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Between the failed referendum of 1979 and the establishment of the Scottish Parliament in 1999, several Scottish literary magazines encouraged debate on the condition of Scotland, providing a focus and distribution network for fiction, poetry and polemic which defined, reflected and amended ideas about Scottish cultural and political identity. Two of these have been used here as case studies in order to examine the negotiation by editors and contributors of a number of key ideas about Scottish identity.
 The pitfalls in this are obvious: the risk of a crude determinism or causality linking publication to action or event; and the twin dangers of either seeing no shape in events that are too close for detached perspective or of over-generalisation to fit a fixed pattern. Yet we do have a hypothesis to test: that between 1979 and 1999 cultural transformation, the key to the survival of Scottish distinctiveness during earlier periods of national renewal, did take place and that literary magazines played an instrumental part in that transformation.

New Edinburgh Review/Edinburgh Review and Cencrastus were obvious candidates as case studies: both carried a mix of content (as opposed to, for example, only poetry); and both were published continuously between 1979 and 1999. Their editorships changed over the whole ‘inter-referenda’ period, but from 1984 both can be said to have been shaped by editors with political agenda, however loosely defined or articulated. This essay concentrates on that period from 1984 – also chosen because of its strategic position between the two poles of 1979 and 1999 - to provide a clearer focus on the relationship between those agenda and the magazines as published, on the one hand, and their reception and influence, on the other.
Sales and distribution figures alone are clearly no indication of how many people read these magazines, or of readers’ reactions to them, but studying their content offers a window onto the social and political climate of this key period in recent Scottish and British history. Contributors, advertisements, book reviews, and editorials– all reveal both similarities and differences in how each magazine negotiated then publicised contemporary debates about the Scottish situation and about Scottish identity.  However, a more comprehensive analysis that provided insights into influences and mediation was attained by studying archival material and interviewing key figures behind both publications. This essay is informed by this combination of surface (the printed publications) and ‘behind-the-scenes’ evidence.

Two themes emerge from a necessarily summarised discussion of both magazines from 1984: the identification of working-class with national identity; and the belief that cultural change could effect political change – or at the very least that cultural confidence, in the sense of a flourishing and internationally recognised arts scene and ‘positive’ representations of Scottish identity, created political confidence that then translated into support for devolution. This belief existed in the ‘cultural sphere’ - cultural producers, consumers, students, critics and journalists - key agents able to influence the wider public through writing and other art forms, political activities such as rallies, speeches and protests, and through the mass media of press, radio and television. 
Background
Students at Edinburgh University first published New Edinburgh Review in 1969. It was political in a general sense, covering major issues at the time, for example, Apartheid, Vietnam, and the feminist movement. In this early incarnation, it could be described as specifically left-wing, featuring much on working-class consciousness and – reflecting the political ideology ‘of choice’ among many students in late 1960s Europe – Marxism reflected through Gramsci.
  The Scottish constitutional situation was not high on its agenda, congruent with this context of internationalist socialism. Editor, David Cubitt clarified its stance on matters ‘Scottish’: 
‘we determined to avoid the temptation to write Scottishly … for a variety of other reasons political and historical, Scottish writers sometimes betray a tendency to look more at themselves writing Scottishly, than at themselves writing properly, and decline into a species of high-class provincial tartanry …We have tried to achieve a style in which the important thing is that the writer says something worthwhile (which might be said in a distinctly Scottish fashion) rather than that the writer says something Scottish (which might also be worthwhile).’

Over the next decade it became more of a ‘literary’ magazine and even largely apolitical at some stages. For example, it had no agenda other than a ‘literary one’ under James Campbell (now a London-based writer and Guardian/TLS arts journalist) although he became editor only seven months prior to the 1979 referendum. 
 Indeed, there was also little discussion of politics – constitutional or otherwise – under Campbell’s successor, writer Alan Massie (editor from Summer 1982). This absence is, perhaps, unsurprising considering that Massie had switched allegiance from being a supporter of devolution prior to the referendum to becoming pro-Unionist after its ‘failure’ in 1979. Although Massie announced his introduction of a Westminster column – arguably ‘the’ only political statement he made – this was short-lived and of little substance.
Cencrastus, on the other hand, was set up after 1979 with the express intention of perpetuating the devolution debate. It was also started by students, mainly of Scottish literature at Edinburgh University, with support from Cairns Craig, then a lecturer in the English Department. The original committee included the late Bill Findlay (translator of Tremblay’s French-Canadian plays into Scots) and Raymond Ross – ‘Bill and I were the two most political … the two most nationalist’ – who was to be named editor or otherwise involved until the final issue in 2006.
  Cencrastus: the curly snake described itself as comprising ‘Scottish and International literature, arts and affairs’ and drew on the interwar Renaissance and the figure of Hugh MacDiarmid (while perpetuating the still powerful influence at the University of Gramsci mediating Marx), its motto, a quotation from MacDiarmid’s To Circumjack Cencrastus: ‘If there is ocht in Scotland that’s worth hae’n / There’s nae distance to which it’s unattached’.

1984:Edinburgh Review
Peter Kravitz shared the ambition of predecessors, Campbell and Massie, to edit a ‘literary’ magazine but had long been interested in magazines and their publication before becoming editor of New Edinburgh Review in 1984. An American brought up in London, he was still a student, as well as a Director of Polygon (an Edinburgh University Student Publications Board imprint) and signalled the change of management by dropping the ‘New’ and publishing the magazine as Edinburgh Review.

He was particularly excited about publishing new writing; and ‘literature’, with perhaps elitist and inhibiting connotations, became ‘the written word’, itself expanding ‘to different forms of English, different forms of language’.
 This was encapsulated in the magazine’s aim to publish ‘outsider voices’, perhaps reflecting Kravitz’s early biography. Kravitz also suggested that the magazine would now be less prescriptive or exclusive in its definition of culture, underlining this with a new logo from Alasdair Gray incorporating the motto: ‘To gather all the rays of culture into one’. Prior to Canongate publishing Gray’s Lanark: A Life in Four Books as a complete book in 1981, chapters and extracts had been printed in small magazines and newspapers. The novel brought Gray fame outside Scotland and, having designed and illustrated the book himself, he embodied the new mission of Edinburgh Review.
Subject matter now ranged from football to the Gulf War, but drew mainly on Scotland and Scottish artists and thinkers. The ‘written word’ saw the inclusion of work by Edwin Morgan, Janice Galloway, A.L. Kennedy and Gordon Legge and features on writers from Jackie Kay to William McIlvanney. The magazine also featured the ‘voices’ of visual artists, from painter Ken Currie to sculptor George Wyllie. (Murdo Macdonald, who later became Professor of History of Scottish Art at Dundee University, was a member of the editorial group and collaborator with Kravitz until taking over as editor himself in Winter 1990).
While it featured articles on non-Scots subjects (for example, poetry from Central Europe, Joseph Beuys, Pablo Neruda), even these could be used to make political points related to Scotland. The editorial of the Central European poets edition, for example, compared the situation in contemporary Scotland with the former Eastern bloc, an extreme analogy, perhaps, from the perspective of non-Scots or of post-1999, but one which reflected the ‘mood’ that had developed in Scotland by the second half of the Thatcherite 1980s. This particular editorial was a response to the re-branding of Glasgow’s industrial and working-class identity which saw culture transformed into a sellable commodity culminating with Glasgow’s year as ‘City of Culture’ in 1990. The regeneration of areas of urban deprivation across the UK was taking place against a backdrop of ‘rampant consumerism … a magical world of eternal consumption’
 which was replacing industry and traditional images of ‘work’, a situation commented on in art events such as the burning of George Wylie’s ‘Straw Locomotive’ at the Glasgow Garden Festival site, and further disseminated by Edinburgh Review.
‘Devolution’ was referred to directly in Edinburgh Review, though support for more ‘autonomy’ and criticism of Westminster were presented as a stance against disenfranchisement in general. According to Kravitz devolution was seen in Glasgow  - certainly amongst writers - as ‘a middle-class obsession that ignored class politics … actually only really interested in wresting power for the middle-class’, specifically, middle-class intellectuals based in Edinburgh. At the time, he was editing the magazine from Glasgow, mixing with Libertarian Anarchists and writer James Kelman.

Some of the contributors published in Edinburgh Review, and the frequency with which others appeared, can be seen as part of Kravitz’s crusade to include ‘outsider voices’, or to provide a platform for the disenfranchised. Kelman and poet, Tom Leonard, for example, used, adopted and represented non-establishment ‘voices’ in their creative and other writings. According to Kravitz, authors such as Jeff Torrington and Agnes Owens had emerged from backgrounds or situations not traditionally associated with ‘literature’: Torrington was a Shop Steward ‘on the Linwood production plant’; Owens was a female single parent on low income. Torrington had come to Kravitz’s notice - as director of Polygon and editor of a literary magazine - through Kelman’s writing group, contributing to the identification of west coast writers as working-class.
  However, the working-class voice was not the only disenfranchised one represented; Kravitz and Murdo Macdonald were also responsible for bringing George Davie - an Edinburgh intellectual - back into print through several articles in Edinburgh Review and the publication by Polygon in 1986 of The Crisis of the Democratic Intellect. This promotion of Davie reasserted two of the country’s primary ‘sustaining myths’ in seeking to distinguish its values from those of England; Scottish inclusivity in education and Scottish social mobility.
1984: Cencrastus

Non-Scottish subjects also appeared in Cencrastus: including jazz, modern African literature, Greek folklore and articles and interviews with artists such as West Indian poet, Derek Walcott and German playwright, Tankred Dorst. However, its political agenda was not disguised; its overt focus was nationalist and pro-devolution (if not independence) as its contents reflect. A majority of articles drew on Scottish social, cultural, political and economic history, or offered analyses of Scotland’s contemporary situation. Book reviews also signal its nationalist agenda: non-fiction titles were directly or closely related to ‘the condition of Scotland’ – Scottish politics, Scottish history, Scotland’s economy, Scotland’s oil.  Well known contributors to the constitutional debate, such as journalist, Neil Ascherson and Professor Chris Harvie, appeared both as reviewers and authors of books reviewed, in addition to contributing articles.

Like Edinburgh Review, Cencrastus took an inclusive approach to the arts in Scotland, covering painting, music and drama. The list of Scottish writers published is as diverse as that of Edinburgh Review; and larger in terms of numbers as Cencrastus published more poetry (including Edwin Morgan, Christopher Whyte, Tom Pow, Robert Alan Jamieson, Ian Hamilton Finlay) than short stories; work by a number of individuals could be published in the same space required to print one short story. This presented the opportunity to publish new names in addition to the established such as Alan Spence and Liz Lochhead, even if several only appeared once: Alan Warner, Kevin Williamson, Laura Hird, for example. Several interviews with and articles on and by Alasdair Gray were published including his 1994 Hugh MacDiarmid lecture for Cencrastus. Gray’s work had been published only once in Cencrastus before 1984. The later frequency with which he appeared can be associated with his having ‘taken a more overtly political stance with the publication…of Why Scots Should Rule Scotland and a “manual on Home Rule”.’

Some of Edinburgh Review’s ‘outsider’ voices also appeared, such as Leonard and Kelman (although none of the latter’s fiction during this period). Articles on Kelman, and on the subject of non-establishment voices, were more common. On ‘words’, and the use of language by ‘new’ writers, ‘Realism Fucking Realism’ argued: ‘Censure of “bad language” imposes the very standards the novel [How Late it Was, How Late] rejects, most visibly in the furore surrounding Kelman’s Booker Prize award.’
 In anti-Tory, anti-bourgeois, anti-anglicisation Scotland, ‘language’ was a topical and emotive subject: ‘Scots’ was spoken by the working-classes, arguably the major reason why Kelman (at least as a ‘subject’) appealed to Cencrastus.
Both magazines twinned ‘Scottish’ with ‘working-class’ but negotiated the idea differently. This representation of Scottish identity, based on images of Scotland as urban, industrial and radical, had been stressed by Marxist-influenced theorists such as Colin MacArthur from the early 1980s. Cencrastus provided a key locus for this debate and Cairns Craig, who had been involved with the magazine from the first, was a major contributor to its development.
 It afforded an indicator of Scottish ‘difference’ – socially, culturally and ideologically – from that English electorate that had voted for the Conservatives. At the same time, it enabled Cencrastus and others to disassociate themselves from, and deflect accusations of, ethnic nationalism: ‘…we can be sure that as the Scottish working class begins to flex its political muscle again, right wing nationalists will once more try to divide us’.
 Scotland was not Thatcher’s England: the differences – cultural and political, working class and radical – justified its claim of right to self-determination.

Edinburgh Review’s stance against disenfranchisement was presented as applying across a wider spectrum to include ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation and religion. However, its publication of articles on and by painter Ken Currie could be read as a more direct association with devolution. Currie’s work and philosophy at that time were more closely redolent of Cencrastus; motivated by and aiming for ‘the goal of an authentic national oppositional culture’, based on the ‘discourse of Socialism and … of Scottishness’.
 His art ‘celebrated’ the idea of Glasgow’s working-class as historically politicised: including images of workers in the heavy industries, as autodidacts, coming together under banners to be heard and to listen to the Socialist Republican, John Maclean. It is reasonable to suggest though, that even Edinburgh Review readers may not have been able to recognise that the magazine’s use of the phrase ‘the people’ actually meant ‘a homogeneous community comprising all manner of outsiders or disenfranchised individuals’ as opposed to ‘the Scottish people’. Under these circumstances, the magazine’s preference for ‘self’ – individual – liberation or empowerment might easily be interpreted as a substitute for ‘national’ – collective – liberation or empowerment during a period when some proponents of devolution were using the need to create the former to justify the pursuit of the latter. A ‘free’ Scotland would be composed of individuals free to exercise their differences, whether of ethnicity, gender, or religion. Kelman, has identified himself with Socialism and Republicanism, but there is no material to confirm whether Kravitz’s anarchist acquaintances considered devolution within the British State as greater autonomy or just ‘another layer of government’.

Currie was responding to the effects of de-industrialisation he could see around him. His concern with the ‘marginalised and suppressed aspects of Glaswegian working class culture and history’ was a reaction against the way these were being represented in the 1980s.
 The Glasgow Garden Festival and ‘City of Culture’ (particularly the latter’s flagship exhibition, ‘Glasgow’s Glasgow’) had both been accused of sentimentalising and patronising Scottish working-class identity. Edinburgh Review and Cencrastus published criticism of this in editorials, articles, and through advertising other publications by critics, some of whom suspected a ‘secret agenda’ to sanitise working-class history, culture and identity.
 The often anodyne representations of these – colourful, quaint, full of character(s), and in the past –reproduced in the new industries of ‘Heritage’ and cultural tourism, were welcomed by politicians eager to ease the transition from industry and manufacturing to a service-based economy.  The Garden Festival hosted by Glasgow in 1988 was, for example, one of a series introduced by Conservative minister, Michael Heseltine.

The economic and social landscapes of many other UK towns and cities were changing with de-industrialisation (to find later expression in films like Brassed Off 1996 and The Full Monty 1997).  However, as de-industrialisation was happening in the heavily populated industrial belt of a country (as opposed to an English ‘region’) long associated with images of ‘workers’, as well as unemployment and deprivation, the process and its concomitant effects could be interpreted as deliberate policy antagonistic to the interests of ‘the people of Scotland’. Scotland, through the pages of Edinburgh Review and Cencrastus, perceived this process in the context of an impotent nation deprived of the political power to make decisions congruent with its distinctive culture and values. 
The idea of Scotland as a ‘community’ became another index of ‘difference’, confirmed by Margaret Thatcher’s privileging of the ‘individual’ and denial of ‘society’, encapsulated in her ‘Sermon on the Mound’ delivered to the General Assembly of the Church of Scotland in Edinburgh in 1988.
 The Prime Minister’s policies (reducing the public sector and public housing in a population she felt was too dependent on both) combined with her rhetoric and public persona resulted in a strong antipathy towards her and the Conservative Party. All of this contributed to a perception, filtered through the magazines, that ‘the Scots’ were being persecuted by a political system representing (the ‘rich’ south-east of) England. The introduction of the ‘Poll Tax’ in Scotland in 1989, a year earlier than anywhere else in the United Kingdom, reinforced the senses of impotence and difference. The magazines continued to promote the ‘broadly accurate’ images of a ‘Tory England’ and ‘radical Scotland’ while offering the solution to the ‘condition of Scotland’ as a political settlement, whether devolution or independence.
 For those who supported devolution or independence, Thatcherite policies provided an opportune contrast to Scottish culture and values. 

Conclusion: Cultural confidence as political catalyst
The link between political and cultural was circulated by a number of artists, for example, A.L. Kennedy who felt that, ‘like being inoculated with botulism’, Margaret Thatcher had done the Scots ‘a lot of good’.
 Such beliefs were promoted in Cencrastus, for example, Bill Hare writing on Scottish Art claimed that the political disenfranchisement of the Scots after 1979 had ‘created a political vacuum … spectacularly filled by the creative achievements of Scottish artists and writers’.
 The editorial of a later issue, stated: ‘Although devolution is legally dead, a degree of cultural confidence accumulated during the debate that surrounded it’. Scotland was ‘a culture regaining security and confidence…’

This idea of cultural confidence characterises the roles Cencrastus and Edinburgh Review played in the devolution debate, in promoting not only political discussion but also particular consideration and representations of Scottish culture and identity. A confident sense of Scottish identity might be asserted through several means: through articles discussing the nature of a vibrant, contemporary culture; through publication of the ‘creative achievements of Scottish artists and writers’, established and new, within their pages; through placing Scottish art and culture alongside international cultures and traditions (rather than separating it as though studying a small ‘folk culture’). Cencrastus foregrounded national history and nationalist politics; Edinburgh Review championed contemporary artists while opposing ‘disenfranchisement’ (in a broader sense). Both saw nothing parochial or provincial in combining the Scottish and the international. Edinburgh Review published Kelman’s ‘A Reading from Noam Chomsky and the Scottish Tradition in the Philosophy of Common Sense’; Trocchi and Edwin Morgan were discussed alongside William Burroughs in ‘The Avant Garde’ (August 1985); Ron Butlin’s name appeared alongside Vargos Llosa and Tarkovsky. Both magazines featured articles on key writers of the post-1979 artistic flowering, such as Kelman and Gray. Although Cencrastus published none of his creative work between 1984 and 1997, Edinburgh Review published both articles and fiction by Kelman.

Indeed, Kelman could be said to embody the identity that Edinburgh Review was striving for from 1984; he dominates, while retaining the status of an outsider in many ways, the ‘burgeoning of the arts’ of the inter-referenda period (although Gray’s Lanark is often cited as its starting point).
 Cencrastus, on the other hand, continued to look back, with its acute sense of history informing all it did. Its tenth ‘anniversary’ edition in 1989 opened a ‘debate on the Condition of Scotland’ in ‘How Scotland has fared during the Thatcher decade!’ with the editorial statement: ‘Hugh MacDiarmid remains the inspirational force behind the founding of this magazine’.  It portrayed a wrathful MacDiarmid who, ‘had he survived in the gloomy aftermath [of the 1979 referendum] … would undoubtedly have unleashed his contempt … upon his fellow countrymen and women … for their timidity’.
 This would no doubt have been endorsed by Iain Crichton Smith, another venerated figure of a previous generation, who was published in Cencrastus and sat on its editorial board for several years. He wrote: ‘I just want Scotland to produce something that I would consider excellent’; feeling that ‘in the past thirty years’, all Scotland had produced was ‘MacDiarmid’s poetry, and Celtic Football Club’.
 
Scotland’s constitutional situation is discussed, analysed and criticised explicitly in Cencrastus’s editorials, articles and book reviews. It could also be characterised by its many references to Britain: British State, British elections, British political parties, British Government, and by terms such as ‘Anglicisation’.
  These are not completely absent from the pages of Edinburgh Review. Under Murdo Macdonald’s influence (Editor from Winter 1990), although focussing mainly on his disciplines, the arts and philosophy, Edinburgh Review was concerned with the decline of Scottish ‘traditions’ through the assumption of English equivalents as the ‘standard’. However, Cencrastus did overall feature more articles on politics (nationalism, capitalism and Marxism) and history (of Scottish politics, Communism in Scotland, working-class histories) that might imply a readership that had scholarly and academic interests, if not actually students or university staff. Edinburgh Review sought to extend its readership beyond this conventional, particularly academic readership, to bring in a wider constituency of artists and those interested in contemporary art. It stated its commitment to ‘outsider voices’ and underlined its commitment to new ‘outsiders’:

‘…under a remit made plain by the editors of Blackwood’s Monographs…; “it will be the aim of the writers to translate the discussion out of the dialect of the schools, which is often too technical, and which presupposes the knowledge of a special vocabulary, into the language of ordinary life… the discussion popularized without being diluted”.’ (August 1985)
While there was convergence in terms of themes and often commonality in terms of contributors, each magazine imagined itself to be addressing an audience that reflected its own particular editorial agenda. Both, in fact, sold mainly through subscription, and then mainly to libraries.
Any conclusion must at this stage be of necessity speculative outside these general functions of the magazines in keeping debate alive, furthering that debate, and providing platforms for writers and artists to demonstrate the dynamism and internationalism of Scottish culture. The question of influence is one that deserves longer consideration than we have been able to give it here. The 1997 Referendum did result in a double ‘yes’ to a Parliament and to the limited fiscal powers on offer. Scots seem to have a settled and secure sense of identity that is inclusive; a civic nationalism, rather than the ethnic found elsewhere in Europe, is the accepted norm. ‘We’re a’ Jock Tamson’s bairns’ can now transcend not only class and geography but ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation and religion. 
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