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Saiamic bearing capecity of goread foundations on doping ground using the upper-bound method

)

*

Kentaro Y anamoto

) ' 890-0065 1-21-40

The saismic bearing capacity factors of spread foundaions on doping ground have been
theoreticdly investigated. The pseudo-datic goproach was used, and the saismic forces
congsted of a horizontd load applied to the foundation and the inertia of the soil mass The
upper-bound method of limit andysis was dso used. A non-symmetricd failure mechanism
was proposed. The mechanism was composad of a triangular active wedge, a logarithmic
spird shear zone and a passive wedge. The case of embedded foundations on doping ground
was congdered. The shear trandfer coefficient was introduced to calculate the seismic bearing
cgpadity of goread foundationswith variable sheer trander. The vdidity of the resultsfromthe
present andysis was confirmed by comparing with other invedigators results. Findly, the
lowest upper-bound solutions of the seismic bearing capacity factors were presented in the
form of design charts for practica use The saismic bearing factors reduce consderably with
the increase of horizontd seismic coefficient. In addition, the magnitudes of bearing capacity
factors decrease further with theincrease of ground indination.
Key Words seismic bearing capacity, foundations, upper-bound method, dope stability
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