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ABSTRACT

PLATFORM: AS AN EARTHLY ARCHITECTURAL GROUND

Soysa) Zeynep
Doctor of PhilosophyArchitecture
Supervisor: Prof. DIAy k en Savak

August 2025181 pages

This thesis deciphers architectural platform as both a spatigheackticakelement

that redefines the relation between architecture and ground. It proposes that ground
is not a given condition but a constructed one, made through drawing, represgntation
and inhabitation. Within this frame, platform is not simply a structural base; it is an
epistemologicaklementthat makesarthlegible by articulatingground mediating
systems, and enabling inhabitation. It is theorizsdan interface whicls a
geneative condition through which architecture constructs its relation to the earth.
As such, it offers a conceptual perspective for reconsidering how architecture
grounds itself in both material and representational terms. The thesis develops along
three trgectories: a theoretical and historical survey of architectural graramng

of platform as spatial construct; and a situated study of platform as an architectural
element that forms ground through repetition and modulation. By shifting attention
from form to ground, and from object to operation, the thesis proposes a critical
framework for understanding architectural space. Thus, platform is proposed as an
element through which architecture reflects on its disciplinary foundations and

confronts how it daws, occupies, and transforms ground.



Keywords:Architectural ground, surface, platform,
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Soysa) Zeynep
DoktorgaMi mar | ék
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AJ u s2025 481 sayfa

Bu tez, mimari platformu hem maksal hem déeorikb i r ar a- ol ar ak - ©:
mi mar|l ék il e zemin araséndaki Pl kki oyl y
kokul dejil, -izim, temsiliyet ve kull an
ol dujunu °ne s¢rer. Bu blajbiamdtaatpdratd ejrim,
okunabi |l ir , ansalklarakkergulanahiliesh enedcke | di J i epi sten
ara- ol ar.8k eke-avedeéeyr platform yalnézca
yézeyl eri ekl eml eyer ek, wd sy%%ndleirm airlae éyne
m¢emken kélarak zemini 0 k un Phatfortndliradam e pi s
edil gen bir destek dejil, mimarl €] én yer\
kokul ol arak kavramsall aktéemeéederd?® Pd aatt £ ro¢
kesitler ¢retir, kot farkleéeleklaré taném
Bu y°n¢gyl e, mimarl éjén zemine hem maddi F
yeniden d¢ke¢gnmeye ol anak s aljdzaapgekserk avr am
etraféenda gel i kKir: mi mar i zemine dair ku
me k ©n s a l bir kur gu ol ar ak i ncel enmesi ;

sahnel eme yoluyl a zemi ni kur an bir mi m
Bi -i mdennegnedets pe g€ ael en b u d¢kKegnsel kaym
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mimari melan é n el e al éneéx bi-i mine dair el exktir

Platform mi mar | é]J én Kkendi di sipliner temell eri
-ibzdi g, I Kgal ¢etstorjus uwd ad?%%nrnzH texrmks]i ni saj
olarak ©°nerilir.

Anahtar KelimelerMi ma r i zemin, y¢gzey, platform
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION :
WHY, HOW, WHICH PLATFORM?

Ground isnot a fixed or natural condition. It is constructed, negotiated, and
continuously redefined through processes of abstraction, inhabitation and
transformation.Through abstraction, ground is rendered legible and projectable
surveyed, measured, and inscdbeith representational logics that translate the
irregularities of terrain into architectural and cartographic systems. Plans, sections,
and maps do not merely describe ground; they constitute it as a formalized field open
to design interventionThrough inhabitation, ground acquires meaning as it is
occupied, traversed, and lived. Paths are worn, thresholds established, and surfaces
differentiated through daily practices that embed mgmGroundis constructed
throughdwelling, ritual, and gatheringhrough transformation, ground is cut, filled,
layered, and reassembled; it is worked upon by both natural and artificial forces

recasting it as an unstable and contingent medium.

Through abstraction, inhabitation and transformatidms tthesis starts with
theoriazng ground as dayered, constructed and dynammeedium. Within such
theorization platform' emerges not simply as a horizontal surface, but as a spatial
andtheoreticalelement that reveals how architecture mediates its relationship with
the earth.

Ynitial frame of reference of this thesi
ARCH 616 Archi t eentdurtahle Reeseam riicph bayt If ,or mo i
Ayken dsiaviankg t he coor 281 &Fiad d u sSeinemss er as
PhD program in Architecture at METU



If platform as a surface operatesatayeredelementornamented with kbetween

conditions.Thus, it isneither fully of the earth nor entirely abstracted fromitit.

mediates betweeterrain and formgarthand construction, acting as a threshold

through which architecture situates itself in relation to the grolimd.study claims

that the introduction of platform asore than aurface helps the production of stable

grounds for architecture through eaythielations.It does so through concrete
constructionaloperations: setting finished floor levels against existing grades;

carrying out cuandfill to create compacting subgrade and laying base courses to

distribute loads; fixing edges with plinths, curbs, and retaining runs; stepping or

ramping at level chams to form thresholds; thickening the section with bedding,

membranes, and wear layers keyed to joints and modules; integrating services

through access panels and corridors; and accommodating tolerances with reveals and

bands.The dynamism of platform enggs from hese moveshat aretranslatel

irregularplatformi nt o a dependabl e surface while kee
material behavior, so stability arises from
ground, structure, angase.

Thesearewhatlawu |l d cal | f easeformbdnot by treating graural ass o
fixed or given, but by making its connection to the earth legible and opev¢ibte.

the introduction of architectural platform, ground is both made and revealed.
Platform contributes tohe production of stable grounds by mediating between the
unstable, contingent conditions of the earth and the abstract, formal logics of
architecture. This mediation takes place through three interrelated operagons:
articulating the groun@abstraction)enabling inhabitation, anehediating between

different systemgtransformation).

By articulating the gyund, architecture daily life, and the dynamicinterface
transformunevergroundinto an operable surfacdll these conditionproducecuts,
levels,holesor elevations that render the earth intelligible and inhabitable. This is
not onlya spatial operation that draws a distinction between natapagraphy and
architectural groundyut also a sociatondition of legibility and ordernlthis sense,

the platform is a grounthaking element By enabling inhabitation, platform



introduces a defined horizontal datum which creates spatial and perceptual stability.
It anchors architectural form and orients the body in sgalegform supports the
conditions foraccess, rest, encounter, and movement, thus grounding not only the
building but also its modes of inhabitation. It becomes a public or domestic stage
upon which activities unfold=inally, by mediating through different systethgse
operations modulate a thick interface between material and environmental conditions
and infrastructural systems. Rather than denying or erasing the complexity of the
earth, they frame and negotiate the ground, rendering its variability legible and
operable within the architectural framework. In doing so, it enables architecture to
engage with the material and environmental conditions of site without being
overwhelmed by their contingency. These operations do not resolve these conditions
but compose &patial order through which they can be addressed, redirected, or

integrated.

In all of thesearticulations platform engages with thenultiplicity of the earth

Through formal, material, and operatioratts platform stabilizes ground by
composing austained and legible relation to it. Such practices operate across scales,
shaping the physical terrain, structuring spatial sequences, and framing perceptual
experience, so that ground becomes both inhabitable and intelligible. This is what is
meant e dryt hil y relationso: not a return
construction of an interface through which architecture can ground itself, negotiate

its site, and stage its modes of inhabitation.

Thisthesis positions platform as an architectural elemwinth reveals how ground

is made visible, operative, and contestable. Ground, when thickemketattened
through platform, becomes legible as spatial logic. Ground is increasingly mobilized
not only through physical operations, such as cutting, filfaging, but also through
representational mearl®atform makes this mobilization visible.

Platform reveals the ground by framing, isolating, and articulating it as a constructed
condition rather than a given one. It does so by introducing a deliberhieetural

thresholda surface that simultaneously rests upon and separates itself from the earth.

t



This distancing is an act of distinction: by lifting or cutting into the terrain, platform

draws attention to the ground's physical, symbolic, and repetgeral dimensions.

First, platftorm makes the ground visible as a problem of construction. Through
|l eveling, stepping, or elevating, it expose
negotiation. What would otherwise remain implicit becomes operagnaglients,

soil conditions, and elevations are not bypassed but confrddéednd, it reveals
ground as a spatial figurdt is no longer the background condition on which
architectureis placed but a thickened, worked surface capable of compaosition.
Through edge definitions, sectional changes, and material articulations, platform
turns ground intalistinct andegible condition Third, platform reveals ground as a
representational and epistemgical surface: a drawing, a cut, a map. In architectural
plans, platform is often the first figure to register the act of grounding, marking the
initial delineation between earth and form. It thegealsthe actsby which ground

is abstracted, manipulate and made projectable. In all of theadiculations
platform rendergroundoperative. It brings the ground into architectural thought as

a spatialtheoretical and material condition to be actively worked with.

In the simplest sense, platformcancbe f i ned as fa fHaweseed | evel s
such definition of platform is deceptively simple. It evokes a flat surface raised above

another surface, a stage, a launchpad, a base for operations. In architectural history,

platform appears in varied formthe stereobate of ancient temples, the stylobate of

classical orders, the plinth of modernist pavilions, and the modular units of utopian
megastructures. Yet platform is more than a static element; it is a spatidlat

organizes access, visibility,awement, and ritual. As such, it mediates between

architecture and earth, between constructed form and the conditions of possibility

Pier Vittorio Aurel:i and Martino Tattar a,
the Grdédlmudk"ht2tOplsd:-/ / www. e
flux.com/architecturedrcomidadadhoesed B8 7876/ pl a
ground/



that precede and supportith e wor d Apl atformo itself co
century Frenchplateforméwhi c¢ch coul d directly be trans
pl ano an d¢ Thé driginel meaniagmiéateforme as both flat surface and

drawing, reveals that platform has always been twofold in its disposition:
simultaneously a material articulatiand a representational device. This dual status

allows platform to function as a threshold between terrain and thought, between earth

and architecture. It connects the act of flattening earth with the abstraction of ground

plan. This semanticand arclut¢ ur al geneal ogy underpins p
in the thesisIn its various articulations platform serves as a site of projection and

groundmaking, botlphysicaland metaphysical.

Instead of treating platform as a static support or a secondagcsuthe thesis
positions it as a potential epistemological tool in which architecture reflects on its
own methods of grounding, staging, and inhabiting spaldeis triad unfolds a
sequential yet interdependent logic: grounding marks the establishmspatddl

and theoreticalconditions; staging organizes these conditions into a legible and
operative configuration; and inhabiting enacts them through lived experience,
completing the architectural cycle from abstraction to occupdimundingas part

of this thesis, refers not merely to physical contact with the earth but to the
epistemological and representational processes by which architecture posits its own
site of operationPlatform articulatesthis by formalizing a relationship to terrain

throughleveling, elevating, or cutting into the groyrdereby rendering the earth

3( Fr el caht eifoarige nat ed from Greek pl at ¥%s wh

Afl ato and Latin flrma which is fAshape, |
Dictionary, 2020)

“1bi d.

Pier Vittorio Aurel: and Martino Tattar a

especiall yPliattodems: bAo&hi t ec ttiuhreey aonfd etrh e
a selectioHowévetatfimhrimee this thesisb6 cl

epi stemol ogical tool i n which architectu
grounding, stagintgheyndlwe Inlhadn tplnagt fspram ec
political act, a pawse,f dde rcxatpidxaparsdi «cl



intelligible and operable within architectural discourse. Itnselementof initial
inscription, where architecture begins to define its dom&taging builds upon
grounding ly organizing how that domain is structured, navigated, and exposed to
view. Platform does not simply support actjom frames it. Through its scalar
modulations, sectional articulations, and edge conditmagprmbecomes a spatial

and symbolielementhatframesthe possibility of events. Drawing from theatrical,
scenographic, and urban precedents, the ttrassshow platforms configure spatial
narratives, set up conditions for gathering, performance, or encounter, and make
ar chi t ect uswisillednhabipng compleites the cycle by emphasizing the
lived, social, angnvironmentabimensions of the constructed groumthtform is

not only the site upon which bodies act but also that through which bodies experience
space relationally. By fegrounding inhabitation, the thesis situgtégformas an
interface where spatial abstraction meets embodied practice. This includes not only
human presence but also environmental and temporal dynamecgpation patterns

that inscribeplatformwith useand meaning.

Platform becomes an interface which allows architecture to acknowledge the
processes by which it shapes, displaces and reconfigures tdinam. platform
becomes a critical element through which to rethink ground in architecture. It is more
than a formal or tectonic element; it is a spatial gnedreticalmediator that stages

the relationship between architecture and earth. In this sense, platformsenable
architecture to articulate, shape and encounter the griiumdkes visible the ways

in which terrain is leveled, measured, occupied and rendered intelligible. Thus,
platform is no longejust a surface that architecture stawmasbut it becomes a way

in which architecture thinks through ground.

This thesis does not argue for a nigywology of platform, but instead traces how
platform operatesand articulates itselfacross architectural acts of drawing,
constructionandinhabitation It traces platform as a criticelementhrough which
architecture makes its own acts visible. @tigt from object to operation is essential
to repositioning architectural ground, as material and symbolic construgtren.

though the thesis focuses on formal aspects of platform, it inevitably touches upon



possibility of social and cultural relatidmps it forms. However, these aspects of
platform are secondary to the thesis. |t
roots which is twofold in its dispositiorits etymological rootdoth includes its

simplest material definitoi a r ai s @ d f° anel @sedtawingn this sense,

within the scope of this thesis, platform functions simultaneously as a material
articulation and a representationabndition to operate as an epistemological

element.

The chapters of this thesis are structureddeelop the argument across multiple

scales and theoretical registers. Rather than unfolding in a chronological or
typological order, they are composed strategicaach chapter building upon the

previous to deepen the conceptual trajectory.Sdoencdc hapt er, A Ground,
by framing ground as neither a passive surface nor a fixed datum, but as a condition
continually shaped through spatial practices, representation, and inhabFation

this point, the chapter turns to architectural treatisesyevground is articulated as

a disciplinary concetngi ven f or mal and theor ® i c al e
Architecturg which aligns architecture witfirmitas (durability) and the technical
preparation of t eDerRe iAadjficataripwdhere ground isber t i 6
subjected to geometric reasoning, measurement, and alighiieeseframeworks

shift ground from a lived condition to one ordered through drawing, proportion, and

rational design, establishing the basis for its architectural treatmeiotas

conceptual field and constructed mediufthe third c hapt er |, APl atfor
Architectur al Ground, 0 shi ft sthebrétical f ocus
Op. cit.

"This part progresses throug(hpltahtef orrema daisn g

one ofast lpearh)e gfaduate course, ARCH 616 A
conducted by AyY2KWernFa3dv &Sk merst2dl%Bs a part
in Architecture at METU.

Vi truaeinuB8ooks o,n tArrardg.t elcrtqurried D. Rowl anc
CambridgietyYynPrves s, 1999)0Qn Lteloen AMratt tadfs t Bau i/
Ten Bodksans. Joseph Rykwert.



element through which ground is organized, articulated, and rendered operable.
Platform is apmached nojustas a structural support, but as a condition that enables
access and occupation. It mediates between site and form, abstraction and
materiality making ground legible, repeatable, and open to transformation. Platform,
in this context, cards both representational and spatial capacities, allowing
architecture to compose its relation to ground through positioning, cutting, leveling,
and staging. Théourthc hapt er , APl atform as an Earthly
moves toward the relationshigtween platform and eartwhere earth is not a
smooth surface, but a thick, resistant, and stratified medium. This chapter is not
framed in ecological terms; insteadtriiceshow platform engages with earth as a
material and territorial conditigndense with histories and latent formations.
However, it inevitably borrows from ecological discourse to produce its own
architectural vocabulary of platform as an earthly architectural grodede,
platform isarticulatedas a deep surface: an active ground that organizes architectural

operations across material and scalar registers.

Taken together, these chapters construct a layered argument in which ground is not
assumed but produced, and platform emerges as a con@ptnaht through which
architecture engages, composes, and grounds itself across constancted

unconstructe@nvironments.

1.1 Ground
The following c hapt er , AGround, 6 introduces a theo
rethinking ofthe term It begins withanthrgologistTi m | ngol dés noti on ¢

topologicalfimeshworkd where ground is understogd anthropological termsot
as a fixed surface but as a continuous field of relations which are formed through

lines of movement, growth, and material entanglerfentn g o thebidzation

8Tim Impel djf eéLohdbnneRoutl edge, 2015) .



dissolves the distinction between surface and depth, proposing instead a world in
which ground is always in formation, always relatich#i. this sense groundis
never neutral; it is always inflectedlways responsive to th@ressures of design,

program, and terrain.

The chapter then turns to cartograpthieoriesof ground Here, ground is treated as

a representationalement measured, drawn, and abstracted through the tools of
cartography. Rather than simply depicting #agth, mapping techniquesticulate
ground as a legible and projectable field, framing it within disciplinary conventions
that both reveal and constrain its possibiliti&€$hrough thisperspective ground
becomes a site of projection and planning, stmact by systems of measurement,
property, and infrastructure.

The chapter concludes with a hermeneutic reading of classical architectural
treatise&' by Vitruvius, Alberti, Serlio, and Palladio, focusing specifically on the
roles of thestereobate, stylobafandcrepidomain the formation of architectural
ground. These elements, traditionally viewed as bases or foundations, are

reinterpreted here as mediating elements that negotiate between the earth and the

' ngold dwells on this continuous format.
of weaving, threading and knotting.
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formal order of architecture. Far from being ineupports, they operate as

operational elementgstablishing datum lines, regulating proportions, and defining
threshol ds of t rEZeAchtdcturathesterdolbatas/nottonlylav i us 0 s
structural necessity but a device that marks the digiimbetween natural ground

and the constructed order above it, ensuring stability while defining the platform

from which the architectural form riséSAlberti, in De re aedificatoria similarly

emphasizes the role of the base as an instrumeptdportioning and ordering, its

placement carefully determined to integrate visual harmony with practical
function’®*Ser ITiudds | 6oper e do aexmahdsthiglogicimto a et pr o
scenographic applications, where the base becomes a stagehdhabdgraphs

approach and perspectitel n Palll aquatsro | i b,ythe del | dar c
stylobateandcrepidomaare described with an attention to modular placement and

spatial arrangement, each stépth suppors the structureand compogs a

progres®n that frames entry’

In this reading, thestereobate, stylobateand crepidomaare traced as carefully
placed interfaces between earth and architecture: their placement mediates vertical
load, positions the eye, and structures the path of entry. Thardigwogression

across these elements forms a deliberate succession of movement, one that marks the
transition from the terrain of the earth into the order of architecture. This progression
while accommodang ascent;also marks a shift in spatial conditip from the

contingency of ground to the codified geometry of the architectural order. Ground,
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in this sense, emerges as an active and constructed layer within architectural thought
and practice: one that is made legible, operable, and symbolically cliargagh

the mediating work of these elements.

1.2 Platform as an Architectural Ground

The third chapter, APl atform as an Archi
settl ement of ¢ a ariculation yof; platforanacibss publig ard k s
representational d iplatferm appeanas a prirhany spa@at al h° y
organizer of domestic lifénterior platforms structured sleeping arrangements, ritual
activities, andburial zonesintegrated into subfloor strata, rendering ground as a
stratified and inhabited layefhe site operates as a domestic necropolis, where the
rhythms of everyday life and the presence of the dead are spatially and materially
interwoven.These compacted earthen platforms, built up incrementally over time,
embodiedboth dwelling and memory, turning the act of living into a recursive
engagement with accumulated material and cultural layers. This reading draws on

the extensive archaeological research led by lan Hodder between 1993 and 2018,
whose excavation reportsveal the architectural, social, and ritual significance of
platforms as thickened zones of domestic and symbolic intensity. Rather than
separating architecture from the ground, these platforms were the ground
indistinguishable from the domestic enveloge paded with symbolic weight and

spatial logicH o d d mterpretive framework allows for platform to be understood

as an active spatial condition: one through which cultural practices, temporal depth,

and material inhabitation are inscribed directipithe architectural ground itséf.
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From this early instanceéhe chaptetracesarticulation of platforminto a spatial

el ement of increasing formal, symbolic, and
interior platform structured domestic life thrdug layering of daily activities, ritual
gestures, and buriabnes producing a shared surface where the living and the dead
coexisted. Platform, in this context, articulated a ground of continmiganizing

life not through separation but througbcumulation and shared inhabitati@ven

though there is a significant shifthis spatial logic reemerges, transformed yet
resonant, i n A-a playgroamnds ifc Ansterdam, whavesptatform

once again operates as a medium of collective Aiffnough distant in time and
purpose, both cases work through a shared grammar of gnoakidg Built in

residual urban spaces, these low concrete platforms hosted modular play elements,
organizing operended interaction rather than predetermined funéfiv’ an Eyc k 6 s
platforms operated at the threshold between architecture and the city, offering a
democratic field of encounter that resisted enclosure. Their minimal elevation
produced a shift in attention and behavior, framing platform as an invitatioer ra

than a separation. Here, platform becomes an operative ground that activates

participation, imagination, and collectivity.

Il n contrast, Mi esbs platform concentrates t
precise spatial differentiatioin his projects such as the Barcelona Pavilion and the

Neue Nationalgalerté, the plinth operates as a measured cut and lift: a subtle

displacement from the earth that simultaneously anchors and detaches the
architecture above. This shift produces a pause, aemoof suspension, through

which the autonomy and constructedness of architecture are madeVi¥il@ven

in its abstraction, Mi esbs platfaitm retains
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frames approach, structures access, and stages experigmoeigh material
precision and horizontal emphasis, platform is transformed from an inhabited surface

into a conceptual and spatial thresholmediating between continuity and

detachment.
Mi esb6s plinth articul at eeteneptiomethatérames, as a |
separates, and idealizesfoimn it s restraint and exactit

a controlled autonomy, allowing architecture to declare its detachment from
contingency while still remainingrounded. This spatial logic of abstraction and
suspension isshifted andradically transformedin the speculative wogk of
Superstudi o. Projects such as the fAHiI sto
displace platform from tectonic specificity into a ceptual and critical field. Here,

platform is no longer a measured base for form but a boundless sarfaglement

that absorbs and neutralizes difference.

The i Hi s of oSypestadopropose gridded terrains of programmatic
indeterminacy, where typmgical identity dissolves into repetitiGA. i T h e
Continuous Monument, o0 in turn, unfol ds
flattening cultural and geographic specificity into a singular, totalizing gréund.

Wher e Mi es 6s pl at f orhrough greclsiant ad paase,c hi t e

Superstudiods platform overwhel ms it t hr
platform articulates a threshold: one th
relation to earth, f or mmsopenatk simuwtaneéoaskyt . Su |
as critique and proposal, confronting

technology, and urban expansfén.in this context, platform becomes an

peter Lang andSwWpeéetsamdMenkLBew Wadthlout
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epistemological element that reveals the disciplinary limits of architecture

projecting a surface that is at once utopian and dystopian, absurd and analytical.

Serliobs scenographi c c olhSedomda tibdroofien s , partic
foundational instances of platform as a representational and projective element

within archite¢ural thought® His perspectival stage sets for comic, tragic, and

satiric scenes do more than visualize theatrical space; they construct urban grounds:

platforms that organize space, structure visibility, @flctpublic narrative. In the

comic and trgic scenes, platform appears as a gridded, rectilinear surface that

underlies the perspectival composition, functioning as a visual and spatial base that

stabilizes architectural depth and frames actfoRlatform in these scenes is a

representational eleant: an abstract ground through which architectural order and

narrative coherence are jointly produced.

The satiric scene, while still composed through-paomt perspective, introduces a
distinct disruption at the level of the ground. Unlike the measanedorthogonal
platforms of the other scenes, here the surface becomes irregular, undulating, and
inconsistent, visibly resisting the rational geometry of the structures it supports.
This thickened and unstable platform unsettles the visual logic of the scene without
abandoning perspectival alignment. It introduces friction between ground and
projection, exposing the representational limits of architectural staging. Even within
the aticulated space of theater, platform is a constructed and variable condition

which is capable of supporting order or undermining it.

Viewed within the broadetheoreticalnarratved e vel oped i n this thesi

scenographic platforms mark a transisbmomen. Like domestic platforms of

ZBSebasti aSneob aetrilainooob Serl i o on AVcdhfitecture,
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¢catal h°eyg¢k, they provide a ground for r
practices. However, it is now rendered through drawing rather than earth. Van

E y ¢ k 0-svar playgrdunds revisit this shared surface inrtteelern city, where
platform enables collective encounter wi
refine platform into an operation of S e
speculative projects extend it into critical fiction, exposing the paligand spatial

consequences of repetition and abstraction.

These contextually and historically distinct instances of platfocorme together

through a repeatable grammar of ground operatiboselaborate this grammar,

series of diagrammatic platform sens are produced to show how platform

becomes ground itselé. at al h°y ¢k compacts and repl ast
field for sleep, work, and burial; Serlio draws a stage floor whose baadiseps

scripturban groungVan Eyck builds low plinthssandpits, and stoops that gather

play without prescribing it; Mies raises museums and pavilions on plinths that
separate approach from interior and align views; Superstudio extends the field as a
continuous grid where movement, pause, and service cansigmexs anywhere.

Serl i ob6bs scenograatiputatiorssy dgmonstfating how platfdarrn e s e
operates between spatial order and representational construction. His drawn
platforms organize perception, support performance, and project public imeginari

Even as architectural form recedes in favor of perspectival illusion, platform remains

the stabilizing, and as in tiestanceof satiric scene sometimes destabilizing, ground

upon which relations are stagedtfonmdéis

evolving role as a spatiahd theoreticainediator across constructed environments.

Across thesinstanceghe constants are the same: level is produced; edge is drawn
to create thresholds; access is organized; and projection links represetttation
constructionMaterials, programs, and eras differ, but the shared operanakeg

®Lang andSMeekjisti@z.i o
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a field, setting edges, choreographing approach, and tying action to represgntation

are what bind them.

What <connects these otherwise disparate ins
beyond material support, but instead as a spatialtfameticalmedium through

which architecture reflects on how it positions itself in relation to ground, how it
framesoccupation, and how it gives form to spatial thought. Rather than acting as a

static base or secondary surface, platform is reframed as a generative condition: one

that enables architecture to articulate and enact its modes of grounding, staging, and

inhabiting space.

Theseinstanceshow how platform evolves from an embedded domestic surface to

an abstract, symbolic, and operatioel@ment In each instance, platform is treated

as a spatial proposition that configures visibility, action, and meaningchdper

concludes with a close reading of the architectural ground plan as the projection of

platform into drawn space. Henalatform becomes not only a budtementbut a
representationaperation mobilized through drawing to articulate program, &dat

hierarchy, and conceptual intédtWhile the previousnstance,f r om ¢ at al h°y ¢, ko6s
i nhabited strata t ore®ahowpladodnsstryctaresdiyece ct i val s
constructed, and imagined environments, the plan renders this condition legible

within the conventions of architectural representation. In the plan, platform is no

longer only a built surface or tectonic operation; it is a representatbement

through which architecturiheorizesand organizes spatial potential. As a drawing,

the pgan does not merely depict space, it also gives form to it. Platform, in this

context, becomes the underlying condition that makes spatial logic communicable,

operational, and capable of transformation.

Within the architectural plan, platform articulatesrhrchy, access, and circulation.

It structures thresholds and adjacencies, delineates zones of encounter and retreat,

2’Robi n Tevamssl,ati ons from Drawing to Building
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and sets up spatial relationships long before they are constructed. In this sense, the

plan functions as a conceptual ground: an alisyetcoperative surface that stages

the unfolding of form, program, and inhabitatidPlatform, projected into plan,

activates this fieldreconfiguring architectural space as a set of interrelated spatial
potentials. Whether thickened, gridded, raisederedor implied, platform in plan
reflects architectureds capacity to grou

through representational means.

This understanding of platform reframes it as a generative construct through which
architecture engages critically with its own spatial operations. Platform enables
architecture to question how it establishelationswith earth how it structures the

act of inhabitation, and how it stages relationships between bodies, materials, and
space. It does so by operating simultaneously across spatial, representational, and
conceptual registers: materially, it shapes access, and encounter; representationally,
it frames architectural drawingspecially the ground plaas a site of projection and
organization; conceptually, it foregrounds the act of mediation itsetifveen earth

and form, surface and volume, occupation and abstraction.

Platform actively shapesolw architecture isconceptualizedby enabling the
abstraction of ground into operative form: it transfogngundinto a constructed

logic that allows architecture to position itself within a site, a context, or a
disciplinary tradition. It shapes how aitgtture is represented by functioning as a
spatial elementwithin drawing both in plan and perspectivhat makes spatial
hierarchy, order, and access visible and legible. And it shapes how architecture is
lived by structuring bodily movement, socialcennter, and ritual engagement
whether through the compacted earthen platforms of domestic life, the public
openness of urban thresholds, or the measured separations of elevated plinths. Across
its varied manifestationsas built surface, spatial threstiplor drawn projectian
platform offers a means of thinking through architecture itself. It is within this
capacity to reflect, organize, and project that platform reveals its epistemological
capacity fundamentally shaping hoarchitecturecomes to undetand, construct,

and inhabit space.
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1.3 Platform as an Earthly Architectural Ground

This fourth chapter extends the preceding argument by positioning platform as an

earthly architectural ground. Where the previous chapter emphasized its spatial and
representanal articulations, this chapter deepens the inquiry into its
epistemological capacities. Platform is not only a mediatory element through which
architecture grounds, stages, and inhabits
thickness: historical, aterial, and symbolic; becomes operative. The concern here

is not to redefine ecology, nor to produce a catalogue of surfaces, but to situate

platform within the resistant and stratified condition ezfrth showing how it

articulates, mediates, and enablesinhabitation across environmental,

representational, and lived registers.

The first part unfolds through an ecological genealogy. Ecology is not taken as the

object of the thesis but as a horizon of resonance that sharpens how ground may be

read as relatinal, systemic, adaptive, and planetary. From Alexander von
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the three ecologies: environmental, social, and méhtgtpund is continually
reframed as an active medium rather than inert substratum. These moments provide
theoreticalbearings for a vocabulary of platform: threshdhterface, adaptation,
layering, meshwork. Through them, platform can be grasped not as static foundation

but as constructed terrain: worked, represented, and inhabited.

The second part develops this trajectory into the notiofideép surface.Here,
Giuliana Brunods rethinking of surface a:
memory*i s pl aced alongside Ayken Savakos p
groundo -sedi ideeps operative ways of wor |
historical condions2° In this sense, depth is not measured vertically but experienced

as thickness: a stratigraphic field where horizontal laying and vertical accretion
converge. l ngri d Hal Indeepdsdrfaceferthar dissatvesl form
binaries of surfee and deptf® while Barfod emphasizes how temporal and bodily

imprints fold memory into grountl. Together, these perspectives foreground
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platform as afideep surfacg at once support and archive, operative field and

affective medium.

The final partretum t o ¢atal h°y¢k as a situated i nst
theoretical concerns. Its domestic platforms, built through repetitive layering and

reworking of earth, condensed burial, ritual, and everyday inhabitation into stratified

surfaces. Matting im@ssions, successive plasters, and cumulative rebuildings

transformed ground into a palimpsest of life and memory: an earthly architectural

ground where articulation, mediation, and inhabitation were inseparable. As lan

Hodder states excavation reveals pcesses rather than static forfignaking

¢atal h°y¢k an instance where the theoretic

surface are concretized in lived practice.

By situating thesenstanceswithin this unique theoretical framewqrkhe thesis
introducesplatform as a spatial arieoreticalelementthrough which architecture
actively grounds itselfWithin the overall framework of the thesihis perspective
allows for a readingf built environments and architectural representatiass
negotiations beteen the material contingency of earth and the formal, institutional,
and perceptual orders that architecture imposes upon it. By moving between
anthropologicalarchaeological, historical, speculative, and hindtancethe thesis
situates platform witlm a deep temporal and disciplinary horizon, revealing its
capacity to operate simultaneously as a constructed surface, a representational
element and an epistemological framewoi/ithin the framework of the thesis,
sociopolitical implications of platfon as an earthly architectural ground are
omitted. However, it is important to note that when platform is defined as earthly,
sociapolitical implications are inevitably inherent in its architectural greund
making capacityThis positioning is not intended establish a singular definition,

but t o foreground pl at,fite abiify d0 opanizee r at i v e m

% an HOHdebLeopardos Tale: Revealing the Myst
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articulate, and project ground acratifferent scales.As such, the argument that
unfolds here is less about prescribing a typology thamtadxposing a condition:

one in which ground is understood as an active, mediated, and constructed field, and
platform as the architecturgfoundmakingthrough which that condition is made

legible, operable, and open to transformation.
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CHAPTER 2

GROUND

At least we now know what the ground is not. It is not a stage, it is not a
platform, it is not a floor, it is not a baseboard, and it is not the sea. What,

then, is it?°

AnthropologistTi m I ngol dés | ast statemenhe i n /G
Life of Linesis significant in terms of forcing one tethinkwhat has already been

stated inrelation togroundin architecture In this sense, each statement, each
interpretation rather dtomes a form of speculation in an artificially introduced
framework.Then, wat is ground? How do we relate to ground? How do we form

the ground?

Ground is open to speculation, and each instance of its use introduces a new
definition, yet no single, rigid formulation can define it permanently. In this sense,
and foll owing | ngo thd definition lofogound gannoteble | e c t i
definite. Ths indefiniteness in definition comes fr@n ongoing process of change
Ground is continually exposed torces beyond architectural control, erosion,
sedimentation, subsidence, and seasonal shifts alter its form over itinse
deliberately intervened tbughsurveying, grading, excavatingnd constructed to
reconfigure its contours and elevatiolis.articulation is resistant to fixing iven

the mosprecise measurement or drawing captures only a moment within an ongoing
process of changPhysicalstateof groundis therefore always in flux, rendering any
definition necessarily provisional and contingent upon temporal and material

conditions. Multiple definitions, arising from different modes of grounding, are

®Tim |,Mpleil de offL olnidnoens:, Rout |l edge, 2015),
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possible but neither definitive nor initately true. This chapter takesr ound 6 s
multiplicity of definitions as a operativecondition, exploringthese multiple
definitions of ground through the perspective of its formation. In doing so, it draws
the formation of architectural space into dinetation with the formation of ground,

a relation that becomes centr al to defining

groundo.

For Tim Ingold and Antoine Picon, ground is an active and evolving medium,
continually shaped by environmental procesbesnan actions, and the technical
means through which it is surveyed, represented, and constructed. Ingold situates
ground within the continuous interplay of natural forces and lived movement, where
processes such as erosion, sedimentation, and seasangd cre inseparable from

the paths worn through daily u&ePicon situates ground within its entanglement
with infrastructure and territorial organization, showing how engineering, mapping,
and material operations actively reconfigure its form and fumétidogether, these
perspectivesheorizeground as continually produced through the combined agency

of environmental dynamics, human occupation, and technical apparatus.

In this sense, ground is a workimgedium Ingold advances a rethinking of thadter

dimension, presenting ground as an active, generative medium continually reshaped

through processes of weathering, movement, and human interv&tlerdefines

the earth through a concept of FfAmeshwor ko
groundis constituted through dwelling rather than imposed dpadihis ontological

shift repositions ground from a passive substrate to a responsive, tempdram

that ceevolves with the practices inhabiting it. Such a perspective reframes ground

as more thaa geometric or structural datum, revealing it as a medium through which

Ol pid-34.132

YAnt oi nFrRincdhhn Architects and Engineers in
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spatial and experiential formations emerge in reciprocity with the shifting material

conditions of the earth.

Then, ground can also be understood d@snashwork that generates relatis
through acts ofinhabitingp fitracingp fiweaving ficlaiming 0 andfimprinting 0*

These acts reproduce ground as surface, terrain, and landmark simultaneously: as
surface, through the physical modification and maintenance of a plane for movement
or occupation; as terrain, through the articulation of slopes, textures, and elevations
that structure spatial experience; and as landmark, through the accumulation of
distinctive featurespaths, clearings, thresholdkat become points of reference in
memory. In this sense, ground asticulatedthrough afimeshwork of lines and

paths, threads of movement and dwelling that are continuously shaped by bodily
engagement and physical processes of the envirorffeifie. unfolds along these

lines; far from being a closed surface, ground is porous, responsive, and perpetually
in the process of becomiri§lt is porous in that water, air, and roots permeate its
layers, altering its composition and stability; responsive in thahifts under
pressure, compacts under weight, and deforms through repeated use; and in the
process of becoming because these interactions, both natural and human,
continuouslyarticulateits structure, gradients, and textures over time. Walking, in
thisregard, becomes a primary mode of engagement, shaping varied relations with
ground and enabling the formulation of multiple definitiofisis resonates with the
mobilization of soil in design processes, where material is shifted, layered, and
transformedd produce new assemblages. Within sadfculation ground can no

| onger be conceived merely as a surface

thickhess. 0o
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Rather than a static surface fixed prior to intervention, ground ctrebdzedas a
continuousand modulating field shaped by gradients, shifts in elevation, and the
distribution of forces across its extéfit is constructed, negotiated, and continually
redefined through three interrelated processes: abstraction, inhabitation, and
transformation. Through abstraction, ground becomes legible and projectable
surveyed, measured, and inscribed with representational systems that translate its
irregularities into operational form. Through inhabitation, it acquires spatial meaning
as paths are worn, threslds marked, and surfaces differentiated through repeated
use. Through transformation, it is physically alteredt, filled, layered, and
reassembledyy both environmental forces and human intervention. Form does not
originate orsuch a field fully detenined; it develops through reciprocal interaction
with these dynamic conditions, responding to the variability and temporality inherent

in ground

Within this framework, ground becomes an active participant in spatial formation.
To comprehend itnecessitatesvorking directly with its material behavior:
registering changes in stability, tracing the lines worn by movement, and observing
the interplay between human and nonhuman acti¥ityhere building meets
ground, this negotiation occurs as fireghfloor levels meet existing grades; plinths,
steps, and ramps reconcile the difference; foundations and retaining walls fix new
ground lines; sulbase buildups, membranes, and drains thicken the section; and
later openings for services, patches, andrlaye leave joints and saeuts that
subsequent work must register. Each intervention sets new thresholds and edges that
subsequent work takes as interfaces, so architecture continually writesaato
reads fromthe same groun&round thus becomes &esof negotiation: a palimpsest

¥l ngdhe, Li fe 18342 Lines
PVl nghal o eid 9.
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in which environmental forces, histories, and constructed interventions accumulate

and transform over tim®.

The structure of this chapter reflects thessuesby tracing how ground is

constituted, represented, and histally framed in architectural discourse. The first

part fATopological Ground) borrows from | ngol d 6 s t heory o f g
i mes hwo r k groundrs canstiiutedthrough acts of weaving and thre&ding.

The Ameshwor ko as I nt r bod canendousimgterial ngo |l d,
interaction, walking, cultivating, building intersects with the shifting material

conditions ofearthto produce spatial form without relying on a fixed or-pre

determined plaf?

The secongbart AiCartographic Groundstraces the abstraction of ground through
representational practices. Drawing on contemporary approaches such as those
proposed by Jill Desimirdand Charles Waldheim, it considers mapping not as a static
description but as an operative tool that partieipat the making of grourtd Here,
surveying, measuring, and projecting are understoadtezdiveacts that translate

the irregularities ofground into legible, projectable frameworR$. This part
articulates how abstraction functions as both a concephdhimaterial operation,

influencing how ground can be occupied, transformed, and reimagined.

The third part fArchitectural Ground turns to the formation of ground within
architectural theory and history. Through a hermeneutic rereading of architectural
treatises, it &constructghe ways in which ground has beteorizedas a formal,
structural, and symbolic component of design. Tastraceshow earlier notions

of geometric datum, proportional ordering, and formal articulation coexist with more

0James Cor ner , TihTee rlraan dFsl cuaxpues , Wrebdann i Gshna r R eeas
Wal dheim (New York: PrinceiB8n Architectur
Ll ngbl o i 9.

21 bi d.

Desimini armcér Walgd mepihm,c Gr ounds

I bi d.
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dynamic and procedsased understandings of ground. By doing so, it situates
platform within a lineage of architectural thought, showing how the act of grounding

is both a historical inheritance and a site for contemporary reinterpretation.

2.1  Topological Ground

Tim Ingoldés introducti on ®©helLifeotlangssng and t h
a profound elaboration of formation of topological groundkthin his work the

ground is a process of becoming through coming together of threads of movement,

growth and interactior?® Ground is nbperceived as fixed base where the life occurs

but composed of interwoven lines, in the process of becoming; fireeahwork

that is formed through an ongoing entanglement of thraBsch reorientation

opens up a discussi for architecturelnstead ofthe logic of discrete objects and

bounded plots, it offers a process in direct relation to lines, rhythms, and dwelling.

These concepts can be traced physically in recurrent routes; thresholds emerge where

flows intersect, pssage widths follow daily rhythms, and repeated passage gives rise

to steps, ramps, and edges.

In this sense, the weaving moves beyond a metagribecomes an ontological

tool. With reference to this, living and ndiing systems extend themselves ajon
different trajectories that intersect, tangle, and bind with each other. Thus, ground is
no longer an inert surface which preexists but the very outcome of the intertwining
of these occurrences and entanglement of different systems of living aiidi ngn

It emerges as a relatiomakedium a living ground, through a continuous weaving of

events.

Therefore, with reference to Ingold, ground is a continuously wiveshwork in
the process of becoming. In this sense, relating can be taken as two different modes;

®I ngdhe, Lif&8.0f Lines,
I bid., 21.
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one is thainetworko and the other is thBmeshwork. In a network, the nodes are
connected by prdetermined links, in which elements are discreet and connections
are external. However, th@meshwork offers a more constitutive approach. With
fimeshwork) entities emerge by their entanglement with each other. Thus, thread is
a way of being in movement, in becoming; in return, the ground is a tapestry of lives
and procsses, in which boundaries are porous. Weaving becomes a way in which

this differentiation isarticulated.

Ingold, defines thétracwas fiany enduring mark | eft in
cont i nuo u s’ Frequentetheathd traikthe routes of gday life. To walk

on the surface of the earth is then directly related to the act of inhabiting. In such
sense, tracing of ground, by walking, is part of the wider formation of rituals and
ceremonies in everyday life. Thus, walking becomes a way in vdnehdirectly

relates itself to the ground through the formation of multiple and layered narratives.

|l ngol d dwell s on the act of weaving, espece

Four Elements of Architecturén which the surfaces are producéd.

Threads may be transformed into traces, and traces into threads. It is through
the transformation of threads into traces, | argue, that surfaces are brought
into being. And conversely, it is through the transformation of traces into

threads that surfaceseadissolved®

When taken as such, platfoimalso becomea n act o fThug platfarmi n g o .
is not a static plane but an assemblage of interlaced trajectonieslations,
sightlines, programmatic flows, and structural elemehts intersect and reinforce

one another.

] b j4d..
8| bj4R..
) b j5®R..
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Platform, in this sense, materializes the entanglement of movement and form: it
records the traces of occupation while also generating new paths and patterns of
inhabitation. Its edges are porous, allowing forhexge between what lies on and
around it, while its surface integrates layers of use, construction, and adaptation. In
this way, platform embodies the safimeshwork logic asweaving functioning as

both a register of past actions and a framework fordéutnes.

211 Ground as a Knotwork

Emerging from a topological understanding of grouficdhotworkd becomes an
important point of reference for the formationptéices For Ingold,fknottingd is a
process in which the trajectories of movement and growth integfveintangle, and
coalesce into distinct yet dynamiaeticulations®® With this continuous process of
fithreading andifiweavingp the fiknotgd are formed. Théknot are the moments in

which places ararticulated®?

The knot is not a container. Containdr@ve insides and outsides; in the
topology of the knot, however, it is impossible to say what is inside or
outside. Rather, knots have interstices. Their surfaces do not enclose but lie

Obet ween the | inesdé of %t he materials tha

Thus,fiknot occur between events and ground moves beyond being a merely flat
or continuous surface but rather becomes a living fabric of entangledihingsich
lines are knotted to form places of habitation. These moments in ¥i#nolsd are

formed are momentd mtensities.

©Tim I Bgohd, Al i ve: Essays on Movement, Knowl
(London: Routl edge, 2011), 70.

®Tim Il hgokd; A BLioeoHi sRowyl edge, 2007), 1
21 pbid., 15
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InhisThe LifeofLines | ngol d depicts knotsfkao® At angl
arises as aonvergencef movement? In a way, aknotis localized entanglement

of a form, in whichlines thread through one another in such a watytheir mutual

binding constitutes a site of encounter, memory, and dwelling. kst are not

simple additions to ground; they emerge through a movement across it. Ground can

be considered living fabric of lines that intermittentlyiiknoto into lardmarks,

settlements, terrains.

fWeaving and fithreading des cr i be t he conditions of
becoming, but it is through knotting that pointsiabitationarise®* A fiknotd gathers

and concentrates movement; it offers a pause or a thickening within the otherwise
continuous flow. Afknotd may appear as a clearing, a plaza, a village, a ruin. ltis a

place where pathways meet, fold, and loop back, creating the conditions for

recognition, repetition, and return.

Suchtheorizationof ground suggests that terrain is a fieldfkfiotworko a dense
meshof relationalities®® Each feature of theerrain from hills to constructed form
is the outcome of human and rRbaman entanglemén To dwell is to become

entangled, to participate in the ongoing knotting of the ground.

Such a notion of knotting can be observed in the work of Pier Vittorio Aureli and
DOGMA. Their insistence on clear, autonomous forms does not imply a
disengagementdm ground but a specific kind of entanglemdnts a strategic

knotting that intensifies the relation between figure and terrain. Pthatiforms for
Sharjah(figure 2.1) knots into the open field, reconfiguring its flows and occupations

without erasingts open character. It is a thickenpdth a durable entanglement,

rather thanaimpositionof ground®D OGMAG6s i nt r od u esteppedn of t |

STim Idmpel djfe D4. Lines

“l bi d.

Sl bi d.

®DOGMA (Pier Vittorio Auwvelnig and uWa rcti: ng
gta Verl ag3.2013), 45
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platforms (figure 2.1), both introduces a changed material condition and a thickening
to differentiate and disrupt the continuity

public gatherings can take place.

Figure2.1. Primary, Platforms for Sharjah, DOGMA (Sharjah Architecture
Triennial, 2019)
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Figure2.2. Threshing Floor, Naxos Greece, 4th century, B.C. (DOGMA92

Thereforejntegratingknotting into the topologof ground allows maunderstanding

of place, terrain, and architecture. Ground isardy fiwoverp or fithreaded) it is
knotted. It is a living fabric of entangl@@ths where landmarks emergelasalized
concentrations of movement and memory. Architectural and territorial acts, then, are
not merely placements upon a passive field but participations in its ongoing knotting
gestures of relation, gathering, and care (figure ZiZeshing floor (igure 2.2) as
illustrated by DOGMA shows how the simple act of changing materiality of ground
and a formation of threshold with the introduction of an edge that defines space

without avertical enclosure.

2.1.2 Terrain as landmark

Terrain emerges as a structafeinhabitation It could be considered asfabric,
punctuated through landmarks that guide, stabilize, and sibeepation In
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D O G MAldveg and Working: Toward a Critical History of Domestic Spacks,
stated that;

It is a mistake to think of theresedentary life of huntgatherers as devoid
of any sense of permanence and territoriality. Hug&therers had a strong
sense of association with territories which was organized not by possession
of land but by the focus on landmarks such as pathskd, sacred sites,

haunts, water holes, and mountdihs.

Here, terrain itself becomes a landmark, a placehatbitation Pier Vittorio Aureli,

in The Possibility of an Absolute Architectursituates form and terrain as
inextricably linked as mutually defining condition$® The specific contours,
elevations, and boundaries of terrain shape the possibilities for architectural form,
while architectural interventions, in turn, clarify, emphasize, or reframe those
geographic features. Thus, architectiemeges as an act of marking and
distinguishing ground, giving identity to a place through clarity of form and figure.
In this sense, with its prominences, voids, and figures, terrain offers points of
inhabitationthat are both literal and symbolic. It becora¢spographicalandmark.

Aureli dwells on the dialectical relationship between the isolated architectural figure
and the amorphous field of the @ty g Ff° bleiangdes that architecture finds its
meaning through differentiating itself from the surromgdterrain, its capacity to
stand apart and by acting as a marker amidst'fiskawever, such distinction is not

an arbitrary one, it is formed through its relationship with the terrain. Thus, the
architectural space emerges through a reading, a drawitngf potentials already

present irterrain

DOGMA, ving anpd6Working

®pji er Vit tThirei ®oswri aliil ,iAtr g ho fi( €ammmbk lé sdogleut e
MI'T Press, 2011), 7.

®l'bid., 13.

Ol bid.
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Then, to create landmarks is not merely to build monuments but to participate in the
freweavin@ of ground. It is to articulate points bébitationthat are grounded in the
singularities of terrainemerging through the careful reading of its contours, the
alignment with existing paths and flows, and the amplification of features that
already hold spatial or mnemonic significance. In doing so, the landmark does not
obscurethe terrain but intensifiesand makes legible the relationships embedded

within it.

2.2  Cartographic Grounds: Projecting Ground

Cartographic representation has been deeply implicated by the shift from geometric
to topological thinking! While traditional cartography tends to flatten treund

into a surface divided into parcels, coordinates, and administrative, doa@stion

of cartographic grounds, articulated by Jill Desimini and Charles Waldheim offers a
more nuanced and generative approach to the representatiomafuhd’? As part

of their edited volum€artographic Grounds: Projecting the Landscape Imaginary
they introduce different modes of projection that do not merely represent ground but
rather participate in its production. Techniques such as contour mapping, sectional
drawing, layered orthographic projection, and composite imaging register not only
the measurable geometry of landforms but also the traces of hydrological systems,
vegetation patterns, infrastructural networks, and material depoBigsntegrating
thesetemporal and processual dimensions, the act of mapping becomes inseparable

“1'n mapping, geometoraisad at hmentkrii ncg sturrefaatcse :
coordinates, fixed distances, angles, ar
contour intervals, whereas topological t
separation: path andcwabetrwded mhaehbwobaks,
and continuities/discontinuities across
Il i nk, branch, or cross, rather than thei
Jill Desimini a@dr Chgrapbi walGdbanths: Pr
Lasdape nagnmbygw Yor k: Princeton Architectu
Bl bid.
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from the shaping ofrounditself. Each projection influeres how the ground is

perceived, valued, and ultimately transformed through design intervention.

Figure2.3. Atelier Girot, True Color Point Cloud in Brissage, Ticino, Switzerland
2013 (Atelier Girot, 2013).

In order to reflect a deeper engagement with the thickness and complexibyiod
Dessimini and Waldheim offer a frawork which recovers a series of drawing
techniquesficontourd fidatume figrid,0 fisectiond and more’? Each method isolates

and reveals a specific dimension of the grodiisdntour® register the undulation of
landforms and the flow of watefidatum® establish reference points that link the
surface to systems of elevation, measurement, and construgiotisoO expose

latent alignments and spatial orders; &selctions cut through the surface to reveal
subsurface strata, infrastructure, and matedamposition’”> Through these
methods, cartography exposes the interdependence of form, process, and occupation,
making visible the groundds hidden structur
thereby moving far beyond mere illustrations of locafigfigure 2.3). In Desimini

and Wal #dmeworkihat they introduce in thei€artographic Grounds

cartographic ground is conceived dayered and dynamic field assembled through

“l'bid., 11.
Sl bid.
1 bid.
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operations such dexcavation) which reveals and redefines subsurface conditions;
fiaccumulatiory which builds up material layers and sedimentary histories;
fierosiond which reconfigures form through the gradual removal of matter; and
finscriptionp which embedsiines o fiboundaries) andfisymbol® into the surface.
Together, these processes operate across temporal scales, continuallygbapihg

not as a static object but as an evolving record of material and spatial

transformation’.’

A

Such reconceptualization of mapping aligns withgflo| d6s cr i ti que of
planimetric map. Ingold calls for a reorientation of cartography frgaamnetricto

topological thinkingparalleltohi s t heor y of ¢%lLikeDesiminas i mes
and Waldheimhe argues that maps should not be viba®eneproducts but as acts

of tracing: ways of threadimdynamicpathsof inhabitationinto the world rather than

freezing them into coordinaté$.

In the most profound sense, landscape architecture and urban design operate as forms

of cartographic prawe. Their relationship with ground depends on making visible

the intricate patterns of connection, flow, and occupation that shape a site over
time®T h ey f,dirboth sersés of the word: they put forward propositions for

spatial change, and they draw forth latent relationships already embedded within the
grounddés physical and cultural fabric. I
becomes generative raththan merely descriptive. It is a means of articulating

g r o u patedtials its capacity to host activities, to gather social life, and to

differentiate spacwithout reducing it to fixed boundaries or abstract divisfdns.

“'bi d35. 12

®l ngdhe, Life 2. Lines
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Parallel to this, platform aan architectural element offers a spatial counterpart to
such cartographic thinking. Il nstead of
platform participates in the formation of spatial relationships: it organizes
movement, frames views, mediateswrEen levels, and stages interactions between
bodies andearth Where building meetgarth platform works through concrete
elementslandings set to recurrent routes, thresholds that take up level ctearhes
porous edgeso paths become steps and rampdpauses gather at crossings. Over
time, service openings, overlays, and added fixtures leave seams that subsequent
work treats as thresholds and interfaces, keepingytbendboth operative and

adjustable.

The operationgresented irCartographic Groudsforeground the interweaving of
material and representational practices. A contour, for exampteyris tham line

of elevation; it is a trace of bodily and environmental experience, a memory of water,
a path of least resistance (figur8)2Walkingis the pace of a slope; in construction,

it sets formwork heights, riser counts, bench widths, andilklimits; in routing, it
guides tracks and terrace edges along lines; as record, it carries terrace -arseétbng
crossings. Choosing the intervaldadrawingbreak linesare design acts that tune

how theg r o u nselabdfall are read and where platforms dtéifhin this context,

|l ngol dés reflections on geographical di

In brief, the navigator hast before him a complete esgmtation of the
territory, in the form of a cartographic map, upon which he can plot a course
even before setting out. The journey is then no more than an explication of
the plot®2

In suchinstance the relationship between ground and cadphy becomesan
important point of reference to comprehend the knowledge produced by the act of

imprinting and inhabiting orearth Similarly, the datum reveals how systems of

1l ngblides: A bBief history,
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measurement shape the relationship to:latdicturing how elevation, depth, and
alignmentare registered, and how infrastructure, law, and labor leave enduring
marks on thesarth® This occurs through surveying practices that fix positional
references, construction processes that translate those references into built form, and
regulatory framewrks that formalize spatial divisiof$.In this way, the datum
functions not merely as a technical tool but as a framework through which the
material, spatial, and administrative organization of ground is continuously
articulated.Each contour drawn, datum established, or layer superimposed reflects
an engagement with the physical conditions of terrain and the sequences of activity
that shape it, producing an archive of interactions betweamndand its various

agent$®

2.3  Architectural Ground: Theoretical and Historical Framework

The negotiation of ground can be considered as one of the foundational acts of
architecture. Ground in architecture and its theory is a material condition and a
conceptual problem. It is shaped, idealizeldsteacted, and theorized through
cultural, political, and philosophical operations that give form not only to buildings
but to the possibility of the formation of space. This thesis doedaiot to develop

a fixed framework for ground, but inevitably exygps with the issues that arise in
relation to it. From ancient temples raised on stepped platforms to modernist pilotis
that suspend the building above terrain, ground has remained a contested and
generative site. This part of the thesis develops a aritnqjuiry on architectural
ground through its historical and theoretical elaboration, particularly as articulated
in architectural treatises, and reframed through contemporary philosophical inquiry
in the work of Gilles Deleuze, whose concepts of smoadhs#riated space, the fold,

8BDesimini alCarWalgd meihm,8 1Grounds
81 bi d.
81 pid.
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and the plane of immanence provide analytical tools to reconceptualize ground as a
dynamic, continuous, and modulating fifdSmooth and striated space articulate
two modes of spatial organizatioone open, continuous, andensive, the other
segmented, measured, and boundduich togethereveal how ground carnansition
between fluidity and control in architectural form and territorial organiz&fidie

fold, as Deleuze develops it, suggests that surface and depth apposéd layers

but continuous variations of the same substance, allowing ground to be read as ever
transforming where forces, forms, and matteradiculatespace’® The plane of
immanence, meanwhile, offers a way to think of ground as @hievarchical field

of relations, where material, spatial, and temporal conditions interact without
recourse to a transcendent ordering prindpl@vithin this framework, ground
emergesfrom the interplay of events, forces, and movements.

I n architectur al TerBeakdonArehgecturea @Al iDenreVi ®suvi us.
aedificatoria S e Onl Arahiigdure and PFRadr Boakd bf A&lstecture

ground is approached astb@n empirical reality and symbolic order. These treatises

constructedan act of building which is inseparable from the nature of the ground.

Whet her through Vi tsteracbdtaursd feonpméast isomsan, t Aleb
articulation of theareaasadéi ned site of projection, or Pa
to structure architectural and territorial relations, grasratticulated withmeaning.

Thus, gound is understood as a spattaindition shaped through differentiated
relations, intensities, and'gresses. Iifference and RepetitiorGilles Deleuze
develops a topological ontology in which space is not Euclidean and homogeneous

8Gi ll es DeleuzeAafido&G®ahnd Buateaus, Capitald]
Schi zo,p htrreaan |a. Brian Massumi (London: Bl 00 ms
81 bi d-50047 4

8Gi |l | es Thheel eFwzZled,: Lei bpi trand.tfMemB&oohag (L
Bl oomsbury Revelatio 2 5) .

i
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but folded, mobile, and continuously differentiat€dsround is conceived as a
generativanedium a fip | an e upohwhicimavents @and formemetye.
Within this framework, the Deleuzian fold, elaborated furtheéfhe Fold: Leibniz

and the Baroqueprovides a conceptual tool to grasp how ground operates as an
active force of modulatioff. The fold proposes a continuity of topological relations

in which architecture does not stand ugamthbut folds with it, emerging through

its material and spatial dynamics. With this framework, architectural ground
becomes a site of negotiation betweentiple trajectories: geological, political,

ritual, and social.

Therefore, classical treatises and historical formations of architectural ground, as in
the crepidomaof the Greek temple or th@odiumof the Renaissance villa, can be
reread not only as forahelementsut as diagrammatic operations on ground. The
temple platform, for instance, does not only elevate; it separates, stages, and provides
the groundwork for the relation between the divine and the terrestrial. It is about
movemenmh and inhabitationFrom the ziggurat to the Greek temple, architectural

ground is a spatial articulation.

The following part of this chapter takes architectural treatises as a repository of
groundthinking. Through a hermeneutical reading of Vitruvius, Alberti, Serlio, and
Palladio, it excavates how ground is described, drawn, measured, structured, and
conveyed. Thestereobatébecomes an important element in which the ground is
framed as a site of action and meanifigoundd as one of the four elements of
architecture thetized by Gottfried Semper, is also an important frame for the

transformation and manipulation of ground. This part of the thesis, by revisiting

VGil |l es Dheflfeewrzeen,ce ,and aRep e tPiatuilorPat t on
Bl oomsbury Reveill28t3i,ons, 2014), 230
"Del euze aWwHaGuastt Bhi3lBasophy?

“2Del elize ,Fol d: Lei bni9% and the Baroque
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foundational texts with the tools of contemporary theory, aims to reposition

architectural ground as a conceptodium, open to various forms of negotiation.

231 Architectural Treatises and the Elaboration of Architectural
Ground®3

The following part f oc uTereBookoalArdhitecture, t r eat i s e
Leon Bat t iOnthaArtAflIBbildinginiTéen®8ookS,ebasti a®m Serl i o06s
Architecturea nd An dr e aThePraur Beokision Arshitectur&his is a
hermeneuticre-reading which claims to trace the possibilities of platform as a

potential epistemological tool in whichchitecture reflects on its own methods of

grounding, staging, and inhabiting space. This perspective allows these foundational

texts to be revisited not merely as historical documents, but as active sites where the

conceptual and material dimensions afhglectural ground are negotiated.

To begin with, Vitruvius introduces architectural projections by stating that

[i]t is an adjustment @& cBytlgsiimegn t o quant i
the selection of modules from the members of the work itself starting

from these individual parts of members constructing the whole work to

correspond. Arrangement includes the putting of things in their proper places

and the elegance of effect which is due to adjustments appropriate to the
characterofthework. t s f or ms of elixX aiedlegpsesgroand ( Gr e e k

plan, elevation, and perspectite.

®This hermeneutical reading and tracing of
the graduate course, ARCH 616 Architectur al
Savak -2 BaALB SemesPadaD @psogrpari noArchetect
METU.

%“VitruaeinuBooks ofr&anshi MectuseHi cky Morgan,
Dover Publications, 1960), 27.
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Before the introduction of architectural projections: ground plan, elevation and
perspective, Vitruvius relies upon how different elements of architeclibeugh
distinct in their essenceteract with each other to form an ordered whilethin

this framework, platform can be understood as both a physical and conceptual
mediator,an interfacelinking these projections to the material and spatial act of

grounding architecture.

Another important issue related to the topography could be elaborated through the

act of constructing. The basis of construction lies on the manipulation e&ttie

The implications of manipulating the topography, especially in terms of
construction, can be traced in Vitruvius
character of thearth thetoposI n Vi t ruvi usd writing the i ¢
with throudh the emphasis on the nature of daeth In this sense, how one should

build is explained in detail with reference to the nature of the existing ground. The

text consists of detailed methods of construction in different sites and situations.

When Vitruvus introduces his triad for building, which consists of durability,
convenience and beauty, he connects durability directly with the construction of
foundati ons. ADurability wil!/ be assured
solid ground and materal wi sely and | i®™léruasl,| yt hee lbaid tl a
relationship withearthis highly important for its stability throughout time. Vitruvius

elaborates this issue especially through temples. He states that

while transmitting to us the proper arrangents for buildings of all kinds,
they were particularly careful to do so in the case of temples of the gods,

buildings in which merits and faults usually last fore¥fer.

Sl bid., 3
%) pbid., 9
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Above ground, let walls be laid under the columns, thicker by one half than
the colunms are to be, so that the lower may be stronger than the higher.

Hence they are called fistereobates; o for

If, however, solid ground cannot be found, but the place proves to be nothing
but a heap of loose earth to the very bottom, miaash, then it must be dug

up and cleared out and set with piles made of charred alder or olive wood or
oak, and these must be driven down by machinery, very closely together like
bridgepiles, and the intervals between them filled in with charcoal, and
finally the foundations are to be laid on them in the most solid form of

constructior?®

With these explanations of how the foundations of the temples should be laid and
the introduction of the elemerstereobate,Vitruvius starts to build up on the
knowledgeof construction in direct relation to ground. In this sense, the topography
starts to be manipulated in order to lay down the groundwork to start building. Thus,
stereobateas an architectural element becomes the very initial step of both

construction andccumulation of the knowledge of architectigaedunding

After the introduction ofstereobateVitruvius introducesstylobateas an element
which regulates the overall configuration of the temple structure. The way in which
the columns are located am direct relation to thetylobate.Finally, Vitruvius

introducescrepidoma

The steps in front must be arranged so that there shall be always an odd
number of them; for thus the right foot, with which one mounts the first step,
will also be the first to reach the level of temple itself. The rise of such steps
should, 1 think, beiinited to not more than ten nor less than nine inches; for

then the ascent will not be difficult. The treads of the steps ought to be made

lbid., 10
11

9.
Bl pbid., 0.
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not less than a foot and a half, and not more than two feet deep. If there are
to be steps running all round the tdeypghey should be built of the same

size?®

With referencedo this passage, trepidomais not presented merely as a technical

or structural component, but as an element embedded with ritual and social
considerations. Its dimensions and proportions dgeph the bodily act of ascent,
ensuring that each step is deliberate an
approach. The measured rise and tread transform the asteidinglatform into

a spatial experience that frames arrigatl encounter. Ithis way, thecrepidoma

anticipates the broader role of architectural platform as a designed threshold between

the domain of the everyddije and the elevated space of ritual.

In a comparable manner to Vitruvius, Leon Battista Alberti introduces theateam

in order to expand the issue with the col
term is referred to as fiall that is cove
arrangement of the plan; foundations, and even parts of the walls albouergt’ . o

It is to be concluded that the term is directly related with the relationships that
building constructs with reference to its context. Further explanation of the term

could be found in Al bertioés first book ol

Theareamay be either oa level surface, on a slope, or on top of a hill. If it

is on a level surface, a mound should be formed, so as to place the building
on some kind of podium, which will ensure it greater dignity and also present
several inconveniencies: floods caused bylenaivers of heavy rains are

likely to deposit mud in flat places, which gradually raises the level of the

®l bid.
1001 eon Battista AlbertiOn the Art oBuilding in Ten Bookdrans. Joseph
Rykwert (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1998), 20.
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ground; the surrounding plane is also raised simply through the negligence

of man, who fails to clear away the rubble and refuse that gatherHaily.

In choosing tharea,whatever advice we gave on the locality should also be
respected; for just as the locality is a particular part selected out of some
larger territory, so too thareais a precisely limited and defined section of

the overall localy taken for future building. For this reason trea will

display almost the same advantages and disadvantages as the locality; but
nonetheless in this account certain precepts will appear, some of which might
seem to concern tharea specifically, while others relate not only to
determining the actuarea but also to questions about the locality as a
whole, such as the followin§?

With the introduction of the term, Apodi um,
manipulated, architectural ground to belbon. Again, the introduction of the

podium as an architectural ground is directly related with the context, topography.

The guiding character of the topography in terms of construction may also be traced
through Al berti ds detidoboolgti on of the ground

The ground has many layers, some sandy, some gravelly, others stony, and
so on; and below these, its position ever changing and uncertain, lies a hard,
compact layer of earth, extremely suitable for bearing the weight of
buildings. The naturef this layer may itself vary, there being scarcely any
similarities between the various types: some may be hard, almost
impregnable to iron, others thick, some black, others white (latter are
commonly thought the weakest of all), some composed of dlagrsof tufa,

and others of a mixture of gravel and ct&3.

) pid., 25.
2 pid., 19.
93] pid., 63.
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Thus, how the architectural ground interacts with the existing topography creates a
basis for the construction. lareatt@oughi mi | ar
lineaments works in bottvays to also define the lineamernits the following part

on lineaments in his book one, Alberti explains such a relationship between the two.

Every outline is made up of lines and angles; lines make up the outer
perimeter, which encloses the whole extehthe area. Any part of the
surface within this perimeter that is contained between two intersecting lines
is called an angle. When two lines intersect, four angles are formed; if any
one of them equals the other three, they will be termed right affdlese

which are smaller than right angles are called acute, and those greater, obtuse.
A line may be either straight or curved: there is no need here to deal with
lines that spiral like a snail shell or a whirlpool. The straight line is the
shortest posslb line that may be drawn between two points. The curved line

is part of a circle. A circle is the line made by one of two points moving on
one plane, so that throughout the operation its course remains not farther or
closer than the initial distance settiveen it and the other, the fixed and

central point, which it circumscribé%!

With reference to thidescriptionjt is possible to conclude that theeacontributes

to defining relationships between lineaments. Lineaments create a frame of reference
to defineareain terms of geometrical relations. This dual relationship is also evident

in the following part in which Alberti explains the geometrical methods to define the

foundations.

Our usual method of defining the foundations is to trace out sewsza| |
known as baselines, in the following manner. From a midpoint at the front,
we extend a line right to the back of the work; halfway along it we fix a stake

into the ground, and through this, following the rules of geometry, we extend

V4] pid., 19.
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the perpendicularWe then relate all the measurements to these two lines.
This works wonderfully in every way: the parallel lines are easily drawn, the
angles can be defined accurately, and the parts conform and correspond
exactly to one anothéf?®

With reference to the nifods Alberti offers in his book, it can be concluded that the
area becomes an important frame of reference in the formation of architectural
ground. It becomes a basis for production of architectural knowledge in which
further relationships could be forheFurthermore, after dwelling on the issue of
understanding thareaand the lineaments, Alberti dwells on the ground plan and

how architectural projections are bound to it:

[ é] [architect] takes his projections f
alteringthe lines and by maintaining the true angles, reveals the extent and
shape of each elevation and sidee is one who desires his work to be judged

not by deceptive appearances but according to calculated staffffards.

In this sense, Alberti offers a sequenin which the act of building starts through
understanding contextual relationships offered by #rea. Afterwards, by
introducing lineaments and the ground plan, he offers a point reference for a
framework forthe art of buildingThus, architectural gund is both a constructed

condition and a conceptual framework.

The relationship between ground and representation is also articulated in Sebastiano
Serliobds def i niftbioadn eosf rpad rssedéldisioonse, ashe pl an
his definition of grspectivepositions it not only as an optical system but also as a

theoreticalelementfor understanding ground in architectuhe.a similar manner,

%1 bi d63. 62

106 |pid., 25.

W'Sebast i aSneob asetrilainoo, Ser | i 0 VomfArTcurtltteedtOLOrpeer(
dé6Architettutaaes. PVvasgbanvBart and Peter Hi
Yal e UniversBfy Press, 1996),
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through his theatre stage depictions (figurd) Serlio expands and represents
Apublic ground, 06 the urban context. Whil e
such as an obelisk and a gate which repr
is an agglomeration of buildings without a sense of propottiahdoes not have a

clear understanding of ordef®$.The way Serlio defines the users and characters in
Atragico and Acomico scenes also underl.

connector.

The stage buildings for [tragedies] should be of charaaté high rank,
because disastrous love affairs, unforeseen events and violent gruesome
deaths (as far as one reads in ancient tragedies, not to mention modern ones)
always occur in the houses of noblemen, Dukes, great Princes or even

Kings.10°

The stage hidings for [comic scene] should be private houses; that is,
belonging to citizens, merchants, lawyers, parasites and other similar

characters1®

In this sense, the ground of the theatre stages becomes the place in which all of these
different characters ocoe together in the citythe ground plane of the theatre is thus
an artificial construction of public groundn architectural space where distinctions

and commonalities between characters are materialized and made visible.

pjer Vittorio Aureli, "AA Phd Open Semi
London, 2012).

90p . ,8c8i.t .
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A

Figure24.Sebasti ano Serliods comic and tragic sc

Andr ea PFour Beoklsion Arshitectures significant in terms of putting
forward his ideas in relation to his own built work. Thus, he not only dwells on how
one should build but also presents his own works in order to formulate his arguments.
He begins to construct his arguments by dwellinghe foundational aspects of the

act of building. In his Book | he begins with the condition of the existing ground and

furthers his argument through possible ways in which the ground regulates this act.

But when nature does not help us with foundatidhsy will have to be
devised by artificial means; then one will either have to build on firm ground
or in a place which is gravelly, sandy, has shifting ground, or is soft and
marshy. If the ground is firm and hard, one will dig as deep as the experienced
architect deems necessary and as the type of building and the firmness of the

ground requirél!

With reference to this statement, it can be Haadthe ground not only regulates the

act of building, but it also becomes regulated. Furthermore, his diffexrgon of

MAndrea ®Phel Bdubp, Books on Architecture (Qua
del | 6ar cthriaganresc.t uRmabert Tr av e(rGamb rainddg eR;i chhAa:r d
The MIT Press, 1997), 11.
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building in urban and rural contéktis also significant since it shows that the ground

is not only a physical condition but also a social one. In this sense, the ground
embodies both physical and social relatid?isysically, bearing capacitgpil type,

and level differences determine foundation depth, plinth height, and terrace

formation; socially, street datums, property lines, and habitual routes of access are
registered and given form by thresholds, steps, and courts, which organize

publidprivate edges and sequences of approach.

Colin Roweds comment on Pall adiobds work
Villao is an important i ndicator of how

states that

Throughout hiQuattro libri, Palladio cosistently equips both his plans and
elevations with their numerical apologetic; but the cryptic little figures which
he appends to his drawings seem always to be more convincing, or at least

more comprehensible, when they relate to the pfan.
Thisstatemen i s al so intertwined by Roweds arg

The base plays the part of a projecting, consistently supporting solid upon
which the house rests; but, while fhiano nobileand attic are rusticated, the
base is treated as a plain surface and a feeling of even greater weight carried
here is achieved by this highly emotive inversion of the usual éttler.

For Rowe, Pall adi o6s bases actgsafacesr egul a
mediating between building and context. The base is treated as a plain surface, even

when upper levels are rusticated, producing a heightened sense of weight through

12This could be traced with reference to
Design of the GEGowuged f@n Pl anning Buil dir

13Col in Rowe, "The Mat heTraa iMat hoed mathiec sl doef
|l deal Villa @@am®Otihedge EsMAysThe MI T Press
Wipid., 7.
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the inversion of conventional ordeas in the instance of Villa Malcontentag(ire
25).

Figure2.5. Villa Malcontenta (Foscari 2000)

Pier Vittorio Aureli, in his bookT he Possibility of an Absolute Architectuegtends
thisreadingand nt er pr et s Pal | adandsdage wivah mlaways f r ami n
make architecture intelligible as fortt?.

In all his work, the encircling territory is not a passive ground waiting to be

activated by the imposition of a figure, but a specific site made of existing

natural and artificial elementsf which the object the villai becomes
theatrical frame. I n this sense, Pall ad
enclosed within a reconstructed context (like the Medici villas in the

FIl orentine hills or Pirro I|bjeogsdhati o6s Vil l

115 Pjer Vittorio Aureli, The Possibility of ar\bsolute ArchitecturéCambridge,
MA: The MIT Press, 2011}(3.
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frame and redefine the existing landscape as an economic, cultural, and

political counter to the city®

With reference to this, Aureli defines platform as a purely architectural element
which in his interpretation acts as a counter force toettansionist aspect of

urbanization.

Anot her i mportant aspect of Pall adiobs
beyond their contextual relations. While explaining how steps should be oriented
Palladio refers to the ascension of steps in templewsever, his description does

not imply any symbolic aspect as in the temple platform. His approach is rather

anachronical.

The ancients made it a rule to make the steps uneven in number so that when
starting to ascend with the right foot one will finislth the same foetvhich

they took as a sign of good luck and greater reverence when they went into
temples. But one should not provide more than eleven or thirteen at most;
and on reaching that point, if one has to go higher, one should build a landing,
which is called a require, so that the weak and tired will find a place to rest,

and if anything happens to fall from above it will have somewhere tdStop.

This functional approach is reiterated in his description of a villa in Vicenza, where
the pavemenof the ground floor is raised five feetot for symbolic elevation, but

to accommodate service spaces below and to optimise views.

The pavement of the ground floor is raised five feet above the ground; this
was done not only to place the cellars and rofilaces necessary for the
running of the house belomwwhich would not have been possible if they had

been completely underground because the river is not very fariatuaty

16| pijd. , 6 4.
Wpal | Blde oFour Books ®©@®&. Architecture
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also so that the story above might derive greater advantage from the beautiful

site in front of it!!®
Rowe al so comments on this aspect of Pall ad

Palladio sought complete clarity of plan and most lucid organization of
conventional elements based on symmetry as the most memorable form of
order, and mathematics as the supreme sanction in the world of forms. In his
own mind his work was essentially thaf adaptation, the adaptation of
ancient house; and at the back of his mind were always the great halls of the
| mperi al thermae and such buildings as |
several schemes of archaeological reconstruction of Greek and Roman
domestic buildings based on Vitruvius and Pliny, incorporating elements
which in Greek and Roman practice would have been found only in public
buildings, but which he regarded as general. Indeed, Rome for him was still
supremely alive; and, if ancients haagapted the temple from the house,

their large scale planning was, no doubt, similarly reflecfive.

Rowe interprets this as part of Pall adiods I
elements from Greek and Roman public architecture for domesticgsettjuided

by symmetry, mathematical proportion, and clarity of plan. In this sense, the
architectural ground in Palladiods work bec
active mediatargrounding the building materially while situating it in a specific

cultural, political, and topographical order.

These four sequential treatises are significant for framing platform as an architectural
ground. Vitruvius lays a foundation in which the natural ground is a determining
factor that regulates the overall st of a building, situating construction

knowledge in relation to the material and topographic realities of a site. Alberti

I pid. , 81
WRowe, "The Mat hemat ilcds. of the Il deal Villa"
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extends this premise by introducing the tearea embedding platform within a

system of measured relationships between locaktyrgetry, and the act of building.
Serliods definition of perspective forec
regulates spatial and social relations, and his theatre stage depictions propose
artificial platforms that stage the urban realm as a shkegie field of encounter.

Pall adi ods reinterpretation of architect
platform can be recontextualized and adapted, enabling the reproduction and
transformation of architectural knowledge across diverse settingsn Tagether,

these treatises position platform as a potential epistemologiiealentthrough

which architecture reflects on its own methods of grounding, staging, and inhabiting

space methods that shift between material construction, representationahgrde

and the cultivation of specific social and spatial conditions.

2.3.2 Gott f r i e dFous ElemergsroftAschitectureand the

Formation of the Mound as an Architectural Ground

Got t fr i eBour&lemepteof Architecturs animportant frame of reference

to define architectural ground. His introductionfiniound as, one of the primary

elements of architecture creates a foundational point of reference for this thesis.
Initially, with reference to primitive hut, GottfrieBemper in hig-our Elements of

Architecture puts forward fourfundamentalelementsfor architecture Francis

Mal | grave interprets these four el ements
these elements are defined with reference to the formal qeweld of
architectue’®l n terms of the four ehlecamattiedos, Sen

central element of architecture by attributing a moral role to its existéhtae

204arry Francdost tMalilegdr aSveempdirnetAeehi hect o
Cent(uNeyw Haven, CT: Yale University Press
121 Gottfried SemperThe Four Elements of Architecture and Other Writingams.

Harry Francis Mallgrave and Wolfgang Herrmg@ambridge: Cambridge

University Press, 1989), 102.
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iheartho becomes fithe ¥wphich éntbedied asocaint er of |
chaacter through the act of gathering. With reference to the protection of the
fheartof r om natural forces, three el ements are
iencl osur eo d%Tdhet hfemaismoduinel 60f the four el en
earthen platforrs ur r ounded by t he '*waslfoomedviecallse as a t er
of the need t omthe dameartthTae firthee implemanéation

of the element is evident in masonry in whi
foundation of the architéare in the stereobateof Greek templé?® This idea found

its roots in one of Semperds | ectures throt
retainedé its sacred significance from ol d

of architecture in the form of¢h t e Affrl aesimitar manner, he states that

[a]lthough architecture produces original formations and is not an imitative
art like painting and sculpture, it has over the centuries created its own store
of forms from which it borrows the types for neveations; by using these

types, architecture remains legible and comprehensible for everdfone.

A

Agai n, Semper 6s approach is significant Sir
order to explain the shaping of these forms through social and structural snotive

The four elements are not static in terms of their attributes, but rather they change

122 Gottfried Semper, "The Basic elements of ArchitectureGarttfried Semper:
In Search of Architectur@Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1984), 199.

121 bi d.

124\Wolfgang HerrmannGottfried Semper: In Search of Architect@ambridge,
MA: The MIT Press, 1984Xii.

125 Mallgrave,Gottfried Semperl80.

1261 pi d.
127 Gottfried Semper quoted HerrmannGottfried Semper71.
28Gottfried Semper, "Influence of Historical

ArchiteGoutrtetfiednSemper: ( @amBkerardme of MAr chi i
The MIT Press, 1984), 193.
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through interaction in different contexts. Mallgrave also interprets these elements as

ithematic processes geflerating formal de:

Semper 6s p e riishpeeaand ilivother three dlements is also highlighted

by Kenneth Frampton. H o wsed ie the tranislatisntbg ad o f
Wol fgang Herr mann, Fr ampt rdefinedhe samé he t e
element. The origin of the word mound ish&t obscure; however, in 1550s it was

used as fihedge, fenced and fAan embankmen
fartificial ¥IEavathiwom kofi searetfhned as fa
soil, especially one made as a defense in ancrer & tiie Old English origin of

the word sugge s t!¥Bothwfthese teans are digaificdntasimak . 0

they underline an artificial state which ground is manipulated and remade.

Frampton argues that Semper makes a clear distinction betveeentttiogical and

the representational character of these
infill wall is considered as representational due to their symbolic character whereas,

the fearthworko, the #@framewadogida®and t he
However, as Frampton highlights, the distinction could not be as definite as Semper

puts it. Depending on the context, each element is interchangeable in terms of its
ontological and representational character. While explaining the relatimishgse

four el ements Semper puts an emphasis on

In his words,

2Mal | gGaatvtef,r i ek 5Semper ,

130"Mound | Origin and Meaning of Mound by Online Etymology Dictionary",

Online Etymology Dictionary, 2020, https://www.etymonline.com/word/mound.

Bl Earthwork", LexicoDictionaries | English, 2020,
https://lwww.lexico.com/definition/earthwork.

2" Earthwork | Origin and Meaning of Eart
Dictionary", Online Etymology Dictionary,
https:// www. etymonline.com/ word/earthwor |
3¥'n Frampton, the earthwork is used inst
instead oFr aenmmpSttood,ue & . i n Te&ctoni c Cul ture,
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[a]t first glance the mound or terrace appears as secondary and necessary as
only in the lowlands, where solid dwellings had already been erectatipye
mound joined at once with the hearth and was soon needed to raise it off the
ground. Allied with the buildings of a pit, it may have also served as a support
for the earliest roofs. Moreover, it is probable that man, not as an individual
but certainy as a social being arose from the plains as the lastcneadion

So to speak. The legends from times immemorial of all nations, which often

conceal the idea of natural philosophy, agree on this pdint.

His explanation also suggests that the mound hmtemtial to be representational
depending on its context. This also gives a symbolic character to the ontological

aspect of the mound.

Mesopotami an excavations were an i mportant

their settlement patterns he formulatée evolution of the four elements. The
transition of Assyrian settlements from nomadic tents to permanent settlements
embodi es Semper 0 s Theirseatilementawere initiediyt idcated s .

upon the canal and the embankment terrace for secugirghtarths*®a For t i f i e d
campso were important type of settl ement
settlements were located around an elevated'ébMallgrave explains the layout

of the Assyrian cities as

[a] plan of encampment carried over itib@ layout of Assyrian cities, where

the ring of courtyards also became modified vertically by terraces. The town
planners separated the aulic precinct from each successive or secularized
layer by a system of walls or periboli. The space between the twormgs

was set aside for the tents of the nomadic traders, harking back to the past.

1345 e mpTehre, Four, El®2nent s
¥Mal | gGaatvtef,r i eedB 7Semper ,
36 pid.
B bi d.
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Yet as the walls and terraces came to dominate this scheme, the roof (that
element introduced by the mountain invaders) atrophied; it only survived

symbolically on theéemple atop the ziggurat®

With reference to this configuration, Se
l ost the character of | i gh¥Theavolusonofuct i on
the housepikoshas led to the formation of the temple of tpod, ziggurat$!® For

Semper, Assyrian ziggurats can be considered as an extreme evolution of the use of
terraces. Initially, the terraces were built as a way of protection from yearly floods.
However, the existence of a temple on top of the colossatstelimplies more than

just a protection from extreme weather, he suggests that it becomes the
representation of what is holy and sublitfleHe describes the structures found in

Khorsabad and Nimrud as

[a] colossal pyramid on a square substructure witlnaldemple on its top
would have been incomprehensible because of its lack of direction and the
disproportion between the load and support; it would not have deserved to be
called a monument in an artistic sense had it not been encircled by an
extensivelyand richly articulated system of terraces, of which the temple

formed not the center but the fulcrum pditt.

Stereotomic and massive character of the ziggurat creates a sharp distinction between
the ground and the terracd$he mound in thisnstanceworks as both a connector
with its materiality and a boundary with its symbolism. This intricate relationship

could be traced in the restored drawings of the Ziggurat of the Ur (figbiré.2.

B pid.

¥GottSempdr, "Structur-€@haEdemenfAschitAss
i Gottfried Semper: ( QamBrrardde of MAr chhe ek
1984) , 211.

MW pid.
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The plan depicts the ascending terraces and the relationsthp sfairways that
leads to the temple. The section reflects how the temple is physically separated from
the ground through the terraces.

PLATE 84

wr—Tr

Il THE ZIGGURAT OF UR

RESTORED PLAN OF UR~NAMMU.
\ Sl {‘7‘. ....... 78 908 60 HE s LALELEJ7P

RESTORED DRAWING BY M. V. DUFFELL

Figure2.6. A Restored Plan of the Ziggurat of Ur (Woolley 1939).

60



THE ZIGGURAT OF UR

THE BUILDING OF UR-NAMMU, RESTORED

Figure2.7. A Restored Section of the Ziggurat of Ur (Woolley 1939).

2.3.2.1 Greek Temple Platform

The character of the Greek temple platform calls for that of platforms of the
ziggurats. However, when the two sttures areonsideredthe Greek temple has a
more refined character, especially in terms of its precision. Also, when tracing and
putting forward a framework for the methods of construction, Vitruvius continuously
refers to building methods and techniquésGreeks prior to Romans. Thus, the
Greek temple platform is used as a basis for the discussion of platform for the

upcoming part of this thesis.

The Greek temple is earthbound in terms of its relationship with the ground. This
relationship could alsober aced i n Vitruviusdo writ.i

construction of the temples he states that;

61
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while transmitting to us the proper arrangements for buildings of all kinds,
they were patrticularly careful to do so in the case of temples of the gods,

buildings in which merits and faults usually last foret/gr.

In a way, this could be interpreted as the couplay between what is mamade

and what is natural, and the result is the balance of these two distinct elements

through architectur&*l n Scword ¢y$s t he placement of the
countesr el ati onships bet ween s d*%Hefurtherahisdscape an

argument by stating that

[w]e must now go further to recognize that, not only were certain landscapes

indeed regarded by the é&ks as holy and expressive of specific gods, or

rather as embodiments of their presence, but also that the temples and their
subsidiary buildings of their sanctuaries were so formed in themselves and

so placed in relation to the landscape and to eachr athd¢o enhance,

develop, complement, and sometimes even to contradict, the basic meaning

that was felt in the land. From this it follows that the temples and other

buil dings are only one part of what may
given site, andhe temple itself developed its strict general form as the one

best suited to acting in that kind of relationsHfp.

In this sense, the ascending temple platform does not seek any expansion to become
part of its surrounding landscape, but rather detaahedsdistinguishes itself by

creating a sharp contrast.

WyvitradeinuBo®@bs

144Vincent Scully, "TheEarth, the Temple, and the Gods: Greek Sacred
Architecture”,Journal of the Society of Architectural Historia23, no. 2 (1964):
89.

145 Vincent Scully, The Earth, the Temple, and the Gods; Greek Sacred
Architecture(New York: Praeger, 1969): 6.

¥l pid., 3.
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The presence of the temple is directly related with its placement and how its platform
interacts with the groundPlatform as an architectural element strengthens the
existence of the temple by creggia threshold betweehe transcendental nature of

the temple and the grountt creates a interfacein which both is manifested.
Steppedcrepidomaestablishes measured ascent, with retaining edges holds the
worked earth and exposes the cut and a thiéstiee stylobatesets a level datum

for the colonnade against irregular terrain; while still bearing on the ground through
foundati ons and subst r ufedthworl® isolatemandSe mp e r
proclaims the temple body, yatepidomastereobatend stylobatemake the terrain

legibleThi s i ssue is also evident in Semper 0:s
of the temple as a whole suggests authority in terms of its statement against and in
relation to the natural grourtty’

[ €] t hese whatisgertkags then mastsimportant attribute of the
period and place: the intense experi me
and fissiono of heterogeneous el ement
nonGreeksl a process that contributed to the eneaige of different kinds

of architectural composition, as well as a canon or kifhe.

In order tofurther the discussion on platform as an architectural ground, the general
configuration of the Greek temple is significant. In a Greek temple, a large platform
is raised on a storstructureand it is reached through steps that surround the whole
platform. This stone structure is usuallg@pidomawhich ascends through three
stepsCrepidomais rather an artificial intervention which mimics the landscape, the
mountains. The temple is artificially raised by a masonry structure. This stone
structure cre@s a sharp contrast between the temple and the landscape. However,

instead of being just a setbntained architectural element, steps are rather more

147S e mpTehre, Four EIl ememtls0.of Architecture,
Al exander TzonisCamdsPlhaéb &r Glichken Air shj t e
Constructi on Paafr itshe FMaadrerar i on, 2004), 809
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relational forms:*® Thus, they acquire meaning through their relationship with the

surrounding built envonment.

Processions were used to resolve problems of identity and territory between
communities with preexisting sanctuaries and centers, as in the case of the
famous sanctuary dedicated to Demeter in Eleusis. This was linked to that in
Athens in thevicinity of the Agora through the famous Sacred Way, and by
the ritual of the Eleusinian processitf.

These monumental steps suggest different uses in terms of their placement and

length. Mary B. Hollinshead in her bodkhaping Ceremony: Monumental Stapd

Greek Architectureputs forward three different uses for the monumental steps

together with possible human behaviors they enhanced. The three uses suggested by

Hollinshead include retaining walls, routes of access and grandstands for viewing

eventst®! With reference to these uses, she states that

[s]teps make uneven terrain convenient for humans. They are pathways and
destinations for climbing and descending, for sitting and standing. As
pathways, steps create processional routes toward and withes aitid
sanctuaries; as destinations, they serve as grandstands for viewing and
participating in communal events. Some steps imply movement, while others
suggest static behavior. In fact, the dimensions of steps express a direct
relation to body posture, dbat we can often tell whether their users are
sitting, standing, or walking. By examining monumental steps in Greek
architecture, we can derive behavior from architectural form, and trace

interactions between human activities and the built environtA®nt.

“YMary B. HSBhapnshe&dremony: Monument al

Arhc t ecMadieson WI: The University of Wi
%0p. Ccit, 164.

BlHol | i Bshhagpadh,yg 88remony,

B2l pid., 3.
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Hol linsheadbdés work becomes a significant

possible implications of therepidomabeyond its seltontained formal attributes.

In this sense, steps become an important element which both control access and
frame spacé>® The steps become substantial extensions which control the overall
regulation of the built environmenthrough the varied uses Hollinshead outlines
supporting terrain, structuring movement, and accommodating spectatorship
architecture can be understoad reflecting on its own methods of grounding,
staging, and inhabiting space. In supporting terrain, steps physically negotiate the
coming togetheof architecture and ground, making visible the act of stabilizing and
shaping the site; in structuring movement, they choreograph how bodies approach,
ascend, and traverse architectural space, turning circulation into a staged experience;
in accommodatingpectatorship, they frame spaces of gathering and observation,
transforming inhabitation into a collective, spatial evdnt.addition to these
attributes, through social patterns, monumental steps acquire inclusive functions and
public role?®*In this sese, temples are used as demarcating the circulation networks
within thepolis, a way to elaborate and control identities and procesidii&us,

the temple platform becomes a part of a communal traditsomthe Eleusinian

procession

The ancient Greeword for sanctuary iemenosfrom the verdemneinfit o
cut. o I ndeed, sanctuaries in Ancient
from their surroundings by walls or boundary stones, the entrance being
controlled by a gatg(opylon. These markers imchted the portion of space

within which special regulations of behavior had to be obséffed.

B3I pid., 4 .
B4l pid. , 81.
¥Tzoni s an@l a&sisaincnails iGr a 6K . Architectur e,
6| pbid., 160.
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In this sense, thetylobateand thestereobatebecomes important elements that
define platform and its boundary. Whilstereobates an important element that
regulates the way the temple ascends, #iglobate regulates the overall
configuration of the temple by containing the columns (figuB}. Zcropolis in

Athens is an importanihstancewhich contains these relations both between and

within the temples.

Figure2.8. Parthenon (Le Corbusier, 1911).

Acropolis in Athens reflects the aspects of the temple platform that regulate and
connect. These relationships are embodied in the built environment. In this sense
the Eleusinian procession is an importiastancein which the Acropolis becomes

part of a communal pathway. The sacred way is cut through temple platforms which

mark and lead the procession.

Processions linked the territory not only with padis atlarge, but also with

the constituent parts of timlisT the major streets, the agora, the acropolis,
and the city sanctuariédsand as such were occasions to bring together the
members of the community and to display publicly the membership,
composition,and hierarchy of the groups that composed it. Special rituals

marked important points in the procession and their succession along the
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route created a sequence of landmarkmth religious and political that

were connected with special evehts.

Figure2.9. Elevation of the Acropolis in Athens (west side) (Anonymous).

As in the elevation of the Acropolis in Athens (figur®)2temples delineate the
topology of the site as a series of constructetfglas. The ascension becomes
evident. This is also parallel with the definition of taemenosvhich is derived from
the ancient Greelemneinwhich means to cuf® Temple platforms of the Acropolis
regulatethe topography as a whole.

Thus, platform becomes a regulatory element in which contextual and social
relations are embedded and transferred. This is also evident in Le Corbusier's

description of the Acropolis. He describes the Acropolis in direct relatigrotond.

B biod.
B8 bid.,
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Temples were iaed on the Acropolis that are of one mind and that swept up

the desolate landscape and made it serve the composition. So from all along

the horizonds ri m, the thought i's one.
architecture with this grandeur exist. We can kpeao f fDori c o0 when m
having raised his sights and completely sacrificed the accidental, has attained

the uppermost region of the mind austetif.

His sketch of the Acropolis (figure D)is also significant in terms of highlighting

the ground being leVed through architectural intervention. Platforms dominate the

whole

Acropolis by creating an ascension and a procession. They create a strong

statement against the topography through the act of flattening and thickening.

Flattening translates the irregulaloping terrain into a continuous and intentional

surface, erasing the incidental variations of the natural ground in favor of a measured,

architectural plane. Thickening, by contrast, gives this plane a constructed depth

both structural and symboji¢hat transforms it into more than a mere surface,

allowing it to contain spatial programs, support circulation, and project a sense of

permanence. Together, these operations reveal the potential of architecture to remake

the ground as an ordered, inhabigaland processional field.

159Le
Goo

Corbauvwgared ,an ArchitectureraWsesrsJoma archt
dman, 3rd ed. (Los Angeles, CA: Getty Pu
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Figure210. Le Cor busierodos sketch of the acrop

Tzonis and Giannisi also present the Acropolis as a ground for expatraenin

which the knowledge acquired through the act of building is actively realized. The
platforms that compartmentalize the Acropolis operate as individual elements within
a larger, coordinated system of relations. These relations extend not oakg,inw
linking the structures to one another through alignments, axes, and proportional
correspondences, but also outward, orienting the ensemble toward the surrounding
topography, the city, and distant horizons. Through these reciprocal connections,
each phtform becomes a testing ground for refining construction techniques,
manipulating topographical conditions, and choreographing movement and views.
In this sense, the Acropolis embodies a cumulative architectural knowledge in which
every platform is both groduct of prior experimentation and a site for new

interpretations of how ground can be shaped, staged, and inhabited.
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CHAPTER 3

PLATFORM: AS AN ARCHITECTURAL GROUND

This chapter traces platform as a specific ground condition: a delilstratture

whose form and placement are inseparable from the ground it transRiatierm

shapes occupation by establishing level or elevated surfaces that direct patterns of
movement and define areas of activity; it shapes visibility by creating vantage points,
framing views, and controlling sightlines; and it shapdmbitationby marking

edges, thresholds, and alignments that structure how space is approached and
perceived. The architectural platform is not neutral. It alters the ground by cutting,
filling, or leveling to change its physical condition; it transforms its material and
symbolic dimensions by substituting natugabundwith constructed ones and by
imparting new meanings through form, scale, or ritual use; and it establishes new
orders of spatial ganization by determining circulation patterns, setting
hierarchical relationships between spaces, and defining the boundaries that structure

patterns of occupation and movement.

Platform is a material and spatial element whose physical form and sphgiale
inseparable from the ground it modifidsut also it potentially detaches from that
ground Platform may take the form of raised surfaces, leveled ground, or articulated
thresholds, yet it is never conceptually flat or functionally uniform. Riatfo
delineates areas of function by creating measurable changes in height that distinguish
adjacent functions, by using edges to mark transitions between functions, and by
using repetition to reinforce spatial boundariBy. creating edges and through
repettion, platformmake distinctions legible without relying on enclosure, allowing
different functions to coexist on a shared surface while remaining perceptually and
functionally distinct. In each instance, platform produces a differentiated ground by

alteiing surface materiality, introducing contrasts in texture or elevation, and
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establishing alignments that structure circulation and assembly. Platfoan is
constructed ground, not simply positioned uganthbut made with it and through

it, incorporatingbhe si ted6s materi al conditions
registershe act of spatiatelineation,and the accumulation of memory embedded

in architecturalground Platform operates as a contingent element, conditioned by
the physical, cultural, antemporal circumstances of its making, such as the
available construction techniques, the intended functional patterns, and the symbolic
values attributed to specific sites.

Tracing platform reveals that architectural ground is a construct produced through
spatial and material intervention. Grouisdshaped througmhabitation, drawing,

and accumulationThroughinhabitation, recurrent routes and routines precipitate
steps, ramps, and threshelémerge as platformedges appear whetwbitual
patterns areoncentratedThrough drawingsurveys, grids, contours, and sections
set floor levels, plinth heights, riser/landing sequences, textures, and joints; on site,
strings, stakes, chalk lines, and formwork transfer these decisions to the earth.
Through accumlation, overlays, patches, anchors, and added fixtures leave seams;
subbase buileups thicken; new thresholds and edges act as interfaces that
subsequent work continues rather than erd@asform serves aan interfaceboth
theelementand the trace dhis process, embodying the physical modifications and
the enduring marks of occupation. It does not simply support space from beneath; it
enacts spatial conditions directly. Platform produbessholdsy introducing shifts

in elevation or changes in tegial that register the transition from one spatial domain

to anotherbetween different functionst definesinhabitationby aligning surfaces

and edges to specific alignments, sightlines, or circulation patterns, thereby
structuring how space is appobeed. It marks distinctions by establishing
perceptible differences, whether through form, textareheight that separate
functions while maintaining their spatial continuity. In this sense, platform functions
as aspatial and theoreticalement thata@nfigures spatial use and inscribes material

order.
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This chapter is divided into three parts, each articulating a distinct instantiation of

pl atfor m. The first part, cent ersead on th
treated as an isolated prehistomstancebut as a spatial logic that informs the

readings that follow. Platforms emengen ¢ a t ®ot thrdugh fokmal design but

through embodied repetition: successive rebuilding of dwellings on the renfiains o

earlier structures gradually thickens the occupied surface, producing elevated
terrains that serve simultaneously as roofs and ground. These layered surfaces
support circulation, gathering, and ritual without the need for enclosed separation.

| an Horefexae @chaeological methodology, developed during decades of
excavation at ¢atalh°y¢sk, p¥fowni Hosddar 65 i
work, excavation is not simply the removal of soil but the uncovering of a complex

set of relationshipsnaterial, temporal, and spatiahile maintaining an awareness

of the interpretive frameworks that shape understani@iribhis reflexivity aligns

with the architectur al reading of platfo
the accumulation of matetiaver time is inseparable from the practices that formed

it and any fApland is embedded in the I
ground. Thus, ¢atal h°y¢k offers a preced
continuous inhabitation, and this logaf layeringandreuse, provides a model for

reading platformbés operations in both thi

The second part, emerging through the ui
traces platform as an urban archetype, extendhe principles of layering,
repetition,and shared surface into the context of the city where they operate as both

spatial constructs and public infrastructuRatform functions asmore tharpublic

surface,both through symbolic abstractioand direct spatial engagement. From

classicalstylobateso modern plinths, platform intervenes in the city by organizing

OMar k Gol d, f WhatStHanp poernde dVNABygarzaé les ,
https://stanf or dhrmaapgp.¢omegdd .cont ent s/ what

1 an HOHdebLeopardods Tale: Revealing the |
(London: Thames & Hudson, 2010) .
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collectivity through horizontalityelevating, leveling, or extending ground to create

shared conditions for assembly. It separates aimg joy introducing measurable

thresholds, frames and exposes by shaping views and approaaghesVan Eyckos
playgrounds, platform often appears as a subtly raised or delineated surface that

slows movement, inviting pause and interaction; these surfadae defies for play

without enclosing them, creating open frameworks for collective engagéfhent.

Van Eyckoés playgrounds encourage informal,6
bothinstancesthe operations of elevation, delineation, and shared surtaoetlee

accumul ated and inhabited | ayers of ¢atal ho)
from a continuous domestic terrain into the scale and symbolism of the modern city.

Public platform stages collectivity byegulating presence, view, and movement

embedding patterns of interaction into the very surface adatilementJust as the

urban platform translates the inhabited and laygredndo f ¢ at al h°y ¢k i nto
scale of the modern city, the drawn plan translates these spatial operations into a

measured abstraction, projecting the relationships of elevation, delineation, and
sharedgroundinto a framework that precedes and informs construction.

The third part, building on the operations articulated in the urban platform, focuses
on how platform isrepresented in architectural drawing, where its spatial and
material implications are first developed and projected. The ground plan is
considered as a spatial and epistemological construct that produces architectural
ground. In the context of drawing,gtform appears as a thickened and articulated
line, a constructedroundinferred from measured edges, contours, and boundaries.
This occurs through the delineation of horizontal extents, the notation of level
changes, and the graphic articulation of edges that imply material thickness and
spatial separation. The plan activedpnstructsplatform as a conceptual and

operationainterfaceby translating these measured elements into a coordinated set

2Fr anci s AStdmrawwein Eyck: TphAmShapeéamf Rel ati v
Archit Nattwra ,&i24988), 387
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of relationships that define circulation, and spatial hierarchy before physical
construction begins. Platform in drawing operatedhee trace of intervention by
registering the decisions that alter the existing conditions of ,ssaith as shifts in
level, changes in surface extent, or the introduction of new boundarcarranging

them into a coherent spatial order. Through pinecess, the drawing establishes the
relationships and sequences that will translate into built form, enabling the
transformation of gr o uadnbgrapmaoconterpparare . Fr o
topological surfaces, the drawn plan embeds platform edailndational act of
demarcating ground, making it inhabitablnd modifiable. Platform gives
architectural ground density, allowing the plan to operate beyond geometry and into
the domain of spatial articulation. Whether throsgylobate plinth, or daiim, the
drawn platform renders architectural ground visible and legible, preparing its

construction through measured abstraction.

This chapter does not propose a unifying theory of platfbrstead, it traces specific
instancesn which platform mediateetweenrearthandconstructed formPlatform

as aninterface marktransitions between domestic and collective use, between
constructed and residual ground, between abstract projection and material assembly
by introducing elevation breaks, edge conditioasd surface shifts. Between
domestic and collective use, platform sets thresholds, stoops, landings, forecourts,
that widen entries, adjust level, and calibrate access and visibility; between
constructed and residual ground, platform establishes preadigeepsrs through

steps, curbs, and retaining lines that registeirfitiupints and differentiate paved

from earthen surfaces; between abstract projection and material assembly, platform
thickens drawn datums into buildable elements, turning lines iabs sturbs, and

steps that locate structure, circulation, and services. In doing so, it complicates the
distinction between site and system, figure and field, foundation and sumfacger

to elaborate these relationships, series of diagrammatic phatéections are
produced that diminishes vertical enclosures and separations. These diagrammatic
sections focus solely on horizontal aspect of platform to articulate how platform as

an interface produces spaces.
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In this sense,lptform articulates the relation between built form and ground through

repetition, and differentiation, mediating between what is constructed and what is
occupied, what is inherited and what i s mad
demonstrates thimediation: successive rebuilding upon earlier house renveinas

Hodder t er ms Oifidiemantalty thigkenedtheoaigpation surface into

a continuous, elevated roofscape that doubled as ground for movement and

gathering; circulation proceededross these roofs, while raised interior platforms

and hearths articulated functional differentiation and ritual practice without

enclosureé®® Layered surfaces there collapse the distinction between plan and

constructed form, revealing architecture prodluciérough inhabitation and
positioning platforms as relational. I n t hi
and representational operations developed in the subsequent parts: elevated roof

surfaces translate into urban platform, and internal thresladilgh with the abstract
delineation of the ground pl an. The articu
makes legible a generative condition of grauimdmed, articulated, and inhabited

through platform.

3.1 Platformsof¢t at al h°y ¢k and t bhegectthtal oducti on of Ar

Ground164

Pl atforms of ¢atal h°y¢k are traced by treat
day Konya,Turkey, as a spatial logic that informs the readings that follow. The site

1831 an HodRlelri,giean ,in the Emergence of Civili
Case (SCardlyri dge: Cambridge University Press,
house$8®d. 163

%Pl atform as a Volumetric and Earthly Grou
i's presBRAed0ada2 Convening, Building Ground

Conf er efrceett University, November 19, 202 2.

book chapstamewittthl ehas paButi lodfi ntgh eGreoduintde df ovr
Climate Collectivism

The site is last visited by the author duri
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consists of a dense agglomeration of enclosed, siogi®a dwellirgs. Excavations

began in 1961 under James Mellaart and were resumed from 1993 to 2019 under lan
Hodder. Tihs tracing draws primarily on excavation repdftsand interpretive
volumes produced by Hodder &Yaadonpuddic ¢at al |
accknts that prof il e-teHnhoedcadvatio and corsértateox i v e ,
progr am, under scoring t he-inkabittdeNealithisi gni f i
settlement with roeéntry houses, circulation across roofs rather than streets, and

burials bene&t house floors, supported by a mudisciplinary research
framework!®’Tr eat i ng aé a spatibl toigyig akticulated through tracing

the operations by which architectural ground is produced: successive rebuilding
consolidates occupation layers into continuous, elevated surfaces that act
simultaneously as roof argtound circulation isdisplaced onto the interconnected

roofscape rather than streets; within dwellings, raised platforms and hearths organize
functional differentiation without enclosure; and burials beneath house floors situate

habitation within a stratified, accumulated gndu

¢tatal hoy¢kos spati al organi zation revea
communal and domestic settings. Roof planes operate as shared surfaces for
circulation and assembly, producing an elevated network across the settlement.
Internally, dwelling do not have conventional vertical partitions; differentiation

occurs horizontally through raised surfacdigure 3.1, 3.5) These platforms

®Some of the mehanhornedbebpoing &dmeal h°oy,
from t-ae@ 3$6@BoOMEGON: Mc Donl ad I nstitute fo

Research and British Institute of Archae:
HoddHeurmans and Landscapes of ¢2a@ @8 h°yg¢k:
Seas(obnosndon: British Institute of Archaeo
%6 an HodRleelri,giealn ,in the Emergence of Civi

Case (SCamlyri dge: Cambridge University Pre
catal hoy ¢k Exc @avCd8 oSedacoinsan g20 @G Cotsen
Archaeol o@¢9) Press, 20

®"Mar k Gol d, f Wh atStHanp poernde dVNABygarzaé led ,
https://stanf or dhrmaapgp.¢omegdd .cont ent s/ what
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mediate between built form aedrthand articulate functional differentiation within

a continuous domestic intero r . ¢atal h°y¢ ¢k t husbasdde monstrat
repetition of everyday practices shapes architecture: here, platform operates both as

an ordering principle and as a material agent in the formation of space.

Robin Dripps reflects orepetitionin hisesay A Gr oundwor k, 6 stating:

When actions repeat, they are not objectified or taken out of context, but
instead become something continually taking on new meaning through
participation in a larger pattern of recurrences whose cyclical nature has no

discernibe beginning or entf®

From this perspective, ¢tatal h°y¢k can be re
whereplatform operates on botht thescale of the settlement and the individual
household.

¢tatal h°y¢sgkds ground i s a <divonwdrmnged byc cumul at e
continuous rebuilding, burial, and domestic maintenance. In this sense, the ground

of ¢ at iagalikifgpaldirkpsest of inhabitation. Each new platform is raised atop

earlier structures, producing a thickened vertical surface wheralgjsdi memory,

and mat eri al become indistinguishable. Pl a

grounds historical, embodied, and sedimented.

311 The Site as a Collective Platform

The settlement is composed of closely packed residential units with no gewehd
entrances. Access was achieved through rooftop openings, using ladders. These

rooftops which were continuous and accessible, functioned as communal spaces,

8Robin Dripps, SiGreouMadwoerrks,:0 Sitor ategies for
Through Planni eg .adddbDesi Bluwrhms ,a nsde cCaarmrd | e dJ..
( New Yor k, New Yor k: Routl edge, 2021) , 78 .
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forming an infratructural platform that facilitated circulation and collective activity
(figure 3.1, 3.23.3.

Figure3.1. Par ti al Diagramatic Site Section o
the author)

Figure3.2. A Mur al f %6800 8@ Mastum dfyAgatolian
Civilizations (authords own archive)

¥The mural is interpreted as a potenti al
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Figure3.3. AMuralfrom¢ at al h°y ¢ k REXBOShamgai 2010r t he
Turkish Pavilion designed by Ayken Savak (S

Excavation data suggest that 8heradreh®°y¢sk as

no designated public buildings or specialized communal spddetary evidence

shows minimal difference bg&een the nourishment and habits of men and wdriten.

Hodder notes that:

"Recent
soci ety.
o

studies show that potentially, ¢at a
Par ti culaanrdl yc hiann gfi Fnegmaklien slhiinpe apgaetst e r

tatal h°y¢k, 0 genetic evidence shows that wi
of fsprings remained in the same unit, and m
grave goods compared to male ones (Y¢ncye et
Such as religious or administrative. Due t
buil dings, Mel | aart initially defined them
show no indication of such specification (H
l an HodderatmPeadpylcikngndl hheabLandgcapéeabhPuwyyg
Reports fO@®m Stefae€ain®B® bdge Mc Donald I nstitut
Archaeol ogical Research, 2005), 25.

72 pi d.
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[r]litual and burial are in particular become focused in the house, and social
di fferentiation, insofar as it exists

rites that are houdeasedather than collectivé’®

This interpretation emphasizes that social and spatial distinctions are rooted in the
domesticspace Each household is an autonomous unit shaped by its specific
routines and rituals. In thdmwookPlatforms Pier Vittorio Aureliand Martino Tattara
highlight ¢atal h®°y¢k as a key example of
through repetitive domestic practices.

The surfaces of rooftops gréundofanbvaneht® vy ¢ k ,
andnegotiation Unlike moderncities structured by streets, plazas, and monuments,
¢tatal h°yg¢gkds public |ife takeacroggthace hort
rooftops, accumulated from the repetition of dwelling units. The rooftop becomes a

kind of infrastructural commons: a titional space between households, formed

by adjacency and sedimentation rather than delinefigure 3.1) Thus, a public

platformthat is both an interface and threshold between adjacent dwalimgges

through the continuity of the roof field which entrances open onto shared planes,

edges align into paths, and repeated crossings consolidate the roofscape as collective

ground.

3.1.2 The Domestic Platform

Within individual dwellings, spatial organization directly reflects patterns of daily
life. A comman feature is the use of varying floor levels to delineate fun¢tigare
3.5). Platforns within the individual dwellings ar&oth distinguished by their

B pid. , 29.
pjer Vittorio AurPellait faonrdmsMa rAtrienhd) ¢ Factdtfuarre
the GfMulhano: Bl ack Square, 2021), 4.
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different elevationsand through different surface treatments.Some surfacesf
platformswere whiteplastered and kept particularly clean compared to others which
indicated a hierarchy in functiqfigure 3.4, 3.5 3.6). Burials are frequently located
beneath thesglastered and clegiatforms,away from hearth and production areas
that usually disturbed the clean environment designated for timamking their
symbolic and ritual significanc€® The house thus encapsulates both life and death,
maintaining a generational relationship with the edatow. Even though each
dwelling was unique in their composition, they were usually oriented from south to

north. South side most commonly included the hearth and the entrances while burials

were located on the north side away from the hearth which pblgproduced most
dirt.

-

Figure3.4. Photo of house 6&nd 56(catalhoyuk.com)

op. cit., 20.
761 pi d.
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N
hearth threshold occupation/production burial

Figure3.5. DiagrammaticSection ofPlatforms of TypicalHouse in¢ at al h° y ¢ k
South to North (produced by the author)

Figure3.6. l nst ances ,NortroMound(aAt uatl hho®ryé¢sk own ar c hi

The architectural complexity of thebwusesr ef | ect s C¢Cattabhsha® y¢ kos
i hous e byooncentrdting@roduction, storage, and ritual within the dwelling
through accumulated installations and surfaleearths, platforms of differing height

and finish, wall paintings, and side rooms for productive and storage tag&ther

with roof-entry ladders, episodic floor renewals that thicken surfaces, and burials
beneath platformsAccording to Hodder and Pels:
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as buildings become more elaborate and have more installations, they need
or can support relatively more storage and productive space. This might occur
as they become dominant in the socialal spheres and also become
dominant in terms of production arstbrage. So we might expect that, as
buildings become more elaborate, they have more side room productive and

storage spack.

They further ardyverges ftoim &ypical hauseasdcietesyirg three
key respects: first, that atomization occurs at the level of the house rather than the
individual; second, that differentiation between households arises primarily through
the division of labor; and third, &t historical continuity shapes social identities at
the household levéf®

These three forms of differentiation, ritual, labor, and history, contribute to the

conception of the house as a "moral person™: a social entity constituted through time

and practie, rather than a fixed physical structure. This framework supports tracing

platform as a contingent architectural medium, simultaneously domestic, social, and

symbolic.As an interfacelpat f or moé s a gualitiesS mediatobetyden c
theindividualhe col |l ective, and the earthos surfac
through burials beneath floors; concentrating ritual on repeatedly-plagéered

and carefully maintained surfaces; coordinating sleep, work, and storage on raised

levels that diffeentiate function without partitions; connecting households across the

7'an Hodder and Peter Pels, fHistory Houses
Architectur al El abRebht gpbonatnt¢taheael Efrggplgence
Civilization: @Gdtuatyamlyriikd pes: aCa&Lmlsrei dge Uni v
Press, 2010), 175.

' bid., 181.

"By fAanthropomorphic qualitieso here, it is
pl atform acts analogously to a body: settin
articulating,] citretpss, ( trlarmgppshal dearing and di
(foundati ons, plinths), and receiving cont a
repair, deposition).
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roofscape as a shared terrain of movement; and thickening through cycles of
rebuilding that accumulate memory and function in ground. Hodder and Pels state
that:

These three dimensiongdifferentiation can be interpreted to work together

to produce the house as a 6émor al per s
modern people talk, e. g., of &6l egal p
human being as such)but as a process, an identitynstituted over time,

rather than a fixed categols?

Therefore, the architecture of bothat al h°y
structuralanda culturally saturated element through which life becomes grounded:
physically, ritually, and socially. Ifthe o u s e becomes a fAimoral pe
of ritual, labor, and memory, then platform is the architeciatatfaceupon which

this personhood is enacted and sedimented. It hosts burial, sanctifies the act of
sleeping, delineates zones of purity and, @d absorbs the tactile patterns of daily

work. In this sense, each domestic platforrbash functionalandbiographical. It

accumulates an identity through its capacity to hold repetition, distinction, and
temporality. It is the stage upon which lifie differentiated, layered, and

remembered.

Tracing ¢atal h°y¢k reveals a spati al str
ritual converge; platform becomes imerfacethat establishes continuity between
household and site, individual and collective. Yet this continuity does not remain
confined to the Neolithic context; it anticipates a more general architectural
condition in which platforms emerge asore thanshared grfaces of encounter

extended across the city rather than embedded within the house. This transition from
household ground to public platform frames platform as a public archedype

designed field that invites, structures, and conditions public lifdodfis persists

180 pid.
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across time and geography; building on the
the next part traces how platform, as architectural ground, becomes, public

organizing collectivityand mediating between figure and field.

3.2  Platform as aPublic Archetype

Platform as an architectural ground can be considered as spatial and conceptual
construct simultaneously. As such dual constmlettform historically functions as

a support for collective life, a surface for interaction arfeeld for archtectural
improvisation. It is a stage on which architecture reveals its public role. This part of
the thesisunpacksplatform as a public archetype. It fram@stform as a spatial

element open and adaptive.

Platform operates as a horizontal mediatat #levates, separates, and situates. It
frames both objects and bodies, articulates a relational ground for transformation,
and often functions as a threshold between built form and earth, both designed and
found. It does so by instituting a horizontatuida and measurable edge that relate
objects, bodies, and si@stracting irregular terrain, regulating stance and view, and
setting sequences of approach; by leveling and standardizing surface finish so
assemblies can be added, removed, or reconfiguragelation to the persistent
datum; and by mediating between built form and earth through steps, ramps, and
landings that articulate access and material contact, converting terrain into an
accessible surface. Through such perspective, platform becombbcagpaund: a

shared architectural element that allows difference without fragmenting coherence.

Within the scope of this part, eadhstancetraces platform as a precise spatial

el ement . I n Mies van der Rohedsvatioor k, the p
and boundary that regulates access, visibility, and encounter. Extending this
operation at the scale of the neighborhood,
the Amsterdam playgrounds recompose residual ground into spatial propositions for

collecive use, using low thresholds and patterned horizontality rather than
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encl osur e. As an ab st Histograms aandk GontiBUTLES | Supe
Monumentproject the same logics of elevation, delineation, and repetition to a
planetary field, turning platfon into a medium of critique. These platforms are not
interchangeable: each operates under its own spatial, material, and discursive logic,

yet they are linked by shared operations that render public ground a site of

architectural articulation.

Instead oftaking these platforms as symbolic gestures, this part traces them as
operative grounds: surfaces that organize, expose, and redistribute the spatial logic
of the city. Platform becomesnaelement through which institutions are
monumentalized, rituals astaged, and informal occupations are made legible. In
eachinstance platform intervenes in the city not through mass but through surface.
In order to elaborate those surface relationships, series of diagrammatic sections are
produced, which depends onlyg the surfaces of platforms. In this sense, platform

is an element whose implications are primarily spatial, with social relations mediated
by these spatial articulations. It does so by defining a horizontal datum and edge that
reorder approach, stancedaview; concentrating transitions at steps, ramps, and
landings to produce thresholds and intervals; differentiating surface elevation and
finish to allocate functions without enclosure; extending a continuous plane that links
discrete objects while holdithem apart; and rendering occupation legible through
alignments, repetitions, and tracegperating as a field condition rather than a

volumetric enclosure.

3.2.1 Platform as Architectural Order

Ludwi g Mies van der Roheds wralgrhund.lef | ect s
his work, he employed elevated platforms as integral architectural elements that
established a plane of order, abstraction, and encounter. In the Barcelona Pavillion
(figure 37, 3.8, the travertine base raises the building off the groarehting a
temenosHere,platformis not only literal but also conceptu@latformstages the

pavilion as a space of ritualized movement, material reflection and a philosophical
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reposeThe produceglatformscan be traced in figure 3.8 which solely degs on

linear reproduction of the section.

~ RSN

Figure3.7. The Barcelona Pavilion, MiesvanderRggeu ndaci - Mi es van
Rohe Barcelona

Figure3.8. Diagrammatic Platform Section ®he Barcelona Pavilion (produced
by the author)

The precise modulation of elevation through steps and paving stones initiates a
procession into space rather than a direct entrédigree 3.8) The visitor does not

approacharchitecture frontally but diagonally, with perspective shifting through the
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act of movemeng®latformframes this experience, controlling the speed of encounter

and the framing of views. It simultaneously withdraws the building from the street

and produes its spatial legibility. Such configuration can be seen as a reminiscent

of the way the processions were organized in the Greek temple platitibe. in

the Greek templ e, platform acquires a tr

acquire an instittional role.

His Neue Nationalgalerie in Berlin (figure93.3.1Q reflects the public expression

of this compositional logic. The museum, built on a large platform stands as an
archetype of how platform can be both monumental and democratic. The raised
plinth defines a boundary between the museum anduhierforumin which a ritual
threshold is produced as a reminiscent of Greek temple platfdendefines a
groundwhich both relates and detaches its@lfseries of low steps ascends and
arrive onto a wide, open terrace, before the transparent pavilion above. Thus,
platform establishes a pause that further gives transilibis detachment can be
traced in the section in figure 3.10.

Such a deliberate elevation transforms the act of entry into a public gesture. Plinth
moves beyond being a physical support and becos@asae for gathering in which
public life is choreographed. In place of a vertical enclosure, platform accommodates

a place for lingering, circulation and réistough horizontal relations (figure 3.10)

The museumods gl azed u p paeean ekhiition leweli t s at
underscoring the plinthds role as both
enables circulation around the structure, framing it as an object in space and allowing

it to perform as a public promenade. In this way, Mies tramsgplatforminto a

metropolitan stage.
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Figure3.9. Neue Nationalgalerie, Berlin, Mies van der Rohe (Simon Menges,
Archiv Neuenationalgalerie)

Figure3.10. Diagrammatic Platform Section of Neue Nationalgalerie (produced by
the author)

Platformhere is neither residual nor background,; it is the element through which the
museumpresent itself tats urban surroundings. It facilitates both detachment and
visibility, enactingplatformb s doubl e rol e as both a boundzes

device.

Aur el i interprets Miesds use of plinth as a

forces of urbanization. He argues that

the simple, bounded form of the plinth (whichnche interpreted as an

abstract version of the Greek stylobate) is the precondition for nearly all

Mi esbs designs. I f, a sl iNkeeu neweelri tayr goufe sMi
buil dings seem to follow Kar/l Friedrich

freestading architectural object as an analogous form encompassing
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bourgeois space (as opposed to the imperial claims of baroque architecture),

the plinth give this appropriation of seléfined limit28!

Thus, Mi es 6 s wasakormal confromtdticrar ppliticaltstatdment
against the expansionist | ogic of urbani

since he offers a framework for reading platform within the architectural context.

3.2.2 From Plinth to Commons. Platform as Participatory Ground

The line between infrastructure, landscape, and collective space is blurred through
proposals of platforms as public ground. Platform herepsogrammable terrain

that enables interaction, accessibility, and public engagement through the
introduction ofsoft ground by landscape interventippgnting beds, soil mounds,
permeable gravels, and watetaining stripsthat modulate the hard datum of the
platform, slow movement, and produgitableedges; continuous ramps and gentle
gradients that knit engs, overlooks, and pauses into an accessible sequence; and
seasonal textures, shade, and maintenance practices that invite lingering, caretaking,

and collective use.

One suchinstanceis The High Line in New York (2009), designed by Field
Operations, Dikkr Scofidio + Renfro and Piet Oudolf (figurel B, 3.12, 3.1B The
project repurposes as elevated freight rail line, which is a residual infrastructure, into
a linear urban promenade. It can be considered as a platform for strolling, resting
viewing, andgathering. It is part garden, part boardwalk, part social condenser. It
offers a spatial ambiguity, it is not a building, nor a park, nor a street, rather it is all

at once.

The High Line operates as anterfacethat is neither residual nor imposed. Its
structure is continuous yet punctuated by planted clearings, seating niches, and

BlAur @he, Possibility of3@d. Absol ute Archi
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overlooks that interrupt the linear datum, offering varied conditions for occupation

and interaction. The architectural act lies in thickening dliattening the

infrastructura  trace through Pi et-batedpaotihgodiys nat ur al i
lived perennials and grasses arranged in layered drifts fosé@ason structurset

within narrow soil beds integrated with the deck; these landscape interventions

modulate the hardurface, slow movement, and produce edges for pause and
encountelfigure 311, 3.13.182 The planting strategy, informed by the ssdfeded

vegetation that colonized the rail line after abandonment, translates that spontaneous

railscape into calibrated plib ground!®® Alongside Field Operations and Diller
Scofidio + Renfrobs sequencing of access p
intervals, the softscape and paved planks operate together as a conggtuous

variegated platform*

182pj et Oudol f @ardd eRn sc ko fDatrtkee ,Hi gh Line: EIl ev.
Modern LamPhscdpensd: Ti mber Press, 2017) .
BFEriends of Hihgeh Hiignhe (Pl paen,tn géuSiudremer 2010) .
¥4pjiller Scofidio + Renfro, f@AHigh Line, o pro
Society of Landscape Architects, AHonor Awal
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Figure3.13. Partial Diagrammatic Platform Section of the High Line (produced by
the author)

Similarly, the NEMO Science Museum in Amsterdam (1997) by Renzo Piano,
transforms its sloped roof into a stepped public platform that invitdesp@an
occupation (figure 34). The roof terrace accessible by a stairway serves as a place
to sit, stroll, overlook the harbor, and informally gather. Platform, here, becomes a
public promenade. Such a gesture connects the institutional interioheitirlian

exterior.
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Figure3.14 NEMO Science Museum, Am*028r dam ( au

The museumds roof is a deliberate artict
produces a spatial continuibetween city and institution, folding the building into

the urban topography. The slope is not symbolic but experiential which transforms
movement into view, rest into encounter. Platform here stages public leisure,

mediating the role of the museum as hastitutional and public.

Theseinstancedrace platform as a public institutioopenended, inclusive, and
continuously in use. In this sense, they do not operate like the traditional typologies

of the square or the boulevard; rather, they establish a horizontal plane as a field for
unprogrammed use. They can be read alongside Aldo vEy c k 6s pl aygr o
where low thresholds, patterned horizontality, and distributed small elements (rings,
frames, mounds) invite multiple readings and uses: slight level shifts and open edges

allow simultaneous paths, pauses, and encounterseristonthout enclosure, and

repeated surfaces support improvisation by admitting play, rest, and passage on the
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same ground. Through such uses of platform that accommodate multiplicity, ground
is reclaimed as a scene of becoming; platform, in timsts@ncesoperates as a spatial
infrastructure of participation, where ground is thickened, distributed, and made

relational.

Al do van Eyckoés urban playgrounds, devel ope
1978 situated in vacant lots, courtyards and residual urban sfiagas.part of an

initiative which proposed to give a playground to every neighborhood of

Amsterdam'®® These playgrounds transformed underused ground into platforms for

play, encounter and becoming. Van Eyckds pl
instead, they offered a spatial grammar which included sandpits, circular
steppingstones, metal hoops, climbing domes placed on leveled, delineated

platforms of brick, gravel or sand (figurelB, 3.16, 3.17.

Vi ncent Alidpt evlainj rEBakel WoBks kh2user, 1999),
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Figure3.15. Playground Zaahof, Aldo van Eyck, 1948gtelijn, 1999.

Figure3.16. Pl ayground Zaahof dés Diagrammatic F
author)

Platform here is an architecturalementthat transforms indeterminate parcels of
urban residue into active publicounds Its function is not additive but foundational.

The delineation of the ground through curbs, pavers, or edge treatments defines a
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spatial order where activities are madegiae. The act of drawing the ground:
flattening it, edging it, surfacing it, is itself becomes a form of platforaking
(figure 3.16)

Figure3.17. Stepping Stones from one of the Playgrounds, Aldo vak Ey

(Ligtelijn, 1999.

Through his playgrounds, fabric of the city becomes a field of expression, in which
architecture becomes a medium for dialogue and becoming. His playgrounds
exemplify a space of inclusivity, ope@mdedness, and mutual formation. leonp up

a crack within the fabric of the city by manipulating the ground.

Platformi n Van Eyckés work holds neither progras
weight but proposes instead a syntax of spatial relations. His modest interventions

reconfigure public grund through the act of leveling, patterning, and framing. The

playground becomes public platform through accessibility, continuity, and the

refusal of enclosure.
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3.2.3 Space as StagePlatform as a Performative Ground

Hil de Heynen, i n  h dénstrumerit SrpStagee Noes onkhec e pt o

Il nteraction between Spatial and Soci al
bet ween fispaces ®Rinrdlatisndodttirea tifferent morlass spages 0
as a receptor, space as an instrument and space asrstagard tdhe third model,
Aspace shestakedtlaag e o

The third model, which encompasses aspects of the first two, envisages the
built environment as a stage on which social processes are played out. In the
same way as the staging makes cersgitions and interactions possible or
impossible within a theatre play, the spatial structure of buildings,
neighbourhoods and towns accommodates and frames social

transformationg8’

Reading platform through this perspective positions it as an architestagal that
supportamaterial structuresymbolic and social acts. Platform, taken together with
this model, conditions participation. In architectunadtancessuch as opeair
stages, protest platforms, ahdesholds, thact of stepping up or beinggined upon

a horizontal datum alters how bodies are read and how actions acquire symbolic

(

force. Platformbs operation | i,Bsettingppt i n

a horizontal datum and measurable edge that relate bodies to site; imgdduel

changes that create gradients of visibility; aligning planes and edges with lines of

sight and movement to establish facing and stance; concentrating access at steps,
ramps, and landings to sequence entry and pause; and differentiating saréce fi

and texture to register places to stand, gather, or cross.

%Hi |l de Heynen, f@ASpace as Receptor, |Instr
Il nteraction between Spdtnitelr namand oSr@adi &Pl ad
StudiBesiao(26813) : 343.

187 bi d.
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3231 Sebastiano Serliobds Scenography: Three

As discussed in the pr eteaticakstageldepiptbnrsr , Sebas
can be interpreted as representations of urban ground. Through these depictions

(figure 318), Serlioar t i cul ates and visualizes a form
the urban condition within the spatial |l an

marked by emblematic architectural elements such as an obelisk and a gate, which

align with Vitruvian princip e s . Il n contrast, the Acomico
chaotic compositionan irregular clustering of buildings lacking clear proportional

|l ogic or adherence to classical order s. Se
these scenes further emphasizespihiglic function of the ground plane as a space

of encounter and interaction.

The stage buildings for [tragedies] should be of characters of high rank,
because disastrous love affairs, unforeseen events and violent gruesome
deaths (as far as one readsniiant tragedies, not to mention modern ones)
always occur in the houses of noblemen, Dukes, great Princes or even

Kings.188

The stage buildings for [comic scene] should be private houses; that is,
belonging to citizens, merchants, lawyers, parasites andr ctimilar

characters8®

In this context, the theatrical ground becomes a constructed surface that stages urban

i fe: a shared dApublic groundod where dispar
coexist. Rather than portraying a volumetric or layered cdimepf space, these

scenes flatten the built environment omore thara singularsurfacethat supports

both structures and human acsoRlatformhere does not distinguish between city

and stage, instead it collapses them. It is a representaétamnt that allows

BSerfeéebastiano SerhDPe6dPn BBchitecture (
B pid.
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multiple architectural forms and social roles to coexist without vertical hierarchy.

The urban plan becomes scenographic through its platformed ground.

Notably, the ofterover | ooked fisatirico scene off el
platform can be interpreted as possessinfgiegkness unlike the two more formal
scenesHowever, the gridded surface is still evident in satiric scene, but compared

to the other two ground becomes articulated instead of the placed buildings.
Compared to satiriscene, tragic and comic scenes assume urban ground as a neutral

and static base in which buildings erect .
of perspective which i s ®frbtioedsatiecsgroundi s ed &
Serlio anticipates regularity, material instability, and spatial negotiation. Its broken
geometries and ambiguous forms reflect a type of urban ground that is neither purely

formal nor purely organic, but responsivestead of looking into these three stage
depictions as garate, it is possible to read them as a whole. This way, different

layers of urban ground could be seen together.

R
AN
\ .‘. xR0
N e
e
ol A_'f*'_ﬂ m,,l VS Er N\

Figure3.18 Sebasti ano Serl i ob6s c Sabasttano Serioagi ¢ a
on Architecture 1996

WserSebasti ano SerB8Bvo on Architecture,
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3.24 Urban Grid 191

In passage to the semsedentary and sedentary life, as anthropologist Tim Ingold

highlights,t he domesti cation of anawpatanttastofa fAsur f ac
appropriation:® This appropriation is functional, regulag the irregularities of

ground. By fAdomestication of | andfgamdi;ma surface
convertedinto a structured ground preparedfor repeated tasks: clearing and
stripping,leveling, cutting and filling to create even areas, compactengng hard

layers setting edges, marking thresholds and routes, establishing simple measures

for sowing, drying, and storage, and instituting maintenance cycles (replastering, re

rolling). These operations make the groumthbitable supportive of loasl divisible

into plots, and ready for return use over tirtiels turning land into an organized

surface of work and lifeAgricultural productionrequiring level threshing floors,

stable drying and storage bases, and service ,pathgpels systematic leling,

compacting, and paving of t rhodifiedjearthu n d ; i n S

PIA short geneal ogy of |ditrAippropuliditbenfor mul a

Subdivision, Abstraction: A Political Hi st ol
brief geneal ogy of the urban grid and its p
expansion to modern capitalist urbanism. Fo
rationalist ordering system which relied on

the grid was egalitarian in ways that it re
clarDeViriomusReNe \KoYod rhka,as dwel l s on the Manh
argui ng hiad ofhfers a potential for form to
more recent discourse, Stan Allen and James
t hrough he grammar of #Afield conditionso a
referen tnad shmos efmmatsiwrnlsa a gri d which does

C
structur
environm
treats t

t al and historical variation (AII

g
e
t
e
e but haeeaachhicaekenedirashructur e;
en
he grid ashat fiog ma od e rmfagprpmantgi Wee vii rcset
ng

activati | atent potentials within the sit
approach the grid with the possibility of d
and adaptive matri x.

2Aureli ankRl aatomama;, Architecture and the U
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condenses in the fAmound, 0 where &bil is
Gottfried Semperdés introduction of t he
Architecture ths interprets a social and cultural evolution from mobile to permanent
settlement. Modification of land through terraces is more than a physical act:
retaining walls and leveled benches fix boundaries visibly in the landscape; labor
investment inscribes tere; channels and access paths rank movement and
irrigation; and serial benches subdivide slopes into legible, pbasther producing

social appropriation and divisidft?

Later on, this appropriation of land by paving and threshing takes a more refined

form with the introduction of urban grid which not only appropriates the land use but

al so soci al relations which operates in
ground as an Ainstrument of | abourodé coul
landappropriation:*® Pier Vittorio Aureli introduces urban grid by referring to three

acts which are fdappr opr i 8Theachofsubslividiodi vi si ¢
of land becomes a permanent way of subdividing through abstract mechanisms. This
artificial intervention materializes itself as a way of social control. In this sense, the

human relationships are also abstracted through the introdwaf urban grid. In

relation to the use of urban grid, Aureli states that,

in the course of history, this highly artificial system ultimately naturalized the

possession of land to the point that we now take for granted that the urban

8Gottfri eldheSeFnopuerr ,El ements of Archi&aestur
Harry F. Mal |l grave and Wol fgang Herr mann
Press, 1989)

¥%40p. cit.

¥Tim | Whelalfj flLei Bds

%pj er Vittorio Aureli introduces these t
AAppropriati on, Subdivision, Abstraction:
(2018)
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world is an immens grid of lines that parcels the earth into myriad indoor

and outdoor enclosuré¥’

Therefore, urban grid could be taken as an artiffaiadlificationwhich operateboth
in physical contexandin social by introducing a control mechanism, a frame. B thi

sense, the ground, with the introductiorudban grig can no longer be seen just as

a fAconstell at bnutofi tl acnodurdadr klse 0 seen as a
[ appropriated] | andmar ks o wniterfdte t he i ntroduc
InA Apprtoiporni,a Subdi vision, Abstraction: A Poli
Aureli introduces urban g'itiddefined agithe t e mp| at e

appropriation of land through subdivision in which the relationships formed between

humankind is abgacted?®®

As a social force, abstraction is therefore the mechanism that transforms the
grid from an order first traced on the ground to an apparatus whose ordering

impact invests and orients the totality of human relationsfips.

In this sense, the gridan be considered as propagating organizations within the
urban surface Furthermore, such simple marking suggests a rather artificial
intervention which later turns into a rather physical act. Something which is rather

artificial finds its way to the physal possession of land

Even though distinct, platform and urban grid can be seen as interconnected

architectural elements. They both abstract grobpimposing datums and linework

pi er Vittorio Aureli, HAAppropriation,

d
Hisrty of the Thé ar ogrd odt, 6ofi nAut onomy: Po i
w

D ~ o

Su
[ i
( N
8

within and agaedst PCepi vattemio Aurel:]
Books on ArchitectufletOand the City, 2018) ,
¥Tim Impel djfe 0. Lines

¥pjer i Vi tAuorl i, fAAppropriation, Subdivision
Hi story of tLho&gdU(R®&18Gri d38.

200 pid.

X1 pid., 40
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that translate irregular terrain into measurable surfaces and pdrkeils.enable
repetition through modular spacing, serial alignments, and recurring surface
treatments. They produce fields rather than individual objdnysextending
continuity across multiple plots and organizing use through edges, intervals, and
threshdds rather than walls. While the grid subdivides space into,yaisels,
blocks, baysplatform organizes a field of uskeveling and thickening ground to
accommodate sequences of movement, assembly, and rest without en&loshre.
coupling of platfom and grid can be traced with reference to tlogvalley and the

grid of METU Campus work together to form these relations.
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3.2.4.1 The Alley and the Grid of METU Campus>®?

As Ay k e2Rwrigs thacampus merged the ideas developed in CIAM (1928

1959) and the fonal codes of the International Style, which in turn created a unique

202 A partial and a different reading of this part of the thesis is presented titled as

APl atform: as an Architectural Ecotoneo cri
2023. Within the scope of this work the campus was rethought as a possible

ecotone, especially in terms of its formation. Since the main approach of the thesis

does not taék on an ecological perspective, it is not fully integrated to this part.

Since the smateigalat ieomviorfonmental , and soci al
the formation of the campus, it potentially
archi tecttawumreal The term ecotone is used here
and an intermediary and an interface that f
the ecotone, a transitional space between e
abomenti ontedceasateEcotones are defined as dpl
are essentially spati al relational construc
ani mates change to another. As a zone of i n:
set of ewaoglesgibyalt hfeedtorce of i nteractions a
systems. The distinctiveness of any one eco
interactions between systems, rather than b
of i tsel f. oy nacnoitco ngewsa lhiatvieesd, al tering i n wioc
ti me, responding to changes in the environm
thin boundaries, but thick interfaces rich

with architecturmademny opngsi lihliist iceosncte@tt hi nk
thresholds, and urban surfaces as zones of

human and nonhuman, stable and emergent. Su
continuously produced t hrlo ugahn do vienrflraapsptirnugc teu
processes. The METU campus functions in muc
forest and institutional platform together

nature and culture, between t hmeentnstitution
This resonates with Felix Guattari ds concep
social, and environmeonhsalitasi oeefiappgs ngGa
2000) . he METU campus is not a closed syst
respomsifver ¢es beyond its boundaries, such
pressures, and climatic conditions. 't i s i
transforms its surrounding environment beyo
scal es supcdl iatsi csalc,i adnd environment al ; and i
out side forces and systems. I't can be defin
di ffer-dnmenbreaal net wor ks. Constructed and
campus i tsel f canpladtsfoorbne. dletf iinse db catsh dy nami
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environment®The i dea was t o 2P thuwough a fermdtien of he gr
society. The campus plan was organized

a | | 2@Pwhijcld operates notmsiply as a circulation axis but as an infrastructural and

just environmentally but also socially. I
can be considered as fAweaving together o
Dripps suggests i n Dhreirppasr t2i0c2lle) .An Gr oundwo
203The METU Campus is a highly researched instance, this thesis takes it as one of

its key instances to reread its platforms and the campus itself as a platform. It relies

on the previous research made, especially, through its documentatierncourses
conducted by Ayken Savak both at METU Fa:
Faculty of Architecture.

In 2017, the METU Faculty of Architecture received a grant from Getty
Foundation in Los Angeles as a part of @l
programme. The core team for the project includedait ¢ hi t te @, iAu rod .
DrAyken ,BBeawqpiksu DerebakBy¢pa¥mhaBer 8azKna

conser platnirad nigde s i st . Prof .,gdDruc tZueryanlep AKk't
as s essPmeonftAh et AsggiestDrBelPkiorf . ¥Ymaeer Awnl
assessmehdsitetaim Prof. DAsscéagPrmoMebDral AKKQE
Tavuk-Sepehur Sdopedr ananser b dehaed s oc . Prof .
Dr . | pek ,6ahs e lToydemvihhe report , AResearch
Conservation Plan for the METU Faculty o1
series of publications and exhibitions al
through documentation and r ai siThegrsti nt er n.
exhibition entitled AMETU Documentedo wa:
Convention Centre, in 1999. Some of the |
Documented: Travelling Exhibition (TU De!
Representing Itself (METU, 208 ) . 0

24Ayken Savak, fACampus Utopias | : Middle

Creative @Reerekdlidngnndn. 22 (2023): 45,
https://doi.org/10. 7480/ overholland. 2023
The ACampus Utopiasodo graduate research c

coll aboration with TU Del ft, Depart ment
Architecture.

2051 bi d.

26Ayken Savak, fAThree Modern Campuses, Th

Experi eat Blpolbd,anndo. 22 (2023): 19,
https://doi.org/10. 7480/ overholland. 2023

Within the scope of this article, Savak |
di fferent revolutionary contexts: UNAM i |
Cuba. S heen ftohcrueseesdi stinct el ements of the

she focuses on the Olympic Stadium which
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social platform (figure8.19 3.21). As a spatial medium, the alley functions much

l i ke what Kel |l er Easterling calls an #dAinfr
organizational field that prefigas the behavior and distribution of architectural,

social, and environmental elemertfé Along this spine, arcades connect buildings,

pools punctuate moments of relief, and lawns open up gathering spaces. The alley

collectively forms what might be called@pological program of thregimensional

encounters?8

The alley mediates circulatimandbecomes a site @mbedded social relation&s

a platform, it enables interaction: broad landings and steps invite sitting and small
gatherings; arcades and shaded thresholds support informal teaching and study
circles; the continuous paving allows processions and demonstrations to assemble
and moe; plinth and planter edges serve as meeting points; and slight level changes
define niches without enclosyreonditions through which appropriation and

resistance can occur without preassigned uses.

former volcanic site redesigned through arc
dependent on | andsoapMEITRNt et hwental bey was t a
experiment zone, which was the very first ¢
as a spine that articulates the whole campu

el aneankt s2 X3 )t.he whol e cam

as the regul atory
20'Kel | er HEaxdtrarsitiang,craft: The (Ploovedom:f | nfra
Ver so, 2014) .

280p. cit.
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Figure3.19. Site plan of theBeMETUZ Cdmpuwd K)SaAll
ResearcBehrAwz u¢i ni ci Archive)

platform of the library

platform of the faculty of
architecture

Figure3.20. Partial Diagrammatic Platform Section of the Alley (producgthke
author)
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Figure3.21. Twoinstancef r om t he al |l ey.-BéEBalutk Research,
Archive)

Far from being a neutral or static element, the alley acts as a platform. It is not merely
a flat planebut a multiscalarsystem an inteface that links architectural form,
environmental process, and institutional culture. It registers infrastructural flows,
mediates material rhythms, and structures social life. It can be considered an
ilassembl abBekuriani sanset ehdynamic configuration of heterogeneous
parts that function together without being reduced to a single form or function. The
alley at METU functions as a regulatory framework that shapes spatial experience
and institutional life. Its afjnment and treatment facilitate movemesitucture

encounters, reinforcing the identity of the university as a structured social system.

The alley works together with the grid for the regulation of the overall campus. As
part of the campus planning,atec | i near 100 1 2%Ptfomsgr i d was
of the campus work in direct relation to this grid, producing tdieeensional spatial

relationships. In this sense, working together with the grid, platforms enact the

Ay ken Savak, fACampus Utopias | Mi ddl e Eas
Creative @®Reerekdlidngnndn. 22 (2023): 52.
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interfaces and thresholddthin the campusat grid intersections platforms thicken

into landings and small squares; along grid lines plinths, steps, and ramps extend
floors to form edges and thresholds; where the grid meets slope, terraces set paced
transitions. By connecting the buildsi@nd becoming an extension of both faculty
buildings and the alley, platforni®ecomethe ground, mediate between different
systems, and enable inhabitation (figuseks, 3.20, 3.2).

The relief of the campus grid v+epfobduced
3.22) is significant in terms of tracing the relationship between the grid and
platforms. Their relief model represents the formation of the campus as a series of
platforms that work together to support circulation, and inhabitation, and tazggan

program distributionthickening at intersections, stepping along slopes, shaping

thresholds and level transitions, and aligning landings with building plinths and

entries(figure 3.20)

T o
NI

- Nesy F¥
= ‘_[“’ - | :
by T MJ (ot
ol Ml e

Figure3.22The relief of the
Damla Erko-2QSavak 2023

2OAsst ated by Ayken Savakiaiisetwprkel isefa m
Sezin Saréca and Damla Er ko- . Il m a rel i
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In this sense, thalley of theMETU Campus can be read as a constructed system
that organizes lifethrough the reconciliation of platforms and the giidnobiizes

the architectural ground as an organizing medium, and in doing so challenges
binaries of natural/artificial, inside/outside, and institution/landscpeeimagine

the architectural ground as such a system offers a possibility to displace some of th
most persistent assumptions embedded within architectural and urban pfidtice.
ground becomes a site of contested emergence, a thickened mediubeoboung.
Reconceived as sucplatformcan becomeraarchitectural grounéor negotiation,

multiplicity, and encounter.

In this sense, the METU campus stands as a paradigmstiaceof platform. Its
platform articulations mediate environmental processes, support collectivéllife,
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and encode perceptual rhythms. Through its infrastructure, affecoweegees, and
temporal responsiveness, METU enacts the performative, stratified, and relational

conditions of ground architectutierough the coupling of platforms and grid.

3.25 Radical Grounds

Superstudio and Archizoom Assocjdtbth operating within the Florentine avant
garde, reconceptualize@latform as an antmonumental, infrastructural and

speculativeelementfor reorganizing collectivéfe.

Super s Histogranss@969), depict cubic volumes placed on pristine fields,
each structure a blank form raised on a low plifftgure 324, 325). These
histograms are architectural platforms that refuse figuration, program or
ornamentation. They appear simultaneously timeless and futuristic, modular,

repeatable, and stripped sgmantic contenChey explain histograms as:

We prepared a catalogue of-diimensional noftontinuous diagrams, a

catalogue of histograms of architecture with reference to a grid transportable

in diverse areas or scales for the edification of a natate serene and

immobile in which we might finally recognize (kmow) ourselves. From the

catalogue of histograms followed effortlessly objects, furniture,
environments and architectureé But all
have they even matterechuch. The surface of such histograms was
homogeneous and isotropic; every problem of space and every problem of
sensibility having been accurately removed. The histograms were also called
6the tombs??of architects.

was both physical and metaphori
became an operational ground or emanci
n

c al pl atf

Y

22Syuper dtau Biup,e r f,i clige7 2N equutort ae d Peter La
0

r (
f a
[ |
MenkiSmger studi o: Li NewWrarmlowut RiObZ @lcit,s 20 (
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The neutral platform here functions astapian support system which becomes a
base for endless reconfiguratiorhese platforms do not support buildings in the
traditional sense; they suspendrth@®latformis abstracted from both landscape and
context. As a result, it becomes an index of riéipatwhich its horizontality is not
grounded in site but in concept. It is a surface from which architecture detaches, or

within which it dissolves.

In The Continuous Monume(it96971), this logic is extended to the planetary scale.

A gridded, mirroredsurface stretches uninterrupted across cities, landscapes, and
oceang(figure 326). The mirrored platform absorbs and reflects the environment
without anchoring itself to it. This continuous ground resists differentiation,
hierarchy, or enclosure. It baoes a critique of zoning, monumentality, and

symbolic form. Platform here, becomes not a base for architecture, but its

replacement.

Figure3.23. HistogramsMisura Furniture Superstudio, 1969 (Domus, 187
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Figure3.24. Histograms, Misura FurnitureSuperstudio, 1969 (Domus, 1972)

Figure3.25. The Continuous Monumeridew York, Superstudio, 1969 (MoMA
Archive)
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Anot her such ex amfupeesurfacgfigu® BR7E Aiext Watl i 0 6 s

describes their work as follows:

The Florentine group Superstudio envisaged a continuously developed,
artificial surface. In their proje&upersurface Ghe formal devie of the grid

was inscribed across a pure, planar landscape, providing both a metaphor and
an instrument for the networks of energy and information that could extend

to every corner of the eartfs’

Such expansion of grid as an artificial interventfarther imposes a continuous

horizontal urban surface in which flexible networks are enabled. This continuous

horizontal surface also suggests an urban system in which urbanism is dynamic and

temporal. Instead of a static form of urban context, itpresentpr ocess, a fAnetw
across vast [ éP"Summlrface eératesth as fa apeaclatived

field of energy exchangandas aperspectiveof platform without architecture. It

renders ground as medium, transforming architectural space intcapnogible

interface With such intervention andepiction the grid is no longer a compositional

tool, it becomeghe logic ofplatformitself.

23Wa | | i P gramming the Urban Surface, o 235
2% bid. 2
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-
Figure3.26. SupersurfaceSuperstudio, 197@Superstudio 1971

Through Supersurface Superstudio proposes a plugn s er vi ce net wor k
ci r cui %° which alimghaies singular architectural objects and turn urban

ground into an uninterrupted and continuous landsdap@oing so, Supersurface
extendgplatforminto the infrastructural imaginary. Its horizontality reskstghform

and place. The surface becomes a speculative condition, a ground that remains

forever open, yet never local.

Ar c hi zNo-8topdC#y(1969372) complements this vision. The city is rerete

as an endless interior in which walls dissolve, ceilings are continuous, and the ground
becomes a modular infrastructural platform (figure8B. In this scenario,
architecture is reduced to systems of lighting, ventilation, and distribution. Thus,
spatial difference collapses into a homogeneous field of potential.

Platformin No-Stop City is not a neutral floor but a radical ground condition. |
absorbs the functions of infrastructure, circulation, and urban form into a single

continuous system. The grid becomes a spatial operator through ptatébrm

25The Museum of Mo
accessed July 3,

dern Art, AConti nuous M
2025, https:// www. moma.
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facilitates the erasure of hierarchy, figuration, and typology. Unlike previously
discussed lptforms that elevate and frame, hegyatform levels and erases. It

becomes a field for potential but not identity.

0%

: AALAAR, L‘&’}"’ A R YR * B t
¢ : / NN/ N AT NN XN
[~ L / N\ N SR

Figure3.27. No-Stop City Archizoom, 1969 (Centre Pompidou Digital Archive)

I n the seventh chapter of Landscape as Urba
No-Stop CityHe i nterprets Archizoombébs work as a d
conditions of modern metropolis which is a surface shaped by economic and

ecological flows?!® Here, grid as an artificial platform becomes the instigator of

events. In a way, the grid is reformulated through infrastructural con@émns,. Noe

Stop Cityés ground is not figurative but pr
and platform is the enabling layer that supports this redistribution. It does not
monumentalize occupation but diffuses Architectural platform here becomes

infrastructural softwaravhich is ambient, continuous, and generative of new urban

logics. Itarticulatesnot thiough form but through provision.

In such flattened conditiopjatformis no longer a physical support. In tinstance
platform becomes a source of uniform space which organizes coexistence through

modularity and metric repetition.

2%Charl es Wal dheim, fASeven: Agrarian Urbanis
i handscape ,asedJr b@marsimes Wal dheim (Princetor
Princeton Univeri8Bty Press, 2016) , 1214
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3.3 Ground Plan as aPlatform

The ground plane is more than a physical support; it is a complex conceptual,
representational, and operational element that mediates between architectural form
and ground. Platform is a horizontal mediatrconstructed groundhat enables
access, rest, and action. Platform enacts this through a continuous ground plane that
anticipates openness. Parallel to this, the architectural ground plan is an intermediary
tool that intersects drawing, thought, and construcilitve. ground plan operates as

a complex site of conceptual framing and social organization. In a similar manner to
the ground plan, platform organizes collective possibility. It does not dictate function
but enables it; it is open to appropriation by fixing a level datumrnaogk than
durable surface, marking edges and thresholds, and providing distributed points of
access and service so that furniture, crowds, and temporary structures can be added
or removed without reconfiguring the grouradlowing ritual, leisure, protest, and

playto occupy the same plane at different times and scales.

In this sense, platform is the condition that renders the ground plan operative. It is
both the spatiaélementin which the plan can be enacted and the epistemological
frame that makes ground legiblaeasurable, and inhabitable.the previous part,
sections are used to el aborate platfor mo:
turns to ground plan to enact such capacifiast as the ground plan projects future
space, platform acts as thpatial projection of that drawing. As a latent structure,
platform both receives and transforms the logic of the plan: level lines are realized
as datums and terraces; line weights become thickness and edge; hatches translate
into material stratificationsdimension strings become modules and bays; and
alignments resolve into paths, landings, and clearances arranged in sequence. By
setting level, edge, and access, while integrating tolerances, drainage, and services,

platform makes the articulation of grudivisible as a constructed, operative field.

The ground plan has eEonagfaphatd thd dperatiang h Vi t r
diagrams of contemporary urbanism.architectural sense, ground plan could be
considered as t he Db a statisn infwhich the loteer ganisi | di n ¢
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erect . I n this sense, Al alJ]rchitecture provi
taking information from flat representations to create embodiddj e?t The . o

ground plan is both an artifact of design and a record of cultural intent.

As such, architectural platform beconsselementhrough which the abstractions

of the plan are given a physical threshold. It frames the shift from representation to
constuction, as a grounded transformatiBtatformmaterializes the base condition

of the plan while simultaneously participating in its abstraction, making it possible

to move from drawing to occupation without dissolving the critical distance between

them.

It would be foolish it seems to me, to characterize architecture as abstract,
since a house is no more abstract than a chair or a biscuit; but it makes a great

deal of sense to call the process of its conception abstfagted.

In such sense, ground plaacomes where this abstraction meets materiality, where

geometry encounters habit, and where the image of space confronts the lived

experience of place. Ground plan not only participates in shaping buildings; it also

has broader epistemological implicaonby establishing conventions of

measurement, projection, and classification that structure how space is conceived,

taught, and reproduced. Through the ground plan, architecture confronts presence

and absence, form and void by rendering solids and spaabstiact fields using

cut lines and line weights to declare thickness, edge, and enclosure; specifying

thresholds, clearances, and reserves that keep portions intentionally empty; and

permitting figurégr ound reversal s i n whi zds what anp|

~

movement, | ight, and collective use whil e i

217 Robin Evans, "Architectural Projection," Architecture and K
Image(Montreal: Canadian Centre for Architecture, 1989), 19.
28 pid., 21.
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This confrontation is already evident in one of the earliest architectural
configurations of settl ement: the domest
orthographicp |l anni ng traditions, ¢atal h°y¢sgkds
abstraction of ground through drawing. Instead, it constructs architectural order
directly through platformed differentiation of the earthen inteffayure 329).

Raised surfaces demarcate sleeping areas, burial zones, and hearths. Space is divided

not through walls, but through modulated height, use, and proximity. These
platforms serve both as spatial regulators an@raBgurative plansthey record

habitual a&tion, regulate access and visibility, and inscribe collective rhythms into

form. In this context, the plan is neither figurative nor representational. It is lived

and enacted through platform. Thdswe | | i ngs demonstatetlaatieveh vy ¢ k

in the alsence of drawn plans, the architectural ground can still function as a
planning instrument. Platform, here, is the first act of abstraction: a horizontal

surface carved from terrain that begins to organize space, time, and relation.

Figure3.28. ¢atal hoy¢sgk Building 52 (catal hoyuk
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3.3.1 Ground Plan: A Genealogy

Architectural platform, as both a physical and conceptual construct, forms a
foundational threshold between earth and edifice, between material site and formal
projection. It is the mediating ground through which geometry and order are
inscribed upon thesarth From thestylobateof the Greek temple to the raised
podiums of Palladian villas, platform constitutes a support stru@nceis an
element of elevatianboth physical and symbolic. It allows architecture to
differentiate itself from nature while meaining rooted in it. This dual condition
makes platform a generative site for tracing how abstract ideals such as symmetry,
proportion, or order are translated into built form: a leveled datum permits measured
regularity; edges and stairs fix axes andteexny paving grids set proportional
modules; alignments script approach; and step hierarchies and terraces materialize

ordered sequences in space.

Platformoperatesasmore thara surface upon which divergent spatial conceptions
administrative, and speaiive, are stagedn this sense,latform does more thaio

lift the building from theearth it articulates architectural knowledge by converting
graphic representationgnto ground operationggrids become edges and paving
modules; line weights becomntlickness and boundary; level notations become
datums, steps, and terraces; figymund drawings become sequences of void and
mass. In doing so, platform shows how architecture thinks through drawing,
imagines its relation to the earth through reshapergain and alignment, and

mediates between abstract projection and concrete surface by stabilizing geometry.

3.3.1.1 Geometry and Order

The genealogy of the architectural ground plan could be traced initially with
Vi t r uDe iArghite@tura He formalizes théchonographia as the orthographic

projection of bui | diontgpdraphia fletevatiop)r anch t |,
scaenographidsection). For Vitruvius ground plan is more than just a drawing; it is
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where the geometry is rationally imposed onto terrain; in witwoted in proportion

and symmetry, and the ordering of nature. The plan expressed the harmony between
the parts of a building and the whole, reflecting not only utility but universal ideals

of beauty and ordét® In such sense, the Greek temple platform ba taken as a

reflection of such relations in ground plan expresses.

Leon Batista Alberti expands this framework in b Re AedificatoriaHe defines
architectural intervention through #Aline
execution. The grund plan, as a subset of lineaments is the initial abstract state of
constructior??® Thus, the plan becomes the intellectual ground of architecture, in

which a projection of idealized geometries that precede and organize physical reality.

Such philosophial approach finds itphysicalembodiment in Greek temple and
especially, in its platform, in which the precision of plan is reflected in its symbolic

and functional orderThe Greek temple is earthbound in terms of its relationship

with theearth Thisré at i onship could also be traced

placement and the construction of the temples he states that;

while transmitting to us the proper arrangements for buildings of all kinds,
they were patrticularly careful to do so in the cas¢eaiples of the gods,

buildings in which merits and faults usually last foresér.

In a way, this could be interpreted as the counterplay between the imposed ground
plan and thearth and the result is the balance of these two distinct elements through

Vi t r MeinuBooks o,n tArraerhs .t elctgurried D. Rowl al
Cambridge University Press, 1999), Book |
0L eon BattOstahal Aet fTefh Bwoitk dinrsg iJmmseph
Rykwert, Nei | Leach, and Robert Tavernor
9

2lvi t r TeinuBOoOIBS
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architecture?? Scully also argues that both the forms and the sites of the Greek

temples show similarity, in terms of what they define as Fdly.

In order to further the discussion on platform as ground plan, the general

configuration of the Greek templesgnificant. In a Greek temple, a large platform

is raised on a storstructureand it is reached through steps that surround the whole

platform crepidoma(figure 3.1). In this sense, trstylobateand thestereobate

becomes important elements that deplatformand its boundary. Whilstereobate

is an important element that regulates the way the temple ascendsyltiate

regulates the overall configuration of the temple by containing the columns. The

regulatory character of thstylobateis evidert i n Vitruviusdo descrip
construction of podium around the temples. |
its plinths, bases, dies, coronae, and cymatiumare appropriate to thestythbailte

which is to be unde f*Asdtated dy ¥isugissstytohatet he c ol um
determines the order of the overall elements of the temple (fig@@¢. s the

stylobaterests upon and simultaneously levels the tergaaiform operates as an

abstracinterfacethat enables the imposition of geometry on an irregular site.

222V/incent Scully, "The Earth, the Temple, and the Gods: Greek Sacred
Architecture”,Journal of the Society of Architectutdistorians23, no. 2 (1964),
89.

22 pi d.

24vi t r aneinu 8olok.s
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Figure3.29. Auguste Choisy, "The Acropolis, First Sightpatform"” from "Le
pittoresque dans 'art grec," Histoire de 'architecture, 2 (dgidler, 2000)

3.3.1.2 Ideal Geometry and Speculative Terrain

I n Andreal PQuUuauandrods&i br ithe pthe dsbuinddracnew t et t u

centrality in architectur al theory. Pal I

planned layouts expressed notyofunctional efficiency, but an aesthetic of balance
rooted in classical antiquity. In his work, the plan becomes a compositional tool of

rationalization (figure 31), ordering both space and landscape through architectural
proportion and axi s.

As Colin Rowe arguec

125



Palladian plans operate as geometric instruments that project proportional relations
across house and site, clgiifg how plan geometry structures both movement and

prospect?®
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Figure3.30. Villa Malconcenta, Palldig i The Mat hematics of an | de

Colin Rowe)

His Villa Rotonda near Vicenza, with its centralizgdn based on a Greek cross
overlaid by a circular domed hattansforms domestic space into a legible geometric
figure. The plan mediates between rural life and architectural monumentality,
suggesting that geometry can ascribe significance to the grasn@olin Rowe

22Col i n Rowe, AThe Mat hTehmmtMatsh eoma ttihes | adfe atl h
|l deal Villa @@amiotihege EsEAysMI T Press, 1976)
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not es, Pall adi o6s proportional operatio

approaches and prospects so thagtbendparticipates in the architectural ordét.

This <classical clarity is dCampouMatioecd by (
del | 6 An t(1762p anRnoagiretive reconstruction of ancient Rome rendered

in an overwhelming cartographic plan (figure83.%?’ Pi r anesi 6s dr awi
speculative and fragmentary map that refuses compositional?&hitytreats the

plan as a palimpsest of accumulated ruins, conjecture, and eroded forms. The plan,

here, is no longer a rational diagram but a terrain of historical speculation and loss

2261 pi d.

2’Gi ovanni BafTh@ampmuPi Maamteisus, oefd.AnJcohemnt |
Pinto (New York: Architectur al Hi story Fc
22Manfreddh®afSphiere and Gaedeabwnidn®hchAv
from Piraneg6Cambrittgel9VWAs MI T Press, 19¢
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Figure3.31. CampoMar zi o de | | Gokanhi Battista PRamesial762
(https://www.piranesimultimediale.it/piranesi/media/ll_Campo_Marzio_dell _antica
_Roma.jpg)

Piranesi 6s chaotic urban depiction contrast
t hose olfouigBtoiud 1 e -ANicadbs Ledoaxuwhere the plan becomes
a metaphysical | anguage. I n Boull ®eds unbui l

supports a colossal sphere meant to represent harmony, a return to Vitruvian ideals
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