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Consolidated Undrained Triaxial Compression and Plane Strain Tests
on Cubical Clay Specimen
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This study aims at investigating the mechanism and operation of cubical triaxial test
developed by Lade in order to obtain analysis on the clayey foundation deformation. A
comparison on deviator stress, pore water pressure and stress path is made between test
results of clay using the cubical consolidated undrained test as well as plane strain test.
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Fig.1 Consolidation apparatus
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Fig.3 (a) Cubical triaxial test apparatus schematic
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Fig.3 (b) Cubical triaxial test specimen set
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