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This paper critically analyses the post-political thesis, highlighting its universalising and agency-
grabbing tendencies. Drawing on my own family life, anarchist theory and long-standing traditions of
‘properly’ political placemaking by past and present grassroots actors, the paper unsettles two
interrelated claims on which the post-political thesis sits. First, that the political (le politique) is in
retreat. Second, that ‘proper’ politics constitutes a confrontational set of relations. Informed by
empirical observations I present an existing form of rigorous political encounter enacted in anarchist-
influenced social centres. The politics on offer here has a supportive pedagogical quality to it and,
crucially, there are semblances of this pedagogical politics found in multiple sites. Focusing on the
‘micro-physics of power’ at work in social centres, I show how such organisational practices counter
the predetermined finalities of the post-political condition by enacting what I call ‘equality-as-tactic’.
Community here is not an empty vessel that can be easily filled with ‘empty signifiers’. On the
contrary, post-political practices tend to crack under the scrutiny of a pedagogical politics aimed at
equalising participation in the decisionmaking process.
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Introduction

I was born in 1974 in Paisley, a working class Scottish
town, which like many provincial towns in northern
Britain at the time was experiencing a period of long-
term decline that continues to this day. The heydays of
the great Paisley mills had long since passed and
Thatcher’s Britain was just around a corner laden with
overflowing dustbins. My family and community
background is working class. Whether it was hearing my
grandmother shout obscenities at the television
whenever a Tory appeared celebrating that party’s
assault on working-class people or watching my uncle
hold back tears at the news of another unemployed
man’s suicide, the anger, the fight, the sadness and the
necessary life-affirming humour of working-class life was
always on full view. Most of my family were Labour
voters and/or union members. Others took a more
militant stance, joining revolutionary socialist parties.
While these organisations had their own preferred
political spaces, politics for us weans1 was not

something remote, not something that happened in
another place; it was part of the everyday ebb and flow
of our lives.
The politics that suited me best was not the

aggressive masculine type, usually associated with the
politically active industrial worker out on strike or at a
union meeting. Rather, it was the domestic type, mainly
found within domains most associated with women.
Certainly not domestic in the sense of being tame, my
mother, grandmother, my aunts and their pals created a
political space around kitchen and caf�e tables that was
sharp, passionate and thorough. Although I was not
aware of being politicised until later in life, I think my
anarchist sensibilities took seed in these kitchens and
caf�es. The politics on offer was relentless in its
unmasking of all ‘liberty takers’. Not just those found in
the managerial wing of the factory or the corridors of
Westminster. Anyone who dominated another,
motivated by whatever prejudice, was exposed at the
kitchen table. It was a politics that was indignant,
rigorous, emotional and safe.
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I adopt this reflexive position at the introduction to a
paper concerned with the post-political thesis because
this brief look at my – not uncommon – background
begins to unsettle two interrelated claims on which the
post-political thesis sits. First, that the political (le
politique) – ‘the space [. . .] for the performative staging
and acting of equality in the face of the in-egalitarian
practices embodied in the instituted “democratic” order’
is in retreat (Swyngedouw 2014, 123). This paper
questions the post-political writings of Swyngedouw and
others (see �Zi�zek 1999; Ranci�ere 2000; Mouffe 2005), in
particular the tendency in these works to overemphasise
the instituted democratic order of public life at the
expense of the type of democratic work that takes place
in private and semi-public spaces. The second claim on
which the post-political thesis sits is that ‘proper’ politics
constitutes a confrontational set of relations. Informed by
empirical observations I present an existing form of
rigorous political encounter that has a supportive
pedagogical quality to it, not unlike the kitchen and caf�e
tables of my youth. My argument here is that the post-
political thesis, by over-playing confrontation in political
life, marginalises the progressively transformative
potential of these properly political sites.
I begin with an overview of the post-political thesis,

paying particular attention to the claims discussed
above. The paper then offers a brief introduction to
Social Centres and the overriding political tradition
influencing them, known as anarchism. What I consider
the main tenants of anarchist theory are practised in the
social centre setting and my research on the workings of
these places informs the penultimate section of the
paper. Here my aim is to focus on the ‘micro-physics of
power’ (Foucault 1975) at work in what I consider to be
a political organisation, arguing that it, and other
grassroots groups, employ organisational practices that
counter the ‘predetermined finalities’ and ‘empty
signifiers’ of the post-political condition. This section
explores three key aspects to social centre politics: (1)
the blending of private and public life, (2) consensus
decisionmaking and (3) enacting equality-as-tactic. My
argument here is that while moments of discursive
contestation are evident, the overriding political practice
here constitutes a collaborative heuristic learning
environment. I call this a pedagogical politics of place
and argue that semblances of it can be found in multiple
sites.

Overview of the post-political thesis

The post-political thesis understands new forms of
governance as practices that pre-empt political
engagement by containing the decisionmaking process
within networks of experts and reducing democratic

process to a consensus reaching affair that forecloses
radical alternatives (Allmendinger and Haughton 2012).
In �Zi�zek’s terms, ‘post-politics mobilises the vast
apparatus of experts, social workers, and so on, to
reduce the overall demand (complaint) of a particular
group to just this demand, with its particular content’
(1999, 204). Here the subjugated are given space to
voice their concerns but only within a post-political
terrain of – to borrow a term from Lefebvre (1996) –
‘predetermined finalities’. The legitimacy of these
concerns is only assured within the dominant order of
things. This serves to particularise complaint, effectively
depoliticising it by removing it from the universal
politics of the subjugated (e.g. class struggle, neo-
colonialism, patriarchy).
For Jacque Ranci�ere (2000) ‘proper’ politics is a

moment of disruption, a moment that unsettles the
‘distribution of the sensible’ which names, categorises,
assigns a value to all things and distributes roles
accordingly. He calls this system of distribution (and
partition) the police order. In unsettling the police order
we are challenging it, which for Ranci�ere is the same as
asserting a position of equality. The post-political condition
impedes this challenge by subjugating alternatives through
processes of ‘dialogue’ and ‘deliberation’ that are saturated
in neoliberal nomenclature, which Swyngedouw (2009)
argues is difficult to interpret, making attendant practices
difficult to hold to account.
There are important differences in accounts of the

post-political condition. For example, Laclau and Mouffe
(1985) see the potential of agonistic encounter (i.e.
radical democracy) to transform society by creating a
progressive political bloc of alliances capable of
achieving hegemonic control. �Zi�zek takes a similar
position to Laclau and Mouffe regarding what he
understands to be the progressive potential of the
representative political system, arguing for the re-
appropriation of the ‘“old Hegelian” topic of a strong
State grounded in a shared ethical substance’ (2010,
199). Ranci�ere (2000) on the other hand takes a less
triumphal view of the transformative potential of
democracy (in any form), arguing that it can only ever
be a partially disruptive force and any gains made
during these moments of disruption will inevitably form
part of the structure of a new police order.
There are also key points of accord within these

works. First, post-political theorists posit the opinion that
political life and by association democracy is in retreat
because the neoliberal knowledge–power matrix
supersedes all alternatives, creating a consensual
community (Ranci�ere 2010). The second overlap is to be
found in the argument that the political and politics are
inherently combative in character. For example, Mouffe
(2000: 101) describes the political as ‘the dimension of
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antagonism that is inherent in human relations’, whereas
politics refers to the technology of apparatus employed
by way of ordering, or to use Mouffe’s term,
domesticating this will-to-hostility inherent in human
relations. For Ranci�ere the political moment is the
‘voicing of a wrongness’, and if successful in being
heard, it will become the apparatus of a new police
order. The overriding character of politics here is
presented as one of confrontation.
We can summarise these claims as a spatialised

theory of democracy that creates separate bounded
spaces for the political and for politics (Barnett 2004).
Furthermore, we can say that implied within this
separation is a hierarchical relationship between the
political and politics with the former inhabiting an
ontological position: endless hostility between opposing
political identities (Barnett 2004). Blending my empirical
observations with theoretical insights, the following
sections of the paper question these claims.

Social centres and anarchism

Social centres have sprung up across Europe at different
times over the last century or so and each centre has its
own particular story, very much related to the towns
and cities they are found in. They are like our once
ubiquitous community centre but with an explicit
political agenda – often, but not always, anarchic in
character. They are social and cultural hubs where
people can take part in a variety of communal events
(e.g. dancing, cooking, eating or simply hanging
around). They are also places that encourage political
debate, organisation and action. Crucially, users are
encouraged to participate in the day-to-day running of
the centres (Figure 1). This DIY ethic can be placed in a
wider geography of autonomous political spaces, which
include climate camps, blockades and occupations.
However, unlike these ‘Temporary Autonomous Zones’
(Bey 1991), social centres are less eventful and strive to
achieve a greater degree of longevity in their locations
with the aim of normalising radical political practice
(see Hodkinson and Chatterton 2006).
When I began participating in the GSC in the summer

of 2009, the group had just begun its life in the
basement of the African Caribbean Centre in the
Trongate area of the city. At this time the core
organising group numbered 10–20 people. This
subterranean residency lasted only six months and for
the next two years until its dissolution in the autumn of
2012 the group lived a nomadic existence, bringing
their particular brand of autonomous politics to various
locations in and around Glasgow. Participant numbers
constantly fluctuated throughout this period.2 Adopting

an action-orientated approach (see Fuller and Kitchin
2004; Kindon et al. 2007), my research focused on this
itinerant period of the group’s existence. In addition to
GSC-specific events, the research took place during
events that GSC participants attended but did not
organise (at least not in their capacity as social centre
participants). These included the Occupation of
Glasgow’s George Square (this was part of the global
Occupy movement in 2011), an Anarchist Federation
(AFED) event, and a blockade at the UK Borders Agency
headquarters in Glasgow in solidarity with the city’s
asylum seekers. What we can see from these varied
research locations is that the GSC cultivated a
relationship with various campaign groups active in the
city, notably those groups who display anarchistic
qualities in their endeavours.
Anarchism is a socialist tradition of political practice

and theory that aims to build a society based on mutual
aid and mass democratic participation characterised by
a rejection of all forms of human domination over other
humans. Some people who follow this tradition extend
this rejection of human domination over other humans
to include all sentient beings (see White 2015). Like

Figure 1 Front page of GSC zine (pamphlet) inviting
people to join in building a social centre
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most politically active beings, those touched by the
anarchist tradition argue over what strategies and tactics
are most effective in this regard. Contemporary
anarchism then is a highly contested collection of ideas
and actions (Marshal 2007). Subsequently social centres
can be equally contested places where anarchism(s) and
other socialist ideas collide, producing positive and
negative results.
Anarchist tensions can be found somewhere between

the wish to ‘spread the word’ and the dogmatic
directives of the pontificator; somewhere between the
freedom of the individual and the power of the collective
in whatever form this might take; and somewhere
between the wish to open up one’s self to the other and
the knowledge that in doing so you run the risk of
weakening the walls of your fortified identity. Putting
differences and tensions aside, there are key principles
that are followed by individuals and groups who take
anarchism seriously. These are anti-authoritarianism,
decentralisation, mutual aid and prefiguration.
An anti-authoritarian perspective questions the

legitimacy of an authority before freely accepting its
directives. Anarchist decentralisation is concerned with
achieving equality of participation in the decisionmaking
process. Mutual aid is an ethics-of-practice with which
individuals can guide themselves and one another
through and beyond their vices so that virtues (which
include empathy, solidarity, courage and caring) come
to the fore (Kropotkin 2008 [1902]). Prefiguration means
building the future offered by these three principles in
the present (Franks 2007; Gordon 2012).
I want to stress that anarchist-influenced social centres

promote a rich variety of political activities. Thinking
about what we might term disruptive political action,
social centres are often used as meeting places to
organise various forms of protest (e.g. a blockade or an
occupation). Alongside these important tactics social
centres advance all manner of generative experiments in
alternative urban living – community kitchens and
workshops, workplace democracy (Ince 2012). Social
centre activists are also often involved in outreach
projects – fundraising for refugee and asylum-seeker
support groups, political prisoner letter writing groups,
and bringing radical bookstalls to various locations
around the cities within which they are situated.
Importantly the political practices outlined here are not
exclusive to social centres. They are increasingly
practised by numerous grassroots organisations.

Politics is not in retreat

It would be an overreach to call the following
activities anarchist, but there are egalitarian family
resemblances across the activities of anarchist-

influenced social centres and other less explicitly
political grassroots organisations – e.g. community
gardens, community education groups and single-issue
campaign groups. Such activities include collective
decisionmaking practices, equal distribution of tasks
and outreach projects. For Graeber (2002), these
activities constitute a temporal and spatial complex of
alternative organisational structures – with their own
protocols and rules – geared towards establishing
‘networks based on principles of decentralised, non-
hierarchical consensus democracy’ (Graeber 2002, 70).
Grassroots campaign groups have long acted and

continue to act around a variety of issues – i.e. poor
quality housing, lack of amenities, environmental
concerns. This point is critical to my argument that the
political is not in retreat. Grassroots organisations
continue to mobilise in response to injustice. This ‘staging
of equality’ (here I am paraphrasing Swyngedouw 2009)
is mediated through democratic processes that employ a
range of participatory tools. Wolin (2008) suggests that
politics and by association democracy here is a ‘fugitive
energy’ susceptible to ‘being incorporated into managed,
commodified systems of administration and bureaucracy’
(Wolin 2008 in Barnett 2012, 510). However,
incorporation is not a certainty and even where it takes
place it is seldom total. Gill et al. suggest that we should
‘talk of a post-politicisation that may or may not be
underway but is by no means completed’ (2012, 509).
The point here is that substantive political encounters
continue to be enacted within particular environments
and among particular social groups. Such practices are
certainly not immune to privilege and prejudice (Cooke
and Kothari 2001) and for a variety of reasons – e.g. paid
work commitments and limited resources – the groups
that utilise such practices live a precarious existence.
But even where repressive practices are evidenced, they
do not define or foreclose other political sensibilities at
work.
Using the example of a social centre, the following

section explores the nature of ‘other’ political sensibilities
at work in producing meaningful political places within
the contemporary urban landscape. I mark them as
‘other’ for two reasons. First, as already argued, they work
against the practices of various forms of exploitation
and domination. Second, political subjectivities here are
motivated by a want-to-understand as opposed to a will-
to-hostility, as implied in the post-political thesis. This
want-to-understand can and does produce supportive
and cooperative political encounters. To overstate the
confrontational in contemporary politics, as the post-
political thesis tends to do, runs the risk of not
‘recognizing [these] political sites as political sites’ (Dean
2009, 12), thereby undermining the development of a
supportive pedagogical politics of place.
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Politics as pedagogical encounter

Countering an ontological view of politics as combative,
Barnett writes:

rather than thinking about subjectivity as formed by a
constitutive act of exclusion that confirms identity, one
might think instead in terms of a foundational receptivity,
a disposition of welcome. (2004, 541)

This opens up space for thinking through an ethics-of-
practice that enables the production of a supportive
pedagogical politics. I now want to consider three key
aspects of the social centre experience that constitute
such an ethics-of-practice: (1) blending private and public
spatial practices, (2) consensus decisionmaking and (3)
enacting equality-as-tactic. The following sub-sections are
informed by semi-structured open-ended interviews and
participant observation undertaken over the
aforementioned research period. Pseudonyms are used.

Public and private space – a false dichotomy
When asked why she participated in social centre
activities, Susan, an occasional social centre participant,
replied:

I’d like to have more spaces like this everywhere, where
people could just gather together, not as consumers or
like to pass each other on the way to work, but to be
involved in alternative ways of living in together. (Susan
GSC participant, November 2012)

Speaking about various social centres she had visited, a
GSC participant told me:

they’re different from what goes on in the rest of the city
. . . more social I suppose . . . I mean . . . they’re less
hectic. People have time to talk. (Sally GSC participant
November 2012)

Robert asked

why can’t we have spaces in the city that are not about
competition for a job, or money, or a house? What
about having more places that are about talking to each
another and caring for each other? (Robert, GSC
participant, September 2012)

‘Living together’, ‘caring for each other’, ‘time to talk’ to
one another – these actions are arguably most
associated with the private domestic sphere.
One of the strengths of the GSC was to bring this

caring ethic into the public realm. For example, in
organising The People’s Kitchen – a mobile soup kitchen
operating in a manner not dissimilar to Food Not Bombs
(see Heynen 2010) – a small group of participants would
have the task of sourcing food. This was usually skipped,
therefore bike rides around various ‘good spots’ in the
city would precede the event. Another group would be
on cooking duty and a few more to wash up after the
meal. The Kitchen gave the GSC a visible presence on
the street and also disrupted the commoditised and
competitive nature of social life in public by offering free

Figure 2 The GSC People’s Kitchen in action (September 2012)
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food (Figure 2). Referring to the type of work sketched
out here as commensality, Bargu argues that such
practices ‘do not simply indicate existing intimacy’ they
‘also actively create it’ (2013, 42).
These ideas chime with radical feminist re-evaluations

of domestic nurturance and maternal qualities. For
instance, Dunbar argues, ‘the maternal traits conditioned
into women . . . are desirable for everyone, not just
women’ (1970, 499). Verter asks why these
understandings of care and social nurturance should not
be extended into the public realm to ‘subvert the
hierarchical and antagonistic logic of the political’ (2013,
501). These notions of place carry a double meaning.
Place is understood here as a site of refuge from
domination (hooks 2001) and as a generative site within
which alternative values are nurtured – again, this
resonates with the kitchen-table politics of my youth.

Consensus democracy
Meetings are a crucial component of social centre work.
In the early days of the GSC, meetings were held once a
week. As tasks began to dissolve or decentralise into
smaller organising groups, full group meetings became
less frequent, becoming fortnightly and eventually
monthly. By ‘smaller organising groups’ I mean semi-
autonomous event or action committees within the
wider collective. During my time with the GSC these
included: MISLabelled (a women’s group), The People’s
Kitchen (see above) and event groups – who, as the
name suggests, organised events ranging from gigs to
craft workshops to book launches and more. Each group
arranged their own agenda, but meetings always
followed a consensus decisionmaking format.
Consensus is about finding common ground and

solutions that may not always be ideal but are at least
acceptable to all involved. The benefits of this are
twofold. First, consensus creates a platform for all who
wish to speak to do so. Second, it is hoped that if common
ground is reached, individuals are more motivated
towards achieving the aims of the decision – although, as
we shall see, consensus is not always reached. Making
consensus democracy effective involves lots of practice.
The protocols of consensus decisionmaking must be
learned and developed in accordance with the needs of
the collective over time. It is through practice that
individuals learn not only the relevant subject matters
regarding particular issues, but also important skills such
as facilitation, public speaking and listening – essential
components of a democratically empowered community
(Jeppeson et al. 2014). For all social centre participants,
political apathy is a symptom of democratic inactivity. As
one GSC participant puts it, ‘why should I care about a
system [parliamentary democracy] that’s shut off to me?’
(Robert, GSC participant September 2012). In consensus

all participants have the potential to make changes in the
decisionmaking system: in short, the system is of the
group’s making.
The sense of empowerment experienced through

achieving consensus on an issue is palpable, or as Jo puts
it, ‘when it’s [a meeting] well organised and things go
well, the sense of collective achievement is a buzz’ (Jo,
GSC participant October 2012). It is also the case that
one can leave a meeting feeling deflated due to
consensus not being reached on a particular issue. For
example, one particularly difficult set of GSC meetings
centred on the question of whether or not a paid member
of staff should be hired to oversee the general
management/maintenance of a proposed new building for
the group. The issue, for what I will call the ‘no camp’,
concerned both a maintenance manager’s fixed position
of authority and their position as a waged labourer. For
the no camp, a social centre should prefigure a world
without fixed forms of authority and waged labour.
However, those supporting the proposal felt that a more
secure position would provide a greater level of efficiency
and stability. The group was never tested either way on
this issue because the potential new building move fell
through because the property failed an acoustics test,
rendering it unsuitable for a variety of GSC social events.
My point here is to draw attention to tensions that arise
when groups create open democratic forums.
There are longstanding, although not insurmountable,

problems associated with enacting participatory
democratic spaces. These include the reproduction of
exclusionary spaces (Freeman 1972), the marginalisation
of local knowledge at the hands of experts (Cooke and
Kothari 2001) and the problem of democratic ‘burnout’
(White 2008). At a more practical level, this type of
democracy can be time consuming and, as we have seen,
consensus enough to act is not always achieved. But
given the perpetual short-termism of parliamentary
politics and the depoliticising strategies of neoliberal
urban governance (Paddison 2010; Blomley 2004),
should we not take a longer term view of what counts for
political success? Thinking politically in this way raises
an important question: What type of citizen might
consensus democracy foster in the long-term? It is not
easy to unlearn patterns of behaviour in which asserting
one’s position of privilege or uncritically accepting one’s
perceived position of subordinate is the norm. Countering
the ‘vagueness’ of post-political nomenclature, participants
in consensus practices have ample opportunity to ask
searching questions and through continued participation
learn the analytical and practical skills to do so. In some
respects these practices echo Mouffe’s notion of agonistic
encounter, but unlike Mouffe this is not a struggle
between opposing bounded political ideologies fighting
for supremacy. Most individuals come to the
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participatory democratic table – knowing some of their
privileges, almost certainly knowing what they lack in
terms of knowledge and power – with the aim of
collectively participating in progressively transformative
activities. Concomitant with the practice of
participation here is the practice of learning. While
these motivations are undoubtedly political, they do
not point towards a foundational antagonism in
human political relations. Rather they highlight another
dynamic in political subject-formation, which is a far
more open and unpretentious act, whereby an
individual’s reasons for entering into political space
are motivated by a want to understand the nature of
the problems they face as social beings and how
these might be addressed.

Equality-as-tactic: sharing knowledge, skills and
power

There is a real problem with people trying to organise
themselves in a society that really dominates them. So
the two kinds of classic reactions to that are either to
submit or dominate [. . .] I continue on thinking that
equality should be a tactic, that if we can succeed in
getting lots of people to be empowered together and
working on an equal basis, that becomes an advantage
for day-to-day organising. (Stephen, GSC activist
November 2012)

Consider Stephen’s notion of equality-as-tactic. Social
centre work is in part about recognising our privileges
– e.g. white privilege, male privilege and social class

privilege – and learning how to keep them in check. In
doing so, participants understand the pervasiveness of
hierarchy but in promoting mutual modes of
engagement they are impeding the institutionalisation
of hierarchical structures. This is not to say that within
social centres hierarchal forms do not evolve. On the
contrary, individuals and groups are often encouraged
to take the lead in particular circumstances – e.g.
facilitating a meeting, setting up a new group,
organising an event – but this comes after a period of
learning from others who have experienced taking the
lead in similar situations. This is effectively a
knowledge sharing and leadership rotation system and
is designed to prevent any form of over-accumulation
of individual/group power: in others words, fixed
hierarchies. Through sharing skills and knowledge,
participants are equalising the process of participation
and building the confidence of individual members.
These practices go some way in countering the
normalisation of vertical modes of engagement
(employer/employee, leader/followers, ruler/ruled)
characteristic of contemporary life. This is enacting
equality-as-tactic.
Anarchist Colin Ward (1985) argued that when people

produce their own places (with all the complexities this
involves), they affectively create their own histories and
futures, with which they have a moral, material and
psychological claim. Ward’s ideas resonate with what
Peter Linbaugh (2008) calls commoning. In creating a
verb for working the commons, Linbaugh is describing a
set of relationships between people, organisational
process and place (see also Jeppeson et al. 2014; De

Figure 3 Outreach work: GSC participants building a community garden at the Kinning Park complex – a community
centre in the south of the city
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Angelis and Stravides 2010). These practices counter the
Aristotelian notion of ‘pure’ politics removed from the
oikos (i.e. the world of beings and things) that produces
the conditions necessary for post-politics to thrive.
Similarly they reject a politics that takes power – as
promoted by �Zi�zek (2010) and Mouffe (2005). Rather,
such practices produce their own power, which
amounts to the collaborative intentional production of
place.
When production is shared among the users of the

place, when they employ an ethics-of-practice that
rejects all forms of domination and a decisionmaking
process that aims to give everyone a say in the
trajectory of the place and the allocation of any
surplus produced (see De Martino 2003), those involved
are, in effect, attempting to build equality into the very
contours of their environment. Similar practices can be
found in multiple places across our cities and towns, not
least within some of the most socially marginalised and
‘politically’ disenfranchised neighbourhoods – e.g.
community gardens, women’s support groups, single-issue
campaign groups, community councils (Figure 3). The
political understood in these terms is not in retreat, but the
pedagogical politics described here has long been
under-valued and under-resourced. The first step towards
realising their progressively transformative potential is to
recognise such activities as important political sites.

Conclusion

Post-political theory does a lot of good work in
exposing the ways in which neoliberal governing
practices constrain and dictate the terms of political
debate. However, turning our gaze away from the high
corridors of power towards the ‘micro-physics of power’
(Foucault 1975) at work in specific sites of grassroots
organisation, as I have done in this paper, uncovers an
ongoing tradition of grassroots’ organisations setting
themselves up in response to ‘professional’ practices
they view as ‘inept and inadequate’ (Ward in Shapley
2011, 84). As a tactic, a pedagogical politics of place is
disruptive, in the sense of subverting ‘the hierarchical
and antagonistic logic’ (Verter 2013, 501) of the
political orthodoxy, and generative in the sense that it is
fully immersed in the spatiality and materiality of
everyday life and as such impacts on it. Like the
kitchen and caf�e tables of my youth, this is an
important form of political expression that strives to be
indignant, rigorous, emotional and safe.
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Notes

1 Scots word meaning children.
2 At its peak the GSC mailing list contained approximately 150
contact addresses. The core organising group remained
constant at around 10–20 people until the last few months
before its dissolution, when numbers fell to 5–8 people
regularly attending meetings.
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