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A B S T R A C T

Rammed earth is a traditional construction technique that is attracting the interest of the building sector due
to its limited cost and very low environmental impact. The use of rammed earth in modern construction,
however, often requires an improvement of its properties in order to reach the performance levels fixed by the
diverse national and international standards; so rammed earth is frequently improved by the use of different
types of additives and stabilizers that, on the other hand, may reduce its environmental and economic benefits.
The present study analyzes the alternatives available to enhance rammed earth behavior by reviewing how the
existing scientific studies have tried to improve the most relevant mechanical, thermal and acoustic properties.
1. Introduction

1.1. Background

Earth has been a very relevant construction material since the
beginning of human history, due to its availability at little or no cost, its
versatility and its mechanical behavior and insulating properties, both
thermal and acoustic [1,2].

Diverse cultures and societies all over the world have developed
along time different techniques to use earth for construction: cob,
adobe, wattle and daub, etc. One of such techniques with a greater
historical and geographical presence is rammed earth (RE) [1,3–5],
which consists of compacting a mixture of soil and water in 7.5 to 15 cm-
thick layers of [6–9], using temporary formworks, until reaching the
desired wall height. These RE walls usually have a thickness between
30 and 60 cm [10–12]. This traditional technique, which only uses soil
and water as the source material, with clay acting as the only binder
of the mixture, is called unstabilized rammed earth (URE).

The relevance of RE, however, is not a thing of the past. Nowadays,
earth construction is attracting the attention of a great number of
builders and researchers that are looking for alternative sustainable
construction techniques, in the framework of a growing environmental
awareness in the construction sector [6,13–15].

However, when rammed earth technique is to be applied in new
constructions, its mechanical performance is frequently not good
enough to reach the values defined by the building standards. To
improve these mechanical properties, and also some other aspects such
as the thermal and acoustic behavior, diverse additives can be added to
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the earth and water mixture, leading to the so-called stabilized rammed
earth (SRE). There exist diverse additives or stabilizers that improve
the behavior of RE by physical and chemical interactions with the soil
particles and the water present in the mixture; some of these additives
have been used since antiquity (e.g. lime or natural fiber [3,16,17])
and some others have been introduced in the last decades or years
(e.g. cement, coal combustion residuals, artificial fibers or advanced
materials) [2,5,18].

The use of stabilizers in RE is becoming more and more frequent,
improving its properties and allowing to use this technique in a wider
range of constructions. However, if additivation is used systematically
and without taking enough care about which are the requirements that
URE cannot fulfill, there is the risk that RE constructions lose some
of the most important properties (i.e. low cost and low environmental
impact) that make this technique interesting and useful nowadays [19–
21].

1.2. Focus and research questions

Considering the above, this document analyzes the state of the art of
SRE, aiming to present the different options for RE stabilization, from
the point of view of the property that needs to be improved, in order to
make it easier for researchers and builders to choose the best alternative
and to understand the consequences (mechanical, environmental and
economical) derived from the stabilization.

To reach this goal, this study is divided in five parts, including the
mains aspects to be considered when choosing a construction technique
950-0618/© 2022 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. Th
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Fig. 1. Publications and citations in Web of Science regarding rammed earth that include or not the words ‘‘stabilized’’ and/or ‘‘reinforced’’, between the years 1990 and 2020.
or material. The first one presents the main stabilizers that have been
commonly used in rammed earth construction, their characteristics
and the characteristics of the soil to be used for stabilization. The
second and third parts regard the mechanical behavior and insulating
properties of SRE, focusing on how each kind of stabilizer is used
to enhance each parameter. Then the durability is analyzed, as one
of the greatest concerns about rammed earth structures. Finally, the
last sections evaluates the environmental and economic impact of this
building technique, focusing on how the use of stabilizers could affect
some of the main benefits of traditional RE construction.

2. Materials

2.1. Stabilizers, additives and reinforcements

As mentioned above, natural soil can be directly used to build RE
structures, but when higher strength or durability are required it is
common to add different kinds of additives to the mixture. The growing
interest in the use of additives and reinforcements to improve the
mechanical and physical behavior of RE can be noted observing the
increasing number of scientific publications regarding RE construction,
and their citations, that refer to stabilization (Fig. 1).

Portland cement is, by far, the most frequently used stabilizer
nowadays [18,22], substantially improving the compressive strength
and durability of RE elements [19,23,24]. Natural soil to be used for
cement stabilization must have a reduced clay content, so the shrinkage
of the resulting RE material is also lower than the one observed in
URE. These mechanical improvements have made cement stabilization
a generally accepted routine practice in RE construction in countries
such as Australia, New Zealand or the United States, but its use should
be limited due to the severe increase in environmental costs [19–21].

Another RE stabilizer with a long tradition is lime. There is a
broad consensus that lime stabilization improves the mechanical and
hydraulic behavior of soils [25–29]. When lime is added to a soil,
the concentration of Ca2+ and OH- increases due to the hydration
reaction of lime. This generates the flocculation of particles, affecting
soil plasticity, and an increase in pH, causing the dissolution of silica
and alumina from soil minerals, which react with calcium forming
calcium silicate (or aluminate) hydrates that cement soil particles and
increase the mechanical performance of the material [26,30].

The benefits of lime stabilization of RE have been known since
ancient times, being possible to find several examples of historic build-
ings made of LSRE [31–34]. However, and despite its historical use,
lime has been superseded by cement as the main additive to improve
the mechanical properties of RE during the last decades, and as a
2

consequence there are few scientific studies dealing with lime-stabilized
rammed earth (LSRE).

Usually combined with cement or lime, fly ash (FA) is sometimes
added to the RE mixture to increase the amount of amorphous ma-
terial available and to enhance the cementitious reactions between
soil and the main stabilizer [35]. Since FA is a residue generated by
coal combustion, its use helps reducing the environmental impacts of
cement-stabilized rammed earth (CSRE) [19,23,36]. With the same aim
of obtaining a more sustainable stabilized material, several studies have
proposed over the last years the addition of other waste materials to
RE, such as bottom ash (BA) [37], recycled concrete aggregates [38],
calcium carbide residue (CCR) [39,40], ground granulated blast furnace
slag [41] or brick waste [36].

In addition to the aforementioned binders used to improve the
properties of RE by chemical stabilization, there is another type of
additives that enhance the mechanical behavior of RE by means of their
shape: fibers. To highlight the different approaches between cement
or lime stabilization and fiber stabilization, the latter is sometimes
referred to as ‘‘fiber-reinforced’’ rammed earth [16], instead of ‘‘fiber-
stabilized’’. It is important to distinguish, nevertheless, whether fibers
are used in the form of single short pieces included in the earth
mixture or if they are use in the form of fabrics acting as external or
internal structural reinforcements [42–44]. Considering the enormous
variety of plant aggregates and natural fibers that have been commonly
added to earthen construction materials since antiquity [1,45], it is
difficult to establish a comprehensive list or classification; however,
Laborel-Préneron et al. [17] proposed to group them in eight categories:
cereal straws, wood aggregates, bast fibers, palm tree fibers, waste and
residues, leaf fibers, aquatic plant fibers and chips, and sheep wool.
Over the last years, some authors have also proposed the stabilization
of RE with non-natural fibers, such as fiberglass [22], polypropylene
fiber [46] or waste tire fibers [47], although they have very small use
yet and the knowledge regarding their mechanical effects on RE is still
limited.

2.2. Soil

Stabilization techniques can be used to improve the mechanical
properties of a soil that initially would not be appropriate for RE
construction. However, if the goal is to obtain an excellent mechanical
performance, the soil should meet some requirements. Burroughs [4]
recommended, for cement or lime stabilization, using a soil with linear
shrinkage lower than 11% according to Australian Standard [48], sand
content lower than 64% and fine particles preferably between 21% and
35%.
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These values of the particle size distribution are in agreement with
the ones proposed by Maniatidis and Walker [18] for URE (clay and
silt combined between 20% and 35% and sand between 50% and 75%)
and with the envelopes recommended by Houben et al. [49], which
are frequently used in URE literature [50]. Maniatidis and Walker [18]
also noted that, in order to optimize the benefits of stabilization, soil
should mainly consist of sand and fine gravel, with only enough clay
to provide cohesive strength and a percentage of silt to act as void
filler. As the additive is acting as a binder in SRE, the binding effect
of clay is not as important as for URE, and also the presence of clay
generally impedes effectiveness of cement stabilization. According to
The Australian Earth Building Handbook [51], when using lime as
stabilizer the ideal soil should have a plasticity index from 20% to
0% and liquid limit between 25 and 50, so lime would be particularly

appropriate for stabilization of expansive soils [52].
Also, for SRE, soil should generally be free of humus and plant mat-

ter to prevent later deterioration; although under certain conditions,
plant matter such as dry straw could be added [53].

2.3. Moisture content and density

The moisture content during manufacturing is known to be an
important factor for the strength development of RE [15]. Generally,
a value close to the optimum moisture content (OMC), which allows
the maximum dry density of the soil for a certain compaction energy,
is chosen [50]. Walker et al. [15] recommend adding the OMC ± 1% to
2%, while the New Zealand Standard NZS4298 [54] indicates that the
moisture content before compaction should be within 3% of the OMC
and never more than 4% dry or 6% wet of optimum.

This OMC is determined in most of the studies via Standard or Mod-
ified Proctor tests. The Modified Proctor test uses higher compaction
energy so the OMC obtained is slightly lower, which, according to
some authors [55,56] would be closer to the compaction effort applied
in the construction of a real wall by mechanics means. However,
some standards, as the aforementioned NZS4298, specify that the OMC
should be obtained via Standard Proctor or equivalent. An alternative
to easily assess the correct water content for the mixture is performing
the so-called ‘‘drop test’’ [18,51,54,57], consisting on compacting by
hand a ball of moist soil that is then dropped onto a hard flat surface
from a height of ca. 1.5m. When the soil is too dry the ball breaks into
several pieces, if it is close to the OMC the ball breaks into only a few
pieces, and if the soil is too wet then the ball remains in one piece.

Despite the existing agreement in using moisture contents similar
to the OMC, when additives are included it is not always easy to
evaluate the OMC of the mixture. For example, for lime or cement-
SRE, oven drying cannot be used to assess the water content due to the
loss of non-evaporable water via chemical reactions (cation exchange,
flocculation and pozzolanic reactions) [55]. Some authors, therefore,
calculate the OMC of the soil (unstabilized) and directly use it for all
the mixtures [35,36,58], or calculate the OMC of the soil and then use
that value +1% for the stabilized samples [16].

These procedural simplifications can be considered reasonable if
ne observes the values obtained by the authors that did vary the
oisture content depending on the amount of stabilizer added: Ciancio

t al. [55] obtained an OMC between 7.6% and 9.6% for lime contents
from 0% to 6%, Toufigh and Kianfar [22] used a moisture content
between 12% and 13% for cement contents from 2.5% to 10% and also
or other additives (guar gum, pozzolanics or fiberglass), and Tripura
nd Singh [24] indicated water contents around 19% for 4% to 10%

CSRE. It can be observed that the variation in the OMC is very small,
as indicated by Hallal et al. [58], and always within the range of
acceptance suggested by Walker et al. [15] and NZS4298 [54]. In
fact, most studies regarding SRE use moisture values between 8% and
14% [3,22,36,39,41,43,55,59–61], which is an interval very similar to
the one observed for URE studies [50].
3

Table 1
Moisture content (MC), unconfined compressive strength and elastic modulus of SRE
samples (in parenthesis improvement of UCS and 𝐸 with respect to URE, when
available). Mixture with highest UCS for each study. Additives abbreviations: Cem -
cement; FA - fly ash; BA - bottom ash; CCR - calcium carbide residue; WTTF - waste
tire textile fibers.

Ref. Sample Additives MC UCS 𝐸
[cm] (%wt) [%wt] [MPa] [MPa]

[55] ⌀10, ℎ = 20 Lime (5) 10 1.2 (71%) 175 (84%)
[35] ⌀5, ℎ = 10 Lime(3)+FA(28) 14 1.3 –
[37] ⌀3.8, ℎ = 7 Cem(6)+FA(12)+BA(18) 10 2.5 118
[59] 100 × 160 × 65 Cem (10) 13 3.1 –
[16] ⌀10, ℎ = 20 Cem (6) 12 3.2 (60%) 801 (136%)
[36] 15 × 15 × 15 Cem (20) 13 3.3 (240%) –
[58] ⌀10, ℎ = 20 Lime(4)+Cem(4) 18 4.8 (272%) 355 (788%)
[46] ⌀10.2, ℎ = 11.6 Cem(6) 12 4.9 –
[40] ⌀4, ℎ = 8 FA(5)+CCR(7) 14 5.2 –
[22] ⌀7.5, ℎ = 15 Cem (10) 13 5.2 (133%) 740 (417%)
[39] ⌀10, ℎ = 20 Cem(5)+FA(5) 8 5.3 (300%) –
[60] ⌀7.5, ℎ = 15 Cem (10) 13 5.4 (182%) –
[47] ⌀7.1, ℎ = 14.2 Cem(7)+WTTF(1) – 6.2 (65%) 416 (22%)
[14] 10 × 10 × 10 Cem (10) 16 6.5 (69%) –
[24] 10 × 10 × 10 Cem (10) 19 7.4 (575%) –
[61] ⌀10.4, ℎ = 20 Cem (8) 9 9.4 1166
[38] ⌀10, ℎ = 20 Cem (7) 7 10.0 –
[41] ⌀10.4, ℎ = 20 Cem (8) 10 11.1 7500

3. Mechanical properties

3.1. Unconfined compressive strength

The unconfined compressive strength (UCS) has always been the
main parameter to characterize the mechanical behavior of RE (sta-
bilized and unstabilized), as it happens with most brittle materials.
Additives used with the aim of increasing the tensile or flexural strength
of RE have also been studied but their presence in literature is much
more limited.

The compressive strength is obtained via uniaxial compression tests
perpendicularly to the direction of the earth layers, mainly on small
cylindrical samples with diameter equal to twice the height, although
cubic specimens of diverse sizes have also been used [50]. The man-
ufacturing and testing techniques also vary, due to the lack of an
international standard that prescribed the test procedure for the deter-
mination of the UCS of RE samples. It would be essential to develop a
standardized test procedure for this material in order to actually make
the results obtained by the diverse studies fully comparable.

Table 1 shows the UCS and elastic modulus obtained in several
recent studies regarding SRE. The table shows that the most commonly
used additive to maximize the compressive strength of the soil mixture
is cement, sometimes combined with other additives (particularly fly
ash). With high cement contents, around 10%, it is possible to obtain
very high compressive strength, over 5MPa, meaning an improvement
between 1.5 and 5 times the UCS of URE, even reaching a strength
10MPa in some cases. Lime is also used to enhance the compressive
strength of RE, but the improvement is smaller, always under 5MPa,
with common lime contents between 3% and 5%.

As mentioned before, the water content at manufacturing is quite
homogeneous, generally between 10% and 13%, with only a few ex-
ceptions [24,58] using moisture contents near 20%.

It should be noted that available data from literature does not
allow the present study to evaluate or compare the suction conditions
of the samples. Nevertheless, it can be mentioned that suction is a
key parameter affecting the structural integrity of RE under moisture
movement and is the source of strength in URE materials [62,63]. The
influence of suction is more relevant in LSRE, while its effect is almost
negligible on cement stabilization due to the disproportionate increase
in strength and stiffness for the latter method.

Because of the relevance, effectiveness and widespread use of ce-

ment to improve the compressive strength of RE, it is worthwhile
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Fig. 2. Unconfined compressive strength of CSRE as a function of cement content. Values obtained by Arrigoni et al. [39], Ciancio & Boulter [20], Hallal et al. [58], Kariyawasam
& Jayasinghe [59], Karrech et al. [67], Kosarimovahhed & Toufigh [23], Koutous & Hilali [16], Meek et al. [41], Pakand & Toufigh [60], Raavi & Tripura [14], Simenson [46],
Strazzeri et al. [61], Toufigh & Kianfar [22], Tripura & Singh [24] and Zare et al. [47].
to specifically evaluate the relationship between cement content and
UCS. Fig. 2 represents the results of several studies regarding cement
stabilization of RE. Although there is a significant dispersion, some
conclusions can be drawn: there seems to be an upper limit for the com-
pressive strength depending the percentage of cement (UCS [MPa] <
1.59Cement [%] − 0.97) and a lower limit of ca. 2MPa (so always above
the minimum requirements indicated in most existing standards, which
are between 1.3MPa and 2MPa [54,64–66]); and for a certain soil and
testing conditions there is a linear relationship between the cement
content and the UCS of the SRE, according to all the studies in which
more than two cement contents were tested.

3.2. Young modulus and Poisson’s ratio

When performing uniaxial compression tests to obtain the UCS of
SRE, it is common to calculate also the elastic modulus (𝐸) of the
material as the slope of the tangent line with the elastic part of the
stress–strain curve [37,47,55,58,61]. Toufigh and Kianfar [22], who
performed UCS test for several SRE mixtures, proposed calculating the
elastic modulus according Eq. (1), following the procedure indicated
for concrete in standard ASTM C469 [68], also used in [23].

𝐸 = (𝜎2 − 𝜎1)∕(𝜀 − 5 ⋅ 10−5) (1)

where 𝜎2 is the stress corresponding to 40% of ultimate load, 𝜎1 is stress
corresponding to a longitudinal strain of 5 ⋅ 10−5 and 𝜀 is longitudinal
strain produced by stress 𝜎2. However, there is not a consensus in the
formulation of the elastic modulus; other authors [16] propose using
the secant modulus (ratio between maximum stress and corresponding
peak strain) as the best parameter to describe the elastoplastic me-
chanical behavior of earthen materials, indicating a value of the secant
modulus equal to approximately 0.62 times the initial tangent modulus
for URE, CSRE and LSRE. Xu et al. [69] calculated the Young’s modulus
of URE performing loading–unloading triaxial test and applying the
following equation:

𝐸 = 𝛥𝜎𝑐𝑦𝑐𝑙𝑒𝑥𝑥 ∕𝛥𝜀𝑐𝑦𝑐𝑙𝑒𝑥𝑥 (2)

where 𝛥𝜎𝑐𝑦𝑐𝑙𝑒𝑥𝑥 and 𝛥𝜀𝑐𝑦𝑐𝑙𝑒𝑥𝑥 are the differences in axial stress and axial
strain, respectively, between the maximal and minimal load cycles.

As it can be observed in Table 1 and Fig. 3, there is a significant
dispersion in the values of the elastic modulus obtained by diverse
studies. This dispersion is partially due to the use of different additives,
but might be also caused by the variability in the manufacturing
and testing techniques and also intrinsic to the heterogeneity of the
4

material, as it was also noted for URE [50]. In Fig. 3 it is also possible
to observe that most studies indicate a direct relation between UCS and
the elastic modulus, so 𝐸 is expected to increase with increasing UCS,
although the dispersion in the results does not allow to define a clear
correlation.

As it happens with the compressive strength, cement is the most
common stabilizer added to RE to improve its elastic modulus. Studies
regarding CSRE [16,22,47,58,61] indicate elastic modulus within the
range from 250MPa to 750MPa using cement contents between 2%
and 10%. The same studies indicate that those values lead to an
improvement of 150% to 500% with respect to URE specimens. Smaller
improvements of the elastic modulus (40% to 140%) are obtained when
using lime as stabilizer [16,55].

Regarding the Poisson’s ratio (𝜈), there are only a few studies
calculating its value. Raj et al. [37] and Meek et al. [41] obtained
values between 0.16 and 0.20 for RE stabilized with diverse additives
including cement, fly and bottom ash, ground-granulated blast-furnace
slag and kaolin clay, while Strazzeri et al. [61] obtained a 𝜈 value of
0.33 for CSRE with and without expanded polystyrene.

3.3. Tensile and flexural strength

Rammed earth is known to be very weak in tension, so RE elements
should not be designed for pure tension [18]. However, the tensile
strength (𝑓𝑡) is a very relevant parameter involved in RE failure, espe-
cially under extreme loading conditions, such as earthquakes [70,71].
These are the main reasons why several authors have tried to improve
RE tensile strength by stabilization, as shown in Table 2. It can be
seen that the value of 𝑓𝑡 in these studies reaches values in the range
from 0.25 to 1.16MPa, and in most of them above 0.4MPa, which is an
improvement over URE frequently above 150 percent.

The most commonly used additive to improve RE tensile strength
are fibers [17,18], both natural (straw, palm, coir, jute, barley,. . . ) [14,
16,58] or synthetic (fiberglass, plastic fibers) [22,47]. According to The
Australian Earth Building Handbook [51], the ideal soil for fiber stabi-
lization should have liquid limit between 30% and 50% and plasticity
index between 15 and 35.

Fiber stabilization, however, frequently implies a reduction of the
compressive strength with increasing fiber contents [47,53]. This fact
can be counterbalanced with the combined use of fibers and cement
as evaluated by Zare et al. [47] who tried different combinations with
diverse contents of cement and waste tire fibers. Actually, the highest
𝑓𝑡 values, according to literature, are obtained adding both fibers and
cement to the soil mixture [14,47,58].



Construction and Building Materials 325 (2022) 126693F. Ávila et al.
Fig. 3. Elastic modulus of SRE as a function of unconfined compressive strength. Values obtained by Ciancio et al. [55], Hallal et al. [58], Kosarimovahhed & Toufigh [23],
Koutous & Hilali [16], Raj et al. [37], Strazzeri et al. [61], Toufigh & Kianfar [22] and Zare et al. [47].
*Elastic modulus as the slope of 𝜎 − 𝜀 curve in its elastic area (tangent modulus).
**Elastic modulus calculated according to Eq. (1).
Table 2
Tensile strength (𝑓𝑡) and unconfined compressive strength of SRE samples (in paren-
thesis improvement of UCS and 𝑓𝑡 with respect to URE, when available). Additives
abbreviations: Pozz - pozzolanics; Cem - cement; HF - hemp fiber; WTTF - waste tire
textile fibers. *Percent by volume.

Ref. Sample Additives 𝑓𝑡 UCS Ratio
[cm] (%wt) [MPa] [MPa] 𝑓𝑡∕UCS

[22] ⌀7.5, ℎ = 15 Pozz(10)+Microsilica(1.5) 0.25 (4%) 2.5 (11%) 0.10
[58] ⌀10, ℎ = 20 Cem (8) 0.33 (106%) 4.3 (231%) 0.08
[14] 10 × 10 × 10 Coir fiber (3) 0.39 (179%) 4.1 (7%) 0.10
[16] ⌀10, ℎ = 20 Lime (4) 0.40 (0%) 2.2 (6%) 0.18
[16] ⌀10, ℎ = 20 Cem (6) 0.45 (13%) 3.2 (60%) 0.14
[16] ⌀10, ℎ = 20 Palm fiber (0.75) 0.45 (13%) 3.3 (60%) 0.14
[3] 44 × 10 × 10 Lime (25*) 0.49 – –
[16] ⌀10, ℎ = 20 Barley fiber (0.75) 0.50 (25%) 2.7 (35%) 0.19
[22] ⌀7.5, ℎ = 15 Fiberglass (1.5) 0.53 (121%) 2.5 (13%) 0.21
[47] 40 × 10 × 10 WTTF (4) 0.68 (155%) 3.3 (−12%) 0.21
[22] ⌀7.5, ℎ = 15 Cem (10) 0.77 (221%) 5.2 (133%) 0.15
[47] 40 × 10 × 10 Cem(7)+WTTF(4) 0.89 (231%) 5.2 (36%) 0.17
[58] ⌀10, ℎ = 20 Cem(4)+Lime(2)+HF(1.25) 0.96 (500%) – –
[14] 10 × 10 × 10 Cem(10) 0.99 (607%) 6.5 (69%) 0.15
[14] 10 × 10 × 10 Cem(10)+Coir fiber(3) 1.16 (729%) 6.2 (63%) 0.19

The improvement of RE tensile strength also leads to an increase
in the 𝑓𝑡∕UCS ratio. If this ratio was approximately equal to 0.10 for
URE [50], it raises to between 0.10 and 0.21 in the case of SRE.

There are few studies regarding the flexural strength of RE materi-
als, both unstabilized and stabilized. Jayasinghe and Mallawaarachchi
[72] performed four-points bending tests in URE walls obtaining a
value of 0.46MPa when the load was applied parallel to the layers
and 0.92MPa if perpendicular. Ciancio and Augarde [73] performed
the same tests obtained values of flexural strength similar to the latter,
between 0.80 and 1.00MPa.

With the aim of improving the flexural strength of RE, authors
have proposed using fiber reinforcements. Tripura et al. [74] carried
out four-points bending tests (parallel and perpendicular to the earth
layers) on RE samples combining cement stabilization, cocoa fiber
reinforcement (short fibers mixed in the matrix) and bamboo external
reinforcements. All combinations of additives resulted in an increase
of the flexural strength if compared with URE; the maximum values
were reached with combining all three additives, reaching 1.29MPa
for parallel loading (+139% with respect to URE) and 2.11MPa for
perpendicular loading (+167%). Also Vernat-Maso et al. [42] performed
three-points bending tests to analyze the effect of textile reinforcement
in the flexural behavior of rammed earth, concluding that, when the
failure mode was not associated with the possible least earth-grid
5

adherence, the reinforced specimens showed a greater load-bearing
capacity than that of the unreinforced ones, with an increase in the
maximum bending moment of ca. 94%.

These results indicate that fiber reinforcements (both internal short
fibers or structural fabrics) may be very useful to enhance the flexural
behavior of RE elements, although further studies would be necessary
to draw general conclusions. Also, regarding fabric reinforcements, it
essential to ensure the proper adhesion between the reinforcement and
the soil matrix in order to obtain the desired improvements in the
mechanical behavior of the compound [43].

3.4. Shear strength, cohesion and fracture energy

Rammed earth presents very low shear strength [50], so for RE walls
it is frequently considered close or equal to zero in absence of further
experimental data [51,75]. Although there are currently no studies
regarding the enhancement of RE shear strength through additivation,
some few studies have evaluated the shear behavior of CSRE.

Lepakshi and Venkatarama [76] carried out triaxial compression
tests on several RE cylindrical specimens with cement contents from
4% to 15%. The results indicate that increasing cement contents lead
to an increase in the shear strength (from 0.59MPa with 4% cement
to 2.18MPa with 15% cement). This last value is much higher than
common shear strengths indicated by several authors for URE (0.15–
0.85MPa) [70,77–79].

Pavan et al. [80] performed diagonal compression tests on 10%
CSRE panels according to ASTM-E519 [81] using two different tech-
niques to improve the bond between layers: making blunt conical
shaped dents and applying a coat of fresh cement slurry. The shear
strength obtained in both cases was equal to 1.24MPa.

These two studies also evaluated the cohesion and friction angle of
CSRE, obtaining the results shown in Table 3. Particularly interesting
are the results of Lepakshi and Venkatarama [76], indicating that
cohesion linearly grows with increasing cement contents while the
angle of internal friction remains almost invariant and equal to ca. 50°
for cement contents over 7%. Also Kosarimovahhed and Toufigh [23]
evaluated the cohesion of cement and lime SRE, obtaining a maximum
of 1 150 kPa with a combination of 2.5% cement and 5% lime.

According to the values of these few studies, shown in Table 3,
cement seems to significantly increase the cohesion of RE, which is in
the range from 30 kPa to 260 kPa for URE [50]. The increments in the
values of the friction angle, on the other hand, are almost negligible.

There are still only a few studies evaluating the fracture energy (𝐺𝑓 )
of RE, but all of them indicate that the fracture energy of RE could
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Table 3
Shear strength (𝑓𝑠), cohesion (𝑐) and friction angle (𝜑) of SRE.

Ref. Cement [%wt] Lime [%wt] 𝑓𝑠 [MPa] 𝑐 [kPa] 𝜑 [°]

[76] 4.0 – 0.59 480 27
7.0 – 1.16 640 55
10.0 – 1.67 940 52
15.0 – 2.18 1320 46

[80] 10.0a – 1.24 794 26
10.0b – 1.24 762 49

[23] 7.5 – – 205 –
5.0 2.5 – 490 –
– 7.5 – 805 –
2.5 5.0 – 1150 –

aBlunt conical shaped dents between layers.
bCoat of fresh cement slurry between layers.

be improved by chemical additivation (lime or cement). Three-points
bending tests and splitting tensile tests were performed to determine
this parameter. Arto et al. [3] identified a clear correlation between
the fracture energy and the soil-lime ratio, reaching values over 30N∕m

ith 25%vol lime. Corbin and Augarde [82] obtained an approximately
inear relationship between 𝐺𝑓 and cement content, from only 1.5N∕m

for URE to 36N∕m for 10% CSRE. Higher values were reported by Sajad
and Toufigh [63]: 𝐺𝑓 = 20N∕m for URE and 𝐺𝑓 = 63N∕m for 10%

SRE.
According to these investigations, other additives, such as pozzolan,

icrosilica, guar gum, fiberglass or PCM do not significantly affect
he fracture energy [63]; while the addition of wool decreases the 𝐺𝑓
alues over a 50% [82].

. Insulating properties

.1. Thermal insulation

URE provides an acceptable thermal insulation, with a thermal con-
uctivity (𝜆) between 1.0 and 1.4Wm−1K−1 [50], similar to traditional
eramic bricks [1,83] and better than other common construction ma-
erials such as concrete [83]. Considering this, most studies regarding
E stabilization have focused their efforts on improving the mechanical
roperties and not so much the thermal behavior.

However, it is possible to enhance the thermal performance of RE
alls by incorporating thermal energy storage materials, that store
nergy by sensible or latent heat, such as expanded polystyrene (EPS)
r phase change materials (PCM) [60]. This additives can significantly
educe the thermal conductivity of RE, obtaining 𝜆 values lower than
.4Wm−1K−1, as shown in Fig. 4 (left).

Karrech et al. [67] reached a 62% reduction of the thermal con-
uctivity of CSRE with a 20%vol of polystyrene composite (expanded
olystyrene beads coated with a bituminous binding agent); and Pakand
nd Toufigh [60] reduced 𝜆 by 24% using 20%vol EPS. If PCM are used

(about 10%), the reduction of the thermal conductivity is between 15
and 20% [60,84].

The problem with this kind of additives is that they significantly
worsen the mechanical performance of the RE structure, causing a
decrease in the UCS (Fig. 4 (right)). However, when high compres-
sive strengths are important, it should be noted that Pakand and
Toufigh [60] indicated that cement stabilization also provides a certain
improvement in the thermal behavior, while increasing the mechanical
properties.

The effect of moisture content on the thermal behavior of RE should
also be taken into account. It has been observed that the thermal
conductivity of CSRE linearly increases with the saturation ratio of the
material, due to the formation of menisci acting as thermal bridges
6

between particles in partially saturated soils [85,86]. e
4.2. Acoustic performance

As with the thermal behavior, URE shows a very good acoustic
performance, and therefore it has not been a priority of researchers
to study the improvement of this characteristic via additivation. URE
has a sound reduction index (𝑅) of about 57 dB for 30 cm to 50 cm-thick
walls [15,87–89], and its porosity provides an excellent reverberation
behavior, generating far fewer harsh echoes than other common wall
materials [87,90,91].

No studies in literature have been found specifically regarding the
improvement of these acoustic properties, but deeper investigation in
this field would be necessary. In the absence of further research, it
would be possible to enhance the acoustic insulation by covering the
RE walls with insulating panels, as it is done for any other type of wall.

5. Durability

RE construction are quite sensitive to rain and wind erosion and
to the effect of aggressive environments, so they frequently need some
kind of protection against weathering [19,92–94]. This protection can
be obtained with external barriers (waterproofing agents or sloping
roofs) or through additivation.

Some studies indicate that the use of cement significantly improves
the durability of RE against water erosion. Arrigoni et al. [19] measured
the accelerated erosion due to sprayed water and mass loss due to wire
brushing on URE and SRE mixtures with 5% cement + 5% FA and 6%
CCR + 25% FA, observing that both SRE mixtures (but not URE) passed
the tests and achieved sufficient strengths for construction according to
The Australian Earth Building Handbook [51]. Also Narloch and Woy-
ciechowski [95] performed water erosion resistance tests on URE and
6% and 9% CSRE according to New Zealand Standard NZS 4298 [54],
obtaining that none of the CSRE samples showed any surface damage
while all the URE specimens had deep cavities despite their shorter
exposure time in water, concluding that in a humid continental climate
the use of URE is unsuitable due to lack of durability.

However, some studies evaluating the long-term durability (over
20 years) of RE against water, suggest that external protection is needed
also for CSRE [96] or even that the stabilization by cement or lime
might be inadequate [97].

Erosion is the major cause of concern for earthen structures, but
aggressive environments may also decrease the durability of RE. Al-
though additional durability issues (e.g. alkali-aggregate reactions and
sulfate induced swelling) could be expected when cement-like additives
are used [19], Ghasemalizadeh and Toufigh [92] concluded that the
presence of a sufficient amount of cement improves the behavior of RE
in sulfate, alkaline and acidic environments. These authors observed
that 7.5% and 12.0% CSRE remained integrated after 1 year of exposure
to the aforementioned environments, while 2.5% CSRE disintegrated
fter 6 months of exposure to sulfate and alkaline environments and
months in an acidic environment. The sulfate solution was observed

s the most destructive environment for RE materials. Luo et al. [98]
lso measured a reduction of RE compressive strength and cohesion in
he presence of sodium chloride, sodium sulfate and calcium chloride,
hich was much more severe when the sodium sulfate and calcium

hloride were applied simultaneously.
Finally, Narloch and Woyciechowski [95] evaluated durability of

E against frost–defrost cycles. The study concluded that a minimum
f 9% cement is needed to reach the frost resistance level required
y European Standard EN 206:2013+A1:2016 [99]. According to this
esearch, the presence of gravel in the particle size distribution of the

arthen material also plays a key role in the frost resistance of CSRE.
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Fig. 4. Stabilization of RE for the improvement of thermal conductivity (left) and its effect on UCS (right). Values obtained by Karrech et al. [67], Pakand & Toufigh [60] and
Serrano et al. [84].
Table 4
CO2 emissions and embodied energy per cubic meter of RE.

Additives CO2 emissions Embodied energy

Values [kg] Ref. Values [MJ] Ref.

None (URE) 3–9 [60,100] 49 [19]
2.5% cement 42 [60] –
4% cement – 280 [9]
5% cement 86 [60] –
6% cement – 400 [9]
7.5–8% cement 131 [23,60] 500 [9]
10% cement 179 [60] 630 [9]
12% cement – 750 [9]
5% cement + 2.5% FA 129 [23] –
5% cement + 5% FA – 155 [19]
2.5% cement + 5% FA 120 [23] –
7.5% FA 106 [23] –
25% FA + 6% CCR – 68 [19]
20%vol EPS 18 [60] –
10% PCM 1630 [60] –

6. Environmental and economic impact of stabilization

6.1. Environmental cost

One of the main benefits of rammed earth construction, and also
one of the most important reasons why this technique is experiencing a
significant growth over the last years, is its very limited environmental
impact [1,13,15,100]. This is due to the fact that the source material
is raw earth that can be frequently obtained in the construction site
and which needs very low industrial processing, reducing resource and
energy consumption, pollution and waste generation.

However, when the mechanical properties of raw earth are not
enough to reach the required standards and so additives are included
to the mixture, some of the aforementioned environmental advantages
are severely reduced. Two of the main indicators that may help un-
derstanding how environmentally friendly a construction technique is
are the CO2 emissions and the embodied energy, and both parameters
significantly increase for SRE compared to URE, as it is shown in
Table 4.

When cement or other industrially manufactured products are used
as stabilizers, the environmental costs increase due to the manufac-
turing process and the transportation distance. Actually, the embodied
energy of CSRE walls linearly increases with the cement content [9];
and, for example, a 8%-cement SRE wall implies more than 14 times
the CO2 emissions and 10 times the embodied energy than the same
wall made with URE ( Table 4). Nevertheless, the embodied energy in
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CSRE is only about 15% to 25% of the embodied energy in common
brick masonry [9].

Although other factors, such as a higher presence of clay or an
increase in the required compaction level, may affect the energy con-
sumption, their contribution to the total energy expenditure of the
whole process is negligible if compared to the energy content of ce-
ment [9]. This is the reason why several recent studies aiming to
develop an eco-friendly RE with greater mechanical properties than
traditional URE have tried to replace cement or lime with natural
stabilizers or waste materials.

Despite the fact that many studies have recently presented al-
ternative additives as a sustainable way to improve RE mechanical
characteristics, the huge differences in the methodologies applied to
measure the environmental benefits (or even its absence) make it very
difficult to compare the results.

One of the most common and direct ways to reduce cement con-
sumption in RE construction is replacing it with CCR and/or FA,
which significantly reduces the cumulative energy demand especially
if the CCR is a waste, in which case the environmental impacts of
URE and SRE are similar when local soil is not suitable by itself for
construction [19]. Although the UCS is generally lower when replacing
cement with CCR and FA [19,40], Kosarimovahhed and Toufigh [23]
obtained that a combination between cement and alkali-activated FA
could lead to a higher strength than only cement, while reducing the
CO2 emissions.

Other waste materials or industrial by-products have been tested,
such as crushed brick and concrete from demolition, ground granulated
blast furnace slag, silica fume, bottom ash or granitic residual soils [37,
38,41,57]. The use of this kind of materials helps reducing the amount
of industrial waste products ending up in landfills and minimizing the
material and energy consumption and waste generation due to the man-
ufacture process of stabilizers. In addition, natural fibers could be also
considered as useful additives for RE, as they have been traditionally
used to improve the mechanical behavior of earth constructions and
have a small impact in the environmental cost [16,17].

6.2. Economic impact

Economic and environmental costs are strongly related when con-
sidering the stabilization of RE, as the manufacturing process of the
stabilizers and the need for transportation not only reduces the sus-
tainability of the construction technique, but also has a significant eco-
nomic impact. Table 5 shows the cost of some SRE mixtures according
to literature (Labor and transportation costs not included).

Analyzing the results obtained by Pakand and Toufigh [60], it is
possible to observe that the ratio cost-UCS significantly decreases from



Construction and Building Materials 325 (2022) 126693F. Ávila et al.
Table 5
Material cost per tonne of RE.

Additive Ref. Cost [$∕t RE]

None (URE) [60] 3.51
2.5% cement [60] 4.16
5% cement [60] 4.81
7.5% cement [60] 5.46
7.5% cement [23] 11.25
10% cement [60] 6.11
5% cement + 2.5% FA [23] 10.88
2.55% cement + 5% FA [23] 10.47
7.5% FA [23] 9.95
15% EPS [60] 4.94
10% PCM [60] 653

Fig. 5. Cost-UCS ratio of RE as a function of cement content.
Source: Data: [60].

URE to 2.5% CSRE and then gradually stabilizes for increasing cement
contents, reaching a value of 1.13 $∕(MPa ⋅ t) (Fig. 5). This means that
the increase in the cement content (and therefore the cost) leads to a
greater strength gain at the beginning but this effect is much less signif-
icant for higher cement contents. It must be noted that transportation
and labor costs are not included, only the cost of the materials.

Defining a single value for the economic impact of stabilizers is
not possible due to the great variability in the source material, labor
and transportation costs in the different countries, but more thorough
investigation may help understanding the relationship between the
increase in the costs and the improvements obtained for the material.
This applies also to the environmental costs of RE stabilization.

7. Conclusions

Introducing rammed earth construction technique in new buildings
implies a need to meet the requirements defined in the current con-
struction standards, and this is the reason why stabilization is becoming
increasingly important in RE construction. This study presents a review
of the most relevant properties of stabilized rammed earth and their
impact in the environmental an economic cost of the technique.

It has been observed that the use of cement is widespread in RE
construction, making it possible to achieve high values for some of the
most relevant mechanical properties, such as the compressive strength
and stiffness, although its negative effect in the environmental perfor-
mance of the material is frequently not taken into consideration. Recent
studies, though, have evaluated the addition of alternative more eco-
friendly stabilizers (fly or bottom ash, natural fibers, . . . ), frequently
used together with cement in order to improve the mechanical behavior
and reduce the environmental impacts.

Natural o synthetic fibers are often the solution if the parameter
to be enhanced is tensile, flexural or shear strength, although cement
and other additives are also used. Rammed earth shows low values of
these properties, but they are essential in the behavior and failure of
RE elements.

The main conclusions obtained in the present study are listed below:
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• There exist several additives that can be included in the mixture,
but cement is by far the most common and most thoroughly
studied.

• The soil and water content used for SRE is similar to those used
for URE, not very specific characteristics are required.

• Cement is frequently used to improve the UCS of RE, with an
increase from 60% to 250% in most studies compared to URE.
The relationship between cement content and UCS seems to be
approximately linear. Cement is frequently combined with FA.

• Increasing cement contents lead to an increase in the elastic
modulus, but the relationship is not so clear and some dispersion
is observed.

• RE tensile strength is usually improved by the use of natural or
synthetic fibers. It is observed, however, that increasing fiber con-
tents frequently imply a reduction of the compressive strength,
which is sometimes counterbalanced combining fibers and ce-
ment.

• Thermal insulation can be enhanced using thermal energy storage
additives, such as EPS or PCM, reducing the thermal conductivity
over a 15%. It must be noted, however, that this kind of additives
significantly worsen the mechanical behavior of RE. The enhance-
ment of the acoustic properties of RE, on the other hand, has not
be thoroughly studied yet.

• Some studies indicate that the use of cement can improve the
durability of RE against water erosion, aggressive environment
and frost–defrost cycles. The effect of other stabilizers on RE
durability remains to be studied.

• The use of stabilizers significantly increases the environmental
and economic cost of RE construction, due to the manufacturing
process and transportation distances. This impacts can be reduced
by replacing industrial stabilizers, such as cement, by industrial
by-products (e.g. FA, bottom ash or crushed bricks) or natural
additives (e.g. natural fibers).

• Standardizing the testing procedures would be essential to ob-
tain comparable values of the mechanical parameters of rammed
earth.

Declaration of competing interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing finan-
cial interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to
influence the work reported in this paper.

Acknowledgments

This research was supported by the Spanish Ministry of Universities
via a doctoral grant to Fernando Ávila (FPU18/03607).

The study is part of the project ‘‘Revalorización Estructural del Pat-
rimonio Arquitectónico de Tapial en Andalucía’’ (Structural Revaluation
of the Rammed Earth Architectural Heritage in Andalusia), ref. A-TEP-
182-UGR18, within the framework of the European Regional Devel-
opment Fund Program of Andalusia 2014–2020, and has been carried
out in the Research Group TEP167 ‘‘Solid and Structural Mechanics’’
Laboratory.

References

[1] G. Minke, Building with earth: Design and Technology of a Sustainable
Architecture, Birkhäuser – Publishers for Architecture, Basel, Switzerland, 2006.

[2] H. Niroumand, M. Zain, M. Jamil, S. Niroumand, Earth architecture from
ancient until today, Procedia - Soc. Behav. Sci. 89 (2013) 222–225, https:
//doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2013.08.838.

[3] I. Arto, R. Gallego, H. Cifuentes, E. Puertas, M.L. Gutiérrez-Carrillo, Fracture
behavior of rammed earth in historic buildings, Constr. Build. Mater. 289 (2021)
123167, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2021.123167.

[4] S. Burroughs, Recommendations for the selection, stabilization, and compaction
of soil for rammed earth wall construction, J. Green Build. 5 (1) (2010)
101–114, https://doi.org/10.3992/jgb.5.1.101.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2013.08.838
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2013.08.838
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2013.08.838
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2021.123167
https://doi.org/10.3992/jgb.5.1.101


Construction and Building Materials 325 (2022) 126693F. Ávila et al.
[5] D. Gandreau, L. Delboy, CRATerre-ENS.A.G. (France), UNESCO World Her-
itage Inventory Of Earthen Architecture, UNESCO, 2012, URL https://unesdoc.
unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000217020.

[6] Q.B. Bui, J.C. Morel, Assessing the anisotropy of rammed earth, Constr. Build.
Mater. 23 (9) (2009) 3005–3011, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2009.
04.011.

[7] J. Kennedy, Building Without Borders, New Society Publishers, Gabriola Island,
BC, Canada, 2004.

[8] H. Nowamooz, C. Chazallon, Finite element modelling of a rammed earth
wall, Constr. Build. Mater. 25 (4) (2011) 2112–2121, https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.conbuildmat.2010.11.021.

[9] B.V. Venkatarama Reddy, P. Prasanna Kumar, Embodied energy in cement
stabilised rammed earth walls, Energy Build. 42 (3) (2010) 380–385, https:
//doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2009.10.005.

[10] D. Alex, Recognition of a heritage in danger: Rammed-earth architecture in
lyon city, France, IOP Conf. Ser. Earth Environ. Sci. 143 (1) (2018) https:
//doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/143/1/012054.

[11] D. Ciancio, P. Jaquin, P. Walker, Advances on the assessment of soil suitability
for rammed earth, Constr. Build. Mater. 42 (2013) 40–47, https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.conbuildmat.2012.12.049.

[12] R. El Nabouch, Q.B. Bui, O. Plé, P. Perrotin, Assessing the in-plane seismic
performance of rammed earth walls by using horizontal loading tests, Eng.
Struct. 145 (2017) 153–161, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.engstruct.2017.05.027.

[13] J.-C. Morel, R. Charef, E. Hamard, A. Fabbri, C. Beckett, Q.-B. Bui, Earth as
construction material in the circular economy context: practitioner perspectives
on barriers to overcome, Philos. Trans. R. Soc. B 376 (1834) (2021) 20200182,
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2020.0182.

[14] S.S.D. Raavi, D.D. Tripura, Predicting and evaluating the engineering prop-
erties of unstabilized and cement stabilized fibre reinforced rammed earth
blocks, Constr. Build. Mater. 262 (2020) 120845, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
conbuildmat.2020.120845.

[15] P. Walker, R. Keable, J. Martin, V. Maniatidis, Rammed Earth : Design and
Construction Guidelines, 2005.

[16] A. Koutous, E. Hilali, Reinforcing rammed earth with plant fibers: A case study,
Case Stud. Constr. Mater. 14 (February) (2021) e00514, https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.cscm.2021.e00514.

[17] A. Laborel-Préneron, J.E. Aubert, C. Magniont, C. Tribout, A. Bertron, Plant
aggregates and fibers in earth construction materials: A review, Constr. Build.
Mater. 111 (2016) 719–734, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2016.02.
119.

[18] V. Maniatidis, P. Walker, A review of rammed earth construction, Dev.
Rammed Earth UK Hous. (May) (2003) 109, URL http://staff.bath.ac.uk/abspw/
rammedearth/review.pdf.

[19] A. Arrigoni, C. Beckett, D. Ciancio, G. Dotelli, Life cycle analysis of environ-
mental impact vs. durability of stabilised rammed earth, Constr. Build. Mater.
142 (2017) 128–136, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2017.03.066.

[20] D. Ciancio, M. Boulter, Stabilised rammed earth: A case study in western
Australia, Proc. Inst. Civ. Eng. - Eng. Sustain. 165 (2) (2012) 1–14, https:
//doi.org/10.1680/ensu.10.00003.

[21] J.C. Morel, A. Mesbah, M. Oggero, P. Walker, Building houses with local
materials:means to drastically reduce the environmental impact of construction,
Build. Environ. 36 (2001) 1119–1126, https://doi.org/10.1016/S0360-1323(00)
00054-8.

[22] V. Toufigh, E. Kianfar, The effects of stabilizers on the thermal and the mechan-
ical properties of rammed earth at various humidities and their environmental
impacts, Constr. Build. Mater. 200 (2019) 616–629, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
conbuildmat.2018.12.050.

[23] M. Kosarimovahhed, V. Toufigh, Sustainable usage of waste materials as
stabilizer in rammed earth structures, J. Clean. Prod. 277 (2020) 123279,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.123279.

[24] D.D. Tripura, K.D. Singh, Characteristic properties of cement-stabilized rammed
earth blocks, J. Mater. Civ. Eng. 27 (7) (2015) 04014214, https://doi.org/10.
1061/(ASCE)MT.1943-5533.0001170.

[25] J.d.J. Arrieta Baldovino, R.L. dos Santos Izzo, E. Batista Moreira, J. Lundgren
Rose, Optimizing the evolution of strength for lime-stabilized rammed soil, J.
Rock Mech. Geotech. Eng. 11 (2019) 882–891, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrmge.
2018.10.008.

[26] F.G. Bell, Lime stabilization of clay minerals and soils, Eng. Geol. 42 (4) (1996)
223–237, https://doi.org/10.1016/0013-7952(96)00028-2.

[27] J.B. Croft, The structures of soils stabilized with cementitious agents, Eng. Geol.
2 (2) (1967) 63–80, https://doi.org/10.1016/0013-7952(67)90025-7.

[28] G. Deep, Influence of lime and chicken mesh on compaction behaviour and
strength properties of soil, Mater. Today Proc. (2020) https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.matpr.2020.08.663.

[29] S. Islam, N.M. Hoque, M.A. Hoque, P.N. Mishra, M.M. Mamun, S. Dey, Strength
development in fine-grained paddy field soil by lime addition, J. Build. Eng.
26 (2019) 100857, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2019.100857.

[30] O. Cuisinier, D. Deneele, F. Masrouri, Shear strength behaviour of compacted
clayey soils percolated with an alkaline solution, Eng. Geol. 108 (3–4) (2009)
177–188, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enggeo.2009.07.012.
9

[31] M. de la Torre López, P. Sebastián, G. Rodríguez, A study of the wall material
in the Alhambra (Granada, Spain), Cem. Concr. Res. 26 (6) (1996) 825–839,
https://doi.org/10.1016/0008-8846(96)00075-0.

[32] N. Gamrani, K. R’kha Chaham, M. Ibnoussina, F. Fratini, L. Rovero, U.
Tonietti, M. Mansori, L. Daoudi, C. Favotto, N. Youbi, The particular "rammed
earth" of the Saadian sugar refinery of Chichaoua (XVIth century, Morocco):
Mineralogical, chemical and mechanical characteristics, Environ. Earth Sci. 66
(2012) 129–140, https://doi.org/10.1007/s12665-011-1214-6.

[33] T. González Limón, M. Álvarez de Buergo, A. de las Casas Gómez, Estudio de
los materiales y de las fábricas de la Torre de Comares de la Alhambra, Cuad.
Alhambra 33–34 (1997) 95–104.

[34] I. Valverde-Espinosa, E. Ontiveros-Ortega, E. Sebastián-Pardo, El tapial de las
murallas de granada, Re. Rev. Edif. 26 (1997) 58–63, URL https://revistas.unav.
edu/index.php/revista-de-edificacion/article/view/34878/30040.

[35] C.G. Da Rocha, N.C. Consoli, A. Dalla Rosa Johann, Greening stabilized
rammed earth: Devising more sustainable dosages based on strength controlling
equations, J. Clean. Prod. 66 (2014) 19–26, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.
2013.11.041.

[36] M. Shaaban, Sustainability of excavation soil and red brick waste in rammed
earth, Civ. Eng. Archit. 9 (3) (2021) 789–798, https://doi.org/10.13189/cea.
2021.090320.

[37] S. Raj, A.K. Sharma, K.B. Anand, Performance appraisal of coal ash stabilized
rammed earth, J. Build. Eng. 18 (2018) 51–57, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.
2018.03.001.

[38] A. Arrigoni, C.T. Beckett, D. Ciancio, R. Pelosato, G. Dotelli, A.C. Grillet,
Rammed earth incorporating recycled concrete aggregate: a sustainable, resis-
tant and breathable construction solution, Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 137 (March)
(2018) 11–20, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2018.05.025.

[39] A. Arrigoni, R. Pelosato, G. Dotelli, C.T. Beckett, D. Ciancio, Weathering’s ben-
eficial effect on waste-stabilised rammed earth: a chemical and microstructural
investigation, Constr. Build. Mater. 140 (2017) 157–166, https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.conbuildmat.2017.02.009.

[40] S. Siddiqua, P.N. Barreto, Chemical stabilization of rammed earth using calcium
carbide residue and fly ash, Constr. Build. Mater. 169 (2018) 364–371, https:
//doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2018.02.209.

[41] A.H. Meek, M. Elchalakani, C.T. Beckett, M. Dong, Alternative stabilised
rammed earth materials incorporating recycled waste and industrial by-
products: A study of mechanical properties, flexure and bond strength, Constr.
Build. Mater. 277 (2021) 122303, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2021.
122303.

[42] E. Bernat-Maso, L. Gil, C. Escrig, Textile-reinforced rammed earth: Experimental
characterisation of flexural strength and thoughness, Constr. Build. Mater. 106
(2016) 470–479, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2015.12.139.

[43] M. Fagone, H. Kloft, F. Loccarini, G. Ranocchiai, Jute fabric as a reinforcement
for rammed earth structures, Composites B 175 (2019) 107064, https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2019.107064.

[44] F. Loccarini, G. Ranocchiai, T. Rotunno, M. Fagone, Experimental and numerical
analyses of strengthened rammed earth masonry arches, Comput. Struct. 239
(2020) 106329, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compstruc.2020.106329.

[45] E. Avrami, H. Guillaud, M. Hardy, Terra Literature Review. An Overview
of Research in Earthen Architecture Conservation, Getty Conservation In-
stitute, Los Angeles, CA, USA, 2008, URL http://hdl.handle.net/10020/
gci{_}pubs/terra_literature_review.

[46] E.W. Simenson, Rammed Earth: Fiber-Reinforced, Cement-Stabilized (Ph.D.
thesis), University of Colorado, 2013.

[47] P. Zare, S. Sheikhi Narani, M. Abbaspour, A. Fahimifar, S.M. Mir Mo-
hammad Hosseini, P. Zare, Experimental investigation of non-stabilized and
cement-stabilized rammed earth reinforcement by waste tire textile fibers
(WTTFs), Constr. Build. Mater. 260 (2020) 120432, https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.conbuildmat.2020.120432.

[48] Australian Standards CE-009, AS 1289.3.4.1-2008 methods of testing soils for
engineering purposes. method 3.4.1: Soil classification tests - determination of
the linear shrinkage of a soil - standard method, 2008.

[49] H. Houben, H. Guillaud, CRAterre, Intermediate Technology Publications, Earth
construction: a comprehensive guide, Intermediate Technology Publications,
London, UK, 1994.

[50] F. Ávila, E. Puertas, R. Gallego, Characterization of the mechanical and physical
properties of unstabilized rammed earth: A review, Constr. Build. Mater. 270
(2021) 121435, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.121435.

[51] P. Walker, Standards Australia, HB 195-2002 The Australian Earth Building
Handbook, Standards Australia International Ltd, Sydney, Australia, 2002.

[52] B.V. Venkatarama Reddy, S.S. Lokras, Steam-cured stabilised soil blocks for
masonry construction, Energy Build. 29 (1998) 29–33, https://doi.org/10.1016/
s0378-7788(98)00033-4.

[53] G. Minke, Earth Construction Handbook: The Building Material Earth in Modern
Architecture, WIT Press, Southampton, UK, 2000.

[54] New Zealand Standard, NZS 4298:1998. Materials and workmanship for earth
buildings, 1998, URL https://www.standards.govt.nz/sponsored-standards/
building-standards/nzs4298/.

https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000217020
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000217020
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000217020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2009.04.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2009.04.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2009.04.011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2010.11.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2010.11.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2010.11.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2009.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2009.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2009.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/143/1/012054
https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/143/1/012054
https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/143/1/012054
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2012.12.049
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2012.12.049
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2012.12.049
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.engstruct.2017.05.027
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2020.0182
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.120845
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.120845
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.120845
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb15
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cscm.2021.e00514
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cscm.2021.e00514
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cscm.2021.e00514
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2016.02.119
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2016.02.119
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2016.02.119
http://staff.bath.ac.uk/abspw/rammedearth/review.pdf
http://staff.bath.ac.uk/abspw/rammedearth/review.pdf
http://staff.bath.ac.uk/abspw/rammedearth/review.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2017.03.066
https://doi.org/10.1680/ensu.10.00003
https://doi.org/10.1680/ensu.10.00003
https://doi.org/10.1680/ensu.10.00003
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0360-1323(00)00054-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0360-1323(00)00054-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0360-1323(00)00054-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2018.12.050
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2018.12.050
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2018.12.050
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.123279
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)MT.1943-5533.0001170
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)MT.1943-5533.0001170
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)MT.1943-5533.0001170
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrmge.2018.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrmge.2018.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrmge.2018.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/0013-7952(96)00028-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0013-7952(67)90025-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.matpr.2020.08.663
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.matpr.2020.08.663
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.matpr.2020.08.663
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2019.100857
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enggeo.2009.07.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/0008-8846(96)00075-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12665-011-1214-6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb33
https://revistas.unav.edu/index.php/revista-de-edificacion/article/view/34878/30040
https://revistas.unav.edu/index.php/revista-de-edificacion/article/view/34878/30040
https://revistas.unav.edu/index.php/revista-de-edificacion/article/view/34878/30040
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2013.11.041
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2013.11.041
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2013.11.041
https://doi.org/10.13189/cea.2021.090320
https://doi.org/10.13189/cea.2021.090320
https://doi.org/10.13189/cea.2021.090320
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2018.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2018.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2018.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2018.05.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2017.02.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2017.02.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2017.02.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2018.02.209
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2018.02.209
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2018.02.209
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2021.122303
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2021.122303
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2021.122303
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2015.12.139
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2019.107064
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2019.107064
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2019.107064
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compstruc.2020.106329
http://hdl.handle.net/10020/gci{_}
http://hdl.handle.net/10020/gci{_}
http://hdl.handle.net/10020/gci{_}
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb46
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.120432
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.120432
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.120432
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb49
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.121435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb51
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0378-7788(98)00033-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0378-7788(98)00033-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0378-7788(98)00033-4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb53
https://www.standards.govt.nz/sponsored-standards/building-standards/nzs4298/
https://www.standards.govt.nz/sponsored-standards/building-standards/nzs4298/
https://www.standards.govt.nz/sponsored-standards/building-standards/nzs4298/


Construction and Building Materials 325 (2022) 126693F. Ávila et al.
[55] D. Ciancio, C.T.S. Beckett, J.A.H. Carraro, Optimum lime content identification
for lime-stabilised rammed earth, Constr. Build. Mater. 53 (2014) 59–65, https:
//doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2013.11.077.

[56] R. El Nabouch, Mechanical Behavior of Rammed Earth Walls Under Pushover
Tests (Ph.D. thesis), Université Grenoble Alpes, 2017, URL https://tel.archives-
ouvertes.fr/tel-01707009/document.

[57] R.A. Silva, D.V. Oliveira, T. Miranda, N. Cristelo, M.C. Escobar, E. Soares,
Rammed earth construction with granitic residual soils: The case study of
northern Portugal, Constr. Build. Mater. 47 (2013) 181–191, https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2013.05.047.

[58] M.M. Hallal, S. Sadek, S.S. Najjar, Evaluation of engineering characteristics of
stabilized rammed-earth material sourced from natural fines-rich soil, J. Mater.
Civ. Eng. 30 (11) (2018) 04018273, https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)MT.1943-
5533.0002481.

[59] K.K. Kariyawasam, C. Jayasinghe, Cement stabilized rammed earth as a
sustainable construction material, Constr. Build. Mater. 105 (2016) 519–527,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2015.12.189.

[60] M. Pakand, V. Toufigh, A multi-criteria study on rammed earth for low carbon
buildings using a novel ANP-GA approach, Energy Build. 150 (2017) 466–476,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2017.06.004.

[61] V. Strazzeri, A. Karrech, M. Elchalakani, Micromechanics modelling of cement
stabilised rammed earth, Mech. Mater. 148 (March) (2020) 103540, https:
//doi.org/10.1016/j.mechmat.2020.103540.

[62] P.A. Jaquin, C.E. Augarde, D. Gallipoli, D.G. Toll, The strength of unstabilised
rammed earth materials, Geotechnique 59 (5) (2009) 487–490, https://doi.org/
10.1680/geot.2007.00129.

[63] S.M. Sajad Hussaini, V. Toufigh, Strength and fracture behavior of rammed-
earth materials, J. Mater. Civ. Eng. 31 (10) (2019) 1–13, https://doi.org/10.
1061/(ASCE)MT.1943-5533.0002876.

[64] NMAC, 2015 New Mexico earthen building materials code, 2015, https://doi.
org/10.1109/ciced.2018.8592188, arXiv:arXiv:1011.1669v3.

[65] Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG), 2013 Building code amendments
and standards manual, 2013.

[66] SADCSTAN, SADC ZW HS 983:2014 rammed earth structures – code of practice,
2014.

[67] A. Karrech, V. Strazzeri, M. Elchalakani, Improved thermal insulance of
cement stabilised rammed earth embedding lightweight aggregates, Constr.
Build. Mater. 268 (2021) 121075, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.
121075.

[68] ASTM, ASTM C469/C469M-14. Standard test method for static modulus of
elasticity and Poisson ’ s ratio of concrete, 2014, https://doi.org/10.1520/
C0469.

[69] L. Xu, K.K. Wong, A. Fabbri, F. Champiré, D. Branque, Loading-unloading shear
behavior of rammed earth upon varying clay content and relative humidity
conditions, Soils Found. 58 (4) (2018) 1001–1015, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
sandf.2018.05.005.

[70] T.T. Bui, Q.B. Bui, A. Limam, S. Maximilien, Failure of rammed earth walls:
From observations to quantifications, Constr. Build. Mater. 51 (2014) 295–302,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2013.10.053.

[71] L. Miccoli, D.V. Oliveira, R.A. Silva, U. Müller, L. Schueremans, Static behaviour
of rammed earth: experimental testing and finite element modelling, Mater.
Struct. Constr. 48 (10) (2015) 3443–3456, https://doi.org/10.1617/s11527-
014-0411-7.

[72] C. Jayasinghe, R.S. Mallawaarachchi, Flexural strength of compressed stabilized
earth masonry materials, Mater. Des. 30 (9) (2009) 3859–3868, https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.matdes.2009.01.029.

[73] D. Ciancio, C. Augarde, Capacity of unreinforced rammed earth walls subject
to lateral wind force: Elastic analysis versus ultimate strength analysis, Mater.
Struct. 46 (9) (2013) 1569–1585, https://doi.org/10.1617/s11527-012-9998-8.

[74] D.D. Tripura, S. Gupta, B. Debbarma, R.S.S. Deep, Flexural strength and
failure trend of bamboo and coir reinforced cement stabilized rammed earth
wallettes, Constr. Build. Mater. 242 (2020) 117986, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
conbuildmat.2019.117986.

[75] New Zealand Standard, NZS 4297:1998. Engineering design of earth build-
ings, 1998, URL https://www.standards.govt.nz/sponsored-standards/building-
standards/nzs4297/.

[76] R. Lepakshi, B.V. Venkatarama Reddy, Shear strength parameters and Mohr-
Coulomb failure envelopes for cement stabilised rammed earth, Constr.
Build. Mater. 249 (2020) 118708, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.
118708.

[77] L. Miccoli, U. Müller, P. Fontana, Mechanical behaviour of earthen materials:
A comparison between earth block masonry, rammed earth and cob, Constr.
Build. Mater. 61 (2014) 327–339, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2014.
03.009.
10
[78] R.A. Silva, D.V. Oliveira, L. Schueremans, P.B. Lourenço, T. Miranda, Modelling
the structural behaviour of rammed earth components, Civil-Comp Proc. 106
(September) (2014) https://doi.org/10.4203/ccp.106.112.

[79] L.E. Yamin, C.A. Phillips, J.C. Reyes, D.M. Ruiz, Seismic behavior and rehabili-
tation alternatives for adobe and rammed earth buildings, in: 13th World Conf.
Earthq. Eng., (2942) 2004, p. 10.

[80] G.S. Pavan, S.N. Ullas, K.S. Nanjunda Rao, Shear behavior of cement stabilized
rammed earth assemblages, J. Build. Eng. 27 (2020) 100966, https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jobe.2019.100966.

[81] ASTM, E519/E519M-15. Standard test method for diagonal tension (shear) in
masonry assemblages, Am. Soc. Test. Mater. (2015) https://doi.org/10.1520/
E0519.

[82] A. Corbin, C. Augarde, Fracture energy of stabilised rammed earth, Procedia
Mater. Sci. 3 (2014) 1675–1680, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mspro.2014.06.270.

[83] AENOR AEN/CTN 92 - Aislamiento térmico, UNE-EN ISO 10456:2012. Ma-
teriales y productos para la edificación. Propiedades higrotérmicas. Valores
tabulados de diseño y procedimientos para la determinación de los valores
térmicos declaraados y de diseño, 2012.

[84] S. Serrano, C. Barreneche, L. Rincón, D. Boer, L.F. Cabeza, Optimization of
three new compositions of stabilized rammed earth incorporating PCM: Thermal
properties characterization and LCA, Constr. Build. Mater. 47 (2013) 872–878,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2013.05.018.

[85] M. Hall, D. Allinson, Assessing the effects of soil grading on the moisture
content-dependent thermal conductivity of stabilised rammed earth materi-
als, Appl. Therm. Eng. 29 (4) (2009) 740–747, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
applthermaleng.2008.03.051.

[86] M. Hall, D. Allinson, Analysis of the hygrothermal functional properties of
stabilised rammed earth materials, Build. Environ. 44 (9) (2009) 1935–1942,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.buildenv.2009.01.007.

[87] A. Niampira Daza, E. Zambrano, J. Alcides Ruiz, Acoustic performance in raw
earth construction techniques used in Colombia, in: EuroRegio2016, Porto,
Portugal, 2016, URL http://www.sea-acustica.es/fileadmin/Oporto16/104.pdf.

[88] J.D. Racusin, A. McArleton, The Natural Building Companion: A Comprehensive
Guide to Integrative Design and Construction, Chelsea Green Publishing, USA,
2012.

[89] U. Röhlen, C. Ziegert, Earth Building Practice. Planning - Design - Building,
Bauwerk, Berlin, Germany, 2011.

[90] L. Birznieks, Designing and Building with Compressed Earth (Ph.D. thesis), Delft
University of Technology, 2013, URL http://resolver.tudelft.nl/uuid:9e28a7a6-
34b0-461b-b898-a9081b51c015.

[91] A.W. Bruno, D. Gallipoli, A. Bruno, Hygro-Mechanical Characterisation of
Hypercompacted Earth for Building Construction (Ph.D. thesis), Université de
Pau et des Pays de l’Adour, 2016, URL https://hal-univ-pau.archives-ouvertes.
fr/tel-02366888.

[92] S. Ghasemalizadeh, V. Toufigh, Durability of rammed earth materials, Int. J.
Geomech. 20 (11) (2020) 04020201, https://doi.org/10.1061/(asce)gm.1943-
5622.0001829.

[93] K.A. Heathcote, Durability of earthwall buildings, Constr. Build. Mater. 9 (3)
(1995) 185–189, https://doi.org/10.1016/0950-0618(95)00035-E.

[94] Y. Luo, M. Yang, P. Ni, X. Peng, X. Yuan, Degradation of rammed earth under
wind-driven rain: The case of fujian tulou, China, Constr. Build. Mater. 261
(2020) 119989, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.119989.

[95] P. Narloch, P. Woyciechowski, Assessing cement stabilized rammed earth
durability in a humid continental climate, Buildings 10 (2) (2020) 26, https:
//doi.org/10.3390/buildings10020026.

[96] C.T. Beckett, D. Ciancio, Durability of cement-stabilised rammed earth: a case
study in western Australia, Aust. J. Civ. Eng. 14 (1) (2016) 54–62, https:
//doi.org/10.1080/14488353.2015.1092671.

[97] Q.B. Bui, J.C. Morel, B.V. Venkatarama Reddy, W. Ghayad, Durability of
rammed earth walls exposed for 20 years to natural weathering, Build. Environ.
44 (5) (2009) 912–919, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.buildenv.2008.07.001.

[98] Y. Luo, P. Zhou, P. Ni, X. Peng, J. Ye, Degradation of rammed earth under
soluble salts attack and drying-wetting cycles: The case of Fujian Tulou,
China, Appl. Clay Sci. 212 (2021) 106202, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clay.2021.
106202.

[99] European Standards, EN 206:2013+A1:2016 concrete - specification, perfor-
mance, production and conformity, 2016.

[100] S. Bestraten, E. Hormías, A. Altemir, Construcción con tierra en el siglo XXI,
Inf. La Constr. 63 (523) (2011) 5–20, https://doi.org/10.3989/ic.10.046.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2013.11.077
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2013.11.077
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2013.11.077
https://tel.archives-ouvertes.fr/tel-01707009/document
https://tel.archives-ouvertes.fr/tel-01707009/document
https://tel.archives-ouvertes.fr/tel-01707009/document
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2013.05.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2013.05.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2013.05.047
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)MT.1943-5533.0002481
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)MT.1943-5533.0002481
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)MT.1943-5533.0002481
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2015.12.189
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2017.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mechmat.2020.103540
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mechmat.2020.103540
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mechmat.2020.103540
https://doi.org/10.1680/geot.2007.00129
https://doi.org/10.1680/geot.2007.00129
https://doi.org/10.1680/geot.2007.00129
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)MT.1943-5533.0002876
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)MT.1943-5533.0002876
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)MT.1943-5533.0002876
https://doi.org/10.1109/ciced.2018.8592188
https://doi.org/10.1109/ciced.2018.8592188
https://doi.org/10.1109/ciced.2018.8592188
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1011.1669v3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb66
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.121075
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.121075
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.121075
https://doi.org/10.1520/C0469
https://doi.org/10.1520/C0469
https://doi.org/10.1520/C0469
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sandf.2018.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sandf.2018.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sandf.2018.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2013.10.053
https://doi.org/10.1617/s11527-014-0411-7
https://doi.org/10.1617/s11527-014-0411-7
https://doi.org/10.1617/s11527-014-0411-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.matdes.2009.01.029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.matdes.2009.01.029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.matdes.2009.01.029
https://doi.org/10.1617/s11527-012-9998-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2019.117986
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2019.117986
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2019.117986
https://www.standards.govt.nz/sponsored-standards/building-standards/nzs4297/
https://www.standards.govt.nz/sponsored-standards/building-standards/nzs4297/
https://www.standards.govt.nz/sponsored-standards/building-standards/nzs4297/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.118708
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.118708
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.118708
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2014.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2014.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2014.03.009
https://doi.org/10.4203/ccp.106.112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb79
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb79
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb79
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb79
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb79
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2019.100966
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2019.100966
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2019.100966
https://doi.org/10.1520/E0519
https://doi.org/10.1520/E0519
https://doi.org/10.1520/E0519
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mspro.2014.06.270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb83
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb83
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb83
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb83
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb83
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb83
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb83
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2013.05.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2008.03.051
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2008.03.051
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2008.03.051
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.buildenv.2009.01.007
http://www.sea-acustica.es/fileadmin/Oporto16/104.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb88
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb88
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb88
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb88
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb88
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb89
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb89
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb89
http://resolver.tudelft.nl/uuid:9e28a7a6-34b0-461b-b898-a9081b51c015
http://resolver.tudelft.nl/uuid:9e28a7a6-34b0-461b-b898-a9081b51c015
http://resolver.tudelft.nl/uuid:9e28a7a6-34b0-461b-b898-a9081b51c015
https://hal-univ-pau.archives-ouvertes.fr/tel-02366888
https://hal-univ-pau.archives-ouvertes.fr/tel-02366888
https://hal-univ-pau.archives-ouvertes.fr/tel-02366888
https://doi.org/10.1061/(asce)gm.1943-5622.0001829
https://doi.org/10.1061/(asce)gm.1943-5622.0001829
https://doi.org/10.1061/(asce)gm.1943-5622.0001829
https://doi.org/10.1016/0950-0618(95)00035-E
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.119989
https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings10020026
https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings10020026
https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings10020026
https://doi.org/10.1080/14488353.2015.1092671
https://doi.org/10.1080/14488353.2015.1092671
https://doi.org/10.1080/14488353.2015.1092671
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.buildenv.2008.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clay.2021.106202
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clay.2021.106202
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clay.2021.106202
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb99
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb99
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0950-0618(22)00383-X/sb99
https://doi.org/10.3989/ic.10.046

	Characterization of the mechanical and physical properties of stabilized rammed earth: A review
	Introduction
	Background
	Focus and research questions

	Materials
	Stabilizers, additives and reinforcements
	Soil
	Moisture content and density

	Mechanical properties
	Unconfined compressive strength
	Young modulus and Poisson's ratio
	Tensile and flexural strength
	Shear strength, cohesion and fracture energy

	Insulating properties
	Thermal insulation
	Acoustic performance

	Durability
	Environmental and economic impact of stabilization
	Environmental cost
	Economic impact

	Conclusions
	Declaration of competing interest
	Acknowledgments
	References


