA
home. This research has revealed that joint home ownership is used to materially
aAdyArATe KSGiUSNRaSEdza t O2dzid SaQ 208 I yR
relationships. It is intimatelydund up with shared subjectivity construction and
relationship affirmation. The negotiation of gendered power between
heterosexual partners and the ways in which it both resists and confirms
heteronormative notions of home were explored. Gendered powenibedded,

both materially and metaphorically, within shared domestic space and home
ownership. Unequal financial investment in home ownership means that the
organisation and use of domestic space requires ongoing negotiations between

partners.

Flatting ighe second most common form of housing in New Zealand. For couples

living in a flatting situation, social power must be negotiated between partners

Fad ¢Sttt a Fyz2y3ad FtlLidYraSao ¢KS R2YAY!I
construction and lived expence of flatting affects the spatial distribution of

power and material arrangement of shared domestic space. Findings reveal that
couples tend to spatially dominate flats. They maintain a monopoly over

communal living areas and stake claim to the latge® Y | aibSdxdom. At
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the same time, | discovered that couples feel intruded upon by the presence of
flatmates and unable to perform even the most mundane of homemaking
practices and relationship activities. Negotiating the boundaries of privacy and
intimacy in flatting situations is influenced by the spatial dynamics and
distribution of power which constitute this living arrangement. As a result, the
intimate practices of heterosex shape and are shaped by the spatial dynamics of

flatting.

Consumptionsimilarly disintegrates the boundaries of home and connects
household members to wider social relations and structures (Valentine 2001).
The links between household consumption and shared subjectivity formation is
understudied in geography. Consumption giiaes and subjectivity formation in
spaces beyond the dwelling are constitutive of the production of social relations
within the house. Houses are typically sites of shared living and subjectivity
construction. They provide an interesting locale from whio explore the

practices of consumption (Valentine 1999a).

| argued that the purchasing of household goods can be thought of as a
performative act of love. When partners shop together for household goods,

their heterosexual relationships, power and plege are constituted and
consolidated through spatial practices. Jointly purchased household objects,

whilst contributing to the material constitution of home, embody the emotional

work invested in joint homemaking decisions and materially signify Idwe att

2T aK2LIWAyYy3I AGaStTF Aad | WLzt A0Q LISNF 2N
spaces of home consumption, for example home renovation stores, can be
understood as markers of middléf 88 KSGSNR&ASEdzZ f O2dzLd SK
of household consumpin and the bodies occupying and using such spaces,
AKFLIS FYR NS aKFLISR o6& (0KS WLINAGEFGSQ &Ll
discourses about heterosexual love and shared domestic space infiltrate the
boundaries of home. Households are encouragedarrate home consumption

as a uniformly shared task. The ability to jointly decide, with little or no
disagreement, about the material makg of home is a performative expression

of compatible, loving and shared subjectivities. The pervasiveness sf thi
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discourse was evident in that it was sometimes difficult to untangle individual
bodies that love and/to shop from shared practices of consumption. Gendered
divisions of household consumption do, however, undermine the stability of
O2dzL) S&Q aiktiedNBldh arid dzon@8 (D (ihis research like different

household objects and shop for different things. The meanings attached to, and
the shopping practices surrounding, different household objects reinforces

gendered norms of home.

The geographies | hawenveyed in this thesis aim to challenge the essentialised
relationship between heterosexuality, love, and home by opening it up to social
and political scrutiny. By challenge, | do not mean to ignore the fleshy
materialities of heterosexual bodies thaive and the ways in which they affect,
and are affected by, the domestic spaces they occupy. Nor do | mean to suggest
that the heteronormativity of home, love, and geography has been completely
undermined or transcended. Discourses which maintain the mdigation and
normalisation of heterosexual love are continually (re)produced and sustained
through a variety of social, cultural, political norms and institutions. Rather, |
hope the arguments | have made in this thesis encourage further questions
about heterosexual specificity, the feelings and emotions of bodies that love, and
the mutually constitutive relationship that exists between heterosexuality and

home.

This research is part of a growing international and interdisciplinary literature on
gender andsexuality, intimacy and emotions, domestic space, housing and
homemaking. It is applicable to a range of global audiences and academic
communities.Ilt makes a theoretical and empirical contribution towards feminist,
social, cultural, embodied and emotidngeographies by providing an explicitly
heterosexualised perspective on love and home. In additioextnds literature

on intimate and familial life beyond geography by addressing issues of space and
place.This research forges a new way of understagdhe relationship between
heterosexuality, love and domestic spaces and thereby produces some useful
possibilities for future research. To conclude, | offer a few lines of geographical

enquiry to build on the present thesis.
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Future research

Despite recent suggestions that there is a considerable body of work which
explores the geographies of heterosexuality (Hubbard 2007), | suggest that more

still needs to be doneempirically in order to understand the plurality of

normative and non-normative heterosexual experience. Challenging traditional
Y2RSt&a 2F KSGSNRA&aSEdzZ tAGe |a SaaSydaltsz
paying increased attention to the role of emotions like love, comfort, belonging

and intimacy, as well as hate, anger, feand dislocation, in shaping the

relations between people and place. To this end, more empiritalbed

research needs to explore the intersections of emotions, heterosexuality and

space. Robinsoetal®> oHnAan nmT0O | NBdzSY dtudies LINSESY (
on heterosexuality] have a relatively underdeveloped empirical base, particularly

with regard to those aspects which are linked with the emotions: intimacy,
FIAGKTAdzZ ySaas O2YYAUGYSydzZ LISNE2YIf LINROI
and through KS 62Ré& &KI LIS LIS2L)X $08 SELISNASYyOSsH
under-recognised role in sexuality studies. | think that notions of emotional
embodiment can help to better understand heterosexuality as a spatially located

and embodied experience.

Western saial relations continue to be organised around institutionalised
heterosexuality. Normative notions of heterosexuality significantly impact on the
ways in which people emotionally form and experience intimate interactions and
relationships, irrespective ofheir sexual subjectivity. Heteronormativity is a
construct that, as well as repressing nbeterosexuals, imposes a particular
form of sexed and gendered identification on heterosexual men and women.
{OK2f I NEKALI 2y (KS NXB 3 detosexulliieg (BRIR00G Y Y 2 NI f
Herman 2007; Hubbard 2000) shows how the heteronormativity of social space
is fostered and sustained through highly emotional responses to those
heterosexual practices deemed abnormal and perverse. In contrast, less has
been sail about the ways in which conventional heterosexualities are
emotionally affected and informed by the mores of institutionalised

heterosexuality. Conforming to, or transgressing from, the heteronormative ideal
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can create a variety of emotional anxietiesdaresponses. It is these sensuous
dimensions of sexual embodiment that can add to geographical understandings

of normativeand non-normative heterosexuality.

Researchers working on the geographies of heterosexuality and home might also
benefit from takingk SSR 2F I f SYGAYSQad 6unnt0 RA&O
feminist geography and intersectionality. This approach demands paying

attention to how all people and place relationships are influenced by shifting
combinations of gender, sexuality, class, ediii @ = WNJ} OSQ> 383z |
take place within specific hegemonic cultures and dominant ssgadial power

relations. By exploring the variations brought about by the differing intersections

of social difference, a more nuanced appreciation of thacgs and embodied

subjectivities of heterosexuality may be realised. Here, | offer three axes of
difference that may be usefully brought into dialogue with discussions of
KSGSNRaSEdzr t Adéd IyYyR K2YSY +3ST WNI OSQ | vy

Geographers hav been slow to explore the diverse geographies that occur

across the life course (Del Casino 2009; Hopkins and Pain J00% thesis has

focused on the homemaking practices and relationship activities of couples aged

between 2040 years. YetNew Zealandhas an ageing population (Statistics New

Zealand 2006b). This means that access to suitable karesfacilities will be a

growing concern for many New Zealanders in the near fututbink a further

avenue to explore would be the ways in which older poS Q& K2 YSYIl { Ay
practices and relationship activities change as they move through different home

spaces in the latter years of their life.

138 FyR F3ASAy3 FFFSOGa LIS2LX SQ&a SELISNRAS
wielrsSaQ 2F K2YS3I Aakblddes, lhdave bedhdderiifey ash | £ Ol
having the greatest spatial significance and emotional impact on the experiences

of ageing (Del Casino 2009; Kearns and Andrews 2005). Research has been
conducted on the ways in which declining health, mental and palsibilities

Oy O2YLINRBYA&AS 2f RSNJ LIS2L) S8 SELISNRASYOS
LIS2 L) SQ&8 SELISNASYOS 27F O NRtal,2085),&héi I yOS A
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experience of relocating to nursing homes or retirement villages (Hockey 1999),
and the impact a death of a loved one can have on how older people in
heterosexual relationships experience home (Hockéewl., 2005). In addition,
research has looked at the creation of home spaces for older gay men and
lesbians (McHugh and Lars&eagy 200 What is less developed, however, is
knowledge about the relationship between heterosexuality, old age and

homemaking.

The sexualities of older people are a particularly understudied area in geography.

For me, when thinking about the links between hetsexuality, home and old

age, guestions arise about the ways in which the sexualities of older people are
expressed and addressed in residential care homes. Geographers are yet to
explore this topic, although it has been addressed by medical researchdrs an
practitioners (Lowet al., 2005). Issues of privacy are also a potential area of
interest. How do spaces of residential care provide heterosexual couples with a
adzZAdFo6fS YR LINAGIGS WK2YS aL)I OSQ 6KSNB
geographiesth f RSNJ LIS2 L) $Q&8 &SEdzZ tAGé A& RSOl f
societies. They are often constructed as sexually inactivedesiring and
undesirable. Yet, research shows that people remain sexually active in the latter
stages of their life (Marsigilio anbonnelly 1991). In order to fully understand

the diversity of heterosexual experience more attention needs to be directed to

the multiple ways home is experienced and constructed across the life course.

Lad&ddzSa adz2NNRdzy RAy 3 WNI Odaced bfidtly is thik y A OA G &
thesis. In New Zealand, ideal imaginaries of home continue to be dominated by
NELINSASYGrGdA2y 2F tnlSKn O2dzZLd S& |yR Tl Y
Ay O2yedzyOliAz2y BAGK WNIOSQ YR ngUKYAOAU
R2YAYlFYyld O2yOSLIiA2ya 2F K2YS Ay bSg %S|t
ethnicity would present further challenges to representations of the naturalness

of heterosexuality. Feminist and postcolonialist theories provide useful
frameworks forexplok y 3 A &d&8dz5a 2F 3ISYRSNE &4SEsX aSEd:
ethnicity.

310



Johnston and Longhurst (2008) identify the intersections of sexuality with
LadO2ft2yAlfAaYS AYyRAISySAGEesT WNIXrOSQ |y
Australasian geographies. Theyind (G KS ONXzOA |t LR AYy G GKI G
Zealand our colonial histories and postcolonial everyday spaces mean that
YFGOGSNRE 2F WNIOSQ oNHzaK F3FrAyad Y adSNa

[ 2y AKdAZNBEG Hnany HpHOU® | wyddZpRENID KF I50 KLINERIRN
g2N)] 2y (GKS Ay(iSNBASOGA2y&a 2F aSEdzZ tAde |
Aspin 2007; Johnston 2005a; Malam 2004a; 2004b; 2006; Maori Sexuality Project

2008; UnderhilSem 2001). This work has been important éimdermining the

domination of white, colonial, masculine and heterosexual knowledge in
geographical discours&here are, however, endless possibilities for exploring

AL GAFEAASR AaadzsSa 2F WNIOSQr SGKyAOAGe:
relation to the Ived experience of heterosexuality and honi2oing so, would

resist and contest assumptions about the naturalness and normality of

heterosexuality.

.fdzyd FyYyR 52gfAy3 6Hnnc MMHO | NBdZSY ai
YI &a0dzZ AyAGe |y BMurr&y2(20881)é simiidy Ndimg” that the

complex relationship between masculinity and domesticity is uxtleorised

and not welunderstood. This extant gap in the literature is perhaps to be

expected given that home is normatively conceptualised, and typically
experienced, as a feminine site. Yet, as Gonfmray (2008b 368) argues:

Gl 2YS odd Aa faz2 | 1Se araidsS F2NJ Yl aodzZ A
KIFda 6SSy LINAYINAteEe 2y 62YSyQa SELISNASYyO
However, in the processf doing this research | have gained insights into some

of the diverse ways men in cohabitating relationships construct and live

heterosexual love and home.

Home provides the spatial context to both confirm and resist hegemonic

YI a0dzZA AYyAGASADd LYy NBfFGAZ2Y (2 KSISY2YyAO |
ddzo2SOUAQGAGE Aa GeLAOLftfte O2yadNHzOGSR |
(Chapman 2004). Yet, as $mand Winchester (1998; see also GorrMarray

2010) show, home can also generate opportunities for men to create alternative
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KSGSNRaSEdzr £ YI &0dzZ AyAGASad Ly GKSANI ! dza
practices at work and home, Smith and Winchegtd98) highlight the ways in

which home provides men with a space to challenge wiaged hegemonic

models of masculinity. According to Smith and Winchester (1998), home can be a

space where men are able to be emotionally engaged and expressive. Likewise,

Pink (2004), in her study on the ways in which Spanish and English men and
$2YSY LINF OGAOS K2dzaS¢2N)] YR K2YS RSO2NJ
engagement with domesticity reveals how the practices of home can act as

modes of conformity and resistae to conventional discourses of gender

In order to further understandings of the multiple processes nafisculine

subjectivity formation at home it may be useful to draw inspiratitom the new
NEASEFNOK 2y WNRBYFYGAO YI a0ziHisymal, b3 Q o! f
growing, corpus of work understands romance as a resource through which men

are able to move beyond traditional scripts of hegemonic heterosexuality. In this

work, romance is deemed to be facilitative of new modes of masculinity based

on emotions, care, love, and sensitivity. Romance, love and intimacy were openly
discussed by the men who participated in my research. These conversations gave

me a sense of the significance they attribute to their intimate lives and intimate
geographiesThe scope of this research did not, however, allow me to go into

any great detail about the gendered differences and continuities of love,
NEYlFIYyOS yR &SEdzadt AyGAYIFIO&d /2Y0AYAYy3d W
YIaOdzZ AyAdASa 27T Npovdnyddre@ionQ® gbgraphitaR R |y
studies of home, gender, and sexuality. It would challemggemonic discourses

of love, gender and sexuality which negatively link women to the body, emotion,
irrationality, love and home, and positively link men to th@nd, stoicism,

rationality, and work.

To sum up, this thesis hasxamined critically the diverse ways in which

heterosexual love, relationships and subjectivities are constructed, practised and

negotiated in domestic setting#t has shown that homeare sexualised spaces,

in particular heterosexualised spaces, but not in the sense that they are pre

AAGSYS Wyl GdzaNF £ Q 2N Wy2NXIEfQd . & F20dzaA
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bodies that love and their relationship with domestic spaces, | have
problematsed dominant notions about heterosexuality and have resisted
masculinist and disembodied geographical discourses. This thesis contributes to
current geographical understandings of home, sexuality, and emotions by
exposing and teasingut the caconstitution between heterosexual bodies, love

and domestic space.
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APPENDIX 1: Email to participants about filling out an evaluation questionnaire

Dear Diarywriter

I hope all is well and once again, thanks so much for participating in my research!
| thoroughly enpyed meeting and talking with you about your experiences of

love and home.

| thought it would be beneficial to talk to you about your experiences of taking
part in my research. | am particularly interested in your ideas/comments about
completing the diaryand taking the photos. If you have time, | have attached a
small questionnaire for you to fill out. Your answers can be typed on the
computer and then emailed back to me, or if you prefer, you can write your

answers and | will provide you with a gpaid envelope.

If you decide to fill out the questionnaire, as with your involvement in the other

phases of research, your answers will be confidential and anonymity guaranteed.

Thanks and | look forward to hearing back from you!

Carey
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APPENDIX ZEvaluation questionnaire
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Questionnaire

A large part of this project has been to use new and innovative research
methods. The use of diaries and photasexamining the everyday experiences
of heterosexual love and home, like the one you have recently completed, are
not often used byresearchers. | hope to demonstrate that diaries and -self
directed photography are valuable research tools. Your feedbactoahow it
worked for you will help me to consider the method more carefully and advocate

for its best possible use in future studies.

| would greatly appreciate it if you could spend 10 minutes completing the
guestions below. Write as little or as much wou like and feel free to leave any

guestions out that you do not want to answer.
Name (optional):

1. Before participating in this research had you thought about your
experiences of home, love and being in a relationship in the ways that the
diary and phtography process required you to?

2. Do you think the process of keeping a diary and taking photos was of any
personal gain to you? Has it affected your daily life in anyway? If yes, can
you tell me about this:

3. Did the process of keeping a diary and takpigptos cause you any
distress or have any negative effects on your life? If yes, and you feel
comfortable doing so, please tell me about this:

4. Tell me about the difficulties you had, if any, in completing the diary and

taking the photos. For example, wastime-consuming? Did you find it
difficult to think of things to write about and things to photograph?
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. Do you think keeping a diary and taking photos for a period of a week
gave an accurate reflection of your everyday experiences of being in a
relationship? Why/why not?

. Did taking the photos help you express your everyday experiences of
being in love? Why/why not?

. Where and when did you write your daily diary entries? Did you share
these with your partner or did you keep them to yourself?

. Do you thinkthe three phases of researof joint interview with your
partner, diary and photos and followp interview¢ complimented each
other? Could | have done anything differently?

. Is there anything else you would like to tell me about the diary and photo
process that might help me when | am writing about it as a method which
can be used to examine experiences of love and home?

Thank you for your time!
J
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APPENDIX 3: Recruitment poster

Wl 2 YWheledd KS | SIF NI A a

OPSNERI & DS23aIN)LKASAE 27F 2 d
in and of Homes

5

Hi, my name is Caredmn Morrison and | am a doctoral candidate in
The Geography, Tourism and Environmental Planning Department
at the University of Waikato

IFY OF NNEAY 3 2dzi NBaSINOK 2y &2dzy3

KS G S NJ

YR K2YSQ Ay I FYAfOG2yd L | Y -4aw&ddwhg 3 LI NI

identify as heterosexual, who live with their partner and who do not have
children.

So if this souds like you and you would like to participate or just want some
Y2NBE AYTF2NNIGA2YyXO

Call me (Careydnn) on xx XXX XXXx extn. xxxx or email me at
xxxxx@waikato.ac.nz

| look forward to hearing from you!
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Information Sheet

My name is Carep\nn Morrison and | am a Doctoral Candidate in the
Department of Geography, Tourism anBinvironmental Planning at The
University of Waikato. My supervisory panel consists of Associate Professor
Lynda Johnston and Professor Robyn Longhurst.

Aim

¢KS LlzN1}R2asS 2F GKA&a R20G2NY¥f aiddzRe Aa 4
experiences of home, & Ay LJ NI A Odzf | NJ SELX 2NB & 2dzy3
LISNOSLIiA2ya 2F WEi20SQ YR WNRYIYyOSQd ¢KS
not simply a physical space where people live; it is a place where important
relationships, emotions and identities afermed and fostered. This idea can be

aSSy Y2ail NBIFIRAfEe Ay (GKS dGdAGtS FdzZARAYy3A i
Home is located somewhere, but a house only becomes a home when its
occupants instil in it a range of meanings, feeling and expergendas research

FAYa G2 FAEE F 3IFLI AYy (GKS OdzNNByd 3IS23INI
to understand further the relationship between identities and place.

Participants
I require 1520 heterosexual couples to participate in my researchpBedents
need to be:
% aged between 2810 years
% living with their partner (this can be in a variety of living arrangements ie
flatmates, but not living with their parents and not with children)
% residing in Hamilton

Methods and Your Involvement

| will use avariety of qualitative methods, including interviews and diaries and
LIK2G2ad L gAftf faz2z LIe& GGSyldAazy (2 WK?2
programmes. There are three stages of research. You may choose how many
phases you would like to partpate in. Initial facdo-face interviews will be

carried out with couples, lasting between-80 minutes. The second and third

stages of the research will involve the participation of only women in which they

will be asked to write a diary about, and takEhotos of, their everyday
SELISNASYOSa 2F wt208Q F¥2N) aSoSy Rlea T2
days | will return to collect the diaries and cameras and then arrange a time for a
follow-up meeting to discuss the diaries and photographs. Alrunevs will take

place at times and in places that suit everybody and privacy is guaranteed.
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t FNOIAOALI YGaQ waiaIK(Ga
If you decide to participate you have the right to:

decline to participate in any particular stages of the research;

decline to answer angarticular question;

withdraw from any or all parts of the research;

withdraw from the study up until three weeks following their
involvement in any stage of the research;

decline to be audigecorded;

ask for the audio recorder to be turned off at any &m

ask for the erasure of any materials you do not wish to be used in reports
of this study; and

% ask any questions about the study at any time during participation.

FES FEES

Confidentiality

Your answers will be treated completely confidentially. Unless your peomiss
obtained, your name and any other identifying characteristics will not be
disclosed in any resulting publications or any other reports produced in the
course of this research. A pseudonym (fake name) will be used in any reports. All
of the informaton (including tapes, information on paper and photographs) |
gather will remain secure at all times in a locked cupboard in my university
office. Data contained on computer database will be accessible by password
only. Data will be destroyed five years aftthe completion of the research;
however, you may request that | return the diaries and photos to you following
the completion of the research.

My research is academic and independent of any governmental organisation. It
has been approved by the Humandearch Ethics Committee of the Faculty of
Arts and Social Sciences of The University of Waikato. Any questions about the
ethical conduct of this research can be sent to the Secretary of the Committee,
email xxxxxxxxxxxpostal address, XXxXXxxx

The Results

A report derived from my PhD thesis delivering the main findings from the

research will be prepared for you and other people who might be interested.

Upon its completion, my thesis will be available at thg UGS NBR A G& 2F 21| A
Central Library and on the Australasian Digital Theses Programme.

Anticipated Benefits of the Research

This research aims to fill a gap in the existing data on young heterosexual
O2dzLdt S&4Q SELISNASYyOSa 27 id@y¥afdperceptionsé 2 dzy 3
2F Wi20SQd ¢KSNB Aa NBftlFGA@Ste tAGHES |
82dzy3 KSGSNRA&ASEdzZ t O2dzLd S& Ay (KS K2YSo
emotions and the practices of homemaking, are so comiplace that they &

often thought to be unworthy of academic attention.

319


mailto:fass-ethics@waikato.ac.nz

Contacts Details

CareyAnn Morrison Dr Robyn Longhurst

PhD Candidate Professor

Department of Geography, Touris Department of Geography, Touris
and Environmental Planning and Environmental Planning
University of Waikato University of Waikato

Private Bag 3105, Hamilton Private Bag 3105, Hamilton

P2 XX XXX XXXX ext XXXX P2 XX XXX XXXX €Xt XXXX

E: E:

Dr Lyndalohnston

Associate Professor

Department of Geography, Touris
and Environmental Planning
University of Waikato

Private Bag 3105, Hamilton

P2 XX XXX XXXX ext XXXX

E:

320



APPENDIX 5: Consent form

WI2YS Aa 6KSNB (G4KS KSI NJI
9SNERF& 3S8S23NJ LIKASa 2F ez2d KSi

n

Consent Form

| have read and | understand the Information Sheet and am willing to take part in

GKS NBaSINOK LINRP2SOG Wl 2YS A& ¢KSNB GKS
@2dzyd KSGUSNRASEdz t 0O2dzLd SaQ 208 Ay FyR
is to investigate theeveryday geographies of young heterosexual couples
experiences of home and to use the subject of love to understand further the
relationship between identity and place for young heterosexual women in
heterosexual relationships. Findings from the reseanch form part of Carey

Yy a2NNAazyQa tK5 GKSaAa G ¢KS ! yADSNEA
academic journals and books.

| have had the opportunity to discuss this study and | am satisfied with the
answers | have been given. | understand tlijptease tick where appropriate)

[] Taking part in this study is voluntary and that | have the right to
withdraw from the study at any time up until three weeks following
my involvement in any or all stages of research and to decline to
answer any individuajuestions in the study.

[] My participation in this study is confidential. Without prior consent, no
material which could identity me, including photographs, will be used
in any reports generated from this study.

[] If I have any questions regarding the ethicanduct of the research |
can contact the Secretary of the Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences
Ethics Committee by emailxxxxxxxxxx or by postal address:
XXXXXXXXXX

| consent to participate in all or sonod the research phases, but am aware that |
can change my decision at any time by contacting the researcher: (please tick
where appropriate)

[] Phase 1: Faem®-face couple interview

[] Phase 2 (woman participant only): Solicited diary and-diedicted
photography

[] Phase 3: followp interview
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| consent to our conversation being aud®corded YES/NO

A agree to participate in this research and acknowledge receipt of a copy of
GKAA /2yaSyid C2N¥XY FyR (GKS NB&ASFNOK LINR2S

t FNOIAOALI YGQa yIYS FYR aiaayl (dzNg&ey

t FNIAOALI YGQa yIYS FYR aiaayl (dzNgey

wSaSI NOKSNRa yIYS FyR aidayl (dz2NDBate:

Please fill in the following information if you are interested in being provided
with a coyy of the interview transcripts for editing and/or a summary of the main
findings and/or photediaries.

Name:

Address:
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APPENDIX 6: Interview schedule
Participant Identity

1. What are your ages?

2. What are your occupations?

3. With which class do yoboth identify?What are your class backgrounds?
6t NEYLIIY LI NBY i Q&congniicOamditionsh @hgrayou { 2 OA 2
were growing up?)

4. What are your ethnic backgrounds?

5. Are there any other traits or activities that significantly inform your
identities? (Pompt: spirituality, politics, occupational identity and
theories)

Introductory Questions

6. 2 KFG R2Sa WK2YSQ YSIy (2 @&2dxK

a 52S5a (GKAa LXIOS FSSt tA1S WK2YSQK
you done to make this place feel like home) Why or why not?

b. Whatishh&a 06SSy AYLERNIIFIYG Ay YI{Ay3a @2
emotional attachment to material objects, feelings, relationship,
meanings)

c. Is your home important for your relationship? If so, in what ways?

d. How is your home used to consolidate (strengthen, maintain) your
relationship?

7.2 KFG R2Sa Wi20SQ YR 0SAy3 WAYy 20SQ
a 2KFcGd R2Sa 0SAy3a WAYy t20SQ FSSt A7l
b.2 KFId R2Sa WFIrttAy3a Ay t20SQ FSSt .
c. How would you define love? If there was no wdad love, how

would you describe it? For instance, how would you tell each

other you loved them?

d. How, where and in what ways do you express your love for each
other?
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e. Do you think love is different for men and women? (Do you think
you feel the same aboubve?)

House and Love Questions

8. What are your present housing arrangements? How long have you lived
in this house?

9. What dwelling type and what household type (living arrangements) is it?
(Prompt: innefcity/suburbs, owning, renting, boarders cougiging by
iKSYasSt oSas 02dzL) S 6A0GK FtlLayvYriSaxo

10. How long had you been in the relationship before you decided to move in
together?

11.1s this the first time you have lived together as a couple? (Prompt: have
you lived together in other houses?)

12. Has your relabnship changed/stayed the same since moving in
together?

13. Have your ideas on love changed/stayed the same since moving in
together?

14. 1s marriage important to you?

15. How does your current living arrangements compare to your childhood
homes? (Prompt: in tersh of people, appearance, possessions, routines
and rules; are they similar/different, better/worse? Is it a heterosexual
home?)

16. Does your home reflect any values or ideals instilled by your family
homes?

17.Do you think your background (family history, edtion, class) has
influenced your relationship, for instance, in terms of compatibility?

18. When you were younger did you have any ideas or expectations about
being in love? Where did these ideas come from?

19. Do you think your current relationship reflectsetfe ideals?

20. How do you negotiate how you use your current home? (Prompt: Are
there spaces you use for activities you do together? Which spaces, what
activities and how are these spaces and activities important for your
relationship. Which parts of the house do you =& with partnerg
bedroom, other areas of importance; flatmatecommunal living spaces.)
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21. Do you have your own spaces as well? Why? (Prompt: which spaces and
how do you use them? Are these personal spaces important for your
relationship, and why?)

22. Are there any objects or spaces that symbolise your home as a shared
space? Or that represent your love? (eg bed, family photos, pets)

23.How do you and your partner negotiate the material objects in your
home? Is this important for your relationship? Can youegme an
example?

24. How do you make decisions over the purchase of new household objects
(e.g. furniture, appliances, ornaments, etc)? (Prompt: joint/singularly) Is
this important for your partnership? How?

25. How did you resolve the arrangement of the indoal f WLISNE2Y | f Q 2
you each brought with you when you moved in together?

26. Do you have any pets? Why/why not? Who looks after them and why?
Are these important in creating home and sustaining your relationship?
Can you explain why?

27. How do you negotia who does the domestic chores around the home?
2 Ke R2 @&2dz 0KAY]l] GKA&a AaK ot NRYLWY LI
traditional gender roles).

28. What happens during meal time (dinner) in your home? (Prompt: who
prepares, cooks and cleans up dinner?yida eat together and where do
you eat? Is this important for maintaining your relationship?)

29. Do you use your home as a social space? If so, how do you use it and who
comes over? Who organises and prepares for entertaining in your home?
Why? (Prompt: hang guests ovek, parents, friends, having a dinner
party, BBQ, drinking, watching DVD.)

30,2 KFG g2dzdZ R I WNRBYFIYGAO yAIKI AYyQ Ay@2i
31. How important is romance in your relationship?

32.How do you negotiate the material design of your home? Is this
important for your relationship? (Prompt: do you do Biig together?)

33.Does the design of you home ie architectural layordflect your
heterosexual partnership? If so, can you give examples? (Prompt: DIY to
make it more suitable for entertaining, changing layaft home for
various reasons)
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34. Does your house look the same/different as heterosexual people you
know living in a similar situation?

35. Do you think a homosexual home would look the same/different to your
home? (Prompt: in terms of material possessionsaiagement, rules and
routines, spaces)

36. Do you think your domestic activities and homemaking activities are

2PSNIife WKSGSNRASEdZ f QK 2 KékgKe y2iK

37.52 @2dz GKAY]l @2dz2NJ K2dzaS 2214 f€A1S

(Prompt: is your sexuality evident or hiddena outsiders? Do you have
sexuallyidentifying objects and arrangements? Can you provide an
example of a time when it was assumed that you were in a heterosexual
relationship?)

38. Do you have a vegetable/flower garden? Why/why not? Who looks after
this and wity?
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APPENDIX 7: Diary title page

Wl 2 YWheled KS | S NI A

Q¢

9PSNERIFI® DS23INYLKASE 2F , 2dzy3
in and of Homes

Diary
of

blFYSY XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
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APPENDIX 8: Solicited diary aself-directed photography instructions

Dear Diarywriter,

| am really excited that you have agreed to participate in this stage of my
research! This method may seem unusual but it provides wonderful insights into
your experiences of, and reflections on,itg in a relationship that cannot be

gained from oneoff research methods such as interviews. A combination of
journal entries and photography gives you the opportunity to reflect upon your
Wi 20S ftAFSQ AYy 020K 62NR | Y Rsingy 6cf dZNBX 06
enough!

At the beginning of your diary please write some details about you and your
partner and your relationship. Include:

% How long you have been together

% Where and how you met

% How long have you lived in your current home

% How you felt when yofirst met, for example, was it love at first sight?

Each day, for seven days, write about yaativities, emotions and experiences

of love and your relationship. Reflect on things (whether they be good or bad)
that happened during your day that you thimkll help me understand how love
operates in your home.

Please try to write in your diary everyday, but if you cannot that is fine. Just fill it

in the next day. It is up to you how much you decide to write and you do not

need to be too concerned with spimg and grammar, but please try to write

tidily. If you prefer you can type your thoughts on the computer. {tasr diary

so feel free to include anything and everything! This may be things like drawings,

LA OG dzNB& FTNRBY YI 865U IAASAD o ldgRyBUikNdany Wt 2 &S
names you include will be changed to ensure your privacy.

When taking your photos please focus timngs, places, people, activities
anything that is important to or reflects the love within your relationship. Please
try to focus on things in your home. For example, you and your partner may have
bought a piece of furniture together, or there may be certain areas in your home
that you spend a lot of time together. You may have a special gift that he bought
for you or you night take a photo of him doing something for you. Love can
come in many forms, expressions, activities and | want you to be able to
adequately show me how love operates in your home.

| hope my guidelines are clear and | hope you enjoy participating iresgarch.

If you haveany questions regarding your journal or photos please call me at any
time on my mobile XXX XXX XXX or at university on xx Xxx Xxxx extn. xxxx. If you call
my mobile, I will call you back so you do not have to pay for the call.
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CareyAnn
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