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Definitions

Status

– One’s position in society; the word derived from the Latin statum or standing (past participle of the verb stare, to stand).

– In a narrow sense, the word refers to one’s legal or professional standing within a group (married, a lieutenant, etc.). But in the broader – and here more relevant – sense, to one’s value and importance in the eyes of the world.

– Different societies have awarded status to different groups: hunters, fighters, ancient families, priests, knights, fecund women. Increasingly, since 1776, status in the West (the vague but comprehensible territory under discussion) has been awarded in relation to financial achievement.

– The consequences of high status are pleasant. They include resources, freedom, space, comfort, time and, as importantly perhaps, a sense of being cared for and thought valuable – conveyed through invitations, flattery, laughter (even when the joke lacks bite), deference and attention.

– High status is thought by many (but freely admitted by few) to be one of the finest of earthly goods.

Status Anxiety

– A worry, so pernicious as to be capable of ruining extended stretches of our lives, that we are in danger of failing to conform  to the ideals of success laid down by our society and that we may as a result be stripped of dignity and respect; a worry that we are currently occupying too modest a rung or are about to fall to a lower one.

– The anxiety is provoked by, among other elements, recession, redundancy, promotions, retirement, conversations with colleagues in the same industry, newspaper profiles of the prominent and the greater success of friends. Like confessing to envy (to which the emotion is related), it can be socially imprudent to reveal the extent of any anxiety and, therefore, evidence of the inner drama is uncommon, limited usually to a preoccupied gaze, a brittle smile or an over-extended pause after news of another’s achievement.

– If our position on the ladder is a matter of such concern, it is because our self-conception is so dependent upon what others make of us. Rare individuals aside (Socrates, Jesus), we rely on signs of respect from the world to feel tolerable to ourselves.

– More regrettably still, status is hard to achieve and even harder to maintain over a lifetime. Except in societies where it is fixed at birth and our veins flow with noble blood, a high position hangs on what we can achieve; and we may fail due to stupidity or an absence of self-knowledge, macro-economics or malevolence.

– And from failure will flow humiliation: a corroding awareness that we have been unable to convince the world of our value and are henceforth condemned to consider the successful with bitterness and ourselves with shame.

Thesis

– That status anxiety possesses an exceptional capacity to inspire sorrow.

– That the hunger for status, like all appetites, can have its uses: spurring us to do justice to our talents, encouraging excellence, restraining us from harmful eccentricities and cementing members of a society around a common value system. But, like all appetites, its excesses can also kill.

– That the most profitable way of addressing the condition may be to attempt to understand and to speak of it.
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Part One



CAUSES



I.

Lovelessness



The Desire for Status

1

There are common assumptions about which motives drive us to seek high status; among them, a longing for money, fame and influence.

Alternatively, it might be more accurate to sum up what we are searching for with a word seldom used in political theory: love. Once food and shelter have been secured, the predominant impulse behind our desire to succeed in the social hierarchy may lie not so much with the goods we can accrue or the power we can wield, as with the amount of love we stand to receive as a consequence of high status. Money, fame and influence may be valued more as tokens of – and as a means to – love rather than as ends in themselves.

How might a word, generally used only in relation to what we would want from a parent or a romantic partner, be applied to something we might want from and be offered by the world? Perhaps we could define love, at once in its familial, sexual and worldly forms, as a kind of respect, a sensitivity by one person to another’s existence. To be shown love is to feel ourselves the object of concern. Our presence is noted, our name is registered, our views are listened to, our failings are treated with indulgence and our needs are ministered to. And under such care, we flourish. There may be differences between romantic and status forms of love – the latter has no sexual dimension, it cannot end in marriage, those who offer it usually bear secondary motives – and yet those beloved in the status field will, just like romantic lovers, enjoy protection under the benevolent gaze of others.

It is common to describe people who hold important positions in society as ‘somebodies’ and their inverse as ‘nobodies’ – nonsensical terms, for we are all by necessity individuals with identities and comparable claims on existence. But such words are apt in conveying the variations in the quality of treatment meted out to different groups. Those without status remain unseen, they are treated brusquely, their complexities are trampled upon and their identities ignored.

The impact of low status should not be read in material terms alone. The penalty rarely lies, above subsistence levels at least, merely in physical discomfort. It lies also, and even primarily, in the challenge that low status poses to a sense of self-respect. Discomfort can be endured without complaint for long periods when it is unaccompanied by humiliation; as shown by the example of soldiers and explorers who have willingly endured privations that far exceeded those of the poorest in their societies, and yet who were sustained through their hardships by an awareness of the esteem they were held in by others.

The benefits of high status are similarly seldom limited to wealth. We should not be surprised to find many of the already affluent continuing to accumulate sums beyond anything that five generations might spend. Their endeavours are peculiar only if we insist on a strictly financial rationale behind wealth creation. As much as money, they seek the respect that stands to be derived from the process of gathering it. Few of us are determined aesthetes or sybarites, yet almost all of us hunger for dignity; and if a future society were to offer love as a reward for accumulating small plastic discs, then it would not be long before such worthless items too assumed a central place in our most zealous aspirations and anxieties.

2

Adam Smith, The Theory of Moral Sentiments (Edinburgh, 1759): ‘To what purpose is all the toil and bustle of this world? What is the end of avarice and ambition, of the pursuit of wealth, of power and pre-eminence? Is it to supply the necessities of nature? The wages of the meanest labourer can supply them. What then are the advantages of that great purpose of human life which we call bettering our condition?

‘To be observed, to be attended to, to be taken notice of with sympathy, complacency, and approbation, are all the advantages which we can propose to derive from it. The rich man glories in his riches because he feels that they naturally draw upon him the attention of the world. The poor man on the contrary is ashamed of his poverty. He feels that it places him out of the sight of mankind. To feel that we are taken no notice of necessarily disappoints the most ardent desires of human nature. The poor man goes out and comes in unheeded, and when in the midst of a crowd is in the same obscurity as if shut up in his own hovel. The man of rank and distinction, on the contrary, is observed by all the world. Everybody is eager to look at him. His actions are the objects of the public care. Scarce a word, scarce a gesture that fall from him will be neglected.’

3

Every adult life could be said to be defined by two great love stories. The first – the story of our quest for sexual love – is well known and well charted, its vagaries form the staple of music and literature, it is socially accepted and celebrated. The second – the story of our quest for love from the world – is a more secret and shameful tale. If mentioned, it tends to be in caustic, mocking terms, as something of interest chiefly to envious or deficient souls, or else the drive for status is interpreted in an economic sense alone. And yet this second love story is no less intense than the first, it is no less complicated, important or universal, and its setbacks are no less painful. There is heartbreak here too, suggested by the distant, resigned eyes of many whom the world has elected to dismiss as nobodies.



The Importance of Love

1

William James, The Principles of Psychology (Boston, 1890):

‘No more fiendish punishment could be devised, were such a thing physically possible, than that one should be turned loose in society and remain absolutely unnoticed by all the members thereof. If no one turned around when we entered, answered when we spoke, or minded what we did, but if every person we met “cut us dead”, and acted as if we were non-existent things, a kind of rage and impotent despair would before long well up in us, from which the cruellest bodily torture would be a relief.’

2

How are we affected by an absence of love? Why should being ignored drive us to a ‘rage and impotent despair’ beside which torture itself would be a relief?

The attentions of others might be said to matter to us principally because we are afflicted by a congenital uncertainty as to our own value – as a result of which what others think of us comes to play a determining role in how we are able to view ourselves. Our sense of identity is held captive by the judgements of those we live among. If they are amused by our jokes, we grow confident of our power to amuse. If they praise us, we develop an impression of high merit. And if they avoid our gaze as we enter a room or look impatient after we have revealed our occupation, we may fall into feelings of self-doubt and worthlessness.

We would, in an ideal world, be more impermeable. We would be unshaken whether we were ignored or noticed, praised or jeered at. If someone fallaciously complimented us, we would not be unduly seduced. And if we had carried out a fair appraisal of ourselves and decided upon our value, another person’s suggestion of our irrelevance would not wound us. We would know our worth. Instead, we appear to hold within ourselves a range of divergent views as to our characters. We have evidence of both cleverness and stupidity, humour and dullness, importance and superfluity. And in such wavering conditions, it typically falls to the attitude of society to settle the question of our significance. Neglect highlights our latent negative self-assessments, while a smile or compliment as rapidly brings out the converse. We seem beholden to the affections of others to endure ourselves.

Our ‘ego’ or self-conception could be pictured as a leaking balloon, forever requiring the helium of external love to remain inflated and vulnerable to the smallest pinpricks of neglect. There is something sobering and absurd in the extent to which we are cheered by attention and damaged by disregard. Our mood may blacken because a colleague has greeted us absent-mindedly and our calls have been left unanswered. And we are capable of finding life worth living because someone has remembered our name and sent us a fruit basket.

3

It should not be surprising therefore if, from an emotional point of view no less than from a material one, we are anxious about the place we occupy in the world. This place will determine how much love we are offered and so, in turn, whether we can like or must lose confidence in ourselves. It holds the key to a commodity of unprecedented importance to us: a love without which we will be unable to trust or abide by our own characters.

The Consequences of Neglect



	OTHERS’ ATTITUDE
	SELF-IMAGE



	You are a failure
	I am a disgrace



	You are unimportant
	I am a nobody



	You are dim
	I am stupid



	
	I am clever



	
	I am acceptable



	
	I am worthy



	 
 
	 
 




The Consequences of Love



	OTHERS’ ATTITUDE
	SELF-IMAGE



	You are intelligent
	I am clever



	You are important
	I am acceptable



	You are successful
	I am worthy



	
	I am a disgrace



	
	I am a nobody



	
	I am stupid




.



II.

Snobbery



1

In our earliest years, no one minds much what we do, existence alone is enough to earn us unconditional affection. We can burp up our food, scream at the top of our voice, fail to earn any money and have no important friends – and still be valued.

But to reach adulthood means to take our place in a world dominated by chilling characters, snobs, whose behaviour lies at the heart of our anxieties about our status. Though certain friends and lovers will promise not to disown us even if we are bankrupted and disgraced (on a good day, we may even believe them), it is on a diet of the highly conditional attentions of snobs that we are generally forced to subsist.

2

The word ‘snobbery’ came into use for the first time in England during the 1820s. It was said to have derived from the habit of many Oxford and Cambridge colleges of writing sine nobilitate (without nobility) or ‘s.nob.’ next to the names of ordinary students on examination lists in order to distinguish them from their aristocratic peers.

In the word’s earliest days, a snob was taken to mean someone without high status, but it quickly assumed its modern and almost diametrically opposed meaning: someone offended by a lack of high status in others. It was also clear that those who used the word were doing so pejoratively, to describe a process of discrimination they found regrettable and worthy of mockery. In his Book of Snobs (1848), a pioneering essay on the subject, William Thackeray observed that snobs had, over the previous twenty-five years, ‘spread over England like the railroads. They are now known and recognized throughout an Empire on which the sun never sets.’ But, in truth, what was new was not snobbery, but a spirit of equality beside which a traditional kind of discriminatory conduct now seemed increasingly unacceptable, to men like Thackeray at least.

3

Since then, it has grown common to describe as a snob almost anyone who practises overt social or cultural bias, who declares one kind of person or music or wine to be plainly better than another. Snobs comprise – according to this understanding – all those who insist too loudly on a scale of values.

Yet it might be more accurate to limit the meaning of snobbery to a particular way of resolving the question of who and what to respect. The distinctive mark of snobs is not simple discrimination, it is an insistence on a flawless equation between social rank and human worth.

Though traditionally they may have been associated with an interest in the aristocracy (for they were first pinned down in language at a time and place when aristocrats stood at the apex of society), the identification of snobbery with an enthusiasm for hunting and gentlemen’s clubs hardly captures the diversity of the phenomenon. Snobs can through time be found ingratiating themselves with a range of prominent groups – soldiers (Sparta, 400 BC), bishops (Rome, 1500), poets (Weimar, 1815), farmers (China, 1967) – for the primary interest of snobs is power, and as the distribution of power changes, so, naturally and immediately, will the objects of their admiration.

4

The company of the snobbish has the power to enrage and unnerve because we sense how little of who we are deep down – that is, how little of who we are outside of our status – will be able to govern their behaviour towards us. We may be endowed with the wisdom of Solomon and have the resourcefulness and intelligence of Odysseus, but if we are unable to wield socially recognized badges of our qualities, our existence will remain a matter of raw indifference to them.

This conditional nature perhaps pains us because adult love retains as its prototype the unconditional love of a parent for a child. Our earliest experience of love is of being cared for in a naked, impoverished condition. Babies cannot, by definition, repay their carers with worldly rewards. In so far as they are loved and looked after, it is therefore for who they are – identity in its barest, most stripped-down state. They are loved for, or in spite of, their uncontrolled, howling and stubborn characters.

Only as we mature does affection begin to depend on achievement: being polite, succeeding at school and later, acquiring rank and prestige. Such efforts may attract the interest of others, but the underlying emotional craving may not be so much to dazzle because of our deeds as to recapture the tenor of the bountiful, indiscriminate petting we received in return for arranging wooden bricks on the kitchen floor, for having a soft, plump body and wide trusting eyes.

It is evidence of this craving that only the most inept flatterer would admit to a wish to base a friendship around an attraction to power or fame. Such assets would feel like insulting and volatile reasons to be invited to lunch, for they lie outside the circle of our true and irreducible selves. Jobs can be lost and influence eroded without us perishing nor our childhood-founded need for affection slackening. Talented flatterers therefore know they should suggest that it is strictly the status-less part of their prey they are interested in, that the ambassadorial car, newspaper profiles or company directorship are mere coincidental features of a profound and pure attachment.

Yet, despite their efforts, the prey are liable to detect the fickleness beneath the polished surface and leave the company of snobs fearing the irrelevance of their essential selves beside any status which, for a time, they may hold precariously in their hands.

5

Given their exclusive interest in reputation and achievement, when the outer circumstances of their acquaintances alter, snobs are prone to make some sudden tragicomic reassessments of who their closest friends might be.

One foggy evening in Paris at the end of the nineteenth century, the bourgeois narrator of Marcel Proust’s In Search of Lost Time (1922) travels to an expensive restaurant to have dinner with an aristocratic friend, the Marquis de Saint-Loup. He arrives early, Saint-Loup is late and the staff, judging their client on the basis of a shabby coat and an unfamiliar name, assume that a nobody has entered their establishment. They therefore patronize him, take him to a table around which an arctic draught is blowing and are slow to offer him anything to drink or eat.

But, a quarter of an hour later, the marquis arrives, identifies his friend and at a stroke transforms the narrator’s value in the eyes of the staff. The manager bows deeply before him, draws out the menu, recites the specials of the day with evocative flourishes, compliments him on his clothes and, so as to prevent him thinking that these courtesies are in any way dependent on his link to an aristocrat, occasionally gives him a surreptitious little smile which seems to indicate a wholly personal affection. When the narrator asks him for some bread, the manager clicks his heels and exclaims:

‘ “Certainly, Monsieur le baron!” “I am not a baron,” I told him in a tone of mock sadness. “Oh, I beg your pardon, Monsieur le comte!” I had no time to lodge a second protest, which would no doubt have promoted me to the rank of marquis.’

However satisfactory the volte-face, the underlying dynamic is bleak, for the manager has not of course amended his snobbish value-system in any way. He has merely rewarded someone differently within its brutal confines – and only rarely do we have the opportunity to find a Marquis de Saint-Loup or a Prince Charming who can speak on our behalf to convince the world of the nobility of our souls. We are more commonly made to finish our dinner in the arctic draught.

6

The problem is compounded by newspapers. Because snobs combine a weak capacity for independent judgement with an appetite for the views of influential people, their beliefs will, to a critical degree, be set by the atmosphere of the press.

Thackeray proposed that the obsessive English concern with high status and aristocracy could be traced back to the country’s papers, which daily enforced messages about the prestige of the titled and the famous and, by implication, the banality of the untitled and the ordinary. His particular bugbear was the ‘Court Circular’ section of the papers, which reverently covered the parties, holidays, births and deaths of ‘high society’. On selected days in October 1848, the month of publication of his Book of Snobs, the Court Circular of the Morning Post reported on Lord Brougham’s hunting party at Brougham Hall (‘a good sport was had by all’), Lady Agnes Duff’s impending accouchement in Edinburgh and Georgina Pakenham’s marriage to Lord Burghley (‘Her Ladyship was magnificently attired in a white satin dress, with lace flounces and a corsage montant. It is needless to say that she looked exquisite’).

‘How can you help being snobs, so long as this balderdash is set before you?’ wondered Thackeray. ‘Oh, down with the papers, those engines and propagators of Snobbishness!’ And, to expand on Thackeray’s thought, how greatly the levels of status anxiety might diminish if only the newspapers were to exchange a fraction of their interest in Lady Agnes Duff and her successors for a focus on the significance of ordinary life.

7

To try to understand the problem, it is perhaps only ever fear that is to blame. Belittling others is no pastime for those convinced of their own standing. There is terror behind haughtiness. It takes a punishing impression of our own inferiority to leave others feeling that they aren’t good enough for us.

The fear flows down the generations. In a pattern common to all abusive behaviour, snobs generate snobs. An older generation inflicts its own unusually powerful association between modest rank and catastrophe, denying its offspring the layer of emotional bedding that would grant them the inner ease to imagine that low status (their own and that of others) does not neatly equate with unworthiness, nor high status with excellence.

‘There go the Spicer Wilcoxes, Mamma!’ a daughter exclaims to her mother while walking in Hyde Park on a spring morning in a Punch cartoon of 1892. ‘I’m told they’re dying to know us. Hadn’t we better call?’

‘Certainly not, dear,’ replies the mother. ‘If they’re dying to know us, they’re not worth knowing. The only people worth our knowing are the people who don’t want to know us!’

Unless Mamma can be helped to heal the scars to which her behaviour testifies, there is little hope that she will ever be capable of a more rounded interest in the Spicer Wilcoxes – and so little hope that the cycles of fear-induced snobbery will ever be interrupted.

[image: image]

Yet it is hard to renounce snobbish tactics on our own, for the disease is a collective one to begin with. A youthful resentment of snobbery isn’t enough to save us from gradually turning into snobs ourselves, because being insolently neglected almost naturally fosters a hunger to gain the attention of our neglectors (disliking people rarely being a sufficient reason for not wanting them to like us). The snobbery of a prominent group can thereby draw the population as a whole towards social ambitions that it may initially have had no taste for but now pursues as the only apparent means to love and recognition.

Rather than scorn, sorrow and understanding might be more accurate responses to behaviour motivated at heart by a frightened and frustrated desire for dignity.

It may be tempting to laugh at those afflicted by urgent cravings for the symbols of status: the name-droppers, the gold-tap owners. The history of Victorian furniture was dominated by the sale of some candidly tasteless items. Many of them were the work of the London firm of Jackson & Graham whose most flamboyant offering was a carved cabinet of pollard oak, decked out with figures of boys gathering grapes, two female caryatids and a set of carved pilasters. The whole was crowned by a majestic 60-centimetre-high gold-plated bull.

Before mocking anyone who bought such a piece, it would perhaps be fairer to wonder about the wider context in which this kind of furniture was made and consumed. Rather than teasing the buyers, we may blame the society in which they lived for setting up a situation where the purchase of ornate cabinets felt psychologically necessary and rewarding, where respect was dependent on baroque displays. Rather than a tale of greed, the history of luxury could more accurately be read as a record of emotional trauma. It is the legacy of those who have felt pressured by the disdain of others to add an extraordinary amount to their bare selves in order to signal that they too may lay a claim to love.

8

If poverty is the customary material penalty for low status, then neglect and faraway looks will be the emotional penalties that a snobbish world appears unable to stop imposing on those bereft of the symbols of importance.

[image: image]

Carved cabinet of pollard oak, Jackson & Graham, London, 1852



III.

Expectation
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Nikita Khrushchev and Richard Nixon outside the kitchen of the ‘Taj Mahal’, the American National Exhibition, Moscow, 1959



Material Progress

1

In July 1959, the American vice-president, Richard Nixon, travelled to Moscow to open an exhibition showcasing his country’s technological and material achievements. The highlight of the exhibition was a full-scale replica of the home of an average American worker: it was equipped with fitted carpets, a television in the living room, two en suite bathrooms, central heating and a kitchen with a washing machine, a tumble-dryer and a refrigerator.

Reporting on the exhibition, an incensed Soviet press angrily denied that an ordinary American worker could conceivably live in such luxury and advised its readers to dismiss the entire house as a piece of propaganda – after mockingly baptizing it the ‘Taj Mahal’.

When Nixon led Nikita Khrushchev around the exhibition, the Soviet leader was comparably sceptical. Outside the kitchen of the model home, Khrushchev spotted an electric lemon squeezer and remarked to Nixon that no one in their right mind would want to acquire such a ‘silly gadget’.

‘Anything that makes women work less hard must be useful,’ answered Nixon.

‘We don’t think of women in terms of workers – like you do in the capitalist system,’ snapped back an irate Khrushchev.

Later that evening, Nixon was invited to make a broadcast on Soviet television, and used the occasion to expound on the advantages of American life. Shrewdly, he did not begin his speech by mentioning democracy or human rights; he started with money and material progress. Nixon explained that Western countries had, through enterprise and industry, in just a few hundred years, managed to overcome the poverty and famine that had existed up to the middle of the eighteenth century – and which still continued in many parts of the world. Modern Americans owned 56 million television sets and 143 million radios, he informed his Soviet audience, many of whom lacked access to their own bathroom or kettle. Some 31 million families had bought their own homes. The average American family could buy 9 dresses and suits and 14 pairs of shoes every year. In the United States, one could get a house in a thousand different architectural styles. Most of these houses were larger than a television studio. An infuriated Khrushchev sat at Nixon’s side, clenched his fists and mouthed, ‘Nyet! Nyet!’ – adding under his breath, according to one account, ‘Ëb’tvoyu babushky.’ (Go fuck your grandmother.)

2

But Nixon wasn’t lying. In the two centuries that preceded his speech, the countries of the West had witnessed the fastest, most radical transformation in living standards ever known in history.

The majority of the population of medieval and early modern Europe had belonged to the peasant class. They had been poor, undernourished, cold, fearful and dead – usually following some agony – before their fortieth birthdays. After a lifetime of work, their most expensive possession might have been a cow, a goat or a pot. Famine had never been far away and diseases had been rife; among the most common were rickets, ulcers, tuberculosis, leprosy, abscesses, gangrene, tumours and cankers.

3

Then, in early eighteenth-century Britain, the great Western transformation began. Thanks to new farming techniques (crop rotation, scientific stock-breeding and land-consolidation), agricultural yields began to rise sharply. From 1700 to 1820, Britain’s agricultural productivity doubled, releasing capital and manpower that flowed into the cities and was invested in industry and trade. The invention of the steam engine and the cotton power-loom altered working practices and social expectations. Towns exploded in size. In 1800, only one city in the British Isles, London, had a population of over a hundred thousand. By 1891, there were twenty-three such cities. Goods and services that had formerly been the preserve of an elite became widely available. Luxuries became decencies, and decencies necessities. Daniel Defoe, travelling around southern England in 1745, noticed the opening of large new shops with enticing window displays and products. Whereas, for much of recorded history, fashion had remained static for decades or more, it grew possible to identify specific styles for every passing year (in England in 1753 purple was in vogue for women, in 1754 it was the turn of white linen with a pink pattern and in 1755 of dove grey).

The British consumer revolution spread and expanded in the nineteenth century. Giant new department stores opened throughout Europe and America: the Bon Marché and Au Printemps in Paris, Selfridge’s and Whiteley’s in London, Macy’s in New York.

They offered ordinary people goods that previously had been the preserve of royalty. At the ribbon-cutting ceremony to mark the opening of a new twelve-storey Marshall Field’s in Chicago in 1902, the manager, Gordon Selfridge, explained that, ‘We have built this great institution for ordinary people, so that it can be their store, their downtown home, their buying headquarters.’ It was not, he said, just for the ‘swagger rich’.

A host of technological inventions transformed everyday life – and helped to alter mental horizons too: the old cyclical view of the world, where one expected next year to be much like (and as bad as) the last, gave way to a view that mankind could progress yearly towards perfection. To list only a few of these inventions:

[image: image]

Central staircase, Bon Marché department store, Paris, 1880

Cornflakes were patented by J. H. Kellogg in 1895, after he had hit upon the concept by accident when the grain mixture he served the inmates in his sanatorium had hardened by mistake and been shattered into flakes.

The can-opener was patented in 1870.

The safetypin was invented in 1849.

The sewing machine was developed by I. M. Singer in 1851. Ready-made clothes started to become more common from the 1860s; machine-made underclothes appeared in the 1870s.

The typewriter was invented in 1867 (the first manuscript to be typed was Mark Twain’s Life on the Mississippi in 1883).

Processed foods: By the 1860s, Britain’s Crosse & Blackwell was manufacturing twenty-seven thousand gallons of ketchup a year. In the early 1880s, the chemist Alfred Bird invented an egg-less custard powder. Blancmange powder was invented in the 1870s and jelly crystals in the 1890s.

Lighting: Stearic candles were used from the 1830s, replacing the much shorter-lived tallow-dip candles of old.

Sanitation: In 1846, Doulton began manufacturing glazed stoneware pipes which created a revolution in metropolitan sewerage. By the late 1870s, public toilets began to appear in Europe and America. George Jennings’s famous ‘pedestal vase’ of 1884 stunned the public by its ability to wash away, as its advertisement put it, ‘ten apples and a flat sponge with a two-gallon flush’.

The telephone was invented by Alexander Graham Bell in 1863.

Dry-cleaning was invented in 1849 by the Parisian tailor Jolly-Bellin who had accidentally spilt turpentine on to a tablecloth and found that the patch it had covered had been cleared of stains. From 1866, Pullars of Perth was offering a postal two-day dry-cleaning service anywhere in the British Isles and had improved on Jolly-Bellin’s cleaning fluid with a mixture of petroleum and benzene.

[image: image]

George Jennings, pedestal vase, 1884

4

Material progress accelerated still further in the twentieth century. In his English Journey (1934), J. B. Priestley observed that a new kind of England had taken shape, a country of arterial roads and bungalows, where ordinary workers read tabloid newspapers, listened to the radio, spent their leisure hours shopping and looked forward to rising incomes year by year: ‘In this England, for the first time, Jack and Jill are nearly as good as their master and mistress.’

[image: image]

A democratic consumer revolution: Hoover advertisement, February 1933

In The Lion and the Unicorn (1941), George Orwell sketched similar facets of the Western material revolution: ‘Nearly all citizens of civilized countries now enjoy the use of good roads, germ-free water, police protection, free libraries and probably free education of a kind.
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Overvthing
money can buy

is hers

The new and exclusive Hoover Hedlite
makes cleaning easy in darkest corners.

can have no finer electric cleaner than

houschold possession that confers pride

of ownership without penalty of cost.

Of no other cleaner can this be said: More homes—
mansions or cottages—-are cleaned by Hoovers
than by any other cleaner. . . . Hoover is the oldest
maker of electric cleaners and the largest. More
3,000,000 Hoovers have been sold. . . . The
unique due to its exclusive, patented

cleaning principle, Positive Agitation. By gently
beating the rug, The Hoover dislodges even the
most deeply embedded grit so injurious to rugs,
and removes it along with lint, hair, litter and
dust. ... Itis recommended by leading rug manu-
facturers for the cleaning and care of floor cover-
ings. . . . The Hoover is not only more efficient at
the start, but is kept efficient by its sturdier con-
struction. . . . The Hoover, complete with Dusting
Tools or Dustette, may be bought on as low a down

The richest woman in

any woman can have and for as little as

%_5—0 down. ... It is The Hoover —one

the world

payment and with as small an outlay per month
as the cheapest machine, yet a Hoover brings
you many more years of cleaning service. . . .
The Hovver is sold and endorsed by the leading
merchants of the country. Open your door with
confidenco to their bonded and trustworthy rep-
+ +. The Hoover man will be glad
to leave any of the three new loovers for a

resentatives.

no-obligation home trial. The Haover Co. Fac-
tories: North Canton, Ohio; Hamilion, Ontario.

Jhe HOOVER

It Beats . . . as it Sweeps . . . as it Cleans
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