
b 1. ASLK office building 
in Brussels, elevation  

on Broekstraat  
(photo W. Kenis, 

 urban.brussels 2021)
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like OMA’s Villa Lemoine in Bordeaux – completed  
in 1998, listed in 2002.2 Although Villa Lemoine is 
an exception, we indeed see a trend towards ever 
shorter historical distances to heritage objects.3 But 
how should we deal with that ‘young heritage’? While 
Koolhaas proposes a somewhat ad hoc approach,  
we underscore the importance of a scientific frame-
work. 

‘Preservation is overtaking us.’1 In 2004 Rem Koolhaas 
asserted, in his typically provocative manner, that  
the buildings we are protecting are getting progres-
sively younger: at the beginning of the nineteenth  
century the age of heritage was around two thousand 
years, by 1900 that had been reduced to two hundred, 
while at the last turn of the century quite recent build-
ings were being recognized or protected as heritage, 
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or parameters that are related to each other.
 Young heritage is indeed vulnerable. Valuable build-
ings are being radically renovated or even demolished, 
often in response to increasingly strict energy perfor-
mance requirements, before it has been possible to 
assess their value.10 Sensitization and greater recogni-
tion of the specificity of young heritage are conse-
quently essential. That recognition must, however, be 
based on extensive expertise, supported by both pri-
mary and secondary sources on the built object and its 
position in the wider context. Yet, the availability and 
reproduction of such extensive expertise is not evi-
dent. As Conserving Twentieth-Century Built Heritage. 
A Bibliography makes clear, the main focus of most 
publications is on buildings dating from before 1970.11 
Buildings less than fifty years old are significantly 
under-represented. In the last few years there has been 
growing interest in late-twentieth-century architec-
ture on the part of organizations like the Getty Con-
servation Institute, Icomos, dOCOMOMO and The 
Twentieth Century Society.12 But all too often knowl-
edge about the realization and conservation of that 
architecture is confined to specific buildings. 

MATERIALITY AND ARCHITECTURE
Increasing the body of knowledge on young heritage is 
particularly crucial regarding its materiality. Material-
ity is not confined to building materials and tech-
niques but relates to the broader building culture 
which, following Howard Davis’ definition, encom-
passes the complex and coordinated system of people, 
relationships, building types, knowledge, procedures, 
techniques, and habits that surrounds the building 
process.13 In The Materiality of Architecture, Antoine 
Picon emphasizes the importance of materiality in a 
broader sense. He argues that the notion of ‘material-
ity’ applies not only to the material dimension or sub-
stance of a building or object, but is highly contingent 
on technical, economic and cultural factors, the avail-
ability of materials and machines, and the organiza-
tion of labour. In other words, materiality is not a clear-
cut concept, but strongly rooted in a wide historical 
context. As a result, different ‘regimes of materiality’ 
arise, related to a specific time and place.14 The final 
decades of the twentieth century are also character-
ized by a specific ‘materiality regime’. Building on the 
post-war emergence of new, innovative and complex 
building materials, a wide range of high-performance 
materials like high-strength concrete and high-effi-
ciency glass were adopted.15 Traditional materials like 
brick also made a comeback with numerous variations 
and improvements, and dIY materials entered into the 
market. At the same time, materials were being applied 
in specific ways (cf. the increasing popularity of the 
masonry cavity wall), which gave rise to particular 

Three aspects are of particular relevance: what do we 
mean by the term ‘young heritage’, how do we deter-
mine the value of that young heritage, and what exper-
tise is required to recognize its specific qualities?
 This article considers these three questions. In the 
first part we look at how the term ‘young heritage’ is 
interpreted and what is specific to it. We focus in par-
ticular on materiality as one of the properties that 
make it not only relevant but also essential to pay spe-
cial attention to young heritage within the wider her-
itage field. The second part focuses on the methods 
and instruments employed in the assessment and 
protection of young heritage in the Brussels-Capital 
Region, again with particular attention to materiality. 
Interest in young heritage has increased in Brussels in 
recent years; a new assessment method introduced in 
2021 is also being applied to recent objects. In addi-
tion, in-depth research is being conducted on the rela-
tion between the heritage value and materiality of 
young heritage.4 Therefore, in the third part the 
importance of materiality in young heritage is exam-
ined in detail with reference to two projects that have 
been included in the Brussels Inventory of Architec-
tural Heritage. Highlighting the importance of exper-
tise with the materials used, we argue for a more inte-
grated approach to materiality aimed at recognizing 
the specificity of young heritage.

YOUNG HERITAGE
The question of how young architectural heritage can 
be is not easily answered.5 The (minimum) historical 
distance for a building to be recognized or listed as 
heritage differs from country to country, and even 
from region to region. Moreover, theory is not the 
same as practice: the minimum age applied in practice 
is often an unspoken rule of thumb rather than an  
official administrative rule. In Flanders, for example, 
thirty years is the (unofficial) benchmark, whereas  
in the Walloon provinces there is no age limit. There is 
no strict minimum age in Brussels either, but an anal-
ysis of post-1945 listed buildings yields an average age 
of fifty years.6 Recent years have seen the emergence  
of an international debate about ‘young heritage’  
in which various terms have been used, including 
‘recent heritage’, ‘modern heritage’ and ‘Post 65 her-
itage’; only the last entails a specific time span (1965-
1990).7 There is no consensus on the application of  
a minimum age. Some heritage experts argue for a 
minimum historical distance on the grounds that it  
is indispensable for positioning a building within  
the historical context and the architect’s body of 
work.8 Others, keenly aware of the vulnerability of 
young heritage, are opposed to a minimum age.9 There 
are legitimate arguments for both standpoints: rather 
than opposing views, they represent two conditions  
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her itage' both part of the Register of Safeguarded Her-
itage. Both statutes are permanently and legally bind-
ing, with a view to the preservation of the buildings 
concerned. This means that prior permission is 
required for any modifications, but what is then per-
mitted differs: the status of listed heritage is very 
restrictive, whereas ‘being included in the safeguard-
ing register’ allows for more flexibility.18 Whereas 
inventorying and listing are standard instruments for 
recognizing and conserving heritage, the statute of 
‘being included in the safeguarding register’ is unique 
to Brussels. It has been used since the late twentieth 
century for buildings where a strictly enforced protec-
tion might stand in the way of its continued use and 
preservation. For instance, in the case of office build-
ings that no longer meet contemporary energy and 
comfort requirements, certain conversions might be 
permitted provided they do not conflict with the her-
itage significance. 
 None of the three statutes entails a minimum age. 
Nevertheless, only four buildings dating from 1970 or 
later are safeguarded: the CBR office building by the 
architect Constantin Brodzki (Watermaal-Bosvoorde, 
1970), the Longchamp swimming pool by Charles de 
Meutter (Ukkel, 1971), the rectorat building of the Vrije 
Universiteit Brussel by Renaat Braem (Elsene, 1974-
1978) and student housing La Maison Médicale (La 
Mémé) by Lucien Kroll (Sint-Lambrechts-Woluwe, 
1970-1982).19 The Inventory of Architectural Heritage 
yields a better result for young heritage (c. 190 out of a 
total of 25,000 entries). Furthermore, the inventory 
also includes buildings realized in the 1980s and 
’90s.20 However, given that Brussels has a total of some 
195,000 buildings, 19,000 of which were built after 
1971, young heritage is seriously under-represented in 
the Inventory as well. This can be partially explained 
by the method used in setting up the inventory: until 
recently, the only buildings realized after 1970 consid-
ered for inclusion were those of an exceptional nature 
that were also designed by a famous architect.21 In 
2021 these requirements for young heritage were aban-
doned. This amendment was in tune with the ambi-
tion of the current Brussels regional government 
(2018-2024) to put greater emphasis on inventorying 
and protecting post-war heritage.22 Also worth men-
tioning in this context is the recent thematic inventory 
of architectural heritage from the period 1939-1999. 
This undertaking drew on a survey towards the gen-
eral public, but more especially on a comprehensive 
academic survey supported by systematic field 
research.23 The results of this exercise are currently 
being included in the official Inventory.

issues such as thermal bridges. Furthermore, regula-
tions increased: the exponential growth of standards 
went hand in hand with ever higher performance 
requirements and the transition to EU-wide standards. 
 Given the importance of the concept of materiality 
for the architecture of the last decades of the twentieth 
century, it merits a special place in the recognition and 
value assessment of young heritage. This should not 
be limited to the absolute value or material properties 
(structural, chemical, technical, et cetera) in their 
original and present-day condition. It is important to 
also look at their relative value and positioning vis-à-
vis the aesthetic, cultural, scientific, technical and 
socio-economic standards of the day (that is the then 
prevailing building culture or the materiality regime) 
in order to unveil its relationship with, for example, 
social, urban, and artistic developments and values. 
Therefore, several recent research projects in Belgium, 
the Netherlands and Switzerland have explicitly 
focused on the materiality of young heritage.16

 In practice, value assessment methods often reduce 
the use of materials to experimentation with new 
materials and innovative construction techniques. 
Yet, calling for an interpretation of materiality that 
looks beyond the material substance or structural 
innovations when assessing young heritage, is not so 
unorthodox. One of the general principles of value 
assessment is that it is necessary to look both at the 
intrinsic value of the object itself, and at its value in 
relation to the context. We therefore look at how a 
broad approach to materiality can be implemented in 
current value assessments– like that employed in the 
Brussels-Capital Region.

VALUE ASSESSMENT OF BRUSSELS HERITAGE
In Belgium heritage is a regional competence; the 
Brussels-Capital Region thus employs a different 
method from the Flemish and Walloon Regions. In 
neither of the three regions a specific method for eval-
uating young heritage is employed. This begs the ques-
tion of whether the ‘regular’ method and instruments 
are capable or appropriate to recognise the specificity 
of young heritage.
 In the Brussels-Capital Region, three heritage stat-
utes can be assigned: ‘inventoried heritage’ [“geïnven-
tariseerd erfgoed”], ‘heritage included in the safe-
guarding register’ [“erfgoed ingeschreven op de 
bewaarlijst”] and ‘listed heritage’ [“beschermd erf-
goed”].17 Inventoried heritage is included in the Inven-
tory of Architectural Heritage. Inclusion in the Inven-
tory carries no legal or financial implications: it is 
simply a means to identify buildings with heritage 
value and can be a first step towards preservation or 
protection. The two other categories, ‘heritage in-
cluded in the safeguarding register’ and ‘listed , are 
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value and integrity, which enables a more nuanced 
approach. In artistic value, for example, materials and 
technical mastery are taken into account when refer-
ring to the ‘execution’. As for the technical value, this 
can be related to the early use of a particular material 
or technique, buildings of structural or technological 
significance, a structural or technological tour de 
force, technological innovation, and witnesses of  
former building methods. Special and experimental 
materials, construction processes or components are 
recognized under scientific value.25 With regard to the 
heritage criteria, rarity entails a consideration in rela-
tion to the building-historical context, including the 
common building techniques and materials of the 
time. With regard to ensemble value, a homogeneous 
construction method and architectural coherence are 
put forward as important considerations. These 
non-limiting descriptions, in combination with the 
encouragement to link various values (for example 
technical and scientific value), provide opportunities 
to recognise the materiality of young heritage based 
on several, possibly mutually reinforcing criteria. 
Below we discuss in detail two case studies that under-
score the importance of materiality in heritage value. 
Both are included in the Brussels Inventory of Archi-
tectural Heritage.

THE ASLK APARTMENT BUILDING
The first case study is the AslK apartment building in 
Brussels (1985-1986). Upon completion, the architec-
tural press praised the strong architectural expression 
of its elevations. Our analysis shows that this expres-
sion owed much to the carefully considered detailing, 
including of elements that are not visible.
 The construction of the building is indirectly linked 
to the development of the first large computers in the 
1970s. In the banking sector the transition to comput-
erized operations was fairly rapid since no bank 
wanted to lag behind its competitors in terms of tech-
nology. For the Algemene Spaar- en Lijfrentekas bank 
(AslK) that technological switch led to an expansion of 
its offices: the main office on Wolvengracht in the cen-
tre of Brussels was too small to accommodate the inte-
gration of computer technology, so the bank decided 
to buy up several properties in a nearby block and to 
build a new office on the site.26 The block, bounded by 
Koolstraat, Broekstraat and Martelarenplein, was 
already densely built, presenting the designers with a 
complex jigsaw to fit the various functions together. 
The largest and most impressive building was erected 
on Broekstraat (fig. 1). The delivery and car park 
entrance was on Koolstraat. This was topped, probably 
at the request of the city council, by a five-storey apart-
ment building (fig. 2). The design of the project as a 
whole was entrusted to three Belgian design teams: 

NEW ASSESSMENT METHOD
The new method that has been in use since 2021 for 
drawing up the Inventory of Architectural Heritage is 
based on ten heritage values (archeological, artistic, 
aesthetic, historical, landscape, social, urban design, 
technical, folkloric, scientific) and six heritage criteria 
(authenticity, contextual value, ensemble value, integ-
rity, representativity, rarity).24 While theoretically it 
suffices to meet one of the heritage values and one of 
the criteria to be included in the Inventory, in practice 
it usually involves a combination of several mutually 
reinforcing values and criteria. In addition, the value 
assessment is not based solely on intrinsic grounds; a 
comparison with similar buildings on several levels, 
from local to international, also needs to be carried 
out. Although the formulated values and criteria are 
identical to those that were already used for listing 
heritage, the various statutes work with different 
‘weights’ for these criteria and values. 
 With respect to young heritage, additional ‘discrimi-
natory’ conditions were dropped. In fact, the new 
method explicitly states that there is ‘no time limit, so 
that even young architecture qualifies for inclusion in 
the inventory’. But does this offer sufficient possibili-
ties for recognizing the specificity of young heritage? 
There are a few values and criteria that do not appear 
to apply to young heritage, such as ‘archaeological 
value’ and ‘historical value’. Nor do ‘rarity’ and ‘authen-
ticity’ seem particularly relevant: not only are there 
large numbers of young buildings, but many have 
already been renovated without regard for possible 
heritage values. On the other hand, the description of 
values and criteria does provide opportunities, allow-
ing for a broad interpretation and nuanced application 
geared to the specific characteristics of the type of 
heritage under consideration. So the values mentioned 
above may after all play a role. For instance, historical 
value can be assigned, even to young heritage, if it 
‘bears witness to a special period in the history of the 
region or municipality’. The historical value of young 
heritage is however often limited, and rather second-
ary or supporting other attributed values (landscape, 
social or urban design). One example of this is the De 
Drevekens project described below: it is typical of 
1970s housing schemes in Brussels and illustrates the 
search for an innovative spatial design model.
 The new method also makes it possible to take 
account of the materiality of young heritage. Until 
2021 ‘use of materials’ was a separate criterion, yet its 
interpretation was explicitly restricted to the use of 
and experimentation with new materials. Today, the 
use of materials and building techniques is no longer 
considered as a separate criterion, yet is integrated in 
the assessment of artistic, technical and scientific val-
ues, and the criteria on rarity, authenticity, ensemble 



2. ASLK apartment building in Brussels,  
elevation on Koolstraat (photo J. Bauters, 1980s)



3. ASLK apartment building in  
Brussels, standard living area floor 
plan (Philippe Samyn and Partners)
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lighting of the apartments. In that respect it also 
appears that the alignment of the windows in the 
facade plane is not purely aesthetic but has also been 
designed to increase the incidence of daylight. On top 
of that, the windows are structurally advanced. 
Because they are flush with the outer plane of the 
facade, the window frames could not be mounted and 
directly fixed to the load-bearing structure in the way 
that was usual in the 1980s. Instead, they were extended 
five centimetres beyond the load-bearing elements by 
means of metal anchors (fig. 6). This solution was sub-
sequently employed more frequently, especially 
because of the continuing increase in the thickness of 
the thermal insulation. Equally remarkable is the 
attention to windproofing, a concept that only started 
to catch on in Belgium in the 1990s.28 The technical 
detailing in the (preliminary) design of 1982 shows 
that the window openings were rendered windtight by 
sealing the window frames on all four sides with syn-
thetic rubber flashing (Butyl). 
 When considering how materiality might be included 
in the value assessment of this building, the use of 
travertine and its distinctive structural detailing can 
be seen as contributing to the aesthetic and artistic 
value of the building. Although the use of Butyl is not 
visible, it too merits special attention in the value 
assessment: it can be regarded as the application of an 
innovative material (in accordance with the previous 
‘use of materials’ criterion), but also signals a com-
pletely new technological development, in particular 

the office of Walter Bresseleers, the ad hoc partnership 
of Albert De Doncker – Jacques Wybauw – Philippe 
Samyn, and the office of Henri Guchez. The apartment 
building on Koolstraat was designed by the architect 
and civil engineer Philippe Samyn.27

 The design of the apartment building was compli-
cated by the constraints of the programme (including 
a car park entrance at street level and residential func-
tion on the floors above) and the building’s north-
south orientation. The individual apartments extend 
over two floors: the lower floor contains the living 
areas, the upper floor the bedrooms (figs. 3 and 4). An 
internal spiral staircase links the two sections. Each 
living and bedroom floor takes up just half the build-
ing depth. Because they are horizontally alternated, 
each apartment enjoys a double orientation (fig. 5).
 Although the apartment building was not the main 
part of the building programme, a great deal of 
thought went into the design of its elevation. In terms 
of design and materials it resonates with the bank 
building on Broekstraat. The travertine facade clad-
ding was chosen to match the colour of the white stone 
elevations on Broekstraat. In addition, the two build-
ing volumes have a similar architectonic expression: 
sharp, elongated triangular projections on the bank 
elevation and a ‘folded’ elevation for the apartment 
building. The travertine facade panels, executed with 
mitred corners, are ideal for such forms. The windows 
and the pleats in the facade are aligned in such a way 
as to optimise the view from the inside and the day-



4. ASLK apartment building in Brussels, 
standard sleeping area floor plan 
(Philippe Samyn and Partners)

5. ASLK apartment building in Brussels, cross-section. Two apartments highlighted (red and blue) as well as shared corridor 
(green) by the author (State Archives of Belgium)



6. ASLK apartment building in Brussels, section through  
window in elevation (State Archives of Belgium)

materials here is not so much technically advanced, 
but rather representative for the time period and con-
tributing to the ensemble value. For the spatial config-
uration the designers drew inspiration from the large-
scale ‘megastructures’ of interconnected modular 
(residential) units (fig. 7).29 The result is a district con-
sisting of a single continuous ribbon of buildings – not 
one elongated volume, but a conglomeration of diverse 
volumes that together form a single whole. Access to 
the individual dwellings is via a network of car-free 
streets and paths on different levels. As such, the proj-
ect combines the advantages of the individual dwell-
ing, like private access and a sense of security, with the 
advantages of housing blocks (primarily shared ame-
nities). 
 The project is defined by the sloping roof planes that 
act as the unifying element between the volumes. 
From the 1960s, the sloping roof grew in popularity in 
Belgium, for both individual dwellings and apartment 
buildings, while the modernist flat roof fell out of 
favour (fig. 8). The roof plane was often maximized, 
becoming an explicit component of the architectural 
design. In some instances in the 1960s and ’70s the 
roof forms a kind of mantle around the building, with 
the slates or tiles being used as both facade cladding 
and roofing material (fig. 9). The return and ‘expan-
sion’ of the sloping roof brought with it a growing use 
of different roofing materials like fibre cement slates. 
These had been on the market since the beginning of 
the twentieth century, but now began to be used much 
more widely: about one in four 1970s housing projects 
included in the Brussels Inventory of Architectural 
Heritage has a roof and/or facade clad with fibre 
cement slates. They were available in a wide range of 
colours and shapes and were also cheaper than stone 
slates. As the name implies, fibre cement slates consist 
chiefly of cement and fibres – mainly asbestos fibres.30 
Despite the public debate about the health risks of 
asbestos in the 1970s, the first asbestos-free slates 
were not produced until the mid-1980s.31

 Research into the history, application and evolution 
of fibre cement slates in relation to the building cul-
ture of the time shows that the slates used in De 
Drevekens were neither unique nor innovative: slates 
with the same composition, size, colour and texture 
were used in countless other Brussels (housing) pro-
jects in the 1960s and ’70s. Even the attachment method 
using hooks and nails on timber battening is very com-
mon. Therefore, it is difficult to attribute a technical 
heritage value to the project. Yet, because it is so typi-
cal or common, this use of slates is representative of 
general trends in housing in Brussels of that time. In 
addition, the slates contribute greatly to the ensemble 
value. In this respect, and considering that striving for 
material authenticity in the case of restoration would 

in the area of windtightness. At the time, Butyl was 
used primarily for damp barriers in roofs, but had not 
yet been used to windproof windows. This positioning 
with regard to the prevailing building culture demon-
strates that not solely the use of the material in itself, 
but also its specific use for windproofing is important 
for correctly assessing the technical value.

DE DREVEKENS
The second case study is De Drevekens, a large-scale 
housing scheme comprising 360 dwellings in Sint- 
Pieters-Woluwe (1975-1977), designed by the multi- 
disciplinary design studio Architectes, Urbanistes, 
Sociologues, Ingénieurs, Associés (AUsIA). The use of 



7. De Drevekens housing estate in Sint-Pieters-Woluwe, Brussels (aerial photo Ministry of Public Works, 1970s)



8. Atelier d’architecture et d’urbanisme, side elevation of  
apartment building in Ukkel, Brussels, 1975 (Archives Louis 
De Waele, Machelen)

9. Advertisement for Eternit slates (A+: architectuur, stedebouw, 
design 16 [1975])
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be complicated by the presence of asbestos fibres, it is 
important to note that the exact composition of the 
material is less important than the overall materiality: 
the homogeneous construction method and the archi-
tectural coherence generated by the uniform applica-
tion of the slates in roofs and elevations, and the inter-
play with the facade brickwork, ensure a close 
connection between the materiality and typology, 
with the expansive and visually defining function of 
slates being crucial in the overall spatial effect (fig. 10).

CONCLUSION
Following the increasing interest in young heritage in 
heritage circles in recent years, the imperative for a 
scientifically based framework for the recognition and 
value assessment of this heritage becomes stronger. 
Several terms are used to delineate ‘young’ heritage, 
some defined more precisely in terms of chronology  
or age than others. Yet, for assessing the value of young 
heritage, defining an exact time limit is not necessary, 
as it is neither desirable nor productive to evaluate this 
as a separate category, using a value assessment 
method specifically geared to its age. It is, however, 
important that general value assessment methods 
allow for the specificity of young heritage to be recog-
nized. A major challenge lies in the fact that much of 
the necessary knowledge about young heritage still 
needs to be assembled, including in the area of materi-
ality, and that the method used to assess the value of 
young heritage allows for this knowledge to be imple-
mented.
 The heritage value assessment method used since 
2021 by the Brussels-Capital Region allows for the rec-
ognition of the specificity of young heritage. What is 
crucial in this respect is the openness to interpreta-
tion in relation to the various heritage values and crite-
ria; a strict or traditional understanding of criteria like 
‘rarity’ or ‘historical value’ is clearly inadequate and 
unhelpful in the case of young heritage. A second 
important aspect of the Brussels method is that values 
and criteria are not considered separately but can be 
linked to one another. In that integrated approach, 
different values can reinforce one another and the 
positioning of an object vis-à-vis the wider context is 
also taken into account. 
 Each of the two case studies illustrates in a different 
way the importance and the challenges of a correct 
value assessment of young heritage. Our analysis 
focused specifically on the aspect of materiality. The 
AslK apartment building demonstrates that rather 
than concentrating solely on the material itself, this 
should be evaluated within the wider construction 
culture of the time to grasp its innovative character. By 
contrast, the De Drevekens project shows that even 
unexceptional materials can contribute to the her-



10. De Drevekens housing estate in Sint-Pieters-Woluwe, Brussels (photo P. Braquenier, urban.brussels, 2022) B
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about the materiality regime of the last part of the 
twentieth century means that young heritage is in dan-
ger of not being assessed on its merits. Nor is material-
ity the only aspect requiring special attention: more 
knowledge is needed about other aspects, such as 
architectural culture, alternative forms of living, or 
urban design developments, in order to arrive at a cor-
rect and nuanced value assessment of young heritage. 

itage value. Despite the differences, both case studies 
underscore the importance of (research into) material-
ity and of an integrated approach to this in assessing 
young heritage: only with a sufficiently broad and deep 
insight into materiality is it possible to reach a correct 
and specific interpretation of the heritage values and 
criteria. This applies of course to every heritage object, 
irrespective of period, but our incomplete knowledge 
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The recent surge in interest in ‘young’ heritage is cou-
pled with a growing need for a scientifically based 
framework for dealing with it. This article examines 
the specific characteristics of ‘young heritage’, how it is 
evaluated, and the knowledge required for that. The 
term ‘young heritage’ is not easy to define because the 
minimum historical distance required for assessing or 
protecting a building as heritage differs from country 
to country.

More important than an exact definition, however, is 
increased awareness and greater recognition of the 
special characteristics of this heritage. One of these 
characteristics is materiality. This refers not just to the 
building materials and techniques used but includes 
its positioning with respect to the wider building cul-
ture in which it is rooted. The final decades of the twen-
tieth century were characterized by a distinctive mate-
riality, and this too needs to be included in any value 
assessment. 

To work out how this might be done using existing 
value assessment methods, this article looks at the 
method used since 2021 by the Brussels-Capital Re-
gion in drawing up its Inventory of Architectural Heri-
tage. This method is based on ten heritage values and 
six heritage criteria. The individual values and criteria 
are not strictly defined but rather described, so as to 

VALUE ASSESSMENT OF YOUNG HERITAGE  
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allow room for interpretation. And instead of dealing 
with the values individually, the goal is an integrated 
approach in which different values and criteria are able 
to support and reinforce one another. This provides op-
portunities for recognizing the specificity of young 
heritage and for emphasizing the importance therein 
of materiality.

The article then applies the Brussels method, with a 
particular focus on materiality, to two case studies: the 
AslK apartment building (engineer and architect 
Philippe Samyn, Brussels, 1985-1986) and the large-
scale housing project ‘De Drevekens’ (AUsIA design  
office, Sint-Pieters-Woluwe, 1975-1977). The first case 
study demonstrates that a proper assessment of the 
technical value requires that the materials used be as-
sessed within the context of the wider building culture. 
The second case study illustrates the fact that materi-
als without any special technical value can still play an 
important role in other heritage values. 

Both case studies attest to the benefits of an inte-
grated approach to heritage values and the importance 
of materiality in the recognition of young heritage.  
One major challenge is acquiring sufficient in-depth 
insight into the materiality to arrive at an accurate  
and specific interpretation of the heritage values and 
criteria.




