Onthe

Open Road, Special

Open Road #1 ined the coll

's t, ‘‘Still Crazy After All

These Years,’’ outlining their hopes and objectives for the paper. Now, ten
issues later, with an almost new collective, we’re using this special ‘‘half’’

issue to describe and the devel

past three years.

that have taken place over the

““Still Crazy After All These Years—Cont.”’ is the nearest we could come to a
collettive evaluation of what’s been happening around here. The first part is a

history of the OR develop as a coll
Ived. It’s foll

different people who were i

tive written in three stages by three
d by excerpts from discussion

papers that reflect the kind of debate we’ve taken up among ourselves these
past few months. The first two pieces are from a critique written by two new

bers of the collecti

, while the last one is a statement from a third new

member. We hope you’ll give careful consideration not only to what we say

below, but also to our specizl appeals on pages 1, 7 and 8. We’d like to hear

from you.

A HISTORY

PART L (BEGlNNING)

i

(13
Wal then can propaganda do? It can in
general, express the proletariat’s own instincts
in a new, more del e and more apt form. It
can sometimes precipitate and facilitate the
awakening consciousness of the masses
themselves. It can make them conscious of
what they are, of what they feel, and of what
they already instinctively wish; but never can
propaganda make them-what they are not, nor
awaken in their hearts passions which are
foreign to their own history.”’—Bakunin

The Open Road from the oulset has been an
experiment, a creative experience where those
participating have learned some harsh lessons,
both in failure and success. That process is still
continuing.

If you re-read OR #1’s original collective
statement, ‘‘Still Crazy After All These
Years,"” it is possible to view the newsjournal’s
development over ten issues with a bit of
perspective. The successes are there. We
proved that a bunch of people in an obscure
city can put out a relatively high quality
anarchist publication—that means you can
too. OR #10 had a press-run of 14,000—not
bad in the sleepy Seventies. In short the OR
has fulfilled the minimum objectives of the
people who founded it.

**Still Crazy’’ contains the seeds of a
continuing debate over methods, ideas, social
perspeclives, organizational forms, etc. which
has raged throughout ten issues, causing
convulsions, depressions, at times bilterness,
in addition to moments of collective harmony
which generated a special excitement. The
pressure has been intense—the OR collective
going into issue #11 is almost completely
different from that which began with issue
one. .

The general ideas of the original OR
collective are outlined in “‘Still Crazy” and
much of whal was written there still holds true.
The initial group was composed of about 15
people of whom six were primarily responsible
for the OR’s editorial conten} and graphic
design. Although young, theindividuals in the
group had some journalistic and
organizational skills acquired through
movement activity. They also had the
advantage of knowing each others’
idiosyncracies and work patterns.

‘What was initially a positive association
eventually tended to become a problem
because it made it difficult for new people to
comfortably join the collective. Efforts were
made to encourage openness and participation

by new people but the intensity of putting out
the paper, differing skill levels and developed
friendships, created a centrifugal motion
which tended to repel or throw people out of
the collective unless they were extremely ]
Lenacious.

At one point the cynical, sometimes -
hysterical in-jokes that permeated the OR’s
process came under attack. It was proposed
that in-jokes be downplayed to create a
warmer environment for new people. This
controversy symbolized one aspect of a larger
issue of differing workstyles on the OR'which
became a constant collective theme: ‘“hippie
manana’’ vs “arbilrary deadlines’’; *‘male” -
production orientation vs. ‘‘female’” group
process; etc. While there were continuing
efforts to work out functional compromises
the real social problems disguised themselves in
a more destructive personal dimension of
backbiting, snide comments, and a wary
circling of disdainful cliques within the
collective. One person’s or group’s success was
subliminally perceived as a threat to the fragile
balance of power, phenomena which often

“took real joy and satisfaction out of the OR’s

process.

In addition to the question of differing
workstyles the actual organization of work
became a primary concerni that reflects itself in
a major and continuing debale over the nature
of the OR collective that has yet to be resolved.
One tendency leans toward maintaining the
OR as a *‘quality’’ newsjournal with an
efficient and relatively small production
collective. Their position could be outlined as
collective control of the general direction of
the OR but'individual responsibility (even
creative autonomy) for the specific tasks to be

done. Others, to a greater or lesser degree, feel
that such a position leads to elitism. They feel
that the paper while maintaining quality (o the
best of its ability should serve as a practical
school in which each individual (recent arrival
or old hand) can learn all aspects of the
process—that skill level or aptitude is only
relative and can be compensated for by a
healthy collective process. In theory, work is
organized on an ad hoc basis according to
whoever feels like doing it.

On another fron, it is clearly stated in *‘Still
Crazy”’ that the OR was meant to be a
secondary activity for us in Vancouver and
that it should supplement and not interfere
with ongoing local efforts. In spite of this the
OR tended to demand fulltime commitments
from activists. The success of the newsjournal
created a situation in which people used the
OR to justify their anarchist credentials and
lack of effective activity on a local level. The
OR was substituted for practical work, the
international arena becoming a comfortable
focus of attention rather than the less
spectacular nuts and bolts of local grassroots

‘organizing.

The OR was conceived as a newsjournal. It
was never meant 1o be a political organization,
but it has often acted like one, and this identity
crisis has caused a tremendous amount of ~ °
misunderstanding that still has not been
entirely worked out. In many cases people
wanting to work with the OR really wanted to
join a political organization not put out a
newsjournal and their orientation at OR
reflected this.

Within the paper itself theory and analytical
debate over content have often been shunted
aside or subject to power broking. Real
discussion of content and orientation has been
downplayed in favour of a less vigorous, less
““time-consuming’’ trade-off system of article
selection (i.e. ““I’ll trade you a ‘worker-itis’
article, if you’ll go along with a ‘feminist’ or
‘pie-kill’ piece.””) Such methods have often
taken the spirit and guts out of the OR in
favour of a tenuous series of bloodless
compromises. As early as issue (wo, a
collective member wrote in an internal
discussion document:

‘“The most ominous sign in all this is that
(writers) begin to censor their own perceptions
to meet the collective’s line. Given the
bartering that produced the final copy for the
second issue, the lesson to be drawn is that
producing the OR is not a triumph of
concensual politics but a triumph of the will of
individuals. OR manifests anarchy as the mass
media understand the term, i.e. the collapse of
a'mutually consented order and the acceptance
of random, chaotic, individualized action. We
all know that in the end the mood was one of
desperation to get the job done by any means
necessary. So in the end OR becomes a
newspaper about ‘‘anarchism’’ but not an
anarchist newspaper. In this expediency is the
seed of authoritarian politics.”’

If all this seems a bit devastating, it should
also be remembered that the OR collective
through its various manifestations has not
been unaware of the issues and problems
outlined. For all its errors and shortcomings
the OR as a collective has pursued its vision
continually—and we could not hope for more
than that. .

Perhaps the most important lesson people
could take away from the founding issues of
the OR is a drunken spout from Gloria Mundi
back in 1977: ““If the glueisn’1 trust the politics
aren't freedom.’” It can serve as our motto or
our epitaph.

PART Il (HERSTORY)

When we were (rying to identify the
different phases of putting out OR one
member commented, ‘‘Don’t forget the
proletarian cultural revolution after issue 41>

While the reality was less cataclysmic,
important changes took place as new people
joined OR and others became more assertive.
Existing debates accelerated as the collective
discussed the problems of individual power
derived both from experience within the
collective and the possession of journalistic
and artistic skills and the problem of *‘male
burn-out work styles.”* Meanwhile the
problem of ideological differences between us
was largely ignored, giving way to ‘practical’
discussions about ‘brain-work’ and ‘shit-
work,” which we tried to share out more fairly.

What emerged was a formal rotation of our
basic task areas—editorial, production and
distribution—so that each part of the process
came Lo be co-ordinated by two people, one of
whom had the necessary experience and could
pass on information and skills to the other
person. Another off-shoot of our discussions
was setting up office-shifts in an attempt to
keep up with our mail and keep the office open
-in case anyone wanted Lo drop by and talk to
us. In short we created some fairly idealistic
structures to help integrate newer members
and share the work out as equally as we could.

Our successes included continuing to put out
the paper and acquiring some new skills. We
also ran into problems. It quickly became clear

“If the glue isn’t trust
then the politics aren’t freedom”
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that new members couldn’t learn everything
about writing and editing news articles in a
three month period and that while designing
and laying out one issue of OR offered insights
into the breadth of tasks involved it did not
enable them to perform them all. Experience
could be acquired but there were no short cuts.

Slowly rebuilding the OR this time round we
recognize the importance of establishing a
comfortable, less exhausting collective process.
We’re excited about the potential our new
collective dynamic promises for the future,

That dynamic has been present in our
meelings between individuals, with collective

“... . crisis of enthusiasm reached”

. Increasingly burnt out and perhaps
disappointed, we lapsed into working in the
areas of the paper we felt safest with. This
helped us to make OR into the secondary
political project we had planned it to be, but
made the collective more atomised. AL its '
worst people slotted into their tasks without
having contributed to the gathering of articles
or helping out in what was perceived as Lhe
more tedious work of mailing the paper otit.
Energy was low-and the whole process became
rather mechanical until the collective reached a
crisis of enthusiasm both in terms of working
together and putting out the paper.

The anarcha-feminist issue (#10) was an
experiment to put out OR with an all-women
group in order to emphasize a feminist
perspective in the paper and 1o enable new
women to learn some of the necessary skills
involved away from a potentially intimidating
male environment.

The all-women collective experienced the
problems of any new collective in terms of
finding a necessary number of committed
peaple to carry out the mass of work together.
In the end the main body of the work was done
by five to eight women which made the work °
load a heavy one and caused quite a lot of
stress for individual members. However we
employed the feminist principles of ongoing
evaluation and feedback and while we
sometimes fell short of our goal of consensus
decision-making under pressure, falling into
the *“We don’t have time (o stop and talk”’
syndrome, we generally modified any aspects
of the paper that one or two people strongly
objected to.

Our success lay in the fact that we took on
new responsibilities and handled them
competently proving that there is nothing
sacred about the basic OR collective. Our issue
inspired new people to join OR and our
consciousness around process is now reflected '
in the structures which the new mixed
collective has adopted.

Even with the success of the anarcha-
feminist group behind us, the old OR collective
still couldn’t fire itself up for another issue.

PART Il {NOW)

Wth our former collective strength drained,
and people feeling burned out, tired, or just
plain bored, the OR was haying its worst
energy crisis in three years. Fortunately the
survivors of a bottomed out OR collective were
able to rally local friends to help resolved this
situation. Replacing burned out collective

is one thing; cl the conditions
of collective labour to avoid future burnouts is
something else. It was time for the OR to make
anew beginning.

members now showing more respect for both"
each other and différing ideas than was evident
in the past. We have adopted a system of
‘process checks’ built in to the actual structure
of our meetings. Each person gives what we
call a ‘weather report’ at the start of each.
collective meeting describing how she or he
feels before things get underway. This allows
us to find out in advance which of us is tired,
ill, depressed or even super-high so that we can
better understand and deal with each other’s
responses Lo everything from planning a
fundraising picnic to cleaning up the office.
We also set aside time at the end of each
meeting to hear each other’s evaluation about
the strong and weak points of that meeting.
Work gets done, but with an improved
sensitivity to the way people feel.

On a lighter note, we have purposely
scheduled our meetings to allow us to have a
drink together afterwards so that people can
relax and work out any tensions in a more
intimate atmosphere.

* The OR’s own problem of *‘power’’ is
finally getting wrestled to the ground and dealt
with more reasonably. In the past, putting out
the OR was never a mystery to those on the
collective who controlled a major part of the
process. This time those of us withparticular
newspaper skills and backgrounds are much
more conscious of this very real power that we
wield. As individuals and as a group we are
trying more than ever to recognize and
understand the function of such power and

“ how we can use it responsibly without

upsetting the collective process. The
specialized knowledge which lies behind this
power is being demystified as we devise new
ways Lo pass on experience and skills to each
other. 8

Finally the need for an on-going evaluation
of the OR content and collective process has
become as integral to the functioning of the
paper as we are ourselves. We need your
critical feedback and constructive suggestions
now more than ever before.

We want the new OR to reflect the changes
weare going through to better satisfy our own
needs as the people who put the paper out, and
your needs as critical readers wanting an
anarchist newsjournal reporting on a growing
anti-authoritarian movement.

ACRITIQUE

1:1e following are excerpts from a critique
written by two new members of the OR
collective:
‘It hardly matters what the content is, what’s
crucial is that the Open Road is there.”’
—an OR reader.

Most readers would argue that without
content there is no paper but it’s true that the
first encounter with the OR is for many,
tangible proof that they’re not alone. A
correspondent from Arkansas says there
wasn’t a soul in miles with whom he could
share his revolt but the OR gives him the
world. But once the initial connection has been
made the OR should help to develop and
encourage anarchism.

Does it? Having said tha the first contact
with the OR is exciting, we have to adriit that
in our own experiences and talking with o(fic)
readers, initial excitement is often follow =d by
gradual boredom. This critique tries 1o root
out some of the paper’s limitations and suggest
possible remedies.

NEWS

‘*As a newsjournal. . . we are more concerned
with reporting on what people and _
organizations are doing than what they talk
about doing.” —OR#1.

Overall, OR newscoverage has been good. I
has particularly helped inform us about
struggles that the straight and even lef1 presses
either ignore or totally distort. Coverage of
individuals and groups identifying themselves
as anarchist throughout North America and
Europe has helped reinforce the sense of anti-
authoritarian solidarity that defies borders and
oceans. However, reportage on struggles
outside North America and Europe has been
sparse. E
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PERSONAL POLITICS

* *...it would be helpful if society behaved
like a phoenix—a new cul rising fully
shaped from the disastrous ashes of metro-
polis—but such is the way of mythological
symbols noi life.”’

(from a letter in 1977 to OR from Red
Storm Dancing)

““Traditional”” politics seem to imply that
knowledge of government operations and the
economy are the most important prerequisites
to one’s understanding of the oppressiveness
of capitalism and the need for an egalitarian
system of social organization,

A large portion of OR’s content in the past
has served as traditional politics. There have
been numerous articles exposing a particular
country’s government, and/or its oppressive
tactics; its class struggles, its revolutionary
factions, etc.

But what is just as ¢rucial as our awareness
of our relationship to the State is our
sensitivity to our personal relationships, Fre-
quently the connection between politics and
the immediate everyday reality of our lives is
unclear, and yet it should be the subject of
ongoing investigation and evaliation. There
have appeared a number of articles in the OR
seemingly recognizing this need. Some provide
analysis (Children are a revolutionary force,
OR i#2), others suggest strategy (Work it out
collectively, OR #9), while others provide
'concrete examples of workable alternatives

“Are we not all engaged
‘ in a rather exotic hobby?”

Which leads one 0 ask. . . what is the
criteria for an OR news story? The easiest
answer appears to be that OR reports on events
that its collective members can gel material on.
1t’s pretty clear that there aren’t
correspondents in many countries outside the
Europe and North America circuit. The new
collective’s appeal for news correspondents
and translators hopefully will correct this
deficiency.

Auvailability of material is only one factor in
choosing OR stories. A fairly common
question among OR readers is *‘why (hat
story? Is this just another bit of media .
information packed Mto our daily dosage of
useless oddities?’’ Does the OR report on the
same actions as other left papers? If yes, how is
the OR different from'those papers? It’s not
always—or even generally—clear. There is
either an assumption that readers know why
certain issues are considered somehow
anarchistic (and therefore no explanation is
necessary), or worse, the OR collective itsell’
isn’t clear why it’s choosing specific stories.
Whatever the reason, we feel that more of the
articles should contain some background and
analysis.

Only through analysis and discussion can
news reveal lessons and directions. We see
anarchist theory as both the issue of and
catalyst to ‘‘what people are doing.”’ Through
more attention to analysis, the OR could be
making a larger contribution to anarchist
theory and at the same time spurring its readeg
ontodothesame. = -

Where we feel the OR has been especially
helpful, is in reporting all kinds of direct
actions that prove an inspiration to all kinds of
political activists. The OR has reported on
such diverse actions as people painting their
own bicycle lanes in Montreal and victims and
their supporters confronting rapists outside the
courts.

(B.C. Food Co-ops, OR #2). Articles which
report on and encourage the examination of
our inner selves (health and psyche), our social
exterior (including friends, lovers, family and
community) and the use &f our physical
environment are as fundamental to the paper
as is the news coverage. Struggles within
people’s personal lives are often the prelude to
acquiring a political consciousness. Articles °
dealing with the politics of our personal lives
can'illuminate new directions for the future.

Restructuring our personal lives is perhaps
the most immediate revolutionary act at our
disposal. B

ART & REVIEWS

(Discovering our Expressions)
“I take my desires to be reality, because I
believe in the reality of my desires.””
—Graffiti in Paris, May-Jurie '68

- Capitalist society tries to render art harmless
by packaging it in cellophane government
grants and encouraging dabblers in the exotic
to perform their esoteric antics for each other.
So-called “‘socialist’’ governments recognize
the dangers of unleashed art that escapes
during political upheavals and try to harness it
for the building of their new order. But
revolutionary art is neither a superfluity nor a
servant. It is a searching and struggle to know
the abundance and mystery of life, to push
beyond the known boundaries in search of new
relationships. In our society it is a struggle for
clarity, to wrench life from beneath the plastic,
to combat the tragedy of wasted existence in
the midst of undreamed of possibilities. '
From the limited exposure given art, it -
would seem that the OR has tended to
acquiesce in the capitalist view of art that sees
it as superfluous living. But daily, in dynamic
explorations of their selves and their societies,
people struggle to unleash the imaginative. The
OR could help expose us to more of these
people.
continuedon p. 6




