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ABSTRACT 
 
 
 By the 1920s, ideas about the function and appearance of the American art 

museum were shifting such that they no longer were perceived to be merely storehouses 

of art. Rather, they were meant to fill a present democratic need of reaching out to the 

public and actively helping to cultivate the tastes and knowledge of a desired culturally 

literate citizen. As a result of debates about the museum’s mission, audience, and design, 

in 1931 the Philadelphia Museum of Art opened the first branch museum in the nation on 

69th Street in the suburb of Upper Darby in an effort to improve the relationship between 

the museum and the community. With sponsorship by its parent institution and financing 

by the Carnegie Corporation of New York City, the two organizations hoped to 

determine, over a five-year period, whether branch museums, like branch libraries, would 

be equally successful and valuable in reaching out to the public, both physically and 

intellectually. The new Sixty-ninth Street Branch Museum was to serve as a valuable 

mechanism for civic education by encouraging citizens to think constructively about art 

and for the development of aesthetic satisfaction, but more importantly it was to be a 

catalyst for social change by integrating the visual arts into the daily life of the 

community. In this thesis I will demonstrate that, although the first branch museum was 

only open for a year and a half, it nonetheless succeeded in shaping the way people 

thought about art and how museums were meant to function as democratic institutions in 

American society.  
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION: THE FIRST BRANCH MUSEUM IN THE NATION 
 
 

 On May 8, 1931, the first branch museum in the United States opened in Upper 

Darby Township, Pennsylvania, a thriving suburb just west of Philadelphia proper. 

Financed by the Carnegie Corporation of New York City and sponsored by the 

Philadelphia Museum of Art (then the Pennsylvania Museum), the Sixty-ninth Street 

Branch demonstrated that by decentralizing, the relationship between the museum and the 

community would grow.1 Additionally, the new Branch Museum would serve as a 

valuable mechanism for civic education and for the development of aesthetic satisfaction, 

but more importantly it was to be a catalyst for social change. In this thesis I will 

demonstrate that the Sixty-ninth Street Branch actively shaped the way people thought 

about art and how museums were meant to function in American society. Overall, by 

opening the Branch, the Philadelphia Museum of Art (PMA) expanded the social 

influence of museums and made art of wider service to the public. Museums were 

intended to have a broad socioeconomic impact and appeal, and I will explain how the 

Sixty-ninth Street Branch achieved the aforementioned objectives.2 

                                                 
 1 Kathryn B. Hiesinger, Collecting Modern: Design at the Philadelphia Museum of Art Since 1876 
(Philadelphia and New Haven: Philadelphia Museum of Art in association with Yale University Press, 
2011), 106. Upon the death of Arthur Henry Lea in 1938, fifty thousand dollars and a collection of fifty-one 
old master paintings were bequeathed to the museum “conditioned upon the official designation…of said 
museum as ‘Philadelphia Museum of Art,’ its right and proper name.” The board was quick to make the 
change legal, and by April 15, 1938, the museum officially became known as the Philadelphia Museum of 
Art. 
 
 2 Neil Harris, “Museums, Merchandising, and Popular Taste: The Struggle for Influence,” in 
Material Culture and the Study of American Life, ed. by Ian M. G. Quimby (New York: W. W. Norton & 
Company, Inc. for the Henry Francis du Pont Winterthur Museum, 1978), 141. 
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 Although the Upper Darby location remained open and active for less than two 

years, I argue that it was a successful experiment in museum practice for its ability to 

effectively and conveniently meet the needs of the public. Its success can be revealed by 

first looking at the attendance records. From the Branch’s opening in May to its closing 

on October 17, 1932, it attracted 294,572 visitors.3 Looking beyond visitor statistics, the 

curator of the Branch, Philip Newell Youtz (1895-1972), noted that this impressive total 

included “all classes, men as well as women, children as well as adults, laborers and 

persons of leisure, professional artists and lay public.”4 Several contemporary scholars 

criticized art museums for catering mainly to the wealthy, but the Branch aimed to 

accommodate a diverse public, regardless of their economic status. 

 According to a letter written by the President of the PMA, Eli Kirk Price (1860-

1933), and its Director, Fiske Kimball (1888-1955), to the Carnegie Corporation, 

museum officials had been discussing the idea of establishing a branch museum several 

years prior to the opening of the Sixty-ninth Street Branch in 1931. Price and Kimball 

stated that “approaches have already been made to the Museum on behalf of more than 

one section of the city desiring such a branch.”5 It is apparent that Kimball and his 

associates believed that the next major development in the field of museum service lay in 

the establishment of a system of branch museums in various local communities around 

the city. Over a five-year period, the two institutions hoped to determine whether branch 

museums, like branch libraries, would be equally successful and valuable in terms of 

                                                 
 3 The population in Upper Darby in 1930 was just under forty-seven thousand. 
 
 4 Philip N. Youtz, “The Sixty-Ninth Street Branch Museum,” Bulletin of the Pennsylvania 
Museum 27, no. 143 (November 1, 1931): 25. 
 
 5 Price and Kimball to the Carnegie Corporation, March 31, 1931, Box 1, Folder 10, Sixty-ninth 
Street Branch Records, Philadelphia Museum of Art, Archives. 
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reaching out, both physically and intellectually, to the community. Hoping to solve the 

impediment of inaccessibility, the Carnegie Corporation awarded the PMA a grant in the 

amount of forty-five thousand dollars to fund the project.6  

 The first site of this experiment in museum extension was located in the existing 

69th Street Arts and Crafts Community Center. The site had been built for the use of the 

residents of Delaware County in 1930 by John Henry McClatchy (1874-1960), local 

developer and so-called “Builder of Homes.” For the branch project he provided not only 

the space for the new museum, but also thirty thousand dollars to cover the cost of rent 

for the five-year period.7  

 The new Branch Museum would serve as a leader of visual education in Upper 

Darby, but more importantly it encompassed the ideals of social change in the museum 

community. For one, contemporary museum officials already had begun to question the 

appearance and location of the traditional art museum type in American society. They 

deemed the museum’s classical architecture and idyllic setting passé and unapproachable. 

The Sixty-ninth Street Branch would serve as a probable solution to these so-called dated 

concepts. Youtz noted that if museums were to exist on public support, they would 

“undoubtedly have to become more democratic, which may mean modeling their 

buildings on the department store rather than on the renaissance palace.”8 It seemed that 

                                                 
 6 The sum of $45,000 was payable as follows: first year - $15,000; second year - $12,000; third 
year - $9,000; fourth year - $6,000; fifth year - $3,000.  
 
 7 The sum of $30,000 was set at no funding for the first year; second year - $3,000; third year - 
$6,000; fourth year - $9,000; fifth year - $12,000. 
 
 8 Youtz, “The Sixty-ninth Street Branch of the Pennsylvania Museum of Art,” paper read at the 
conference of the American Association of Museums, Boston, May 13, 1932, Box 2, Folder 9, Branch 
Records, PMA. 
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the new archetype for museums in the post-war period was evolving away from the 

Greek temple and toward the commercial department store. 

 When American art museums were first constructed in the late nineteenth and 

early twentieth centuries, they imitated European institutions. These institutions were, in 

most cases, long established and greatly admired, and they furnished the only illustrations 

of the museum idea.9 By following the traditional classical model of ‘temple 

architecture,’ the art museum became, in many ways, a vehicle for social and moral 

improvement. The ancient Greek style was seen particularly as a symbol of democracy, 

of order over chaos. A museum’s beauty was considered a source of inspiration for the 

passerby, and its location within a manicured park presented the visitor with a feeling of 

tranquility. 

 However, by the first quarter of the twentieth century, museum professionals had 

become rather anti-architectural. For John Cotton Dana, who founded the Newark 

Museum in 1909, palatial museum architecture was intimidating to ordinary visitors, 

while Benjamin Gilman, curator at the Boston Museum of Fine Arts, believed that the 

building and its decoration threatened to overwhelm the art on view. Moreover, by 

situating museums in parks, museums became remote and isolated from the daily activity 

of the city’s population. As stated by Richard Bach of the Metropolitan Museum of Art: 

“to make [the museum] palatial, pompous, or grand is to build up a kind of psychological 

barrier to its greatest use.”10 Therefore while the Philadelphia Museum of Art, modeled in 

                                                 
 9 John Cotton Dana, The New Museum: Selected Writings (Newark and Washington, D.C.: 
Newark Museum Association and American Association of Museums, 1999), 49-50. 
 
 10 Andrew McClellan, “A Brief History of the Art Museum Public,” in Art and Its Publics: 
Museum Studies at the Millennium, ed. by Andrew McClellan (Malden and Oxford: Blackwell Publishers, 
2003), 21. 
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the Greek style and located in a park, may have been considered archaic, the site of the 

Sixty-ninth Street Branch Museum in Upper Darby led the way in some of the latest 

museum trends. A suburb with a large middle class population, the site for the Branch 

was chosen to eliminate this barrier and instead created a welcoming environment in a 

convenient and dynamic location.  

 Youtz noted that museums had been geographically remote from their public for 

too long, so instead of situating the Branch in an idyllic park-like setting, as were most art 

museums at this time, space was found where people naturally congregated.11 Youtz and 

his associates literally brought the museum to the people. Following the department store 

model, the Branch was situated in a storefront opposite a Five & Dime and the Great 

Atlantic & Pacific Tea Company in the bustling 69th Street shopping district of Upper 

Darby.12 When the Museum first opened, Youtz created displays in the building’s façade 

windows in an attempt to lure the casual observer, much like stores aimed to attract the 

consumer. By 1930, most museum officials had agreed that the shop model was more 

appealing than the existing museum type of the Greek temple or Renaissance palace 

located in a municipal park. 

 In addition to attracting visitors to the Branch in Upper Darby, its purpose was to 

draw the public to the main museum in Philadelphia and promote its collections, as well. 

It also was designed to acquaint visitors with the Museum’s other sites in the city, 

including Memorial Hall and the Rodin Museum, as well as Mount Pleasant and Cedar 

                                                 
 11 Youtz, “The Sixty-ninth Street Branch of the Pennsylvania Museum of Art,” Branch Records, 
PMA. 
 
 12 Elizabeth Clarke, “Museum ‘Sells’ Art in Unique Fashion,” Republican, June 21, 1931, Box 1, 
Philip Newell Youtz Papers, 1920-1972, Bentley Historical Library, University of Michigan. The Great 
Atlantic & Pacific Tea Company, better known as the A & P, built its ten-thousandth store on 69th Street, 
demonstrating its faith in the area as a prosperous commercial center. 
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Grove, the PMA’s two historic houses. The Branch Museum was therefore not a separate 

enterprise, but an integral part of the organization and educational outreach agenda of the 

Philadelphia Museum of Art. 

 Since its initial opening in the spring of 1931 and unfortunate closing soon 

thereafter in the fall of 1932, modern-day scholars have merely touched upon the Branch 

Museum’s history. Curators Kathryn Hiesinger and Carl Strehlke of the Philadelphia 

Museum of Art have discussed the Sixty-ninth Street Branch, but only with respect to 

two of the Museum’s exhibitions. In Collecting Modern: Design at the Philadelphia 

Museum of Art Since 1876, Hiesinger refers to the Branch Museum fleetingly in her 

chapter, “An Economic Crisis.”13 Here, she notes the events that took place at the PMA 

after the stock market crash of 1929, its effects not immediately felt at the Museum. She 

delves briefly into the Branch’s history and then quickly shifts her focus to its show of 

American industrial art held in the spring of 1932. Circulated by the American Federation 

of Arts (AFA), this temporary exhibition pointed to the Museum’s interest in 

contemporary decorative arts and design. 

 In Strehlke’s book, Italian Paintings, 1250-1450, in the John G. Johnson 

Collection, he first discusses the 1931 opening of the main museum’s medieval period 

rooms and galleries in which many of Johnson’s paintings were hung.14 He then notes a 

complementary exhibition that was held at the Branch Museum that December titled 

“Religious Art of the Gothic and Early Renaissance.” Organized by the “pioneering 

                                                 
 13 Hiesinger, 93. 
 
 14 Carl Brandon Strehlke, Italian Paintings, 1250-1450, in the John G. Johnson Collection and the 
Philadelphia Museum of Art (Philadelphia: Philadelphia Museum of Art in association with the 
Pennsylvania State University Press, 2004), 9. 
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museum educator” Philip N. Youtz, Strehlke further states that he was a “master at 

mounting unusual and challenging exhibitions,” and this last installation had been his 

most successful to date.15 It attracted 32,562 visitors, the highest count in the Branch’s 

history.  

 Through an examination of archival material at the Philadelphia Museum of Art, I 

will reconstruct the history of the Sixty-ninth Street Branch from its foundation in 1931 

to its closing in 1932. I will also consult papers kept at the Bentley Historical Library at 

the University of Michigan in which Youtz’s collected papers, correspondence, and 

newspaper clippings will be instrumental in creating a holistic image of what went into 

the establishment of the Branch Museum. Local newspapers and other resources will 

offer a glimpse of the Upper Darby community and its cultural, educational, and financial 

interests in the early 1930s. Lastly, records of the Carnegie Corporation housed at the 

Rare Book and Manuscript Library at Columbia University will also be pertinent.  

 In terms of the organization of this thesis, I shall begin in Chapter Two by 

exploring the idea of the museum as a temple and storehouse for art, a concept that was 

drastically different from the appearance and function of the new Branch Museum. In 

some ways the Branch can be thought of as an attempt to ‘correct’ what was considered 

an outdated museum concept as represented by the main museum building, standing aloft 

at the edge of Fairmount Park. Special attention will be given to the Philadelphia 

Museum of Art since it was indeed the parent institution of the Branch. Although just 

recently built, the architecture of the PMA already had been deemed old-fashioned by 

several museum professionals. The department store and the library were models for the 

future. 
                                                 
 15 Ibid. 
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 In Chapter Three I shall introduce the prominent players, institutions, and 

communities involved in the establishment of the Sixty-ninth Street Branch in order to 

consider more specifically what the mission and models were for its founding and why 

Upper Darby was deemed a suitable site. First, this chapter will delve into the history of 

Upper Darby and will provide an introduction to the importance of this inner- or first-ring 

suburb. Set in the midst of the “fastest-growing community in America,” it proved to be a 

fertile ground for the promotion of art education.16 In addition, I shall discuss John 

McClatchy’s role, as he was responsible for much of the development in Upper Darby. 

 Next, I shall analyze the history of the Branch itself and introduce its curator, 

Philip Youtz, whose enthusiasm and progressive views on the changing mission of the art 

museum played a crucial role in the Branch Museum’s function. Formerly in charge of 

educational research for the People’s Institute of New York, Youtz brought much to the 

advancement of art and aesthetic appreciation. He also collaborated with the New York 

Public Library as an advocate for adult education and thus brought his knowledge of the 

library branch system and of teaching to the Museum in Upper Darby. 

 After presenting the chief individuals and places involved in the establishment of 

the Sixty-ninth Street Branch, Chapter Four will focus on the most important aspect of 

the Branch Museum: the art. In less than eighteen months, twenty-three exhibitions were 

presented in Upper Darby. Borrowing from the collections housed at the PMA, private 

galleries and collectors, and the American Federation of Arts, Youtz assembled a 

sequence of high-quality displays. The mission of the AFA was to create traveling 

exhibitions to be shown throughout the country. Often these temporary installations 

                                                 
 16 Richard McLanathan and Gene Brown, The Arts (New York: Arno Press, 1978), 385. 
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focused on contemporary art, and several were chosen by the Branch Museum as a way 

to present new and exciting material to the public. 

 The first show, comprising of paintings from the main museum, featured 

American art of the nineteenth century. Fiske Kimball explained that those artists who 

were considered pioneers in the art world were chosen as a way to reflect upon the fact 

that the Branch Museum was also a pioneer in the field. For example, among the 

paintings intended for display was a study of Benjamin West’s, “Death on the Pale 

Horse,” which was one of the first American paintings to be exhibited at the Paris 

Salon.17  

 Other noteworthy exhibitions included Diego Rivera, French Impressionism, 

Contemporary American Industrial Art, and The Philadelphia International Salon of 

Photography (the first of such international salons to be held in Philadelphia and the first 

Philadelphia salon since 1901). When Youtz planned these exhibitions, consideration was 

given to the public who came to see them. For example, he believed that an exhibition of 

works by Swedish artists would be of particular interest to Philadelphians, as many of the 

early settlements in the Delaware Valley were founded by the Swedish. His aim was to 

tie in the local history and identity of the community with the artwork on display. This 

show serves as an example of how the Branch Museum had the interests of the local 

population in mind in an effort to gain public approval and support.  

                                                 
 17 This study was retained for the Museum’s second exhibition, an annual show of children’s 
artwork from the Delaware County public schools. In addition to the student’s work, Youtz created three 
smaller special exhibitions in the gallery’s alcoves, one of which demonstrated various representations of 
the horse by artists throughout history. An educational display, it encouraged the young visitors to observe 
and interpret the art and in turn be self-expressive in their own creations. Works of art ranged from Tang 
dynasty mortuary figures to a sixteenth-century bronze horse to Thomas Eakins’ painting, “The Fairman 
Rogers Four-in-Hand.” 
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 To conclude, in Chapter Five I will discuss the reasons behind the closing of the 

Branch and the creation of a special exhibitions department at the main museum building 

thereafter. Determined to keep with the spirit of the Branch Museum, the Carnegie 

Corporation continued the subsidy granted to establish the first branch, and special 

exhibitions in “an aggressive program of public activities similar to that of the branch 

museum” were held under the direction of Youtz, the PMA’s new curator of 

exhibitions.18 Overall, there is much to learn from this experiment in museum extension. 

In a time of considerable change in the museum world, the Branch strove to challenge 

former museum ideals. Moreover, in the era of the Great Depression, it aimed to be a 

stable presence in an unstable society. It offered a different kind of value not on victory 

in the brutal First World War, or on economic success during this era of the Great 

Depression, but rather on the cultural achievements of a shared American past and 

hopeful future. The art on display and the congenial environment of the Branch served as 

a place of solace away from the daunting financial situation that was presently affecting 

the country. Although the Branch, too, would be a victim of the economic times, its 

success in Upper Darby demonstrated that one of the greatest values of a Branch Museum 

was its notion that the public would come to the art museum for education and productive 

leisure if the museum would simply go to the public. 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                 
 18 Minutes, October 24, 1932, Box 26, Board of Trustees Records, PMA. 
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CHAPTER 2 
 

FROM THE CLASSICAL TEMPLE TO THE MODERN DEPARTMENT 
STORE: THE EVER-CHANGING CHARACTER OF THE AMERICAN 

MUSEUM OF ART 
 

2.1 Early Art Museum Architecture and the Classical Archetype: Inspiring or 
Intimidating? 

 
 

 In 1913, the City Council of Philadelphia approved the plans for a new museum 

of art. The former museum, located in Memorial Hall, was “considered too small and 

inconveniently located in Fairmount Park.”19 Now located at the southern-most edge of 

Fairmount Park, and closer to the city center, museum officials hoped the new building 

would be more accessible to the public as a whole. By 1928, this structure crowned the 

Benjamin Franklin Parkway.  

 Modeled in the Parisian style of Baron Haussmann, the Parkway is a dramatic 

diagonal boulevard, once intended to be the Champs-Élysées of the United States, which 

cuts through the city’s original grid plan (Figs. 2.1 and 2.2). The Philadelphia Museum of 

Art is reached by means of a set of grand stairs that lead up to a plateau, and upon this 

raised ground stands a structure with a stately classical façade reminiscent of an ancient 

Greek temple; it is much like the Parthenon emerging from the great Acropolis in Athens 

(Fig. 2.3). It is majestic and captures the colorful detail of the historical style. Polychrome 

pedimental sculpture appears on one of the side pavilions while other architectural 

embellishments catch the eye. The museum is located on the edge of Fairmount Park, one 

of the largest landscaped urban parks in the United States, and borders the Schuylkill 

River.  

                                                 
 19 Russell F. Weigley, ed., Philadelphia: A 300 Year History (New York: W. W. Norton & Co., 
1982), 595. 
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 In contrast, the Sixty-ninth Street Branch was located in Upper Darby Township 

and was situated in the area’s dynamic downtown shopping district, just moments away 

from the transportation terminal. The Branch had moved into the former Art and Crafts 

Community Center, its façade modeled in the ‘Black and White’ Tudor Revival style, a 

type of architecture often seen in public buildings, shops, and town centers in suburban 

areas (Fig. 2.4). Located at street level, artistic displays were created in the large 

storefront windows. By presenting a glimpse of the art on exhibition, the Branch’s staff 

hoped to lure the casual passerby. 

 The structural design and surroundings of the Philadelphia Museum of Art and the 

Sixty-ninth Street Branch reveal much about their character and function in society. They 

also serve as a testament to the ever-changing course of architectural museum theory and 

design in the United States. From the traditional nineteenth-century classical edifice to 

the emergence of a modern museum building type in the 1920s and ‘30s, the Sixty-ninth 

Street Branch allows for an interesting assessment of its appearance and atmosphere in 

comparison with its parent institution, the Philadelphia Museum of Art. However, before 

evaluating these two types of structures, it is necessary first to discuss the historical 

influences and associations behind the classical art museum model that had been adopted 

in the United States.  

 The public art museum as a specific building type emerged in the nineteenth 

century. Yet the idea of the museum stems from the second half of the eighteenth century 

with the increased cultural interests of the rising bourgeoisie.20 As the appreciation and 

display of art grew, so did the need for a permanent structure. By the 1870s, art was 

                                                 
 20 Helen Searing, New American Art Museums (New York and Berkley: Whitney Museum of 
American Art in association with the University of California Press, 1982), 13. 
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“accepted as having its own history and…required therefore its own place, a physical 

representation of its intellectual habit…” 21 Thus the art museum was born, but it did not 

come into being fully formed. With the emergence of the art museum came great 

responsibility, and its founders sought to define its role in society. Burdening questions 

included: What values should the museum express, for what purpose and for whom? 

What was ‘fine art’ and how should a museum of fine art function? What would it look 

like and where should it be built?22 

 To early museum professionals, the proper function of a dignified museum was 

signaled outwardly by its monumentality matched by its distinguished placement within 

the park. Well-known and admired, the European museum served as a model for the 

American architect and enthusiast.23 Contemporary European museums imitated the 

Greek temple or the Italian Renaissance palace, which tended to be surrounded by 

manicured grounds often at the edge of the city proper. As such, early art collections in 

the United States also were housed in classically inspired buildings constructed in 

municipal parks located away from the center of the city’s population. The art museum 

was demarcated as a distinctive kind of space, a space defined as both removed from the 

busy activities of daily city life and yet also very important to it as an ideal held aloft. 

 “There can be little doubt, however, that yet another facet of the appeal of the 

[classical] style had to do with its symbolic representation of one of the most potent 

                                                 
 21 Joshua C. Taylor, “The Art Museum in the United States,” in On Understanding Art Museums, 
ed. by Sherman E. Lee (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1975), 37. 
 
 22 Steven Conn, Museums and American Intellectual Life, 1876-1926 (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1998), 193. 
 
 23 Dana, 49. 
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symbols of democracy for Americans: ancient Greek civilization.”24 In the United States, 

Neoclassical architecture corresponded closely with the ideals of the American 

Revolution and the War of 1812, acknowledging an appreciation for the ancient Greek 

system of a democratic government.25 As such, “…the earliest civic buildings…were 

done in the neoclassical style as an expression of…social, political, and intellectual 

change across the country.”26 The supposed function of the museum building thus was to 

serve as not only a cultural monument but also a proponent of civic pride.27 As a result, 

the classical style dominated the architectural design of the art museum for decades.28 

Specifically, a resurgence in the classical style occurred at the World’s Columbian 

Exhibition in Chicago, and from 1893 to 1932, the first art museum building boom could 

not escape the classical mode.29 The creation of this type of art museum, with 

monumental stairs and grand entrance façades, located in municipal parklands across the 

country, was built at an unprecedented pace in the late nineteenth and early twentieth 

centuries.  

                                                 
 24 Ingrid Steffensen-Bruce, Marble Palaces, Temples of Art: Art Museums, Architecture, and 
American Culture, 1890-1930 (Lewisburg: Bucknell University Press, 1998), 133. 
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 The outward appearance of the art museum also fit into the ideology of the 

architects and planners of the City Beautiful Movement and the Progressive urban 

reformers of the late nineteenth century.30 To these visionaries, the art museum was seen 

as a practical device and a hopeful symbol in the interest of urban improvement. The art 

museum came to serve as a model for the incorporation of beauty and spiritually in the 

lives of the layperson and the city’s lower classes. Thus the classical model became more 

than an imitation of a bygone structure and a symbol of civic pride; a sense of enrichment 

and optimism also had developed in its beauty. 

 During the Progressive era, the ideology of the urban reformer was that the art 

museum could “uplift the urban denizen both morally and spiritually through the 

educational influence of the art it contained, as well as through the physical appearance 

of a well designed museum building.”31 Therefore, the exterior of the building alone was 

seen as morally uplifting, not only to those who come to see the art inside, but also to 

those who merely happened to see the building as they conducted their daily business 

outside. One gentleman observed that “the façade of the building should be a work of art 

in itself, a fitting introduction to the treasures within, and a source of inspiration to the 

passerby.”32 The exterior had come to serve as a sort of “mental preparation” for viewing 

the artwork on display within.33 A collection of art objects properly housed in a beautiful 

building had gained somewhat in dignity and importance, and it influenced those who 

wanted to distance themselves from the center of the city’s strenuous commercial and 
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material life.34 The populace felt pride and had found comfort in the authoritative look of 

the art museum.35 

 Religious officials also found an air of reassurance in the classically designed 

museum as the language used in conjunction with the term ‘temple’—worship, reverence, 

and gospel—suggested a connection between religion and the art museum.36 To religious 

reformers, by entering the ‘temple’ and studying and being in the presence of the art on 

display, visitors would have spiritual revelations thus bringing them closer to God. As a 

result, such experiences were thought to morally improve the lives of America’s 

citizens.37 Indeed the museum had come to serve as a receptacle of art, and to the urban 

milieu, its architecture became a means for social and moral reform.38 

 Overall, from its classical beginnings to the rise of modernism in the 1920s, the 

art museum reflected shifting social needs and insured its status as a symbol of a 

democratic civilization.39 As such, many American art museums survive as a testament to 

the celebration of the classical temple model, a structure which was perceived to have the 

power to exert order over chaos, according to the ideologies of nineteenth-century 

museum officials and City Beautiful and Progressive urban reformers. At the turn of the 

twentieth century, the art museum thus served a practical purpose and was an optimistic 

symbol of the interest of urban progress.  
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 However, by the end of the Progressive era, museum professionals began to see 

flaws in the classical museum type. Noting that the art museum had not been born to 

perfection, critics began to disapprove of the classical form, which had been popping up 

in parklands across the country. In fact, by the 1920s many museum officials had become 

rather ‘anti-architectural.’ They questioned the role of the museum’s façade and how it 

related to the function of the museum itself. They generally concluded that the museum’s 

outer appearance was not as important as the contents on display within and may perhaps 

even compete with them visually. 

 Museum architecture drifted into two positions as reservations about its 

monumental classical style emerged. With debate over the most appropriate outward 

form, the overall function of the art museum also came under scrutiny, and in turn, 

several problems were acknowledged with the traditional classical form and setting. First, 

critics felt that the museum’s appearance seemed intimidating and pretentious to the 

desired visitor, who was now defined as both the urban working and middle class citizen. 

Furthermore, while an art museum’s remoteness from the city center in the late 

nineteenth century had been seen as an opportunity to link the museum to nature and an 

urban population’s physical and moral health, that view, too, was being questioned, with 

remoteness now seen as a potential detriment. Last, critics saw a lack of imagination in 

the architectural style of the art museum. By the 1920s, the temple type was considered 

imposing, inaccessible, and archaic.  

 To address the first problem of intimidation, critics found the art museum to have 

become too closely associated with the more wealthy members of society. In the interest 

of pursuing collections and funds, museums had become increasingly identified with 
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financially successful people, or people of old families with collections of their own 

targeted for future bequests, rather than with the community as a whole.40 Dillon Ripley, 

a leading figure at the Smithsonian Museum during the late twentieth century, saw the 

museum of the late nineteenth century slowly pulling away from its function as a 

democratic institution with a responsibility to educate a broad public audience.41 As a 

result, the art museum had embarked on a course that tended to ally it with the most 

powerful constituents in the community, the civic boosters and wealthy who were 

philanthropically inclined.42 John Cotton Dana saw the collecting of art and patronage of 

art museums as an example of the “conspicuous waste of the rich and another obvious 

method of distinguishing their life from that of the common people.”43 He also noted that 

the museum’s isolation in a distant park made it not at all a useful, community-based 

institution.44 An increasingly exclusive ideology behind museums had been exposed, and 

as a consequence the perception of museums had shifted from beacons of democracy and 

civic pride to being understood as storehouses for the wealthy to display their treasures as 

a kind of “ostentatious philanthropy.”45 Art museums had gradually drifted away from 

their function to serve and appeal to the community as a whole.   

                                                 
 40 Paul Marshall Rea, The Museum and the Community with a Chapter on the Library and the 
Community: A Study of Social Laws and Consequences (Lancaster: The Science Press, 1932), 186. 
  
 41 Sidney Dillon Ripley, The Sacred Grove: Essays on Museums (New York: Simon and Schuster, 
1969), 72-73. Ripley was Secretary of the Smithsonian from 1964-1984. Nearly a dozen new museums 
opened during his tenure, including the Cooper-Hewitt National Design Museum, the Hirshhorn Museum 
and Sculpture Garden, the National Air and Space Museum, and the Arthur M. Sackler Gallery. 
 
 42 Rea, 186. 
 
 43 McClellan, 20. 
 
 44 Ibid. 
 
 45 Ripley, 72. 
 



 19

 The second problem of intimidation dealt more directly with the outward 

appearance of the museum. For Dana, palatial museum architecture, because intentionally 

reminiscent of noble residences, could only intimidate the common man.46 Other critics 

felt that people did not feel at home in their temples of art:  

They enter them too much as though they were the palaces of kings, 
condescendingly opened for their timid inspection. Many are awed by the 
space, the silence, and what seems to them the grandeur of their 
unaccustomed surroundings. They do not need to be discouraged from 
staying too long. They need to be made to feel that they are very welcome, 
that the place exists for them.47 
 

The classical archetype had become uninviting, when just decades before it had been 

celebrated and praised. It had become a haven, but not for those who sought education or 

spiritual growth; rather, it was perceived to have become a sanctuary, or showplace, for 

those who helped to develop its collection and rise to sophistication in society. 

 Next, officials addressed the problem of physical access, an issue that had been 

overlooked in light of the earlier emphasis of establishing the museum away from the city 

proper. Following the European model, early American art museums were often 

surrounded by extensive parklands or gardens. The architects’ and designers’ focus had 

been on the presentation of the museum and its outer charms. As an unforeseen 

consequence, little thought had been given to how the museum visitor would reach the 

building, and given the distance, would that visitor even desire to do so? By the early part 
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of the twentieth century, the museum archetype reflected the elevated concept of art and 

withdrawal from the surrounding urban activity.48  

 Theodore Low, an advocate for museum education, noted that “to expect that the 

public will flock to the main building of a museum from all parts of the city is a rather 

fantastic notion or evidence of an extra large share of self-esteem.”49 Such confidence 

reflected the museum’s ignorance in its ability to reach out to a larger community. Critics 

also began to realize that as the population increased, accessibility to the museum would 

decrease as people moved farther away from the city center. When the museum was 

already a good distance away from the center of the population, this only made it more 

remote and inaccessible.  

 Last, museum officials of the twentieth century re-evaluated the problem of the 

style and plan of museum buildings, and Dana harshly criticized the museum for simply 

‘following a trend.’50 He stated that “probably no more useless public institution…was 

ever devised than that popular ideal: the classical building of a museum of art, filled with 

rare and costly objects.”51 An unyielding opponent of the temple model, Dana viewed 

those who were attracted to the classical style as conformists only following an outdated 

fashion: 

When a city puts on a museum it puts it on in obedience to the dictates of 
municipal fashion; it erects a museum building in accordance with current 
architectural fashion; and it places in the building objects selected after the 
fashion of art museums…Conformity to them is not useful but moderately 
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harmful and gives to conformists the notion that they are doing something 
which in fact they are not doing.52  

 
Dana observed that if museums were to be of greater use to the world, they need not be in 

‘fashionable’ museum buildings or house ‘fashionable’ collections. For museum officials 

and trustees simply to follow tradition, a museum’s building, its collection, and its staff 

would become stagnant. The museum needed to reach out to its communities and 

embrace change, not lay dormant in the confinement of the temple. 

 Continuing to criticize the post-1893 resurgence of the classical archetype, 

officials of the late 1910s and ‘20s noted that museums had changed very little from 

those that had been built decades earlier. Museums continued to be designed with 

classical façades, courts of honor, and monumental staircases. Several opinions arose as 

to who was to blame for the continuous imitation of the Greek temple: the architects or 

the trustees?  

 Dana blamed both for their inability to conceive of a museum building that 

diverged from the Greek or Renaissance model, while Philip Youtz noted that the fault 

lay not with the architects, but rather with museum directors and trustees who had a 

different notion of a museum’s mission and the public it was to serve. Consequently, they 

were unable to furnish architects with an intelligible list of requirements. Left to their 

own devices, architects produced monuments that recorded the ignorance of the aims of 

the institutions and repeated the perceived mistakes of the past.53 What the museum 

needed, it was believed, was a new and appropriate architectural expression of the present 

age. Therefore, while an architect may accept the ancient tradition and “understand its 
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relationship to a once living order,” his task was “to carry forward, not to follow it back 

to its sources.”54 The architect needed to be able to produce a structure that had evolved 

from contemporary social wants, thus establishing a higher, and more relevant, historical 

value to the building’s outer appearance. To Youtz, the architects of the past had set a 

high standard, but it was one to maintain, not to copy.55 

 Richard Bach also seems to have had faith in the architect, noting that he needed 

to have a better understanding of the function of the museum itself.56 From his 

perspective, the function of the museum was to acquire, preserve, exhibit, and use 

objects, and the museum required a highly specialized type of architecture in order to 

fulfill these basic functions effectively. Youtz noted that few museum buildings in 

America were adapted to their purpose, and as a result most museum architecture was 

actually more of a handicap than an asset to the institution it was supposed to serve.57 In 

general, each of the aforementioned critics saw that the functions of the museum were not 

being reflected suitably in the character of its architecture. To Bach, the architect needed 

to respond to these current requirements, as well as to the new theories of museum work, 

in order to create the museum of the future, and from this revision of theory would bring 

a new interpretation of design.58 
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 By doing so and taking into consideration the function of the museum, the theory 

of museum design was being rewritten and a new museum plan was taking shape. 

Officials and architects began to perfect a new design that would allow for—and even 

necessitate—a revolution in museum architecture.59 Museum officials continued to push 

the view that what was important was on display within the museum, for the purpose of 

the museum was the preservation of works of art for the living to use and enjoy in a 

setting that was no longer seen as an enduring and inaccessible temple.60 

 Overall, these questions that were raised by national figures such as Dana, Youtz, 

and Bach struck at the core beliefs about the mission of museums held by earlier 

generations who had founded the first art institutions in the country. The assertion that 

museums should look like temples or Renaissance palaces in order to appear properly 

dignified and to signal the importance of the art they contained was being discredited; 

similarly, the desire for museums to be set physically apart from the congested business 

areas and factories as a means for maintaining that same dignity was also becoming 

problematic in urban planning designs on ideological and philosophical grounds.  

 In conclusion, by the 1920s ideas about the purpose, and therefore appearance, of 

museums were shifting such that museums no longer were perceived to be storage 

warehouses, community attics, simulations of palaces of extinct nobility, or costly 

reproductions of ancient temples.61 Neither were they to be grand and elaborate structures 

serving only the purpose of the conspicuous display by the wealthy or of providing visual 
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demonstrations of the unwise expenditure of public funds.62 Museums were to be made to 

fill the present democratic need of reaching out to a broader urban and suburban public. 

The Sixty-ninth Street Branch emerged from these kinds of debates about the museum’s 

changing mission, audience, and design.  

 By 1930, officials began to search for another architectural idiom that would 

better serve their needs, as well as their wallets. They pondered, too, the question of 

location, eventually determining that a museum should be more fully integrated into the 

everyday activities of the populace and be like a shop, to which a maximum number of 

passersby would be attracted.63 The Sixty-ninth Street Branch was evidence that such a 

location and atmosphere would be suitable to the museum visitor. The new democratic 

model for the art museum was now becoming increasingly associated with the 

commercial department store, and the Greek temple style was quickly surrendered to the 

gods. 

 
2.2 The Department Store and the Public Library: 

Models for the Democratic Art Museum 
 
 

 With the desire to redefine the art museum both physically and morally with 

respect to the city center and its populace, museum professionals began to look at other 

successful cultural and economic institutions as models. Many officials turned to the 

model of the public library—an institution founded on a clear educational mission based 

on books rather than visual images—and a very different, almost unexpected kind of 

model based in an economic sector of society: the department store. After choosing the 
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department store and public library as sources of inspiration, officials were able to mould 

the museum to better serve the public. 

 Much like the department store, the success of the museum was dependent upon 

the ‘customer.’ Grasping the concept of consumer mentality and reaching beyond the 

support and awareness of wealthy donors, several museum professionals realized that if 

they, too, wished to reach a wider audience, they would have to advertise their holdings. 

With a similar aim to ‘sell’ and compete for the attention of urban citizens, press releases 

and even show windows, which literally would serve as advertisements, could help 

promote the museum and attract visitors. 

 Commenting on this moment in museum history, Neil Harris has observed that 

changes in the architecture and display methods of expositions and retailers had lessened 

the effectiveness of museum displays, raised public expectations, and rendered the 

museum less powerful as a force in shaping public taste and attracting large crowds.64 As 

a result, museum planners were becoming sensitive to new possibilities and aware of the 

advances that department stores were making.65 By the 1930s, there had been a 

revolution in department store planning. Merchants began to use more effective lighting, 

were more selective in the objects they displayed, and made efforts to put new objects on 

view in regular rotations. They also organized and rearranged spaces to make them more 

dramatic. Museum planners had recognized the similarities between the structure and aim 

of the store and the desired direction of the museum and began to adjust accordingly. 

Museums began to incorporate new materials such as lighting fixtures and display 

                                                 
 64 Harris, 154-55. 
 
 65 Ibid., 167. 
 



 26

cases.66 They also were updated with improved visitor facilities, displayed more novel 

objects, and more effectively made use of the space.  

 Dana’s 1927 proposal is evidence that museum officials were looking to the 

department store as a model.67 He noted that in this model, the ‘modern’ museum, as in 

department stores, should be easily reached; open when it is convenient for patrons; 

receive all courteously; give information freely; exhibit the most attractive and interesting 

objects; and classify collections according to the knowledge and needs of its patrons. 

Like the departments stores, museum also should be well lit, have good restrooms, supply 

free guides, advertise widely and continuously, and change exhibits to meet trends and 

demands. They should also be centrally located near the transportation hub of the city, 

providing access for the entire population.68 In 1937, Youtz wrote a complementary 

passage in his article “Museum Architecture,” which called for a ‘Building Code for 

Future Museums.’69 In this code he stated that the entrance must be at street level and 

predicted that some day all museums would have display windows that would excite the 

curiosity of those who passed and would tempt them to enter. He continued by arguing 

that a museum need not be located in the heart of a city, but should be on a main artery of 

travel, where it would not be forgotten in the competition for public attention. Last, he 

stated that a museum building should be located where it would be seen by a maximum 

number of people passing by for work or pleasure.70 
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 When Dana pondered the idea of establishing branches for museums, he was 

unsure how it would work in practice and in detail. He did, however, believe that there 

was no reason why museums should not make their own treasures more widely available 

to the public, just as libraries did with books. He saw no need for works of art to remain 

isolated in the “remote temple or palace erected for them.”71 He felt that the museum, 

modeled on the library system, should establish branches, large and small, as many as 

funds would permit. Museum officials recognized the need for change and found 

department stores and branch libraries to be worthy new sources of museum rejuvenation. 

This can be seen in one of their chief responses: the Sixty-ninth Street Branch of the 

Philadelphia Museum of Art. 

 Both Dana and Youtz had emphasized the importance of the visitor’s 

accessibility, and they, too, would find a useful model for the art museum in the public 

library. Turning to wider public service, the museum movement had in many ways 

closely followed the direction of the library. As a kind of sister institution, the library did, 

in fact, most clearly resemble the museum in regards to its democratic function, but dealt 

in collections of books rather than visual images and objects. Museums and libraries were 

engaged in rendering a free civic service by educating the community, promoted a certain 

quality of living that encouraged an interest in the liberal arts as a satisfying leisure 

activity, and aimed to invite the public into more intimate and casual surroundings. Also 

both were dependent upon community interest and financial support, and they met the 

same difficulties of accessibility and competing attractions as the population increased.72  
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 As such, libraries had suffered from the same defects that restricted the social 

influence of museums, but “by decentralizing they [libraries] greatly mitigated the 

adverse effects of increasing population and financial support.”73 Paul Rea, a consultant 

of the Carnegie Corporation of New York City in the 1930s, noted that the 

decentralization of libraries was one of its greatest achievements and was a model the 

museum needed to follow.74 Branch libraries reached out to all sectors of the community, 

and their increased book circulation and public programs were evidence of their success. 

Philadelphia’s Saturday Evening Post spoke laudably of the recent transformation of the 

public library into a community center, a change forced upon readers “by arts just as 

skillful as those employed by department-store proprietors to crowd their aisles with 

eager shoppers.”75 The recent renovation in department store design and the 

transformation of the library from a “musty warehouse” to a “bustling clearing house of 

information” were two models that museum officials sought to follow to crowd their own 

galleries with an enthusiastic public.76 

 The Sixty-ninth Street Branch is a manifestation of some of these changes in 

thinking about the mission and public served by the art museum, and is evidence of the 

fact that museums had recognized the changes that were occurring in other segments of 

society, such as the department store and public library, with new models from which 

they could borrow fruitfully. The museum as a public institution needed to reach a wide 
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audience and compete with other institutions to attract visitors and supporters. Rea saw 

the advantages of a branch museum as threefold: (1) it would have no permanent 

collection to absorb the time of the staff, leaving to the central museum the important 

function of maintaining reference collections; (2) its exhibitions would continuously 

change, resulting in a freshness and variety of interest impossible in a permanent 

collection; and (3) it would be able to draw upon the resources of the central museum in 

material and knowledge shared.77 To Rea, the success of a branch museum would largely 

be based on achieving these three aims. 

 To conclude, with the museum reformers looking towards the model of the 

department store and the public library, the art museum would no longer be a monument 

for the adornment of a public park or a conceptual mausoleum for the exhibition in 

perpetuity of private memorials—artworks—bequeathed by a handful of the city’s most 

prominent and established families. As Youtz, the Branch’s first coordinator and curator, 

asserted of the Museum’s new suburban site:  

It is not an exclusive private club for wealthy collections. It is not an art 
school for the professional training of artists. It is not a warehouse for 
storing public or private property gratis. It is not an asylum for works of 
art which have no public market. It is not a repository for curios and 
curiosities.78 

 
Art was not destined for a small or privileged class; it was to be democratic in its 

accessibility and range of material on display. Art had a place in the life of the 

community, and the overwhelming positive response to the Sixty-ninth Street Branch was 

evidence of the need for visual education in society. It was advantageous, at this moment 

in museum history, for the PMA to follow the example of branch libraries and 
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department stores, as these models helped to develop into a holistic approach to how the 

branch museum might function and succeed in society. 
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CHAPTER 3 
 

THE FOUNDING OF THE SIXTY-NINTH STREET BRANCH IN UPPER 
DARBY: ITS HISTORY AND ITS MISSION 

 
 

3.1 Upper Darby and the Creation of Sixty-ninth Street: “A Magical Street of 
Modern Merchandising” 

 
 
 In May 1931, the Sixty-ninth Street Branch of the Philadelphia Museum of Art 

found its home in Upper Darby, Pennsylvania, the “fastest-growing community in 

America.”79 Sixty-ninth Street also acclaimed national status, with one newspaper 

columnist referring to the boulevard as being “a magical street of modern merchandising” 

and “one of the busiest, most metropolitan and most beautiful shopping streets in the 

United States.”80 Yet Upper Darby had not always been a thriving locale. At the turn of 

the twentieth century, it was mostly farmland, and the population had not quite reached 

four thousand; however, this would quickly change. By viewing the map in figure 3.1, 

one can see that Upper Darby, located in Delaware County, borders West Philadelphia, 

an area that, at the time, was becoming increasingly crowded with homes (Fig. 3.1). 

Therefore, it was only natural for residents of Philadelphia to expand outward. By 1928, 

when John H. McClatchy began to develop the well-known 69th Street shopping district, 

the population in Upper Darby had risen to nearly forty-seven thousand inhabitants, many 

of which were first generation English and Irish immigrants.  

 Transportation also was a key factor in the growth of Upper Darby and no doubt, 

too, in the decision to select it as a suitable spot for the Branch Museum. When the 69th 
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Street Terminal opened on March 2, 1907, the transportation lines made access between 

Upper Darby and downtown Philadelphia simple and convenient. By the late 1920s, the 

increased traffic was often greater than that in Philadelphia.81 Realtors and developers 

immediately took notice and began to advertise extensively to attract buyers. They 

promoted the area’s high speed transportation, good roads, low taxes, clean water, and 

fresh air, noting that these were the most attractive features of suburban Philadelphia—

features that were becoming associated with a certain quality of suburban life and 

suggested a promising future for homeowners and local businessmen.82  

 The act of attracting people to the area was partly achieved by a continuous 

stream of advertisements. Al Paul Lefton, who handled McClatchy’s advertising, once 

distributed forty thousand circulars in West Philadelphia and eastern Delaware County, 

promoting the stores and other attractions.83 These activities accomplished their purpose 

in attracting large crowds to 69th Street. In one local advertisement, the illustrator chose 

to emphasize Upper Darby’s abundance of available parking, referring to 69th Street as 

“The Motoring Shoppers’ Mecca (Fig. 3.2).” This graphic alludes to the paradise and 

convenience awaiting both motorists and consumers. 

 Upper Darby had experienced a building boom in the 1920s, and this rapid growth 

made it one of the outstanding new areas in Pennsylvania and the perfect site for testing 
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the new branch museum model on Sixty-ninth Street.84 McClatchy, a prominent urban 

developer with a grand vision of building self-sustaining local communities, was the 

chief individual responsible for both the demographic growth and the commercial and 

cultural development in Upper Darby. He had outstanding foresight in anticipating the 

potential for this suburb of Delaware County.85 

 McClatchy, who championed himself as the ‘Builder of Homes,’ was born in 

Baltimore, Maryland, in 1874 (Fig. 3.3). When he was a young boy, his family moved to 

19th and Tasker Streets in South Philadelphia. He had no formal schooling and began 

working at the age of twelve. Around the turn of the century, he decided to start a 

building program, which would spark his career as a developer. The project began with 

the construction of five homes in West Philadelphia but would lead to the expansion of 

homes and businesses in Germantown, Ardmore, North Philadelphia, and, of course, the 

69th Street shopping district in Upper Darby.86 

 The area where the Branch Museum was located, the so-called ‘Sixty-ninth Street 

Section,’ was built mainly on property secured from the Thomas H. Powers Estate, which 

extended from Powell Lane to Garrett Road and along Garrett Road to the present 

Beverly Hills Junior High School (Fig. 3.4).87 McClatchy first purchased a small section 
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of the Powers Estate along Market Street in 1916. Ten years later, he purchased an 

additional two hundred acres of land when building was at its peak.88 In 1927 alone 

approximately 5,000 homes per year were built in Upper Darby with 25,000 per year in 

Delaware County. Eleven transportation lines radiated from the 69th Street Terminal, 

often referred to as the “Gateway to Delaware County,” with fifty-six thousand people 

passing through every day.  

 To further emphasize the area’s development, five new banking offices and three 

new banks had been established, the Stanley Company and William Freihofer had 

announced plans to build two movie theaters, and John McClatchy had plans to construct 

a three-story building, known as the McClatchy Building, which would be rented to local 

businesses moving into the district.89 He would additionally open the Tower Theater in 

1928, which to this day remains a landmark of Upper Darby, and the Arts and Crafts 

Community Center in 1930, the future home of the Branch Museum.90  

 Ironically, at a Delaware County Real Estate Board meeting held in the late 

1920s, McClatchy admitted that he was not a ‘store man’ nor did he claim to have ‘store 

sense,’ but he would go on to create one of the most unique shopping centers in the 

country.91 In an effort to learn about stores and successfully draw people to the area, 

                                                 
 88 DiFilippo, 62. Thomas H. Powers was one of the township’s largest land owners in 1877. 
Powers died in 1878 leaving 325 acres, appointing the Girard Trust Company as the trustee of the Powers 
Estate. On March 26, 1920, McClatchy purchased approximately 200 additional acres of the land from the 
Girard Trust Company. The purchase price was $543,184. 
 
 89 Ibid., 69. 
 
 90 Ibid., 72. Five thousand people gathered for the grand opening of the Tower Theater which 
featured the Freeland Night Club Review, a movie “Lights of New York,” and the Tower Grand Orchestra. 
Noted as one of the largest and finest show-houses in the country, it included an elevator orchestra pit and 
one of the world’s largest organs.  
 
 91 DeMeglio takes notice of McClatchy’s commercial limitations and future achievements in the 
Delaware County Times. 
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McClatchy traveled to large cities all over the world to study the construction of various 

structures and techniques. His goal for the Delaware County suburb was to create a 

convenient and economically thriving commercial center for people to do their necessary 

shopping.92 Market analysis from New York and Philadelphia acknowledged the vast 

potential of the 69th Street district and the value of national chain stores that could bring 

large numbers of shoppers to the area.93 These shoppers were a fundamental component 

of the success of the Branch Museum, as they represented many of the Museum’s 

attendees.    

 As previously noted, the Sixty-ninth Street Branch opened in what had been the 

community’s new art center. The space had been built by McClatchy in 1930 as a non-

profit endeavor. Specifically for the residents of Delaware County, its aim was threefold: 

it was to provide a space for local organizations and clubs to meet; promote sociability; 

and serve as a relaxation spot for those doing their shopping.94 As one local newspaper 

reported, it was “69th Street’s Gift to Shoppers.”95 In addition to the wide-ranging use of 

the building, the purpose of the community center was to promote a local interest in the 

arts. For McClatchy to have envisioned an art center for the residents of Upper Darby 

reveals his awareness of the need not only to bring shopping and business to the area, but 

also culture as a necessary counterpoint to other daily activities. 

                                                 
 92 “69th Street’s Birthday Marks Two Years of Unmatched Progress,” Branch Records, PMA. 
 
 93 Tyson, 171. 
 
 94 The Delaware County Symphony Orchestra used the auditorium, and other groups such as the 
Manuscript Club, Women’s Club, and the Junior Aid of the Delaware County Hospital made use of the 
general space. When the Branch Museum moved into the building in 1931, the auditorium became the new 
meeting space for all organizations; however, preference was given to artistic and cultural groups. 
 
 95 “69th Street’s Gift to Shoppers,” What’s Doing on 69th Street, Thursday, March 12, 1931, 
birthday edition, Box 2, Folder 5, Branch Records, PMA. 
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 To prepare for the community center’s grand opening, the Delaware County Arts 

Association put on an exhibition of paintings. The School of Design for Women, the Art 

Alliance, Print Club, and Arts and Crafts Guild, also assembled several smaller 

complementary displays for the opening. Over time the community center grew to 

accommodate many craft organizations, and several art classes were offered to those 

interested. For example, a sketch club for children was taught by an instructor from the 

Pennsylvania Academy of the Fine Arts. Additionally, the Ceramic League offered china 

painting courses, and there were lessons in knitting and crocheting.96 Art had become 

readily accessible to all those who desired. Such were the kinds of activities for which the 

community center was regularly used—for organizations and course offerings that 

promoted cultural unity and productive leisurely activities.  

 Dorothy Grafly, a contemporary art critic, commented that at the community 

center art is “understandable…provides something for everyone” and removes the strain 

of going to museums.97 She believed that the average citizen would be more satisfied by 

visiting the community center rather than the art museum proper. Additionally, Thomas 

Munro, who, in 1931, accepted the position of curator of education at the Cleveland 

Museum of Art, also felt that museums had work to do before the art on display could be 

interpreted by all citizens, regardless of their education. He observed that “large numbers 

of people find that art does not always speak for itself, fully and distinctly.”98 For 

                                                 
 96 “Men and Things,” Evening Bulletin, Friday April 24, 1931, Box 2, Folder 5, Branch Records, 
PMA. 
 
 97 Dorothy Grafly, “69th Street’s Arts and Crafts Community Center,” booklet, Box 2, Folder 13, 
Branch Records, PMA. 
 
 98 Low, The Educational Philosophy and Practice of Art Museums in the United States (New 
York: Teachers College, Columbia University, 1948), 202. 
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museums to succeed and be of wider service to the public, a shift needed to occur in the 

direction of education, a shift that would lead museum staff to better interpret their 

collections.  

 All in all, by establishing the Arts and Crafts Community Center on 69th Street, 

art became part of the everyday life of the average citizen. It was seen by anyone who 

had business or shopping to do in the area. Thus art was gradually incorporated into the 

lives of the public, so when the Branch opened one year later, the community openly 

accepted and visited the new Museum with enthusiasm. This is reflected in its attendance 

for the first three weeks with the total count being 15,686.99 

 
3.2 A Grant from the Carnegie Corporation 

 
 

 In February 1931, Paul Rea conducted a survey of American museums for the 

Carnegie Corporation of New York City. He concluded that larger museums were not 

receiving as many return visitors as expected, especially in proportion to a museum’s size 

and cost.100 As a result, the Corporation concluded that an experiment in museum 

extension should be carried out in the form of a branch museum.101 The following month, 

Eli Kirk Price, President of the Philadelphia Museum of Art, and its Director, Fiske 

Kimball, applied for a grant from the Carnegie Corporation in hopes of finding funding to 

establish the first branch. PMA administrators were determined to see whether branches 

                                                 
 99 Fifty-fifth Annual Report of the Pennsylvania Museum of Art, http://www.archive.org/ 
stream/annualreportofph10phil/annualreportofph10phil_djvu.txt (accessed February 12, 2012). 
 
 100 “Pennsylvania Museum of Art, Sixty-ninth Street Branch: Report for 1931: Introduction,” Box 
1, Youtz Papers, University of Michigan. 
 
 101 In 1903, a grant in the amount of $1.5 million from the Carnegie Corporation was awarded to 
the city of Philadelphia for the establishment of a series of branch libraries. This had proven to be a 
successful endeavor, and they hoped a branch museum would achieve similar results. 
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would be more effective in increasing the service of the museum to the public than would 

be a single central institution.102 They had felt that proper conditions had been met: the 

Museum had received adequate financial support, material for exhibition, and with the 

appointment of Howard Rossiter as Chief of the Division of Education, the institution had 

the direction it needed to move forward in founding a branch. As a result, the Carnegie 

Corporation awarded the PMA a grant in the amount of forty-five thousand dollars to 

establish the first branch museum in the country.  

 The next step for the PMA was to secure the necessary space and proper figure to 

take charge of what was to be the new Sixty-ninth Street Branch. Kimball had previously 

been in contact with McClatchy about a possible location for the Branch, and he readily 

decided to provide the Arts and Crafts Community Center of Upper Darby to the PMA. 

Set in the midst of a busy shopping district, the Branch Museum significantly was 

breaking the traditional idea that art collections must be housed in monumental classical 

buildings set in distant parks.  

 There were, however, some reservations as to whether art had a proper place 

across from the Five & Dime and A & P. In a press release, Youtz remarked that 

“connoisseurs and artists shook their heads, feeling that art was more secure in some lofty 

acropolis, aloof from the vulgar herd,” expressing a sentiment that revealed the radically 

new prospect of making art so easily accessible to a range of people as another form of 

‘entertainment.’103 The crowds flocked to 69th Street because it offered ‘Main Street’ 

entertainment; they poured into the movie theaters, brilliantly lighted shops, restaurants, 

                                                 
 102 Youtz to Henri Marceau, November 9, 1931, Box 1, Folder 10, Branch Records, PMA. 
 
 103 Youtz, “The New Sixty-ninth Street Branch of the Pennsylvania Museum of Art,” press 
release, Box 2, Folder 6, Branch Records, PMA. 
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and ice cream parlors, and they came for the street attractions and holiday festivities.104 

Was there room for art in the busy lives of Upper Darby residents, and what might 

bringing art quite literally to the street level do to the status of ‘high art’? In the Branch’s 

first year, it attracted 216,838 visitors.105 Unsure of the result of this first experiment in 

museum extension, this statistic seemed promising. 

 With a location secured, the PMA then needed to hire the proper figure to lead the 

Branch Museum. For this crucial new position Kimball sought an individual who was to 

promote the art interest of the local population and assemble attractive exhibitions that 

would be especially appropriate to the needs of the community.106 Philip Newell Youtz 

was the individual Kimball had in mind. Youtz had a rich background in the humanities 

and was likely thought to be well-suited for the position for his curatorial experience, his 

teaching abilities, and his vision for the future. As an art figure that was constantly 

looking forward and sought ways to improve current practices, Youtz was seen as a 

suitable man to lead this experimental mission.   

 Youtz was born on April 27, 1895, in Quincy, Massachusetts (Fig. 3.5). He 

graduated with distinction from Amherst College in 1918, where he had served as curator 

of the Mather Art Museum since 1916, and earned a master’s degree in English literature 

from Oberlin College the following year. Upon his return to the United States from China 

in 1922, where he practiced architecture and was Home Secretary of the Canton Christian 

College, he did publicity work in New York City for the College. He also taught 

                                                 
 104 Youtz, “Frozen Assets,” Box 1, Folder 1, Branch Records, PMA. For example, there was a 
Peter Rabbit village at Easter, a Halloween pageant, and a Christmas carnival. 
 
 105 “Pennsylvania Museum of Art, Sixty-ninth Street Branch: Report for 1932,” Box 4, Folder 4, 
Exhibition Records, PMA. 
 
 106 Price and Kimball to the Carnegie Corporation, Box 1, Folder 10, Branch Records, PMA. 
 



 40

extension courses in philosophy and logic at Columbia University, and he supervised 

adult education and art courses at various branches of the New York Public Library under 

the auspices of the People’s Institute.107 

 After receiving his architectural degree from Columbia in 1929, Youtz became 

curator of the Sixty-ninth Street Branch.108 By the time he arrived in 1931, branches had 

been in discussion by museum officials in major art centers for several years. According 

to Laurence Vail Coleman, director of the American Association of Museums (AAM) 

from 1927-1958, “museums—especially those in large cities—need branches located in 

different sections for the purpose of passing on to neighborhood groups those advantages 

and services which a centralized museum offers to a scattered and necessarily limited 

clientele.”109 Indeed, several art museums across the country already had experimented in 

museum extension by placing showcases and displaying paintings in branch libraries, 

school rooms, and other public buildings. This work had been undertaken in an attempt to 

widen the influence of the museum by reaching a greater section of the public. However, 

none of these were a branch museum in the true sense of the word. The Sixty-ninth Street 

                                                 
 107 Michigan Historical Collections Staff, “Finding Aid for Philip Newell Youtz Papers, 1920-
1972,” Bentley Historical Library, University of Michigan, http://quod.lib.umich.edu/b/bhlead/umich-bhl-
86386?rgn=main;view=text (accessed March 14, 2012). 
 
 108 The remainder of Youtz’s career is equally impressive. In 1932, he became curator of 
exhibitions at the Philadelphia Museum of Art and accepted the position of assistant director of the 
Brooklyn Museum of Art in 1933; he served as director from 1934 to 1938. The staff at the Michigan 
Historical Collections state that from 1938 to 1940, he was director of the Pacific House at the Golden Gate 
International Exposition in San Francisco, and the authors of the faculty history project at the University of 
Michigan note that from 1939 to 1941, he traveled widely in South America. During World War II, he 
served with the War Production Board and was director of Technical Research for the Smaller War Plants 
Corporation. After the war he entered a private architectural practice in the New York City area. He then 
went to the University of Michigan in 1957, where he was soon named Dean of the College of Architecture 
and Design and Professor of Architecture, a post he held until his retirement in 1964. He passed away in 
1972. 
 
 109 Laurence Vail Coleman, “Recent Progress and Condition of Museums,” in Biennial Survey of 
Education 1928-1930 (Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1932), 767. 
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Branch was the first to be opened with its own location for the purpose of solely showing 

works of art. 

 After Youtz accepted the position of curator, he conducted a preliminary analysis 

of the project in order to determine how the Branch Museum would thrive in its 

community and in society more broadly. He concluded that its success depended on three 

factors. First, the main museum should be prepared to loan, borrow, or rent exhibition 

material of the highest quality for the use of the Branch. He also strongly felt that the 

main museum must avoid “relegating second rate accessions to the branch.”110 If it was to 

be considered a vital part of the PMA, toward which it would direct public interest, then 

the Branch should represent the main museum in quality and standard and vice versa. 

Second, the exhibitions on view should be changed at frequent intervals. He feared that 

“in a small museum a permanent exhibit of any kind would soon exhaust the interest of 

the community.”111 Third, the Branch needed to establish an intimate contact with the 

local population. He felt that by means of publicity, lecture programs, and club work, he 

could make the Branch Museum a center for “local aesthetic and intellectual life.”112 In 

order for it to succeed, it needed to become part of the everyday life of the community. 

 To stress the fact that one of the Branch’s main goals was to reach out to the 

public, Youtz had the following explanatory message inscribed on the wall to the left of 

the Museum’s entrance: “This first branch has been opened that the museum may be of 

wider service to the public, in the hope that branch museums may become as essential a 

                                                 
 110 Youtz to Kimball, April 14, 1931, Box 1, Folder 9, Branch Records, PMA. 
 
 111 Ibid. 
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part of American life as branch libraries (Fig. 3.6).”113 In Youtz’s article, “Frozen 

Assets,” from 1932, he expressed his firm belief that the Branch did not exist for 

“scientific, historical, or commemorative purposes”; rather, it existed for the visual 

pleasure of the people.114 Yet there was still some confusion in the community regarding 

the function of the Branch Museum. By stating that it “may be of wider service” to the 

local community was too vague. Judging from the suggestions proposed to the Branch’s 

staff by the citizens of Delaware County, it appears that they still conceived of the space 

as a community center and not a museum. For example, members of the sketch club 

wanted drawing and watercolor classes, women’s clubs and artists requested a salesroom, 

and others wanted the Branch to show modern reproductions of furniture and decorative 

objects that could be sold and used in the contemporary home, many of which were 

modeled in the colonial style.115  

 While all were worthwhile suggestions, these kinds of statements suggest a 

misinterpretation about the function of the new Branch and how it was to differ, in 

regards to the services provided, from the more familiar model of the community center. 

The Branch and the PMA had certain standards to maintain, in most cases incompatible 

with locally-produced work that had been able to be part of the earlier center. Although 

the Branch still followed, to an extent, the community center’s original mission, the 

atmosphere was significantly altered; the Branch eliminated a certain kind of regional 

                                                 
 113 Youtz, “The Sixty-Ninth Street Branch Museum,” 25. The purpose of the inscription was also 
to draw visitors to the PMA, a photograph of the main museum was hung below the inscription while 
further mention of the Museum, Memorial Hall, the Rodin Museum, and the PMA’s two historic houses 
were noted above.  
 
 114 Youtz, “Frozen Assets,” Branch Records, PMA. 
 
 115 Youtz, “The Sixty-ninth Street Branch of the Pennsylvania Museum of Art,” Branch Records, 
PMA. 
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participation in the arts and instead promoted a range of fine and decorative arts on an 

international scale. The community center had only been open for a year, thus perhaps 

relieving some tensions about the use of the space, but in the end, many clubs and 

individuals were forced to seek other locations to view and partake in the local art and 

crafts scene. Judging from a list of groups that continued to make use of the auditorium, it 

appears that it was reserved mostly for those requiring a stage, such as music, drama, and 

dance organizations. 

 To achieve a greater understanding of the public’s interests and encourage visitors 

to experience the ‘new’ community center, Youtz requested that a survey of the 

community be undertaken immediately. Both the Branch’s staff and a social worker 

compiled information on the area’s economic, religious, and educational backgrounds as 

well as school curricula, local art movements, educational events, and club organizations. 

Moreover, Youtz conducted a survey of his own and spent the summer in Europe 

studying the function and organization of museums, especially of those located in 

Germany.116 He reached the conclusion that “the main purpose of a museum was to 

present cultural history, past and present, for the enjoyment and education of the public, 

and the research and information of the specialist.”117 The function of the Branch in 

Upper Darby would then be to try to carry out this objective on a smaller scale. 

                                                 
 116 Kimball suggested to Youtz that he visit museums not only in England but also Germany. 
Therefore, it seems possible that Youtz was inspired by the museum system in Berlin; Wilhelm Bode, a 
leading museum figure of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, had made Berlin one of the 
great art centers of the world. Edward P. Alexander commented on Bode’s achievements in Museum 
Masters: Their Museums and Their Influence (8). He remarked that “though Bode’s greatest contributions 
were in the collecting field, he attracted heavy visitation with well-presented special exhibitions…” High 
attendance and effective displays also were important aspects in the success of the Branch Museum. 
 
 117 Youtz, “The Sixty-ninth Street Branch of the Pennsylvania Museum of Art,” Branch Records, 
PMA. 
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 Overall, the Branch Museum was “not to be imposed upon a defenseless 

community.”118 Exhibitions and lectures were to be organized based on Youtz’s findings 

and also in terms of the area’s existing organizations and events. By promising to 

discover and serve contemporary local needs, the Branch Museum strove to make itself 

more relevant to the time and hoped to integrate itself more fully into the daily life of its 

visitors. Too often, Youtz believed, the museum curator lived in the past, and the popular 

mind also was guilty of associating the museum with antiquity and dead civilizations. He 

also felt that the ‘man on the street’ needed to be able to make a connection “between the 

museum collections and the life that he himself is living.”119 He should not be forced to 

live in some bygone era when he could live in the present and simply reminisce about the 

past, if he so desired. 

 In order to create a ‘twentieth-century museum space,’ one of Youtz’s first items 

of business was to request that McClatchy and his staff remodel the Arts and Crafts 

Community Center to accommodate three galleries. In the end, the quarters occupied by 

the new Branch included a large gallery for current exhibitions, another gallery with 

alcoves for various groupings, and an auditorium for lectures and discussion groups (Fig. 

3.7). He also requested that the doors and windows be undraped so that the public could 

see directly into the museum and catch a glimpse of the art on view.120 In this important 

respect, the museum was much like the layout of a successful department store—a far cry 

from a remote classical temple housing the art of the past. 

                                                 
 118 Youtz, “A Museum of the Twentieth Century,” paper read before the American Association of 
Museums, Pittsburgh, May 21, 1931, Box 2, Folder 9, Branch Records, PMA. 
 
 119 Ibid. 
 
 120 Youtz to McClatchy, May 6, 1931, Box 1, Folder 10, Branch Records, PMA. 
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 Youtz’s interest in contemporary design, as a way to make the museum seem 

current and relevant, was reflected in the new metal furnishings he had purchased for the 

Branch. Indirect lighting units with spun aluminum shades were installed while 

comfortable chrome-plated furniture was obtained for the reading alcove, a space that 

was established to create a pleasant and welcoming atmosphere for the visitor.121 Here, 

current art magazines and books relating to the art on exhibition could be found. Ashtrays 

also were provided, as Youtz believed that there should be no prohibition against 

smoking in the galleries!  

 Additionally, he bought modern steel office desks for the staff. These were placed 

near the entrance “where the curator [and his staff] could have personal contact with the 

visitors to the gallery (Figs. 3.8 and 3.9).”122 A private office had been previously 

installed near the front entrance, but Youtz had it removed. He believed it acted as a 

barrier between the staff and visitors. By interacting with the public and encouraging 

informal conversations, the Branch hoped to eliminate the idea that museums were aloof 

and inhospitable.123 The community responded cordially to these dialogues, and as a 

result, Katherine Goodman was added to the staff to serve as a docent. For each 

exhibition she typed the labels and studied the materials on view in order to discuss 

works of art with any visitors who desired more than what she had provided on the 

gallery labels. It seems that the public was eager for information, and the Branch’s staff 

                                                 
 121 The new lighting is discussed in a newspaper article titled “Delaware County Art on 
Exhibition: New Lighting Installed,” dating to November 22, 1931. It indicated that the indirect lights 
closely approximated daylight and made it possible for one to see the true colors of the artwork on view.  
 
 122 Youtz, “Frozen Assets,” Branch Records, PMA. 
 
 123 Youtz, “The Sixty-ninth Street Branch of the Pennsylvania Museum of Art,” Branch Records, 
PMA. 
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was happy to provide it to Museum visitors. Such a method of instruction was also 

beneficial in terms of educating the public as they seemed to be more interested in 

informal conversations with the staff than with formal organized lectures. 

 As such, one could enjoy these amenities at no cost any day of the week, as the 

Branch was open from 10:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. daily and 2:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. on 

Sunday, the latter being convenient especially for those who sought leisure activities after 

church.124 Paul Rea acknowledged that the Branch’s Sunday attendance, although slightly 

less than Friday and Saturday’s count, demonstrated its independent drawing power when 

many of the stores were closed.125 By having late hours and Sunday openings, the Branch 

reached out to meet the needs of the public, notably the working public. It was unlike 

many single central art museums that closed their doors at five in the evening, thus 

making it harder for the average worker to visit the museum. In turn, the Branch had 

effectively and conveniently met the needs of the people by being open when the public 

was available to enjoy the leisure activities provided on 69th Street. 

 Overall, upon attracting visitors to the Branch, Youtz claimed that the museum 

was first and foremost a museum of visual education:  

The museum offers a type of pleasure that yields education unconsciously 
and painlessly. To destroy this atmosphere of spontaneous enjoyment for 
the sake of any formal educational program would be a serious strategic 
mistake. The educational activity of the museum, therefore has taken the 
form of seemingly casual discussions of art with the visitors to the 
museum, of interesting labels, and of lectures planned as much for 
entertainment as for instruction.126 
 

                                                 
 124 However, after the first eight months, the hours were changed from 1:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. 
daily as morning attendance at the museum was relatively low.   
 
 125 Rea, 175. 
 
 126 Youtz, “Frozen Assets,” Branch Records, PMA. 
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As opposed to simply reading about art or lecturing the public on the subject, Youtz 

acknowledged that the combined visual and verbal method for the museum was a more 

potent means of educating the public. “The eye is a more primitive and direct means of 

perception than word symbolism.”127 Visual education was also a way to train taste in the 

field of fine art, something that he believed was lacking in the United States.128 

Therefore, by welcoming discussions in a pleasant and comfortable environment, Youtz 

hoped to expand and shape the public’s knowledge of art by providing a form of 

education that would culturally enlighten society. 

 Youtz felt that there was a social depression in America, and the population as a 

whole was lacking refinement. He blamed this largely on the country’s ‘frozen artistic 

assets.’ He believed that art was being sequestered in museums and private collections, 

reserved for privileged communities, and that too few citizens lived amidst a beauty that 

he felt should have been known by all.129 “Until we can democratize art and thus raise the 

taste of the average American citizen, the hot-dog stand, the billboard, and the match-box 

house will represent American culture. We must release our hoarded art and bring it into 

contact with the mass of the people.”130 Youtz felt that art was associated with a certain 

standard of living. By improving this standard, and civilizing ‘the average American,’ art 

                                                 
 127 Youtz, “The Sixty-ninth Street Branch of the Pennsylvania Museum of Art,” Branch Records, 
PMA. 
 
 128 Youtz wished personally to explore the homes of several members of the neighborhood in 
order to comprehend each individual’s degree of taste and education so that the museum could adapt to 
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would eventually become part of the everyday life of the public, and over time, it would 

aid in the positive redefinition of culture in the United States.131 

 To Youtz, the Branch Museum was the perfect solution to America’s urgent 

‘social depression.’ By putting art into circulation, much like libraries put books into 

circulation, the Branch would “bring about a renaissance in taste.”132 The value of art was 

to be realized through its use and enjoyment. The Branch Museum’s presentation of 

twenty-three exhibitions is a testament to its ability to bring art into circulation for the 

entertainment and education of a public who, according to Youtz, was in dire need of 

cultural ‘salvation.’ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                 
 131 Stephen Mennell and Johan Goudsblom, eds. Norbert Elias: On Civilization, Power, and 
Knowledge: Selected Writings (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998), 14. There is a certain level of 
superiority in Youtz’s ideology and related to what Norbert Elias called the ‘civilizing process.’ Amongst 
many subjects, Elias discusses the term in relation to nineteenth-century social evolutionists, who believed 
that they were the product of progress and had already reached the state of being civilized. Confident that 
they were superior, they wished to ‘civilize’ the lower classes.     
 
 132 Youtz, “Frozen Assets,” Branch Records, PMA. 
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CHAPTER 4 

FROM ANCIENT TO CONTEMPORARY: BRINGING FINE AND 
DECORATIVE ART TO UPPER DARBY 

 
 

4.1 Turning Weaknesses into Strengths: A Look at the Branch’s First and Most 
Successful Shows 

 
 

 During the span of the Branch Museum’s operation, Philip Youtz and his staff 

assembled twenty-three exhibitions and attracted nearly three hundred thousand 

visitors—an astonishing number.133 Youtz’s preliminary analysis of the branch project 

had been correct: high-quality exhibitions that were frequently changed generated interest 

and seemed to educate the public. Youtz’s exhibition schedule featured a wide variety of 

installations and objects ranging from ancient Egyptian artifacts to contemporary works 

of art. Moreover, to gain the approval and support of the community further, works by 

Pennsylvania artists were intermittently put on display to establish a connection between 

the citizens of Upper Darby and local historical works of art. This was seen in the 

Branch’s first exhibition, “American Paintings of the 19th Century,” which featured 

works of art from the PMA’s collection.134 Thomas Eakins, John White Alexander, and 

Edward Redfield represented a few of the Pennsylvania artists on display.  

 The exhibition centered on Eakins because of his “strong local appeal” and 

“realistic interest in his subjects”; however, much to the museum staff’s surprise, the 

public was not particularly interested in his work, aside from Between Rounds (1898-99) 

(Fig. 4.1). According to Youtz, they preferred William Merritt Chase’s Portrait of a Lady 

                                                 
 133 See appendix for the complete exhibition schedule and attendance counts.  
 
 134 In order to further whet the appetite of the community, Youtz arranged to borrow a collection 
of prints by William Birch, which depicted quaint portrayals of early nineteenth-century Philadelphia. 
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in Black (1911) for its style and aesthetic appeal (Figs. 4.2 and 4.3).135 In regards to the 

children’s reactions, Youtz observed that they were immediately attracted to a group of 

charcoal drawings by John Singer Sargent; he noted that “their interest was obviously a 

technical one.”136 Overall, the local community’s interest was less provincial perhaps 

than Youtz had first expected. This is telling of the community’s appeal beyond realism 

and regional works of art. 

 The Branch Museum’s staff also gained other insights from this first exhibition. 

First, it was determined that the public wanted more from a gallery label than basic 

identifying information, such as the artist, date, and title. Viewers also wanted a brief 

historical synopsis in order to obtain a better understanding of the painting’s subject. 

Second, although the Branch had called in a professional window dresser to create 

alluring displays like those one might find in a department store window, it was 

discovered that these artistic arrangements—while perhaps satisfying the public’s 

appetite for art as they strolled by—did not actually succeed in drawing people into the 

museum proper. The window displays had created a barrier and were quickly abandoned. 

By removing the black velvet curtains that had served as a backdrop for the displays, the 

passerby could now see into the gallery space. As a result, this kind of distant peak to the 

exhibitions within was found to stir a feeling of curiosity, which proved to be a much 

more effective way of luring in the casual observer. Although the results from the first 

exhibition may point to several weaknesses, in hindsight these flaws were considered 

instrumental to the Branch’s success, because they revealed problems that the museum 
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needed to resolve and improve upon. Moreover, the staff had proved themselves to be 

astute observers of viewer behaviors and problem areas and was able to adjust 

accordingly, learning from their mistakes. 

 Six months later, the Branch held its most successful show which featured 

religious art of the Gothic and early Renaissance. Held during the Christmas season, 

Youtz had great foresight in arranging the exhibition to coincide with the festivities that 

had been planned for the immediate 69th Street neighborhood. Learning of the district’s 

elaborate holiday programs, he hoped to make the exhibition one of its principal features. 

Items on display included the so-called Italian Primitives of the fourteenth and fifteenth 

centuries lent by the trustees of the John G. Johnson collection, wrought iron from the 

Samuel Yellin collection, and sculpture, woodcarvings, and furniture from the medieval 

holdings at the PMA (Fig. 4.4).137 Additionally, armor from the John W. Higgins 

collection and the Worcester Art Museum was included as a way to convey the role of the 

knight as a supporter of the church.  

 Capturing the interest of the media, a local newspaper recognized Donatello’s 

Virgin and Child (c. 1460) as the prize sculpture of the show, while several paintings of 

importance were also acknowledged (Fig. 4.5). These works included images of the 

Madonna and Child by Bernardo Daddi (1334) and Gentile de Fabriano (late 15th 

century), Luca Signorelli’s Annunciation (c. 1496-1500), and Pietro Perugino’s Virgin 

and Child (c. 1500).138 By securing high-quality works of art, the exhibition proved to be 
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an attractive addition to the local holiday activities that seemed to ally the Branch with 

the predominately Christian (primarily Presbyterian and Catholic) community which it 

resided. 

 In the end, Youtz had assembled an impressive installation that reflected the 

liveliness of 69th Street and defined the Branch as an integral part of the local scene. In 

December 1931, Youtz sent a letter to Kimball describing the Christmas activities:  

Sixty-ninth Street is decked out in gala dress for the Christmas celebration. 
Down the street is the largest Santa Claus south of the pole…you will be 
amused to know that he repeats a page of copy about the Christmas 
exhibition at the museum twice or thrice daily, thus bringing in hordes of 
children to see the animals in the Nativity scenes, the armor, and the 
woodcarving.139  
  

It appears that the citizens of Upper Darby were quite enthusiastic about the holiday 

festivities, for it brought families and members of the community closer together. Given 

the economic situation affecting the country, the exhibition helped to convey a more 

positive message about a time for joy and for hope in the coming year, rooted in a 

Christian spirit. The strong religious appeal of the Branch Museum’s exhibition was 

especially fitting for those who sought salvation and optimism in the future.  

 Statistically, the exhibition attracted more than thirty-two thousand visitors. 

During the weekend of December 5 and 6, 1931, over five thousand eager attendees 

crowded the galleries, nearly filling the Branch to its maximum capacity. Youtz had been 

hopeful to reach a daily mark of 3,000, and the following Saturday the total was 4,315, a 

new record for the Branch. An interior shot illustrates the crowded galleries and also 

acquaints the modern-day reader with 1930s fashion of upper middle class America (Fig. 

4.6). Women’s coats were long and fitted, and those with fur collars represented the most 
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fashionable of the time.140 Cloche hats also complemented the short hairstyle that was 

popular during the period. Although the Branch was open to all, exhibition photographs 

of the galleries reveal that many visitors did indeed represent a certain class and race of 

people; this can be explained in part by its location in a predominately Caucasian, and 

Christian, middle class suburb. This suburban middle class was Youtz’s target audience, 

and he would develop his rotating exhibition program accordingly both to reflect their 

interests and to attempt to shape their tastes and cultivate their knowledge of certain kinds 

of art, both old and new. 

 
4.2 Industrial Art and Photography: Finding a Place in the ‘Fine Arts’ 

 
 Judging from the two abovementioned exhibitions, the PMA had proved to be a 

suitable source from which Youtz could borrow works of art, but he also looked to the 

American Federation of Arts (AFA). The Federation was responsible for the assemblage 

of several exhibitions at the Branch and thousands of temporary exhibitions across the 

county. The PMA had joined the AFA in 1921, and the Museum benefited greatly from a 

series of exhibitions that brought modern and contemporary art and design to the city.141 

As such, several installations were chosen by the Branch Museum as a way to present 

some of the most recent works of art and design to the public.  

 The AFA was founded in 1909 by Elihu Root, then a United States Senator from 

New York. In an attempt to establish and promote a national interest in art, the AFA sent 

original works of contemporary American fine art and craft on tour across the United 
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States. Institutions that aided with the organization of these exhibitions included the 

American Academy in Rome, Corcoran Gallery of Art, Art Institute of Chicago, and the 

Metropolitan Museum of Art. The mission of the AFA was to provide “the American art 

world with a forum for communication and participation among artists, cultural 

institutions, patrons of the arts, and the public.”142 By the 1920s, annual conventions were 

held in national art centers as a way to foster an exchange of ideas. As noted, the stated 

goal of the AFA was to reach out to individuals across the country, especially in less 

prominent city centers that were not part of the East Coast and Upper Midwest 

establishment of art patronage.  

 In order to facilitate exhibition venues west of the Mississippi River, the AFA 

opened regional offices at the University of Nebraska and at Stanford University in 1921. 

To further the promotion of arts education, they also developed and circulated slide 

lecture programs, and during the 1930s, the Federation expanded its services by 

providing schools with teaching guides, student workbooks, and films about art. Overall, 

both the AFA and the Sixty-ninth Street Branch had similar objectives: to “bring the 

museum to the people” and to expose viewers of all ages to “new ways of thinking and 

expression.”143 The AFA had achieved their purpose in organizing national circulating 

exhibitions, several of which were chosen by Youtz to go on display at the Branch. 

 Of special note was a show of selected works from the “Twelfth Exhibition of 

Contemporary American Industrial Arts” that had previously been on display at the 
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Metropolitan Museum of Art. The exhibition was assembled by Richard Bach, Associate 

in Charge of Industrial Art, and circulated by the AFA. Visitors to the Branch were 

introduced to the most current objects and textiles designed by Frederick Carder, Walter 

von Nessen, Ruth Reeves, and others. This exhibition allowed the Museum to serve as an 

intermediary between the designer and the consumer, thus contributing towards the 

formulation of new trends in the commercial market.144 

 When the AFA sent the exhibition to the Branch, it was accompanied with a 

plentiful list of positive reviews that commented on the show that was previously on 

display in New York City. The New York Sun raved that “everything here derives 

naturally and logically from what has gone before and yet marks a decided advance—an 

effort to adapt our furnishings to the changed conditions of living today,” while the New 

York Women’s Wear confirmed the unmistakable improvement that was “taking place in 

elevating machine-made decorative furnishings to a higher plane of design.”145 Of the 

twelve reviews provided, there seemed to be a general consensus that the new products 

were impressive and represented creativity and advancement in the field of design.  

 Yet the reviews also subtly acknowledged the fact that contemporary art objects 

did not have a place in everyone’s household. Youtz tactfully stated that “in design they 

are original without being bizarre and would fit harmoniously in any tastefully furnished 

home.”146 He seems to have been making the case for the ability of skilled American 
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designers to blend innovation with tradition and suburban middle-class values. Overall, it 

seemed that the exhibition was both “less startling than the others [assembled by the 

Metropolitan Museum of Art]” and “a commentary on the trend of art, both fine and 

practical, of today.”147 Such mixed reviews indicated that industrial art was still trying to 

find its place in both the museum and the home. 

 The reviews provided by the AFA were generally uplifting or somewhat neutral, 

yet other opinions of a more critical nature found their way into museum circles. Youtz 

noted in his final report of the exhibition that “it had aroused the critics’ ire when shown 

at the Metropolitan,” and the Branch’s curator was in agreement. Youtz felt that the 

installation suggested “a poorly stocked department display,” and night after night for the 

first week he reinstalled the material but nothing could be done.148 The public opinion of 

the visitors to the Branch Museum was also one of general dissatisfaction. “They wanted 

to know why a museum should show this kind of thing when Wanamaker’s, Gimbel’s 

and all the rest had so much better assortments.”149 The visitors to the Sixty-ninth Street 

Branch were right to question the display of objects in the museum. To make matters 

more confusing, the majority of objects were available for purchase, with orders being 

directly relayed to the exhibitors. It was an advantageous advertising tactic for the 

designer and manufacturer, and even helped drive the market in a time of economic 

instability, yet it perplexed the common museum visitor who expected to see the sale of 

such objects solely in department stores. 
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 Ultimately, this was one of the Branch’s least successful shows. This is reflected 

in the public’s opinion and also in the attendance number which totaled just 6,195. In a 

revealing letter to John Higgins, Youtz had feared that the exhibition would fail. Youtz 

noted that “the present type of museum is sadly one-sided”—presenting “all phases of 

man’s creative activity was far in the future.”150 He admitted that it was the only show he 

could secure with such a tight schedule and a limited budget. In a paper titled the “The 

Social Approach in Adult Education,” Youtz defended industrial objects noting that the 

contemporary mind must deal with art of our age in addition to past cultures:  

…it [modern art] is in many ways the most vigorous art that the world has 
yet known. Some of it is of compelling beauty, some crassly ugly. But it is 
the representative art of our age and as such should occupy a large place in 
our educational programs.151  

 
Perhaps in the future, museum goers would be more apt to viewing the applied arts in the 

gallery, but at present it appeared that those who visited the Branch were not prepared to 

see the ‘useful arts’ on display in the museum.  

 Ironically, in 1876 when the PMA opened in Memorial Hall, like many American 

museums of the late nineteenth century, it was founded on the model of the South 

Kensington Museum (now the Victoria & Albert), whose sole purpose was to present the 

‘useful’ or industrial arts. Such displays, usually organized according to material—

metalwork, textiles, glass—were essentially planned as training grounds for designers 

and manufacturers. This type of visual instruction was thought to aid in raising 

commercial design standards for the purpose of advancing craft and commerce on a 
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national scale.152 However, by the 1890s, the PMA had shifted its focus away from 

industrial design and towards the display of fine arts. The citizens of Upper Darby 

therefore had conceived the art museum as housing collections of painting and sculpture, 

not modern and contemporary products of commercial design.  

 When the Branch previously had held exhibitions that included works of applied 

art, these were historical functional objects that were imbued with a sense of the past. 

Even though Youtz had tried to bring contemporary art to the residents of Upper Darby, it 

appears that they had not yet accepted the movement to bring industrial art objects into 

the realm of the fine arts, and in turn, into the realm of the museum. Rather, the 

department store had become the most acceptable venue for the display of such objects, 

and more fitting to some, both socially and commercially. 

 Although weary of the representation of certain ‘art’ in the museum, the Branch’s 

public appeared to be more receptive to the fine art of photography, and they were rather 

intrigued by the museum’s fifteenth exhibition of the “Philadelphia International Salon of 

Photography.” On October 14, 1931, Youtz had an informal meeting with a group of area 

photographers. It was at this gathering that they decided to hold the Salon, an exhibition 

that would be on view at the Sixty-ninth Street Branch from late March to April 11, 1932. 

This would be the first salon in Philadelphia since 1901, and the city’s premier 

international salon. Following the custom of traditional photographic exhibitions, the 

salon was a chance for photographers all over the world to submit examples of their work 

to an elected jury. The Salon’s committee felt that Philadelphia was the “cradle of 
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photographic salons in this country.”153 It also had some of the oldest photographic 

organizations and publications in the country. It was therefore only appropriate that a 

salon should be held again in Philadelphia as a way to cement its historical identity as a 

leading center of support for the photographic arts worldwide.  

 The announcement of the Salon was well acknowledged, and Youtz and the 

Committee received over two thousand photographs from twenty-five countries (Fig. 

4.7). A jury of leading art critics chose, with much difficulty, 281 images to be displayed 

at the Branch. The jury consisted of Jere Abbott of the Museum of Modern Art, William 

Alcock and Joseph Bing, both Fellows of the Royal Photographic Society of London, 

Henri Marceau of the Philadelphia Museum of Art, and E.P. Wightman of the Eastman 

Kodak Company. Jurors found that the quality of work submitted had created an overall 

high standard of exhibition material. In an attempt to create a balance of artistic styles, 

the overall selection included examples from what one local newspaper referred to as 

“academic pictorialists and radical experimentalists.”154 Among the photographers of 

international reputation that were accepted by the jury, and captured these wide-ranging 

styles, included Margaret Bourke-White, László Moholy-Nagy, and Willy Zielke. 

 In the end, the exhibition would prove be a great success; however, several 

months before it opened, two well-known American photographers shared their criticisms 

about the Salon. Edward Steichen, photographer, painter, and later curator at the Museum 

of Modern Art in New York, disapproved of the Salon’s jury, asserting that the group 
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should be comprised of more modern photographers. Philadelphia, he argued, had failed 

to be in step with the contemporary progress in the field: 

Photography…has taken an entirely different direction from that which 
dominated in the old days of the Philadelphia salons at the Museum. This 
new direction is being recognized all over the world, and judging by your 
letter and prospectus, you are either unaware of this movement, ignore it 
or are indifferent to it.155 
 

Steichen had expected the jury to be represented by such leading photographers as 

Edward Weston and Alfred Stieglitz. He was clearly disappointed in the present group, 

which he considered highly conservative in their tastes, and failed to submit his work to 

the jury in protest. 

 William Rittase, a photographer active in Philadelphia during the 1920s and ‘30s, 

also had reservations about the Salon, specifically with regards to its timing and location. 

First, the Philadelphia exhibition coincided with the Pittsburgh Salon, and Rittase felt that 

the eastern city was trying to compete with the older more established group in the west, 

which was holding their nineteenth salon that spring. He was also wary that the 

exhibition was not being supported by local salon workers, and he was surprised that 

such an international salon was going to be held in a small suburban gallery. He claimed 

that the exhibition site at the Branch Museum—while perhaps terrific exposure for the 

Branch and convenient for the community of Upper Darby—risked marginalizing or 

provincializing photography, and lowering the standard of this medium, which was just 

coming to take its place as a fine art. He noted that other cities with successful salons had 

been held in their main art gallery.156 Rittase, too, chose not to submit an entry to the 
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Philadelphia Salon. It seems that the Branch Museum was not accepted by all working 

artists, who may have seen it as too provincial and conservative. Perhaps this is evidence 

of the limitations of the branch museum system and its ability to reach a public interested 

in contemporary art at the national or even international level. 

 Youtz defended the site of the Salon at the Sixty-ninth Street Branch, explaining 

that it deliberately had been chosen over the main museum as the best locale because of 

its impressive attendance record and capacity to cater to the Salon’s visitors on a personal 

level. The photographs would additionally be seen on a scale that was more intimate and 

appropriate than the lofty ceilings at the PMA. In addition, he argued that it was an asset 

to be able to devote the entire gallery to the Salon, whereas if it were on display at the 

main museum, it would be competing with other collections in a large and imposing 

building.157 Furthermore, it was the policy of the Branch Museum to support the 

contemporary artist and offer quality exhibitions to Upper Darby. The committee and the 

jury seem to have been unmoved and undisturbed by the criticisms made against the 

Salon and its installation at the Branch. Judging from the attendance records, it appeared 

that in the end, they must have done something right. In the first ten days alone, the Salon 

was visited by more than ten thousand people. A contemporary photograph illustrates the 

crowded galleries and interest in the exhibition (Fig. 4.8). Reminiscent of the floor-to-

ceiling arrangement of traditional academic painting salons, the photographs were hung 

one on top of the other. The two rows were separated by a horizontal batten painted red in 

order to introduce a touch of color into the exhibition. Moreover, to create an innovative 

display and bring out the texture of the prints, a background of aluminum sheeting was 
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used. Youtz believed that aluminum also would harmonize with the Branch’s furniture 

and lighting fixtures.158 

 Due to the exhibition’s success at the Branch—and perhaps as an effort to 

appease certain critics of the Branch’s provinciality and lack of interest in the 

contemporary artist—Fiske Kimball invited the Salon for a special showing at the main 

museum. The Salon went on view at the PMA from April 23 to May 2, 1932, and a 

second salon was planned for the Branch for spring of 1933. The camera had been placed 

in the hands of the creative artist as a new instrument of expression, and the viewing 

public had responded with great enthusiasm, even if certain artists themselves still had 

their reservations about the status of branch museums and their ability to exhibit cutting 

edge works of art. 

 Such an international affair had promoted not only the Branch Museum, but also 

the city of Philadelphia. Given the economic situation of the country in the early 1930s, 

Youtz commented that “the branch museum can be of practical service in the time of 

depression by promoting an enterprise of this kind which will stimulate interest in 

Philadelphia.”159 Thus, he also saw a practical value of the Museum to promote the city 

and act as a cultural messenger on the national and international level. These ideals 

supported the artistic benefits of the Branch when it was vulnerable to cuts. 

 In conclusion, Youtz attempted to meet the needs of the people as often as 

possible in order to create a sequence of successful and diverse exhibitions. Certainly not 

every installation was a victory or received with equal support and enthusiasm. As Youtz 
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noted in his end-of-the-year report of 1931, “planning for the public does not imply 

complete subservience to the masses. It does not involve lowering standards. What it 

means is choosing and presenting art material…that whether immediately or in course of 

time will appeal to visitors.”160 While it has been continuously stated that the function of 

the Branch Museum is to ‘make art of wider service to the public,’ Youtz was correct in 

that the art on display needed to appeal to the community, but taste in art was neither to 

be left alone, nor to be rushed. Rather, it should develop gradually over time and be 

shaped in certain directions by museums. Less popular material, such as the exhibition on 

industrial arts, might eventually be appreciated by the citizens of Upper Darby and 

accepted in the art museum. “An exhibition which draws few visitors when first shown 

may well pave the way for a large future attendance after the public has learned to know 

and value the material.”161 If the Branch Museum were simply to cater to the immediate 

taste of the public, it would restrict itself to a very narrow range of exhibitions and do 

little to prepare for a broader future program and suitably educate its citizenry.162 
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CHAPTER 5 
 

CONCLUSION: A FAREWELL TO SIXTY-NINTH STREET 
 
 

The last rites of the branch museum will probably be solemnly observed 
Monday October 17th when we expect to vacate. This is still confidential 
however and there is even a possibility that patient may rally at the end 
and so as to make it necessary to postpone funeral arrangements.163 

           -Philip Youtz 
 
 Despite Youtz’s hopes to the contrary, the Branch Museum would forever close 

its doors on October 17, 1931, as he pointed to in his letter to Horace Jayne of the 

University of Pennsylvania Museum of Archaeology and Anthropology. Owing not to the 

Branch’s own financial situation—for it had the sufficient funding from the Carnegie 

Corporation grant—but rather to the prevailing economic conditions of its local sponsor, 

John McClatchy, the Sixty-ninth Street Branch was forced to close. Needing the space for 

commercial purposes, McClatchy asked the Museum to release him from his contract, as 

he could no longer support the project. He took advantage of a provision in the terms of 

agreement, which read as follows: “This is all subject to cancellation by either party after 

a period of two years, if we find it is not serving the Community and arousing the interest 

that both you and I believe it will.”164 The level of success of the Branch Museum, in 

terms of its service to the community, is able to be documented quantifiably in the large 

numbers of visitors, who came to its twenty-three exhibitions, but the notion of success or 

failure is more complex than either numbers or McClatchy’s contractual escape-hatch 

would suggest. 
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 First, the Branch added greatly to the advancement of visual education in Upper 

Darby and the neighboring districts. A total attendance count in the amount of nearly 

three-hundred thousand museum attendees brings into question any doubt that the Branch 

Museum did not ‘arouse the interest’ of the community it served. The fact that the 

numbers were high and steady, and even continued to climb, attests that the Museum was 

able to maintain a level of interest in society after the initial opening over seventeen 

months prior.165 Certainly, the novelty of the Branch had not worn off, a sense no doubt 

aided by Youtz’s stimulating and frequently-changing temporary exhibitions. Although 

McClatchy cannot be blamed for the economic depression the country was facing, the 

circumstances surrounding the closing of the Branch were highly unfortunate and cannot 

be used as a simple mark of failure.  

 McClatchy had always benefited financially from his developments, and although 

he had tried to bring culture into the new shopping district, it must have conflicted with 

his agenda to create for-profit businesses, both commercial and real estate. In Paul Rea’s 

1930 study of American museums, Rea encouraged museums to rely on both public and 

private support, similar to what the Branch had done.166 However, under his plan private 

wealth furnished the collections and created endowments to support scholarship, while 

public funds provided the accommodations and operating expenses. By following this 

method, the Sixty-ninth Street Branch may have been able to make a stronger case for its 
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purpose in society, as opposed to being so fully dependent on a private individual who 

had more control over the space’s function. 

 Despite the consequences, the Carnegie Corporation was determined to maintain 

the spirit of the Branch Museum, and they continued the subsidy granted to establish the 

first branch, now shifted to a program of temporary exhibitions within the PMA’s main 

building. The Corporation, however, only consented to the continuation of the funds 

provided that the trustees of the PMA agreed to carry on with the development of a 

system of branch museums for the city of Philadelphia “as soon as economic conditions 

favored the project”—something that never was carried out thereafter.167 In the 

meantime, the program of exhibitions was thus transferred to the main museum on the 

Benjamin Franklin Parkway, with Youtz assuming the title of Curator of Exhibitions. The 

new program at the PMA was therefore a direct development of the branch museum 

experiment. 

 However unfortunate the closing of the Branch, the main museum benefited 

greatly from the new special exhibitions program under Youtz, as it was in need of 

expanding awareness to the public. Youtz deemed it an “excellent plan all around for the 

main museum needs a ‘social’ program.”168 Ever since its opening in 1928, the museum 

had suffered a steady decline in attendance, and several factors led to this drop of 

attendees. First, there was the issue of accessibility. Once thought to be ideally located at 

the edge of Fairmount Park, the museum was now considered remote, far from the center 

of the city. Next, critics considered its monumental classical architecture imposing and 
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intimidating. Finally, making the museum even less accessible and responsive to 

Philadelphia citizens’ needs, in 1932, the PMA, Memorial Hall, and the Rodin Museum 

were forced to close several days each week due to a curtailment of the use of city 

appropriations for museum maintenance. Given these issues, the implementation of 

Youtz’s new exhibition program was essential to the overall social strengthening of the 

main museum. Temporary exhibitions, such as those featured by the Branch, aroused the 

interest and curiosity of the public, while the PMA’s permanent exhibitions seemed 

stagnant to the returning visitor. 

 Youtz determined that a gallery of modern art and an exhibition gallery would be 

useful aids in increasing the social effectiveness of the museum. Similar to Youtz’s aim 

to bring contemporary art to the citizens of Upper Darby, the modern art gallery would 

acquaint the museum public with current trends in art by allowing practicing artists to 

showcase their work at the museum. Youtz hoped to “cure the public of the false idea that 

the only art that is worth while is that of the old masters.”169 The exhibition galleries, on 

the other hand, were meant to attract the general interest of the public. These exhibitions 

changed monthly in order to encourage the visitor to return regularly and frequently to 

the museum to catch a new show and see something different. The effect of a rapidly 

changing schedule, like that first put into place at the Branch, was put into practice now 

at the main museum to give the public the impression that the museum was “not a 

changeless mausoleum but an active institution.”170 The Sixty-ninth Street Branch 
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already had proved to be very successful in attracting visitors in the same way. In this 

respect, the PMA gained much from its branch museum experiment. 

 Another great advantage of this experiment was that it was a learning process for 

the museum community more generally, both at the local and national level; the purpose 

of such a trial with branch satellites was, after all, to try something that had worked in the 

realm of books but was yet entirely new in the world of the visual arts. In the case of the 

survey of American museums that Paul Rea had conducted for the Carnegie Corporation, 

it was to be determined whether branch museums, much like branch libraries, would be 

equally valuable in terms of reaching out to the community as an educational form of 

leisure activity that would aid in cultivating the public. Much like the Branch Museum, 

which exhibited specific genres of art, libraries sought to highlight a particular book they 

believed might be important for members of society to read. For both institutions there 

was an underlying agenda to improve public taste and constructively shape a wider 

audience of responsible citizens.    

 The Sixty-ninth Street Branch achieved the aims of reaching out to the 

community both physically and intellectually. It also effectively had expanded the social 

influence of the museum and made art of wider service to the public. Moreover, it 

redefined the function of the art museum to engage with and educate the populace to 

understand and enjoy the artists of today. Although directed predominantly toward a 

middle- and upper middle class group of viewers, it also nonetheless was one step in a 

larger process of encouraging those from all socioeconomic backgrounds to learn to 

appreciate and develop a greater understanding of art. The overall success of the Branch 

supports the idea that something was lacking in the single museum center, and this led 
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officials to re-examine the original ‘storehouse’ or preservation function of the museum 

and its aim to serve the public. 

 According to Rea, one of the three major functions of the art museum was to 

enrich the public through the diffusion of knowledge and aesthetic satisfaction.171 During 

the 1920s, an increasing emphasis has been placed on this role. It must be remembered 

that art museums had begun as collections of objects installed for the pleasure of wealthy 

and powerful individuals—many of them current and anticipated donors—and that they 

were not always open to the public. Dana believed that when museums were brought 

under the ownership and direction of the populace, they were still aimed at a higher class 

of citizens.172 Over time, museums had taken on the general appeal of the stately classical 

façade located in the remote park, “partly to make it clear that they should be approached 

with some reverence.”173 They had turned into storehouses and the collections arranged 

according to the interests and tastes of the staff and trustees, rather than appealing to and 

educating the wider segments of the urban and suburban public at large.174  

 The Sixty-ninth Street Branch project was, in part, a reaction to the direction in 

which museums were heading as officials began to rethink the museum’s mission and 

desired audience. This was significant as it signaled to the museum community that 

something needed to be done in order to make the museum a more democratic institution 

and, in turn, play a more active role in shaping that democracy of which it was a part. 

Museums needed to benefit the common citizen instead of serving as repositories 
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accessible only to a limited and privileged few. The branch museum experiment led to a 

redefinition of the purpose of museums generally by opening up a wide field of 

institutional public service, just as similar shifts were being made in other kinds of 

cultural institutions nationwide.175 It was clear that the future growth of museum service 

lay in the decentralization of the museum into more accessible venues. 

 According to the survey made under the auspices of the Carnegie Corporation by 

Rea, the projected attendance quota for the Sixty-ninth Street Branch in a community 

such as Upper Darby (with a total population of 46,626) would be 60,000 visitors for 

twelve months; the Branch attracted over 160,000 visitors in the first eight months 

alone.176 Such enormous public response proves that the branch museum project met a 

definite social need in the Philadelphia area. In Youtz’s report of the Branch’s first year, 

he supported Rea’s recommendation that a system of ten branch museums be established 

in the Philadelphia district.177 Kimball also looked forward to the city someday having 

several branches, and Youtz even went so far as to propose two potential sites, one at the 

Pennsylvania Terminal and the other at Suburban Station. He noted the success of the 

Grand Central Art Galleries in New York City and felt that the crowded railroad station 

was the perfect place, strategically, to advertise the main museum and simultaneously 

create an air of distinction and hospitality in the city of Philadelphia.178 He also 
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recommended a radio branch with regular broadcast programs for public instruction in 

art. He argued that such an extension into radio, not only would have been a great 

educational opportunity, but also an effective way to advertise the museum’s holdings. It 

was apparent that reaching out to the public would be advantageous. 

 The first Branch Museum had opened two years after the stock market crash of 

October 1929, and while the effects were not immediately felt, by 1931 the PMA and 

later the Sixty-ninth Street Branch were victims to the economic consequences the 

country was facing. Therefore, during the Great Depression, the Branch Museum served 

as an instrument of public morale and an agent of social therapy. Most of Upper Darby’s 

population consisted largely of an Anglo-Saxon, mostly professional middle-class, and 

they felt the Depression in less direct ways than others. Yet as Youtz indicated in his 

1931 report of the Branch, they still found in the Branch Museum “the release from 

anxiety and the constructive recreation which they craved.”179 There was a need for 

institutions, such as branch museums, in Philadelphia which contributed directly to public 

morale. The public needed and appreciated art and was able to escape in its presence.  

 In a local newspaper, Youtz stated that he believed fine art to be: 

…one of the most potent forces in a time of tension and strain. A lesson 
from the World War which will not soon be forgotten is that morale 
depends not only on food, shelter and clothing, but on entertainment and 
recreation of the constructive type.180  

 
In this respect, Youtz felt that the development of a branch museum was a public 

necessity, not a luxury. Art was clearly seen as a vital part of society’s inner health. 
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Regardless of the Depression, the public had taken civic pride in the Sixty-ninth Street 

Branch. They made it a part of their local community and everyday life; it served as a 

place for education and a place for leisure. Youtz saw the growing number of regular 

visitors, the increasing appeal of contemporary art, and the gradual change from critical 

to favorable comment on the exhibitions as proof that the Branch was having a positive 

impact on those who visited.181 Sarah Lowrie, of the Public Ledger, observed that she 

had “never seen people in this town act so at home in a picture gallery.”182 Youtz’s 

attention to detail in both the art on display and the atmosphere of the Branch, in addition 

to the amiability of the staff, was a sign that the mission of the Branch was moving in the 

right direction. 

 Overall, one of the most important conclusions to be drawn from the Sixty-ninth 

Street Branch experiment was that in order for a museum to serve its true democratic 

purpose, its staff needed to connect with and understand its community. For example, 

Youtz determined the preferences of the potential museum visitor by conducting a 

community survey and also by having personal conversations with individuals 

representing different segments of the public. He exhibited material that addressed some 

of the conservative artistic interests that would gain a positive response from society, and 

in turn the Branch’s attendance count grew. The visitor was, after all, crucial to the 

museum’s livelihood. In addition, he also presented exhibitions that he felt, in turn, 
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would cultivate new artistic interests of the community and that would be valuable for 

cultural instruction in taste, moral virtue, and civic cohesiveness. 

 In conclusion, with museum officials working together with the targeted 

community of Upper Darby, art was made more accessible and relevant to a segment of 

Philadelphia’s public, the middle-class taste in art supposedly ‘improved,’ and at the 

same time, the Branch actively shaped the way people thought about art and how 

museums were meant to function in American society. Youtz believed that for far too 

long art had been treated as separate from civic daily life, when in reality it was to be an 

essential part and important measure of healthy communities, especially in a period of 

tremendous financial and social upheaval during the Great Depression and in the wake of 

the brutal First World War.183 Even after its doors closed in the fall of 1932, the unique 

value of the Sixty-ninth Branch lay in the fact that it afforded a constructive form of 

recreation that upheld a social standard and maintained a strong public morale.  
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FIGURES 

 
 

 
 

Figures 2.1 and 2.2 
Bird’s-eye perspectives of the Benjamin Franklin Parkway, Philadelphia,  

the topmost a design by Paul Cret, 1907 
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Figure 2.3  
View of the Philadelphia Museum of Art from Fairmount Park, 1928 
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Figure 2.4  
Sixty-ninth Street Branch, Upper Darby Township, Pennsylvania 

 
 

 
 

Figure 3.1 
Map illustrating the proximity of Delaware County to West Philadelphia 
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Figure 3.2 
Illustration from local Upper Darby newspaper 

 

 
 

Figure 3.3  
John Henry McClatchy (1874-1960) 
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Figure 3.4 
Map of Upper Darby Township with detail below 

 
 
 
 
 

1. Sixty-ninth Street Branch Museum      7. American Stores 
2. Pierre’s Restaurant         8. Tower Movie Theater 
3. A & P         9. Devitt Hardware 
4. Five & Dime      10. Frank and Seder 
5. Penn Fruit       11. Whelen Drug Co. 
6. Grant’s 
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Figure 3.5 
Philip Newell Youtz (1895-1972), curator of the Sixty-ninth Street Branch, seated in 

front of Edward Willis Redfield’s The Day before Christmas (1919) 



 80

 
 

Figure 3.6  
Inscription inside the entrance of the Sixty-ninth Street Branch 

 

 
 

Figure 3.7 
Floor plan, Sixty-ninth Street Branch 
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Figure 3.8 
Staff area, Sixty-ninth Street Branch 

 

 
 

Figure 3.9 
Curator’s desk, Sixty-ninth Street Branch 
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Figure 4.1 
Thomas Eakins (American, 1844-1916), Between Rounds, 1898-99, oil on canvas,  

50 1/8 x 39 7/8 inches, Philadelphia Museum of Art 
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Figure 4.2 
William Merritt Chase (American, 1849-1916), Portrait of a Lady in Black, 1911,  

oil on canvas, 59 1/2 x 47 3/4 inches, Philadelphia Museum of Art 
 

 
 

Figure 4.3 
Miss Ward Van Pelt, an art student, admiring Chase’s Portrait of a Lady in Black,  

Sixty-ninth Street Branch 



 84

 
 

Figure 4.4 
Exhibition of “Religious Art of the Gothic and Early Renaissance,”  

Sixty-ninth Street Branch 
 

 
 

Figure 4.5 
Katherine Goodman studying Donatello’s Madonna and Child (c. 1460) 
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Figure 4.6 
Visitors to the exhibition of “Religious Art of the Gothic and Early Renaissance,”  

Sixty-ninth Street Branch 
 

 
 

Figure 4.7 
Examining the entries to the “Philadelphia International Salon of Photography” with 

Philip Youtz at the center pointing to Coffee by William Clive Duncan 
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Figure 4.8  
Exhibition of the “Philadelphia International Salon of Photography,”  

Sixty-ninth Street Branch 
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APPENDIX  
 

SIXTY-NINTH STREET BRANCH EXHIBITIONS,  
MAY 1931 TO OCTOBER 1932 

 
 
Exhibition                                                                                                Total Attendance 
 
American Paintings of the 19th Century .....................................................................14,984 
 
Delaware County Public Schools..................................................................................7,133 
 
French Impressionists and Post-Impressionists ..........................................................11,119 
 
Metalwork ...................................................................................................................22,852 
 
Paintings from McClees Gallery .................................................................................20,303 
 
America of the Early Republic ...................................................................................21,234 
 
Oils and Watercolors in the Modern Idiom ................................................................10,099 
 
Chinese Art .................................................................................................................13,552 
 
Delaware County Artist’s Association..........................................................................7,735 
 
Religious Art of the Gothic and Early Renaissance ....................................................32,562 
 
Indian Art of North and South America .......................................................................9,653 
 
Paintings by Woodstock Artists ....................................................................................4,368 
 
Diego Rivera, Oils and Murals .....................................................................................9,237 
 
Fellowship of the Pennsylvania Academy of Fine Arts............................................... 4,866 
 
Philadelphia International Salon of Photography .......................................................17,546 
 
Paintings by Swedish Women Artists ...........................................................................7,842 
 
American Industrial Art ................................................................................................6,195 
 
Delaware County Public Schools................................................................................10,399 
 
Contemporary American Paintings .............................................................................17,456 
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Twelfth International Watercolor Exhibition ..............................................................10,350 
 
Modern and Historical German Prints ..........................................................................9,856 
 
Egyptian Art ................................................................................................................11,299 
 
Chicago Painters ...........................................................................................................4,960 
 

 
 


