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"Can we think without language?" De Port zamp arc poses
this quest ion again and again . It is an architect's question,
enunciat ing per haps a nonproblem for Sollers, who at a st ill
point obliquely responds: "to be at the same time in the space
of the written, in the broad sense of the word, and in the image,
the drawi ng, provokes unease"; and a few moments later he re­
plies, again indi rectly, "Thence for th, archi tect ure, instead of
manifestin g itself in the founda tions, will manifest itself in­
creas ingly as an envelopment, a gap, a way of interven ing into
something that is alrea dy there" (chapter 7). Bring ing forward
without the need to look back, the already there, the having
been that pers ists, an interva l in time , perhaps, but certainly
an intervening in space . And this is the term they turn to
again and again-intervention-by which they are speaking
of a slicing th rough (tranc ha nt) tha t is decisive, a precise cut in
which a hollowness is created so as to assemble the plurality of
th ings. With th is 1.M. Pei 's Nationa l Gallery in Washington is

disc ussed over and over again, and yet, like Baudelaire's Paris,
it is never actua lly named; it is located, it is a site in which the
sit uation itself is given place. The intervention lasl event. In
this sense they speak of an inevitable leap forward , or perhaps
a recapi tulation to the importance of site, of a cohes ion that
can be achieved on ly case by case. This is also an attribute that
de Por tzamparc refers to his Age III of the city. "In the face
of space possessed by the confining of tim e, itself given up to
computation, an intervention, wheth er it be with language or
with architecture, would consist of freeing what can be freed "
(chap ter 8). A space freed for the play of tim e: with Heidegger
they attempt a call to a clearing of space, aletheia , though this
too goes unnamed.

Some may see in these conversations a return to humanism,
a reject ion of technological determ inism following Heidegger.
And in the current climate of architectura l practice, guided too
often by technomanagerial processes, computational methods,
and data-d riven design-the formula and the form-Sollers
and de Port zamp arc do offer a renewal of both th inking and
doin g tha t reinstantiates the body (both corporeal and in­
corporeal) and remaps the space of poe tics at the core of the
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body politic . It might be possible to imag ine a phenom enologi­
cal disposition here, but that would be a mistake. For although
the conversations often revolve on comments pertaining to
perception, their concerns can be said more accur ately to hold
to the underlying questions (which return again and again) : Of
what can architecture be made to speak? How is it that form
can be understood to gather, to live, to breathe? Sollers and
de Portzamparc are not here describ ing a return to things, to
phenomenological appearances guided by intentionality, much
less meaning. In short, they are not questioning the conscious­
ness of a thing; they are positing the conditions of consc ious­
ness as a thing. Consciousness is and thus it is unnecessary to
take recourse to meaning in order to discuss memory and per­
ception, content and image, that which simultaneously conceals
and reveals. Or as Sollers will say of Rimbaud 's Illuminations: "a
vision that doesn't find its beginn ing in the program of meta­
physics, that doesn't let itself be.brought back to metaphysics's
fold . . . This stands as the opposite of a vision in which it is
no longer possible to discern a difference between the word
that reaches its destination and the vision tha t is already there.
Architecture, in my opinion, shou ld be practiced so as to let
these Cities exist" (chapter 2).

Writing and Seeing Architecture draws forward the mo­
ment s of incand escence th at punctu ate perce ption and thus
situates word and image not as represent ation but more di­
rect ly, sensorially, extensively in space, intensively in time,
in experience such as it is. It seeks to give color to the vow­
els, th ickening our understanding of both the limits and the
liberations tak ing place over what Sollers and de Portzamparc
refer to as sing ularities, not the Singular Objects ofArch itecture

(by Baudr ilIard and Nouvel,published by the University of Min­
nesota Press, 2002), but the multiple singular ity of poetic expe­
rience. That which, if only perm itted, might burst fort h with a
subject force that slices th rough the closure of time, of space
and language; an encompassing and intervening force that
may stilI be found with in the action that is architecture.


