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Comparison of the Triaxial and the Unconfined Compression
Test for anisotropically Consolidated
Cohesive Soils (Part III)

by Yoou Yamapa and Teruyuki Suzuki

The unconfined compression test is conveniently used for measuring the undrained
strength of cohesive soils because of its simplicity. In the natural ground, soils are
consolidated anisotropically. Therefore, studies of anisotropically consolidated soils are
more significant than those of isotropically consolidated soils.

The purpose of this paper is to clarify the characteristics of the results of uncon-
fined compression tests. Then, the results of the unconfined compression tests are
compared with those of the triaxial compression tests of the same cohesive soil that
was anisotropically consolidated.
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Fig. 1. Stress change in each test series.

SEFEBEOY AL, 02.=08, 1.5, 2.5, 40
kg/em? D 4 ByBg & L, Hos 75 1A O R PEK%E
s EER R T l, EBRT I
b%@f**ﬁﬁﬂﬁo&kbifmzaﬁﬁﬁkbtcE%%T%@émﬁmgﬁu,ﬁ4
voUr— (1/100mm BE) T, 2PKEIEE2— Ly M TEHAMEL L, EERFCKT
HPEZXIT R - T,

2. K, E#

K, EgmoBa, MHEM’ E Uk X 5 iz g Lish s big, &
MR RDFER L o1, Tiebb (1) ROBFCK\T, BH A 23— & 7 2 KLl
RT25I5CERTS,



RIGEF LRt o—EHRBR L SREHRBROLE (=) 103

4V = AX Ad (1)
AV BeKiE (cc), A: SEABMITRE (cm?, 4d: BHE#ME (1/100 mm))

BRI kL LT, TTEBE o 200K SV TH#BL, FOBRUEI NS 4V
CRIELT, )Rk T A—EDEHLHRTS X5 4d ¥#E+5, =0 K, EEK
TETHZAMBEL L, ZCCHBEELIAVIEE2—Ly hTRIEL TWBDTHS
B, EFEOTICR T, x> TLr—r®
K=F2A b= LERBOBOM S F 1T
FoTWBANBEShS, cotxzok 1O
LPRED D OHE K KT ELERD S, 60
Lirl, CheBEBefits 2 BIXARTET 50
HHDTHEENIHEZ KL LT, Yk L 40
DBk (K 2) icds\ oIl (FE#BALAH 10 !
D) ORMATEK & BRE LS LD |,
LR L,

3.2 eUHiBE gz SO GEL, A E R

—f, SHERE L bic k2 AT, fa s cle lor ofbeun, i 0
X BB E 20 1%/ ikt B2 Hekd s R 2 OBF
oo WHRIG D OBEE, 67 2R 0~1 Fig. 2. Relationship between 4V and ¢

(03¢ =0.8 kg/cm?)
mm TX 02mm & L1, 1~10 mm T/X 05
mmZ &, 10mmPETRImm LR HEHOFEALY E ST, @ik X33 15% * CHE
Ly,

Ox=0.8 kgem?

T

I

aV(co)
w
o
T

o
T

o
T

4. RBRERLEE

4.1 #HIETERYE K,

WHEMD g L 5 I ZdhEEE K EF LW\, CoLEREETRAZED LB/ E
BHO%E Ky THEHT, EBERTHO K HERXFREENLTHIIZ0SBEC LS L Eh
w5, ARRTOREHO K, MO BMBELAR 310RF, 0u=15, 25, 40 kg/em? 0
BEE, EFEIICE W T2E LIV 05.=08kg/cm? D FIZFD X 51278 > Tlrie s,
NHBIEHIC 3105 Ko HIXERE 03 K E VR, KELRoTW5, COBEBIOWTE
2 Th3,

ARBTHGIHRENE, OB LML THEH, COBEHABIEALTI L5 cEk
KEZRELTH20THL0D, EFHHDLVL bADBEYS > TWDHZ LD, —7F,
HEHMBERORET K A LIS/% 205 2 2k, ZORBTRBENOICL TS
ELRUERTH L0, KARBROBE, YROZ LALLEFEOTMTY K, iz 1 L Fo



104 HEFEA - $iARBEZ

0 Ox=40 ka/em?
10 a %:233 ;
h_o_.\.o..‘ x 0xc=08 -
o b \
(P VR \
08 e
=3
e | A
05 —
\‘\u
0'41 10 100 1000
t (min)

E3 ik EREORMEE L
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