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Abstract

Improving the stability of the ground in seismic design requires an understanding of the dynamic
behavior of the ground under seismic loads. The shaking table test is an important methodology to
provide this understanding. This study aimed to assess the influence on boundary conditions, as they
are among the most important factors affecting the test. This was achieved by testing the influence of
boundary conditions on the seismic responses of model slopes at different locations in the testing
apparatus. A model slope was fabricated at different locations in a laminar shear box, and the influence
of the boundary conditions was then measured. Each model slope was created at 100, 50, and 25 cm
from the soil wall, and sine wave seismic loads of the same size were inputted. The results confirmed
that the acceleration was amplified by the influence of the boundary in the case of the slope being
located 25 cm from the boundary, whereas the influence of the boundary conditions decreased when

the slope was located at 50~100 cm.
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Fig. 4. Model slope composition.
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