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SYNOPSIS : This study performed slope stability analysis by changing analysis methods and
shear strength with the slope stability analysis program. The conclusions of the study are as
follows. 1) The safe factor of clayey soil applied with Bishop's simple method turned out to be
similar to or slightly higher than those of other methods, for both dry and saturated conditions.
2) The safe factor of sandy soil applied with GLE method turned out to be slightly higher than
those of other methods. But when applied with Bishop's simple method, it appeared to be
slightly higher than those of other methods. 3) The safe factor of ordinary soil applied with

GLE method showed the highest result. 4) Janbu method showed the lowest safe factor among
all the methods for the above three types of soils.
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