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ABSTRACT

This study aimed to investigate states, problems and effectiveness of the
application on health promotion in schools under the. Office of SakonNakhon Primary
Educational Service Area 1. The sampling group. consisted of 176 school
administrators,176 teachers in charge of health promotion application in 61 smalll
schools, 79 medium-sized schools, and 36 large schools- a total of 176 schools. A tool
used in collecting data was a rating scale questionnaire on states,problems and
effectiveness of the application on health promotion. Data were analyzed by
percentage, mean and standard deviation, reliability and F-test.

The findings were as follows:

1. The states of the application on health promotion in the schools, in
general and in particular, were at the high level.

2. The problems on the application of health promotion in the schools, as
a whole, were at the low level. When each aspect was considered, it was found that
Factor 3- The Cooperative Project between School and Community as well as Factor
5- Health Service in School were at the moderate level.

3. The effectiveness of the health promotion application in the schools

was at the high level in general. When separately considered, it was found that Factor



3- The Cooperative Project between School and Community were at the moderate
level.

4. The comparison of the perception between school administrators and
teachers in charge in the school of different size based on the operation of health
promotion, as a whole, was not difference. When each aspect was considered, it was
determined that there was | difference at the .01 level of significance. On 2 items: The
Cooperative Project between School and Community and Counseling and Social
Support whereas the aspects on School Policy as well as Nutrition and Safe Food
differed significantly at the .05 level.

5. The comparison on the opinions between the school administrators
and teachers in the schools located in each district based on the operation of health
promotion in the schools was differed significantly at the'.O01 level. When each aspect
was considered, it was found that the aspects on school policy, school administration
and management, cooperative project between-school and community, environment
management conducive to health, school health service, health education in school,
nutrition and safe food, exercise, sports and recreation differed significantly at the .01
level.

The guidelines in the effectiveness development on the application of health

promotion were also included.
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