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Digitally networked platforms are transforming interpersonal 
relations and the occupation of urban space, including how 
home and the domestic are understood and enacted. Despite 
a rhetoric of openness, neutrality and sharing, the penetration 
of digital platforms into the domain of architecture is resulting 
in increased individualization and financialization—extend-
ing the managerial logic of late capitalism deeper into the 
domestic sphere. On one hand, the networks of this platform 
capitalism—from Uber to Airbnb and beyond—allow a dis-
tributed, fluid mode of exchange, fostering forms of flux and 
openness that exceed the comparatively-static models that 
preceded them. By altering patterns of interaction, consump-
tion, travel, and more, digital sharing platforms are re-shaping 
the way private and public spaces are conceived and used 
for work, leisure, and living. On the other hand, this fluid-
ity is too often accompanied by a dissolution of stability and 
mutual obligation, leading to precarious forms of life. In the 
process, the centralized model of domesticity ebbs in favour 
of a decentralization of domestic space—pushing domesticity 
beyond the bounds of the individual domicile into collective 
and urban space.

The nine theses of this paper comprise a call for a critical 
re-evaluation of the trajectories of distributed domestic-
ity—examining both historic experiments and contemporary 
digitally-networked permutations. The theses are a foray into 
the realm of platform domesticity: excavating new trajectories 
from both platform and domestic to inform future models 
of ‘home.’ To do so, the paper traces three independent but 
overlapping trajectories in the decentralization of domestic 
space: the austere dwelling, the collective dwelling, and the 
networked dwelling.  Emerging forms of domesticity entangle 
aspects of the austere, collective, and networked in novel 
ways—and do so with a variety of attitudes to technology, 
control, politics, and design. In response, the paper argues 
that platform domesticity requires a renewed conception of 
conviviality and agency: a right to the platform.

 
 

1.0. Digitally networked platforms are transforming 
interpersonal relations and the occupation of urban 
space, including how home and the domestic are 
understood and enacted. 

1.1. Over the past decades, digitally mediated and data-driven 
network technologies—‘platforms’—have altered patterns 
of interaction, consumption, travel, and more. In the process 
of doing so, they have likewise begun to re-shape the way 
public and private spaces are conceived and used. On the 
one hand, physical urban resources such as housing, mobility, 
and even human labour, are becoming digitally managed via 
various ‘sharing’ platforms such as Airbnb, Uber, or TaskRabbit. 
Conversely, digital platform-based companies are venturing 
into new roles as active producers of urban spaces themselves, 
as seen in the case of Toronto’s waterfront redevelopment 
by Google/Alphabet’s Sidewalk Labs,1 housing prototypes by 
Airbnb’s design studio Samara,2 or the patents filed by Amazon 
for everything from drone fulfilment centers to augmented 
reality furniture.3

1.2. While platforms have been discussed from an economic 
point of view,4 there is a growing recognition of the need to 
engage them through a specifically spatial lens. An emerging 
subject of critical urban research, platform urbanism,5 is 
concerned with both the “functional reconstitution of city 
design and services as a platform” and with the implications 
of digitally networked technologies in our everyday socio-
spatial practice.6

1.3. A key arena of transformations is the home. In place of the 
centralized notion of domesticity—understood as the private 
living space of the nuclear family—the contemporary home is in 
flux. Amidst broader societal shifts, such as changing household 
demographics and gender roles, domesticity today is being 
decentralized, predominantly through digitally networked 
platforms, into a heterogeneous, multi-scalar, mediated, and 
increasingly commodified constellation.7 This platformization 
of the home permeates contemporary urbanism, from the 
conversion of formerly-domestic spaces into short-term rental 
products via Airbnb, to the dis-placement of public/private 
and production/reproduction dichotomies across urban space 
via Facebook and Slack. Platforms so pervade contemporary 
thinking that they even crop up at the furthest extreme of 
domesticity—homelessness.8
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1.4. Given these profound changes, architectural investigations 
of new forms of domesticity and their relationship to urbanity at 
large have likewise been on the rise. Recent exhibitions focusing 
on domestic space include Home Economics at the 2016 Venice 
Biennale9 and House Vision 2016 in Tokyo.10 Similarly, collectivity 
on the urban scale has been the theme of two Seoul Biennales 
(Imminent Commons and Collective City), and of the upcoming 
2020 Venice Biennale, How will we live together? For chief 
curator Hashim Sarkis, living together foregrounds our con-
nectivity across digital and real space, and the ability to form 
communities based on equity and inclusion11—concerns at the 
heart of the rise of platform urbanism. 

1.5. These nine theses comprise a call for a critical re-evaluation 
of the trajectories of distributed domesticity—examining both 
historic experiments and contemporary digitally-networked 
permutations. Thus the theses are also a foray into the realm 
of platform domesticity: excavating new trajectories from both 
platform and domestic to inform future models of ‘home.’

2.0. Despite a rhetoric of openness, neutrality and 
sharing, the penetration of digital platforms into 
the domain of architecture is resulting in increased 
individualization and financialization—extending the 
managerial logic of late capitalism deeper into the 
domestic sphere. 

2.1. As media researcher Tarleton Gillespie argues, platform-
based corporations capitalize on the multiple, specific, yet 
elusive meanings of ‘platform’—alternately evoking computa-
tional infrastructure, architectural condition, figurative space, 
and political program. This allows them to portray their services 
as an “open, neutral, egalitarian and progressive support for 
activity”12 while ultimately retaining a tremendous amount 
of control in their position as mediator. Despite rhetorically 
touting this as ‘sharing,’ the relationships incentivized by these 
platforms push users—and architecture—away from collective 
control and toward an individualistic, ‘optimized,’ post-political, 
and financialized domestic sphere.13

2.2. Looking beyond rhetoric to the form and political structures 
that platforms produce, what is left is a potent means of 
organizing society. Paralleling larger societal shifts, platforms 
have adopted a decentralized operational logic often referred 
to as modulation:14 “[i]n their position as an intermediary, 
platforms gain not only access to more data but also control and 
governance over the rules of the game.”15 Platforms capitalize 
on two contemporary cultural phenomena: an increasing 
fixation on self-optimization16 and the growing demographic of 
the precarious subject.17 Platforms appear to sell the vision and 
the means of achieving a lifestyle that fosters self-actualization 
while providing a way to resist financial and social precarity. 

2.3. Once people have entered the platform, market logics 
of competition and self-optimization inevitably but subtly 

influence user response—in turn altering how they relate to 
everything from their job to their domestic sphere. As these 
logics extend outward to markets beyond the platform, this 
spread engulfs even non-participants.18 In both technology and 
urbanism, platforms are increasingly “becoming owners of the 
infrastructure of society.”19 In this manner, platforms become a 
new mode of privatized governance. 

3.0. To situate the impact of platforms on the 
domestic sphere, one can trace three independent 
but overlapping trajectories in the history of domestic 
space: the austere dwelling, the collective dwelling, and 
the networked dwelling. 

3.1. The model of centralized domesticity has begun to 
transform in the face of contemporary economic shifts, blurring 
the distinctions between home/work, unit/network, solitary/
collective. This is far from the first time that economic shifts have 
driven a renegotiation of the domestic condition. The modern 
notion of the home as the isolated, gendered sphere of social 
reproduction is a historically recent phenomenon, emerging 
during the early nineteenth century concurrently with the birth 
of the ‘private individual’ of industrial capitalism.20 Throughout 
the past century, the isolated domicile housing the nuclear 
family was fundamental to the organization of the welfare state, 
and has, ostensibly, outlived its neoliberal dismantling.21

3.2. However, the ongoing shifts in lifestyles, employment, and 
communication propelled by platform urbanism are eroding 
the hegemony of the single-family home and the condominium 
unit. Decentralized forms of domesticity have come to the 
fore, unbundling the home from the individual domicile and 
intertwining it with larger networks of urban space. These new 
models vary dramatically in tenor—from the most precarious of 
existences to generous sites of collective life. Handled poorly, 
they pose a significant degradation in domestic condition; 
handled well, they harbour a potential to become new sites of 
urban coexistence—a convivial domesti-city. 

3.3. To understand this emergent condition, three independent 
but also overlapping trajectories become crucial points of 
analysis. The first is the reduction of components of the domestic 
unit to an austere minimum. The second is the decentering of 
components from the unit into a localized collective realm, 
which forms an amenity of physical resources and sociability. 
The third is the distribution of domesticity across urban 
networks, extending it through multiple spatial and temporal 
frames. These trajectories of decentralization are discernible 
in contemporary housing experiments and hold particular 
relevance to the contemporary platform-urbanism condition.

4.0. Decentralized domesticity is characterized by a 
trajectory toward the austere dwelling, in which the 
components of the domestic unit are minimized and 
reduced. 
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4.1.While the reasons for this reduction vary dramatically from 
case to case, it is often the protean point from which a turn 
toward decentralized dwelling begins. The ‘minimum dwelling’ 
has made a return to discourse and practice in the face of 
escalating housing crises in Western countries.22 The rise of 
studios, microunits, ‘Tiny Homes,’ and the like follow a deeply 
familiar logic—bearing an operational and spatial (if rarely 
ideological) resemblance to the many socialist, feminist, and 
modernist experiments that preceded them.

4.2. The austere dwelling is often motivated by a move toward 
economy for efficiency and plentiful provision of housing. As 
epitomized by the modernist Existenzminimum social housing 
experiments of the twentieth century, a desire to standardize 
production and reduce costs often prompts designers to 
minimize the space of the individual unit as well as the 
number of types of units.23 In turn, questions of what the ideal 
minimal unit is and how it should be configured have driven 
generations of architectural investigation—most notably the 
Weißenhofsiedlung exposition, the social housing projects 
of Weimar Germany and Red Vienna, and the constructivist 
housing experiments of Soviet Russia.24

4.3. In response to contemporary housing crises and soaring 
housing costs, a reduction in unit size and quality has become 
a crucial subject  in current debates on housing. Developers 
and neoliberal governments alike have invested heavily in 
this narrative, posing the increased provision of housing 
as contingent upon a reduction in personal living quality. 
Perhaps unsurprisingly, there is a direct relationship between 
decreased size of unit and increased per-square-foot profit—
making ‘micro’ living an increasingly profitable proposition both 
monetarily and via the ‘progressive’ branding and symbolic 
capital it generates for private developers. Yet as microunits 
spread, concerns have emerged about their implications on 
sociality, health, and equity,25 leading citizens and governments 
to push back on them in favor of maintaining or restoring unit 
size and amenity minimums.26

4.4. Throughout these varied examples of the austere dwelling, 
the question of collective space continually re-emerges as 
a key locus of experimentation. An implicit bargain is often 
struck: reduce the individual unit, but enrich locally shared 
space in response. In doing so, the austere dwelling ties into a 
second trajectory in the history of decentralized housing: the 
collective dwelling.

Figure 1. Models of dwelling. Conceptual diagrams, authors.
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5.0. Decentralized domesticity is also characterized by 
a trajectory toward the collective dwelling, in which 
components of domestic space are held collectively 
within a localized cluster. 

5.1. The collective dwelling treats the unit as a private enclosure 
in a collective field. Domestic activities occur in spaces held in 
common but still distinct from the city at large—a localized 
sphere typically tethered to the single building or development. 
The many variations of this model exist along a wide spectrum 
of generosity of the collective realm, likewise enabling varying 
degrees of control and agency over its management and 
transformation.

5.2. As political and market challenges to ‘shoebox’-style 
microunits mount, developers have begun to turn to a version of 
microunits that, perhaps ironically, closely mimic early socialist 
experiments in collective living. Referred to most generally as 
‘share-houses,’ these projects often resemble dormitories with 
shared kitchens, living rooms, ping-pong lounges, and more. 
Such developments—increasingly re-branded as ‘co-living’ 
spaces or ‘roommate communities’—have experienced a 
particular resurgence in a number of housing-strapped cities.27 
Share-houses are rarely cooperatively owned or managed, 
instead being owned and run by companies—including a 
generation of ‘co-living startups’ with names like Bungalow, 
Startcity, X Social Communities, WeLive, or Common.28

5.3. Share houses can be understood as a privatization and fi-
nancialization of cooperative housing developments—a parallel 
lineage that continues apace. Cohousing models are increas-
ingly touted both as a sociable alternative to the isolation of 
the single-family model and an affordable, non-financialized 
alternative to the housing-as-investment-asset model.29 In the 
case of R50, a baugruppe in Berlin designed by Jesko Fezer and 
Heide & von Beckerath, this opens potentials for both collective 
space and a larger engagement with the city. The ground-level 
collective space is explicitly designed to interface with the city 
beyond the bounds of the development—welcoming friends 
and neighbors in for movie nights and dinners.30

5.4. In these projects as in the socialist collective-housing 
experiments of the twentieth century, the often-austere nature of 
personal space serves a function both functional and ideological. 
When coupled with a generous collective realm, austerity of the 
unit promotes forms of communal life. While examples of collective 
housing like the Narkomfin Building in Moscow or the Isokon Flats 
in London have long held an outsized influence in the discipline,31 
an example attracting renewed attention in theory of late is Hannes 
Meyer’s Co-op Interieur. This is perhaps unsurprising given its oddly 
timely character—as Pier Vittorio Aureli puts it, “we can imagine 
Co-op Interieur dialectically, as both the rendering of our increasing 
precarious domestic life and as the harbinger of space for anyone 
like a universal basic right.”32 In it, we see a shift in attitude not only 
to collective space as a counterweight to private-property-based 

models of domesticity, as Aureli emphasizes in his writings, but also 
to a larger, networked conception of collective space. 

5.5. Co-op Interieur points to a model of domesticity in which 
shared space need not be tethered to an individual development. 
Instead, it could be treated as a system of domestic space 
bursting forth from the unit and weaving itself throughout the 
urban fabric. In doing so, the collective dwelling overlaps with 
a third trajectory—that of a networked conception of home.

6.0. Decentralized domesticity is similarly characterized 
by a trajectory towards the networked dwelling, in 
which components of domestic space are distributed 
beyond the individual unit and localized aggregate into 
the city. 

6.1. Dispersion of domestic elements can happen across 
multiple spatial and temporal frames, propelled by a spectrum 
of conditions: the pursuit of emancipation through opening up 
the domestic to the urban political arena; the convenience of 
consuming domestic activities within commercial establish-
ments; the blurring of spaces of production, reproduction 
and consumption by digital platforms; or the desire for (or 
precarious circumstance of) dwelling entirely in the network.

6.2. A key tendency toward networked domesticity emerges from 
feminist conceptions of ‘homes without housework.’ As Heynen 
describes, the suffragettes of the late nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries redefined and redesigned domestic space in 
a shared, networked manner. Domestic activities are decentered 
from the individual home, instead providing communal kitchens, 
laundry facilities, and childcare as a way to “rationalize the extent 
to which each individual woman [has] to cater for her family, thus 
freeing them from the narrow bonds of one-family domesticity.”33 
One of many architects inspired by the advocacy of Charlotte 
Perkins Gilman to develop designs for cooperative housekeep-
ing,34 Alice Constance Austin’s scheme for a garden city in Llano 
del Rio, California comprises an urbanized domestic network of 
kitchenless houses. In “a clear statement about the possible form 
of a town without private housework,”35 each house was to be 
connected to a central kitchen through a complex underground 
network of tunnels used to deliver cooked food, laundry and other 
items. A more recent but similarly influential example are the urban 
kitchens of Lima, Peru. In existence since the 1970s and operating 
as publicly accessible spaces inside private dwellings, the kitchens 
provide food at a reduced price to nearly half a million people 
daily and employ over one hundred thousand women. According 
to Anna Puigjaner, these are not only networks of food distribu-
tion but that of empowerment: “infrastructures to develop critical 
awareness, literacy, and a sense of belonging, to improve health 
education, to obtain personal income.”36

6.3. Another tendency toward networked domesticity has 
been observed in the megacities of Tokyo and Seoul, where the 
combination of high urban densities and extensive public trans-
portation networks have precipitated the dispersion of certain 
domestic activities—such as singing, net-surfing, movie-watching, 
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comic-reading, bathing, or sex—into commercialized spaces. 
Jorge Almazán and Yoshiharu Tsukamoto define the phenomena 
of monetized access to personal spaces on an hourly basis as 
‘dividual space.’37 They argue that dividual space embodies and 
enacts a liminal form of domesticity in urbanity: it “compensates, 
reproduces or replaces spaces and qualities associated with home. 
[It] serves as a kind of buffer zone for disparate and fragmented 
lifestyles produced by rapid demographic and cultural shifts in East 
Asia.”38 These temporary, non-committal forms of socialization 
recast domesticity “as a social condition that expands the possi-
bilities of city dwelling.”39

6.4. This movement toward the network is further exacerbated by 
the integration of the digital platforms of Web 2.0 into domestic 
life, eroding the boundaries between consumption, production 
and reproduction. For theorist Georges Teyssot, the contempo-
rary condition of living has become ‘topological,’ with former 
limits between interior and exterior, and private and public shifted 
or altogether erased by the continuity of digital networks.40 The 
space of the home and even its most mundane contents are being 
recast as services provided by and exchanged across platform-
capitalist networks, contributing to “the colonisation of everyday 
life by information processing.”41 Similarly, the home is increas-
ingly mobilized by capital through the expansion of ‘work’ into the 
reproductive sphere. The constant engagement and interaction 
demanded by the telematic milieu of digital networks foster a “new 
model of normativity ... that requires 24/7 temporalities for its 
realization”—from which sleep, a profoundly useless and intrinsi-
cally passive activity, constitutes the only escape.42 In their recent 
project “A Civilization Without Homes,” amid.cero9 explores the 
idea of sleep as a form of resistance to this condition, serving to 
ground a new mode of collective domesticity.43

6.5. ‘Being-networked’ thus can variously mean liberation and 
precarity—a contradiction inherent to the fully distributed 
condition of domesticity, nomadism. The figure of the nomad44 
has appeared repeatedly throughout architectural experiments 
in the twentieth century, such as the drifter of Constant’s New 
Babylon, the urbanite of Archigram’s Cushicle and Suitaloon, or the 
‘nomad girl’ of Toyo Ito’s Pao. By reducing domesticity to portable, 
near-immaterial enclosures or eliminating enclosure altogether, 
such projects present a form of inhabiting that questions existing 
boundaries and suggests “new locations where exchanges are 
produced, the new locations where, perhaps, parallel ways of living 
the public and the private are currently emerging, ways more suited 
to the processes of transformation our lives are submitted to.”45 
Yet whereas the generative creativity of this ephemeral existence 
remains a virtue for these theoretical vagabonds, nomadism in 
practice is often far less idealized. Displacement, homelessness, 
and other forms of precarious urban life are, in a sense, an ultimate 
decentralization of domesticity—a complete erasure of distinction 
between the will of the economy and the life of the individual.

7.0. Emerging forms of domesticity entangle aspects of 
the austere, collective, and networked in novel ways—
and do so with a variety of attitudes to technology, 
control, politics, and design. 

7.1. By returning to these historic trajectories, we find new lenses 
to contextualize contemporary trends under platform urbanism. A 
formerly centralized domesticity is becoming relational in different 
ways through its decentralization. Once freed from a normative 
relationality (the nuclear family), people are free to establish 
alternative forms of association. New models are emerging, and can 
be placed via an analysis of their topologies—the ways in which they 
connect and disconnect, engage and disengage from networks, and 
in turn shape domestic relations. Topology, as Robert Alexander 
Gorny puts it, is a way to trace “the fine conceptual line between 
forms of separation (addressed in terms of living ‘alone together’) 
and modes of relationality (as living ‘together apart’).”46 He 
continues, “[i]n this relational view, rather than being an apparatus 
of enclosure, or having the function to separate, architecture works 
as a ‘machine’ determining what is related to what”—a connecting 
and separating enclosure as much as it is a ‘platform.’
7.2. Topology draws attention to, on one hand, engagement or dis-
engagement with each of the tendencies, while on the other hand 
also qualifying the tenor of that engagement (acceptance, rejection, 
and innumerable middle grounds and qualified reframings). For 
instance, one could have a partial rejection of the austere dwelling 
but a deep engagement with collectivity and networks—similar to 
the R50 baugruppe. One could have a total withdrawal from ideas 
of collectivity and the urban network, but also a total rejection 
of the austere dwelling—as in the ‘Fortress for Four’ conception 
of single-family suburban homes. This yes/no but also yes, and 
qualified logic permits a proliferation of interpretations to emerge 
from the simple form of the three trajectories. Similarly, the models 
charted with this approach make no intrinsic value judgements—
accommodating both optimistic and pessimistic manifestations. In 
this way, it not only allows placement of the examples previously 
discussed, but also to project beyond them. As such, we might 
envision a series of models of decentralized dwelling similar to the 
incomplete menagerie shown in the diagrams.

8.0. Platform domesticity requires a renewed conception 
of conviviality and agency. 

8.1. A common error is to conflate the idea of being embedded 
in a network with being collectively-controlled or fostering 
shared life. Time and again, the refrain goes: the more 
connected something is, the more collective it is—an elision 
used to advocate for digital networks from the early Internet 
onward to contemporary platform-capitalist networks. Rather, 
as media theorist Alexander Galloway reminds us, power and 
control persist and take on new forms in the move to decen-
tralized networks.47 Platform technologies open new potentials 
for emergent forms of collectivity, but by no means guarantee 
them—rather, it hinges on the design and disposition48 
of the platform.

8.2. Instead of ‘networked-or-not,’ the key question is one of 
agency. Who has control over the platform and its constituent 
components? Who is able to request, enact, or prevent change? 
Are the platforms collectively produced and democratically 
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contestable, or are they rigid, managerial, and indirect in 
their exercise of power? Whether a social media platform or 
a network of domestic space, the same questions of agency, 
politics, democratic control, and collective production apply.49

8.4. In turn, this essay concludes by repurposing a concept from 
philosopher and critic of institutions Ivan Illich: the notion of 
conviviality. For Illich, conviviality is a way of analyzing the social 
implications of tools, broadly construed—from the most prosaic 
daily implements to society-spanning networks like those that 
form platform capitalism. Conviviality, then, denotes “a society 
in which modern technologies serve interrelated individuals 
rather than managers.”50 These should be “com plementary, 
enabling tools which foster self-realization”—tools that “do not 
enslave people, but serve them, helping them to communicate, 
develop and live together.”51

8.5. From these quotes we can develop a revised, clarified 
definition of conviviality for the era of the platform: tools 
controlled by, and conducive to the formation of, a collective. 
This notion appears clearly in a number of proto-decentralized 
models of domesticity; for instance, baugruppen with their self-
determining, democratically-controlled property rights and 
investment platforms. Many similar models of commoning and 
collective control over space exist,52 though they tend to skew 
toward public and open spaces rather than dealing explicitly 

with domesticity. As such, the full potential of such a model—a 
networked ‘domesticity held in common’—remains to be ex-
trapolated and explored.

9.0. Platform domesticity calls for a Right to the 
Platform. 

9.1. In many ways, Illich’s notion of conviviality points to a 
potential reworking of the idea of the right to the city developed 
by Henri Lefebvre and his followers. What is needed today is a 
notion of a right to the platform:53 a critique of platforms, both 
digitally-mediated and architectural, based on individual agency 
in the production of (platform) space. As geographer Maroš 
Krivý states, “[e]ven if we are all platform urbanists, some are 
in a position to design platforms, which others are compelled to 
use, the ‘nudgers’ and ‘nudgees’ so to speak.”54 For architects 
and designers in particular, who are implicated in the creation 
of platforms both physical and digital, this critical engagement 
is of utmost importance. 

9.2. What are the architectures—the collective forms—of such 
a model, and how might they point toward new modes of urban 
coexistence? The specific agency of architecture in drawing and 
articulating the bounds of individual and collective, shared and 
urban, forces us to “reconsider the formation of [domesticity] 

Figure 2. Hybrid models of domesticity. Conceptual diagram, authors.
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as a boundary-drawing practice,”55 in turn examining how the 
topologies of domestic space make new forms of urban togeth-
erness possible. Re-telling the histories of austere, collective, 
and networked forms of dwelling draws out the potentials 
latent in such models—in response suggesting new capabilities 
for the architect.

9.3. The distributed, immanent forms of power that underlie 
sharing platforms raise a host of questions—not least around 
issues of agency and ethics. How might collective domesticities 
recapture their heritage in commoning and solidarity? Could 
spatialized counter-platforms form a basis for sharing of both 
space and agency itself? In such a reworking of the dominant 
spatial practices of neoliberalism, architects can open new 
ways to reclaim platform domesticity from platform capitalism. 
Yet more fundamentally, this examination can refract back 
onto architectural practice itself: in this way, decentralized 
domesticity becomes an avatar for understandings of agency 
in architecture.

Figure 3. Hybrid models of domesticity. Conceptual diagrams, authors.
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