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The Art of Makeup
Fashion

There was a dark era in my ado-
lescence (ages ten to fifteen I’m 
looking at you) where there was 
no glitter to brighten up my life. 
In an effort to escape anything 
juvenile or overly conspicuous 
that might hinder my attempts 
to blend in with the crowd, glit-
ter was left firmly behind in 
my childhood as I happily sold 
my sartorial soul to Jack Wills. 

Even after I had made it 
through this wasteland of ca-
ble knit jumpers, glitter make-
up only really made an annual 
obligatory appearance at festi-
vals. It wasn’t until the last two 
years that it has crossed into 
real life to become an endur-
ing make-up look for parties 
and nights out. Gone are the 
days of primary school sloppy 
glitter pen application result-
ing in a rainbow freckles; sud-
denly, it seems, me and the rest 
of the world is sporting el-
egant glitter crescents on their 
cheeks and temples. That ever 
present cheekbone highlight 
of blue or gold sparkles is now 
as much of a trademark look 
as the good ol’ winged eyeliner.

If anything, glitter really does 
rightfully deserve a spot in eve-
ry make-up arsenal. Over the 
years, it’s forays in and out of 
style have made huge cultural 
impacts in the world of beauty 
and fashion. Let us be remind-
ed of the classic 70s glam rock 
trend (also called glitter rock), 
ushered in by the appearances 
of bands such as T. Rex on “Top 
of the Pops,” where their faces  
were plastered with glitter and 
of course Bowie’s trademark 
glitter bolt across his face on the 
cover of Aladdin Sane in 1973. 
Glitter. In the late 70s, the floor 
of Studio 54 was famously cov-

ered with four tonnes of glit-
ter for one famous New Year’s 
Eve party. The appeal of glit-
ter lies in its ability to blur the 
worlds of fantasy and reality. 
Yes sure, you may just be pre-
tending you can actually shuf-
fle after your third jaegerbomb 
in the darkest corner of Cellar 
never touched by sunshine and 
social awareness, but with your 
gilded face, like Dorothy’s glit-
tering shoes in The Wizard of 
Oz, you can basically pretend 
you’re in Studio 54 or Coachella.

Without further ado here are 
some ideasto up your glitter game:

Under Eye Glitter: This has 
the great advantage of covering 
up Oxford-induced dark circles 
as well as making you look so 
magical you cry tears of glitter. 
Plus, this look is ideal for messy 
people. The more fallout, the 
better. To prep, line the top and 
bottom of your eyes with smudgy 
kohl eyeliner, focusing on swip-
ing extra amounts under the eye. 
Then tap glitter, ideally a mix-
ture of two colours, on top. Fo-
cus on pressing the glitter in will 
for a more precise placement.

Inner corner glitter: This is 
great for those of you just jump-
ing on the glitter bandwagon 
and can be used as a slightly 
more wearable look for daytime 
events. Anybody who worships 
at the shrine of contour and 
highlighting, like myself, will 
know that highlighting the in-
ner corner of the eyes can help 
make the eyes look bigger and 
more open. So you can amplify 
that effect with glitter by apply-
ing some eyelash glue or other 
adhesive to the inner corners 
of the eyes then use a brush to 
push the glitter into the inner 
corners. Spread the glitter out to 
the lower lashline, and then dif-
fuse it up toward the brow rather 
than focusing it all in the corner.

Alexandra Murray Luo
Fashion Deputy Editor

The glitter game

Sexy. Bold. Iconic. The red lip is 
a statement and as such both di-
vides and conquers. Yet, it holds 
an eternal appeal which is not 
simply tied to the famous faces 
which have created the aura that 
surrounds this iconic colour. 

It makes up an essential part 
of the image of many celebri-
ties, such as Taylor Swift, but its 
history stretches back much fur-
ther than contemporary artists. 

The red lipstick is not just to 
wear on a night out. Just look at 
Solange Knowles, who looked 
stunning with a red lip which 
off-set the pure white beauty 
of her caped wedding gown. 
My history tutor wears red lip-
stick as part of her daily look. 

Bold lip colours can automati-
cally give confidence. Unfortu-
nately if amusingly, they can be 
a bit of hazard as well as unless 
you get a magical lipstick which 
somehow doesn’t come off on 
anything. Glasses, cups, mugs, 

cutlery, other people’s face, in 
short anything that comes into 
contact with your lips is liable 
to be marked. If you’re not aware 
of this and don’t take the neces-
sary precautions, i.e. cleaning 
the face of your beloved after a 
make-out session then you can 
end with an interesting situa-
tion. By which I mean coming 
back from a night out with your 
beau when you decide to go to 
Hassan’s and there you find your 
friends. This is a lovely coinci-

dence until one of them points 
out that said beau is currently 
also wearing lipstick around 
his mouth and on his cheek. 

In summary, don’t be afraid 
to make bold lipstick choices, 
some people may judge you but 
people who judge you on your 
lipstick are probably not the 
kind of people with whom you 
want to be hanging out. It ’s all 
a bit The Devil Wears Prada. 

Ariane Laurent-Smith
Editor in Chief

The evolution of red lipstick
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There seems to be an obsession 
with wearing make-up and look-
ing naturally beautiful at the same 
time, and this might be because 
it seems to be the hardest thing 
in the world and human beings 
strive for the impossible. It has be-
come a stereotype that the highest 
and hardest stage in art is to look 
natural and effortless, and looking 
pretty without appearing to have 
made an effort is unfairly expected 
every day from girls in our society.

   

Who hasn’t heard this comment: 
“Oh yeah, she’s pretty, but it’s be-
cause she wears SO much make-
up!”? I just want to say: so what? Is 
beauty less valuable when it is un-
natural? Make-up is considered in a 
pejorative way, as if it were forgery, a 
fraud to deceive people, as if women 
who use it were selling something 
that they do not have. In his “Praise 
of Cosmetics” written in 1863, the 
French poet Charles Baudelaire was 
already going against the persistent 
idea that nature is good and artifice 
is bad. This moral foundation to 
the concept of beauty still lingers 
in our minds today, and it concerns 
not only “artistic art” but also more 
prosaic artifice like make-up and 
cosmetic surgery for instance. One 
of the arguments against cosmetic 
surgery is that God or nature “gave 
us the body we have” and that “we 
should accept ourselves as we are”.

 My point is not to criticise this 
moral rejection of make-up. Rather, 
my intention is to highlight the 
moral association from which these 

little phrases, which pass through 
our head or that we casually say 
every day, might come from. It is 
up to you to decide what you think 
of make-up. However, I do have 
one criticism: there is an enormous 
social pressure to look not only ‘fit’, 
but also for that beauty to look nat-
ural and effortless. As a literature 
student, I very often come across 
misogynistic authors who satirize 
feminine vanity. Despite mocking 
an excess of artifice in women, they 
expect women to be beautiful natu-
rally (for their own enjoyment) and 
debase them when they are old or 
“ugly” (I am thinking in particular 
of some of Quevedo’s poems). Sure, 
vanity may be an important part 
of women putting on make-up, 
but the problem is that they often 
do not have the choice of show-
ing themselves without anything 
on their face, at job interviews or 
parties for instance. Men, on the 
other side, seem to be completely 
exempt from this pressure. It is 
not only that they save an incal-
culable amount of time, they also 
escape the objectification women 
are subjected to. Baudelaire, who 
is also considered a misogynistic 
writer, states in his “Praise of Cos-
metics” that it is almost a woman’s 
“duty” to wear make-up in order to 
be closer to perfection. She must 

be divine, supernatural, an ‘idol’. 
Not only does nude make-up 

take part in the objectification of 
women, it is also in my opinion a 
swindle that attracts us like a magic 
spell. In the “fraud” of make-up it is 
the most subtle kind of deceit, one 
that is supposed to achieve the su-
preme stage of beauty, natural and 
effortlessness all together. But re-
ally, the no make-up make-up ac-
tually comes down to two things:

Less make-up, literally. There 
might be an “art” of making-up 
without appearing to have done 
so, but if you want to save yourself 
the ridiculous amount of youtube 
“no make-up make-up” tutorials, 
you can never go wrong with just 
reducing the amount of make-up 
products you use. As simple as that.  

Two keywords: clean and neat. 
Everything seems to revolve around 
achieving a clear and healthy-
looking skin, neatly plucked eye-
brows and open, bright eyes. Oh, 
and clean hair does help. This is 
where social inequality strikes, 
because no, rich people are not 
all naturally gorgeous. A healthy 
life style that includes a balanced 
diet and exercising and products 
for the skin and the hair are a lot 
more accessible to a social catego-
ry who can afford it or to people 
who chose to invest money in it. 

Claire Leibovich
Fashion Deputy Editor

The no make-up make-up
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Men escape the 
objectification women 
are subjected to
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250 years of make-up: from Lady Archer to Tilda Swinton
Rosanna Hildyard
Staff Writer

Dressed to the nines: best dressed at the Union Ball

Picture a famous woman. She 
is around forty-five years old, 
red-haired, with impressive 
cheekbones, has a taste for 
androgynous tailoring and for 
driving fast – for which she 
is vilified by the press. She is 
a friend of Keira Knightley, 
mixing with an aristocratic set 
of celebrities – usually at casinos 
in Cannes or private clubs in 
London. Yet whereas every 
interview with Tilda Swinton 
mentions her lack of makeup, 
Lady Sarah Archer was famed 
for wearing it. Tilda Swinton is 
a twenty-first century arthouse 
actor; Lady Sarah Archer was an 
eighteenth-century “Faro Lady”, 
a gambler who was a byword 
for the excesses of Regency 
aristocracy in contemporary 
cultural commentary.

It is a facile comparison – 
two red-haired ladies. Yet a 
comparison of how Swinton and 
Archer are described by the press 
is of interest with regards to how 

both are pigeonholed by their use 
of make-up. 

Lady Archer’s age saw the first 
shop signs, window displays 
and adverts. Print satires and 
caricatures were available at 
bookshops and groceries, like 
modern magazines. Gossipy 
newspapers were illustrated with 
fashion plates and miniatures of 
their subjects. It was the first time 
any ordinary person might know 
the faces of members of the Royal 
Family.

Lady Archer was one of these 
celebrities that was suddenly 
recognisable. She was also one 
of the most scandalous; known 
as one of the “Faro Ladies”, a 
group of aristocratic women who 
ran illegal private gambling dens, 
and as a widow and mother of 
four teenaged daughters whose 
efforts to marry them off were 
roundly criticised. Yet the real 
criticism of Lady Archer in the 
press was regarding her make-
up. Once you know what you are 
looking, she crops up often in the 
satirical prints of Rowlandson, 
Gillray and Cruikshank: a skinny 
redhead with a hooked nose, 

usually dressed in scarlet. She 
appears in “The Finishing Touch” 
as a ridiculous crone painting her 
face with a paintbrush; in “Six 
Stages of Mending a Face” her 
make-up kit includes a glass eye, 
false teeth and wig; in “Driving to 
the Perfume Warehouse without a 
Beau” she heads to a shop selling 
“Ivory teeth” and “Mouse Eye 
Brows”. Why were these men 
so offended by a woman’s use 
of cosmetics? Their caricatures 
insist that make-up is not only 
deceptive but also disgusting 
in itself. They tell their readers 
that cosmetics are something 
used only by the ugly, by women 
past their best; and that they are 
deceiving themselves if they think 
their underlying insecurity isn’t 
devastatingly obvious. Make-up 
is laughable, and these journalists 
and artists are putting themselves 
in a position of intellectual 
superiority, above the men and 
women who wear it.

In almost every article and 
interview, Tilda Swinton’s 
bare face is praised. “ skull”  
“impassive”, says The Guardian. 
“Pale and androgynous” says 

the BBC. “Proudly parading 
her natural beauty” with a “low-
maintenance style”, says The Daily 
Mail. Swinton’s face is naked, yet 
the media presents this as a way 
for her to resist being defined by 
society – her face “inscrutable”, 
her style neither male nor female. 
Her lack of cosmetic enhancement 
is usually appreciated as a token 
of sophistication and poise; in 
contrast, those who wear make-up 
must invite stereotyping. When 
Swinton does wear fake tan and 
eyeliner for a film role, The Daily 
Mail comments with a sneer that: 
“most women would love to look 
like her character”. Make-up is 
popular, low-brow.

Looking at Tilda Swinton and 
Lady Sarah Archer, it would 
appear we have not moved far 
in 250 years. Make-up is still 
spoken of as something artificial, 
revolting, a “orange tan” or 
eyebrows made from mice. It 
is something that both reveals 
insecurity and conceals natural 
beauty. Yet, is that really all there 
is going on when someone puts 
on make-up? Perhaps it is time 
for a more positive review.
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