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ABSTRACT

A new approach is develped to analyze the reliability of the shallow foundation. The measure
of the safety of the structhure is expressed in terms of the probability of failure, instead of
the conventional factor of safety. Many uncertainties involved in the deterministic stability ana-
itsis can be reasouably treated by using the probabilistic approach.

Both the soil properties and loads are assumed to be random variables. Accordingly, the cap-
acity and demand are considered to be normal, log-normal, and beta variated.

Use is made of Error Propagation Method to investigate the probability of failure. And the
relationship is investigated between the probability of failure and the central factor of safety.

The results are computer-programed and several case studies are performed using developed
program.
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