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Public interest in Pop has never been greater, but the roots of the movement, 

which evolved in the spaces between art and design, remain comparatively 

underexplored. This edited collection of eight essays, two interviews and 

one reprint of a key Edward Wright article, brings together research on the 

interaction between early British Pop Art and Design for the first time. The 

book foregrounds the vital role played by architectural, fashion, graphic, 

interior and product design during the 1950s and 60s in the creation of Pop. 

It brings together a rich mix of new research by curators and designers, 

historians and theorists. It offers a design historical approach to a broad 

range of visual culture and offers a different perspective on Pop, beyond the 

standard art historical discourse. 

Inspired by this new energy of the exhibited object, a conference was 

held in November 2013 at Richmond, The American International University 

in London which brought together curators, historians and designers to 

look again at: Who Was This Pop?. This edited collection is the result of this 

activity. 

Editors’ Foreword
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This book offers the first in-depth analysis of the unique relationship 

between art and design, which led to the creation of British Pop. It contains 

a detailed, scholarly account of the origins and development of Pop across 

disciplinary margins. Blurring the boundaries between art and design 

and their histories, it looks across these two distinct areas and seeks out 

commonalities and points of connection. Challenging the all-pervasive 

‘high art’, ‘low culture’ divide, exacerbated by the continued silo mentality 

of art history and design history, it brings a fresh and holistic understanding 

of Pop Art and Design during the vibrant era of the 1950s and 1960s. This 

was an era when commercial art became graphic design, illustration was 

superseded by photography and high fashion became street fashion. The 

central argument of this book is that Pop Art relied on and drew inspiration 

from Pop Design, and vice versa. This close relationship was articulated 

through the artwork, design work, publications and exhibitions of an 

interlinked network of practitioners. This book provides a case study in the 

broader interrelationship between art and design, and presents the first 

collection of essays to examine this British phenomenon in depth. 

As this edited volume demonstrates, Pop in the UK had its roots in 

interdisciplinary discourse. Exhibitions at the Whitechapel Gallery, events at 

the Institute of Contemporary Arts (ICA) and the RCA student publication, 

ARK, all featured an open attitude to all aspects of visual culture, be it fine 

art, advertising, poster art, architecture, fashion, Pop music or industrial 

design. The writing of the time expressed a novel, all-embracing analysis 

of a newly emerging visual landscape with a new kind of soundtrack. 

Writing by key figures such as Lawrence Alloway, Reyner Banham, Barbara 

Jones, John McHale and Edward Wright reflected a new interest in the 

professionalization of art and design, beyond the Neo-romanticism of 

pervading British notions of good taste, or the reforming hegemony of 

Modernism. What these Pop purveyors sought was a smart, professional 

approach, which drew on sociology, anthropology and iconology as well as 

an appreciation of the revolution in science and technology taking place at 

that time. There was a social class aspect associated with these endeavours 

which gave them a distinctly British flavour. Most of the guardians of good 

taste were middle or upper class, as were the guardians of taste at the 

Council of Industrial Design and the Arts Council. The Whitechapel, ICA and 

RCA were comparatively less pedantic organizations, and accommodated 

the views of this loose collection of part émigré, lower middle class and 

working class Pop protagonists. Operating almost like a subculture, the men 

and women of early Pop Art and Design in the UK challenged hegemonic 

norms by introducing a professional attitude to the analysis and creation 

of art and design, which had been lacking in the predominately amateur 

dilettante world of art and design before the war (Hebdige, 1983).

But why has it taken so long for this particular history to be 

researched and published? The answer lies initially with the original 

participants themselves and the particular disciplinary and epistemological 
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context in which they were located. Unusually perhaps for a group 

of creative practitioners, there were theorists and historians closely 

associated with British Pop Art and Design from the earliest stages. For 

example, members of the Independent Group were directly involved as 

practitioners of art history, architectural history and design history as well 

as art and design criticism with figures such as Lawrence Alloway, Reyner 

Banham and Toni del Renzio. The creative practitioners themselves were 

also often erudite communicators in written form themselves – notably 

Frank Cordell, Magda Cordell, Richard Hamilton, John McHale, Alison 

and Peter Smithson, Colin St John Wilson and Edward Wright. At first, 

the account which this group gave of itself was pancultural, crossing all 

aspects of architecture, art, craft, design and music. As Ben Highmore 

has argued: ‘To treat the IG as a contextual studies programme-in-waiting 

gets something of the ethos of their concerns and interests.’ (Highmore, 

2013: 208). Early articles in ARK, Uppercase and Architectural Design were 

written from the perspective of contemporary, critical practice, whether 

by the historians, practitioners or theorists. The published discourses 

fell within the category of contemporary, cultural criticism. Reyner 

Banham could discuss the design of British and Italian motorbikes, John 

McHale American kitchen design and Frank Cordell the current popular 

music scene without any sense of needing to justify their disciplinary 

position. Indeed, Reyner Banham continued to write perceptive reviews of 

contemporary culture and design for New Statesman and then New Society 

throughout the 1950s, 1960s and into the 1970s without a problem (Banham 

and Sparke 1981: 143–7). The first mention in print of the Independent Group, 

beyond the footnote in Banham’s article for the Italian design publication, 

Civiltà delle macchine, in November 1955 (Banham 1955: 15), was in ARK 

magazine in Spring 1956. The brief biography of Reyner Banham mentions 

the Independent Group but within the critical discourse of design:

Reyner Banham, aero-engine mechanic turned art historian, is 

currently Assistant Editor (Literary) to The Architectural Review, 

and lecturer in Art History at Central School of Arts and Crafts. 

He is a sporadic contributor to Art, Art News, Design and author 

of the catalogue notes for the ICA’s exhibition Man, Machine and 

Motion, also former convenor of the ICA ‘Independent Group’ 

whose radical aesthetic researches he claims to underlie his 

irregular attitude to Industrial Design (Banham 1956: 6).

The historiography of British Pop Art and Design took a different turn 

when the contemporary activities became history – when the meetings of 

the Independent Group had ceased and the early Pop generation of artists 

and designers at the RCA were no longer students editing, art editing 

or featuring in that key publication, ARK. When those involved looked 

back on the Independent Group from the viewpoint of the 1960s, it was 
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the burgeoning phenomenon of international Pop Art that provided the 

most compelling framework for interpretation. Emerging from American 

art criticism, this way of interpreting culture of the recent past allowed 

writers, particularly Lawrence Alloway and Reyner Banham, to locate the 

achievements of British Pop Art and Design within the broader category of 

American dominated Pop Art. Reyner Banham contributed the lead article 

to the high quality, small circulation graphic magazine Motif late in 1962. 

Entitled ‘Who is this “Pop”?’ Banham explored the ideas of the Independent 

Group alongside reprints of American advertising and packaging. In the final 

section Banham summarizes the Independent Group and its achievements, 

as he saw them in 1962:

I.G.: the boys in question were the Independent Group at the 

ICA, whose activities around 1953–55 are at the bottom of all 

conscious Pop-art activities in Fine-Art circles. The basic 

vocabulary, including the words Pop-Art themselves (analogy 

with Pop music), came into circulation via the IG, even if they 

weren’t invented by them; so did the systematic study of the 

iconography of car-styling, science fiction, Westerns, the rock ‘n’ 

roll industry, advertising. (Banham 1962: 13)

But it was Lawrence Alloway’s contribution, ‘The Development of British 

Pop’ which laid the foundations for the dominant reading of the Independent 

Group as the first chapter in the linear narrative of Pop Art (Alloway 1970). 

Written in the first person, Alloway wrote the chapter as personal memoir, 

therefore fine art and links through to media and Hollywood film, science 

fiction and advertising were included, as understandably this reflected 

his own interests. By this time he had emigrated to New York, and was 

genuinely enthused by the vigour of American Pop Art. Also, the disciplinary 

apparatus of design history had not been developed by this stage, so there 

wasn’t the necessary lens through which to view the contribution of design 

to the development of Pop (Woodham 2016). 

Alloway’s account provided the foundation for an authoritative art 

historical understanding of early British Pop Art in which the vital role 

originally played by design, and particularly graphic design, in the formation 

of British pop became sidelined. This meant that all subsequent accounts of 

the early years of Pop Art and Design are overlaid with and overshadowed 

by an understanding of Pop, based on the international commercial and 

institutional success of American Pop Art. This reinterpretation of Pop in 

which Pop Design was overlooked in favour of Pop Art left out the initial 

energy of this quirky, distinctly British visual and intellectual subculture, and 

arguably led to a subsequent veneer of bourgeois respectability.

One result of this emphasis on art instead of design is that accepted 

histories of Pop Art and Design tend to be a product of an established 

approach to the history of modern art, initiated by Alfred Barr Jr in which 
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one avant-garde supersedes the next in a baton passing model of the 

history of art (Massey and Sparke 1985; Massey 2013; Pollock 1988). Pop Art 

is the last in a series of art movements, one following on from the next, an 

approach that also links back to interpretations of earlier periods of fine 

art. Oddly, this model has also permeated accounts of Pop Design, treated 

as a separate entity, but still using the art history models with early, mid 

and late emulating approaches taken from analyses of the Renaissance 

and the Baroque (Whiteley 1987). Subsequent accounts of Pop Art and 

Design in Britain have tended to rely on these secondary sources, which 

have reproduced the binary divide between art and design and as well as 

placing Pop within a particular trajectory. The history of art and the history 

of design have been constructed as ‘twin spheres’ with little interaction. 

The aim of this edited collection is to return to the original primary sources 

for both Pop Art and Design and consider their interrelationship from 

the perspective of the twenty-first century within a variety of unexpected 

contemporary ‘little narratives’. One of the main purposes of this book 

is to explore and reconsider what might be described as the previously 

overlooked ‘nooks and crannies’ of British pop, to make the invisible visible.

The two editors, Anne Massey and Alex Seago, laid the foundations 

for the study of British Pop Art and Design over twenty years ago with 

two books, published simultaneously. Massey’s The Independent Group: 

Modernism and Mass Culture in Britain, 1945–59 (1995) and Seago’s Burning 

the Box of Beautiful Things: The Development of a Postmodern Sensibility 

(1995) chronicled a particular moment in the history of British art and 

design, Massey through looking at the Independent Group and Seago the 

RCA student magazine, ARK. Previous publications had either considered 

Pop Art (Lippard 1966) or Pop Design (Whiteley 1987) rather than the 

mutual interrelationship between the art and design aspects of the Pop 

movement. Massey and Seago’s books are both based on PhD research, 

building on extensive interviews with the key participants, incorporating the 

first assessment of primary sources including the ICA archives and ARK 

magazine, and were both published by university presses. The books are now 

the key sources, the ‘go to’ publications, for anyone studying the origins of 

British Pop (Crow 2014: 390 fns 7 and 34; Buchloh 2014: 93).

Whilst presenting overarching narratives, based on extensive primary 

research, the books are also a product of their times. In terms of production, 

they were both written using early word processors with a floppy disc for 

each chapter and dot matrix printouts for delivery to the publishers by 

mail. This was before the era of digital images, so both authors sourced 

and posted off huge packages of photographs which constituted the 

50 images in Massey’s book and 140 in the case of Seago’s monograph. 

In terms of intellectual context, both conclude with a consideration of 

postmodernism, which reveals much of the climate in which they were 

produced. Postmodernism promised a new era, when art, design and popular 

culture would all be considered as visual culture, without hierarchies or 
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judgement. Pop seemed a perfect precursor of postmodernism, with its 

similar, pluralistic remit. Every publication is a product of its times, and the 

postmodern moment has now passed.

Since the publication of these two books, a wealth of publications 

have appeared which represent in-depth studies of Pop Art, or the individual 

artists associated with this movement. The flurry of interest about, for 

example, Richard Hamilton has all been based on an unquestioning 

acceptance of the established history of Pop Art and a reinforcement 

of the artists’ own sense of self and of individual historical significance 

(Massey 2013: 10–36). What has been missing from recent exhibitions and 

publications is a critique of the historiography of Pop Art and Design, an 

analysis of the interrelationship between art and design in the formation of 

Pop and reluctance to look at the whole subject afresh. Existing historical 

constructions appear to be reinforced again and again. For example, the 

recent exhibition, POP ART HEROES: Pop, Pin-Ups & Politics at Whitford 

Fine Art celebrated British Pop Art in the context of the recent, blockbuster 

shows The World Goes Pop at Tate Modern and International Pop organized 

by the Walker Art Center, which both spread the net widely in terms of 

what constitutes Pop Art. As the Curator stated in the Whitford Fine Art 

catalogue: ‘In the History of Art, Pop Art can be considered as the last of the 

real ground-breaking cultural movements….’ (Ferman 2016: 2). 

There are some signs, however, that this has started to change 

within the disciplinary boundaries of art history. There has also been a 

reconsideration of the history of post-war British art, published as a Special 

Issue of Art History in 2012 and the result of a conference at the Courtauld 

Institute of Art held in 2010 (Corbett and Tickner: 2012). Here, the political 

context of the history of British art was foregrounded. As Lisa Tickner 

and David Peters Corbett stated in the Introduction of ‘Being British and 

Going…Somewhere’: 

But the contrived hopefulness of the early 1950s could not 

outweigh the effects of post-war austerity, decolonization, and 

a loss of standing on the international stage. ‘Britishness’ was 

advanced in other terms. Britain was the ‘island nation’ that 

withstood invasion, the home of Shakespeare and tradition or 

– as ‘the modern’ was invoked in the 1960s – of Quant and the 

Beatles rather than heavy engineering and nuclear power. An 

increasingly global economy of transport, finance and culture 

is evident in the shuttling of Kurt Schwitters, exiled by the War, 

between Norway, the Lake District and London, Peter Lanyon 

between St Ives and the US, or Frank Bowling between London, 

the Caribbean and New York; and institutionally in the rise of 

international exhibitions, the impact of American painting in 

Britain from the late 1950s, and the promotion of artists from 

Henry Moore to the pop generation by the British Council 
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abroad. British art belongs in these increasingly transnational 

histories and geographies – before, during and after the disputed 

moment at which the ‘modern’ becomes ‘late’ or ‘post’ – and the 

aim of this collection is to situate it in this broader and more 

comprehensive narrative context. (Corbett and Tickner 2012: 207)

This valuable contribution to the understanding of post-war British art 

presents a new history, framed by the changing place of Britain within a 

global context. The focus of the special issue is not, however, the overlaps 

between art and design in the post-war era and it is hoped that Pop Art and 

Design will add further to this ongoing debate.

Another contribution to a new understanding of Pop Art is a 

refreshingly novel analysis of the terrain in the recent book by Thomas Crow, 

The Long March of Pop (2014) which succeeds in looking again at the history 

of Pop Art in relation to design and music. One chapter of Crow’s book is 

devoted to ‘Other Worlds in the Pop Universe’ and the importance of ARK 

as a vehicle for bringing together Pop Art and Pop Design in London is well 

covered (Crow 2014: 93–105), but the main focus of the book is American Pop.

As with Crow’s approach, this investigation of Pop, which includes 

design, delves into: ‘…the undergrowth of visual culture…’ (Fallan 2010: 7) 

and with the very subject matter considered, constitutes a critique of the 

cultural status quo. Regarding art as equal to design, in the same way as the 

original contributors did, this collection of essays offers a fresh approach 

to Pop in its fine art and design manifestations, and everything in between. 

This book also includes new material on the radical, and overlooked, 

contribution of gender to Pop Art and Design and embraces the importance 

of social class as well as regional diversity and aspects of émigré senses of 

not belonging to the establishment. 

What prompted the creation of this volume were not publications 

about Pop, but rather exhibitions about Pop. Beginning with archival shows 

devoted to This is Tomorrow in 2010 and Black Eyes and Lemonade in 2013 

at the Whitechapel Gallery, then Parallel of Art and Life: the Independent 

Group at the ICA show at ICA in 2013, the same year as Pauline Boty: Pop 

Artist and Woman at Wolverhampton Art Gallery, Pop Art Design at the 

Barbican Art Gallery in late 2013 and into 2014, closely overlapping Richard 

Hamilton at Tate Modern in 2014, it seemed that the curators had succeeded 

in presenting material together which challenged the status quo of Pop 

through an insertion of the feminine and of Pop Design into the established 

narrative. These exhibitions succeeded in reconsidering the history and 

role of Pop Art and Design, the Whitechapel, ICA and Barbican exhibitions 

brought to the fore hitherto overlooked archival objects and examples of 

mass-produced design. This juxtapositioning of fine art and design was key 

in reappraising the history of Pop Art and Design. The actual objects spoke 

of a time when there was free-ranging and open-ended interplay between art 

and design, issues of ARK magazine were shown next to posters, paintings 
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and album covers. The sheer physicality of the exhibitions took debates 

about Pop Art and Design in a different direction and prompted the editors 

to ask new questions. 

These questions were posed within the current disciplinary and 

epistemological framework within which the editors are located.. It is now no 

longer the moment of postmodernism, which did legitimize and open up new 

approaches to the history of art and design. In both art and design history 

there is now an impetus to explore and construct different narratives using 

the important elements of gender, social class, sexuality, faith, race and to 

challenge the dominance of Western cultural norms. This impetus that has 

informed this edited collection. 

The Chapters
Gender and a feminist retelling of the history of Pop Art and Design informs 

the first chapter by Catherine Moriarty. Starting with the curatorial work of 

Barbara Jones, which has, until now, been marginalized within the history 

of Pop Art and Design, Catherine Moriarty investigates the activities of this 

early promoter of a Pop aesthetic in Chapter One: ‘Popular Art, Pop Art, 

and “the Boys Who Turn Out the Fine Arts”’. The seminal exhibition at the 

Whitechapel Art Gallery, Black Eyes and Lemonade in 1951 brought together 

a visual landscape of everyday culture, which Jones herself referred to as 

Pop Art. Jones had direct contact with future members of the Independent 

Group, and involved some in her ‘Pop Art’ exhibition. The exhibition is 

familiar to design historians and used as an index to popular taste, however 

its role in the development of early British Pop has never been the subject of 

detailed examination until now. 

Queer histories of Pop Art and Design are included within this 

anthology as important additions, and interruptions to, the heteronormative 

narratives of the subject. Chapter Two by Dominic Janes explores links 

between queer identities and Cecil Beaton’s use of the image in ‘Cecil 

Beaton, Richard Hamilton and the Queer, Transatlantic Origins of Pop Art’. 

Janes argues that the collage mentality of many British Pop artists could 

be linked back to the earlier collage practices of Cecil Beaton in his (homo) 

erotic appropriation of American popular culture. Therefore, the beginnings 

of British Pop Art could be characterized as: ‘…queerly intriguing’ (Janes 

2015: 308). This reading of Pop Art is familiar when the situation in America 

in the 1960s is considered, but it is an approach which is new to the 

examination of early British Pop. 

Chapter Three considers the work of an important black, female 

artist, Althea McNish. This is in the form of a series of questions posed 

by Christine Checinska with answers supplied by McNish’s partner, John 

Weiss. Checinska has also provided a useful overview of the artist’s 

career. She was born in Trinidad and moved to London in the early 1950s 

and studied at the London School of Printing (now the London College of 
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Communication) and the RCA. She was arguably the first London-based 

designer of African-Caribbean descent to achieve international recognition, 

working for Liberty and then Zita Ascher. She was one of the few black 

artists and designers working loosely within the context of British Pop 

Art and Design and her fabric designs represent an important crossover 

between fine art and design. 

We then turn to the role of the institution in the formation of Pop 

Art and Design, the Institute of Contemporary Arts (ICA) in London. 

Much credit and attention has been given to the separate members of 

the Independent Group who met there between 1952 and 1955, but less 

attention has been paid to the organization itself, its culture and its space 

and place. Through its gentle, supportive way of working and pluralistic, 

transdisciplinary approach to all aspects of culture, the ICA was crucial for 

the creation of Pop Art and Design. The early ICA founders were inspired 

by modernist principles mingled with a tolerance born of the Quaker 

backgrounds of many of its early contributors, including its leading founder 

Roland Penrose (King 2016). Female curators were important here, too, with 

the guidance particularly of Dorothy Morland, also connected to Quakerism 

(Massey 2013). The ICA is proposed as a key facet of the development of Pop 

Art and Design in Britain.

Although very few black artists and designers were involved in 

the creation of Pop Art or Pop Design, Althea McNish being a notable 

exception, the influence of black culture, and particularly of black music, 

on the broader cultural scene out of which Pop visual culture emerged, was 

subtle yet vital and is worth exploring at this point. Pop Art and Design 

operated across what Lawrence Alloway referred to as the: ‘…long front 

of culture’ (Alloway 1969: 41), challenging established cultural boundaries 

dividing high ‘elite’ culture from the ‘popular’ culture of ‘the masses’. 

While this culturally subversive element defined Pop Art in all national 

cultural contexts, in the British case Pop Art and Pop Design represented a 

particular challenge to established, social class-based definitions of taste 

and traditional hierarchies of aesthetic value. Whether imported directly 

from the USA or produced locally by immigrants from what in the 1950s were 

then still the West African or Caribbean colonies, black music provided a 

lively and innovative soundtrack to the early development of Pop Art and 

Design in London and elsewhere. However, as Joe Tilson has pointed out 

(Seago 1995: 139), these influences retained subtly different interpretations 

between what could be described as Pop’s ‘uptown’ and its ‘downtown’ 

exponents.

An examination of the chronology of events staged in the 1950s at 

the ICA, the crucible of the Independent Group’s intellectual ‘uptown’ 

Pop (see Massey and Muir 2014) demonstrates that jazz, blues, African 

and Caribbean music became increasingly frequent topics for discussions 

and debates (as well as entertainment for ‘at homes’ and parties) as the 

decade progressed (see Massey 2013). From 1953 onwards more attention 
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was being paid to black music in the ICA’s music sessions than to the work 

of the modernist avant-garde. During the key Independent Group years of 

the early to mid-1950s there were frequent discussion sessions organized 

by the ICA’s Jazz Group devoted, to give a few examples, to ‘Blues and 

Jazz’ (chaired by Alexis Korner), a six-lecture series on ‘Outlines of Jazz’ 

(chaired by Lawrence Alloway, Eduardo Paolozzi and Alexis Korner, amongst 

others), and an ‘Open discussion session on West Coast Jazz’ and lectures 

and discussion sessions on jazz featuring staff writers from Melody Maker 

and the New Musical Express. As Massey (2013) explains, there were many 

informal networks and friendships linking members of the Independent 

Group, such as Nigel Henderson and Eduardo Paolozzi, with key figures in 

London’s jazz scene such as Ronnie Scott, Benny Green and George Melly.

In addition there were frequent parties featuring the music of visiting 

and local musicians including Big Bill Broonzy and pioneers of London’s 

African music scene such as Sholake and his African Band. 

In an era during which casual racism towards newly arrived black 

immigrants was common, the ICA’s embrace of black music testified to its 

culturally and politically progressive credentials. Although black culture 

featured little in the original visual output of the Independent Group a 

particular openness to black music, promoted for example by the composer, 

arranger and conductor Frank Cordell, permeated the Independent Group’s 

preference for the more refined and sophisticated sounds of modern jazz 

(see Massey 2013 for an in-depth analysis of Cordell’s musical influence). 

This taste for contemporary ‘cool’ black acts such as The Modern Jazz 

Quartet or the Hollywood-oriented sounds of West Coast musicians such as 

Chico Hamilton also characterized the ICA/Independent Group-influenced 

group of RCA students responsible for the crucial issues of ARK magazine 

which were published between 1956 and 1957. Not only did these issues of 

ARK edited by Roger Coleman increase awareness of Pop Art and Design 

via the publication of articles by Lawrence Alloway, Frank Cordell, Toni del 

Renzio, Peter Reyner Banham, Peter and Allison Smithson, their contents 

and layouts also pioneered a distinctly ‘uptown’, urban, contemporary 

‘proto-mod’ sensibility (see Crow 2015: 95). 

At the same time a generation of talented young graphic designers, 

including Len Deighton, John Sewell and Alan Fletcher, were becoming 

aware of the jazz album cover art that was being produced by illustrators 

such as David Stone Martin and the young Andy Warhol as a visual 

accompaniment to modern jazz sounds on record labels like Blue Note.

While the denizens of the ICA and their RCA-based acolytes were 

being seduced by the sophisticated sounds and sartorial styles of modern 

jazz, several of their contemporaries were engaging at street level with 

the sounds of black London. For Pop artists such as Peter Blake and Joe 

Tilson and for fellow St Martin’s College of Art and RCA-trained illustrator 

Len Deighton, Soho rather than Mayfair was the place to be in the early 

to mid-1950s and the best music to be heard there was in black clubs such 
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as the Abalabi, Club Afrique and the Fullardo which featured bands such 

as Ambrose Campbell’s West African Rhythm Brothers, the pioneers of 

London’s nascent Charlie Parker-inspired modern jazz scene including 

Ronnie Scott, Tommy Whittle, Don Rendell, Denis Rose, Johnny Dankworth 

and Hank Shaw and the music of talented Jamaican jazz musicians such 

as Joe Harriott, Dizzy Reece, Harry Beckett and Wilton Gaynair. These 

clubs attracted a bohemian clientele rather different from the ICA’s arty 

intellectuals and drawn from a very wide range of social backgrounds – from 

louche aristocracy to Soho criminal low life.

While black rock ‘n’ roll and rhythm and blues musicians, such as 

Bo Diddley or LaVern Baker, were the subject of some of Peter Blake’s 

paintings, what probably had more important implications for the 

development of Pop Art and Design was the new cultural collage which 

characterized these Soho clubs – captured in the sounds of bands like 

Ambrose Campbell’s West African Rhythm Brothers with their distinctly 

London/global fusion of styles drawn from Ghana, Nigeria, Sierra Leone, 

Trinidad, Jamaica and US modern jazz. 

This 1950s Soho melange of race, ethnicity, sexual orientation 

and social class was a harbinger of the new Pop cultural sensibility 

characteristic of the style of Pop Art and Design, which emerged at the 

RCA in the early 1960s. One of the first to recognize this shift was the artist 

Richard Smith, an artist with a gift for cultural analysis fascinated by the 

imagery of contemporary commercial communication and a member of a 

slightly earlier generation of US-influenced RCA students whose analytical, 

slightly detached approach to contemporary Pop culture was favoured by 

Lawrence Alloway (see Alloway in Lippard ed. 1966). Writing about the work 

of David Hockney, Derek Boshier, Peter Phillips, Pauline Boty and Allen 

Jones in the RCA’s student magazine ARK in 1962, Smith stressed his young 

contemporaries’ uncritical acceptance of the new cultural landscape of 

which black music was an important component:
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‘The field of popular imagery is wide, full of kicks and possibly 

loaded with pitfalls…a friend met a teenager who was dissatisfied 

with a Pop record because there were too many cymbals.’ ‘Too 

many symbols?’ said my ICA-attuned friend. ‘Yes, too many 

cymbals, they make too much noise.’ Our attention is riveted on 

Pop music in a more critical way than perhaps it warrants…. In 

using this material they are not saying ‘We love it’ or ‘We hate it’. 

They accept it for what it is (Smith quoted in Seago 1995: 193–4).

As the chapters in this volume by Alex Seago and Sue Tate demonstrate, 

by the late 1950s/early 1960s the ‘downtown’ Pop culture of Pop music and 

fashion had become the natural environment for many young artists and 

designers. English art schools were becoming the epicentre of a distinct Pop 

sensibility produced by a new creative class who were active participants 

in and often the glamorous new ‘stars’ of the burgeoning 1960s ‘Swinging 

London’ scene.

The theme of cultural subversion and hierarchical miscegenation is 

continued in Alex Seago’s Chapter Five on the role of the Royal College of 

Art’s student magazine ARK in the creation of the ‘symbol happy’ world 

of early British art school Pop. Based on interviews with ex-RCA student 

editors, art editors and contributors from the 1950s and early 1960s the 

chapter examines the ways in which much of the energy fuelling early 

British Pop emanated from a combination of cultural and professional ‘little 

narratives’ – often involving combustible interactions between conservative 

and patrician tutors and a post-war generation of talented and ambitious 

students, often from working or lower middle class backgrounds eager to 

establish themselves as professionals in a world of creative visual practice 

being transformed by mass media and popular culture. Chapter Six, Ann 

Pillar’s ‘Prologue’ to a facsimile reproduction of Edward Wright’s 1957 article 

‘Chad, Kilroy, the cannibal’s footprint and the Mona Lisa’ – focuses on the 

intellectual contribution of a seminal figure in early British Pop who has 

been routinely (and perhaps, as Pillar implies, deliberately) excluded from 

the official canon. A charismatic and highly influential émigré ‘outsider’ who 

ran hugely influential typographic workshops at the Central School of Art 

and Design during the early 1950s and who routinely crossed the ‘high’/’low’ 

cultural boundaries of fine art/graphic design/typography and was also well 

versed in contemporary sociological and anthropological theory, Edward 

Wright’s work elegantly blurred cultural and aesthetic boundaries. These 

attributes are perfectly demonstrated in the 1957 ARK article reproduced 

here. However, as Ann Pillar demonstrates, Alloway appears to have found 

Wright’s creative originality and charismatic influence over the late 1950s/

early 1960s RCA generation deeply threatening and, sensing his professional 

status being challenged and his personal aesthetic value system becoming 

an anachronism, proceeded to attack Wright in a series of acrimonious 

0.1 (opposite, left)

Joe Tilson’s Glances in the Slanting Rain, 
ARK 14, 1955. © Royal College of Art 
Archive.

0.2 (opposite, right)

ARK © Royal College of Art Archive.
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reviews and articles in which Wright was accused of violating sacred 

boundaries between fine art and design as chief of a ‘symbol-happy tribe’.

Another important feminist contribution to retelling the history of Pop 

Art and Design is Chapter Seven, where Sue Tate focuses our attention 

on the creative practice of a highly significant female artist in: ‘Pauline 

Boty: Pop Artist, pop persona, performing across the ‘long front of culture’. 

The cultural politics of pop in ARK typically involved a challenge to the 

hierarchical privileging of fine art over design, both in terms of creative 

practice and within the art educational establishment. As Sue Tate’s chapter 

on Pauline Boty reveals, these hierarchies were also involved in deeply 

gendered distinctions. The patriarchal structures of the art establishment 

presented particular problems for women artists, particularly those whose 

work involved an artistic commentary on Pop culture and a simultaneously 

active participation in that world – in Boty’s case as actress, dancer and 

model. Indeed, as Sue Tate points out, the marginalization of women artists 

from the history of the ‘man’s world’ of Pop art had much to do with the 

subjective position of women – particularly ‘young, gorgeous’ women like 

Pauline Boty – within contemporary pop/mass culture.

Chapter Eight by Alistair O’Neill, ‘A dedicated follower of fashion’, 

considers the interplay between new forms of masculine identity and the 

importance of the work of Toni de Renzio and Richard Hamilton for the 

imagery of fashion. This broad account of the overlooked connections 

between fashion and Pop Art brings a new understanding to the history of 

British Pop Art and Design. Taking Hamilton’s A dedicated follower of fashion 

print as a cue, the chapter explores, for the first time, links between 1960s 

men’s fashion and the construction of masculinity in the era of Pop. Fashion 

history meets art history in this fresh interpretation of masculine identity.

The edited collection concludes with Chapter Nine, the transcription 

of an interview between Alex Seago and Rick Poynor, founding editor of 

Eye magazine, Professor of Design and Visual Culture critic, on the rather 

curious relationship between graphic design and Pop Art in Britain. Based 

on an examination of a dozen key images produced between the mid-1950s 

and the mid-1960s and focusing on the development of the Pop poster in 

particular, this chapter attempts to question the place of Pop Art aesthetics 

and the relevance of established chronologies of Pop Design within the 

context of contemporary graphic design practice. The chapter questions 

widely held assumptions about the ‘Swinging Sixties’ – particularly 

the influence of Pop Art and the acceptance of Pop aesthetics within 

contemporary British graphic design practice and calls for more detailed 

scholarly research on the topic.

Our intention is that this book reactivates a more informed and 

complex exploration of Pop Art and Design in its nascent stages in London. 

We hope that it will provide the basis for more sustained research about the 

relationship between art and design in the age of Pop. We also hope that you 

enjoy reading this as much as we have enjoyed editing it. 
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Popular Art, Pop Art, and  
‘the Boys who Turn out  
the Fine Arts’1

Catherine Moriarty

An open notebook, the left- and right-hand pages separated by two lines 

of perforations. The writer, we can tell, has an assured sense of the space 

of each page and arranges the text upon them with confidence. On closer 

inspection, it is clear this is a record of a series of actions. On the left, the 

details of contacts to be approached in different parts of the country – 

publishers of ‘Good Luck’ postcards in Yorkshire and suppliers of Scottish 

souvenirs in Liverpool – overlaid with the subsequent satisfying tick of a 

job done. On the right-hand page, we see a list of expenditure, some of it 

discernible – post, stationery, paper – but what about ‘Corn Ds’, ‘love books’ 

and ‘bandanas’? Entitled ‘POP ART BUYS’, what we see is the itemization 

of a process, of purchases made, of letters written, of tasks completed.  

We have found an invaluable window onto the making of an exhibition. 

1.1

Barbara Jones’s pocketbook, 1951.  
11.5 × 17 cm (open). Full of lists, names 
and addresses, and phone numbers 
compiled as the planning of Black Eyes and 
Lemonade moved forward, this notebook 
has the business card of tattooist George 
Burchett tucked inside, and a note relating 
to an impending demolition in the East End: 
‘PUB ABOUT TO GO. “Royal George”. 
Vallance Rd.’ (Barbara Jones Archive, 
University of Brighton Design Archives) 
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The exhibition in question is one that has a significant place in the 

history of popular art and Pop Art. It was an event that through its planning 

and execution made visible the ways that knowledge and expertise are 

shared between makers and consumers and between individuals of different 

backgrounds and generations. It juxtaposed different kinds of objects – the 

handmade and the machine-made, the huge and the minute, the singular 

and the serial, and, importantly, the historic and the contemporary. Intended 

by its instigators, the Society for Education in Art (SEA), as a didactic 

exploration of the qualities of folk art and their particular value in art 

education, it became – to their consternation – quite a different proposition. 

Its organizer, the artist and writer Barbara Jones, challenged the original 

remit, and created a testing ground for what contemporary popular art 

might mean, introducing objects in current production, including the mass-

produced, and exploring their visual and material presence in everyday 

life and popular memory as well as their relationship to equivalents in 

the nineteenth century. The pages described above appear within a 1951 

pocketbook, and the exhibition took place between 11 August and 6 October 

that year at the Whitechapel Art Gallery.2

1.2 (opposite)

Exhibition poster of Black Eyes and 
Lemonade, Whitechapel Gallery, London, 
11 August to 6 October 1951. Courtesy 
Whitechapel Gallery, Whitechapel Gallery 
Archive. Lists from London Transport 
in the Whitechapel Archive reveal at 
which underground stations and in what 
quantities this poster was distributed. In 
multiple alignments – for example, six each 
at Moorgate, Aldersgate and Farringdon 
– and at consecutive stations, they would 
have looked spectacular. 

1.3 (below)

Artwork for and samples of the Black 
Eyes and Lemonade catalogue cover. Here 
Barbara Jones’s preferred title dominates 
and the intensity and energy of her design 
process is tangible. (Barbara Jones 
Archive, University of Brighton Design 
Archives) 
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Part of the Festival of Britain programme and supported by the Arts 

Council, the exhibition was to be entitled British Popular Art, but Jones 

felt this sounded ‘a little dull’, failing to convey the appeal of its contents 

which she considered ‘both bold and fizzy’ and so she proposed ‘Black 

Eyes and Lemonade’ as a prefix (Jones, 1951a). This resonated powerfully, 

becoming the title by which the exhibition is best known, to the extent that 

the words British Popular Art – even though they occupied a central place in 

the poster Jones designed for the exhibition – tend to be overlooked. What 

also tends to be overlooked, especially in retrospect, was Jones’s insistence 

on the inclusion of the contemporary, as she wrote in the catalogue to the 

exhibition, ‘There are a lot of things here, made this year, that could go 

straight into an exhibition of modern art.’ (Jones, Ingram, Newton 1951: 7)

Writing fifteen years later, in his chapter ‘The Development of British 

Pop’ for Lucy Lippard’s Pop Art, Lawrence Alloway mentioned Jones’s 

exhibition in a footnote that appears at back of the book. Dislocated from the 

narrative it is easy to miss. He describes the exhibition that Jones produced 

as a ‘gathering of folk art and working-class objets d’art’, and explains: 

This area is separated from Pop Art by a tendency to view 

Victoriana as something bizarre and amusing, whereas Pop 

artists use newer if not absolutely current objects and images. 

They view popular culture straight, not nostalgically.  

(Alloway 1966: 200)

The placing of Jones’s exhibition in the footnotes and the misrepresentation 

of its scope allowed Alloway to give his own analysis of the development 

of British Pop Art a later start date. Indeed, the list of significant Pop 

exhibition catalogues arranged chronologically in the bibliography of 

Lippard’s book begins with Parallel of Life and Art held at the Institute of 

Contemporary Arts (ICA) in 1953. In this way the context, location and 

protagonists of British Pop are clearly defined. Alloway’s is a coherent story 

that unfolds through the three stages by which he orders its progression. 

It is a story that through telling, retelling and international dissemination 

seemed impregnable and which only began to be questioned in the  

mid-1980s (Massey and Sparke 1985).

This chapter sets out to consider the development of British Pop from 

a different place and time and with a different configuration of participants. 

It asserts that Barbara Jones’s emphatic use of the term ‘POP ART’ in 

1951 is of great significance in that it adds greater complexity to Alloway’s 

story. Indeed, Jones’s approach was not that of someone who was simply 

amused, instead it was underpinned, as we will see, by rigorous fieldwork 

and visual analysis. Neither was her approach nostalgic, it was embedded in 

the mid-twentieth-century experience of British makers, manufacturers and 

consumers in and around London, but also of those in the regions; people 

who she knew well through travel, fieldwork, drawing and by way of her own 
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collecting. Rather than being swayed by a nostalgic view of the past, Jones 

was absorbed by the migration of images and objects over time and how 

attitudes towards things evolved:

England is at this moment crammed with popular art before 

which most art lovers quail in alarm, but still most of them 

will ultimately become QUAINT, then CHARMING and at last 

GOOD. So we have tried to be fair and represent them all, aiding 

our judgement with consumer research; it will nevertheless be 

noticed that we are prejudiced in favour of cats and commerce. 

(Jones et al. 1951: 6)

In fact, this tongue-in-cheek approach with its camp exhortations belied 

Jones’s expertise and erudition; it perhaps helps us to consider what 

Alloway meant by the ability to ‘view popular culture straight’. Certainly 

Jones preferred it undiluted and many considered her inclusions in the 

exhibition challenging and close to the mark, but was Alloway in fact 

implying something else, a prerogative determined by his younger, male 

associates at the ICA? Whether he knew it or not, several key members of 

what was to become the Independent Group were, as we shall see, closely 

involved with Jones’s project and so the separation Alloway made by 

placing her exhibition in a footnote, although a separation that stayed,  

was in fact of his own making. 

This distancing seems all the more remarkable because in the 

summer of 1951, the Society for Education in Art – an organization 

founded in 1940 by Herbert Read, Henry Moore, Eric Gill and Alexander 

Barclay Russell – published a special issue of their journal Athene to 

coincide with the exhibition.3 Lawrence Alloway, a member of the SEA 

Council and editor of the journal, contributed a short article. In this piece 

entitled ‘Marine Totems’ he refers specifically to Jones’s research on the 

relationship between the carvers of ships’ figureheads and the transfer of 

their skills in the making of roundabout horses4 (Alloway 1951: 64). Jones 

had contributed several articles to the Architectural Review, and it is the 

essay ‘Roundabouts: Demountable Baroque’ of 1945, with its extraordinarily 

attentive visual analysis of fairground objects and imagery, to which 

Alloway makes reference (Brown and Jones 1945). Employing detailed 

annotated drawings in the manner of ethnographic recording, alongside 

photographs by her co-author Eric Brown, the article reveals the depth of 

understanding attained by observation in the field. Other topics to which 

Jones paid equivalent levels of attention include canal boat decoration, the 

seaside and funeral customs (Jones 1946, 1947, 1949). During 1950, she was 

busy collating these texts and their accompanying drawings to form the 

book The Unsophisticated Arts, published to coincide with the exhibition 

in 1951 (Jones 1951b). Indeed, the exhibition itself was an accumulation 

and culmination of Jones’s longstanding expertise on popular art, as well 
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1.4 (right)

Page from the article ‘Roundabouts 
Demountable Baroque’, Architectural 
Review, 1945. (Photo: University of 
Brighton Information Services) 

1.5 (below)

Dust jacket of The Unsophisticated 
Arts by Barbara Jones, 1951. As the 
exhibition poster exemplifies with its 
text-formed eyelashes, this book jacket 
also demonstrates the way Barbara Jones 
revelled in the play between image, object 
and text. The sailor-like figure with an 
articulated jaw, perhaps a ventriloquist’s 
puppet, with the book’s title tattooed on its 
chest and the author’s name on its arms, 
speaks of her interest in tattooing as a 
popular art, while the back cover delivers 
all the momentum of Jones’ fairground 
experiences. (Photo: Simon Costin) 
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as an expression of her interest in its contemporary forms. Through his 

involvement in the Society for Education in Art, Alloway would have been 

fully aware of the complexity of debate around definitions of popular art in 

1951 and the range of interest in it. An article by Jones, entitled ‘Popular 

Art’ appeared in the same issue of Athene, a few pages from Alloway’s 

(Jones: 1951c). While adamant about the distinction between popular art 

and Pop Art and how these terms have meant different things at different 

times, his eagerness to start the story from a particular point led him to 

obscure the more nuanced way that Pop Art emerged and its rather longer 

tail. Black Eyes and Lemonade was precisely an exercise in treating popular 

culture ‘with the seriousness of art’ (Alloway 1966: 32). Indeed, as well as 

marginalizing Barbara Jones and Black Eyes and Lemonade specifically, 

Alloway fails to mention the significance of British popular art entirely, or to 

acknowledge the wide field of national visual and material culture on which 

British Pop drew, a view which the research of John-Paul Stonard has 

affirmed (Stonard 2007, 2008). By focusing on contemporary media from the 

USA, Alloway obscured important elements of Pop Art content, as much 

as its complex context. In his recent study ‘The Long March of Pop’ Thomas 

Crow has re-established the connection to folk art, referring to Alloway 

arriving in New York in 1961, ‘carrying that powerful, one-syllable signifier to 

New York’ as a key moment when the representation of the mass-produced 

overtook connections to the vernacular. Indeed, as Crow identifies, this 

moment of severance is linked to the ‘expansive, demotic notion’ that 

characterized the early history of Pop in Britain  

(Crow 2014: viii).

This chapter then, seeks to argue several things. Firstly, that 

a significant source for the development of British Pop was not only 

contemporary popular culture and design from the USA, but contemporary 

and historic British popular culture. It argues, and produces new evidence 

to demonstrate that artists who were to become members of the 

Independent Group were not only aware of but allied to efforts that involved 

the appreciation, investigation and championing of British popular art. They 

were conscious of the network of experts, enthusiasts and commentators 

who all, to one degree or another, wished to encourage a more pluralistic 

way of seeing. It argues that the strategies of the Independent Group, 

particularly relating to exhibition and display, sequencing and scale had a 

recent precedent. Their repositioning of the products of popular culture in 

a new context and in a different relation to one another – be it by means of 

a slide show, display or collage – was what lay at the very heart of Jones’s 

project at the Whitechapel. Another compelling element is that if Barbara 

Jones’s use of the term ‘POP ART’ in 1951 is identified as a point of origin, 

then the work of the artists associated with the Royal College of Art (RCA) 

no longer has to be shoehorned into an ill-fitting narrative. Indeed, Black 

Eyes and Lemonade is the point from which the trajectories of both members 

of the Independent Group and the RCA were aligned. As Peter Blake later 
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recounted, ‘I have no doubt that discovering Barbara Jones was one of 

the more important things that happened to me’ (Katharine House Gallery 

1999). 

Importantly, the rigour of Jones’s inquiry has never been 

acknowledged, partly because her ability to sell a story both visually and 

verbally obscured, in its seeming effortlessness, the depth of her thinking. 

The elision from Popular to Pop in art historical narrative has created a 

disjointed story in which this parallel path with all its rich detail has been 

obscured. This was, of course, largely the point. However, if we step back to 

1951, shift emphasis from the West End to the East End and invite a wider 

and more inclusive cast of characters, then things start to fall into place.5

 

Barbara Jones is best known as an illustrator of books, as a contributor to 

the wartime Recording Britain project and for her ardent enthusiasm for 

British follies and waterways. A student at the Royal College of Art in the 

1930s, her work tends to be associated with the illustrative style of Edward 

Bawden and Eric Ravilious who were teaching there and her interests 

are seen to align with the folk art predilection of an English Romanticist 

tradition. However, it is important to shift this view and to think about her 

work in a post-war rather than a pre-war context. We should think of her 

as a woman in her late thirties with her finger on the pulse, energetic and 

articulate, with ideas and opinions that inspired a group of younger artists 

who went on to pursue related themes in the more explicitly progressive 

context of the ICA or at the RCA. Indeed, Jones even appears to have 

anticipated this intellectualizing of what she saw as connected cultures 

of making and consuming. To a great extent the work of artists such as 

Hamilton and Paolozzi focused on extracting images of things from the 

original context of their making and consumption and representing them in 

ways that force us to look at them anew. For Alloway, this was the crucial 

transition from popular to Pop. 

While Jones’s approach to popular art was far from objective she 

appreciated particularly the collective significance of made things. In 

contrast, those associated with the development of Pop were, as their work 

makes so explicit, consumed by their subjectivity, their own experience of 

the present. Instead, Jones appreciated the present as shared, as a hybrid of 

older things alongside new things, the ephemeral alongside the enduring. 

While Jones was the driving force behind Black Eyes and Lemonade she 

shared the work of organizing it with the writer Tom Ingram. In 1954 Ingram 

would go on to write the book Bells in England, which Jones illustrated, and 

in 1956 he collaborated on another, Hymns as Poetry with the young poet 

and ethnographer Douglas Newton, a book that considered the hymn as a 

popular, public form. Newton, too, played a crucial role in Black Eyes and 
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Lemonade; he was responsible for producing the catalogue and listing the 

exhibits under the categories and subsections determined by Jones. Newton 

also lent to the exhibition, a pair of papier-mâché chairs, a hand-painted 

valentine, a churchwarden clay pipe and an album of views of the Crystal 

Palace. Many other associates lent items for inclusion and the catalogue 

credits reveal an intriguing and diverse social network. Jones’s associations, 

as we shall now consider, were inclusive rather than exclusive. They were 

formed by interlocking expertise engendered by knowledge (and object) 

exchanges and as such were horizontal – moving across space, class and 

time. They included makers of all kinds (fairground carvers), decorators 

(barge painters), experts (taxidermists/makers of waxworks), as well as 

collectors (Sydney Cumbers and his figurehead collection in Gravesend,  

Dr John Kirk and his collection of ‘bygones’ in York), and regional or 

specialist collections (such as Henry Willett’s collection of popular pottery 

at Brighton Museum and the Saffron Walden Museum who lent, among other 

things, a glass dome of wax fruit and a china box in the shape of a cottage). 

They included the rural and the industrial, craftspeople (Mr Turner of Great 

Bardfield made the Corn Ds [dollies] itemized in the notebook with which we 

began) and manufacturers of fancy goods. Jones even included these people 

in the exhibition – a pavement artist was a huge attraction for the public and 

1.6

The banner of the National Union of 
Railwaymen hangs from the ceiling with 
the icing sugar St Paul’s below it. In the 
central case are exhibits relating to the 
theme ‘Man’s Own Image’ including the 
poster The Human Factory. Installation 
views of Black Eyes and Lemonade, 
Whitechapel Gallery, London, 11 August 
to 6 October 1951. Courtesy Whitechapel 
Gallery, Whitechapel Gallery Archive.
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the press – and she featured confectionery constructions, one in the shape 

of St Paul’s Cathedral, from instructors at the RAF School of Cookery. She 

selected the clothing worn by Arsenal football fans rather than the team’s kit 

because there were so many more fans than players. She included a banner 

of the National Union of Railwaymen. This, of course, is in stark contrast 

to the highly selective ‘group’ who saw themselves as ‘independent’. For 

in their independence they were also isolated. If instead, we consider 

interest in the popular as a dispersed landscape of multiple connections 

and relationships we arrive at a rather different picture than that presented 

by the established historical record; a matrix rather than a lineage. Indeed, 

not only did Jones’s approach upset the Society for Education in Art, but 

1.7

Euston Arch, Barbara Jones, 1943. 
Recording Britain (Victoria and Albert 
Museum, London).
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other adherents of her generation took a different tack, notably Enid Marx 

and Margaret Lambert. Certainly, it is the traces of these various tensions 

and connections in an array of archival records and published sources that 

convey a diverse, evolving constellation of participants. 

Jones’s work for Recording Britain during the Second World War had 

produced a series of watercolours depicting buildings and environments, 

usually in rural settings, that were inherently about the past. One particularly 

striking painting of an urban location is that of Euston Arch. Having survived 

enemy action it was eventually demolished in 1962 and became emblematic 

of the tension between the interests of post-war developers and the views  

of preservationists.

Later work of this kind offered a greater sense of mid-century urban 

experience and the place of the past in the present. Jones’s painting of 

the tattooist George Burchett which was reproduced in her book The 

Unsophisticated Arts was made in 1950 as part of a record of premises on 

the South Bank that were to be demolished to make way for the Festival 

of Britain. Items from his shop were included in Black Eyes and Lemonade. 

Tucked in the pocketbook with which we began, there is Burchett’s business 

card with the claim ‘CRUDE WORK COVERED OR REMOVED’ above the 

address, which was, of course, by then no more. Another part of the built 

1.8 (below, left)

George Burchett, Barbara Jones, c.1950. 
As reproduced in The Unsophisticated 
Arts, 1951. (University of Brighton Design 
Archives)

1.9 (below, right)

Colossal bottle covered with beer labels in 
the ‘Drinking’ section. Installation views 
of Black Eyes and Lemonade, Whitechapel 
Gallery, London, 11 August to 6 October 
1951. Courtesy Whitechapel Gallery,  
Whitechapel Gallery Archive.
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environment and social fabric of the city that was changing rapidly was 

the public house, many of which typically contained nineteenth-century 

fixtures and fittings. Jones viewed it as a descendant of the ‘richly fantastic’ 

Victorian gin palace, ‘its mirrors and beerpulls sparkle and glitter with 

reflections of that gas-lit glory’ (Jones et al. 1951: 33). 

Jones presented this moment of loss not simply regretfully but as a 

concomitant of optimism and post-war progress, she exhibited Bewick’s 

woodcuts with Dan Dare, eighteenth- and nineteenth-century engraved 

trade cards next to a large lemon advertising Idris lemonade and other 

contemporary objects alongside earlier equivalents. It was precisely this 

quality of transitional experience that connected Jones’s appreciation of 

popular culture with Nigel Henderson, who went on to become a member 

of the Independent Group. Like Jones, he immersed himself in popular 

experience and they must have discussed their mutual enthusiasms 

for he was a contributor to Black Eyes and Lemonade, lending ‘Bookie’s 

Tickets from a Racetrack: 1950’. Henderson shared Jones’s interest in the 

1.10

Douglas Newton photographed by Nigel 
Henderson, c.1950. (Estate of Nigel 
Henderson.) Source: Museum of London.
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chance juxtapositions of urban life, the accidental backdrop of posters 

on hoardings, graffiti on walls, chalk marks on pavements.6 Henderson 

photographed Douglas Newton against a hoarding in an image that reveals 

keen awareness of the visual experience of contemporary Britain and the 

immersive contact with popular culture in the everyday (Walsh: 2001). 

Henderson’s poetic photographs contrast sharply with the observational 

methods employed by his wife, the anthropologist Judith Henderson, who 

was engaged on an official survey of East End life. Yet Henderson, like 

Jones, could be said to have a broadly ‘anthropological’ approach to culture, 

although one that was explorative rather than systematic. Importantly, 

they both saw the exhibition as a site of enquiry and the curatorial role 

as investigative rather than didactic. Douglas Newton went on to join 

the Museum of Primitive Art in New York in 1956, where he established a 

reputation as an innovator in the display of non-Western art, eventually 

becoming Curator Emeritus of the Department of the Arts of Africa, 

Oceania and the Americas at the Metropolitan Museum of Art (Cotter: 

2001). Throughout Black Eyes and Lemonade long captions were avoided 

and visitors were invited to purchase the catalogue Newton had prepared. 

This strategy of accompanying hand list – which suggested an equivalence 

between things – was a feature of early ICA exhibitions including Growth 

and Form, organized by Nigel Henderson and Richard Hamilton, 4 July to 

31 August 1951 (which overlapped with Black Eyes and Lemonade) and most 

notably, two years later, the exhibition Parallel of Life and Art. The catalogue 

structure and arrangement of the show, with items grouped by theme, bears 

close comparison with that of Black Eyes and Lemonade.7

So in terms of the kinds of objects they appreciated, their relation to the 

everyday and the role of the exhibition as a spatial exploration, Henderson 

and Jones had much in common. It is hardly surprising perhaps, to discover 

that Jones also had contact with Henderson’s good friend Eduardo Paolozzi. 

An entry in Jones’s 1950 diary notes a meeting on Friday 15 September 

at 58 Holland Road where Paolozzi was lodging at this time with Terence 

Conran.8 Paolozzi’s passion for science fiction and popular culture from the 

USA is often cited as heralding the development of Pop Art in Britain, but 

Jones’s and Henderson’s unsentimental engagement with British popular 

art adds complexity and nuance to the understanding of the novelty and 

allure of popular culture from across the Atlantic as amalgamated in works 

such as I Was a Rich Man’s Plaything (1947) and the April 1952 presentation 

at the ICA, transformed in 1972 into the print edition Bunk! (Stonard: 2008). 

Indeed, Paolozzi’s work includes elements that are directly connected to 

Black Eyes and Lemonade. For example, the medical diagram ‘The Human 

Factory’ included at the Whitechapel – published by George Phillips & 

Co in 1931 – was a loan from Louisa Pullar (1884–1967), an artist who had 

worked alongside Jones on the Recording Britain project and who also lent 

a nineteenth-century asparagus dish and ‘four watercolours of shells and 
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seaweeds’ dated 1805.9 Derived from the work of the German, Fritz Kahn, it 

appears in Paolozzi’s 1972 Bunk! series as Man Holds the Key, from a collage 

he assembled in 1950, and it reappears again in his print Wittgenstein in New 

York from the As Is When series of 1964, demonstrating that such a powerful 

image was appropriated by those who appreciated such things, be it Pullar 

or Paolozzi. One wonders if this is the kind of thing that Jones and Paolozzi 

discussed if they did, in fact, meet in the autumn of 1950. Either way, the point 

is not who identified it first, but that interest in it was shared.

It is both this extraordinary mixture of objects from different times and 

of people of different generations and backgrounds, that makes Black Eyes 

and Lemonade so unusual. Other significant lenders were the typographer 

Charles Hasler whose knowledge of early print processes, especially 

woodblock techniques, was extensive; Antony Hippisley Coxe, who lent 

circus posters and whose book A Seat at the Circus was published in 1951 

(Jones was to illustrate Douglas Newton’s book, Clowns, in 1957); Arthur 

Elton the distinguished documentary film-maker who lent objects from the 

railways – a collection that, on Elton’s death, moved to Ironbridge Gorge; 

the artist Edward Bawden and his wife; and architectural photographer 

Edwin Smith who lent a nineteenth-century phrenologist’s bust and whose 

work included images of fairgrounds, advertising hoardings and who evoked 

the shared experience of contemporary popular art and media in the built 

environment (Elwall 2007: 17). Together, they form an extraordinary group 

1.11 (above)

The Human Factory, 1931. Published 
by George Phillips & Co. (Wellcome 
Collection / installation shot from  
Vogue Archive)

1.12 (opposite)

From As Is When, Wittgenstein in  
New York, 1964. Classification: on paper, 
print medium: screenprint on paper. 
Dimensions: 763 × 538, © Tate London  
2015 / © Trustees of the Paolozzi 
Foundation, licensed by DACS 2016
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of people connected by an interest in industrial history, the evolving built 

environment and the place of makers and communities in British identity. 

Some of these lenders and their objects had featured in the Festival of 

Britain and Jones had contributed to the displays – her lion and unicorn for 

the eponymous pavilion were clearly influenced by a fairground vernacular 

(Gooden 2011: 97–8). However, at the South Bank these elements tended to 

be subsumed within a metanarrative that the texts, layouts and structures 

shaped in such a way that the overriding message was one of national 

progress through scientific discovery. Certainly the majority of photographs 

of the Festival tend to focus on the formal properties of the pavilions, rather 

than their contents. As Kenneth Williams recorded in his diary (the entry is 

for Sunday 6 May 1951): ‘It’s all madly educative and very tiring. Beautifully 

cooked!!’ (Williams and Davies 1993: 63; Atkinson 2011; Curtis 1985/6).

In the summer of 1951 the Whitechapel Art Gallery became the focus  

of an unusual connection between the concerns of different generations 

when, albeit briefly, their interest in the popular in the present and the 

exhibition as a site of enquiry were aligned. The evidence clearly indicates 

that Jones articulated many ideas that would become central to the 

development of British Pop. As Gillian Whiteley (2013: 41) has argued, ‘the 

1951 exhibition resonated with the kind of contemporary debates about high 

versus low culture and the development of populist aesthetics within the 

Independent Group’.

As we know from careful reading of the archive, Jones was using the 

term ‘POP ART’ as early as 1951. In addition to the pages mentioned above, 

there is another entry in the same diary entitled ‘POP ART CASH’. Indeed, 

this usage cannot be explained away as Jones’s own, private designation. 

Among the records relating to the planning of the exhibition there is a note 

of a phone call to Jones made by the Director of the Whitechapel Gallery, 

Hugh Scrutton. It was Scrutton who supported Jones in her disagreement 

with the Society for Education in Art and who made great efforts to broker 

an agreement that would enable her to exhibit the contemporary. At the end 

of the document, below Scrutton’s signature, are the words, in his own hand, 

‘Pop. Art’ followed by the date – 24 July 1950 (Scrutton 1950). 

While Jones’s approach manifested a continuation of accepted 

ideas about popular art it also extended them.10 It is precisely how she 

presented and framed it that links her to what was to happen a few 

years ahead. Without doubt these connections were, through content, 

vocabulary and relationships, rather stronger than Alloway admitted. 

There is another way in which the exhibition heralded what was to come 

for the appeal of the popular in a commercial culture, and the branding 

of Britishness can also be traced back to Black Eyes and Lemonade. A 

fashion feature entitled ‘Sophisticated and Unsophisticated’ appeared in 

The Ambassador – the British export magazine for fashion and textiles – in 

October 1951. Positioned within the Black Eyes and Lemonade installation, 

models in outfits by British ready-to-wear companies were arranged 



41Pop Art and Design

alongside figureheads, a ventriloquist’s dummy and other exhibits, playing 

out visually the antithetical tensions of Jones’s book The Unsophisticated 

Arts. Photographed by Elsbeth Juda, the audacity and commercialism of 

this performance and the resulting friction between the old and the young, 

the live and the inert, pre-dates significantly the Carnaby Street culture of 

the 1960s. (Ambassador 1951; Tickner 2012). This instance of employing the 

popular arts as a way of branding contemporary Britain by photographers, 

designers, advertising agencies and other commercial creatives was far 

advanced by the late 1950s and before the young guns of the ICA and RCA 

made it their role to explore the phenomenon in a fine art context and before 

they became part of the brand themselves.

Jones had ended her 1951 catalogue essay suggesting the Victoria and 

Albert Museum acquire ‘a whole glittering roundabout’ – they didn’t – and 

1.13

Ambassador magazine, October 1951,  
p. 157 (page showing colossal bottle with 
model). Victoria and Albert Museum.
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her campaign for a National Museum of Industrial Architecture made little 

progress in the years ahead (Artmonsky 2008: 75–7). Yet her research on 

the English fairground, which is, as we have seen, a fine example of visual 

analysis, heralded the vernacular aesthetic that was so important to the 

early development of Pop Art. Writing in 1951 she saw the fair as ‘canonised 

by the art boys – but not yet unfortunately by the museums’. Indeed, Jones 

was intrigued by the ways in which fairground forms themselves were 

updated with contemporary references, through the inclusion of portraits of 

film stars or in the naming of rides, as she observed ‘“Atomic” was painted 

on the fascias as soon as the first bomb fell’ (Jones 1951c: 47). No wonder 

then, that when Ken Russell was making Pop Goes the Easel in 1962, the 

shots of Boty, Bouchier, Blake and Phillips at the fairground are the most 

compelling. Alloway, through his knowledge of Jones’s writing, knew this 

better than most, yet his story of Pop prioritized the Independent Group and 

marginalized the RCA; it prioritized the influence of popular culture from the 

USA rather than interest in British vernacular forms and spectacle. 

 

In Black Eyes and Lemonade Jones exhibited and asked viewers to appreciate 

objects as popular art in themselves. Yet the IG members were not quite 

ready to make this shift, they absorbed the material as image, and from it 

produced their own interpretation. Indeed, Jones herself made a comment 

about this. A typewritten note in the Whitechapel Gallery Archive reads: 

‘The things in this exhibition were not made by the boys who turn out the fine 

arts’ (Jones 1951a). This commodification of the essential object is what, at 

least, the Americans did advertently. Jones was interested in the originators 

and producers of popular art, she talked to makers and described their tools 

1.14

Still from Pop Goes the Easel, Ken Russell, 
1962. (BBC) 
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and processes, and she knew well (albeit as an outsider) the texture and 

geography of British manufacturing. Indeed, the many letters in her archive 

present a map of the fancy goods manufacturers, military uniform suppliers, 

comic publishers and confectioners that could be found in different parts 

of Britain in 1951.11 Barbara Jones drew the objects they produced and 

that people bought or collected as a way of knowing, as a way to reveal the 

qualities of the original, to record and to amplify but not to transform it into 

something else entirely.

Ultimately, the Independent Group were primarily interested in what 

the objects gave to them as visual stimulus – perhaps this is what Alloway 

meant by viewing it ‘straight’? Jones, on the other hand, recognized the 

power of the manufactured object and its enduring meaning to makers 

and its users. The many letters that Jones and Ingram wrote, respectfully 

requesting loans to manufacturers across the country, and the replies 

with their embossed and illustrated letterheads – which often depict 

the factories in which things were made and where so many thousands 

worked – convey a pride that remains tangible. Likewise, Jones was 

interested in the importance of things to individuals, as souvenirs and 

mementoes, as markers of the stages of life. She also recognized the 

collective appreciation of the mass-produced – the memorable poster, the 

seaside postcard – or the public spectacle – be it a waxwork, the talking 

lemon or a stuffed kitten. While Paolozzi absorbed the medical diagram 

and appropriated it as image, Jones exhibited it as an object with its own 

biography. Her exhibition drew attention to these things and their meaning 

in the world whereas the artists put their image, removed from context, in a 

frame or in what we would now describe as an installation. For Jones, the 

materiality of popular art was captured in its scale – be it huge or tiny – and 

the objects were exhibited to reveal this. Though the Pop artists’ canvases 

or collages may have accommodated the real thing it was, unequivocally, 

extracted and isolated from its original framing. Be it a magazine page, 

or a ticket, all trace of how it occupied the world was lost. Jones asked us 

to experience the pervasion of popular art by exhibiting posters intended 

for huge advertising hoardings to the most intricate miniaturized hatpin 

ornament. Writing in 1981, Dick Hebdige referred to the emergence in 1950s 

New York of opposition to ‘the modernist consensus’ and how, in London, 

this took the form of an ‘ironic sensibility’ (Hebdige 1981: 50). Hebdige 

identifies the Independent Group and the 1956 Whitechapel Art Gallery 

exhibition This is Tomorrow, as signalling this shift, but in many ways, 

Jones’s exhibition five years earlier was a more sophisticated stab at the 

design elite because the irony was entirely at the expense of the design 

establishment, and the objects, their makers and consumers, were treated 

with respect. Jones had assisted with design promotion campaigns, having 

worked for the Council of Industrial Design on their publications and 

exhibitions and so she was familiar with their approach.12 Her dismay at  


