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A comparative study on Saudi and Japanese in-service 
teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education and self- 
efficacy in inclusive practices
Akie Yada a and Ghaleb H. Alnahdib

aFaculty of Education and Psychology, Department of Education, University of Jyväskylä, Jyväskylä, Finland; 
bDepartment of Special Education, College of Education, Prince Sattam Bin Abdulaziz University, Al-Kharj, 
Saudi Arabia

ABSTRACT
Although providing equal educational opportunity for all children is 
the common goal for inclusive education around the world, the way 
of implementation is influenced by cultural, historical, and socio
economic factors of each country. This study aims to compare Saudi 
and Japanese teachers’ attitudes and self-efficacy in inclusive edu
cation. Data were collected from 185 Saudi and 359 Japanese in- 
service teachers using a survey. Quantitative analysis revealed that 
there was no difference between Saudi and Japanese teachers’ 
attitudes towards including students with disabilities. The 
Japanese teachers’ overall self-efficacy was lower than that of the 
Saudi teachers, but this result was discussed with consideration to 
the modesty bias prevalent in Japanese culture. The findings pro
vide useful insights for developing pre-service and in-service tea
cher education, where skills considering managing student 
behaviour and collaboration need to be more emphasised in 
Saudi Arabia and knowledge of policies regarding inclusive educa
tion should be stressed in Japan.
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1. Introduction

In 1994, the Salamanca Statement on Principles, Policy, and Practice in Special Needs 
Education indicated that students with special educational needs should have access to 
regular classrooms, and 92 governments and 25 international organisations agreed with 
this document (UNESCO 1994). Alongside this declaration, inclusion has taken an effect in 
the education system in many countries through international documents such as the 
United Nations (2006) Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (Saudi Arabia 
ratified in 2008 and Japan in 2014) and the 2030 agenda for sustainable development 
(United Nations General Assembly 2015). An increasing number of children with special 
educational needs have been educated in mainstream schools since the Salamanca 
statement (UNESCO 1994), and inclusive education has become a key aspect of educa
tional policies and systems throughout the world (Savolainen et al. 2012; Sharma, 
Loreman, and Forlin 2012). Despite this, the implementation of inclusive education in 
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policies and practices differs between countries based on their cultural, historical, and 
political backgrounds (Savolainen et al. 2012). Thus, comparative research based on the 
cultural-historical framework may provide important insights for understanding the com
plexity and dynamics of each country in implementing inclusive education (Engelbrecht 
et al. 2013; Savolainen et al. 2012). From this point of view, a variety of studies have been 
conducted using comparative analysis between different countries (e.g. Jahnukainen 
2011; Björn et al. 2016). However, much less is known about non-Western countries, 
including Saudi Arabia and Japan. To address this gap, this paper attempts to compare 
the inclusive education situations in Saudi Arabia and Japan from the teachers’ perspec
tive. Saudi Arabia and Japan have the following relevant similarities: a) they are both in 
Asia, the former in Western Asia and the latter in Eastern Asia; b) they are highly 
contextual, i.e. the context is a crucial part of communication and the culture, and people 
tend to be indirect (Borisoff and Victor 1989); c) both countries were considered as a high 
power distance country, where status hierarchy is recognised (Bjerke and Abdulrahim 
1993; Hofstede, Hofstede, and Minkov 2010); d) Japan is one of the most uncertainty 
avoiding countries that try to control ambiguity in the future, and the situation is similar in 
Saudi Arabia (Bjerke and Abdulrahim 1993; Hofstede, Hofstede, and Minkov 2010); and e) 
in the light of education, both countries have a 6-3-3-4 education system. On the other 
hand, the two countries have several notable differences: a) they use completely different 
languages, Arabic and Japanese; b) Japan has a relatively homogeneous population, while 
Saudi Arabia has many immigrants due to foreign worker migration; c) Saudi Arabia is 
highly influenced by the Islamic and Arabic culture, where the society is generally 
religious (Bjerke and Abdulrahim 1993). Japanese people, in general, are not strictly 
religious, although spiritual traditions and beliefs related to Buddhism and Shinto are 
embedded in everyday life (Petkova 2015); and d) the education system in Saudi Arabia is 
segregated based on gender, unlike in Japan.

2. Literature review

2.1. Teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education

Teachers play a crucial role in implementing inclusive education. Previous research 
has established that teachers’ positive attitudes towards inclusion are required for 
them to efficiently apply inclusive practices (e.g. Avramidis et al. 2019; Avramidis and 
Norwich 2002; de Boer, Pijl, and Minnaert 2011). The factors that influence teachers’ 
attitudes are debated in the literature. For instance, Avramidis and Norwich (2002) 
pointed out three types of factors: a) child-related variables, containing types of 
children’s disabilities and difficulties; b) teacher-related variables, including their 
gender, grade level they taught, the experience of contact with children with dis
abilities, amount of training, beliefs in inclusive education, and socio-political views; 
and c) educational environment-related variables, consisting of availability of support 
services such as encouragement from colleagues and support from specialists. 
Similarly, a review study by de Boer, Pijl, and Minnaert (2011) indicated that several 
variables, such as teachers’ gender, years of teaching experience, training, and type of 
children’s disability, were related to their attitudes towards inclusive education. In the 
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light of teachers’ gender, two studies showed a gender difference in teachers’ atti
tudes, where female teachers held more positive attitudes towards inclusive educa
tion (de Boer, Pijl, and Minnaert 2011).

Furthermore, several studies have investigated differences between countries in tea
chers’ attitudes towards inclusion (e.g. Yada et al. 2018; Savolainen et al. 2012; Sharma et al. 
2018). For instance, Leyser, Kapperman, and Keller (1994) compared teachers’ attitudes 
towards the mainstreaming of students with special needs in six countries, finding more 
positive attitudes in the American and German samples than in those of Israel, Taiwan, 
Ghana, and the Philippines. Similarly, data from cross-cultural studies have indicated more 
positive teacher attitudes in Western nations than in non-Western ones (Alghazo and Gaad 
2004; Malinen, Savolainen, and Xu 2012). In terms of teachers’ attitudes in Saudi Arabia, 
while several studies have concluded that they are positive (Al-Ahmadi 2009; Aljlamdah 
2014; AlWadaani 2013), some have concluded the opposite (Alquraini 2011; Hakeem 2009), 
and a recent study found that Saudi pre-service teachers expressed less positive attitudes 
than Finish pre-service teachers (Alnahdi et al. 2019). On the other hand, Japanese teachers’ 
attitudes were found to be somewhat above the neutral midpoint (Yada et al. 2017) and 
more positive than those of their Finnish counterparts (Moberg et al. 2019).

2.2. Teachers’ self-efficacy in implementing inclusive education

One of factors that influences teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive practices is their self- 
efficacy (Desombre, Lamotte, and Jury 2019; Meijer and Foster 1988; Weisel and Dror 2006). 
Bandura (1997) uses this term to refer to a person’s belief in his or her capability to produce 
expected outcomes, and teachers’ self-efficacy is specific to the teaching profession. Both 
domain-specific (e.g. teaching science, maths, reading, or physical education) and general 
teacher self-efficacy have been studied (Klassen et al. 2011; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk 
Hoy, and Hoy 1998). Echoing the worldwide trend towards inclusion, the recent focus has 
been on teachers’ self-efficacy in terms of inclusive practices. One study by Sharma and 
Jacobs (2016) found that teachers’ intention to teach in inclusive settings was influenced by 
their self-efficacy in inclusive practices. In a similar vein, a recent study indicated that 
teachers’ higher self-efficacy was associated with their willingness to implement a peer 
tutoring programme in inclusive classrooms (Avramidis et al. 2019).

Many published studies describe differences in teachers’ self-efficacy in inclusive 
practices between countries (Yada et al. 2018; Sharma et al. 2018; Savolainen et al. 
2012). For example, Savolainen et al. (2012) found that South African teachers were 
more confident in managing students’ problematic behaviour than their Finnish collea
gues, though their level of overall self-efficacy was similar. Another study found that Saudi 
teachers’ self-efficacy in inclusive practices was somewhat neutral in general but high in 
some aspects (Alnahdi 2019a). Moreover, some evidence suggests that Japanese teachers’ 
self-efficacy in inclusive practices is lower than in other countries (Yada and Savolainen 
2017; Song 2016). However, these results should be discussed with caution because 
Japanese culture highly values modesty, so Japanese people may self-report lower scores 
(Markus and Kitayama 1991; National Institute for Educational Policy Research 2014).

Several lines of evidence suggest that teachers’ self-efficacy in inclusive practices is 
related to their attitudes towards inclusive education (e.g. Avramidis et al. 2019; Meijer 
and Foster 1988; Saloviita 2020; Savolainen et al. 2012; Sharma and Jacobs 2016). Malinen, 
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Savolainen, and Xu (2012) found that Chinese teachers’ self-efficacy in collaborating with 
other teachers and staff was the strongest and only predictor of their attitudes towards 
inclusive education. Likewise, a study by Sharma and Jacobs (2016) found that self- 
efficacy in collaboration positively predicted teachers’ attitudes in both the Indian and 
the Australian sample, though self-efficacy in managing behaviour negatively predicted 
teachers’ attitudes in the Australian sample.

2.3. Situation of inclusive education in Saudi Arabia and Japan

Inclusive education in Saudi Arabia
The education system in Saudi Arabia has seen several stages of development, from 
aiming to provide education to everyone in the country several decades ago to serving 
around six million students at present. The development in the number of services 
provided and the expansion of school availability in the country’s various regions have 
also had an impact on the provision of services related to individuals with disabilities.

Early initiatives to provide education services for people with disabilities began in the 
1950s, and the first school for students with visual impairments was opened in the 1960s 
(Althabet 2002). Significant development in the quantity and quality of education services 
for students with disabilities has occurred in recent decades (Alnahdi et al. 2019), starting 
with including students with disabilities in some regular schools in many cities around the 
country. The number of such schools has increased gradually over the last two decades. 
Students with learning disabilities are included at the class level, while students with other 
disabilities (e.g. intellectual, hearing, or visual) are included at the school level in separate 
classrooms. Students with severe disabilities receive education in special schools.

Teachers in Saudi Arabia who work with students with disabilities are trained for 
specific disabilities (e.g. intellectual disabilities, autism, hearing impairment, learning 
disabilities, visual impairment, or severe disabilities). The Saudi Ministry of Education 
(MOE) is currently working on a big project to reshape teacher preparation in the country, 
expected to enter into effect in 2021 or 2022. As part of this change, a new general 
framework for developing teacher preparation programmes in Saudi universities was 
released in 2020, requiring that all teachers have at least two to three courses related to 
students with disabilities in their preparation programmes, which would mark 
a significant shift in teacher preparation (MOE 2020).

Inclusive education in Japan
In Japan, compulsory education for all children, even those with severe disabilities, began 
in 1979 (Muta 2002; Yawata 2006). However, children with severe or moderate disabilities 
were only able to receive education in special schools or classes in the 1980s (Moberg 
et al. 2019), and special support had rarely been provided for children with mild dis
abilities in regular classrooms (Muta 2002). In 1993, the resource room system was 
established with an amendment to the School Education Law, making it possible for 
children with mild disabilities to receive special education support in regular classrooms 
(Nagano and Weinberg 2012; Muta 2002). In the 1990s, a growing phenomenon of 
student non-attendance was discussed in relation to children with behaviour problems 
or learning difficulties (Ichikawa 2014). The Japanese Ministry of Education, Culture, 
Sports, Science, and Technology (MEXT) submitted a report for the promotion of special 
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needs education in 2003, and traditional special education was replaced with the new 
version with a partial amendment to the School Education Law in 2007 (Han et al. 2013; 
Nagano and Weinberg 2012). Since this reform, children with mild disabilities have been 
able to receive special education services in all schools, including regular classes (MEXT 
2007). More recently, the Committee of Elementary and Lower Secondary Education in the 
Central Council for Education (2012) submitted a report regarding the development of 
special needs education in terms of implementing inclusive education.

To date, the political reform towards inclusive education has been rapid in Japan; the 
term “inclusive education” was imported from abroad and has been used in policies 
without closely examining its meaning (Miyoshi 2009). Although the worldwide under
standing of the term refers to including all children from all kinds of backgrounds in 
mainstream schools with the aim of preventing segregation (UNESCO 2005), the Japanese 
government still establishes special education schools annually (MEXT 2017b). Miyoshi 
(2009) has pointed out that the growing number of special schools is a retrograde step 
towards inclusive education.

Furthermore, research has demonstrated that Japanese teachers are not ready for this 
quick move towards inclusive education. Few courses in teacher certification programmes 
address inclusive education (Forlin, Kawai, and Higuchi 2015), and it has only recently 
become compulsory to take a one-credit course related to it (MEXT 2017a). Ueno and 
Nakamura (2011) found that Japanese primary teachers’ level of knowledge regarding 
inclusive education was relatively low, and they expressed anxiety towards implementing 
inclusive practices in regular classes. Similarly, another study found that teachers’ aware
ness of keywords related to special needs education and inclusive education was low, 
concluding that developing in-service teacher training for inclusive practices is crucial in 
Japan (Fujii 2014).

2.4. Research questions

The main objective of this study is to investigate Saudi and Japanese teachers’ attitudes 
towards inclusive education and their self-efficacy in inclusive practices with the following 
research questions:

(1) What is the level of Saudi and Japanese teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive 
education?

(2) What is the level of Saudi and Japanese teachers’ overall and specific self-efficacy in 
inclusive practices?

(3) Does teachers’ self-efficacy in inclusive practices correlate with their attitudes 
towards inclusive education in Saudi Arabia and Japan?

(4) Do three subtypes of teachers’ self-efficacy in inclusive practices predict teachers’ 
attitudes towards inclusive education in Saudi Arabia and Japan?

Considering the existing research, the following hypotheses were formulated: First, it 
was expected that since contradictory results have been reported regarding Saudi tea
chers’ attitudes towards inclusive education (Aljlamdah 2014; Alquraini 2011; AlWadaani 
2013), Japanese teachers’ attitudes would be more positive than those of Saudi teachers 
(Moberg et al. 2019). Second, it was hypothesised that Saudi teachers’ overall and specific 
self-efficacy will be higher than Japanese teachers’ self-efficacy (Yada and Savolainen 
2017; Song 2016), which might be due to modesty bias (Markus and Kitayama 1991; 
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National Institute for Educational Policy Research 2014). Third, teachers’ level of self- 
efficacy would be positively correlated with their attitudes towards inclusive education 
in both counties (Yada and Savolainen 2017; Savolainen et al. 2012). Finally, it is assumed 
that teachers’ specific self-efficacy would be a predictor of their attitudes towards inclu
sive education in Saudi Arabia and Japan (Yada and Savolainen 2017; Savolainen et al. 
2012).

3. Method

3.1. Participants

A total of 544 Saudi and Japanese teachers working at the primary and secondary levels 
participated in this study. The Saudi sample was collected in 2015, comprising 185 in- 
service teachers from schools within the Riyadh region (16.8% female, 83.2% male) with 
an average of 12.80 (SD = 8.29) years of teaching experience. The Japanese sample was 
collected in 2014, comprising 359 Japanese in-service teachers (53.5% female, 43.7% 
male) from nine prefectures in the eastern and western regions of Japan with an average 
of 18.42 (SD = 11.92) years of teaching experience. Both samples were collected using 
snowball sampling, in which the researchers asked principals and teachers to tell their 
acquaintances about the present study (Emerson 2015). The data were collected at 
a different point in time because they were originally gathered in the different research 
projects.

3.2. Research instruments

A survey was conducted including a cover letter that explained the aims of the study, data 
confidentiality, the voluntary nature of participation, and the participant’s right to with
draw at any time. The participants answered survey questions regarding their background 
information and the two scales below.

Teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education were measured using four items taken 
from the attitude sub-scale of the Sentiments, Attitudes, and Concerns about Inclusive 
Education Revised (SACIE-R) scale (Forlin et al. 2011). One of the original five items 
(“students who are inattentive should be in regular classes”) was excluded, as the 
researchers thought the Saudi sample might not understand it as intended after transla
tion. Thus, to preserve comparability, only four items were used in the analysis for the 
Japanese sample as well. The participants responded on a four-point Likert scale from 1 
(“strongly disagree”) to 4 (“strongly agree”). The reliability of the four items was calculated 
using Cronbach’s α and was acceptable in both samples (α = 0.726 for Saudi Arabia and 
α = 0.729 for Japan).

Teachers’ self-efficacy in inclusive education was measured using the Teacher Efficacy 
for Inclusive Practices (TEIP) scale (Sharma, Loreman, and Forlin 2012). The participants 
answered 18 questions on a Likert scale from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 6 (“strongly 
agree”), with higher TEIP scores indicating higher self-efficacy in inclusive practices. 
Cronbach’s α was 0.963 for Saudi Arabia and 0.927 for Japan, showing high reliability in 
both samples. Further, the scale consists of three sub-scales: efficacy in instruction, 
efficacy in collaboration, and efficacy in managing behaviour.
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As the original versions of the two scales are in English, the researchers translated them 
into Arabic and Japanese (Alnahdi 2019b; Yada and Savolainen 2017). Confirmatory factor 
analysis for the attitude scale was conducted to examine whether the proposed factor 
structure can be found in both samples. The construct validity of the TEIP scale using 
Saudi and Japanese samples was already tested in previous studies (Alnahdi 2019b; Yada 
et al. 2018). A single-factor structure for the attitude scale was examined using Mplus 
Version 7.0 for Mac (Muthén and Muthén 2012). The model fit was assessed using the so- 
called two-index presentation strategy, in which a root mean square error of approxima
tion (RMSEA) of 0.06 or lower and a standardised root mean square residual (SRMR) of 0.09 
or lower are considered to indicate sufficient fit (Hu and Bentler 1999). The fit indices 
showed adequate fit in both countries (RMSEA = 0.000, SRMR = 0.014, CFI = 1.000 for 
Saudi Arabia, and RMSEA = 0.057, SRMR = 0.019, CFI = 0.987 for Japan). Therefore, the 
construct validity of the attitude scale was demonstrated.

3.3. Data analysis

The data were analysed using SPSS Statistics 24 (IBM 2016), and effect sizes were 
calculated with an online calculator (Lenhard and Lenhard 2016). First, the mean scores 
of the overall scales and sub-scales with confidence intervals and independent samples 
t-tests were used to assess the level of Saudi and Japanese teachers’ attitudes and their 
self-efficacy in inclusive education. Second, chi-square tests for independence were 
conducted to compare responses on each item of the TEIP scale between the Saudi and 
Japanese samples. Third, Pearson’s correlation coefficients were calculated to assess the 
relationship between teachers’ attitudes and self-efficacy in both countries. Finally, 
regression analyses were conducted, with teachers’ attitudes as a dependent variable 
and the three sub-dimensions of self-efficacy as independent variables, to explore the 
relationships between them.

4. Results

4.1. Saudi and Japanese teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education

Both Saudi and Japanese teachers’ attitudes towards including children with disabilities 
were slightly above the neutral midpoint (2.5) of the scale (M = 2.52 and 2.56, respec
tively). There was no statistically significant difference between the Saudi and Japanese 
samples (t(234.74) = 0.55, p = 0.58). Thus, we found that the teachers did not express 
extreme attitudes for or against inclusive education in either country (Table 1).

Table 1. Attitude scale scores with 95% confidence intervals (CI) and result of independent sample 
t-test.

Mean (SD) Lower CI Upper CI t df p

Saudi Arabia 2.52 (.71) 2.41 2.64 .55 234.74 .58
Japan 2.56 (.60) 2.50 2.62
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4.2. Saudi and Japanese teachers’ self-efficacy in inclusive practices

The Japanese teachers’ overall self-efficacy in inclusive practices (M = 3.75, SD = 0.66) was 
significantly lower than that of the Saudi teachers (M = 4.55, SD = 1.15; t(250.23) = 8.81, 
p < 0.001, d = 1.11). Moreover, in terms of different types of teacher self-efficacy, Saudi 
teachers’ scores were significantly higher than those of the Japanese teachers in all three 
TEIP sub-scales (see Table 2).

However, these results must be carefully considered given the fact that Japanese 
participants show a significant modesty bias in self-reported surveys (Markus and 
Kitayama 1991; National Institute for Educational Policy Research 2014). Table 3 
presents the distribution of the percentages in all TEIP items, where the Japanese 
sample had a tendency to choose the middle answers (i.e. 3 = “disagree somewhat” 
and 4 = “agree somewhat”), indicating a modesty bias. Therefore, the responses for 
the individual items were recoded into two categories (1 and 2 into 1, and 3, 4, 5, and 
6 into 2), so that 1 included teachers who were certain that they did not have the 
stated ability and 2 included teachers who thought they had at least some level of the 
ability.

A series of chi-square tests for independence were conducted to compare the 
responses in the new categories between Saudi Arabia and Japan. The p-value of 
Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons was calculated. The results indicated 
that significantly more teachers disagreed with items 1, 12, and 13 in the Saudi 
sample than in the Japanese sample (Table 4). On the other hand, significantly 
more teachers disagreed with item 16 in the Japanese sample than in the Saudi 
sample.

4.3. Correlation between teachers’ self-efficacy in inclusive practices and attitudes 
towards inclusive education

The results of Pearson’s correlation analyses are presented in Table 5. The Saudi teachers’ 
attitudes are found to be correlated with overall self-efficacy in inclusive practices, self- 
efficacy in instruction, and self-efficacy in collaboration, but not with self-efficacy in 
managing behaviour. The Japanese teachers’ attitudes are significantly correlated with 
overall self-efficacy and all the sub-dimensions.

Table 2. TEIP scale overall and sub-scale scores with 95% confidence intervals (CI).
Sample N Mean (SD) Lower CI Upper CI t df p d

TEIP overall score
Saudi Arabia 185 4.55 (1.15) 4.39 4.72 8.81 250.23 < .000 1.11
Japan 344 3.75 (.66) 3.68 3.82

Efficacy in instruction
Saudi Arabia 185 4.65 (1.19) 4.48 4.82 8.91 254.23 < .000 1.12
Japan 344 3.80 (.70) 3.73 3.88

Efficacy in collaboration
Saudi Arabia 185 4.48 (1.26) 4.30 4.66 6.81 253.49 < .000 .86
Japan 344 3.79 (.74) 3.71 3.87

Efficacy in managing behaviour
Saudi Arabia 185 4.52 (1.22) 4.52 4.34 8.83 265.95 < .000 1.08
Japan 344 3.64 (.77) 3.56 3.73

TEIP = Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices
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4.4. Self-efficacy as a predictor of attitudes towards inclusive education

Using multiple regression analysis, the mean scores of three sub-scales of the TEIP 
scale were used as a predictor of attitudes towards inclusive education (Table 6). The 
results indicate that teachers’ self-efficacy in inclusive education explained their 
attitudes towards inclusive education in both Saudi Arabia and Japan, although the 
R2 values were relatively low (R2 = 0.093 and 0.038, respectively). For the Saudi 
sample, while the self-efficacy in instruction and in collaboration correlated positively 
and statistically significantly with their attitudes in Table 5, considering the associa
tions of the other subtype of self-efficacy, the individual relationship of them and 
attitudes was not statistically significant. For the Japanese sample, self-efficacy in 
collaboration had a statistically significant effect on their attitudes: the more the 
teachers reported self-efficacy in collaboration, the more positive attitudes the tea
chers showed.

5. Discussion

With the first research question, this study sought to determine whether there is 
a difference between Saudi and Japanese teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education. 
The results of the analysis indicate no difference, with teachers being neither extremely in 
favour of nor against the inclusion of children with special needs. This is consistent with 
the findings of a previous review which indicated that teachers in many studies were 
undecided or neutral in their beliefs about inclusive education (de Boer, Pijl, and Minnaert 
2011).

Regarding the second research question, Japanese teachers’ self-efficacy in overall and 
sub-scale scores was found to be significantly lower than that of their Saudi counterparts. 
However, these results must be interpreted with caution because Japanese people have 
a tendency towards a modesty bias in self-reporting (National Institute for Educational 
Policy Research 2014). When we carefully examined the distribution of responses in each 
TEIP sub-scale (Table 3), around 70% of participants chose 3 (“Disagree somewhat”) or 4 
(“Agree somewhat”) in the Japanese sample, whereas around 50%–60% of Saudi partici
pants chose 5 (“Agree”) or 6 (“Strongly agree”). Therefore, new categorical variables were 
created, one for teachers who were certain in their inability and another for the rest. Based 
on an analysis using the new categorical variables, significantly more Saudi teachers said 
they do not have self-efficacy in making clear expectations about student behaviour 
(item 1) or in collaborating with other school staff and professionals (items 12 and 13). 
The former may be explained in terms of the teachers being conservative due to the 

Table 5. Pearson correlations between the attitudes and TEIP scale overall and sub-scale scores.
1 2 3 4 5

1. Attitude - .234** .258** .261** .157
2. TEIP all .168** - .951*** .929*** .940***
3. Instruction .131* .924*** - .845*** .841***
4. Collaboration .193*** .869*** .731*** - .799***
5. Managing behaviour .122* .884*** .754*** .599*** -

TEIP = Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices; Correlations from the Saudi data are above the diagonal, and correlations 
from the Japanese data are below it; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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predictive aspect of the statements, as they were more comfortable with another item 
regarding controlling the disruptive student behaviour. The latter may be explained in 
terms of the reality of work in practice, as schools may lack teamwork in many respects 
based on individuals’ efforts (Alnahdi 2014). On the other hand, more Japanese teachers 
did not have self-efficacy in informing others about laws and policies relating to inclusion 
(item 16). This is consistent with previous research finding that Japanese teachers’ knowl
edge levels regarding inclusive education were relatively low (Fujii 2014; Ueno and 
Nakamura 2011). Positive associations between teacher knowledge, attitudes and self- 
efficacy have been discussed in previous research (Forlin, Loreman, and Sharma 2014), 
and it is crucial to develop pre- and in-service teacher training in Japan to ensure teachers 
receive the necessary knowledge and skills regarding inclusive education, as pointed out 
in previous studies (Forlin, Kawai, and Higuchi 2015; Ueno and Nakamura 2011).

The third research question concerned whether teachers’ self-efficacy in inclusive 
practices relates to their attitudes towards inclusive education in Saudi Arabia and 
Japan. This study confirms that teachers’ overall and specific self-efficacy is associated 
with their attitudes in all cases except for Saudi teachers’ self-efficacy in managing 
students’ problematic behaviour. This may be because this kind of self-efficacy is high 
among Saudi teachers in general, and variation in attitudes would not have a positive 
impact on it, as it is one of the core competencies teachers believe they should have in 
Saudi society. This is consistent with the finding of a recent study (Alnahdi et al. 2019) that 
a Saudi sample of pre-service teachers was more willing than their Finnish counterparts to 
accept students with behavioural problems in their classrooms.

Finally, the study aimed to identify whether three subtypes of self-efficacy in inclusive 
practices predict teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education in the two countries. It 
was found that the three types of teachers’ self-efficacy jointly explained their attitudes in 
both countries, confirming the importance of developing teachers’ self-efficacy in order to 
positively affect their attitudes. However, no significant individual relationship between 
the three self-efficacy variables and teachers’ attitudes was found in Saudi Arabia. 
A possible explanation for this might be due to the small sample size. Since two 
independent variables (i.e. self-efficacy in instruction and managing behaviour) were 
nearly statistically indicative (p < .10), a future study with a larger sample could reveal 
which subtypes of self-efficacy individually predict Saudi teachers’ attitudes. On the other 
hand, teachers’ self-efficacy in collaboration individually related to their attitudes in 
Japan. This finding supports the work of other studies linking teachers’ self-efficacy in 
collaboration with attitudes, which suggested the need for pre- and in-service teacher 
training in this area (Malinen, Savolainen, and Xu 2013; Savolainen et al. 2012). All in all, 
this study has shown that teachers’ self-efficacy is one of the crucial elements that 
influence their attitudes towards inclusive education in Saudi Arabia and Japan. This 

Table 6. Regression models predicting attitudes towards inclusive education.
Saudi Arabia Japan

Std. Beta t-value p Std. Beta t-value p
Instruction .291 1.660 .099 −.044 −.457 .648
Collaboration .235 1.493 .138 .206 2.627 .009
Managing behaviour −.276 −1.774 .078 .032 .387 .699
Model statistics F3,141 = 4.825 .003 F3,339 = 4.460 .004
R2 .093 .038
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research has posed a question in need of further investigation: how teachers’ self-efficacy 
in inclusive education can be developed? Researchers attempted to evaluate the impact 
of pre- and in-service teacher training programmes related to inclusive education on 
teachers’ self-efficacy in inclusive practices and found that the training resulted in positive 
improvements (Forlin, Loreman, and Sharma 2014; Sharma and Nuttal 2016). Future 
research should be undertaken to explore what and how teacher training programmes 
affect teachers’ self-efficacy in Saudi Arabia and Japan.

6. Limitations and future implications

Although the current study revealed interesting similarities and differences in tea
chers’ attitudes and self-efficacy in implementing inclusive education between Saudi 
Arabia and Japan, there were some limitations. First, the generalisability of these 
results is subject to certain limitations because we collected data using convenience 
sampling. Second, it is unfortunate that the study was not able to collect the data at 
the same time point in Saudi Arabia and Japan. Thus, the credibility of the findings 
subjects to certain limitation. Third, though we utilised the same instruments to 
measure teachers’ self-efficacy and attitudes, the scale was translated into different 
languages (i.e. Arabic and Japanese). Thus, there is a possibility that the translated 
versions of the scale lost certain aspects of the original English version. Further, the 
two studied countries have large cultural differences, which may have affected the 
participants’ response styles. While we have taken modesty bias into account in our 
analysis, further research using more sophisticated methods such as a latent class 
factor analysis is needed to account for extreme response style differences (Morren, 
Gelissen, and Vermunt 2011). Finally, although we found that teachers’ self-efficacy in 
inclusive practices was positively associated with their attitudes towards inclusive 
education in both countries, a causal relationship cannot be conclusively determined 
using cross-sectional data. Therefore, future longitudinal research should explore how 
teachers’ self-efficacy influences their attitudes towards inclusive education in both 
countries.

The main goal of the current study was to determine whether there are similarities 
and differences in teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education and their self-efficacy 
in inclusive practices in Saudi Arabia and Japan, finding no significant differences in 
teachers’ attitudes. The study found some differences in teachers’ self-efficacy in inclu
sive practices, as Saudi teachers were less confident in putting forward clear expecta
tions about student behaviour and in collaborating with other school staff and 
professionals, while Japanese teachers were less confident in their knowledge about 
policies and laws regarding inclusive education. These findings suggest that each 
country should develop pre- and in-service teacher training to improve the relevant 
skills and knowledge levels. One way to improve teachers’ self-efficacy in managing 
students’ problematic behaviour might be to gain and use knowledge of intervention 
approaches regarding student disruptive behaviour such as positive behavioural inter
ventions and supports (PBIS; Närhi et al. 2015). Moreover, collaborative experience in 
a teaching practicum (e.g. practiced planning and conducting a co-taught lesson) for 
pre-service teachers who major in special education and general education may pro
mote their collaborative skills (Hamilton-Jones and Vail 2014). As both countries are in 
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a transitional phase of developing pre-service teacher training regarding inclusive 
education (MEXT 2017a; MOE 2020), the findings of the current study are especially 
useful in considering which contents to include in each country’s teacher education 
programme.

In conclusion, this study supports the idea that comparing inclusive education in 
different countries could provide useful insights for the development of each country’s 
inclusive education (Engelbrecht et al. 2013; Savolainen et al. 2012). Though such an 
approach is challenging and requires paying special attention that is sensitive to cultural 
diversity, the findings from this study as well as future comparative education research 
will help not only researchers but also governments to understand each country’s situa
tion in an international context and to assess the development of each country’s inclusive 
education.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

This project was supported by the Deanship of Scientific Research at Prince Sattam Bin Abdulaziz 
University, Saudi Arabia, under research group #2020/02/11930 [research group #2020/02/11930].

Notes on contributors

Akie Yada, Ph.D., is a researcher in the Department of Education at the University of Jyväskylä, 
Finland. She has worked as a clinical psychologist in a child development centre, child psychiatry 
outpatient clinic, and primary school. Her research specifically focuses on inclusive education, 
comparative education, and teacher training and education.

Ghaleb H. Alnahdi, Ph.D., is a professor at special education department at Prince Sattam bin 
Abdulaziz University in Saudi Arabia. His research interests include inclusive education, intellectual 
disability, and attitudes. His research interests include inclusive education, psychometric analysis, 
intellectual disability, and teacher preparation.

ORCID

Akie Yada http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1944-6793

References

Al-Ahmadi, N. A. 2009. “Teachers’ Perspectives and Attitudes Towards Integrating Students with 
Learning Disabilities in Regular Saudi Public Schools.” PhD diss., Ohio University. 10.1017/ 
CBO9781107415324.004.

Alghazo, E. M., and E. E. N. Gaad. 2004. “General Education Teachers in the United Arab Emirates and 
Their Acceptance of the Inclusion of Students with Disabilities.” British Journal of Special Education 
31 (2): 94–99. doi:10.1111/j.0952-3383.2004.00335.x.

EDUCATIONAL STUDIES 15

https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0952-3383.2004.00335.x


Aljlamdah, F. 2014. “Attitudes of Primary and Middle School Teachers and Administrators about the 
Integration of Students with Special Needs in Regular Schools in Kingdom of Saudi Arabia.” 
Special Education Journal 9: 155–193.

Alnahdi, Ghaleb. H. 2014. “Special Education Programs for Students with Intellectual Disability in 
Saudi Arabia: Issues and Recommendations.” The Journal of the International Association of Special 
Education 15 (1): 83–91.

Alnahdi, Ghaleb H., Timo Saloviita, and Ayman Elhadi. 2019. “Inclusive Education in Saudi Arabia and 
Finland: Pre-Service Teachers’ Attitudes.” Support for Learning 34 (1): 71–85. https://doi.org/10. 
1111/1467-9604.12239 .

Alnahdi, Ghaleb. H. 2019a. “Rasch Validation of the Arabic Version of the Teacher Efficacy for 
Inclusive Practices (TEIP)Scale.” Studies in Educational Evaluation 62: 104–10. https://doi.org/10. 
1016/j.stueduc.2019.05.004 .

Alnahdi, Ghaleb. H. 2019b. “The Arabic Version of the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices (TEIP- 
AR) Scale: A Construct Validity Study.” Cogent Education 6 (1): 1618516. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
2331186X.2019.1618516 .

Alquraini, T. A. 2011. “Teachers’ Perspectives of Inclusion of the Students with Severe Disabilities in 
Elementary Schools in Saudi Arabia.” PhD diss, Ohio University.

Althabet, I. N. 2002. “Perceptions of Teachers of Mental Retardation regarding Their Preparation 
Program at King Saud University in Saudi Arabia.” PhD diss., University of South Florida.

AlWadaani, N. Z. 2013. “Inclusion in Early Childhood Classrooms in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia.” 
Master’s thesis, University of British Columbia.

Avramidis, E., A. Toulia, C. Tsihouridis, and V. Strogilos. 2019. “Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Inclusion 
and Their Self-Efficacy for Inclusive Practices as Predictors of Willingness to Implement Peer 
Tutoring.” Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs 19 (S1): 49–59. doi:10.1111/1471- 
3802.12477.

Avramidis, E., and B. Norwich. 2002. “Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Integration/Inclusion: A Review of 
the Literature.” European Journal of Special Needs Education 17 (2): 129–147. doi:10.1080/ 
08856250210129056.

Bandura, A. 1997. Self-Efficacy: The Exercise of Control. New York: Freeman. https://doi.org/10.1002/ 
9780470479216.corpsy0836 .

Bjerke, B., and A. Abdulrahim. 1993. “Culture's Consequences: Management in Saudi Arabia.” 
Leadership & Organization Development Journal 14 (2): 30–35. doi:10.1108/01437739310032700

Björn, P. M., M. T. Aro, T. K. Koponen, L. S. Fuchs, and D. H. Fuchs. 2016. “The Many Faces of Special 
Education within RTI Frameworks in the United States and Finland.” Learning Disability Quarterly 
39 (1): 58–66. doi:10.1177/0731948715594787.

Borisoff, D., and D. A. Victor. 1989. Conflict Management: A Communication Skills Approach. 
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Committee of Elementary and Lower Secondary Education in the Central Council for Education. 
2012. “Kyoseishakai No Keisei Ni Muketa Inkuru-Shibukyoikushisutemukochiku No Tame No 
Tokubetsushienkyoiku No Suishin [A Report about the Development of Special Needs 
Education in order to Construct Inclusive Education System toward Creating Co-Existent 
Society].” Accessed 16 March 2021. http://www.mext.go.jp/b_menu/shingi/chukyo/chukyo0/gijir 
oku/__icsFiles/afieldfile/2012/07/24/1323733_8.pdf 

de Boer, A., S. J. Pijl, and A. Minnaert. 2011. “Regular Primary Schoolteachers’ Attitudes Towards 
Inclusive Education: A Review of the Literature.” International Journal of Inclusive Education 15 (3): 
331–353. doi:10.1080/13603110903030089.

Desombre, C., M. Lamotte, and M. Jury. 2019. “French Teachers’ General Attitude toward Inclusion: 
The Indirect Effect of Teacher Efficacy.” Educational Psychology 39 (1): 38–50. doi:10.1080/ 
01443410.2018.1472219.

Emerson, R. W. 2015. “Convenience Sampling, Random Sampling, and Snowball Sampling: How 
Does Sampling Affect the Validity of Research?” Journal of Visual Impairment & Blindness 109 (2): 
164–168. doi:10.1177/0145482X1510900215.

16 A. YADA AND G. H. ALNAHDI

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9604.12239
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9604.12239
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2019.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2019.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2019.1618516
https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2019.1618516
https://doi.org/10.1111/1471-3802.12477
https://doi.org/10.1111/1471-3802.12477
https://doi.org/10.1080/08856250210129056
https://doi.org/10.1080/08856250210129056
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470479216.corpsy0836
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470479216.corpsy0836
https://doi.org/10.1108/01437739310032700
https://doi.org/10.1177/0731948715594787
http://www.mext.go.jp/b_menu/shingi/chukyo/chukyo0/gijiroku/__icsFiles/afieldfile/2012/07/24/1323733_8.pdf
http://www.mext.go.jp/b_menu/shingi/chukyo/chukyo0/gijiroku/__icsFiles/afieldfile/2012/07/24/1323733_8.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603110903030089
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2018.1472219
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2018.1472219
https://doi.org/10.1177/0145482X1510900215


Engelbrecht, P., H. Savolainen, M. Nel, and O.-P. Malinen. 2013. “How Cultural Histories Shape South 
African and Finnish Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Inclusive Education: A Comparative Analysis.” 
European Journal of Special Needs Education 28 (3): 305–318. doi:10.1080/08856257.2013.777529.

Forlin, C., C. Earle, T. Loreman, and U. Sharma. 2011. “The Sentiments, Attitudes, and Concerns about 
Inclusive Education Revised (SACIE-R) Scale for Measuring Pre-Service Teachers’ Perceptions 
about Inclusion.” Exceptionality Education International 21 (3): 50–65. doi:10.5206/eei.v21i3.7682.

Forlin, C., N. Kawai, and S. Higuchi. 2015. “Educational Reform in Japan Towards Inclusion: Are We 
Training Teachers for Success?” International Journal of Inclusive Education 19 (3): 314–331. 
doi:10.1080/13603116.2014.930519.

Forlin, C., T. Loreman, and U. Sharma. 2014. “A System-Wide Professional Learning Approach about 
Inclusion for Teachers in Hong Kong.” Asia-Pacific Journal of Teacher Education 42 (3): 247–260. 
doi:10.1080/1359866X.2014.906564.

Fujii, N. 2014. “Inkuru-Shibukyoikushisutemukochiku No Hokosei Ni Kansuru Kento: Kyoshokuin Ni 
Taisuru Ki-Wa-Do No Ninchidochosa Wo Toshite [Study into the Directions in Building the 
Inclusive Education System: Through Teaching Staff Survey on Keyword Awareness].” Bulletin of 
Center for Educational Research and Practice, Akita University 36: 89–98.

Hakeem, A. A. 2009. “Attitudes of Teachers of Primary and Middle Schools in Mecca Towards the 
Policy of Inclusion in Public Schools: Comparative Study.” College of Education Journal in Benha 
79 (19): 188–214.

Hamilton-Jones, B. M., and C. O. Vail. 2014. “Preparing Special Educators for Collaboration in the 
Classroom: Pre-Service Teachers’ Beliefs and Perspectives.” International Journal of Special 
Education 29 (1): 76–86.

Han, C.-W., A. Kohara, N. Yano, and M. Aoki. 2013. “The Current Situation and Issues of Inclusive 
Education for Special Needs Education in Japan [In Japanese].” Bulletin of Faculty of Education 
University of the Ryukyus 83: 113–120.

Hofstede, G., G. J. Hofstede, and M. Minkov. 2010. Cultures and Organizations: Software of the Mind. 
Vol. 3. New York: Mcgraw-hill.

Hu, L., and P. M. Bentler. 1999. “Cutoff Criteria for Fit Indexes in Covariance Structure Analysis: 
Conventional Criteria versus New Alternatives.” Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary 
Journal 6 (1): 1–55. doi:10.1080/10705519909540118.

IBM (International Business Machines Corporation). 2016. “SPSS Statistics 24.0.” Accessed 16 March 
2021. https://www.ibm.com/analytics/spss-statistics-software 

Ichikawa, N. 2014. “A Study of Non-Attendance at School: In Consideration of the Students with 
Developmental Handicaps [In Japanese].” Bulletin of Shiraume Gakuen University 50: 81–97.

Jahnukainen, M. 2011. “Different Strategies, Different Outcomes? The History and Trends of the 
Inclusive and Special Education in Alberta (Canada) and in Finland.” Scandinavian Journal of 
Educational Research 55 (5): 489–502. doi:10.1080/00313831.2010.537689.

Klassen, R. M., V. M. C. Tze, S. M. Betts, and K. A. Gordon. 2011. “Teacher Efficacy Research 1998-2009: 
Signs of Progress or Unfulfilled Promise?” Educational Psychology Review 23 (1): 21–43. 
doi:10.1007/s10648-010-9141-8.

Lenhard, W., and A. Lenhard. 2016. Calculation of Effect Sizes. Dettelbach, Germany: Psychometrica. 
Accessed 16 March 2021. https://www.psychometrica.de/effect_size.html 

Leyser, Y., G. Kapperman, and R. Keller. 1994. “Teacher Attitudes toward Mainstreaming: A Cross- 
cultural Study in Six Nations.” European Journal of Special Needs Education 9 (1): 1–15. 
doi:10.1080/0885625940090101.

Malinen, O.-P., H. Savolainen, and J. Xu. 2012. “Beijing In-Service Teachers’ Self-Efficacy and Attitudes 
Towards Inclusive Education.” Teaching and Teacher Education 28 (4): 526–534. doi:10.1016/j. 
tate.2011.12.004.

Malinen, O.-P., H. Savolainen, and J. Xu. 2013. “Dimensions of Teacher Self-Efficacy for Inclusive 
Practices among Mainland Chinese Pre-Service Teachers.” Journal of International Special Needs 
Education 16 (2): 82–93. doi:10.9782/2159-4341-16.2.82.

Markus, H. R., and S. Kitayama. 1991. “Culture and the Self: Implications for Cognition, Emotion, and 
Motivation.” Psychological Review 98 (2): 224–253. doi:10.1037/0033-295X.98.2.224.

EDUCATIONAL STUDIES 17

https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2013.777529
https://doi.org/10.5206/eei.v21i3.7682
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2014.930519
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359866X.2014.906564
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://www.ibm.com/analytics/spss-statistics-software
https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2010.537689
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-010-9141-8
https://www.psychometrica.de/effect_size.html
https://doi.org/10.1080/0885625940090101
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2011.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2011.12.004
https://doi.org/10.9782/2159-4341-16.2.82
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.98.2.224


Meijer, C. J. W., and S. F. Foster. 1988. “The Effect of Teacher Self-Efficacy on Referral Chance.” The 
Journal of Special Education 22 (3): 378–385. doi:10.1177/002246698802200309.

MEXT (Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology). 2007. “Fosterage of Special 
Needs Education (Notification) [In Japanese].” Accessed 16 March 2021. https://www.mext.go.jp/ 
b_menu/hakusho/nc/07050101/001.pdf 

MEXT. 2017a. “Kyoshokukateininteishinsei No Tebiki [Guideline for Teacher Training Program 
Reauthorization Application].” Accessed 16 March 2021. http://www.mext.go.jp/component/a_ 
menu/education/detail/__icsFiles/afieldfile/2018/01/16/1399047.pdf 

MEXT. 2017b. “Tokubetsushienkyoikushiryo [Statistics of Special Needs Education].” Accessed 16 
March 2021. http://www.mext.go.jp/a_menu/shotou/tokubetu/material/1406456.htm 

Miyoshi, M. 2009. “Tokubetsushienkyoiku To Inkuru-shibukyoiku No Setten No Tankyu: Nihon 
Niokeru Inkuru-shibukyoikuteichaku No Kanosei [A Study on Contact between Special Support 
Education and Inclusive Education: Possibility of Establishment of Inclusive Education Practice].” 
Department Bulletin of Human and Environmental Studies, Kyoto University 18: 27–37

Moberg, S., E. Muta, K. Korenaga, M. Kuorelahti, and H. Savolainen. 2019. “Struggling for Inclusive 
Education in Japan and Finland: Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Inclusive Education].” European 
Journal of Special Needs Education. doi:10.1080/08856257.2019.1615800.

MOE (Ministry of Education). 2020. “The General Framework for Developing Teacher Preparation 
Programs in Saudi Universities [In Arabic].” Accessed 16 March 2021. https://departments.moe. 
gov.sa/PlanningDevelopment/RelatedDepartments/committee/Pages/default.aspx 

Morren, M., J. P. Gelissen, and J. K. Vermunt. 2011. “Dealing with Extreme Response Style in 
Cross-Cultural Research: A Restricted Latent Class Factor Analysis Approach.” Sociological 
Methodology 41 (1): 13–47. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9531.2011.01238.x.

Muta, E. 2002. “Tokushukyoiku Kara Tokubetsushienkyoiku He [From Special Education to Special 
Needs Education].” The Annual Report of Educational Psychology in Japan 41: 124–131.

Muthén, L. K., and B. O. Muthén. 2012. Mplus Version 7 [Computer Software]. Los Angeles, CA: Muthén 
& Muthén.

Nagano, M., and L. A. Weinberg. 2012. “The Legal Framework for Inclusion of Students with 
Disabilities: A Comparative Analysis of Japan and United States.” International Journal of Special 
Education 27 (1): 128–143.

Närhi, V., T. Kiiski, S. Peitso, and H. Savolainen. 2015. “Reducing Disruptive Behaviours and Improving 
Learning Climates with Class-Wide Positive Behaviour Support in Middle Schools.” European 
Journal of Special Needs Education 30 (2): 274–285. doi:10.1080/08856257.2014.986913.

National Institute for Educational Policy Research. 2014. Kyoinkankyo No Kokusaihikaku: OECD 
Kokusaishidokankyochosa (TALIS) Nisenjusannen Chosa- Kekkahokokusho [International 
Comparison of Teacher Environment: A Result Report of Teaching and Learning International 
Survey (TALIS) 2013]. Tokyo: Akashishoten.

Petkova, D. P. 2015. “Beyond Silence: A Cross-Cultural Comparison between Finnish “Quietude” and 
Japanese “Tranquility”. Eastern Academic Journal 4: 1–14.

Saloviita, T. 2020. “Teacher Attitudes Towards the Inclusion of Students with Support Needs.” 
Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs 20 (1): 64–73. doi:10.1111/1471-3802.12466.

Savolainen, H., P. Engelbrecht, M. Nel, and O.-P. Malinen. 2012. “Understanding Teachers’ Attitudes 
and Self-Efficacy in Inclusive Education: Implications for Pre-Service and In-Service Teacher 
Education.” European Journal of Special Needs Education 27 (1): 51–68. doi:10.1080/ 
08856257.2011.613603

Sharma, U., and A. Nuttal. 2016. “The Impact of Training on Pre-Service Teacher Attitudes, Concerns, 
and Efficacy Towards Inclusion.” Asia-Pacific Journal of Teacher Education 44 (2): 142–155. 
doi:10.1080/1359866X.2015.1081672.

Sharma, U., and D. K. Jacobs. 2016. “Predicting In-Service Educators’ Intentions to Teach in Inclusive 
Classrooms in India and Australia.” Teaching and Teacher Education 55: 13–23. doi:10.1016/j. 
tate.2015.12.004.

18 A. YADA AND G. H. ALNAHDI

https://doi.org/10.1177/002246698802200309
https://www.mext.go.jp/b_menu/hakusho/nc/07050101/001.pdf
https://www.mext.go.jp/b_menu/hakusho/nc/07050101/001.pdf
http://www.mext.go.jp/component/a_menu/education/detail/__icsFiles/afieldfile/2018/01/16/1399047.pdf
http://www.mext.go.jp/component/a_menu/education/detail/__icsFiles/afieldfile/2018/01/16/1399047.pdf
http://www.mext.go.jp/a_menu/shotou/tokubetu/material/1406456.htm
https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2019.1615800
https://departments.moe.gov.sa/PlanningDevelopment/RelatedDepartments/committee/Pages/default.aspx
https://departments.moe.gov.sa/PlanningDevelopment/RelatedDepartments/committee/Pages/default.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9531.2011.01238.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2014.986913
https://doi.org/10.1111/1471-3802.12466
https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2011.613603
https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2011.613603
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359866X.2015.1081672
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2015.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2015.12.004


Sharma, U., P. Aiello, E. M. Pace, P. Round, and P. Subban. 2018. “In-Service Teachers’ Attitudes, 
Concerns, Efficacy and Intentions to Teach in Inclusive Classrooms: An International Comparison 
of Australian and Italian Teachers.” European Journal of Special Needs Education 33 (3): 437–446. 
doi:10.1080/08856257.2017.1361139.

Sharma, U., T. Loreman, and C. Forlin. 2012. “Measuring Teacher Efficacy to Implement Inclusive 
Practices.” Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs 12 (1): 12–21. doi:10.1111/j.1471- 
3802.2011.01200.x.

Song, J. 2016. “Inclusive Education in Japan and Korea: Japanese and Korean Teachers’ Self-Efficacy 
and Attitudes Towards Inclusive Education.” Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs 
16 (1): 643–648. doi:10.1111/1471-3802.12324.

Tschannen-Moran, Megan, Anita Woolfolk Hoy, and Wayne K Hoy. 1998. “Teacher Efficacy: Its 
Meaning and Measure.” Review of Educational Research 68 (2): 202–48. doi:10.3102/ 
00346543068002202.

Ueno, K., and K. Nakamura. 2011. “Inkuru-Jonkyoiku Ni Taisuru Tsujogakkyukyoin No Ishiki Ni Tsuite 
[A Study of Awareness of Inclusion Education among Regular-Class Teachers in Elementary 
Schools].” Journal of Health and Sports Science Juntendo University 3 (2): 112–117. http://library. 
sakura.juntendo.ac.jp/bunken/kiyou/vol60/vol60_p112.pdf .

UNESCO (United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization). 1994. “The Salamanca 
Statement and Framework for Action on Special Needs Education.” Accessed 16 March 2021. 
http://www.unesco.org/education/pdf/SALAMA_E.PDF 

UNESCO. 2005. “Guidelines for Inclusion: Ensuring Access to Education for All.” Accessed 16 March 
2021. https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000140224?posInSet=1&queryId=2012ce77- 
1b8f-46c9-afa5-a27cf905fcd4 

United Nations. 2006. “Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities.” Accessed 28 June 
2021. http://www.un.org/disabilities/documents/convention/convoptprot-e.pdf 

United Nations General Assembly. 2015. “Transforming Our World: The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development.” Accessed 28 June 2021. http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/ 
70/L.1 

Weisel, A., and O. Dror. 2006. “School Climate, Sense of Efficacy and Israeli Teachers’ Attitudes 
toward Inclusion of Students with Special Needs.” Education, Citizenship and Social Justice 1 (2): 
157–174. doi:10.1177/1746197906064677.

Yada, Akie, and Hannu Savolainen. 2017. “Japanese In-Service Teachers’ Attitudes towards Inclusive 
Education and Self-Efficacy for Inclusive Practices.” Teaching and Teacher Education 64: 222–29.

Yada, Akie, Asko Tolvanen, and Hannu Savolainen. 2018. “Teachers’ Attitudes and Self-Efficacy on 
Implementing Inclusive Education in Japan and Finland: A Comparative Study Using Multi-Group 
Structural Equation Modelling.” Teaching and Teacher Education 75: 343–55. https://doi.org/10. 
1016/j.tate.2018.07.011 .

Yawata, Y. 2006. “Shogaijikyoiku Ni Okeru Jissenkadai to Rekishitekihaikei [A Historical Study of the 
Practice Subject in Education of the Disabled].” Bulletin of Naruto University of Education 21: 
112–120. https://naruto.repo.nii.ac.jp/?action=pages_view_main&active_action=repository_ 
view_main_item_detail&item_id=27634&item_no=1&page_id=13&block_id=33.

EDUCATIONAL STUDIES 19

https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2017.1361139
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-3802.2011.01200.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-3802.2011.01200.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1471-3802.12324
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543068002202
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543068002202
http://library.sakura.juntendo.ac.jp/bunken/kiyou/vol60/vol60_p112.pdf
http://library.sakura.juntendo.ac.jp/bunken/kiyou/vol60/vol60_p112.pdf
http://www.unesco.org/education/pdf/SALAMA_E.PDF
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000140224?posInSet=1%26queryId=2012ce77-1b8f-46c9-afa5-a27cf905fcd4
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000140224?posInSet=1%26queryId=2012ce77-1b8f-46c9-afa5-a27cf905fcd4
http://www.un.org/disabilities/documents/convention/convoptprot-e.pdf
http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/70/L.1
http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/70/L.1
https://doi.org/10.1177/1746197906064677
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2018.07.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2018.07.011
https://naruto.repo.nii.ac.jp/?action=pages_view_main%26active_action=repository_view_main_item_detail%26item_id=27634%26item_no=1%26page_id=13%26block_id=33
https://naruto.repo.nii.ac.jp/?action=pages_view_main%26active_action=repository_view_main_item_detail%26item_id=27634%26item_no=1%26page_id=13%26block_id=33

	Abstract
	1. Introduction
	2. Literature review
	2.1. Teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education
	2.2. Teachers’ self-efficacy in implementing inclusive education
	2.3. Situation of inclusive education in Saudi Arabia and Japan
	Inclusive education in Saudi Arabia
	Inclusive education in Japan

	2.4. Research questions

	3. Method
	3.1. Participants
	3.2. Research instruments
	3.3. Data analysis

	4. Results
	4.1. Saudi and Japanese teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education
	4.2. Saudi and Japanese teachers’ self-efficacy in inclusive practices
	4.3. Correlation between teachers’ self-efficacy in inclusive practices and attitudes towards inclusive education
	4.4. Self-efficacy as a predictor of attitudes towards inclusive education

	5. Discussion
	6. Limitations and future implications
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	Notes on contributors
	ORCID
	References



