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Abstract

Until now, most probabilistic approaches to the slope stability analysis have been accompli-
shed on the arc failure surface without load.

In this study, the relationships between the probability of failure and the safety factor are
investigated when the shape of failure is logarithmic spiral on the homogeneous slope with
ground water level, the probability distributions of the load and the strength parameter of soil
being assumed as normal distribution, log-normal distribution and beta distribution.

The results obtained are as follows;

1. For the same safety factor, the design of slope is more reasonable by using the probability
of failure than by the safety factor because the probability of failure is increased as the coeffi-
cient of variation is increased.

2. The safety factor is more reasonably determined by the coefficient of variation of the
strength parameter than by the field condition when the safety factor is applied to design of

slope.
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