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Clothing Size: A Case for Regulation
Women waste time—a lot of it—shopping for clothes.  While the root of the problem is buried in the depths of the female psyche, I do believe there is, at least, a partial solution:  measurement-based sizing of women’s clothing. 
How bout a few warm-up questions to start: What is a Size 6?  How many are there to the mile?  Can two of them comfortably see-saw together opposite a Size 12?  

The underlying answer is that a woman’s size is whatever she wants it to be because the number has no bearing in the real world. It is free to rise and fall with the tides of consumer demand, in this case a subconscious demand to feel thin. 

Men’s clothes have always followed a system anchored firmly to reality however harsh—inches.  My suit jacket size, for instance, is 40 regular.  The number 40 in this case is the circumference of my chest.  As for pants, I need only look for my waist and leg-length measurements.  One of the luxuries of being a man is the confidence of knowing that unless your body size has changed, your clothing size has not.  

For women, sizing has always been an abstraction.  In the late Nineteenth Century it was based on age, running from 14 through 20.  However, because “not all 20 year olds are shaped the same” this wasn’t very helpful.
   

Shortly after World War II, the government suggested a new system with even sizes ranging from 8 to 38.  Although initially embraced by manufacturers, it wasn’t long before new numbers were added.
First came the coveted Size 6, then Size 4, and so on until the industry hit rock bottom with the unveiling of Size 0.  In truth, today’s Size 0 isn’t much smaller than a 1950s Size 8 because the numbers have evolved.  To wit: if you were a “Size 12 in the 1950s, and stayed the same measurement-wise, today you'd be a 6.”

The reality is, however, that the average woman today isn’t anywhere close to having the measurements that she did in the 1950s.  In fact, her weight has risen by almost 25 pounds
.  
Consequently, an inverse relationship has emerged over time between the size of women and the size stitched in their jeans.  This relationship may be explained in part by economics and a deceptive marketing practice called “vanity sizing.”    
Vanity sizing is when manufacturers increase demand by tailoring sizes to exploit consumer weight insecurities.  Like any lie, vanity sizing is most effective when subtle, creating a slight competitive advantage, albeit temporal, hence the industry’s overall downward sizing trend.  Because employed in varying degrees, vanity sizing destroys uniformity in the marketplace, creating confusion and forcing a woman to size herself through trial-and-error, while her boyfriend curls up asleep on a mattress display.
Absent industry regulation or a measurement-based sizing system, there will always be an advantage in lying to women.  Helpless to resist the pressures of a competitive industry, individual manufacturers will inevitably holdout against cooperative standardization, worsening the problem until, presumably, even the giant tutus worn by dancing circus elephants are all sized “petite.” 
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� Vanity sizing doesn’t just apply to women.  There is a similar phenomenon observable with most men’s athletic clothing, which is not measurement-based either. (e.g., Medium, Large, XL, XXL).  Because in general men have a psychological need to feel big, manufacturers make their clothing sizes run a bit larger than reality would suggest.  For instance, while I stand only an inch taller than the average American male and weigh some 30 Lbs less than he does, I am forced to wear a size XL sweatshirt.   
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