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     The development of market services is a key element to increase consumption, which is deeply related to the global/local debate and especially to the international development of industry. The creation of new intermediaries in the fashion sector is deeply related to its actors themselves, which changed along the progressive democratization of fashion. At first times, Paris seemed to be the unique centre of fashion. As an entirely local business, the Parisian Couture did not live by itself: it needed to be exported and adapted. From the early years of the Haute Couture in late XIXth century, geographical and social transmission process made up a background to the evolution of the fashion sector. 

     Ingrid Brenninkmeyer had an explanation for this, when she compared, in the 1960s, Paris and New York which was not yet a fashion capital at the time she wrote her essay on ‘The Diffusion of Fashion’: 

“For some Americans it is a mystery why New York with its enormous dressmaking industry is not the fashion centre of the world. Why do wealthy American women always want to buy Paris models? The crux of the matter is that fashion finds its inspiration only in the partnership of present day culture and leisurely living. This needs to be backed by expert handicraft and all the allied fashion industries. New York cannot compare with Paris for cultural opportunities or for leisurely living. Possibilities for mass production alone do not make fashion. Individual inspiration is essential. There is little time left for original ideas in the rush of this huge metropolis, where the loss of quarter of a minute means the loss of many dollars.”
  

     The diffusion of fashion requires specific skills and the birth of department stores from the mid-XIXth century was a crucial step in this process. Besides, dressmakers sold their own creations in their showrooms to fortunate customers. In their case, production and selling services (including fitting) worked altogether. As far as fashion industry is concerned, it has often been stated that one single person or designer rarely makes a new fashion by itself. It is though possible to identify trendsetters. Private persons as socialites and columnists were and are still playing a key role in the setting up of new trends. Emerging intermediaries between Couture on the one hand and ready-to-wear and manufacturing industries on the other hand both show demands on specific skills.

     From the beginnings of the Haute Couture under the French Second Empire, intermediaries between creators and customers made up a specific activity (or trade). However, this paper does not directly focus on retail issues (boutique is considered as far as it is setting up trends) but on the non material intermediaries which constitute a special kind of services, used on a very small and specific scale. Economic and creative implications are crucial as much as creation is the condition of the constant renewal of the fashion industry. With Haute Couture, creativity acquires an artistic status. The last part of this paper is devoted to a case study about Belgian fashion which shows a cross-fertilization process between fashion and artistic circles as well as between Parisian and Belgian creators.

1-Intermediaries in fashion business: hierarchy and trickle down theory

     The diffusion of fashion trends was mainly ensured by various copying processes. However, Haute Couture entrepreneurs and creators tried to protect their patterns against copy. Manufacturers as well as dressmakers had to buy patterns or designs from the Parisian firms. In such a context, a new kind of intermediaries appeared in order to complete the classical business of selling fashion goods on retail
. 

     Existing at least from the interwar, appropriate services constituted a relay between the Parisian couture and their professional clients – foreign or provincial industries willing to buy the legal right to copy the leading fashion trends. Paris remained for a long time the capital of fashion. Its hegemony was called into question but today the French capital is at least considered first among the equals which are now London, Milan, New York, Tokyo, Antwerp, Mumbai... 

     There are multiple reasons for this: structure of the fashion industry, accumulated experience and prestige. Parisian artisans developed specific skills, not only in couture but also in embroidery, millinery, feather work, etc. Valerie Steele, questioning the cultural hegemony of Paris in her book Paris Fashion, underlines the ability of the French fashion sector to attract creative foreign designers
. The first designer to begin with Haute Couture was Englishman Charles Frederic Worth and there are many examples following: Elsa Schiaparelli was born Italian, Maggy Rouff Belgian… In the 1980s the Japanese designers established their houses or showed their collections in Paris. Today, many creative designers from various origins still prefer to organize their shows in Paris. Despite the cultural factor, finding a satisfying explanation for the Parisian hegemony remains quite difficult.

     Economic and creative implications are important as far as creation seems to remain the ultimate condition of renewal in the fashion industry. This process reminds us of the ‘trickle down’ theory, or the vertical flow hypothesis, described by economist Georg Simmel to explain how fashion trends percolate down the (mass) market. Following this theory, fashion affects the upper classes whose style is then copied by lower classes. At this time, upper classes turn away from this fashion to adopt another one and the process repeats itself endlessly. Trickle down theory was criticised with good reason, Pierre Bourdieu being one of the first theoreticians to give more thought to the subject
. The nature of trendsetters (‘upper classes’ in the original theory) needed to be redefined – actually they are not just upper classes. Moreover, the booming of sportswear (which can roughly be dated from the 1930s onwards) and streetwear (developing all along the XXth century) calls the vertical flow theories into question. However, at least until World War II and if ‘upper classes’ is replaced by ‘trendsetters’ the vertical flow provides a quite useful explanation to the following and to the illegal copying of Parisian fashions.

2-Copiers and counterfeiters

     At the turn of the XIXth and XXth centuries, a severe increase of counterfeiting led to an abundance of case law
. The increase of such cases, as well as the difficulties faced by the fashion industry between the wars, led the Parisian Chambre syndicale de la Haute Couture to strengthen the business’ policy.
 The access to the couture shows then became strictly controlled
.

     Even before WWII, Parisian dressmakers had a limited number of direct customers. Before the 1930s depression, women buying couture dresses never were in great number. Among the different customers of a couturier, some women only bought a couple of models and had those copied by their local dressmaker. Model transmission first resulted from the buyers themselves.

     Such practices began with the very existence of fashion as a social phenomenon and still exist today. Parisian couturiers were informed about these practices, see for example Christian Dior’s point of view on that matter:

“La cliente parfaite, c’est la bonne petite cliente qui connaît son budget, et qui, elle, sait ce qu’elle veut. Deux fois par an, elle vient commander deux ou trois robes qu’elle paie ponctuellement. Avec celle-ci, la vendeuse est tranquille. Nous savons bien que dès que sa robe sera livrée, elle ira la porter chez sa petite couturière pour la faire recopier, qu’elle la prêtera à une ou deux de ses bonnes amies. Les temps sont durs, les maris sont chiches. Les femmes font ce qu’elles peuvent. Ces femmes-là sont souvent les plus agréables, sinon les plus glorieuses. »

     Couture is nowadays living from its ‘produits dérivés’ and boutique lines, an evolution which is usually considered as a result of the mass diffusion of ready-to-wear in Europe after WWII. However, despite the case of M. Dior ‘bonne petite cliente’, the Couture sector needed other resources. Model transmission is often described as the decline of the industry
. Moreover, apart from the traditional image of the couture sector, it belongs to the history of the intermediaries between fashion creation and its diffusion, and of legal and illegal copying. Production and services get tangled in this apparent gap.

     From the first Couturiers of the Second Empire such influences took place in commercial exchanges between Parisian couturiers and their industrial clients. Some offices progressively offered their services as intermediaries between couturiers and other fashion producers. They contributed to the diffusion of fashion trends towards foreign couturiers and towards lower quality producers. Fashion business was then divided in Haute, moyenne and petite couture (high, medium and small, as a hierarchical scale). Moyenne and petite couture entrepreneurs copied Haute Couture patterns. The growing ready-to-wear industry was also meant to play an increasing part in fashion democratization
.

     Interwar protectionist context played an important part in the Chambre syndicale’s decisions. Despite the existing measures, the Couture sector still bemoaned illegal practices going from unauthorized copy to counterfeiting
. However, as foreign customers remained numerous, such a complaint could be credited to commercial strategy, but it is actually not the case. 

     In the 1920s a majority of models were bought by American customers. However, after October 1929, the Parisian Couture could no longer rely on the same customers. American Government took protectionist measures establishing a custom right of ninety percent on imported garments. To by-pass taxation costs, the foreign Haute Couture customers bought more and more patterns in place of dresses. Patterns were sold with a high scale reproduction right. Three categories emerged from these 1930s’ customers:

-clothes manufacturers working in series which they distributed by themselves

-sellers subcontracting their production

-couturiers working on request

     The increase of model purchase was on the one hand a way to keep Couture industry alive at a time when Couturiers deplored strikes and the increase of taxes as a consequence of the social measures taken by the Front Populaire in France. It has often been said that Gabrielle Chanel stopped her activity during World War II because she could never forgive her dressmakers who took strike during the Thirties.

     On the other hand pattern purchase contributed to increase copying due to the economic crisis, the Parisian Couture supremacy and the fact that models were easily reproduced
. Therefore more and more firms settled resident buyers in Paris. These buyers informed their overseas customers of the latest trends and their activity was therefore perceived as industrial espionage. Above all, the Parisian designers were afraid of the part played by local agents which they were eventually unaware of. In the mid-nineties, Didier Grumbach was speaking of “the system’s perversion”. It was the business’s paradox: how to avoid being copied if the aim of the whole system was to copy Haute Couture? 

     At some point the control of the model’s use and reproduction was lost. The best defence, added Grumbach, was the ban on paper models but the loss would have been even more important. There were other challenging matters. Paris Haute Couture was the best display window for fabric manufacturers and especially for the silk industry of Lyon. Copying practices ensured export sales through fabric and models purchasers.
 In Belgium for example, everyone copied Paris models, often without authorisation. This situation benefited to Lyon silk producer Bianchini Férier who had opened its own retail store in Brussels.  

     Haute Couture policy differed between French and foreign manufacturers, which had to pay for dress purchase, paper model purchase, designer label purchase or “vision right”. Until 1945 French manufacturers were not allowed to enter the Parisian Couture showrooms; after the war they were authorized to if they paid a fee.  

     On the international level there was a gap in trade legislation and author right. Despite numerous trials French designers estimated that their questions had not been answered satisfactorily
. From the late XIXth  century trials were quite numerous. Several designers took counterfeiters (especially department stores such as the Galeries Lafayette in France) to court. Along XXth  century several attempts were made to fight counterfeiters on the institutional or individual level. In 1921 Madeleine Vionnet created with her manager M. Dangel an “Association pour la défense des Arts plastiques et appliqués”. Elsa Schiaparelli declared that every manufacturer visiting her showroom should buy at least three models. 

     Models sold in Paris with reproduction right were quite expensive. At Christian Dior in 1947, the ‘Elle’ dress, an article in great demand, cost 32.000 (‘anciens’) francs for the individual customer, fittings included, and 45.000 francs for a foreign dressmaker (a paper model cost 10.000 francs).
 A special indelible marking ink, only visible under ultra-violet rays, was used to counteract copying. French couturiers could register their models in the Chambre syndicale de la Haute Couture Parisienne in order to protect them. Registered models could be found in other countries
 but foreign couturiers were not allowed to register their own models in Paris. 

     Despite such a protection system copy was flourishing. Two illegal ways to obtain models were copyhouses and sketches. Copyhouses were small dressmakers (either ‘petite’ or ‘moyenne couture’). They reproduced the dresses of foreign buyers and mistresses of wealthy men who usually loaned their clothes to have them copied and this way earned a little money
. Brenninkmeyer defines a sketcher as:

“a person who went with he buyer to the Paris shows and afterwards drew what she has seen from her memory. A good sketcher averaged about fifteen sketches per collection. After the show she was rushed to her office in a taxi and quickly sketched all that she remembered. Such people were employed by manufacturers and buyers of department stores.”

     Actually most of foreign buyers were also sketchers. Lots of them rushed into cafés after the shows. They tried to bring back ideas along with the one or two models they had to purchase if they wanted to access the show. Everyone knew that besides legal purchase, the average buyer was seeking inspiration to bring back home.

     After World War II the French Chambre Syndicale de la Haute Couture created a special commission to crack down on fraudulent practices. Its success depended upon the law of the considered countries and on their willingness
.  

3-From traditional intermediaries to fashion consulting

     As far as fashion industry is concerned, some researchers have stated that one single person or firm rarely makes a new fashion by itself. It is though possible to identify different trend makers. Private persons as socialites and columnists are still playing a key role in the discovery of new trends. However, the emerging intermediaries between Haute Couture, on one side, and ready-to-wear and foreign industries, on the other side, showed demands on specific skills. The birth of the first fashion consulting offices (“bureaux de style”), after World War II, established a new kind of service. Such companies were and still are very small in size and number. At first times exclusively established in Paris and offering a very specific know-how, their role was practically to sell the future trends of fashion. Such an activity eventually leads to the issue of its effective action on the production of fashion and design industry, in terms of local/global debate on trends and tastes.

     Fashion consulting or “bureaux de style” as a specific service were latecomers compared to advertising agencies and to the development of international trademarks, for example. However, Promostyl and others have at least two categories of predecessors: fabric representatives and Haute Couture creators themselves. Dior describes fabric representatives in a very similar way to the colour and trend books of today:

“C’est donc en Mai et en Novembre que s’entassent, dans les studios, les piles de valises, d’où les placiers en tissus, sous l’œil attentif du chef de maison, font surgir les mille et une merveilles, grâce auxquelles s’exprimera la mode prochaine. Les placiers sont d’extraordinaires prestidigitateurs qui présentent un numéro bien au point. Ils vous éblouissent en un instant, déployant devant vous, d’un seul coup, ce qu’ils appellent l’éventail. C’est un véritable feu d’artifice de coloris, étudié pour que chaque ton fasse briller davantage son voisin tout en brillant lui-même. Inconsciemment, dans ce feu d’artifice on se met à isoler certaines teintes. C’est seulement quand le choix est terminé qu’on s’aperçoit qu’il y a des couleurs dominantes. Ce seront les couleurs à la mode.”

     Another predecessor to the “bureaux de style” is defined by Didier Grumbach as the Haute Couture itself: 

“Les grands couturiers sont de fait les bureaux de style des acheteurs étrangers, bien que leurs griffes ne puissent être utilisées par eux si les reproductions des modèles ne sont pas en tous points conformes aux créations originales. ”

     Grumbach describes an ideal situation. There is actually a wide range of adaptation and inspiration in between. 

     From the 1960s, setting up new fashion trends became a profession. The American influence on French fashion sector played a vital role in this process. In the context of the Marshall Plan, two French missions for the development of fashion and textile industries were sent to the United States. After the second mission in 1955, Albert Lempereur created on the 1rst December 1955 a Coordination Committee of the Fashion Industries (‘Comité de coordination des Industries de la Mode’, CIM). Fashion democratization beginning in the United States from the XIXth century was quickly expanding in France. The CIM’s first mission was to provide every member of the fashion sector with accurate and coherent on the fashion trends. CIM became a role model for fashion consultants. Haute Couture was still considered as the world fashion laboratory but its sphere of influence began to fade from the fifties. Fashion press was still following Haute Couture shows but with a declining enthusiasm. 

     An alternative to Haute Couture appeared with the first fashion directors. Once again following the American example, some French department stores began to use the services of experts during the fifties. From 1960 the word ‘styliste’ (designer) was used to define their function. First of them was Ghislaine de Polignac (grand-niece of Jeanne Lanvin) who was buyer at the Galeries Lafayette from 1952. Another Parisian department store, Le Printemps, hired Elle editor Jacqueline Bénard in 1958 to create a fashion consulting office (‘bureau de style’). The function of these new intermediaries – most of them being women – was to view all Haute Couture and ready-to-wear collections in order to set up a general trend. 

     The importance of fashion and design as consumption incentive was the context within first independent consulting offices specialized in fashion appeared in the late fifties. In 1957 Claude de Coux founded Relations Textiles, the first office of its kind in Europe, which clients were Rhône-Poulenc, Les Trois Suisses, Valisère, Caroline Rohmer, La Mode Côte D’Azur. During the same years, members of the Colour Committee organised by Dupont de Nemours began to work on the cosmetic and make-up colours. Every season general trends in colour, patterns and lines were simultaneously applied to fields that remained distinct until then: clothing, cosmetics, cars, interior design.  

     Between the late 1950s and the 1960s the best known of the ‘bureaux de style’ were founded, enhancing the creative side of the profession which is very similar to another dynamic sector of these times: advertising agencies. Maïmé Arnodin, former advertising director at the Printemps, founded her own design office called MAFIA in 1960. Françoise Vincent-Ricard opened her consulting office Promstyl in 1965 and Domininque Peclers opened Peclers Paris in 1970.
 

      Young designers became leading fashion creators, working equally for ready-to-wear or Haute Couture. In France, this generation was represented by Alain Lalonde, founder of Victoire, Christiane Bailly and Emmanuelle Khanh who worked for MAFIA and founded their own label Emma Christie (until 1962), Michèle Rosier who founded V de V and designed for Chloé, Jacques Delahaye (designer for Jacques Heim), Daniel Hechter, Jean Cacharel. 

     Another characteristic of this era were boutiques which became the best laboratories of style (instead of Haute Couture before World War II). Jacqueline Jacobson, Victoire, Sonia Rykiel in Paris were good examples. Boutique developed even better in London where it became a specific culture including retail revolution, geographical changes and counter culture. Boutiques had their own style icons: Barbara Hulanicki (Biba), Paul Smith and Vivienne Westwood were among these new designers. Boutiques also deeply transformed the role of the intermediaries and the trickle effect from Haute Couture to ready-to-wear. For example,

“Vanessa Denza [in the UK] acknowledged and elevated the role of the designer in the fashion industry. Previously, manufacturers had considered that role to be something of an excessive luxury, and had been satisfied to reproduced ‘diffusion’ versions of the Parisian collections that more often than not reflected the preferences of the wife of the managing director. Denza also accelerated the speed of change in response to a newly demanding customer, and replaced the slow-moving and monolithic processes then currently practised by the manufacturers by introducing a rapid turnover of stock. Rather than buying a few hundred styles and letting them run for a season, she ran a few dozen styles for a fraction of the time. This meant that the buying had to be absolutely accurate, the swiftness which styles moved on meant that it was unrealistic to sell left-over stock in the sales. No customer wanted last month’s stock let alone clothes from the previous season.”

This shift in the traditional order and transmission in the fashion sector contributed to the emergence of new capitals in the fashion world and of faster rhythms in fashion cycles.

4 - Case study: diffusion, copy and creativity in Belgian fashion

     Until recently, fashion history appears as the history of Parisian Couture, a cultural point of view which is summed up by Valerie Steele Paris Fashion
and which underlies most of the fashion histories.
 However, intentionally or not, historiography gives plenty of examples of cross-fertilization and exchanges between cities which are now considered as main fashion capitals in the occidental world: Paris, London, New York, Milan. Austria, Belgium, Germany, and the Netherlands are far less present in fashion history and theory. Is it to say that only Parisian and at a smaller lever British or Italian fashion were purely and simply adopted everywhere? Actually there was a constant move of reinterpretation and adaptation. 

     During the XXth century some European capitals also tried (and are still trying) to gain their independence in fashion. It is usually said that England developed original fashion since the 1950s and 1960s; New York and Milan began competing as fashion capitals in the 1970s; Japanese fashion went front stage in the 1980s; Belgian fashion in the 1990s. 

     However, at a smaller scale, the interwar is already relevant of similar attempts. With unequal success, several countries then tried to free themselves from the Parisian domination – as it is quoted by witnesses and in the fashion press. After World War I, Vienna
 and Berlin tried to take over the leadership from Paris
. Thereafter, the emergence of Ente Nationale Moda under the Italian fascist regime as well as the attempts to create a German fashion culture under the Third Reich put a strong emphasis on fashion as propaganda. The Nazi regime did not hesitate to boycott Paris fashion, designs and magazines
, which is quite exceptional in a sector ruled by economic competition more than by political decisions.

     Besides, creative fashion did also develop spontaneously outside of France, in a completely different context. The case of pre- and inter-war Belgium shows that the development of fashion can be related to artistic activity, patronage, and the necessity to encourage national industry.

     In the early 1980s Antwerp Six made their revolution, giving Belgian fashion an international visibility for the first time
. On the economic side, such a renewal encouraged by Prime Minister Wilfried Martens to rescue the Belgian textile sector
. Before, columnists as well as the audience remained unanimous: as far as fashion was concerned, Belgian women were entirely dependent upon Paris and possibly also a bit upon London and Milan. Geographic proximity of Paris and London, snobbishness, lack of creativity at a local level and the difficulty to put forward a specific image are all factors used to explain such a situation. Besides, false origins were from at least the XIXth century a guarantee of success for many Belgian trademarks.

     From the XIXth century Belgian couturiers sent their own buyers to Paris where they purchased dresses or patterns with reproduction right. Most of the Belgian dressmaking  being reproduced from Parisian patterns, the national sector was quite similar to the moyenne couture. However, some of the Belgian couturiers employed a higher amount of workers than the average French moyenne couture manufacturers. Some Belgian houses which were not necessary designing their own patterns employed several hundreds of workers between the wars.

     There was a widely developed Belgian fashion press during the whole XXth century (from women pages in the daily newspapers to luxurious colour plates)
 but it is weird to observe that Belgian designers practically never appeared in these pages. Before 1960 at least, Belgian fashion was only represented in rare advertisements and in some avant-garde magazines. Despite this evidence, press announcements and archives clearly show that creation existed on the local level from the XIXth century. From then on, distinctive couturiers or artists created their own models. Besides, some couture houses as Hirsch & C°, which founded joint ventures in Amsterdam (1883), Köln (1889), Dresden (1889), Hamburg (1893), did never stop reinterpreting Paris fashion
.

    Adaptation on Parisian couture is also linked to customization practices. Despite its recent comeback, customization is a long-term practice in the bourgeois and noble classes which ordered  transformations of their high-quality fabric clothes to fit in the newest trends
. Most of the Belgian couturiers purchased dresses or patterns in Paris
 but they seldom reproduced them exactly as they were bought. Dressmakers logically adapted models to their local customers – exactly as Christian Dior’s “good little customer” did. In a general way local tastes were more bourgeois, practical and understated.

     Colours and fabrics were constantly adapted from the XIXth century. Size adaptations needed several fittings (usually three) and we have to remind that before WWII there was no unified size chart. This system was created in the United States in the mid-XIXth century and developed along the ready-to-wear expansion to fully reach Europe after the World War II
. Therefore the fittings permitted more flexibility than it is the case with ready-to-wear lines of today. However, besides the personal needs and vagaries, we can find a general trend to practical, simple, bourgeois fashion, linked with the political, moral and religious opinions of a majority of citizens – or at least of the ones who could afford such clothes
.

     Exchanges between Paris and Belgium are not completely one-way, as shown by some examples below.

     At the end of the XIXth century, painter and engraver Félicien Rops created all the designs for the French soeurs Duluc. The three of them even went for a travel to the United States and Canada to sell Duluc, Paquin and Worth creations. 

     At the turn of the century, Henry van de Velde together with wife Maria Sèthe launched reform dress in Belgium. Inspired by William Morris and the Art & Crafts movement, they joined German predecessors in a reform movement which was designed to free women from the corset and create a new line 
.

     Between the wars, new attempts to create specific women’s dress were developed by Norine (Honorine Deschrijver-Van Hecke). Her links with the surrealist movement were very strong and her modernist creations made her the best-known Belgian fashion designer of the era (until 1959-60). She entrusted surrealist painter René Magritte with the publicity of her creations
.  

     World War II is a break in the Belgian fashion industry. Fashion was entirely dependent upon shortages and supplies. Belgian couture industry remained partially in activity during the war. Alexandre Galopin’s policy recommended to keep populations at work and it will often be the case for dressmakers. Many of them remain in activity, working with smaller supplies, authorizing their customers to bring their own fabric at the workshop and working with synthetic fabrics as rayon. There was also another disruption: Belgian dressmakers could no longer go to Paris or Lyon to buy or copy French models. As the French fashion press was boycotted by the German occupying forces, buying fashion press became difficult. Belgian dressmakers used models from the last years and tried to work by themselves, developing a new independence. After the war they soon returned to Paris, but had learned to take some distances from Parisian hegemony and to limit overhead expenses.   

     From the interwar the house of Wittamer-De Camps was another example of fashion creativity. Luxurious embroidered dresses were the house’s specialty. Embroideries were often designed by Belgian renowned artists, they created unique pieces but also sold creations from French couturiers as Jean Dessès and Courrèges. The Wittamers had a lot of overseas customers, especially from the United Stated and Argentina
.   

     Many of these attempts to create original fashion designs in Belgium were linked to the artistic avant-garde. Besides, many renowned dressmakers from Brussels plagiarized Parisian Haute Couture. They did it so well that more than more than one Parisian customer began to buy their dresses in Brussels, seduced by the quality and the lower prices. Some of the French fashion press was even seduced by the Belgian reinterpretation of the French creativity:

  

« La couture […] marquée naturellement par le reflet de Paris dont elle sait ingénieusement recueillir « le suc et le sel » et même reconstituer le décor. Dior, il faut bien l’avouer, est la maison qui a donné le ton. Presque à égalité, il y a Yves Saint Laurent, suivi de Chanel, de Cardin, de Pierre Balmain, de Givenchy et de Balenciaga. Partout, c’est-à-dire dans les six maisons valables qui font partie de la Fédération de la Haute Couture, le double de l’original est repris fidèlement grâce à une coupe impeccable dans des tissus d’origine atteignant parfois une perfection de travail égale à celle de Paris et dont mêmes les variantes ne manquent pas d’intérêt. J’ai revu les manteaux et les meilleurs tailleurs masculins de Saint-Laurent, les deux-pièces blouson de Dior, éclairés de la ceinture aux chaînons dorés, les robes aux dessins géométriques de Cardin, le style safari, le classicisme de Pierre Balmain ; et j’ai eu le sentiment que, grâce à la sélection très serrée que les couturiers belges font pour leur clientèle de notre couture, débarrassée ainsi de ses excentricités et de ses éléments spectaculaires, celle-ci semble épurée, un peu comme un devoir qui a été corrigé et dont on a supprimé les fautes… Notre couture m’a paru de ce fait inégalable et la meilleure du monde. Les couturiers belges font donc une excellente propagande et on ne peut que les en féliciter. »

     Copy practices often remained illegal. In the 1950s and 1960s, this situation was so widespread that the French Chambre syndicale de la Haute Couture finally took drastic measures. In autumn 1967, after registration of a complaint from at least eighteen civilians, an expert from the French Chambre syndicale travelled  to Belgium in order to carry out a search with the help from the local police. The expert then discovered the hundreds of illegal paper models in the ceilings of small dressmakers. The proximity between French and Belgian legislation allowed the Chambre syndicale to solve the case. Today, illegal producers and sweatshops have relocated their activities in developing countries where couturiers are still trying to forbid counterfeiting
.
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