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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to understand the status and influential factors of preschool teachers’
attitudes towards inclusive education, given the evidence that attitudes predict successful inclusion
for young children with or at risk for developmental delays or disabilities. We translated the
Multidimensional Attitudes Toward Inclusive Education Scale (MATIES, Mahat, 2008) to Simplified
Chinese (MATIES-C). We then administered the MATIE-C to a representative sample of in-service
preschool teachers (N¼ 481) in Beijing, China. The confirmative factor analysis and reliability tests
suggested an acceptable construct validity and internal reliability of the MATIES-C. We also found
preschool teachers in Beijing held positive attitudes towards inclusion across cognitive, affective, and
behavioral dimensions of attitudes. The ANOVA results indicate teachers’ experience and knowledge
about children with disabilities had statistically positive associations with favorable attitudes.
Preschool area, teacher age, and educational background were also found to have a statistically
significant impact on teacher attitudes.

Keywords: preschool teacher attitudes, inclusive education, early childhood special education, teacher education

EXAMINATION OF CHINESE TEACHERS’ ATTITUDES
TOWARDS INCLUSIVE EDUCATION

Inclusive education has become a global effort to ensure the

right to education for all children regardless of their abilities

and backgrounds (e.g., UNESCO, 2005; Individuals with

Disabilities Education Act, 2004). Since the 1980s,

inclusive education has received increasing attention in

China (Deng & Zhao, 2019). The Revised Compulsory

Education Law of the People’s Republic of China (National

People’s Congress, 2006b) states that regular schools

should include children with disabilities who can study in

the general classroom and provide assistance in learning

rehabilitation for students with disabilities. However, no

legislation in China mandates general education schools to

provide a free and appropriate education for students with

disabilities. As an educational reform, opening general

education classrooms to children with disabilities was

implemented as a series of pilot projects, mostly in

economically and culturally developed cities (Deng &

Manset, 2000). These pilot projects, however, typically

required students with disabilities to meet a specific set of

criteria (e.g., minimal disruptive behaviors) to be enrolled

in regular classrooms (Deng & Poon-McBrayer, 2012). In

addition, simply placing students with disabilities in regular

classrooms may not guarantee targeted supports, especially

when most general education teachers may receive

minimum preparation (e.g., one course in special education

during a four-year undergraduate program of study) in

inclusive education (Deng & Zhao, 2019). Thus, inclusive

education in China continues to be only accessible for a

limited number of students with disabilities.

Although the Revised Compulsory Education Law of the

People’s Republic of China (National People’s Congress,

2006b) only applied to students attending elementary

school through high school, the Chinese government has an

increasing interest in extending the promotion of inclusive

education to early care and education. The Revised People’s

Republic of China on Protection of Disabled Persons Act

(National People’s Congress, 2008) clearly stated that

young children with disabilities have the right to attend

public early childhood programs. According to the Eleventh

Five-Year Plan (National People’s Congress, 2006a), public

schools should strive to provide quality resources and

qualified personnel to meet the increasing needs for early

intervention and early childhood special education services.

In short, both educational legislation and national plans

suggest that public preschool inclusion should be the

primary avenue for providing education for young children

with disabilities in China.

Beijing, as the capital city, has always played a

leadership role in educational innovations and reforms.

With the central government’s financial and policy

supports, the city of Beijing committed to leading preschool

inclusion (Beijing Municipal Commission of Education
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[BMCE], 2010; Hu et al., 2011). To support early childhood

inclusion, the BMCE implemented a series of pilot projects

beginning in 2004. Initially, four programs participated

with an additional 16 public preschools (i.e., geographi-

cally representing each of the 16 school districts in Beijing)

added between 2006 and 2008, with the number of pilot

inclusion preschools in Beijing more recently increasing to

around 70 (Cao, 2011).

Nevertheless, as a complicated endeavor that demands

collective efforts from various stakeholders, early inclusive

education is still in its infancy within mainland China (Hu

& Szente, 2010; Kritzer, 2011. Specifically, compared to

the percent of students with disabilities who have access to

general education (i.e., 49.15%), only 2% of under-school-

age children with disabilities were enrolled in general

education (National Bureau of Statistics of the People’s

Republic of China, 2012; The Ministry of Education of

People’s Republic of China, 2019). Scholars have identified

several challenges that inhibit quality inclusive education in

Chinese contexts. Those challenges include the lack of an

early screening and referral system, the lack of legislative

support and financial resources, the lack of collaboration

and teaming among professionals, and the lack of strong

personnel preparation and professional development pro-

grams to prepare teachers who are competent and confident

in implementing inclusive practices (Malinen, 2013).

Furthermore, a limited evidence base exists to provide

sufficient information about how to effectively promote

preschool inclusion in Chinese contexts, pointing to a

significant need for further investigation (Deng & Poon-

McBrayer, 2012; Kritzer, 2011). The purpose of the current

study is to understand Chinese preschool teachers’ attitudes

towards inclusive education given the evidence that

attitudes are a significant predictor of successful inclusion

for young children with or at risk for developmental delays

or disabilities in educational settings (Smith et al., 2015).

Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Inclusive Education

Over several decades, teachers’ attitudes have been

recognized as a critical factor in the success of inclusive

education across different cultural, social, and economic

contexts (European Agency for Development in Special

Needs Education, 2011 Smith et al., 2015). In the United

States, a national survey revealed that teachers’ beliefs and

attitudes were identified as the highest-rated category of

challenges to quality preschool inclusion (Barton & Smith,

2015). In its report Guidelines for Inclusion: Ensuring Access

to Education for All, UNESCO (2005) urged that overcom-

ing negative attitudes and values about inclusion is one of

the key steps to move from exclusion to inclusion in

education.

The key reason for studying attitudes lies in the

assertion that attitudes are among the best predictors of

behavioral intentions (Ajzen, 2011). A more favorable

attitude is associated with a stronger intention to perform

the behavior; thus, examining an individual’s attitudes

can help understand their behaviors (Ajzen, 1991). With

an international trend towards inclusive education,

worldwide researchers have conducted a significant

number of studies to examine teachers’ attitudes toward

inclusive education.

Since the 1980s, scholars across multiple countries

have examined teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive

education for students of all age groups. Two main

research questions have been addressed in these studies:

1) What are teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion (i.e.,

positive, moderate, or negative)? and 2) What factors

impact teachers’ attitudes? Some studies suggested that

teachers had positive attitudes towards including students

with disabilities in general education classrooms (e.g.,

Bhatnagar & Das, 2013; Krischler & Pit-ten Cate, 2018).

In contrast, other studies indicated either negative (e.g.,

Vaughn et al., 1996) or moderate (e.g., Blackman et al.,

2012) teacher attitudes towards inclusion. Those contra-

dictory findings were influenced by teacher-level or

environmental-level factors (Avramidis & Norwich,

2002).

Regarding factors that influence teachers’ attitudes, the

majority of scholars agree that teachers’ knowledge (e.g.,

training in special education or inclusive education;

Avramidis et al., 2000) and experiences (e.g., personal

and professional experiences with people with disabilities;

Avramidis & Kalyva, 2007; Parasuram, 2006) are the two

major categories of factors that impact attitudes towards

inclusion. Overall, the research found a positive association

between knowledge/experience and favorable attitudes.

The more educated and experienced a teacher is about

people with disabilities or inclusive education, the more

positive their attitudes are (Beacham & Rouse, 2012).

Other factors, including gender, age, type and severity

of the disability (Cook, 2001; De Boer et al., 2011), class

size (Gu, 2009), and available supports and resources

(Walker, 2012) were also found to influence teacher

attitudes towards inclusion. Through an international lens,

Forlin et al. (2009) compared attitudes about inclusive

education among pre-service teachers from Canada, Hong

Kong, Australia, and Singapore. They revealed a range of

variables (i.e., level of qualification, previous training,

previous teaching experience regarding students with

disabilities) affected the change of pre-service teachers’

attitudes and perceptions about inclusive education.

Similarly, Mónico et al. (2018) found that in-service

teachers’ attitudes differ by country and additional training

is a key aspect influencing attitudes. In summary, scholars

across continents agree that the investigation of teachers’

attitudes towards inclusive education plays a significant

role as we progress towards quality inclusive education for

all.
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Current Study

Several attitude studies in mainland China also found

that knowledge and experience were critical factors

influencing attitudes (e.g., Centeio, 2014; Deng, 2008;

Gu, 2009; Malinen, 2013). There are four main gaps,

however, that exist in the literature of Chinese teachers’

attitudes towards inclusive education. First, few attitude

studies have adopted a well-established theoretical frame-

work to delineate the multiple aspects of attitudes. Second,

most studies have focused on school-age teachers’ attitudes

towards inclusive education, while limited research has

explored preschool teachers’ attitudes. Third, the field

lacks psychometrically sound instruments in Chinese to

measure attitudes towards various aspects of inclusive

education. Fourth, most of the prior studies used

convenience sampling methods, thereby compromising

the representativity of the results. The purpose of this study

is to close those literature gaps and obtain an accurate

picture of Beijing preschool teachers’ attitudes towards

inclusive education via the lens of the theory of planned

behavior (Ajzen, 1991) and the theory of multidimensional

attitudes (Mahat, 2008). We also aim to put forward a

psychometrically validated attitude scale in Chinese.

Conceptual FrameworkThe conceptual framework

(See Figure 1) of this study centers on the theory of

multidimensional attitudes (Mahat, 2008), which origi-

nates from the theory of planned behavior (TPB, Ajzen,

1991). According to TPB, the most critical determinant of a

person’s behavior is behavior intent. There are three

conceptually independent determinants of intentions

(Ajzen, 2011): attitudes toward the behavior, subjective

norms and the degree of perceived behavioral control. In

line with TPB, the formation of intentions is influenced by

three aspects of attitudes (i.e., multidimensional attitudes),

including 1) attitudes toward the behavior (i.e., behavioral

attitudes), 2) attitudes that are framed by subjective norms

- perceived social pressure to perform or not perform the

behavior (i.e., cognitive attitudes), and 3) attitudes that are

impacted by perceived behavioral control - perceived ease

or difficulty of performing the behavior (i.e., affective

attitude).

Research QuestionsThree research questions guided

this study: (1) What are the validity and reliability of the

Chinese version of the Multidimensional Attitudes Towards

Inclusive Education Scale in the present data? (2) What is the

current status of Beijing preschool teachers’ attitudes

towards inclusive education? (3) What are the associations

between teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education

and teacher characteristics?

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Multidimensional Attitudes Toward Inclusive
Education Scale

We selected the MATIE (Mahat, 2008) for (1) its

psychometric adequacy, (2) its repeated use by other

researchers (Barnes & Gaines, 2015; DeBoer et al., 2012;

Gaines & Barnes, 2017; Srivastava et al., 2017; Weng et al.,

2015; Yan & Sin, 2015), (3) its theoretical relevance to the

current study, and (4) its brevity and easy administration

(DeVellis, 2016). The MATIES has 18 items that measure

affective (items 1-6), cognitive (items 7-12) and behavioral

(items 13-18) dimensions of attitudes towards inclusion.

Participants are asked to rate each item on a six-point

rating scale of (1) strongly agree, (2) agree, (3) somewhat

agree , (4) somewhat disagree, (5) disagree, and (6)

strongly disagree. Higher points indicate more positive

attitudes towards inclusive education. Models within both

item response theory and classical test theory were applied

by Mahat (2008) to construct and calibrate items and

subscales of the MATIES. The results of Mahat’s initial

study (2008) suggest the final three subscales successfully

met standards for internal reliability (i.e., alpha coefficients

between .78 and .91) based on Cronback and colleagues’

(1965) recommendation, content validity, construct valid-

ity, criterion validity, and convergent validity.

Chinese Translation of MATIES

Dr. Mahat, the MATIES developer, granted permission

for developing the Chinese version of the MATIES. We

deployed forward and backward translation, a minimum

requirement for cross-cultural adaptation of established

scales (Brislin, 1970), to validate the translation accuracy.

The first author completed the forward-translation (i.e.,

English to Chinese). The translated MATIES items were

reviewed and discussed by an expert panel to test working

acceptability. The expert panel comprised the first author,

the fourth author, and two Chinese preschool directors

(i.e., the fifth and sixth authors). The first author revised

the translations based on the feedback from the expert

panel. Two Ph.D. students in special education then

completed back-translation (i.e., Chinese to English). The

original MATIES and the back-translated English versions

Figure 1: Conceptual Framework
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were compared, and inconsistencies were resolved through

consensus meetings. The Chinese version was finalized

when no dispute or new suggestions remained. All

individuals involved in the translation are fluent in both

languages and experts in special education. In MATIES,

inclusive education was defined as ‘‘the education of all

students in age-appropriate regular classrooms, regardless

of the degree or severity of a disability. It involves students

accessing the regular curriculum with the necessary

support, and within a welcoming social atmosphere.’’ For

the current study, we adapted this definition by direct

translation and we also contextualized the definition of

inclusive education to reflect the Chinese culture. Specif-

ically, we described the concept of ‘‘learning in regular

classrooms’’ - a special term that was put forward by

leading educators and scholars to describe inclusive

education in mainland China (Deng & Manset, 2000).

Sampling and Participant Recruitment

Participants were in-service teachers from preschools

in Beijing, China. Upon IRB approval of the first author’s

university, we applied a stratified random sampling

approach (Cozby & Bates, 2015) to recruit preschools

from Beijing municipality. Beijing includes 16 districts

divided into urban, suburban, and rural areas. Based on

the latest nationwide census reports (National Bureau of

Statistics of the People’s Republic of China, 2012), the

population of urban, suburban, and rural areas is

11,716,620 (59.74%), 6,321,797 (32.23%), and

1,573,951 (8.01%) respectively. Seven sample districts

(i.e., urban: Haidian, Xicheng, Dongcheng; suburban:

Changping, Tongzhou; rural: Yanqing, Miyun) were

selected to represent urban, suburban, and rural areas.

We used a random number generator created by

Randomness and Integrity Services Ltd. (https://www.

random.org/) to finalize a recruitment list of preschools,

including 24 (i.e., 60%) urban preschools, 12 (i.e., 30%)

suburban preschools, and four (i.e., 10%) rural preschools.

This composition of the sample proportionately (6:3:1)

represents the population of the urban, suburban, and

rural districts in Beijing.

We contacted preschool administrators of each of the

selected seven districts by email or phone. All of them

agreed to participate and then received a link to the online

survey in their email or via Wechat, an online communi-

cation application (https://web.wechat.com/). The survey

included a description of the study, an informed consent

form, a demographic information form, and the MATIES-

C. The online survey server Wenjuanxing.cn was used for

formatting the survey. The administrators then invited the

sampled preschool principals to distribute the survey to

their teachers. The principals were asked to invite all

teachers who were practicing teaching in classrooms at the

time of recruitment, which may include teachers who also

had administration roles (e.g., curricular director, assistant

director). The participation to the survey was anonymous

and voluntary; no incentives were provided to the district

administrators, preschool principals, or teachers. Only the

researchers had access to the survey responses. The total

number of recorded responses was 481 with no missing

data, as all questions in the survey were set as required.

Thus, all 481 responses entered analysis. Table 1 presents a

summary of respondent characteristics.

Data Analysis

Data analyses consisted of two phases. The first phase

involved using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to

examine the validity of MATIES-C via the Lavaan package

in R (Rosseel, 2012) and conducting an internal reliability

test in R (R Core Team, 2017). The second phase involved

running a series of analyses of variance (ANOVA) to exam

the associations between teachers’ multidimensional atti-

tudes towards inclusive education and teacher variables via

SPSS 25.0 (IBM, 2017).

The CFA parameters were estimated using robust

maximum likelihood estimation (MLR estimator), robust to

non-normality and non-independence observations (Muth-

én & Muthén, 1998-2017). Comparative fit index (CFI),

Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), root mean square error of

approximation (RMSEA), and standardized root mean

square residual (SRMR) were used to assess the goodness

of fit of the models. For the CFI and TLI indices, values

greater than .90 indicate an acceptable fit to the data, and

values greater than .95 are considered to reflect a good fit

to the data (Hu & Bentler, 1999). RMSEA values smaller

than 0.08, and SRMR values smaller than 0.06 indicate

good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The standard factor loading

of each item was tested to demonstrate item quality. Omega

reliability coefficients (McDonald, 2013) for each of the

three subscales were also examined to indicate internal

reliability.

RESULTS

Validity and Reliability of the MATIES-C

The results of CFA concluded that the MATIES-C scale

variables confirmed the anticipated three-factor structure

of teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education in the

Beijing data. A revised three-factor model that allows

negatively worded items 2, 5 and 6 to be loaded on a

method factor generated an acceptable global model fit to

the data (v2(129, N¼ 481)¼ 487.133, CFI¼ 0.894, TLI¼
0.874, RMSEA ¼ 0.076, SRMR ¼ 0.115). Standardized

factor loadings indicated the quality of each item (See Table

2). Omega coefficients indicated the internal reliability of

each subscale. That is 0.614 for the cognitive subscale,

0.888 for the affective subscale, and 0.919 for the

behavioral subscale. Overall, the results suggested an

acceptable level of validity and reliability of the MATIES-C.
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Beijing Preschool Teachers’ Current Attitudes
Towards Inclusive Education?

The scores of each MATIES-C subscale ranged from 6

to 36 (medium¼21). A score above 21 indicated a positive

attitude, score 21 showed moderate attitudes, and a score

below 21 indicated negative attitudes. The results suggest

that, on average, teachers held positive attitudes towards

inclusive education across all three attitude dimensions -

cognitive attitudes (M ¼ 24.03, SD ¼ 4.57), affective

attitudes (M¼ 22.68, SD¼ 6.47), and behavioral attitudes

(M ¼ 27.40, SD ¼ 5.55). The means and standard

deviations of subscales for teacher variables are presented

in Table 3 and Table 4. The scores of all subgroups of

teachers indicated positive attitudes across three dimen-

sions, except three subgroups of teachers’ scores indicated

negative affective attitudes towards inclusive education.

Those are teachers who held master’s degrees (n ¼ 5) and

teachers who majored in education other than early

childhood education or special education (n ¼ 19) and

whose majors were ‘‘Other (i.e., neither education nor

psychology),’’ (n ¼ 30).

Associations Between Teachers’ Attitudes
Towards Inclusive Education and Teacher
Characteristics

ANOVA results indicate that nine teacher variables

were statistically significantly associated with at least one of

the three dimensions of teachers’ attitudes. Table 3 and

Table 4 display ANOVA results for subscales scores and

teacher variables. For preschool locations, urban teachers

(n¼103) held the most positive attitudes towards inclusive

education across all three dimensions of attitudes. For

teacher age, teachers between the ages 18 and 25 years (n¼
211) showed the most positive cognitive attitudes. For

teacher education, teachers who held master’s degrees (n¼

Table 1

In-service Beijing Preschool Teacher Characteristics (N ¼ 481)

Teacher variables Percentage (N ¼ 481)

Area Urban 21.41

Suburban 37.63

Rural 40.96

Gender (female) 98.75

Age (year) 18-25 43.87

26-30 30.56

31-40 16.84

41-50 7.69

51-60 0.83

�61 0.21

Education (highest degree) High school 4.78

Associate’s 40.54

Bachelor’s 53.22

Master’s 1.04

Doctoral 0.21

Other 0.21

Major for the highest degree Early childhood education 83.37

Special education 6.03

Other education 3.95

Psychology 0.42

Other 6.24

Role in the program Direct provider 94.39

Direct provider with administrative roles 5.61

Is your school implementing inclusive education practices? (yes) 71.10

Have you received training on special education? (yes) 32.85

Have you received training on inclusive education? (yes) 37.01

Have you taught or are you currently teaching children with disabilities? (yes) 27.65
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5) had the most positive cognitive attitudes, while showing

the most negative affective attitudes.

In comparison, teachers who held associate’s degrees

(n ¼ 195) had the most positive affective attitudes.

Teachers’ majors in college and roles in their current

preschools also had statistically significant associations

with cognitive attitudes. The results showed that teachers

who majored in special education had the most positive

cognitive attitudes. Direct providers with administrative

roles had more positive cognitive attitudes than teachers

whose roles were only direct providers.

For variables related to teachers’ knowledge and

experiences with special education and inclusive educa-

tion, all four variables of interest showed significant

impacts on teachers’ cognitive and behavioral attitudes.

In contrast, only two of the variables had statistically

significant impacts on affective attitudes (See Table 4). In

summary, teachers who had received training in inclusive

education or special education, those who had experiences

working with students with disabilities, and those whose

programs were implementing inclusive education showed

more positive cognitive attitudes and behavioral attitudes

compared to their counterparts who did not have that

Table 2

Standard Factor Loading of MATIES-C Items
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knowledge and experience. Only teachers’ training expe-

riences in inclusive education or special education had a

significant impact on the affective attitudes. Both groups

had more positive attitudes than those who did not receive

training.

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to investigate Beijing

preschool teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education

and the relations between teachers’ attitudes and teacher

characteristics. A Simplified Chinese version of Multidimen-

sional Attitudes Toward Inclusive Education Scale (MATIES-C)

was validated using confirmative factor analysis and omega

coefficients. Given the acceptable validity and reliability of

the MATIES-C, data collected from the MATIES-C were

then analyzed to address the research questions. The results

suggest that Beijing preschool teachers held positive

cognitive, affective, and behavioral attitudes towards

inclusive education. This finding is consistent with that of

the existing attitudes studies (e.g., Blackman, et al., 2012;

Czyż, 2018). The ANOVA results indicate that several

demographic teacher variables (i.e., area, age, education,

major, role) had statistically significant associations with

teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive education. Four

variables related to teacher knowledge and experience were

statistically positively associated with their attitudes. That

is, teachers who had training in special education or

inclusive education, who had experience working with

children with disabilities, and whose preschools were

implementing inclusive education had more favorable

attitudes towards inclusion. These finding were also

consistent with the results of prior attitudes studies across

the globe.

This study contributes to the literature by offering a

psychometrically sound attitude scale in Simplified Chi-

nese. Multiple aspects of the MATIES-C validity and

reliability were tested, which warranted the use of this

instrument to accurately measure teachers’ attitudes. The

application of MATIES-C could be expanded in various

ways. First, MATIES-C is applicable to examine attitudes of

professionals who work in a range of positions, including

administrators, lead teachers, assistant teachers, parapro-

fessionals, intervention therapists, and school psycholo-

gists. Future researchers can examine the current status of

attitudes towards the inclusion of different professionals.

They can also conduct comparative studies to understand

Table 2, continued

Note. Factor 1 ¼ cognitive attitudes, Factor 2 ¼ affective attitudes, Factor 3 ¼ behavioral attitudes. MATIES - C ¼
Multidimensional Attitudes toward Inclusive Education Scale - Simplified Chinese.
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Table 3

Descriptive Statistics and ANOVA Results for MATIES-C Subscales

Teacher Variable

(N ¼ 481)

Cognitive Subscale Affective Subscale Behavioral Subscale

M 6 SD P g2 M 6 SD p g2 M 6 SD p g2

Area Urban (n ¼ 103) 27.0464.51 .000 .119 24.6365.29 .001 .03 29.0364.94 .003 .024

Suburban (n ¼ 181) 23.2364.22 22.6966.73 27.0665.67

Rural (n ¼ 197) 23.1964.26 21.6466.57 26.8765.59

Gender Female (n ¼ 475) 24.0364.58 .987 22.6266.47 .113 27.3965.56 .626

Male (n ¼ 6) 24.0064.29 26.8365.08 28.5064.46

Age (year) 18-25 (n ¼ 211) 24.8264.46 .022 .03 23.5866.73 .071 28.0965.39 .084

26-30 (n ¼ 147) 23.4164.59 22.2466.45 27.3465.95

31-40 (n ¼ 81) 23.1064.43 21.5965.99 25.8564.93

41-50 (n ¼ 37) 24.2264.83 21.3065.67 27.2765.82

51-60 (n ¼ 4) 24.2264.83 21.3065.67 27.2765.82

�61 (n ¼ 1) 21.006null 20.006null 26.006null

Education High school (n ¼ 23) 23.7463.73 .004 .036 22.7868.56 .009 .032 28.4366.27 .153

Associate (n ¼ 195) 24.7764.59 24.0166.16 27.9565.43

Bachelor (n ¼ 256) 23.4164.49 21.7066.39 26.8965.52

Master (n ¼ 5) 25.0065.34 19.8062.77 25.6066.19

Doctoral (n ¼ 1) 34.006null 24.006null 30.006null

Other (n ¼ 1) 31.006null 24.006null 36.006null

Major ECE (n ¼ 401) 23.7964.52 .000 .048 22.8166.65 .138 27.2965.56 .089

SPED (n ¼ 29) 27.7663.74 24.2163.80 29.9364.13

Other Education

(n ¼ 19)

22.4764.50 20.4764.17 25.6863.61

Psychology (n ¼ 2) 26.0060.00 24.5066.36 28.0062.83

Other (n ¼ 30) 24.4364.55 20.7066.77 27.5367.05

Role Direct Provider

(n ¼ 454)

23.9064.55 .013 .013 22.6166.49 .331 27.2865.58 .053

Direct Provider

with Admin Roles

(n ¼ 27)

26.1564.47 23.8565.99 29.4164.59

Is your school

implementing

inclusive

education

practices?

Yes (n ¼ 342) 24.5064.71 .000 .027 22.7266.56 .805 27.9365.42 .001 .022

No (n ¼ 139) 22.8663.99 22.5666.26 26.1065.66

Have you

received

training on

special

education?

Yes (n ¼ 158) 25.7664.35 .000 .07 24.1166.35 .001 .024 29.0965.11 .000 .045

No (n ¼ 323) 23.1864.44 21.9766.41 26.5865.57
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the gaps between the attitudes of professionals who have

diverse experiences and responsibilities. Second, the

MATIES-C can also be used to examine teachers who work

with a range of groups of students who differ in age, grade,

types of disabilities, and severity of disabilities. Third,

future Chinese teacher educators may use the MATIES-C to

conduct pre- and post-tests to examine the extent to which

an inclusive education teacher preparation program shifts

pre-service teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion. Last,

administrators can use the MATIES-C to explore the effect

of an inclusion-focused professional training project on

changing teachers’ perceptions about inclusive education.

Based on the theory of planned behavior (TPB, Ajzen,

1991) and multidimensional attitudes theory (Mahat,

2008), preschool teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion

should be understood from three separate dimensions.

The findings confirmed the theoretical premise of this

study. Cognitive attitude was found to be statistically

associated with most of the teacher demographic variables

(i.e., area, age, education, major, role), which may suggest

the cognitive dimension of attitudes is most susceptible to

change. Noticeably, urban teachers had the most positive

attitudes across all three dimensions, suggesting that

contextual factors around the school location (e.g., local

policy, financial support for inclusion) may greatly

contribute to differences in attitudes. Nevertheless, educa-

tion and major may not necessarily affect teacher attitudes,

particularly behavioral attitudes, which further indicates

that other factors (e.g., urban or rural) may weigh more

heavily in shaping teachers’ attitudes.

Additionally, the preschool-implemented inclusive

education elicited no significant difference in affective

attitudes among teachers, but this contextual factor was

positively associated with cognitive and behavioral dimen-

sions of attitudes. This result implies that cognitive and

behavioral aspects of attitudes may be more susceptible to

external contextual influence. Whether the teachers had

received previous training in special education or inclusive

education resulted in the broadest impact on all three

dimensions of attitudes towards inclusion. This result

implies that education or professional development might

be the most impactful way to shape individuals’ attitudes

towards inclusion.

Prior research suggests that teachers’ knowledge and

experience play a primary role in their attitudes towards

inclusion (Forlin et al., 2009; Mónico et al., 2018). The

current study provides further evidence on this count and

expands the literature by adding specific data regarding in-

service preschool teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion in

Chinese contexts. Mainly, this study implies that training on

special education and inclusive education should be

included in teacher preparation programs in universities

and in-service teachers’ professional development oppor-

tunities.

Limitations and Future Research Directions

One limitation of the current study is that when the

teachers were asked whether their preschool was imple-

menting inclusive education practices, it is likely pre-

schools claimed they were practicing inclusion yet with no

child with a disability enrolled in their programs. Further

studies should use more specific questions to obtain

accurate contextual factors, such as whether the preschool

implements inclusion. Another limitation is that there were

only six male teachers among the participants. It would be

interesting to know if one gender experiences more stress

Table 3, continued

Teacher Variable

(N ¼ 481)

Cognitive Subscale Affective Subscale Behavioral Subscale

M 6 SD P g2 M 6 SD p g2 M 6 SD p g2

Have you

received

training on

inclusive

education?

Yes (n ¼ 178) 25.6464.62 .000 .073 23.6566.55 .011 .013 29.1265.15 .000 .057

No (n ¼ 303) 23.0864.27 22.1066.35 26.3965.53

Have you taught

or are you

currently

teaching

children with

disabilities?

Yes (n ¼ 133) 25.9565.19 .000 .068 23.3366.70 .17 29.1865.38 .000 .039

No (n ¼ 348) 23.2964.08 22.4366.37 26.7265.46

Note. ECE ¼ early childhood education, SPED ¼ special education; statistically significant results are bold. MATIES - C ¼
Multidimensional Attitudes toward Inclusive Education Scale - Simplified Chinese.
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in the inclusive classroom than the other gender or if

gender is even a factor in this consideration. Additionally,

an essential question of TPB application - the predictive

validity of attitudes (Ajzen, 2011) was beyond this study’s

scope. Future research should examine to what extent the

change of attitude leads to the change of behaviors, or

whether a positive attitude towards inclusion is correlated

with actual inclusive practices. Moreover, future studies

should explore why certain groups of teachers may have

different attitudes across those three dimensions to further

strengthen the theoretical and empirical evidence for the

multidimensional attitudes theory. Finally, we did not

gather information on the nature and variations of trainings

that teachers have received. Teachers who only attended an

online webinar about inclusive education and those who

received extensive ongoing professional development that

support inclusive education may have significantly differ-

ent experiences and perceptions about inclusive education.

Future research should further examine how the charac-

teristics of training may impact teachers’ attitudes toward

inclusive education.

CONCLUSION

This study provides empirical evidence for the multidi-

mensional attitudes theory towards inclusion. We also put

forward a theoretically and psychometrically sound attitude

scale in Simplified Chinese. The results revealed the status

and influential factors of preschool teachers’ attitudes

towards inclusion based on a representative sample from

Beijing, China. Inclusive education must be examined

within its complex, dynamic, and unique cultural social

contexts; more research is needed to fully examine

challenging and facilitating factors of effective inclusion in

Mainland China (e.g., nationwide and local policy, attitudes

and competency of leadership, practitioners and parents

and other stakeholders). Within the scope of this study, we

focused on teacher attitudes as one of the prominent factors

of successful educational inclusion and offered a practical

tool and insightful information to policymakers, teacher

educators, and administrators of early care and education

agencies that aim to prepare and support quality early

childhood personnel for inclusive education in mainland

China.
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