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The Relationship Between Static Cone Penetration Resistance
and the Reference Stress in Sandy Soils
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Abstract

In the analysis of the static cone penetration resistance or the point resistance of end bearing
piles, the vertical effective stress has been chosen as the reference stress, However many reported
experimental results indicate that the cone tip resistance is dependent rather on the in-situ horz
ontal stress than the vertical effective stress, To clarify this point, published experimental results
have been re-evaluated and the laboratory penetration tests have been performed. From the
results it is concluded that the cone tip resistance is influenced by both the vertical effective
stress and the horizontal effective stress. It is further concluded that the mean normal stress

should be used as the reference stress in the analysis.
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