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Abstract

The lack of high-quality interpersonal relationships in the workplace can lead to workplace lone-
liness and affect employees’ turnover intention. At the same time, due to the spillover effect of
family-to-work, family relationships may also become a factor affecting employees’ attitudes and
behaviors. To explore the relevant influences, this study systematically examined the effects of
Leader-Member Exchange (LMX), Team Member Exchange (TMX) and family cohesion on turnover
intention, and examined the mediating role of perceived organizational support and workplace
loneliness. In the current study, a questionnaire survey was conducted on 509 job incumbents,
and the results showed that: 1) LMX significantly and negatively predicts turnover intention, and
perceived organizational support and workplace loneliness mediate the relationship between
LMX and turnover intention, with a chain mediating effect accounting for 19.61% of the total effect;
2) Perceived organizational support and workplace loneliness not only play a chain mediating
role, but also play an indirect-only mediating role between TMX and turnover intention, with a
chain mediating effect accounting for 40.10% of the total indirect effect; 3) Family cohesion sig-
nificantly and negatively predicts turnover intention, and workplace loneliness mediates the rela-
tionship between family cohesion and turnover intention, with a mediating effect accounting for
24.03% of the total effect.
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1. 5]

TEZ, N Z 20 R 2 R T TAES AT ) E 2K % (Dutton & Heaphy, 2003). Ffid
FAT SN T H AL TG, N ETAESES M AR, LARAELIr A
BHE A, 0L A AL #sD s B NFRoe R Bk (FRE S, 2022). AR N
THMTE, YAPRRARFMGE, AMTSBSZ B0 MRS B EERE 75 2017 SRR A, 61.47%I1HR
N AR I 2 EGE A (AR, 2019). Wright (2005) 4 179U & (Workplace Loneliness)iE X 1T
AMETE TAESA AT IR AR R RGBS ABR R RAFEE R, HAMERSZ kb Fp 2 R HIRE D), itk
FEAE R A IOMARSS . KRR, BRI IR 2 S 80 T 8 0@ K TR, TAERURES 55
(Anand & Mishra, 2021; Mohapatra et al., 2023), FH5IRKIK TAEGIRL. RAEFATAEHE ML F(Ozcelik &
Barsade, 2018; Promsri, 2018). BRIz AU IE T &1 5 & B3 A\ Br 8 R IFERk & (Wright & Silard, 2021), &5
T ESER ] (Turnover Intention) 1 8 EL52 M [K 2R (FL it FR5e, 2022).

SR, H AT OC T BRI AR KT 50, 4530 48 Bl G T ARSI R T (1 5 55, 2019 1RVEVE, MOBiT, 2021;
Chen et al., 2021; Oge et al., 2018), A HAh A sk 2 HRIZ (1 AH SCHE 72 (Wright & Silard, 2021). B TAE
ISR BEBRRER e g AR 0 ARG I P R B 240U, 3 2 (A A ELSEMR, B ANTT 73, S X A R H AL

ik
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KR,

ELE2

N 215 31Kk 2 (98I (Carlson et al., 2019; Cheng et al., 2019; Du et al., 2018; Stevens et al., 2007). Xk
BERE, KA KRBT NPR KR —FE, BOvm 5 LA RS AT A B . Bk, AR
WARGHR I NFroR R FRESS ZO0 BRI e 52 M, JR A e BRI IOMURRAE Herp g i AR

11 BRIZABRX R, RFZAIERFFRE R XHR

MG HAEE ETRRRMEL KR, T HACHIEIR, Graen 55 (1972)4& H 1 41T B 51 48 ¥
(Leader-Member Exchange, LMX)HE1& . iZFRIGIRH, T RIAIGEIR ARSI, 915 M T 8 X 4k 40
TP IE AR BB SRR FE DA SO R B IR I 5 2 O I AR B ISR, SRR B AN N 8 S R )
KFR. GO FH BT E LMX 1R EH R “ B XA (In-group Member), flfi 12315 240 S5 2 100
YRFRUE RS HAh T B RN “FEIAN A (Out-group Member), filifi145 49 5 5% 22 HR T B AT TAEER 3¢
FUES . SRZ 0SSR T R R 52 THRY BRI, 03 TR s TAERT L R INE R, B
] A ROAL SR, FR AT RE 2 S BRI AU ) 7 4 (Wright, 2005). Wright (2005)8F 7 &3, 4%
SCRF SR OUBURR 2.2 5O O T LMX BE 8% TR0 N J& 1) AR SRk LA i B 45 7 T i 45 R (R AR 45
2020; Chung & Jeon, 2020), [AIEY, i) LMX AT DASR s TAE B, E s 5t TR B R ) (Kim
& Yi, 2019),

[ B R 52 22 #:(Team Member Exchange, TMX) 2 HR37) Hhdk 258 #:5¢ R 19 55 — AN 7 THl - Seers (1989)F& Hi,
BN 3 2 A AEAEAS 00 22, BT DA BN 1 5 B R MBS B A e iR . 4 52 SO L, I A At
B AR LIRS A0R . BRI ERFEE . TMX 5 LMX 3500, AT 4R rp MRS R, A T 755 1 454
A BTNl 2, 2019; Chung & Jeon, 2020). il m it & TMX B9 SE R 9IRS 85 05, JFAE
RLERAF K H BN R4 . BAERSCRFSEA 22325, AR E TMX BRI 5 T BA R 52 2 8]k = &
B ABAE LS kL2 [l (Seers et al., 1995). 4R A TAEIRIG A — G 1& 1P SRR R T B N = 14
SRFR, MATVRA TR BRI A GALFIII,  FBA B 53 SCHREAS JE 22 5 1 03 T AE AR H ) 00 %
(Wright, 2005). Wright (2005) B 7t R, 1A A 32 355 BRI AIURUBR B35 M 6 . 534k, Rutishauser
A1 Sender (2019) 5 STAGHIE R A I,  TMX R B HR i A) SRR OC,  ELPE SR AR 3 SO i) SCA H R I SE i

TR AR R, AERRE TOUT. BIBA I DU S  SCRF, #0R] LA 51 TR Dy 20 244
Y Ff(Perceived Organizational Support, =5 oifi, %5, 2011). 1A% 5 S 785 1 B AR 53 5 35 85 2 6 i) T
LIRS MU (Wright, 2005). HISERT L, HZUCHF YRR 2 BRI AIOMUR I — DN LB . £ 5k
%5 (2021) 183 T AT R I, BN ZH ZA SRR S B IR R A B ) SRR O . SIHIERT S R B, A 2R
AT LMX. TMX 58 B A i) < £ (AlHashmi et al., 2019; Huang et al., 2021; Ng & Sorensen, 2008). H
PERTHED, 53 TR BN ZH 2R SRR AT g LMX AT TMX X BRI A0 R A 8 BB 1) 5 1 2507 (1 Ph A8
I, ABFFEHR PN B

H1: LMX A] Geid B AN 4 23 S RF 5 R IO i) e = b /i P S ) 2 R {6 )

H2: TMX #] Geid i i AN 4 23 SCRE 5 R IO i) e = b A/ FH S ) 2 R fB )

12. REXHR, FflMBRAERRHEEGXR

FKRERZRIIH AN RRZINA T —AEE SRR KT TAERIGEEZ R AL 6
& (Spillover Theory) 1, AMATE G BEAEIE T 250 T DAREZE B R (Zedeck, 1992), Mo, J ) A%
BFETEL . BRI HI(Repetti et al., 2009). 2T, FEEAIE =R R0IE 4 15 AN RN 23 H 3R
Y, FER AR AE IR HIFS BERIAT O o SRBEE TP (1 R U5 P e S8 i 25, ki 48 TAE I #2(Cheng et al.,
2019; Ren et al., 2022); 1M N KISCHFAT DU #EAMATE TAEH IR BE(Du et al., 2018; Ren et al., 2022).
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Stevens 25 (2007)WF 5t B, 5 %235 %5 15 (Family Cohesion) 5 5% B2 X TAE AR MRS HY B35 IEAE ¢ . Hidr, X
FESR T E S R BE R R E BB . S MATERIA HIG & /) 3 BOR IR B FERT, FKEER® AR N EZE B R
BEUR AT AP AR AR B, R GRRE G R PR 2 SRR AT DAAE IR /D AR S PRV W v L 7 T R o 32 K B
B F (Arefin et al., 2020). $RT, I A 0F A G T S JRE 56 4% FE X BRI IR 2 B BRI v 52 (RO AFF 98 o 4
X o A T RS A R I SR TR A, RE SR 3 5 /R AR 3 vh (R PIOMURR 2 2 Bk DG (MR Bk, Pk 5,
2021; {135, 2020) DRIBG AT, S0 RESE % B nl et 51 T HRSZ ISR 25 R0 ) B BB m, H ik,
AT H DL R

H3: SR RE S %5 5 A e -5 A IR K B BRI ) A 5%, i ik BRI AIOMURR 6 Hh A A P S ) 25 B )

ZE b, ARBEFRANIRZR BRI N R 0& Z008 B R ) R 50, () B S 4% 70 5% B O 3 0t 2 BRI [l (1 52,
b DA B0 BN 20 2R SCRE 5 I AIBUERAE R 0 AR F (] 1), A S BUA OB SCH 7L, I 3
BRI ) S5V AR BRI AT Rt 5%

A
S E S

B
i
Tl

H1: LMX-POS-WL-TI
H2: TMX-POS-WL-TI
H3: FC-WL-TI

Figure 1. Theoretical hypothesis model
B 1 ERRigRE

2. iR GE
2.1. FAEHR

AT FE LA [ R AN ) 1 X B AT Ml (9 A Sk B 7 53 TR A 5, I 48 R i) 4, Rl Ial 1) 45
538 111, HIBREUERAE S TC R EZ 110 6 /5, 15 2145 240 25 509 47, A 305 94.6%. o 55 1% 187 A (36.7%),
Pk 322 N(63.3%); “F-I54F1% 33.84 % (SD = 7.37 %); il it T. 257 A (50.5%), & 24 B # 116 A (22.8%),
HZE R 110 A (21.6%), mZEHE 26 A (5.1%).

22. iIRIE
1) S RiARHER
K F E A (2004) BT I SO (ARSI RS R ) , Wa s B, TTRRAT % b B 25 D0 A 4
B, 3L 16 NMEH, RS- AT IUA4EEE ) Cronbach’s o £&%04 774 0. 91. 0.86. 0.89. 0.89,
M3 1 Cronbach’s o 234 0.95.
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2) BB A A H B

K Seers %(1995)f] Team-Member Exchange Quality Scale il & [ B\ b2 &5 4, 3 10 MEH, KA
Tty . AT iZ &R Cronbach’s o %4 0.86.
3) RELEHEER
SR 9T S5 (L9 BT I ( SR SR i@ N 38 ) Hh I R B 5% 55 B i 6o 5 A 54 5 B AT
16 ANEH, RS ABFF R IZE RN Cronbach’s a &%(5 0.88.
4) BAHL R RER
KA B (2017) 2% 5 DU ORI 52 (2011) B R ABIT I U AN A ZUCRFE R ), B3 I B SCHE
T CRFAFE SR = ANERE, 315 ANEH, SR TS . AWFAR HZ R = ANEE 1) Cronbach’s
RBUYHIN 078, 0.84. 0.84, JEZE [ Cronbach’s a R%H 0.91.

5) B ER

KB Q013)VET B SChie (HRIZIIUMURERY |, A& A BRI ISR 7E 1 IO S 4
L0 MEH, RETA . AR TZERNAZEER Cronbach’s a &34 %5 0.85. 0.87, &
f) Cronbach’s a %N 0.91.

6) B HU R

SR FHSE5E HEATE 1Y B (2010)2T By Shi (SR a & 38D , L4 ANEH, REB A . AF5H
Z &M Cronbach’s a 23N 0.89.

2.3. BUBEGT O

KH SPSS 26.0 Al Mplus 8.3 #E4T5udli o HrAb#E, FHorh i SPSS 58 i B fNAR S AH S b7, JEId
Mplus 438 78 45 & 45 44 77 R R AT HF A RN AR 56

3. MIRER
3.1 MESHAMER S ERERE

R A A R R L BRI S SR R R AR IR R N R R A AT, (IR R
MIEFRIIER AR R, HTHIB\VRRA L HER ., KEREEERNL 4 L2, RART ‘&6
FURIE” X BT AT T QL (G4, JEALEE, 2011); BSHRMIA &R 4 NS B A i 4845 . F Mplus
8.3 XA E AT IAE R T 087, 45 RWE 1 PR, SPFRR % L& F8 AR #08 2R 75 br i (I AL g
55, 2004), ERMEHRERLF: BAR PRGN ER T HE &AL, RUPRF T ASAE
28] AR 1 X 4 FE

SREL Harman iK% EFA K36 &I, & fabrdthi 12 MFIER KT 1 T, 38— AT R
PN 30.95%, /T 40% IR FEARAE(HE i, w75, 2004); T4k, FLR 2 CFA K36 (Podsakoff et al., 2012)
ROV FRERI G AR (W 1), MRHAFE—NILEE T I HEWr, A0t 502 Lm0 5 R %
(ISR /N o
3.2. X

FRAHTR, LMX 5 TMX, BAASUCRRR S EAHDE, SHUAUMER. BRI 2 2 A G
TMX 5ERIA SR B3 IEASE, SR IUME. B 535 A OG; REEE S 5T UM, 5
BRI a) 2 3 R % IR ENZH 2R S A IIOUR . B IRV ) 28385 AR AE O BRUZ IR 5 B R {0 ) V2 355 1
FHIR (T 2),

e
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Table 1. Results of confirmatory factor analysis and model comparison
= 1 WEMEFO SR RER

st 7 df Ax? (AdF) RMSEA  CFI TLI SRMR

ISR FARE A
LMX; TMX; FC; POS; WL; TI 554.91 155 - 0.07 0.94 0.93 0.04
FLA PR,
LMX 4 TMX: FC. POS: WL: TI 827.83 160 272.92 (5) 0.09 0.90 0.89 0.05
DY ] T A
LMX + TMX 4 FC. POS: WL: TI 177824 164  1223.33(9) 0.14 0.77 0.73 0.09

=R TR -
LMX + TMX + FC; POS +WL: Tl 2052.62 167  1497.71 (12) 0.15 0.73 0.69 0.09

TR AR

LMX + TMX + EC: POS + WL + Tl 2526.44 169  1971.53(14) 0.17 0.66 0.62 0.10

ek

=R
SR TR 267321 170  2118.30 (15) 0.17 0.64 0.60 0.10

LMX + TMX + FC + POS + WL + Tl

E: LMX: SIS RS H, TMX: BIBAR RS, FC: FEEEHRE, POS: BAIHAR T F, WL: AU, TI:
B, TR “+” FR&HEE; Tp<0.001 (BEKE).

Table 2. Mean value, standard deviation and correlation coefficient of each variable (n = 509)

F2 RLEMME. EERBXREH(n=509)

ZE M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1) SR A e 3.69 0.79 1
2) BN A AT 3.80 0.60 0.60™ 1
3) FEEFRE % 3.73 0.58 0.35" 0.43" 1
4) BRI F 3.77 0.63 0.74™ 0.67" 0.45™ 1
5) B AU 2.07 0.75 -0.49™  -048" 046"  -0.61" 1
6) &5 HR{H i) 2.25 0.97 -054" 042"  -043"  -057" 0.53" 1

H: p<0.001, “p<0.01, p<0.05 T,

3.3. AL

PLLMX, TMX FEESR# N A AR, BRI B Ut E oy o A8 i, B IRTR h A2 6
PERI SREe WSWPIRDL. 7Aool BOERERE . BURA Tl BRGIRS . DAERLGREURA . AR
PR AL TR . AL TR AT O AR B, AT AR . SRR, BRI A RO,
x*=935.27, df=360, RMSEA=0.06, CFI=0.92, TLI=0.90, SRMR =0.06 (41 2). LMX. TMX iE[]
R R A SR (R? = 0.82); FRBESR T FE AN AL SR 1 1045 BB A TR (R® = 0.47); LMX.
R BE S B FEE A7 v A AT B T, BRI PO T o 3 T 9 B 17 (R = 0.55).
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Figure 2. A chain mediation model of workplace and family relationship affecting turnover intention

B 2. RIAFREXFZZMBRGEA R PSR

K H Bootstrap LT AN AGL:, FEHIFE 5000 RS E] 95%(1 B AS X E], FHiHE A RON .
SEIRRE: 1) LMX OGBS BRG] (1) ek 5O R BB 0 3, HUBN A 2SRRI R AE LMX 55
B 1r O6 28 rp () B QR A R S5 2, B P A RS ARG SO LA 19.61%; 2) TMIX X 85 B A1t ] 1) Ak
RN RN BB NI AN 2, B ZH 25 RERTER 7 TOMURK/E S 1] B ) SRS 3, (HUBR N 2 2L FR A
HRIZAMUBAE TMX 5 B HR A 7] 5C 2 A e =X rb A 2808 2 3, MR Ui A5 B A 535 45 (2014) 50 T R A RN A
B IR AT, BN A BRI AIUMUBAT. TMX 5 B R ) 9% R RAETE FR A OB (B se 4 b Ay,
T AR AF T TR 422 RN A5y 40.10%; 3) SR JE 515 2 6o 2 PV [ (190 280 S A0 B 422 00 350 s 2, HLBER
TR 52 B S5 25 15 B BRI A) 5 R R 1 R A OB S 3, HR A 8ORE AR X A RN LR A7 S 24.03% (05K 3).

Table 3. Results of mediating effect test
= 3. PN LER

95%0 B 15 X 7]
MPLEE R PR EAL BN AR FEXT RN LA

LLCI ULCI
MR LMX-TI -0.51 -0.67 -0.34 100.00%
BN LMX-TI -0.24 -0.52 -0.01 46.67%
KRN LMX-TI -0.27 -0.49 -0.08 53.33%
(338 LMX-POS-TI -0.18 -0.41 0.03
MR . LMX-WL-TI 0.00 -0.08 0.09
I3 . LMX-POS-WL-TI -0.10 -0.23 -0.04 19.61%
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gk

B TMX-TI -0.02 -0.20 0.17

BN TMX-TI 0.18 -0.06 0.42

BRI TMX-TI -0.19 -0.40 -0.03 100.00%

(338 TMX-POS-TI -0.14 -0.33 0.02

IFHERE N : TMX-WL-TI 0.02 -0.04 0.09

RN : TMX-POS-WL-TI -0.08 -0.18 -0.03 40.10%

MM FC-TI -0.23 -0.35 -0.13 100.00%

HER: FC-TI -0.18 -0.29 -0.08 75.97%

IR FC-WL-TI -0.06 -0.11 -0.03 24.03%
4. g

4.1. BRIZFIZBE P AR R3S B ER {6 =] B 20

AW FARE T ARG R (LMX FI TMX) FEER R0 B IR (R0, $87s 1 IR A4 2SRRI
W IMUERAE LMX, TMX FIEGHR ) 2 18] R b 282, DA SR BB AE 5K o 5 % T 5 B R ) 2
(] (8] A RS

WA SRR, LMX 7 [ J s B e, R 4 205 R A RS AU AE LIMIX A8 BRG] e
SCHAPE R s TMX B3 T BRI 1) (9 8% A2 N 2 3, (H R dod Ja R 20 23S 39 A R 37 PIOMURK (1 8% X R A1
FASZ I BHR ] X PP 2 5 5 Banks 25(2014) A 7T 45 A — 5, AT e/ R B, LMX X 25 ER fi
) SR BRI REHE, TMX CE TR0 B IR m) 77 T AR B L LMX SEPR B & RIS 8 E . 7— 071, EERE
AT B AL £330 AL P AR 2 U % . 3X 42 Hofstede (1980)3CAL4E S B i —ANERE, 25,
BB A AR SO E 2, AT BR 6 & EAT 45 A4 44 88 5 22 (Hofstede Insights, 2023). 7£ [
THE T, ETIERRBHLANANGRZE “BEENERFEER” , R FEIT T/ Nk & E
B ER R Z — R, 1999), RMRER BTN R(LMX) 2 B3 5400 51 11 25 HR ) A s R sk
AR, AR5 2 ) [ 98 R(TMX) 2 S8R TR AL R ib , BRI o, i =28 B A .
R, TAEH S oS T B A e A1 A S 7 A2 e B T B O3 R s BRI (i rh 4, KR, 2019).

AW FIERIN, SR BE % B AT f ) T B R g, RIS, BRI AR L e R A E . 28800
FEEXT TAE 38 RN 78 B A 78 Fh 45 81 7 1E S (Carlson et al., 2019; Cheng et al., 2019; Du et al., 2018).
XK R 5K BE 5 2 i 1o R X BE A R 3 R, AMARAE S JRE 77 AR TR I [v) 155 28 FH A R 4 S 488 3] A 43,
HAR BRI ARG FEAAT Sy, BRI BRI DO AN B R ) A IRZ, MR BER IR R R4, I
Ji& s 75 AR AT AR R A AN R 2 A 2 TP AR A0, A B 5 = AR AIORRURK 32 1T 4 2 R A 7
4.2. IREN

AW LA E . H%, AR 7RG — R E O A B LMX, TMX
Sof EE A R R AE R, R AR L 3 R TAE RN . TAE R . A H S F R A A
Z (AlHashmi et al., 2019; Chung & Jeon, 2020; Harris et al., 2011; Huang et al., 2021; Kim & Yi, 2019)i 7 7%
TR . R, AU R E R RIX— E B S SRR RPN I @RS PR R TR, R T
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W7 IR AE 23 B 5% 200 B VBT 2 i R K /AR T W T 2 550 T SRR AR i A et 37 9108
JEEE R ORI 5 & B2 (Wright & Silard, 2021), 5 1 U7 IR SSHT 7T, 99 /b B UG 458 AR
SEATNRMA RIS .

AT T4 RN AR AN S BE U SE B s R W R s, — 51, EHGUEHE A, N2 SEMT
T3 THIBAIZ U, 808 RAF A GURE L SETHTT: 03 SR ] BA R B3 A2 4 ) S B, Jimseioxet 53 T
PR, ik 57 TREMS 2 T LR SO R 5 — 5, 8 S5 Hh N HEAR I (e i3E 50 BE il 51 5% 2
ISR T, AT 48 5 2 A B3 FE 373 v O R BRI, A 25 FEANAT N3R5 2 (S HF

4.3. [RIRFIREE

R FAAAE LR, AR AL FTHET. H%, Mot FEkE RTHM, Kk
AT R RS BN AR 01 B D3 TR ELUCHC A0 A I DA 78, 38 2 AN B YRR 22 B Bl R 4 DA (R B 4
MR AR R (A O R HR, ARV, BRIZIUMUBGE 2 55 m0 4505 i 01 A8 4 F0 [ BARR 53 28 3 56 R
Un A5 i A A8 $AE R DIURRUBRT 53 T 2H 230 RAT IR AR, 4 ZA R R A e AE BRI AIURRUBE AT 53 T (1
fENSURIAEE T AMER (Lam & Lau, 2012), AR 70T 28 i e @& i-R T LMX. TMX 5E3740
MIRIIFE SRR R EF, RPFFRIRA T REN TAER G BN, (AE:T TAEMFREEAT 5 A 0
s, AR SR BE I tH AN 52 BIVF 2 007, BRIk, RSRIE TN TAEX K M, 3R T
B R BE 14 28 ELAE FIT BRSO L K B R ) (52 m o i, 45 i B8 S AL, R i B
T4 AEIEANEN,  SCT AR SR RE IR (14 v 500 J25 A ol ph) ZE AL 1) 52 1 1 BRSO B B BR A ),
EHRHE—DIRARA.

5. &g

1) LMX 552 671 [ Fo0 00 25 B ], JK R4 23 S R AR 37 TUBUBRZE LMX 55 B Bt ) ) e B X i AR

2) EANHZUSCFERIERA MOMUERAE TMX 5 B ER A [ AR EE NP ME, e 5E e A EH .

3) FRBEEE P 3 A T B HRE ], BRSAAIUBUBRTE 5% B S 2 T 5 B B [B) R 4 R A E FH
& H

E X EHARI I ETH (G5 : 71901148); RIITHH 224 BRI RS (%5 :  SZ2022B020).

SE
ST, XIH(011). AN SR % HE R BRI Je. FOFEFHE, 32(2), 160-168.

MREAER, PMERRE(2021). w2 AE SR S B T 0@ P S P AR DG R ICMUBR I A BN 7 [T (10 P 4
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