LA R, Journal of Anhui Agri. Sci.2017,45(36) :256 —258

BERERXNA TR IEENHZRENBZR

S BERR i o, 2 230061)

WE AS T RARL XS 2008 ~2010 R b 25 TA2 R AORF) LA+ A 2E M) ) IR A A 45 M ) IR EF R A, 5
B LERFERE, S TETHRE, R TRESRE LN TEMAFHFOIRT, 6352011 ~2013 BA0K F b 5 4 0 LA F
BRI A R FRXTARR B R L TREM A FHFRE,

K M AT RGRE; LRI
hE SRS S-01 XERFRIZAS A XEHS 0517 -6611(2017)36 - 0256 —03

Discussion on the Application of Blend Model in the Course of Structural Mechanics of Agricultural Engineering

KONG Jie,LU Yu-ting (Anhui Agriculture University, Hefei, Anhui 230061 )

Abstract By researching the teaching status of structural mechanics of Agriculture Architecture Engineering and Agriculture Hydraulic Engi-
neering of 2008 —2010 grade students in Anhui Agriculture University,it was thought that the teaching status of structural mechanics was very un-
satisfactory. Combining with years of teaching experience, the author analysed the reasons and put forward the application of blend model in the
course of structural mechanics. And through the practice teaching effect verification for correlative speciality 2011 — 2013 grade students, the
teaching model can effectively improve the teaching effect and improve the quality of students’ learning.
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Table 1 Study status of 2008 —2010 grade students
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Table 2 Data analysis of teaching status of 2008—2010 grade
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Table 3 Study status of 2011 —2013 grade students
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Pl B TR 264 AR K 9 78 52 38
Agriculture Architecture R 103 69 52 40
Engineering VMV 52 1%, 98 82 55 29
MR F T AR 198 AR 75 61 41 21
Agriculture Hydraulic iR 81 59 34 24
Engineering VENV 52 78 62 40 18
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Table 4 Data analysis of teaching status of 2011 —2013 grade students
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Major Project Excellent rate /% Fail rate // %
Pl R TR AR 36.4 14.4
Agriculture Architecture F i 39.1 15.2
Engineering Yl 5E Y 37.1 10.9
AR F T AR AR 37.8 10.6
Agriculture Hydraulic iR 40.9 12.1
Engineering PRV 5ERT 39.4 9.1
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Fig. 1  Comparison of excellent rate of 2008 — 2010 grade

students and 2011 —2013 grade students
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