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ABSTRACT

Unreinforced masonry is widely used as a structural material in residential constructions and
known to have poor seismic performance in the out-of-plane rather than in-plane behavior. In
countries of lower seismicity such as Korea, it is necessary to check the possibility of the
mode of the out-of-plane failure. Though face loading is a major cause of the failure of
masonry walls, Korean Seismic Code does not include provisions for face-loaded unreinforced
masonry walls. This paper briefly reviews the concept of analysis for unreinforced masonry
walls subjected to face-load excitation proposed by Priestley, and its applicability to Korean
case.
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