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A UNIFIED LAW FOR SOIL DEFORMATION BEHAVIOR UNDER
VARIOUS STRESS PATHS
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Fig. 2 Volumetric strain vs. mean principal stress relationship
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Fig. 3 Volumetric strain vs. principal stress ratio
relationship obtained by triaxial compre-
ssion and triaxial extension tests under
constant mean principal stress on Toyoura
sand.

obtained by triaxial compression and triaxial extension
tests under constant principal stress ratios on Toyoura
sand.
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Fig. 4 Relationship between principal stress ratio
and principal strain increment ratio obtai-
ned by triaxial compression tests under
constant principal stress ratios and under
constant mean principal stresses on Toyo-
ura sand.
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Fig. 5 A soil element and spatial mobilized
plane (ABC) in three dimensional
space.
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Fig. 12 Relationship between tsmp/osmp and
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triaxial extension and true triaxial
tests under constant principal stress
ratios.
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under constant minor principal stress.



FERICHBRET O Lo LRI B3 5 K—RMR

Cm= 2
o m = 196 kN/m
ext.
5
\'\- 4
\3
5 4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 e
€3(%) & ()
Fig. 21 Principal stress ratio vs. principal strains
relationship in triaxial extension test
under constant mean principal stress.
gj — Op =196kN/m2
ext.
0 5 0
T ®
~‘\.\ 4
nN .{
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 4 5
€3(°%) €1(%)
Fig. 22 Principal stress ratio vs. principal strains

relationship in triaxial extension test

under constant major principal stress.

B G ICEMEREFEL TV, BERZZ0
Yo AaERE LCHEHLTWS. U EOM»S,
BS A HIGE VS ITIRIE TiX O T A 2SS R R I
REEFao— 7 ChEBZ LB pBbhE. L
> T, EEOMBOEFRE T 2541, 1 2OFE L
LTOTHESHICER TS LRERODB L LR
bhs. Fig. 18~23 i3, ERORBRO £EH 0./05-
FOTH 6, 6 BRERLEZLDOTHS. Fuy MIE
BEZ#RD L, FZHIRERNIC I 2FEHREERDLLT

31
QL | O3 = 196kN/m?
3 ext.
5
R L~
{.\ ¢ ,"F
3
s
<
q
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 4 5
€3 (°/o) E‘l (°/o)
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Fig. 28 Relationship between
volumetric strain and
principal strain diffe- Fig. 25.

rence in triaxial exten-
sion test under stress
pata ABF in Fig. 24.
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