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Nursing students and nursing instructors’ percep-
tions on the integration of health promotion concepts 

in teaching and learning of Adult Nursing 2 at 
The Thai Red Cross College of Nursing

Suwanna Kittinouvarat, RN.,M.Ed.*
    Noppawan Boonbumrong, RN.,M.Sc.**    

   Somsri Charoenlar, RN.,M.S.N*

 The objective of the study was to explore the perceptions of nursing students 
and nursing instructors on the integration of health promotion concepts in the teaching 
and learning of adult nursing 2. The sample comprised 154 junior nursing students and 
7 nurse instructors in the Thai Red Cross College of Nursing. A questionnaire and struc-
tured interview were used as the research methods for the data collection of this study. 
Statistic factors of percentage, frequency, mean and standard deviation were used as 
quantitative analysis for the data. Content analysis was used as qualitative analysis. The 
results revealed that the students perceived the integration of the concept of health 
promotion in course description, course objectives and topic objectives as 86.4%, 83.8% 
and 79.9%, respectively. In comparison, the instructors perceived these three topics at 
100%, 42.9% and 57.1%, respectively. Both students and instructors perceived that the 
most frequent use of the concepts were in the dimension of health promotion and    
prevention of illness in adults and aging with mean scores of 3.87 (SD = 0.91) and 3.71 
(SD = 0.76), respectively. Theory of behavior change was used with the highest mean 
score of 3.43 (SD =0.92) as perceived by the students. For the instructors, the theory of 
cognitive process modif ication was used with the highest percent of 57.1%. The study 
also revealed that the health promotion competency as perceived by the students was
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at the moderate level with a mean score of 3.49 (SD=0.26). Additionally, the second 
aspect of competency in practice activities in health promotion was at a good level with 
a meanscore of 3.55 (SD= 0.20). According to the qualitative analysis, it was found that 
the concept of health promotion was inserted in the content of teaching and learning of 
adult nursing 2, but appropriate selection about the speci c concept was still not clearly 
identi ed.

Conclusion and recommendation: In the case of integrating health promotion        
concepts in the teaching and learning of adult nursing 2, it is essential to clearly identify 
the specif ic concepts of health promotion in the objectives and contents. Simultane-
ously, enhancement of the understanding of the health promotion concepts and their 
usages should be provided to the nurse instructors.

Keywords:  health promotion concepts, teaching and learning, adult nursing, nursing 
students. 
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