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Abstract

Do we only seek community when we are in crisis? This thesis develops the original theoretical
concept of prefigurative learning: the educational process through which repeated participation in
prefigurative relations transforms individual and collective dispositions, producing capacities for
collective judgment that persist independently of the crisis that originally created them. The Greek
economic ctisis from 2010-2018 and the Solidarity School Movement demonstrates not only how the
educational communities that grew out of the crisis continued to exist but became greater and broader
in the period following the crisis. Using secondary literature including sociological, ethnographic,
and case-based accounts of the Solidarity School of Mesopotamia in Athens, the thesis presents a
four-part analytic framework. The first part traces the etymological and philosophical origins of
krinein, arguing that the capacity for collective judgment is not incidental to crisis but definitional to
it. The second part describes how the Greek economic crisis created the conditions for prefigurative
learning through the emergence of Solidarity Schools. The third part focuses on examining the
internal educational logic of Solidarity Schools through the original concept of prefigurative learning,
developed here using three different theoretical frameworks-habitus, exaptive learning and kritik-
arguing that solidarity is developed as a civic skill through the building of collective practice rather than
as a value embedded in a curriculum. Finally the fourth chapter grounds this argument in the
philosophical work of Hannah Arendt, Freire, Bourdieu, and Korsgaard's education commons by
demonstrating that the organizational logic of the commons is an intentionally designed institutional
form for prefigurative learning that does not require a state of crisis as justification for existence but
rather relies on a sustained political and educational commitment to keep it going.

Keywords: prefigurative learning, educational commons, collective judgment, krinein, kritik, solidarity schools, habitus, exaptive learning,
polyerisis
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Introduction

Today’s social reality is marked by a deep and constant fragmentation. People tend to divide into
camps, and we see this in many parts of contemporary life: from political and ideological
polarizations to disagreements about the climate or public health issues. Most of the time, this
tension is so dominant that it hides those moments when we actually act together with unity and
social cohesion. Our everyday lives are full of examples- from respecting each other while using public
transportation to waiting in line at the grocery store- where cooperation is present and people act
with unity. However, because this form of cooperation is silent and expected, it is much less visible
than the loud fissures that divide us.

Historically, however, if we look closely at when humanity consciously comes together, we see that it
usually happens during major threats or crises. From the survival networks during the past
economic collapses to the spontaneous mutual aid groups, we saw during the recent covid-19
pandemic, history is full of examples where a crisis became the reason for communal building. An
example can be found during the Greek economic crisis (2010-2018), when citizens spontaneously
organized extensive grassroots solidarity networks (diktia allileggyis)- including social clinics,
community pharmacies, and solidarity kitchens- to provide mutual aid as official welfare structures
collapsed.

One of the most important and longest-lasting programs created during this period were the
Solidarity Schools. These were educational spaces that were set up by volunteers who chose to
govern them horizontally. They did fill the hole created by the disappearance of private tutoring after
the financial collapse, and they also lasted after the crisis ended. Solidarity Schools are the main
empirical case for the thesis of this paper because of their unique emergence, durability, and use to
understand the connection between crisis and education. In these difficult moments, the need to
survive turns into an unexpected closeness. It shows that being part of a group is our primary
refuge against chaos.

But crises happen in many parts of our lives: in the economy, in health, in our families, and even in
our values. The global economic crisis, the pandemic, geopolitical tensions, and the ecological crisis
are just a few recent examples. Lately, we see many of these crises happening at the same time, testing
the limits of our societies. This is what has been called a “polycrisis” (Morin & Kern,1999), a term
that describes how today’s global challenges are all connected (Tooze, 2022).

To understand why we behave this way, we need to examine the etymology of the word crisis. It
comes from the Greek verb krinein (xpivetv), which means to judge, to discern, to decide- the active
capacity for evaluation that a crisis demands. In ancient Greek, it is the peak of a difficult process,
and whether we get back to “normal” or not depends on how we handle it. A crisis is the moment

when our structures are tested, and our social bonds are questioned.

Atthe same time, the root of the verb krinein also means the ability to discriminate, evaluate, and make
decisions, what we now call critical thinking. From this point of view, a crisis is not just something
bad that happens to us while we stay passive. It becomes an active process of judgment. It is the
moment when a person recognizes the problem and consciously chooses how to act.



In this unstable context, a central question arises: Do we only seek community when we are in
crisis? Do we only want to “belong” when we feel under pressure? This thesis takes these questions
seriously as its point of departure. If a crisis fundamentally demands the revival of our capacity for
critical judgment and collective action, then the community is much more than just a temporary
“lifeboat” for hard times. It is an active and enduring educational space, capable of moving beyond
emergency relief to become a constant environment where the critical skills needed to navigate
uncertainty and prevent future global crises are cultivated. By exploring the community as both a place
of collective learning (the educational part) and a space for establishing new social protocols (the
political part), this thesis argues that community functions not only as crisis relief but as a standing
pedagogical infrastructure, in which the capacity for collective discernment (arkhe kritikl') is both
practiced and renewed.

The process of transformation- through which people's repeated patticipation in a prefigurative
relations generates new capacities for collective judgement that persist independently of the crisis that
originally created them- is what this thesis describes as prefigurative learning. Prefigurative learning is the
primary original concept that the thesis will develop, and it will be introduced here so that the reader
can reference it throughout the remaining four chapters.

Throughout this thesis, the terms learning and education are used in a related but distinct sense.
Learning refers to the many changes people undergo throughout any given social context and does
not require an institutional arrangement to take place. Education, by contrast, refers to the
deliberate and intentional organization of conditions under which learning of a particular kind is
made possible, reproducible, and sustainable. Therefore, prefigurative learning encompasses both
dimensions because it arises from manifesting collective action to solve an immediate problem
resulting from a crisis, but it can then evolve into an educational through the establishment of an
institutional form that can generate collective judgment beyond those conditions, regardless of the
situations leading to its emergence as a new educational community. This distinction is what
separates a solidarity network that teaches its members something during a crisis from a solidarity
school that continues to cultivate collective judgment long after the crisis has ended.

The first chapter develops the philosophical basis for prefigurative learning by exploring the meaning
of the ancient Greek word krinein (to judge) and demonstrating that the capacity for judgement without
any prior criteria was a key component of all crises, thus establishing the definitional nature of crisis
itself, as well as the significance of prefigurative learning. The second chapter shows how the Greek
economic crisis between 2010 and 2018 laid the groundwork for the emergence of prefigurative
learning in the form of Solidarity Schools, using the Solidarity School of Mesopotamia®, Athens as an
example of this process. The third chapter develops the concept of prefigurative learning through
the internal educational logic of Mesopotamia, in terms of how the repeated practice of horizontal
governance, voluntary teaching, and collective decision-making, enabled the transformation from
an emergency response to an ongoing and sustainable educational infrastructure. The fourth chapter
presents the theoretical framework for the thesis, incorporating the concept of the sensus communis
from Hannah Arendt's work, Freire's concepts of praxis and the inédito viavel, Bourdieu's theory of
habitus and the principles of organizational logic of the educational commons, to explain why
prefigurative learning persists, and whether it can be deliberately designed.




1 arche kritiki (Gioym xoruxn) is an ancient Greek concept denoting the soveteign civic capacity to judge and
decide on the common good in the absence of pre-established rules or institutional authority.

2 Mesopotamia is a working-class neighborhood in the municipality of Moschato-Tavros in southern Athens.



Methodology

This thesis is primarily an inquiry through conceptualization. This is not, therefore, a study
involving the collection of quantitative or qualitative data (e.g., surveys) or original empirical
research through interviews or ethnographic fieldwork. Rather, this thesis works through a series of
analytical movements in an interdependent manner across four chapters. The first movement is
etymological and philosophical.

In Chapter 1, the foundational conceptual framework of the thesis is developed by tracing the
term krinein and its derived terms in the domains of ancient Greek law, Hippocrates' medical
writings and contemporary political philosophy, with references to DeCaroli (2020), Koselleck
(1988), and Janzwood and Homer-Dixon (2022). The underlying argument here is that the ability to
collectively judge is central to defining crisis rather than just in relation to it.

The second movement is socio-historical and case-based. as it relates specifically to the case of the Greek
economic ctisis from 2010-2018. In Chapter 2, the Greek economic crisis and the Solidarity Schools are
documented through secondary literature. The third movement is conceptual and analytical.
Chapter 3 traces the internal educational logic of the Solidarity Schools, developing the concept of
prefigurative learning through the specific mechanisms documented at Mesopotamia.

The fourth movement is theoretical synthesis. In Chapter 4 of this thesis, the aforementioned
secondary literature serves as a basis upon which to create an original concept of prefigurative
learning through an engagement with the political philosophy of Hannah Arendt, Paulo Freire’s
pedagogical thought, and the communal theory of education (as a type of community). The analysis of
the project at hand is performed from an abductive perspective through the series of interrelated
concepts established. That is: starting from an observation of a given situation (such as solidarity
schools having continued existence after the crisis that created them) leading to a proposed
explanation of that situation through the identification of prefigurative learning as a productive or
generative, rather than reactionary, concept in the context of education. The analysis then proceeds with
areturn to the original research question as to how prefigurative learning could be used as a possibility
for educational design purposes. The thesis does not claim to provide empirical proof of this
argument. What it offers instead is a theoretical framework that gives conceptual specificity to practices
already documented in the literature but not yet fully explained.

Underlying all four movements is a single driving question: through what educational mechanisms do
crisis-born communities sustain collective judgment independently of the conditions that originally
produced them, and can those mechanisms be deliberately designed?



Chapter One

Crisis as Concept

In this chapter, the conceptual framework of the entire thesis will be examined. It is first necessary to
understand what exactly constitutes a crisis, not in the popular sense of a natural disaster or a state
of emergency, but rather as understood through the centuries of philosophical, medical, and political
thought. This chapter asserts that the deeper definition of crisis cannot be separated from the
capability of making collective judgments. This ability, called arkhe kritiki by the ancient Greeks,
forms the etymological connection between the meaning of “crisis” and the notion of polycrisis
today, therefore, the overarching argument of the thesis is that community is not merely an escape
from pressures but is, rather, a continuing pedagogical structure in which people can experience the
process of developing and renewing their ability to exercise collective judgement.

According to the Dictionary of Standard Modern Greek, the word crisis carries a dual meaning that
bridges the gap between human behavior and social reality, as summarized in the table below:

Dimension of | Definition & Academic Context

Crisis (Koion)

I. Cognitive & | Intellectual Output: An opinion formed on a subject as a result of a logical
Judicial process, the act or result of judging.

(Judgment)

Discernment: The mental capacity characterized by the correct assessment of facts or
situations.

Critique: A documented, favorable or unfavorable opinion expressed about a
subject or person.

Judicial Verdict: A legal opinion and formal decision.

II. Decisive Clinical Manifestation: A sudden and violent worsening of a condition or the

Turning Point | abrupt appearance of acute symptoms.
(Event)

Evolutionary Peak: The climax of a difficult process, marked by the intensification of
negative phenomena, the overcoming of which determines the return to a normal state.

Adapted from Institute of Modern Greek Studies (Manolis Triantafyllidis Foundation), 1998.



The dual nature of the term, as presented in the Triantafyllidis dictionary, highlights that a “crisis” does
not only describe objective, external disaster but also an internal, cognitive process. While the first
dimension emphasizes the intellectual capacity for judgment and critique (discernment), the second
focuses on the event itself as a decisive turning point (event). This intersection suggests that the way we
experience a crisis is fundamentally tied to our ability to evaluate it. Although today the meaning of
“crisis” has become dominant as a description of external disaster and the urgent human response it
demands, its historical and philosophical “journey” is quite interesting. This evolution suggests that
the term has never been a static description of disaster, rather, it has functioned as a dynamic
concept used to navigate the boundaries between necessity and choice and between systemic failure
and human agency.

1.1 Etymology: Discernment, Judgment, and the Meaning of Krinein

In Ancient Athens the word “crisis” was used to describe many different situations, with the most
common being in the judicial sphere but also in medicine. In the judicial sphere of ancient Greece, there
is a very important distinction between dikazein (SwdZew) and krinein (xpivew). The term “dikazein”
meant that existing laws were enforced mechanically, whereas “krinein” meant a deeper form of
discernment that comes into play precisely when explicit rules or traditions are absent (DeCaroli,
2020, p. 177). Citing the work of Michel Foucault, DeCaroli (2020) explains that krinein is activated
“where law is lacking” and “tradition is silent” (p. 177). This suggests that the etymological root of
“crisis” is inextricably linked to an imperative to decide in the absence of pre-established criteria. It is
a binding decision conceived as a “division” or “separation” (Loraux, 2001, as cited in DeCaroli,
2020), where the individual must exercise their own assessment to navigate an uncertain situation

1.2 From the Courtroom to the Clinic: The Medical Turning Point

This legal and political tradition of krinein as an act of independent discernment laid the
groundwork for its later application in medicine. In Hippocratic medicine, crisis historically held an
important place. As DeCaroli (2020) emphasizes, the Hippocratic physician did not see the crisis
as the illness itself but as the moment of judgment that determined its outcome. Within this context,
the diagnosis, beyond being a description of a person's condition, was far more decisive and
constituted the most crucial point. The doctor's diagnosis would ultimately determine whether the
patient would recover or not (DeCaroli, 2020, p. 177).

Following the same logic of sudden events and collapse happening in an ongoing process, the
modern term “crisis” describes a decisive threshold. Crisis is the moment when all the “familiar
protocols” that ensured the function of a system are no longer available for use (DeCaroli, 2020, p.
175). This necessity to decide is further explored by Reinhart Koselleck (1988), who explores the
deeper etymological roots of krinein. He notes that the term shares a common root with the Latin
“cribrum,” meaning “sieve” (p. 103, n. 15). This metaphor suggests that a crisis functions as a social
filtration process, a moment of “sorting” where a community must distinguish between what is
essential for survival and what is not. In this process, the educational dimension manifests through the
collective construction of knowledge, as members exchange skills and experiences to navigate that
distinction. Simultaneously, the political aspect is found in the exercise of ankhe kritiki

- the sovereign power to decide which new protocols will replace the old traditions that have fallen
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apart. When these two forces work together, the community stops being a passive victim of a crisis and
becomes an active site of structural rebuilding.

Furthermore, Koselleck emphasizes that in the classical polis, the capacity for judgment was not
merely a private skill but a foundational political skill, known as arkhe kritiki (p. 103). To be a citizen
was to participate in this sovereign act of judging and deciding on the common good. From this point
of view, the modern “decisive threshold” we face today, the moment when “familiar protocols”
fail (DeCaroli, 2020, p. 175), is not just a breakdown of the system. It is a moment of ultimate choice,
similar to the biblical “Day of Judgment” (nuéoa xploewq)*, where the collective must use their skill of
ooy nottny (arkhe kritiki) to navigate the uncertainty of a polycrisis.

Therefore, the search for community in times of crisis is not necessarily a retreat into passivity, it is a
restoration of this “critical principle”. It is an educational and political act where the “sieve” of
communal discernment allows us to build new protocols when the old traditions have fallen apart.

1.3 The Global Polycrisis: When Systems Fail Together

More than ever before, the global sphere today seems to be affected by many and often successive
crises, which are interconnected. As early as 1999, Morin and Kern (1999) introduced the term
“polycrisis” in their book Homeland Earth: A Manifesto for a New Millennium (Janzwood & Homer-Dixon,
2022). Although that was the first introduction of the term “polycrisis”, today, the term has been
refined to better describe the contemporary reality of interconnected global systems.

Janzwood and Homer-Dixon (2022) define a polycrisis as not a collection of simultaneous
problems but a situation where “three or more interacting systemic risks” produce a combined
impact that is significantly greater than the sum of its parts (p. 5). This synergy between risks creates
a non-linear process: the “spillover” of one crisis pushes adjacent systems toward their own “tipping
points” (United Nations, 2024, p. 33). These tipping points are the modern, systemic evolution of
the Hippocratic “moment of judgment”, introduced in section 1.2. They are the precise threshold
at which familiar protocols can no longer contain what is unfolding, and collective judgment
becomes unavoidable.

The World Social Report 2024 describes a closely related but distinct phenomenon under the label
“multisystemic crisis”. Different systems (economic, social, and ecological) interact to result in major
adverse consequences. Each system has its own characteristics, but when one system fails, it affects
the others because they are all connected to one another. In order for this to work, a failure in one
system must occur as a result of a simultaneous failure in another system (United Nations, 2024, p.
32). Janzwood and Homer-Dixon (2022) refer to “polycrisis” only as a global-scale, potentially
catastrophic crisis, whereas the United Nations (2024) refers to a “multisystemic crisis” as a broader
descriptive term but both agree on the same insight -interconnected collapse

* Day of judgment (npéoa xploews) that is used in the New Testament with references to divine judgment at the end of
time (Matthew 12:36 and 2 Peter 2:9). The word “crisis” is used, has the full weight of a court or judgement room: the
moment of ultimate, binding discernment with no appeal. The meaning of a “krinein” (judgment) never solely had the civic
or medical reference but would permeate through every social structure, which was a part of the moral framework in
the Greek-speaking world. Therefore, crisis may operate across all domains precisely because it was viewed as the most
fundamental component of any community in the face of uncertainty.
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is too complex for single system analysis (Janzwood & Homer-Dixon, 2022, p. 6; United Nations, 2024,
p. 33).

The polycrisis scales the meaning of etymology as described above. Krinein, as the ancient
understandings of momentary individual or civic judgment (without legal precedent), has now taken
into account the collapse of an entire civilizational system. The failing systems that we know as
protocols are not simply local customs or municipal regulations, rather, they comprise the
institutional architecture of the modern welfare state, the global financial system, and the
ecosystem, simultaneously. However, the solution that a polycrisis demands is also fundamentally the
same: a reestablishment of collective, arkhe kritiki, created from the smallest foundation of social
structure upwards.

Following this logic, this thesis argues that polycrisis represents more than a systemic challenge. It is a
structural collapse that demands a reclamation of the power of judgment (arkhe kritiki). When the
complexity of interconnected failures exhausts existing institutions, the necessity for communal
discernment becomes urgent. Yet this urgency is not merely political- it is fundamentally
educational. The community becomes the space where citizens relearn how to evaluate, decide, and
act collectively, where the critical judgment that institutions can no longer provide is rebuilt from the
ground up. In this sense, navigating the crisis is inseparable from the pedagogical process of reclaiming
arkhe kritiki as a communal capacity. Ultimately the community becomes the laboratory where new
protocols are tested and established, marking not the end of the system, but the beginning of a
collective educational journey toward a more stable social reality.

This phenomenon -of communities rebuilding common judgments on a collective basis due to the
collapse of the formal institutions- will be seen through the medium of documented evidence from the
Greek economic crisis that occurred between 2010 and 2018.

12



Chapter Two

The Greek Crisis as Educational Rupture

2.1 Biographical Rupture and the Collapse of the Welfare State

The global economic crisis affected many developed European countries in different ways, with some
being more affected than others. Greece found itself at the epicenter of this crisis, facing the most
severe recession in its modern history. The country entered a prolonged period of economic crisis,
characterized by a rapid increase in public debt and the need to resort to bailout programs. In
exchange, draconian austerity measures and structural reforms were implemented, placing Greek
society in an extremely disadvantaged position. Unemployment rates climbed sharply and poverty
began threatening broader segments of the population, not only the traditionally vulnerable, but
also the middle class, which had long considered itself insulated from such conditions (Kalogeraki,
2018, p. 2).

This condition was never only an economic downturn. For those who lived through it, it was
something far more intimate, what Zaimakis (2018) calls a “biographical rupture”, a collective
trauma that dramatically altered the life trajectories of citizens, forcing them to reorganize their
livelithoods and seek entirely new strategies for survival (p. 103). The familiar structures that had
previously organized everyday life, employment, income and welfare provision could no longer be taken
for granted.

This collapse was even more visible in education. The Greek welfare state had always relied heavily on
the family as a substitute for state deficits, a pattern deeply embedded in the country's political culture.
As Zambeta (2014) documents, private educational spending in Greece constituted more than 35%
of overall education expenses being one of the highest rates in Europe (Educational Policy
Development Centre, 2011, as cited in Zambeta, 2014, p. 74). At the heart of this system were the
frontistiria, private tutoring centers that functioned as an almost compulsory supplement to public
schooling. Attendance was considered an “inescapable step” for students preparing for national
university entrance examinations, regardless of social class or academic performance (Zambeta,
2014, p. 75). Investing in this form of shadow education had become the primary vehicle through
which Greek families pursued a better future.

When prolonged austerity eroded household incomes, with average earnings cut by 19% between 2010
and 2012, and up to 30% in the public sector, the family's capacity to maintain this role collapsed
alongside it (Zambeta, 2014, p. 76). The private educational safety net, which had always compensated
for the weaknesses of the public system, became unaffordable for a massive proportion of Greek
society. What had once been a market-driven solution was now out of reach, and the state had neither
the resources nor the institutional infrastructure to fill the gap.

It was precisely in this double vacuum created by the failure of both public provision and private
compensation that something unexpected began to emerge. As Kalogeraki (2018) explains, Greek
society responded with a wave of grassroots collective initiatives: citizens self-help groups,
solidarity networks, time banks, and social economy organizations that arose specifically to “heal” what
the state and the market could no longer provide (p. 3). For the activists who built these
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structures, the crisis had not only created urgent needs, but it had also, as Zaimakis (2018) puts it,
provided “fertile ground to put into practice the emancipatory potential of solidarity economy” (p.
103). This rupture, in other words, opened a space.

One of the most striking expressions of this collective response in the educational sphere was the
emergence of the Solidarity Schools (allilegya sxoleia). As Kioupkiolis (2023) explains in his case study of the
Solidarity School Mesopotamia in Athens, these structures were born directly out of the crisis
context, driven by the need to support students whose families could no longer afford private tuition
and whose access to higher education was increasingly determined by social class background (p.
4). But they were not simply charity substitutes for frontistiria. They were organized on fundamentally
different principles: horizontal structures, voluntary teaching, collective decision-making and free
access principles.

2.2 Shadow Education and the Frontistitia System

The response of the public to the frontistirio system (that is the widespread use of private tutors) is
one of the clearest examples of this collective response. However, it is essential to first
contextualize this response so that we can understand its importance. The frontistirio system was not
just a market for educational services. It was also a deeply embedded part of Greek social
structures. Private tutoring expenditures in Greece made up the bulk of total household
educational expenditures in the OECD according to Zambeta (2014) and were, therefore, not
considered a luxury but rather an expected expense associated with securing a family's future (p. 74).
All families, regardless of income level, considered enrolling their children in frontistiria to be a
necessary investment in their child's development and long-term future.

The fact that the Greek university entrance examination system was based on a centralized
evaluation system of standardized national tests led to an increased emphasis on standardized tests. It
also created the beginning of a feeder dynamic in the relationship between the frontistiria (after-school
tutoring) industry and higher education in general. As such, there was a separate shadow parallel
educational system that would become the true preparation institution when viewed in terms of all
students in the public school system. But the shadow school system existed as a true preparatory
institution - the real education- for most students. Public schools acted in the background of the
operation of the shadow education system described as the “real” preparation school for the
students. As noted by Zambeta (2014) as well, this arrangement was shattered by the crisis - not
gradually but suddenly. According to Tsikalaki and Kladi-Kokkinou (2016, p. 44), as household
incomes have dropped during the crisis while the cost of tutoring has remained stable, the ability
to enter an institution of higher education became increasingly dependent upon one's class-based
background than on one's academic performance. Therefore, meritocracy has been progressively
eliminated in terms of its original intent to act as the basis of entrance into the institution of higher
education at a time when there was supposed to be equal educational opportunities for all.

This revealing of this contradiction to equal educational opportunity (in terms of access being fully
market dependent) is what created the political content or impact behind the solidarity schools. The
solidarity schools were not only a political substitute for a welfare-based mechanism but were
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intended to provide a political critique of the environment in which the solidarity schools were
providing their purpose.

2.3 The Emergence of Solidarity Schools: Scale, Structure, and Ecology

Solidarity schools did not originate without other forms of collective action being taken by Greek
soclety in reaction to austerity: they are one part of a larger collection of community organized
responses. Giovanopoulos and Kioupkiolis (2021) describe three distinct phases of grassroots
collective action from December 2008 to 2016. This includes: 1) activities that began in response to
the December 2008 riots and provided the basis for establishing neighborhood assemblies and social
centers, 2) the Syntagma Square protests of 2011 and the establishment of solidarity-based local
community organizations following the end of the protests, and, 3) the Refugee Solidarity
Movement in 2015-2016 which supported a number of the same activists and organizations
involved in both of the above activities. Solidarity schools belong to the second phase of collective
action, however, they are part of a solidarity infrastructure network and cannot be understood
independently of this wider solidarity ecology.

Education was one of the dominant sectors within the overall solidarity activities, alongside food,
health and clothing (Vathakou, 2015, p.170). Regarding education, Zambeta (2014, p.78)
documented 31 self-organized education initiatives (social frontistiria) in the greater Athens area in
2013. Vathakou (2015, p.172) documented other geographic locations (e.g. Thessaloniki, Patras,
Heraklion, Chania, Xanthi and Nafplio) that were also part of this movement. Thus, these activities can
appropriately be characterized as a national movement, they were not confined to a single city or region
of Greece.

This scope matters as it integrates the solidarity schools into what Arampatzi (2017) terms “urban
solidarity spaces”, nodes of the distributed counter-austerity infrastructure where, solidarity
initiatives were also helping for basic needs such as food, clothing, services and health treatments
across the neighborhoods of Athens (p. 2160). The boundaries between sectors had been designed to
be permeable. Cabot (2016, p. 154) explains that solidary clinics would ultimately be seen as part of the
broader solidarity movement and had shared characteristics of interdependence and reciprocity
with other entities such as soup kitchens, distribution centers, etc. Each initiative adds value to the
other, creating a “cross-scalar solidarity ecosystem,” as later labelled by the infra-demos research
team (Giovanopoulos, Athanasiadis & Dalakoglou, 2019).

What separated the solidarity schools from the earlier wave of koinonika frontistiria that were
hosted by municipalities, however, was their organizational logic. According to Zambeta (2014), two-
thirds of the Athens cases in 2013 were institutional hybrids- where infrastructure and premises
were provided by local government while all labor was provided by volunteers (p. 78). These
arrangements provided an important means of accessing resources, but they also created
dependency relationships tied to the clientelism of the Municipality which limited their level of
autonomy. The Solidarity Schools that created the national Solidarity Schools Network (SSN)
purposefully distinguished themselves from all organized education systems: they built and ran their
schools and collective decision-making without the financial support of the municipalities or
governments or political parties that run most formal education systems. They built these schools as
self-governing collectives, meaning all decisions related to the operation of these schools were solely
the result of the collective opinions of the assembly.
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The establishment of the formal federation of these schools into the SSN (Aixtvo AAANAEyyLOV
Yyohelwv) occurred in early 2016, an important timeframe to note in our analysis. The
establishment of the Solidarity Schools Network coincides with the declining social movement
activity in the overall solidarity movement and was based on a deliberate distancing from the
previous initiatives of “crisis response”. During its first National Congtress held in June 2018 the
SSN's founding statement was not focused on “providing emergency relief” but rather on
“deconstructing the teacher-centered paradigm of education and learning and creating a visionary
model for decentralized, autonomous, and non-hierarchical education systems”, and on
“protecting education as a public need” (Infra Demos, 2018). It is important we emphasize how the
Solidarity Schools defined themselves, or more accurately, how the Solidarity Schools set
themselves apart from crisis response, thus the Solidarity Schools reframed their purpose as
existing apart from any need for existing because of a crisis.

The same question returns us to where we started. If we only seek communities when we are
confronted with challenges, then we would expect the peak of community schools to occur during the
years 2013-2014, with them dissolving as austerity ends. Instead, they gained new members and
created new federations. This chapter will outline how this all began and we will begin with the
infrastructure of Mesopotamia. The area of Mesopotamia has been covered more extensively in
academic literature than any other place and will henceforth serve as the primary empirical basis for this
thesis. Furthermore, based on what is known so far, this is also by far the most well-resourced case
study: it had an established activist network prior to starting the Solidarity School, it has had a culture
of community solidarity for decades, and it has been in existence as a formalized citizens' movement for
over ten years. Thus, the conclusions of this thesis are not representative of the entire movement but
rather of what prefigurative learning looks like within pre-established or well-resourced conditions,
as well as what conditions are required to produce it.

2.4 Case Study: The Solidarity School of Mesopotamia

In 2003 a social action platform called the Mesopotamia Citizens Movement was formed in the
working-class area of Moschato, Athens. A Solidarity School was established by this collective in 2013
as a response to the crisis that left families unable to pay for their children’s education, driven by an
increasing number of issues surrounding social class and access to higher education (Kioupkiolis,
2023, p.4). By 2023, 40 volunteer teachers were providing 60 courses to 282 students, covering subjects
from mathematics and languages to Greek language classes for migrants and refugees (Kioupkiolis,
2023, p. 4). The Solidarity School became one of the four permanent projects of the Mesopotamia
Collective, along with a time bank, solidarity basket and cinema club, all utilizing the same base of
volunteers, the same space and the same weekly assembly.

This school was not a typical school. One could say that it was not merely a community tutoring
center intended to fill a gap in public education. The logic behind its organization differed from what
we would classify as formal education. As Cappello et al. (2024) note, educational commons of this kind
“do not arise organically or spontaneously but are the outcomes of a peer-governance process” in
which communities collectively respond to their conditions (p. 2), and Mesopotamia is precisely that
kind of deliberate construction. According to Kioupkiolis (2023), the Mesopotamia School relies
exclusively on the contributions of volunteers, as well as on donations from friends. The structures
are horizontal, as there are no permanent members or directors, and decisions are
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made not by voting but in assemblies where people participate on equal terms. Parents, teachers, and
students are responsible for evaluating and deciding on future social and cultural activities.

Beyond the delivery of the formal curriculum, the Solidarity School functions as a laboratory to
produce a new social and subjective reality that exists outside the official syllabus. The “pedagogical
common” that is at its center assumes the equal potential of every individual to learn and
communicate, breaking the competitive character of the traditional school model (Kioupkiolis,
2023, p. 1, 3). Cappello et al. (2024) define this mode of education as one where “the process of
learning, the transmission and acquisition of knowledge, and the methods of governing this process
are collectively managed and co-constructed by the entire educational community” (p. 2), a logic that
Mesopotamia enacts directly through its assembly-based governance and volunteer structure.

For students and volunteers alike, the school is not simply a space for “supplementary tuition”; it is
an active space where the familiar structure of hierarchical education is replaced by a diffuse, yet
powerful, ambiance of horizontal democracy (Kioupkiolis, 2023, p. 2, 5).Students describe the
contrast of this experience with formal education, noting that the Solidarity School is “more
democratic” and lacks the rigid positions of authority held by headmasters or professors
(Kioupkiolis, 2023, p. 7). In this “looser style” students feel comfortable and “free to speak”
without the fear of judgment or grading, a shift that makes the learning process itself more effective
(Kioupkiolis, 2023, p. 5, 7). The space effectively cultivates a “team spirit” and a culture of “equal
freedom” that reshapes the consumerist individualism typical of the private tuition sector
(Kioupkiolis, 2023, p. 1, 10). Through this process, students report acquiring values such as
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“humanity,” “collaboration,” and “critical thought,” which were never part of an official lesson plan
(Kioupkiolis, 2023, p. 10).

This transformative dynamic is equally significant for the volunteer teachers. For many, the act of
offering their services is experienced as “self-fulfillment” and a way to “stay in touch with teaching”
during times of professional precarity (Zambeta, 2014, p. 81, 82). Rather than a simple charitable act,
this involvement allows volunteers to “come close to each other as humans” preventing the social
isolation often triggered by the crisis (Zambeta, 2014, p. 82). As Zambeta (2014) highlights, these
“social frontistiria” represent a creative response where individualism leaves space for emerging
forms of social solidarity (Zambeta, 2014, p. 70). Ultimately, as Kioupkiolis (2023, p. 4) describes,
drawing on Coles (2016) the school produces a “visionary pragmatism” where meeting immediate
academic needs becomes the vehicle for social reformation.

24.1 Sustainability of the solidarity network

The first wave of solidarity and cooperative networks can be seen as a direct response to the
dystopia of the crisis, which dramatically changed the lives of many people and was experienced as a
collective trauma in their life trajectories. However, even after relative economic stability was achieved
in the country, these networks not only continued to emerge and operate, but evolved into a
permanent national “Network of Solidarity Schools.” These operate as a unified ecosystem, creating
connections with labor centers, cultural collectives, and solidarity clinics.
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What is interesting about this ecosystem is not its scale, but its architecture. As the network map
below illustrates, what emerged was not a centralized institution with a single coordinating
authority, but a distributed web of local hubs, each maintaining its own assemblies, its own
collaborators, its own rhythm, while remaining connected to the wider whole (Infra Demos, 2019).

Q +
—m— 7mmrl o
B e - ;
b .
it
A —— =
== T Ny ... >
&y W= e
h— N
o AP, i
= X G &
—
o .y
=
U - : 4 —
e .. > o
S i
g 2 R =
= S = =
& N
e -~ g
Legend
Solidarity Schocks Network .g. —
Solidarity Schoot S ==

e aevy -
Local solidarity network Sy Lsemers
Collaborators
Hosting collectiva

Network map of the Solidarity Schools ecosystem in Greece (Infra Demos, 2019, CC-BY)

CC-BY Infra Demos 2019

This decentralized structure was not accidental. It mirrored the organizational logic embedded
within each school: horizontal governance, collective decision-making, and the absence of
permanent hierarchies (Kioupkiolis, 2023). The network looked the way it did because each of its parts
was built the same way. And it is this internal coherence, the fact that the structure of the whole
reflected the structure of each unit, that begins to explain why these schools outlasted the crisis that
created them.

Most grassroots responses to emergencies follow a familiar trajectory: they emerge urgently, they fill a
gap, and when conditions improve, they either institutionalize into something more formal or quietly
dissolve. The emergence of Solidarity Schools was the result of a crisis, but not only did they organize
in opposition to the logic of crisis but also, they have outlived the crisis itself. There is ample empirical
evidence for this: Solidarity Schools did not dissolve with the easing of austerity. They remained
structurally light, voluntary, and self-organized, and yet they persisted and expanded.

The question this raises is not simply a sociological one. It is, at its core, a political and educational one:
what kind of educational internal logic makes this type of horizontal, voluntary, crisis-generated
structure sustainable and able to generate more on its own? And, specifically, what did all participants
learn, not in terms of the academic content of the school, but in terms of the
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capacities that they were able to carry with them once the emergency that caused them to come
together was over?

Chapter 2 has provided a description of the Solidarity Schools and what they “did”, chapter 3 will
address the more difficult question of what was “produced” by the Solidarity Schools and the
reasons behind their continued production after the crisis had ended.
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Chapter Three

From Crisis to Pedagogy: Prefigurative Learning in Practice

Chapter two made clear that the Solidarity Schools did not disappear after their creation - they have
grown, federated, and have become even more complex. But through what educational
mechanisms did this happen? The argument of Chapter Three is that the success of Solidarity
Schools can’t be attributed to a single thing, but to a process of transformation. The collective
identity that was created in an emergency eventually became a separate entity from the crisis that
created it.

To understand that process of transformation, four theoretical frameworks will be developed:
prefignrative learning to explain why building an alternative in the present makes sense, babitus to desctibe
how repeated engagement creates collective identity over time, exaptive learning to account for how the
transition of the schools and their structures from crisis-based to permanent pedagogical
infrastructure occurred. Finally, the construct of £rizik, or shared capacity to exercise civic judgement,
to describe what the participants ultimately acquired. The lived experiences of students and
volunteers of Mesopotamia will ground all these constructs with evidence.

3.1 Prefigurative Politics and Prefigurative Learning

Sociologist Carl Boggs first introduced the idea of prefigurative politics in 1977, defining it as a
method to create the desired state of society within a movement's present political efforts (Boggs,
1977, p. 100). Simply put, rather than considering future society an eventual end point, prefigurative
politics proposes that a movement should attempt to create this desired society in its present form. As
Yates (2015) states: “A central aspect of this is that the means of prefiguration - that is, efforts to create
alternatives in the present - should closely resemble the end” (p. 3). Thus, while a movement may
demand a horizontal and cooperative society, it also practices horizontal and cooperative modalities
in its internal operations. Prefigurative politics has been extensively explored in social movement
studies (Yates, 2015), and there are several examples of its implementation in the Greek solidarity
economy. Zaimakis (2018) recorded how activists in Greece used their vision to build self-
organizational communities during the austerity period, with one activist stating, “the basic aim is to
spread the practice of what we do, to multiply the connections, to become a social reality, and the
more this thing will become a reality,” (p. 107). The aim was to create systemic changes from below,
as opposed to waiting for those changes to be created from above, by creating, through an
accumulation of lived experience, alternatives to the traditional system.

Solidarity Schools have the additional goal beyond political movement activities to be primarily an
educational space. This distinction is significant because it fundamentally shifts the primary
question being asked. Therefore, we can now ask a primarily pedagogical question instead of a
political one regarding prefigurative politics: What is the significance of creating alternative
learning within a system that will no longer provide the conditions necessary to sustain those
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practices? There is little existing literature that addresses this question since most prefigurative
political literature has focused on how closely the internal organization of a movement matches its
stated purpose, very little of that literature examines how the practice of repeated educational
activities will impact the participants' behavior and identity after those conditions have ceased to exist.

There is a distinction building on Boggs (1977) and Yates (2015), between prefigurative politics and
what this thesis terms prefigurative learning. Prefigurative politics is the intention to create something
in the present with the aim that it will exist in the future. Prefigurative learning is the process that
translates prefigurative intentions into habit through practice and habit into identity. The connection
between these three stages is described by Bourdieu (1990) as the habitus, that is, the durable,
transposable set of dispositional practices or ways of being that people develop through repeated
encounters with certain social conditions and thus become habituated (i.e., feel normal, or even
inevitable). Kioupkiolis (2023) utilizes the concept of habitus in relation to the Mesopotamia
School's efforts to reshape the “dominant habitus of consumerist individualism” into a “radical
democratic habitus” (p. 1). The language of the school is not political intent but rather the
sedimented language of practice, practices so deeply entrenched in the social fabric that people no
longer think of them as options but view them as second nature. In other words, the experiences
of collective action (horizontal governance), consensus decision-making, and voluntary teaching
that took place at Solidarity Schools extended beyond the notion of prefiguration as a political
phenomenon, they were also an example of prefiguration as an educational phenomenon. The
prefigurative experiences at Solidarity Schools regularly incorporated horizontal governance,
consensus decision-making and voluntary teaching.

To fully appreciate the significance of all this requires taking a fresh look at the concept of krinein
introduced earlier (Chapter 1), not just restating things but using them to push forward. As
established in the first chapter, krinein refers specifically to the ability to judge free of prior or
external criteria or institutional authority (DeCaroli 2020, p. 177). The question that remained open at the
end of Chapter 1 was: What happens when individuals exercise their ability to krinein not just on
one occasion (in a crisis), but multiple times over extended periods of time, as part of a community?
Solidarity Schools have provided a provisional answer to this question. Each assembly held without a
director and each curriculum decision made through consensus, each class taught without monetary
compensation, are all acts of krinein, however, what differentiates the experience of the Solidarity
School from that of a single instance of crisis-induced improvisation is the extensiveness of these
acts. After having engaged in so many of these acts of krinein, what happens when these acts of krinein

cease to be extraordinary and become commonplace?

3.2 The Crisis as Pedagogical Context: When Repetition Becomes Identity

This section will build off Bourdieu's (1990) concept of habitus as a mechanism to explain how
repeated actions, as discussed in Section 3.1, result in emergency practice becoming part of a
collective identity. The focus of this section will be on the emergence of habit in the overall action of
krinein. Solidarity networks that formed in response to economic crisis in Greece resulted from reacting
to an external state of emergency. However, the networks have continued to exist beyond the
circumstances that created them as noted previously in Chapter Two. By using the Mesopotamia
School as a specific example, it can be argued that the school was simply an accident
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in history, meaning that without that specific time period, those people, and those conditions, the
school would not exist. But the question is: did these communities survive the crisis? If so, how
much did the crisis contribute to their ability to survive? And did the ability to survive depend upon
the ongoing existence of the crisis?

As outlined in Chapter One, krinein involves actively exercising judgment in the absence of
guidance from an institution (DeCaroli, 2020, p. 177). The Greek crisis did not teach individuals how
to come together to make collective decisions, rather, it forced them to come together and make
collective decisions repeatedly and without any assistance from an outside source. Each assembly
that was held, every cooperatively developed curriculum, every class taught for free, were all small acts of
exercising krinein. However, what the crisis contributed was the concept of time. According to
Bourdieu (1990), time is what converts practice into a form of habitus. Whenever behaviors
associated with emergencies are demonstrated multiple times over years, and those behaviors result
in a more positive outcome based on collective experience, then, over time, those behaviors lose their
emergency status. That is, the assembly will no longer be perceived as a form of emergency
governance, instead, that form of governance will become the accepted means by which the group
governs itself.

The defining pedagogical characteristic of the Greek crisis - and this is a proposal rather than a
certainty - is not simply that it happened, but that it continued to happen over a prolonged period.
Under constant austerity, these practices were enacted numerous times. They continued to repeat with
iterative improvements and ultimately became normalized. Those practices (assemblies, collective
decisions, volunteer teachers) lost their emergent characteristics and developed into routine types
of collective life. This is important, because it is repetition not rupture that builds capacity. When
people create collective action to navigate through a time of uncertainty, they also create the
foundations for new habits of judgement and methods of assessment (evaluation of situations,
determination and allocation of responsibility, and collaborative decision-making processes
without reliance on authority).

It's critical to understand that a crisis will not automatically produce this outcome in every case there,
nor will simply having experienced something over a long-time span mean that such an event can
occur. The critical role played by other factors may also have been important in shaping what happened
in the Mesopotamia situation: social, political, civil society structures in Greece, the existence of
previous leftist networks, and neighborhood characteristics of an area like Moschato. The example
given here is not meant to be a universal example, it is rather one of many that could serve as
illustrations of a possible transition. More specifically, what we can expect is thatin order for krinein
to go from a forced judgment to a continual collective discernment over time, there have to be
enabling conditions other than just time, and the manifestations of the enabling conditions will be
elaborated on in this following section.

This transition is what separates two fundamentally different educational outcomes that this thesis
distinguishes as emergency pedagogy and prefignrative learning. “Emergency Pedagogy” means being reactive, i.e.,
responding to an event in the environment around us, while “Prefigurative 1earning” will involve
establishing an internal logic of being social through repetition until it becomes self-sustaining, rather
than crisis related. Solidarity Schools started off being an emergency educational response, however,
they eventually evolved into Prefigurative 1 earning spaces by relying upon
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students and volunteers accumulating experience-based judgement over time. More fully
discussing the theoretical basis for describing both terms is the focus of the fourth chapter.

Solidarity Schools have helped participants remember not just that they all went through a crisis
together, but they also gave them a shared practice of judgment that outlasted it. However, this
leads to the next question: if crisis duration and repeated practice explain Aow the transformation
happened at the level of individual and group disposition, the question that remains is: what
organizational structures enabled that transformation to develop and to hold? The answer, this
thesis argues lies in the specific form of autonomous organization the schools built, and in the way that
organization underwent not adaptation, but exaptation.

3.3 Exaptive Learning and Autonomous Organization: From Crisis Response to
Pedagogical Infrastructure

This section argues that the Solidarity Schools did not evolve as adaptations but constitute an
exaptation, a distinction that is important. In evolutionary biology, “adaptation” refers to a
continuous process occurting over time in which a particular trait is made more effective in relation to its
pre-existing function whereas “‘exaptation” refers, as originally articulated by Gould and Viba (1982, as
cited in Papastephanou, 2025), to a discontinuous functional transition (whereby a structure
developed for one use is subsequently appropriated for a different function). An example will clarify
this distinction: feathers originally evolved to provide thermal insulation and were then appropriate for
the purpose of assisting in flight. In presenting exaptive learning, Papastephanou (2025) refers
specifically to this biological distinction, noting that “exaptation is marked by a rupture and
movement of function, whereas adaptation denotes continuity of function” (p. 391). Therefore, in
her words, exaptive learning refers to the process of taking materials from one context and using
them in different and unanticipated ways after they have been acquired (Papastephanou, 2025, p.
397). Furthermore, according to Papastephanou (2025), exaptive processes and adaptive processes
represent two different types of cognitive and organizational transformation and therefore
necessitate separate conceptual domains (p. 391).

Solidarity schools followed the journey of crisis with the purpose of developing schools out of the crisis.
Their emergence occurred due to the collapse of frontistiria (Zambeta, 2014, p. 76) and that they could
not afford any further funding for private educational support. Thus, the original purpose of
Solidarity Schools was providing “relief”” through the utilization of available, free, volunteer labor
and community space, to fill the immediate gaps in education. If they had simply continued to
improve upon their substitutive function -serving more students, helping for exam preparation and
providing a viable substitute for the frontistiria- would be an adaptation of a prior function. Based on
the educational curriculum, this adaptation and the university preparation was continuing. In terms
of the “exaptation” that is identified in this thesis, there was no change in what was taught but only
in how the means of context, content and how the school was organized. The assembly structure, the
horizontal governing and the collaborative decisions of schools occurred as crisis tools and
emergency methods for coordinating volunteers and resources in the absence of institutional
support. Those emergency measures of operation no longer functioned only as crisis management
or emergency responses but rather became what they were never intended to develop: civic
judgment and an unlimited venue for practicing collective discernment
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outside of any crisis or emergency. It is this organizational transformation -not the curriculum - that
constitutes the exaptation.

Their exaptive function has continued with a new purpose: creating means for increasing
participation in a democratic system of governance, creating solidarity as a practiced skill, and
developing the permanent capacity of citizens to engage in collective discernment.

According to Papastephanou (2025), exaptive learning must not be idealized, nor seen to be
automatically beneficial. In her words, exaptive learning may be “appropriated for politics of
learning or may create unreasonable and unsubstantiated hope for transformations to be made
ethically and politically” (p. 382). She explains that exaptive learning is not dependent on a crisis, rather,
exaptive learning has been putin place typically within situations that could be seen to have arisen within
a crisis, which may potentially allow for any number of ideas of exaptation to be seen to require a ctisis.
In fact, the subsequent examples of exaptation of a more substantive nature may have occurred
independent of a crisis (Papastephanou, 2025, p. 390). Both cautions are relevant regarding this case
study. The Mesopotamia model was not a global standard. The exaptational development of
Mesopotamia was influenced by the determining conditions- political culture, leftist networking,
local community economies- that have not been found in every situation of crisis. The critical
question is: What were those determining conditions? According to this thesis, the answer to this
question lies in the specific structures of autonomous organization, which schools have created
and sustained.

Autonomy is not simply an idea. It is a real system of practice to govern yourself and to make
decisions together without any authority and also with no hierarchical structure but voluntarily (for
example, assemblies). This is the form of autonomy that Castoriadis refers to when he defines
collective autonomy as the ability of a community to govern itself through the freedom of its
institutions, where everyone can participate equally, and this does not occur in a capitalist or state-led
way (Castoriadis, as cited in Zaimakis, 2018, p. 99). As Zaimakis (2018) points out, those who created
solidarity structures did not merely provide welfare support, they were creating alternative structures
to the ones already in existence by practicing prefigurative democracy, and through collective
resource management and assembly, they created the types of organizations necessaty to create the
type of community or society that they wanted to create (p. 101). Hence, creating an organization was
not a separate thing from the political and educational goals, creating the organization was part of
enacting the current political and educational goals.

The organizational form was able to undergo exaptation successfully and not disintegrate when the
crisis faded, is a result of its internal coherence. The assembly structure was the foundational basis of
the Mesopotamia School and was not a “crisis tool” (Kioupkiolis, 2023). The entire community
(students, teachers, parents) came together at the general assembly to govern and determine how
the school would operate (p. 4). This was not a response to some emergency but would serve
socialized forms of education as an alternative to what existed prior to this. The crisis provided a reason
for existing while the principles of self-organizing and autonomy sustained the school moving forward.
As Papastephanou (2025) states, exaptive learning is “liminal”. It crosses borders, and the most
significant examples of exaptive learning emerge not when an organization refines its existing
function, but when re-used for another purpose for which the organization was not originally
designed (p.393). Hence, the Solidarity Schools crossed exactly such a border. Community tutoring
evolved, through a gradual accumulation of the assembly practice, to become
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a “commons” for education: that is a space where the process of learning is co-constructed by all
community members (Kioupkiolis, 2023, p. 8).

The reason Solidarity Schools outlasted the crisis instead of collapsing was that they changed from being
an emergency relief to a permanent educational entity. They remained focused on using group
discernment as a permanent civic skill, not just a crisis skill. The original use of the material was not for
tutoring, but for self-organizing democratically. There was an initial set of structural materials due to
the crisis, the creation of an autonomous condition created the possibility of the structural materials
being functionally changed. The following section will show what patticipants gained from this process,
that is, whether solidarity can be understood both as a value being passed on and as a skill developed.

3.4 From Value to Skill: Solidarity as Collective Discernment

The previous sections have traced how a crisis gave rise to the conditions for prefigurative learning, and
how that learning gradually transformed into a self-sustaining network of solidarity. Given this history,
the most relevant question is also the most straightforward: what did all participants-students,
teachers, volunteers of the Mesopotamia School-actually gained from this experience? Certainly, one
obvious answer is solidarity. However, the interpretation of this term is what will ultimately identify
everything. In general, educational achievement (regardless of structure) relates to the acquisition of
values of solidarity, empathy, civic responsibility, which are what most curriculums both formal &
informal seek to make learners aware of.

One would be correct to assert that the Mesopotamia School also conveys solidarity with respect to
the above value relationships. However, this would ignore the nature of this particular school, as value
conveyance is not exclusive to it. Various types of educational environments (classrooms, youth groups,
community programs, etc.) may have placed an emphasis on solidarity by making it part of their stated
purpose, they may have talked about and celebrated solidarity as a desirable state, and they may have
framed solidarity as something worthy of pursuit. The Solidarity Schools were distinct among school
programs due to their participants having the opportunity to practice acting with solidarity as a skill in
real-life situations where the effects of acting with solidarity have significant impact on real people,
rather than simply receiving the value of solidarity. The difference between solidarity as a value and
solidarity as a skill is not a minor difference. Solidarity as a value identifies what you should care about.
Solidarity as a skill describes what you can do. A value sensitizes, a skill enables. The Solidarity Schools
developed the skill of collectively discerning, judging, and making decisions amongst the individual
Solidarity School participants without the involvement of any institutions or authorities. This
section looks at the skill of establishing a capacity to act with solidarity (collectively discerning,
judging, and making decisions) through practice rather than through the transmission of
instruction.

The interviews with people who were involved show us the most obvious evidence of this. In the
focus groups discussed in Kioupkiolis (2023), when students talked about what they learned at
Mesopotamia, they did not say they acquired knowledge or qualifications, but they listed capacities and
dispositions, such as respect, humanity, team-spirit, collaboration, freedom of expression, and being
able to think critically (p. 10). These are not the categories of formal academic learning but rather the
categories of civic skill, the practical ability to be an engaged and thoughtful member of any given
collective. Equally important is that the students described how they learned this through
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the culture and process associated with space, rather than from any formal instruction. One student
commented on how the school was “more democratic” than other schools because there was no
hierarchy between students and teachers, which indicates that what they are referring to is a
structure (Kioupkiolis, 2023, p. 7) and not a value. Another student commented on how students
were able to express themselves in a manner that was impossible elsewhere, demonstrating that this
freedom is not just about being granted the opportunity to participate but about having the capacity
to do so (Kioupkiolis, 2023, p. 7).

Amongst the volunteer teachers this same dynamic can be seen. One such example is Sotiris a
volunteer chemistry teacher at Mesopotamia whose reflections are documented in Kioupkiolis
(2023), who articulated his political aspiration to participate in order to not only give something to those
less fortunate than him, but also to help activate the “beneficiaries of solidarity” themselves by helping
to change dominant ways of thinking about grassroots mobilizations and participatory democracy.
Likewise, Fontas, the co-founder of the school and another participant in Kioupkiolis (2023) study,
expressed this belief more directly by stating that he believes that the act of educating others has a direct
impact on social change, and that people coming to Mesopotamia for education is more meaningful to
him than any amount of political theory. Both these perspectives illustrate a view of solidarity that is
fundamentally active (i.e., doing things to support one another) and practical rather than declarative
Thus, solidarity in these terms refers not so much to a belief or opinion, but rather to an act, such as
participating in an assembly, making a collective decision, or providing voluntary services such as
teaching without remuneration, which will allow for a person to perform the same act and improve
their ability to perform the act of solidarity in the future both fluently and naturally. Consequently,
solidarity becomes more an expression of oneself, rather than an intentional expression of one’s
political views.

<

The term “crisis” derives from an older form of the word “kritik”; as traced out by Koselleck
(1988) and identified by DeCaroli (2020). If arkhe kritiki names the civic capacity for collective
judgment as a political right - the foundational faculty of citizenship in the ancient polis - then kritik
names that same capacity as a developed and habituated practice: not a faculty one possesses by virtue
of citizenship, but a skill one builds through repeated exercise. While crisis describes judging without
criteria, kritik refers to the ability of individuals within any community to exercise judgment
continuously regardless of whether there is a crisis or not, it defines participatory civic habits and is
an outcome of developing one's civic judgment. The progression from crisis to kritik is the very
progression traced throughout this chapter, the emergency-based act of krinein (i.e., judging to make
a decision based on available alternatives) has been redefined as a well-developed practice of discerning
collectively (i.e., the ability to determine the appropriateness of something through analysis) without
regards to whether an emergency exists. This is an outcome of the Solidarity Schools for the
participants, not resiliency to the next crisis, not the ability to cope in the face of another crisis, but
a kritik, as participants developed the habit of being able to participate as members of their
community through the process of consistent practice.

To provide an accurate account of Solidarity Schools, we must first understand that the transition
described in this chapter was never complete. Despite the attempts of teachers at Solidarity Schools to
create a more political classroom environment, the formal university preparation curriculum
continued to be a limitation throughout their time there. Students had little incentive to participate in
assemblies, as there was no structural basis in the formal curriculum for them to participate

26



(Kioupkiolis, 2023, p. 8). Rather than replacing each other, emergency pedagogy and prefigurative
learning co-existed. What that evidence indicates is that prefigurative learning emerged within and next
to emergency pedagogy. It was not a required prerequisite for emergency pedagogy's
disappearance. Prefigurative learning emerged from the organizational structure through which
formal education was delivered, which included the following elements: absence of any sort of
directorial power, consensus-based assembly, and the reciprocal relationships between teachers and
students. Instead of being considered an indication of a failure of transformation, the coexistence
of prefigurative and emergency pedagogy in Solidarity Schools is a more accurate description of how
prefigurative learning works, not by replacing one educational philosophy with another but rather
developing alongside with another educational philosophy through the cumulative effects of an
alternative way of organizing the relationships between people.

Chapter 3's central argument asserts that solidarity was transmitted in the Solidarity Schools not as a
value embedded in a curriculum, rather, it was transmitted as a skill through the accumulation of
repeated acts of krinein, the formation of habitus via repeated enactments of horizontal
governance, and the retrofitting of an emergency infrastructure to become a permanent
pedagogical infrastructure. Therefore, what participants took away with them from the Solidarity
Schools was the practical knowledge that no traditional formal institution could provide, and that
traditional formal education could not deliver in conventional ways: the experience of how it feels to
be part of an autonomous community that makes decisions cooperatively and takes responsibility
for its learning. The subsequent question that Chapter 4 will address is whether and Ao this capacity
can be systematically designed ,whether and how to reproduce it outside the specific set of conditions
(the crisis that preceded the establishment of the Solidarity Schools, the characteristics of an activist
culture, the pre-existing level of neighborhood solidarity) which enabled Mesopotamia to exist.

In advance of the theoretical framework for Chapter Four, further discussion is warranted
regarding a tension found throughout previous chapters: the relationship between education and
politics. The Solidarity Schools throughout this thesis have been presented primarily as an
educational process, but they are equally a political process. Horizontal governance, collective
decision-making, and the practice of solidarity as a civic skill all constitute both political and
educational activities. However, this thesis will not attempt to resolve this entanglement by
collapsing politics into education or vice-versa nor would it be appropriate to collapse them.
Instead, what will be proposed in this thesis is the idea that education and politics are both
functions of the same space. Education can be understood as the manifestation of one's
participation in political practices whereas politics can be understood as exercising power and
collectively deciding on matters of public concern, specifically, relating to how humans actively
self-govern through assemblies to create networks to challenge existing systems of institutional
rule. Thus, while education and politics both occur within the Solidarity Schools, they are distinct
from one another. What this thesis argues is that education is the mechanism through which
political transformation becomes durable. The political structures of the Solidarity Schools would
still be unstable without an educational component. The repeated experience of repeating a task
has created the collective judgments of participants that are now a part of their habitus. The
Solidarity Schools were able to extend their life beyond the crisis that created them because of the
educational transformation of the participants.
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Chapter Four

From Crisis to Design: The Educational Commons as Pedagogical
Infrastructure

4.1 Prefigurative Learning: A Theoretical definition

Chapter Three introduced the concept of prefigurative learning and traced its emergence through the
Mesopotamia Solidarity School: how a crisis-born emergency response became, through sustained
practice, a self-reproducing pedagogical infrastructure. This chapter is now concerned with answering
the theoretical question of what type of learning prefigurative learning is specifically

- that which qualifies it as different from other forms of collective or transformative learning that have
been documented in literature. To properly situate prefigurative learning, it will be analyzed not only
with respect to prefigurative politics, but rather against all other theoretical frameworks dealing with
learning as transformation.

The most widely cited framework for individual educational transformation is Jack Mezirow’s
(1997) theory of transformative learning, which locates change in the individual’s critical self-
reflection on a disorienting dilemma. Mezirow posited that the unit of change is the individual’s own
critical self-reflection and change in perspective (Mezirow, 1997, p. 5). Prefigurative learning differs
from Mezirow’s, in every aspect except for the use of the word transformation. The unit of
prefigurative learning is not an individual, but rather a collective. The mechanism is not reflection solely,
but rather, Freire (1970) referred to it as praxis, which is a dialectical thythm of action and reflection.
The outcome of prefigurative learning is not a revision of a personal worldview, but a sedimented
collective disposition, what Bourdieu (1990) refers to as “habitus”, which is a durable and transposable
set of dispositions that result from the repeated interactions of individuals within a set of social contexts
(p 53). This reshapes what a community experiences as normal, possible, and desirable (p. 506).

A closer parallel exists in social movement learning (Hall & Clover, 2005), which recognizes that
movements produce knowledge through collective action. Hall and Clover draw a useful
distinction between “incidental” learning, which occurs as a by-product of social movement
activities, and “durable” learning, which occurs through sustained collective action over time (p. 585).
Prefigurative learning, as this thesis conceptualizes, describes the process by which incidental social
movement learning becomes a member’s durable civic habit. Webb (2019) interprets this as a
“pedagogical feedback loop”, the repetition of prefigurative relations continuing to develop new
collective subjectivities, generating motivation for additional continuance of the developing
practice (p. 44). Yet Webb’s account remains embedded in social movement theory and does not fully
develop the concept as an educational one, leaving open precisely the question this thesis addresses:
what happens to participants, pedagogically, when prefigurative practice is sustained not as protest but
as a standing institutional form?

However, the literature on prefiguration in politics has not fully accounted for the impact of
ongoing prefigurative practices on the participants themselves, particularly the ways in which their
identities, dispositions, and capacities evolve. Research on social movements has primarily focused on
the degree to which the internal organization of a social movement corresponds with its articulated
objectives (Yates, 2021, p. 1034) and on the strategic significance of prefigurative
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actions to help a movement build momentum and sustain itself (Yates, 2021, p. 1038). Very little of
this research has considered education as an aspect of practice: what effect does participate in
ongoing horizontal consensus decision-making in a non-hierarchical manner have on those who
engage in this practice?

It is this gap that prefigurative learning, as defined here, is designed to fill. Building on Boggs (1977),
Yates (2015), and Maeckelbergh (2011), but moving beyond their political framing, prefigurative learning is
defined as: the educational process through which repeated participation in prefignrative relations transforms individual and collective
dispositions, producing capacities for collective judgment that persist independently of the erisis or other limit-situations that originally gave rise fo
them.

Three formal features set it apart from other related terms. The first feature is collectivity:
transformation is achieved collectively through relational practices performed by individuals, as a result,
the objects of such transformation are shared rather than isolated. The second feature is sustained
repetition in time: a single assembly meeting or an act of reaching consensus at a single assembly could
be described as krinein or exercising judgment outside of formal institutional structures (Chapter
1). None of these would be prefigurative learning on its own. The act becomes prefigurative learning
through what Bourdieu (1990, p. 54) refers to as the habitus being produced through repeated practices,
which occur over time. The third feature is functional transformation. Prefigurative learning does not
merely add to current abilities, it generates new ones. By adapting from Papastephanou’s (2025) (p. 390)
example of adaptation into exaptation, prefigurative learning reflects this definition of exaptation
through the repeated use of a structure originally created for one purpose, such as providing
emergency tutoring or helping during times of crisis. This structure was then adapted to create
something that was not an inherent quality of its original intent — a permanent infrastructure to
supportt collective civic actions. This does not represent a better use of the concept of emergency
pedagogy, it is something quite distinct from it.

This last distinction requires sharper theoretical framing than Chapter Three provided. Emergency
pedagogy reacts to an outside influence: the collapse of services, or a shortage of funds to provide
services is the stimulus for creating emergency pedagogy. Therefore, emergency pedagogy can be
viewed as having a substitutive form of logic. Emergency pedagogy only exists within a context of
“emergency”’. When the context of emergency is removed, the emergency pedagogy is removed as well.
Solidarity Schools provide a clear instance of this logic in their earliest phase: they were a response
to the inability of students to afford frontistiria (Zambeta, 2014, p.76). By contrast, prefigurative
learning does not replace something that has been lost, but it creates something completely new.
The logic of this type of learning is generative rather than reactive. Once the habitus has been
established -once the assembly has advanced from being perceived as emergency governance to being
understood as the normal mode of governance for a community- prefigurative learning becomes self-
reproducing (Bourdieu, 1990, p. 56). Webb (2019) asserts that prefigurative practices generate “new
radical subjectivities” not just new behaviors (p. 44). The Solidarity Schools crossed from emergency
pedagogy into prefigurative learning when the assembly stopped being a crisis tool and became a form
of life. These three characteristics- collectivity, repetition, and functional transformation - are not
derived from the Mesopotamia case. They are the conditions that any educational space must meet
to generate prefigurative learning. The question that follows, which sections 4.2 through 4.4 will
address, is what philosophical and institutional
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conditions make those three characteristics possible in the first place -and whether, once
understood, they can be deliberately designed rather than waited for.

4.2 The Philosophical Foundations of Prefigurative Learning

The previous section addressed prefigurative learning based on three main characteristics:
collectivity, repetition, and transformation. It has not yet been questioned what is needed for
prefigurative learning to begin, although the previous chapter covered what is needed to keep
prefigurative learning going (habitus and exaptation). The answer to this question can be found by using
the theoretical lens of Hannah Arendt's work on judgement and crisis. This theory can be further
established when relating Arendt's work on collective judgement to Freire's concepts of “praxis” and
the “inédito vidvel”

The first chapter demonstrated that there are specific types of judgment created through crises,
specifically, a judgement made that is binding and exists without pre-existing criteria available to be
drawn from: Foucault (as cited in DeCaroli) writes that crisis happens “where law is absent” and
“where tradition has fallen silent” (DeCaroli 2020 p. 176). What was not dealt with in chapter one,
however, was the more abstract question of where this capacity to create a judgement actually derives
from and what is required for it to exist as an act of physical manifestation in the political realm. Arendt
is the first philosopher to re-establish the historical relationship between crisis and judgement and to
provide the concept with its proper philosophical weight. According to Arendt, Judgement is not
merely incidental to one’s political existence, rather she states, “judgement is the most political of all of
man’s mental faculties” (Arendt 1978, as cited in DeCaroli 2020 p. 179). What gives judgment its
“political” dimension is that it cannot be validated in isolation, it requires a public space of equals
against whose standpoints one's own judgment is tested and refined.

Hannah Arendt in her Lectures on Kant's Political Philosophy (1982) develops the concept of seusus commmnis in
Kant's political philosophy. She contends that the sensus communis is not a natural sense of
commonality as it is typically understood. Rather, it is the cultivated capacity to make judgments in
relation to others, by moving imaginatively between standpoints, testing one's own position against
the widest possible range of perspectives. This “enlarged mentality” (erweiterte Denkungsard) means, in
Arendt's work, that one “trains one's imagination to go visiting”” (Arendt, 1982, p. 43): not absorbing
what others actually think but placing oneself at the standpoint they occupy in order to refine one's
own judgment against theirs. As Arendt puts it, genuine judgment requires “comparing our judgment
with the possible rather than the actual judgments of others, and by putting ourselves in the place
of any other man” (Kant, as cited in Arendt, 1982, p. 43). The criteria for judgment do not come
from outside the judging community. They emerge from within the act of judging itself, which is why
this capacity can only be exercised in public, among equals, in a space where different standpoints
actually meet.

It is necessary to pay close attention to how Arendt's analysis of judgment and sensus communis
relates to what we described in Chapter Three, because her own framework perhaps does not
directly lead us to read assemblies as communities where people collectively form judgments. For
Arendt, judgment forms as a solitary act. One forms a judgment alone using one's own imagination
by “going visiting”, but not in order to passively accept the views of another, rather to compare
and refine their own against those of another.

What we see in public is how we disclose and test the judgments we have formed through actions
and words with other people. To put this more clearly, an assembly in the Arendtian sense is best
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understood as a space of action, where all participants know themselves to be equal have an
opportunity to publicly disclose their judgment through speaking, and test their judgments against
the plurality of perspectives or standpoints of the different people present. An assembly is not a
place where judgements are made, but where they are exercised, and through that exercise,
gradually refined.

This reframing does not weaken the argument, it sharpens it. What the Solidarity School assemblies
provided, over time and through repetition, was not a mechanism for producing collective
judgments in single deliberative acts, but rather the sustained conditions under which the
imaginative capacity Arendt describes could be cultivated. Each assembly offered participants a
concrete plurality of standpoints to move between, students, teachers, parents, volunteers, each
bringing different social positions and experiences to a shared space. The sensus communis was
not produced by the assembly in any single instance but developed through the habitual practice
of appearing in that space, disclosing one's position, and returning, over months and years, with a
judgment refined by repeated exposure to the positions of others. The sensus communis was
cultivated systematically, not through formal doctrine, but through sedimentation into a habitual
mode of responding to communal experience.

A further qualification is necessary regarding Arendt's concept of sensus communis itself. For
Arendt, the public space of sensus communis is also political, however, this thesis purposely
diverges from that position, which was explained in the prior transition. Solidarity Schools are
voluntary, adult-inclusive civic spaces, where the participants are already engaged in civic life.
Therefore, there is an inseparable connection between how educational experiences affect and are
affected by civic experience. The reasoning for this divergence comes from borrowing from
Arendt not her institutional division of education from politics, but the imaginative and relational
qualities of collective judgment that she articulates, and as explored in this thesis, the educational
commons possess an ability to create and maintain those qualities of collective judgment in a very
distinctive way.

The transition from “krinein” to “kritik” is ultimately based in this philosophical relationship that
Arendt identifies: the link between the forced exercise of judgment under crisis conditions and the
developed, ongoing capacity for collective discernment that such exercise, sustained over time,
eventually produces.

The first structural condition that prefigurative learning requires is therefore a genuinely public
space within which to exercise collective critical judgment among equals and without recourse to
outside authority to legitimate it. Without such space, the development of an enlarged mentality
cannot begin because there is no plurality of standpoints to move between. The assembly at
Mesopotamia provided this space, and the crisis provided the reason to build it.

Where Arendt accounts for the political and philosophical nature of the judgment being cultivated,
Freire accounts for the educational mechanism through which that cultivation actually occurs. He
articulates two concepts that operate with the density of definition not found within his more
commonly referenced work on banking education. The first of these two concepts is praxis.
According to Freire (1970), praxis cannot be defined only by using the term practice. Praxis
represents the dialectical unity of reflection and action and is defined in this context as “reflection and
action on the world in order to transform it” (p. 51). The significance of that definition to the
argument rests in the inseparability of its two terms. If actions do not return to reflection, they
remain mere activism -motion without consciousness, repetition without development. And if
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reflection does not return to action, it becomes verbalism in the Freirian sense - words that do not
result in a changed world. Genuine learning can only occur through the continual cycle of acting on
the wortld, reflecting collectively on the product of that action, and returning to action with a new
understanding of what it requires.

This is an exact theoretical description of what occurred in the Solidarity Schools through the
structure of the assemblies. Participants took cooperative action, then reflected together on its
significance, and what it required of them, then took additional action informed by that reflection.
While assemblies serve as a mechanism for governance, they also provide a pedagogical feedback loop
as described by Webb, and it is this loop that allows for the transformation of the assembly's structure
from a response to an emergency situation into one capable of carrying the growth of a new collective
capability. Through ongoing and sustained praxis, participants developed habits through which
krinein transformed into kritik: the ongoing, crisis- independent practice of collective discernment,
independent of the presence of an emergency. This second structural condition is comprised of
sustained rhythms of collective action and reflection over time that are not adjudicated externally but
are maintained by the community itself.

> Inédito vidvelis Freire's Portuguese term, typically translated as “untested feasibility””. It refers to possibilities that are concealed
by limit-situations -conditions of oppression or constraint that render certain alternatives invisible -and that become
actionable once those conditions are perceived as contingent rather than natural (Freire, 1970, pp. 102-103).
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The third condition derives from a different portion of Freire’s work, one that connects more
closely with the particular role the crisis played in Mesopotamia. In Pedagogy of the Oppressed,
Freire posits that the conditions of oppression or constraint not only restrict opportunity but,
paradoxically, also creates opportunities. He refers to these moments as limit-situations: points at
which the systems that organize social life are revealed to be constructed rather than natural,
contingent rather than inevitable. Freire argues that, within and beyond these limit-situations lie the
untested possibilities he calls the zédito vidvel - possibilities that have always existed but have never been
tried, because the weight of existing arrangements made them unthinkable. When people begin to
see their condition as a threshold between present reality and future possibility rather than as a
concrete or fixed object. They begin to place their increasingly critical actions toward reaching the
untested feasibility that they perceive -what Freire (1970) calls the zédito viavel (p. 102).

The Greek crisis was exactly what most people would refer to a limitation of education. The
frontistiria system had established a natural relation to the assumption of education being
transactional on the market. Quality education was perceived as a commodity, meaning families
purchased access to knowledge or information at a price that was applied to the futures of that
family. Although the economic income levels for all households collapsed due to austerity, the
assumption of quality education being a commodity had not been affected by this event. There was
a change in society during the crisis regarding how families' resources to afford to finance tutoring
- made the previously irresponsible issue of whether education can be structured differently one
and the same (an issue the market had covered since before the crisis). The Solidarity Schools
represent the inédito viavel that the crisis made visible. The Solidarity Schools were never intended to
be a utopian design or model from any source outside of a group of citizens coming together to create
it from their own labor, on and in community spaces, at a weekly assembly, from resources from
their own sources. Crisis did not create this possibility, it removed the ideological barrier that had kept
it invisible.

The critical insight that follows is that this removal does not require a crisis in order to occur. A crisis
is one way- a violent and painful way - of exposing the contingency of existing structures. But critical
education can perform the same exposure through ordinary means. This is the hinge on which the
argument of this chapter turns, and it is what Section 4.4 will try to build upon: if the nédito vidvel
can be revealed through education rather than only through crisis, then the conditions for
prefigurative learning may be designable after all.

Arendt and Freire's contributions are not to be seen as simply external references or validations
applied to the Solidarity Schools to give credibility to what happened there, but rather the
philosophical and pedagogical vocabulary that enables these arguments to be communicated
clearly. The sensus communis names what the assembly cultivated. Praxzs names the mechanism through
which it was cultivated. The édito vidve/ names the condition of possibility that the crisis provided- and
that education, without a crisis, might also provide. Each of these is a structural requirement, a
feature of the environment without which prefigurative learning cannot begin. They remain, however,
philosophical conditions- necessary but not yet institutionally specified. The question that follows
is what kind of educational space is capable of holding them: a space that is genuinely public in
Arendt's sense, that sustains the rhythm of praxis Freire describes, and that keeps the inédito viavel
visible rather than allowing existing arrangements to naturalize once more.
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It is this question that the concept of the educational commons, developed in the following section, is
best placed to answer.

4.3 Education as Commoning: The Organizational Logic of Prefigurative Learning

This last section identified three conditions that prefigurative learning requires: equal status and
collective judgement in a truly public space, the sustained rhythm of praxis whereby that judgement
becomes a sedimented disposition, and the existence of an inédito viavel - the untested feasibility that
a crisis, or critical education itself, can make visible. These are all philosophical constructs that define the
conditions that must be present, but do not yet describe the types of institutions where they could
be formed. That is what we are answering in this part - what kind of educational environment
would be able to support an Arendtian sensus communis, a Freirean praxis, and continual visibility
of alternatives? The response to this question is not a method, a curriculum or policy framework - it
is commons.

The Solidarity Schools become more than a case study. They become an argument. Not an
argument about what happened during the crisis in Athens, but rather an argument about what
education is, or also could be organized differently. The distinction that makes this argument
possible is found in Korsgaard (2019). The distinction that this argument relies on is the definition of
two basic ways of understanding what a school does. The first is the common understanding, where
schools are transmitters of knowledge as commodities. In that the students now hold onto
something they would have owned, based on an agreement to exchange the knowledge held by the
teacher for something of equal value. The second is the teachers possessions and the students
possessing nothing of value until their possession is made available to them by the teacher. This is not
merely a description of private tutoring or elite education. The same proprietary logic- where the
teacher possesses knowledge and the student lacks it until it is transmitted -underlies most
formalized education systems, including public ones, even where no fee is charged. This is the
implicit framework that Korsgaard's (2019) analysis of educational enclosure exposes.

Korsgaard's alternative to an educational institution is the idea of “common” knowledge. There is a
clear distinction between these two things that is important to keep separate. When knowledge is
shared among the community, it does not get used up. As Korsgaard (2019) explains: “the teacher
and student who shares his knowledge does not sell it or lose it when sharing but rather turns it into
something common” (p. 453). This is not simply an idealistic vision of altruism but a structural fact
regarding common goods -unlike private goods, common goods do not become depleted through
use. When knowledge is treated as a common resource versus being treated as a commodity for
personal gain, the act of sharing that knowledge does not decrease how much the person sharing has
- the act of sharing produces something that belongs to both parties and the wider community who
is aware of the exchange. Therefore, what gives authenticity to an educational experience is not the
number of diplomas or credits a student has but rather the quality of collective attention as described
by Korsgaard (2019): the coming together of both students and teachers to examine a shared subject
of understanding, to recognize the nature of that understanding, to understand how that
understanding came to be, and to determine what that understanding means for each of the parties
who came into contact with it (p. 453).

The distinction between the educational commons and other forms of education is mapped to the
three conditions of 4.2 and provides a structural foundation for the educational commons to exist
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as more than a metaphor. When commoning creates a space for cooperation, it does so by
establishing: (1) plurality as a structural requirement of public space in Arendt's analysis because
common goods are the result of different perspectives around a common object, (2) equality of
participation as a structural requirement of public space in Arendt's theory because the
transformation of knowledge into a common object cannot occur where there are multiple
participants ranked differently in relation to the knowledge that others have produced, (3) the
absence of external authority to determine if knowledge is legitimate, since the educational
commons defines its own standards through the process of commoning. The first structural
condition of the sensus communis - the ability to hold a commitment to the larger community - is not
merely compatible with the educational commons but is what commoning nurtures and creates.

Commoning and praxis share a specific connection to each other. According to Korsgaard (2019),
“communing” does not refer to a singular moment of coming together. Rather, it is a practice of
“being with each other”, and as such is an ongoing action, rather than being a particular
achievement (p. 445). The educational commons create a thythm of collective action and reflection that
enables the kind of true learning proffered by Freire. The assembly does not only govern the
commons, but it is also a means through which the commons are brought into being or enacted.
Each assembly, during which participants discuss what they are learning, how they are learning it, and
what the school ought to be, constitutes an act of communing. In other words, the act of creating
a common space for all present to share in this process is itself an act of commoning, whereby
knowledge about the school’s own practice becomes a collective entity belonging to all present in the
assembly. The pedagogical feedback loop evidenced by Chapter Three using empirical evidence, is
in theory, the internal rhythm of the commons: acting together, reflecting together on that action,
and returning to act once again, with a shared understanding informed by the prior cycle.

The third condition, the inédito viavel, becomes institutionalized through the commons as
described by Kioupkiolis (2023) under his term the “pedagogical common”: where one's capacity to
learn, invent, communicate, govern and develop themselves is treated equally (p. 3). This idea is not
just an act of egalitarianism, it is the material institutional refutation of the commodity logic that helped
render the frontistiria system into a natural and inevitable experience. The Mesopotamia School
organized itself from the perspective that all teachers could learn and all students could play a role
in governance. It did not merely use different “teaching methods”, it rejected the ideological
assumptions upon which the market-based model of education relies - specifically that knowledge
is limited, that intelligence is distributed disproportionately and that the future must be allocated
based on cost. The educational commons make the inédito viavel visible, not through rupture but
through institutionalization. Education can be organized differently than what the market is used
to, as well as being successful when doing so. The commons keep alternatives present and
recognizable, rather than allowing established ways of doing things to become naturalized again.

The Mesopotamian School created an educational commons based on years of commoning
practices. Cappello et al. (2024) describe a commons as a space in which “the process of learning, the
transmission and acquisition of knowledge, and the methods of governing this process are
collectively managed and co-constructed by the entire educational community” (p. 2). This is not
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a description of the ideal. It describes the outcome of the Mesopotamian School's weekly
assemblies, volunteer teaching model and horizontal governance model over time. Mesopotamian
students did not receive degrees but rather developed capacities such as respect, collaboration,
freedom to express themselves, and critical thinking (Kioupkiolis, 2023, p. 10). These capacities do
not result from a formal curriculum. They are the characteristics of all members of a community of
practice who participate in a commons structure, and they reflect what this thesis has been
describing as kritik: the ability to develop collective discernment that does not depend on crises.

This is why Solidarity Schools outlasted the crises that originated them, and also why the answer to
the question posed in Chapter 2, what internal logic makes a horizontal structure able to reproduce
itself can now be fully articulated. The schools have not just existed through the crises which created
them, nor have they been able to establish themselves as institutions from the outside. Rather, the
commons themselves create the conditions for their own reproduction once the commons have
been established. A place where knowledge is treated as a commons, where decisions are made
collectively by assembly, and where the capacity of all participants to contribute equally is a given, does
not require an emergency context to justify its continued existence. The justification is in the practice
itself. Each act of commoning provides participatory examples of the fact that not just the alternative
is possible, but the alternative already exists. This is what will ensure that the inédito viavel remains
visible regardless of whether there is an emergency circumstance to reveal it.

Thus, the argument of the present section is not simply that the Solidarity Schools exemplified the
concept of the educational commons. It is that the educational commons are the institutional form that
gives the three structural conditions of prefigurative learning their concrete and reproducible shape.
Absent the commons, these conditions remain abstract philosophical ideas. However, when located in
a commons they become the specifications for designing a space where collective judgement can
occur, where praxis can be supported, and where alternatives can be kept visible both during periods
of crisis and on an ongoing basis as an inherent feature of education and learning. This latter
proposition will be the direct focus of the next section, can we deliberately build the educational
commons as the institutional form of prefigurative learning without waiting for a crisis to create it.

4.4 From Crisis to Design: The Conditions for Prefigurative Learning Without
Emergency

This thesis has viewed the central research question from several converging perspectives
throughout the chapters. The etymological and philosophical foundations of crisis were established in
Chapter One, the tracing of the concept of krinein and its derivative words and theories,
particularly that of critical judgement, were traced to when the familiar protocols of the past no
longer apply. Chapters Two and Three then moved from philosophy to practice: examining how the
Greek economic crisis created the conditions for kritik, how the Solidarity Schools enacted it, and
what mechanisms allowed those schools to survive and deepen long after the emergency that created
them had passed. Chapter Four situated all of this within a broader theoretical framework, drawing on
Arendt's account of collective judgment, Freire's concept of praxis, and the organizational logic of
the educational commons, to name what the Solidarity Schools had built and explain why it lasted.
While not providing a definitive answer to the question of whether or
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not these conditions can be deliberately designed, the thesis raise more questions: Can these
conditions be designed? Can a community build the educational commons deliberately, without a crisis
to make the alternative unavoidable?

The answer this thesis offers is neither a simple yes nor a simple no. What it offers instead is a
distinction.

What can be designed -precisely and deliberately - are the structural features that the educational
commons require. The assembly, the elimination of directors, a commitment to volunteer or
cooperative teaching, and a structure that gives students, teachers, and parents equal roles in
determining the collective life of the school are all design choices. None of these came about by
chance. They were all deliberately chosen and defended and have continued to be so against
attempts at institutionalization, professionalization, or hierarchy. As Kioupkiolis (2023, p. 4)
indicates, “the school's founding congress in 2018 adopted an explicit commitment to
deconstructing a teacher-centered paradigm and building a decentralized, autonomous and non-
hierarchical education system” .This is an example of a design statement that sets out a range of
structural options available to communities that they can choose to implement intentionally
regardless of whether they have done so in response to any crisis. Fielding and Moss (2010) provide
historical evidence that this type of intentional democratic design has existed long before Greece, such
as in Alex Bloom's post-war London school, the Just Community Schools of Lawrence Kohlberg
in the USA, and the municipal schools of Reggio Emilia, all of which had participatory governance,
horizontal relationships and collective inquiry at the core of their organizational commitments
rather than emergency improvisations (pp. 74, 99).

What cannot be directly designed is the biographical urgency that crisis provides- the moment when
existing arrangements become impossible to sustain, and alternatives become not just possible but
necessary. This limitation should not be underestimated. However, a mechanism has been already
defined by this thesis and can create this type of urgency: critical pedagogy, that occurs through an
intentional process.

While a crisis can create an urgency that causes people to rupture the ideology that holds the
“inédito viavel” within the visible realm, critical pedagogy produces an urgency by providing long-term
experiences that enable participants to see the current system of education as constructed,
contingent upon existing conditions, and therefore capable of being changed. Examples of such
cases exist in the historical cases documented by Fielding and Moss (2010) Bloom's post-war
London school, the Just Community Schools established by Kohlberg, and the Reggio Emilia
schools. All these examples were created without the need for an economic collapse, instead, they
required a community of practitioners who had previously reached the understanding that the
current model of education in the world was a choice, rather than a necessity. Once an
understanding like this is developed, it produces its own sense of urgency. It does not create an
urgency for survival, but rather, it generates an urgency in the sense that people can no longer act as
though the current system is an inevitability. This is the type of urgency that can be intentionally
designed, and this is the kind of urgency that critical pedagogy, delivered within an educational
commons, is intentionally designed to create.
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The first chapter of the thesis becomes central again at this point and thereby changes the design
question altogether. The first chapter of the thesis established that we are not in a time of isolated,
recoverable crisis, but a polycrisis, where there are multiple systemic failures (economic, ecological,
democratic and social) that converge and cascade into one another and exceed the ability of
institutions as they currently exist to respond (Janzwood and Homer-Dixon, 2022, p. 3; UN, 2024, p.
32). A polycrisis is not an event that will end and return us to normalcy. It is the condition of the
present. Therefore, the argument for the educational commons does not need to wait until a local
crisis creates urgency, urgency already exists. The inédito viavel of commons-based, horizontally
organized education is not invisible because the situation is comfortable, but rather because the
ideological power of the market-based model of education continues to reinforce its normalcy, when
the conditions that sustain this normalcy (stable economic growth, social mobility and merit-based
access) continue to deteriorate. The exposure of the normalcy of the market-based model of
education is not a crisis revelation in a polycrisis, but rather an educational task.

Freire’s contribution to our discussion at section 4.2 should be considered as an actual design
principle rather than just a theoretical framework. The purpose of critical pedagogy is to reveal the
contingency involved in existing arrangements. Specifically, it performs the same function as crisis does
by exposing that which has been manufactured and constructed as “natural.” When we understand
this, then we have a means of making the “inédito viavel” available to us without going through the
economic collapse that normally forces us into viewing it. Schools that are teaching their students
how to interrogate the distribution of knowledge, why some people have access to more future
potentiality than others, and how governance is established hierarchically in institutions that
profess to be for the common good, are providing a consciousness-raising experience. They are
producing an awareness of the limit-situation from which the alternative can be conceptualized and
visualized. These consciousness-raising experiences cannot be taught solely through curriculum, but
rather require the organization of the educational commons where the alternatives can be
experienced .You cannot learn about how to govern horizontally by only reading about it, but
rather, through your time engaging in horizontal governance over and over, until you have
sedimented horizontal governance into your habitus as described in Chapter Three.

Papastephanou (2025) provides the precise qualification that this argument requires. She cautions that
exaptive learning -the functional transformation of a structure from one purpose to another - does
not depend on crisis, but she also warns that it can be idealized: made to seem as if the mere intention
to transform is sufficient, when in fact exaptation requires real structural conditions and cannot be
produced simply by adopting its vocabulary (p. 390). To construct the educational commons there
must be true removal of hierarchy within a school. The movement of power away from hierarchical
systems into assemblies, organizing knowledge in common not by commodity - sustain these practices
long enough so that the community can find that these practices become their habitus not just their
policy. This is the difference between practicing rather than creating the educational commons and
what separates Mesopotamian schools from other schools that have claimed and proclaimed to have
values of democracy but have not implemented democracy within their structure.
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So, what exactly does it mean to use intentional design for the educational commons? The best
answers to this question will come from bringing together the entire arguments of this thesis. With that
in mind, we can summarize three main takeaways:

First, the intentional creation of a true public space is required where members of the community
come together as equals in a regular assembly to make group decisions and engage in judgement free
from outside influence. This is not a supplement to the school's educational function. It is its center,
because it is the space in which the sensus communis is cultivated and krinein becomes practice.

Second, commoning will be the organizing principle for learning rather than transferring
knowledge or knowledge being treated as a solitary object.

And lastly, it will require an approach to critical pedagogy that enables people to see the social
construction of current forms of schooling. The goal will be to embed the experience of seeing the
contingency of our current arrangements into the very fabric of the school's organization through
probing questions. Why is this community arranged as it is? What if the arrangement were made
differently? How will those answers affect what happens next?

These three aspects are not utopian, they are specific, practical and historically evidenced in
previous practices. The Solidarity Schools of Greece enacted all three without a design document,
because the crisis made them necessary. It is important to point out that this claim relates primarily to
Mesopotamia, as well as those schools that had similar types of structural organization. The broader
SSN includes schools operating under differing degrees of dependency and institutional restriction.
The degree to which prefigurative learning occurred across all of them remains an open question
that future empirical research could usefully address.

The question is whether or not it is possible to enact these kinds of schools as a matter of choice. The
answer to that question is, at least for now, “yes”.

The qualification -and it's an important qualification - is that enacting these schools is not without cost.
Fielding and Moss (2010) explain the challenges of horizontal democratic schools being created
within systems of competition and standardized measurement, arguing that “you do not do it by a
policy of marketisation and parental choice, which works, as we have seen, against those at the bottom
end of the hierarchy and further fragments an already badly divided society” (p. 131). Designing
educational commons in systems that reward those schools which do not follow the principles of
horizontal community building takes not only structural courage but also continuing commitment
from the community which built the Solidarity Schools when the crisis that created them no longer
exists. The ability to design the school systems in this way is possible. the sustainability of the design
will depend on whether the community that created the design is willing to gather the elements that
make up the assembly, continue the praxis, and keep the inédito viavel visible long enough to allow
the habitus to be formed. That is not a design problem, it is a political and educational problem,
which is, in the end, exactly where the thesis began.
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Conclusion: Crisis as Starting Point, Not Prerequisite

The question that gave this thesis its starting point - whether we only seek community when we are
in crisis- remained at the center of every chapter that followed. Together with the many other
questions that arose along the way, our original question cannot be left unanswered.

And the answer, of course, cannot be black or white. What we can say, after exploring all four
chapters, is that it is not always crisis that turns us toward community, but that we tend to do so far
more than we realize. Understanding why we do this, and how we might change it, are two
dimensions that go far beyond even our first question. They may, in fact, be among the most
important questions that the field of educational theory is called to ask right now.

The case this thesis worked with gave a solid foundation to see and understand what happens in
practice. The Solidarity Schools that the crisis created were not a state initiative. They were a citizen
initiative, born out of crisis. Their structures discussed extensively throughout- the horizontality, the
voluntary participation, the assemblies- all carried the logic of the commons, far removed from the
terms of the market. What makes these schools significant is their persistence over time, beyond
the end of the crisis that created them. That is what deserves to be noted. They acquired their own
existence, and their flourishing stopped being merely reactive and became something substantial.

In Chapter One, we started from the term “crisis” precisely because it contains within it both the
meaning and the answer to our question. Krinein, from its ancient root, does not describe
catastrophe, it describes the moment in which you can judge, in which you can be critical toward
anything imposed on you by society or by authority. Crisis, then, forced people to £rinein. Over time,
through practice and through the journey of it all, this act of crisis-judgment became something
else, something the Greeks also had a word for: £ritik. From a response to a single crisis, it became
a skill, a capacity to respond with critical judgment regardless of whether a crisis exists.

Chapters Two and Three explored this transition through the concrete example of the Solidarity
School of Mesopotamia. Even though crisis was the starting point, it made it possible to see
something beyond itself. These schools remained alive long after the crisis had passed, and what kept
them alive was precisely their organization, their autonomous organization. The practice of that
autonomy came through the assemblies, through horizontal acts, through the relationships between
teachers, students, and parents, day after day, year after year, until it left something behind that eventually
became part of how they lived. What Bourdieu called habitus gave this process its theoretical name.
And the structural explanation for what these schools became is found in Papastephanou's exaptive
learning: these schools did not simply adapt an emergency function, they transformed it into something
no one had imagined.
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In Chapter Four, the focus of the discussion was whether this transformation can happen
intentionally, whether we can build the conditions for prefigurative learning without waiting for a crisis
to arrive. Although the answer to that question is yes, it is very important to emphasize the structural
features that make it possible. The assembly, the removal of hierarchy, the commitment to treating
knowledge as a common good rather than a commodity, these can all be deliberately designed. They
are choices, not accidents.

Of course, alongside the analysis of all these structural and non-structural features, and alongside the
answers offered across all four chapters, it is important to acknowledge that this thesis also has its
limitations. The case we used is, obviously, one case in one specific city, shaped by specific
conditions-a pre-existing left-leaning culture, a particular neighborhood, a particular network of
volunteers and activists -that cannot simply be transferred to every situation. Prefigurative learning is
also a theoretical concept, not one with a proven empirical outcome, and we are not claiming to have
demonstrated it through empirical data. What we can say we have done with this theory is offer a
conceptual framework built on existing evidence and open a conversation within the existing
literature around questions that have not been asked enough and have not yet been sufficiently
answered.

It should also be made clear that not all aspects of the Solidarity Schools were free of tension
(Kioupkiolis, 2023). Prefigurative learning operated simultaneously with a more traditional
curriculum-based exam-preparation program, therefore, among all participants, the democratic
objectives of Solidarity Schools were not realised fully or equally. As explained by Kioupkiolis
(2023), students have limited structural reasons to attend assemblies and the horizontal structure
of Solidarity Schools was most evident for educators and volunteers, rather than for students
through their experiences of their academic work. Additionally, Zambeta (2014) has shown that
many of the solidarity schools in Athens continue to rely on municipal resources, which limits their
ability to operate autonomously in a manner that the pre-existing activist network in Mesopotamia
allowed. Consequently, the model of Mesopotamia does not accurately reflect the entire
movement; thus, the extent to which prefigurative-learning occurred consistently across all of the
Solidarity Schools Network is an empirical question at this time. More broadly, caution regarding
exaptive learning, as made by Papastephanou (2025), is warranted, in order to generate the
transformation discussed in this thesis, it is not enough to simply use the language of exaptive
learning and to reproduce the superficial features of exaptive learning. Horizontal assemblies that
do not fully support self-governance, commons that do not fully support collective management,
and critical pedagogy that is not embedded in the organizational structure of the school itself will
not generate prefigurative learning will generate its appearance. The Solidarity Schools worked,
where they did, because the structural commitments were real and sustained over time. That is not

a reason for pessimism, but it is a reason for precision.

It is a fact that we are living in the age of a polycrisis, as we established in Chapter One. The
question we ask once more is whether we can make use of the tools available to us to build
communities with a pedagogical foundation, without waiting for crisis to appear as the only way out.
The Solidarity Schools showed us how possible it is to build these communities under pressure.
The argument of this thesis is whether it is equally possible to build them by choice. The difference
between those two paths is not a question of design. It is a political question and, in the end, that is
exactly what education has always needed to address as well.
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