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BRUTALISM


Opening: Marseille, 1952

A visitor to Le Corbusier’s Unité d’habitation in Marseille encounters a monolithic slab of concrete, floating on massive pillars above an open plaza. The building rises twelve stories, housing 1,600 residents in a single unified mass. The exterior is rough to the point of hostility—shuttermarks from the timber formwork remain visible, deliberate and unsmoothed, creating a texture that resembles geological outcrop. There are no decorative elements. There is no attempt to make the structure appear lighter, more graceful, or more welcoming than it actually is. The roof contains a public gymnasium and a terrace. Inside, the Unité contains shops, a bakery, and a kindergarten arranged in interior streets. This single building contains, within itself, an entire vision of how humans should live: densely packed, collectively provisioned, materially honest, and permanently constructed. It is a manifesto in concrete. Within a decade, architects across Europe, North America, Latin America, Africa, and Asia would attempt to build their own versions of this vision. Within three decades, this vision would become almost universally reviled. This is the story of how one of modernism’s most ambitious and uncompromising movements rose, fractured, and then began, improbably, to be salvaged.



The Origins and Etymology of a Radical Ethical Framework

Brutalism’s name contains a persistent irony. The term derives from béton brut, French for “raw concrete,” coined by Le Corbusier himself. Yet the style came to evoke brutality—a connotation that would cling to the movement like rust staining through porous concrete. The architectural terminology was actually codified in Scandinavia. In January 1950, Swedish architect Hans Asplund coined the term nybrutalism (New Brutalism) to describe the Villa Göth in Uppsala, a brick residence designed by Bengt Edman and Lennart Holm. When visiting British architects—among them Michael Ventris, Oliver Cox, and Graeme Shankland—encountered this nomenclature, they adopted it rapidly for their own emerging design philosophy.

The philosophical systematization came from British theorists and practitioners. In 1953, architect Alison Smithson used “new brutalism” in print to describe an unbuilt house project in Soho, London. Her statement of intent was precise: “to have the structure exposed entirely, without interior finishes wherever practicable,” aiming for “a high standard of basic construction, as in a small warehouse.” This commitment to structural honesty and functional austerity was anchored in a “truth to materials” ethos that explicitly rejected the superficial polish of earlier modernism.

The movement’s theoretical foundation was cemented by British architectural historian Reyner Banham in his 1955 essay for The Architectural Review. Banham identified three primary characteristics: formal legibility of the plan, clear exhibition of structure, and the valuation of materials for their inherent qualities “as found”—meaning unpainted, unpolished, exactly as they emerge from the construction process. Banham drew a direct intellectual lineage between Brutalism and Art Brut (Raw Art), a movement spearheaded by Jean Dubuffet and characterized by visceral, primitive materiality. He noted that artists such as Jackson Pollock, Alberto Burri, Eduardo Paolozzi, and Nigel Henderson embodied this same rejection of bourgeois aesthetic refinement. Paolozzi and Henderson had collaborated with the Smithsons on the 1953 Parallel of Life and Art exhibition at the Institute of Contemporary Arts, which Banham regarded as foundational to the Brutalist ethos.

The “as found” principle represented something genuinely radical. Pre-war functionalism had often disguised ordinary materials under white plaster to simulate a machine-finished, futuristic appearance. Brutalism demanded absolute honesty: concrete shutter-work left exposed, bricks unpainted, mechanical services surface-mounted, every labor mark visible. The movement demanded that viewers confront the actual materials and methods of construction, not a fiction about them.

In his later 1966 book The New Brutalism: Ethic or Aesthetic?, Banham explored a fundamental duality that would haunt the movement’s entire history. What had begun as a subversive, ethically driven methodology for socialist urban reconstruction had gradually evolved—and perhaps been compromised—into a global aesthetic language defined predominantly by heavy, sculptural concrete silhouettes. The ethical framework was slowly being absorbed into visual style.



Modernist Antecedents and Architectural Context

Brutalism did not emerge from nowhere. It descended directly from the International Style, which dominated architecture from roughly 1914 to 1970, championed by Walter Gropius, Ludwig Mies van der Rohe, and early Le Corbusier. The International Style sought to eliminate historical ornamentation in favor of what Mies van der Rohe famously termed “space and light and order.” Mies’s dictums—“Less is more” and “God is in the details”—defined a “skin-and-bones” architecture that dissolved boundaries between interior and exterior through transparent minimalism.

Brutalism retained the International Style’s functionalist core but rejected its aesthetic outcomes. Where the International Style aimed for weightless transparency and slick corporate refinement, Brutalism emphasized weight, density, and monumental mass. It used concrete not to dematerialize space but to make materiality itself impossible to ignore. The style also positioned itself explicitly against Frank Lloyd Wright’s Organic Architecture, which sought harmony with the natural landscape through horizontal lines and natural materials. Brutalism asserted human dominance through raw, uncompromising geometries that made no apology for their artificiality.

The post-war context was essential. The Second World War had destroyed much of Europe’s urban fabric and exhausted governments financially. Architects faced an unprecedented mandate: rapid, economical, large-scale reconstruction of entire cities. Governments across Europe, particularly those building new welfare states, needed utilitarian social housing, educational facilities, hospitals, and civic centers. The socialist and democratic-egalitarian principles that animated postwar reconstruction aligned perfectly with Brutalism’s philosophical stance. Concrete was not merely structurally efficient or economically viable—it carried symbolic weight. Traditional styles like classicism and ornate Gothic revival were associated with hierarchy and bourgeois power. Concrete was viewed as a democratic material, a radical equalizer. The visual harshness was not a bug but a feature: it was meant to communicate that fancy aesthetics were a luxury the postwar welfare state could not afford and should not want.



The Architectural Vocabulary of Brutalism

Brutalist buildings share a consistent formal language despite significant regional variations. The primary material is concrete, either poured in place or precast, left unfinished. The texture of timber formwork—the boards used to shape the concrete as it cures—is deliberately left visible, creating a surface marked by shutterlines, pour-seams, and setting holes. Structural honesty is absolute: load-bearing columns, steel beams, and mechanical systems are left exposed rather than hidden behind finished surfaces.

The forms themselves tend toward the monumental and sculptural. Buildings feature heavy, blocky massing with monolithic, unbalanced geometries. Common motifs include the “Russian Wedge”—walls projecting outward on sloped angles—and “egg-crate” facades created by deep recesses. Angular geometry predominates; organic curves are rare. The color palette is monochromatic, relying on the natural hues of construction materials—predominantly the stark grey of concrete, accented occasionally by raw brick, steel, or timber. Nothing is painted or smoothed to soften the effect.

A significant sub-genre, primarily British, exploited exposed brick as the primary material—often called “brick Brutalism” or “brickalism.” But the underlying principle remained constant: an “immediately apprehensible visual entity” where the monumental external form intrinsically confirmed the internal experience of the building in use.

The spatial innovations were equally important. “Streets in the sky” featured in social housing—wide, elevated, open-air walkways connecting residential blocks, intended to replicate traditional neighborhood street interactions and foster community life. This spatial concept embedded a social vision directly into architectural form.

The style was deployed almost exclusively for massive institutional and civic structures: government centers, universities, libraries, public housing estates, cultural complexes. Brutalism rarely appeared in small-scale, single-family residential architecture. The form demanded scale to achieve its intended impact.



The European and North American Canonical Works

Le Corbusier’s Unité d’habitation in Marseille (1952) remains the archetypal Brutalist work. Beyond the structural innovation of pilotis and the programmatic integration of shops and services, the building established the philosophical stakes of the movement. The “vertical garden city” concept—housing thousands within a single unified structure, with all necessary amenities contained internally—was not merely an architectural gesture but a statement about how modern life should be organized.

Le Corbusier’s subsequent pilgrimage church of Notre-Dame du Haut in Ronchamp (1955) demonstrated that Brutalism’s expressive potential extended far beyond utilitarian housing. The roof, often compared to a billowing sail or a nun’s cowl, showed that raw concrete could achieve monumental sculptural power.

In Britain, Alison and Peter Smithson’s Hunstanton Secondary Modern School in Norfolk (1954) is recognized as the world’s first completed building to carry the explicit designation of “new brutalist.” Drawing influence from Mies van der Rohe’s Alumni Memorial Hall, the school showcased exposed steel beams, precast concrete slabs, and unpainted brickwork. Yet the “ethic” of using materials “as found” encountered immediate practical failure: the experimental yellow “gault” brick panels cracked badly due to frost and prolonged driving rain, requiring a costly rebuild with different mortar. The principle of honesty collided with the reality that materials, even “found” ones, require careful specification.

The Smithsons’ Robin Hood Gardens (1972) in East London epitomized the ambitious “streets in the sky” concept, housing residents in a dramatically sculpted concrete landscape with elevated walkways intended to foster community interaction. Ernő Goldfinger’s Trellick Tower (1972) and Balfron Tower in London—characterized by separate service towers linked to residential blocks by sky bridges—became iconic examples of Brutalist social housing. Goldfinger’s designs were matched by a notoriously difficult personality; Ian Fleming reputedly found him so unpleasant that he named the James Bond villain Auric Goldfinger after him.

The Barbican Centre and Estate in London, designed by Chamberlin, Powell & Bon and completed in 1982, represented perhaps the most ambitious urban vision of the era. Built on a heavily bombed World War II site, the sprawling complex integrated housing, lakes, and arts venues within an intricate network of elevated walkways that deliberately prioritized pedestrians over automobiles. It was meant to be a complete, self-contained urban world.

When Brutalism crossed the Atlantic, it was rapidly adopted for civic, governmental, and academic institutions across North America. Paul Rudolph’s Yale Art and Architecture Building (1963) in New Haven used bush-hammered concrete in intersecting volumes of dramatic spatial complexity. Kallmann, McKinnell & Knowles’ Boston City Hall (1968) combined brick and concrete in a jigsaw-like composition that explicitly externalized internal functions. Marcel Breuer’s Met Breuer in New York (1966), an inverted ziggurat of granite and concrete, served as an avant-garde critique of the ubiquitous transparent glass towers of Manhattan. William Pereira’s Geisel Library in La Jolla (1970) featured splaying concrete piers designed to represent hands holding up books. Pier Luigi Nervi and Pietro Belluschi’s St. Mary Cathedral in San Francisco (1970) utilized reinforced concrete in forms—logic-defying cantilevers, load-bearing abstractions—that seemed to defy engineering conventions.

I.M. Pei’s Mesa Laboratory in Colorado (1967) was designed to appear carved directly from the mountain, inspired by Anasazi cliff dwellings. Moshe Safdie’s Habitat 67 in Montreal merged Brutalism with futuristic modular construction, using advanced prefabrication to create a unique stacked residential complex.



Global Mutations: Brutalism Beyond the West

As Brutalism spread globally in the 1960s and 1970s, it mutated dramatically according to local climates, political contexts, and aesthetic traditions. The movement ceased to be a uniform Western export and became a localized tool for expressing national identity and post-colonial independence.

In Latin America, Brutalism was embraced as a mechanism for radical social intervention, particularly in Brazil. Lina Bo Bardi’s SESC Pompéia in São Paulo (completed 1986) represents a deeply humanistic iteration of the style. Tasked with designing a leisure center for workers on the site of an abandoned drum factory, Bo Bardi chose adaptive reuse over demolition, preserving the original red-brick warehouses and introducing two monumental raw-concrete towers connected by vivid red aerial walkways. She referred to the towers’ uneven, round, porthole-like windows as “Spanish Civil War holes,” framing the architecture as a gesture of resistance that actively embraced communal public life. Her earlier Casa de Vidro (1951) demonstrated her capacity to place modernist concrete structures in symbiosis with the Brazilian rainforest, a concrete and glass cube floating on slender steel pillars over pristine forest.

In Argentina, Clorindo Testa’s Bank of London and South America headquarters in Buenos Aires (1966) transformed corporate banking into a striking sculptural form: a hulking concrete shell that fans out at its perimeter to create an immense column-free interior banking hall. The structure turned what had been a rigid, inflexible institutional typology into an open urban plaza. Testa’s National Library of the Argentine Republic (1992) featured cantilevered volumes and exposed concrete while carefully preserving the surrounding botanical heritage by burying much of its archival warehousing underground.

Japan’s relationship with Brutalism was mediated through the avant-garde Metabolism movement and the philosophy of Mono no aware—the bittersweet awareness of the fleeting nature of beauty and the poignant transience of existence. Kenzō Tange and Kunio Maekawa, both influenced by early work with Le Corbusier, became primary conduits for Japanese Brutalism. In the Japanese context, the heavy, seemingly permanent masses of exposed concrete provided a profound counterpoint to the ephemerality of nature, such as the brief blooming of cherry blossoms. Japanese architects frequently utilized traditional timber formwork techniques, lending a high degree of tactility and craftsmanship to raw concrete surfaces—qualities often intentionally absent in rougher Western counterparts.

Tange’s Hiroshima Peace Memorial Park and the Yūyūgi National Gymnasium exemplified this synthesis. Maekawa’s Tokyo Metropolitan Festival Hall (1961) and Tange’s Yamanashi Broadcast and Press Centre (1967)—a monumental structure featuring massive concrete shafts supporting suspended functional blocks—stand as testaments to this era. Tadao Ando’s later work, including the Hill of the Buddha (2015) in Sapporo, integrated Brutalist concrete tunnels into artificial landscapes, continuing a tradition of refined, contemplative concrete architecture well into the twenty-first century.

In South Asia, the dismantling of the British colonial empire created newly independent nations seeking to define modern identities without recourse to colonial architectural vocabulary. Brutalism offered an ideal language: an “Architecture of Independence” that explicitly eschewed orientalist or classical forms associated with colonial oppression. Le Corbusier’s Capitol Complex in Chandigarh (1951–1965), commissioned directly by Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru, was meant to symbolize India’s post-colonial modernity. Louis Kahn’s National Assembly Building in Dhaka, Bangladesh, similarly used monumental concrete to project the authority of a newly independent state.

However, Brutalism in South Asia rapidly evolved beyond Western interventions. Charles Correa and Raj Rewal in India utilized the style to address the immediate socio-economic challenges triggered by Partition in 1947, which displaced thirteen million people. They cross-pollinated Brutalist techniques with traditional vernacular elements to create climate-responsive architectures suited for extreme heat. The widespread implementation of brise-soleil (sun baffles), deep inner courtyards, and open-air terraces allowed for passive cooling and ventilation. Correa’s Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel Municipal Stadium in Ahmedabad (1959–66) and Shiv Nath Prasad’s Shri Ram Center for Art and Culture (1966–69) rooted international modernism deeply within local environmental context.

Across Africa, Brutalism similarly defined the post-independence landscape. From the 1960s to the 1980s, nations invested heavily in new educational, financial, and administrative infrastructure using concrete to project authority, modernity, and forward-looking optimism. The Kenyatta International Convention Centre in Nairobi featured a monumental tower with a conical roof referencing traditional African rural forms. La Pyramide in Abidjan, Ivory Coast (1973) was an iconic stepped pyramidal structure reflecting state-building optimism. Togo’s post-1960s institutional Brutalism—exemplified by the West African Development Bank headquarters and the Place des Cinéastes monument in Ouagadougou—showcased how the style could be hybridized with indigenous forms. Arieh Sharon’s sprawling campus for Obafemi Awolowo University in Ife-Ife, Nigeria utilized reinforced concrete in climate-responsive linear forms adapted to the local setting.

Yet African Brutalism’s legacy remains deeply complex. In apartheid South Africa, the imposing nature of Brutalism was weaponized by the state as a tool of spatial control and psychological intimidation. In former Portuguese colonies, structures remain entangled with memories of colonial rule, presenting ongoing challenges for heritage interpretation.



The Eastern Bloc: Pragmatism and Monumentality Diverge

In the Soviet Union and Eastern Bloc, post-war modernist architecture bifurcated into two distinct political streams: the highly pragmatic, industrialized mass housing systems, and the expressive, monumental structures of Socialist Modernism.

The Soviet Union had experienced a brief period of brilliant avant-garde Constructivism in the 1920s, exemplified by Moisei Ginzburg’s Narkomfin Communal House and Konstantin Melnikov’s Rusakov Workers’ Club. Stalin violently suppressed this avant-garde in favor of ornate, heavily embellished neoclassical Socialist Realism. Following Stalin’s death, Nikita Khrushchev sought to modernize rapidly and drastically reduce housing costs. A 1955 decree by the Council of Ministers and Central Committee condemned “waste in building design,” attacking the ostentatious embellishments of classicism that ignored basic comfort and housing needs.

This decree catalyzed the aggressive implementation of prefabricated panel construction technologies, known as the Large Panel System (LPS). Entire cities and “microrayons” (sleeping districts) were rapidly constructed using standardized concrete elements manufactured in factory systems and assembled on-site. These mass housing blocks provided fast, affordable shelter while intentionally fostering what planners called a “collectivistic nature” among the populace. The standardized K7 system in Moscow, the brezhnevka types, and their regional equivalents across Czechoslovakia, East Germany, and Poland created a landscape of relentless repetition.

The Eastern Bloc also produced stunning examples of Monumental Soviet Brutalism and Socialist Modernism—a radically different application of concrete. Brutalism’s heavy, sculptural capacity was exploited for institutional buildings, sanatoriums, and civic monuments to project state power, scientific progress, and ideological triumph. The massive, sculptural Spomenik memorials scattered throughout the former Yugoslavia, commemorating anti-Axis resistance, and the spaceship-like Buzludzha Memorial in Bulgaria demonstrate the expressive potential of concrete in the hands of ideologically committed architects.



Decline, Decay, and the Recoding of Meaning

Despite its utopian origins and philosophical rigor, Brutalism experienced a precipitous decline in popularity beginning in the late 1970s. The style that had been heralded as a modern, optimistic solution to the post-war crisis became almost universally reviled by the general public. Demands for demolition intensified. Multiple factors converged to produce this dramatic reversal.

Aesthetically, the aggressive monumentality that architects praised was often experienced by the public as oppressive, unfriendly, cold, and menacing. Critics denounced the buildings as monstrous concrete eyesores that violently disrupted historic townscapes.

More critically, béton brut proved environmentally problematic in certain climates. In the damp, cloudy, maritime climates of northwestern Europe and the Pacific Northwest, exposed concrete did not age gracefully. The rough, highly porous exterior surfaces absorbed persistent moisture, leading to severe water staining, black mold, moss, and lichen proliferation. Internal steel reinforcing bars corroded, leaching rust through the surface. Buildings intended to project raw honesty turned black with age, appearing dilapidated shortly after completion. The material itself undermined the ethical principle it was meant to embody.

More significantly, Brutalism’s decline was inextricably linked to the unraveling of the post-war welfare state it was built to serve. Because the style was so heavily associated with government-funded social housing, mass transit hubs, public universities, and bureaucratic institutions, it became the physical scapegoat for the failures of state planning. As the global political climate shifted toward neoliberalism in the 1980s, public spending and civic investment were severely curtailed. The resulting lack of investment in regular maintenance was catastrophic for Brutalist structures, exacerbating structural and environmental failures stemming from original construction shortcuts and budget constraints.

Massive Brutalist housing estates—originally designed as utopian communities—became associated with urban decay, poverty, social deprivation, crime, and antisocial behavior. The aesthetic of raw concrete was re-contextualized in public consciousness. It no longer represented socialist egalitarianism but bureaucratic alienation, inefficiency, and totalitarianism. This widespread backlash paved the way for Post-Modern architecture, which explicitly rebelled against Brutalist austerity by reintroducing historical reference, classical facades, and vibrant abstraction. Across the world, public-led campaigns petitioned for the demolition of Brutalist buildings, viewing their destruction as a necessary eradication of urban blight.



The Contemporary Revaluation: Preservation and Reframing

The twenty-first century has witnessed a significant, improbable revival of interest in Brutalist architecture, characterized by concerted international campaigns aimed at protecting these polarizing structures from demolition. This contemporary resurgence is driven by a profound reevaluation of the movement’s architectural, historical, and cultural significance.

The “SOS Brutalism” initiative, launched by the Wüstenrot Foundation and the Deutsches Architekturmuseum in Frankfurt, developed an extensive crowdsourced online database documenting over 1,900 Brutalist buildings worldwide, categorizing their preservation status from “safe” to a “red list” indicating acute danger of demolition. The red list monitors highly threatened masterpieces, such as Gerd Hänska’s Central Animal Labs in Berlin—a terrifyingly brilliant structure resembling a concrete battleship. By highlighting the phenomenal diversity, imaginative forms, and localized adaptations of the style across regions as varied as Taiwan, Macedonia, and the Ivory Coast, the initiative aims to counter public hostility. As curator Oliver Elser articulated, the goal is to “create a sense of wonder and admiration for those buildings and sway people from preconceived notions of a kind of oppressive, dull, gloomy, unattractive architecture.”

In the United States, a specialized advocacy campaign emerged focused on Boston’s dense concentration of monumental concrete structures. Recognizing that the term “Brutalism”—despite its innocent etymological roots—carried indelible connotations of violence and cruelty, architects and historians launched an initiative to rebrand the movement as “Heroic Architecture.” This rebranding, culminating in the 2015 publication Heroic: Concrete Architecture and the New Boston, sought to shed the negative psychological baggage of the original terminology. “Heroic” was chosen because it projects a positive solution, reflecting the optimistic idealism, massive civic investment, and monumental problem-solving ethos that originally drove the postwar construction boom. Through exhibitions, design studios, and active preservation campaigns, the Heroic project successfully lobbied for the landmarking of concrete architecture, demonstrating that “buildings that people have struggled with for decades deserve careful examination and contribute an important element to the history of our city.”

Yet preservation efforts reveal profound contradictions. The Barbican Estate in London, completed in 1982 on the edge of London’s financial core, was granted Grade II listed status and successfully preserved. Its apartments are highly coveted and trade for millions of pounds. The residents—generally wealthy, educated, and self-assured—strongly identify with the Brutalist aesthetic.

Conversely, the Robin Hood Gardens in East London, completed by the Smithsons in 1972 and located in a socio-economically deprived area, met a vastly different outcome. Despite intense lobbying from the architectural community—including multiple Pritzker Prize laureates—the estate was repeatedly denied listed status. Official verdicts deemed it a failed social experiment, citing structural degradation, irregular maintenance, entrenched poverty, and high crime rates. Consequently, the complex was slated for total demolition and private redevelopment.

The glaring disparity highlights a critical issue in modern architectural conservation: the intersection of class, geographic location, and heritage value. Brutalist structures inhabited by wealthier demographics are frequently celebrated as masterpieces, while identical architectural typologies housing poorer communities are decried as dangerous eyesores fit only for demolition, often resulting in the displacement of original communities.

During the active demolition of Robin Hood Gardens, the Victoria and Albert Museum intervened to acquire an entire three-story segment of the building. This massive concrete fragment was subsequently shipped to Italy and exhibited at the 2018 Venice Architecture Biennale. The acquisition sparked intense debate regarding the ethics of conservation. By extracting a fragment of social housing from its functional context and elevating it to the status of a sterile museum artifact, the building’s physicality was reduced to a mere semantic contribution. The exhibition of the ruined concrete block perfectly encapsulates the contemporary crisis of architectural heritage: an inability to preserve the living, working-class communities that Brutalism was built to serve, opting instead to fetishize its aesthetic ruins in a sanitized heritage.



Conclusion

Brutalist architecture represents one of the most intellectually ambitious, visually polarizing, and geographically pervasive movements in the history of the built environment. Born from the ashes of global conflict and the urgent necessities of the mid-twentieth century, it was originally conceived not as a stylistic imposition but as a rigid ethical framework dedicated to material honesty, social egalitarianism, and the monumental reconstruction of the civic sphere.

From the rain-streaked public housing blocks of the United Kingdom to the monolithic universities of North America, from the tropical, community-integrated cultural centers of Latin America to the state monuments of Africa and South Asia, Brutalism demonstrated a remarkable capacity for adaptation. It served as a powerful tool for projecting decolonial independence while synthesizing international modernism with climate-responsive vernaculars. It defined the landscape of the Eastern Bloc, manifesting both as hyper-pragmatic, prefabricated mass housing and as expressive monuments to socialist ideology.

Yet the very elements that defined the movement—its uncompromising monumentality, its rough materiality, and its deep reliance on continued welfare-state funding and maintenance—ultimately contributed to its rapid vilification. Neoliberal defunding, weather degradation, and shifting political landscapes transformed these concrete structures from symbols of utopian promise into targets of public derision and urban decay.

The current global campaigns to map, rebrand, and preserve these structures demonstrate a maturing historical perspective. Yet they also reveal the enduring problem that Brutalism sought to solve: the tension between collective vision and individual circumstance, between architectural ideology and the lived experience of residents. The preservation of Brutalism for the wealthy while demolishing it for the poor is itself a kind of architectural honesty—a concrete manifestation of which communities get to claim heritage and which get to be erased.

Even in its most degraded forms, amid the controversies of gentrification and demolition, Brutalist architecture forces a confrontation with the unvarnished realities of the twentieth century. It stands as an enduring, heroic testament to a brief period when architects and states believed that heavy, raw concrete could forge a more equitable society.
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