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efficacy as a predictor of job stress and burnout: Mediation an—

The Relation between Job Demand and Job Burnout of Special
Education Teachers: Mediating Effect of Locus of Control

Chen Li'* Li Wenhu'
(1. School of Psychology Jiangxi Normal University Nanchang 330022;
2. Department of Psychology Wenzhou Medical College Wenzhou 325035)

Abstract: This study aims to study the relationships of job demand locus of control and job burnout of special education teachers. Meth—
ods: The data were collected by investigated 252 teachers in 7 special education school with Internal control Powerful others and Chance
Questionnaire Job Demand Questionnaire and Chinese Maslach Burnout Inventory. Results: ( 1) There is significant gender difference in
job demand and job burnout. ( 2) There was a significant negative correlation between internal control and job demand and job burnout;

there was a significant positive correlation between chance and job demand and job burnout powerful others and job demand and job
burnout. ( 3) Locus of control has mediator effect between job demand and job burnout; In separate analyses three kinds of locus of con—
trol( internal control chance and powerful others) mediate the association of job demand and job burnout; in integrate analysis only pow—
erful others mediate the association of job demand and job burnout; Furthermore job demand has strong effect on job burnout directly.

Conclusions: Locus of control is an important mediator in the relation between job demand and job burnout.
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