'Malco!m Earnard s Fashion Theary | is more thanjust ‘an introduction”. He
sets outa.cleat account ofma}or theorists' ideas in the.context: ofkey writers

on fashion, and shows ow somé of the rmost abstract theory Is implicated-

in the merest comment. on, or second glance at, the.clothes people wear.
This bodk witt be' an invaluable resource for stidents of caltiral studies,
the social seiences and of course the many practical distiplifies that study

tashion. Anyone who wants te get seriously invalved with fashion or clothing -

rnéeds to be gble to understand the ideas behind them - and Barnard's
baok is the go:t6 place to get that understanding’
Tim Dant, Professor of Seciofogy, Lancaster Unibersity, LK

‘Malcolm Barnard's ‘Fashion Theory: owr intradustion is the.most compre-
hensive;, convindng and yet-accessible hook imaginable as an introduction
geared specifically forstudents I fashior design. The book is unique, fucid
afid utterly ‘concrete- in its' méssage that no staterient about fashion is
innocent. Barnatd manages to explicate not only the mewtabiy political
dimension of fashion, but.— and partly as an extension of this — to-convey
a-deep and multidifnensional sénse of the relationship between fashion
and representation.’

Brian Seitz, Proféssor of Philosophy, Babson: Colfege, USA
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deveioped at an incredible pace. Marketing studies aré also hecoming motre.
sophisticated and the use of stochastic. models, Markoy chains and
epidemic theory ifr.the prediction anid ‘explanation of trends.in dress-has
been doclimented since the early 1970s (Wills and Christopher i973: v7fi),
Without'_some._knowiedgg'oFthose-hat'u'r'afl and mathermatical scientes, one
will simply have niothing fo say about those textiles andithose products. In
order to have something to say-about these textiles and the clothes that.
are inade from them, one wili need to know what is going on Jn the natural
and mathematical sciefices.

Conclusion

This chapter has introduced. fashion, theory” and fashion theory. It has
outhined some definitions of fashion and it has shown the. practical and
visugl roots ofwhat we know as theory.-And [t has aigued a case _con__c_:em‘fng.
the relation of fashion to theory in fashioh theory. The-argument has been
that we afe ahvays intheory: from the mest anecdotal and entértaining stary
ahoutfashion to the driestand mast academic thiesis, weare using theories.
Systems of heuristic.concepts and theoretical constructions are producing
what we say. Everything we say'is produced-and suppotted by theoty. This
arglunent will be bore out in all of the followiig chaplers, as. | try to
introduce the topics by means of some ‘apparently innocent or everyday
account and derhonistrate’ the theory or fhecties ‘behind' thewi, The
following chapter will begin:ta think about what fashioh is;

Further reading

Kawamura, Y. {2605) Fashicn-ology, Oxford, Berg; chapters’2 and 3.
flose, G. {=2o1z_ﬁ) Vicual Methodelogies, London, Sage.

Svendser, L. (2006} Fashign: A Philosaphy, London, Reaktion Books.
Williaims, K. (2000} Seience and Social Scictice, Londan,. Routledge.
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introduction

- At the time of writing in May 2013 the question What is Fashion? has fts

r?_lwn__Fac'eb_oo_k community page, which is itself quite fashionable, and it is
fiked by 33 people, which-suggests it s hat yeta mass or 2 popular fashion,

The page-does. not provide much of an answer to the gquestion but it provides:

a iink‘ to the Wikipedia page, which says that fashion is .a popular style
;:tr'ac‘tit.:_c'or_-tre._n_d_ and that it is 'clothing generily’. Closer thspection of'-thf,:
Wikipedia page tells us that it has ‘thultiple issves' with the notion offashion

and that it may not coritair-Yeriflable information”. A blogger on a website

fu.r.-tee:.aagers-says that*fashion s my uriique ability to express.my emmotions’.
Anpther says confidently that fashion is defiritely not selfmutilation. And

" yet another says that fashion is brands (blogtiends.com). Elsewhere, an
. o |

e;c-"e‘di.tor.of French Elle says that fashion talks, thiat it is a state of mind,a
spitit, an ‘extension of one's sell and that, whether yo.u .prefer h.jpihup.ia.r
C_har_le!,_ fashion translates seff esteen -into’a pevsonal sly]e. She also says
thac it is not to be taken-too serious:!y {Lvum’a,pbs,orgj"r_!e'.vsh.ourjinfﬁcui‘;’.
fashlonfwhatisfashion.htmf; last accessed Naovember 2013} o

- Thi_:__re_ is clearly not much agreement here and there ar¢ indeed ‘multiple
issties” involved in the definifien of fashion. Weare confronted by a l.'ar"f"e.
of convéntional, contradiciory and mistaken references to style; s Jeés
emations, culture, the self, the mind, talk, exprassiofn, brands mu;ﬂa’t{on:
a_nd.sl::i'ritA Mowever, these attempts at definition prdvfde hintsx'tc.rward. anc;
glaments of, a sensible and useful account of witat fashion is and i not

what fashion is and is nat 75



\;-’ha_t is fashion?
iz'on Facebiook.
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Figure 3. Facebodk Community Page, “Whiat is Fashion?" May2m3. (www.
Facebook.com/piges fWhatis-fashionf 118580y 81584458)

For.example, while neitﬁ'_ar fashiox nor individual ga r‘mf:_hts can _be-”_s.'_aid
ta literally talk!, there is little doubt that they comm.um.cate,_ or tht the.y
are used.to communicate.. Orie of the bloggers reported here says th‘at ;he
uses fashion to eéxpress her emolioris: emotion s be_[ng._commwn'catrzd
through or by-what this young woinan wears.'Other_ pe‘ople usa fz.ashm.r? to
commusnicate othar iHings: cultural membership is mdlc_ated,.for example,
iy the referenice to hip-hop and Chanel. Different people wilt construct and
communicate membership of different cultural groups by WEarir.lg_ diffgrem
garmerits. Baggy jéans worn low will cammunicate membership of sonie
‘hip-hdp culturés and the signature suit and -heavily _i_og'_o;d_. _handb_a._ghwlli
‘commurticate oné's aflegiance to Chanel, Similarly, while it is hard to !:.reheve
that.a mass-produced garment, worn b_y_.tho_t:sands__of pcgpl_e; .contr_rbuv_tes_
‘anything towards anyone's 'uniquencss’ er sense of .s_t_elf, -thc_’u;mpres_morn
and the experience of that unique self persist and must be explamenzi‘ On.ﬂ s
serise of identity and uhiigiteness, easily survives wearing the same jeans o
having the s_a'n{_e.h_airc_ut_-as_:_m_r:’_s frigmis. o o o

And while the idea that fashion trahslates that sensé of self into style,
orthat it is an extangion of ene’s self, might be dismissed as involving tog
much-calcutation o an overly mechanical. conception of fashion, we h:f\re
o pse something with which to communicate and we must use semething
with-which to construct ourselves as unigue and: individual memb_ers of
cultures, This example is slightly different from, and slightly trickier_- tha_n,
-the other examples, but it is no.Jess a part c:_'f'wha_t fashion i and is .not':.
Fashion is not guite“so readily or happily understood as a 'ptqs_ﬂ?f_:t_m'as it

is understood as communication, -or as expression of some unique seif.
And the self is net so readily'understpdd a3 the product or cofistruction.of
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that prosthesis as it is inderstood 4s some natural essence that we have,
or-are. However, fashion as cormmunicatiott is a2 cultural phenomernon: the
garments that we wear afe not us but they are things we use to represent
or stand fof purselves. A garment, then,.is. something that stands for, or
fepresents, something else - oneself, the self, ane's ermaticns, idenitity and
$0 o, Therefore those garments arertools and ultimately prosthietic devices
that ‘malie passible the representation o translation of an' idea or an

experience oftheselfand of ourselves, and-_t_he_r’eby cammuynicate it to other

petple,

This chapter will irvestigaté what fashion is-and what It is-not. It will
“introduce the: relation of faskion to our ideas of ait and. desigh -~ many

peaple think that fashion is.art, but afl of our colleges and ursiversities offer
Fashion Pesign degrees and nobody reads for a. Fashion A degree. it will
alsé ftroduce the idea that there is something that is. fiot fashion -
something that. some theorists have called anti-fashion.. What irakes
something fashion or anti-fashion has been arialysed.as a product of different
dhds of suristy and of different conceptions of the ways In which we are
mewmbers of those different sociaties. This chapter will also introduee the
‘idea of what we wear s a tool or-prosthesis - as something that i not s
but which is vsed to construct and communicate curselves - samething
outside us and other than us that makes us’ possible. This last will be
followed up and devefoped in Chapter & on fashion as commlnication and
‘Chapter 8 on fashion and the body.

Fashion and art

Art galleries, websites, blogs, academic joursials, popudar miagazines and
all kihds'czfnew's'pahe'r regulatly ask the question, 'Is Fashion Art?. In a1z,
the website artinfo,com reported Karl Lagerfeld caimiing that fashion is not
art and that hes against showing fashicn in museums and_gaﬂérics [Rinlot.
20n2). Vilerie Steele, whio edits the scademiz jovrnal Fashion Theoryarid is
chief curator of the Museurri at the Fashion fnstitute-of Technology, employs
a form of ad hominem argument, saying that when péople of the same
ft_“a_ii_f:)re‘_- as Lagerfeld, fidiuccia Prada and Rei Kawakube say that fashion
is not art, it is difficult to disagree. Ad haminer drgisments are hardly
arguments at all, of course, and it is the easiest thing to disagree with the .
claim that fashion is not art. Pierre Bergé, who was ona of the.founders of
the Yves Sdint Laprent company, disagrees with the argiimént and
contradicts himself twice in the same statement when he says that fashion

‘is notart but that some fa shion designers ase-artists, The fashion designers.
Yves Saint Laurent, Christian Dior; Balendaga and Chanel were artists,

according 16 Bergd, but he does not explain how it ts that what these artists
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produce is. not art. He develops ‘arid refiies this nonsense by adding a
“potentially offensive refererice to sex; saying that fashion only exists when
it is worn by women, "otherwise it is not an art {Bindot 2012}, Again, quite.
how the sex of the wedrer tums clothing into fashion nd design into art’
“is not rhade clear.
If fashion designers are poor guides as to whether fashionis art, fashion,
journalists ahd editors are fittle better. Sung Bek Kim notes that Diana
“Vreetand, wha was editor of hoth Vogue and Harper's Bazagr, believes that
fashion is notart. Vreeland says that art is ‘exiraordinary’ but fashion is.
not: she sajs that art is something spirituelle’ but fashion is notr she says
that art has 'intangible vitality* but Fashion has not (SLir!‘g'Bok. Kirr 1998:
53). What Vreeland does-hot and canniot say is what any of these words
mean or how they may be used in relatidn ta the things that peaplé wear.
‘Extraordinary’ means eutside or beyend the ordinaty, spirituelle” medns
inot matenal’ in French and ‘infangiblé’ means untouchable. They refer to
aréas beyond our expefience but because they refer to areas beyond otir
possible experience, they are ultimately completely meatiingless and
inapplicable to that experiénce. These précicus and vacuotis terms canpat
be used io define-either art or fashion anid they cannot, therefore, be used
to distinguish art from fashion.

in slightly more academic territories, Richard Martin argues: in the
journal Fasficn: Theory that fashion and art are ‘similar i not. identical
impulses' (Martin 1995: 113). He cites Viktor dnd Rolf's numbered, timited
edition plastic shoppirig bags, white dresses, dresses made from collage

-and modernist dresses as evidencethat fashion can deal with its products
ay though they were art: The argument seams to be-that, by numbering
and limiting.the nismber of garmeits or objects that are produced, asina
run of artists’ prints, those garments and fterns are turnedinto art. Ve will
see in a moment that the reproducibility of 'art” objects Is actially oniof
‘the strohger arglimerits for nat calling those objects “apt’, Aind Susan Ferleger
Brades, Director affha__Ha'y.ward Galleryin lL.ondon, argues that fashion and
-art overlap’ and that they are in pursiit of a'shared set'of visual discovéries
(Ferieger Bradé;s, in Hayward Gallery 1998, Preface), This is not quite arguing
the'identity of fashion and.art butitis using the pufsuil of visual discoveties
so-affirm some commaon ground; the navelty of what i5 thus *discovered’
is presumably what is Important here. What is abundantly clear is that the
relation between fashion and art is far from being'"(vc][ understod.

The notion of finction is often appealed toin the attemptta distinguish
art ffom design, and Alice Rawsthorn and Zandra Rhodes use it in their
debate aver whether fashion is a true art form (Rawvisthorn 2003, Rhodes
2003). Rawsthomn sdys that 'fashion-has a practical purpose, whersas art

does not's the functionof fashion as an ‘itern of clothing intended to be-

worn' determines that fashion i$ not art. The argumenit s simple:
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+  drt-has no function
» fashion has a function
«  tHerefore fashion is riotart,

There are fwo prablems with-this simple-argument. First, it is not-clearthat
the ‘item of cfothing’ is the samie as & piece of fashion and Ravisthorm is
sliding from.onc to the other here, The function of fashion is riof quite the.
same &s-the function of clothing: the function of an item of clothing. may
be to keep cur bodies warm and dry, but {while’ it may'be a'éide-'éffé't't} it
s nover the purpose of an item-of fashion to keep a body warm and dry.
Every madern and Wastern attempt to keep 3 bbdy warm and dry will be
subject to fashion, but this merely proves the point’ tBnedrning: the'
difﬁzrer:ce between clothing and fashion. Second, it is gfot teue that art
has no function. Art has many functions: it constructs, communicates
and reproduces t_he._owher’s‘ socidl, ciltural and deonomic piosition, far
example. By purchasing, .owning and displaying one or other kind of art,
orie identifies oneself as a member of a rertsin socio-gconomic dass .aﬂci
as a member of a certain culture, The purchase of the art repraduces the'
people nd the Institetions. that exist to produce and sell art warks .{artist.s-
and art markets). These are the doclal; clltural and economic fiinctions of
art, Art also functions aesthefically; its function may be to diaw purattention
to.the nature of our oin sesthetic and sensory experience, And artfunctioris,
cotnunicatively. s surely a commonplace to say that ditists exr;vre":'ss.'
the_msgl_ves thraugh their art and that-art is meaningful. Fashion also
performs preciscly these futictions and, therefore, art and fashian cannot
be differéntiated on the basis of art ['iméi'ng ni function, ' .
Rhodes takes adiffergnt view and:argues that having a function dees
not preciude the possibility of something being art. She believes that fashion
carl be an art forin, déspite its having a pracical function. Fa painting were
to be miade into a fresco, ‘a part of-a wall’, she asls, “would you say it wﬁs
notart because it was practical?', 'I'he'imp]i'cal'ion is. that we would want to
calf Tt art, despite its having a practical funition. Fashion o héraccount
s, therefore, an ‘applied art’ and itcan be. opposed to “fine art’, However,
it is not the “art’ that is acting as the wall, or that ks 2 practical function:
it is not the ‘art’ that helps to keep the ceffing up abd 1t is not, thersfore;
it spite. of the Function of the art that we wank to call the fresco art. The
colours and shapes of a painting may have heen incorporated infor some:
wet plaster but the colour and shipes are hot the 'art” and it'is not the
“art! that makes the wall and stops the ceiling and upper fAloors f.aii'in'g down.
Thereforé, it is not-in spite.of the furiction that we want to call it art -

because, as part of the wall, it has ne furiction;

Thereis a hint, in Viktor and Rolf's numberad and limited-edition bags
and dresses (notsd above} of a satisfictory snswer to the question whethér
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fashion is art or not. Thé hint refers to the noticn of reproducibifity and
.repfd&uctici'n; and this riction s dealt with in Walter Benjamia’s essay The
Worl of Art in“the-Age of Mechanical Reproduction’. Writing i 1536,
'B_én"j'amin claims that art possesses "aura’ and that reproduction destr_qys
“duira. He s writing about mechanical repreduction, which inci_uc_ies xnachjng.
made prints:gnd objects, but the e_let:tron_ic reproduct.ion of .Cfi\D', 'wqrd.r%cif_:s,
jpeg_s,"'Ti'FFs and mpegs also destroys aura. Aura Es_the’ iense of unique-
iess and authenticity that is felt whenever one confronts a work of art -
an oil painting or 8 sculpture; for example. There is only one original of any
oil painting o sculpture and that. work of art exists uniquely ‘at the place
-where it happens fo be'. This uniqueness f_;-'the cause an.d".the pr’\Od.l_J.Cl' (I).f
“the history of the object, the changes'in condition -and ownership. it has
undergone. Authenticity.is also in sowie sense the. product of thgt }jistq_ry_
.- atithenticity s the presence of' the art work as that presence is.:"m.ar_nfested
inthe patina, for example, or in the provenance ci{th_e_wdrk_(sctnja‘m:f? EELr S
214} Aura i§ the product of a viork af art’s position in a.tradition or i3 rotg
i ritual {Benjamin.1992: 214 217). A paintir}_g_-or: a scuipturg will alway;
have been made as-patt.of a history, with an awareness of what has'gone
Lefore in the tradition akd as a reéspanse to that tradition. There_is an element
of ritu.aj here in thatthe sequence is unrepeatable {un-reproducible) and
the point of it is 1o be thera at the moment. _

" Aura, the sense of unigieness and authénticity, i3 destroyed by or
'wit_h:er's.'. fn the age of mechanical reproduction {{b. 215}, Therefore,
mcc}’ianicélly produced and reprodicible ‘art works'-are r_]ot,-lin fact, art
be'caiu:;_é'_tbey'dd rot possess aura, Mechanically {_rej_p‘_roc!_u__cib!e';Tag.es‘..a.nd
objects have no aura because they have no uniqgengss-a‘:nd ho authenh.c!ty:
they are not part of a tradition or a'rfual. As riéchanically ('re}produq_bl.e,
these objects-and:iniages are available in many copies or editlians a.nd‘ this.
availability preciudes any uniqueness and any role in tradition of r1tl.1‘e_s!.
tachine-made and repirodiiced irfiages and objects riay exist in marny coples
all over the world; they have no special tole in a tradition or ritual. _The_y
thus-have no aura. Baudriflard's example of the wédding ring_shr‘a’ds‘ alittle
light on this process, The-wedding ringis & gniqug'object_anjd_.all its meaning
“and jrmportance is the product of its purt in a ritua_i, which happened ance
in two penple’s lives. tn contrast, costume jewé1!er)(___a'_nd'fashionabie-rl_ng?,
-accessories, exist-in many editions, and ::i:}pig::_'_and'the)r h_av_e 1o pgrt in
ritial and no part in history (see Baudrilard 1981 667 andZCh-aP_te_" 5

The consequences of. these thoughts for alr account of fa‘si:uon may
be becoming dlear, As méchanically {re)producible, most of the things we
wear and all fashion wili nopcount as ‘art’. Most of the things we wedr will
ot count 45 art because they witl be the. produts of mechanical production
“and repraduiction. All faghion will nét.count as art because for -fashiqrj to
exist the items that are fashionable have to be available for many people
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to-wear a_r:d,' thergfore, they will also have to. have been made in multiple
copies: Existing in, or as, multiple copies breditions, those garments will

riot have aura and they will. not. ba art. However, sothe .of the thi ngs we-

wearmay be caunted as art. Anything that isbespoke would count as-having
aura.and, therefore, as being art: A Savile Row suit, or a dress made by

hand for one patticutal woman w_d_ufd also havd to be considered to be art.
an this account. The bespoke Savile Row suit arid the handmiade dress exist:

otily as uniquie iterns; they are the producks of activities that could certainly
be called situals arid they have vary particular places i traditions and
n the history of people’s fives: The protess of visiting one's tailée or

dressmaker, discussing the material and style, being measured, wearing.
the suit or the dregs foi the first tire and Having any alteritions dnd:

corrections-sean to, is-quite clearly a fitual. 1t is alse a ritial that stands in
along and highly respected tradition of nonmechanical clothes production.

Consequently, most df the things we wear and'all fashion items are not
art. Because art consists in ane-off, unique productions, which have a place
‘te ritual ansd traditfon and which possess aura as aresult of that pléce,-the'
mécharically (re)produced clothes that v wear are rigt art, Anythirig that
is bespoke, however, which.is handmads once far us and us alone, may be
considered to be art, Such iters will he the products of their place and role

in traditions and rituals of clothes: raking arid they will have authenticity-

and uniqueness as a result of those places and roles, They will, in short,
have aira.

Fashion and 'des'i_'__gn

Ifalt fashion is not art, then it must be samething else. The something else
thatis coniceptually and diciotomously oppased to art s design. We might,
therefore, be -encouraped to think of fashitn as: design. We would not be
along; .as has been noted, colieges and universities offer qualifications jn
faghion design, vt fashion art,

Ohie reason for this has been supggestedabove and it concerns function,
Oné of the argiments noted above. was that art js different from design
becausedesignhas a furiction or fuhctions and art dods not. This was shewn
to benonsense, as art cleay has all sorts offiihctions: it has soeial, cultural,
economit and aesthetic functions, for example. On what is perhaps a fower’
level of funchivnality, fashion-also has residus| of minimal ‘practical’ or body-
refated functions. Although not strictly operating as fashion, the tlothes we
wear will protect us to séme extent from. extremes of temperature, They
will have somie minimal furiction in frraintaiing bodily functions, therefore,
Also not.strictly operating. as fashion, theywill also. have the function of
maintaining ctliurally. appropriate levels of modesty or. display. Fashion,
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therefore, can be considered to be design, because it Kas all these various,
functions.

Whiile these debites start.from wondering whether fashion is design
or not, in 2o0y the destgner Philippe Starck begdri & debate by insisting
that some ready-io-wear clothing he-had designed was not fashion (Davies
2000). Starck. claimed that ‘| will ‘never be idiotic enough to do.fashion’:
His: argument concerns the dtsposabihty and ephemerality of fashion:
‘the dlothes he has designed are ngt to be considered as disposable or
‘ephemeral and they are, therefore, not fashion. He. claimis that his knit
dresses, cashmere and jackets dre 'clasiic’, sustainable and ‘impervious to
the petty ‘constraints of la mode’. The notion of the fashion classic is an
odd one.and it will ¢rop up in this volume again in Chiapter 5.and Chaptér
12.-A classic garment is oné that is clairhed to be Sritside of time, orto be
‘fashionable” in every-tirne. This is dearly contradictory: fashion is onily- the
movement from one garment to another intime, and the idea that a garmeént .
-can remain fashionable throughdut ail tirhe. fakes no'sense. 1t will also be
‘argued fatef thatwhat is claimed 1o be a ‘classic’ is always merely the passing
taste of one group that is heing passed- off a5 the taste of all.groups. Thg
rioticn of the classic is, thus related to political power and to the soclal
dominance of one group who are trying to impose their class- spemf‘c
tpste as auniversal taste. [f there can be no such thing as a classic and if
avérything is therefore fashion, then Starck's designs must also be fashion
and He mustbe quite idictic enough to 'do’’ fashion, just like the rest of us.

it has alsc been pointed out that some of the fiinctions of fashion are
sodial, Ciltural, ecohemic snd aesthetic functions. Fashion's sodial function.
has ahways bigen to md:cate either membership or the desired membership
of a specific, usually higher social class. Fashion’s eultural fuiction has
always been td construct and indicate membership of.certain coltural groups:
Goth, h|p hop, casual and punk are the narries of cultural groups whiise
=dent:ty is -abtiously constructed through the. use of faghion. Thotstein
Yeblen's (1992) tate ningteenth-century account of the economic functions
of fashion is one of the foundations of fashion siudies: ‘the nofion of
conspicloLs. coNsLIMPLion and the practice of canspicupus waste are both
ecoremic phenoinena and assential elements of what fashion is. And i

pften almost impossible to imagine what. the outrageous and impassible’

creations that are seen it every néw catwalk show are for if it is not to
‘ghallenge the audience's agsthetic prejudmes.Art cannot be differerit fromi
design on the ground that destgn has @ function and art does not, because
both art dnd design have functions,

A seednd and slightly less convincing reason why fashion may be said
to be design concerns the anoiymity of the artistor designer. We arg familiar
with the idea of the artist as a named individual and art has operated since:
the Renajssance on the basis that the producer of the worl, the. artist, bé
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identified and rarhed. Désign has often ndt: operated in this way. Unless
one's wallpaper is 'famous’ it is unlikely thatone will know the name ofithe
designer. William Worrs's wallpaper designs are farmous i this way and
companiés with the rights Yo reproduce Jits designswill profit frém poiniting
out that they are by William Morris, However, most wallpaper is not
identiffed with a ndmed designer, S:mslarl,, it is unlikely that one knows
the name of the person who designed the birthday oF Christfrias eards that
che sends, or the labels on. every praduct in the supermarket; And 5o it is
with. the things one wears: itis unlikely {upless they are called ‘designer
or the) are named) that one will know the name of the person whe designed
them: Design in general-is more often than not ‘anonyrnous' and we do.
Aok knowr the name of the person who desighed it. On His basis, -as we
do not knew the nartie of the person.who designed most, if not-all, of the
things we wear, fashion is design and not: art, ) . .
Fashibriunderstood as design thus deconstructs the distinetion between
nature and cutture. The argument is not sifple but it is wofth setting it
out. it beging from the idea that there is no veision or conception of the
human subject that does not rély on our using somé tool or design,
something that is not natural and thal is nat us, in order to exist. Clothing
and fashion are not me and they are nat naturally ceeurring parts of me,
but'in-ordef 1 appear fully or properly huiman, | have to wear some: clolhmg
-or other and that clothing is- what makes fishion, These is, therefore, na
natural understanding or version of us-that is not made possible by that
“whichi is not s anid that which is not natusal.. Fashion may, therefore, be
sdid to have effectively and comprehensively deconstructed the fiaturef
¢ulture dichotomy. o o
Thinking of fashion as désigh s to think of it 45'havirg 4 function, or
a:set of functions. To think of fashion as having & function is to think of
fashion. as a took And to think 6f fashion as a tool is to think of it 4s a
-prosthotic, A prosthetic 15 something thiat is sot us Btwhich we use, which
is added to us, and without which we would consider ourselves incomplete.
These ideds will be explored iy more detall in the. section on fashion as
prosthesis-below.

Fashion and anti-fashion

The-terms fashion and anti-fashion are natways to begin destribing. the
difference. between' people who ove' fashion’and peogple whis' 'hate’ it 50
much that they try nof to wear anything that could possibly be taken or
m1stai’en fot fashiori, The distinction betwern fishion and anti-fashion is
also notto dowith defiberately wearing flares when siraight legs are i or
wearing ‘A"line slkirts when ‘M'line of “Tuliy skirts.are in. The dsstmctmn
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is ancther way of distinguishing fashion from what is not fashior, These
‘terms are probably most farhiliar-from Ted Polhermus and Lynn Procter's
(1578} bool; called Fashion o Anti-Fashion, which has been updated and
republished under Polliemus’s name alone, with the same title buta slightly
different subtitle from the earlier volume (Polhermus 2011}, However, the
idea of distinguishing fashion from anti-fashion, and of linking the ideas
to two different conceptions or types. ‘of society and, ultimately, to two
different conééptions:and experiences of time, may be traced backto Georg
Simmel’s 1904 essay ‘Fashion'.

In this essay, Sivimel argues that ‘two-social tendencies are assential
to the establishinent of fashion and that, if either of these tendencies is’
missing from a society, then “fashion will not be fornied” in that society
(Simumel 1971 301). Simmel is arguing that the existence of fashion ismade
possible by one kind of society and not by.others. The first of the. social
tendencies is the need for. isolation, our need to be separite from others,
different from thosé around us and not part af the crowd; Simmel calls this
the “differentiating impulse’. The second tendency is.ofir need for union,
to be with others, sharing thitigs With those arourid-us and part of 4 group;
Simime! calls this the ‘sogializing Tmipulse’ (S:mmei 1971}, Among what
Simmel unfortunately refers -to as ‘savages' and ‘primitive races',. the.
socializing impulse will be much stronger than the differentiating impulse
arid fashion will not be formed. In such. societies, there will be-a much-
simpler class structure, possibly involving only one class of caste, and people
will all belong happily ro it with ng need or desire to distinguish or
differentiate themselbves frani their fellow members. What the members of
thase simple ‘sadieties wear is: nat fashian, thatefare, and it may be
distinguished from fashion, And, among what Simmel calls the*classes.of
civilized races’, where the ‘danger of absorption” into the group is-fely, the
differentiating: {mpulse will be stronger and.as a result fashion will be formed.
In such societies, therewill be a complex and hierarchical class-structure,
and whien people feel that they are becoming too- rruch a.part of their elass,

the possibility and the desirability of sighalling their difference Will be fade

possible by fashion. What the miémbers of these complex societies wear,
therefare, is fashion. Bifferent kinds ‘of society, differentiated by, the
-éxistence or nat of the two impuilses, are the bases of Simrief’'s expldnation
of tha conditigns of fashion and they may.be used to distinguish fashion
from nén-.or even anti- fashion.

The different kinds of society are also explained in relation to different
conceptionsand expefiences of tirne, This is-madie tlear when Simmel says
that fashior ‘always -occupies the dividing line between the past and the
future’ (1971 303). According to Simmél, in complex Societies, where the
differgritiating impulse exists alongside the socializing impulse, the need
for the riew is stronger than i simple societies. This is bécause simple
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societies fiave no need for 'new impressions and forms of life”. Consequently,
sirple socisties-do not experiencethe temporal process in which sémething
becornes fashionable and almadst immediately goes to its deom’ {Simmel
1971 Juz~-3). There is d conhection, for Sitnmel, between the simpleness
«of the suciety, the absence of the dlfﬁzrcntlatmg impulse and the experience
of time, Such simple societizs do not experiénce time as a process in
which things. come and go s fashion, Complex societigs, in which the
differentiating impulse is present, do expefiencetimeas a procéss in which
things come and o as soon as sofmething 75 understbod-as. fashionable,
itis "the begmnmg of the end" for that thirig as fashion (Sirimel 19712 303).
Writing 25 years or ‘so later than Simmel, fohn F[ugel also relates
the conditidns for fashion to different-foims of Society in his {1g50) The
Psyehotogy of- C.’otbes Fliigel vses the terms ‘fiked” and ‘modish’ cloihmg
rather than non- or anti-fashien and fashionbut, like Simmel, he uses "certain
differences of sogial organization’ to explain the distinction {F!ugei 1950
129).. More precisely, he explains the secial organizations as different
relations t6 time and space. For Fliged, fired costume *changes slowly in
time . .. but varies greatfy.in space” and madish costume ‘changes rapidly
in tlme < but varies comparatively little i space’ {Fliigel 1950; 12g-30).
Not-fas h:on or anti-fashian changes and varies from place to place but
rémains [argely the same over time inl thése places. And fishion changes

qwck[y and a lot over time but is targsly the same n many different places’

or localitics’ as Fliigel has'it. This sounds plausible. We are not surprised

1o see a great diversity in the clothes worn by différent indigenous cultures

ali over the world, and we-are not- surprised that they are still the same
years later. And we are nsed to. finding riich the same fashionable itarns
in'the shops whether we go to New York, London or Brisbatie, and-we ars
not surprised when those fashions are different 2 few months later. tshould
be noted 41 this point that'the ‘we’ referret 1o in the fast two sentences is
rofL innocent: this “we" is modernt and Westarn and it is precisely ‘the
fashionable ‘we’ that Is. characterizing the-dress ofthe other as non-Western'
and non-muodern anti-fashion.

Fixed costume or anti-fashion varies in space {is differert in different
places} because it is identified with a spea:f'c leal or indigencus cultore

sand the place that it inhabits. Anti-fashion or fixed' costuime, -on: Flitgel's

account, is-more [ikely to be‘encourtered ‘Sutside the sphere of western

'inﬂdencef.apd hecause of this it is relativelyunchanging in time. Fligel says
that as fided, ‘its whole value depends . .. upon its permaliefice’ [Flage!’
-¥Y95@; 129). Fashion or madish costume predommatez. in the western world'

and does not change much fram place toplace; as noted, the same iterms

.arid loaks are found in North Americd, Europe aid Australasid. Fligel's

account supperts the idea that fashion is o Western and a modermn

phenonienon and that a- test of a society’s modernity and Western-ness
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would bé to'se& whether and to what extent that suciety had Fashipjn or n‘ot‘
Theﬁe matters underlie the various debates ma_kir_ag up and; ';uf;our}_dlng'
the defifiition and relations betwecri the local and the gl_obazli_whic.h w.:ii be
discitssed in.Chiapter 11. 1 should be. clear, howevet, that the d:ﬁ.‘ez:_ence.
betweaen what is fashion and what'is not fashion is-pioduced by .‘_ilffﬁr_:?nt_
societies’ coneeptions ahd éxperiénces of time and space, Th_e ways iq which
these ditferent societies, fashion and anti-fashign relate to notions of the
global and the local will be explored in Chapter 31, o

We ean now examine Palhemus and Procter’s account of fashion and
antisfashion, which begins. from Fiitgel's account of fixed and -rr_:oqmn'
costume and takes. in fvans-Pritchard's anthropoiogicai_:a_n;r:ogn_t_:-'_c_a_f time
{Polheius 2a11; 29, 1) Whare Simmel and Fittgel wrote o.f.'savag_es_‘ aqd_
primitives wearing fixed modes of costurie, Pdihemus-an_d ProcFerwr_:{e af
Queen Elizabeth 1I's use of ‘traditional’ forims ofdress.\)ﬂn’hcrg -S:mm.(.ai*and
Flirgel write of givilized classes wearing ._r_nodish quhions, _F:’u!hem‘us._an_gl
Procter write of Dior's 1953 “Tulipline’ dress. Edch dress is explained by
‘being reldted to different cultural conceptions of ime, as well .as-.b)'.:th.e
wenrers' different refations.to the social structures of whick they are part.

The n&tﬁre and function of fashiah and.anti- fashios carrbe under_stq_d.d
by considering Queen Elizabeth i's. 1953 Cor_qqgtia}l.’l.gow.n, This gow? i
“raditional, “fixed” and -anti-fashion’ and it functions a5 a ‘symbol’ of
c.ontinuity. 1t functions as a symibol of the cantinuity of she British m‘o'n:_’archy.
{Pd!hen1u§ 2672 30): In standing for, and representing, the continuity of
the British royal family and of the institution of monarchy, the govinmales
possibie and reproduces the. position of that family i, and as, thai‘
institutions it has the ideclogical function of making a histerical coftingericy
appear to be natu raf and, th_ereFore.,- .toler'able. !:see'. Ch_gpter [ Fglr rricre rm;_
this}. The 'Tutip-line’ dress is quite di{fﬁ_srént; it functions as a: symbp! o
change, pragress and movement through' time! _(Polhemus- ?..91-1:‘_.31-_}‘.. {n
standing for, and representing, change, it enahles thewamen wearting 1t.' to
identify themsélves as fashionable, irm':rest_ed 1h the novel _a_n_'d we_!commg
the different: 1 this has the ideolppical funct_ior_a'mf cha_llengmg tradition;
of contesting the status quo and the continued existence of old structures
and practices, - ) _

The .gownh and accessories worn by. the Q”Q_"“_’“ for her fo:_mgi
engagements in 1953 are not much different from those she may ETE' seen
wearing in 1952, 1954, 1955 and so on, until the present. ‘I‘.ht,’}'.gsgqiiy _m.\._'a'i\.rg
2 white or cream - satin/sillc gown; crown ftiara, gloves dnd 2 sash beafn:}_g
the arms of the Order of the Garter. Although-Polhemus daes not_consr_dt?r
the more inforrral clothing worr by the Quecn, it could be argued that this
i5 also anti-fastign, It-commeonly consists in plain; Gnadorned skirt, under
-a"fi!ain, unadarned coat, with matching hat and wh‘ite__gfp\fe_s. The--toburs‘__
are invariably pastels and the same colour is carried throughout the
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ensemble. H i$ very difficolt to tell what year or even what decade the
photograph has been taken in by attending only to what i beingworn. Evefy
a cursary glance at the: histosy of 1950s' fashion inditates that women's
-frotks were changing rapidly, even within the same year. Dior's own “New
Look’ of 1947 was succeeded by his ‘Princessdine® of 1951_1953s Tulip fine’
gave way 1o the ‘M’ line of 1952, which wasin turn rendered unfashioriable.
by the 'A’ and *Y* lines of 1g55. It is rieither original hor controversial to
point out that coistant.and incessant change is what fishion is: what is

woim in one.year is invariably quite different from what is worn in-ather.

years.

According to Polhemus and Procter, diffefent conceptions -of, and
relations to, titme are atthe root of this explanation. They cite the work of
Evans-Pritchiard to malke the point that conceptions of fime ‘reflect and
express’ a culture’s “patterns of sedial arganization'; fligse conceptions
mirror what meimbers:of a cullure think are the correct and properways of
refating to edch othér {Polherius zo11: 33), Traditional anti-fashion is a
‘modet ofiime as-continyity : . . fand] the maintenance of a status quo’. As
a result, itis entirely ‘ratiohal’ that the Queen should wear a gown that
represents timelessness and . chingelessness’ (Polhemus 2o 32).
Someono wiho desires upward-social mability; & ‘socizl ciimber’ whe desires
ait improvemeritin their own social status, perhaps, will wear clothes that
reflect & conception of time as ‘change and progress’. The fashions worn
by. such a socfal climber will ‘advertise . . . socioitemperal mobility'.
Therefore, the desire for an intprovement in one's social status depends,
or males sense, dn the basis _of_a conception of imie as changé {Polhamus
zomi: 323}, This is why the. "Tulip-line™ dress and every other fashion item
that has ever existed is 4 challenge and a contestation of the status quo:
The:statits guo is things staying as they ape: fashion is. changé. Therefors,
a fashionable. frock does. not only symbalize: or represent change. and
difference. itis the embodiment of differeace, change and of things nat
staying the way they aré, Fashion, then, requl res and reflects afvespérierice
and a conception of time as change.and difference. '

As mdharch, a queen has rio interest in-symbolizing, let. ajone baing
an agent of, discontinuity and change: However, this idéa does not prevent
the'tiresamely rogular attempts of newspaper fashion journalists to-suggest
otherwise: THe present British Queeh and her'son, the future British King,
are routinely proposed as *fashion icons®in even thié more lefi-leaning Bfitish
press, I Septeniber 2012, for example, the Biitish Style Award contest, which
is sponsored by the British Fashion Council, included HM the Queen, HEH
the Prince of Wales and HMRH the Duchess, of Cambridge in the list of
nominees. And in the summer of 2012, both The Guardian and The Telegraph
newspapers.ran articles asking whether Prince Charles is a ‘fashion icon":

To his:credit, Prince Charles appears to understand his. predicament far
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Letter than the fashion joumalists and he'is reparted to have_‘poo-_puoed'
the idea that He is.a fashion icon {Leitch.zmz}._'.‘[’ﬁc'Duchess-ofCambridge'
is a more préblematic figure, In the UK, journalists are unsure whether to
ask whether shé is 2 'styleicort’ of a ‘fashion icon’s The Telegraph.going for
the former and the BBC. going for the latter while simulfaneously fudging:
the issue and calling her style "classic’ (The Tefegraph 20m and BBC 2013
sea.Chapters § and 12 for tere-on the ideclogical function of the ‘c!as;i_c‘}.
it seims fair to say that she wears acceptably bland and conservative styles’
prodiced by appropriately high-status but ot too expensivedesigner I_a.be.ls.
According to the drguments proposcd here; bowever,\r:ﬁ'ither'shc nor @ny
of the other members of the royal family viear fashion.

Fashion as prosthesis

The idea of fashion as prostheé_is may seem odd, However, if we are hdppy
to think about fashion and dothing as having funttions, then we should
fot be squeamish. about callirig fashion and clothing 'pr_osth_e.tics. Thig
sections above on whether fashion is. art or design used the rotion of
function to show that art.ceuld nét be distingnished from design’on the
basis of one havirg functions and the other not. We'arg,'thercforé:. happy
to think-about fashion and clothing as having, and performing, a variety of
functions. To think about dothing and fashieh 4s having, and performiing,
fanctions, whethier they be'to keep ourbodies warm and dry or fo construict
a'sticial and cuftural identity, is fo think of thermn’axs tools,:as things we use
to écco.mp['ish someé taskor other. The task may be gommuni;g;ion, identity
creation, lookig nice or keeping us dry, but the clothes have functions dnd
1o that extent they are tools. As tools; they are prostheses: sometliing that
‘s not us bt which we add te durselves.and w_'tt_hn_ut'which-we waould
consider ourselves incomplete, Strictly, dothing and fashion are no diflerent

in this respect from bath our bodies and languagé. Neithér sur bodies nor-

tanguagé are us bist. we use thern-to represent purselves to other .peop.ie, 1
am not rmy hair, fingemails or limbs, and 1 am net the English language,
but | use alt of them to represent myself to other piople. What 1 think of,
and ekperience, as m_ys'_elf is riot giailable to anyone, including njy_self_, except
as representation in, and through, tools such as language. My body gr_:d
the language | use are prosthetics, therefore, which arenet me:and which
I heed to.leam to use but withoutwhich | would hardly be (me} at afl
This 'coﬁc_eptiof] of fashion as prosthesis- must be distinguished from
those approaches to piosthesis that conceive it as 2 progressive o
increasing integration of machines and non-human parts.inte bodles: This
conception presepts prosthesis as an extension gr enhan;e'ment. of the
properties.and capabiiities of that body (see the essays in Smith and Morra
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2006, for example). The conception that is being proposed here presents
the body itself as already prosthetic. Conseguently, the properties dnd
capabilities-of the body are not being enhanced grimpraved, they are made
possible as, and by, prosthesis.. It Is the presthetic that makes us possible
as bodies: This is because there is no.Aon:cubtural definition or experience
of the body ‘proper.. Any definition of the'body.must be the product of
cuftural values and beliefs: in one culturea proper body will be thin and
pale; i another it will be tannéd and muscular. There is no right and wrong
to be discovered, there are only different cultural ideals, which vary from
cultu‘re td cultura. Sifmilarly, the'_t'e'rms. one uses to describe one's experionce
ot the body wili always come from some prooxisting language, reproducing
the valdes and belief§ of the culture that speaks and thinks the language.
Ifthere is o hatural and non-cultural defirition ot ekperierice; theh all such
definition and esperience must be cultural and if it is cultural, ther it mdst
be learned, or added. As: somiathing that is added, i is.what is.commonly
understood as prosthetic, If the prostheticis necessary for any experignce
and underslar)d'ing.ofth_e bady, then the prosthetictannit be an enhanging,
atginentation or extension of the body: it is what makes the body possible
‘in the first place”. o '

Therefore, fashion and clothing shotill not be conceived as simple
enhancements, dugmentations or extensions of ourselves: they are also what
miske atir experience, and ourselves, possible. This means thatany notion
of fashion and clothing as decoration must be handied very carefully. Itis-
not that there is a.body that is then decorated; strictly, it is the "decoration’
that makes the body possible, and fashion and elothing are just-somé of
the vays in which that can happen. There s e pertinent analytic difference
between a body that is tanned and rauscular and a bady that is dressed in
a short skirt.. Majther s ‘the body proper’ and both involve the use of
prosthetic. tools, the result of cuftural decsions made regarding how to
fashionably adorh 2 body, The muscles and the skirt are the same kind of
prosthetic-togl, there is no natural Jevel of musculature and thére is no
natural shortness of skirts; both are tools selected for their fiinetion, their
fashicnableness or othenwise. o '

This conception of prosthesis and of fashion as prosthesis will be
developed. in terms of sign and communization in Chapterfi and in terms.
of the bBody in Chapter 8. ' .

Conclusion

This chaptér has hivestigated. what fashion is and is not. Whether fashion
is art &r '|1r:t'-and'v.rh_eth'_er fashion is design or not has been discussed and
it has been-argued that fashion is nat urt. Indeed, o the account presented

what tdshian is and is not 39




here, & 1ot of whak is calied *art’ is pot art. Rather, fashion was seen fo be
design; the présénceand role of'funct'ion.waszscen to he decisive. The relative:
anonymity of design, incliiding fashion design, was also _propo;_edg_s.-fa_
slightly less fundamental reasen why fashion is design ancl no.t.art;-Antz-.
fashion, originating from some anthropnbgicﬂai-discus’smns that'r‘n.a.y bfz
quite shocking to madermn minds, concerning 'primitiveland ‘savage’ 'races’,
was also covered. Different conceptions of time and space were: seen to
structuire the responses to fashion of some social and ecanontic gr'or_up:s
in eve_ﬁ the most apparently modern sacieties, }_1owg\?er,__F[:1aiiy, the '\:ua'y in
which a conteption of fashion as design obliged us to thin.k'-of faghlon as
prasthetic and to understand even ‘the body' ‘as a product of PF’QSE[”IESIS_,
of fadd-ons’, was-explored. Having estiblished fashion and _do.th_mglas
prostheses and toals, the follovwing chapter wilt investigate. what fashion
and .clbthi'ng do.
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What fashion
and clothing do

Introductin'{l

The previcus chapter used the'idea of function to distinguish art and design,
and considered the-argument that fashion is design because it Fas u function
or a-series of functions. This chapter will begin to identify and explain those
funictions; the chapter will analyse whéf"rt:_fs that fashion and clothing do,
We will see that many of the discussions arcund what fashion and clothing
dg have theirorigin [n early anthropolagical accounts of adornment, These
discussions concern the ways in which whatwe wedr proiects us from thie
elements, keeping us warm and d'r-y_, for example. They.also réﬁgr‘ to culterdl

valies regarding appropriate lévels of modesty and display. Arid they

Injrodutethe communicative functions of what we wear, the ways in witich
fashion and clothing are meaningful,

Fashion and clothing and function
First D_f_ﬂ!!_, it is'wbrth _remind.i.ng_'uurselvss of Alice Rawsthorn'é-argument

from the pravious chapter concerhing the difference between fashion and
art, bedause it inadvirtently uses the idea bf function to illuiminate an’

i mportant difference between fashion and elothing.. Rawsthiorn says ‘that

fashion hds a.practical purpose, whereas art does not' {Rawsthorn 2003),
Theré aré two ristakes hore: The first mistake, as-we saw in the previos
chapter, i5 that art has plenly of functions or purposes, including social,
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