
 Oral History Center, The Bancroft Library, University of California Berkeley 

Oral History Center  University of California 

The Bancroft Library  Berkeley, California 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bill Siart 

 

A Life of Service in Art and Education: 

Bill Siart and the Getty Board of Trustees  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Interviews conducted by 

Amanda Tewes 

in 2018 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Interviews sponsored by the J. Paul Getty Trust 

 

 

 

Copyright © 2018 by J. Paul Getty Trust 



 Oral History Center, The Bancroft Library, University of California Berkeley ii 

Since 1954 the Oral History Center of the Bancroft Library, formerly the Regional Oral History 

Office, has been interviewing leading participants in or well-placed witnesses to major events in 

the development of Northern California, the West, and the nation. Oral History is a method of 

collecting historical information through tape-recorded interviews between a narrator with 

firsthand knowledge of historically significant events and a well-informed interviewer, with the 

goal of preserving substantive additions to the historical record. The tape recording is 

transcribed, lightly edited for continuity and clarity, and reviewed by the interviewee. The 

corrected manuscript is bound with photographs and illustrative materials and placed in The 

Bancroft Library at the University of California, Berkeley, and in other research collections for 

scholarly use. Because it is primary material, oral history is not intended to present the final, 

verified, or complete narrative of events. It is a spoken account, offered by the interviewee in 

response to questioning, and as such it is reflective, partisan, deeply involved, and irreplaceable. 

********************************* 

Copyright in the manuscript and recording is owned by the J. Paul Getty 

Trust, which has made the materials available under Creative Commons 

licenses as follows: Manuscript is licensed under CC-BY 

(https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/) and recording is licensed 

under CC-BY-NC (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/) 

It is recommended that this oral history be cited as follows: 

Bill Siart, “A Life of Service in Art and Education: Bill Siart and the Getty 

Board of Trustees” conducted by Amanda Tewes in 2018, Oral History 

Center, The Bancroft Library, University of California, Berkeley, under 

the auspices of the J. Paul Getty Trust, 2018. 

 

  

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


 Oral History Center, The Bancroft Library, University of California Berkeley iii 

 

 
Bill Siart, 2018 

  



 Oral History Center, The Bancroft Library, University of California Berkeley iv 

Bill Siart is the founder and chairman of the nonprofit Excellent Education Development 

(ExED), and served on the board of trustees for the Getty Trust from 2005 to 2017. Mr. Siart 

grew up in Los Angeles, California, and attended Santa Clara University in the 1960s. He 

completed his master’s degree in finance from University of California Berkeley. Siart was the 

chairman of First Interstate Bank until it was purchased by Wells Fargo in 1996. Siart ran for the 

Superintendent of Los Angeles Unified School District in 1996. He also serves as the chairman 

of the board of the Walt Disney Concert Hall. In this interview, Siart discusses his early life and 

education; his work history, including First Interstate Bank; running for Superintendent of Los 

Angeles Unified School District and starting ExED; serving on the boards of several nonprofits, 

including as the chairman of the Walt Disney Concert Hall; joining the board of trustees for the 

Getty Trust in 2005 and serving during a period of financial, legal, and managerial difficulties; 

the impact of the 2008 recession on the Getty; changing leadership at the Getty; arts education 

initiatives at the Getty; continuing a connection to the Getty Trust after leaving the board of 

trustees in 2017. 

  



 Oral History Center, The Bancroft Library, University of California Berkeley v 

Table of Contents — William Siart 

Interview 1: May 8, 2018 

Hour 1 1 

Childhood in Los Angeles, California — Attending Santa Clara University — Attending 

University of California Berkeley at the end of the Free Speech Movement — Working at 

First Interstate Bank until it was purchased by Wells Fargo in 1996 — Running for 

Superintendent of Los Angeles Unified School District — Starting Excellent Education 

Development (ExED), running financial and business side of charter schools in Southern 

California — Being chairman of the Walt Disney Concert Hall — Decision to become 

involved in education — Positions as chairman of the finance committee at University of 

Southern California and chairman of advisory committee for KUSC — Joining the board 

for the Getty Trust in summer 2005 — Learning of governance problems and antiquities 

scandals at the Getty — Changing CEO and board leadership — Working to maintain a 

relationship with the Italian government — California Attorney General’s investigation 

of the Getty — Impact of the 2008 recession on the Getty — Membership and duties on 

committees — New members of the board — Impact of Jim Wood — Facilitating arts 

education through the Getty — Jim Wood’s passing, and hiring Jim Cuno 

Hour 2 20 

Bringing on new board members — The Getty’s public engagement projects — Legacy 

of proper governance and financial management — Personal and collective legacies at 

the Getty — Personal enjoyment of antiquities and intellectual stimulation working with 

the Getty — Leaving the board in June 2017, and continuing involvement in the 

organization — Hopes for the future of the Getty 



 Oral History Center, The Bancroft Library, University of California Berkeley 1 

 

Interview 1: May 8, 2018 

 

Tewes: This is an interview with Bill Siart for the Getty Trust Oral History Project, 

for the Oral History Center of the Bancroft Library. The interview is being 

conducted by Amanda Tewes in Mr. Siart’s offices in Los Angeles, California, 

on May 8, 2018. So thank you very much for speaking with me today.  

01-00:00:19 

Siart:  Great. 

Tewes: Starting at the beginning here, when and where were you born? 

01-00:00:24 

Siart: I was born in Los Angeles, Queen of Angels Hospital, in 1946. 

Tewes: Did you grow up in Los Angeles? 

01-00:00:33 

Siart: I grew up in Los Angeles, in the San Fernando Valley, when it was growing, 

expanding; and then left to go to school, and went to Santa Clara and to 

Berkeley. Worked in Northern California, came back to Southern California in 

1970, and was here for a while. Went back to Northern California and worked 

[for] Bank of America in San Francisco. Then from there, I went to Brussels, 

Belgium, and worked for Bank of America in corporate finance there. Came 

back to Los Angeles to work for First Interstate Bank in ’78. Went to Reno, 

Nevada, in 1981 to work for First Interstate Bank as the president of that bank 

in the state of Nevada until 1985. In 1985, I came back to Los Angeles to be 

the president and chairman of First Interstate Bank of California, and stayed 

on to become the chairman of First Interstate Corporation until ’96, when we 

were acquired by Wells Fargo. 

Tewes: Wow. You gave me a lot of history there. I’m interested. You grew up in Los 

Angeles. What made you decide to go to Santa Clara for your undergrad? 

01-00:01:39 

Siart: I played football at Catholic High School in Los Angeles, and that coach knew 

the coach at Santa Clara, who was playing football at the time. So they had me 

go up for a recruiting visit and I really liked Santa Clara, and they wanted me 

to go out for the team. I also had been accepted at Santa Barbara, but I got 

excited and just decided I was going to go to Santa Clara. So that’s how I 

wound up going to Santa Clara. I’d only been there once before. It turned out 

to be a great education. Majored in economics, started out in math. No, started 

out, actually, in engineering. Once I knew I had to take German, I switched to 

math and was in math. I figured out I was good at it, but I didn’t think there 

was a great career, so I changed to economics shortly thereafter.  

Then I worked for banks in the summer. Actually, it was Security Bank at the 

time. And liked banking, and so then I wanted to go work for Bank of 
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America. I went for an interview. They said, “Well, we only have a very select 

program for MBAs and it’s only from select schools, and probably you 

shouldn’t be—that’s probably not an opportunity for you,” which upset me. 

So I said, “I’m going to show this guy.” So I went to Berkeley, got an MBA, 

and got hired in their MBA program in 1969.  

So that’s how I got into banking, that’s how I was in San Francisco, and that’s 

how I stayed there. I really love the Bay Area, but I love LA, too. I like both. 

Tewes: So I believe you were at Berkeley in the mid-sixties then? 

01-00:03:03 

Siart: ’69. 

Tewes: ’69. 

01-00:03:04 

Siart: Well, ’68 and ’69. People’s Park. 

Tewes: I was going to say, this is the tail end of Free Speech [Movement]. 

01-00:03:10 

Siart: I got gassed. 

Tewes: Oh, really? 

01-00:03:11 

Siart: Yeah. Indirectly; it wasn’t on purpose. I was in the library studying. That’s 

when People’s Park started, and the police came and they were dropping gas. 

The winds were big, so I was trying to get out of the northern park, because I 

still lived in San José. Actually, I was working fulltime for Pacific Bell at the 

time and going to school, and I worked the night shift at Pac Bell. So it was 

about four o’clock and I said, “I’ve got to get out of here.” So I went north 

toward University, the street on the top of Berkeley, and they dropped the gas. 

But the winds were going, so they went that way. So they didn’t get the 

people they were trying to gas; they got us. There was a lady with a baby in a 

stroller, so I tried to help her get away from the gas. We eventually got away, 

but we had teary eyes and everything like that. So that was my claim to fame. 

I was in the library when the people were fighting the police back and forth. 

We watched it out of the windows. But I didn’t participate, because I was not 

in favor of all that stuff. So the anti-war protesters came into our classroom 

one time and three of us threw them out. So I was on the other side. 

Tewes: Well, I’m wondering—yeah, the banking industry wasn’t necessarily—did 

that play into your decisions there? 

01-00:04:22 

Siart: No. Had nothing to do with it. 
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Tewes: All right. Very interesting. Then you’re in the banking industry, you talked 

about First Interstate Bank. What kept drawing you back to Los Angeles? 

01-00:04:37 

Siart: Well, really, opportunity. Coming back to LA, to First Interstate Bank in ’78 

was because of the First Interstate Bank, a guy named Joe Pinola is the first 

person I had worked for at Bank of America, and he was kind of like my 

mentor. I was one of his favorites, and so we talked and I wanted to go back to 

work there. It worked out very well because I was very young, versus the 

other people in the business. I kept getting promoted to higher offices at a 

young age. I was the president of Nevada when I was thirty-two; I was the 

president of California when I was thirty-eight; and I was the president of the 

whole company when I was forty-three; and I was the chairman when I was 

forty-seven or forty-eight. So I got moved very rapidly. It turned out it 

happened to be in LA, but if it had been someplace else, it would’ve been the 

job, not the location. Although being in LA was great because I was born here, 

I like it here, I think it’s a great place. But that wasn’t the major push. The 

major push was the career opportunity. 

Tewes: I believe you mentioned that Bancorp was eventually purchased—or sorry, 

no—by Wells Fargo? 

01-00:05:58 

Siart: Yeah, First Interstate was purchased by Wells Fargo in March of 1996. 

Tewes: Okay. 

01-00:06:05 

Siart: I was the chairman of First Interstate, but Wells Fargo ended up buying us. 

They didn’t need two chairmen, obviously, so my decision was, what am I 

going to do? Because I wasn’t going to work there. I decided to be more 

involved in public activities.  

The next year, I tried to become the superintendent of the LA school system. I 

was the external candidate for change. They decided to pick the internal 

candidate.  

But I had visited some charter schools. There were only four in LA at the time. 

There’s now almost 300. But I asked why there weren’t more. Part of it was 

because a charter school’s a little, tiny business. Even though it’s a public 

school and publicly funded, it acts like a little business, and therefore, the 

people running it had to run it like a little business. Most people in education 

aren’t used to that. They’re not used to making sure that their expenses and 

revenues tie because you can’t spend more than you have. So I asked a couple 

and they said, “Well, because they don’t know business or don’t understand 

business or they’re worried about business, more people don’t go into it.” So I 

said, “Well, what if we put a company together that did that part of the school? 

Didn’t do the education part, but did the business side.” We were at Starbucks; 
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we worked out some calculations as to whether it would work or not, and I 

formed the company that—this is where we’re sitting is ExED [Excellent 

Education Development]. Twenty years later, it has over eighty employees. 

We take care of over a hundred charter schools. We do the back office. 

Primarily, we have CPAs or MBAs or both, and we do the financial-business 

side of charter schools in primarily Southern California, Los Angeles and San 

Diego. So I started the company, and that’s one of the things I did.  

01-00:07:46 

 The other thing I did, which does relate to the Getty, is Walt Disney Concert 

Hall was in the process of trying to be built. Mayor [Richard] Riordan and Eli 

Broad were raising money, and Diane Disney Miller had raised—her mother 

had given a bunch of money. But they needed somebody to actually manage 

the project of getting it built. It was complicated because it involved the city, 

the county, the philharmonic, the Music Center, the Disney money, the Broad-

Riordan money, and other people who thought they were involved. So they 

asked me to be in charge of that, to be the chairman. Sounds to me like I need 

to get some water. 

Tewes: Sure, let’s take a break. [break in audio] Okay, we are back from a short break. 

You were just telling me about your involvement with [the] Walt Disney 

Concert Hall. 

01-00:08:46 

Siart: So they needed somebody to deal with all these different constituencies, along 

with the builder, along with the contractor, and all the other agencies. So 

ended up they asked me to do it because both people were comfortable with 

me doing it. So we spent, I think, maybe eight years organizing things, 

working with Frank Gehry, the architect, and with the county and with the city, 

and raising more money. We needed to ultimately raise more money. It ended 

up being $275 million from different sources. But we got it built, which was 

difficult. It’s considered now, I think, probably to be the number one kind of 

visual in Los Angeles. Whenever you go to Los Angeles, they always show 

Walt Disney Concert Hall. It’s a very unique structure. Fantastic symphony. I 

was on the symphony [Los Angeles Philharmonic Association] board. 

Another reason why I was there is because I was actually on the symphony 

board. Acoustically, inside it’s fantastic; and architecturally, outside, it’s 

fantastic. So it’s probably Frank Gehry’s gem of all his projects. And it’s great 

for Los Angeles. So I was involved in that.  

Kind of that involvement, the nonprofit involvement, the running-the-largest-

bank-in-Los Angeles involvement is part of the reason I knew some of the 

people that give you some of the background why I got involved in the Getty. 

Tewes: Right, and we’re going to get there. I’m interested, because you said after—or 

when you ran for LAUSD superintendent in ’97, you were looking for a way 



 Oral History Center, The Bancroft Library, University of California Berkeley 5 

 

to engage publicly. What made you decide education was going to be one of 

your major thrusts? 

01-00:10:26 

Siart: Well, at First Interstate Bank we were the largest employer in downtown Los 

Angeles. We had a large operations center that required high school graduate 

equivalent education. So we were a good place for high school graduates to go 

that weren’t going to college. I remember this vividly, that the human resource 

person came in and talked to me and said, “We’re having a real hard time 

filling the jobs.” I said, “Well, why is that? There’s a lot of high school 

graduates in Los Angeles that, presumably, aren’t going to college. Hopefully, 

inner-city kids. We could do that.” She said, “Well, we have a test. That test is 

math and English, and it’s the equivalent of eighth grade. 70 percent of these 

graduates that come in to take the test flunk it.” I said, “I don’t think that’s—” 

it didn’t make sense to me. So I checked into it; turned out that’s right. So 

what you do is you had 50 percent of the kids weren’t graduating at all; but 

the 50 percent that did graduate, 70 percent of them couldn’t pass our eighth 

grade test. So that just boggled my mind, how bad that was. It was true; that’s 

how bad the education was.  

So that’s why I got involved in an education task force for California. 

California Business Roundtable got involved in it and I was on the education 

task force. So I knew a decent amount about how poor public education was, 

and I thought, that’s the way I made it, was through education. It’s kind of the 

American dream, through education. If education in our public schools in LA 

was that bad—I went to some of our public schools in LA—I also went to 

Catholic schools—but I went to some of the public schools and I thought, 

that’s not possible. So then when I found out it was possible, I knew the 

system needed to be changed. And that’s why I tried to become the 

superintendent, which is what I told the people. They treated it like—we had 

debates in the valley and in South Central and the Eastside. Basically, I said, 

“The school system is failing your kids.” Because that is the people that came. 

Like 2,000 people came to these debates. But they picked the inside guy, 

because a lot of people don’t understand how important the business process 

is even in education. The education part’s important, but getting the money at 

the right place is also very important. And the money was being allocated, in 

my mind, always to the wrong place.  

So I got involved in it. That’s how I got involved in charter schools, that’s 

how I got involved in education, and stayed involved in education. I’m still 

very involved in different groups that call groups together. I’m also on the 

board on a group called Great Public Schools Now that’s trying to change 

education in Los Angeles. That’s a consortium of a bunch of major 

foundations—Keck, Broad, Gates, Walton, and others—trying to change 

education in Los Angeles. So that’s another thing that happened out of my 

interest in that area, and public service to Los Angeles, because I wasn’t going 



 Oral History Center, The Bancroft Library, University of California Berkeley 6 

 

to go back to what I call a real job, a regular job. I didn’t need to financially, 

so I said, “That’s what I’m going to do.” So that’s what I do. 

Tewes: Excellent. Well, you’ve just mentioned several organizations that you’ve been 

involved in over the years, and I’m wondering what you look for when you 

consider whether or not to join a board or become involved with an 

organization. 

01-00:13:45 

Siart: Well, one, it has to do something that I’m interested in and that I care about. 

Ideally, it’s in Los Angeles, because I decided you can only do so many things 

and I wanted to focus my attention here.  

Another board that I didn’t mention is USC [University of Southern 

California]. I’m the chairman of the finance committee at USC. I’ve been on 

that board for twenty-four years. I didn’t go to USC, but First Interstate was 

very tied to USC, and has been historically, and they asked me to go on the 

board. I thought, well, that’s something to do with Los Angeles, even though 

I’m not tied to the school. Now twenty-four years later, I’m a committed 

Trojan. It’s unbelievable how good that school is and how much better it’s 

gotten over that twenty-four year period of time. It depends on the ranking, 

but it was fifty or sixty or seventy or something like that, and now Wall Street 

Journal ranked it actually fifteen in the United States and number three in the 

West Coast, after Stanford and MIT. So it’s come up a long way. Long way 

from where it was. So I feel really good about that, and I feel good about what 

we’re doing. So it’s involvement in that.  

They also have a classical radio station, KUSC, and I’m the chairman of that 

advisory committee. That radio station is the best classical—it is the number 

one most listened to in the United States. What it did is it brought in the CEO, 

who I worked with a lot. She did a great job of organizing really quality 

classical music with a lot of stories around it. So we were all in Southern 

California. Then we had the opportunity to go into Northern California. So I 

don’t know if you listen to the classical music station in Northern California, 

but a lot of Berkeley and Stanford people only have one place in the Bay Area 

to listen to classical music, and that is, in essence, USC, because we bought 

the radio stations up there, which were going bankrupt. We put money in and 

helped them out and put a group together. So you have people from Berkeley 

and Stanford that write checks to USC, which is really KUSC, the radio 

station. They say in there, “Oh, I feel so bad writing a check to USC, but 

thank God you came in and saved our classical radio station.” Classical radio 

is very well listened to in the Bay Area. Bay Area and Boston are the one and 

two markets in the United States for classical music. So they’re there. So 

that’s another thing I feel really good about what we’ve done. We’re on 

financially good footing. There’s all the right financial stuff, too, but that’s 

another thing I’m involved [in].  
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So once again, it’s I like classical music, which is why I belong to the 

philharmonic in Walt Disney Concert Hall. They’re in LA; USC is in LA; the 

Getty is in Los Angeles, even though it’s a worldwide institution, well known. 

So all of those reasons, that’s when I decide when I’m going to do something 

or not do something.  

Tewes: So interest, location— 

01-00:16:29 

Siart: LA involvement, and good for the community, too. Things that are valuable to 

people who live here. 

Tewes: Well, I guess this is a good transition to talking about the Getty itself. If my 

have my dates correctly, I think you came onboard in December 2005? 

01-00:16:51 

Siart: That sounds right. That sounds right. 

Tewes: Okay. What were your previous interactions with the Getty, before joining the 

board? 

01-00:16:59 

Siart: Well, I’d gone to the Getty, both the Getty Villa and the Getty on the hill, as 

we’ll call it, but it wasn’t more than that. I knew it was there. We like 

traveling a lot and I like antiquities. I like Rome and Greece and the 

Mediterranean, which are more of—well, they are what the Villa does now. 

But in that day, it was more of what the Villa did than on the hill. But I also 

like art. So it was interesting to me, but not something high on my radar, I 

would say, my previous involvement. I can tell you how I got involved. 

Tewes: Oh, yes, please. 

01-00:17:40 

Siart: Because that was the next step. It was in the summer of ’05. There were a lot 

of newspaper articles about the Getty, which I’m sure somewhere in here 

they’re—and they weren’t good. Louise Bryson called me up. She was on the 

board. I knew Louise Bryson from all kinds of different things, including the 

fact that her husband used to be on the First Interstate board with me. So he 

was, well, with me. I was, in essence, working for him because he was one of 

the directors. But I knew Louise. She called and said, “You’ve been reading 

about the Getty?” “Yes, I have been reading about it.” She said, “I would 

really like you to consider being involved because you have the financial 

background; you have the community background; you were involved in Walt 

Disney Concert Hall, which was a very complicated process. I think it would 

be very helpful if you were there. I think you could add value.” I said, 

“Thanks, Louise, but I’ve looked at—I’m reading all this stuff in the 

newspapers, and it doesn’t look too good.” She said, “Well, I can’t comment 

on that, but by reading, you can tell we need someone who is really 
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knowledgeable and good in corporate governance and in nonprofits and in 

something that—” it was already announced that it was—I think they had 

hired Munger, Tolles & Olson? Yeah, I think they’d hired Munger, Tolles & 

Olson. The board had, as I understood it. Or at least that’s what the newspaper 

said. They had hired Munger, Tolles & Olson to do a review of all of this stuff 

that the [Los Angeles] Times was coming up with, so that from a governance 

standpoint, the Getty could take a good look at it. And I read the stuff. I said, 

“Louise, it’s pretty complicated, and there’s some interesting things said here. 

Could I talk to someone about the report?” She said, “Well, I’ll talk to Ron 

Olson,” of Munger, Tolles & Olson, “and why don’t you talk to him?” So I 

talked to Ron, who I knew also. I said, “Are you guys doing the study?” “Yes, 

we’re doing an in-depth review of this that’s going to be reported to the board,” 

which is the way it ought to be done. I said, “Well, Louise talked to me.” He 

says, “Yeah, I know. I talked to her about it.” So they had talked about it 

already. He said, “I really think it would be good if you did this.” I said, “Well, 

can you tell me more?” He said, “Well, I can only point you at what’s 

reported in the public, and you can read that.” Again, was kind of telling me, 

read it again because some of it’s got some basis. But I wasn’t a board 

member, so he couldn’t tell me more than that. But he strongly said, “It would 

be really something that would be good for you to do.” He was encouraging 

me to do it. So I said, “Well, I’ll look into it some more.” So then I had an 

interview with the chairman at the time. I think his name was John something. 

Tewes: Biggs? 

01-00:20:57 

Siart: Biggs, right. Because he was the chairman. I had an interview with him and 

talked about that they needed a—there was turnover, so they needed, I think, 

three new board members, because there’re three of us that come on together: 

Mark Siegel, Peter Taylor, and Bill. So we came on together but we didn’t 

know each other. “But there’s three slots and we’d like you to consider.” So I 

talked to him more about what the Getty did, and then I talked to my wife, 

Laura, and we discussed that what they did was something that we were really 

interested in: arts and the full group of arts activities that they were involved 

in. I said, “Well, this would be interesting so I should pursue it.” So I talked 

some more. At the end of the discussion, they said, “Yes, you’d be a good 

candidate, if you’re willing to do it.” So I said, “Okay, I’m willing to do it.” 

Like that. I knew that they had issues and I knew I was reasonably good at 

that kind of—whatever the issues where. So I agreed to do it. I think we 

attended our first board meeting in November, I think, of ’05. I think that’s 

when the first board meeting was. Maybe it was December. Could’ve been in 

there somewhere. 

Tewes: Okay. I thought it might’ve been in February ’06, but that might be wrong, if 

you recall it before that time. 
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01-00:22:16 

Siart: Maybe we talked before that time and maybe we had committee meetings, but 

maybe we were briefed—I don’t know when I was actually elected. I think I 

was elected before Feb— 

Tewes: Right. But still in 2005, I believe. 

01-00:22:30 

Siart: Yeah. See, I think what happened is we got elected, and then we got briefings, 

but not a board meeting, once we were elected. 

Tewes: Okay. Do you remember what the briefings entailed? 

01-00:22:38 

Siart: Once we were elected, then we got information about the background on all 

these stories—and there were many, many stories in the LA Times—that they 

were supposedly leaked by somebody inside the Getty. You never know if 

that was true or not, and I’m not even sure we ever found out. But there’s a lot 

of information there. I think all three of us were able to talk then to Munger 

Tolles, in their investigation, because I think they had maybe completed it or 

almost completed it by then. So maybe it was a preliminary draft, but it was 

pretty close to the final. That’s when I was able to learn a lot, whenever that 

was. But I’m thinking it was before the end of the year. It sure seems to me 

like it was November or December. And it was thick, it was a big report. So 

you got to learn a lot of things about the two—there were two main issues. 

One is the management or whatshisname. 

Tewes: [Barry] Munitz? 

01-00:23:46 

Siart: Munitz. So part of it was about the management, Munitz et al; and the other 

part of it was about the antiquities and dealing with Italy, the antiquities in 

Italy. I don’t know that they were totally related, but they were put on the 

table as if they were totally related. So you had a report on both of those 

things, so you read a lot of it. After reading it, I concluded that we had some 

real issues. It wasn’t just an LA Times reporter reporting things, there were 

some real issues there, and real issues in both of those areas. So then we went 

to the meeting. Whenever the meeting was, I know when I first met Mark and 

Peter. I already knew Joanne and I already knew Stewart [Resnick]. 

Tewes: Joanne Kozberg? 

01-00:24:40 

Siart: Kozberg. And I already knew Stewart and I already knew Louise. I’m trying 

to think of who the other board members were at the time. Cortines, Ray 

[Ramon] Cortines. I already Ray Cortines. I knew some of the other board 

members, but I don’t think they were at the meeting that I was at. One of them 

was actually Steve [Steven] Sample, from USC, who I obviously knew. But I 

don’t think he was at that meeting; I think he was not there.  
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So I knew we had the meeting. So if the first meeting was February—you’re 

telling me that first meeting was February ’06? 

Tewes: I believe so. 

01-00:25:15 

Siart: That would make some sense. But we’d already been fully briefed on 

everything and had the report. I think that was the time where Munger Tolles 

formally submitted their report, but I’m not sure about that. I’m not sure that 

they hadn’t already submitted it and maybe that was the final submission. I’m 

not sure. It was right in there somewhere. 

Tewes: Did you read this report and think, wow, this is worse than I expected; why 

did I join? Or what was your reaction to this information? 

01-00:25:38 

Siart:  My reaction was that it was worse than I expected it to be. It was worse 

managerial[ly] than I expected it to be. The antiquity thing, I think I 

understood what the situation was and how they were purchased earlier and 

how provenance wasn’t as high on the list of anybody in maybe the seventies 

or the eighties, and it became much more important. The Italians even 

concluded it was more important than it had been for them earlier. So that had 

changed. So it was a little harder to think that that was a surprise, given that 

the environment changed over that thirty-year period. So that one, I figured, 

oh, we’ve got to figure out what’s right; but that didn’t surprise me as much. 

The managerial issues surprised me more, how the Getty was being managed, 

given the size of the institution. I had met, I think, with the financial person, 

because I was obviously a financial person; I was going to go on the finance 

committee. I had met with some of the people there and I was—I wouldn’t say, 

unimpressed; it would be worse than that. I was very surprised at the quality 

of some of the people that were in the finance [department], and surprised at 

the information they didn’t have. So that part bothered me more.  

At that meeting, a lot of questions about the report, because we wanted to 

make sure we understood where they got their information, the accuracy of 

the information, what was maybe more hearsay and what was fact, if you 

could separate the two. After we listened to everything, the conclusion I came 

to—and I believe Peter and Mark came to, because that was our first meeting 

and we looked at each other—was, this has to change and it has to change 

right away, based on this report. That was the conclusion I think all of us 

came to, the three of us. The board itself, who had been there all along, I think 

had a harder time making a sudden change of course and basically saying, 

“Barry can’t be here anymore,” because they had been there a while and 

they’d worked with him and they’d done things. They weren’t brand new to 

the day, so I think they were more comfortable with, let’s study it some more 

or let’s analyze this area some more or can we get some more information on 

this? I think that was, if I remember right, the tenor of the discussion. I can’t 
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remember specifically what Mark or Peter said, but I know that—and I’m not 

sure what words I said—but basically, I said, “We have to deal with this now.” 

I know we had to deal with it now, and I’m sure that they both—if you talk to 

them, I think they would both say the same thing: we have to deal with this 

now. I think Joanne, who’d been there a little longer than we’d been there—I 

think she’d been there three or four months longer or five months longer—felt 

the same way: we have to deal with this now. So there was a discussion about 

that. At the conclusion, towards the end of that meeting, there was agreement 

that we would deal with it now. The way we would deal with it is somebody 

would sit down with Barry and hopefully have him see the light that he should 

resign. I think that’s what happened. I think the one that we agreed would talk 

to Barry was Jay—God, I have to think of his last name now. How could I 

forget it? Jay, anyway. 

Tewes: That’s okay.  

01-00:29:57 

Siart: It was Jay [Wintrob], because he’d been on the board a little longer, and we 

all knew him and he knew Barry. So he didn’t volunteer, but I think he agreed 

he probably was the best person to sit down with Barry and explain, given 

everything that we saw, given what was in the newspapers, given what was 

out there, that he needed to resign. 

Tewes: And the preference was for resignation versus firing? 

01-00:30:25 

Siart: Yeah, and I think in any organization, it’s always for that. That’s almost 

always the preference. But I think those were the only choices. I think the 

board agreed with that. So I think Jay talked to him. Well, I know Jay talked 

to him, and I know shortly thereafter, they negotiated his resignation. I don’t 

know what the date of that was, but I’m sure it’s in there someplace. But it 

had to be shortly thereafter. 

Tewes: Yes, February 9, 2006. 

01-00:31:00 

Siart: And when was our meeting? 

Tewes: I think it was the fifth. 

01-00:31:02 

Siart: Okay. So yes, it was shortly thereafter. The other thing we did at that time, I 

think that we decided that—I’m sure it was right then or not, but we knew we 

needed to replace the finance person, and there were two other people. 

Somebody was on leave and we decided they would stay on leave. I’m not 

sure of all of those personnel moves, but we decided all of that, or decided to 

take action on all of that. That was on the human side. I don’t know how 

exactly we got there, but over the next six months, related to the 
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organizational side, we changed the financial officer; we had a brand new 

museum director, I think, at the time; we did a search for a new head of the 

Getty Trust. I was on that search committee. And we brought in from [the Art 

Institute of] Chicago, Jim [Wood]. 

Tewes: Woods[sic]. 

01-00:32:14 

Siart: Woods[sic], right. We thought that he would be the perfect person to follow 

Barry, because he had a reputation in the business that was really, really good. 

He was well thought of by everybody, well thought of by the arts community, 

had done a great job at Chicago. We had to convince him to come to LA to be 

in the Getty, but we convinced him. So that was a great hire that took us—I 

don’t know how long that took us, but it must’ve taken us six—I don’t know 

when Woods joined. End of the year maybe? 

Tewes: About, yeah. 

01-00:32:34 

Siart: Yeah. But we had gone through [the] interview process, et cetera. The other 

thing, what happened is that the chairman, Biggs, retired and Louise became 

the chairman. That happened during that period. Finance person, I don’t know 

if he quit. I don’t know how he wasn’t there anymore, but he wasn’t there 

anymore. A legal person wasn’t there anymore. Some other people weren’t 

there anymore. We brought in other people to replace them over time. I’m not 

sure how long that took, but that was—the whole management process needed 

to change. That was separate from dealing with the antiquities part. Obviously, 

a lot of the same people were involved in it, but there were, I call it, two 

different strands. So I think the big thing that we accomplished was making a 

dramatic trans—oh, and changed the board. I think there were seven board 

members that went off. I think at one time, we might’ve only had nine board 

members who were meeting weekly, through this whole process of getting us 

from A to B. Must’ve been towards the end of the year, also—is we brought 

three new directors in that were all arts people. Because what had happened is 

we’d got down to kind of the business people, getting the organization run 

properly, but we brought in three people that have now—I guess they must be 

going off this year, because we brought them in right away. [I can’t] think of 

their names, but the head of the New York Library, [Paul Leclerc]; the former 

head of Harvard, [Neil Rudenstine]; and the former head of [Vassar, Frances 

Daly Fergusson]. But three great, great board members. That was kind of 

moving from what it was to the new us for a while.  

At the same time, we were dealing with this antiquities issue in dealing with 

Italy, and trying to determine the provenance, trying to determine which of 

these items probably appropriately would go back to Italy. Had to negotiate 

with Italy on that, through the Munger Tolles lead fellow and our people. 

Although you would never know for sure they were inappropriately dug up or 
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pilfered or whatever, there was enough evidence there that it was probably 

highly likely. I don’t think you could prove it, but they—the European police 

or the Italian police—had found this guy. I forget his name, but he had a 

warehouse that had pictures of things in it. There’s a lot of history and that 

information someplace, but there was a lot of information that said that these 

guys look like they’re a little sleazy. The things that we got sometimes came 

from them directly, but sometimes very indirectly. But you could trace it back; 

it came from people that were inappropriate. So we negotiated with the 

Italians, and ultimately gave them back a number of pieces. It’s all listed, the 

number of pieces that we gave back. And then worked out agreement with 

them, because what we wanted to do was to make sure we still had an ongoing 

relationship with one of the most important countries that we dealt with. It’s to 

their benefit, too, because we show their things in a great way, we support 

their excavations with money and help. So it’s a two-way street. You had to 

somehow get past the political stuff, because there are people in Italy that 

want to use this for political purposes. You can understand why they used it 

for political purposes, but that wasn’t going to generate warm and fuzzy 

connections between the two of us. So what we had to do was work with other 

parts of the Italian government—cultural institutions, governors, et cetera—to 

work with them so that we could have an ongoing relationship with Italy. And 

Sicily, by the way, because Sicily, even though it’s part of Italy, actually kind 

of acts like an independent little organization over there. The Italians all know 

that and the Sicilians all know that, so you have to work together. So a lot of 

the stuff came from Sicily, but some of it came from Italy proper. So there 

was a lot of meetings about what we would and could do and what our 

negotiating posture was, because there were a few things they wanted that 

there’s no right to and they were locally overreaching. There still is. There 

still is that trial going on about the Greek statue that has been ruled a couple 

times is not theirs, but they’re still going to court. So you’ve got a lot of 

maneuvering, appropriate maneuvering. You need to do to make sure that, one, 

you did the right thing; but, B, you still have a relationship and that you could 

borrow things from them, you could send things to them that we have for 

them to show. We could support them coming up with exhibits with more of 

the stuff they have down below, up, because it costs money and we have some 

of the money and we have the interest, and we can actually—some of the old 

pottery they would send us, we would reconstruct the pottery and send it back 

to them after four years, reconstructed pottery that they could never 

reconstruct, that has a lot of historical significance. Paintings, a lot of things 

like that. So it was really hard to work on that relationship, but that was 

something we needed to do, separate from our own governance.  

But the fact that we had bad governance allowed people to take shots at us. So 

we had to get the governance right, we had to get the leadership right, we had 

to get our reputation better. Part of that, which you may have heard of, is that 

we had to have a memorandum of understanding with the state. I don’t know 

if you heard about that anywhere in your— 
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Tewes: The California Attorney General’s investigation? 

01-00:39:01 

Siart: It’s the state of California. They’re the ones that are responsible for nonprofit 

institutions in California. The attorney general appointed somebody to be the 

[what] you’d call an overseer, to make sure we did what we said we were 

going to do over the two years. It was John Van de Kamp. John Van de Kamp 

was the former, I think, attorney general. It turns out, somebody I happened to 

know really well, and his wife, Andrea. She was the former head of the Music 

Center. There’s a lot of connections. But John is a really well respected guy. 

They wanted somebody to act as the representative of the state in making sure 

that the Getty did the right things, based upon all the articles that came to the 

LA Times. So they had to report. Okay, we have a two-year memorandum of 

understanding. John Van de Kamp is in charge of that for the state. He’s going 

to work with the Getty, check off that they did everything they said they’re 

going to do. It was a two-year deal. We did everything we said we were going 

to do. He followed it all. Munger Tolles worked with us in making sure we 

covered all that, and at the end of two years, he said, “You did everything you 

said you were going to do. You’re off of the MOU, memorandum of 

understanding.” That was an important, important milestone that that group of 

directors that I just talked about was leading to—the nine, plus the three that 

we added. So that was a major accomplishment on the governance side. By 

getting out of that and changing all the people there, we got out of the penalty 

box. I would say most people would say, from that time on, there’s no 

indication of anything inappropriate, from the governance standpoint, at the 

Getty. 

Tewes: Well, but it sounds like right as you get out from under this dark cloud, you 

run into the 2008 recession. 

01-00:40:51 

Siart: Yeah. 

Tewes: What did that mean for the Getty? 

01-00:40:56 

Siart: The Getty runs on its endowment. This endowment is—it depends on when, 

but at that time it was maybe $5 million—or $5 billion—you run 5 percent off 

of that. That was the earnings off of the endowment, about 5 percent per year. 

You really earn more than that, but you have inflation adjustments. So our 

strategy was to spend 4½ to 5 percent of the endowment per year. That’s the 

way we ran the place, from a financial standpoint. So that’s about $250 

million, maybe a little less. So when the recession hit and the endowment, 

which had gotten, I think, all the way up to $6 billion, went back down to $4 

billion. Then—in our case, almost the only source of your revenue was the 

endowment—you had much less to spend. So [what] the Getty needed to do 

was decrease its spending.  
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Now, some of the spending is for art. So you can just decide one year, you 

don’t spend the money for art. Say it’s a $30 million allocation to art; you just 

don’t spend it. But there’s other things, operating costs of running the Getty 

Trust, which is not just the Getty Museum on the hill, it’s not just the Villa; 

it’s the Getty Research Institute, it’s the Getty Conservation Institute, it’s the 

Getty Foundation. All of those are under the Getty Trust and all of those are 

part of the money. They do generate some revenue. We don’t charge 

admission, but we do charge for parking, to try to cover the cost of parking. 

We have bookstores and people buy a lot of our material. But still, the money 

we generate from that or from dining or from parking is very small, compared 

to the endowment earnings. So the endowment earnings really drive how you 

manage the place.  

So what we did is we cut down our buying of art, but we also went through a 

process—and [James] Williams was part of this—of how do we reassess all 

the things we’re doing and try to cut our operating expenses, to some extent, 

to get back to what we actually generate? So we had, for the first time ever— 

I don’t know if we had really layoffs. What you really do is you just don’t 

replace people. And we offered an early retirement program to have people 

that had been at the Getty for a long time to retire. Some people call it 

downsizing; in this case, it was rightsizing the organization to the budget that 

was available. That’s what we had to go through in 2008, 2009, 2010, in that 

period, was getting rightsized.  

At the same time, what we said is, what we want to do is create a budget 

going forward—this is the financial management of the organization—so that 

you don’t spend that full 5 percent, basically. You get the spend to a lower 

number and you get the amount you allocate to buying art to a higher number. 

That’s the number that if the amount of money changes in the endowment, 

you can shrink or expand without hurting the institution itself. It’s just that 

you can’t buy a Turner or you can’t buy a Monet that you’d like to buy 

because they cost $40 to $50 million. So if one comes up and we have the 

money, we want to buy that because our institution only started in ’80, so we 

don’t have the breadth of collection that the other major art institutions have. 

We have other things, like the Research Institute and the Conservation 

Institute, which make us double world-class, I’d say, but we don’t have the 

paintings that would make us world-class. We have a Research Institute that’s 

world-class, Conservation Institute’s world-class, but the paintings aren’t 

world-class. But they’re good, and we want to add each year. So we 

rearranged the budget so that the operating part, even if the endowment went 

down 20 percent, we still have the money to run the operation; we just 

couldn’t buy art that year or the next year. Conversely, if we don’t spend the 

money on the art, we build up the art fund so we can buy it in years even if we 

didn’t have the full budget and we were only [going to] do operations; but we 

had an art fund set aside and we hadn’t found a painting we really wanted, 

we’d have it available. So we tried to structure the business side, which I was 

very involved in, so that we could withstand, hopefully, not a 30 percent 
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correction like we did in ’08, but a significant correction. And that’s how we 

dealt with that.  

01-00:45:25 

 And we changed the Foundation. The Foundation had been giving money 

away to numerous activities. What we said is, “We’re not going to be able to 

give quite as much away, and we want what we give away to actually totally 

be connected to what we do in the Research Institute, the Conservation 

Institute, or in the Museum. So there has to be a direct connection, so we 

could decrease modestly what we were giving way and totally connect it to 

what we were doing, as opposed to a more general donation.” So that helped 

us save a little bit of money, too, in what we gave out each year. So I think we 

rightsized the institution through that ’08, ’09 process.  

But a very strong audit. I was the audit chairman initially, and Mark Siegel 

was the investment chairman, and Jay was the finance chairman. What we did 

is, we moved on when Mark became the president; then I became the 

investment chairman and Peter became the audit chairman. So I think that 

business group—if you want to call it a business group more than an arts 

group—although I would say probably Mark’s more of an art person, because 

he collects, Mark Siegel. So he, of the three of us, I think if I were looking at 

it, I’d say he’s more of the arts person. He became the president. But still had 

the business head, because he’s a, I’d say, venture capital or private equity 

guy. Peter, his involvement with UC and every—he was a very good 

businessperson. So I think we set the stage, along with Jay, for the direction of 

the Getty that’s still there today, I think. Which is, it’s got a very good 

operating model and it can withstand problems. We had great people come in. 

Jim hired Patty [Patricia]. 

Tewes: Woodworth? 

01-00:47:14 

Siart: Woodworth, who he had worked with in Chicago, who was a great finance 

person, but also very steeped in the arts. Because prior to Patty, I had helped 

them, on an interim basis, hire a guy named Bob Ables, who had worked for 

me at First Interstate. Bob was the finance person when we didn’t have a 

finance person there, until we got Patty. So we ended up getting very 

knowledgeable finance people, who also cared about the arts, versus the 

people they had before, who didn’t know the arts and weren’t financially 

qualified, in my opinion. So it was a big change in that whole financial area.  

The investments, we were good. That’s where we actually, even before—Jim 

[James] Williams, the head of investments, got there in ’03, I think, and is a 

very excellent investment officer. But the investments in the Getty is kind of, I 

won’t say isolated, but separated, because it’s very different to run an 

investment office than to run all the arts stuff. So now, Jim Williams is very 

involved in the arts, because he said, “I want to be part of this institution.” But 
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literally, the investment part is a separate—the skills are separate, the 

background’s separate, everything’s separate. Jim Williams does a great job, 

and has done a great job in that investment portfolio, relative to the 

marketplace. So the good part is we didn’t have to do anything to that; we just 

had to support him and help him be better.  

But the financial management part, that we had totally change to get it so that 

it’s orchestrated the way it is today. 

Tewes: Would you say during these years, committees like finance and audit were 

taking the lead on steering the helm of the board? Or during recession years, 

especially? 

01-00:48:51 

Siart: I think the financial side, the people in the finance—there weren’t that many 

board members—nine—so almost everybody was on everything. But really, 

the financial side pushed getting structure appropriate. At the same time, Jim 

was in there making the Getty back to what it should be, which is a world-

class art institution, with the right people in there, with the right reputation, as 

opposed to what we had, which was some of the wrong people in there, with a 

reputation that obviously went the wrong way. So it was a combination, I 

think. But definitely, I think that we all helped in governance and finance, to 

get it with the roadmap that still works today. Because really, if that’s set up, 

then you can really do what you’re supposed to do, which is the arts and the 

humanities and be a world-class institution, which the Getty is.  

Even more today, its reputation just gets more and more all the time. We know 

the things we’ve done and the places we go. I still talk to people when we 

travel, and they’ll talk about what they’ve done, what the Getty’s done, and 

more, what it can do. Because given its endowment, it’s not like some of the 

other museums that even though they get a lot of money, they still have to 

really work hard. New York, which is unbelievable—the Met [Metropolitan 

Museum of Art] is an unbelievable place, but they’ve had some issues 

recently. If we had one-tenth of their art, we’d be excited. But if they had one-

tenth of our money, they’d be excited, because we have a structure that works 

out well, where they have to fight. They have to fight for the money in their 

community.  

So yes, I think that that change in leadership that took place, which I was part 

of but a lot of people were part of, was very instrumental in setting the Getty 

on the path it’s on today. 

Tewes: About that—I know we’re scooting back in time a little bit—but when you 

decided that Jim Woods was going to be the candidate for the job, what were 

you hoping that he would bring specifically to the Getty? You mentioned that 

he had a great reputation, he had a background in arts; but what vision were 

you hoping he would bring to the arts perspective? 



 Oral History Center, The Bancroft Library, University of California Berkeley 18 

 

01-00:51:12 

Siart: Actually, at the time, I was just hoping for stability. In my interview process, I 

wasn’t putting what’s-your-future-ten-years-from-now strategy as my number 

one objective for this new person. It was stability, it was solid, it was integrity, 

it was artistic integrity, it was relationship with arts community where he was 

well-respected. Because we wanted him to put that mantle onto the Getty and 

get the Getty back to what it should’ve been. So that was more important than 

his ten- or fifteen-year vision. Now, his ten- or fifteen-year vision, I think, was 

also more of stability. I didn’t see him as a visionary, and I don’t think he saw 

himself as a visionary. I think he saw himself as somebody that for some 

period of time, could really bring the good housekeeping seal of approval 

back onto the Getty. That’s what we interviewed for. I know that’s what I 

interviewed for. And I think he was the guy. I think he was perfect for that job. 

His untimely death was unfortunate, but it caused—he had done the job that 

we had hoped he would do. The Getty was back on track. So then the next one 

was, okay, now that we’ve got it back to where it wanted to be, the next step 

was the next leader.  

But when we looked at it, what we wanted him to do was to—maybe the other 

thing was the four units were—they called them silos at the time, but they 

were independent. What we wanted somebody to do was to bring those 

together managerially and make them work with each other, and figure out 

how to work with each other. Which I think they do a really good job of today, 

but they did not then. So organizationally, that was probably his other job. It 

wasn’t the vision; it was, take the four that are there, make sure there’s—

actually, there were five at the time. I think we had an education division, 

which we folded into the four. Initially, I think it had seven different divisions, 

in the old days, and we wanted it—get it focused more and more and more on, 

what’s the most important thing we can do for art in the world, visual art in 

the world? That’s what we thought about and that’s what he thought about. So 

education was really focused on LA, and what we wanted the education to be 

is not education for education; we wanted it to be arts education. We didn’t 

want to do arts education, because that’s a mammoth job. What we wanted to 

do was facilitate arts education, which is why we moved to getting more of 

instructional modules for teachers to pick up and use, rather than for us going 

out and trying to educate, even if we picked LA, 650,[000], 700,000 students. 

We didn’t have the resources to do that. And that wasn’t really our primary 

mission anyway. I think our primary mission was, how can we take the skills 

we have in the Research Institute or in the Conservation Institute or in the 

curatorial, for the museum piece, how do we take those and, through 

technology, put that out? Because I care a lot about education, but mine was, 

where’s our leverage? Our leverage point isn’t going out and trying to be a 

teacher for 700,000 kids. Our leverage point is providing material for teachers 

who are arts-oriented to be able to get really good stuff and use it in the 

classroom. Well, they’re not going to get really good stuff if you don’t figure 

out how to digitize it, put it on the Internet, put it available to them, make it 

free, show them how to use it. But show them visually, which means you’re 
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doing it inside the Getty, which means you can leverage it to anybody in the 

world, as opposed to just kids in LA.  

But that’s just an example of one of the things Jim’s job was, to [determine], 

how do we focus? Everything that you do in life, in my view and I think 

others’, is focus on things you do well and don’t try to do everything. So that 

was his other job, along with getting the good housekeeping seal of approval 

on the Getty, which he did. 

Tewes: Well, what did it mean to the Getty when he passed away in 2010? 

01-00:55:35 

Siart: Well, it was a shock. Most people would tell you that there are some people 

you can’t replace. Well, the fact is, you can replace anybody. I hate to say that, 

but it’s true. That people who are there, even if they’re really good, give you 

great plusses, but there are other good people. So what you do is you feel bad, 

and then you move forward. And what you move forward is saying, okay, we 

didn’t choose it, but we now have to choose a new leader. What are we 

looking for in this leader going forward?  

The next step was, we’ve now repositioned the Getty where we wanted it to 

be positioned, for a world standpoint, from a dealing-with-Italy standpoint, 

from a governance standpoint. We really want the Getty to be, if not the top 

arts institution in the world, certainly one of the top five. Okay, what do we 

need to do to accomplish that objective? We need a leader that has an arts 

background and that has a vision, is of the age that can carry that over a five- 

to ten-year period of time. That’s what we looked for and that’s—we ended up 

with Jim [James] Cuno, who has all of those traits, has all of that vision, could 

easily have been hired to run the Met in New York or even the British 

Museum. He’s the kind of person that could’ve been hired for these other jobs 

that I would say are the top five or six art jobs in the world, and we hired him.  

So that’s what we were looking for. It was the next stage. It was not 

something we had planned on; but at some point, we would’ve had to have 

done it anyway, because Jim Woods was—I don’t know what age he was, but 

I know he wasn’t going to be there for ten more years. I don’t remember what 

the timing was, but I think we all knew, even at that time, that it was a couple 

more years and we needed to start thinking about that; but we hadn’t got there 

yet. So we prematurely got where we were going to go at a later point, and 

wanted to get that person who was going to lead us through the next decade, 

basically. 

Tewes: Did you feel, with hiring Jim Cuno, what you had had years of various 

financial, governance, other sorts of crises, that hopefully, this was going to 

be—everything was stabilized, now we can move forward with the mission? 

01-00:58:20 

Siart: Yes.  
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Tewes: Good. Let me ask you about your role in recommending, recruiting, and 

mentoring other board members. What was your responsibility in thinking 

about the future of the board of trustees? 

01-00:58:43 

Siart: Well, the governance process, which Louise and Joanne were more involved 

in, because we—with that small group, we kind of divided up jobs. Even 

though we all had input on it, they would be better at leading—or could be 

better—at leading that while we were leading the finance-audit-investments 

stuff, which wouldn’t be their strength. And they would tell you that, I’m sure. 

So we would talk about—because we were all in the governance discussion—

what do we want in the way of board members, and how do we get them? 

Because the Getty is, especially if they’re not in Los Angeles, is a time 

consumer. It’s a great opportunity, you do great things; but you’re not paid, so 

it’s a labor of love. You want to find people with a labor of love. So we 

started out and said, “What do we have?” The initial one, which is why we got 

the three more arts-oriented people, were because we didn’t—we were LA-

centric and we were more financial-centric. So we wanted to reach out. Oh, 

I’m looking at him, the head of Harvard, or the former head of Harvard. Neil, 

Neil Rudenstine. Okay. Neil was well known by everybody as a really solid 

thinker, arts-oriented guy, been at Harvard. They have a great arts institute 

there. And some people who knew him. Who did we target? We targeted, 

ideally, three people from the East Coast. So Neil’s name came up; Paul—in 

New York Library. His name on there? 

Tewes: No, sorry, I don’t have his name. 

01-01:00:36 

Siart: Oh. What Paul’s last name? [Leclerc.] He was the head of New York Library. 

Unbelievable guy. French. Very strong academic French background. Works 

with the French Institute in Paris. I think he still does that, too. So he had 

strong academic—well thought of by everybody in New York. The New York 

Library is a major, major operation there, because it’s not just the main library; 

it’s all the other libraries. Actually, I don’t know if this is known, but he was 

actually on our list to hire before we hired Jim Woods. But we saw him as just 

a great addition, from the New York standpoint; Neil, as a great addition from 

Harvard; and—oh, her name. [Frances Daly Fergusson.] She was on the 

Mattel board here, so we knew she had a connection to LA. She was a board 

member, so she knew the corporate stuff, and she’d run one of, basically, the 

women’s universities back east. Would’ve been Smith or something like that. 

[Vassar.] She was on another board, too; maybe Xerox or something. But we 

knew she had board experience and Neil had board experience and Paul had 

board experience. So part of getting somebody from the nonprofit world is, if 

they haven’t sat on a board that has really financial issues and marketing 

issues and business issues, frankly, they don’t have as wide a breadth, to be 

honest. So we wanted somebody that we knew was from the nonprofit world, 

was from the arts world, but also had a business sense. Because remember, 
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there was only nine of us. We’d just kind of reorganized the direction. The 

three of them were great, so we got them right away, which means they have 

to go off this year, I think. So that was our first go.  

Then we said, “Okay, what we need to do is, we’d like to get somebody 

internationally. But that’s very hard, because they have to travel to Los 

Angeles at least three of the four meetings. We’d like to get somebody that is 

strong in the arts world or in education.” Diversity was important, so we were 

trying, as best we could, to figure that out in the equation at the same time. 

We had the financial skills, so we weren’t as worried about, for a while, the 

financial background as we were about other avenues. If somebody was 

connected to Italy, that was extremely important. Ron [Ronald] Spogli came 

along later and was the former ambassador to Italy, and loved what we do. So 

he was a perfect candidate. And he had helped us when he was the 

ambassador in Italy in dealing with all this Italian stuff, so he knew a lot of 

background. So he was a perfect connection. And he’s a finance person, and 

we got him later, so we knew that as we went off, he would—he’s the 

chairman of the investment committee now.  

We looked for other strong arts-connected people. Ideally, collectors, because 

Stewart was our only real collector. For what we did, what we wanted to do—

we don’t see people necessarily getting excited about endowing the Getty, 

because we always need more money, but if somebody’s got $7 billion, they 

don’t think you need money. So they’re not as excited about giving you 

money, but they are excited about giving you their collection, if it fits what 

you’re doing. So we were reaching out to look for, who are collectors of 

things that we collect, that also have other skills or background that would fit 

with what we do? The New York guy, who has got a big collection, was a 

perfect fit. I think we approached him; he said no for a couple years, and then 

finally agreed after a while just because it was the Getty and the Getty’s pretty 

good. It’s exciting things that we do. Especially for people who really know 

art, to go into a conservation studio or to go in the Getty Research [Institute] 

and—they can go through things that nobody else knows about and they can 

pull out old books from the fifteen century and the fourteenth century and the 

sixteenth century. These are art books that we have probably one of the best 

collections in the world. So it depends on what their interests are. They can 

get very excited.  

So that’s what you have to do; you have to find somebody that has the 

background, some of the skills you want, and you can get excited to work for 

free. That’s how we went about the process. 

01-01:05:31 

 But I would say most of the time, Joanne or Louise, for the first four or five 

years, would discuss with us and then they would approach people to see—

kind of check them out and see if they would be interested or not. Not that we 

weren’t directly involved. We would throw out names, we would put people 
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in the basket to see if it looked interesting, and then we’d have to discuss, 

seeing whether we could get them or not. That’s how we went through the 

recruiting process. Now, I don’t know who’s the head of that governance—we 

call it a governance nominating committee—who’s the head now. But we laid 

it out. We had grids of skills and background and knowledge, and we’d try to 

find somebody that met as many boxes as possible. We also said, because 

we’re an operating board—there’s a lot of these boards that are there, but they 

don’t really run the place. You have fifty people on the board. We always said, 

we don’t want fifty people on the board because we’re not out there raising 

money, which is what a lot of those boards do. We’re there to run the place. 

So we went from nine to thirteen, down to eleven. I think we might be at 

thirteen or fourteen now. We’ve always said somewhere between twelve and 

fifteen feels about right, because you’ve got enough people to do all the jobs. 

When we had nine, we did not have enough people to do all the jobs. We had 

the same group meeting over and over and over. I think about all the days we 

spent in that first year-and-a-half, how many meetings we had. We had like 

three a month, going through things. Obviously, after we got organized, we 

got it back to more normal. And that’s about right for us, we’re doing it about 

right now. But that’s what we did.  

Tewes: Interesting. Well, you mentioned you obviously had this background in 

education. I’m wondering if there were certain public engagement projects 

that the Getty took on that really were near and dear to your heart. 

01-01:07:37 

Siart: Well, one of the things that were near and dear to a number of our hearts— 

Ray Cortines, who was actually the head of LAUSD for a while, well, and 

Joanne, too; Joanne’s very involved in education—is how many kids come to 

visit the Getty. We can’t take the Getty to them, but we can take the kids to 

the Getty. We have a very strong program that we wanted to increase, which 

we’ve done, where kids in LAUSD, usually lower economic, socioeconomic, 

who couldn’t get here or wouldn’t get here otherwise—so we would help 

provide bus—we do a lot of things to get them to the Getty, and then we kept 

count of how many got here. So that’s, I guess, if you think about a program 

that we all focused on, it was how many kids get to visit the Getty Villa or the 

Getty, from the LA area, and what can we do more? Well, more is we can 

provide more busing, more support. Now, you’re not going to do it unless the 

people at the school want to do it, because they have to—the teachers have to 

organize it, have to get them on the buses, they have to come with them. So if 

it’s not something they want to do, they’re not going to make it happen. But a 

lot of them think it’s great for their kids, and so they jump at the chance. So 

by expanding that, I don’t know how many we had, but we might’ve had 

300,000 visits a year, and we got it up to like 600,000 visits a year from kids 

in the area. So that would be something that all of us would feel really good 

about, that we pushed. Because we said, we want to allocate money and time 

to have LA kids visit a premiere art organization in the world that happens to 

be in LA. It’s really great to see it because the locations for these kids are very 
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different than going downtown into a bunch of buildings. If they go up onto 

the Getty on the hill, they get great views; there’s a garden, there’s an outdoor 

garden that’s actually an architectural statement they get to see; they get to see 

the buildings; they get to see the ocean; they get to stand way up there; they 

get to take the tram up. So for kids, it’s an experience they’ll remember. I 

remember when I was in grade school, my big remembrance was going to the 

dairy. You visited things, and the dairy was one of the things we’d visit. Or 

the airport. Those were things you did when you were in the fifties. So I 

remember visiting a [dairy] and drawing the cows and everything, but I 

remember going there. Well, going to the Getty has to be a lot better than that. 

And the artwork. They get to see the artwork and they get a little, very modest 

tutorial; but they get some knowledge about it. We always say, you’re not 

going to have every kid then decide that they love the arts and they’re going to 

do it for the rest of their life, but you’re going to spark some interest. If you 

got one out of thirty or one out of fifty that then said, “This is something 

interesting; I’d like to pursue it, I’d like to check on it when I get older—” 

whatever you can do to expose young people to the arts, that they wouldn’t 

have been exposed to otherwise, I think is great. So we were very excited 

about that. Now, that’s educational. 

01-01:10:33 

 The other thing, though, that we did, and they’ve done more and more of, is 

having special nights at the Getty. They have festivals, they have somebody 

that plays music. So it’s like Friday night at the Getty, or whatever it is, and 

families bring their kids. So families enjoy it because it’s something to do and 

it’s something different, and we don’t charge for it, the parking part. The kids 

are then exposed through the family. Not directly through the art, but they see 

the place. So that was another one that we thought, was exposure to the 

community is really important. Everybody cares about that; Joanne maybe 

would be number one. I don’t know if she’ll talk about that. But it’s, how do 

we connect the LA community to these two buildings that are really cool, but 

they’re not in the middle of LA? For them to think of, oh, this is really 

something that’s in our neighborhood—greater, larger neighborhood—

sometimes places they never would be before. So I think that was great, and 

that was indirectly very educational, also, and I think connecting the 

community.  

Then the other thing we did as part of the community is, there’s arts projects 

in the community. So what we said is, “How can we be involved in those arts 

projects, wherever they might be, both helping them do it properly and 

money-wise?” Then that’s what came out of the—which Louise, Joanne, and 

others take much more credit for—which is LA/LA. There was a magic name 

for it. It was basically modern housing, cars, art in Los Angeles. 

Tewes: Pacific Standard Time? 
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01-01:12:06 

Siart: Pacific Standard Time. Yeah, they came up with that name. But there was a 

lot of offshoots to that. There’s architectural contexts; Pacific [Standard Time 

at the] NOW [Gallery], we’re doing that. But it was basically saying, what’s 

unique about LA? What can we bring to the table for LA? What do the arts 

institutions in LA—would they really like to be part of? And how do we get 

the community engaged? They came out of that.  

I give Louise and Joanne—I don’t take any credit for that, and I’m sure a 

couple of the finance people won’t take any credit for it, other than supporting 

it. But they did that.  

And that really connected, and is still connecting, LA, both culturally and 

educationally, I think, to the Getty as—what we said is, the Getty is really an 

LA institution and a world institution. It’s not really—if you want to think 

about it, which is kind of odd—it’s not a United States institution, like the 

things in Washington, D.C. If you thought about them, they would be a United 

States institution. The Met might be a New York institution and a world 

institution, if you want to think about it that way. So our major audience, 

although we get tons of people from the United States, we get tons of people 

not from the United States. So we’re really an LA attraction for anybody 

visiting here, but we’re in LA and we’re worldwide. So that’s the way I think 

of it. And as an education[al institution], we’re both, and that’s what we strive 

to be. But we wanted to be LA, because our home’s LA, we’re not going 

anyplace but LA, and we offer a lot to LA. And the people in LA think of us 

that way. The mayor goes out there. If they have visitors from foreign 

countries, where do they take them? They take them out to the Getty, show 

them the stuff, get a photo op, do whatever they’re going to do. One of our 

prime objectives is to make it known as an LA-cooperating, supporting 

institution, as opposed to people up on the hill that are somehow disconnected 

from the community.  

So that, in a way, is an expanded answer to your education question. It’s 

education of kids, but it’s also education of the public. We get lots of it. I 

think we might be the second most visited place in LA. 

Tewes: It’s up there, certainly. 

01-01:14:17 

Siart: I think. And Disneyland is high. But if you go to the tourism place and ask 

them for the numbers, I think if we’re not second, we might be third. We’re 

close. We’re very high on the list. If you come to LA, you want to visit the 

Getty. Which you have to do some work to get in the Getty. Getty isn’t right 

sitting there; you’ve got to get to it. But it’s fantastic when you get there, and 

everybody says it’s fantastic when you get there. So that’s how we make it 

part of the LA scene. So we’ve focused a lot on that. I’m going to get back to 

your question on education. I think that’s an offshoot. 



 Oral History Center, The Bancroft Library, University of California Berkeley 25 

 

Tewes: No, I think that’s perfect. Considering you came on at such a fraught moment 

in the Getty’s history, what do you think has been the greatest achievement— 

you’ve mentioned interesting projects—the greatest achievement the Getty 

achieved during your years on the board? 

01-01:15:16 

Siart: Well, the first part is right. We got on there and we worked unbelievably hard 

to get the reputation turned around. So the biggest achievement was we turned 

it around, and we turned it around fast. It wasn’t a lingering six-year thing. It 

was a two- or three-year thing, and then it was back to—we were good and 

good things were reported. So getting that institution turned around fast and 

properly was by far, I think, the number one thing we did. We did a lot of 

other things, but that would be—both as a citizen of California and as a citizen 

of the world, in dealing with Italy, those two things, by turning that around, 

was our biggest achievement. In the United States or in California, it was even 

quicker. The Italian thing took a little longer. Maybe it wasn’t two years; it 

might’ve been four years. But now they come over and say we’re great. They 

lend us things that they didn’t historically lend us, which they said they were 

never going to lend us again because we were bad guys. They work with us on 

projects. We’re working on a number of restoration projects in Florence that 

we visited when we were there, that I know about, that’s with them. We’re 

working with them in Sicily on some of their mosaics, because that’s a thing 

that they have a lot in Sicily. So to see the relationship the way it was, which 

was unbelievably bad when we started, to looking at it today, twelve years 

later, thirteen years later—it’s unbelievably good—is a dramatic transition. 

And both of those happened in that first three months to three years. That 

period was intense. Now that it’s running properly and the way it should run, I 

feel good about a lot of things it’s doing today, and I think it’s setting itself up. 

It’ll be interesting to see how the Getty is perceived in the worldwide arts 

community in 2050. But I won’t probably be here to see that. But that would 

be the long-term goal, which all of the rest of the things were part of. But if 

we didn’t do that first six months to three years, we wouldn’t be in a position 

to even consider that as a long-term objective. 

Tewes: Interesting. So governance is one of the bigger legacies, I suppose, of this 

period. 

01-01:17:53 

Siart: Absolutely. We would say that, for sure. Yeah. Proper governance and proper 

financial management of a very large and important world institution. I guess 

you can always say it could’ve gone a different way, depending upon who got 

involved. So I give Louise Bryson a lot of credit for being on the board and 

figuring out we needed change. I think she helped get Munger, Tolles & 

Olson and Ron [Ronald] Olson, which was a unbelievably well-respected firm, 

to do that kind of thing, and to get in and take charge and get us going in a 

direction, rather than—what happens in a lot of these kind of situations is you 

flounder around because you’re not sure whether you should do this, you’re 
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not sure whether you should do that. Nobody is going to take a strong 

leadership that’s going to hurt somebody’s feelings—which you definitely are 

going to cause some differences of opinion; it depends on what action you 

take—and take action. A lot of nonprofit organizations have a much harder 

time taking action than for-profit. A for-profit, if you don’t take action, pretty 

soon you’re gone. Nonprofits can stay around for a while and not go negative; 

they just don’t have a positive effect. So I think that they deserve a lot of 

credit for jumping in—and Louise particularly—jumping in and saying, 

“We’ve got to do something; I’ve got to figure out who’s going to help me do 

it. Where do we get them? How do we get them?” Then get them and then do 

something. So yeah, that would be, by far, the most important legacy.  

Now, this next group that weren’t part of that, if you did this ten years from 

now, they’re going to have a different legacy. Their legacy is, I think, going to 

be more of, how did we make the Getty one of the top, if not the top 

institution in the world? What things did we do to accomplish that? That’s 

what they would talk about.  

But I think our group, I think, would all say doing that turnaround at that front 

end and making the changes and taking action right away—we did not delay 

taking action and we didn’t argue. We didn’t spend too much time disagreeing. 

We got to the point rapidly, that we agreed on what direction we were going 

to take and we took it.  

Tewes: We’ve been discussing sort of the group legacy. Do you think you have a 

personal legacy at the Getty, apart from the group legacy? 

01-01:20:46 

Siart: I think getting involved right away and making the changes is the most 

important thing that I did. Over the twelve years, I helped, I think, in the 

finance side, I helped on the investment side, I helped on the managerial side, 

I helped in pushing things on education, I helped in strategy. We had lots of 

strategy conversations. All those things I think I was helpful. But if I wanted 

to say did I have a real impact, the real impact was starting in that February 

meeting. That was the real impact. The real impact was being a strong leader, 

and I think I was. There was a group of us that were leading it, but there was a 

group that had to lead to say, “We need to make changes, and dramatic 

changes, right now. We’re not going to wait for the next meeting, we’re not 

going to wait for the next report; we have enough and we need to do it.” I 

would’ve vocalized that; I know I did. There are a couple of others, I think, 

that would say the same thing. I think Mark Siegel would definitely say that, 

and I think Peter Taylor would say that. And Joanne would say it a little 

lighter than that, but that would that would be Joanne’s personality. I would 

say Louise would definitely say that. But I’m not sure how strong she would 

say it, because she would like to organize things, but I don’t think she would 

want to be the lead voice on it, which I think is a great talent. But my legacy is 

what I did in the first two years. 
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Tewes: You mentioned your love of art, we’ve been talking about your dedication to 

education. What did it mean to you personally, being involved with the Getty 

for those many years? 

01-01:22:48 

Siart: Well, I guess you’d say on the antiquities side, that’s the thing I liked the best. 

There, certainly on the West Coast, and maybe along with Washington and 

New York, has got the best things. Well, there’s an antiquity council. So being 

involved in that was something that was interesting intellectually, and fun. 

And reading. I read a lot about Rome and Greece and those things, so you 

could connect the artwork with the history reading. So that was fun. I liked 

that.  

I would say the trips that we took to be informed about the work that the 

Getty’s doing around the world just makes you feel better about an institution 

that you’re supporting, and some of the activities, whether it’s in Italy, 

whether it’s in Germany, whether it’s in England, China. You just get a better 

appreciation when you actually go and see and watch what you’re doing and 

hear the people that are working with your people, from their local arts 

institutions. Or the dinners you go to, where they’re invited to the dinners 

from New York or Washington, D.C., or London or Berlin or Rome or 

Florence. These people tell you, the people that you work with in these 

different counties in their own arts institutions, tell you how great it is that the 

Getty is involved in the world in art. Almost inevitably, they’ll talk about the 

things that they do. But they know that you’re restoring the top of a chapel in 

Florence, where it got flooded, and nobody else has the expertise that the 

people from the Getty have, and they’ll sit there and tell you that. And they’ve 

been there for two years and it’s a long-term project. This is something that is 

unbelievably beautiful, that if we weren’t helping out, whether it would still 

be there or not, I don’t know. Or the tombs in Egypt. There’s just things that 

Getty can do that nobody else can do around the world. You get an 

appreciation for it and really, kind of a personal joy that you’re part of that 

when you hear people that are telling you they just love what the Getty does. 

And they’ll tell you things that the Getty does. So that’s around the world. 

Those things probably, for me personally, are more interesting than something 

that might be great work, a painting that’s a great work, but it’s not in context. 

So I think it’s great, but it doesn’t excite me as much as doing those visits and 

seeing those activities and listening to the people.  

Or going to the Met. It’s really interesting going to the Met. They take you 

back and they’re talking about conserving something. They tell you, “Oh, we 

can do this, but we can’t do this. We’ve got to send it out to you.” You’re not 

going to hear that very often from very many places. I’m sure if I said that in a 

public forum, the person at the Met would say, “Oh, no, I didn’t say that,” 

because everybody has their own kind of—they have pride in their own 

organization. But the fact is, we are a great institution, and you hear people 

over and over talk about it. Or go to the Frick, a little gem in New York. 
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Unbelievable gem. They talk about some of the things that the Getty has 

helped them, if they needed to determine provenance. If you want expertise, 

curatorial expertise in certain areas, we’ve certainly got that. If you want 

restoration, we’ve got that.  

You go back in the studio—another thing is, we’re at the Getty. The public 

doesn’t get to do this, except for on very rare occasions. But if we’re restoring 

a $100 million work of art, we go back there and we can sit for half an hour, 

and the restorer can tell you what they saw and what they didn’t see, the 

information they got. Sometimes the binding, the backing, actually tells you as 

much as the painting itself, because there’s things on there that give you dates 

and times and—it’s like somebody scribbled on it 400 years ago and this 

person’s figuring out what that means. If you like art, those are the kind of 

things that make you like it more and get excited about it. So there’s the 

psychic income that you get out of being on the board at the Getty and going 

back and seeing the restoration museum, or going to the Getty Research 

Institute and they—as I’ve said, they will pull out books that are as good as 

any collection in the world. But what’s great is they’ll pull out the book and 

then they’ll tell you the story. They’ll tell you the story behind it, because 

these people, that’s what they do. That’s the thing that they like to do, that’s 

what they’ve trained in, they do it for thirty years. They can sit there and tell 

you the story behind the story on this little bible that has different pictures on 

it that are done by the master engraver 600 years ago, that nobody else has, 

and we’ve got four pictures and they’ll show you that. They’ll show you the 

background, they’ll tell you what happened, and how did it get pulled apart. 

Because it got pulled apart and then people put it in this. People have this one, 

they put them together. 500 years later, four of them come back together again, 

and they’ve been apart for 300 years. They tell you exciting things like that, 

that make art come alive. That’s the fun part of being part of the Getty, which 

is separate from all the rest of the stuff. You’re doing a good job and that, but 

that’s how I got excited about—I knew I like some things in art; I learned I 

like a lot more things in art. The Getty allowed you to be part of that. So there 

was a payback. There wasn’t monetary payback, but there was a payback, 

which was the psychic income of seeing all this stuff and feeling it and talking 

about it. 

Tewes: I like that. Now, you officially left the board last year in 2017. Am I correct? 

01-01:29:04 

Siart: Right. June 30. 

Tewes: Okay. June 30. But I still hear you talking about the Getty as “we.” Are you 

still feeling a part of the organization? 

01-01:29:14 

Siart: Yeah, and that’s part of the thing that we wanted to do governance-wise, was 

there are people that are former directors. So you’re on the former—well, 
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whatever we call it, the former directors’ council. You get invited to 

everything that they have. Even if you’re not a director, you get invited to the 

activities they have, because they have lots of dinners with different people. 

The medal award winning dinners, you go to that. Visits, you go to that. I’m 

on the conservation council. Yeah, I guess it’s called the advisory council to 

the Getty Conservation Institute. They just took a trip to Cuba. I couldn’t go 

because I’m also very involved in golf. I’m on the USGA [United States Golf 

Association] executive committee, which is the overseer of golf in the United 

States. They were doing theirs at the same time, so I couldn’t do both. But I 

am, if I am able to, go on whenever—they have visits. So you have get-

togethers, you get invited. There’s a summer—they—they, because it’s we—

said, “We want everybody that was involved with the Getty to still feel part of 

the family of the Getty. How do you do that? Well, you invite them to 

different activities. You invite them when they put on a new show. They just 

have a new—is it on Egypt? They just have a new show. Not called a show, 

but an exhibit. They invite you to those. Laura, my wife, we like to go to those 

if we can. So they still make you feel part of it. You get invited to things. 

Once a year we actually have an advisory—a dinner for everybody. I think 

anybody that wants to get involved in the Getty will probably stay involved 

for life. I don’t see why they wouldn’t. The Getty figured out that’s one of the 

important things to do, is to make a family. Because we are still 

representatives of the Getty if we talk to people about it when we go on 

travels and things. So I think it’s a perfect thing to do, and the right thing to do. 

So yes, we’re still part of the family, even though we’ve we retired. Now, I 

don’t know, ten years from now, I’ll probably still be thinking about it ten 

years from now; I’ll just be further away from the meetings. 

Tewes: [laughs] What do you hope for the future of the Getty? 

01-01:31:36 

Siart: Well, that gets back to that 2050 or 2060, whenever that is. On strategy, what 

I always talked about is, we have to be thinking not about—in businesses and 

other places, you think about five-year strategies or ten-year strategies. We 

have to be thinking about a fifty- or a hundred-year strategy. I think that 

would be that we are, ideally, the number one, but in the top three or four arts 

institutions in the world, and that we continue to devote our energies to our 

vision, which is: support, keep it alive, restore them, art things in the world, 

and help other arts institutions. It’s not competitive that we want to be number 

one; we want to be number one because we’re helping everybody. Maybe 

we’re number three, but we’ve made the Louvre better and we’ve made 

London better and we’ve made the Met better. And we are going to help Asia. 

We’ve been over to India, to help them start to preserve—they’ve got great 

history and they haven’t done a very good job of preserving it or maintaining 

it. So we started with one of their museums and helped them there. You can’t 

do it if they don’t want to. But when they want to, you can help them. So my 

vision would be fifty years from now, we would be considered to be—

especially with our endowment, because if we’re smart about that, we’ll have 
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the money to do it—if we’re not the number-one-thought-of art institution in 

the world, we’re the number-one-thought-of helping art institution in the 

world, because we can help. We can help more than others can help. That was 

the Chinese caves that we helped, the India museum that we helped, the fort 

we helped them redo. If we could maybe do—fifty years from now, we’ve 

done ten in India, and all of a sudden India is doing it itself. Bangalore, which 

is their major development area, has started to develop people who give 

money, because right now, they always think the government should do it. 

The United States, private people do it; but other places, the government. 

They think the government should. It’ll be great if the major families of India 

and China that developed wealth decide, I want to preserve Chinese history 

and structures and literature and anything else we’ve got, screens. In India, 

they’ve got some great old architectural things that are deteriorating, and they 

would decide on their own to do that, and maybe we’d sponsor and help them 

get going; but after a while, they’d do it on their own. So it would be great if 

around the world, people said, “Yeah, the Getty is one of the great helpers in 

getting us to do great things in our own country.” That would be a fifty-year, 

maybe even a hundred-year goal. 

Tewes: But a worthy one. 

01-01:34:49 

Siart: Yeah. 

Tewes: Is there anything you would like to add about yourself, your work, the Getty? 

01-01:35:00 

Siart: I guess if you think about it, the Getty came about because Mr. Getty liked 

Italian stuff, and so he built the replica of a home in Herculaneum that has 

been adjusted dramatically but still is like that. So he got interested in 

something, built a building, which he never saw the finish of, and he put a 

modest [amount of] money into it. Most people don’t realize that when he put 

that stock into the—it was $200 million, I think. Which doesn’t sound modest, 

but that’s relatively modest. He put it aside, and that thought has grown to not 

only a $7 billion endowment, but it’s built buildings of a billion-and-a-half, 

and it’s probably bought art of another $10 billion. So if you think about it, 

that $200 million has turned into something like $20 billion, all associated 

with art. So the thing I would like, ideally, is that story to get out more. Other 

people can do that. They may not be alive when it grows to be the next Getty, 

but people can make a serious difference if they have a long-term view. And 

he didn’t even have a long-term view. He had a little interest that he decided 

to fund. So even doing that is great. So if that story could get out to more 

people, not only in the United States but around the world, I think we’d have 

more good stuff. Take [William “Bill” and Melinda] Gates. I think what 

they’re doing is great, because they’re trying to affect change in the world. 

Now, they’ve got enough money they actually think they can see it before 

they pass away. But even if you can’t, you can put some stuff out there and 
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make a difference. So I think that part of the story of the Getty, as a positive, 

as opposed to a rich jerk—because a lot of times, the story comes out that—

and he was a weirdo, but he did a great thing, maybe even unknowingly. It 

would be great if that part of the story could get out more, is you can do great 

stuff, even if you don’t know you’re doing it, by focusing on something and 

putting some money into it. So that would be my comment that I don’t think 

gets out there enough. 

Tewes: Well, thank you so much for your time today. I really appreciate it. 

01-01:37:41 

Siart: Well, we love the [Getty]. 

 


