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Abstract

The aim of this article is to provide an in-depth analysis of the issue of
change and constancy in fashion, challenging the common belief that fashion
is exclusively a domain of ephemerality and instability. After discussing
the theoretical approaches to change and constancy in fashion in the first
part, the second part introduces the categories of changeable unchangeability
and unchangeable changeability and uses them to analyse selected aspects
of the contemporary fashion system, showing their paradoxical nature.
Given the social significance of fashion, the paper will contribute to a broader
debate on change and constancy in contemporary social life.

Keywords: fashion change, fashion return, changeable unchangeability,
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INTRODUCTION

A common belief is that fashion marches under the banner of volatility, inconstancy
and transience. Nevertheless, if we look more deeply — especially at the structural
elements and mechanisms by which fashion operates and the relationship between
fashion and time — we can see the complexity and slippery nature of the topic
of fashion’s changeability. German philosopher and sociologist Georg Simmel,
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in his famous Philosophy of Fashion from 1905, already pointed out that despite
frequent changes in style, the change in fashion itself remains unchanged. Walter
Benjamin’s elaborations of the temporal mechanisms of fashion allow for a more
intense understanding the dynamics of changeability and immutability inherent
in fashion. Contemporary fashion seems to perfectly reflect the issues described
by these German thinkers.

Taking these considerations into account, in this essay I propose a polemic
with the thesis focused on change as a basic feature of fashion, arguing that
fashion is fundamentally a paradox, one of the dimensions of which, is the con-
stant oscillation between changeability and immutability. After a brief review of
the literature on the subject of change and the constancy of fashion, I introduce the
terms unchangeable changeability and changeable unchangeability which, on
the one hand, emphasise the changes in objects and structures of the contempo-
rary fashion system, and on the other, emphasise their durability. Next, based on
existing research and my own reflections, I relate these categories to selected
phenomena of the contemporary fashion system.

Fashion is recognised as a significant economic and sociocultural force, as
well as the complex system of clothing production and the meanings associated
with it. Although there are many systems of fashion production, the world’s
dominant model is the Western capitalist model, operating according to a specific
paradigm and consisting of many domains (production, distribution, retailing,
design, advertising, marketing, wearing, destruction), social actors, practices,
discourses and objects [Payne 2019]. This is how the fashion system will be
understood here, although due to the limited size of this essay, not all elements
of this system will be analysed.

The paper’s main theoretical contribution is to introduce analytical catego-
ries in order to study phenomena related to fashion in the later modernity of
neoliberal capitalism, whose common feature is the tension between change and
immutability, and these two aspects are rarely analysed together. Reflections on
the interaction of change-constancy in fashion will additionally contribute to
a broader debate on this issue in contemporary social life.

EPHEMERAL AND IMMUTABLE:
THE PARADOXICAL NATURE OF FASHION

Alice Payne introduces fashion-as-change as one of the three components of
her systemic concept of fashion, emphasizing that “a critical dimension in the
understanding of fashion is the notion of change” [Payne 2021: 19]. Fashion
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practitioners constantly emphasise the changing nature of their industry; there are
also abundant studies and theoretical considerations that emphasise the ephemeral
nature of fashion and changeability as a key parameter of fashion practice and expe-
rience [e.g. Lipovetsky 1994; Lehmann 2000; Wilson 2003; Breward, Evans 2005;
Barthes 2005; Bauman 2010; Pecorari 2021]. Many of these researchers indicate
that they are following the path set by French poet and critic Charles Baudelaire,
for whom fashion was the hallmark of modernity, characterised by the experience
of transience and perpetual temporal flux. However, it is worth remembering, that
for Baudelaire, beauty, art, fashion and the experiencing of modernity had a com-
plicated, dual nature: “the ephemeral, the fugitive, the contingent, the half of
whose other half is the eternal and the immutable” [Baudelaire 1964: 12].

The dual, paradoxical nature of fashion was fully recognised on many levels
by German philosopher and sociologist Georg Simmel. For him, fashion performs
a “double function” (Ger. Doppelfunktion), by constantly oscillating between
“the tendency towards social equalization with the tendency toward individual
differentiation and variation” [Simmel 1997: 189]. The contradictory nature of
fashion is additionally shown in the very manner of its social becoming and
cancelling itself in its realisation [Simmel 1997: 192]. Finally, despite frequent
changes in style, the change in fashion itself remains unchanged: “Although
the essence of each individual fashion is precisely that of not being immortal”,
fashion is, as “a general concept, as a fact of fashion as such, indeed immortal (...)
In this instance, the fact that change itself does not change endows each of the
objects which it affects with a psychological shimmer of permanency” [Simmel
1997: 203-204]. This “permanency within change” is furthermore revealed in
the return of change-oriented fashion to its former forms when these are partially
erased from memory, because, like all other phenomena, it has a tendency to save
energy and achieve its goals in the most economical way [Simmel 1997: 204].

The phenomena of fashion returns were later explored by American
anthropologist Alfred Kroeber. Through quantitative research on visual data
presenting European women’s dresses from the period 1844-1919 [Kroeber
1919] and then 17871936 [Richardson, Kroeber 1940], Kroeber has discovered
akind of pendulum in clothing styles —a cyclical regularity of changes within the
structure of fashion itself, that contradicts its supposedly chaotic and capricious
nature. His approach to cultural change in the category of a wave that propagates,
decays, and then returns, has paved the way for studies that sought to understand
and forecast trends and its cycles [e.g. Vejlgaard 2007; Kim, Fiore, Kim 2011;
Brannon, Divita 2015; Blaszczyk, Wubs 2018; Raymond 2019]; to identify
a varied pace, a multiple time frames, scopes and scales of fashion’s change
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[Geiger 2011; Rocamora 2013; Zborowska 2013; Kipoz 2020; Payne 2021].
Additionally, there are studies on popularity of trends described as: wearing “the
spirits of the past time” [ Vinken 2005:69], retro fashion, vintage fashion, sartorial
remembering and fashion historicism [e.g. Baines 1981; Martin, Koda 1989; Clark
2005; Guftey 2006; Jenss 2015; Hill 2021, Gnolli 2023]. This research on the
self-referential qualities and practices of fashion has constituted a counterpoint
to the accepted concept of fashion as novelty, changeability and ephemerality,
additionally showing that — paraphrasing a well-known saying about history,
attributed to Mark Twain — fashion does not repeat itself but rhymes.
Penetrating more deeply into the essence of the matter, German philosopher
Walter Benjamin has interpreted the changing-unchanging nature of fashion from
yet another angle. Interested in exploring the nature of time and history through
the analysis of fashion, he treated fashion as a “measure of time” (Ger. Zeitmay3)
and a perpetually (re)actualised collective technique for operationalizing time
[see Ekardt 2020]. He considered fashion as a “mold in which modernity is cast”
[Benjamin 2002: 833], although he has emphasised the rather negative side of
modernity (temporal, passing, ruined and wounded by time). Fashion, as “an eter-
nal return, of what is new”, was for him a “time of hell” [Benjamin 2002: 401],
and the ghastliness of this feature of fashion has its roots in the dialectic of in-
dustrial production and circulating goods, resulting in the perpetual return of the
same thing (reproduction of exchange value) masquerading as what is currently
the newest (new face of the commodity). Additionally, using two concepts for
which fashion is a model — the tiger s leap (Ger. Tigersprung) and dialectical
images (Ger. Dialektischen Bilden) — Benjamin has shown that fashion leaps
tiger-like into the thicket of the past to extract from it something that has been
temporarily rejected, disconnected and forgotten, and to introduce this achieve-
ment into the current context and to present it as the newest and up-to-date. The
transition from unfashionable to fashionable occurs abruptly, in a dialectical
manner, through a combination of temporarily separated moments. Moreover, the
fashionable leaps into the past function in the form of recurring quotations that
do not form a continuous narrative. Thus, for Banjamin, fashion is ruled both by
discontinuity and continuity. Building on Benjaminian concepts, British fashion
historian Caroline Evans has examined how the recycling of historical motifs
has dominated a certain strand of fashion design in the 1990s [Evans 2000]. She
indicates that the “scavenging aesthetic underpinned much of the historicism of
1990s design that «inaccurately» pillaged the past to produce a contemporary
aesthetic. Rather than recreating one period, its historical borrowings were multi-
layered (...), folding one historical reference back on another” [Evans 2000: 25].
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The cutting-edge fashion of the 1990s has created a specific temporal hybrid, in
which various moments of historical time were placed in one design, and history
itself was treated non-nostalgically, as a huge collection of images, styles and
shapes ready for re-use.

Current research shows that discontinuities, changes and ruptures in fashion
do not necessarily involve progress or lead to the establishment of a lasting
aesthetic normativity in the long run. Rupture here refers to a movement against
the current aesthetics or style, causing a reorganization at the level of design
practices and procedures; however, it rarely leads to a complete transformation
of the fashion system and its organization. Moreover, although old practices and
aesthetics are pushed by new ones into the background, into the démodé, they may
return in a mutated form in another place, time and/or function. Consequently, old
styles, aesthetics and practices coexist at the same time. Simmel and Benjamin
have emphasised this paradox: fashion as such emerges from a series of ruptures
and discontinuities of styles and aesthetics in the surface layer, and through them
it changes, but at the same time in the depths persists as a form and system of
creativity, maintaining the continuity of certain underlying organisational practices
and principles.

Although the complex relationship to time and the paradoxical nature of
fashion have been recognised in the literature, there is a lack of more systematic
analyses of the change-constancy dimension in relation to the contemporary fash-
ion system. There are many valuable studies on creativity-heritage interplay in
the context of French luxury fashion houses [e.g. Barrére, Santagata 2005; Pistilli
2018; Donzé, Wubs 2018; Zanon 2018; Donzé 2023; Courbicres 2024]; however,
they are primarily case studies of marketing strategies of luxury fashion houses,
analysed in isolation from other aspects related to fashion’s change and constancy.

Respecting existing studies and research approaches, building on them, and
at the same time extending them in the further part of this essay, I propose the
categories of unchangeable changeability and changeable unchangeability to
study the contemporary fashion system. My reflections here are very loosely in-
spired by the notions of dynamic continuity and continuous instability, introduced
by Magdalena Nowicka-Franczak into the diagnosis of the Polish public debate
after 1989 [Nowicka-Franczak 2020]. Both of the categories proposed below
emphasise, on the one hand, the inevitable changes arising from the nature and
logic of fashion itself, as well as being the result of political, economic, social
and cultural transformations, and, on the other hand — the persistence of certain
structures and practices, despite the mentioned changes. Additionally, they allow
us to study the paradoxical nature of phenomena previously considered separately.
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UNCHANGEABLE CHANGEABILITY

The category of unchangeable changeability enables us, above all, to rethink the
consequences of the persistent change in proposed styles and designs, and in
particular, to perceive that one of fashion’s constitutive features can, paradoxi-
cally, undermine its social significance. These constant aesthetical changes and
ruptures lead to the fragility of all rules and orders introduced by fashion. This
may be one of the reasons, why public discouragement and lack of respect for
fashion, treating it as something irrelevant and not worth pursuing, still persists.
It also undermines the power of fashion as an agent of social change.

The continual breaking with what is now, by introducing counter-proposals,
allows aesthetics and values previously marginalised and invalidated to be in-
troduced into the social space. Much has been said in recent decades about the
need for inclusivity and representativeness in fashion, as well as about the social
and political significance of it. “Fashion can articulate and potentially subvert
constructions and presentations of identity, disturb totalitarian tendencies and
visualise political dissent. In era when politics is largely mistrusted (...) fashion
might effectively address old and new injustices, not only those of fashion, but
also of the wider world”, writes Djurdja Bartlett in defence of fashion [Bartlet
2019: 56].

Certainly, fashion helps in publicising certain topics and social issues, and its
ability to transform the Imaginarium, create new language, and to rewrite and
transgress established conventions cannot be denied. However, its values, its logic
and fundaments on which fashion is based, are problematic in the context of its
political effectiveness. It is not just about the commodification, instrumentaliza-
tion and exploitation of reality by fashion for its own ends.

The category of unchangeable changeability sheds light on how the insta-
bility of fashion, based on its scheduled change, challenges or undermines its
status as an agent of a real political change. As recent years of fashion activism
and political fashion trends have shown, statements expressing solidarity with
feminism were soon replaced with “stay home during the pandemic” messages,
then replaced with BLM solidarity statements, only to be replaced by something
else again. Meanwhile, political actions and real political changes require perse-
verance, responsibility, everyday work and the relative constancy of the position
taken [Raciniewska 2023].

The very constantly changing nature of fashion itself, makes it rather
a laboratory and testing ground for aesthetic tastes, political worldviews and
ethical positions, pushing the boundaries of social imagination. Additionally,
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as Lipovetsky points out, the contradictory nature of fashion has led to
“the establishment of a shallow instability as a permanent system” and turned
out to be a tool for stabilizing and consolidating modern liberal democracies
[Lipovetsky 1994: 4,7]. Which brings us to the second category.

CHANGEABLE UNCHANGEABILITY

Changeable unchangeability refers primarily to the permanence of certain ele-
ments of the fashion system, which, on the other hand, are characterised by
a widespread flexibility and even subversiveness, being dependent on the current
material and social conditions of fashion production and consumption, social
awareness and moods, in addition to changing policies.

An example of the phenomenon changeable unchangeability is the institu-
tion of the fashion week. The capriciousness and unpredictability of fashion
changes was tamed by the introduction of a chronological temporal architecture
[Pomian 2021] of Western fashion, in the form of the fashion seasons, mimicking
the natural seasonal changes. The “natural” autumn-winter and spring-summer
fashion seasons were first introduced at the court of Louis XIV, using the press
(Le Mercure Galant — the first periodical to report on the fashion world) as a tool
for the process of measuring and rationalising fashion time. The twice-yearly
change in fashion was then institutionalised during the 19th and 20th centuries
by Parisian haute couture and its professional organisation and governing body
(today: the Fédération de la Haute Couture et de la Mode'), in the form of the so-
called fashion week, giving rhythm to the garment production system and enabling
fashion to become a commercial power [Kawamura 2004; Jones 2007; Van de
Peer 2014]. Despite recent attempts to accelerate the seasonality of fashion on the
one hand, and to interrupt its continuity, by introducing a seasonless model on
the other [Stauss 2021; Van de Peer, Lefevere 2021] — flexibility has allowed the
institutions of the fashion week and the fashion season to survive to this day.

Changeable unchangeability refers, of course, to many items of clothing, looks,
styles, forms and shapes of the garments. A perfect illustration of this concept is
the exhibition About time.: Fashion and duration, presented at the Metropolitan
Museum of Art Costume Institute (Met) at the turn of 2020/21, honouring the

' 1868: Chambre Syndicale de la Couture, des Confectionneurs et des Tailleurs pour Dames

et Fillettes; 1911: Chambre Syndicale de la Couture Parisienne; 1945: Chambre Syndicale de la
Haute Couture; 1973: Fédération Frangaise de la Couture, du Prét-a-Porter des Couturiers et des
Créateurs de Mode; 2017: Fédération de la Haute Couture et de la Mode.
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museum’s 150th anniversary. In a concise and dense visualization of a “150-year
clock of the architecture of the female form” [Cambell 2020], 60 pairs of iconic
fashion objects were organised around the principle of “60 minutes of fashion”.
Each minute presented a pair of garments equidistant from one another: the first
object was placed at the front, on a chronological timeline from 1870 (the year of
the Met’s founding) to the present day, and the second one was placed behind it, on
the non-linear timeline. The object placed at the back was related to the front one
in terms of shape, motif, decoration, material, or technique, although it predated
or postdated the first object. For example, the black velvet corset strapless dress
from Jean-Paul Gaultier’s autumn-winter 1984/85 collection was paired with
a black “Tulip” evening dress by Charles James from 1949; a white fitted Bar
jacket and flare long black skirt from Christian Dior 1947 New Look collection
with Junya Watanabe black leather “Bar” shape biker jacket and long skirt from
the fall-winter 2011/12 collection; Mrs. Arnold ca. 1895 black dinner dress with
black ensemble from Comme des Gargons autumn-winter 2004/05 collection.
The organizational structure of this intellectual exhibition has confronted two
parallel timelines to highlight different temporalities of fashion and to “express
the concept of duration as outlined by the French philosopher Henri Bergson, in
which time exists as a continuous flow and the relationship between the past and
present is one of coexistence rather than succession” [MET 2020]. It has also shed
light on the institutionalization of borrowing in fashion, which accompanies the
cult of novelty and creativity, leading to the durability of certain design solutions
despite some changes.

Additionally, changeable unchangeability deals with the persistence of spe-
cific actors, who are the most visible and significant players in the fashion world,
and who are responsible for introducing new themes and styles and for continu-
ing or discontinuing existing practices. One of them is the figure of the designer.
Although fashion design is, and has always been, a collective and collaborative
process, the modern fashion system is organised around the myth of a fashion
designer as an artistic genius and a sole creator proposing new styles. The idea
goes back to the second half of the 19th century and Charles Frederick Worth,
who broke with the system of tailors fulfilling orders from wealthy individuals,
introducing a specific institutional organization and a unique business strategy
that consolidated previously separate activities and emphasised the creative as-
pect of fashion production. The fashion house (Fr. Maison de couture) developed
designs and collections, dictated the nature of each designed item down to the
smallest detail and controlled the process of its production and the final effect.
The designer — couturier-créateur — had power, prestige and the highest place
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in the hierarchy of the fashion house; he also took responsibility and credit for
the created creations.

Worth began to use the discourse of fine art in his business to promote the
image of the designer, defining himself as artiste en robes, compositeur de
toilettes, posing as an artist in photographs, and presenting his work in terms
of art and creation [Szaradowski 2016]. Furthermore, following the example of
artists, Worth has introduced the practice of marking his clothes with a signature
(Fr. la griffe) — in the form of a label with his name sewn into them — which
was a guarantee of authenticity and added tangible value to the clothes. Later
designers followed suit, further refining his strategy. To this day, the fashion
system has been dependent on labels, dominated by the discourse of creativity
and the importance of the designer’s role; however, for a dozen or so years now,
a parallel narrative, that criticises the functioning of today’s system for damaging
creative work, has been developing.

Although this criticism has not led to systemic changes in fashion, each new
wave shifts the focus of the debate. The suicide of Alexander McQueen in 2010
and John Galliano’s departure from Dior in an atmosphere of public scandal one
year later, were described as an end of “a wild fashion ride”, and interpreted in
terms of personal problems and the mental condition of “fragile, artistic creators”,
broken by “the pace of fashion today, and particularly the rigorous structure of
a corporate fashion house” [Menkes 2011]. Raf Simons’ departure from Dior and
Alber Elbaz from Lanvin in 2015, emphasised to a greater extent the changes
that had taken place in the profession of a fashion designer (who had now be-
come a creative director) and the lack of time for true creativity: “Like that bird
in a gilded cage, creative people at the major fashion houses have everything
(...) Everything, but time.” [Menkes 2015]. The difficult times of the global
COVID-19 pandemic have cast doubt on the governing rules of fashion system,
a belief that the fashion system is broken was loudly expressed and many fashion
professionals has expanded on the desire for a fresh start [Vestoj 2021; Amed
2021]. Finally, the current problems of many luxury brands with a new wave of
departing designers, whose positions are not being replaced, even though many
talented designers are out of work, reveals, according to commentators, “a gradual
breakdown of the social contract between creatives and their corporate bosses,
who are not championing creativity in the way they once did (...) Most of the
brands (...) have backed away from high-risk, high-reward fashion driven by
creativity” but falling sales indicate, that “the current formulaic, corporatised,
anodyne approach to fashion is clearly not working” [Amed 2024]. The debate
on the current status of fashion designers shows the changeable unchangeability
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of this position: the durability of the designer myth, despite constant tensions and
changes in the role of creative director in individual fashion houses. It also sheds
light on the last issue I would like to address in this section.

The concept of changeable unchangeability is also useful in the analysis of
contemporary brands, especially luxury ones, whose activities influence the entire
fashion sector. To understand their current status, it is important to recall that at
the end of the 20th century, fashion saw a transition from an industry dominated
by small and medium-sized family businesses to one composed of international
conglomerates controlling financial resources, distribution systems and a portfolio
of seemingly unrelated brands®. The entry of these international financial groups
into the luxury segment was funded by taking over the private heritage created
by the acquired historical companies and then commercializing this heritage.

French sociologist Pierre Bourdieu was one of the first to draw attention to
the problem of succession in fashion as a problem of “transmitting a creative
power” [Bourdieu 1974, quoted in: Barnard 2020: 50]. The designer’s signature
(Fr. la griffe) is a mark transferred to material objects to change their symbolic
nature (fashion object). However, it is also a proper name that can be inherited.
Luxury groups thus transfer the positive image and reputation of great creators-
founders to the brand itself. La griffe (the association between creative products
and the creator’s name) is transferred into a legally protected trademark (the
association between products and the company name), and this transfer enables
the value of the historical creator’s name to be extended over time and space.
“The capitalization of heritage in trademarks as brand names allows the transfer
of IPRs in reputation heritage assets” [Barrere, Delabruyere 2011: 331]. This
may explain the dependence of contemporary fashion on labels and trademarks,
which no longer serve only as an inner lining, but become patterns and decora-
tions on the surface of the clothes — it serves consistency and create continuity.

Furthermore, corporate fashion brands embrace a paradoxical heritage brand
strategy, consistently managing the tension between continuity and change
[Cooper, Merrilees, Miller 2020]. Thanks to the strategic use of the past as
a marketing resource, luxury brands become “the heirs and keepers of historical
tradition, and this continuity legitimizes much of their positioning in luxury”
[Donzeé 2023: 45]. This strategy has much of Hobsbawm’s invented tradition

2 This applies to both the luxury fashion sector, where the most important players are LVMH

(Moét Hennessy Louis Vuitton), Kering (formerly PPR), Richemont and the Prada Group, and the
so-called fast fashion sector, represented primarily by Inditex Group, H&M Group, Fast Retailing
(Uniqlo), which effectively competes with luxury brands. Only a few brands from the luxury sector
(e.g. Chanel, Hermes) successfully operate independently outside large conglomerates.
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[Hobsbawm, Ranger 2008], and involves selectively selecting elements from
a brand’s past and combining them with present-day elements (images, people,
places) to create an appealing narrative that gives meaning to the brand’s current
identity.

Christian Dior’s new brand strategy, based on heritage, for example, was built
on discourse on the continuity of a tradition of artistic creativity and core brand
values such as glamorous elegance, modern style and revolutionary creation.
Although the revolutionary style of the hired star designer John Galliano was at
odds with the classic conservatism of the brand’s founder, new discourse was
adopted, portraying Christian Dior as a revolutionary couturier who “changed
the codes of global elegance with his first collection in 1947 [Dior 2020a] that
“more than six decades after its birth (...) continue to inspire Dior. The New
Look is a perpetual revolution” [Dior 2020b]. Today the narrative is different,
responding to the current interests of the brand: “Christian Dior was fascinated
with art (...) Right from the founding of his Maison in 1946, he transformed his
dreams into irresistible creations, seeking to break with the sombre war years
by elevating pure joy. His visionary spirit celebrated and enchanted women the
world over. In only ten years, Monsieur Dior revolutionised the conventions of
elegance and femininity, designing collections infused with dreams” [Dior 2024].
The above quotes illustrate how the luxury brands manage the paradox of their
corporate brand heritage — simultaneously maintaining past heritage and embrac-
ing change, navigating tension between relevance and consistency.

Additionally, the strategic management of fashion heritage includes other
practices, such as creating, managing and promoting brand archives; collaborating
with museums and art galleries; running corporate museums; collecting creative
knowledge and the collective heritage of Parisian haute couture craftsmanship;
developing the very discourse of creativity and heritage in fashion. In this way,
interested primarily in capitalizing on brand reputation and profiting from lower
segments, corporate luxury brands are forced to make costly investments in
creative and artisanal heritage and promote the growth of the creativity of low-
profit haute couture. Another paradox, which seems to be explained by French
sociologist Jean Davallon. Heritage in his approach, is an output of social
process of creating a temporal continuity between the past, present and future,
stitching these different temporal regimes. On the one hand, this requires the
recreation of the connection between the heritage object and its original context
of creation, through the work of memory and the production of knowledge about
a given object. On the other hand, heritage is not only a useful resource. Heritage
creates obligations for its heirs — it obliges them to protect and preserve it,
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it obliges them to popularise and exhibit it, and finally, it obliges them to pass it
on to future generations [Davallon 2006, 2024].

Fashion heritage is indeed a paradox. In the course of the heritage-making
process, from objects to be acquired, worn and experienced sensorially through
the body, fashionable goods become objects rather to contemplate, admire and
study. From objects intended for exchange for new ones, they become things
worth preserving and conserving. From objects with exchange and use value,
they become objects with display value. As Oliver Assoully points out, fashion
heritage provides a counterpoint to fashion itself and its destructive nature, and
“may serve to redeem the compulsive declassification and discarding of fashion
articles” [Assoully 2022: 57]. From the point of view discussed in this paper,
fashion heritage is also the introduction of an element of immutability into the
world of fashion objects.

CONCLUSION

The paper’s main theoretical contribution is the introduction of analytical catego-
ries to study phenomena related to fashion in the later modernity of neoliberal
capitalism, whose common feature is the tension between change and immu-
tability, and which are rarely analysed together. The category of unchangeable
changeability draws attention to the fact, that change — one of fashion’s constitu-
tive feature — can, paradoxically, undermine its social power and significance and
challenge its ability to be an agent of significant social and political change. The
category of changeable unchangeability, on the other hand, sheds light to what
extent contemporary fashion in shaped by its own heritage and functioning in
dialogue and tension between continuity and change. Both categories reveal the
paradoxical nature of contemporary fashion system.
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0 ZMIENNOSCI I NIEZMIENNOSCI W MODZIE
Streszczenie

Celem artykutu jest poglgbiona analiza zagadnienia zmiennosci i niezmiennos$ci w modzie, prze-
tamujaca powszechne przekonanie, ze moda jest wylacznie domena efemerydy i niestatosci.
Po omowieniu dotychczasowych podejs¢ teoretycznych odnoszacych si¢ do zmiany i niezmien-
nosci w modzie w czgsci pierwszej, czes¢ druga wprowadza kategorie zmiennej niezmiennosci
oraz niezmiennej zmiennosci i wykorzystuje je do diagnozy wybranych aspektow wspolczesne-
go systemu mody, ukazujac ich paradoksalna naturg. Ze wzgledu na spoteczne znaczenie mody,
przedstawione analizy przyczynia si¢ do szerszej debaty na temat zmiany i stalo$ci we wspolcze-
snym zyciu spotecznym.

Slowa kluczowe: zmiana mody, powrét mody, zmienna niezmiennos¢, niezmienna zmiennose,
dziedzictwo mody
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