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Early exploitation of Neapolitan 
pozzolan (pulvis puteolana) 
in the Roman theatre of Aquileia, 
Northern Italy
Simone Dilaria 1,2*, Michele Secco 1,2, Andrea R. Ghiotto 1, Guido Furlan 3, 
Tommaso Giovanardi 4, Federico Zorzi 5 & Jacopo Bonetto 1,2

The paper reports the results of the analyses on mortar-based materials from the Roman theatre 
of Aquileia (Friuli Venezia Giulia, Northern Italy), recently dated between the mid-1st Century BCE 
and the mid-1st Century CE. Samples were characterized by Polarized Light Microscopy on thin 
sections (PLM), Scanning Electron Microscopy with Energy Dispersive Spectroscopy (SEM–EDS) and 
Quantitative Phase Analysis by X-Ray Powder Diffraction (QPA-XRPD). Pyroclastic aggregates (mainly 
pumices and scattered tuffs), incompatible with the regional geology, were found in two samples 
from the preparation layers of the ground floor of the building. Their provenance was determined by 
means of QPA-XRPD, SEM–EDS, X-Ray Fluorescence (XRF) and Laser-Ablation Inductively-Coupled-
Plasma Mass-Spectrometry (LA-ICP-MS). Mineralogical and geochemical analyses demonstrated 
their provenance from the Bay of Naples, thus recognizing them as pulvis puteolana, a type of 
pozzolanic aggregate outcropping around the modern town of Pozzuoli and prescribed by Vitruvius 
(De Architectura, 2.6.1) in mortar-based materials to strengthen masonries and produce hydraulic 
concrete for harbor piers. This evidence represents the oldest analytically-established case of pulvis 
puteolana exploitation in Northern Italy up to now, and an early use of the material out of Campania 
adapted for civil constructions in a non-strictly maritime-related environment. Indeed, the theatre 
was built in the low-lying Aquileia’s deltaic plain, prone to water infiltrations that are typical in lagoon-
like environments. The data highlight the craftsmen’s resilience in adapting and reinterpreting the 
traditional use of the Neapolitan volcanic materials to deal with the geomorphological challenges of 
Aquileia’s lowland.

Volcanic pozzolans are different types of highly amorphous, poorly coherent rocks rich in reactive silica and 
alumina having mainly a pyroclastic origin. In the production of mortar-based materials, once mixed with water 
they interact with the slaked aerial lime (portlandite), inducing the dissolution of the aluminosilicate phases to 
generate a series of calcium-based reaction products (calcium silicate hydrate C–S–H, calcium aluminate hydrate 
C–A–H and calcium aluminosilicate hydrate C–A–S–H) structurally affine to the mineral phases occurring in 
natural hydraulic lime and modern cement1–6.

The word "pozzolanic" originates from the Latin term puteolanus, credited by Pliny the Elder (Naturalis 
Historia, 16.202; 35.166) to a particular natural ash outcropping close to the modern city of Pozzuoli in the Bay 
of Naples, and mentioned for the very first time (1st Century BCE) by Vitruvius as a pulvis (powder) that can 
be sourced between Baiae and the area around Mount Vesuvius (De Architectura, 2.6.1–2; 5.12.2). Both authors 
considered the pulvis puteolana a prodigious powder to be used in the manufacture of mortar-based materials, 
to strengthen masonry and to produce hydraulic concrete for harbor piers.
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According to modern geology, this material corresponds to the pyroclastic flows and fallout deposits (i.e. 
pumices and tuffs) of the volcanic units located around the Bay of Naples, with specific reference to the Quater-
nary eruptions of the Phlegraean Fields and those of Somma-Vesuvius pre-dating 79 CE7–12.

Pulvis puteolana is not the only volcanic pozzolan mentioned in the treatises of the Latin authors. Vitruvius 
(De Architectura, 2.4.1) is the first author mentioning the harenae fossiciae as quarry sands, having different colors 
(rubra, nigra and cana), that were employed in mortar-based materials to strengthen masonry. The harenae fos-
siciae are generally identified8,13,14 with the volcanic ashes of the Middle Pleistocene eruptions of volcanoes of 
the Latium Province (Vulsini, Vico, Monti Sabatini and Colli Albani).

Beyond the “traditional” volcanic pozzolans reported by Roman authors, archaeological evidence demon-
strated that further volcanic products (i.e. lavas, obsidians, perlites) were exploited in the provinces of the Empire 
to produce hydraulic, stiff and durable mortar-based materials15–20.

However, the circulation of these “alternative” pozzolans has always remained intra-regional and essentially 
circumscribed to the sites near the sourcing quarries. This is also the case of the harenae fossiciae, that were 
exploited since the Middle-Late Republican age to produce mortar-based materials in Rome9,13,14,21–26 and in 
the sites around the city8,26–28.

As demonstrated by recent geoarchaeological research, only pulvis puteolana was broadly traded in the 
Mediterranean. It even reached the Levantine coasts, as evidenced by the presence of Phlegraean pumices and 
tuffs in the opus caementicium piers of the port of Caesarea Maritima, commissioned by King Herod between 23 
and 15 BCE7,29. Together with the Phlegraean pozzolans, the Somma-Vesuvius volcanic products were massively 
exported too, as confirmed by the presence of pyroclastic aggregates displaying the geochemical fingerprint of 
Somma-Vesuvius products in the piers of the port of Chersonisos in Crete7.

The spread of Neapolitan pozzolans in the provinces of the Roman empire grew in a short timeframe. After 
the first experimentations in the construction of opus caementicium fish tanks in Tyrrhenian maritime villas of 
rich senators and contractors of the late Republican Age (late 2nd–1st Century BCE)7,10,30, this product gained 
monopoly in the markets within a few decades as an excellent raw material for the manufacture of durable 
hydraulic mortars and concretes.

The reason for this massive spread is probably related to trade logistics: the outcrops are located close to the 
coast of the Bay of Naples, where the great harbors of the Roman Era such as those of Puteoli, Baia and Miseno31 
were established. These factors played a key role in the trade of the material, which travelled the sea as ship bal-
lasts, together with handbooks and craftsmen, during Rome’s rapid expansion throughout the Mediterranean 
Sea7,9.

The materials also reached the coasts of the Adriatic Sea, where its early employment far from the Bay of 
Naples was documented in the opus caementicium structures of the port of Egnatia7,30, dated at the time of the 
war between Octavianus and Marcus Antonius32. This was an extraordinary circumstance at the time, as the 
infrastructure was probably designed by the engineers of Octavian’s army to be a military harbor in the Adriatic 
and a bridgehead to Actio.

Other verified instances of pulvis puteolana utilization were documented by the analysis of the opus caemen-
ticium infrastructures of massive Imperial harbors from Italy, Turkey and Egypt7,10. Currently, research only sug-
gests the selective employment of the Neapolitan volcanic materials for high-profile maritime civil constructions, 
due to its preferential focus on Roman harbor infrastructures. In fact, in the sites around the Bay of Naples, the 
local volcanic pozzolan was also employed in the construction of public and private overground buildings, at 
least from the 3rd–2nd Century BCE onwards33–37.

In this paper, the results of the analyses on several mortar-based materials collected from the theatre of 
Aquileia (Friuli Venezia Giulia, Northern Italy) are reported. Pyroclastic aggregates (mainly pumices) were 
found in two samples, coming from the preparation layers of the floors of the orchestra and hyposcaenium. Petro-
mineralogical and geochemical analyses demonstrated that these volcanic pozzolans were sourced in the Bay 
of Naples. Cross-referencing the analytical data with the dating of the building indicates that this is the oldest 
analytically established case of employment of pulvis puteolana in Northern Italy up to date; it represents also 
an early utilization of the material adapted for civil constructions in non-strictly maritime-related environments 
far from the Bay of Naples.

The Roman theatre of Aquileia
The building and its chronology.  Aquileia was one of the main Roman towns of the ancient Cisalpina 
region (roughly corresponding to current Northern Italy). Established in 181 BCE in an inland area of the Friuli 
lowland, approximately 10 km from the coast of the northern Adriatic Sea, the colony represented a bridgehead 
of the Roman culture to the north of the Italian peninsula. In later centuries, Aquileia developed into a flourish-
ing urban center enriched with monumental buildings and prestigious private houses. In the late fourth century 
CE Ausonius (Ordo urbium nobilium, IX) mentioned it as one of the largest cities in the Roman world38.

In the past decades, the existence and approximate location of the Roman theatre within the urban plan of 
Aquileia was suggested by archaeologist Luisa Bertacchi39. Recent archaeological activities, carried out since 2015 
by the University of Padova40–44, revealed its exact location, not far from the urban forum and immediately outside 
the Republican walls. The excavations defined the planimetric articulation, dimensions and building techniques 
of the theatre, which has a diameter of approximately 95 m. It is therefore one of the largest Roman theatres in 
Cisalpina, together with the neighboring theatres of Pola (Large Theatre), Padova and Verona42.

The structure was built in a low-lying land possibly affected by water infiltrations, an issue involving the 
whole Aquileia’s floodplain in antiquity45,46. Such factor required an adequate consolidation of its foundations. 
In fact, the curvilinear sector of the theatre (cavea, Fig. 1a), intended to accommodate the public, was placed 
over a foundational opus caementicium substructure divided into three concentric sectors, corresponding in 
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elevation to the tiers of steps of the summa, media and ima cavea. The outer and middle sub-structural sectors 
are marked by a regular pattern of radial walls, separated by an intermediate curvilinear wall. These structures 
are built with a core in opus caementicium and a paramentum of small limestone blocks, with occasional rows 
of bricks. Only the inner sector (ima cavea) is composed of a solid structure. The outer radial walls externally 
end with pillars made of limestone blocks, marking the openings of the building; the stairs leading to the tiers of 
seats were placed at regular intervals. The main entrances consist in two long corridors (aditus maximi), located 
at the ends of the cavea, leading to the semi-circular area of the orchestra. It has a diameter of around 29.5 m, 
and it shows traces of the original flooring in white marble slabs.

Figure 1.   The Roman theatre in Aquileia. (a) Reconstructive plan of the building with indication of the 
excavated sectors (in dark grey); (b) Reconstructive cross section of the theatre, from the ima cavea to the 
scaenae frons wall, with stratigraphic sketches of the floor preparations of the orchestra and hyposcaenium.
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In front of the orchestra, the excavations brought to light the low front wall of the stage (frons pulpiti). The 
stage floor, presumably in wooden planking (not preserved), was placed between this structure and the scaenae 
frons, and it covered the hyposcaenium beneath it.

Behind the stage, there was the monumental scaenae frons wall, around 8.2 m thick. In the middle of this 
structure, traces of a large niche, around 12.0 m wide, are still recognizable; this niche framed the main door 
through which the actors entered the scene (valva regia).

Finally, a complex system of culverts under the floors allowed the drainage of wastewaters out of the building.
The overall layout of the building, its architectural decoration43, and the preliminary study of the finds (includ-

ing 14C dated organic remains from foundational layers, see Supplementary Figure 1) suggest that the theatre was 
built between the mid-1st Century BCE and the mid-1st Century CE, most probably before 30 CE.

The ground floor preparation techniques.  Except for culverts, occasionally emptied and maintained, 
the orchestra and the hyposcaenium were placed at the two lowest heights of the theatre43,44.

The floor bedding sequences of the two sectors were investigated through two small test pits, revealing two 
very similar stratigraphical sequences (Fig. 1b), examined for about 0.45 m from the surface of the two floors. In 
the orchestra, the deepest documented layer consists of horizontal fragmented bricks (upper face at 0.4 m below 
the sea level); on this flat surface, a 7.5 cm thick layer composed of clay mixed with gravel was laid. The upper 
preparation layers of the floor match the Vitruvian prescriptions (De Architectura, 7.1.1–3). Indeed, the plastic 
coat formed a substrate for vertically fitting limestone fragments about 20.0 cm long (statumen). This technique 
maintained several empty spaces among the single elements, providing drainage against humidity. This prepara-
tory layer was covered with a thick mortar-based screed, containing abundant sub-centimetric lithic and ceramic 
aggregates (rudus). Finally, this layer was covered by a 5.0 cm thick layer of slightly finer mortar (nucleus); the 
overall thickness of the screed was therefore about 20.0 cm. At this elevation (+ 0 m a.s.l.), the 10.0 cm thick 
white marble slabs constituting the floor of the orchestra were laid down.

A very similar sequence was revealed in the test pit excavated in the hyposcaenium, although it was not pos-
sible to ascertain the presence of the lowest bricks and the mortar screed did not display any internal stratification. 
The hyposcaenium, being a service space, was not accessible nor visible to the public; therefore, its mortar-based 
floor was not covered with stone slabs, as evidenced by the presence of nails and metal staples on its surface.

Sampling and analysis.  Samples of mortar-based materials were collected from different structural ele-
ments of the theatre (Supplementary Figure 2), namely:

•	 11 samples from the opus caementicium sector of the ima cavea (PREF). The first pair comes from the exposed 
portion of this structure, while all other samples were selected at different depths from a drill cored in the 
foundational substructure of the ima cavea;

•	 13 samples from the walls of the cavea and scaenae frons, respectively (WM);
•	 2 samples from the preparatory layers of the orchestra and hyposcaenium (PREP).

Samples were analyzed adopting a multi analytical petrochemical and mineralogical characterization proce-
dure, to describe the raw materials and reaction products constituting the mortars. In detail, the materials were 
analyzed by Polarized Light Microscopy on thin sections (PLM), Scanning Electron Microscopy with Energy 
Dispersive Spectroscopy (SEM–EDS) and Quantitative X-Ray Powder Diffraction (QPA-XRPD) of binder-
concentrated samples.

Finally, the provenance of the pozzolanic pyroclastic clasts observed in two samples was determined by cou-
pling QPA-XRPD and SEM–EDS point-analyses with X-Ray Fluorescence (XRF) and Laser-Ablation Inductively-
Coupled-Plasma Mass-Spectrometry (LA-ICP-MS).

Results
Mortar types and reaction products.  Three groups of samples with similar features (Fig. 2a,b,c) were 
identified and described by PLM (Table. 1).

Group 1 reunites most of the samples that can be macroscopically described as lime-based mortars rich 
in gravel. The binder matrices are carbonate-based, micritic and generally homogeneous (Fig. 3a), sometimes 
displaying areas with low birefringence (Fig. 3b). Lime lumps are scarce but unburned relicts of limestones and 
dolostones (Fig. 3c)47 demonstrate that lime was obtained by calcination of these lithotypes, which constitute 
the core sedimentary outcrops of the Friuli Venezia Giulia region48–50. The porosity is moderate and constituted 
by prevalent vughs/vesicles voids.

The coarse fraction of the aggregate consists primarily of subrounded grains having a GSD ranging in the 
field of the fine gravels (6.6 to 3.1 mm, with SD = 0.9)51. The lithology of the clasts includes dolostones, bioclastic 
micritic limestones and crystalline limestones. Angular fragments of chert are also frequent, while sandstone 
gravels are occasional. Scattered terracotta fragments are present in sample WM_35. The fine fraction of the 
aggregate consists of subrounded grains having a GSD ranging in the field of medium to fine sands (0.49 to 
0.30 mm, with SD = 0.05)51, constituted by clasts of limestone and dolostone, a subordinate fraction of chert and 
a scarce fraction of quartz and quartzites. Micas, phyllosilicates and feldspars are present in very low amounts.

The aggregates used in these mortars have a local provenance, as their petro-mineralogical nature corresponds 
with the sediments of the Isonzo-Natisone-Torre fluvial networks52, regularly employed as raw aggregate in 
mortars53–56 and wall-paintings57,58 of Roman Aquileia.

In most of the samples of this main group, low birefringence edges around clasts of dolostones were detected, 
suggesting de-dolomitization phenomena59 (Fig. 3d). As determined by SEM–EDS analyses, the outer rims of 
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these clasts are usually Mg-depleted and Si-enriched (Fig. 4a,a1,a2,a3,a4). Chert aggregates are also reacted 
(Fig. 3e), with particularly evident Ca and Mg enrichments around the edges (Fig. 4b,c,c1,c2).

In these samples, anomalous peaks of Si and Mg, having an approximate Si:Mg proportion of 2:1, were docu-
mented by the analysis of the binder matrix and in matrix-filled micropores of the lumps (Fig. 4d,e,e1,e2). The 
alteration of chert and dolostones likely induced the mobilization of magnesium and silica ions that, in aque-
ous solution, developed into magnesium-silicate hydrates (M–S–H)60–63, or M–(A)–S–H when free aluminum 
was available62. Precipitation of M–S–H phases usually occurs in alkaline environments, fostering alkali-silica 
reaction (ASR) and alkali-carbonate reaction (ACR)64,65. The use of brackish water in mortars production may 
have further favored the process kinetics, determining a pH rise through Na+ and SO4

2− enrichments62,66–68, as 
recently attested also in ancient binding materials69,70.

In the XRPD pattern of the binder-concentrated fraction of sample PREF_12 (Fig. 5a), broad low-angle peaks 
ascribable to feeble-crystalline M-S–H phases of phyllosilicate structure were described through the structural 
pattern of a turbostratically-disordered smectite clay60,62,63. The high amorphous fraction (42.9 wt%) of this sam-
ple could be primarily related to a gel-like M–(A)–S–H/M–S–H phase (Supplementary Table 1). The remaining 
phases are calcite, to be primarily related with the carbonated binder (with a possible feeble concentration of 
liquid-suspended fine-grained limestone aggregates), quartz and muscovite, to be related with finely liquid-
suspended particles from the aggregate fraction.

Group 2 includes three samples (PREF_13A, 13B and 14), collected from the lower part of the opus caemen-
ticium foundation of the ima cavea, that can be described as terracotta-rich mortars. The binder of PREF_13A 
and 13B is calcic, while it is made of a mix of lime and clay in PREF_14, with proportions around 1:1. Lime 
lumps are abundant, especially in PREF_14. The porosity in these samples is very low and constituted by scat-
tered planar-type voids. The coarse fraction of the aggregate is exclusively represented by angular millimetric 
terracotta fragments (from 2.2 to 3.4 mm, with SD = 0.5), while the terracotta dust (< 75 µm) is abundant only in 
PREF_13B (Fig. 3f) and intimately mixed with lime (cocciopesto). Recycled fragments of mortars are also present 
in PREF_13A and PREF_13B (Fig. 3g). A subordinate fraction of the aggregate is composed of medium to fine 

Figure 2.   Cross sections of representative samples of the three groups of mortars. (a) WM_9 (Group 1); (b) 
PREF_13B (Group 2); (c) PREP_25 (Group 3).
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local carbonate sand, with subordinated grains of chert and quartz/quartzites. Cherts’ and dolostones’ alteration 
phenomena were detected by PLM also in these samples.

The extent of hydraulic reaction of the fine terracotta rich mortar PREF_13B was determined by the XRPD 
analysis of the binder-concentrated sample (Fig. 5b), that showed a slight development of AFm phase (2.4 wt%), 
a hydrated calcic ferro-aluminate of the C–A–H type71. In the XRPD pattern, calcite primarily refers to the 
carbonated lime, while diopside, plagioclase and hematite are fine crystalline liquid-suspended compounds of 
the terracotta aggregates. Also quartz, barely detectable, is attributable to intrusions from fine liquid-suspended 
quartz/chert aggregates. As for sample PREF_12, low-angle peaks described with smectitic structures are not 
univocally relatable to feebly crystalline M–S–H phases, as they could be related to a liquid-suspended non-
dehydroxylated fraction of the terracotta component.

Group 3 includes the last two samples, PREP_25 and PREP_53, that display a slightly different composition. 
The main feature of these compounds is the presence of pyroclastic grains (mainly pumices), constituting a 
relevant aggregate component in sample PREP_25, while they are scattered in PREP_53.

PREP_25 is split into two layers having similar composition. The upper one (25.1) has a carbonate-based 
micritic binder. The porosity is very low and represented by scattered planar-type voids. The aggregate fraction 
is moderately sorted (coarse fraction = 3.11, fine fraction = 0.34, SD = 1.4) and mainly composed of millimeter-
sized terracotta fragments, while pyroclastic aggregates represent a subordinate component. Approximately 1/3 
of the aggregate fraction consists of sands compatible with the lithology of local fluvial sediments.

In the lower layer (25.2), the sorting between the coarse and the fine fraction of the aggregate is lower (from 
6.5 to 0.34 mm, with SD = 3.1) and the pyroclastic component prevails over the terracotta fraction.

Sample PREP_53 is coarser in composition than the previous one and the sorting of the aggregate is very 
low (coarse fraction = 11.2, fine fraction = 0.43, SD = 5.4). The sample displays an array of pluri-millimetric and 
centimetric aggregates, including coarse gravels, angular stone chips, coarse terracotta fragments and various 
organic elements (i.e. straw and walnut shells). In this sample, the volcanic fraction is larger in size (sometimes 
around 0.5 up to 1.0 mm).

In both samples PREP_25 and PREP_53, pyroclastic clasts are mainly constituted of finely ground (GSD 
ranges from < 75 µm to < 1.5 mm) highly vesicular glassy pumices (Fig. 3h,i). Rare phenocrysts consist of scat-
tered sanidine (Fig. 6, a,b,b1), biotite (Fig. 6, c,d,d1) and apatite (Fig. 6e,f,f1). The texture of the pyroclastic grains 

Table 1.   Composition and binder to aggregate proportions defined by Polarized Optical Microscopy analyses 
on thin sections of the samples collected from the theatre. Legend: ●●●●●: extremely abundant (> 50% 
area); ●●●●: very abundant (~ 30–50% area); ●●●: abundant (~ 16–29% area); ●●: frequent (~ 6–15% 
area); ●: sporadic (~ 1–5% area); tr: traces (< 1% area); L: Lime; C: Clay; –: below detection limit.

Group Sample

Binder Aggregate

Lime 

lumps 

and 

unburned 

relicts Abundance Composition

Average 

coarse fr. 

(mm)

Average 

fine 

fraction 

(mm)

Carbonate 

sand 

(limestones 

and 

dolostones) Chert Quartz

Limestone 

chips Sandstone Clay Feldspars

Fired-clay 

fragments

Fired-

clay 

powder

Pyroclastic 

rocks

Recycled 

mortars Mica Bioclasts

Organic 

fibers Porosity Binder:Aggregate

1

PREF_1 ● ●● L 5.08 0.33 ●●●●● ●● ●● ●● ● ● – – – – – tr – – ●● 1:2.5

PREF_4 ●● ●●● L 3.80 0.34 ●●●● ●● ● – ● ● tr – – – – tr – – ●● 1:1.5

PREF_7 ●● ●●● L 3.24 0.38 ●●● ●●● ● – ● ● – tr – – – tr – – ● 1:1.5

PREF_8 ● ●●● L 3.35 0.34 ●●● ● ●● ● ● ● tr – – – – tr – – ● 1:1.5

PREF_9 tr ●●● L 4.20 0.30 ●●●● ●● ● ● tr tr – – – – – – – – ● 1:2

PREF_10 ● ●●● L 3.43 0.35 ●●●● ●● ● ● – ● – – – – tr – – – ●● 1:1.5

PREF_11 – ●●● L 3.11 0.32 ●●●● ● ● – ● tr – – – – ● tr – – ● 1:1.5

PREF_12 ● ●●● L 3.40 0.35 ●●●● ●● ● – tr tr – – – – – – – – ●● 1:1.5

WM_1 ● ●●● L 4.12 0.40 ●●●● ●● ● – – ● – – – – – – tr – ●● 1:1.5

WM_3 ● ●●● L 3.56 0.42 ●●●● ●● ● – ● ● – – – – – – tr – ●● 1:1.5

WM_6 ● ●●● L 3.98 0.39 ●●●● ● ● – tr tr tr – – – – tr – – ● 1:1.5

WM_7 ●● ●●● L 3.51 0.38 ●●● ●● ● – – – – – – – – – – – ●● 1:2

WM_8 ● ●● L 6.35 0.37 ●●●●● ● ● – – tr – – – – – – – – ●●● 1:2.5

WM_9 ● ●● L 5.34 0.49 ●●●● ●●● ● – tr – – tr – – – – tr – ●● 1:2.5

WM_10 ● ●●● L 3.98 0.41 ●●● ●● ● ●● ● – tr – – – – tr – – ●● 1:2

WM_11 ● ●●● L 3.55 0.43 ●●● ●● ● – ● – tr – – – – – – – ●● 1:1.5

WM_12 ● ●● L 6.63 0.39 ●●●●● ●● tr – ● ● tr – – – – – – – ● 1:2.5

WM_13 tr ●●● L 4.10 0.42 ●●●● ●● ● – tr – – – – – – – – – ●● 1:1.5

WM_14 ●● ●●● L 3.23 0.44 ●●● ●● ● – ●● – tr – – – – – tr – ●● 1:2

WM_15 ● ●●● L 4.10 0.46 ●●● ●●● ● – ● – – – – – – tr tr ●● 1:2

WM_35 – ●●● L 3.40 0.38 ●●● ● ●● ● – tr tr ● ● – – tr tr – ● 1:1.5

2

PREF_13A ● ●●● L 2.20 0.27 ●●● ● ● – tr ● tr ●● ● – ● tr – – ● 1:1.5

PREF_13B tr ●●● L 2.36 0.24 ●● ● tr – tr ● – ●●● ●● – ● – – – ● 1:1.5

PREF_14 ●● ●●● L/C 3.37 0.38 ●● ● ● – – ●●● – ●● ● – tr tr – – ● 1:2

3

PREP_25.1 – ●●● L 3.11 0.34 ● tr ● tr – – tr ●●● ● ●● – – – – ● 1:2

PREP_25.2 ● ●●● L 6.54 0.36 ● tr ● ● – tr tr ●● ● ●●● – tr – – ● 1:1.5

PREP_53 ● ●● L 11.20 0.43 ●● ● ● ● ● ● tr ●● ● ●● ● – tr tr ● 1:2
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is aphyric (Fig. 6g,h,h1,h2,i, j,j1,j2). PREP_53 presents a single clast of tuff (clast w), recognized by QPA-XRPD 
for its characteristic mineralogical composition (see the next paragraph).

The binder of sample PREP_25 (lower layer) exhibits an inhomogeneous texture around the pozzolanic 
clasts (both pumices and terracotta fragments), with low birefringence areas where the local development of 
C–A–S–H/C–A–H likely occurred. Indeed, the XRPD pattern of the binder-concentrated fraction of sample 
PREP_25 reveals the development of crystalline AFm phase (3.8 wt%), while most part of C–A–H/C–A–S–H has 
a gel-like structure, as suggested by the high amorphous rate (74.1 wt%). The low amount of calcite (~ 15 wt%) 
indicates that just a limited part of the lime component underwent complete carbonation (Fig. 5c).

The pyroclastic aggregates observed in the preparation mortars of the orchestra and hyposcaenium were surely 
imported in Aquileia, as no volcanic units characterized by explosive activity outcrop in the Friuli Venezia Giulia 
region49,50 (see also Supplementary Figure 3).

Provenance of pyroclastic rocks.  Detailed mineralogical, petrographic and geochemical analyses of the 
pyroclastic clasts observed in samples PREP_25 and PREP_53 were crucial for determining their provenance. 
A sub-centimetric clast of tuff from sample PREP_53 (clast w) was mechanically separated from the mortar 
and analyzed by QPA-XRPD and XRF. The millimetric to sub-millimetric clasts of pumice in samples PREP_25 
and 53 were investigated by SEM–EDS and LA-ICP-MS point-analyses on polished ~ 1 mm thick sections (for 
instrumental and acquisition parameters see "Methods").

A pre-screening of major chemical elements of the pyroclastic aggregates was performed by multiple semi-
quantitative SEM–EDS point-analyses. However, the pervasive pozzolanic reaction determined a relevant altera-
tion of the original geochemical fingerprint in most of the rocks. Indeed, both outer rims and inner vesicles of 

Figure 3.   Detailed micrographs of representative samples by Polarized Light Microscopy (PLM), both in 
crossed (XN) and parallel (PN) nicols. (a) WM_11 (XN). The lime matrix displays high birefringence colors, 
indicating a complete carbonation of the binder. The aggregate is mainly represented by medium-to fine clasts 
of limestones or dolostones and silicate sand, with chert prevailing over quartz; (b) PREF_11 (XN). The lime 
matrix displays low birefringence colors, indicating an incomplete carbonation of the binder; (c) WM_15 (XN). 
Unburned fragment of dolomitic limestone, with relicts of rhombohedral crystals of dolomite. The lime matrix 
displays low birefringence colors; (d) WM_12 (XN), reacted clast of dolostones (rDL) having low birefringence 
due to dedolomitization phenomena; (e) PREF_8. Reaction rims around clasts of chert (rSL), having low 
birefringence; (f) PREF_13B (PN). The terracotta component of the sample is abundant, with scattered coarse 
clasts (at the corners of the picture) and diffused terracotta powder, intimately mixed with the lime matrix; (g) 
PREP_13A (PN). On the right, a coarse fragment of recycled mortar; (h) PREP_25 (PN). A micrometric clast 
of pumice, with a K-feldspar (sanidine) phenocryst. The reacted rim is detectable by the low birefringence; (i) 
PREP_25 (PN). Micrometric clasts of pumice, with biotite phenocrysts.
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the volcanic clasts are generally Ca-enriched (Fig. 7a,b,b1,b2 or filled with C–A–S–H (Fig. 7c,d,d1,d2). Alteration 
was detected also by the XRPD analysis of tuff clast w (Fig. 8, Supplemenatry Table 2), where enrichments in 
calcite, related to carbonated lime infills, and vaterite, representing a metastable anthropogenic product formed 
by decalcification and re-carbonation of CaCO3 during pozzolanic reaction72–75, were detected. The presence of 
quartz might be accidental as it probably represents a silicate aggregate from the mortar (i.e. chert).

All the remaining phases can be attributed to the original mineralogy of the volcanic grain. Phillipsite (11.1 
wt%) and chabazite (3.3 wt%) are common authigenic zeolites nucleating through hydrothermal processes in 
the ultrapotassic products of the Roman Comagmatic Region and they are recurrently detected in the zeolitized 
tuffs of the Phlegraean Fields12,76–78. However, the in situ growth of anthropogenic phillipsite from leached 
volcanic glass was observed by SEM–EDS in several pumice samples as a consequence of pozzolanic reaction 
processes29,75 (Fig. 7e,e1,e2,e3), making the mineralogical data non-conclusive for provenance determination.

Therefore, a distinction between almost-completely reacted clasts and those preserving unaltered cores, as 
measured at Fig. 6(b2,d2,f2,h1,h2 and j1,j2) was necessary for further in-depth investigations.

SEM–EDS analyses, measured on unaltered cores of the aphyric volcanic glass were obtained for pumice clasts 
in samples PREP_25 (clasts c1, c2, c3, c4, c5, c6, c7, a, e, f, g, l, o, q, r,) and PREP_53 (clast z).

All clasts present a coherent geochemical profile of major elements (Supplementary Table 3), with average 
values of Na2O = 5.8 wt% (SD = 0.75), MgO = 1.08 wt% (SD = 0.46); Al2O3 = 19.0 wt% (SD = 0.41), Cl2O = 0.82 wt% 

Figure 4.   SEM–EDS analyses on representative samples of Group 1, showing reacted dolostones and chert 
clasts displaying the development of M-S–H gels. Backscattered electrons (BSE) acquisitions. (a) WM_3, altered 
clasts of dolostone; (a1) EDS spectrum of the unreacted core of a dolostone clast; (a2) EDS spectrum of the 
Mg-depleted rim of the clasts, with local enrichment in M–(A)–S–H; (a3) EDS spectrum of the unreacted core 
of another dolostone clast; (a4) EDS spectrum of the Mg-depleted rim of the clasts, with local enrichment in M–
(A)–S–H; (b) WM_3, altered clasts of chert; (c) magnification of the dashed area at fig. (b); (c1) EDS spectrum 
of a feebly altered core of a clast of chert; (c2) EDS spectrum of a reacted area of the clast, indicating a local 
development of M–(A)–S–H and a likely occurrence of C–S–H through reaction with the lime component; (d) 
PREF_12, lime matrix of the sample with a lime lump on the right; (e) magnification of the dashed area in fig. 
(d); (e1) EDS spectrum of an area of the binder matrix displaying M–S–H development; (e2) development of 
M–S–H within the micropores of a lime lump.
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(SD = 0.17), K2O = 7.42 wt% (SD = 0.79), CaO = 3.43 wt% (SD = 0.99); TiO2 = 0.78 wt%. (SD = 0.42). Only the 
average values of SiO2 = 57.8 wt%, with SD = 2.34, and Fe2O3 = 3.31 wt%, with SD = 1.17, are characterized by an 
higher degree of variability.

The resulting profiles of major elements were compared with the geochemical fingerprint of the volcanic 
products of the Plio-Quaternary magmatic activity of the Italian peninsula and islands, as reported in the sci-
entific literature. The TAS (Total Alkali vs. Silica) diagram79, reporting the relation between alkaline elements 
(Na2O + K2O) and silica (SiO2), offered a first discrimination of the geochemical distribution of volcanic clasts. 
This tool is frequently adopted in the study of volcanic aggregates in archaeological mortar-based materials 
analyzed by SEM–EDS10,17,33,34,36,37.

The clasts in samples PREP_25 and 53 primarily present a phonolitic composition (Fig. 9a), and subor-
dinately trachytic (clasts g, o) and tephri-phonolitic (clasts r, c2). This profile is compatible with most of the 
volcanic products of the Campanian magmatic province, including the alkaline and highly-alkaline series of the 
main Phlegraean eruptions (pyroclastic products)81 comprising the pre- and Campanian Ignimbrite (pre-CI/
CI), pre- and Neapolitan Yellow Tuff (pre-NYT/NYT), post-NYT (Epoch I, II, II, according to 82] as well as the 
Phlegraean-correlated volcanoes of the islands of Ischia and Procida-Vivara (pyroclastic products) (Fig. 9b). The 
analyzed clasts marginally overlap with the older and prehistorical series of Somma-Vesuvius’ tephra (Fig. 9c)81. 
Only clasts q, r, c2 in sample PREP_25 by the TAS do not overlap with the area of the Phlegraean Fields and 
Ischia/Procida-Vivara, but they entirely fall within the field of the highly alkaline pumices and ashes of the 
Somma-Vesuvius prehistorical series pre-dating 79 CE. The main difference of these clasts (Supplementary Fig-
ure 4) from the main core is the lower concentration of SiO2 (< 55.0 wt%) and the feebly higher concentration 
of MgO (> 1.0 wt%) and K2O (> 8.0 wt%).

All analyzed clasts are geochemically incompatible with the highly alkaline cinerites of the Colli Albani (hare-
nae fossiciae) and with most of the other products of the Roman and Tuscan magmatic provinces11,83,84 (Fig. 9d). 
Correspondences in the TAS diagram can be observed with the pyroclastic products of the Aeolian Arc Isles, in 
particular with certain pumices of Vulcano85 displaying a phonolitic chemism (Fig. 9, e).

Considering the high variability of the TAS, trace elements were crucial to confirm the exact provenance of 
the volcanic pozzolans; traces were acquired by LA-ICP-MS analyses of the pumice clasts c2, c7, a, f, g, l, r, in 
sample PREP_25 (Supplementary Table 4 and Supplementary Figure 5) and XRF analysis of the tuff clast w in 
sample PREP_53 (Supplementary Table 5). Considering REE and HFSE, the ratios among Zr, Y, Nb, Th, and 
Ta are usually adopted in scientific literature for determining the geochemical fingerprint of the Italian Plio-
Quaternary magmatism7,8,10,22,81,89–91,95. In the analyzed clasts, most of these trace elements are characterized by 
a certain variability, with Zr = 513 ppm (SD = 277), Y = 37 ppm (SD = 17), Nb = 75 ppm (SD = 39), Th = 48 ppm 
(SD = 27) and Ta = 4 (SD = 2). However, on the basis of the analysis of Zr/Y versus Nb/Y and Nb/Zr versus Th/
Ta (with the exception of clast w, as Ta was not acquired by XRF), all clasts systematically plot in the field of the 
Campanian magmatic province (Fig. 10a,b), with weak overlaps with the fingerprint of the volcanic products of 
other magmatic districts potentially corresponding with the frame here considered . For some of the analyzed 
clasts (r, c2), a certain overlap can be detected on the Zr/Y vs Nb/Y scatterplot with the tephra fingerprint of the 
Aeolian volcanoes85–87, but this is not observed in Nb/Zr vs Th/Ta diagram, making the Aeolian Isles incompat-
ible for the provenance.

In detail, clasts a, f, l, g, w and c7 completely overlap with the area of the Phlegraean Fields, with a close 
correspondence with the pyroclastic products of the post-NYT formations (Epoch III, according to82); c2 and r 
clasts overlay the fields of the pyroclastic products of the older Phlegraean eruptions (pre-CI and CI, pre-NYT 
and NYT) as well as with the vulcanism of Ischia and Procida-Vivara (Fig. 10c). Moreover, on the basis of the 
Zr/Y vs Nb/Y scatterplot, strong matches with the older Vesuvian eruptions (Codola, Pomici di Base, Green-
ish pumice, according to93) and with the Proto-historic series (3.5–2.7 k.a.93) can be observed (Fig. 10d). The 

Figure 5.   XRPD patterns of binder-concentrated fractions from representative samples of the three mortar 
groups, with indication of the main mineral phases (mineral abbreviation labelled according to104). (a) sample 
PREF_12 (Group 1); (b) sample PREF_13B (Group 2); (c) sample PREP_25, lower layer (Group 3).
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correspondence of these two clasts with the Proto-historic series of Somma-Vesuvius is arguable also on the 
basis of TAS scatterplot. The remaining clasts, on the other hand, falls substantially out of the field of Somma-
Vesuvius fall products older than 79 CE.

Therefore, by combining mineralogical and geochemical results, the volcanic outcrops of the Bay of Naples 
can be proposed for the provenance of the volcanic clasts in samples PREP_25 and 53. Most of them (clasts a, 
f, l, g, w and c7) report strong correlations with the younger pyroclastic products of the Phlegraean eruptions 
(post-NYT), while, as observed through TAS profiles, the association with Somma-Vesuvius is possible for some 
clasts (r, c2 and possibly q), even though the provenance from the Phlegraean Fields (comprising the isles of the 
Bay of Naples) cannot be ruled out.

Figure 6.   SEM–EDS analyses on representative samples of pumice in sample PREP_25. Backscattered electrons 
(BSE) acquisitions. (a) pumice clast c4; (b) magnification of the dashed area in fig. (a); (b1) EDS spectrum 
of a K-feldspar phenocryst (sanidine); (b2) EDS spectrum of unaltered volcanic glass; (c) pumice clast c5; 
(d) magnification of the dashed area in fig. (c); (d1) EDS spectrum of a Ti–rich biotite phenocryst; (d2) EDS 
spectrum of unaltered volcanic glass; (e) pumice clast c6; (f) magnification of the dashed area in fig. (e); (f1) 
EDS spectrum of an apatite phenocryst; (f2) EDS spectrum of unaltered volcanic glass; (g) pumice clast g; (h) 
High-resolution magnification of the dashed area in fig. (g); (h1, h2) EDS spectra of aphyric volcanic glass; (i) 
pumice clast a; (j) High-resolution magnification of the dashed area in fig. (i); (j1, j2) EDS spectra of aphyric 
volcanic glass.
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Figure 7.   SEM–EDS analyses of reacted pumices in samples PREP_25 and PREP_53. Backscattered electrons 
(BSE) acquisitions. (a) A reacted clast of pumice in sample PREP_25; (b) magnification of the dashed area in 
fig. (a); (b1, b2) EDS spectra of a reacted area of the volcanic glass, with vesicles filled of calcic compounds, 
likely related to calcium carbonates (calcite or vaterite) from the binder; (c) A reacted area of a clast of pumice 
in sample PREP_53; (d) magnification of the dashed area in fig. (c); (d1, d2) EDS spectrum of a C–A–S–H 
enriched zone, developed from the leached volcanic glass and filling the vesicles; (e) zeolitized volcanic glass in a 
clast of pumice in sample PREP_25; (e1, e2, e3) EDS spectra likely referred to anthropogenic phillipsite formed 
by pozzolanic reaction.

Figure 8.   XRPD spectrum of the sub-centimetric clast of tuff (w) in sample PREP_53, with indication of the 
main mineral phases (mineral abbreviations labelled according to104).
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Figure 9.   TAS (Total Alkali vs Silica) scatterplots of pumices (volcanic glass) in samples PREP_25 and 
PREP_53. (a) Samples’ distribution according to volcanic rocks’ chemistry (after79); (b) samples’ distribution 
according to rock chemistry of the Phlegraean volcanic products regarding the main eruptive events of the pre- 
and Campanian Ignimbrite (pre-CI/CI), pre- and Neapolitan Yellow Tuff (pre-NYT/NYT), post-NYT (Epoch 
I, II, II, according to82), and Phlegraean-correlated volcanoes of Ischia and Procida-Vivara (compositional 
fields edited from11,12,80,81); (c) samples’ distribution in relation to the three main eruptive facies of the Somma-
Vesuvius volcanic activities (compositional fields edited from11,12,81); (d) samples’ distribution in relation to the 
fields occupied by the products of the Roman and Tuscan Magmatic provinces (compositional fields edited 
from11,83,84); (e) samples’ distribution in relation to the fields occupied by the pyroclastic products of the Aeolian 
Arc Isles (compositional fields based on raw data from85).
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Discussion and conclusions
The analyses on the mortar samples from the theatre of Aquileia tracked one of the oldest trades and early utili-
zations of pulvis puteolana in the Roman Empire out of the Campania region. Moreover, it marks the first use of 
this pozzolanic powder in an overground construction far from the Bay of Naples and the first analytically proven 
evidence in the Roman Cisalpina region. Indeed, as already briefly discussed in55, previous studies95,96 on the pos-
sible presence of this product in mortar-based materials of the region were recently reconsidered. At the moment, 
the absence of any other evidence is not clearly attributable either to the lack of targeted research of this topic 
or to the actual shortage in the supply of the volcanic pozzolan from the Bay of Naples to Cisalpina in ancient 
times. Besides, the Roman trading network was likely developed enough already in the Early Imperial Age to 
export pozzolanic materials from Campania toward the provinces of the Empire, but further research is needed.

Nevertheless, this research highlights that, at least since the 1st Century CE (and possibly even a couple of 
decades earlier), the pulvis puteolana was not only traded for the construction of the monumental port infra-
structures of the Mediterranean, but also for on-land public buildings in the framework of the ordinary civil 
engineering.

However, porous rocks imported from Campania were frequently adopted in the Empire for the construction 
of opus caementicium vaults but, in these circumstances, these materials were processed as decimeter-sized ele-
ments not for being used as strengthening and waterproofing aggregate for mortars, but primarily for the intrinsic 
lightening properties of pumices, tuffs and porous lavas. Besides, most of the evidence comes from Middle/Late 

Figure 10.   Trace elements’ scatterplots of the volcanic grains in samples PREP_25 (pumices) and PREP_53 
(tuff); (a) Nb/Zr vs Th/Ta scatterplot of clasts’ samples in relation to the fields occupied by the Roman, 
Tuscan and Campanian magmatic provinces (compositional fields edited from7,8,10,22,80,89,90), and Aeolian Arc 
Islands’ volcanic products (compositional fields based on raw data from85–87); (b) Nb/Y vs Zr/Y scatterplot of 
clasts’ samples in relation to the fields occupied by the Roman, Tuscan and Campanian magmatic provinces 
(compositional fields edited from80,89,90), and the Aeolian Arc Island’s products (compositional fields based on 
raw data from85–87); (c) Nb/Y vs Zr/Y scatterplot of clasts’ samples in relation to the fields occupied by volcanic 
products of the Phlegraean Fields main eruptions (according to82; compositional fields edited from80,89,90), and 
Phlegraean-correlated products (pumices and scorias) of Ischia/Procida-Vivara (compositional fields based on 
raw data from91,92); (d) Nb/Y vs Zr/Y scatterplot of clasts’ samples in relation to the fields occupied by volcanic 
products of Somma-Vesuvius main pre-79CE eruptions (according to93, compositional fields edited from80).
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Imperial high-patronaged constructions, such as the great monuments in Rome and in the main towns in the 
provinces80,91,97,98. Among them there is also Aquileia, as coarse pumices and lavas from the Phlegraean Fields 
and Somma-Vesuvius were used to lightweight the opus caementicium vaults of the Late Antique Baths of the 
town, which were probably built under the patronage of the Imperial family55.

Regarding the specific use of pozzolanic powders in the theatre of Aquileia, the volcanic pozzolans present 
an extremely localized occurrence within the building. This may indicate that the circulation of the material 
was still limited at the time, possibly because of high transportation charges, but its distribution in Aquileia did 
not increase even in later centuries. Indeed, in the analysis of more than 300 mortar samples from public and 
private buildings of the town54 the occurrence of the Neapolitan pozzolans was detected only in the preparation 
mortars of the theatre’s orchestra and hyposcaenium, together with the aforementioned opus caementicium vaults 
of the Late Imperial baths.

Therefore, it may be relevant to focus on the structures the volcanic pozzolan was used in. The material is not 
present in the masonry mortars nor in the foundational opus caementicium. Cursory consolidation systems were 
used for the stabilization of the theatre’s foundations as, at the bottom of the substructure, cocciopesto mortars 
with modest waterproofing properties were employed to blandly counteract the capillary rise of groundwater. 
The use of the volcanic pozzolan exclusively in the preparations of pavements was probably intended to ensure a 
waterproofed sealing, keeping the floors dry and sound against water infiltrations. Indeed, the theatre was built 
in the low-lying Aquileia’s deltaic plain, affected by recurrent salt wedge45,46. Moreover, it was close to “Canale 
Anfora”, an artificial Roman-time channel connected to the Marano lagoon, and a land-reclamation system 
described by Vitruvius in lagoon-like environments of the ancient Cisalpina, including Ravenna and Altinum 
(De Architectura, 1.4.11)99. The use of volcanic pozzolans in the preparation mortars of the floors of the theatre 
was probably targeted at counteracting the localized water ingressions and salt wedge, characterized by basic 
and reducing liquid conditions. This proves the in-depth knowledge of the ancient builders of the local geomor-
phology and probably the presence of brackish water, possibly used for the preparation of the mortars of the 
building, may have fostered, through the contribution of alkalis and sulfates, the complex precipitation kinetic of 
calcium-based silico/aluminate hydrates and magnesium-based silico/aluminate hydrates, influencing the final 
microtextural features, physical properties and longevity of the investigated mortars73,74.

In conclusion, the way the builders carefully employed and mixed local materials with imported volcanic poz-
zolans where it was strictly necessary is brilliant and it somewhat resembles the best-known utilization of pulvis 
puteolana for maritime constructions. It was probably an exceptional circumstance at the time, but the overall 
evidence highlights the craftsmen’s resilience in adapting and reinterpreting the traditional use of the pozzolan 
from the Bay of Naples to deal with the recurrent water infiltrations of Aquileia’s deltaic plain.

Methods
Polarized light microscopy (PLM).  All mortar samples were analyzed by means of Polarized Light 
Microscopy (PLM) on 30 μm thin sections under a Nikon Eclipse ME600 microscope for a preliminary petro-
mineralogical characterization. Mortar analysis was carried out according to the macroscopic and micro-
stratigraphic analytical procedures described in Standard UNI 11,176:2006 “Cultural heritage—Petrographic 
description of a mortar”. For each sample (or for each layer in the case of multi-layered sample PREP_25), the 
concentration of binder, porosity and aggregates (i.e. terracotta fraction, sand etc.) and the binder-to-aggregate 
proportions were evaluated through digital image analysis performed using Image-J software100.

Quantitative phase analysis by X‑ray powder diffraction (QPA‑XRPD).  QPA-XRPD analyses were 
performed on a coarse clast of pumice in sample PREP_53, mechanically separated from the sample, and on the 
binder-concentrated fractions of three representative samples of the mortars groups defined by OM investiga-
tions.

The binder-concentrated material from the samples was separated in water solution following the Cryo2Sonic 
2.0 separation procedure101, custom-modified by the addition of a chelating agent (sodium hexametaphosphate 
0.5 wt%) to favor the suspension of the finer, non-carbonate phases such as clay minerals and hydrate products, 
prone to flocculation due to their surface charges, as described in69.

XRPD profiles were collected using a Bragg–Brentano θ-θ diffractometer (PANalytical X’Pert PRO, Cu Kα 
radiation, 40 kV and 40 mA) equipped with a real-time multiple strip (RTMS) detector (PIXcel by Panalytical). 
Data acquisition was performed by operating a continuous scan in the 3–85 [◦2θ] range, with a virtual step scan 
of 0.02 [◦2θ]. Diffraction patterns were interpreted with X’Pert HighScore Plus 3.0 software by PANalytical, 
qualitatively reconstructing mineral profiles of the compounds by comparison with PDF databases from the 
International Centre for Diffraction Data (ICDD).

Then, quantitative phase analysis (QPA) was performed using the Rietveld method102. Refinements were 
carried out with TOPAS software (version 4.1) by Bruker AXS. The quantification of both crystalline and amor-
phous content was obtained through the addition of 20 wt% of zincite to the powders as internal standard. The 
observed Bragg peaks in the powder patterns have been modelled through a pseudo-Voigt function, fitting the 
background with a 12 coefficients Chebyshev polynomial. For each mineral phase, lattice parameters, Lorentzian 
crystal sizes and scale factors have been refined. Although samples were prepared with the backloading technique 
to minimize preferred orientation of crystallites a priori, any residual preferred orientation effect was modelled 
during the refinement with the March Dollase algorithm103. The starting structural models for the refinements 
were taken from the International Crystal Structure Database (ICSD).

Scanning electron microscopy with energy dispersive spectroscopy (SEM–EDS).  SEM–EDS 
analyses were performed to investigate locally the chemical composition of the binder and aggregates and the 
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reaction zones in the samples. The analytical instrument used for this analysis was a FEI Quanta 200 microscope, 
equipped with an Energy Dispersive X-ray detector (EDX) EDAX Element-C2B.

Chemical profiles of pyroclastic clasts were determined by means of five up to ten micro areal analyses of 
unaltered portions of the aphyric glass of the volcanic pumices. Acquisition was carried out on carbon coated 
polished thin sections of mortar samples PREP_25 and 53.

Standarless semiquantitative analysis by Team EDAX software (based on ZAF correction and factory stand-
ardization data implemented in the software) was previously tested on two NIST certificated reference materi-
als: SRM 2066 K411 and SRM 620 (see Supplementary Table 6). These materials are glasses with a chemical 
composition compatible with the volcanic grains analyzed in this study. EDS analyses investigated an area of 
the volcanic glass having a diameter of around 1 µm, operating at 20 kV with a working distance (WD) between 
11.8 and 12.2 mm.

X‑ray fluorescence (XRF).  Bulk-rock chemical analysis for major and trace elements of one clast from 
sample PREP_53 was performed by XRF on glass beads prepared with calcined samples diluted with Li2B4O7 
flux (1:10 ratio), using a WDS Panalytical Zetium sequential spectrometer, operating under vacuum conditions 
and equipped with a 2.4 kW Rh tube. Loss on ignition (LOI) was determined separately before the XRF analysis. 
The calculated major elements are Si, Ti, Al, Fe, Mn, Mg, Ca, Na, K and P (expressed as a percentage of the rela-
tive oxide). The calculated trace elements (expressed in ppm) are Sc, V, Cr, Co, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ga, Rb, Sr, Y, Zr, Nb, 
Ba, La, Ce, Nd, Pb, Th and U. Instrumental precision (defined by repeated analysis on the same sample) is within 
0.6% relative for major elements, and within 3.0% relative for trace elements. Detection limits for Al, Mg, and Na 
are within 0.01%, within 0.2% for Si, and within 0.005% for Ti, Fe, Mn, Ca, K, and P. Limits for trace elements 
are (in ppm): Sc = 3, V = 5, Cr = 6, Co = 3, Ni = 3, Cu = 3, Zn = 3, Ga = 3, Rb = 3, Sr = 3, Y = 3, Zr = 3, Nb = 3, Ba = 10, 
La = 10, Ce = 10, Nd = 10, Pb = 5, Th = 3, U = 3.

The material for XRF analysis was collected by mechanically separating a portion of the sample from the 
mortar, scraping away the interfacial zones with the binder7. The clast has been analyzed as bulk material with-
out HCl bathing, as this step could affect the concentration of major and trace elements, in particular Y8,10,22.

Laser‑ablation inductively‑coupled‑plasma mass‑spectrometry (LA‑ICP‑MS).  Spot analyses of 
trace elements on the selected volcanic clasts were determined by Laser-Ablation Inductively-Coupled-Plasma 
Mass-Spectrometry (LA-ICP-MS), using a Thermo Fisher Scientific triple quadrupole mass spectrometer cou-
pled with a laser ablation NewWave UP 213 at the Laboratory of the Centro Interdipartimentale Grandi Stru-
menti (CIGS) of the University of Modena and Reggio Emilia. Data reduction was performed with an in-house 
Excel script using NIST612 and ML3-B reference materials as external standards. NIST610 and NIST614 refer-
ence materials were monitored during the session as unknown. Isotope 44Ca was used as internal standard. Laser 
spot size was calibrated at 50 µm and laser beam fluency at 20 microJoule for cm2. Analyses were carried out 
on ~ 1 mm thick polished sections. Analyses were performed on portions of the clasts as unaltered as possible, 
to collect profiles that properly represent the original geochemical fingerprint of the rocks. For each clast, the 
reported profiles are based on the average of three up to five spot analyses.

Data availability
All data are available in the main text or in the supplementary information.

Received: 16 October 2022; Accepted: 28 February 2023

References
	 1.	 Mortureux, B., Hornain, H., Gautier, E. & Regourd, M. Comparison of the reactivity of different pozzolans. In Proc. of the 7th 

International Congress on the Chemistry of Cement IV, 110–115 (1980).
	 2.	 Cook, D. J. Natural pozzolanas. In Cement Replacement Materials (ed. Swamy, R. N.) 1–39 (1986).
	 3.	 Massazza, F. Pozzolana and Pozzolanic Cement. In Lea’s Chemistry of Cement and Concrete (ed. Hewlett, P. C.) 471–635 (1998).
	 4.	 Snellings, R., Mertens, G. & Elsen, J. Supplementary cementitious materials. Rev. Mineral. Geochem. 74, 211–278 (2012).
	 5.	 Artioli G., Secco, M., Addis, A. & Bellotto, M. Role of hydrotalcite-type layered double hydroxides in delayed pozzolanic reac-

tions and their bearing on mortar dating in Cementitious Materials: Composition, Properties, Application (ed. Pöllmann, H.) 
147–158 (2017).

	 6.	 Arizzi, A. & Cultrone, G. Mortars and plasters—How to characterize hydraulic mortars. Archaeol. Anthropol. Sci. 13, 144 (2021).
	 7.	 Brandon, C. J., Hohlfelder, R. L., Jackson, M. D. & Oleson, J. P. (eds.) Building for Eternity. The History and Technology of Roman 

Concrete Engineering in the Sea (2014).
	 8.	 D’Ambrosio, E. et al. Provenance materials for vitruvius harenae fossiciae and pulvis puteolanis: Geochemical signature and 

historical-archaeological implications. J. Archaeol. Sci. Rep. 2, 186–203 (2015).
	 9.	 Jackson, M. D. Technological confidence in Late Republican and Imperial Era Roman architectural and maritime concrete 

construction. in Arqueología de la Construcción V. Man-made materials, engineering and infrastructure, Proc. of the 5th Interna-
tional Workshop on the Archaeology of Roman Construction Oxford, 11–12/04/2015 (eds. De Laine, J., Camporeale, S. & Pizzo, 
A.) 15–28 (2016).

	 10.	 Marra, F. et al. Petro-chemical features and source areas of volcanic aggregates used in ancient Roman maritime concretes. J. 
Volcanol. Geoth. Res. 328, 59–69 (2016).

	 11.	 Peccerillo, A. Plio-Quaternary Volcanism in Italy: Petrology (Geochemistry. Springer, NY, 2005).
	 12.	 Morra, V. et al. Urban geology: Relationships between geological setting and architectural heritage of the Neapolitan area. J. 

Virtual Explor. 36(26), 1–60 (2010).
	 13.	 Jackson, M. D. et al. Geological observations of excavated sand (harenae fossiciae) used as fine aggregate in Roman pozzolanic 

mortars. J. Roman Archaeol. 20, 25–53 (2007).
	 14.	 Jackson, M. D., Deocampo, D., Marra, F. & Scheetz, B. Mid-pleistocene pozzolanic volcanic ash in ancient roman concretes. 

Geoarchaeology 25(1), 36–74 (2010).



16

Vol:.(1234567890)

Scientific Reports |         (2023) 13:4110  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-30692-y

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

	 15.	 Wang, S. & Althaus, E. Mineralogische und chemische untersuchungen römischer kalkmörtel aus der CUT. Xantener Ber. Grab. 
Forsch. Präsent. 5, 33–40 (1994).

	 16.	 Callebaut, K. et al. Provenance and Characterization of Raw Materials for Lime Mortars Used at Sagalassos with Special Refer-
ence to the Volocanic Rocks. In Sagalassos V. Report on the Survey and Excavation Campaigns of 1996 and 1997 (eds. Waelkens, 
M. & Loots, L.), Acta archaeologica Lovaniensia. Monographiae 11, 651–668 (2000).

	 17.	 Columbu, S., Garau, A. M. & Lugliè, C. Geochemical characterisation of pozzolanic obsidian glasses used in the ancient mortars 
of Nora Roman theatre (Sardinia, Italy): Provenance of raw materials and historical–archaeological implications. Archaeol. 
Anthropol. Sci. 11, 2121–2150 (2019).

	 18.	 Bonetto, J. et al. Il teatro romano di Padova. Orizzonti. Rass. Archeol. 22, 37–64 (2021).
	 19.	 Uğurlu Sağın, E., Engin Duran, H. & Böke, H. Lime mortar technology in ancient eastern Roman provinces. J. Archaeo. Sci. Rep. 

39, 103–132 (2021).
	 20.	 Lancaster, L. C. et al. Provenancing of light weight volcanic stones used in ancient roman concrete vaulting: evidence from 

Turkey and Tunisia. Archaeometry 52(6), 949–961 (2010).
	 21.	 Jackson, M. D. et al. Building materials of the theatre of Marcellus. Rome. Archaeom. 53(4), 728–742 (2011).
	 22.	 Marra, F., D’Ambrosio, E., Gaeta, M. & Mattei, M. Petrochemical identification and insights on chronological employment of 

the volcanic aggregates used in ancient Roman mortars. Archaeometry 58(2), 177–200 (2016).
	 23.	 Seymour, L. M., Tamura, N., Jackson, M. D. & Masic, A. Reactive binder and aggregate interfacial zones in the mortar of Tomb 

of Caecilia Metella concrete, 1st C. BCE. Rome. J. Am. Cer. Soc. 2021, 1–16 (2021).
	 24.	 Schmölder-Veit, A. et al. Hydraulische mörtel. interdisziplinäres projekt zu wasseranlagen auf dem palatin. Rôm. Mitt. 122, 

331–366 (2016).
	 25.	 Boccalon, E., Rosi, F., Vagnini, M. & Romani, A. Multitechnique approach for unveiling the technological evolution in building 

materials during the Roman imperial age: The Atrium Vestae in Rome. Eur. Phys. J. Plus 134, 528 (2019).
	 26.	 Mogetta, M. The Origins of Concrete Construction in Roman Architecture: Technology and Society in Republican Italy (Cambridge 

University, Cambridge, 2021).
	 27.	 Murgatroyd, J.W. Lime Mortar Production in Ostia: Material Analysis of Mortar from the Hadrianic Period. In Arqueología 

de la Construcción V. Man-made materials, engineering and infrastructure, Proceeding of the 5th International Workshop on the 
Archaeology of Roman Construction Oxford, 11–12/04/2015 (eds. De Laine, J., Camporeale, S. & Pizzo, A.) 45–55 (2016).

	 28.	 Botticelli, M. et al. Aqua Traiana, a Roman infrastructure embedded in the present: The mineralogical perspective. Minerals 11, 
703 (2021).

	 29.	 Vola, G. et al. Chemical, mineralogical and petrographic characterization of Roman ancient hydraulic concretes cores from 
Santa Liberata, Italy, and Caesarea Palestinae. Israel. Period. Mineral. 80(2), 317–338 (2011).

	 30.	 Gianfrotta, P. A. Questioni di pilae e di pulvis puteolanus. J. Anc. Topogr. 19, 101–120 (2009).
	 31.	 Gianfrotta, P. A. I porti dell’area Flegrea. In Porti, approdi e linee di rotta nel Mediterraneo antico, Atti del seminario di studi Lecce, 

29–30/09/1996 (eds. Laudizi, G. & Marangio, C.) Studi di filologia e letteratura dell’Università di Lecce 4, 153–176 (1998)
	 32.	 Auriemma, R. Le Strutture Sommerse di Egnazia (BR): Una Rilettura. in Atti del II Convegno Nazionale di Archeologia Subacquea, 

Castiglioncello, 7–9 Settembre 2001 (eds. Benini, A. & Giacobelli, M.), 77–97 (2003).
	 33.	 Miriello, D. et al. Characterisation of archaeological mortars from Pompeii (Campania, Italy) and identification of construction 

phases by compositional data analysis. J. Archaeol. Sci. 37(9), 2207–2223 (2010).
	 34.	 De Luca, R. et al. Archaeometric study of mortars from the garum shop at Pompeii, Campania. Italy. Geoarchaeol. 30(4), 330–351 

(2015).
	 35.	 Paternoster, G. et al. La cronologia delle malte di Rione Terra di Pozzuoli (Napoli). in Atti del IV Congresso Nazionale AIAR, 

Pisa, 1–3 febbraio 20’6 (ed. D’Amico, C.) 365–378 (2007).
	 36.	 Rispoli, C. et al. New insights of historical mortars beyond Pompei: The example of villa del Pezzolo. Sorrento Peninsula. Miner. 

9, 575 (2019).
	 37.	 Rispoli, C. et al. The ancient pozzolanic mortars of the Thermal complex of Baia (Campi Flegrei, Italy). J. Cult. Herit. 40, 143–154 

(2019).
	 38.	 Ghedini, F., Bueno, M. & Novello, M. (eds.) Moenibus et portu celeberrima. Aquileia, storia di una città (2009).
	 39.	 Bertacchi, L. Nuova pianta archeologica di Aquileia. Udine (2003).
	 40.	 Ghiotto, A. R. Il teatro romano di Aquileia: La riscoperta di un edificio perduto. Una fortuna lunga più di duemila anni. in 

Antichità Altoadriatiche XCI (ed. Cuscito, G.) 183–199 (2019).
	 41.	 Ghiotto, A. R. Considerazioni sul teatro e sul “quartiere degli spettacoli”. in Basso, P. L’anfiteatro di Aquileia. Ricerche d’archivio 

e nuove indagini di scavo, Scavi di Aquileia V, 253–260 (2018).
	 42.	 Ghiotto, A. R. et al. Il teatro romano di Aquileia: l’individuazione dell’edificio e lo scavo della cavea. Fasti Online Documents Res. 

404, 1–20 (2018).
	 43.	 Ghiotto, A. R., Berto, S., Fioratto, G. & Zanus Fortes, V. Lo scavo del teatro Romano di Aquileia: Ricerche in corso. Quad. Friul. 

Archeol. 30, 27–46 (2020)
	 44.	 Ghiotto, A. R., Fioratto, G. & Furlan, G. Il teatro romano di Aquileia: lo scavo dell’aditus maximus settentrionale e dell’edificio 

scenico. Fasti Online Documents Res. 495, 1–24 (2021).
	 45.	 Arnaud-Fassetta, G. et al. The site of Aquileia (northeastern Italy): Example of fluvial geoarchaeology in a Mediterranean deltaic 

plain. Géomorphol. Relief Process Environ. 9(4), 227–245 (2003).
	 46.	 Siché, I. et al. Cartographie hydro-géomorphologique et paléo chenaux fluviatiles en milieux profondément modifiés par les 

sociétés. L’exemple du port fluvial antique d’Aquilée dans la plaine du Frioul (Italie Septentrionale, Adriatique). Mosella 29(3–4), 
247–259 (2004).

	 47.	 Pecchioni, E., Fratini, F. & Cantisani, E. Atlante Delle Malte Antiche in Sezione Sottile al Microscopio Ottico (Nardini editore, 
Firenze, 2014).

	 48.	 Cucchi, F. & Gerdol, S. (eds.) I Marmi del Carso Triestino (1985).
	 49.	 Carulli, G. et al. Carta geologica del Friuli Venezia Giulia, Regione Autonoma Friuli Venezia Giulia. Scala 1:150.000 (2006).
	 50.	 Cucchi, F. & Finocchiaro, F. Karst Landforms in Friuli Venezia Giulia: From Alpine to Coastal Karst. Landscapes and Landforms 

of Italy (eds. Soldati, M. & Marchetti, M) 147–156 (2017).
	 51.	 Wentworth, C. K. A scale of grade and class terms for clastic sediment. J. Geol. 30(5), 377–392 (1922).
	 52.	 Gazzi, P., Zuffa, G. G., Gandolfi, G. & Paganelli, L. Provenienza e dispersione litoranea delle sabbie delle spiagge adriatiche fra 

le foci dell’Isonzo e del Foglia: inquadramento regionale. Mem. Soc. Geol. Ital. 12, 1–37 (1973).
	 53.	 Dilaria, S., & Secco, M. Analisi archeometriche sulle miscele leganti (malte e calcestruzzi). In Basso, P. L’anfiteatro di Aquileia. 

Ricerche D’archivio e Nuove Indagini di Scavo, Scavi di Aquileia V, 177–186 (2018).
	 54.	 Dilaria, S., Secco, M., Bonetto, J. & Artioli, G. Technical analysis on materials and characteristics of mortar-based compounds 

in Roman and Late antique Aquileia (Udine, Italy). A preliminary report of the Results. In Proc. of the 5th Historic Mortars 
Conference HMC2019, Pamplona, 19–21/06/2019 (eds. Álvarez, J. I. et al.) 665–679 (2019).

	 55.	 Dilaria, S. et al. High-performing mortar-based materials from Late Imperial baths of Aquileia. An outstanding example of 
Roman building tradition in Northern Italy. Geaorchaeology 37, 637–657 (2021).

	 56.	 Dilaria, S. & Previato, C. I materiali da costruzione. in Bonetto, J., Furlan, G. & Previato, C. Aquileia. Fondi Cossar. 2. La domus 
di Tito Macro e le mura, 2.1 l’età repubblicana e imperiale (in press).



17

Vol.:(0123456789)

Scientific Reports |         (2023) 13:4110  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-30692-y

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

	 57.	 Dilaria, S. et al. Caratteristiche dei pigmenti e dei tectoria ad Aquileia: un approccio archeometrico per lo studio di frammenti 
di intonaco provenienti da scavi di contesti residenziali aquileiesi (II sec. a.C.—V sec. d.C.). in La Peinture Murale Antique 
Méthodes et Apports d’une Approche technique, Actes du colloque international, Louvain-la-Neuve, 21/04/2017 (eds. Cavalieri, 
M., Tomassini, P.) 125–148 (2021).

	 58.	 Sebastiani, L. et al. Tectoria e pigmenti nella pittura tardoantica di Aquileia: uno studio archeometrico. in Nuovi dati per la con-
oscenza della pittura antica, Atti del I colloqu–o AIRPA—Associazione Italiana Ricerche e Pittura Antica, Aquileia, 16–17/06/2017 
(eds. Salvadori, M., Fagioli, F. & Sbrolli, C.) 31–46 (2019).

	 59.	 Katayama, T. The so-called alkali-carbonate reaction (ACR). Its mineralogical and geochemical details, with special reference 
to ASR. Cem. Conc. Res. 40(4), 643–675 (2010).

	 60.	 Brew, D. R. M. & Glasser, F. P. Synthesis and characterization of magnesium silicate hydrate gels. Cem. Concr. Res. 35, 85–98 
(2005).

	 61.	 Roosz, C. et al. Crystal structure of magnesium silicate hydrates (M–S–H): The relation with 2:1 Mg–Si phyllosilicates. Cem. 
Concr. Res. 73, 228–237 (2015).

	 62.	 Bernard, E. Magnesium silicate hydrate (–-S–H) characterization: temperature, calcium, aluminum and alkali, PhD thesis, sup. 
Pochard, I. (2017).

	 63.	 Bernard, E., Lothenbach, B., Rentsch, D. & Dauzères, A. Formation of magnesium silicate hydrates (M–S–H). Phys. Chem. Earth 
99, 142–157 (2017).

	 64.	 Fournier, B. & Bérubé, M. A. Alkali-aggregate reaction in concrete: A review of basic concepts and engineering implications. 
Can. J. Civ. Eng. 27(2), 167–191 (2000).

	 65.	 Swenson, E. G. & Gillott, J. E. Alkali–carbonate rock reaction. Highway Res. Rec. 45, 21–40 (1964).
	 66.	 Weerdt, K. & Justnes, H. The effect of sea water on the phase assemblage of hydrated cement paste. Cement Concr. Compos. 55, 

215–222 (2015).
	 67.	 Karim, M. E., Jahangir, A. & Hoque, S. Effect of salinity of water in lime-fly ash treated sand. Int. J. Geo Eng. 8, 1–12 (2017).
	 68.	 Zhao, H. et al. Acceleration of M-S-H gel formation through the addition of alkali carbonates. In 15th International Congress 

on the Chemistry of Cement Prague, Czech Republic, September 16–20 (2019).
	 69.	 Secco, M. et al. Technological transfers in the Mediterranean on the verge of the Romanization: Insights from the waterproofing 

renders of Nora (Sardinia, Italy). J. Cult. Herit. 44, 63–82 (2020).
	 70.	 Secco, M. et al. Cementation processes of Roman pozzolanic binders from Caesarea Maritima (Israel). Constr. Build. Mater. 355, 

129128 (2022).
	 71.	 Matschei, T., Lothenbach, B. & Glasser, F. P. The AFm phase in Portland cement. Cem. Concr. Res. 37, 118–213 (2007).
	 72.	 Thiery, M., Villain, G., Dangla, P. & Platret, G. Investigation of the carbonation front shape on cementitious materials: Effects 

of the chemical kinetics. Cem. Concr. Res. 37(7), 1047–1058 (2007).
	 73.	 Morandeau, A., Thiery, M. & Dangla, P. Investigation of the carbonation mechanism of CH and C–S–H in terms of kinetics, 

microstructure changes and moisture properties. Cem. Concr. Res. 56, 153–170 (2014).
	 74.	 Jackson, M. D. et al. Unlocking the secrets of Al-tobermorite in Roman seawater concrete. Am. Miner. 98(10), 1669–1687 (2013).
	 75.	 Jackson, M. D. et al. Phillipsite and Al-tobermorite mineral cements produced through low-temperature water-rock reactions 

in Roman marine concrete. Am. Miner. 102(7), 1435–1450 (2017).
	 76.	 De’ Gennaro, M. et al. Genesis of zeolites in the Neapolitan Yellow Tuff: geological, volcanological and mineralogical evidence. 

Contributions to Mineralogy and Petrology 139, 17–35 (2000).
	 77.	 Colella, A. et al., I tufi zeolitizzati nell’architettura della Campania. In La diagnostica per il Restauro del Patrimonio Culturale 

327–341 (2009).
	 78.	 Langella, A. et al. Lava stones from Neapolitan volcanic districts in the architecture of Campanian region. Italy. Environ. Earth 

Sci. 59, 145–160 (2009).
	 79.	 Le Bas, M. J. R., Le Maitre, W., Streckeisen, A. & Zanettin, B. IUGS subcommission on the systematics of igneous rocks, a chemi-

cal classification of volcanic rocks based on the total alkali-silica diagram. J. Petrol. 27(3), 745–750 (1986).
	 80.	 Marra, F., D’Ambrosio, E., Sottili, G. & Ventura, G. Geochemical fingerprints of volcanic materials: Identification of a pumice 

trade route from Pompeii to Rome. Bull. Geol. Soc. Am. 125(3–4), 556–577 (2013).
	 81.	 Peccerillo, A. Campania volcanoes. in Vesuvius, Campi Flegrei, and Campanian Volcanism (eds. De Vivo, B., Belkin, H.E., 

Rolandi, G.) 79–120 (2020).
	 82.	 Fedele, L. et al. 40Ar/39Ar dating of tuff vents in the Campi Flegrei caldera (southern Italy): Toward a new chronostratigraphic 

reconstruction of the Holocene volcanic activity. Bull. Volcanol. 73, 1323–1336 (2011).
	 83.	 Avanzinelli, R. et al. Potassic and ultrapotassic magmatism in the circum-Tyrrhenian region: Significance of carbonated pelitic 

versus pelitic sediment recycling at destructive plate margins. Lithos 113(1–2), 213–227 (2009).
	 84.	 Boari, E. et al. Isotope geochemistry (Sr–Nd–Pb) and petrogenesis of leucite-bearing volcanic rocks from “Colli Albani” volcano, 

Roman magmatic Province, Central Italy: Inferences on volcano evolution and magma genesis. Bull. Volcanol. 71, 977–1005 
(2009).

	 85.	 Albert, P. G. et al. Glass geochemistry of pyroclastic deposits from the Aeolian Islands in the last 50 ka: A proximal database for 
tephrochronology. J. Volcanol. Geoth. Res. 336, 81–107 (2017).

	 86.	 De Astis, G., La Volpe, L., Peccerillo, A. & Civetta, L. Volcanological and petrological evolution of Vulcano island (Aeolian Arc, 
southern Tyrrhenian Sea). J. Geophys. Res. 102(B4), 8021–8050 (1997).

	 87.	 Gioncada, A., Mazzuoli, R., Bisson, M. & Pareschi, M. T. Petrology of volcanic products younger than 42 ka on the Lipari-Vulcano 
complex (Aeolian Islands, Italy): An example of volcanism controlled by tectonics. J. Volcanol. Geoth. Res. 122, 191–220 (2003).

	 88.	 Marra, F., Deocampo, D., Jackson, M. D. & Ventura, G. The Alban Hills and Monti Sabatini volcanic products used in ancient 
Roman masonry (Italy): An integrated stratigraphic, archaeological, environmental and geochemical approach. Earth Sci. Rev. 
108(3–4), 115–136 (2011).

	 89.	 Marra, F. & D’Ambrosio, E. Trace element classification diagrams of pyroclastic rocks from the volcanic districts of central Italy: 
The case study of the ancient roman ships of Pisa. Archaeometry 55(6), 993–1019 (2011).

	 90.	 Lancaster, L. C., Sottili, G., Marra, F. & Ventura, G. Provenancing of lightweight volcanic stones used in ancient Roman concrete 
vaulting: Evidence from Rome. Archaeometry 53(4), 707–727 (2011).

	 91.	 Tomlinson, E. L. et al. Age and geochemistry of tephra layers from Ischia, Italy: Constraints from proximal-distal correlations 
with Lago Grande di Monticchio. J. Volcanol. Geoth. Res. 287, 22–39 (2014).

	 92.	 De Astis, G., Pappalardo, L. & Piochi, M. Procida volcanic history: New insights into the evolution of the Phlegrean volcanic 
discrict (Campania Region, Italy). Bull. Volcanol. 66, 622–641 (2004).

	 93.	 Santacroce, R. et al. Age and whole rock-glass compositions of proximal pyroclastics from the major explosive eruptions of 
Somma–Vesuvius: A review as a tool for distal tephrostratigraphy. J. Volcanol. Geoth. Res. 177(1), 1–18 (2008).

	 94.	 Dilaria, S. et al. Volcanic Pozzolan from the Phlegraean Fields in the structural mortars of the Roman temple of Nora (Sardinia). 
Heritage 6, 567–587 (2023).

	 95.	 Costa, U., Gotti, E. & Tognon, G. Nota tecnica: Malte prelevate da mura antiche dallo scavo della banca popolare di Ravenna. 
in Fortificazioni antiche in Italia. Etá repubblicana (eds. Quilici, L. & Quilici Gigli, S.), Atlante Tematico di Topografia Antica 9, 
25–28 (2001).



18

Vol:.(1234567890)

Scientific Reports |         (2023) 13:4110  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-30692-y

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

	 96.	 Bonetto, J., Artioli, G., Secco, M. & Addis, A. L’uso delle polveri pozzolaniche nei grandi cantieri della Gallia Cisalpina in età 
romana repubblicana: i casi di Aquileia e Ravenna. in Arqueología de la Construcción V. Man-made Materials, Engineering and 
Infrastructure, Proc. of the 5th International Workshop on the Archaeology of Roman Construction Oxford, 11–12/04/2015 (eds. 
De Laine, J., Camporeale, S. & Pizzo, A.) 29–44 (2016).

	 97.	 Lancaster, L. C. The use of Lightweight Concrete in Roma, Cilicia and Tunisia. In Building Roma Aeterna: Current Research 
on Roman Mortar and Concrete, Proc. of the Conference, Helsinki, 27–29/03/2008 (eds. Ringbom, Å. & Hohlfelder R.L.), Com-
mentationes Humanarum Litterarum 128, 60–72.

	 98.	 Lancaster, L. C. Innovative Vaulting in the Architecture of the Roman Empire. 1st to 4th Centuries CE (2015).
	 99.	 Bonetto, J., Furlan, G., Ghiotto, A. R. & Missaglia, I. Il canale anfora e il centro urbano di Aquileia: Osservazioni cronologiche 

alla luce di nuovi dati. J. Anc. Topogr. 30, 175–202 (2020).
	100.	 Schneider, C. A., Rasband, W. S. & Eliceiri, K. W. NIH Image to ImageJ: 25 years of image analysis. Nat. Methods 9, 671–675 

(2012).
	101.	 Addis, A. et al. Selecting the most reliable 14C dating material inside mortars: the origin of the Padua cathedral. Radiocarbon 

61(2), 375–393 (2019).
	102.	 Rietveld, H. M. Line profiles of neutron powder-diffraction peaks for structure refinement. Acta Crystallogr. A 22, 151–152 

(1967).
	103.	 Dollase, W. Correction of intensities for preferred orientation in powder diffractometry: Application of the march model. J. 

Appl. Crystallogr. 19, 267–272 (1986).
	104.	 Whitney, D. L. & Evans, B. W. Abbreviations for names of rock-forming minerals. Am. Miner. 95, 185–187 (2010).

Acknowledgements
We thank Domenico Miriello and Raffaella de Luca for the information provided on the geochemical data. 
Francesca Andolfo is gratefully acknowledged for proofreading the English text.

Author contributions
S.D., J.B., A.R.G., M.S. designed the research; J.B. supervised the research project; S.D., M.S., A.R.G., G.F. per-
formed the samplings; S.D. and M.S. prepared the samples; S.D., M.S. and T.G. analyzed the samples; S.D., J.B., 
M.S., A.R.G. interpreted the archeometrical results; M.S. drafted section "Quantitative phase analysis by X-ray 
powder diffraction (QPA-XRPD)"; A.R.G. drafted section "The building and its chronology" and "Discussion and 
conclusions"; G.F. drafted section "The ground floor preparation techniques" and "Discussion and conclusions" 
and prepared the Fig. 1; J.B. drafted section "Introduction" and "Discussion and conclusions"; T.G. drafted sec-
tion "Laser ablation-inductively coupled plasma-mass spectrometry (LA-ICP-MS)" and prepared Supplementary 
Figure 5 and Supplementary Table 4; F.Z. drafted section "Scanning electron microscope with energy dispersive 
spectroscopy (SEM–EDS)"; S.D. drafted section "Introduction", "Sampling and analysis", "Results", "Discussion 
and conclusions", "Introduction", "Discussion and conclusions" and prepared Figs. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, Table 1 
and all the remaining figures and tables in the supplementary materials; all authors collaborated to the revision 
of the manuscript.

Funding
The investigations at the site of the Roman theatre of Aquileia, directed by A.R. Ghiotto, are carried out under 
a concession agreement (Prot. DG-ABAP no. 14007-P of 17/5/2019) with the Soprintendenza Archeologia, 
Belle Arti e Paesaggio del Friuli Venezia Giulia, as part of a collaboration initiated between the Department of 
Cultural Heritage of the University of Padova and the Fondazione Aquileia. The work of G. Furlan was also sup-
ported by the Danish National Research Foundation under grant–DNRF119—Centre of Excellence for Urban 
Network Evolutions (UrbNet). The research project on the provenance of volcanic pozzolan received partial 
financial support from the University of Padova, in the framework of project “Archaeometric investigations on 
the Euganean Pozzolan” (principal investigator: M. Secco, BIRD 2020 of the Department of Cultural Heritage, 
project code: SECC_BIRD20_01).

Competing interests 
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Supplementary Information The online version contains supplementary material available at https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1038/​s41598-​023-​30692-y.

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to S.D.

Reprints and permissions information is available at www.nature.com/reprints.

Publisher’s note  Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

Open Access   This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International 
License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or 

format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the 
Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from 
the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://​creat​iveco​mmons.​org/​licen​ses/​by/4.​0/.

© The Author(s) 2023

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-30692-y
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-30692-y
www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Early exploitation of Neapolitan pozzolan (pulvis puteolana) in the Roman theatre of Aquileia, Northern Italy
	The Roman theatre of Aquileia
	The building and its chronology. 
	The ground floor preparation techniques. 
	Sampling and analysis. 

	Results
	Mortar types and reaction products. 
	Provenance of pyroclastic rocks. 

	Discussion and conclusions
	Methods
	Polarized light microscopy (PLM). 
	Quantitative phase analysis by X-ray powder diffraction (QPA-XRPD). 
	Scanning electron microscopy with energy dispersive spectroscopy (SEM–EDS). 
	X-ray fluorescence (XRF). 
	Laser-ablation inductively-coupled-plasma mass-spectrometry (LA-ICP-MS). 

	References
	Acknowledgements


