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THE EFFECT OF STRUCTURAL JOINTSON THE AXIAL STRAIN
TRANSMITTING CHARACTERISTICS BETWEEN FREE-FIELD GROUND AND
LINEAR UNDER GROUND STRUCTURES DURING EARTHQUAKES

Tsutomu NISHIOKA and Shigeki UNJOH

The purpose of this paper is to study the effect of structural joints on the axial strain transmitting
characteristics between free-field ground and linear underground structures during earthquakes. The
seismic axia strains of the structures are analyzed by both the 3-D FEM model and the beam-spring
model, which include respective soil-structure interaction models.

The comparative study shows that the effect of the joints to reduce the seismic axial strains of the
structures is different between the two models on the assumptions of either the complete bonding or the

sliding between soil and structures.



