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Apparent porosity in SEM observation of microstructure of bentonite

HE Jun SHI Jian-yong
Geotechnical Research Institute of Hohai University ~Nanjing 210098  China

Abstract An analysis was performed on difference between the apparent porosity and macro porosity in SEM observation
of bentonite microstructure. The influence of freeze-drying on the microstructure of saturated bentonite was discussed and
the relationship between the apparent porosity and macro porosity was obtained. It is verified that there are two kinds of
pores in bentonite 1i.e. the interparticle pores and intraparticle pores and they can be identified by SEM observation.
With the variation of dry density the porosity of intraparticle pores keeps invariable and the intraparticle void ratio
obtained by SEM analysis is much close to that of A. Lloret. The difference between the apparent porosity and macro
porosity is mainly caused by the fact that the intraparticle pores are not shown in SEM photos.
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