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Fig.1 Relationships between (q/p) and
{(ds/dv)p.
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Fig.2 Relationships between (ds/dv)p
and (ds/dvip/(q/p).
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Fig.3 Comparison of experimental and
calculated stress path(CIU test).
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Fig.4 Comparison of experimental and
calculated stress path(CAU test).
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Fig.S5S Comparison of experimental and
calculated stress—strain curves.
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Fig.&4 Comparison of experimental and
calculated stress—strein curves.
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