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The Relationship among Perceived Organizational Support and
Turnover Intention — The Indirect Effect of Organizational
Commitment

Ta Chih Chin

Army Command and Staff College, National Defense University

Abstract

In recent years, the Ministry of National Defense has actively promoted various
supporting measures in terms of treatment, dignity, and career path with the support of the
Executive Yuan and the assistance of related ministries. However, the actual strength to
authorized strength ratio of several Army combat units are still relatively low. This research
aims to explore the relationship between Perceived Organizational Support and Turnover
Intention, and the indirect effect of Organizational Commitment. By taking total 261
voluntary Army officers, non-commissioned officers and soldiers as research object, the
research discovers that Perceived Organizational Support has a significant negative effect to
Turnover Intentions, Organizational Commitment has a full indirect effect, and finally
provides specific recommendations on national defense management.

Keywords: Perceived Organizational Support, Organizational Commitment, Turnover
Intention



