


dians feel towards the Bush regime and
towards the war in Iraq and so on. People
are always asking me about anti-American-
ism in France, "Why do they hate us? Why
do they oppose the war?” I spent a chunk
of last summer in Paris, and then I spent
a chunk of last summer on my parents’
farm in Campbellford, Omario. Theirs is
the perfect Steven Leecock [a Canadian
author and humorist| peaceful and pros-
perous little Ontario town. The anti-Bush
rhetoric in the Cambellford Courier, the lo-
cal weekly paper ... they were much more
radically anti-Bush than Le Monde, than
the Parisian newspapers. Americans seem
10 not know this.

There were four Canadian soldiers in Af-
ghanistan who were Kkilled by a reckless
National Reserve pilot. That left Cana-
dians with absolutely no desire to go 1o
war with America ever again. Bush never
apologized or said anything about it, and
so I think that Americans simply are not
macde aware of what the rest of the world
actually thinks and why.

That isn't really an answer to your ques-
tion is it, you were asking about our
values? [ don't want to paint too black
a picture. We were living in France and
thought hard about staying in France
and chose to come back to America be-
cause of the things that are appealing
about America; progressive education,
the sense of possibility and the basic
buoyancy of our civilization remain ap-
pealing, but I do think they are under
assault, They are under assault by a kind
of radical and intolerant nationalism.
The logic of nationalism flows one way,
and that’s toward the sewer. It always will

and it always has, I think that there has
never been a time when the distinction
between nationalism and patriotism was
more important. Patriotism is a love of
place, a sense of the wonderfulness of a
particular landscape, a particular set of
songs, and I felt all of those things very
powerfully when we lived abroad, as we
did for six years. Nationalism is the be-
lief that your particular place and your
particular people are superior to other
people, and it always has the same logic.
You have been victimized in some way,
despite your superiority, and that gives
you a right to impose your will on other
people—gives you an obligation to im-
pose your will on other people. And na-
tionalism is absolutely evil and patriotism
is good, and we are seeing a war between
patriots and nationalists.

You have written about “busyness.” Is
this the new American culture?

I don’t know if it is the American culture,
I wouldn't claim to know about the en-
tire country, but it certainly is the most
distinguishing thing about New York. We
were struck by this coming back from
Paris. New York is a community that is
just driven by radical, extreme busyness.
I wrote that [ New Yorker] story about my
daughter’s imaginary friend, Charley
Ravioli, who is always too busy to play
with her. In addition to being driven cra-
zy by busyness, there is a certain amount
of pleasure in it as well. A kind of self-dra-
matizing and social element about always
being too busy and talking about it.

This year you published Americans in
Paris: A Literary Anthology. You, of course,
have also been an American writer in Par-
is. What is it that makes that city such an
attractive environment?

I think for a very long time for Ameri-
cans, it had a lot to do with the fact that
Paris was sexually liberated in a way that
the United States was not. And it was a
place where you could get a drink when
you couldn’t in Buffalo. Since then, I
think Paris is in some ways a less neces-
sary place for American writers, But Paris
represents, for Americans, an idea of hap-
piness. It isn't, in fact, historically a hap-
pier place than any other great capitol. In
many ways it's a more tragic place, but it’s
come Lo represent that for us. France is
a pleasure-seeking society. America is as
well. We think in terms of fun rather than
pleasure, and Paris makes us feel at once
at home and dazzled by its exoticness.

The Albright-Knox is recognized for an
outstanding collection of Modern Art,
and you have written about many notable
modern artists. Modernism essenti

in France and met its heyday in the
U.S. Do you think there is a fundamental
difference between American and French
artists?

It's a big question. Artists are individuals
before they are anything else, and there
is greater difference between Marcel Du-
champ and Georges Braque than there
is between Gerald Murphy and Fernand
Léger. The differences between different
artists of the nationality are greater than
differences between similar artists of dif-
ferent nationalities. That said, I think it's
true that modernism in France—and ev-

ervwhere in Europe—was always a move-
ment that was in conflict with the received
official culture that had come before.
Modernism has never become the official
culture of France, The greatest impres-
sionist and cubist pictures are here in the
United States or Russia, and they are not
in France. So, Modernism became our of-
ficial culture. That remains a fundamen-
tal difference.

Who do you think some of the most im-
portant innovators are (in the recent
past)?

In visual arts?

I guess I'm most interested in the visual
arts.

In France or the world?
The world!

Gosh! It is so hard for me to think or say a
name. I certainly think right now that it’s
American painters, the Minimalists who
grew up, so to speak—who became Maxi-
malists. Richard Serra, Frank Stella both
look like very imposing figures right now
in the world arts. I thought that Serra’s
last show of the “Torqued Elipses™ was
incredibly moving, powerful sculpture. It
opened right after 9/11 and it was aston-
ishing to see how people were drawn to
that kind of assertion of substantiality at
a moment of doubt and uncertainty. He
certainly seems to me to be a very major
figure.

Tickets for Adam Gopnik's talk are $10 for
the general public and $7 for Albright-Knox
Art Gallery members. For more informa-
tion and reservations, call 270-8292. av
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