
















































































































































































































































































However, the fagade’s changing formation according to the chaotic stage-play that
is performed in the building, neither reveals any clues about the building, nor is
understandable or domestic for the inhabitant. So, the fagade that can be considered as
a screen of the stage-play materialized in a hysteric manner. Koolhaas’ play with the
materials, which the facade is construed of, is an explicit illustration of such a manner.
For example, as it can be perceived from the model, glass “once perfectly transparent,
is now revealed in all its opacity” (Vidler, A., 1992. p. 220) [Figure 3.14]. Such an
arbitrary, mysterious, unexpected, hysterical formation prevents the inhabitant in an

indecisive position, whether to go through it or not.

Anthony Vidler, in his book, entitled “The Architectural Uncanny”, theorizes what
this hysteric formation of Bibliothéque’s fagade reveals and gives a historical account
on the transformation of glass from being transparent to opaque. Vidler has underlined
that, such a use of opacity was once considered as a sign under which “the
universalism of the modernism, constructed on the myth of the universal subject, came
under attack in the past twenty-five years. Beginning with Colin Rowe and Robert
Slutzky’s sly undermining of modernist simplicities in their ‘Transparency, Literal and
Phenomenal’, transparency was gradually discredited by the critique of the universal
subject in politics and psychoanalysis. In its place, opacity, both literal and
phenomenal, became the watchword of the postmodern appeal to roots, to tradition, to
local and religion specificity, to a renewed search for domestic security” (Ibid. pp. 218-
219). This is a break with transparency. Consequently, such a break with transparency
directly signifies a break with the task of constructing a universal subject. With the
occurrence of these breaks in fagade’s formation, its self-ruling character generates a
collisionary state for the inhabitant, who is completely arrested in a state of anxiety.

This is the very hysteric formation that fagade engenders.

Yet, Vidler defines this opaque fagade as a “refusal of mirroring” because of its
origin that absorbs both “interior representation and external reflection” (Ibid. p. 223).2
He explains such a reactionary condition as the state of “erupting suddenly out of an
apparently simple play of transparencies”. Moreover, he argues that, this condition,

distinguishes this particular fagade’s quality from “the qualities of reflectivity found in
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Figure 3.14 Fagade.
Koolhaas, R., 1995. Small, Medium, Large, Extra-Large: Office for
Metropolitan Architecture, Rem Koolhaas and Bruce Mau, Jennifer
Sigler (eds) Monacelli Press, New York, NY, p. 656.
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modernism, as well as from any ‘postmodern’ surface play of simultaneity and
seduction. The architect allows us neither to stop at the surface nor to penetrate it,

arresting us in a state of anxiety” (Ibid., p. 223).

In this anxious landscape, the inhabitant hesitates and is entrapped in a paranoid
position. What occurs as a result of the subject’s paranoid experience in-between his
will to penetrate and the anxiety he is arrested in is a tension. All these happen because
the layer beyond the face is unknown, as it does not reflect any clues because of its
self-ruling character. This situation is clearly identified by Vidler in psychoanalytic
terminology. In reference to Lacan, Vidler detects what happens is a shift of the viewer
to a state of a social subject who could participate mentally in the process. With such a
shift, he starts to reconstruct fagade, according to his social relations. This
reconstruction of the facade by the viewer transforms two-dimensional representation
of “face” into that of a stage where the subject can reform his anxious state into a
domestic one. In other words, actually what is seen as two-dimensional transforms into

a three- dimensional space in which such an act can be performed.

Here, as Vidler states, “two dimensional physiognomy, the representation of the
‘face’, is transformed into three dimensional space of subjectivity, place for the staging
of social activity. That is the plane of the mirror becomes the space of the theater”
(Vidler, A., 1992, p. 223). In this perspective, the hysteric formation of the face
becomes the stage for the subject’s anxious act. This stage act, according to Vidler,
designates the formation of a “paranoiac space.” He relates this paranoid space to the
fagade of Koolhaas’ library project. To figure out what Koolhaas® paranoid space

generates, he states that:

“The anxiety of the subject confronted in the “soft space” of Koolhaas’
surfaces is then the manifestation of an uncanny based on the newly
formulated conditions of interiority and exteriority, where the “ghosting” of
the functionalist “interior” on the exterior mirrors not the outward
appearance of the subject but its own, now transparent biological interior.
Paranoiac space is transformed then into panic space, where all limits
become blurred in a thick, almost palpable substance that has substituted
itself, almost imperceptibly, for traditional architecture” (Vidler, A., 1992. p.
225).



From these readings, the facade of Bibliothéque Nationale de France obtains a
critical identity, as an agent for a watchword to roots, and to tradition of architectural
production. Through its critical identity, the fagade’s conventional function of
revealing inside to outside is somehow disappeared. Rather, what is revealed is only the
play performed between the elements of the whole composition. This disappearance of
fagade’s conventional function inaugurates its dissolution. Yet, this dissolution occurs
upon its origin. Once it was totally committed to the whole configuration with a
conventional pretext, now, with such a dissolution it is transformed into a separate
project detached from the whole. The separation of the element from the whole,
consequently from its conventional pretext, generates an ‘ecstatic state’. This ecstatic

state snaps the fagade as a separate element from the interior project.
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3.2 - MONTAGE OF THE SHOTS
[A‘ls AZ]! [B‘lls [C1, 02], [D1]

The shots reframed the disintegrated fragments of the chaotic configuration. These
disintegrated fragments appear as the consequences of Koolhaas® critical operation
against Bigness. It is evident that we are dealing with the performers of Koolhaas’
critical act. They have already been decomposed and transfigured, with the Tafurian
process that originates his criticism. However, they were recomposed and represented
to us in the shape of a stage-play. Our aim of reframing them is actually to underline or
highlight their critical identity. In other words, we intend to reveal explicitly Koolhaas’
implicit ideas, hidden in the details of the project’s representations. Therefore, each
shot requires a further study, as what is not there explicitly is intended to be
represented. That is why, the study reformulated each shot to reveal the hidden
dynamics generated from the conflicts in the project. Koolhaas represents these
conflicts in shape of various breakdowns in the conventional act of building in
architecture. These conflicts that are generated from the breakdowns, increase a
collision and allow this study to perform an “intellectual montage”. In other words, the
reinterpretation of these shots with the conscious detourment of the oval eye is the
“intellectual montage” of this study, intending to reveal Koolhaas’ critical tendency.
The aim, in its broadest sense, is to reconstruct the conflicts hidden in details and cast a
comprehensive interpretation of Bibliothéque Nationale de France's critical condition.

However, this condition is the production of our mental reconstruction.

Subsequently, if a recomposition of what we had decomposed by shots is required,
it is important to start with underlining that this is a rereading “of cue, not of complete
line”. We are dealing with the suggested spaces, not with what we see. It is because
what is seen at first sight is not the same when it is concentrated in details. The attempt
to reread the clues is, in a way, due to our aim to highlight the hidden meanings.
Thereby, the ongoing accounts are the inventions of this study from the representations

of the project, with the guidance of particular references.



Benefiting from the previous examination, one can easily perceive that void and
solid represent counter formations of architectural space. These formations have the
implications of the conflict that Koolhaas creates between the act of building and not
building. Actually, it is well known that, solid, by its nature, is a concept that traces its
roots to the conventional act of building. Thus, due to this tracing, its formation and
construction is originated by the intention to be “built”. It represents a ‘totality of
form’. The regularity of its formation gives it a character of a cube. Solid’s regular and
repetitive character casts an order for the structure of the cube. Such an order of the
form that Koolhaas organizes generates a totality of whose extension by any additional
intrusion is impossible. However, Koolhaas, instead of adding a different form to the
cube’s totality, preferred to subtract the spaces from that solid mass. Later on,
Koolhaas identifies these subtractions as void spaces. These voids, factually, represent
the negative of what solid embodies with all its hidden meanings. Therefore, unlike

solid’s intention to be built, voids, by their nature, cannot be built.

Koolhaas® characterization of solid as a regular construction and of void in all its
irregularity generate a conflict in the design. This conflict, generated with void’s
appearance in the configuration, leads the dissolution of the ‘totality of form’. It can be
claimed that with the creation of void, by its nature that cannot be built, Koolhaas
dissolves the conventional pretexts belonging to the act of building. Therefore, voids
appear as the critical contemplations of solid. Koolhaas® critical act, against those
conventional pretexts, is materialized by the elimination of the conventional functions

of the architectural elements.

In fact, these two terms has been used throughout the centuries to define the figure-
ground relationship in architecture. However, Koolhaas displaces these terms from
representing a figure-ground relationship by giving each an alternative hidden critical
identity. Such a displacement of concepts was underlined in Shot [A], while examining
Koolhaas’ use of poché. The use of poché, in fact, can be considered as a hidden
implication that traces back a tradition, belonging to nineteenth century. It was actually
a method of blackening and whitening in the convention of architectural drawing, so as
to emphasize the conflicting spaces, even on the two dimensional abstractions of plan.

However, when Koolhaas attribution of poché is examined further, we see that beyond

87



having such an implication, it entails the clues of Koolhaas® critical approach on the
counter formations of space. Because, they represent the collision, which is generated
from the togetherness of these formations, even on the plans of the project. There, what
is first perceived is that, while solid is hatched with black, voids remain in the
blackness as white pockets. While, solid is darkened, voids are high lightened or better
illuminated. As a consequence of such a hatching, solid is converted into dark space
even on the two dimensional abstractions of the project. The voids, however, appear in
the gaps of space that are subtracted from that darkness. This darkness embodied in

solid ultimately dissolves its formation.

Koolhaas represents this dissolution of solid in the models of Bibliothéque. There,
one can see that “all that is solid has melted” and converted into a transparent
character [Figure 3.6-3.7]. On the contrary, voids are solidified as if they are the most
important elements in the whole configuration. Here, I claim that, by this conversion,
Koolhaas reverses and transfigures the nature of solid and void. His actual play with
the concepts by reversing their nature in order to dissolve the implicit meanings they
inherit is his performance of criticism. At the end, what he succeeds is the
disappearance of solid. As it was stated before, the disappearance of architecture’s
conventional standing was one of Koolhaas’ critical defense lines against the
requirements of Bigness. However, void with all its irregularity, at the end, remains as
the only element, that is solid, with its negative nature of what solid represents with all
its subtitles. In fact, voids are the products of Koolhaas’ other critical defense line,
“dismemberment”, to dissolve the conventional standing of architecture. Here, with the
creation of void, he makes that dissolved act resign by a new freedom in the Bigness.
Because of this “double polemic”, Koolhaas identifies Bigness as a formation that
confronts “the earlier attempts at integration and concentration”, along with the
contemporary doctrines “that question the possibility of the Whole and the Real as
viable categories and resign themselves to architecture’s supposedly inevitable
disassembly and dissolution” (Koolhaas, R., 1995, pp.503-504).

If an interpretation is made benefiting from Tafurian terminology, the collision,

which is arisen from the “double polemic” generated because of the togetherness of

counter formations in a single building, initiates our “intellectual montage”. In fact,
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this collision Koolhaas created is the production of his “negative utopia”. This negative
utopia inherits the power to dissolve the solid and generates “the dissolution of form
and the void of the signified” with the requirements of Koolhaas. In other words, it is
the critical activity of Koolhaas, with the process originating from the Tafurian
strategy for the dissolution of the solid. By such a critical standing, Koolhaas desires to
act in a new freedom, liberated from the norms and the canons of the conventional act
of building. Actually, Bibliothéque Nationale de France’s design in such a critical

perspective can be perceived in all its architectural representations.

We claim that this togetherness of opposites and their nervous interrelation in the
configuration refers to the “stage play” Tafuri identified. However, in Koolhaas’ case,
the stage play, in fact, represents the Bigness that imitates the chaotic structure of the
city in a single building. Therefore, it can be said that Bibliothéque Nationale de
France represents and simulates the city, or better it is a simulation of the city. In a
way, the complex structure of the city is inherent in its nature, engendered by its
extended program. Therefore, each fragment of the configuration can be considered as

a critical simulation of any element in the complex structure of the city.

Here, the vertical elements that Shot [C;, C;] reframes appear as the best
illustrations of this inherence. These elements are named as the interval in this study,
due to their role of connecting the Bibliothéque with what it simulates, the real city. In
other words, it defines a connection in-between the city and its simulation. The study
considers these elements, having such a role of being a connection, as the critical
extensions of the networks of the city in the building. The subtlety of such a
duplication of the paths that are directed by the electronic billboards in the building

implies the ironic criticism of Koolhaas.

Therefore, the totality of elements has critical identities, which carries their
recomposition beyond the conventions of a building in the city. However, when it
comes to represent this totality to the city, the wrapping constructed Bibliothéque’s
facade appears as a violated element. There, you see that it acts as a screen, which
explicates what happens inside in a hysteric manner. The hysteric character of fagade

appears as Koolhaas’ complex criticism of the transparency. For such a critique, he
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converts transparency into translucency. By this transformation, what you see is not
what you have anymore, due to Bigness. This conversion that represents a break with
transparency forces the fagade lose its conventional autonomous character. Since, the
“face” no longer needs to absorb anything from the outside in such a Bigness. In fact,
where Bigness is located has no importance, as such, if it is a city in the city. In
Koolhaas® words, “[t]he exterior of the city is no longer a collective theater where ‘it’
happens; there is no collective it left. The street has become residue, organizational
device, mere segment of continuous metropolitan plane where the remnants of the past
face the equipments of the new in an uneasy standoff. Bigness can exist anywhere on

that plane” (Koolhaas, R., 1992. p. 514).

With all these critical tendencies, Bigness becomes an operation to criticize all the
predetermined canons. Consequently, all the eclements become the critical
contemplations of the Bigness’ condition that can exist anywhere on the “metropolitan”

plane.
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Notes

! For more information, see Bloomer, ., 1993. Architecture and the Text: The (S)erypts of Joyce and
Piranesi, Yale University Press, New Heaven and London.

? Lacan’s famous analyses of mirror stage, which is about the formation of I, derives from experience of
the reflection of a self, produces “a secon , ... an imitation, a translation of an already constituted
original self. But Lacan posits that the mirror constructs the self, that the self as organized entity is
actually an imitation of cohesiveness of the mirror image” and defined by Jane Gallop the stage is a
turning point. “After it, the subjects relation to himself is always mediated through a totalizing image
that has come from the outside.” See for further, Quoted by Beatriz Colomina in her essay
“Introduction: On Architecture, Production and Reproduction,” in the book Architecturalproduction,
Princeton Architectural Press, New York, N.Y., p. 16., from the book of Jane Gallop, 1985. Reading
Lacan, Cornell University Press, Ithaca, pp. 78-79. As additional information, it is significant to state
where mirror stage is staged, in Lacan’s words, “The formation of the / is symbolized oneirically by a
fortified camp, a stadium indeed- establishing, from the interior arena to its outer enclosure, its
periphery of rubbish and marshes, two opposed fields of struggle where the subject is caught up in the
quest for the lofty and distant chateau, whose form (sometimes juxtaposed in the same scenario)
symbolizes the id in a striking fashion. And in the same way we find realized, here on the mental level,
those structures of the fortified work for the metaphor of which rises up spontaneously, and as a result
of the very symptoms of the subject, to designate the mechanism of inversion, of isolation, of
reduplication, of annulations, of displacement, of obsessional neurosis™ (Vidler’s translation of Jacques
Lacan, “ Le Stade du Miroir,” in Ecrits, 2 vols. (Paris: Seuil, 1966), 1:94, in Vidler, A., 1992. pp. 223-
224). Vidler states that in such an “image of the self fortified and surrounded by garbage dumps, staged
in an arena, is established the parameters of what Victor Burgin in a recent article following Lacan, has
termed paranoiac space™ (Vidler, A., 1992. The Architectural Uncanny: Essays in the Modern
Unhomely, The MIT Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts).
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CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSION:
A FOLDED STRATEGY

Bibliothéque Nationale de France searches for a “new freedom”. A new freedom in
which architecture is liberated from the “responsibilities it can no longer sustain”.
Koolhaas defines the ambition of this project in this perspective. Here, I claim the new
freedom can be rediscovered after the critical textual analysis of the work. The ‘doubling’
of the object through benefiting from Tafuri’s terminology is the comprehensive textual
analysis of this work to explore this new freedom. In fact, the originating activity of such
a textual analysis is this study’s critical act, at the origin of which lies the process of

disintegration, destruction and dissolution of Bibliothéque Nationale de France.

A critical act, as such, is engendered by a Tafurian model developed for criticism.
This model calls for a critical strategy, other than “typological methods of interpretation”
(Tafuri, M. 1987. p. 272). Since, these typological methods are nothing more than simple
linguistic analyses of the architectural object, the Tafurian strategy refuses such a simple
analysis that results in ‘mere description’ and explanation. This refusal is because such a
descriptive process would not be able to extend the work itself. It would be only to go
over the already produced text of the object that produces itself again. Thereby, this is

almost repeating the laws of the object’s own production process.

However, our critical act aims to rewrite the object, Bibliothéque Nationale de
France, going beyond this ‘simple linguistic analysis of architecture’. Such a rewriting, in
Tafurian strategy, is something other than describing this object’s status as language laid
bare and is only possible by employing a destructive process. In this study, Bibliothéque

Nationale de France is disintegrated into fragments and then these fragments were



recomposed in a different order. By this disintegration and recomposition, the object is
recreated, or better doubled. This doubling enables an interpretation that is liberated from
the resistance generated by Koolhaas’ own production process. Therefore, the doubling of
Bibliothéque Nationale de France, in a way, enables an alternative reformulation of the
object with a destructive analysis that dissolves its unique formation. Here, “Doubling”

refers to the very act of criticism itself in the Tafurian strategy.

The study uses the process of doubling through a comprehensive operation applied on
two specific works. These two works are Piranesi’s two etchings, Carceri Plate no. IX
and Carcere Oscura. They construct the unique examples of this study, since they are
both analyzed within Tafuri’s particular frame of criticism and may reveal a complex list
of terms. Thus, from that understanding of Tafuri’s critical act, it unveils a Tafurian
terminology, to use it later at its own activity for “doubling” Bibliothéque Nationale de

France.

In the first etching, Plate no. IX, Tafuri decomposes the elements of a single plate to
declare them autonomous, and then recomposes them by a structure formed by the
juxtaposition of two oval eyes. While the decomposition of elements takes the form of
dissolution, these oval eyes act as Tafuri’s critical tools to recompose the autonomous
elements in a different order. This structure functions as lenses in a series that show what
is behind continuously, at the end leading the image vanish. This structure actually opens
up a perspective into the depths of the etching. With this perspective and the seductive
role of the structure, the viewer is immersed into the representation. Such an immersion,
at the end, results in the mental participation of the viewer to the very process of critical
act. Such a process involving the decomposition and then recomposition of the elements in

the plate refers to the very act of criticism itself Tafuri defines.

Similarly, in the second etching, Carcere Oscura, Eisenstein implements a pragmatic
act of this very process of critical analysis by his cinematographic method of ‘montage’.
In this case, he names his technique as “ecstatic transfiguration”. The technique involves
the ‘explosion’ of the whole composition into autonomous pieces. This explosion reduces
the elements of composition to autonomous fragments until a new composition is
suggested. The destructive attempt, in fact, takes ‘the form of dissolution’. In Tafuri’s

words, “the technique of ‘ecstatic transfiguration’ thus accelerates the potential
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movement, activates it, frees it from the resistance of form.” (Tafuri, M., 1987. p. 57). In
these both cases, Tafuri proposes that the form of the criticism generated by that kind of
an ambiguous dynamism, “must take the form of the act of violence to expose the
dynamic fascination in it” (Tafuri, M., 1987. p. 62). The critical activity that these two
cases imply reveals two major keywords: the “ecstatic transfiguration” and the “oval
eye”. These unveiled keywords are actually the tools of our own interpretation. In other
words, the juxtaposition of these tools in the analysis of Bibliothéque outlines our

‘doubling’ activity.

Consequently, we first applied Eisenstein’s pragmatic act of critical analysis, “ecstatic
transfiguration” on Bibliothéque Nationale de France’s formation to decompose it into
fragments and to declare them autonomous. Later, it analyzes each disintegrated fragment
by Tafuri’s critical tool, the “oval eye”. Ensuing such an activity, the study can free
Bibliothéque Nationale de France from its resistance and double it. In other words, this
activity of doubling recreates the object. With only such a recreation, the interpretation
can “go beyond the mere construction of an analysis™ that floats above the original text

(Tafuri, M. 1987. p.272).

Yet, while rewriting Bibliothéque Nationale de France in this perspective, it has been
recognized that Bibliothéque has already inherits in its origin the process of a Tafurian
critical act. When the cause of this critical act is examined, the process retraces the
pretext that gives birth to the work. The formation of Bibliothéque Nationale de France
bases on a problematic pretext: Bigness. Actually, as Bibliothéque is a big building
‘beyond a certain scale’, Koolhaas argues that it cannot be built by any conventional
construction techniques. It is because the extended requirements of Bigness lead the
dissolution of these conventional acts of building in architecture, consequently its
requirements in terms of form, function, ground, scale, and proportion. Therefore,
Koolhaas critically activates this problematic pretext by ‘architectural disassembly’,

‘displacement’, “disintegration’ and ‘decomposition’.

Hence, Koolhaas, at the point where architecture’s actual disappearance is obvious,
designs Bibliothéque Nationale de France as the unique illustration of his critical
performance against the requirements of Bigness. The architectural disintegration takes

the shape of an explosion attributed on the program. By this disintegration, the program is



decomposed into pieces, each having a different form under opposing concepts, just like
solid and void. With such an architectural decomposition, he declares each fragment’s
autonomy, as if exploring a “new freedom” liberated from the ‘responsibilities’ of
architecture in a conventional sense. This liberation is achieved due to the destruction of

the pretexts and the norms they are grounded on.

So as to construct a space free from conventional obligations, he uses the architectural
elements, having been detached form their origin, in order to interrogate them without any
restriction and to modify a new reconstruction. Following that modification, they are put
together again with a new constructed text to form a new composition for the creation of
the architectural space, liberated from all the neglected norms. At the end, these
autonomous elements, which are formed as the consequences of Koolhaas’ critical
activity, are gathered to construct the system of library’s configuration. Within such a
‘system’, the process of putting each activity in its place turns into, what I call, a play
with Koolhaas® critical operation of architectural displacement. Therefore, it is obvious
that Bibliothéque Nationale de France’s design process has already been originated by
the process of disintegration, implying the Tafurian strategy for criticism in its origin.
Therefore, our “doubling” of this project, which has already the same process in its
origin, actually initiates a reframing of Koolhaas’ critical performance against the
requirements of Bigness that he did not tell explicitly. In other words, it proposes an
alternative critical dimension to it, by revealing the hidden ideas in the suggested spaces

of Koolhaas.

Therefore, our doubling requires a new perspective to each critical fragment in the
project. Such a premise of a new perspective is achieved through the critical tools of
interpretation, which are borrowed from Tafuri and Eisenstein. The technique of “ecstatic
transfiguration” enables to reframe the fragments of Bibliothéque Nationale de France.
By the technique of “ecstatic transfiguration”, each frame ‘loses its autonomy and comes
out of its isolation’. At the end, the interpretation of each autonomous frame turns into a
play in which each is ‘upset’ in an alternative motion, suggesting a new space. The
technique actually is an explosion that decomposes the suggested spaces from the whole
composition and distresses them. This destructive attempt, by its nature, liberates them as
a consequence of that decomposition. Later, they are reconstructed by the “oval eye”. The

seductive character of the “oval eye” achieves a new perspective through those liberated
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fragments. This new perspective is achieved by the zooming of the oval eye into the
depths of formation and follows a path starting from two-dimensional representations,

ending at their three-dimensionality.

Therefore, while constructing frames, each zooming of the oval eye suggests an
alternative critical dimension. Consequently, each disintegrated element that is redefined
as frames are reinterpreted and reconfigured. In this way, the mental reconfiguration
competes with the original project. Yet, it is an alternative rewriting so that it can be both
extended by any additional interpretation and also ready to be decomposed again with any
additional disintegration. The process at the end becomes the “intellectual montage” of
this study. Hence, it can be reformulated and extended by any interpreter, participating
the mental process. The extendable character of the doubling obliges, rather than invites,
to participate in the mental process of reconstruction that has been employed and added
something to this construction. This formulation of critical activity, which can be
extended by each participator’s reconstruction leading the endless formation, thus
converting each fragment into a tool of criticism, makes the design to go beyond its
genesis confined by Koolhaas. This endless formation makes possible, the designing

process continue to renew itself by each interpretation.

Consequently, each perspective achieved from our reframing is a rewriting of the
project, shaped according to Koolhaas’ critical approach on what it frames. It is the high-
lightening of what is hidden in the details of the project’s representation. Koolhaas models
this new composition attributed to the architectural space with the creation of void. This
liberated formation, designed by the architect, makes void become a space that refuses the
obligations of ‘building’ and criticizes these obligations as its endowment basically lies on
a refusal to ‘built’. Actually, on the one hand, Bibliothéque Nationale de France, apart
from being a building, becomes, what I call, a stage on which Koolhaas’ critical
architecture has being performed. On the other, beyond the entire complex program it
inherits, its solutions, Koolhaas’ critical defense lines of dismemberment and disorder
suggest its disappearance in the city, the displacement of the building. Therefore, our
critical textual analysis of the work becomes the explicit illustration of Koolhaas’ implicit
ideas. Here, I claim that Bibliothéque Nationale de France cannot be built, as it is not
designed to be a ‘building’. It rather designs the conditions that will make Bigness
possible to be built.
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