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I NTRODUCTION 

We Americans , p e rhaps because of our industrial 

approach, tend to c ateg orize everything with which we 

come in contact. This tendency while helping our effic -

iency does have the potential for much harm. When we 

apply our industrial attitudes to such thing s as art and 

art movements, we oft en lose perspective of the individ-

u a ls involved and their specific contributions. Many 

art ists have been g rouped into so-c a lled movements for 

such insufficient reasons as producing during a certain 

time period. The end r e sult is that our d esire for exne-

diency has done a real injustice to the artists, their 

philosophies, and their worko To treat art , or any indi -

vidual effort, with the same approach as a parts ware-

house handles inventory control is to deny those elements 

that society finds valuable. 

The problem of unde rstanding where an individual 

fits in relation to his peers and history is best solved 

by examining the definiti ons of a movement along with the 

work and philosophies of the individuals truly workin g in 

that particular style; then compare a nd contrast the 

artist in que s tion with all the data . 

Georg e Segal has been lab eled a Pop Artist, but does 

that label do the artist or his work justice? A c a r eful 
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examinition of the recognized p r a ctitioners , and philoso-

phies of this movement compared t o the work and philo so-

phi es of Se~al may help us a cc ept or reject his inclu-

sion in this mov ement of modern art . 1 



POP ART HI STORY AND ATTITUDES 

We need to look at the movement of Pop Art in his-

toric a l persp e ctive to understand why it ~ained status 

as an art movem ent and then at its subject matter to 

understand its motivation . Alloway has stated that our 

twenti eth-c entury aesthetics are derived from the 

eighteenth- century s eparation of the arts when '' Art was 

strictly defined as pure painting, sculpture, architec -

ture, music, or poetry, a nd nothing but these five media 

could be properly classified as fine art .'' 2 There was a 

g en era l attitude that popular art was a dest ructive influ-

ence, as many toda y feel that televisi on is a destructive 

influence. Popular art g rew as its methods of production 

grew. This growth led to a g reater separati on in attitude 

as to what is or is not fine art. _Many artists touched on 

popular subject matter. Th e Impressionists , for instance, 

"avoided high art subjects, and they adopted a new atti -

tude towards cheap prints and photog raphy .''3 And the 

Dada movement has been reg arded as a precursor to Pop Art . 

One of the earliest, and perhaps most f orc eful, 

statements on the relationship between objects and arti s-

tic s tatus was Marce l Duchamp 's readymades . The Fountain 

by R. Mutt or his In Advance Of A Broken Arm (snow shovel) 

pre sented the public with the problem of what is art and 
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wh at i s the corre ct subject matter of art . This a ttitude 

coupled with the p ostwar industrializ a tion of America and 

the rest of the ' o r ld set the stag e. 

Du champ had made the readymade obj e ct into a rt; 
now John s went further and made the ob~ect into 
a paintin~ , c hallenging the mainline collage 
tradition in which the a ctual como on ob ject or 
picture was a dded to the surface , fra? mented, 
d isguised or otherwise sub j ugated to a foriegn 
aesthetic. Onc e it was rea lized that the 
auestion "Is it a fl af2; or is it a painting?" 
had n o a nswer--was not important--the ~ay was 
widR open for P op Art.4 

Sev e r a l a rtists experimented vii th P op sub ject matter 

independently a t the same time. In 1960, Andy Warhol did 

a painting of the c a rtoon characte~ Popeye, and Roy Lich-

tenstein in the follo wing year made his first paint ing of 

comic book chara cters sho wing Mickey Mouse a nd Donald Duck 

in a piece c a ll ed Look Mickey .5 

The attempt has been to take Duchamp ' s original 

chall enge a nd explore common objects with the seriousness 

of a n y problem an artist would set for himself a nd his 

work . 



DEFINITION 

Pop or pop art: n art in which commonplace 
objects (as road signs , hambergers, comic 
strips , or soup cans) are used as subjec t 
matter and are often physically incorpor-
ated in the work - pop artist n6 

The attempt to define Pop Art is not a precise pro-

cess as the definition from 6,000 Words a supplement to 

Websters Third Ne~ Iptern~tional Dictionary would lead 

one to believe . Lawrence Alloway quotes from The Random 

House Dictionc:r;v of ~.Qe ~pQish L~n_guag ~ . (Unabr.i~g_,~~~) : 

[Pop Art is] "a style, esp. of figurative painting , devel -

oped in t he U. S. and current in the early 1960's, charac-

terized chiefly by magnified forms and images derived 

from such commercial art genres as comic strips and adver-

tising posters . 11 7 

Since there is , if not a difference of opinion, some 

question as to the perimeters of Pop Art ev en among die -

tionaries , we must also consider opinions of those people 

associated with the movement . Mr . Alloway in his book , 

Ameri£§n Pop Art, devotes an entire chapter to the defin-

ition of P op Art . He concludes that Pop Art is not a point 

but a cluster that will include at l east one of the 

following : 

1 . Syntactic complexity : under this heading 
belong the interplay of written and pictoral 
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forms, such as Johns' letters, numerals, 
or words , and Indiana's numbers and sen-
tences. 

2. Range of media: Rauschenberg 's combine-
paintings (which relate to assemblage 
and to Happenings in their incorpora-
tion of diverse objects); extension of 
medium, as in the case of Rosenquist 
introducing billboard techniques into 
experimental easel painting. 

3 •. Familiarity of subjects: (Lichtenstein's 
comics or Warhol's newsprint sources); 
the literal pre s ence of the object (Wessel-
man's bathrooms and Dine's objects attached 
to canvases). 

4. Connections with technology: Rauschenberg 
in particular, but machines are also an 
essential term of Oldenburg's metamorphic 
formsoB 

Using this as a definition of Pop Art , one could, 

without much trouble, make a case to include many artists 

who although their work may fit one or more of the cri-

teria that Alloway has set forth are definitely not Pop 

Artists. Picasso comes immediately to mind (The Absint~ 

Glass, Goat Skull an~ . B.9~-~) ; these works and others 

easily fit the criteria of familiarity of subjects and 

connections with technology but that does not make Picasso 

a Pop Artisto 

Compton has approached the matter from a stylistic 

point of view saying: 

The most striking formal characteristics of 
most Pop painting are flatness and 'frontality', 
centrality, repetition, and sheer scale, plus 
everything that results from the use of or 
imitation of readymade images and techniques 
of mechanical production.9 
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Lucy Lipr'la rd fel t that : 

Pop c h os e to depi ct everything nreviously 
considered unworthy of notice , let alone a rt; 
ev ery l evel of adv e rtising , magazine a nd news -
paper i l lust ration , Times Souare j okes , taste-
l ess bric - a-brac a nd gaudy furnish ings , o rdin -
a ry c l oth~s a nd foo d , film stars, pin- ups , 
c art oons . l O 

Ste r ling Mcllhany s t a tes that : 

P on is an art of realism bec aus e it b el ongs t o 
th~ oldest and most vig or ous tradition in -
American a rt : the broad f i eld of advertising . 
Before the adv ent of p op a rt , most a rtists 
drew a sharp line between t he commercial a rt 
of mass culture and th e fine a rts . Th e f or-
mer represent ed a hard-sell world of fl ashy 
bi llboards, supermark et p osters , sli c k maf.-
azin e ads , brand nam e packag i n g , and window 
d i sp l ays , as well as the breathless fantasy of TV 
commerci a ls, p opula r f iction, movi e mag azines , 
and comic strips, the rich material of America ' s 
po ular ( p op ) cu lture . l l 

It seems that everyone has a slightly different 

a ttitude as to what c onstitutes Pop Art . In each defin-

it i on or statement there are similar themes or specific 

p oint s which a r e repeated ; if we take those specifics 

that occur in mo re than one statement we will have s ome 

common c riteria with which t o judge an ind ividual a nd his 

work t o see if they belong t o P op Art . 

For the purposes of this paper then the following 

will be the criteria as to th e subje c t matter of P op Art : 

l . Familiar or common obj e cts, howeve~not just 

any common object but those that exist as 

common b e c a u se of mass production 
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2~ The use of scale or magnified form 
I 

3. Reference to, or the use of mass-media and 

i t s production techniques 

The last criterion is the one most often mentioned 

in the descriptions and as such should probably carry the 

most weight in any evaluation. 



PRACTITIONERS OF POP 

There a re so many misconceptions a bout what is 
or is not Pop Art that for the purp oses of the 
follo wing discussion I should say that I admit 
to only fiv e hard- core Pop Art ists in New York , 
and a fe ' more on the West Coast and in En g land . 
The New York fiv e , in order of their commitment 
to these principles, a r e : Andy Wa rhol, Roy Li ch-
tenst e in, Tom Wesselman , James ~osenquist and 
Claes Oldenburg . l 2 -· 

Andy T:•/arhol could p erhaps be considered the father · 

of P op Art bec a use of h is use of imag es and p r oduction 

t echniques that relate t otally to the p op c u lture . His 

famous p i e ce, Campbell ' s Soup Can , is a common mas s -

produ c ed n ackage p rinted by modern mass production tech-

nioue s . Whi l e the arran~ement of the imag e - - or imag es in 

his repetitive prints--a nd the color may v a r y , they remain 

icons of our supermarket culture. The questioning pro -

c ess that ~arhol has set up , as to what is art and wh o is 

the artist, has g one from the paint ed image to the mas s -

produced imag e to '~arhol buying actual cans of soup (which 

he a nd his assistant signed) to people buy ing cans of soup 

a nd d ispl aying them es ert obj ects . The r ealm that ia r hol 

is explorin~ is one of philosophy and aesthetics, a con-

tinuation of Du champ' s at titude a nd the offering of a n 

anti - art. 
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Roy Licht enst e in has taken th e commerci a l imag e of 

the comic s trip a nd explored its status as a fine art by 

using a cha n ge of s c ale . He uses ·paint and canva s re-

producin~ by hand the i mage of the comme r cial technique 

of Ben Day dots . Al though he is conc erned mainl y with 

p r oblems o f scale a nd c omp o s i ti on; " Onc e I hav e e stab -

lished what the subject matter is going t o be, I ' m not 

int erested in that."13 His s ource material for his 

paintinf, S is the comic strip . 

Tom Wesselman in the Great Americ a n Nude s eries 

is commenting on t h e society that prefers p l a sti c imi -

tations and mass- produced r ep roductions to th e real thing . 

The kind of s ociety tha t deriv es its aestheti c from the 

hardware store. He is also making th e s t at ement that sex 

or the intimation of sex is ev er- present in the imases we 

rec eiv e from mass- med ia. The q uesti onin~ of traditional 

roles f or painting and scul p ture is expl ored in this se r ies 

by comb ining a ctual ob j ects with areas painted to look 

like related objects a nd reproductions of stil l other 

objects appl ied to the surface of the se three-di~ensional 

collag es . 

James Rosen ouist , d rawing on his backg round as a 

billboard painter has d i still ed the images of the com-

mercial ads, fragmentized, expl oded t o hug e s cale, a nd re-

arrang ed them to achieve a kaleidoscope of imag e r y . Ris 

is an art of comp osition . The images a re f rom p op culture 



11 

but the art is one of abstra ction. However, the force 

of his work is still related to the viewer knowing the 

i mag es have been abstracted and this recognition is only 

deriv ed from mass media. 

Claes Ol denburg , the only sculptor that Lucy Lipp ard 

. p A. t • t 14 . h h r e cognlzes as a op ~ r lS , lS per aps t e one person 

wh o has thrown our culture in our faces. He has taken 

everyday objects ( much like Duchamp) a nd brought them to 

our attention throug h the use of a new scale and alien 

materials, such as the Soft Toilet of 1966 or Sundae of 

1963. 

All of these artists are concerned with symbols, 

~ange of scale, a flattening of the work, the commercial 

aspects of the imag e or its production, a nd a general · 

attitude of non- involvement or aloofness from the work . 

These a rtists are trying to present popular culture as 

it exists around them in an isolat ing , emphasizing, non-

emotiona l manner . 



GEORGE SEGAL 

Jt must be r emembered th a t Geor~e Segal wRs a 

painter before he involved him self with s culpture . 1 5 
The move to sculpture g rew out of a need to explore s pace 

in ways that seemed , a t least t o Segal, imp os s ible with 

paint. 

I le f t a path of my o n dis satisf a c ti on in 
my painting , a lternately a cceptin g and reject -
ing expressionism , ~eometric s tructure, fi g -
ura tion, tra n sformation--a nd the decision to 
enter literal s p ace was determined b y strong 
urges for t ot a l exp erience.l6 

Segal, as opp o sed to P op Arti s ts, was not con c erned 

wi th t he flatt ening of s p a c e in his work, but of moving it 

into the third dimensi on . In h i s use of ev eryday sc enes 

Segal is not commenting on the mass- med ia culture with 

coo l a loof· distance from his work; he is r eacting with 

emoti on to people and the ir situat ions . 'fuen ask ed to 

what deg r ee h i s fi gures wer e portraits h e replied : 

To a .) r eat de~ree , since the mod els are ~ ener
a l ly friends who h av en ' t commissioned me t o 
make a p ortra it of them . They are p ortrait s; 
yet, I ~o not d o details by which we ordinari l y 
re c ognize people . They 're p ortra its in the 
~arn e way that . ou r e co gni z e a friend walking 
d own the street from a blo ck a way . l'! 

This is no t to s ay that Se~al was isolated fr om h is 

contemporari es ; h e was "a s ympatheti c obs e r v e r of t he 

environments nd Happenin g s of Red Gro oms , Robert Whi t man, 
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Claes Oldenburg , and Jim Dine . 18 Segal's work does 

not lack emotion, on the contrary his work is a comment 

on the emotions of the people he knows and with whom he 

associates . 

I usually make sculptures of people I know 
very well in situations that I 've known them in . 
And if that involves a luncheonette counter , 
places in the house or other places where I go ; 
g as stations, bus stations, streets farm build-
ings--this must all do with my experience.l9 

In considering Segal's work in comparison to the 

criteria we have established for the Pop movement , let's 

use his piece , !he Gas St~~~~ ' 1964 (Fig . l) . Our consid-

eration is with the object (common because of mass- produc -

tion) . 

Fig . 1 George Segal, The Gas Statio?, 1964 . 

In the piece there are a Coke machine , bottle racks and 

cases, a clock, a tire, cans of oil , a window frame, and 

two plaster figures. The argument runs that because such 
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common and mass-produced objects as Coke and cans of oil 

are in the sculpture, then it must be a Pop p iece . What 

one must consider, is not the use of the objects , but the 

intent in their use . Is Segal attempting to make us see 

the icons of eoke or oil cans in a new way t h rough the 

use of repeti t ion as Warhol might, or is he commenting 

on our social fetishes by presenting the se items in an 

alien material as Oldenburg would , or is he using frag-

ments of these imag es (combined with other fragmented 

advertising pictures) in a comment on society and mass-

media as Rosenquist has? Is Segal commenting on common 

obj e cts at all? Of course noto George Segal has pre-

sented to the viewer a scene from life; one with which 

(as in all his pieces) he is very familiar . The impor~

tant elements are not the supportiv e material , but the 

figures themselves . The analysis may be one of isola-

tion , or people in the same situation but unaware of the 

others ' existences ,or of human beings frozen in time 

with no past and no future ; the important point is that 

the fi gures are the central definitive statement . Of 

course there wil l be a question as to the si ze of the 

p iece and that being one of P op ' s devices , but it must be 

remembered that t hi s is sculpture in the purest sense . 

Life- sized scale has been rather standard sinc e Greece ; i n 

fa ct, many works of sculpture (such as Rodin ' s Study for 
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Balzac, c . 1895, 9'10") have been produced on a super 

human scale. 

The objects that Segal use s in his works are not 

comments on the objects, but comments on the person whose 

p ortrait is being presented . Segal is merely adding the 

details that will give the viewer an insight as to the 

personality c aptured in plaster . One could not imagine 

a cardinal painted without his robes, or a cavalry off-

icer being sculpted without his horse. 

What is important is the way the fi gure sits , 
leans, hunches , sprawls, on that box , over that 
sink , in that doorway; figure and objects hang 
together and cooperate in re~~nding us of an 
experience , creating a mood . 

In the discussion as to whether Segal is a Pop art -

ist we must consider his work as a whole , examining several 

pieces , to understand his direction and intent . While he 

may make one or a few piece s that may be misinterpreted 

as Pop, his work , when examined for main ideas and elements , 

shows this not to be the case. First of all , every piece 

Segal has done involves the human fi gure . He has presen-

ted the figure with sensitivity, concern, a sensuality 

that is not the exploitation, dehumanization , cheap sex-

ual innuendo of Pop . As Elsen says : 

With rare exceptions what has been missing from 
modern sculpture since Rodin has been the depic -
tion of feeling and display of mutuality between 
two persons . Beg inning with Matisse, self-
expression rep l a ced the interpretation of the 
emotional experiences of the subject in sculpture o 
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Segal is a kind of contemporary magus of the 
prohibited b y his focus on mutuality and the 
tenderness of touching--the self and others.21 

If we look at a sampling of Segal's work such as 

Woman I n a Restaurant Booth, 1961-62 (Fig. 2) , or The 

Farm Worker, 1962-63 (Fig . 3), or Woman In a Doorway II, 

1965 (Fig. 4), or Woman In a Red Wicker Chair, 1964 (Fig. 

5), it is obvious that the concern is with the figure in 

everyday situations, without embellishments or comment on 

Pop cultureQ There is no attempt to emphasize common mass-

produced objects; there is no reference to mass- media, 

either its icons or processes ; and, there is no change of 

scale from the very acceptable lif~sized. As Leo Castelli 

said: nsegal was never really Pop; his work comes out of 

Ab t t E · · n22 s rae xpress1on1sm . Donald Kuspit has offered thi s 

explanation: 

For Segal emotional reality means alienation. 
He sometimes seems an American Munch: he too 
offers a ''Frieze of Life''--various fragments 
or scenes of contemporary life, some panoramic 
and some clos e-up, all dealing with the same 
emotional fact--in Thoreau's words , the quiet 
desparation of most men's lives.23 

So we can see that for all his staging Segal is not deal-

ing with abstract common objects or commenting on an indus-

trial mass- media society, he is commenting on individuals. 
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Fig . 2 . GEORGE SEGAL Woman In A Rest aurant Booth, 1962 , 
Mixed media . 

Fig . 3. GEORGE SEGAL The Farm Worker , 1963 , Mixed media . 
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Fig. 4 . GEORGE SEGAL Woman - In A Doo~, 1965, 
Mixed media . 

-· 
Fig . 5 . GEORG E SEGAL \rloman In A Red Wicker Chair , 1964 , 

Mixed media . 



COMPARISONS 

Andy Warhol in 1967 did a photo silk screen of 

Marilyn Monroe ( Fi g . 6) . Here he has used a commercial 

technique to reproduce the same image several times . This 

i s a multiple image of one of pop culture ·' s l argest icons , 

the movie s tar . The attempt here , as in other works , is 

t o remove the artist's influence from the work so that the 

viewer is unable to determine wh o had a hand i n the making . 

As Warhol stated in an interview with G. R. Swenson : 

The reason that I 'm painting this way is that I 
want t o be like a machine , and I feel that 
whatever is machine- like is what I want to do . 24 

I think it would be so g reat if more people 
took up silk screens so ,that no one would know 
whether my pi c ture was mine or som ebody else's . 2 5 

The imag e i:larhol has created is one of a mass-

consumed article, the movie star , being mas s - produced 

with mass- prod u c tion technigues e 

George Segal in his piece The Movi e Poster, 1967 
( F i g . 7) , also deals with the subjec t of Marilyn Monroe . 

The piece does d eal with the icon of the movie star ; how-

eve~ there is a reason for this seeming break into Pop Art . 

From time to time the Sidney J anis Gallery has 
organized exhibitions around a specific theme--
such as eroticism , or material--such as ropeo 



Fig. 6. ANDY WARHOL Mari lyn Monroe, 1967, 
Silk screen print . 

Fig. 7. GEORGE SEGAL The Movie Poster , 1967, 
Mixed media. 
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As a "gallery artist", Segal usually created a 
work especially for the occasion, a l though norm-
ally he "gropesu for a subject and prefers to 
let it mature in his mind . The theme this time 
was Homag e to Marilyn Monroe, who continued 
to mesmerize the Pop generation even aft e r 
her death.26 

Even with P op subject matter Segal is able to con-

cern himself, and the viewer, with the situation rather 

than the icon . The conc ern of the piece is not with 

Marilyn Monroe , but with a man (a worker on his lunch 

hour) 27 and h is relationship to the poster. Again Segal 

has g iven the viewer a scene of life without emphasizing 

the supportive material o The arrangement of the part s of 

the piec e and the plaster figure are sensitive and invol-

ved elements . There is no attempt to give the viewer the 

feeling that the piec e was made by machine . 

Lucy Lippard has said that: "He is really a twentieth-

century genre a rtist concerned with simple everyday activ-

ities that bring out a generalized humanityo" 28 

There is a qu e stion as to whether plaster can be a 

sensitive material . One need only l ook at history to see 

that many sculptors have worked in the material and have 

achieved what must be, because of the acclaim they have 

received, sensitive results . To cite a few examples of 

works that have been done in plaster; there is Rodin 's 

Study f or Balzac (c. 1895 ), Ossip Zadkine ' s Project for 

Rimbaud Monument (1938), Henri Laurens ' ~_1_R_n_. ________ __ 
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(1919), or many of Marino Marini's works such as Arcangelo 

(1943), or Giuditta Carnpi gli (1943). Many pieces that were 

done in plaster have been translated into a more perman-

ent material (such as bronze), but this does not change 

the sensitivity of the piece. The color of raw plaster 

may to some be less inviting than that say of wood , but 

it in no way det racts from the sensitivity of the surface 

and the form . As has been said: "From a rtifacts in the 

tombs of Egyptian kin g s , through Renai ssance frescoes 

to modern sculpture, plaster has been a basic medium of 

the creative artist. 29 

Roy Li chtenstein has been concerned with basi c 

stylistic problems using comic strip material as subject 

matter . 

In Abstract-Expressionism the paintings sym-
bolize the idea of ground- directedness as 
opposed to object- directedness . Pop Art 
makes the statement that ground- directedness 
is not a quality that the painting has because 
of what it looks like •••• This tension between 
apparent object - directed products and actual 
ground- directed process is an imp ortant strength 
of Pop Art . 30 

In Lichtenstein ' s work,Good Morning Darling,l964 

(Fig . 8) , the image has been reduced to a study of com-

position . There is a concern with the arrangement of 

shapes and colors on the picture plane. The overall 

effect is one of flatness and abstraction . The image is 

of little importance and though it is one of potentially 
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GOOD MOr?NINU." 
DARLIN6,1 

Fi g . Bo R. LICHTEN.STEI N Good Morning ~rlin~ , 1964 , 
Oil and magna on c anvas. 

Fig. 9. GEORGE SEGAL Lov ers On A Bed II, 1970, 
Mixed media. 
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Fig . 10 . GEORGE SEGAL Lovers On A Bed ~ ' 1970 , 
Mixed media, (detail) . 
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strong emotion,the viewer is unaffected by it. Alloway says: 

Lichtenstein believes in composition as the 
balance of contrasting but compatible forms , 
in which size , direction , and color can be 
related; in which warm colors compensate for 
cool, in which curves ameliorate right angles 
and in which details enliven large spaces.3l 

George Segal's piece, Lovers On a Bed II 1970 (Figs. 

9 and 10), is also a study of composition. The viewer is 

treated to a sensitive study of a situation with universal 

appeal. As Segal says: "Every time I feel the impulse to 

treat this theme it is because I am struck by the enormous 

variety of relationships possible between a man and a 

woman.''32 This work g oes beyond composition as an abstract 

problem to a concern with the human condition. Not only 

composition but surface treatment , detail, and the rela-

tionship itself are vital parts of the piece. Again we 

are faced with the fact that Segal ~ has used a common 

object, the bed, in his work; to use this as a reason to 

call Segal a Pop Artist is to miss the point of his work . 

Tom Wesselman's piece , Bath - Tub Collage No . 3 1963 

(Fig. 11), is a piece using both painted images and real 

objects in the composition. He has juxtaposed a realistic 

setting o~ the bath tub and surroundings with a flatly 

painted nude with flat yellow hair. The image is one 

of outline or paper cut-outo The female image has been 

reduced to an object just as every other part of the 

piece is an object. This piece is one of composition, 
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Fig . ll . T . \:lESSELMAN Bathtub Collage No . 3 , 1963 , 
l'-1ixed media . 

Fig . 12 . GEORGE SEGAL Homan Shaving Her Leg , 1963 , 
Mixed media. -
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a statement about the icons of our life style, with no 

emotional response to the human element. In fact the 

overall effect is one of denial of any human quality in 

an exploration of all that is industrial in the American 

bathroom . 

In Segal's Woman Shaving Her Leg 1963 (Fig . 12), 

we have what seems to be an actual piece of Pop Art . 

The bathro om has been a concern of P op artist · 
Claes Oldenburg and Tom Wesselman in particular , 
as well as of Jim Dine, Roy Lichtenstein, and 
Robert Whitman . Segal sees nothing unusual in 
this , and to him it s imply reflects his gener-
ation!s fascination with all aspects of the new 
American landscape, as well as a semi- erotic 
preoccunation with the American cult of clean-
liness.?3 

In comparing this piece to Wesselman's the obvious 

difference is that while Wesselman's figure is flat and 

object-like with no emotional qualities , Segal 's figure is 

someone . There is a relationship which the viewer can 

understand and relate to; he can compare the irony of 

the process and situation that Segal has presented to his 

own experiences . The piece, as with others, is not just 

a comp ositional study or an emphasis of the common object , 

but a slice of life . 

1, 2, 3 and Out, 1963 ( Fig . 13), by James Rosenquist 

is an example of his fragmented images painted in bill-

board style . His images are of objects seen on American 

billboards--mass- media advertising . His style is a n 
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obvious transference of commercial technique to the easel 

and with it he brings the images and colors of the largest , 

in terms of scale, popular culture hard- sell image. His 

fragmented billboard i mages are arranged on the canvas 

not only as compositional devices but also as trigg ers 

to which the viewer wil l react . 

In 1960 and 1961 I painted the front of a 1950 
Ford . I felt it was an anonymous image . I 
wasn 't angry about that , . and it wasn't a nos-
talgic image either . Just an image . I use 
.images from old magazines--when I say old, I 
mean 1945 to 1955--a time we haven't started 
to ferret out as history yet . If it was the 
front end of a new car there would be people 
who would be passionate about it, and the front 
end of an old car might make some people nos-
talgic . The images are like no- images . There 
is a freedom there . If it were abstract, people 
mi ght make it into something . If you paint 
Franco-American spaghetti, they won ' t make a 
crucifixion out of it, and also who could be 
nostalgic about canned spaghetti? They'll 
bring their reactions but, probably they won 't 
have as many irre~evant ones ••• 34 

The Dry c_~l2£ s*t~SE~ 1964 (Fig . 14), is Segal 's 

most garish and perhaps most Pop piece. Here , he has used 

light in the form of neon, he has painted the figure , and 

the image is one of a quick-servi c e establishment . The 
r 

result of the painted fi gure , the blue foil backdrop , and 

the neon lighting is a denial of the human element . Here 

the figure is a symbol rather than an actual personage . 

Segal has volunteered his own symbolic inter-
pretation . He sees the woman as the guardian 
of the bride's chastity--a chaperone or duenna . 
The bride is, of course, alluded to in the wed-
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Fig . 13 . J . ROSENQUIST 1, 2 , .3 and Out , 1963 , 
Oil on canvas . 

Fig . 14 . GEORGE SEGAL The Dry Cle~~ing St ore , 1964 , 
Mixed media . 
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ding dress , pristinely guarded in its gaudy 
showcase . Worn for one day and laundered the 
n ext to be closeted forever , it implies 
purity, and the tricks life plays on the pure 
at heart; it is also a sad metaphor for wom en 's 
loss of dreams and expectations . We are dealing 
with another level of ordinary human activity , 
but one cloaked in an aura of mystery . 35 

In spite of the Pop appearance of this piece we can 

see from Segal's interpretation that it has a basis in a 

concern for the human condition rather than an exploration 

of icons or common objects. 

Finall~ we consider the only sculptor that Lucy 

Lippard feels is a Pop Artist , Claes Oldenburg . His piece , 

Model For a Bathroom 1966 (Fig . 15), shows his examination 

of the everyday objects of our culture through foreign 

materials . Oldenburg has examined our culture and tried 

to make us aware of ourselves by forcing us to see the 

icons we have createdo Also he is trying to expand the 

boundries of art . Perhaps his attitudes are best shown 

in the opening lines of his statement , "I Am For Art ••• ": 

I am for art that is political-erotical-
mystical, that does something other than sit 
on its ass in a museum . 

I am for art that grows up not knowing it is 
art at all, art g iven the chance of having a 
starting point of zero . 36 

In comparing Segal to Oldenburg there is the prob-

lem, encountered in the others to a lesser degree , of the 

lack of the human figure in Oldenburg ' s work . Using Segal 's 

Woman Washing Her Foot 1964- 65 (Fig . 16), for comparison 
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Fig . 15. CLAES OLDENBURG Model For Bathroom , 1966 , 
Corrugated paper and-enamel . 

Figo 16 . GEORGE SEGAL Woman Washing Her Foot , 1964- 65 , 
Mixerl media . 
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there really is no comparison. Here the image is one of 

genre, a stop action of human activity. The emphasis is 

on the figure, with the basin and other articles, only props , 

to complete the situation. The reference to modern cul-

ture or its icons is totally lacking. The appeal here is 

universal and not dependent on an awareness of present 

day culture. 

Zeifer has this to say: 

Segal admires Marcel Duchamp and his concept 
of the found ob ject but cannot use Duchamp's 
philosophy in his own vJork. Ducharnp' s ready-
mades questioned the traditional values of art 
history: could everyday objects such as a bicycle 
wheel mounted on a chair be called art? Segal 
does not concern himself with that question . 
For Segal , any man-made object is expressive 
whether the artist makes it or finds it. He 
recreates a place and a situation, and the 
objects he chooses carve the space.37 



CONCLUSION 

Pop was the expansion, exploitation, exploration , 

and presentation of p opular culture. This was manifested 

in chang es in scale and materials, a use of, or reportage 

on, new technology and mass-media advertising in all 

forms . The subject matter was the mass- produced object 

(even the human figure was reduced to a media image or 

common mass-produced object) . George Segal 's inclusion 

b y some writers and art historians in this movement, 

as we have seen, may be in error. His is not the world of 

alien materials and exaggerated scale ; he is not conc erned 

with mass- media; and , the common obj ect is not something 

to be emphasised as a report on the popular culture of 

America . Segal's work is in the historically traditional 

vein of the human fi gure sculpted in-the- round presented 

in d ifferent situations . There is precedence for Segal's 

use of the figure in common situations in the Ash Can 

School and in the American regionalism of the thirties. 

Rublowsky s ays: 

On the periphery there were such artists as 
James Dine , George Segal , Marisol Escobar , 
Robert Indiana, and others who also approached 
pop art. They are, however, not pop artists in 
the s t rict sense of the term . Their artistic 
statement , though it borr ows from the r eali t y 
revealed by p op art, is more closely allied to 
the abstract-expressionist ethos in that t heir 
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statements depend on sensibility and texture 
for the projection of an artistic aura . 38 

The a rtist is concerned with the essence of these figures. 

They are not abstract objects used only for compositional 

concerns ; they are true portraits . 

We must avoid expediency in our attempts to classify 

an artist's place in history . His work and his philosophy 

g o hand- in- hand and must b e considered together . If an 

artist is an individua~ then we must not put him in a 

group; let him stand on his O\~ . Let us take a more 

purist point of view . 
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