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ABSTRACT

This project outlines, through a discussion of Jean-Paul Sahesgsytof sadistic and
masochistic manifestations of embodiment as forms of bad faitatiorehips to
clothing, especially those conditioned by the fashion industry. Throughalysis of the
concept of a disguise, | argue that the fashion industry encouragesnesasto play
what | call a game of fashion. This game involves hiding from omesdbm through
self-deception while interacting with seemingly replacealierst Clothing enables one
to engage in a two-fold disguise — hiding one’s freedom from oneselfeaading
intersubjective relations with others. In bad faith, one wearsséie falsely while
immersing oneself in a game of false interactions with others.

Bad faith is a two-fold assault on the self and the basic mpke-social life. Within
the contemporary milieu of Western consumer society, fashiondady raccessory for
the performance of bad faith. This study is an examination of such phenomena.

A contemporary attitude toward clothing, or fashion, is that paatiggarments are
able to “remake” the self — as if what adorns the body wikteeae is — and that it can
hide the self through such adornment because the “real self” suppessté elsewhere.
This perspective on fashion, and by extension, the body, depends on aaGaegsring
of mind and body — the exact attitude that informs bad faith. Thesajproaches to
fashion are examples of assertions of the self as a matariglon one hand and the
assertion of the self as a complete transcendence on the ottiera® forms of bad
faith.

Instead of thinking of fashion as a mask beneath which therthés epbthing or the

body beyond which there is the real transcendent self, | argue for thinkirggtohglas a



veil where the garment naturally conceals through acts of tmrelabut what is
concealed and what is revealed are never complete. Such a conceptioresinvol
maintaining a distinction between public and private, while acknowledgerg being
something beneath that could be known and, through the cultivation of inéetsed)

relations, offer a richer understanding of the ways in which clothififigcts intimate

relationships.
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PREFACE

Henry David Thoreau once said: “Beware all enterprisesrélgatire new clothes
and not, rather, a new wearer of clothes. If there is not a newhmargan the clothes be
made to fit?” This quote perfectly summarizes the dubious natuwietbing. Thoreau is
urging us to change the man, not the clothes. This suspicion about cletbimg that
philosophers, Thoreau, and myself all share — is that fashion ofieifuion of a
changed man — as if changing the clothes could somehow exdrgstamental change
within. This idea expresses the heart of my interest in fashemddthing in particular
and the performance of the self more generally.

In her article “Dressing Down Dressing Up” philosopher Kakanson tells us
that philosophy has disdained fashion for three primary reasons: mom$tange,
feminine associations, and the fact that fashion evokes desrprdtisely this general
neglect or disregard of fashion in philosophy that has fueled my cedtimterest in
clothing as a possible area of philosophical inquiry. One of the hegagies of Plato is
the idea that philosophy is the practice of dying — freeingrtimel or the soul from the
body. But these walking dead must still live in the world.

As our world becomes increasingly technologized and commodifiezbld at
times as if we have turned ourselves into objects. Fashion, asremthat reflects both
an intense consumerist mentality as well as a rate of cltamggarable to technology, is
an aspect of modern life that shouldn’t be ignored. | am really espscially interested
in how objects mediate our most intimate and loving relationships. Wial@roject at

hand is really the first step towards an analysis of theteffemediation and narcissism



on relationships, | do think that Sartre’s examination of interpersetaionships under

the lens of bad faith enables us to think of fashion as a signiicaatof concern. As |
argue in the pages that follow, | do not think we should be so wary of fashion that we toss
it out altogether. | do not think we can say dress doesn’t matiet.dso don’t think we

can say dress matters too much — as one would in the spirit of seriousness.

The sort of unbridled greed and narcissism that now plagues many sémal
endeavors has led to a certain kind of hubris. Ultimately, | amestt in the ethical
ramifications of these kinds of missteps — or misunderstandingshe iconstruction of
the contemporary self. Looking ahead, | see the issue of suslifynas it relates to
consumerism as a particularly intriguing area of study. Eslheas it relates to fashion,
sustainability is the place where the philosophical and definitionatignecomes to bear
on the ethical — how do we treat others, how do we clothe ourselvesvay dhat
preserves ourselves and others. Sustainability is really abouttgmpan idea that has

interested me throughout my studies in philosophy.



CHAPTER ONE:

INTRODUCTION

“Deceit wears a thousand masks.”
Montaigne

Clothing is an essential component of functioning in human societies. Fe
completely ignore the social demands of wearing a shirt, pardsshaes. However, the
multitude of ways in which individuals live out these dictates ofligvibegs for
attention. Looking closely at clothing, as a cultural symbol andfskskin” worn most
intimately next to the body, reveals much regarding the wayshich individuals live
out their freedom.

This philosophical study builds upon Jean-Paul Sartre’s early thougifter a
critical examination of contemporary western conceptions of clatfliaghat end, | lay
out an existential phenomenological account through a discussion @'sSadncept of
bad faith in order to set the stage for an extended conversation raagcelothing — a
multi-dimensional product of the material world, yet one thatdessin a liminal and
intensely personal space — and the ways it informs some of westdization’s most
closely held ideas about the self.

On the surface, to even suggest a “philosophy of clothing” implies@rmoming
of certain rationalist interpretations of the body. Recognizing#hge and importance of
the body, or rather, the appearance of the body, also involves ilgpicknowledging

that the body is a significant component of the way in which a peésskmown in the



world. Likewise, it may seem that anyone who wears clothing nipligitly
acknowledging the social significance of the body and the fettémbodiment is an
essential component of being-in-the-world. However, this apparenptaoce of the
body as lived is only skin-deep. It may be more accurate to sathtie® who concern
themselves with clothing may do so for a variety of reasoaeme revealing just as
much disdain or confusion regarding their relationship to the body gsetsen who
eschews clothing entirely.

Although clothing is often regarded as uniquely revealing of tHethere are
many senses in which clothing can be worn as a masquerada, ad in deceiving
others, and, in so doing, deceiving oneself. This deceptive elemeptlohglraises the
guestion of bad faith.

In disguise, one plays a game of fashion. Within the game, one hebeofin
from oneself while interacting with seemingly replaceable sthi@lothing enables one to
engage in a two-fold disguise — hiding freedom from oneself anddiiom one’s
intersubjective relations with others. Where the clothed appeacatieg@ses into the
presumed notion of the self, onsears the self falsely before the self while
simultaneously immersing the self in a game of falseantems with others. Bad faith
then finds in itself a contradiction where the very relationshigepends on are made
unavailable. It is not only a position that prevents the very intexstidfy which it
craves (for being-with-others is a prerequisite for seleotive existence), but it denies
the unified nature of the self as an embodied freedom in finitude. Segence, bad faith
is a two-fold assault on the self and the basic make-up oflsdeia Within the

contemporary milieu of materialism and consumer society, fashianréady accessory



for the working out of such forms of bad faith. In the following chapters, | hopepmse
the specific manner in which this relationship to the self is festeid in the ways we

relate to clothing.

A Brief History of Fashion

History is ripe with examples of how human beings have protectsirtéid, or
enhanced their bodies — from the kohl covered eyes of the ancient Bgyptike armor
of Medieval knights to the corsets and voluminous skirts of Marie Aeti@. The
covering of the body has always been wrought with delight anduiffic Ever since the
days of the phrenologists — who believed that outward bodily chasticterwere
indicative of inward dispositions of character — something about the &odybody
coverings have intrigued and confounded us. Especially during theridit era, dress,
clothing, and bodily habits took on even more significance as the pebpies time
adopted an extreme sort of love/hate relationship to the body (akin to a baxdtiaitie).
This is demonstrated in the clothes of the era that aradkarzed by oddly concealing
yet uniquely form-fitting styles.

The rise of the dandy in a figure like Beau Brummell of 1B80’s illustrated the
intense focus on clothes and grooming habits as an indicator ofindeisluality. The
dandy was thought of as a person whose concerns were solélgtaegtnd yet he was
the quintessential modern individual — self-possessed, embodied, and intemsedyof

the gaze of others.



With the creation of the sewing machine in the early 1900’s, praskiction of
clothing changed everything in fashion. Now “ready-to-wear” replazmuture as the
ultimate sartorial symbol. Women were able to dress identidall one another —
allowing a new sort of democratic spread of trends to take holdFEmeh department
store Bon Marche and New York's Macy’s allowed for even moreraumy in the
selection of an individual’s clothed performance.

But couture (or high fashion) as we know it today mostly began resudt of
Charles Frederick Worth. Worth was English, yet he establistlsedusiness in Paris —
the perennial capital city of fashion. Worth really catapultetidasinto a high art form
and successful business venture instead of just a pursuit defined dllyscae
craftsmanship. Comparable to Charles Worth in the world of coutue Ywes Saint
Laurent and Coco Chanel — designers’ whose names and legaltibav&ia strong
foothold in the world of fashion. In 1947, Christian Dior introduced his “New Look”
which long full skirts with nipped-in waists recreated the fashi@althouette — and in
effect, the female body. Gone were the corsets and crinolinés @irévious centuries.
Here was the real Modern Woman.

Starting in the mid-1940s and 50s, fashion in both Europe and America was
dictated almost exclusively by the notion of Hollywood glamour. 3t¢reen sirens and
their leading men, early celebrity incarnations, influenced stgteall economic levels.
The 1960s and 70s brought the hippie movement, while although decidedly “anti-
fashion,” actually influenced fashion in many ways. Hippies esiheatmcouraged
individual expression and creativity with garments and fabria Assult, tie-dye, denim,

and bohemian floral dresses will always serve as fashionable inspirations.



Extreme wealth dominated the decade of the 1980s and brought détsighers
demanding ludicrous prices for fashion items — the supermodels aftloalg amped up
the interest in runway shows as a place to display one’s statpart of the fashionable
elite. Donna Karan in the United States re-dressed the dausgresswomen as Ralph
Lauren continued to define classic American style.

In the contemporary moment, however, we are dealing with a kindgrhénted
fashion — where what is fashionable is no longer defined by one setitoire houses or
one particular city such as Paris or New York. As fashionteatlg repeats itself, it
seems as if everything is a pastiche. And the spectacular dodnpive element of
fashion is greater than ever. In the latd' 2@ntury the catwalk competes with street
style as many individuals dress for everyday as if they werrming on the runway.
The obsession with celebrity (and celebrity narcissism) édhsvhnnabe fashionistas to
dress as if they are celebrities — even people who will nevewiggn miles of a red

carpet. In western culture, fashion, or an awareness of fashion, has becomeaailsper

Alexander McQueen

The recent flurry of interest surrounding the late designkxakder Lee
McQueen uniquely sets the stage for the discussion at hand.kiAd af beloved rebel
in the fashion industry, McQueen was able to simultaneously highhghbdst and the

worst of fashion in his collections — but most importantly for our purpobes



represented bad faith.

The recent retrospective exhibition of McQueen’s work at therdyetitan
Museum of Art in New York City broke attendance records of all kiodsa costume
exhibition, with people waiting outside for hours in lines just fazthance to see his
famed pieces. The museum extended the show and even kept the exhibiiamtipe
midnight on the two nights before the exhibition closed permant@tiser half a million
people saw the show.

But why is McQueen so compelling? How could it be that a fasiésigner, of
all things, can draw crowds to a museum surpassing those who wouldaegga show
of Picasso’s work? Is the sometimes raunchy, perpetuallyghessve fashion designer
McQueen now a household name?

I mention all of this because in many ways the work of AlexaniegQueen
highlights all of the most poignant aspects of the bad faith dikefiinbe discussing
throughout this study. His obsession with the body as something eckened with is
evident not only through his choice of fashion as his particular eeeatedium, but also
through the ways in which his garments distort and rewrite therdifons and shapes of
the body. Significantly, his clothes allude to animals or inamnoéjects — constantly

highlighting the simultaneous mutability and rigidity of the humamfdvlodels wearing

! From McQueen Almost as Good as Van GogtEric Wilson,The New York Timdsog: “The
Alexander McQueen retrospective at the Metropolitan Museum of Aainsattendance record
for the opening day of a Costume Institute exhibition — and nearly fonthve emuseum. The
show had 5,100 visitors on Wednesday, beating out popular shows like the JacqueliegyKe
and Chanel exhibitions, though time will tell if the numbers hold up for thegida of the show.
The crowd was so large that the Met had to temporarily suspend its guided tepokeswoman
said. The museum sold 600 catalogs that day in its gift shop. Museumwide pifuefoeche
biggest opening day still belongs to “Vincent van Gogh: The Drawings,” visidlabout 5,400
visitors when it opened in 2005.”



his designs are shape-shifters. Each piece almost seenpgdaserd a hybrid being — a
human non-human — playing upon the ability of fashion to re-inscribe wiadya— or a
human — should ultimately be. In that sense, one could call McQueglosopher — as
his self-reflexive ruminations on what fashion is and isn’t hasnatgly redefined the
very endeavor of fashion itself.

Isn’'t fashion that which makes us both intensely aware of oboéied nature
and aware of aspirations to be that which we are not — perhapbiess, tigers, robots,
snakes? While one could argue that McQueen demonstrates thesen@ppess in
each piece he designs, it is really the entire speatdties runway shows that enhances
the insight that human beings long to be both a performer perforgengnvisibly
camouflaged within nature itself. The themes of his collecti@mging from the sea to
robots, reveal his fascination with the duality of violence and romamtieithe raw body
as a site of cruelty and the body as that which houses a deeply intuitive soul.

Visually, McQueen’s garments are comprised of everything fsgster shells to
blood covered medical slides, armor and scales to feathers and fsircdtstructed
wings of the most delicate balsa wood, reminding the viewerfah avith its pleasing
symmetry of design. Yet some of his loveliest dresses have bothiaesbecome
straightjackets, twisting the arms across the front and behinbattie He incorporates
football helmets and shoulder pads into outfits decorated with the fiagstnese
embroidery. Either extremely ethereal and “otherworldly” — aghm exquisite silk
organza ruffled dress worn by a Kate Moss hologram — or very peniname present —
as the sculpted leather bodices skirted with horsehair — his wailkays playing with

duality. Delicate silk screen printing goes with highly polishexdtattic scaling. Intricate



beadwork goes over rough suede. Everything is a dance of opposites —icadigthet
projecting the human dilemma of being caught between being aot ¢bjeanother’s
gaze) or a subject (of one’s own making).

His role as a creator of forms never escaped McQueen. “tdik@nk of myself
as a plastic surgeon with a knife,” he saithe sadistic desire to cut away, to reshape
what is, undergirds all of his pieces, and his personal fascinattbrtive Victorians is
evident in many of his collections, most notably in “Highland Ragd®9%). It's no
wonder that the Victorian era held a special appeal for McQage¢he Victorians’ own
simultaneous disgust and obsession with the body echoes his own.

It's worth noting that suicide for many is the ultimate @ictfreedom. But was it
for McQueen? Or was it his finally acquiescence to a bodyetiglaved him in a way he
couldn’t understand? What does it mean to turn one’s own body against oneself — to be so
divorced from one’s self that a person could serve as his own mdd€hale the fact of
McQueen'’s suicide isn’t discussed aside from muttered wordgyadtyé do think it is a
regretfully fitting conclusion to the kind of fashion he designed.

To turn one’s freedom against oneself is a perfect illustradioad faith.
McQueen then in every way — in his philosophy, his fashion, his lifehadeath —
demonstrates the vivid outworking of bad faith in relationship to fashids a
representative example of the human relationship to clothing, pedfisally illustrated
in the multi-billion dollar industry of fashion, McQueen is the idgairgboard from

which to move into a discussion of bad faith and fashion.

2 Exhibition note, The Metropolitan Museum of Art.



Bad Faith

As the term itself implies, Sartre’s idea of bad faithmest fundamentally an
issue of misplaced investment or belief. By investment, | mieaintd which we are
attached or in which we have placed value. As belief, it  @leeminder of its fragile
relationship to knowledge, for to recognize a belief as belief meaadmit an element
of doubt. Because of that, belief brings with it the question of wh&theeglieve what we
believe, to invest, in other words, in our belief. This means, then, tleewhere is good
reason not to believe what we claim to believe, we in effeast in false beliefs; we
make ourselves believe what we do not believe. This aspectlief behoes our
relationship to faith, since the latter requires investing owgseh what could only be
accepted by virtue of our willingness to believe it. Such aofaovestment affects the
portrait of our selves.

Bad faith is also an affirmation of, or a faith in, the selbaly one aspect of the
for-itself, the Hegelian term Sartre uses for consciousness. In Sartiew,
consciousness is fundamentally free, but it is a freedom thaiesnplresponsibility to
choose — one’s self, one’s actions, and, through the narrative that uinéotd®ne’s
actions, one’s life. This constellation of activities constitutepoatrait of human
existence as meaningful. A person, thing, or event may only maaming against the
backdrop of what Sartre calls our projects. These are the drgaparposes or aims
that bring meaning to our existence. Each individual facepomnssbility, as a
manifestation of freedom, for the response she or he makes todin@stiances of his or

her life. But we face this responsibility simultaneously in whattre calls our facticity
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and our transcendence:

[Bad faith] is a certain act of forming contradictory conceptich unite in

themselves both an idea and the negation of that idea. The basic doidsgut

faith] utilizes the double property of the human being, who is at ofasieity and

a transcendence. These two aspects of human reality oughtapdisecof a valid
coordination. But bad faith does not wish either to coordinate them nem@snt

them in a synthesis. Bad faith seeks to affirm their idemiftile preserving their
differences’

Most fundamentally, “the ambiguity necessary for bad faittmes from the fact
that | affirm here that | am a transcendence in the mode of laething.* What Sartre
means by this is that it is an assertion of being-for-itself in the form ofteitself; it is
the assertion of a non-thing as a thing. It is thus the asseftia falsehood about being-
for-itself. This act is one of denial, where the basic unity a@isciousness is an
inherently flawed view of the self, one that sees the setphis(with each part of the
“real” self elsewhere). R.D. Laing refers to this sptthe “divided self> The bad
faith lie, which is turned onto the self instead of like an orditiafyone that focuses on
offering false information to others with a lucid awareneks#s falsity, is not only a
fundamental “fleeing” of the self, but also a splitting of thE sea lie that implies a
notion of “otherness” even at the very core of our being. As Sartiesy/It must affirm
facticity as being transcendent and transcendence as belicgyfaim such a way that at

the instant which a person apprehends the one, he can find himself abaoptiywith

the other.?

% Sartre Being and Nothingness: An Essay on Phenomenological Anthalagy. Hazel Barnes
(New York: Washington Square Press, 1956),162.

*Ibid., 164.

®>R.D. Laing.The Divided Self{New York: Penguin Books, 1969.)

b Sartre, 162.



11

There are several challenges at the heart of bad faith. phireary concerns
particularly inform a discussion of bad faith: knowing the otheax asbjectivity equal to
the self, reconciling two existing freedoms, and knowing the self in light of liee. ot

Within the phenomenological tradition, which situates Sartre’s sisalthinkers
have wrestled with incorporating sociality into their portraithaiman existence. That
tradition is premised on the insight that consciousness is alofags object. What
happens, however, when another consciousness is posed? That consciaustesdyc
emerge, in phenomenological terms, as an object of consciousmvest, aghich cancels
its status as consciousness. In other words, the social world eeqgelegionships
between at least two consciousnesses, which in turn hold the possibiiationships
across a multitude of consciousnesses. But this presents er gmedilem: if | encounter
others as merely objects, how am | to know that | myself am ngtaombbject? Even
worse, how do | allow for others who experience the world legitijmate | do if |
encounter them as things? Does this mean that | may onlyratgty assert my
existence, my point of view, in a solipsistic, narcissistic wofldhyself and no others?
Others, after all, as other human beings, are, if theylararle, conscious. But how do |
justify that judgment or expectation of what they are in relation to me?

Edmund Husserl's answer in h@artesian Meditationsvas that we must first
understand the self in relational and analogical terms and therzaribby existence of
the other as a flesh-and-blood encounter with altétitis argument moved to a form of
transcendental argumentation, where the very concept of the Qtiseloma necessary

and sufficient condition for the establishment of the self. Moreca#g the

" See Edmund Hussefartesian mediations: An Introduction to Phenomenalogyns.Dorion
Cairns (The Hague, the Netherlands: Martinus Nijhoff, 1960), sed"thte8itation.



12

transcendental phenomenological philosophical exercise showed, in Hugssyl that
there could be neceflective consciousnesthe consciousness involved in the questioning
of the other, without a sense of its own otherness, which requireasitd vicarious
relationship to the Other. Husserl’s student, Martin Heidegger, taliffeaent approach.
Instead of beginning with the self placed outside of the relationsitiipte Other and
then work back to the Other, he posed the ontological question of the shbhgsin
(being-there) as already situated amigsein— being-with-other§.In contrast to René
Descartes’s solitary thinking ego of Hi4editations on First Philosophsgind Husserl’s
transcendental ego reaching back to the Other in a transcdndeita, Heidegger's
Dasein is by definition and most essentially in a world of otHatersubjectivity, even
where not rigorously grounded, is for these thinkers a basic aspetiuroén
CONSCIiouUSNEsS.

Husserl's and Heidegger's predecessor Hegel had, however, raised s
additional considerations to which Sartre later turned his attention.HEgel, the
discussion is complicated by the concern that human beings acteggnd on
recognition from each other for the formation of self-consciossh&s Robert Ehman
writes in his essay “Subjectivity and Solipsism”: “In HegeView the problem is not

merely epistemological but ontological and has to do with th&atain of subjectivity

® Martin Heidegger, Martin HeideggeéBeing and Timetrans. Joan Stambaugh (Albany: State
University of New York Press, 1996).

° Hegel explores this thesis in a variety of ways in his writings, but ygpurposes, the main
point is his continued insistence on the fundamentality of recognition. Sekdriemenology of
Spirit, trans. A. V. Miller (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1979) &fefel: Elements of the
Philosophy of Righted. Allen W. Wood, trans. H.B. Nisbet (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press, 1991).
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as an object. The objective realization of subjectivity consmsitsibeing recognized,
known, by another™®

But for Sartre, while intersubjectivity is as much a baaut bf existence — as a
large part of his overall philosophical project was to restorengsesef concreteness and
contingency to consciousness, much of which has everything to do wi#h Ifecin the
world — it is also what enables all manners of self-denying attitudesddhe self.

Now we see the two aspects of human existence that uniqudlyesstage for
bad faith: freedom and intersubjectivity. Sartre argues thataitteof human freedom
creates within an individual an avoidable sense of anguish. Althouglilofree
should/could be viewed positively, the possibilities posed by freedonvat®tiad faith.
Implicit in freedom istotal freedom which many human beings experience as a
condemnation: “I am condemned to exist forever beyond my essence, hlegaalises
and motives of my act. | am condemned to be ftédri a sense, the desire to flee or run
from freedom is as much a part of human consciousness as fresdtnSartre writes
of the effort to avoid freedom: “Human reality may be defined lasiiag such that in its
being its freedom is at stake because human reality perpetually triésse teerecognize
its freedom.*® Facing freedom places human beings in anguish, the form oftyanxie
premised upon a confrontation with choice and the choices we danimarder to form
our self. Anguish is initiated when an individual realizes thatyeseailable possibility
she faces iker possibility.

The experience of anguish is exacerbated by encounterstiveiti©Other. As

Ehman puts it: “The question haunts us as to whether the subjectivity of the otheyis reall

% Robert Enman, “Subjectivity and SolipsisrRéview of Metaphysi@0, no. 1 (1966)8.
" sartre, 567.
2 bid, 568.
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the same as our own.**But if one begins to see the other as an all-encompassing being,
one immediately begins to face the issue of conflicting freedémd upon facing the
issue of two freedoms we have the choice to embrace the Othehihdyasubjectivity

and objectivity (thereby causing the self to experience dl@reor, as we have seen in
our discussion of Husserl, to view the Other as either only a swiijedr only an
object. It's in viewing the other as strictly an object tha begin to enforce an
instrumental view of others: “There seems no room for another urlivieet of
consciousness; our own appears to be all-inclusive... The other seestute to a
member of an instrumental and social system within the broademohooizour own

world."**

When faced with the freedom of the other, one could in one’s quest for
recognition seek either to control that freedom through at rfiesting oneself into an
object for it (as in the case of the masochist) or forcing delcome an object under our
mastery (as in the case of the sadist). Both, however, exerfgolifig of failure through
collapsing into the other, for to make the Other devote all aitett us, we must limit

her focus in devotion to us. In effect, she collapses into a thing ferhih transforms

our masochism into sadism. The same applies for sadism: to make oneself the only point
of view requires erasing the Other’'s point of view as such, butwtbatld make one
vulnerable to the Other’s capacity to look at us and thereby iagsker point of view.
Eventually, the sadist's dependency on controlling the Other’s lcads|éo her own

enslavement by that Other. She becomes a thing, where sisminto masochism.

An array of attitudes such as shame (the negative experiermeesaives in a form we

3 Ehman, 6.
¥ Ehman, 7.



15

would prefer not exist before others) and guilt are fertile grodmdthe blossoming of
bad faith.

In addition to the problem of reconciling two conflicting freedoms,etkistence
of the Other also presents the issue of coming to understandfthse beth subject and
object, or so to say, compartmentalized or separated into gaftteing Hegel, only
under the gaze of the Other may one begin to take an objectipgrgpective on
oneself'® Sartre writes irBeing and NothingnessThe consciousness of bad faith which
has for its ideal a self-judgment — i.e. taking toward onebkelfpoint of view of the
Other.™® Karen Green elaborates this insight of experiencing the otheeriessay “The
Other as Another Other”: “We have an immediate ontological appsedre of others in
the experience of being looked at, which reduces us to an object for another. Oueconcret
relations with others are structured by the fact that our bengthers is initially
experienced as being an object for othéfs.”

Given this background discussion concerning the role of intersubjectvity
human existence, Sartre scholars have frequently discussed the questiethef or not
bad faith is dependent upon the existence of others. The most commoeptedcc
response is yes. Bad faith is inherently a social phenomenon, dependéetways in
which individuals construct social identities. According to Matthewléfsan, Sartre’s
account of intersubjectivity must precede an analysis of bdd f@thers must objectify
me before | can attempt a pseudo-objectification of myself and a compédysia of bad

faith must consider technical details of Sartre’s treatment of Othdrs later portions of

13 |n fact, in the latter part @deing and NothingnesSartre allows that “the Other is the
necessary condition of all thought which | would attempt to form concerning myBHBIf271.
18 sartre, 528.

" Karen Green, “The Other as Another Othidypatial7, no 4 (Fall 2002): 1-15.
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the text.*® He continues: “Consciousness does not and cannot experience ititelf as
experiences Others. Nor can it objectify itself, even if anlg quasi manner, unless it
has previously been objectified by Othel$It is only in the “mirror” of the Other that
we see ourselves as objectively compfételtimately, it is the existence of others and
their perspective upon the self that serves as a given — a jpaue’sffacticity essentially
beyond one’s control. It is true that some component of oneself existee manner of
the given,” but extending the notion of a given to many other aspéd¢kse physical
world becomes a materialization of value which is essen@alignial of freedom in a
spirit of seriousness. This denial of freedom, or decision not to ackdge or
experience basic human freedom leads to a passivity on thef plaet subject which in
turn is bad faith. As Sartre says: “The Other moulds my bendgnaakes me be, [the
Other] confers value upon me and removes from me; and my baeiyee from it a
perpetual passive escape from sélf.”

Finally, and most significantly for my argument, an individual invdlie a bad
faith attitude may choose to subscribe to a standard or a systemtation from which
she could persuade herself of the absence, or even the impossibligy,own freedom.
As with masochism, this involves reducing oneself to one’s facticity, to makelbmes
an object amid other objects, as a being-in-itself. In the coofefgshion, for instance,
one may see this kind of attitude in the manner in which many psapgeribe to the

fashion industry. Even one not immediately affected by thetestrilictates of fashion’s

18 Matthew C. Eshleman, “The Misplaced Chapter on Bad Faith, or Reading &
Bothingness in ReverseSartre Studies Internationdl, 2 (2008): 2.

Ibid, 8
20 Cf. Debra Bergoffen, “Casting Shadows: The Body in Descartes, SarBeadgoir and
Lacan,”Bulletin de la Société Américaine de Philosophie de Langue Franggise. 2—3
(1992): 232-243.
2l sartre, 366.
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“in-crowd” may still experience some kind of desire to beféshion.” She behaves as if
this is a structure she must abide by, placed upon her without heslcaitten in reality
she has every ability, in freedom, to choose not to be affected dbyrales and/or
dictates.

This materialization of value, which, drawing on the thought otdfith
Nietzsche, Sartre calls the spirit of seriousness, stemsrecognizing a human being’s
innate finitude — which is a kind of actual limit on human existenget-the recognition
is misplaced. “Bad faith plays on a genuine sense of limitation (ardirectly)
misconstrues it in a deliberate act of willful ignoranteThrough a materialization of
value, individuals engaged in bad faith assign themselves to a sygtem through
which they could abrogate responsibility for their values. Applied tarthteriality of
clothing, the spirit of seriousness could take the form of unadelisig the self
exclusively through one’s clothed physical appearance, wheris dtezally what one is
dressed to be.

A person in bad faith does not simply ignore the balance betwestiofreand
limitation. In some cases, an individual may recognize an inheesse sof limitation
within freedom yet still have a false understanding of her ioelsttip to it. A
materialization of value represents this kind of misplaced, oelfatseated, system of
limitation. Through subscribing to this false materialization ofueahn individual
becomes serious, as Simone de Beauvoir writes, and attempts to dibrgbtlity to

recognize freedorft

22 Eshleman, 4.
2 | will discuss the spirit of seriousness at length in chapter t
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Bad Faith and Clothing

Although clothing is employed to protect the body from various envieoah
hazards, the primary psychological motivation behind the human udetloing is to
define ourselves and by defining, to differentiate. The activigxpfessing and defining
the self takes place in and through a world of others. The intecsiviej element of self-
creation through dress is connected to a fundamental aspect of huatign—+@amely,
the human construction of reality through the production of meaning. Yepitcisely
this dimension of intersubjectivity that allows one to adopt a bdad &ttitude. Recall
serious sadism and masochi¥mAs forms of bad faith, their efforts to usurp
intersubjective relations ironically depend on such relations. Botersaahid masochism
are denials of sociality (in the same sense that they aralslesfi human freedom).
Sartre’s critigue shows that in denying another’s freedom, amegléhe basis of human
existence for oneself as well.

What specifically characterizes a bad faith attitude towkatthiag is the idea that
clothing can serve as @mpletemakeover, or that clothing is capable aifimpletely
transforming a personWhatis being made over in a makeover? When this idea informs
one’s perspective on clothing, | argue that the person is in bad Adttlough some
people may not think of clothing in this manner, the unavoidable influensecatl and
commercial institutions prompts these questions about socialitiipedifand bad faith.

It's for this reason that it seems valid to discuss the fasimiduastry, or fashionable

24 say “serious” because, as we will see, play is a suspension of sesmyushieh would make
playing at sadism and masochism different forms of activity than theobmdsch Sartre was
offering his critique.
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clothing particularly, as it enables the distinct perpetuatiothefidea of clothing as
makeover.

Fashion involves clothing, a product of material culture that is inherently temporal
and linguistically driven. Every garment designed and manufactuees amce “in
fashion” — even if only in the sense of serving as a suitableramifor a certain job or as
an appropriate indicator of regional dress. To speak of “fashiot@’ speak of clothing
that carries some weight, communicates something, to fellow hunagsb&/hile my
argument is most fundamentally related to individual human beings ageheral
relationship to clothing as an extended form of embodiment, | withicdy tangentially
address the fashion industry propeithe millennial relationship to fashion, as a major
branch of the western consumerism paradigm, also has much tamfi@derstanding of
intersubjectivity as well as one's own freedom. Although limitatdmst allow for an
expansion of this argument to more general concerns of soeiah l[fonsumer society,
this project may lend a new perspective to such conversations, ahjicthose
discussions begun by social theorists and philosophers such as Zygmunt Baumas, Charle
Taylor, Christopher Lasch, Richard Sennett, and Robert Bellah (sp#gifn Habits of
the Heart)

As fashion studies continues to grow as a distinct yet richlydistplinary field
of research, a philosophical approach to clothing may prove vital. Addily,

philosophical phenomenological conversations concerning the limits aniiicedions of

% As mentioned previously, the fashion industry is specifically connecedation of “fashion
as makeover” — under which view clothing is seen as something that ctiamgesure of an
individual, or “expresses” some truth about an inner self. This is tbpegive that | see as
infected with bad faith.
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embodiment and intersubjectivity will benefit from the applicatiorswth concerns to
clothing.

While my specific focus on (serious) sadism and (seriouspchasn as two
facets of bad faith may strike some as extreme or “on ihgeff when one fully comes
to understand the extremes one begins to see that the continuurealiy’so wide after
all. A study of the seeming “extremes” of human behavior and pyghaln certainly
shed light on the experiences of “everyday” individuals. It's my hbpethis study is
one such insightful contribution, and these “extreme” bad faith maatifess may shed

light on more everyday instances of bad faith relationships to material garment

Clothing and Culture

In a set of cultures that urges us to search constantliidaself, we consistently
put the self out of reacti. The bad faith of post-modernity, a swirling combination of
consumerism and materialism, could be interpreted as an escapemoval of the
ability of ever reaching the self. Through our choices in dieegresent a self that we
hope will be embraced by our selected audience. We wear partiteutes of clothing
that serve as social cues to alert others of our desire to lbdadc This tendency is a
confession of a desire to be accepted, but more fundamentallgesiie to be included
could also be a desire for intimacy. Although self-sufficienins of individualism are

encouraged in much of contemporary western society, many ofara Y@ a deep,

% Discussions of this aspect of modern western civilization are mamy.e$g, Charles Taylor’s
very influentialSources of the Self: The Making of Modern Ide(@gmbridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1992).
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intimate connection to othef5.This urge for intimacy is expressed in many ways,
particularly clothing.

Further connected to this narcissistic nature of fashion erdiodied confession
of materialism. Materialism is an unavoidable fact of clothi@¢pthing is literally
material — textiles, fabric, material garments that cover our rabbsdies. And on top of
this, those who care about staying “in fashion,” in the senselloiving trends and
styles, are often more materialistic. They may have mdrees of clothing than are

necessary in order to maintain their “fashionable” status.

Chapters Outline

In the next chapter, | will examine bad faith in relation toltbdy as mediated by
clothing. Such a discussion will entail an analysis of the purposeduactons of
clothing, and/or fashion, in society today, often calling upon the muldreerature
surrounding clothing and its relation to the body and the social worldt Mportant, |
will show how fashioned clothing is most essentially about group favmaind self-
identification, revealing the intersubjective nature of clothing dness and why it

especially lends itself to projects of bad fdith.

* There are many recent discussions on the loss of intimacy. See, e.dasopty, Edward F.
Mooney,Lost Intimacy in American Thought: Recovering Personal Philosophy fronedinto
Cavell (New York: Continuum International Publishers, 2009) and John Armsi@amglitions
of Love: The Philosophy of Intima@yew York: W.W. Norton, 2003).

8| say “fashioned clothing” since a purely functionalist approach ofroayeneself is not
necessarily fashion in the sense in which the term is commonly used. ofFasiférs an
aesthetic element in addition to a myriad of meanings that transcend theatieneof function
and object. The object of fashioned clothing could have multiple meanipgsdogs immediate
function.
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Through another lens, clothing may be understood as uniquely about camfessi
a concept that is especially relevant in relation to bad faitause bad faith depends
upon, and is structured by, anxieties over the revelation of themeth, too, depends
upon how one appears to others and dynamics of intersubjectivity el\sfashion is
peculiarly expressive; with fashion, we are alwagging somethingh and through what
we wear.

The third chapter is an examination of the masochistic aspebadffaith.
Masochism addresses the sociality of clothing and problem oflee#fption primarily as
seduction. The desire to seduce the other into forming a relationsgmpspd upon
deception forces an individual to assume a position of objectificabonpver-
identification with facticity. This effort of immersing onelseh social relations
paradoxically eliminates the possibility of human relationships. @sauhist is the
narcissist who longs to be pure objectivity, or an object. She m@lieself-constitution
through recognition by the Other, which is why she invests so monghiti mirroring
and duplicating the look of the Other. Although there are sadistic fofssduction, the
masochist diminishes her own individuality by becoming a mirrardbr the other. In
that form of seduction, the masochist evacuates herself of meagency and transforms
herself into a passive object, using dress to set up a mirrdrate others in. The
individual appears to be a reflection of those she would like to se@le becomes a
thing for the Other. As one of her tools, dress helps her pull others towafd her.

In the fourth chapter, |1 will turn to the issue of sadism, the ot of

masochism according to Sartre. The sadist is one who seeks decantidtion from

#| am intentionally using terms concerning love and intimacy. These two idegaite at the
heart of this issue, a matter | will address in the lattergbdhiis study.
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others that she even desires to be free of her embodiment bectime a pure
transcendence. For her, others are the objects and she adoptshbetipersf the pure
gaze. Invisibility and masquerade are sought in order to interfictothers, and yet,
there is a simultaneous repulsion at work.

Dress is at once a means of attracting others and repelling.othé confessed
longing for others is apparent in the replicating of the othesugh dress, but the
seemingly unavoidable narcissism involved in dealing with one’s body @3 ¢the
awareness of “being seen,” the longing to be admired, thaslseds of materialism —
much of dressing involves looking at ourselves as we get readyadance), pushes
others away while attracting them.

The fifth chapter will deal with the concept of play under ther&an framework
and offer a solution to the manifestations of bad faith presented ttgpah@. While
clothing may be a means employed to seduce and repel others invdienmtang
techniques of imitation and disguise, there may be a way totbHeself, as clothed, as
more transparent, or as a more wholly unified being of freedom — both sultyeand
transcendence.

| propose finally that thinking of clothing as a veil instead of akmaay offer
some insight into how disguise or “hidden-ness” does not necessapily deceit. How
does the idea of veil salvage the duplicitous nature of clothingfagk is presented in a
way that it is intended to disappear — a person wearing a mpstsenting hersels the
truth of the mask. There is no acknowledgement of the nature of mask — the mask is taken
as truth. In the case of a velil, in contrast, the concealing natttine veil is so apparent

that it can never be taken as the truth of appearance — the veenqaes the veil
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implies a different sort of “truth” beneath. So if clothing candsras a veil rather than
a mask, we may be able to take dress simultaneouslyandtess seriously.

The creative element of fashion is the final stage in acknayvigdaccepting,
and embracing the playful, imaginative elements of dress.ciidstion of a particular
style of dress, which resonates with one’s uniqueness but wiicleehoes themes of a
certain social group, is the ultimate goal in seeking a harrbetween self and clothing,
self and other. This allows one to utilize garments in a way ithatetached from
commerce and wholeheartedly committed to the individual, but stdinsg the
background of a certain context. It is freedom within bounds. It isirttagination
floating in a playful way, running over patterns and relationshipsndiutvorrying about
any connection. It is looking at a collage and appreciatingghgarisons. But it allows
for the actual creation of relationship. In addition, such recognitidreedlom implies an
overcoming of the spirit of seriousness that plagues projediad faith. In reference to
clothing more particularly, one may begin to see that “fashiond igame that one

chooses to play.
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CHAPTER TWO:

BAD FAITH, THE BODY, AND CLOTHING

“The euphoria of fashion has its counterparts in dereliction,
depression, and existential anguish. We encounter more
stimulations of all sorts, but also more anxiety; we have more
personal autonomy, but also more personal crises. Such is the
greatness of fashion, which always refers us, as individuals, back
to ourselves; such is the misery of fashion, which renders us
increasingly problematic to ourselves and others.”
Gilles Lipovetsky
In bad faith, one lies to oneself about oneself. Consequently, theresd#inted in

bad faith in the social world is built on a lie, and as such osédiethers about how one

understands oneself. Within this complex of lies and deceit, bdu daibles an

individual to close off the very social relations on which she depefitisee primary

guestions guiding a study of bad faith and clothing are:

1. What is clothing?
2. What distinct purposes do clothing and fashion appear to serve in society?
3. How is that apparent purpose really a form of self-deceit?

4. Is there a way to salvage the endeavor of fashion from the charge of deceit?

Clothing, the physical garments that one uses to cover the body, appear to serve as
material means of self-expression. Theorists frequently speak afqudge of clothing.”
Along with that, clothing may serve as particular indicatorspciic “others” who

belong to groups to which one wants to become a member. Yet, fundbynémeae is a
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bad faith relationship at work. One appeals to others and longs fars aibeone
simultaneously impedes connection to those others. Clothing is seerexpybssive,
but is it actually deceptive? While many claim that thear any variety of eccentric
dress in an effort to “express” themselves, it may be mongratecto say that the self-
expression in which they believe to engage is a particular brabddofaith. Utilizing
clothing (as a material object) to express a self (whichupnably exists in some place
below the surface, as in “inner self”) is to assume a levekefhood” beneath the
sartorial performance. It is to perpetuate a relationship bettheeself and the material
world — beginning with the body, extending to clothes — that denies thérgedom that
defines human existence.

For Sartre, bad faith in relation to the body is the attitudedbgiders the “real
self” as hidden; in other words, the self is not equal to the bodyalhsiSartre’s
understanding is that the “self,” as “my” project chosen irdoen, is the ongoing
narrative whose unifying movement is the body, the lived embodiment o$paaific
choices. The body for Sartre is the perspective, the point, throbgch any relation by
which an object is identified is oriented. It is, in other words/ lleee” that enables us
to point to “there” or to “that,” the object. Without a “here,” wdl be “nowhere.”
Therefore, the body, as a “here,” by which we are also abléet (for another
consciousness) a “there,” is a necessary condition of consciousoesay br pretend
that a “self” exists elsewhere from the body is to perpetaalie concerning the self,
portrayed in bad faith. Essentially, for Sartre, “by the lie consness affirms that it
exists by nature hidden from the Oth&™consciousness affects itself with bad faith” —

it is in essence a lie to the self about the relationshithefself to the self. Yet,

30 sartre, 150.
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consciousness is primordially embodied, which makes the resistanbgett-hood that
much more difficult to achieve.

The body is the condition of one’s lived experience. But it is aleucial means
of access to the social world. As with the here-there oelathe social world is one in
which others are those who dhere The body is thus also a body-for-others. However,
when one begins to experience the body as an essential mode okrsgagément, one
begins to experience a form of alienation — one senses one’s ownifichjgan that
opposes the innate freedom of subjectivity characterizing humamienge Yet, it is
only at this point of estrangement or alienation from the bodydhatcan come to
“possess” it, or make it one’s own. Therefore, in this sense, the body is not only lived, but
also owned. | livemy body Within this framework, one begins to view the body as a
“project” — something to be improved upon, modified, made-up, and dressed-up.

Clothing then, as a physical component of this project, stops beingysanpl
means of self-expression or creativity, but becomes instead aohodproving upon a
possession (the body as object) that is inherently lacking, ampiication, needs
improvement. Here the body (and by extension, clothing) has becopieiagmenon of
choices and options® As Benjamin Kilborne put it in his bodRisappearing Persons

So just as nudity is not about nudity per se, so fashion is not about fashise.

Nor is it clothes per se that make the man. Rather, the eafritlothes in itself

expresses an unstated conviction that we can “fashion” ourselves deélmgs,

that we can make ourselves over. [...] that the stuff of personhood cas be
malleable as the stuff of cloff.

31 Anthony GiddensModernity and Self-ldentity: Self and Society in the Late Ma8lgen
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1991), 7.

%2 Benjamin KilborneDisappearing Persons: Shame and AppeargAdieany: State University
of New York Press, 2002), 110.
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To “makeover” one’s body through clothing, then, is in essence anpattermakeover
one’s self. But to think of the body as a project in this way igsph perspective in
which the body is actually separate from the self — a thing to even be made ove

That bad faith is a lie to the self implies a split self, a self to whom theagetgll
a lie. The very basic idea of thinking of the body as separate from the teeixemplify
a bad faith attitude. Although intersubjectivity is a fundame¢mhent of being-in-the-
world, there is no “otherivithin the self. Instead, the self is a unity created in freedom.
Yet this unity, as a project, places itself as an ongoingdherof an identified Other.
The self unfolding in a life project, in other words, is what | identifynas

The ability to dissimilate is second nature in contemporary sochte have all
mastered the art of affectation. Yet these kinds of behaviogzralpeematic for Sartre —
one is nothing more than who one is on the surface or even who one ptetbad®ne
cannot be “other” than what one’s actions convey, and one’s actions cakaqilace
without having done so from somewhere, and that is the body. Theare dgference
between a costume and reality. If one is one’s body (and one’s latbesxtension of
that body), then how one acts — and what one wesranr-instance or instances of who
or what one is. Yet, the problem of bad faith remains because stk lisng to oneself
about freedom.

Socrates warned his guardians in Bepublicagainst the dangers of imitation,
chiding them to remember that ultimately “the manners makethnthe.” In fact,
Socrates suggests that there is no difference in the astinggf some behavior or
emotion and the actual possessing of it. If one imitates a pfltednwith pity and fear,

as one comes to embody those emotions, one actually possesses th8otr&ims, to
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imitate is to become what one is imitating. Because them® idivision between the
embodied self and the “inner” self, the way drehaveds who one is. This same idea
applies to the Sartrean formulation. As we begin to dissimédate play various roles
through the donning of certain costumes — if, as Sartre has told us pathing but
one’s socially-constructed self mediated by the choices we madken one in a sense
becomes those people one thinks one is only imitating. Where doegpirerce of
wearing clothes or choosing how to dress fall into the bad faith continuum?

I will first address the relationship of the body to bad faithth@sbody is the
starting point for a discussion of clothing. Second, | will deal whién fundamental
purposes of dress. Last, | will address the spirit of seriousiessyérarching aspect of

bad faith that applies to the common approach to clothing in contemporary society.

Bad faith and the body

The reality of embodiment is precisely what allows one to be knowsne’s
subjectivity (as well as objectivity) by an Other. As we hagen, embodiment affords
one a necessary “point of view” on the world. But it is the gaining ‘Gdoint of view”
that allows one to also be seen as an object — and fallpeegi¢scent into objectivity or
thingliness. As Phyllis Sutton Morris wrote Bartre’s Concept of a Persahe lived

experience of our own bodies can be described in one of the followeg frameworks:
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“one in which we fully identify with the body, partially identifyith it, or distance
ourselves from the body™

It is important to begin with the body, because it is only withenframework of
embodiment that clothing has any meaning. And it is in understanidendgpody that
clothing can be seen also as a means of hiding. Let's inigelge two different
scenarios illustrating an individual's experience of her body. &tves extremes will set
the stage for what will be seen as a bad faith relationship to the body.

In one instance, an individual may tell herself that she is nothubhdner body.
Her body is all there is. As a result, she is either nesigand feels helpless, a victim of a
body “not of her own choosing” (like women who may resign themsetvgerpetual
sexual objectification by men) or she invests a great deahef energy, and money into
changing or molding that body into something she deems more suitabkerself. Yet,
this activity of manipulating or modifying the body is not thewvecttaking ownership”
and working out of freedom that it at first may seem. This esipltn the body, as if it
is all there is, is still a lie to the self regarding #tate of human freedom (and human
sociality). To manipulate the body in such a way is to imply tiexte is another body, a
different body — one that can be created, purchased, or chiseledh-isvmore suitable
to one’s “real” self. So, although on the surface it seemshisaindividual has accepted
embodiment as the natural and foundational state of human existeadggsshtill told
herself the lie that there is a “self” more real, more gexuand that the body must
change in order to match it.

Plastic surgery is an example. Take, for instance, Heidi Mprdagoung

¥ Phyllis Sutton MorrisSartre’s Concept of a Person: An Analytic Approgémherst:
University of Massachusetts Press, 1976), 152
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Hollywood starlet, who had ten plastic surgical procedures in onenday attempt to
uncover a “better” version of her séffln an extended interview she spoke about her
feelings and thoughts regarding her surgery, and she noted thalt $ike fn improved
version of herself. She is finally the person she always believed sHé was.

On the other hand, an individual may tell herself that her bodg Bmpty shell
that conceals or stifles her “real self’ (inner self.) Tpgsson eschews material elements
of the world. Either dramatically adopting the position of a nudigpeshaps wearing
tattered or threadbare clothing to reveal her distaste &iermal objects, this person
believes that the body is a prison of the mind, a fleshly mabg ignored or stifled.
Imagine one wearing a uniform that is intended to make the bodgpsiar such as a
nun’s habit or clerical robes. All fleshly desires or needs ar®nce a nuisance,
annoyance, and a reminder that the true, unfettered self esistghere — in the mind or
the soul. According to Sartre, this person is in bad faith becausmssielers herself an
absolute transcendence on the level of God, which, for him, is a gemiesexemplar
of bad faith: a for-itself-in-itself. She shuns the bodily ecag which she has been
resigned and prefers instead to consider her self a fre@foatind transcending all
points of view. She denies the inevitable facticity and givennessiohn experience,
and treats the body as a cumbersome hindrance, at best, to teeperaénce of human
existence — the mind. This individual demonstrates this sort of wistais the body

through either living like an ascetic, denying herself bodily plesss and/or needs

% Jennifer Garcia, “Heidi Montag: Addicted to Plastic SurgePgbple MagazinéJanuary 13,
2010): http://wvww.people.com/people/article/0,,20336472,00.html.

% Not to venture too far into a discussion of plastic surgery and body modifichtit it is worth
noting that most gender-reassignment surgeries are done for this saore+esuch people feel
they are finally who “they always were.” And yet, the bodily givens of giiation were
previously different.
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through strict bodily and mental discipline, or through ignoring her badgwing
herself to become a grotesque, unkempt slob. It is possible thasan peith this
mindset would refrain from practicing even the most basic formsefonal hygiene,
because to do so would be to accept some bodily demands on the person. lienould
acquiesce to an embodiment that cannot be avoided.

For Sartre, lying to the self is an essential dimension df fadgh. The self
constantly faces itself as possibility, or rather, freedom inilpbgs To deny such
freedom is to take on an attitude of bad faith. Yet, although free,rbeiags are not
limitlessly so. Our desires could exceed our capacities,ocancchoices, having been
made, cannot simply be erased by our subsequent choices, althougsigiifitance
could be changed. Striking a balance between the resignation oflthe sbjective
thing-hood or transcendent freedom is to accept the essentabbtae human being —
freedom within finitude.

It has become commonplace for people in western societydaodrdgemselves in
terms of the mind/body division. For Sartre, to even speak ahihé/body duality is to
address a false problem: Descartes’s dilemma begins fronfeetide starting place.
Discussing the body as either mind or body is to imply thaetérists two such distinct
substances of an individual. In Sartre's perspective, the tweoasmeshed in the
human project of freedom that it is impossible to even see #®nwo separate
substances that require unification. Even more, Sartre rejectaotien of human
substance

As Maurice Merleau-Ponty argued in tRBenomenology of Perceptiotie idea

that an individual could be “simply” mind is to imply a completelyedibodied
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consciousness floating nowhéfeConsciousness, as we have seen, necessitates primarily

a point of view, a “here” from which to know and perceive (and iné¢yghe world.
Along with the idea that consciousness absolutely requires groundind‘hare” a
particular time and place, consciousness is also intended. Thisantdity means that
consciousness is directed: it is “about,” “of,” or “toward” somethi@gnsciousness is
action from a unique place and time — a body.

The body is that which affords a perspective, a point of view, batatsio that
which one may have a perspective upon. It is simultaneously thahioh wne defines
oneself and that by which one experiences self-distancing. Cofssidee’s example of
a young woman on a date that was not supposed to be a date. The examopl&trdées
the way in which one may use the body to fluctuate between an exteghsense of
objectification on one hand and a heightened sense of subjectivity on the Tothe
woman in this case either relieves herself of the respomgilmfi choice and the
requirements of decision — through an appeal to her supposed compistendence —
or refuses to acknowledge the material elements of her compadesite for her. She
made herself into mere object-flesh, her hand only a thing in his hand.

The suitor holds her hand, but she continues the conversation as if uohWwere
gesture. Her hand, in his, is devoid of the agency manifesting consepéeaion. It is
suspended in a realm of seeming non-choice; she seems to havateddmr body. In
effect, her suitor holds her hand but het. But this flight of the self is achieved through
an act of choice, and that could only have been done through moving imwaaldhiance

of transcendence and facticity. To identify her actions as badr&quires the rejection

% SeePhenomenology of Perceptiby Merleau-Ponty for more.
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of disembodiment, which, as we have seen in Sartre’s portraitdisfrsand masochism,
is a dimension of that phenomenon.

As Sartre's example also illustrates, it is in connectigh am “Other” that bad
faith is brought to the surface. This is because it is throug@ther that one is able to
see oneself being seen and make the decision of how to tel&tat appearance or
interpretation of the self. In the example of the date thatswpposedly not a date, this
woman, uncertain of how to direct her desire or receive the dafsiner companion,
suspends choice through an act of bad faith. The premise of the sifealimost
inherently acknowledges physical attraction on the part of ddag man. The woman
knows this even when she accepted the date, even where she migysti¢arthe non-
romantic basis of her decision. The approached woman behaves as if her suitor's amorous
advance, grounded in her objectification, was not in the picture. IRbBaalwhen the
young man holds her hand, she behaves as if she doesn't evenatlioiiag her hand
to lie there limp, offering no response. She has found herself atitné&ramscendence,
not at all in touch with her body. And yet, if the young man weragmbiave made his
move, not to make his advance, would she been disappointed? Did she nat vant t
desired? Sartre reveals, in this example, the complex intespldggharmony between

transcendence and facticity at work in bad fad faith.

Dress: Fashion, Clothing, and Style

A clarification needs to be made concerning the differebeeseen the concepts

“fashion,” “clothing,” and “style.” These terms are often used rafitangeably in
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discussions regarding dress and yet they represent three alitectdschemata for
thinking of human relationships to garments. In what follows, | willdaya conceptual
framework for analyzing these related yet distinct terms, fast step toward untangling
the knot of how dress can be understood.

It seems that garments may serve three unique roles in sczaety of which
stems from a unique conception of human nature combined with a particular
understanding of the human relationship to material objects. Tthese roles are
expressed when we use the different terms “fashion,” “clothiog,’style.” The three

distinct functions that correlate with these concepts are:

1. Dress as armor (fashion
2. Dress as relationship (dothing)

3. Dress as play (@tylg

Many individuals may fluctuate in their conceptual frameworkshis matter and may
see dress as a combination of these three notions, but they eatla elgtinct set of
implications for a human attitude toward covering the body.

Under the “dress as armor” rubric, a garment is understood aghsognéhat
enhances or distorts the body while always transforming it. Bhitka@ conception of
clothing that fits most clearly into the “bad faith” analysisill outline in the pages that
follow. As armor, clothing in this sense conceals our vulnerabiliudin a presentation
of a stronger self. Today, however, what is also worn, through, technological

enhancement, is our corporeality beneath our armor of clothing. lt,atfie body is
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transformed from that which is dressed to that which also isradbdress. The result:
The more the boundaries between body and garment become blurred, ¢he Hat

image of cyborg bodies, e.g. — and the complementary move towampbshduman —
represents the picture of the body as “armored” by clothing (orge npoecisely,

technologically advanced clothing).

In addition to the ways that dress as armor fits into the cuteehinological
paradigm, it seems that this mentality is the precise pagpecharacteristic of the
fashion industry proper. As mentioned in the previous chapters, therfasiiustry
promotes a theory of embodiment in which the body is to be confamfédan arbitrary
standard of beauty. This standard is communicated through a \@fri@gans including
magazines, fashion shows, advertisements, as well as the sizingvaitability of
garments themselves. All of the avenues serve to perpetuate ithe that the body is
something to be shaped, carved, made into an ideal more expressivésoinnae —
supposedly “fashionable” — self. If the body is so malleable, thetaows that fashion
garments should serve this ultimate purpose as well. Garment@simon” should
transformthe self — from one who is on the outside of fashion to one who is “in.”

In both the technological and fashion industry manifestations, to think of “dress as
armor” is to understand the boundary between the body and the clothing\tbet it as
permeable, constantly shifting and nearly impossible to define. Thesuch thing as
a “natural” body under this perspective — for nakedness disappeass evieecould only
be “nude,” which is to say, to wear the body as a garment. Undgratadigm, clothing,

including the body as clothing, becomes a living mask.
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Armor is the distinguishing metaphor here for several reasaiimlly, armor
itself creates a tough outer shell — an actual covering of thetbatgnimics the shape of
the body but that somehow reshapes it, makes it stréhgg@econd, armor is equipment,
an accessory to the body — a notion | think gets at the heart of the idea that the body under
this perspective is in itself incomplete and is in need of additemeessorizing in order
to be fully or adequately socialized. The word garment itsgtfes from the Old French
word “garnir” — to equip. This idea of “equipping” the self demonstrates how we
understand clothing to function and yet this attitude promotes a adafgroach to
clothing and the body. The notion of armor as equipment serves asrenbitoward the
“game of fashion” that pervades the fashion industry. As | will mant chapter three,

a bad faith attitude occurs when one takes on the spirit ofuseges and accepts the
“‘game” as pre-given. For all the reasons stated above, it ggaosble to equate the
perspective of “dress as armor” with the concegashion

Under the rubric in which dress is primarily about relationship diseovers
many solutions to the bad faith mentality. This perspective thlkegranted human
inter-subjectivity and allows that clothing is essentially ugedavigate through a world
of others. The focus is shifted off the ways in which clothing faomdistorts the body;

rather the interest is on the simple ways in which clothing allowe to cultivate

% If fashion is armor, as we move more and more toward a post-hpenspective on hybrid
techno-biological beings, the issue of plastic surgery has bermmasingly relevant. In fact
fashion and plastic surgery go hand in hand as almost every fasiiojsn magazine consistently
runs articles related to plastic surgery. Plastic surgeny fashion are so closely connected
because their perspective on embodiment based on certain Sarlasian presuppositions. See
Victoria Pitts-Taylors Surgery Junkiefor a poignant and striking analysis of plastic surgary i
contemporary life.
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relationships with others — even in the accepted fact that tmked is to be excluded
from civilized society’

As | will outline in the last chapter of this dissertationgldthing is to have any
communicative power, it is only within specific contexts. Languege&ontextually
dependent and so is the language of clothing. | see these cagextsup-dependent.
Here is where the ideas of social roles and manners éet@idture. For many, dictates
concerning clothing are simply about “what to wear when and whemd” how to
preserve distinct social contexts. Uniforms are a part of ghatire, most vividly
demonstrating the propriety of certain forms of dress over otberspécific tasks and
jobs.

A significant part of the relational dynamic that | wollitline in chapter five of
this study is the fact that human interactions depend on a distiri¢tween public and
private. As | trace the importance of love and intimacy for amameg bad faith, one
may come to see how adopting certain social roles and perfprituals of “politeness”
do not destroy the possibility of actual relationships but actuatlyige a necessary
background against which they may occur.

Paralleling my ideas concerning the veil as a frame to ataael clothing, if
garments serve as a means of mediating relationships, thenlsheseave to maintain
boundaries between the public/private and the sacred/profane. Minehsarmhe way that

clothes “frame” the body or present boundaries of the body, theytsetfivame” certain

% 0On a recent beautiful day in a park in Brooklyn, the sirens of a fire trotlylance and police
car interrupted picnickers. When turning in the direction of the colmmbsaw the culprit — a
woman completely naked walking through the middle of the park. Yet anothaplexaf the
necessity of clothing in contemporary society.
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social contexts. It seems this way of thinking of dress mosely describeslothes as
distinct from fashion or style.

The third perspective that defines an attitude toward dress isnomgnich
clothing serves as a playful object of fun or whimsy. This ig#repective in which one
may wear outlandish clothes “just for the fun of it” or simplysaese one enjoys the play
of colors and textures. In this mode of thinking clothing is not intenaledrmmunicate
anything specific to another or to alter or transform the bodty simply reflects an
aesthetic sensibility. In this way, clothing can be thought of sthetgcally expressive,
but not necessarily expressive of a self or a certain mes€dgthing serves as a
springboard for the imagination, and the body becomes a canvas.

This attitude toward clothing is what | would associate sitfle — for style
indicates something about an individual, as distinct from a group acyartcontext.
Style seems to be more all-pervasive and less fluid betweenimtif contexts and social
groups. Style is an attitude toward clothing in which a pessagéncy is explicit in how
she wears clothes and maintains control over the medium of ig@tMide garments do
not dominate her or make her more like everyone else, as in the case of dress.as arm

This view also most closely characterizes the move toddgahion as art. While
there are already several notable museums devoted to showcashiggcas art — most
notably the Museum at the Fashion Institute of Technology (FIT)Cdstume Institute
at the Metropolitan Museum, and the Musée de la Mode in Paris — otiaery world-

class museums have taken an interest in mounting exhibitions of fashion garments.
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The expressivity of clothing

In order to address the precise ways in which fashion may be touwtkiss a
manifestation of bad faith, it is important to delineate the fanst that fashion
accomplishes for the individual in society. To what degree Bdassimply about social
acceptability? Is dressing the self more about emulation or self-sxprés

Sociologist Georg Simmel offers an excellent summary of theoser of
garments in society. In his seminal essay simply entitled “Fashion,” Sideseribes our
desire to dress in certain ways by offering a concise pictfr our most basic
psychological and sociological needs. Initially, he acknowledbat there are “two
antagonistic forces” always at work in the human psyche ddbee to realize one’s full
potential as an individual and the desire to belong to a group. Thesetoanibowers
are best described as a longing for socialization on the one hand desira for
individualization on the other. For Simmel, socialization “represénés idea of
generalization, of uniformity, of inactive similarity of the fanand contents of life,”
while individualization “stands for motion, for differentiation of sexar elements,
producing the restless changing of an individual [ffeThese dualities represent: inner
freedom versus enslavement; freedom versus dependence; individuatatemarersus
equalizing unification. Ultimately, Simmel sees these cdniticdesires as marking
social life as a kind of battlefield, as one constantly shiftk laend forth between these
two extremes.

But despite the picture of the “social battleground” that Sinmmasl painted, one

is offered one consolation: the realm of fashion is one placesvthese two distinct and

¥ Georg Simmel, “Fashion)hternational Quarterlyl0, no. 1 (1904): 130.
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opposing desires might meet. Simmel says that fashion sp#gifieconciles these two
desires because it allows for uniformiyithin a group and differentiatiobetween
groups: “Two social tendencies are essential to the establislminishion, namely, the
need of union on the one hand, and the need of isolation on the ‘Bthefithout the
need for union no “fashion” can arise. Fashion itself implies a lofwedeceptance by
another, or a recognition that one is in fact “in” fashion. Bunitusianeously depends on
the need for distinction — specifically distinction between groupsm®l writes, “It is
peculiarly characteristic of fashion that it renders possitdecal obedience, which at
the same time is a form of individual differentiatid.”

Simmel explains that the tendency toward imitation is a mairpoaent of the
desire to be social, or to be included in a group. Yet this smalkision comes with a
price: “the individual is freed from the worry of choosing and appearsimply a
creature of the group, as a vessel of the social confénfEiese words sound extremely
similar to Sartre’s on bad faith. To lose oneself in a gréupugh the abdication of
choice, whether from a heightened sense of objectivity or diifgcis precisely to act
in bad faith. For Simmel and for Sartre, one who is bound to a grous iwalyihas not
faced one’s own responsibility to choose, thus denying a basic aspect of hurtenrcexis

There is a point at which the expression of the self through Hezesnes more
about others. And there is a point at which the others one careprsgbegin to lure a
person into their social game of surrendered choice. It is this social ganemetérdress

and fashion that reveals the ways in which a person can bedmkeé fashion too

“0bid, 137.
“1bid, 141.
2 |bid, 132.
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seriously, in a way that manifests bad faith. As one relingsigine’s “freedom to

choose,” one slides into a bad faith relationship with fashion.

The Materialization of Value and the Game of Fashion

While the desire to form groups through dress is a strong impetdsefging in a
certain fashion, many find themselves swallowed up by the pressucenform to
whatever group they have chosen. Although the individual first chooseh \ghoup
with which she would associate, ultimately she begins to seeathes of the group as
existing outside of herself and even the group itself, as, im othiels, a material reality.
Recall that a materialization of values, or a spirit of seness, in which one
relinquishes control and freedom, is a basic mechanism of the bad faith attitude.

Human beings face not only the values they forge but also theingatose
values. This meta-valuing brings to the fore the responsibilitydbres, which, as we
have seen, is a source also of anguish. One constantly bestowsomathags one
encounters in the world: objects, experiences, and even other peopleas/fndree
individual (at least those in a free society), one has the agermtybse which “others”
one deems valuable. One has the power to decide which groups omecerned with
and whose opinion ultimately matters. A person decides which groups tevéjein.
Yet one who subscribes to a “fashion game,” dictated by a spegidup of others,
forgets (or hides) her power to choose. She has convinces hettbelfroaterialization of
value.

This serious game concept is a significant one. A non-serious gamform of
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play in which responsibility for the game is conceded. Thevitdal recognizes the
relationship of play, which means the rules are not fixed in stone, tlasid
transformation depend on the individual’'s decision. Within the idea efiaus game,
however, many of the components of bad faith are at work. Ther&emdgn the
contradictory aspect of seriousness and play being brought tag&hen a game forgets
itself as play, as, in effect, a game. It is fixed, closedseAous game is a social
interaction in which all the rules and behaviors have specifiaimgas dictated by the
group who has in turn renounced responsibility for such rules by olgitheir objective
value or material reality. It is therefore by definitionraated environment with assigned
meaning and rules claiming to be otherwise. And yet, since a igasnenething that can
be freely entered into, one always holds the power of exitinggdhee and no longer
“playing.” Seriousness, as we have seen, conceals this option.

When one begins to think of values as materially determined,nexegpiart from
the self, the group already in existence becomes the measwiacto one must shape
oneself into which to fit. The group becomes a sort of Procrusteawn bddah one must
force oneself to fit in. As Sartre sees it, in seriouspasschooses to play the game while
denying it is a game. We then let the game play us.

Fashion is frequently described as a game — the game of fashiondd@geu're
in, the next day, you're out,” Heidi Klum tells the contestantsealflity” television show
Project RunwayEven outside of the fashion industry, most people acknowledge that to
put on clothing is in some way to play a role, or to wear a cosimti@&ngage in a game
of social acceptance. However, it is important to rememberotiatchooses to play

games in full awareness of the existence of the game. When@ded® play a certain
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game, one allows oneself to be subject to the rules of the gameder to play
appropriately.

In the same way in fashion, one allows oneself to be subject to certautioes,
imposed by the group one wishes to join, in order to play the game effeclivetngage
in such an activity without practicing bad faith would be to whetee the value of the
game itself — what it means to you — rather than becoming yreefglayer” swept away
by rules of fashion that are somehow predetermined. Although dogig pilay any
average everyday game for mere entertainment or to exéneismagination, as Georg
Simmel has reminded us, games with fashion and clothing are plagadigfy a much
more fundamental desire — the desire to fit in and be recognized by others.

The self-imposed restriction of “playing the game” should adwagve the power
in one’s own hands. But human beings are malleable creaturesttwiately, if one
remains in the game long enough one might lose the ability to taifkkeflectively and
critically. The game begins to play the player, who no longeiczates as a free agent
who has chosen a group to join but is instead controlled by the diofateat group. The
relationship to clothing becomes like Doctor Frankenstein, who builingontrollable
projection of himself. Consider for instance the 1998 cult-clagsidMean Girls at one
point after the protagonist Cady had been sent to “spy” on thd Rédstics, she begins
to enjoy her new social status as a “popular girl” so much thatelaé friends begin to
criticize her by saying, “You aren't just spying anymom&l{; you've become one of
them.” Part of the unique fact of embodiment is that human beings bedavior as
much from the outside in as from the inside out. So, “going through otierms,” as it

were, can sometimes equal the actual performance of ancactson. People are judged
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on their appearance and their embodiment because one knows that omegioseto
“wear” the insignia of a certain group, whether or not one injtedlhere to all the rules,

eventually the Red Shoes force us to dance.

The spirit of seriousness

Simone de Beauvoir's explanation of the spirit of seriousness israhsition

from the “game of fashion” back to bad faith. The “serious man” ofmvkbe writes in
the Ethics of Ambiguitys one who has accepted the materialization of value, indicating
bad faith attitude. If the serious person believes in the matatial of value, she takes
the physical world to be normative, governed by rules she cannot cdriis attitude
is applied to different social endeavors in the actual worldihime of a serious game
begins to develop. What the person in bad faith fails to realitaishe is the one who
has determined to respect the values that she believes outsidsetff fidris is where the
problem of mistaken belief arises — she puts her belief in sihgashe actuallgloes
control. This is the faith aspect of bad faith.

The serious person is an individual who has denied basic human freedom and
accepted that circumstances and values have been placed upon hes peenaagainst
her wishes. She is a victim, and as such, she must take the seoitdisly. This
materialization of value is described as such:

The child's situation is finding himself cast into a universe Wwhig has not helped

to establish, which has been fashioned without him, and which appearsas aim

absolute to which he can only submit. In his eyes, human inventions, words,

customs, and values are given facts, as inevitable as the skyeasdTthis means
that the world in which he lives is a serious world, since the cteaistic of the
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spirit of seriousness is to consider values as ready-made fings.

Simone de Beauvoir explains that an ethic following Sartre’s iddafeedom of
consciousness must be an ethic of ambiguity, because to accepiakfsmtom is to
reject the notion of closed meanings. Values are an expression of our bringimggrte
reality. And yet, an opposing ethic “has been a matter oireiing the ambiguity by
making oneself pure inwardness or pure externality, by escapimgtifie sensible world
or by being engulfed in it, by yielding to eternity or enaigsioneself in the pure
moment.** De Beauvoir perfectly describes the condition of bad faith — human
experience as pure inwardness or as pure externality, subjectivity ortyjecti

Beauvoir expands upon Sartre’s notion of bad faith by reiteratingebiee for
“flight from the self.” The serious man, as an example of theopdiging in bad faith,
wants to flee himself or forget himself. She writes, “Hitsare never positive choices,
only flights. He can not prevent himself from being a presencéheénworld, but
maintains this presence on the plane of bare facticity.” HeslbBnself because he wants
to vanish. She even specifically writes that the seriousseaks to “take refuge in the
ready-made values of the serious world ... he will takegefoehind a label®® The
serious man longs to be one of a group, a stereotype, a generalization obgycateg

Fashion and the groups formed through fashion are particularlyswitdd
environments for this sort of bad faith. The person in bad faithctvibse anything in
which she can lie to herself: “The thing that matters to tHeuseman is not so much the

nature of the object which he prefers to himself, but rather theofdaieing able to lose

*3 Simone de Beauvoifhe Ethics of AmbiguitfNew York: Citadel Press, 200@5.
* Ibid, 8.
** |bid, 44.
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himself in it. So much so, that the movement toward the object facinthrough his
arbitrary act the most radical assertion of subjectiityThe object, in this case, is
fashion.

Ultimately, since the attitude of bad faith is built on a le, greatest fear for the
serious man is that of exposure. “His very successes hasteatashes, for the serious
is one of those ways of trying to realize the impossible sgigled the in-itself and the
for-itself. The serious man wills himself to be a god; butsheot one and he knows it.
He wishes to rid himself of his subjectivity, but it constanitks being unmasked,; it is
unmasked® This is not insignificant in relation to dress. This theme of itleued
masquerade is unavoidable. Even in one’s most accomplished moments if alece
wearing a specific costume in fashion, one fears being unmasked.

While the spirit of seriousness and the attitude of bad faith lzet a person
lying to the self about the nature of the self, there areigatmns for the relationship
between the self and other as well. Eradicating the harmdawgé&e mind and body is to
simultaneously destroy the fundamental relationship of the selfodmet. They are
inevitably connected. Simone de Beauvoir writes, “l concern otherdiagiccbncern me.
There we have an indissoluble truth. The me-others relationshspinsliasoluble as the
subject-object relationshif® And as Sartre says: “the original bond with the Other first

arises in connection with the relation between my body and the’©twly.”® There

are distinct ramifications for these sorts of bad faith geatves and one’s interactions

“% |bid, 47.
" |bid, 52.
“8 |bid, 72.
“® sartre, 471.



48

with others. Bad faith is not only a severing of the self fra®lfit but it is also a severing

of relationships between the self and others.

Masochism and Sadism

Bad faith is a lie to the self that manifests itself ineffiort to avoid relations to others
with the consequence of constructing unusual relations with otherSafioe, there are
two extremes of bad faith which directly affect others: masmchand sadism.
Encountering the Other can fill us with fear — fear of compramgisur own freedom or
subjectivity. As Ronald Grimsley has written in his essaytledti’/An Aspect of Sartre
and the Unconscious”: “Personal relationships will be charactehbyea conflict which
emerges as a perpetual oscillation between freedom and wibyectbetween
transfiguration (when | affirm my freedom by looking at the othend degradation
(when | myself am subjugated by the other's lodkHere he has described the swinging
between sadism and masochism.

Recall that the masochist is one who desires to be, which, for d@sechist,
means being seen or being the object of attention. The masochistiedentth her
thingly nature and her desire is to be pure object. This is thefsoerson who might be
obsessed with clothing, thinking that what others see of her isealssHer motto is: “I
am my flesh. Everyone else sees me.” Or: “I am only what others see.”

In contrast, the sadist desires to be pure transcendence througigdehgrs the

ability to see. She seeks to possess the only point of view. Shesdesiisibility in a

% Ronald Grimsley, “An Aspect of Sartre and the Unconscideisifosophy30, no. 112 (1955):
34.
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sense, to be free of the binding circumstances of the body. Her msotioam my
subjectivity. | am the only one with an inner life. Everyone etsenere body.” The
sadist’s relationship to clothing could be manifested both through dresstx¢remes or
not caring at all. Either an obsession with clothes (in order tofesa herself as the only
point of view) and an eschewing of clothes as too bodily, not refetarsubjectivity,

point to this sort of bad faith relationship to clothing.

Conclusion: Fashion as Confession

We pause before the closet regarding the fabric and the garments that thamg wi
Some worn thin; others are new, crisp, and fresh. But all of thena aecond skin,
waiting to be worn, to conceal some aspect of the body withirotde of fabric. In
every case, clothing is worn as an outer shell to conceal, taprot¢o disguise the self
within. Indeed, clothes are often thought to express the self, but funtidneethe action
of dressing is a concealment of the body. It is a disguise.

How is clothing (in bad faith) uniquely a disguise? What is imghetthe concept
of a disguise? How can the body be lived or even “worn” as aidesg The only way to
think of the body as a disguise is to adopt a posture of badfdittthis attitude, one
thinks of the body in much the same way as the clothing hanging inldket — as a

garment to cover. But to cover what? The self? Some inner sant#? MvVhat could the

*1 | will discuss this idea at length in chapter five, wherdllaharify why a disguise may not
always be in bad faith. For now, it should be sufficient to say that bad<failivays a disguise,
but a disguise is not always bad faith.



50

body, the most fundamental substance of the self, possibly hide §eli? itVhat enables
the self to hide from itself? What enables the self to téik @0 itself? Most basically,
what enables this sort of an attitude is a sort of divided thinkinghiich the self
becomes “other” to itself. The self enters a sort of dialagtieitself concerning what or
who the self is. However, as Sartre would understand it, the self may only be ihiat it
situations chosen in freedom, in responsibility. Bad faith is a disghecause it hides the
real nature of the self from itself.

Clothing is not an expression as is commonly accepted, but ittherra
confessiorof one’s intersubjectivity. Yet, one disguises oneself as assg#ltient being
who wants attention from others, but who doesn't need those othereeRuista plea at
work. Through bad faith, one sets up the disguise, the lie, but the confsEificomes
through.

Clothing plays a primary role in society through this mechanismmonfession.
As confession, fashion allows one to reveal what was once hidden. Wasds kas
always been a play between concealing and revealing, the notionfegsion highlights
the manner in which dress allows one to reveal a significanttdraaspect of one’s
individuality, specifically in reference to a certain group ofieos. Confessions are
frequently understood as a way in which one makes a plea for incltiscamfess such
and such, therefore | am one of you.” A collective confession isyathed a specific
group defines what is common to all its members. As such, dresdoisn of visual
confession, a subtle calling card which screams, “This is wbelidve to be true about

my self and others.”
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If fashion is to express anything, it is not strictly individeedl, but rather this
kind of collective confession. To speak of the confession of fashion isimptysto
reference the obvious ways in which we may signal something to anbthm also
referring to a deep, at times subconscious, level of admission, sduoeet
acknowledgement that even the very act of putting on a garmenise@tathis level,
fashion or dress speaks to the very core of who a person iscasahself, a constantly
interacting creature of community. The process of navigdtirough a world of others is
not one characterized by clear-cut communication and behavioralssigiha methods
through which one engages and interacts with others is fraudhtcamfusion, blurred
boundaries and missed references. Within this cluster of confusexhgess clothing
stands out as one of the material objects one is forced to include as gdirsblaal skin
in social interactions. It is not novel to say that objects meaiatl often complicate our
interactions with others, but | think it is new to add thathtfag itself whispers of a
tightly held secret of yearning — a desire for closeness, for relaimrisr unity.

“This above all: To thine own self be true.” Shakespeare's famorgs not only
remind one to stay true to oneself in the midst of persuasivaupeessm others but also
to tell oneself the truth. Self-deceit is in some sensegringest existential state. Sartre
indeed thought so, as his work on bad faith shaped almost his entire phitastmpdory.
Essentially, bad faith posits the self as “a project of disgusedeceit, mask, or
masquerade. For many, this is what clothing essentially isinBact, embodiment, and
by extension, clothing is an essential part of who one fundamemgalllThere is no

disguise.
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If one plays at being oneself one is merely a representatibatodelf rather than
that self in reality. This is the current relationship to dresseryone is playing at being
something in the way they dress — uniforms, costumes, roles, ategssoand yet,
despite the casual undertone of such a relationship to clothing, daspaform of bad
faith. Because in being a kind of person in representation only, one égceptaceable.
One is not even that kind of person sincerely, so how could one ever be umihaé
role? In dressing in the mode of “being what | am not,” one becessentially a “divine
absence.” “On all sides | escape being, and yet, | am.”

In disguise, one plays a serious game of fashion. Within the seyaons, one
hides one’s freedom from oneself while interacting with othenepisiceable. Clothing
enables one to engage in a two-fold disguise — hiding one’s freedomoineself and
hiding one’s intersubjectivity from others.

In addition, if one thinks of the body as separate from the selftheerdea of
makeover has new meaning, or rather gives the self new meanheg one can
understand fashion as a means of making the outer covering — tharmbdjothing —
into something more like the “self” underneath. Or the “selft thasires to fit into
certain groups. Here is the confession element. But against thestamdigng of bad faith
which Sartre develops, one can see this view of the self and thgdmtiglothing) can
be seen as inherently flawed and denying certain aspects s#lthkat are necessary for
innate human freedom to flourish.

The remainder of this dissertation will be a further examinatbnthese
manifestations of bad faith as well as a discussion of pogsitriedies for this severed

view of the self and its outer covering.
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CHAPTER THREE:
BAD FAITH MASOCHISM: SEDUCTION, MIRRORING, AND EXPOSURE

“The serious is not defined by the nature of the ends
pursued. A frivolous lady of fashion can have this

mentality of the serious as well as an engineer.”
Simone de Beauvoir

As the physical union of subject and object, the body simultaneoushiamna
distance between two people and facilitates intimacy. In Rréhe expressiooorps-a-
corps (body-to-body) identifies this relationship. Our bodies are our @dimiew from
which to identify other bodies; and touch, embrace, and sexual intianadynctions of
embodiment. Likewise, clothing helps one maintain status as a distnzdual while
allowing for connection with others and joining groups. Clothing is a&mahtmediator
between the self and the physical world, and as such isigngicant means through
which human beings form relationships with others.

And yet, as a social game with a tendency, when serious, to prbadtaith,
fashion can infect those relationships with a specific kind of dedéiis deceit, in which
the self lies to itself (and others) concerning ultimatedoe® is, according to Sartre,
played out in behaviors characterized by masochism or sadism. Thratgh e
immersing oneself in relationships as a thing (masochism) imtairang a distance from
all others through attempting to make them into things (sadiempdrson in a bad faith
posture toward clothing prohibits herself from being known, acknowledged, and

recognized in the very ways she desires: she could imaginelfhasshidden while
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gazing upon others, or she could regard herself as so exposed tisabshethere for
others.

Although Sartre’s main concern is not moral appraisal — bad or gooddedse
acknowledge that bad faith denies the basic condition of human egisteac my
argument, | will say that to be in a bad faith relationship tdrigtis to have something
to confess. In fact, the element of deceit or disguise mentionduk iprévious chapter
does imply a form of duplicity that could demand a confession. Thiso$action is
manifested, | have been arguing, in at least two distinct waysdrBartrean perspective:
sadism and masochism.

I will offer an analysis of the mechanism of masochisnt aslates to clothing.
The masochist in bad faith attempts either to seduce or nmteasther in order to draw
her into a problematic relationship. | will show how these two behagfdisee masochist
— seduction and imitation — are at the very heart of the compeléihge of clothing.
Various modes of dress only give us more tools in the toolbox to prataoest before
the self, as Sartre puts it, concerning human beings’ freedom.

To set the stage for a deeper look at masochism, let'ddaoktat the ways that
fashion mediates group membership. As mentioned in chapter two, fashimost
basically about a desire to form relationships, signaling to others that ore likeub be
a member of their group. But if it is ultimately about group fation, as Georg Simmel
wrote, then fashion is inextricably involved with others. (One could easethsit dress is
intentionally “about” others as much as it is about the self.)

Individuals are not islands. A world of others is unavoidable. But it'susbthat

one is “always already with others” in the Heideggarian se@se also yearns, as Lynn
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Chancer contends iffthe Sadomasochism of Everyday Lffa a response from those
others at a most basic level, “in order for life to thrive... humaimgsemust feel
acknowledged or recognized by others: if not recognized, they cgmwssibly
acknowledge and recognize themselves. How can 'l' have any sermsntitly iunless
there is someone who is 'not I' by comparisohBecause of this dependency on and
intersubjective relation with others, one is in a position where ttedagonships could
be abused.

By its very nature, fashion is a social enterprise. As thmaihpoint of contact
between an individual’'s transcendent subjectivity and embodied objecfastyion is an
interface, a peculiar union between a person’s experiences ofvmeself and her self-
for-others. Fashion is a unique social game that highlights thes@eduadthin human
beings. As such, it lends itself to a special kind of bad faith wivesh discussed in the
previous chapter.

It is possible to use dress as a means of denying a bpsit a6 humanity as one
fluctuates between an extreme form of narcissistic distantorg others or over-
identification with others, both of which fit within Sartre’s ideaft sadism and
masochism. But how so? Surely one indicates certain things tficp#ters, and much
has been written on the language of clothing, but at what point doesa@n pop
dressing with others in mind and “being-for-otherd”&t what point do the necessary

demands of intersubjectivity become a relation to others characterized bythad fa

2 Lynn ChancerThe Sadomasochism of Everyday Life: The Dynamics of Power and
Powerlessnesg¢Piscataway: Rutgers University Press, 1992), 70.

%3 See Alison Lurie’sThe Language of Clothinigr more on how clothing is used to
communicate.
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Revisiting Masochism

The brand of bad faith that emerges in relation to others is @&laydred lie to
the self and a lie to others, built upon fear and fleeing from retjldgsand freedom.
Bad faith masochism in particular appears, as we have seam rdividual discards her
subjectivity in favor of becoming an object under the gaze of the dthesugh being
recognized as a pure object by an Other, or rather particutars) the individual
attempts to be justified in her existence. And yet the suppogestified existence is
false.

Masochism is a particular kind of social outworking of bad faithvimch the
natural urge to be acknowledged and recognized by the other igetisttilo one can
really extricate himself or herself from the dependency twrst from the need for
recognition,” writes Jessica Benjamin Bowers of Desire“[Sado]masochism is fueled
and motivated by a restless desire to somehow, in some way, @recagnition from
another.® Grimsley adds: “[The] aim in masochism is to get myselbeied into the
other's existence and thereby effect such a complete asgimitd myself to the other
that | can shed the intolerable burden of my own freeddnParadoxically, “the
masochist's apparent concern with the other's freedom reallyisisgan attempt to
establish a certain relationship with himséff’Even in the masochistic, bad faith

attitude, “I cannot escape from the fact that | am an aceveopality playing a definite

** Ann Snitow, Christine Stansell, Sharon Thompson Bdsiers of Desire: The Politics of
Sexuality(New York: Monthly Review Press, 1983), 283.

% Grimsley, 35.

%% Ibid.



57

role and choosing to be a particular type of persbtlitimately, one is using the other
and their freedom as an instrument. The other is an instrument in one'sself-
constructiort?

Although masochism is most frequently discussed in relation to Isestations,
the masochism Sartre writes of Being and Nothingnessxtends to a variety of social
encounters. Lynn Chancer describes it well: “that which afféoe body has its own
specific features; the world of sexuality and the erotic m#ids which is physically
craved to that which is culturally channeled, conjoining the sopaisti to the
primordial.”®® By way of further explanation, while sadomasochism is mostyeasi
examined in the case of sex, she says that “sex is not saugts d6wn sake.... [B]oth
sadist and masochist are searching for some kind of recogaitracknowledgement
that goes beyond, and likely originated outside, the realm oftbec — even as it

somehow became married to §t.”

Seduction

But then what is at work when the recognition is about seducing trer,@rawing her
in? The seduction here is ultimately an issue of belief. Oneswardonvince the Other
that one is who one pretends to be — in the hope the Other will & tlbathem. In

seducing another, perhaps one is trying to see whether the Othd&reldve in the

*" bid, 35.

*8 There’s much more to say on this issue of the instrumentalofiethers — and the self. Many
might say that such a perspective is quite akin to the contangpoonsumer mentality where
even the most intimate relationships are thought of in termson$umption. For a further
discussion, see BellahHabits of the Heart

*® Chancer, 44.

% bid, 46.
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seducer in a way that could help her believe pleasing falsehoodlispézasing truths.

(This is important because ultimately bad faith is a form Isefaelief.) The argument is
sold through the presentation of the self, but it is an argumentooudt lie. How does

one forge a relationship based on that kind of belief? In what fqlloagdress how bad
faith manifests itself as the self attempts to draw othewsard itself, specifically

focusing on how a lie to the self or a self-disguise manifest¥ ih interactions with the
Other.

How does one seek to join groups either through seduction or imitaticm (or
combination of the two). The bad faith attitude toward the Other, ediyeaiith
reference to seeking recognition or acknowledgement from the otlvembs a desire
either to seduce the other through highlighting difference amitoor the Other by
highlighting similarity. While these behaviors reflect a batdhf disposition both in its
masochistic and sadistic expressions, this chapter will onlyvddathese mechanisms
in relation to the masochistic tendency.

Another reason seduction is so pertinent to this discussion isdtiatt®n is
primarily feminine and is typically dismissed as an endeawaugfit with deception. It's
often accepted that a “seducer” is one who is dubious, slippery, dsthand presenting
a false version of the self. In fact, the power to seduce i®di¢motably by Baudrillard)
as a particular strength of wom&nAs seductive, women take on a role that is both
imaginary and symbolic (for men); clothing highlights both of theseEquures. Yet
within this picture, “the strategy of seduction is one of deceptianifes Baudrillard,

which reveals its basic connection to a bad faith attittde.

®1 Sartre famously associates the feminine with slimiimeBsing and Nothingnespp. 775 and 782.
%2 Jean BaudrillardSeductionLondon: Palgrave Macmillan, 1991), 69.
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Seduction is a ritual of behavior in which one presents onestietOther as an
idealized Other, or an objectified Other. This self-presentatioenected with the
purpose of provoking desire for the Self in the Other, displayed througimahinterest
and mutual anticipation of some kind of culmination or expression dfattaction and
desire. However, the interest is typically limited to a puodjective interest in the Other
as a physical (and hence, objectified) being. In addition, tkesften an anticipation of
novelty also at stake. Both parties become for each other a lojgadized version of the
quintessential “Other” — precisely what is “not me,” but whasirdgs me. An Other
reveals to a person who one is through the awareness of who one is not.

Seduction, because of its frequent connection to sex and the body, iamften
explicitly objectifying endeavor. It is essentially about the hatigreby highlighting
objectivity. Seduction involves expressive body language, whicts@s@lmarily about
looking, both through concealment and revelation. There is revelatibie gelf with the
promise of total revelation, but it is still a revelation of wisforeign and other, a
revelation of the unknown “other,” but specifically an idealized other.

In the case of masochism, seduction is part of the desirededneas an object,
but as an object of desire. It is therefore a desire to be desired. In s@s¢odas desired
is only to be seen as an object. Yet as desire reachaftgtd the desire of an Other, the
seeming passiveness of masochism becomes an act of possessigh tffexing the
self to be possessed. The masochist takes through being taken, and thus, as we,have see
slides into sadism as the Other is transfixed in desigendt coincidence that one of
Sartre's primary examples of bad faithBaing and Nothingnesavolves an instance of

attempting to resist a romantic situation on a date and anotlenpéx is Sartre’s
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discussion of sweetnes.

Along with this kind of objectification comes the process of turmmingself into
an illusion. If one has forsaken (or denied) one’s freedom, as thechiatic personality
strives to accomplish, then whatever self one projects is dftanaillusion, or a
deception. Baudrillard's observation that “to seduce is to dieaisy and reconstitute
oneself as illusion” harkens to the Sartrean notion that if $ifefeéeedom and one has
denied basic human freedom, then, in a sense, one is a non-realitgxwmtiyg as a
constructed illusiof? As an illusion, the individual is harboring existential secrets
regarding herself from herself as well as from the Other.

Seduction, in the sexual sense, is usually a highly orchestrasedl in which
both parties are complicdit. They don certain roles in order to proceed to the
consummation of the seduction. Two individuals engaged in a dance of seduction become
objectified representatives of any two people seeking a situptemised on desire and
desired desire. This is why seduction of this kind holds such awe &luthose inclined
toward masochism, which involves the desire for a justified exstethrough
relationship to an Other. In being desired, these individuals becormetb]here is a
sense in which there is a ceremonial element to seduction. tfeedinplies a ritual

order, according to Baudrillafd. The role of clothing as a tool of such rituals is

®3 SeeBN, p. 777.

% Baudrillard, 69.

® There is, however, a line of thought that regards notions of mutual casnfsichs of blaming
victims, where seduction and rape are viewed as one. For a criticaktscsee Katie Roiphe,
The Morning After: Sex, Fear, and Feminifaoston, MA: Backbay Books, 1993).

% As dependent on a ritual, there is always the fear of slippingfupgt following the correct
formula. There are many levels in which one may foil the sagugame. Seduction involves
shame: sex, overdressing, nakedness, not fitting (the other physeal sense, in the case of
intercourse).
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unmistakablé/ One dresses for seduction.

Masochism and Clothing

But how does this masochism through seduction demonstrate tsgtthing?
Two major themes emerge in the concrete case — masochism ansieated either
through a calculated attempt to reveal and conceal through dressdpbdaythe object
nature of the body) or through an appeal to all things foreign and uiafansince
seduction, especially seduction as a manifestation of masochistnout objectification
and over-identification with the objective nature of the self, clotiuhgeh highlights the
body as body or the fleshliness of the body is significant. Li&was one presents the
self as an idealized other in seduction, one is highlighting differgulaying upon the
foreign, the strange, and the unfamiliar, so clothing that pronounctsedde is
indicative of a masochistic attitude.

A person dressing with an over-emphasis on the body qua body nnayeading
a masochistic inclination because of how it stimulates the damd even the
imagination) of others on one’s flesh. Various styles emphasizingodlg include
anything that highlights specific body parts — the bust, the lthedegs — any article of
clothing which intentionally reveals or conceals various body partani effort to
highlight the body as something to be viewed as an object. (Wkaemsmore startling
about clothing that highlights specific body parts is that it semse dissects the body
into an amalgam of various parts — each of which is objectifieginiples of these kinds

of clothing would include bustiers or corsets, backless or straglesses and mini-

®7 Rituals frequently demand props and masks to accomplish specific godisngkurves as
one of these props.



62

skirts, as well as mid-drift baring tank tops and the low-shangs of today. In addition,
any kind of body conscious, particularly body-fitting, clothes made froaterials like
lycra and spandex would certainly qualify as those that acceheab®dy as object and
therefore reveal a hint of the masochistic, bad faith attitude.

In the same way, someone with a masochistic tendency mayinr@style that
references foreign cultural and ethnic regions. Outlandish and ungéu® may be worn
to play up the desired “strangeness” or “thingliness” one geatanvey’® Ethnic details
and unusual idiosyncratic forms of dress may demonstrate one’s tbel&eseen strictly
as object. Overt tattoos, extreme hairstyles and hair colersa@tr indicators of the
profound “self-expression” that is typically used to describe this styleesEdn common
parlance, but rather such modes of dress indicate a masochigi#ctddse seen as pure
object. Additionally, anyone who wears costume-like clothing, wheithee strictly
vintage wear or completely handmade, is seeking uniqueness anduatityignore for
the sake of being seen as an object than being seen as an indhodtian the “over-
dressing” that such clothing demonstrates is the subjective rdttive self. So to dress
in such a way that one intends to attract attention is perhaps ib tadeome sort of
deep-rooted masochism.

A contemporary example of an individual who dresses this way iedyug
performer Dita von Teese, who is never “out of costume.” She myalaeen in highly

detailed and precisely calculated vintage clotfiihigady Gaga, the celebrity/singer who

% This may be the case because something foreign is often viewedyisitiably as an object,
an unidentified “thing.”

% See her websitétttp://www.dita.netand her booBurlesques and the Art of the Teese/etish
and the Art of the TeegBlew York: It Books/HarperCollins, 2006).
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has gained notoriety for her extravagant or sometimes non-exgtghing is another
example’®

A subtler example is the case of the contemporary “hip&tétipsters are known
as explicitly anti-conformist, applauding all things differenttainique. These people,
often very young, are almost obsessively interested in music and popular. ¢difpsters
are “scene-sters,” the young mods, who are always hanging oaffe¢ shops, music
venues, quirky art openings, and such — traveling from one scene to aofrevia
bicycle. Fashion is very important to this group, but only a certauh & fashion; they
never wear things traditionally thought of as “fashionable,” unlessically, but rather
they are very focused on dress as a way to express their indityidlibey highlight the
unusual aspects of their own bodies and appearance, dressing in a thansieowcases
oddity and peculiarity. They also use many accessories theg &efurther distinguish
them from one another. They place a high value on the different, théhedahsurd, and
the incongruent. They like to consider themselves marked by an extterasity about
the world but may in fact be very uncertain of the self, seakirsgcure the self through
difference; in seeing themselves against a diverse baokdy they are able to feel more
unique and more real.

It's important to note however the degree to which “hipness” hastbken over
by the mainstream, thereby affecting our understanding of iwleaen means to be a
hipster. For many, appearing as a hipster is a still a forrordbrmity, even if under the
guise of rejection. In a sense, one who “tries too hard” is by tefimot hip or cool.

There is in distinction the person who may find himself “accidigniép” just by being

0 See her websitétttp://www.ladygaga.com/#tweets-officiahd Maureen CallahanRoker
Face: The Rise and Rise of Lady Ggyaw York: Hyperion Books, 2010).
"' See, e.g., Roger Lanhafhe Hipster HandbooiNY: Anchor Books, 2003).
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who he is. (However, | do think it is difficult to avoid an awareneswhether or not
what one does is “cool,” given the all-pervasiveness of trendsinetzestern culture.)
One who ends up being a hipster unintentionally is not necessdribjterg bad faith, at
least not in the same way as the more conforming mainstngaster. The hipster of
conformity is so dependent on the rejection of the mainstream, hbatakes on the
project of being a thing—a hip thing—as in the case of the waiigdater the masochist

in Being and Nothingne<$

Imitation and the Mirror

While one may seek to convince others of one’s trustworthiness sgmnpireg the
self as an ideal Other through seduction, one can also attempt thers by becoming
a perfect reflection of the Other through imitation. As Jacquesih argues concerning
the mirror stage of child development, one comes to know oneself thraogeking the
Other”® It's through such mimicry that one, as a child, comes to knovs droely as
one’s own. But the owning of the body in this way can easily be@@masochistic
emphasis on the objectification of the self.

As the person in bad faith who longs to be pure objectivity, to be ant abjie

2 As genealogically linked to the beatniks of the 1950s and early 1960s, ipstgwish to
take heed of Sartre’s thought as he, too, was a hipster who no doubt offeredffaatbrren
the pitfalls of hipness as a matter of self-reflection. Swodmowledgment continues, to some
extent, in Sartre’s hipness having entered the cyber-age, as theditgtépstersartreattest.

3 Jacques Lacan, “The Mirror Stage as Formative of Faumction as Revealed in
Psychoanalytical Experience,” Ecrits: The First Complete Edition in Englighans. Bruce Fink
(New York: W.W. Norton2007), pp. 75-81.
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world of other objects, the masochist relies on a self-constittitimugh recognition,
which is why she invests so much time in mirroring and duplicating the look otiee, O
thus diminishing her own individuality or subjectivity. The commera@ahion industry
lends itself to the mimicry of bad faith. In fact, through itin@ortance placed on trends
and “it” items, the industry is a prime perpetuator of this imitative masocHi

An individual appears to be a reflection of those she would like to sgthase
she would like to have focus their gaze on feFhis relationship is ironic since the
motivation to fix the look of the Other as a reflection of the s@iblves her being what
one would like to her to be. In effect, then, this effort of seductigoresised upon
already having being seduced. Dress sets up a mirror @ttlex to draw others in. In
reference to dress, the mirror can be discussed in two waymsirtioe as reflection of the
self, pointing to the vanity that is almost inherently connectetbtbing, and the mirror
as duplication of the self, in the sense of individuals dressed identical to one another. Thi
latter sense is the one | would like to address.

Jacques Lacan took up the theme of the mirror in his seminal work omirtiog
stage of child developmefft.Lacan’s analysis of the mirror stage contributes much to
this Sartrean discussion of over-identification with objectivitye Phimary focus of the
“mirror stage” analysis is that it is only through acceptihat a point of view can be
taken on an individual, and acknowledging that one can be seen fronoutsale

perspective, that one comes to know oneself as an image/seliviotide The notion of

" For more on this idea, see the bdioky Joseph Roach.

®1t's no coincidence that | am using terms having to do with émekintimacy. These two ideas
are quite at the heart of this issue, a matter | will agdrethe latter part of this dissertation. The
seductive element of dress gets at the ways we use obingldb pull others towards us,

revealing the deep levels at which we desire relationship.

® Jacques Lacawp. cit.
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the mirror, or reflection, is especially pertinent to this uéston of masochism because
the mirror, physically and psychologically speaking, is that wlgnables the self to
know itself as something (an object) to be seen. More metaphgrica# may seek to be
surrounded by those others who will provide an approximate reflectionai$ self (in
the senses spoken of above) back to the individual.

For Merleau-Ponty, it seems that the “I” encountered in theonstage is exactly
the “I” that has become social, that has learned to sdé titseugh the eyes of the
other!” It is the “I” that knows itself as both subject and object. Inntfireor, the child
sees herself as an object to be looked at and as a subject wharkigee selfhood. The
mirror is both authenticating and alienating. In Sartrean terml§,discovery and
alienation must occur at the same time. This is because foe &aowledge emerges
from an act of differentiation, which he discusses as nihilation tioegand distinction.
Thus, for the self to be “discovered,” it must also have been elii@ted paradoxically
from the act of its intention.

Although the mirror stage is a positive and necessary elemdm oetvelopment
of our effort at a unified self, it reveals how easy it isdb into imitation — or the
infantile desire to understand the self purely as object whanggat her own reflection.
This is precisely the inclination that is abused in (serious) masochism.

Through the empathy resulting from the child’s identificationhwiter own
image, and eventual identification with others, the world of othecsrbes real. “To

recognize his image in the mirror is for him to learn thatreé can be a point of view

" See Maurice Merleau-Ponty, “The Child’s Relation with OthersTHhe Primacy of
Perception: And Other Essays on Phenomenological Psychology, the PhilosophyHi$tary
and Politig ed. James Edie, trans. William Cobb (Evanston, IL: Northwestern Uywersiss,
1964). See also John O’Neill, “The Specular Body: Merleau-Ponty and Lacan minSafaand
Other,” Synthesé&6, no. 2 (February 1986): 201-217.
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taken on him,” Merleau-Ponty writé$. Acknowledging that others may see her in ways
she may not see herself grounds the acceptance that otherargkisave their own
subjectivity, their own point of view. Understanding “point of view”asundamental
part of being human. While the mirror establishes one’s awareheskers, it is gained
through a solidified understanding of the self paradoxically as anotiv@rof view (the
one looking back at one in the mirror).

At the moment of apprehension of the Other, the child knows herseihgdate.
As the individual comes to understand the possibility of being viewedyaret upon,
the self begins to see itself as an object. But only in lookirgaself in the mirror can
the child understand herself as an individual, a subjectivityedls Whe self plays a dual
role as both observer and observed, joining subject and object. Therevéshage seen,
a paradoxical self-reflexivity at work in that one is lookingpaéself as an Other, being
legitimated by one’s own gaze, but one’s own gaze as Other. Arpse®s herself as
constructed by others, but she is the “Other” self who does th&waigy. She needs
the other for recognition, but when looking in the mirror she becoimas Qther.
Through understanding this aspect of the mirror stage, one sedsoldédge of self
and knowledge of others are inextricably connected.

Ultimately, one knows oneself when one accepts the constantiyrdefiaze of
the other. As Lacan writes, “what determines me, at the mostymaflevel, in the
visible, is the gaze that is outsid€.”As such the gaze of the Other only legitimates one,

when one is made into a mere superficial image. Lacan sensetbskelink between

8 Maurice Merleau-Ponty, “The Child’s Relation with Others, Thre Primacy of Perception:
And Other Essays on Phenomenological Psychology, the Philosophy of Art, ldistidPplitic
ed. James Edie, trans. William Cobb. (Evanston, IL: Northwestern UnivErsisg 1964), 136.
9 Jacques LacaiThe Four Fundamental Concepts of Psychoanalysgsv York: W.W. Norton,
1998), 106.
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reflection of the self and representation. In the moment odgebvery that occurs at
the mirror stage, one becomes merely a representation of oneself.

The mirror aids an individual in knowing the self, as in the psychcdbgnirror
stage; it is in light of the gaze of the Other. Thereforéh@tmoment of self-realization,
one is also made aware of the existence of others. In lidgimowledge of others, one is
incorporated into a constant exchange of glances. One realizeméhates oneself as
“being seen.” The self one sees in the mirror is alwaygerestruction, a fabrication
fashioned under the gaze of the Other. The authentic self thest;ig is always known
as an absence. Additionally, in the mirror stage, one sees the birth of the symtdhie a
imaginary, as well as the development of the sense of play tldfaculty of
identification (that serves as the groundwork for empathy).

One seeks to mirror others because it relieves a personresihansibility to live
for oneself as an individual. And also, one becomes a mirrorteral Ibbject — a mere
reflection, an illusion. This kind of bad faith masochism createsdti@ simple physical

reflection of the other.

Imitation and Clothing

How does this tendency to imitate the other manifest itself throlaghing? There are so
many instances of imitation in fashion from contemporary culturealfatv examples
will suffice. Many groups perpetuate a total assimilationthe ways they dress.

Individuals begin to morph into one another, looking more and more alike untibtbe
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almost indistinguishable from each other. From teenage somirisy who all dress

identically in an effort to mirror each other (in order to be indi)de older women who
have begun to emulate celebrities in ways that make them appezrbon copies of
each other, a kind of wholesale imitation is taking over the copiahdéashion industry.

Styles of dress promote more and more conformity, whether becatlse advent of a
new form of label-conscious purchasing or simply because of technalody\plastic

surgery enabling people to more or less mimic one another. The tidtitgas that

condone mimicry are allowing for forms of societally approved masochism.

Such styles of dress are also more prevalent among certainrsvarke skilled
laborers. In fact, uniforms demonstrate this exact point: ifraopeis to be valued for
some sort of work or skill — in the sense of a technical workerendeotor, or student —
then she may as well look the same as the person next to hesrnumnitrip one of
subjectivity. And yet, the masochist seeks this form of recognition.

The social group loosely defined as “preppy” also illustrates ghemomenon
rather well. Preppies, it seems, seek being seen as “fittih@hey frequently dress in
ways that are more or less identical — the men wear buso#gssthe girls tend to keep
sweaters and pearls around their necks while walking in theahmgtflip-flops. Even
their hair is uniformly straightened in an attempt to captyreeppie ideal of beauty. The
caricature of the Stepford wife, who possessing standard beauty qndtalemeanor,
summarizes a lot of preppie female stereotypes. This exeedsgree of conformity
among images of the upper class can be seen in the followingsguom students at

Bolton Academy, a New England prep school. In her fascinating etlpiggPerfectly
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Prep Sarah Chase reveals many of the underlying tensions — stahidas of bad faith
— that these female students experience with regard to their appearance:
The girls describe how students ‘deck out’ at Bolton and how they dress similarl
Certain brands such as J. Crew, Lilly, Vineyard Vines, North FRalgh Lauren,
and Abercrombie and Fitch serve as the model for the studentgiitDexplains,
‘Individuals tend to dress just like other individuals, so everyone is almost dressed
alike.” Tellingly, one girl asks, ‘How many times have yoursé®e same oultfit
on, like, five different people?’ Her friend agrees that manyhefdtudents are
‘like J. Crew mannequin model®”
It seems that people like preppies crave similarity becdieselong to see themselves
reflected back to them. Their egos are simultaneously overgrowrfragite, so the
homogeneous dressing that is demonstrated in this group is a stetiofe of the effort
to solidify and stabilize the self through a kind of mirroring or self-inatat
However, these individuals may be convinced that they are engageserious
project of self-expression. As Bjorn Schiermer has written offalshion victim: “He
dresses up. His ‘work’ is composed and put together in the convictiom iofevidual
expression of his self. [...] In fact, as it turns out, it naked mistbat guided the efforts

from the outset. Exactly where the [fashion] victim thinks himaethentic and creative,

he excels in clichés and stereotyp®s.”

Extreme Cases of Masochistic Bad Faith in Dress

In tightening the focus on masochism in dress, | want to show howitloisof

8 sarah A. Chas®erfectly Prep: Gender Extremes at a New England Prep S¢Baéord:
Oxford University Press, 2008), 96.

81 Schiermer, Bjorn. “Fashion Victims: On the Individualizing and De-individuadi Powers of
Fashion.”Fashion TheoryVol 14, no 1. 87.



71

bad faith is manifested through clothing in three specific ways:
(1. Under-dressing or choosing not to dress (nakedness);
(2. Overdressing or focus on clothing as performance/masks;
(3. Playing the game in the Fashion Industry — giving oneself over tgatime
of fashion; The Beauty Myth
Some aspects of these tendencies have been explored, but thesgoinslizwe@ worth
further explanation. Both underdressing and overdressing are atraotleation
toward exhibitionism. Whether dressed or undressed, the exhibitionigs ko expose
her naked self; she behaves flamboyantly and outlandishly in setekgegn attention
from others. The desire to reveal her naked flesh is not to be overlooked; it islpriecis
this exposure of the intimate nature of flesh that shame maydagght forth most
vividly. As Sartre observes:
Modesty and in particular the fear of being surprised in a efat@kedness are
only a symbolic specification of original shame; the body syméslhere our
defenseless state as objects. To put on clothes is to hide oreessihje; it is to
claim the right of seeing without being seen; that is, to be plojed. That is
why the Biblical symbol of the fall after the original sinthe fact that Adam and

Eve “know that they are naked.” The reaction of shame will sbesiactly in
apprehending as an object the one who apprehengedn object-staté?

In addition, although clothing hides what lays beneath, it also hitjblitpe objective,
embodied self, exposure of the flesh places greater emphasifiorfatt. The
exhibitionist is the finest example of the masocHist.

Nakedness is contrasted with the masochist who dresses to bacabgect for

8 sartreBN, p. 384.

8 Jronically, this exposure of the self is only paradoxicab-thee exhibitionist reveals her flesh,
in an attempt to be known through acknowledgement by the other, she denies herseifythe abil
ever be known as a union of subjectivity and objectivity.
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others and to forget her freedom through being lost in clothing that makesnseamed
by the gaze of others. Nakedness should be contrasted with ilitlity.former is bare,
pure objecthood, thingness. The latter, however, is paradoxical. Ilry,nindite is the
presence of human agency and responsibility, where in how the body isopdised, it
is without vulnerability but is instead expression. In a nude commanity the context
of art, nudity is the body clothed by the symbolic force of meamingity can, then, be
an expression of suspended seriousness about the body, a form of glalyis potential
of nudity could be transformed into a manifestation of bad faith in iatyasf ways.

The nude’s absence of nakedness could make the Other experiense afse
nakedness through shame or embarrassment at looking at the nude ippaopinate
way. That Other's gaze in effect turns upon itself in a sensbjettification through
shame. In that relationship, the nude is more like the Sartreast sdmh objectifies the
other through making the self appear disembodied, for the nude, in sumhtextc
transforms nakedness of the body through making the body seemirgpehs. If the
nude attempts to fix the gaze of the other on the body, however, rieldétien of desire,
the result would be as a desired desire, which, as Sartre shawsaisifestation of (bad
faith) love and masochism. Sartre’s critique of masochism andnsaslithat both slide
into each other—to control others leads to being controlled by suclifat) ehere
sadism becomes masochism, masochism becomes sadism—the @suabrsgation of
freedom.

Our discussion of the symbolic force of nudity and its potential for flagh

brings to the fore the phenomenological significance of dress pube apparently bare

% See, e.g., Kenneth Clarkiéie Nude: A Study in Ideal ForgRrinceton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1972).
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body, for nudity reveals itself to be as “read-able” as algthAs Ruth Barcan noted in
her bookNudity: A Cultural Anatomy“nakedness is intersubjective; it could not exist
without the gaze of the othet>’There is no way to escape the dilemma of reconciling
objectification from an Other and individual transcendent subjectigitihough it may
seem as if nudity is a return to a pre-deceptive state vtherdifficulties inherent in
clothing have vanished, this idea would be misguided. As Barcan poudiify is not a
state to be idealized; language and clothing are both necesdiarnlgted and alienating,
but they are nonetheless productive of human subjectivity and soctalEy&n the bad
faith masochist who reverts to a state of total nudity to esthe individuating aspects
of clothing is still an inherent subjectivity, whether she acknowledges it telhersot.

While there are nudist camps and colonies about and many mayepedsie
masochistic bad faith, this attitude can be manifest in waysathanot quite as extreme.
Some do not go so far as to embrace total nudity at all timeshénat are those who
refuse to engage with actual fashion or clothing at all. Mamarwintentionally
threadbare clothes or intentionally unattractive and unappealingngothmi refuse to
choose what to wear. Perhaps they believe, like the contempapatgrhthat choosing
or exercising concern for such matters might display too much cdnaern with
recognition, conformity, and thus their objectification.

Finally, there is the individual who so longs for relationship ®te throws
herself completely into a group. The masochist regards not onQthee but also others
as an ideal, she sees the Other and others as everythingwilhegaot only to change

but also to become anything for the sake of joining the group. Shéhdilaafé waiter, is

% Ruth BarcanNudity: A Cultural Anatomgl.ondon: Berg Publishers, 2004), 23.
86 H
Ibid, 51.
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as a being-in-itself, always determined by her audiencéhodgh she ultimately
sacrifices her autonomy to become a member of the group, she fdigets twas
voluntary or tells herself the lie that the group made her whassdred imputes to them a
material authority — that it was objectively legitimate fioat group to have such a right.
She adopts a spirit of seriousness in which the dictates of the gx@migeyond one’s
choosing. This materialization of value, combined with masochisti@Bgctification,
leads to her entanglement in bad faith. Unfortunately, this iscantstance faced by
many, if not most, women.

Fashion, or an obsession with appearance, has historically been cahstdetly
a “women's realm.” But how exactly are women more guiltyhef kind of offering of
the self for objectification—i.e., masochism? Whether against wikior through their
own choice, it is commonplace to acknowledge that women are fregumatle
culturally objectified than men. As such, they are frequently matenized, more often
stripped of liberty, and more frequently referred to through WHodysed and
objectifying terms. Along with this seemingly unavoidable difjeation that appears to
be a necessary fact of femininity, women are also thought to be ynapeeitful and
shameful. This mentality is a reflection of sex and gendensi@s forms of the spirit of
seriousness. Because many women feel particularly victimized in tleetirtumstances,
they adopt a bad faith attitude toward their identity, uniquely maedetrough dress,
make up, among other aspects of their embodiment. Iris Marion Youngssesirehis
point brilliantly in her essay “Five Faces of Oppression.” In #orteto elucidate the
distinct motives behind oppressive acts, she deals with the fomaditgroups, a concern

with which Sartre has much affinity in his later work, t@eitique of Dialectical
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Reasorf’ Young points out that:

One of the main contributions of poststructuralist philosophy has beexpbse

as illusory this metaphysic of a unified self-making subjegtiwwhich posits the

subject as an autonomous origin or an underlying substance to which estobut
gender, nationality, family, role, intellectual disposition, and so @htattach.

Conceiving the subject in this fashion implies conceiving consciousagss

outside of and prior to language and the context of social int@maetihich the

subject enters®
For Young, “groups constitute individuals,” instead of the individual bemtglogically
prior to the group. In this sense, she is contributing a particutar & nuance to the
understanding of Sartrean facticifyls a group a part of one’s facticity? Or is the group
yet another distraction from the being-for-itself?

In a group, people see themselves simultaneously as both doubled amshid#fer
appealing to their narcissistic tendencies and desire forhan tt validate them through
the other's gaze. Groups of people who more or less dress idgréicabmplish these
dual goals most effectively. Hence, the margin of differeoimats very small and is
determined according to each group’s sensibilities and values. Some @ERIpPS
composed of people who are more narcissistic; therefore, their dassso reflect
themselves more closely, with more emphasis on drawing attéattbem more than to

others in the group, versus groups whose search for the Other ispnooieunced,

allowing for a lack of emphasis on the self in their attire.

87 Jean-Paul Sartr€ritique of Dialectical Reasqi/ol. 1, trans. Alan Sheridan-Smith, ed. by
Jonathan Rée, foreword by Frederic Jameson (London: Verso, 2004).

% Iris Marion Young, “Five Faces of Oppression,” frdmstice and the Politics of Difference.
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1990), 45.

8 Her account is in direct contrast to Sartre. If it's true that “ourtities are defined in relation
to how others identify us, and they do so in terms of groups which are always afsacgtad
with specific attributes, stereotypes, and norms” then we are always iaittacGee Young, 46.
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The Fashion Victim

As Bjorn Schiermer recounts in fashion Theonarticle “Fashion Victims: On
the Individualizing and De-individualizing Powers of Fashion”: “an essemnaidlof
fashion victimization is the display of exces8For Schiermer, closely following
Simmel’s writings on the “Modenarr,” the fashion victim is the person who thinksshe i
playing the game, but exaggerates each trend to such a degree that ultimappesing
ridiculous. Additionally, she is unaware of her own ridiculousness — she is, in fact,
convinced that she looks good, that she has achieved the highest level fashion through the
emphatic embracing of certain styles.

The fashion victim then is the prime example of a person in bad faith. Schiermer
writes, “What is at stake in fashion is rather a problem of a socio-exadteature: in the
eyes of the beholder, the fashion victim has lost himself to blind social dyniamics
objects that are considered too common, overtly ‘fashionable,’ clichéd or stecabtypi
The fashion victim, as the paradigmatic bad faith masochist, sets hergmif up
disappointment. Schiermer adds: “A fashion victim, as we have seen, is an individual

who negates his own individuality in the very act of exercisintfit.”

Conclusion: Exposure

Because bad faith is fundamentally a lie to the self, @ hehich the self knows

90 Schiermer, 86
1 |bid. 87
2 pid. 91
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she is lying, one who is engaged in a bad faith perspective sf@ags exposure, being
found out, being forced to face the truth of freedom. This fear of ex@asumcredibly
significant in this discussion. It is no coincidence, | think, thahdexposed is the
opposite of being dressed. Clothing, as the literal covering obodies, conceals the
exposure that those in bad faith most fundamentally fear. In nefete clothing and bad
faith, this fear of exposure takes two forms — both issuesttifribt fitting the body and
not fitting the group. If we think more literally about the exampleclothing, when
would clothing be likely to expose something intended to be hidden? Byeslsen it
doesn't fit. So this idea of not fitting, or rather, not fittinghecomes very pertinent to
the discussion.

One of my most embarrassing moments as a child occurregyguhunch stop at
a McDonald's during a family vacation. During the previous four-hautrg@ my shoes
had become misplaced among all the luggage in the back seatcaf thevas forced to
wear my father's much-too-big tennis shoes into the fast-fotaurast. | still remember
the feelings of shame and embarrassment which | feltseeihed that everyone in this
crowded restaurant was staring at me wearing clothing léedyc did not fit. As a result,
| felt that | inherently did not fit in. There are similar exales to be found throughout
many people’s experiences, for clothing allows for these highthestrated ways of
“reading” someone's body to see if they “fit.” Do they fit intoith®dy? Do they fit into
their clothes? Do their clothes fit into our group? This multetieexperience of “fitting
in” is at the heart of one’s anxiety over joining groups. But @tvéery deepest level is a
profound existential fear of being found as an outsider, of fundamefrallyitting in,”

or being exposed as an imposter or a phony.
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To be exposed is to be cast out, revealed as an imposter, anrpatsigiegknown.
This is so great a fear because to be “known” as a self, andundl, is ultimately to be
known in context, specifically in the context of a group. And to be @aisis to lose
context, and therefore lose identity. (However, the even biggee&aitony is that to be
a self is to exist in freedom, and the freedom to choose yourxtoatel/or what to do
given the context.)

But the twist is that the bad faith masochist is someone wpiacily desires to
be an exhibitionist, to expose herself whether through nudity, higinigghtber
objectification, or through exhibitionistic, flamboyant, over-the-top clotfin§o, even
though her deepest fear is of exposure (real exposure, not fittirghaexplicitly plays
with fire by intentionally exposing herself in other ways. Perhhijssis also another way
of maintaining the lie: “See, I've exposed myself already,h&®e honest | am, how
vulnerable | am....” The exhibitionist “longs to expose her naked.sather physically
or psychologically.” The exhibitionistic masochist realizes theposure (or
vulnerability) is the way to gain trust from others, yet shesddenaintain a balance. The
exhibitionist specifically exposes parts of the body to atta#teintion, recognition, and
acknowledgement. In the masochistic attitude, there is a patatitexposure” of the
self, but only the self as an object. For the masochist, behavingvey &o attract
attention is an end in itself. With such a focus on objectificatlm ntasochist prevents
herself from ever being known as an embodied subjectivity.

| cannot pass over what is the most mythological instance pdsexe and
expulsion. The idea of being cast out of context is where this rmge¢s another very

important story in the history of clothing — the story of Adam and Bdam and Eve

% Nudity is where we all become objects — see Barcan.
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were cast out of the Garden of Eden once their nakedness was devidaegreat,
embedded fear in bad faith is that of exposure. And while bad agtlvays, ultimately,
an attempt to hide, at times through an attempt to “fit in,” therrisk is always that of
exclusion and expulsion from the garden.

A feature of modern society is the underlying conviction that utéimano
personal thought or experience is out of reach. In effect, that maddsrn society one
of constant exposure. Intimacy in relationships is sacrificesialm an environment of
exposure, for how could the intimate be met if everything isimcyple available to all?
And more, where freedom is the premium value, how could intimacy diewmnere
reaching to the other is understood as risking one’'s own freedom®mig point,
independence must yield to such a sacrifice.

Fashion, too, offers the challenge of acceptance and defiance.ddn torbe
accepted by others, in polite society, or in fashionable societyplgpenust accept not
only the inevitability of clothing but also its conditions of meaning.

Because fashion is one of the very first cultural cues individsesl out to
others, they simply must be aware of what message they radengeAnd they must
make some compromises in order to gain the benefit of creatitigmstaps with others.
Society may have been based on a lie, and we may all be, dmvravithout these

seemingly “inauthentic” attitudes, we are all alone.
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CHAPTER FOUR:

BAD FAITH SADISM: REPULSION AND INVISIBILITY

“But everything happens as if | wished to get hold
of a man who runs away and leaves only his coat in
my hands. It is the coat, it is the outer shell which |
possess. | shall never get hold of more than a body,
a psychic object in the midst of the world.”

Jean-Paul Sartre

As much as clothing may be utilized to seduce others and draw tuivars the
self, it may also be used to build barriers, to protect the self put up walls of
distinction and separation. While the bad faith masochist longs to wildhe other,
literally becoming the other in her flee from freedom and resbpitihs the bad faith
sadist not only desires to separate herself completely fromtllee, but also to deny the
other her own subjectivity. It is not enough for the sadist to bereé from any kind of
dependence on another, but she must rob others of their legitineterfreHer behavior
therefore creates a barrier that prohibits genuine relationship from ogcurri

Clothing facilitates this attitude in a unique way. The eleroéntasquerade that
is an almost unavoidable aspect of clothing contributes to, and feed§ affsadistic
attitude of bad faith. Additionally, the sadistic impulse towardsilwlity, or becoming a
disembodied transcendence, may be seen in an individual’s relationskipthing.
Finally, the kind of cruelty or humiliation that the sadistitade ultimately manifests
toward others can be read as a sort of underlying theme in thierfasdustry. In
looking at these aspects of contemporary individuals’ interactiohschathing, one may

come to see how sadistic behaviors produce a two-sided blindnessiieétskalist seeks
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to control the world by being the sole point of view by which it emaoobject, her efforts
collapse into their opposite, as we have seen in our discussion @¢hiss. The sadist
attempts to see without being seen, which leads to her failuseahg how her
investments lead to her, in effect, being seen. Her self-gabgtanarcissism is

particularly fueled through experiences surrounding clothing.

Sadism and the Other

Both sadistic and masochistic manifestations of bad faith auisef interactions
with the Other. While bad faith is a fundamental lie to the gaklies, as discussed, on
social conditions for its possibility. Although for Sartre bad fathossible in all aspects
of human reality, it is clear that desire (as we saw irmptlegious chapter) is intricately
bound up with these issues of bad faith. Sartre writes: “Desma attempt to strip the
body of its movements as of its clothing and to make it exigtigsflesh; it is an attempt
to incarnate the Other’s body"Where masochism is characterized by the desire to be
desired, sadism is characterized by the desire to control and possess.

As with masochism, there is the distinction between playingisadnd serious
sadism. The former, as in sexual play, has limits; its purpose, in the realla-playing,
offers the respect of agency where the masochist could, ingleinsay “stop.” The
serious sadist, however, will not yield because of being serabuost the project of
erasing the freedom of the Other.

Social relations fuel serious sadism in precisely the foligwway: when

encountering an Other in a social interaction, the person in bdd egiteriences an

% sartre, 506.
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intense incompatibility between the two transcendent freedontisg@klf and the other).
This anguish or anxiety developed in the face of two irreconeilabedoms leads the
sadist to choose how to treat the Other in a way that does not coispithe sadist’s
own freedom. The sadist resolves to preserve her freedom (dwsircdse actually
exaggerate her existing freedom) through viewing or treatiegOther (and others)
strictly as an object or an instrument. The sadist then bectimesole freedom or
perspective of consciousness.

In this desire to become an all-encompassing freedom to theneetrof the
Other’'s freedom, the sadistic individual enforces a regimented tibioggiion of the
Other. This objectification leads to indifference toward théneDtat best; hatred
culminating in harsh violence and/or humiliation directed towardQtieer at worst, in
the most intense scenarios. For Sartre, the sadism/masochkisotodiy is a desire to
transcend the Other or to be transcended. He writes: “Whatdist seeks to appropriate
is in actuality the transcendent freedom of the victim. But treedom remains on
principle out of reach. And the more the sadist persists in tgedi@ other as an
instrument, the more this freedom escapes ffm.”

While the masochist is an exhibitionist, the sadist is the voyédne sadist longs
to be nothing but a disembodied viewpoint. While masochism is losinglbimtesger-
identification with being the Other, sadism is losing intersubjdgtini lack of empathy
in order to achieve social dominance as pure subjectivity. The $ags to be a pure
viewpoint, in which the Other is strictly and only an object to be seen.

But when the sadist is forced to recognize her own objectiaitygl/or

embodiment, her attitude toward the other becomes more extremeaesid This is

% |bid, 525.
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when the sadist begins to act toward the other with actual meitiolence in mind.
This is most often illustrated in behaviors that humiliate thero8mecifically for Sartre,
“the sadist does not seek to suppress the freedom of the one whom he tortures but to force
this freedom to freely identify itself with the tortured figS° The sadist seeks to inflict
pain, violence, and torture on the other; most basically this is adhiex@ugh viewing
the other as an instrument. “In sadism the emphasis is put onnsbtimental
appropriation of the incarnated Other.... sadism is a refusal to bmated and a flight
from all facticity and at the same time an effort to gedhall the Other’s facticity,”
Sartre writeS” The Other must appear dramatically and strictly as objedtifiesh in
order to satisfactorily reaffirm the sadist’'s absolutedc@ndence. To accomplish this,
“the sadist treats the Other as an instrument in order to ntakeOther’'s flesh
appear...?® This aspect of sadism is very important to keep in mind as | beginravel
the ways in which clothing in general and the fashion industry iticpkar bolster and

nurture a sadistic bad faith dynamic.

Differentiation

While it is a natural human inclination to long for union or todoee one with

the other, it is also a natural inclination to seek to differentia self from the othér.

The act or experience of differentiation is fundamental to émstocuction of the self. In

% |pid, 523.

7 Ibid.

% Ibid.

% See Georg Simmel for more on this point.
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fact, it is through differentiation that the self is in a seasguired, gained, earned, or
bestowed upon an individual. But, an exaggerated need to differentiabatdeads to
sadism. When the normal desire for self-differentiation becomsplaced or
misunderstood, then ideas of possession and control lead to issues of sadism.

In the phenomenological tradition writers speak of the moment of self-
differentiation as the instant one comes to know one’s “ownness.” iMipa&tance of
this concept to sadism is significant. Sadism is simultaneouslyxaessive desire to
differentiate oneself from others and an inability to effectiveljferentiate —
specifically, to acknowledge the Other as a unique self. The skutgs to be
differentiated from others to such a degree that she seed hsrde only ego capable of
experiencing genuine subjectivity. In a sense, though, everythsngdzame one’swn,
or rather un-differentiated from the self.

It is also through understanding this concept of ownness that oneemahes
sadistic self as solipsistic. While the world is a pamrd’s experience, one is also part
of the Other’s intentional experience of the world. Sadismfalare to recognize this
analogy between the self, others, and the intersubjective retaponenstitutive of
sociality; the sadist could therefore be characterized byluaefdo see or acknowledge
reciprocity.

For Sartre, when one perceives an Other, it is often Bratlaody, as an object, a
thing. Yet, the serious sadist is never able to move beyond th& objectification of
the Other. The masochist needs the gaze of the other for idefinvhile the sadist needs
to objectify the other through acts of differentiation. This erisdé desire for

differentiation has many different manifestations. One releexaimple is found in
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adolescence. The early teen years are the time when nhastrites of passage occur; it

is also not a coincidence that this is the time when bodiedliitereange from childlike

to adult — and are therefore capable of adult functiBhsThe years from twelve to
eighteen represent the period of time when most individuals arglyh@asested in
forming their personality, or rather, creating their personalitg aery clearly
differentiating themselves as individuals. They are given redmbtysin certain areas
and are beginning to be viewed as adults, as fully accountable and responsible persons

A hugely visible manifestation of this creation of personalitgiated to clothing
and appearance. In fact, the modification procedures that accompamy rées of
passage into adulthood are physical, bodily reminders of one's placenes
responsibility within the group’® It is interesting to note that within tribal forms of
initiation there is the implied idea that reaching adulthood isvdqge, a badge of honor
to be won. In the United States today, however, adulthood is seenasiravus and
unpleasant sign of growing old. Many would rather not take on respaysioil
accountability, preferring to hold onto childhood indefinitely.

If sadism can be understand as a breakdown or failure to difégeent
appropriately — either through a total disregard for others orsalaaced control over
others (especially the freedom of others), then it would follow dhsadistic individual
would be greatly invested in playing with the idea of boundaries. @Gtptitself

represents a variety of boundaries. It highlights the boundaries dfothe It is the

190 n fact, the idea of an extended adolescence, as is commonly recognizetliitéal States,
is a fairly recent invention. It used to be case that children pseEgterectly to adulthood, in
one brief moment.

101 gych mutilation still occurs in a variety of places; for example: ieatipg, tattooing, and
fraternity brothers who brand each other with a hot branding iron to signégyrfehtoonding and
belonging.
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boundary between intimate flesh and the social body-for-others. Clalsagepresents
boundaries and barriers between others. Dress is a defirerialff sfanding and class, as
well as an indicator of religion, ethnic membership, gender, andjtsjueer fashion,

sexual orientation.

Masks and Masquerade

A particularly relevant manner of speaking of differentiationdress is to
ruminate on the masquerade quality of dress. As a mask, clothingpsets obvious
boundary between the self and others as it presents an actualaphbygsrier. It clearly
defines, through all the elements of costume, who an individual is $oesl¢o be). But
when regarded as strictly a costume, the question of sinceritiress surfaces. A
costume implies taking on a persona, donning a mask, and allowing soa peneath to
remain hidden. It is a way to see and not be seen. As Robertbér Wates inThe
Created Self

Masks [also] give us the license to be someone else, hiding thiesetuaAs

such, they are different than makeup, tattoos, and the like. With thess, fwe

are not hiding who we are, just changing some aspect of our appegrariagps
to perfect it. But with masks we become someone or somethingaeldet the
same time we hide who we df8.

Gilles Lipovetsky outlines the ways in which clothing allows ooée‘dhange

one’s skin,” to become an alternate self, to metamorphose as thoagingva mask:

“Visit the grand dressmakers and you will feel not like youiara shop, but rather in a

192 Richard WeberThe Created Self: Reinventing Body, Persona, SfiNgw York: W.W.
Norton and Company, 2001), 186.
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portrait studio of an artist who will make your dresses ‘a poraad a likeness of

yourself.”” He continues, “The psychologizing of appearance i®rapanied by the

narcissistic pleasure of transforming oneself in one’s ovas eyd those of others, of
‘changing one’s skin’ — or feeling like — and becoming — someone Blsehanging the

way one dresses.” In this way, fashion “help[s] women to eXi3t.”

Yet J.C. Flugel, whosBsychology of Clothedetails many of the motives behind
the human need for clothing, most clearly identifies the very awteafing clothes as
donning a mask:

When we wear a mask, we cease, to some extent, to be oursetvesnceal

from others both our identity and the natural expression of our emotionnand i

consequence, we do not feel the same responsibility as when ourafaces

uncovered; for it appears to us that, owing to our unrecognizabitity, tiae
alteration in our personality, what we may do in our masked stataot be
brought up as evidence against us when we resume our normal unmasked lives

The masked person is, therefore, apt to be freer and less inhibitedn betling

and in action, and can do things from which he might otherwise be impgded

fear or shame. Hence the highwayman, the burglar, and the exeruhave
frequently worn masks, and a masked ball permits of the lessinest
expression of certain tendencies, notably the erotic ones, tharhaswise
possiblet®*
The above quote demonstrates the ways in which the “mask of clothirigé fashion
mask may be equated with the forms of deceit. Both the sadisthe masochist of
Sartrean bad faith could be said to wear a mask in that they boteat their full

identities — the masochist by clinging to the material and obgeotture of the mask and

the sadist by refusing to acknowledge her own embodiment and preférei invisibility

193 Gilles Lipovetsky The Empire of Fashion: Dressing Modern Democréynceton:
Princeton University Press, 2002), 79.
194 John FlugelThe Psychology of Cloth¢sondon: The Hogarth Press, 1950), 52.
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of the masK® Indeed, the “mask is a means of erasing personal identity,” Carllro
writes in Fashioning the Frame“The coexistence of concealment and exposure,
insulation and mediation, is one of the principal features of aksang garments and is
conveyed by their explicit incarnation of the imperative of sgcaetd the attendant
invitation to unmask the secref’®

For many, the association of fashion with a mask stems fr@motigoing
affiliation between clothing and women. As Ruth Barcan argudsguntity: A Cultural
Anatomy

The masquerade, both as historical practice and as metaphokelasdibeen a

cultural site in which the complexities of gender, identity, aesird have been

played out in contradictory and politically uncertain ways. ... [son@sv]
femininity itself as a kind of masquerade. ... Womanliness is worn like at¥ask.

And additionally concerning make-up: “Imagined as a form of clothingmask,
[makeup] has been regarded as a sign of in-authenticity. A laijdrasees makeup as
part of the feminine repertoire of masquerade techniques, dicearsed to disguise
authentic identity.**® Clement of Alexandria purported that “applying things unsuitable
to the body, as if they were suitable, begets a practiyengf and a habit of falsehood...
they turn their faces into mask¥® Additionally, according to Richard Brilliant: “[Masks
and faces] are both transparent and opaque, because such masks cobeesd thighin

from others, blocking their access to it, while simultaneously makingocial

105 Fashioning the Frame: Boundaries, Dress, and the B@dyallro and Warwick even refer
to a mask as an “exhibitionistic disguise” — perfectly describing a sadoghistic attitude
toward clothing.

106 \warwick and Cavallro, 129

7 Barcan, 58.

198 |pid.

199 Efrat TseelonThe Masque of Femininity: The Presentation of Woman in Everyday Life.
(London: Sage Publications Ltd. 1995), 35.
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commitment to these same others by presenting some visible, ¢t@ngitde form of the
self that might be recognized®
How is clothing like a mask and how is a mask symbolic of afestation of

(serious) sadism? Masquerade, or wearing a costume, is amlmeaspect of fashion.
Beyond the fact that clothing literally covers the body, clothitayel for the creation of
artifice, or persona, through various garments and the symbolierpainclothing. As
Flugel wrote in his seminal texthe Psychology of Clothes

Gorgeous or voluminous clothes, the shape of which departs largelyttiedrof

the human frame itself, tend to substitute an artificial saftbndy for the natural

corporeal body, and, by disguising the latter almost beyond recogniti create

the illusion that man is different than what he really is... khdies with all their

imperfections persist underneath; and since they constitute a essential,

permanent, and inescapable part of our being, than our clothes, thepeadiple

demands that we should make our peace with them and live with theems) if
not of affection, at least of toleratidf.

Types of Masks

Masquerade is in a sense necessary to fashion, but how is ttaterede fleshed out, so
to speak, in the actual garments one wears? The concept of a mesfierence to
clothing may be understood both positively and negatively. It seems péatsibleak
down the notion of mask into those which asadf-expressivand those which argelf-
constraining | would argue that self-expressive masks — or cases in wigiersan feels
that she is uniquely expressing the self, but is in fact adutgof bad faith — are

detrimental to others, while self-constraining masks — casesveheerson in a sense

119 Alexandra Warwick and Dani Cavallar&ashioning the FramgNew York: Berg
Publishing, 1998), 130.
M Fugel, 222.
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conceals his/her “true self” in order to adopt a certain sociabpa — are very beneficial
to others. As Joanne Finkelstein puts it: “The controlled body is tssppd to
sociability.™*2

One who wears clothing as a masquerade in the self-expresssgermay make
herself believe she isnproving upon the self — uncovering the “real self” through the
covering over of the body. These individuals may use props as & roeaneating a
better, new and improved version of the self. They wear the bodfyatsel garment —

something which may be taken on and off and exchanged for an updatech venen

the need arises. Robert Ezra Park describes this phenomenon well:

It is probably no mere historical accident that the word persda firgt meaning is
a mask. It is rather a recognition of the fact that everyenalways and
everywhere, more or less consciously, playing a role... It iease roles that we
know each other; it is in these roles that we know ourselves. ...thgsk m
represents the conception we have formed of ourselves — thea@ee striving to
live up to -- this mask is our truer self, the self we wouldtikbe... We come into
the world as individuals, achieve character, and become persdnas.

Yet, as is the case with costume, despite the magnified ofpaity” of the
character, the original person beconmgsible They must for the masquerade to be
effective. This invisibility, which is a component of masquerade,kspeathe kind of
sadism that has been discussed. In an ironic over-emphasis on persomligrsona,
the wearer of the costume becomes lost, invisible.

Whether self-improving or self-constraining, when hidden under a ntesketf

is altered or changed, put out of view. In a masquerade, an individesltsrough

112 Joanne FinkelstejriThe Art of Self Invention: Image and Identity in Popular Visuatu@el
(London: I.B. Tauris, 2007), 97.

3 Erving GoffmanThe Presentation of the Self in Everyday (Mew York: Doubleday, 1959),
19.
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peepholes of the mask, but is not in turn seen for who she is. Shle i® aontrol the
physical aspects of herself, and to defy her facticity, atiagpd become, as it were, an
absolute transcendence. This aspect of masquerade is whats atteacsadist to an
overuse of clothing. The sadist uses clothing to hide, to become “ieyidid@cause as
invisible, she cannot be identified. She is not bound by bodily constréiatethers,
therefore she is not responsible to others.

The sadistic interplay between masquerade and invisibility gigislithe ways in
which clothing allows us to hide in various roles. If the self dedivebecome invisible
then the physical self that is presented must become a madegus@ the self must
choose what role, what persona he or she will play. In this sensepriyolling
everything that the other sees, the sadsstershe gaze of the other, essentially denying
the other’'s basic human freedom to see what she desires td-eeg¢he sadist, to be
invisible is preferable, but second to that, controlling every aspente’'s appearance is
desired. If one can control what the other perceives, then one controls the other.

Sadism is simultaneously a desire for invisibility in clothing amasquerade. In a
sense, although donning a mask or wearing clothing as an exdmagtume may draw
more attention to the self, it is also a way to appear invisible or to hide the sebidnogn
visible. While the physical actions and manifestations may besémee, when the
masochist dresses flamboyantly the purpose sapturethe gaze of the other, for the
true self to find meaning in the gaze of the other. In the ofdke sadist however,
masquerade is an attempt to separate the self from the obheliffédrentiate or
distinguish, to put the self (or the bodily vulnerable self) “out ofwieso to speak, in

order to leave nothing but the gaze.
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It seems relevant to think of the medieval suit of armor. Wihbbdy completely
encased in metal, the knight in his armor peers out of tinytkkiisobscure even the
appearance of his eyes. He is nothing but a warrior, acting avicigm but beyond harm.
His armor seals his body, making it irrelevant as he movesafdras a killing machine.
As mentioned before, fashion embodies this perspective in which theappéwars as a
garment. It is a picture of the armored self or clothing as armor.

But what is this transformed and masked body armored against?thghaiask
of clothing really concealing? What is the secret? Understamlimiging as a mask is
also to see clothing as an attempt to avoid death, to conceal deedinceal the fleshly
body as the locus of death. For many, as seen in the case sédis¢, the fact of
embodiment is too much. The living body itself is too harsh of a remiafiehe
inevitability of death and/or human finitude. The body representgéingon as both
subjectivity known through an objective nature. So in such instances, thed@owdnly
be desired when dead. Only then is the gravity and threat of hunséenexei alleviated.
And yet this sort of refusal or denial of death leads to a specific kind of eabtidth —
bad faith. Just as the peasant rides away from the clutches Girittn Reaper only to
meet him in the next town, a denial of the body leads to inevitablé dé the self. The
idea of the mask is somehow linked to death, opposed to life. A is\asktic, speaking
to the still face of death. Uncovering some of the many fadfefsis idea of the mask
may help reveal how a shift in terminology may help answer tleendia of clothing
through a perspective that is less susceptible to a bad faith attitude.

Although it is beyond the scope of the project at hand, much has betmwn

the association of beauty with death (and more unfortunately, the comnbetween
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femininity, beauty, and death), but it is worth noting that the dehidle body as the site
of illness, death, and disease is again a manifestation of bad'fasbauty is most
essentially a denial of (the ugliness of) death, but in so bbmauty often evokes (or
taunts) death.

Masks have long been associated with religious rituals — botbrimitive
societies as well as more advanced cultures. A ritual isadiorate (religiously oriented)
game™® “Spirit possession and masking represent different points aleogtauum of
techniques of identity display and transformation, but have in commorhéyaboth rely
for their effectiveness upon semiotic processes that reveal nowvbat is displayed, but
also that display is taking plac&'®

It is significant to think of masks and spiritual possessionlagetkaspects of the
same phenomenon. As contemporary culture shifts towards an acceptanetacs and
shape-shifting, such as those found in computer games and vampiteafinvge giving
in to a form of “possession” akin to those of ancient times? To besépssd” is not so
far away from being “masked.” When possessed one is someonareisepetween,” a
no-body — one is not responsible for one’s actions — or at least thespunsible. As a
possessed, masked, no-body, one is dead — calling to mind the dehéh sgif that

results from the bad faith attitude.

In addition to the ways in which a mask taunts death throughatsmugligious

114 See Jacque Lynn Foltyn, “To Die For: Skull Style and Corpse Chic hidFeBesign,

Imagery, and Branding3can Journal 7, no. 2 (November 2010):
http://scan.net.au/scan/journal/display.php?journal_id=abd Caroline Evarfsashion at the
Edge: Spectacle, Modernity, Deathlinéskew Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2003) for more
on beauty and death.

115 Confession is a social game, a ritual of revelation. Ithis socially-ordained space for
revealing the self.

18 Donald Pollock. “Masks and the Semiotics of Ideritifihe Journal of the Royal
Anthropological Institutel, number 3 (Sept 1995): 593.
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rituals, where individuals are transformed in an effort to enti@@pease gods or deities,
masks can also be used to turn one individual into a representattieeofindividuals.
As a representative, or a symbol of others, an individual presdalseaversion of the
self — but not simply in presenting a substitute self, but in ptiegea self that is more
than it is. To present the self under a disguise is to presait that is not true. But to
allow the self to become a representation of a type (or aairegroup of
selves/individuals) is also not true, but because it is a falea®an of the self, it is a
self with additional meaning layered upon it. The individual hasntan a certain kind
of responsibility as a representative that isn't otherwise present.

When used in a ritual, it may be clear that a mask is wormpaas of a
performance. In cases of everyday appearances, however, maskshenderse of
fashion are not recognized as a display. The projected imageeisted as truth. (Only a
veil gives the vivid awareness that display is taking place.)

Ultimately, to wear a mask is to attempt to control appeasanaeontrol others’
perception. It is a combination of control and deceit, exercised ghrperformance.
And wearing clothing as a mask manifests the same degiee.ddnger of the mask
however is forgetting one is wearing it and coming to belieydeasing falsehood.
Instead of a reminder of freedom, becoming unmasked could bring hioniliand
shame'!’ Writes Benjamin Kilborne iDisappearing PersonsThe word ‘shame’ goes
back to the Old High German roetama ‘to cover oneself.” Shame is ‘a cover, a mask.’

Schemenn modern German means ‘shadow’ or ‘ghost.” Repeatedly we havehseen

117\we should remember Sartre’s observation of the ironic dimension chsdubwever;

controlling others is an effective way of being controlled through a lossato
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the hiding of shame is about the shame of shdrfe Most of our desire to cover our
bodies at all has to do with shame — the fear of exposure andtimgt ifit This need or
urge to cover the self has many different facets, but in e aba mask, it is known as

deceit.

Invisibility: Sadism and the Fashion Industry

Although for most of this discussion | have been focusing on clothihgrrttan
fashion (or the fashion industry proper) there is an important pointterehould not be
missed. The fashion industry, the commercial giant and alletngalices, is responsible
for the manufacture, advertisement, and distribution of most of the clothing in thESvest.
One very important component of the fashion industry is fashion magaZimssso-
called “beauty pornography” aims primarily at displaying rupwgarments and haute
couture as well as profiling influential designers. However, thenmaof the content of
these magazines is advertisements in which any variety ofybesated products are
sold using exceptionally gorgeous photo-shopped models.

Feminist author Naomi Wolf wrote in her 1991 manifeBbe Beauty Mythhat
these magazines are responsible for a unique kind of victimizatievowfen. These
magazines perpetuate the myth, Wolf claimed, that women must beglybeautiful
and flawless to be useful or appreciated in society. These”“iteseems, support a
certain kind of sadism specifically directed toward women.

While | have been discussing sadism in one of its milder msatitess, Sartre

8 Kilborne, 124.
1191 am speaking primarily of the United States, although the “fashion igtiastisuch is very
connected to countries such as France and ltaly.
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makes it very clear iBeing and Nothingnesthat sadism is in fact characterized by
potential violence and often cruelty toward others. The saeetssto humiliate those
whom she desires. Wolf's argument(Tine Beauty Mytlseems to support the notion that
these fashion magazines bolster sadistic bad faith attitudedtawzamen, both by men
against women and by women against women. This sadism is egppoialbunced in
the case of fashion advertisements — where women are alwayd, myjss half-closed,
dewy lipped, back arched — selling herself and her flesh — as art obgesire, devoid
of subjectivity. Sartre even says of the sadi@@mg and Nothingnesas she is desiring
to constantly face the Other’'s body and objective embodiment: “Tdist $mndles the
Other’'s body, leans on the Other’s shoulders so as to bend him towasdrtihhend to
make his haunches stick up, et€®” The sadist twists, turns, and manipulates the other to
highlight the fleshliness of the body, to accentuate what isseapeto solidify the loss
of the other’s freedom.

Magazine editors, as partners in crime to the advertisers, enbisdikind of
sadism. It's not enough that the women appear so drained of theiduiaity and
personality in these photos — both advertisements and the feature photo spreads — but, like
Sartre writes, “the sadist does not seek to suppress the fresfdtia one whom he
tortures but to force this freedom to freely identify itseiftmthe tortured flesh™* She
needs to literally become one with the tortured version of herself.

Essentially, what these fashion advertisements (and the mythsstipgport)
indicate is an instrumental view of women. This instrumentak & others (and the

self) is at the heart of bad faith. Wolf describes it wéti:suggesting a vision in place of

120 gartre, 522.
121 pid, 523.
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a woman, it has a numbing effect, reducing all senses but thé, @isdampairing even
that.”?? This is why fashion magazines are so susceptible to this kindestifisation —
magazines are nothing but visual. The Beauty Myth perpetuates aomestal,
replaceable view of others. Instead of seeing others, edpag@hen, as unique, both
subjectively and objectively, the beauty myth “gives us the oppositpguiodf there is a
set of features that is lovable, those features are replacéble.”

A related issue that illustrates the humiliating goala e&distic attitude is easily
seen in the celebrity-driven tabloid magazine. While these thhimagazines are
primarily gossip rags, they are close cousins to fashion meagaproper, and they do
contain a certain amount of fashion commentary — such as the “fasisoamdl don'ts”
section. These columns reflect a perspective that is very parnmghe collective social
consciousness — “Let's look, let's analyze and criticize evpectasf a person's physical
presentation and if she comes up short, let's humiliate her.” Theupartsections of a
magazine that illustrate this mentality include photos of ceiebrand average people,
typically with their eyes blacked out, wearing a fashion “don'h&se fashion faux pas
provide a chance for humiliation at the hands of magazine editors. arbey catalyst
through which the sadistic magazine — the transcendent, all seeing eye of tise-echior
highlight the most trivial sartorial transgressions of their victims.

The sadist hates others who have what she cannot have or those whdaweenot
what she has. This feeling of hatred pervades the fashion indushg modern world.

The history of fashion is essentially a story of the “haves! the “have nots” and the

122 Naomi Wolf, The Beauty MytklLondon: Chatto and Windus, 1990), 174.
2% |bid. 172.
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intense animosity and hatred that exists between tfitifthese related attitudes are
symptoms of a very deep-rooted sadism. As a result, the &agir®n industry is built
on a sadistic impulse — fashion magazines themselves are tkeecialdf eye —
disembodied, but judging from afar. Fashion “don'ts” editors mock peopl¢héir
fashion foibles. Red carpet newscasts dissect even the masttpstebrity starlet. All
these reveal a sadistic inclination — | see you, | judge you, dorh't have to be judged.
This is not intersubjectivity. This is solipsism.

Women vacillate between these two extremes — objectificatimh label-
conscious humiliation of one another — perpetuating each behavior witbtlibe
Perhaps in exercising sadism some women think they are comltegtiogjéctification of
masochism, but what happened to the middle? They’'ve now become sastestsl of
masochists — which seems like a positive change — but each atlieddly one side on
the coin of bad faith.

It's important to acknowledge that people who experience one of thessiees
may simultaneously experience the otlféindeed there are many manifestations of both
of these behaviors — some obvious and some not so obvious. These ideas anesdxampl
presented are really intended to be a jumping off point for arldigeussion and are in

no way intended to be comprehensive.

124 For more see books on conspicuous consumption, label consciousness, luxury goods, etc. se
Thorstein Veblen'She Theory of the Leisure Clagana ThomasDeluxe: How Luxury Lost its
Luster, among many others.

125 The corset, for example, serves both sadistic and masochistic purposesoinetimes

painful restriction of the body, it both enhances a woman'’s experience arehassof her own

body even in the disciplining of it.
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Examples of Sadistic Dress

In its cruelty, sadism ultimately desires to see the o#isepure object — an
instrument or machine. There is no better way to accomplishettigction of the other
than to see her as a conglomerate of various parts, or as even one speadifithpathan
a unified whole human being. There is a whole subset of fashion degdted kind of
perspective on the other — fetish dress. At its core, fetishisnage of the parts, over
the whole - the object(s) over the subjective unifying nature. Common exampdéistof f
clothing are the corset, high heels, boots, uniforms of various kinds athingnyade of
leather or rubber. The most classic and recognizable exampleaglist in costume is the
dominatrix. Costume historian Valerie Steele writes of the danmna her bookFetish
“The costume of a dominatrix also implies a scenario in whiataice wishes are
expressed. She wears a mask: Therefore, she is anonymoug; walonto know with
whom | am having sex, and if | don't know, then perhaps she doesn'tvidnow am
either. She looks menacin{®

There is a sense in which this focus on just one part of theevgeoson allows
the sadist to construct a fantasy of the other, rather than sengxperiencing a real,
concrete, actual, living and breathing other. The sadist is comfangdroused by the
limited amount of the other she is allowed to see. This descrifsbon Leopold von
Sacher-Masoch’s infamoudgenus in Furffers an excellent summary: “At the sight of
her lying on the red velvet cushions, her precious body peeping out hdtveemlds of

sable, | realized how powerfully sensuality and lust are arougetegh that is only

12 valerie SteeleFetish: Fashion, Sex, and Pow@tew York: Oxford University Press, 1996),
169.
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partly revealed’ Although its arguable to say that sexuality is alwayscme extent
grounded in fantasy, this kind of fantastical engagement with tiner @ what leaves the
door open for a unique kind of sadistic cruelty. “It is impossible ta@sthe impression
that there is some kind of continuum between minor fetishistic atdnsesochistic
‘kinks’ and some of the ghastly serial crimes that culminaten fan escalating chain of
sexual fantasy and acting odt®

There is also a strange play with metaphor and symbolism at wéekish wear.
Although fetish clothing accentuates only one feature or body p#neavhole, it also
seeks to construct a symbol of a particular area of the bodyeoifis garment. In this
sense, the fetishist desires the whole, but can only focus on theSpartallows the
garment, or the body part it represents, to stand in for the whidéndt deep-rooted fear
of the alienating power of the other that prohibits the fetisaidist from engaging the
whole person in his encounter.

Outside the many obvious examples of sadistic/fetishistic esipressof dress in
sexual situations, one common garment perfectly exemplifies rildeokisadistic attitude
of which Sartre speaks. The classic men’s suit represents ohaing ideals and desires
one finds in sadism. As a garment, the suit is a direct descefidenarmor-*® This
heritage is revealed in the fabric folds and the way thasuhecreates a literal envelope
of the body. Similar to armor, the suit fits the body and yatikaneously obscures it,
making the specific shape and contours of the person underneath undeaditionally

worn with a tie, the suit and the shirt underneath leaves no pidue ofiale exposed save

“T Steele, 144.

128 Glenn Wilson Variant Sexuality: Research and ThedqBaltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1987), 30.

129 See Anne Hollander'Sex and Suits: The Evolution of Modern Driegsamore on the history
of the suit.
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the head and the hands. No other typical ensemble is quite as comuberring and
encasing as the suit. Additionally, most men wear a suit antlundershirt beneath a
button-down shirt, socks along with lace-up shoes, and long extended boxgrusient
the pants. This excessive amount of bodily coverage shows the degmdch these
men would like to gain a transcendent invisibility one that preciske&racterizes the
sadistic attitude towards others.

In a typical corporate office in America, self-expressiar, even self-
identification, is not respected or appreciated. In fact, it snoéixpected that a person
will downplay any traits that makes one unique. So the suit isideal sartorial
component to this sort of atmosphere. Instead of using clothing as res mezelf-
expression, in the office environment it is expected that one tifid any reference to
one’s personality through one’s wardrdB®Now, this attitude reflects what | consider to
be the instrumental attitude towards human beings. In an office, wharémum
productivity is the ultimate goal, individuals are not respectedtteir life or their
experience as human beings, but rather as means to the end of productivity or “the bottom
line.” Any person working for a big corporation is simply contribgtio the making of
money, not enriching their lives and the lives of others as unique hbeiags. This
attitude infects every aspect of the office, especially clgthThe desired invisibility of
the workplace is in itself a bad faith project, using peopleunstntally and replace-ably
and ignoring the dual-sided reality of human existence.

The suit significantly diminishes aspects of sexuality and emisdi for the

male. It “obscures, blurs, and reduces sexuality” by ultimatelgexualizing the male

%01t is true that there are minor variations in style and color ¢ anid other workplace attire,
but I argue that these minor differences still subdue the desire to expresH.the
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and therefore removing him from his corporeality and his factitityn the article
“Fashion and The Fleshly Body: Dress as Embodied Practidegshion TheoryJoanne
Entwhistle writes: “By rendering ‘invisible’ the male body, tkait hides sexed
characteristics, but more importantly, as the standard of adnegsbtablished, this body
is normative within the public sphere, it has come to representahgutand
disembodiment**? This move toward disembodiment once again demonstrates the desire
for invisibility that defines the sadistic bad faith attitude.

In a suit, a man is approaching the kind of invisibility that distacraves. But
with that invisibility he is walking along the treacherous edfyjeompletely vanishing.

As Benjamin Kilborne puts it in his bodksappearing Selves: Shame and Appearance

Fantasies of invisibility express a wish, as well as feanot be seen or known.
However, by putting himself beyond harm’s reach, he who relies osibility
fantasies ipso facto isolates himself from others, ostrahireself, and reinforces
his feelings of helplessness. Whether one is no more than what oresajgpbe
or no more than what one disappears to be, the end result is teeisalation.
Performers run great risks who rely too heavily on fantdbesthey are no more
than they appedr>

Intended to stifle the identity and self-expression of the wearets are inherently

detached, restrained, and menacing.

31 Even when the suit is read or interpreted as sexually priveaar as a signifier of male
“potency” | argue that such sexuality does not stem from a émipraced sense of embodiment
on the part of the male. Suits are referred to as sexy orlsbxtiarecisely because of the power
they indicate and because of the fact that so much of the persoingwvéas hidden. It is a
fetishized sexuality because of the sadistic element.

132 Joanne Entwistle, “Fashion and The Fleshly Body: Dress as Embodi¢idé?t&ashion
Theory4, issue 2 (2000): 323-348

133 Kilborne, 45.
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Conclusion: Narcissism

The desire to be the only transcendent viewpoint ironically agtuedults in
blindness for the sadist. The ultimate voyeur is struck blind byowms inability to
recognize the fundamental realities of her own existencealkisd of false vision rather
than deceit. In sadistic bad faith, according to Sartre, “laadf | were alone in the
world... In a sense, | am reassured, | am self-confident; thaams,in no way conscious
of the fact that the Other’s look can fix my possibilities and my bddfy.”

Knowing and possessing our individual selfhood has become a higher value in our
world than living in and amongst others. This is where the issue of-f@8s” becomes
one of narcissism. The self comes to be understood as much more aboung“cone's
individuality than feeling or knowing oneself to be part of a group. AleGLipovetsky
writes in his bookThe Empire of Fashion‘Fashion has not only made it possible to
display one’s membership in a given rank, class, or nation, it hadveds a vector of
narcissistic individualization, an instrument for enlarging thehaés cult of the self,
even at the heart of an aristocratic aj8.”

This narcissism is an extreme and disabling focus on the csélfet extent to
which the individual begins to lack empathy for others — and perhapabifigy to relate
to others. It is marked by a radical freedom due to a lack pbnsgoility to others. To be
a true narcissist is to live in bad faith because one hasignioe given-ness of existence
specifically in that one is always alreadyitsein being-with-others. A narcissist is

someone who thinks she is a completely transcendent freedom, althouglshall see,

134 Sartre, 496.
1% Lipovetsky, 29.
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masochism also has narcissistic elements. As such sheschaateades that prevent
others from getting too close. But these behaviors are a doubleé-edged — while
protecting, they are also prohibitive.

Instead of looking to seduce others, the narcissist/sadist is stuitk
overwhelming desire. Her desire is to be known fully as aaelboth subject and object,
but she can only manifest herself as subject. Therefore hez dealways thwarted. She
also desires the other as both subject/object, but she can only ezpethe other as
object — an object to be used, discarded, instrumentally involved irottstraction of
her own identity as transcendence. In fact, the more people she&lgaror view strictly
as objects, the more solid her own identity as subjectivity besoAnd yet her desire
continues to grow. She becomes riddled with inexplicable confusionm®llile a
sleepwalker who wakens to find himself in the process of gripfiegtge of the bed
while he can not recall the nightmare which provoked his gesturs.this situation
which is at the origin of sadisn*

So, despite the sadist’s narcissistic desire to transcendrtitatibns of life and
her own point of view, as well as transcending the possibility eingaothers take a
point of view on her, she has in essence made herself disappeana$ become the
invisible woman: “Pure subjectivity is radically individual, [nasis$n] but yet, when
abstracted from an empirical context, it is an empty univet3allgnoring the
subjectivity of others is by implication ignoring one’s own fatticThe two go hand in

hand. As Robert Ehman has put it: “I am always conscious oflimgseerms of my

3¢ 3artre, 517.
3" Robert Enman, “Subjectivity and Solipsisriifie Review of Metaphysi28, 1 (1966): 3.
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empirical situation and my empirical situation is the content yfif®; apart from this, |

would be nothing at all.**®

%8 pid.
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CHAPTER FIVE:

CLOTHING AND FREEDOM

“To shore up his ego, he needs an icon, a holy picture of his
inner self. Only a faultlessly constructed mask will nieet
need and his approval.”

Bernard Rudolfsky

The lie of bad faith leads to a kind of death. Indeed, to demyréedom at the
root of human existence is to deny life itself. And yet, ttteoé lying seems to be at the
very heart of what it means to be social. As Joanne Finkelstgeswn her book he Art
of Self Inventionsociability almost necessarily depends on deceit: “As ®ffecocial
beings, we learn to lie and to identify the lies of others. Indedidei traffic of daily life,
we can count on the practice that everyone lies ... The lieciable rule of sociality**°
But is there a way to salvage the lies that seem to be arnainlevcomponent of social
life — of which clothing is only a part?

As delineated in the previous chapters, the fact of inter-subjgétself seems to
invite a specific kind of bad faith, manifested particularly idisa and/or masochism.
While seemingly an attempt to put others at a distance, both eé thad faith
manifestations are in actuality misunderstood (or misplaced)tefft establishing
intimacy with others. Intimacy is precisely what the masichnd sadist long for, but
the desire is misinterpreted. Therefore the actions they perfoorder to achieve this

desired closeness with others only further cement their projects of dad fait

As we attempt to salvage a form of human interaction thatutiayately aspire

139 Finkelstein, 2008, 71.



107

to be loving and free, | will analyze intimate relationships in relation to clathing

Re-framing Dress

Let us turn to the aesthetic notion of the frame. A phenomenologyedfdime
describes the frame as the context, the presentation, the boundayrtéie. The veil,
or the frame, presents a point of self-enclosure. It is not a guedtisincerity, but of
self-possession and intention. And the frame, theisahe expression of thamtent to
perform. Fashion as the vell is the curtain on the stage of dagiabust as a literal
frame serves to indicate the symbolic, aesthetic nature ofttherk as set-apart, wholly
other, so the frame of fashion connotes the completion of the socidgeae the
embodied self prepared to engage the public world as a symbol oflth@hss is an
explicit affirmation of the self, but the sel§ social.

In aesthetics, there is no deceit in the work of art becauseaiivays already
framed The frame is what sets the work apart, removes it for imgewit is the
conceptual pedestal that establishes it as an object to be \aswedork of art:*® The
frame creates the contextual boundaries that express the hdethis particular object

is to be taken as an art object. For Georg Simmel, the boundaries of the artwork are

that absolute ending which exercises indifference towards and deigaisst the
exterior and a unifying integration with respect of the intemor single act.
What the frame achieves for the work of art is to symboligk sirengthen this
double function of its boundary. It excludes all that surrounds it, and thus, the

1“9 For more on how artworks need a conceptual “frame” or context in order to be &iphppr
understood see Arthur Danfbhe Transfiguration of the Commonplace
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viewer as well, from the work of art, and thereby helps to plaaethat distance

from which alone it is aesthetically enjoyabfé.

The frame both establishes and protects the boundary of the artwork — desighatiig)
the work of art and what it is not.

Likewise, dress as a frame preserves the distinction betWeeself of the social
world and the self that is known through narrative, in the contextlosa community of
others. In other words, the frame of fashion is the physical boundavedyethe public
and private self. In this way, the metaphor of the veil will dbenuch more apt
description than the mask, which denotes a specific form of deeeihdsclothing as a
veil will preserve and protect distinction, boundary, context and oaktip — finally

securing freedom beneath the drape.

Love and Freedom

For Sartre, love represents an endless cycle of sadism andhisas, dominance
and submission. The threat of bad faith makes love seem impossibteefarannot
ultimately love an object — one desires only those who are fragiftthe beloved is
truly free, then the lover receives a love that is ultimagelghoice, which raises the
guestion of whether the beloved could have chosen, and in the future mightypossibl
choose otherwise. This makes love a fragile relationship. Sasebad faith love as an
effort at possession, at capturing another’s freedom. But no one daottbdree and

possessed. In addition, Sartre thinks that loving one person would be a limitation on one’s

1“1 Simmel, Georg, “The Picture Frame: An Aesthetic Stu@ygory, Culture, and Societyl,
no. 1 (February 1994): 11-17.
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freedom, as restricting one’s identity and options to one other individould be a
denial of freedom (bad faith). Ultimately, for Sartre, love iseductive act (or game)
intended to manipulate and dominate the Other. One forfeits one’s freedom to fall in love,
yet love cannot occur without one’s freedom.

A poignant illustration Sartre uses is the caress. Such a symbolicegefsiove is
for Sartre a reminder of transcended transcendence, bringin@ttiee’s flesh and
facticity into sharp relief. Sartre writes: “The caressnbt a simple stroking; it is a
shaping.**? A loving caress makes the Other aware of her body, even as theéeks
to reshape and possess her body.

Interestingly, in contrast to Sartre’s philosophical position, hisgmal life
demonstrates quite a different perspective on love. As his l&t&snone de Beauvoir
reveal, Sartre did in fact think of her as “one” with him. Hetegrin hiswar Diaries “I
love you with all my might, my little heart, you are me, you aydifa.”**® And again: “I
love you with all my heart, and we two are on&.’Without the possibility of love
without bad faith, it would appear that Sartre himself wadeadt on this topic, an
exemplification of the bad faith he denounces.

In contrast, Simone de Beauvoir sees Sartre’s perspective as flawedth@ibwo
concepts of absolute freedom and absolute being are contraries under Sarospppil
love is bound to fail. Additionally, since Sartre believes that mél always dominate
women, love will always be based on inequality. Beauvoir sees thlasrand females

can in fact come to a point of equality, in which they are both aplpircgathe other on

42 sartre BN, 506.

143 Simone de Beauvoir, eWitness to my Life: The Letters of Jean-Paul Sartre to Simone de
Beauvoir 1926-193@0New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons Macmillan Publishing Company,
1992), 369.

1 1bid, 274.
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the same terms. For Beauvoir, freedom and facticity areefatonship of ambiguity —
we are both subject and object. This ambiguity defines human bemgsllaas human
interactions such as love. In fact, erotic activity definesahibiguity, since it highlights
the blurred boundaries that exist between individuals in the worldivBeawrites: “The
erotic experience is one that poignantly discloses to human kdamigembiguity of their
condition; in it they are aware of themselves as flesh amit, 8 the other and as
subject.**

Beauvoir continues: What D.H. Lawrence says of sexual love is anealid:

the union of two human beings is doomed to frustraifiahis an attempt at a

mutual completion which supposes an original mutilation; marriage dhreub

combining of two whole, independent existences, not a retreat, an tangsa

flight, a remedy....The couple should not be regarded as a unit, a delsed

rather each individual should be integrated as such in societgeaf V@here each

(whether generosity with another individual equally adapted to the group

attachments that would be founded upon the acknowledgement that batkeare f

(emphasis addedj®

A specific kind of relational (or romantic) context provides the biamkgd for a
true flourishing of human freedom. So in the end, the question of the Haddaire of
clothing becomes not one of deceit and duplicity, but instead one ofheoindividual
knows and experiences true freedom. | contend that the sort of freedbadequately
combats bad faith is not just freedom, but freedom within a particolatext. This
echoes the broader existential dilemma of experiencing freedibrim finitude, freedom
within limitation.

Relationships that extend through time, slowly building a reciproailnautual

narrative understanding of the self, are where the truth of an indivithyabe found. In

light of this, one needs to discover how clothing may preserve thdaeream of these

145 Simone de Beauvoif,he Second Se#02.
148 |pid. 478-9.
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temporally rich relationships, protecting the space and character of atdontdmch one

is truly known. By thinking of clothing as a veil, a curtain to bemdreor as a physical
pronouncement that a performance is taking place, dress manger Ibe viewed as
inevitably riddled with bad faith. Against the backdrop of close, ingnmalationships

that remind the individual of her story, one is free to create the self.

Social Masks or Veils?

A mask is by definition worn for or before an Other. In bathfadhe mask is
worn for and before the self. In both instances, it is the offeof animago whose
interpretation, as given for an Other, where at times that Gthearen the self, makes it
intrinsically social. A “social mask” is, therefore, atstiredundant. If, however by the
social we mean here the wider, institutional framework of sqdileéy the social mask is
another way of announcing what Maurice Natanson, building on the thotigtitred
Schutz, calls “social role**’

The idea of a social mask encompasses many related concegisling
intersubjectivity, civility and fashion. Against the contemporamtahic of the socially
constructed, performative self, the idea of a mask may not sesentous. However, as
addressed in Chapter Four, the notion of a mask also implies disdeissf, and
concealment — a lack of honesty that may be akin to bad faitht diasaccept the idea
that clothing will always serve as a mask — a masqueradées-th@re a means to remedy

this inherently duplicitous nature of dress? | argue that reailess as a veil rather than

147 See Maurice Natansofhe Journeying Self: A Study in Philosophy and Social Rééav (
York: Addison-Wesley Educational Publishers Inc., 1970).
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as a mask allows for the conceptual space to create a w@itddoundary of the
presentation of the self. Viewed in this way, clothing magdsn as a component of the
performed social self, yet not necessarily duplicitous orctéice toward bad faith.
Through preserving the boundaries between public and private, dress allows for a
cultivation of interpersonal relationships that are not characterized byittad f

Although clothing is often spoken of in reference to masquerade, erlitevally
referred to as a mask, | will explore what exactly it nsetp speak of dress as a mask of
the self. Through clarifying the conceptual difference betweemask and a veil, one
may see how fashion as a frame of the self serves to set boundaries of cdmtéxthen
enable the self to be truly known by others — reflecting a siram@reeption of human
beings as fundamentally free.

Specifically, I'll use the notion of the veil as a metaphor ierways in which we
can live out our embodiment while clothed, especially in the wayseek to know and
care for others. While both masks and veils are means of couimgradear of exposure
— the underlying fear that promotes a bad faith attitude — theareiperhaps remedy that
fear because it is moving forward into a group acknowledgingythatare “something
other” than what is there. The veil is specifically a protectyen,not a place to hid&®

Civility itself often depends on a mask. Richard Sennett arguéss classic
book The Fall of Public Marthat “[civility is] the activity which protects people from
each other and yet allows them to enjoy each other's compargringdex mask is the

essence of civility.... Civility has as its aim the shieldingtifers from being burdened

148t is significant to note the distinction Sartre makes betweerafehanxiety — fear is
especially fear of the other and reconciling two conflicting transceedendiile anxiety deals
with facing one’s own death.
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with oneself.**° And yet, the idea of a veil may be a more apt metaphor for lys im
which clothing both reveals and conceals the self.

Masks seek to actively deceive. Instead of hiding the sacredls wase used in
religious rituals to enchant or appease the divine. Masks are usednasans of
seduction. They are masculine and assertive. A masked individuaksigghg present a
new (false) truth. Masks are dependent on a performing individeakmiing a new
individual persona, an illusory self.

Veils similarly conceal. But they promote modesty and asmygit to protect the
sacred. Veils are associated with the feminine and the intinasig they are not
dependent on an audience. An individual who is veiled is passively cloaked in

anonymity.

Veils

The veil represents concealment of a very unique sort. Whilacthef veiling
stems from a similar psychological moment as masking, one codrtecseame and the
desire to cover the self, veils are most often used a form ofcposteather than a form
of deceit. Veils are protective rather than performative.

One of the primary reasons for the institution of veiling in @ertaligious
societies is modesty, a notion deeply connected to the idea ottprgtsomething

sacred. In chapter four ofhe Psychology of Clothe$lugel turns to the issue of

9 Richard Sennetfhe Fall of Public Mar{New York: W.W.Norton and Company, 1992) 264
(and ff).
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modesty. | will not restate his complex method of breaking down mgdésit
fundamentally, he claims that modesty serves to avoid the “arotisab distinct and
opposite emotions in other people: arousal and disgifsttousal and disgust are
connected to the two fundamental uses of the body — seduction and deé#thofwhich
are connected to bad faith as outlined previously.

Masks are used tdisguise while veils are used t@onceal Veils conceal
something that isn't seen, but the veil itself is the only sulestitihe device is nothing
but a means of concealing. The fact of concealment is always towter®Vhereas a
mask hides in order to present a different or false facade —hahestintended as a
substitute reality. Masks that are well crafted may neven eseeal the fact that it is a
mask, while the awareness of the concealing veil is ever-present.

Both masks and veils are associated with death and religious rituals — tlualspiri
the sacred, and the symbolic. But again, veils are used to caulal protect the
sacred, while masks are incorporated to engage the sacredner. didditionally, these
connections are significant in that the intimate and the sacedabéh means of placating
or alleviating anxiety concerning death.

Masks disguise, transform, or display identity while a veil ptetedentity,
thereby instilling the distinction between public and private spabesacknowledge
dress as a veil is to acknowledge that there exists a plaee whe self is fully known,
fully revealed and that whatever garments are there are nobthglete individual on
display but an instance that is ever so slightly revealed.

These issues concerning masks and veils touch the distinctiorebgtwielic and

private, the publicly performed self and the self of private and intimatéoredatps. It is

10 Flugel, 62.
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commonplace today to speak of the socially constructed selfintlegd, in many ways
an individual is nothing beyond the self that is projected (or peed)yrm public. Yet,
there is still a sense in which the self of the public arena — in an atmospk&@ngers —
is different and unique from the self that is shared with loardsclose intimate friends
and companions. This is the distinction addressed by Erving Goffmars iseminal
work of sociologyThe Performance of the Self in Everyday .LVi¢hile Goffman argues
that even in the most intimate of situations one is still “perifogima self, | disagree. It
seems more that (perhaps only in rare cases) there dxaspossibility of a self which
isn't a performance — which is revealed in a genuine sense ofthanesvulnerability

before those upon whom one has placed a great deal of trust.

Examples of Veils

Take, for instance, the wedding veil: historically, brides haom a veil before
and especially during the wedding ceremony. As the ceremomis doaa close and the
couple is pronounced “man and wife,” the groom lifts the vekiss his bride. In this
particular case, the veil represents the fact that the brskg mpart for her husband. The
veil becomes a symbol of their intimacy, their new state ofyumdefore they were
officially married, “knowing” her face was metaphorically d¢fhits to the groom. But

now, after the wedding, she is to be known in full in the particotatext of their
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marriage. In many cases the veil also represents @mdyvirginity — two much desired
traits for a bride-to-be.

Likewise, the hajib, the traditional head covering for Islamic @womindicates
that a women is to be “known,” or seen, only by her husband. Shets Im®bjectified
by the gaze of other men, but only seen by her husband, who preslkmabty her as a
subject as well as an object.

In a very general sense, veils are often worn as a protectidre base of many
Middle Eastern women, they are worn to protect against sun and sdnitheaveils are
then removed in the privacy and safety of one’s home. The vepristaction against a
hostile environment — whether extreme cold, extreme heat, or petmapsetaphoric
hostility of an unwanted gaze.

In all of these cases, veils serve as signs that desigrditgsion between public

and private — when and where women are to be fully known. A brigtigo be

“known” before her marriage, and a Muslim woman is not to be “known” in public, while

functioning in the marketplace. In both instances, the women are knolynirfuthe
context of relationships — contexts of trust and security wheneaibjectivity is not to be
exploited. In both instances the veil itself is the symbol thagdates whether or not the
woman is in a place where she will be fully known. A veiled wonthen, is not one
who is presenting a false self or lying about who she is; sigysisn’t fully disclosing
her identity. In the same way, when extending the concept to raptione should
understand that clothing does not present a self of deceit but rasledrveho is only

partially disclosed.
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Trust, Civilization, and Manners: Clothing in the Public Sphere

But how is trust bred? Is it possible to generate trust inzsdlsociety? There
must be a context; it is simply inevitable. The fashion industrjuss one context.
Manners are an indispensable tool of socialization. Manners dreatbasis — the
horizon of significance — against which all expressions, gestuaesegts make sense.
Manners are also subjective, dependent on a specific group. Accoalibgllett
Hemphill, manners serve three social functions. One purpose is toitldenatsubtle but
pervasive system of social regulation or conttdt.Another more creative function is to
"generate the feelings that help people assume theil solgs," while a third is to clue
us in "about our place in the social orde¥'Consequently, "these meaning-laden acts
and gestures are the signal flags of an encounter, by which wenwooate, often
nonverbally, who we are and what we expect of each otferJltimately, according to
Richard Sennett, manners are rules for proper social conduct, “rmateweloped as a
result of a shared ethics and moral codé.”

In many ways, the institution of manners was a part of preseeviogde of
decorum for public and/or formal spaces. While manners in some wadg/ ‘br contain

identity, they also allow for a public identity, the taking on of g¢ertales that allow a

1 pallett Hemphill Bowing to Necessities: A History of Manners in America, 1620-88v

York: Oxford University Press, 2001), 4.
152 {Ai
Ibid.
153 |bid.
154 Sennett, 15..
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different kind of individual identity to flourish. Richard Sennett haster that manners
and rituals of politeness create a “mask of self” that isssacg in public exchange. But
Sennett argues that such a mask is not a bad thing: “I wonthes ontempt for ritual
masks of sociability has not really made us more primitiveully that the simplest
tribe of hunters and gatherers>Offering a counter-argument to the contemporary idea
that one should display the “genuine” self at all times, Sennatesrthat civilization
itself depends on the cultivation of specific roles, dictated byners and systems or
codes of politeness. His argument is significant in that byneide one may argue that
the “mask” of fashion is necessary in the public sphere. Peoplegeadoihing, and by
adopting certain trends or styles of dress, one may actuaflyobvealing the means for a
different sort of public interaction. In addition, by bracketing off plelic domain as a
place in which one does adopt certain prescribed behaviors amatlysaoiform modes
of dress, the intimate sphere of interaction becomes all the more vdfifable.

If the sort of social roles lived out through codes of dress amavime become an
act of preservation rather than deceit, it may be clearwhat is really at work is
clothing serving a veil rather than a mask. A mask attemptsonebat the fear of
exposure yet it doesn't institute the division between the public avatg@realms. This
is why the veil serves as a more effective, perhaps morersimay of understanding
this desire. A veil protects, working against exposure, yetkh@vledges a separate
space for public and private — the mundane and the sacred. It prebereesicept, and

the actual space, of a private, sacred form of knowing (the other).

155 i

Ibid.
1% The argument has often been made that in our contemporary society in vérigmewraves
intimacy in all places at all times, genuine intimacy has all buppesred. I'm thinking most
specifically of arguments related to the use of social media, theentetc.
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In seeking to be known in a world of others what many individualgecis to be
exposed while still being accepted. There is, in addition to the masoahimensions of

this wish, the quest for intimacy.

Consumerism and Intimacy: Finding Love

With the fashion industry often cited as the largest jewehéencrown of the Western
consumerist paradigm, clothing has come to play a very significalet in the
perpetuation of a specific kind of materialism-focused bad faith.iol®gest Zygmunt
Bauman describes a “Society of Consumers” as being “distinglisyea remaking of
inter-human relations on the pattern, and in the likeness, of theomnslatietween
consumers and the objects of their consumpttdhThis consumer, or instrumental,
based understanding of human relationships directly connects to tkseirwaich we
perform the self or rather use the self to form bridges to otffers.

What's so important about regaining a sense of intimacy in coomewith
fashion? What does that have to do with sincerity and a remedwgddialih? Intimacy,
true intimacy, is based on love — the precise opposite of a badafiitide. In order to
love others genuinely, one must fully know and love oneself first. Sedlynadare must

be able to love another simply and completely for who s/he ishewitconditions and

157 Zygmunt BaumanConsuming LiféCambridge: Polity Press, 2007},

18 “The ever more common pattern of a ‘pure relationship,’ redeahd described by Anthony
Giddens in hisTransformations of Intimagymay be interpreted as a transplantation of that
commodity-market rule to the realm of human bonds.” Baun@msuming Life p. 21.
Additionally, many branding companies have begun to use the idea cddoe actual tactic to
entice consumers to purchase goods. For example, Saatchi and & evin Roberts
proposes the idea of “lovemarks” as a new and more powexnfsilon of trademarks. Consumers
will literally buy items because they are in love with théon believe the products have the
power to bring them love.) Sé®vemarkdy Kevin Roberts for more.
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without a view towards selfish or instrumental aims. The go@l isve another through
mutual trust and affection.

Intimacy is fostered when one is vulnerable, trusting, treatédthsan embodied
object of desire and a unique individual subjectivity. Intimaogxiserienced when one
is known acknowledged, accepted, embraced — both in body and spirit. Intimacy and love
may best be understood in contrast to seduction. Although it would be ind¢oreegue
that love never includes desire, it seems fair to say thatdoables one to seek the
elimination of desire. Seduction is a game based on the unknown, thedioigie;
desire then becomes the yearning to know what is unknown. In contrasts lyust,
based on genuine knowledge of the offigr.

Especially relevant to my argument is the fact that semludsi often seen as a
form of mastery, in a sadistic sense. To seduce another rtweanstrol their perception
— control what they know, how information is revealed, to crafiedect kind of
instrumental-based union. This mastery, or attempt at mastery, is anothistation of
bad faith. For to attempt such mastery over another, and certainlyheveerceptions of
another, is ultimately an effort to deny the limitations of human finitude.

In addition, seduction is based entirely on the appearance of ddhieethan the
possibility of true desire. Seduction is inherently selfish, fociesexusively on what
feelings are expressed (whether true or not) rather than omehegk produced. It is
fundamentally more about the “I” than the other. Because sedubBondepends on a

certain kind of secrecy, the seducer always fears exposure.

139 Without entering an epistemological debate regarding the degrdedio we may ever truly
“know” another, for the sake of my argument, it should be sufficient tomirkse as a kind of
knowledge of another in contrast to the false masks and incomplets bedvieeen discussing
throughout.
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As Kenneth Gergen writes: “As one acquires the trappings ofoting, one’s
actions lose the sense of spontaneity and sincerity. One’s aogoosie a metaphor for
the myriad exposures that have gone before, a continuation of the grrgloaous
game, more like performances of commitment than commitmenit.”it€& When
immersed in a game of seduction, the possibility of ever truly laviagbject of desire
seems impossible to comprehend.

This form of seduction demands a multitude of selves, each onerquejma
perform for the sake of the seductive game. In the kind of duplicafithe self that is a
part of seduction, the self-focused, narcissistic impulse seellsrie the self as many
times as possible. This creation of a “monstrous double” leads tieé#ik of self instead
of a protection of the self. The mythic horror of discovering one’s deuble is
exemplified in this scenario — once one has been duplicated, madeeadye, so to
speak, one is no longer needed. So death becomes imminent. Baliaviiles: “To
seduce is to die as reality and reconstitute oneself as illusisrto be taken in by one's
own illusion and move in an enchanted worit:”

On the other hand, true intimacy can offer a life of knowlecdgkeumderstanding
of the self that is unique in human experience. Anthony Giddensswirtelhe
Transformation of Intimacy‘Intimacy is above all a matter of emotional communication,
with others and with the self, in a context of interpersonal equaftty.”

In addition to equality, vulnerability, and emotional intimacy, lovest involve

trust. To finally allow the self to become exposed while stlbecting to be accepted

180 Kenneth GergeriThe Saturated Self: Dilemmas of Identity in Contemporary Uife.Basic
Books, 1991), 224.

e Baudrillard, 69.

182 Anthony GiddensTransformation of Intimacy: Sexuality, Love, and Eroticism in Modern
SocietiegStanford: Stanford University Press, 1993), 30.
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requires an enormous amount of trust. This kind of trust directly oppgbeesort of
deceit involved in bad faith clothing projects, where an individualtoacts a false and
incomplete version of the self. Giddens continues: “Both accountadidyauthority —
where it exists — in pure relationships are deeply bound up with trhstst without
accountability is likely to become one-sided, that is, to slide iépendence;
accountability without trust is impossible because it would meaodhinual scrutiny of
the motives and actions of the oth&"Ultimately, trust is protective. Trust is what
protects the secrets revealed. This is the same kind of protection that the veilgorovide
In normal everyday interactions on the street, we may notifcdre people we
encounter are performing or consistent. It may not affect theyf are engaged in a bad
faith project. And yet, as an individual makes a transition fronrmgérato confidant, the
importance of their trustworthiness dramatically increasegerniin cases of basic social
mobility, we may frequently suspect an individual’'s motives ortwoess to change
status or group affiliation. What are their reasons? Are they qualifiegith@ysincere)
“We value a certain constancy in self not only in ourselves bilteirpeople we
meet, and we want that self to be real or true and not justaalé designed to con us,”
Robert Weber writes imThe Created Self'When another person shifts characteristics
quickly, or takes on a false identity, the effect on us is subdtatffahe consequences
of this kind of deceit are the most severe in the case of iinedationships. Weber
continues to explain that through “the process [of deceit] youretoon will have

destroyed some of your most ingrained assumptions about trust, ibelyeur own

163 |pid, 191.
184\Weber, The Created Self,11.
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judgment, and the delicate membrane of human identity that both tespana connects

you to others**®

Self-Narrative/Collective Memory

This kind of intimacy is key to the formation of the self in tbaty under the
gaze of the other do one come to know the self, as | discussed in IChapte In
intimate relationships, memory plays a key role. It is not only utidegaze of the other
that one knows the self as an object to be viewed, but one alsws begknow the
actions, the narrative, of that embodied, lived self as others cotif@marrative. It is
under this collective memory that self is created in freedorshaed life and a shared
narrative equals responsibility and accountability. When others surroundigidual in
a particular context — the context of a family for instancde-individual is held to
standards of her own behavioral norms. The people with whom one ha®d Bistory
see the self unfold in narrative, and therefore begin to truly know a person through his/her
actions.

In order to understand the value of narrative in the context ofaeddtips the
notion of the narrative self must be further explained. The individutdWwssneaning on
the seemingly random events of one’s life, through the creation, Bind,tef one’s
personal narrative. Although theorists have examined the question ohgeidentity
over the centuries, recently various thinkers have begun to eheatelt with the notion
of narrative — in the literal sense of a story or a script. Eséy If the self is ultimately

nothing more than a social construct, then how is it constructed? Wis created

185 |bid, 113.
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through a cluster of actions, centered around the specific body or spelfificcuestion.
And if one is to make sense of this set of seemingly arbitratipns, then the actions
must be coordinated into a narrative. This narrative becomes thewayich human
beings make sense or create sense out of life. So, iteptadcthat the self is narrative,
found in the unfolding of the stories concerning its own action. Narretingibutes to a
sense of orientation and purpose. “The storied nature of our exgergencwhat holds
the past (memory) and future (anticipation) together in theeptesreating the more or
less unified sense we have of our ongoing IiV8%.”

The narrative notion of the self is the latest in a long legacyghdbsophical
efforts to define selfhood. It represents the most contemporarystiauwa@ing of self and
personal identity and as such it encompasses some of the mostangr@Etpects of how
we understand a self to operate. Namely, a self is constructed through anfolding in
time, against a backdrop of social interaction. This socialaatien manifests itself in
several important ways, but most significantly, the sociakmiin which a self operates
determines the language the narrator must use. There aia nertas and/or social cues
that serve as givens, even as an individual attempts to construatitegrhis/her own
narrative. Additionally, the social background brings in the notion dbpeance and
audience to the unfolding action of the self-narrative. The actiomlis meaningful in
interaction with others. (This performative aspect of the selphampted theorists such
as Erving Goffman to write that the self is always perfagnialways aware of its
audience.) But however one looks at it, it is true that the actidheotelf-narrative

unfolds something like the script of a play where the individual is the star.

1% Anthony Paul KerbyNarrative and the Selfindianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1991), 8.
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In Narrative and the SelAnthony Paul Kerby gives an explanation of the notion
of a narrative self, beginning with the premise that langisagee most formative aspect
of reality and that converting experience into language is the only way one rablelie
make sense of one’s life. Storytelling, or the formation of nagathen becomes the
only way that one may overlay meaning onto otherwise incoherenearsdlsss series of
actions. In this process of narration, one’s individual history isrgmeaning. Not only
does one’s history become meaningful as part of the self-narrhtivegne’s life then
become a sort of narrative project, extending out towards the future.

Paul Ricoeur explains: “Our own existence cannot be separatadtie account
we can give of ourselves. It is in telling our own stories thatgive ourselves an
identity. We recognize ourselves in the stories that wealbelut ourselves. It makes very
little difference whether these stories are true or féilst&n as well as verifiable history
provides us with an identity"®” Anthony Giddens elaborates:

The existential question of self-identity is bound up with theil&ragature of the

biography which the individual ‘supplies’ about herself. A person’stitieis not

to be found in behaviour, nor — important though this is — in the reaations

others, but in the capacity to keep a particular narrative goingcannot be
wholly fictive] It must continually integrate events which occarthe external
world, and sort them into the ongoing ‘story’ about the ‘&If.

Judith Butler builds upon this idea by telling us that “we becrafiective upon
ourselves... through fear and terror” when questioned by an accusatber.”ofhe
writes that “only in the face of such a query or attribution feonother — ‘was it you?’ —

do any of us start to narrate ourselves, or find that, for urgasbns, we much become

self-narrating beings'® This attempt to avoid punishment causes a person to explain

87 Kerby, 41, from Ricoeur, “History as Narrative and Practice”
%% Giddens 1991, 54.
189 Judith Butler Giving an Account of Onesé€Nlew York: Fordham University Press, 2005), 11.
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where she was and what she was doing as a way of avoiding guldtsamel. So, in this
sense, confession and narrative have the same birthplace. One mast #plcausal
link between actions, either in order to own up to some kind of harm motd guilt.
Butler elaborates, “...in fearful response, | offer myself asl’aand try to reconstruct
my deeds, showing that the deed attributed to me was or was rentf,iarhong them. |
am either owning up to myself as the cause of such an action... enddef myself
against the attribution... These are the parameters within whicacoount of myself
takes place°

In this sense, narrative is at first a response, in dialogineawother. The self is
already a communicating, linguistically oriented being. Howeverlainguage that must
be used is already given. Butler also explains that the nexrafithe self is always

directed to another. It is an action that assumes an audience.

To tell the story of oneself is already to act, sincengllis a kind of action,
performed with some addressee, generalized or specific, arechfphture. It is
an action in the direction of another, as well as an action thaires an other, in
which an other is presupposed. The other is thus within the action of my télling.
Part of this already existing audience is an implied prdiegidanguage; the
narrative itself must be told in a language one didn’t choose. Addityoned begin to
adopt and play pre-existing roles and characters in our narratméarSto the act of
saying “l love you,” where a person thinks she is having an uniqueiexper but

instead she is really only re-enacting proscribed social ageatha scripts. One has to

submit to norms of recognition, as they exist in the given socidl languistic

170 1hid.
1 bid, 81, 82.
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environment. Butler elaborates: “There is no ‘I’ that can fullynd apart from the social
conditions of its emergence, no ‘I’ that is not implicated in ao$etonditioning moral
norms, which, being norms, have a social character that exeepdsely personal or
idiosyncratic meaning. The ‘I' does not stand apart from the pirgyanatrix of ethical
norms and conflicting moral frameworkS? Individuals are always involved in a
struggle with society and social norms: “In an important sense[gihcial] matrix is also
the condition for the emergence of the 4°* The necessity of social norms and social
interactions is essential to my argument concerning fashiorsigmificant aspect of the
self!™

In fact the very idea of romantic love introduces a narrativedanperson’s life.
Individuals tell their own love stories, an integral component of romanhke idea of
romance is connected to the idea of finding the self in freedonthBuelational context

is not to be overlooked. For many, finding love or discovering love isl ¢égdeseedom

and self-realization”

172 bid, 6.

3 |pid, 7.

1" Fashion is an area in which we may invent ourselves. If a narrative tifdbeyself is to be
accepted, then it only makes sense that the physical aspects of faghthe appropriate
accompaniment to the invention of the self (as we become characterowronarrative). Two
recent books that very clearly illustrate how personal narrative® el fashion in this
temporally situated wayAutobiography of a Wardrob@Y: Pantheon, 2008) by Elizabeth
Kendall andTarget Underwear and a Vera Wang Gown: Notes from a Single Girl's GN¥et
Gotham, 2006) by Adena Halpern. Not only do these books represent a somewhatayeeer
write a memoir, but | believe they demonstrate what many women and men expetiameely,
that the clothing of our lives can serve as signposts for memoriiggiers and reminders of
certain experiences. The clothing becomes props or costumes forniieiding scenes.

”* Giddens, 1993
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Counterarguments

This view of love as freedom and self-realization is contested in our contegnporar
social milieu. Zygmunt Bauman writes of how the context of mhgtips is in fact

misinterpreted as particularly stifling of individual human freedom:

[1]t is this frailty (the “running self”) and apparently easlsposability of
individual identities and inter-human bonds that are represented in conéeynpor
culture as the substance of individual freedom. One choice that seextom
would neither recognize, nor grant, nor allow is the resolve (or dnhtiheeability)

to persevere in holding to the identity already constructed, thdteirkind of
activity which also presumes, and necessarily entails, the yatiser and
security of the social network on which that identity rests whiilactively
reproduces it’®

In a basic physical sense, clothing is always concealingveting” up the
nakedness of the body or the “truth” of a person’s embodiment. Thatt adpseceit is
unavoidable. Yet not everyone who wears clothes or engages in hienfaglustry is
engaged in a bad faith project. It really all boils down to a tpresff intention. But is
there a way that one's intention is visually readable?

Perhaps most basically, clothing can communicate the kind of job weido
society, for society. But the modern world has become so Idsthvit idea of displaying
“the self” — some kind of deep psychological truth about one’s dwdf,ctult of the
individual, or the Romantic notion of being able to reveal the “soul” tbhen — that the

truth of what fashion really can accomplish has been lost. Clotigally can reveal

176 Bauman, 106.
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status, class, and occupation — all socially defined points of ehtfiation. And within

those defined roles, individuals can find the space to reveal ¢hesasbeneath the
clothes — in the context of relationship. Instead, people desiredal riéne self to no one,
no audience — just screaming: “I want to be known.” The narcissafics constantly on
display, and yet no one really knows it. The concept of relationshogtisthe relating is

the key.
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CHAPTER SIX:
AGAINST FASHION
“Those who make their dress a principal part of themselves, will,

in general, become of no more value than their dress.”
William Hazlitt

“We keep secret from ourselves a truth we cannot face.” Theetset death is
unbearable. Freedom throws us into anguish. Freedom is too great.tBdap& would
much prefer to think that their choices are actually limitedn évagainst their own will.
In his book The Paradox of ChoiceBarry Schwartz recalls an experiment where
customers of a grocery store encounter a display selling vgausf jam. Many more
individuals actually purchased the products when the display only fddhree jams for
purchase versus a display with five or more similar jelifiéswhen faced with
overwhelming choice, people become paralyzed, unable to make adetisil. Instead
they refrain from the decision altogether.

Perhaps it is the fact that everyone knows the truth of human freddomm the
overwhelming paralysis of defining and choosing a life for one sedkt prefer to play
victim to the circumstances presumably “chosen” for them. One chomselinquish the
ability to choose. But is that a valid choice? Existentially, Sartre, not at all. It is
denying the very basis of human experience. The human condition is ndthiog
defined by freedom of choice. We are condemned to be free.

It is not that all clothed individuals per se are guilty of kathf | am using Sartre

to point out an incongruity in the way we talk about clothing, showingantcularity of

1" Barry SchwartzThe Paradox of Choic&Vhy More Is Les€NY: HarperPerennial, 2005).
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the ways in which we wear the body, or the self, in refereacelathing. Bad faith
convicts those who view fashion or clothing as capable of transformimgaking over,
the self, or those who look to clothing as a place to uniquely act out their freedom.

One possible solution to these manifestations of bad faith liesaiizing the
irreplaceability of others. Whether immersed in social lifeusming from it, the person
in bad faith does not recognize each human being as uniquely iradgkaceAwareness
of human irreplaceability is one way to salvage a relationshth wlothing that
incorporates human freedom and intersubjectivity and does not deny thetiourafa
human existence. The phenomenon of fashion trends is a precise erainme dress
can serve to make a human being easily replaceable. If gyeng girl is dressing alike,
in matching leggings, boots, with straightened hair, then each oneighefmas much
value as the next. Their style of dress in no way distinguishes déiseunique in their
individuality, but rather it reveals them as simply one of a crowd.

Under the Sartrean rubric, however, one could rescue the idea of glatidior
fashion by viewing it as an outworking of play. Through adoptinglagful attitude
towards dress — a perspective that neither depends on dress assiegpasm (non-
existent) inner self nor denigrates or excessively elewdtess relative to the self — one
may come to see and appreciate the simple aesthetic asticspleasures of dress. In
order to play, in freedom, one must have bounds. Know the code before tranggtess
code. Play is being an instrument in the community, servingtairceole, but not being
seen as an instrument or seeing others as instruments.

In this dissertation | in no way intend to suggest that one mapassiess this

simple approach to clothing. Surely not everyone who dresses for the elayaged in a
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bad faith project. It should be noted that | am not making normativeskhiough these
arguments, just showing how these manifestations are revealed in thesecaseai

But | find another way to salvage the idea of fashion. Under the rdiscassed
in Chapter Four, one may think of clothing as a veil, a barrierpitedécts the intimate
spaces of the self and as such perpetuates and preserves eenaorateption of the self.
Although Sartre rejects the notion that one’s past should have facy @h the present
decisions an individual makes, | see this approach to clothing as ¢onmitdpzely solves
the specific dilemmas of relationship that the sadistic aasoghistic manifestations of
bad faith evoke.

Choices in narrative and choices in fashion both require embodiment in a
particular way. In the moment of choice, the mind is most gtogsetl to the body as the
body enacts what the mind has decided. Both aspects of the self converge as anlindividua
prepares for action. Fashion especially demonstrates embodimeniséeaf its literal
dependence on the body. In dressing, one is made uniquely aware of yhasbode
seeks to reveal and conceal various parts of it. Fashion is anpanice of the body — it
highlights the body, showcases it. In being allowed to relish thg ioothis way, one
comes to know and appreciate embodiment in a peculiar way. A fastbodgdallows
one to know one self and interact with others in ways one wouldn’t qoidrc't)
otherwise.

Closely related to the idea of embodiment is the subject/objectydoithe self.
Fashion most certainly highlights this dual nature of the individural, through drawing
attention to it, | argue that it allows us to come to an aaceptof it. Maybe while it is

true that no one can “opt out” and just become nothing but an objecthi&keomen
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who purchase and wear haute couture clothing just for the sake of being seen), no one can
completely by-pass objectivity. Embodiment demands that one is att th@hers, just
as they are objects in return. So, in a unified account of the selfyaurid be forced to
accept both the inherent subjectivity — which requires the acceptance of resiypasiti
self-reflexivity in choice — as well as objectivity — whichkacwledges that one is
situated and embodied in ways one did not choose. This outer casingsirdgar very
experiences of the world in ways that cannot be overlooked and ighoszme way or
another, each person has to make peace with that dual naturesefftiigashion is one
area that helps deliver that peace. When one dresses with @mesgaof others, one is
acknowledging that she is an embodied object, vulnerable to thefaieers, but also
screaming individuality. One’s fashion, or style, announces to thedw@rlam an
individual, unique subject! Recognize it!” The act of dressing isajrt@e few human
experiences where these two dualities converge in this way.

In a narrative construction of the self, the individual may be urabgfsas an
actor who is fully embodied and ultimately fashioned (or costurtfiédhis embodiment
allows the self to know its own particularity and uniqueness in siofgc yet also
encounter its own objective nature, because as a costumed chateetenist be aware
of the “gaze” of others. This leads to my final point — a worldtbérs. The others that
surround a person are the audience for her narrative, but thepanadicipants in the
story. In a more significant way, they are the “others” gh&t longs to relate to, and who

perhaps dictate the choices and actions she makes. As we aig=f through narrative,

"8 For more on this, see Erving Goffmaie Presentation of the Self in Everyday (M¥:
Anchor, 1959).
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it is always a self in reference, and in contrast to, othdresd “others” very much
determine the kind of story or script an individual may write.

In addition, just as a narrative is constructed through languagexiktt leefore
us, the others around a person gives her the sartorial vocabularat® ttre fashioned
self. One always mirrors those around, whether in word, dress, hawvibe One
becomes a member through empathy and imitation, and ultimatelygthremembering.
Memory, and its physical manifestation in fashion is what enaislés be a self amidst —
and connected to — others. Memory, then, is the concept that tiesveatwathoice to
embodiment to society and back to clothing. It is the idea of memad/the way it is
manifested in one’s life, actions, and clothing that brings thenaegt full circle. One
can live a fashionable life and still maintain a connection tq#st and an orientation
toward the future.

Fashion contributes to a meaningful life primarily because it hafhgsto know
oneself as an individual through the construction of self-narrative.ddliti@n, the
fashioned, narrative self enriches one’s self conception in sesbl ways: it forces
one to encounter the freedom to choose, experimenting with makindes&ifining
choices; it causes one to become uniquely aware of embodiment dsecoees a
costumed character or a dressed and fashioned body (as such caeisfaameself as a
self-defining subject, yet an object exposed to the gaze of qgtla@d)it forces one to
know oneself in a given social context — always, already withratfidere are given
languages and given roles that are used to create a na(eatieff) that makes sense to

an audience of others.
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Lars Svendsen’s Argument Against Fashion

In conclusion, I'd like to address the work of Lars Svendsen, whoset recek
Fashion: A Philosophyattempts to dismiss the pursuit of fashion as frivolous and
transitory. Svendsen offers an analysis of fashion in which fashtoactiefrom the self,
representative of a cultural dilemma concerning selfhood. Althoughynof Lars
Svendsen’s conclusions appear to agree with my own, | don’'t advocate digatissal
of fashion in the way he does. As the bad faith attitude definesenomenological
project, an existential state of mind, it is not something imatelyi apparent on the
surface. It is not easily read through one’s actions. | acknowlduy bad faith may be
more a state of intention. Adding this level of nuance to Svendaealgsis may allow
for a picture in which fashion isn't completely tossed out, but wbhaeeis willing to
recognize the variety of relationships individuals may have toweathing, whether
fashionable or not.

Svendsen’s primary goal in writing his book is to address the relationship between
fashion and the formulation of identity. He recognizes that understaridshion is
perhaps a “universal key” for understanding the modern world, admittatgn some
way or another, we are all “citizens of the world of fashiti Although inFashion: A
PhilosophySvendsen acknowledges that the subject of fashion is valuable and worth
scholarly consideration, in the end he dismisses fashion as dypsaperficial.

Throughout the book, he argues that fashion expresses a persontualdyyi
yet the individuality that is ultimately expressed is empty. akleepts that clothing is “a

vital part of the social construction of the self,” “expressing's individuality," and “the

179 Lars Svendserkashion: A Philosophylondon: Reaktion Books, 2006), 20.
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formulation of identity.*®

But yet, he sees the self that evolves out of fashion as
transitory and fleeting. Paradoxically, the pursuit of identity lea to the dissolution of
identity. Svendsen argues that by our processes of consumption.eradylibuy a
lifestyle through the tangible objects that reflect how wetwa be. However, these
objects (clothing particularly), and the brands they repredmmgin to dominate us,
resulting in our consumption of those symbols rather than meaningful iteays
represent.

If fashion could be primarily symbolic, indicating truths about theviddal
wearing it, then there could be some actual value in fashionS®rdsen argues that
clothes are in no way so easily readable: “Most clothes comaterso little that even a
large wardrobe will not communicate all that much, so it is doubthlalethe average
slave of fashion should be ascribed any greater visual abilitgrtoneinicate than, for
example, a person who only had a few items of clothing, but who iedieadistinct
subcultural affiliation.*

Perhaps clothes do communica@mething he admits, but what? There is no
clearly identifiable message. For Svendsen, “clothes are sealbntinstable because
the meaning is directly related to conteX¥” Additionally, items lose meaning as
fashions fade. Fashion, by definition, is time-sensitive. Therefotectlg speaking,
clothes arenot a language. Not everything that communicates ought to be called a

language,” Svendsen writes. “Clothes are closer to music and adudlan to normal

180 1hid, 19.
181 |bid, 65.
182 |bid, 71.
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language *®® In addition, clothing is merely self-referential, prohibitingeference to
anything outside of itself.

Svendsen moves on to address the relation between fashion and the boldy, whic
is most relevant to my concerns dealing with bad faith. “We s#sitity in the body,
and clothes are an immediate continuation of the body,” he writést 1§ also why
clothes are so important to us: they are the closest to our B§dhe body and clothing
have always been in dialogue with each other — one has to fit the shdhe other.
“Clothes rewrite the body” — whether clothed or naked, the body isyslmareference
to, and dependent on, clothing. So, for Svendsen, our collective obsession witigclothi
has contributed to a detrimental focus on the body as plastic alehbbal If we begin to
view the body as we do clothing — as something that is eakgyton and off — then we
have lost a sense of the “natural’” as even our bodies are shapedshimhdd in the
quest of some arbitrary ideal of beauty. In some ways, we loavehe ability to
determine what a natural, naked body is in contrast to a clothedyrfadhody. This is
yet another negative effect of fashion.

In Chapter Seven, Svendsen gets down to his primary concernsyithieolic
dimension of consumption and the role this symbolic consumption allegegllyipléhe
formation of people’s identity*®®> He argues that we do not consume because we want to
be conformists, but rather to stand out. It is possible, as Mieh€aiteau and Georg
Simmel have argued, that consumption is a creative process, angiehfield of self-
cultivation, yet Svendsen sees that objects of consumption begin to tetacselves

from the subjects of their creation and begin to follow their owrcldhis is what leads

183 1hid.
184 |bid, 77.
18% |bid, 113.
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to the impersonal dominance of commodities. Ironically, we begiedk ebjects and
brands that are more and more abstract to create ourselve®aisc spdividuals.
Therefore, “to put on a fashion item is to be a walking paradox, sinttee same time
one embraces and expresses both individualism and conforffiitat this point, we are
most definitely buying the “idea” of a product or an object rathan the object itself.
But this may have always been the case. All commodities hewiusal component and
“it is the ‘cultural’ not the ‘material’ aspect of commodititisat is for sale’ So
consumption, as Baudrillard wrote, is the consumption of symbolic sigosevér, “if
one’s identity is directly linked to the things that surround one, tberao the things’
symbolic value, this identity will be just as transient as tteysebolic values**® But,
what do these symbolsear? (“The power to represent is dependent on a commodity’s
inner insignificance.”) “We seek identity and shop symbolic valkeswing full well
that they never last. To counteract this lack of duration weanstantly searching for
something new?® This “replaceability” element is at root very troubling, and
fundamentally irrational. Thus, a “consumer society presupposeational
individuals.™

In conclusion, Svendsen wants to point out that the modern person has the new
responsibility to become a authentic individual. We are “hypeeaclifestyle
constructors.” Individualism has a grip on us that is literally clopkis. For us, the self

has become something that must be “created, monitored, maintained agédch#

188 pid, 120.
187 bid, 122.
188 |pid, 126.
189 pid, 130.
1991hid, 131.
91 bid, 140.
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“We must choose a lifestyle and, as a style, the choice isaligsan aestheticone.™

Aesthetics then “becomes a centre for the formation of idenfigshion just helps us
bypass our autonomy in the process: “The fashion industry took upon itself the mission of
saving us the hard work of having to create ourselves as a work loy anabling us
instead to buy a readymade package from a fashion hbiise.”

Finally, Svendsen wants to say that the self and the clothdse self are related,
but not mutually dependehit! He makes a larger statement about how clothes do not
express an inner self and they do not create a self through theuoddeeing worn, a
point that | certainly agree with, but | don’t think he addresses it sufficiently

Ultimately, Svendsen concludes that fashion as an industry is in emodeadine
and aesthetically uninteresting. The heyday of clothes fashiopdsasd. Because of the
“logic of supplementation” everything counts as fashion. But whatacterizes today’s
fashions is a strong stylistic pluralism. And this pluralism dus#smake us any freer. It
reveals truths to us about our lives and our society, “but what trighthese? That we
cultivate surfaces, that we live in an increasingly fictiaeireality, that the constancy
of our identities is steadily declining® Perhaps fashion reveals the truths it explicitly

helped to create.

192 |pid, 141.
193 |bid, 142.
194 1bid, 151.
19 pid, 157.
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CHAPTER SEVEN:
CONCLUSION AND EPILOGUE
“You are entirely up to you. Make your body.
Make your life. Make yourself.” Nike ad

While | have made an effort here to elucidate the kinds ajrectind the kinds of
relationships to clothing that might reflect a bad faith attitudelsd recognize that
ultimately bad faith is a matter afitention It seems to me, then, that one might be a
fashionable individual who has not fully embodied the bad faith attitudedevazess. |
hope | have successfully outlined the ways in which the fashion inddséy in fact
perpetuate an attitude towards clothing that views the bodyres,aas an outward shell
that may be fit into the Procrustean bed of “fashion,” althoughntiagt not necessarily
always be the case.

As fashionable clothing infiltrates almost all clothing retesl— and as the notion
of “fashion” becomes broader and more all encompassing, it sdifiesilt, if not
impossible, to step outside of the “The Empire of Fashion” andsjogily wear stylish
clothing or even neutral garments. But if clothing, whateveray be, is worn with an

acknowledgement of the veil, it seems it may not indicate a bad faith attitude.
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Epilogue: Sustainability: A Practical Antidote to Bad Faith

As a concluding note, it seems worth addressing the increasiegest in
sustainability in fashion. It is appropriate that while examinthg ways in which
clothing may enable us to seek more lasting, loving bonds with ottexsygh
cultivating sincere and vulnerable connections, we turn briefly to lbdkeapotential
benefits of a sustainable model for the global apparel industry.

Sustainability, at its most fundamental, is about restoring caoneetto others
and to the earth; and to many of the limited, and limiting, contextshich human
beings find themselves. These kinds of connections between mind and db@ydse
other, human and environment, are about overcoming bad faith — not ignorifagtthe
that each person’s actions entails certain consequences which may affiect othe

At the very heart of the sustainability issue in fashion igjtrestion the function
of clothing. This question has also been lurking beneath many ofdheys discussions
in this paper, primarily because this is where the practicalofisshion meets a
theoretical and definitional concern. Sustainability calls tiséoto examine the purposes
and premises of a certain industry while suggesting practietliads to implement that
will preserve the essential mechanisms of the particularagndeSustainability seeks to
further a respect of the world around us while maintaining specific business functions

Concerns over sustainable practices have been especially slogado the
fashion industry. Perhaps this is due to the paradoxical notion @lirmlde fashion.
How could an industry designed to make objects necessarily obsdbetginass invested

in constant change and speed of manufacturing, be concerned with rgatiorg
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thoughtful and cautious use, and attentive consumer use and post-usseg?adibw
could such an enterprise hope to become sustainable? And yet, the msrabéndgow
to make the clothing industry more sustainable are finally growing louder.

The question of fashion and sustainability is a huge one, as mangrigaresl that
the very concepts themselves really are mutually exclusiveddition, there is so much
confusion regarding what one is actually talking about when speakisgstainable
fashion — Using organic fibers? Simply incorporating fair tradeel@y/-free practices?
Or are people concerned with creating garments which are themseleant to be
sustainable, reusable, lasting the test of time? Here's \eenceptual dilemma gets
tricky — isn't fashion by definition an endeavor that is designedhtmge, to chase
novelty, to constantly present something new? For many, yes. Teenaéahows, the
constant cycle of trends are only a small part of a picture so dependent on c&lhge it

If facing the question of sustainability prompts an examinatiorthef very
concept of fashion, | believe the proceeding pages can offer mudicateon of what
exactly fashion is. In examining fashion against the background te'Sactoncept of
bad faith, one may come to understand many of nuances of whdasblen serves in
contemporary society.

In conclusion | would like to return to the three-tiered approachdssdihat |
introduced in Chapter One. | see that the three responses to the uinteatabd of the
contemporary fashion industry, as expressed in the sustainabditgment, correlate
with this breakdown of fashion, clothing, and style. In other words, the practical effforts
the sustainability movement itself (as particularly manitkste the fashion industry)

parallel one of these three frameworks.
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The fashion industry, ofashion is embracing technology and technologically
advanced materials as a way to hold on the notion of the “new” willlattempting to
be more sustainable. This move can be seen as a reaction abaingranola”
sustainability efforts in which sustainability means nothing budtarm to the earth and
craft. Advocates of technological advances as a key to sustaynabe those who see
technology as an inevitability — as well as a means of “enhghbbdies to make bodies
themselves — not just fashion — more sustainable.

If one views clothing as primarily a means of relating to rsthdress as
relationship then under the sustainability paradigm, one should begin to consider the
multitude of others who are affected by the production and distributiclothing. These
ethical considerations have been a part of the sustainability catieer, and | believe
they are also closely linked to the role that fashion serves iatgocAs | have argued
above, clothing can be a tool that allows individuals to create soeralection and
relationships. Extending the concerns of sustainable to including the nbtisustaining
people” enables the manufacture of clothing to continue, but perha@maore holistic
and ethically conscious manner.

Many people think of sustainable fashion as associated with g hipprement
where clothes are made of all organic materials. This is p#enof a dismissal of the
very idea of sustainability because it is too closely conndotad'tree-hugger,” arts and
crafts, Zen, “Mother Earth” mentality. However, while this i3 abviously limited
perspective on what sustainability is about, it is not too off baseoritrast to the move
towards technology as a means of achieving sustainability, ihehe equally (if not

more) valid approach defined through a return to the craft of garnsdabgn Advocates
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of this way of viewing sustainability see a return to preté®ring and attention to
detail, answer to the predicament of the fashion industry. | semewed focus on
craftsmen — or the fashion designer as skilled tailor. If onemblne fashion garments,
or the act of garment-making, with greater attention to detdilcaaft, then individuals
would begin purchasing garments with this in mind. They would begimguims with
“lasting” value instead of items meant to be worn once (or one season) armisthesed.
This so-called “slow fashion” movement is in essence a focus qmetlens making the
clothes — valuing the relationship between craftsperson and consuntberthan fast
fashion, where machine-made garments are used and disposed withaoneesn for
the way in which the garment was produced.

Connected to this renewed interest in craft is a focus on trasrisurrounding
clothing. As individuals become more concerned with slow fashionakmug the time
to know and appreciate the ways in which their clothing is being prodteesgery act
of purchasing and wearing clothes takes on a more ritualisti@@ed tone. It is
interesting to note as well that even the very garments gainingpalgsity now,
alongside the rise in sustainability, are garments inspiredbdal and Native American
spirituality. This quest for “relationship” or meaning that extebdgond the garment
itself is displayed in all these various ways.

Finally, as many more people begin to see the valsgyte#fover fashion, thanks
in no small part to street style blogs and photographers like Schtuman, etc., the
sustainability movement has found a great support. If individuals hegiesire style
over the latest trendy item, the fashion industry may move atch slower pace. An

interest in dress as art focuses on the overall “look” of an individegardless of status
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or labels and seems to work both in conjunction as well as in cotdrdéisé fashion
industry as it currently exists. This call for individuals to ts®r imagination in the way
they dress is a much higher order than just reaching for the highes tag.
Additionally, the focus on style involves an interest in a wideetyaef clothing items —
from different historical eras as well as exotic locatierfsirther defeating some of the
allure of “fast fashion.”

To regard dress as play, or a form of art, is to again bestow uporaiue aside
from its ability to transform the body. It is to value the craid the imagination of
garment creation as much as one would value a fine work of art. A tooxad
sustainability is bolstered by more and more museums seekingserye and conserve
fashion garments that also cement in the popular psyche the idenatieaial garments
are items to be preserved, not worn and then disposed. It perpahmtetea that

garments should be valued when they have timeless qualities and staying power.

Concluding with this point concerning the preservation of garments irumss
as a way of promoting sustainability in fashion, we can now tethge McQueen
exhibition at the Metropolitan Museum. This exhibition represented aupbignant
cultural moment not only because of the ways it solidified efforfsreserve and display
fashion as works of art, but also because of the sheer morbid fascination opleyhael
with McQueen and his particular designs. It seems an appropriattusion to this
project then to note that it is precisely the connection betwed#ring and mortality that
simultaneously attracts and repels people from fashion. As KaresoHaas written:

“Our clothing is a testimony to our embodiment, it can whispethefactual material
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death that, as humans, we may rather seek, in vain, to avoid. The uncahtyyodua
empty clothes may quietly speak of the intensity of the facuofembodiment and thus
at once murmur the truth of oweal mortality.”*® She goes on: “Clothes, in their
intrinsic and yet always breakable relation to our embodied l&e,seem anemento
mori.”*®” Fashion in general and McQueen’s designs in particular reflecortality
back to us. If learning how to live in this world also involves learmaogy to die, it
seems that engaging the clothed or fashioned self is one staplgdwady learning how

to live.

198 Hanson, Karen. “Dressing Down Dressing Up — The Philosophic Fear of Fadtjqatia

vol 5 no 2, 114.
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