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INTRODUCTION

How does a preeminent collection of contemporary art get
started? Could Marcia Weisman's be said to have begun with
private lessons in painting, taken as a child to improve her
handwriting? By the time she was a student at Mills College,
she dreamed of owning paintings by Cézanne and Matisse. At
nineteen, she married Prederick Weisman, a business executive,
and together their nascent interests in art grew. Finally, it
was the need to decorate a new home (a need mocked affection-
ately in the title of a course Marcia teaches intermittently:
"I Have a Place over My Sofa and I Want to Buy a Painting")
that converted an interest into an imperative. An evening
with Ben Heller, a prominent collector of American art, was
followed by freguent visits to the galleries and museums of
New Yoxk City. Modestly the Weismans began to acquire
contemporary art.

At no time did they decide to become collectors per se;
they simply brought together works with which they cared to
live. Though primarily interested in painting, they collected
drawings, collages, watercolors, and, eventually, sculpture
as well. Though artists of the New York School-~-de Kooning,
Hofmann, Motherwell, Newman, Pollock, Rothko, and Still--
were the nucleus of the collection, they acquired works by
younger Americans--Johns, Lichtenstein, Oldenburg, Rauschenberg,

Segal, and Warhol--and by European masters—--Giacometti,

vii



A I A AL S

Kandinsky, Léger, and Lipchitz--too. Marcia's dream of works
by Cézanne and Matisse also came true.

In time, Marcia Weisman became an enthusiastic booster
of local artists. She points out that many leading New York
artists, such as Motherwell, Pollock, Rothko, and Still, spent
their formative years in California. Additionally she contends
California is experiencing phenomenal artistic productivity,
too often overlooked by New Yorkers and even, sadly, by officials
of some California museums as well.

At the time of these interview sessions, Mrs. Weisman
was particularly excited about her work as a trustee of and
adviser to several Northern California museums: the San
Francisco Museum of Modern Art} the San Francisco Art
Institute, and the University Art Museum at the University
of California, Berkeley. Disgruntled (at best) with develop-
ments in museum exhibition of contemporary art in Southern
California, she was actively promoting alternative spaces.
She organized an art program at Cedars-Sinai Medical Center
in West Hollywood. The initial goal of decorating corridors
and patients' rooms with graphics and reproductions quickly
accomplished, she established a permanent exhibitions commit-
tee to mount the work of local artists several times annually.
She proposed, furthermore, a program of contemporary monumental
sculpture for the city of Los Angeles (partly in reaction to

the Triforium, which she detests) and for Venice, California,
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a complex of galleries and studios. (The latter project was
rejected by Venice residents and by the Ceastal Commission.)
Since the completion of these interviews, another
Weisman dream, a museum of contemporary art in Los Angeles,

has become a reality. As of this writing, that museum is
staffed and preparing initial exhibitions in anticipation
of a 1984 opening downtown.

Marcia Weisman is unquestionably a leader in the
Southern California art community, whose activities have
demonstrated that art collecting at its most refined is art

sharing as well.

~-George Goodwin and
Mitch Tuchman, June 1982
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TAPE NUMBER: I, SIDE ONE

JULY 26, 1978

GOODWIN: Mrs. Weisman, first I'd like you to tell

me about YOur family background.

WEISMAN: Well, there isn't anything, I guess, that's

too unusual or outstanding. I was boxn in Portland,
Oregon. I don't know whether I want to tell you how
many vears ago, but I guess that would be necessary in
the circumstances. I was born on August 22, 1918, which
puts me on the cusp of Leo and Virge, for whatever

that may mean. I'm frankly not into it too much, but

I hear people talking about these things quite often.
[When I was] two and a half my mother [Lillian Glickman
Simon] passed away of diabetes just priér to the discovery
of insulin, or the usage of insulin, being the moment

in time when insulin was used prevalently. Within a
vear after that my father [Myer Simon] moved myself and
my sister, Evelyn [Simon Brooks], and my brother, Norton,

down to San Francisco, where we lived with a sister of

~his [Frances Reesbergl for about a year and a half until

I was five years old, ‘and my father remarried. He married
a lady [Lucille Michaels Simon] that I loved dearly and I
guess I might have been in the most enviable position of
the three children on the one hand, and maybe in the most

difficult position on the other. Enviable in that I



was an "adorable," quote-unquote, little girl of five
" when my mother and father married; I was amenable and
moldable, and I became her little girl. She had no

children of her own at any time. By the same token,
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at two and a half to lose one's mother left a tremendous
void in my life that was an unknown quantity to me:
there was no way possible for anyone to understand or be
able to give me an understanding of it. It meant just

: a very empty, deep, black, abysmal cavern or abandonment

that never was quite filled. And, taking nothing from

my stepmother, I adored her, and she adored me, and we had
a fantastic relationship. As I say, because of [my] being
the youngest, our relationship was probably better than
the relationship she had with my sister or my brother,
although it was good all the way around. [tape recorder
turned off]}

GOODWIN: I want to back up a moment and ask something

about your ancestors: where they came from.

WEISMAN: My father was born in San Francisco; and my

real mother was born, I believe, in Russia--I'm not sure
exactly where. But that is a story unto itself: my
mother's mother and father were from Russia, and they

were divorced, it says here in fine print. I don't believe
they divorced in those days in Russia. She was the

ﬁ only child of their marriage, and my grandfather ‘[Morris -




Glickman] left Europe and came to this country, and I
believe, came almost directly to Sacramento, which put

him there at about the time of the Gold Rush. He wasn't

‘here terribly long, but he met a lady [Rose Glickman], who,

I believe, might have been Russian-born also, and he
remarried. He brought my mother to live with him then;
my mother came with her mother to this country--I don't
know the details. There are two conflicting stories:
that my grandmother and grandfather already came over and
she was pregnant with my mother, and they came to this
country, went to Chicago, and my grandfather split, and
my grandmother stayed there and had my mother. I think
that is probably the more probable of the two stories
because, otherwisgse, my mother couldn't have gotten to
Sacramento so readily. So I think this is truly what
happened: she came over--pregnant--with my grandfather;
they went to Chicago, or my grandmother went to Chicago,
where my'ﬁbther was born, and my grandfather moved on to
Sacramento. Some years later he married, and then my
mother went to live with him; she was always his favorite
and she adored him. She lived in Sacramento, and I presume
she went back and forth between the grandmother and the
grandfather.

GOODWIN: What was your grandfather's business?

WEISMAN: My grandfather's business--I don't think I

know., I remember him when he lived with a daughter of his



in Redwood City and in San Franciscd when I was a little
~girl. Every Sunday we'd drive down to Redwood City to
see my grandfather. And, of course, that was my father's
father that I'm talking about.

GOODWIN: Right.

WEISMAN: My mother's father and mother~- His name was
Glickman. Her mother remarried a man named Foreman. My
mother's father had five children subsequent to my mother;
my mother's mother subsequently had five children. So
she literally had ten stepbrothers and [steplsisters.

My father's father and mother had seven--there were
seven boys ana girls. So maybe my mother's family was
four-and-four and she made the fifth on both sides. That
was it. My father was one of seven and--I'm trying to think--
his father came from England, I believe. (I don't know
" what happened.)  He came from the bbrder'between Germany
ané Poland, énd then moved to England.

My grandmother, his wife, was born in Alsace-Lorraine;
and they were in this country early on and must have come to
the West Coast because my father Was born in San Francisco.
And my stepmother was born in Chicago also. So my roots
are really in the Pacific Coast, and I think of myself as a
second~generation Californian, and my children were born
in California--San FPrancisco and Los Angeles.

GOODWIN: What was your father's occupation?
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WEISMAN: My father was-- Well, the nice way they called

it was importing and exporting. [laughter] He would buy‘
up something--like he would buy an old factory and take

all the machinery out of if and resell it; either to

Japan or wherever the marketplace was at that time. He
would buy and sell job lots of things, énd it was quite
successful, He had a clothing store'in Portland, Oregon,
at one time. He'd had successes and failures, a couple.
GOODWIN: Do you know why he was living in Portland?
WEISMAN: I don't know why he was living in Portland.
You're posing gquestions that I'd like to find the answers
to; [laughter] I must ask my brother. But the big thing
that happened--my father was successful in the ready-to-wear
business; he had this ready-to-wear store. And then, I
don't know when it was, whether it was the war or what, but
then he went into this other business that was more
successful. Then he and my brother-- My brdther made a
gobd deal of money in the stock market when he was very
young, like sixteen, and bought the‘Geary Street Theater

in San Francisco. He bought a thing at a warehouse sale:
there had been a fire in a warechouse tﬁat had Cupie toilet
tissue (we tease him about that very often). It was called
Cupie Toilet Tissue and he bought the whole thing: that
which was destroyed was destroyed, and the rest he sold,

and he made himself a considerable amount of money. At



that time my father was not in the most "up" moment of his
life, and the two of them found a cannery. My father
found a cannery in Fullerton, California, called Whitefield,
and they bought it, my father and my brother together,
with the idea of selling the machinery. This cannery made
orange juice, grapefruit juice, and tomato sauce. It

was 1932, and things were very bad; and they were buying
tomatoes, I think, for twelve dollars a ton. So ﬁhey
decided they'd operate for a year, and it was going fairly
well. At that time they changed the name, and I was given
an opportunity to try for a name, and did,'and selected
the name of Val Vita [Food Products, Inc.] for "valuable
vitamins.” They proceeded to operate this business and
eventually took a position on the board of Hunt Foods

[and Industries, Inc.]; and then Hunt Foods acquired

Val Vita food products, and then it went on and on and

on and became the Norton Simon; Incorporated, megalopolis, or
whatever you call those kinds df businesses, and so forth.
I always say I never got paid for the name, but my father
always said, "But I kissed you for it. You were so sweet
to do that." He was a very loving man. He was a tough
businessman, and he was a good businessmanf Ag my mother
used to say, "The fruit doesn’'t fall far from the tree."

I was going to say my father was a very warm-- I don't

know, do you know the term gemiitlich? But that's the



kind of a man he was. He was the kind of a man that he
could be driving down the road, down any highway, and he'd
see somebody walking along hitching a ride, an old man,

and he'd say, "He's somebody's son," and he'd pick him up
and give him a ride. I remember him always saying, "Just
think of the mother that loved him. He was sémebody's
“little baby once." - He was that kind of a man; and yet

he could drive a very hard bargain, and he was a very hard,
tough businessﬁan.

Well, the last line is that I think what speaks more
than anything ié when my father died, he and my mother were
on a Mediterraneén‘cruise. They came into the port of
Portugal, of Lisbon; my mother went to awaken him, and
he was dead. And it took three days of waiting in Lisbon
until the boat took off again because they couldn't take
him out of the guarantines, into one country and out of it;
it was a horrible thing. I remember in the midst of all
the grief saying to my husband, "Do you think if we called
Forest Lawn, one call would take care of everything?"
[laughter] Bécause>it was so impbséible. Anyway, 1t
was three days in Lisbon, and six days crossing from Lisbon
to New York. I went to New York with my brother-in-law
and met my mother. And my father's body was transferred
from the boat through quarantine in the health department

to a funeral thing and into an airplane, which they didn't



have any big enough to take the casket--it was a terrible
thing. But anyway, the funeral was like nine or ten

days following his death, and so it was held at Home of Peace
cemetery out in Whittier. They didn't think there would

be too many people there, or we would have gone to the
Wilshire Boulevard Temple, but we thought, "Well, such

a delay in time, there won't be many people; people forget."

It was brimming over, brimming over with people--from

presidents of banks to the garbage collectors at the Fullerton

cannery. -And that was the gamut; so it gives you some
kind of an idea of the kind of person he was. He was a
very humaniétic person, very disinterested in things and
materialism. He wanted the materialism of success as a
yardstick, more than what it bought. He could have worn
the same suit every day of his life and never cared.
GOODWIN: Did he have any artistic interests?

WEISMAN: DNone to speak of. He read the newspaper every
day of his life from cover to cover, and I don't know
whether he ever read a book really from cover to cover.
But he didn't really have any of the aesthetic interests
that have subsequently come from-- My stepmother had more
aesthetic interests.

GOODWIN: Do you want to talk about those?
WEISMAN: . Well, her interests were really somewhat covert

in that she wasn't "into" the arts or "into" music, visual
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arts or music or theater; but she attended theater, and

' she attended musical performances, and she would go to

a museum. She would do these things, not with any
ritualistic compulsion, but from time to time. If King
Tut was in-town, she would have gotten to King Tut; if
Nureyev was dancing she would have seen Nureyev dance;

if Beverly Sills was singing, she would have seen and
heard Beverly Sills; if .there was a renowned opera
company in town, she would have gone. She would have
picked the peak performances because they would have

been hyped the most, You know, and so she would have gone.
But in actuality, it wasn't that she was a buff for any
of it, and she was reasonably well-read. She was a very
yoﬁng person for her years: she was nine years younger
than my father, but it always feit like she was considerably
younger than my father., And they were both very giving
human beings, I must say.

GOODWIN: Where did you live in San Francisco?

WEISMAN: Do you know éan Francisco?

GOODWIN: Partially.

WEISMAN: 'Excuse me. >[tape recorder turned off] When

we first moved to San Francisco, we lived at my aunt's
apartment, which was across the street from Lowell

ﬁigh School. And then my father took a house on Sixteenth

Avenue, 343 Sixteenth Avenue. We lived there till I was



in about the first or second grade, I guess, and I went to
Sutro School. Then we moved to 168 Funston Avenue, which
was on Thirteenth [Avenue] really, and it's on the bridle
path there that goes into the Presidio. That's a play-
ground right there, so this was where I live in San
Franciso.

And in Portland, we had lived in Westover Heights at
the time my mother died. My £father had beach houses down
at Seaside, Oregon; we were down there when she passed
away. And so anyway, we lived in San Francisco and I went
to Sutro School.

GOODWIN: That's a public school?

WEISMAN: Yes. My sister went to Sutro, and my brother
went to Lowell, and then she went to Girls' High [School].
And just before I was to leave Sutro--they went to the
eighth grade in those days--we moved to Los Angeles in '29,
So I was eleven and we moved down herxe. First I went to
Third Street, then I went to Wilshire Crest, then I went
to John Burroughs [Junior High Scheool], and then L.A.

High and Mills College--went back to San Francisco-~-so
that was like kind of o0ld home week. I guess that's why I
feel so good about being on the boards of museums in San
Francisco: Dbecause it is home,

GOODWIN: Were you a good student in school?

WEISMAN: Not particularly . I hadnthe brains; I didn't

have the discipline. I still don't have discipline. And

10



I think my lack of discipline was that I was spoiled,
probably. I wanted to learn; I didn't want to take tests.
I've always been a very good reader and read avidly;

and I must say that my brother incited that in me: to read
and read well.

GOODWIN: What did you like to read?

WEISMAN: Well, I don't like to read anything fiction; I.
feel that'sra waste of time. I doh‘t read as much today

as I used to, but I don't find as much to read today that

I think is as worthwhile. I love to read biographical non-
fiction. I don't mind a biographical novel if it's based on
fact to give me insight into a period; but I don't even like
to waste time on that,'you know, by the time I've pefused
the art books fhat come out that are of interest to me.

But then I just finished reading [The] Rockefellers: [an

American'DynastyrfCollier & Horowitz)1; and I just

received a book, The Mellons [The Mellon Family (Hersh)l,

which isn't an easy book to read covei to cover, but
perusing through it and getting what I want out of it, and
- it's interesting when you know people that you're reading
about besides. But that's the kina of thing I like to
read, and I like to read about things that are meaningful
in our life today or in the life of yesterday that made
today what it is. |

GOODWIN: What were your favorite subjects in school?

11



WEISMAN: Science, art, what else?

GOODWIN: What kind of art did you have?

WEISMAN: Art appreciation, really. And you know, it's
an interesting thing, when I was a little girl in San
Francisco, I took painting lessons from a lady named
Florence Gore who was on Fourteenth ox Fifteenth Avenue.

She had a studio there. Mother had my sister and me take

‘painting lessons from her. And it started because my

handwriting was so terrible; mother felt it would help

my handwriting but it never did. f[laughter] Nobody can
féad my handwriting still, including me. But I did take
painting lessons, and I think it must ﬁave done something
to my eye and to my sensibilities. Subsequently when I
was in college, I didn't take art histéry courses in
college. I took an art history course, yes; and it was you
know what kind of an art history course, how much you get
in one year of that as a freshman at Mills. I look back
and Lyonel Feininger was teaching there at the same time--
I could kill myself. I had friends that were in painting
classes and so forth, and I should have khown“better. But
one never knows at the moment, I gﬁeés, and particularly |
When you are seventeen.

GOODWIN: You had art appreciation in junior high school?

WEISMAN: At high school, junior high.

~ GOODWIN: Say, several years?

WEISMAN: Yes, I had some. You know I knew Matisse from

12



Cézanne. I didn't know anything about the twentieth
century: the surrealist painters or obviously the abstract
expressionists, becéuse that was before them, you know. I
moved down here in '29, and who was painting what in '29?
It was the German expressionists really around that time,
was it not? And the postimpressionists were still going
pretty good guns. [Fernand] Léger was still painting.
Matisse was still painting, Picasso; and even they

hadn't reached the epitome of their successes.

GOODWIN: Were you aware of an ar£ world [when you werel
in Los Angeles?

WEISMAN: I was aware to the point that I had Pinkie and

[The] Blue Boy hanging in my room at college, and soon

vtook those down and didn't ever want to see them again.
[laughter] And then I became aware to the point that I
knew that if one day I was a rich lady, I would like to
own a Cézanne and a Matisse: those were the only two I
really wanted to own.
GOCDWIN: When did you formulate that desire?
WEISMAN: I don't know when or why. I think I just liked
-them,»and I had gone to museums. I had an aunt [Zadel
Glickman] in San Francisco who lives here now, and an uncle
[Louis Glickman] (arid he has since died), and they were
very, very influéntial in my aesthetic taste. When I was

a little girl living in San Francisco, this aunt used to

13



take me and a friend of mine, whose mother was a very close

friend of hers~-~to see The Chocolate Soldier downtown at

the opéra house in SanvFrancisco or the children's ballet
on a Saturday morning. And mother would go with us some-
times more often than not, and she'd take us to the museum
occasionally, and she was a very cultured lady. And they
used to go to EBurope and come back with'draWinqs——Spy drawings
or Daumiers or whatever, and she always had this kind of
thing going. She was really interéstéd and cared, and

so was he. I think a certain amount of that rubbed off.
Their home was furnished exquisitely (they lived at the
Huntington Apartments in those days) ahd with beautiful
antiques and lovely etchings, and not major paintings but
lovely, real etchings which she still Has. She's well into
her eighties now, and very deaf-—ydu know, the usual
problems of old age. But I think she played-a considerable
influence on all three of us on that score. Although my.
sister never really picked up on any of this, my brother
did, and I did.

GOODWIN : What kind of a child was Norton?

WEISMAN: Precocious, as you would understand that. He

was bright, he was a loving brother; he adored me. He
graduated from high school at sixteen. He did not want to
go to college--he wanted to go to work--and he implored

my father and [my father] didn't concede. Dad brought
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him law books thinking that he'd go into law, and then one
day in his little Star car he disappeared. He said He
was going to stay at thé fraternity house that weekend in
Berkeley (he had been there two months), and came Monday
night when he was supposed to be back--or Tuesday night,
because Monday night they had fraternity meetings--he wasn't
home. They called the fraternity; they said, "Oh, he went
east.” And they found him: my faﬁher-had the police out,
and they picked him up in Salt Lake City. He said, "I'm
not coming home until you let me do what I want to and go
to work." And Dad said OK, and so he came back.

I gueSs he went to work for my father, and then he
did his own thing, and then he moved to L.A. He was in
business, but he was the kind of brother that used to bring
me very expensive gifts. I remember sweaters or things that
were very impressive to me and dresses. And then when he
moved to Los Angeles, he won a car in a raffle for a dollar.
[laughter] And my father was so excited. He thought, "My
God, we're finally going to get a decent car; we're going
to get a new car." We had a Cadillac Phantom at that time,
but it was a 1923 car, and by then it must have been '28,
'29, or something like that. And so Norton drove up to
San Francisco in his new car. It was so little it drove under
a truck, or so he said. It had one seat for the driver and

a little jump seat on the outside. I was five, six, seven
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years old--there's eleven years difference in our age--
Norton was eighteen, I was maybe seven? And he put me in
the jump seat, put a cigarette in my hand, and drove me
down Market Street to get attention. He used to play
games with me all the time. Then when we moved to Los
Angeles (I was eleven, twelve years o0ld) we used to go to
movies together. 1I'll never forget when his first son
[Donald Ellis Simonl was born, after the baby was born,

he took me to a movie one night; at seven o'clock we went
to one movie, and at nine o‘clock we went to another

movie house. And we were very, very close, and it was a
very loving relationship. And [it] pievailed pretty much
go through the years. It comes and goes. It's got its
hots and its colds, and T think that's true of people.
GOODWIN: Did your sister also go to Mills College?
WEISMAN: No, she didn't. She might have gone to UCLA, I
forget. I think she was at UCLA for a year. I was at Mills
only for a vear, and then I came home, went to business
college, and got married.

GOODWIN: Did you dislike Mills?

WEISMAN: No, I loved it. But my father said enough with
the horseback riding and falling in love with someone he
didn't like, that I had had enough education up there, come
home. "All is forgiven; come home." So all was forgiven,

and I came home. I went to Woodbury business school, and I

16



met my husband [Frederick] and got married. So I was
married at nineteen; I didn't have much chance to do
much playing around.
GOODWIN: Before we discuss your mérriage, had you
traveled to Europe as a child?
WEISMAN: Nothing. Before I was married, I had never
been east of California or west of California or south
of California. I had been to Portland when I was born,
and we had gone up to Seaside to the resort there a
couple of summers after we had moved to San Francisco.
And that was the extent of my travels. We went up to
Yosemite, when I was a little girl, or we'd come down to
Los Angeles. My real mother's parents 1iVed down here,
and there was family down here, so we would come down.
And my father then eventually had business down here, and
we'd rent a house for the summer, and then eventually we
moved down. So there was just none of that. rThere wasn't
too much frivolity along those lines.

But as I say, spoiled I was, but in a different way.
I don't think T was so spoiled: well, I must have been.
I feel I was loved a lot, which is a good feeling. Having
gone through therapy, I'm more convinced than ever that
I was a very fortunate youngster in that, considering having
lost my mother, and now undersfanding many of the appre-

hensions and fears and anxieties I had as a youngster and as
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VI grew up, and having a better understanding of it now,

I think that I was extremely lucky because I always-

felt loved--and by both of my parents. And I loved them,
I won't say I was always the best daughter by any way,

- shape, or form. I didn't express it maybe as such at
‘the time; but as the years have gone on, I have come

to realize that they were really perfeéect parents because
they never did anything that they didn;t think was -
abzolutely right. And even if it was wrong, they didn't
think it was wrong when they did it. And so I feel that
they were very good parents and gave me oPportunities that
I should have had and did have, and I was terribly
bereaved when they both died; but at the same time I

was torn with the grief of lésing:them.‘ But T don't
think I suffered guilts, and I don't think I suffered

the way-- I think my sister suffered terribly when my
father died, and also when my mother died. But there
were all of the kinds of mixed-up reasons in there.

I understand where she comes from; it must have been very
difficult beihg a middle c¢child witﬁ a stepmother and a
father who had a son that was the apple of‘his eye, and

a little baby girl whom he could cuddle and whom his new
Wife took to sorwell. She must have been in a very
unbearable position. She and I have talked of this; and I

wouldn't necessarily want it to be discussed publicly,
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obviously, but it has to be a difficult place to be.
GOODWIN: Was your family religious?

WEISMAN: ©Oh, no. We went to temple. Are you Jewish?
GOODWIN: Yes.

WEISMAN: We would go to temple on the High Holidays
because my father thought we should, but it was a pain

for him to go. And if a man would come around with a
beard, he'd call him Rabbi Winkler. He hated everything
that was ritualistic about Judaism. He was a good human
being. He supported Jewish causes, and the [Cedars of
Lebanon]} hospital, and the welfare [United Jewish Welfare .
Fund]} and all of the usual hoohas—--Vista Del Mar, and so
forth. But he always got into trouble with organizations
when he served on them because he was much too businesslike
and practical. I remember they were building an auditorium
at Vista Del Mar (and my stepmother had been raised in an
orphanage) and they were soliciting funds for the
blank-blank auditorium, named for a person [Myef Gensburg
Recreation Center]. And my father said, "Why are you
soliciting funds from me to buy an auditorium bearing

someone else's name? If he wants his name, let him build

the auditorium." "Well," they said, "he gave the first
thing." Well," he said, "I'm giving the second. So you
can call it the hooha Myer Simon auditorium." But they

said, "You don't understand"; he said, "I understand very
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well. Let him pay for it and change the name to the
Vista Del Mar auditorium." So he was on the board, I
think, at Vista Del Mar for fourteen minutes when this
took place, [laughter], and that wés the end of that.

I might add, subsequently my mother built a school
on the Vista Del Mar facility in my father's name called
the Myer Simon School, and she paid for the whole school.
She said my father would never have had it any other way.
Subsequently, that school has been taken down because
time went on and the needs were different, and so forth.
I think they renamed another facility for him [Lucille E.
and Myer Simon Classroom]. It's still there, and my
mother was active there, and they did a dinner in her
‘Thonor].

GOODWIN: Did you ever have any musical training?

WEISMAN: I took the piano legsons like evéry other little
girl, took the piano lessons and was made to practice and
hated it, and wished I could play later and then tried
again to learn to play by ear, which doesn't really

work too well, but--

GOODWIN: Dance?

"WEISMAN: T took all of the lessons. I toock ballet

and enjoyed that. I hated the music lessons because

I didn't like the practicing. I took elocution lessons;

I'm not sorry. I took everything but tree-~climbing
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lessons, I think.

'GOODWIN: Were you a girl scout?

WEISMAN: No, I wasn't a girl scout. [tape recorder
turned off]

GOODWIN: Mrs. Weisman, did you have any childhood friends
with whom you've maintainea friendships over the years?
WEISMAN: Yes, I've had friends that I don't see all
that often, really, but I remember them, and on occasions
we've seen each other. A girl T went to school with at
Sutro School in San Francisco--her name was Kathryn Wolf
{she's married to Auguét Rothschild in San Francisco)--

I haven't seen her or talked to her in years. But you
reminded me I should drop her a note.

Then there was another girl named Virginia Simon that
was no relation at all, but I remember she was my ideal
of what a girl should be. She had blond curls and blue
eyes, and I thought éhe was beautiful. She was mean to
me all the time. She used to wear dresses to school, and
most of the girls in San Francisco wore midis and skirts,
They weren't uniforms; it was just what they all did.
There were uniform schools, éiivate schools, but that
wasn't the case. They Jjust wore midis and skirts, but
her‘mother let her wear dresses. And I was so envious,

I always wore high-laced shoes because mother said it

would keep your ankles trim when yvou were older, and
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Virginia got to wear Mary Janes to school. As I look back,
it wasn't such great taste.

I remember one day her coming to me and saying--she
was angry at something I must have done that was terrible--
"Oh, I hate you! You have a face only a mother could
love. And your mother died of fright." And I said, "What
are you talking about?" She said, "It's true, it's true;
my mother told me.™

Well, I must have known it, but I went screaming home,
crying, from the school grounds. I went to my mother and
said, "Is it true?" And she said, "Of course, it's true!
But I selected my children. T didn't just have to take
what I got."” &and I went back to school and told her,

"Your poor mother got stuck with you, and my mother chose

me out of all the children in the world," you know, all

that nonsense. And that stuck with me forever and ever.

I never gsee her, and if I knew her--I don't know her married
name--if I ever saw her again, I would be ready for her.
[laughter]

But you know, I see people in San Francisco that
I knew as a child, and people my brother had known.

Like Pat [Edmund G.i Brown [Sr.], I remember when I was
a little kid, Norton and Pat used to play cards together.
They were in a high school fraternity together at Lowell.

And Sonny Marx, who subsequently has become my husband's
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best friend, I remember seeing him around. And other
people: sisters and wives of people that I knew in

San Francisco as a youngster. Some of them are my best
friends now. So we have a kind of a dual life in San
Francisco and Los Angeles because we did live there then
after we were married.

GOODWIN: Tell me how you met your husband.

WEISMAN: Well, I had met him originally-~ My sister

was going out with this man that she subsequently married
[Harold Brooks]. They were very good friends and one
night this girl from San Francisco came down to visit
Kathryn [Wolf]. She was staying with us. My sister fixed
her up on a blind date with Fred, and I was very angry

at my sister. "How come you could fix‘her up, and you
wouldn't fix me up with him?" Because he was cute and

so forth. So anyway, I met him because when they came
from their date and I was asleep with my hair rolled up,
she brings them in the bedroom. And I was just chagrined.
Then subsequently my sister got married. Oh, he became
engaged to -a girl that was one of my dearest friends. And
at my sister's wedding, which was at the Ambassador Hotel--
yves, he was at the wedding with his fiancée. After the
wedding we went back to his fiancée's home. We'd all
gotten just potted. He and I, after thé wedding dinner,

had gone around the table--there were, how many, fifty
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or a hundred people--and drunk all the empty champagne
glasses. We cleaned them; we emptied them, and then we
went back to her house. And it wasn't too long after .
that she was going with another fellow. And she said
she didn't know what to do because she liked this other
guy, too. And I said, "Why, you can't compare them.
Why, Freddie's little finger is worth more than all of
this other fellow." And she said, "Go get him if you
think he's so great." And I said, "Well, that's not
what I'm talking about.”

So subsequently, there was a group in Los Angeles
called the Los Angeles Service League, and they were
ladies that raised funds for something} for a social
service situation. They raised this mohey, and they had
a fémily service group. That's what it was, family
service, Jewish family service, I think. And they would
have a revue at the [Wilshire] Ebell Theater followed
by a dance, a whole big number at Hillcrest [Country Club].
So I was in the revue, and we used to rehearse at the
Arden PFarm offices on Alden Drive, which now has Cedars-Sinai
[Medical Center] sittinngn top of this space. During
the rehearsals he came over,. AHerwould watch the rehearsals
gsometimes, which the guys used to do. I was eighteen years
old and he was tWenty—four, and he was in the liguor

business at that point selling for Schenley's. He went to
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the revue at the Fbell, and I was--big deal--I was in

the chorus. It was all the nice little Jewish ladies

and the little girls and all the ladies. My sister-in-law
{subsequently she became my sister-in-law) was in this
revue, They were all very chic, beautiful people of

Los Angeles: there were the Isaacs family and the
Nordlinger family and the Hellman family, all those

kinds of people were involved.

Well, at the dance later at Hillcrest I was with a
doctor. I had been working at Cedars as a volunteer, and
I went with a doctor that I had been dating, an intern.

So [Fred] told the intern that the girl that he was with
was from Atlanta; and he told his date that the intern I
was with was from Idaho, wherever the hell she was from.
He gets the two of themrtogether, and we spent the rest of
the evening together. And then he asked me out for the
next night; and the next night we went out, and he asked
me to marry him, and I said yes. [laughter] We were

ashamed to tell anybody--it was so fast. So we waited

- about a week. And I'll never forget the next morning:

he called and he asked for me. I came on the phone, and
he said, "This is Fred Weisman speaking." &And I said,
"There aren't a lot of Freds I'm engaged to." He gaid,
"Well, there aren't a lot of Marcias I'm engaged to,

either." It was really weird.
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So anyway, he had a plan that night he didn't want
to bréak, and I didn't want to break a plan I had
because we weren't gbing to tell anybody. So we made
a date for the next night--we had lunch that day, or
whatever, and then he came for dinner the next night and--
I don't know--it was a couple of weeks later. In the
meantime, I told my mother and I told my father. (I didn't
tell my father right away.) I told my mother, and she
said, "My God, he can't keep you in stockings." And I
- said, "Oh, you'd be surprised!"™ and "I won't wear any,"
yvou know. The last line is we had our first date, we
were engaged, married, and back from our honeymoon in
two months. Pretty fast. PForty years later, still
pretty fast, set a fast pace. But he was really nice.
GOODWIN: Why don't you tell me about your husband's
background?
WEISMAN: His parénts*were both born in Russia: one in
Russia, one in Bessarabia; I think it's all the same
today. They moved to Minneapolis. I think his father
came over to this country when he was twelve, and his
mother when she was fourteen or something like that. His
father [William Weisman] was a very aggressive, assertive
little man. He was maybe five-feet-four or five-feet-six--
terrific little guy. And he always knew where it was at.

He was in business with L. B. Mayer; he was in the real
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estate business; he was in the fur business; he was just
a mover. I might say his son is very much like him.
And he was into everything.

His mother [Mary Zekman Weisman] was a very
old-fashioned lady, and very beautiful and very sweet.
But she was in another world. And you know, as I think
back, she was maybe ten years older than my mother,
but she always felt like forty years older than my mother.
However old [my mother-in-law] was, I never knew my mother
when she was that age. You know, it was one of those
things. I never thought of my mother--knowing my mother
at sixty and my mother-in-law at sixty was like seventy-five,
and it was Jjust the way it was. It was that kind of a
situation. But anyway, she was a typically martyred,
old-fashioned Jewish lady that gave up everything for
her children. You know, you've met. those kind. But she
was a very swéet} lovely lady. We got along; we got on
very well., We just didn't have too much in common. She
could have been in and out of this house twenty times,
which she would be, and she would never know there was
a picture hanging. And I could have refurnished the
whole house, and she wouldn't know it was refurnished.
Whereas my mother would say, "How could you put this
neXt to that when it should have been this way instead of

that way?" And my mother made an effort to learn something
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of modern art, even though shevknew nothing about it when
we started to collect.
GOODWIN: Did the Weismans move to Los Angeles?
WEISMAN: Oh, ves, they moved to Los Angeles from Minneapolis.
. My father-in-law was always a marvelously good provider.
And my'mother-inflaw~— They separated after they had been
marxied about twenty years, but she would not get a
divorce until her children were married because she didn't
want to harm their reputation in any way, which in itself
is an old-fashioned concept. But after my brother-in-law
[Steven Weisman] got married, my youngeét brother—-in-law--
[Fred] has two brothers. His older brother [Theodore
Weisman] is a lawyer. He subsequently retired and is

into specific, special gituations. And he had a younger
brother, who just retired as a superior court judge in

Los Angeles, and is now an arbitrating'judée, I believe
they call them, special situations. It's been very good
for him and very good for the courts because it's alle-
viated a lot of the pressures off the courts. He'll go
~into a law office on request: if two people are having

a dispute, he will arbitrate it right there in.the lawyer's
office and settle it for them.

GOODWIN: Where did Mr. Weisman go té school?

WEISMAN: He went to Virgil Junior High, and then he went

to L. A. High. Then he went to the University of Minnesota
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because his father was in business there at the time--
I think this was the order; I could be wrong—-and théen to
Northwestern in Chicago, and then he went to Oregon, and
then he went to UCLA. Or he went to UCLA and then to
Oregon--I don't know which succession. He went to four
universities. And the crash came in November of '29,
He had a chance to get a job. He was in the first building
on the new UCLA campus after they left what is now
L. A. City College. He had a job offered to him at MGM
in the sound department or something in 1932, and he
quit school to take the job because jobs were really--
They were lucky to graduate college and get a job as a
gasoline attendant. So he then went to‘work, and he worked
with MGM as a sound mixer and worked on all Joan Crawford's
pictures. Then he went into the produce business with
someone who was very well experiencéd. He had the money,
and the other man had the experience. And [Fred] left
fhe business with the experience, and the other man
with his money. And then he went to work for Schenleys.
I think he was a regional sales manager or something at
Schenley.‘ And then when we became engaged, my father wanted
him to come to work. He wasn't keen for that, and neither
was I. But nevertheless, he did; we then felt it was fine.
So that's where he was for twenty-some years.

And then one day he decidéd, "OK, I've had that."

I think he was forty~five when he retired from Hunt Foods.
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He had been president of the company and resigned to
retire. That lasted exactly two weeks. [laughter]

I don't think it lasted two weeks. He had made an
investment that was very profitable while he was at
Hunt's, and it was a flyer, a high-flying thing into

a uranium situation. And they hit, and hit big, and
sold out. And from nothing he made a fortune, and it
gave him the wherewithal to be able to do what he wanted
to do. And he did. Since then he's been an entrepreneur;
he's been in investments in one thing and another.

He took on the distributorship of Toyota automobiles

for the mid-Atlantic states; the timing could not have
been better eight years ago. It really was like a
license to steal, as he says. Where he started getting
15,000 cars a year, he's now getting 15,000 a month,

or approximately. He has his own depot where they

bring the cars. in off the boats and service them.
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TAPE NUMBER: I, SIDE TWO

JULY 26, 1978

GOODWIN: We were talking about Mr. Weisman. Did he
have any interests in art as a young man?

WEISMAN: Not at all. IHe really was not interested.
Actually I had always been interested. I painted, again,
from the time that I was a child. I didn't paint for

a long time, then I did paint again. I painted from
time to time. 1I'd pick up brushes and stuff and start
to paint or take lessons. It was enough to keep me

aware and interested and concerned in, not the art scene
per se, but to go to a museum and see what was going

on: to go see the Monet show when it was here or the
van Gogh show or whatever was going on at UCLA early on.
I don't know. When was the Monet show? It was a long,
long time ago.

GOODWIN: Where did you take lessons?

WEISMAN: Oh, when we lived in Fullerton, there was

an art professor from Washington University in St. Louis
who had come to Fullerton to retire. I heard about him
and asked him if he'd teach me, and he said sure. 8o
he'd come to the house, and he'd teach me, and I'd paint.
And I spent one year with that man learning hue, intensity,
and value--the difference. And you know, most people don't

know what you are talking about when you discuss this
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unless they really sit down and think. It got to the
point that one year ‘later I finally got the message:

that is not easy. With tﬁat, we would go looking at

art. It was during that time my brother started to
collect. He had bought a Pissarro, a Renoir, a Gauguin--
I think--at that time.

Prior to that, I had gone to the Broadway department
store-~we had moved into another house in '48 or '49,
and my interests were sufficient that I bought etchings
and lithographs or things that I saw along the way to
enhance our home, some of which I gavekaway, which was
kind of sad. I rememberjgoing to the‘Chicaqo Art Insti-
tute and seeing a van Gogh sepia drawing that was
reproduced on a postcard at the institute. I bought
it and took it to a photographer, and héd it blown up
bigger than life, and spent a lot of money having it
framed and hung it over our sofa in the living room.
I did that with things, and T really‘cared. Then I
went to the Broadway department store, and I bought
reproductions that were done like on an o0il canvas.
Then I'd go and get varnish and paint over to get a real
thick varnish and things like that. Now, I did this.
He liked having them around the house. |

We went to Europe in '53, and we bought a couple of

lousy paintings. Not only that, he was someplace, and
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‘he came home with a painting that was pretty bad. But

that was all right: they were paintings; we knew we
needed something. And then we bought this house in '57.
Now, we had had etchings; we bought a couple of paintings
{and nothing to rave about, I might add) in '56, '57.
GOODWIN: Dc you want to mention what a few of those
things were?

WEISMAN: Well, one was an [André] Marchand. Do you
know who that is? Another was-- Oh criminey, what was
his name--not the guy with the big eyes; this was a
more surreal person. I'll have to think:of his name.
We'll £ill it in when the time comes. But that was the
kind. They were people we saw in France, but they
weren't just up at Montmartre. We went to galleries.
There was a gallery called Harvé Gallery, and we met
Harvé on the Liberté. He had us come to the gallery,
and we went there with Harold Lloyd's wife and daughter.
And we all bought art there.

Then we were going to buy this house. Welsaw this
house, and I said to Fred, "I love that house because
you know why?" And he said, "Why?" And I said, "We could
have a Museum of Modern Art sculpture court in that
lanai." .He said, "Is that a reason to buy a house?"
And I said, "Yes, I think that's a good reason." And

we had recently been to New York and-- When was that
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[Joan] Miré show ‘in the early fifties? It was a huge
Mirdé retrospective.

GOODWIN: I don't know the dates. [1959]

WEISMAN: Anyway, we saw that show and liked it. We
liked it a lot~-didn't know why, but.we iiked it. So

we decided to Buy this house--and we were going to

New York--and it was in escrow. I had talked to Norton
about the fact that I was going to get some art for this
‘house. T had rented some things from the [Los Angeles
Countyl Museum [of Art] Rental Gallery and returned them
(because [Fred] wasn't excited about them). We were going to
New York and he said, "I'll give you $2,000 to spend, and
you can do the four walls." The four walls are the one
in the bar; the one in the dining room over the buffet

(I didn't want anything for over the fireplace); I wanted
something for this wall inside the entry where the
Cézanne is now; and I wanted something in here where the
[Jasper] Johns Map is. So I said, "What if I found

one painting I liked for $2,000?" He said, "Nope, we
need to cover four walls." So I told Norton what we
were doing, and he wrote a letter to his friend Ben
Heller that he had met once, and I said, "Splendid." He
wrote him and said maybe he could help us pick out a
{Philip] Guston or something. Well, we went to Ben's

apartment. We were astounded that he was so young.
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GOODWIN: How old was he?
WEISMAN: Oh, he wasn't forty. The outcome is we got
in, and a pregnant lady opened the door, and it was his
wife. He was under forty--he was thirty-five years old,
I guess. (This was long after Fred had left home.) So
we decided then, és we looked around waiting for Ben,
that Fred wasn't excited about [Willem] de Kooning. He
thought he was an angry man. He said, "I Workéd for
an angry man too long, and I'm not going to live with
one now in a painting." He had really wanted something
that was realistic, and he thought he liked surrealism.
He didn't like his [Mark] Rothko {(a brown and beige
Rothko was one of them); he liked the Clyfford Still;
he didn't understand or like the [Franz] Klines (which
I didn't either); and we did like the [Jackson] Pollocks.
The outcome is we said we'd go to galleries the
next day and make a list of what we saw that we liked.
And all he really wanted to know was,‘"Is it worth what
we're paving for?" Because we don't want to buy something,
paying $1,000 for it if it's really only worth $500.
Because then if we wanted to turn it in, we won't be able
to. But we didn't want his taste, necessarily. When we
told him what we saw-- [tapé recorder turned off]
‘So anyway, we called him back and told him the pieces

we were interested in. He said, "Hey, these aren't the
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same things you were talking about.” We said, "We didn't
ask you that."” So what did we buj? A Ralph Humphries
[entitled Victorial. We bought an Adja Yunkers [untitled].
And we bought a Paul Brach [untitled]. Those were our
first three purchases of twentieth—cenﬁury art, - -all
three of which would really hold up today, none of which
we have. We gave them all to the Pasadena Museum.
[laughter] BAnd so there they are.
GOODWIN: Let me ask you, how did your brother's interest
in art pick up?
WEISMAN: T think from what I gather, my sister-in-law
[Lucille Simon] was really very interested. He was not.
My sister-in-law was a Wellesley graduate and was really
involved somewhat in art history and the knowledge of it.
Whether she had the exposure, I'm not so sure, but she
probably did have; she certainly had'more exposure than
he had had. And then he became piqued. His curiosity
was piqued. And then he began to hear about businessmen
that he respected spending $1 million on a painting,
or $100,000 on a painting. You know, that's very hafd
for a businessman to understand. It's very difficult to
understand; how you can rationalize that.

And he is a very avid reader. In one month he will
learn more about a subject, such as art, from reading and
exposure probably than anybody you kKnow would learn in

five years. Because if he once sets hié head to something--
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and he is a genius; his head works like a genius--he's
going to do it. And he's always said, "Ah, you keep the
books. Give me the paintings to look at. Let me go to the
museums. Let me go to the galleries. That's where I'll
learn. You look at the books." And of course, I've
always said that as well., There's no point in looking
in a book. I tell my classes, too; there's no point
in looking at reproductions ever, oxr slides. I'm opposed
to them. Totally. I know as an art history professor
you can't live that way because it's impossible.
GOODWIN: Right, it is.
WEISMAN: But éertainly, you must admit it is the proper
way, the best way to learn; but it's not practical--
GOODWIN: Right. It's the ideal way.
WEISMAN: --for a university situation, unless the
university has galleries around. And this is the
importance of universities: having galleries and having
them maintained, and keeping collections going. So in
any event, this was really what spurred him on to begin
with. Then, as I say, he's a very quick learner, and he
steps right in.

And I must say, my husband functioned pretty much the
same way. It was really kind of a simultaneous thing.
He may have started to buy a little before us. It might

have been at the early~on point that we didn't think we
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could spend the kind of money that would be necessary
to buy impressionists or postimpressionists. That was
long since over and out because for what we spend on
modern art today certainly we can have great impressionist
paintings. And we could have twenty years ago or
£wenty—five years ago, as the case may héve been. But
it was really in about '56, '57 that we really did get
into it; and then in '58 we started to buy, and in '58,
'59, '60 we bought very heavily, up to '62.
GOODWIN: OK;vexplain how you got into it in '56.
I mean, what were some cof the steps? .
WEISMAN: I think the'stepping-stones were my taking
painting, and Fred watching and seéing what I was doing--
liking it or not liking it, but just an involvement.
I was going in and spending time at the museums, with
my art teacher and alone, and looking.

We'd go to New York on business, and I'd take him
to galleries and museums. We went to the Mixd show as
an example that I remember, or going to the Monet show or
the van Gogh show. But,’you know, just being involved.
Going into Paris as we did in '55 (well, the first time
was in '53) and going to galleries and museums and
seeing things with different eyes. By the time we went
back in '56, '57, we wondered what we used to do when we

went to Europe. [laughter] We wondered what we used
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to do when we'd go to New York. I remember going to
New York and saying, "Guess what, I saw'theater." I
went to five different shows in a week. Now, if we go
to one show in a year it's a lot. I don't know what
we did with ourselves. It must have been awful, in
a sense. But we were interested in theater, then we'd
go to the music, then symphony and ballet, and whatever.
But how do you know when you getjinto it? T guess
you know when you get into it when you write that first
check. And that's truly the commitment. And that
commitment is one that is inexplicable. It's a feeling;
it's gut. I don't think it has anything to do with
head. I think you get into a directien. Something happens
that makes you look to begin.with. And after that first
look, you get therfirst olive out of the bottle, and
bye-bye, you've had it. [laughter]
GOODWIN: What was a big turning point for you at that
time?
WEISMAN: ©h, I think I bought a [Pierrel Soulages
[Fanuary 3] for Fred for his birthday or for Christmaa
for $2,000. I bought it on time and then forgot to pay
the payments, and he had to pay it. [laughter] He
almost died. Someone rang the doorbell; I was delingquent.

Then we bought a. [Philip] Guston [Winter Flower] that we

still have~-it's in New York. And we bought a [Robert]
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Richenburg [untitled], not [Robert] Rauschenberg. Do
you know who he is?

GOODWIN: No.

WEISMAN: Which was a good painting. We gave that to

Pasadena also. We bought a Billy [William] Brice [Rocks in a

Garden] here; that went to Pasadena, too. Then we went
to a sale at the L.A. County Museum in '58, I think it
was, that they had for the benefit of the Museum of Modern
Art. They were going to build a new wing. [laughter]

You know how long ago that was [1958]. We bought the

[Jean] Arp [Figure recueillie], we bought a [Alexei von]

Jawlensky still life [Still Life with Citron]. It was

gorgeous. That we gave to Pasadena Museum to beef up the
Galka Scheyer collection. [laughter] -Those were the two
we bought in that sale. That was probably the most we

had spent at that time because the Arp, I think, was

$4,500, and the Jawlensky was, I think, $6,500, and that
was really a big number. We paid $3,500 for the Guston,
something like that.

GOODWIN: Did you have a notion that you wanted to become

a collector?

WEISMAN: Oh God, no. We were never going to be collectors.
We were buying things we liked; we were enhancing our home.
We were not "decorating," but we were. We had walls that
needed to be filled. We didn't want to fill them with

furniture and candelabras and antiquities. We wanted to
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put art on the walls because we believed that. So we

found something for this wall, something for that wall,
and something for that wall, and then we felt that other
wall needed it so very badly, and so we saw something,

and we bought it. Then we'd start going toe galleries, and
once you start going to galleries you've had it. We
bought stuff in Esther Robles's. We'd buy stuff at Felix

Landau's and buy stuff at Paul Kantor's when he was up on

Camden |[Drive], and Frank Perls's--up and down those crazy

streets-~Ferus Gallery.

And the next thiﬁg we were just hooked. We were
always buying because there were things we wanted. They
were never for any other reason. [It got] to the point
that there were times when people would come to us--to
our faces--as collectors. ‘And we'd say, "We are not
collectors." We would be offended. It had a sense of
greed and acquisitiveness that we really didn't think we
were into. We didn't think that's whére we were at, or
where we're at today. I don't think we collect out of
greed and acquisitiveness. Even though we'd like to have it
all, we know we can't have it all. We don't really want
it all because there are so many things we don't like. And
there are things we do; and when we see things we like,
we want them. And you know, this is my lack of discipline
again. This is why I couldn't teach at UCLA [Extension]

either: because they wanted to know where I was going to be
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four weeks from Tuesday. There was no way I was ever
~going to know that. And on and on we went that route.
It was just a continual acquiring, falling in love,
acquiring, and making ‘it happen. You'll hear all of this
later [in class] because it goes into their understanding
of what it is to collect, what is a collector, why is a
.collector. And I'm sure as many people as there are in the
world that are collecting, there afe that many reasons to
collect. But I'd still resent "collecting." We aren't
standing there collecting urine like a doctor would or
collecting seashells with our hands out grabbing. [laughter]
Although our hands, I guess, are out grabbing. [laughter]
You know, it's a very--what would you call that?--an
ambiguous kind of a situation. You buy an artist's work
that you like, and one of his things doesn't tell you every-
thing about him. It's like loocking at a photograph of some-
one that you've never met, and you say, "Here is a picture
of George Goodwin." And-you say, "But this really isn't
George Goodwin, here's another one. Maybe you'd better see
this one, too." So you really need five or six pictures.
Pretty soon you get a sense, a sensibility about the person.
So it is with art. You can't have one Max Ernst. He was
a very profound man, and he did so many things. His
paintings were marvelous--but none as great as his sculpture.
His sculpture was so meaningful. When you see that, and

how he carried it to that, you know it's just impossible
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to say it with one piece. It's impossible to say, "That's

Henry Moore, that Animal Head." How can that be Henry Moore

when you see that stately Queen sitting out there, or that

loving Family of Four or the little Family of Three. I

mean, they all are very positively a composite picture of
the man, and the person and his soul and his feelings and
his philosophies and everything that go to make him up.
Now, there are some artists, in our opinion, that
are uneven. They had a moment in time when they did
exemplary work, and then it wasn't ever quite as good
as before, or gquite as good afterwards, and so one can
handle it very well.
There are also people that you can't really do justice
to, so you're just as well to stay away from them--like
Picasso. We have a marvelous Dora Maar of 1939. We have

a wonderful drawing of 1967, [Trois nus assis]. I think

his work after the forties was really downhill all the
way. But downhill all the way compared to what? Compared
to Picasso's, not compared to the other perle who were
painting at the time. Certainly he was one of the most
prolific and profound and experimental of all the artists;
and [he] explored so many fields of aesthetics that you
couldn't éut down what he did the day he died. But if
you're comparing Picasso to Picasso. I was the one, I

admit it, when Fred said, "I found it" (an analytical

43



cubist panel: it was two feet high and nine feet wide
or eight feet wide, and there were three--one was owned
by [Daniel] Xahnweiler, one was owned by Klaus Perls,
and this one Jane Wade had--it was $80,000), I said,
"Fred, you've got to be out of your mind! $80,000
for a painting!" And we let it go.r Well, it was
acquired, and we nevér got it. There was a vertical
the same size of a seated bather that the National
Gallery [of Art] bought for [$] 1.3 million; and that
was a couple of years ago, so it would be more today.
Then, of course, there was the [Alberto] Giacometti
chariot that was painted, and it was $60,000. I said,
"Look, it's an edition; I think that's stupid." But
by the same token, we had a Matisse pastel and watercolor
of a woman sitting at a table, in front of an open
window, with the philodendron leaves drooping down, and
the printed drapery,‘and'the printed wallpaper. And
Fred didn't like the hand; he thought it was a very
unfinished-looking hand. It bothered him. We had
another Matisse painting that was in oil. There was no
figure in it. It was an open balcony looking out in
Nice with a violin case opened and empty on a chair in
front of the window—-I'm sure you've seen it, with the
vanity table with the oval mirror? There's a version

of it at the Museum of Modern Art. And may I tell you, he
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sold that one so as to sell the pastel to sweeten the
pot, and I ended up with no Matisse after all. All

‘'my life I'd said, "When I'm a rich lady someday, I'm
going to have a Matisse ahd a Cézanne." Well, I have
the Cézanne; I don't have the Matisse anymore.

GOODWIN: Not yet.

WEISMAN: I had them, and he sold them. So both of us
have done things that we rued the day we did, or didn't
do, and that's inevitable, too. We've often said that
the best collection is the "iffy" collection: "if" we
hadn't sold it, "if" we had bought it, "if" we hadn't
given it away. And it wouldn't be bad except for when

- you look around: I wouldn't want to trade the "iffys"
for what we have. So they're there and they're to be
seen elsewhere, as long as they're alive somewhere being
shown and not destroyed.

GOODWIN: At some point did you develop a plan as to a
direction you wanted to follow?

WEISMAN: I don't think so. Do you know as recently as
six months ago we discovered we have a remarkable
collection of drawings, of the twentieth-century masters.
And we really didn't know that. Did I tell you this?
GOODWIN: You mentioned it.

WEISMAN: We discover ourselves with [Arshile] Gorky,
Pollock, Still, [Barnett] Newman. Who has drawings like

that? So we went and saw a Kline [untitledl, and I said,
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"Fred, we've got to have 1it," and we did. And that was
kind of a plan, when we bought the Kline. I think this

[Robert] Motherwell [In Red with Two Ovals], I don't

know whether you'd call it a collage and drawing, or
whether it's a painting--~really everything,-isn't it,
because it is partially painted. But I'd like to have

a more complete situation, where you have a marvelous
Johns-- We should have a good Rauschenberg going. To
that extent I see a plan. And we've had Rauschenberg
lithos, and he gave us a very nice one for Christmas. But
a litho isn't ‘really the same thing. I would like very
much to kind of complete some sort of a plan of drawings.
But there is no plan. How can you have a plan? Like
saying I'm going to have a family and then have two boys’
and two girls: who can plan that? (Today you can!)
GOODWIN: You did settle on modern art.

WEISMAN: There was no question ever it was going to

be modern art. At the beginning we thought, well, maybe
at one time we'd go into something earlier, into
impressionisté, but that lasted six months maybe because
after we first experienced the abstractionists and came
into that marvelous feeling of every time you looked at
it you saw something else, and you never could go by
without picking up some nuance of it, and then you'd take

it from one wall and move it to another wall, and then
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it became a whole new world again, and who its sisters
and brothers are, who it's sitting next to, hanging next
to, who's accompanying it to wherever and whatever its
doing, that's so very special. It takes it into another
world, and we really love it. That's the marvelous thing
about it. We adore everything about it. We‘adore the
things we learned to dislike. This little turtle of
Max Ernst [Tortue] wé owned and we sold. Fred made sonme
cockamamie deal somewhere along the way and we sold it.
And we bought it back at a sale for considerably more
money. But I'm sure at the time if you were to balance
it out, it didn't matter that much in money. We know
it's the same one because it is inscribed to Bernard Reils,
which is the only sad thing about it. ~[laughter]

But the point is that even the things we don't like,
vwé love being ihvolvéd in it. We like the whole tenor
of it. If I didn't love it the way I love'it,AI wouldn't
be teaching; I wouldn't get inﬁo it so much. I think
when I started doing art in offices as a consultant and
doing the hospital [Cedars-Sinai Medical Center] and all
of these other wvarious siﬁuations, my feeling was really
one of sitting down and knowing that I was not going to be
a woman at a bridge table ever. I had tried that. I
had played golf and stopped because of arthritis and

one thing or another. I was never going to be a lady
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that was-- I knew this long, long, long ago, I guess,
when I started taking painting lessons. But I knew many,
many years ago I was never going to be a bridgey lady or
a clotheshorse lady (though I like clothes and the things
that happen with them). I love my home, and I'm continually
with projects going on in or about my home. I had to have
something to put my teeth into, to keep me busy all day.

I have an active husband--and a going, moving husband.
He's a workaholic, and he loves what he's doing. He's
~a driven man about his work. And you can't have a man like
that come home at night and.say, "Guess what! I [shot]
101 today, but tomorrow I'1ll break 100," and "I had lunch
with the girls," and "Guess what she was wearing and
what she said and who's sleeping with who and why." It
just wasn't my world. I hear about godd friends or old
friends that died,'aﬁd I hear of it two weeks later
because I'm not into that kind of thing.

So one day I sat down and said,'"If I'm going to
do something, what am I gbing to do?  What do I love the
most?" It was obvious. A is for art so I love it the
best. 5o I went to A, and.so I had to be involved. It
certainly makes for forty years of marriage. to have that.
I think we are blessed because there are very, very few
people that have any one thing that they both care that

much about, because I really don't care that much about
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his business. While he loves his home, he really doesn't
care that much about what the meal's going to be that
night or what his breakfast is the next morning or
whether the furniture was cleaned, just so it's clean.
And how the house is run doesn't interest him; it just
better be run--that he cares about. But I care about
that, too.

But with art, if I said, "I was at an art gallery
today": "Where? What? Who? What'd you see? How much
was it? Had you ever seen it before? Would it look
good in our garden, or wouldn't it? Do you think we ought
to have it?" BAnd I say, "You can't own it all." Or the
story could be in reverse: "Today I went out to lunch
with so-and-so, and guess what we did? - We ended up at
Margo's [Maxgo Leavin Gallery], and we were looking at
so-and-so." And I'll say, "How could you have gone
there without»me!“ and that'll be the argument of the
night. "OK, I'll take you tomorrow, and I'll go back."

It is such a part of our lives. It is such an
adherent. It's really glue is what it is. And our son
[Richard] has said it to us. He 1s in the process of
getting divorced--and has been for five or six years now.
»When he first separated from his wife, he said, "You've
got to understand, you two have something special. You

have art." I looked at him, and I said, "You don't think
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we have something special in that we love each other?”
He says, "A lot of people start out loving each other.
It's easy to quit loving each other if you have nothing
to hang in there with. You've got something that's an
adherent for your marriage, that you can latch on to."
Ite was absolutely right. I think it's essential to have
things like that. May we resign for now?.

GOODWIN: Sure.
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TAPE NUMBER: TII, SIDE ONE

AUGUST 2, 1978

GOODWIN: Mrs. Weisman, would you explain how your tastes
in collecting have changed over the years, if that is
possible?
WEISMAN: Yes, I think I can explain our tastes. I don’'t
know to what extent you can say it changed; it's
ever-changing. We've always been very eclectic or catholic
in our tastes, whatever that means, but I'm repeating what
.other people say. I find that it's really a guestion of
seeing things we fall in love with, and by and large it
all falls into the same area; Now, the same area is what?
I mean, I don't know. It's twentieth-century, that's all.
The earliest thing we have is one Cézaﬁne that refers back
to the moment in time when, as I told you, I always said,
"If ever I were a rich lady I'd have a Cézanne and a
Matisse."” Well, I was tattoced a little on the Matisses,
but T stiil have wy Cézanne. And maybe oné day I'1ll have
a Matisse that will be~-something that will be meaningful.
But in the meantime, how can I complain about Matisse
when wé have Motherwells that are straight out of Matisse,
and others as well, and bringing their own message to it
besides, which inAa way is even better, if that's possible.
So really we started in the twentieth century and

we are still in the twentieth century. We have no gqualms
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about seeing a Mird that we would buy tomorrow maybe,

and the next day buy a [Claes] Oldenburg or buy a

Duane Hanson or John DeAndrea or Anthony Caro (whom

we don't own) or whoever it may be, or a Henry Moore.
Well, there are a lot. We do seem to .go to that area.

We find them more refreshing, more spirited, more exciting
to us, and so we have no really specific-- Believe mne,

we never went in to buy the [Jean] Dubuffet tree [L'Arbre
de lait] that I'm looking at, but we did because we saw
it, and we liked it, and it worked well; the whole
arrangement was able to be regolved.

GOODWIN: How would you characterize your strengths as a
collector? What do you see, perhaps, more perceptively
than other collectors?

WEISMAN: I think probably one of the great strengths of
the collection is the fact that it does cover such a
broad scope. and such a broad period of time and still
within the confines of a period of time. We're now into--
Practically eighty years have gone by in the twentieth
century. I haven't evef said that before, and it sounds
like a long time, doegn't it? So that's a pretty
broad-brush kind of a collection.

GOODWIN: Somebody menhtioned that last week at your
class.

WEISMAN: What?
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GOODWIN: Well, somebody I knew, and I don't know who it
was. He or she said, "Where have all these people been?
The history of modern art has almost run its course, and
these people who are enrolled in the class are just beginning
to comprehend."
WEISMAN: Ezxactly, but why was that person there?
GOODWIN: I don't know. [laughter]
WEISMAN: I think, like anything worthwhile, that artists
"produce far ahead of their times, and so there is always
the lag. Tt's amazing how many people really don't know
what Matisse is about other than they like it, and how
many people don't know what Picasso is about and still
don't like him. 8o I don't think it has anything to do
with where they are in the numbers or the years. The
fact that approximately eighty years has gone by, yes,
it's a long time for you whe know and understand, and
I who know and understand less than yéu but still have
had the experience of-- We've had different experiences,
let's say.
GOODWIN: Right. They're not comparable.
WEISMAN: They are comparable and they aren't comparable:
one is a documentation and the learning process through
one channel, 'and the other is through ancther channel.

I feel we've been very fortunate. We always:stop

and count our blessings along the way. We know we were
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fortunate enough to be at the right time in the_right
place with the funds to do it. And while the funds
don't seem great as we look back now-- When you think

of inflation, and the dro? in the cost of the dollar and
the advance in the cost of the yen and all these things
that have transpired in our country, it's really not

so different today. You know someone that goes and pays
$10,000 for his first painting today isn't paying any
more than we paid when we paid $1,000 for our first
painting) or $800, whatever. Or $400 then is $5,000
today. Yet it seems like a lot, and the people in my
classes go, "Oh, yes. But--" And I say, "Oh, vyes,

but what have you got for $400 lately, a dress?" You
know, it's true. And certainly the ladies in this class,
that's what they spend: [$12~, [$]13-, $400 on a dress (and
maybe less, we find little bargains here and there}.
[laughter] But seriously,ranyone who is involving their
life in this, by and large, when they are couples coming
to a class to acqﬁire»a work of art because they're
trying. to find a painting to hang over their sofa (which
is technically the name of the clasg: "I Have a Place
over My Sofa and I Want to Buy a Painting"), anvone that's
looking at paintings from that point of view, from that

frame of reference--they're buying {$13-, $400 dresses.
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I think so differently. Don't misunderstand, I'm
nét saying that I am-- I'm not being all that humble. T
have my sprees and I do my thing, but certainly it isn't
the focal point of my life. That's evident. I may go
out and bléw it on a blouse or a dress from time to time,
.but I do think twice. I'm basically a frugal person.
Now, frugal in terms of-- Before I'll go spend $1,000 on
a dress, which I know many ladies that do, or before
I'1l go into a store and buy myself a piece of jewelry or
a diamond, that I might well afford to do, I'll think in
‘terms of where will that be in five years from now in
relationship to if I bought a picture or if I bought a
sculpture. I think I really get more joy from the sculptures
and the paintings and the graphics or the antiquities or
whatever it may be. But granted; we've got a full house
now, too, so I can go spend a little more on clothes and
spend a ‘little more time on it. [laughter] But it's just
not been my private personal enterprise and interest.
I certainly am not judgmental about it, and for those who
collect clothing for themselves, I hope .they collect their
clothing with the same kind of spirit and concern. Because
if you're going to spend it on clothes, buy the best, and
look right in them. There are too many people you'll see
that will spend $1,000 on a dress, and they still look

like it came from Penney's for $82.95 or $16.95. That
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to me is the pity, as it is in the collecting business.
The person that goes out and buys a painting for §$1,000
or $5,000 and comes home with a [Bernardl Lorjéu-(the Lorjou
probably costs $15,000 today), when for $15,000 they can
go buy an Oldenburg, and they don't know that. Or they
could go buy a beautiful drawing of Matisse, a small one,
but a beautiful one. Or they could buy lots of things.
There are so many things to be had in the lesser area. I
tell my classes as time goes on, I try to emphasize the fact:
it doesn't have to be an o0il painting, and it doesn't
have to be a major sculpture. It can be graphics, it
can be serigraphs, it can be lithographs, it can be silk
screens. {tape recorder turned off] It can be drawings,
which I think are the most beautiful of-all.

When you ask me how our tastes have changed through
the years, we've come to terms, I think, with more
of the fine line of collecting and art and paintings and
some of the historical nuances and importance in collecting.
Not so much for collecting, but when you put together a
body of work like this, pretty soon you begin to realize its
strengths come from-- You understand the museum position,
and the strengths of any collection, if you are collecting
(and we can't help ourselves now; I guess we are collectors,
no matter what we may or may not want to say), the strengths

come from, not having one major Jasper Johns painting, but
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from having a Johns watercolor beside it, or in another
room, that gives you some idea of his direction--where

he came from and why. And so we have come to go back and
forth, and that might be our change.

GOODWIN: Are there certain artists you enjoy today that
you weren't able to enjoy twenty years ago?

WEISMAN: Of course, of course. If that didn't happen it
would be no good at all.

GOODWIN: Can you give some examples?

WEISMAN:  Well, we enjoved Motherwell, but not all that

much. And the Elegy series [Elegies to the Spanish Republic]

had gotten beyond us. We had the one small one [Blackness
of Black]l, but when we came to really believe and feel and
understand a little bit better, then it was kind of out

of line. Then we had a hard time finding Motherwell again
in our heads until recently. Now we're into Motherwell
very heavily again. A year and a half [ago] we bought

two major collages [Summer Seaside Doorway and In Red

with Two Ovals] and a painting, for starters, and an

etching, a beautiful etching (which is another field
people can collect in). When I say graphics, ﬁobody thinks
in terms of etchings in their oldest, most established
manner--and done with color today in a way that they
weren'tras one thinks of early English etchings and French

etchings and Italian etchings. Motherwell did this beautiful
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red etching of--the red background with the black window,
as it were, coming down from the top. We have that at
the beach house. I just love it, and we've become more
involved with him., We'vé become more involved with

the new Rauschenberg. ' We had Rauschenberg in '54, '55

[Spreads and Veils]--no, we bought it in '77, '78, but

it's a '54, '55 painting. Subsequently we bought other
Rauschenbergs.,

And we've moved back and forth a lot. But I think
the back and forth, it's mainly forth and then going
back. When you learn to love something, then we want
to know mofe about it, where it came from, and more or
less document what.we have. And this is how we've come
to realize, here we are all of a sudden long in drawings
that we never realized we had. So we just picked up a
Kline drawing [untitled]. Picked up? It wasn't cheap.
It was $9,000, I think,ror $7,000, for a drawing of
Franz Kline. Well, that's a lot of money on the one hand,
but to buy a Franz Kline painting today of any guality
would probably be in the neighborhood of $70,000 to
$100,000. But we're fortunate that we have a Kline

painting [Black and White]. 1It's not a major Kline painting

on the one hand; it's a '51, which was major in terms of
his direction. And to have the drawing that's later on

makes a nice complement to one another. So I think
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our direction has changed in terms of history. We have
become involved in the history of the art that we have.
GOODWIN: Who are some other artists you particularly
enjoy today who really didn't interest you earlier on?

WEISMAN: Well, early on we bought an Oldenburg [Pastry Case].

Now, we have more Oldenburg than I can count (well, I can
count them; I shouldn't be that pretentious). But actually
we have a great deal of Oldenburg. We bought the

showcase of the ice cream sundae with the banana and

the baked potato in the process of being eaten [Baked Potato]l--

we bought that in '61l. Then we didn't buy any for a long
time. We only bought a watercolor drawing of the inverted

Q [Monument for Akron, Ohiol. We bought a washbasin that

was done for the peace group of New York, a watercolor on

parchment [Washbasin and Mirrorl.- I had wanted the

soft~hard sculpture, and it got away before we could
get it. There was a lithograph that Claes-- We had met
him and he told us about it, and we got that [Toilet].

Then we have the pickles [Pickle Slices in a Jarl, which

we had seen early on for like ([$]6-, $700 that we later pay
$15,000 for--or the sliced cucumbers, whatever. We have
the inverted Q in a sculpture. We have an eraser--you

know, typewriter eraser in a sculpture [Typewriter Eraser].

That's at the beach. We have a sailboat ready to become

a Q. We have an etching of a spoon becoming a pier--
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an ocean pier, a lake pier. I know we have others,
and I can't think of what. Isn't that dreadful? Oh,
we have one of the great ones, the [Constantin] Brancusi:

the Sleeping Muse becoming a baseball mitt [Brancusi's

Muse as a Baseball Mitt]. We have lithographs of his
as well, like the cuff links of the Picasso sculpture in
Chicago as a lithograph. But, you know, all of that--
7 that{s maybe twelve Oldenburgs right now that I have
mentioned--and all of them take on a different place in
moment and time. It's very important to us, and we care
a great deal about those.

Now, by the same token, the Ernst-- All of a sudden
we started with an Ernst painting many years ago. We bought
the Ernst turtle [Tortuel; we subsequently traded it on
something else. Now we've bought the turtle back again.
And then we have the wood sculpture of the man with
the beating heart [Jeune homme au coeur battant]. And then
we bought the bronze one that incorporates the man with
the beating heart in a way. But it's really very different,
and it's bronze. So from that one painting came three
sculptures. And then we have another sculpture of Ernst
that we've had for many, many years that our son [Riéhard]

confiscated, called Gai, or the Man with the Bottle; you

may know that piece. 1It's flat plateaus--the face, the

body--and he's got a bottle under his arms--rather phallic
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and yet it isn't. 1It's absolutely straight out of a

Mayan piece called the Laughing Man of--where?

GOODWIN: I know what you mean. I don't know the name.
WEISMAN: Well, that bottlé is structured exactly like
that pre-Columbian piece from any little country.
GOODWIN: When did you begin collecting sculpture?

WEISMAN: Oh, right away, right away. The first sculpture

we bought was the Arp that's in the living room [Self Absorbed].
That was really our fourth or fifth major acquiéition. When I
talk of major acquisitions: we bought the Arp, the Jawlensky,

a Soulages, a Guston. Those I consider really our first major
acquisitions.  We had bought a Richenburg; we bought the Paul
Brach; we had boughﬁ,”whgt else~- ? Those were really the begin-
ning of the good pieces. So that was in the first year or two.
GOODWIN: Is there a certain gquality in either painting

or sculptﬁre to which you are attracted instantly?

WEISMAN: Excellence. [laughter]

GOODWIN: Well, that's a good answer, but I'm thinking

of color, shape, line.

WEISMAN: No, I don't think so. I think we really strike

out. to have the best. Because if it's less than the best

it falls short, and'we>end up trading it, selling‘it, giving

it, until we get the best. We have pieces here I'd

rather not mention. We know they're not quality. We

bought them thinking they were. Now we know we've got
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to upgrade them; we're having a terrible time upgrading.
One of them is a beautiful [Isamu] Noguchi sculpture

[Little Shel. It really is lovely., We bought it at the

UCLA show that was "Southern California Collects." How
that piece was in it I don't know. We had loaned our
Newman to that show, and I don't know why Noguchi loaned
that piece, and how that came to happen. Anyway, we
bought the piece out of the show. It was beautiful. We
loved it. We . adordd it. We wanted a Noguchi. We think
he is terribly representative, and he really is California
orientation--and if I shall excuse the pun, no less.
[laughter] We loved the piece. Then as time went on, we
came to know this is not Noguchi. This is Noguchi, yes,
but it's not the gquality of Neoguchi that should be
standing beside that Arp, nor should it be in front

'of that de Kooning Dark Pond, or next to The Glade of
Giacometti. It just doesn't hang in thefe. Now, he
hangs in with any one of those artists, but this work
does not represent his maximum in excellence. And so

we would like his maximum in excellence.

I talk to him about it often, and he says,."I'1ll cast
vou a marble. I won't give you the marble, they're too
fragile, the ones you want." I want a tripod. Do you
know the kind? They're so beautiful. And he keeps saying,

"I can't let you have that one; what if it broke?" I said,
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"Look, they break in museums, too. I guarantee I take
better care of them. I don't have as many people tramping
through them." We go through this dialogue all the time,
and he's just a dear, lovely man. And he knows what we're
‘saying. He wants to cast one for us. Did you ever see
the piéce that was at the National Gallery when they had
the art of mid~century some four of five years ago, three,
four years ago?

GOODWIN: No.

WEISMAN: Well, anyway, they did this show and they had

a Noguchi in there that-~ It was the rose pink marble and
with the tripod and the little piece that fit over the top.

It was exgquisite! And it was owned by the artist, and we

called him and said, "OK, here we go." He said, "OK, I'll cast
it in stainless; I‘ll cast it in bronze." I said, "You won't cast
it in anything. We want it in marble." And we have the same dia-

logue over and over again. He's invited us to come to see him in
Japan, and we shall one day, hopefullj. But, you know, we feel
very keenly that excellence is it. What else can you look for?
GOODWIN: Let me ask you an irritating question. Do you

" make safe choices when you're--? |

WEISMAN: I hope not. I really hope not.

GOODWIN: Is that irritating, that question?

WEISMAN: No, it doesn't irritate me because I know better;

I know we do better than that. There are times we are
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safe. But excellence is safe, isn't it?

GOODWIN: Right.

WEISMAN: So, we're not safe, like if we were safe we
would have been buying Cézannes, wouldn't we?

GOCODWIN: Yes.

WEISMAN: Because when we paid $33,000 for the Cézanne

we had, we could have bought a bigger one by that time for
$60,000, maybe a little bit bigger than that for a

$100,000. We paid $75,000 for the Kandinsky [Yellow Nude}.

We paid $75,000 for the Kandinsky, $85,000 or $90,000

for the Pollock Scent. We could easily have had a Cézanne
at that time or a Matisse for those pricés. It wasn't

a question of dollars and cents. Or we cbuld have gone

to Picasso. We did buy Picasso at $45,000 for a Dora Maar.
Funny how the numbers-- A lot of the numbers I do recall.
A lot of them I don't. They must be blocked fqr some
reason. But when you pay those prices you're no longer
looking for bargains, and that's why you're not into the
impressionists. We own Paul Klee. We sold Paul Klee.

We paid $30,000 [for al Paul Klee. We bought it from

Paul Kantor [Little Red Trainl].

GOODWIN: What did you have?
WEISMAN: Oh, it was gorgeous. The little red train up the
mountain in Switzerland. Oh, I had the most marvelous

story about that. Can we waste the time on it?
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GOODWIN: Sure.
WEISMAN: We had bought this painting from Paul [Kantor].
And'when I first saw it, it was just the burlap~-it was
painted on burlap--and he said he had it without a frame.
There it was in my hand, and I'm looking at it, and it
was just so lovely. It was like [$]30-, $35,000. So I
talked to Fred about it, and he said yes, he liked it, too.
And he saw it. So we buy the painting. And we had it
framed beautifully in a Picasso frame.- It's very pastel.
At the top of the mountain is the little Swiss flag and,
you know, théllittle red engine with the little train
going up. And it reminded me ofl"the 1ittle engine
that could." So anyway, but it was more than that, it was
just really a beautiful painting, beautiful Klee. It
said it all. It was one of the few Klees that I know of
that you could almost say it was all there. But that's
not true really of any Klee.‘

So in any event, some years back, I'm in New York, and
I had a driver taking me someplace,,and we were talking.
Oh, he picked me up at tﬁe airport, and T had just'come
in from Europe. And he said, "Where have you been?" And
I told him I had been in Switzerland. He says, "I'll
never forget--~I was in SwitzZerland once." Seems as though
his father was a stockbroker, and he had tfaveled a lot.

And he really was going into the investment banking business,
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but he had to know he could go out and work and make a
living first. So he was driving. He had been in
Switzerland, and he said there was this one little village,
and it was so lovely; it was at the bottom of this mountain.
There was a little red train, and it traveled to the
mountain and all the way up to the top of the mountain.
And that train would stop at every'little village along
the way, and it made three trips a day. It went up in
the morning,vback at noon, up at noon, and back at night.
And the wives would give sandwiches to the trainmaster:
to put on the train to take to their husbands at work
that worked up the side of the hill. I said, "What color
was the train?" He said, "Oh, it was a little red train.
and it's been there for a hundred years." [laughter]
GOODWIN: Where is it?
WEISMAN: And so he told me where it was. And this whole
thing was not far from Salzburg, but in Switzerland and
Munich and that area; it was in the southern part of
Switzerland. I said, "I've got to tell you"-- I was so
beside myself. Here was a man telling me the story of
this little red train that we had in the paintihg. Anyway,
I thought it was quite charming that such a thing would
happen.

Well, some years later someone offered us $125,000

.for that painting. Now, our tastes changed to the extent
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that we'd lived with it, I see every line, I can see
every color, I could draw it for you. I own the painting.
I'11 never not own the painting, but we could have left
that. It wasn't from lack of excellence because it was
excellent. But sometimes $125,000 loocks pretty good,

and we must have bought something<worthwhile for it. X
don't know what because we didn't keep track. That

would have been an interesting thing to do: that as

we sold things, what we put the monies to. - Because rarely
was it put to paying bills., It was usually put to

buying more art. So in that way, our tastes changed. In
that way we go to special situations.

We get carried away now and then with young artists
who are just beginning to make their mark. And to
encourage them, we'll buy; and sometimes it's not the
best art available. Every now and.then it's amazing. We
buy something because you're helping someone. I never
will buy an artist to help them. An artist of
fifty years of age, or forty vears of age, that's been
pounding the pavements and working hard and doing his
thing for ten, fifteen, twenty years, and he's a painter, -
and if I don't like his work, that's tough. He's a serious
artist, he's put his.lifetime to it, and either I like it,
and we like it, then that's that. We're not patronizing

that artist. I won't do it. 1I'll take people tc his
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studio in hopes that somebody else will like it. I won't
patronize.

But a twenty-year-old kid that's still in college
calls me from Minneapolis yesterday. His grandfather called
because he had known my husband in the grocery business
when he was president of Hunt Foods, and he had big

~grocery chains in Minneapolis. He calls my husband.

What should he do about his grandson? And he knows that
we are into art, and maybe we could help. I talked to this
boy on the phone and to his grandfather. He's been taking
commissions since he was sixteen. IHis grandfather offered
him a trip to Europe to go look at the mﬁseums this summer,
but he had so many commissions lined up he won't be through
with his commissions till September or October. He's had
one year of college at Illinois college of something
outside of Chicago, outside of Minneapolis--either Chicago
or Minneapolis, I don't know. It didn't sound like a very
impressive school to me, but that doesn't really matter.

He can use it on his résumé. He's had shows there, and

so forth. He has works at Mayo's [Clinic]}; he had works
rin the area owned by local people, and so forth. He

sent me a whole bunch Qf photographs.,

GOODWIN: Sco what was your advice?

WEISMAN: My advice was, "If you finish school in seven

years instead of four years, so what? But you go to school.
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Take your trip. And if you can't be through with your
commissions this summer, take your trip and get it out
of your system till January. But the first part of your
trip should be one month minimum traveling the United States
finding the location where you want to go to school and
where you think you can work best. You go to school. If

it is UCLA or [ﬁC],Irvine or [UC] Santa Barbara or in New
York State--City College, whatever it is--find a school that
you think has the best art department, the best potential
for you. vInstead of carrying fourteen units, carry eight,
and you'll finish your coilege at the end of seven years
instead of four years. &And if I'm not mistaken, when yoﬁ
get to that fifth year you're going to say, 'What the hell
am I futzing around for?' And you'll plow into it by then,
and you'll knock it off in a year and a half or two years.
In the meantime you'll havevyour'accreditation. Without
that you'll never really be anything. Do you want to go

to a museum that's having a one-man show and get up and

say, 'It don't matfer whether I'm here or not,' or 'Whether
you like it or not, I'm proud.' You want to be able to
stand up there and speak English. And you want to go

into France and be able to speak their language, if only
minutely to communicate, and in Italy and wherever you

go. And you want to go to Switzerland and be abkle to

speak the language of the area in Switzerland where you are.
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But you don't want your work to die, and you don't want
your mind to die. So you must complete it."

I feel that it's important. If he just went to
school-~his grandfather wanted him to just go to school~-
I think his head would rust, and he would have to
backtrack. :And by then others will have done what he
was doing. He's done some very interesting things.

This young man--I would buy a 5culpture to‘encourage him.

He doesn't really need me, though. [Laughter] At sixteen
he was selling pieces for $500! And he's now up to

[$14~, $5,000, with commissions that he can't complete until
September. That's exciting.

GOODWIN: Do you have any works in your home here by

unknown artists?

WEISMAN: Yes, we have one [SB986] on our terrace by a

man named Richard Mayer from San Francisco. I think I

told you about him.

Not so much here, but I have [works by unknowns] down
at the beach. 1I'll tell you, we keep more of the cream
of the crop here. I mean, it's safe. But I don't think
so here. But we have-- It's hard to say. We have so
many little personal things that were given to us when
they were unknowns that are here. You know, like Bob
Graham's given us gifts and George Rickey's given us

gifts and Vasa has given us gifts and--God!--Clyfford
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S5till has given us gifts. .One day I said to Fred,

"We really ought to do a show of gifts." He said, "You've
~got to be sick. How can you say such a thing?" Reuben
Nakian has given us gifts, Claire Falkenstein, Billy Al
Bengston, Ned Evans--you know all these people from around
here?

GOODWIN: Sure.

WEISMAN: Claude Kent. I don't know, they all have.

A lot of them have come as a result of my taking classes
tc them. Really when I started my classes, there wasn't
anything quite like I was doing. There were classes at
UCLA in Extension. It was all from slides, and it wasn't
giving the artists exposure. In fact, we took one of
those classes from Walter Hopps after we bought our
Soulages. I remember going to those classes, and we'd

go time after time getting mad at Walter because he kept
talking about Franz Kline. We kept saying, "Why do you
talk about Kline? He's no better than Sculages, and

it's the same thing."” You know, if it only toock us a
yvear to discover the difference; 1t took us longer.

It tock us a year to know there was a difference, and it
tdok us five years before we bought a Kline. He was

very difficult for us in the beginning. 8o I probably
would never have gotten to it. Do you like him?

GOODWIN: Yes. I haven't seen many examples of his work.
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Why don't you like him?

WEISMAN: I think he is derivative of Jasper Johns and
doesn't say as much. And he's a charming wman. It's very
difficult when you know someone, and he's charming, and
you like him, and he likes you, and you keep saying,
"Beautiful piece, very interesting work"--it's horrible.
For years we never'béught a Billy Al. I had bought a
Dento some seven, eight yéars ago. I think I paid

[$15-, $700, something like that. I keep dragging my classes
to Billy's studio, seeing\his art, seeing him at parties,
having him here at our parties, very good friends, never
bought a thing. But as I saw it, we did him a favor.
Because if I had bought it and not liked it, it would have
gone in a closet. And that's no service to anybody.

I would not do that. I don't believe in doing that. I
don't think it serves the artist's best interests or mine.
I'd much rather give him $1,000 and say, "Here, if you

are in trouble I'll be glad'to loan you the $1,000." And
if T may use the vernacular, I'd rather keep him a mensch.
Let him owe me the money and pay it back without interest.
We've dohe that and written off a few loans--not to Billy Al,
but several péople that we've done that with. Like you've
seen the money, we've seen the money, but who cares. It
was done with an honest intent, and we didn't buy a work

because of it. We didn't buy the work because he needed
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the money. We gave him the money because he needed the
money. When we bought the work, we bought the work
because we liked the work, and one thing had nothing to

do with the other. I think it gives the artist the
opportunity, as I say, to belthe mensch and develop
character on his own.

GOODWIN: Sounds fair.

WEISMAN: And subsequently, I might say, we bought a

Billy Al out of his last show. But in the meantime Fred
has gotten very strong into acquiring Célifornia artists,
which I have pled with him for a longAtime. I'd like

to acquire some of the works of the pe0p1e I go to because
some of them are very goocd. And I think we would do well
owning them. Well, I can't do that on my own. As I
always say, I'll spend on anything up to $232.65 like

a damn, but when it gets into anything more I can't do that.
And I think art should be for both of us anyway. And

if one of us prefeis it and the other one doesn't, at least
we go in knowing "Well, that's yours, and this is mine,
and maybe one day I'll respect your tastes,"” and so forth.
GOODWIN: Mrs. Weisman, 1is it possible to describe any

of your weaknesses as a collectoxr?

WEISMAN: Sure. We get carried away émotionally from

time to time. What else? I mean--

GOODWIN: Are there certain kinds of pictures or sculptures
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that elude you that you should be able to enjoy?

WEISMAN: Well, I always have said the best collection we
ever would have would be the "iffy" collection: if we
bought it, if we hadn't sold it, or if we hadn't given it
away. Well, that's a weakness. We should have known better.
We should have probably known better than to sell a Klee.
Because in the long run what's the $125,000 compared to--
Probably by today it's worth another $50,000. But you know,
you can't figure it that way, that's all.

GOODWIN: Well, are there certain artists you would like

to enjoy?

WEISMAN: Of course. We had a Picasso [Dora Maar] hanging
in our living room. I can't even discuss it in front of

my husband. He Jjust looks at me, and he doesn't say
anything. If he weren't so damn nice about it, I'd feel
better. But this was probably two and a half feet high.

What's the size of that Motherwell there [In Red with Two

Ovals] with the--

GOODWIN: Is this the panel that--the three versions?
WEISMAN: Yesg, did I tell you about it? .

GOODWIN: Yes.

WEISMAN: And one belongs to Kahnweiler.

GOODWIN: Right.

WEISMAN: So I thought [$]185-, $90,000 was too much money.

Did I also mention on this tape about the Giacometti--
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GOODWIN: The chariot?

WEISMAN: --that I put the kibosh on. I had sold-- He
so0ld my Matisses. You kﬁow, those things have happened.
Of course, those are weaknesses. Certainly it was a
weakness that we didn't--that we saw the Xandinskys, or
Nolde that we didn't buy that I liked, or whatever it
might have been. But my husband's phrase, which I think
is very accurate and correct and feeling, is you can't have
them all. You just can't have everything. And you make
mistakes. When you have that much exposure--

GOODWIN: OK, that's a gquestion I want to ask. What

are some of your mistakes, not necessarily pictures you've
let go by, but things you've acquired that you really
didn't care for.

WEISMAN: 1 don‘'t think of those as mistakes at all.
That's a iearning experience., We've bought things that
we have subsequently given away; we have soldithem, or
whatever. When we do that, it means that we've grown.
That was part of our education. Anything we bought that
proved to be less than it was when we bought it, that we
got rid of, that kind of a getting-rid-of is the most
educational process you can go through: 1living with it,
and as I even refer to it in my classes, "using it up; and
disposing of it, taking your money, and putting it into

the next step forward."
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GOODWIN: Outgrowing it.

WEISMAN: That's right, I never like to say "outgrown it"
because it becomes a put-down to the people who might buy
it. And inevitably we always feel when we put a picture
in a sale or it's publicly known that it's ours, most
people's response is, "What's the matter with it? Why
are they selling it?" And I try to respond to that by

saying, "It isn't that there is anything the matter with

“it. We have used it up." But look at what we're comparing

it to. And when we use it up it's wrong to keep it and
not have it out. It's something.for somebody elée to
grow on. Everybody's rate of growth is different, and
everybody's extent of growth ig different. It doesn’'t
demean the painting or the sculpture or the work, and
one mustn't be judgmental like that. One must look at
it as for what it does . for them.

GOODWIN: What are some works that you've used up?
WEISMAN: That's not fair for me to tell £hat to you.
[laughter]

GOODWIN: Which artists?

WEISMAN: Well, one artist who knows it'really and is angry,
has been angry at us ever since, was [Yaacov] Agam. We
had bought four or five of his things. We gave some to
family and so forth. We had a major painting of his

‘[Cycle] that when we bought it we thought it was great. We
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bought it from him in his studio in Paris. And he's come
here, and we've visited, and you know, we became good
friends, and then we sold it at auction. I don't know,
maybe we paid [$13-, $4,000 for it at the time. And maybe
we sold it for [$]115-, [$120-, or $30,000, and he thought it
should've gone for $60,000 and that we wholesaled it.

Do you know him at all?

GOODWIN: ©No, but I like his work.

WEISMAN: Well, he's a very aggressive man. And anyway,
it was as good as any you'll see around. It was great.

It was the cover of a book that we have somewhere around
here of his. And it was a fine Agam as'Agams went.

But I think Agam is Agam; and Chagall is Chagall. And
you know, and there were goods of those moments. There
were works of each of them that were very good, but they
were used up easily for me. I would loﬁe to have one
Chagall that was owned by some people {the Steinberg family]
in St. Louis. It was a white painting with a bouguet of
flowers with lovers flying up in the corner and the little
Hebrew letters down below, and it was done in 1919.

That kind of Chagall I'll buy every day of the week if I
“had the money for it.

GOODWIN: Right. I understand that.

WEISMAN: But all of these paintings that he has done--

painting himself over and over again. -And Miré did the
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same thing. But his new work, I think, is marvelous. His
tapestries or macrames or whatever you want to call them--
I think those are great.

GOODWIN: So you like tough pictures.

WEISMAN: Sure, we like tough. It's amazing, when they're
pretty and sweet, one has doubts about them. Do you know
who was a beautiful paintef——never wore out really, but
he was so sweet, we were continually threatened by the
fact that he would wear out--was Jon Schueler. Did you
ever know his work?

GOODWIN: No.

WEISMAN: Very much like [Joseph] Turner or [John]
Constable--gorgeous skies from Ireland. He paints from
New York, lovely man. We owned a big painting of his

[Scottish Skyscapel. It was so sweet; it was just sweet,

sweet, sweet. . Néw, maybe he'll never wear out. But we
just couldn't handle that much sweetness'ih our bedroom
(it couldn't work anyplace else). So, there are a lot

of them that have come about that way. I know I don't
like sweet, pretty things. We like tough things.
GOODWIN: Aie there any works presently in your home

that you're still trying to digest?

WEISMAN: Oh, some of them we'll never digest.

GOODWIN: I mean, are there some where you feel you don't

even yet have a handle on them?
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WEILSMAN: WNo, I don't think that, because we have to have
a handle, or we wouldn't have bought it.

GOCODWIN: You wouldn't take the chance of--

WEISMAN: ©6h, we had to have some reason for.it. It had
to have a challenge. It had to have something that got

to our gut. We may not have known what, and we may not
have known why, but there was something inside us. There
was some gut feeling that made. us buy it when we bought
it. So there was always the handle. And then it became--
We absorbed it more and more and more. That's generally
the way it works.

GOODWIN: What's a picture you're still working on, you're

still trying to understand?

WEISMAN: I don't know. [laughter] I -think the Rauschenberg,

that '54 red Rauschenberg [untitled]; I always have
trouble with that. Always.

GOODWIN: Why?

WEISMAN: Well, it's a very challenging painting. It
goes from bloody to moonlight to sunlight and mountains,
a red sea--you know, it goes to so many things. You

just can't sit there and accept that painting and say,
"Lovely painting," and walk by it, can you?

GOODWIN: No. I know you continually rotate the location
of the objects in your collection.

WEISMAN: Constantly.
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GOODWIN: But at the moment that tends to be--

WEISMAN: O©h, not so. You get a vision of that from--

You walk in the front door it's the first-thing you see.
It's a straight line to the front door, that spot. That's
a very key spot. That's where the Pollock [Scout] goes
sometimes.

GOODWIN: I'll reevaluate it.

WEISMAN: . Now, I'll tell you another key spot is where--

I don't know what's hanging there right now--in the bar.
Can you believe that? I don't know what's-- The red Still

[1947-R-No. 2], the red Still is hanging there. You

know, Stills are always challenging, the black one
particularly because it changes so. It's an ever-changing
painting. They all do that, and as you change them
around, they change more, and it makes.them all very
special in their own way. I don't think we'd have anything
up that we didn't feel that kind of a feeling abdut, that
didn't offer some kind of challenge to me. And when
it stops, I;m ready to leave it; I've had it. I don't
waﬁt it anymore. And that's when they start shifting
locations. Not in the house--they shift from here to the
office, or the office to someplace else. They go to my
son's-- Not that they have lesser collections because they
don't, but you know, it is an ever-changing process.

I think having become involved with the California

artists has been a really nice thing. It's been special
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because we find they're not as pretty as we thought they
were in the first place: We were afraid of them because
at least we felt we always wanted to maintain a challenge
to ourselves. It's very hard to discern between that
whichAyou realiy believe'in and the person‘that you really
believe in. And separating the painting or the work from
the person is sometimes very, very difficult to do. So

we stayed clear of it for a long time; and fhat gets

back to the patronizing thing. But I don't feel that

way anymore because I think that I can have confidence

in my judgment and Fred's judgment. And I've discovered--
I'd like to read you something that Robert Motherwell
wrote me. May I, or is it--?

GOODWIN: Let's wait a minute or so..

WEISMAN: Right, then you're. turning [the tapel over.
GOODWIN: VYes.

WEISMAN: Because I'd like to get back to this, because

it does have to do with the California situation. And
it's very meaningful and very pertinent.

GOODWIN: It seems to me paradoxical that afterxr having gone
as far as you haVe in one direction that you would move
backward to California artists.

WEISMAN: That isn't backward. Those works are only just
emerging, that's all.

GOODWIN: Well, they're certainly younger, less mature

artists.
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WEISMAN: Ron Davis isn't any younger than Jasper Johns,
is he? Maybe a couple of years.

GOODWIN: Slightly.

WEISMAN: .Slightly. Or Billy Al isn't.

GOODWIN: But you don't have anybody in the generation
of the abstract expressionists.

WEISMAN: We certainly do. We have a‘Lorser Feitelson
[untitled] that we've had for many years. And we have--
Who else of the older ones? I'm trying to think--
Claire Falkenstein, and we've had-- Some of them we
bought a long time ago: Sam Francis certainly; and the
new ones. There's [Tom] Wudl and there's-- You don't
like him, I don't think.

GOODWIN: No.

WEISMAN: There's-- No, not Wudl I take that back--
[Chuckl Arnoldi.

GOODWIN: Right. I think--

WEISMAN: You like that better? We have Bob Graham, and
we've just commissioned him to do. another piece [Dancing].
We're going to have an unveiling here which we'd love
to have you attend--

GOODWIN: Oh, thank vyou.

WEISMAN: --on the twentieth. It's a monumental piece.
He feels he turned the cornex on that piece.

GOODWIN: Let's stop here for a minute. [tape recorder

turned off}]
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WEISMAN: I think Bob is really an emerging artist. Now,
he's what? Forty-five? You know he hangs in there With
what's good in New York today, or what they think is
good in New York today. He's really of the time of the
gsixties; he started in the sixties.

GOODWIN: How do you know he's a good artist?

WEISMAN: Oh, come on. Look at it.

GOODWIN: 1Is that the only measure of his excellence?
WEISMAN: Well, compare it then--everything as compared
to what?

GOODWIN: Right. I know, that's one of your themes.
WEISMAN: Always. But isn't that true?

GOODWIN: Yes, OK.  To whom would you compare him?
WEISMAN: Well, let's put him up against-- [Jacques]
Lipchitz, I think, is a good person to compare him
with, or next to the Ernst in the front hall?

GOODWIN: All right.

WEISMAN: All right.

GOODWIN: I don't think he's made a dent in either of
those.

WEISMAN: You really don't?

GOODWIN: No, not at all. Given the chronological
difference in when the works were produced. I consider
him more of a grandchild of those artists.

WEISMAN: He is. I don't expect him to be——'You know, you
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can't say Clyfford Still is related to Rembrandt either,
but in a sense he is for his generation--or a Barnett Newman
or a de Kooning or a Pollock or a Gorky. ‘They‘re the
Rembrandts of their generation.

GOODWIN: Right. I think all of those artists are profound
artists.

WEISMAN: I think that Bob Graham is a profound artist

for his generation~-and a great draftsman.

GOODWIN: Butisn't it possible he has hardly any
competition in his generation' as compared to--like the
abstract expressionists have?

WEISMAN: Well, there's Caro; there's Anthony Caro.

George Rickey's older than he. Certainly,iI think

George Rickey is marvelous, but I don't'think he's as
profound as Bob Graham, do you?

GOODWIN: I don't think Rickey is a profound artist.

WEISMAN: Neither do I. But he's delightful.
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GOODWIN: What do you think is profound about Graham's
sculpture?

WEISMAN: Oh, God, I don't know how you answer questions
like that. I really don't because-- Is there any way?
GOODWIN: No.

WEISMAN: Oh, thank you. That makes me feel so much better.
I always feel like such an idiot.

GOODWIN: Well, what were you going to say?

WEISMAN: I was going to say that I don't know what's
profound. I only know the things I've seen and some things
seem better than others. What makes me think of

Barnett Newman's work as being profouné? It's a zip
down the middle of a painting, a field of color. And

I don't know why it's profound. It is. It's just there.
Again--I hate to keep repeating myself--it's compared to
what? And you expose yourself and expose yourself.

And I think that John Graham, Bob Graham-- John Graham
also is a fine artist, but Bob Grazham I think is an
impeccable technician, a great draftsman--a really good
draftsman (if you've seen his drawing). And I think he
has put realism into a form of abstraction in that he has
broken it down into its most minute forms and put it

all back together. wa, T don't know, that's gobbledygook.
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You know what I remind myself of? I should say,
"May his soul rest in peace," I guess--but to read an
article by Tom Hess or Harold Rosenberg--
GOODWIN; His soul too.
WEISMAN: His soul. should rest in peace, too. All the
best ones have gone lately. There was another one that
just died. And Tom and I were never great friends.
We were longtime acguaintances that knew each other well.
But we didn't get on all that well. But to read an
article by those people on art-- This is why I tell my
classes, "Don't read, look." Because it really doesn't
say a goddamn thing. What's profound depends upon the
individual that's looking at it, and what they are looking
for, and as to what they find. How can you determine
that? I just think he's [Graham] a good sculptor.
Now, I've seen a ot of hig work. I didﬁ't like his
early-on tﬁings—-the little wax thing he used in the
swimming pool, zero--until he started working in bronze.
And his early bronzes didn't get to me that much. But
later on, maybe there's-- I don't know. Was there a sense
of Giacometti when I saw those tables? No. This says
nothing about Giacometti except method of showing the
work, exposing it. I think his figures are incredible.
You don't like those mirror people? OK, that puts one

on your side and one on my side that we don't agree on.
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GOODWIN: Right.

WEISMAN: And that is great, because otherwise neither

of us could ever afford to buy Bob Graham--if everybody
liked the same things.

GOODWIN: Right. But I don't see how he fits in your
taste, having learned something about your taste.

WEISMAN: Well, tell me, do you think Oliver Andrews is
profound?

GOODWIN: No.

WEISMAN: Neither do I-—-don't quote me--and I think he's
the dearest, nicest man. It breaks my heart.

GOODWIN: I don't feel that way about him either. [laughter]
WEISMAN: The drawings he has made for us--water sculptures
for our pool and around our pool that he wanted us to
have-~ I'm not foolish. I know that these artists would
like to have [their] things in this collection. And T
feel very badly, but I won't demean the collection, nor
would I demean them, because in effect I would demean
them. If I put an Oliver Andrews sculpture up there,
Rickey would make him look sick.

GOODWIN: Right.

WEISMAN: And that would make him look like a pile of
you-know-what, and that's not fair to a decent person when
there are a lot of people-- He could be the number one in

their garden. So I think he should be placed where he's
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number one, not number ten.
GOODWIN: Well, who are some of the other California
artists that you admire?
WEISMAN: Well, I think Ron Davis has done some good
work. I think he prostituted himself for a'long time with
his lithographs. That was too bad because he was really
doing himself again, and that was too bad. I think his
paintings, his last batch of paintings, were very good.
I think the "sandboxes,” as I call them, were marvelous.
I think these last ones are particularly good.

Who else is there? I think Arnoldi really matured
a great deal. He hasn't made it, but he's moving in on
it. And I think he's taking on direction.
GOODWIN: What about someone like [Richard] Diebénkorn?
WEISMAN: O©Oh, I think Diebenkorn is marvelous, but, you
know, I must say he never set us on fire. He never made
us feel we had to have one. When we went to the Diebenkorn
show, I zeroed right in on the picture I wanted, and
subsequently I found it was owned by the Carnegie Institute
in Pittsburgh. You may know the painting--the pale blue
one--it was beautiful. But compared to everything else
of Diebenkorn's-- We wanted to buy a Diebenkorn many, many
years ago when he was at Poindexter ([Gallery]l. It was

a corner window with a man sitting at a table [QOcean Park

No. 64]1. It was very good, and they backed away on the deal.
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Whatever they were askihg for, we offered them a little
bit {less]. And they said OK; and then they rose apd

said they decided they didn't want to. They never gave

us a chance to say, "OK, then we'll pay the original
price." They just said the deal was over--out, forget

it, it's gone. 8o maybe that had an effect on it,

tooc, and on our acquisition of a Diebenkorn, which is

too bad because he really is such a gobd artist; he really
ig a good artist. And I think he's done marvelous

work, and I think his whole range has been excellent,

and his growth processes, and all of that. I think I
could find a DPiebenkorn challenging to live with. I

don't think I want to spend that kind of money. How much
are they——[$150—, [$160-, $70,000? I don't want to spend that
much money to be challenged by Diebenkorn.

GOODWIN: You've had [Edward] Kienholz.

WEISMAN: We've had Kienholz [The Birthday]. I think he

definitely was excellent. He made a mark. "He will not
go down in the annals of history as being a great artist.
But he'll be an artist--what will he be?~--he'll be an
innovator, and maybe the first to bring about new realism
as we see it today: the neorealism and the social
commentaries and statements in art. Whether those are
altogether valid I'm not sure.

But certainly the Duane Hansons have been very

meaningful to us. I think they can be a little kitsch.
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They can maybe slip out of the socket from time to

time, but I think, by and large, they're very good. But
certainly they're derivative of Kienholz, don't you think
s07?

GOODWIN: Yes. You mentioned that last week after class,
and T hadn't really thought about those two artists together.
WEISMAN: Who?

GOODWIN: Kienholz and Hanson.

WEISMAN: Oh, do you think--

GOODWIN: ©No. I hadn't thought of them as being that
clqse together as--

WEISMAN: Well, they aren't.that,close;

GOODWIN: --as Hanson being, in a sense, a follower.
WEISMAN: Well I think that he had to have learned from
Kienholz. Who else did anything like that? Whoever else
did something-- It certainly isn't [George] Segal.
GOODWIN:  What about Segal?

WEISMAN: No, it isn't Segal.

GOODWIN: Why not?

WEISMAN: Segal is right out of Bonnard. Segal took a
Bonnard painting and made it real, made it come to life.
GOODWIN: Is that what Segal says?

WEISMAN: No, never.

GOODWIN: That's what you feel.

WEISMAN: That's what I feel. [tape recorder turned off]
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You know, I think that when you look at his drawihgs——
Have you seen Segal's dréwings, any of them? Well, those
are just absolutely--they're fabulous. And we regretted
not buying drawings of him.  But there again we had two
of his sculptures, and he was telling us we must come
together and gef to see some of those colored sculptures.
He said they're really neat. I can't really believe him
necessarily, but I don't think I'd like the colored
sculptures. Of course, I haven't seen them. I think
it's the white oﬁes that give the message I want to see

and feel. I see that sculpture in there [Girl Looking into

Mirror] as that‘iady-standing in front of the bathtub of
[Pierre] Bonnard. By  the -same token, we didn't keep it
that wéy. Fred thought it was too cutésy. We had the‘
Cézanne painting in £he front hall with the Segal and the
mirrof, making that painting a part of the composition.
They are identical, you know. So that's what happens.
It's inevitable maybe, because we've lived with them both,
that we think that'way. Maybe had we not liﬁed with them
both, we would have thought differently.

People who've lived with Hanson who have ‘never seen
a Kienholz probably wouldn't think about that at all. But
then I don't know whether that's silly, too. Let me get
back to the California artists again because I'm really
anxious.

GOODWIN: You have a letter from Motherwell that has some
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bearing on this.

WEISMAN:; This is a letter I've just received. 1t seems

as
of
is

is

though~- You know.I serve on the board of trustees
the San Francisco Museum of Modern Art, and Henry Hopkins
their director. He has a program going on which I think

outstanding. I must 'say not unigque to me, because it

was something that my husband had wanted to do at the

Pasadena Museum many, many years back, prior to their

building of the new museum. In fact, we really moved

toward helping them do that with our Stills, in a way.

But that's a whole other story. The idea being that they

should really covet a specific group of artists and go

about making a .collection in the field, in an area with

artists.

Henry Hopkins, whom I've known for many, many years,

when he was a preparator at the L.A. County [Museum of

Artl-- But that's another story when we talk about

museums. Henry started this by doing an evaluation of

the collection in San Francisco. They have a good por-

tion of the original--who were they--[Michaell Stein

Collection of Matisses, Picassos, et cetera. They also

have, I believe, four Gustons in their collection. The

first step they made in this direction was he went to

Phil Guston and said, "I'd like to buy for the museum one

>painting. How many will you give us?" [laughter] And
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Guston said.four, which meant [the collection would
increase to] nine. And I immediately said, "And we have

one [Winter Flower]. we will give you at some time.

When, ;I don't know. Maybe it will be by will of.what—
ever. Making ten. &And another collector in San Fran-
cisco said, "Make it eleven." And now, they have a body
of work of Philip Guston that ranges ffom '56, '57 on up
to now. I think that's excellent.

They have in the collection a few Motherwells. They
have a few of this, a few of that.

Now, what Henry has put together is the idea of
artists that have been associated with, or lived in,‘the
Bay Area--or in the state of California actually--and
have been here at a time in their liveé that was meaning-~
ful to their production of art, to put together bodies of
work by those particular artists. lSo that the San Francisco
Museum will have historical mini-retrospects of that parti-
cular artist.

GOODWIN: I think that's a good policy.
WEISMAN: Brilliant idea, I think. And we've wanted to
do it for years. And we have tried.

Well, anyway, sO I see Bob Motherwell at the opening
of the National Gallery, the east buiiding. I happen to
have been in the room with the Elegies when he walked in.

I said, "My gosh, what a room, it's gorgeous." I said,
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"Bob, I don't know whether I'm speaking out of turn
or not, but I must tell you about a situation.”
[tape recorder turned off] So I told him something of
‘Henry's program and what he had in mind. He said, "I
just think that's marvelous."” And I said, "You really do?
Well, I'hope you'll give it some consideration, and I -
sure as hell will be in touch with you soon." So I
Wrote him a letter.

I called Henry when I came home, and I told him
what I had done. I gaid, "Henry, have I let the cat
out of the bag? Have I doneAwrong?" He said, "Oh, God,
no. That's marvelous. You've opened the door for me.
Fabulous. Write him a lettef, follow it up, and then
we'll take over from there. And we'll keep you in
the negotiations.”

Of‘cburse, during the course of my conversation with
Bob, I had mentioned the fact obviously that--restated
the fact (he's known this, bécause we've known each other
on and off for many, many, many, many, many, many vyears,
when we used to sit around the bar at the Algonguin [Hotel]
with Barney Newman, he and Helen Frankenthaler [Motherwell's
former wifel], and Fred and myseif, and so forth)-- So
anyway, I had said to him, "I don't know whether you
recall, but you know, we have a small Elegy. But we also

have (now I've got three) more pictures of yours, and
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God knows how many more before school's out,"” which he
was delighted to know. So I wrote him a letter and
confirmed what I had said and told him how exciting it-
seemed to me, and so forth.

And this is the letter I get back: "Dear Marcia:
I do find your proposal interesting and challenging.
I'm in the process of forming a foundation and can't go
any further until it exists. Moreover, Lee Eastman is my
principal in this sort of thing, and I think copies of
our correspondence in regard'td it should go to him."
(He happens to be a friend also of ours.} "Maurice Tuchman
and I have been talking along these lines, and several
other museumsvhéve shown comparable interest. But, of
course, the damn tax laws as they relate to artists
create a hangup. Also Proposition 13 makes me worry a
bit about municipai—'or state-~funded institutions.
(1t is also true that I grew up mainly in San Francisco.)
I have the deepest respect. . .. ." Oh, I forget to
mention: vyou know that Clyfford Still gave twenty-three
paintings. |
GOODWIN: Right.
WEISMAN: So that was really the nucleus of this whole
program. So that [Henry's] already got the Stills.
Now he's got the Gustons, and it's ever onward, He

thinks he's going to have Sam Francis do a ceiling mural
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for the entry of the museum. They're opening that
up now doing new things. Of course what [Proposition] 13
does to them, I don't know; but I'm sure they'll resolve
that someday.

"I have the deepest respect for Clyfford Still,
Sam Francis, and especially Richard Diebenkorn and, as
I say, find your idea appealing. I presume you know
Jackson Pollock and Philip Guston also spent their
formative, artistic years in California. 1In fact, apart
from Diebenkorn, I've always been 'startled that no one has
ever made a point that a very important segment of the
so-called New York School, a term I invented for a catalog
for Frank Perls, in fact has a very strong "California
School" origin., Including awareness of Mexico, of
Mediterranean intense color, of the overriding importance
in the twentieth century of Matisse, this contribution
seems to me much more consequential than what is commonly
thought of as California art. "Wifh warmest regards
to you both, Robert Motherwell."

"[P.S.] Obviously there is much more to discuss, and
moreover, when Henry Hopkins is in the East, I'd like
to make his acquaintance. I hear only good things about
him. Will be away till September."

And his signature is so fabulous, I can't believe it.

I just love it. Don't you? And everybody that sees that
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signature flips out over it the same way. He rarely signs.
He usually just does the RM and rarely'does the Motherwell.
Anyway, I thought that was really a very profound
statement, and meaningful. And I think it's something--
He sent a copy of this to Lee Eastman. I sent a copy of
it to Henry Hoﬁkins, because I don't care whether he likes
it or not. I wrote him back telling him I was sending
a copy of the letter to Henry Hopkins; and with his
permiséion, I-woﬁld like to be able to use excerpts of
the letter and quote him. And until I hear an affirmation
from him, I was doing sc anyway with my classes.
[laughter]
So I do think it's important, because it does put
an entirely different meaning on the California School.
And that's something that I think is of the most
importance of all. So that we of California develop that
.history. It incenses me--~the fact that the people of
the East and Europe and around (not so much Europe really,
but in the EFast) think of us as westerners, as cowboy-Indian
country still. That when there was even a discussion as
to whether we should maintain [Simon Rodia's] Watts
Towers—--good, bad, medium, or indifferent. It's our
background. It's our history. We need roots. We're
looking for roots. How many roots can you find in two

hundred years? Not many. And how long has Los Angeles
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been here--a hundred, a hundred and fifty years?
GOODWIN: Close to two hundred.

WEISMAN: Close to two hundred, all right. So close to
two hundred in Los Angeles, and what have we for roots?
We need--~and must grab--=anything and everything that has
any credibility whatsoever, and any resemblance to the
aesthetic, to the culture, to the background of why,
where, how we came to be here.

When there was dispute in the Los Angeles Times,

an article on whether we should do anything about the
Watts Towers, and there were people opposed to spending
the money on it, it was the first letter to the editor

I'd ever written to the L.A. Times. 2And I wrote them

a letter, of which they quoted in part. Bill Wilson
wrote the article, I believe. I said, "How can there
be a question? Who are we, what do we represent, what
do we stand for? How dare we build museums and not
preserve what's already here." It doesn't make any sense.
So in any event, I do feel-— And do you know, come
to think of it, Bill never wrote me back on that. That
wasn't at all very nice, was it? Because it was a
statement for him, not against him.
So my feeling is I've always been chauvinistic about
California. Maybe that's because my father was born here,

and I lived here all my life, and my children were born
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here, and I guess there aren't all that many of us around.
I'm a new kid compared to some of my friends who are

fourth- and fifth-generation--not too many of them, but

a few, I do feel chauvinistic, I guess, for those reasons.

But by the same token, I feel there's good reason to.

And I resent the fact that the New Yorkers, and particularly
the galleries, the collectors--their heads are high.

They look down their noses as the galleries in New York
are picking up the artists of California, little by little,
without calling them California artists, which is just
fine, and they keep on praising, “Well} there is no place
like New Yofk." Well, there is no place like New York,

but it doesn't mean that the most of the best is happening
there at all times. They have had their moment in history.
Much of it came from California. I also feel that they

have dispelled and dispersed the information and the

aesthetics of New York throughout the world. There is no

doubt. But it has been picked up less here, more there,

- less someplace else, and somewhere in the middle someplace

else. But Los Angeles, San Francisco, the whole California

scene has been there from the beginning and has been

tenacious. They have never let go, all the time that they
were cowboys and Indians. And I think they should be

respected for that.

GOODWIN: But has California already had its moment in time?
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WEISMAN: I don't think so. I don't think so at all.
GOODWIN: Maybe it was the moment that Motherwell
describes.

WEISMAN: I don't think so. Because I think that moment--
'At that time, those people were so ahead of themselves,
and they went to New York to find company, because there
were so many artists coming to this country at that time
from Europe because of the war. And so when the artists
came from Europe to New York, which was the closest point
of embarkation, it was imminent that these artists that
were working here go to meet these people halfway, because
it was from them that they learned so much. And so that's
where it happened. And I think that they left their
higtory here--a great deal of it--and gave the rest of the
artists of California something to grow from. And they
have, and they have developed the largest and, I think,
the best art scene going right now. Now, I go and look

at art in New York, and I don't go to every little
pitchie~koo gallery around; I go to the big galleries, and
I know that.

But if it's so good in New York, where is it? What
are they showing? They're showing.it from every place
else. Or they're showing old art, what I call old art.
Thirty-year-old art, art of the fortieé and the fifties.

They're not showing anything contemporary from New York.
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If they're showing contemporary they're showing Ron Davis
at Leo Castelli's, they're showing Ed Ruscha,.that I
bought at Leo Castelli's. You go to-- I'm trying to think
who else there is~-André Emmerich; he brings in artists
from Los Angeles. HHe has Ed Moses. And who is more
profound than Ed Moses, by the way, and has grown any
better? You don't think he's good?

GOODWIN: He's not my favorite, but I know that you

love him.

WEISMAN: Oh, I think he's tremendous. I do love him, as
a matter of fact. [laughter] But besides loving him,
I've known him for a hundred years, and we bought our
first painting from him twb or three vears ago. And we
subsequently bought drawings of his, and now we're just
about to buy another drawing of his.

GOODWIN: I'm not guite sure what your point is.

WEISMAN: My point is I hate California sold down the
river, and I will remain chauvinistic about it. I will
continue to do everything I can to help and perpetuate
the California scene. I get angry at New York. But I
get angry ét lots of things.

GOODWIN: Right. Haven't most of these great artists
made their contributions in spite of the existence of
California? There's nothing here that sustained them

other than the opportunity--
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WEISMAN: What abou£ the environment?

GOODWIN: You mean the natural environment?

WEISMAN: The natural environment--it's got to be better
than those stone canyons.

GOODWIN: Right,'bu£ would you call Hans Hofmann:a
California artist?

WEISMAN: Somewhat.

GOODWIN: Is Rothko a Californian?

WEISMAN: Somewhat.

GOODWIN: Is Noguchi a California artist?

WEISMAN: Somewhat.

GOODWIN: I agree that Californié gets—-

WEISMAN: They get the shaft all the time.

GOODWIN: Yes, there's no doubt about it.

WEISMAN: Our educational institutions for the arts

are certainly--

GOODWIN: Yes, but I wouldisay that perhapsg the princi-
- pal reasén.that this haé‘happened is that the California
institutions themselves have given the artists the shaft.
WEISMAN: I don't think it's the universities that are
giving the artists the shaft.

GOODWIN: I think the universitiés and the museums--=
 WEISMAN: The muséums have been devaététing. They have
done a first-class job on them, no question about that.

But the museum doesn't alter the fact of production.
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That the artists are here producing not because of,

but in spite of, the lousy museum situation. All right.
But there has still been [UC] Irvine, [UC] Santa Barbara,
[California State University] Fullerton, [UC] Davis--
where else--CalArts [California Institute of the Arts],
UCLA, Otis [Art Institutel, the Art Design Center [Art
Center College of Design]; San Francisco: there's

[UC] Berkeley, of course; there's San Francisco State
with a good program. It goes on and on and on, all

over the state of California. It's there, it exists--
much more so £han in New York, much more so. What is

there in New York? Have you ever been to Storm King Art
Center in [Mountainville,] New York?

GOODWIN: No, but I know about it, and4I would like to

go.

WEISMAN: All vight. I've made a point of interrogating--
The Museum of Modern Art took the International Council
one afternoon to a picnic at Storm King Art Center, and

I would say there were fifteen to twenty people out of

a group of maybe sixty to eighty members that went. I
went, and one of the members—- These are some of the people
that went: the director of the Western Museum of Tokyo

(he and I sat next to each other on the bus going up there),
the director of the Modern Museum in Paris (this was before

‘Beaubourg), a lady from London (I can't think of her name,
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Lady somebody, who was here from London, who was a
member of the council), and a smattering: Mrs. Straus
{you know her? Beth Straus?), and Bill Lieberman was
along, and Barbara Jakobson and Liza Parkinson and
probably Blanchette Rockefeller, Louise Smith. They
were the nucleus of the International.Council, so they
went to give the strengths. There could have been, on
a bus that holds forty, there could have been twenty-
six people, maybe twenty-eight. Elegant luncheon when
we got there. Not a one of those people, outside of
Blanchette, who at that time was president of the Inter-
national Council, had been there before. I think Beth
Straus and Blanchette went up and discovered it together,
and then put it on the program.

Subseguently, I've interviewed people continually in
New York. "Have you ever been to Storm King Art Center?
Oh, no? You haven't been there? You really ought to try
it sometime." They don't even know where it is. They
don't know anything about it. There are thirteen David
Smith sculptures, cubist sculptures standing out in a
field. There are sculptures starting from yesterday and
tomorrow going back. It is fantastic. They don't even
know what they've got, and they don't do anything about
what they do have. They don't support Storm King. It's
privately endowed. They've never done anything about it.

I'd say that we have UCLA {[Franklin D. Murphyl] Sculpture
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Garden--people know about it and they go there, do they
not?

GOODWIN: Oh, I don't think so.

WEISMAN: You don't think so?

GOODWIN: I think it's another unknown gquantity in Southern
California, for the same reason that éeople don't know
what the Galka Schever Collection is.

WEISMAN: Don't you think they do?

GOODWIN: No way. I think it's a tiny, tiny elite that
knows anything or cares anything about the art institutions
in this part of the world or anywhere.

WEISMAN: I neglected to mention the San Francisco Art
Institute in San Francisco, which is very good. See, I
don't think it is. That's what Jerfy tEdmund G.] Brown,
[Jr.,] says to me, "It's an elite society, the artists."
GOODWIN: That's not a bad implication.

WEISMAN: Right. So then you are saying that elitism is
equated with educated. 1It's time more people were educated,
and they could all be elite. They're informed. And

so he says, "Oh, you don't understand me." I said, "Jerry,
I understand you; you don't understand me. You better
became more a part of this elite. You're a part of your
own special elite. YOu are the elite of the political
world; I am the elite of the art world. And if you want

to call me bad, you're bad, and I don't think you're bad.”

105



GOODWIN: I don’'t object to the word elite. I think it

has positive connotations.

WEISMAN: Oh, my God. I gbt into such an argument with

Gray Davis and Tony Klein over this one time. It's just
unréal, but they have come around.

Do you know we're doing a dedication at Cedars-Sinai
[Medical Center] of the Loren Madsen [untitled] sculpture,
and Jerry has agreed to come, and so has Gray Davis. We're
having an art lithograph done, or silk-screened,
by Ed Ruscha. 1It's going to be signed by Ed and Jerry.
We're having a dinner for him here. We're going to have
this dedication at the medical center. We're doing it a
week before election, because I think that's a good time,
and so do they. I just think it's time they get it all
together~~that there is such a thing as mental health, and
art, and politics, and it isn't elite! TIt's needed for
the soul and to hold everything together.

You must have politicians, and politics isn't a bad
word either. To be politic is to listen to your side and
to listen to my side and know how to deal with the two of
us and get it together, where both of us. are satisfied a
little bit, and making it happen and have something happen.
You have to be a politician to do that. If you were me,
you just get angry and slap one of us in the face and do

your own thing. Right? So I say there's a place for the
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elitism of politics and for the arts., Well, I'm into
a whole other subject we never anticipated, but-- These

are what I call my angers. But they're really not my angers;

~ they're my enthusiasms and my desire to really make it happen

here. Because if it happens good in California, it will
happen good someplace else. It spreads.

GOODWIN: What's going to happen?

WEISMAN: What's going to happen? Our museums will‘get better;
the artists create a place in the sun. Our people become
involved in the cultural aspects of our community. And if
your head turns to beauty, some of the nasties have to be
replaced by it. Now maybe that sounds like the gospel, but

I can't help but believe that if there are more people looking
as they drive down the street and seeing trees, and seeing
that the stoplights are red, yellow, and green--primary
colors-- I mean this, that the automobiles are a multitude of
colors. When you come intoran airport and you see that wave
of color that's automobiles-- It'é really only been in America,
it"s only in very recent years that you fly into an airport in
another country and see anything but black cars, but you fly
into an airport in our country, and they're all multicolored
cars. That lifts your spirits.

GOODWIN: So you sincerely believe that the world can be
improved through art and--

WEISMAN: and music and theater and culture.

GOODWIN: Politics?
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WEISMAN: Right. I think it should be. And I think it

takes good politics.

GOODWIN: I wish that were all possible.

WEISMAN: Don't we all?

GOODWIN: Right.

WEISMAN: I can dream, everybody has a dream.

GOODWIN: It is a dream. But I think the basic reason

that this will never happen, especially in Los Angeles, [is]
because there's no leadership.

WEISMAN: But that doesn't mean there never will be leader-
ship. That's negative. You know, we have a director at

the [L.A.] County Museum, Ken Donahue. His term of office

is over momentarily. Within a few months, he'll be replaced.
Eventually, we're dgoing to replace our curator of modern

art. And when those people are replaced--you won't know

by whom right now, nor do I--and hopefully, it'll be strength.
Look at what was going on in San Francisco five years ago,
three years ago--nothing,

GOODWIN : I agree.

WEISMAN: Henry Hopkins came into that seat, he beefed up
every organization in the city around the arts, all because
he beefed up the museum, the Museum of Modern Art. He put
together—-- |

GOODWIN: I agree, he has turned that place around.

" WEISMAN: Absolutely. One man, that's leadership.

GOODWIN: Right. He made a difference. But look at
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Southern California--

WEISMAN: All the millions of people in Southern California,
in Los Angeles—- You mean to say they're not going to find

a museum director that's going to beef up this city's

museum?

GOODWIN: Right.

WEISMAN: It only takes one man.

GOODWIN: I think this is a totally demoralized community,

if there's anything like a community that exists here. I
don't think there is. But I think the County Museum is in
trouble. All the museums are--Norton Simon [Mugeum], [J. Paul]
Getty Museum, Huntington [Library and Art Gallery], UCLA.
WEISMAN: Why do you say Norton Simon's in trouble, and
Getty's in trouble? ‘

GOODWIN: Well, I don't want to--

WEISMAN: I think it's nice to have a flow in the conversa-
tion. [laughter]

GOODWIN: We will talk about museums in some detail, but nmy
basic feeling, well, my basic concern is with the public
institutions or the ones that are largely publicly supported.
My basic feeling is that the people in power, whether they're
professionals or trustees, don't care enough about the little
people.

WEISMAN: May I tell you how wrong you are?

GOODWIN:; Sure.

WEISMAN: All right. I don't think it's been a radical change
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by any means, but it's been something. And it takes lots
of little somethings. Our museum, by and large, is ten,
twelve years old, in Los Angeles. Do you want to count
the ten years preceding, when they were with the animals
[Museum of Natural Historxryl?

GOODWIN: Yes. Because--

WEISMAN: There were some good shows there.

GOODWIN: Right. There was progress.

WEISMAN: There was a good van Gogh show; there was a

good Monet show.

GOODWIN: Actually, the County Museum had its most distin-
guished director in the forties.

WEISMAN: Yes, Jim Byrnes.

GOODWIN: ©No, no. [William Reinhold] Valentiner.

WEISMAN: Valentiner, right, very true. BAll right, they had
two very distinguished directors there, and the art scene
was nowhere anywhere in the forties. There were ten people
in the United States that had more than six pictures in
their homes, maybe twenty. There weren't really a lot.
There were the Rockefellers. Who else?

GOODWIN: There was somebody here named [Walter] Arensberg.
WEISMAN: Oh, yes, there was Arensberg. He left town.

When did he leave town, in the forties, the fifties?
GOODWIN: No, he died here.

WEISMAN: He died. But what did his collection lead to?

There were some very good collections, but they were few and
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far between. And nobody knew what they were talking
about. Valentiner was a fine director, but he never
thought to get the Arensbergs involved with the L.A.
County Museum. There wasn't money, I grant you, but
it seems to me great leadership would have made that
[collection] stay here.

GOODWIN: Precisely, precisely.

WEISMAN: Joseph Hirshhorn would have been very happy
having his collection up at Graystone [the former
Ddheny mansion in Beverly Hills]. With leadership

it would have been.

GOODWIN: We could cite numerous examples.

WEISMAN: Right, so that can go on and on. But this
is the kind of thing that I think happens. Maybe,
again, I'm looking at my own private—~lboking through

my eyes at my world. My husband went on the board of

trustees approximately two and a half years ago, I guess,

at L.A. County [Museum]. Prior to that, Dick Sherwood
became president of the board following whoever was
president--Frank [D. Murphyl--

GOODWIN: Franklin, yes.

WEISMAN: Franklin always said he would never join the
Contemporary Art Council until an old art council was
formed, and I would join that. Because he was inter-

ested in old art. Franklin has come around a lot--
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he's changed a lot—fcome a long way since then.

He really has. In any event, when Dick Sherwood took
over the presidency, we gave them an Ellsworth Kelly
sculptural painting--a wall sculpture, I guess it's

called--called Blue on Blue, a very important Kelly,

which we gave him as a gift.

GOODWIN: 1In [Sherwood's] honor.

WEISMAN: In his honor, right. With the hope that

we now had a twentieth-century man in the museum.

I would venture to say that possibly that gift, and
that respect shown by Fred to Dick, had.something to
do with his selection to the board. Also, I think

the fact that Norton was no longer on the board of
trustees meant it was OK to ask Fred to be on the
board of trustees, because I do think there was a cer-
tain amount of friction about that, somehow, somewhere.
GOODWIN: Why didn't they ask you? Why did they ask
Fred?

WEISMAN: Because Fred's the collector in our house-
hold. And not only that, they're not woman-oriented,
you know that.

GOODWIN: That's why they didn't ask you.

WEISMAN: Right. They got Katie [Mrs. Freeman] Gates
and Anna Bing Arnold. That's enough. And Mrs. [Howardl]

Ahmanson. That's enough. They never took Dolly [Mrs.
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David E.] Bright on after her husband really busted
his ass (there's no other way to say it) and killed
himself over building that museum. Yet they never
took her upon his demise--and after getting half the
collection, besides.

When Fred became a trustee, the first major
thing that happened [was] George Kuwayama came to him
ahd said, "We have an opportunity to buy the Brother-
ton collection of Japanese paintings and scrolls.
Would you be willing to help us," knowing that Fred
was interested in Japanese art (beéause of his busi-
ness originally, and then we came into it, and we had
bought some other things from the Frank Lloyd Wright
collection previously when we were in Pasadena). And
so Fred said, "Well, yes. 1I'd be happy to consider
it., I'd like to see the works; let's talk about it"--
which he did. He had George Kuwayama designate to
him who are the four best authorities on Japanese screens
and scrolls of the Edo period. George named the four
people: one in Tokyo, one in New York, one in San
Francisco—-two in New York, maybe. And Fred said,
"Well, then what I'd like to do is if the people knew
the work, then you don't have to send the work or send
the person. Where the person doesn't know the work"--

which I can't believe if they're authorities in the
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field--"I would like you to send them the list of what's
available to us in the Brotherton collection, and I want
it graded, each thing from A to F," which George said
[was] fine. He said, "When you get the report back,
call me." He got the report back. All four agreed on
five works of art as being A plus. Fred said, "How much
are the five pieces?” -George told him, and he wrote
him a check then and there and bought the five pieces
and said, "That is how I believe artwork should be
selected for a museum, not by an individual's taste. I
don't think you éhould buy twentieth~century art based
on my taste or Maurice Tuchman's taste. We should have
experts making determinations over where we're going,
what we're doing, and why we're doing it."

We pled before the [Kingl Tut show to beef up
those twentieth-~century galleries. We wanted to get
them out from behind‘the elevators in the [Howard]
Ahmanson [Galleryl. We wanted to do something about
making the third floor of the [Frances and Armand]
Hammer [Wingl accessible during the Tut show. So
they made it accessible. And ydu know how--through
the back door. I mean, you couldn't find it. In my
instance, I couldn't have walked those steps no matter
what, because I haven't the ability to. None of this

took place really until Fred finally wen£ to Maurice
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and said, "Look, I have heard that you don't have the
people to do it, because they're all priority to King
Tut." He said, "I will supply you with people.”
GOODWIN: People to do what?

WEISMAN: The preparators, to move the art around.

He said, "I will supply you the people. What else do
you need?" "Oh, we need the time, we have to lay it
out."” Fred said, "What does it take? I'1ll1l do it for

you. He did change. He finally took Stephanie [Barron]
and Maurice, and we must have had six meetings at the
museun with Fred pushing. He finally beefed up behind
the elevators and got rid of some of that junk. Fred
suggested prior to that--it was his suggestion--and it
was he that pushed forward to get the sale of the de-
accessioned works. They took the tip off the iceberg.
And when it was finished and they're all patting
fhemselves on the back, Fred says, "OK, now you've done
that. New business: what about the rest of the stuff?
Let's get rid of that, and get the cash in and buy some
meaningful works." Well, you know the first work that
was purchased was Maurice bought that pipe of Magritte,
the Magritte Pipe. I forget how you say it in French,

La Pipe de--? I don't know. We have the etching of it

in my john, in my bathroom. But the point is Fred

wanted to get continuity. He said, "I know we can't
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change the nineteenth-century Americans, because the
Ganzes [Julian Ganz, Jr.] have done a fine job in
putting that collection together. They got Michael
Quick in as the curator, and they've really worked
at it, and fine. All right, let's start there: nine-
‘teenth-century American, nineteenth—century French,
then behind the elevators. Then there's that collection
of nineteenth- through twentieth-century French that's
on the other side by the elevators. Bring that around
the corner, and then let's get to twentieth-century
American. The bay where [B. Gerald] Cantor [Rodin
Collection] is should be California, masters of Cali-
fornia."

And he said, "wWith it all, there‘is only one thing
I want. I'll pay to redo the whole thing. I want the
bay opposite the elevators. That's mine." So they
agreed. And'when they agreed, we loaned them our
Jackson Pollock Scent. I don't know if you saw that.
The Scent, the Hofmann [Equipoisel, we gave them the

Rauschenberg [Dervish Profile]. And it wasn't out of

our collection; we bought it and gave it. And we
gave them the Morris Louis Unfurled, and we loaned
them a Clyfford Still that we bought that was five
inches too tall for our house, with every intention of

knowing that we had to give that Still to somebody,
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don't we, we cannot hang it. We haven't got a wall
that's ten feet tall. And so, there it hung. And

our intention was to show them what it's like to put
powerful paintings across that bay. Now, they weren't
pexrfect. The Pollock washed out; we know that. But
our next shot at that was going to be a mini Newman
show. We were going to loan them our Newman painting

[Onement Number Six], the Newman sculpture [Here I (to

Marcia) ], the Eighteen Cantos which we own, the two

lithographs [Number One and Number Two], tworetchings
(untitled), and a drawing, [all of] which makes a pretty
profound Newman statement. And Fred is still pressing
on this. When the Johns shows in San Francisco-- There
are many Johns in Los Angeles that can be taken that are
not in that Johns show and put into that bay-~-~ Let them
know.

I think when you have that kind of person coming
onto the board that is screaming like a Comanche, put-
ting his money where his mouth is, I think £hat kind
of thing multiplied and put in a leader in the twen-
tieth century or a director of the museum or--not a
twentieth century director, but a director that under-
stands that there is a twentieth-century: a [John]
Carter Brown, an Otto Wittmann, a Sam Sachs [II] in

Minneapolis, and on down the way.

117



GOODWIN: So you're saying with the proper leadership
the museum can be great.

WEISMAN: Right. And it only takes one person . in one
place.

GOODWIN: So, you're saying that there hasn't been a
leader yet on the board of the museum or the staff.
WEISMAN: There have been leaders, but there haven't
been leaders in the direction .of the twentieth. Well,
there haven't been leaders! You're right. Because
there isn't one facet that has been good, except for
the Costume Council, They have probably done the best
job with the least expenditure of anybo&y. The Graphics
Council has done quite well. The graphics department
has done quite well. But both of them are relatively
inconsequential.

GOODWIN: Right.

WEISMAN: Because where it counts, where are they?

The best thing that was done was Julian and Joanne
Ganz with Michael Quick. And unfortunately, from where
I sit, it's not the most potent or profound area of
art in the history of art.

GOODWIN: What is Michael Quick going to do that
Donelson Hoopes couldn't have done?

WEISMAN: Donelson Hoopes, I think, had another offer,
did he not?

GOODWIN: He quit because he was disgusted. And most of
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the people leave the museum because they're disgusted.

.There's a helluva turnover rate there because the

staff is abused.
WEISMAN: Well, I think this: I think that Michael

Quick will=~
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TAPE NUMBER: 1III, SIDE ONE

AUGUST 9, 1978

GOODWIN: Mrs. Weisman, it seems that you enjoy
socializing with artists. Is that so?

WEISMAN: Well, I enjoy socializing with artists to
the extent that somehow one tends to get insights into
them and consequently into their work, or some of the
profound meanings of their works. On the other hand,
we have found in too many instances with the great
majority of artists that we feel sociably, friendly,
and adoring toward are not the people whose work we
necessarily like the best. By the same token, work
that we like the best doesn't necessarily exude a
glorious personality in its maker. But, by and large,
we have found a great many of the artists we've felt
are the profound artists of the twentieth century,
masters as we call them, that we have been in contact
with--and I should say the forties and the fifties
particularly, since our last tape when éomething came up
where I said there have now been almost eighty years
of twentieth-century art (that was a mind-blowing remark
to me; I couldn't get over it, that there are eighty
vears under our belts of twentieth-century art, or
seventy-eight vears)-- But of those that we've known,
like Mark Rothko and Clyfford Still . and Barnett Newman

and Bill de Kooning and Bob Motherwell and Jasper Johns
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and Robert Rauschenberg and Jacques Lipchitz, and I look
around the room--and Henry Moore--and think in terms of
the people that we've known,<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>