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Table3
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Tablel
Tablel
404 067 4.28 058 1.81*
382 011 3.76 0.12 -0.46
311 1.06 4.48 056 7.84%*
369 091 3.93 0.9 1.63
366 088 3.86 0.82 1.19
366 092 4.10 071 3.18%*
417 065 4.52 062 3.12%*

*

p <.10

** p <01
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Table2
1
.847 737
.815 .664
.813 .661
757 573
.754 .569
.598 .357
.546 .298
4.26 4.26
.608
Table3
1 2
.896 .284 .884
.808 173 778
484 .336 .683
161 .867 482
217 .626 439
.459 522 .347
.205 432 .613
3.48 1.09 4.57
497 .156 .653
Tabled
1 2 3
.895 -.006 200 .845
.7166 148 -.044 .786
702 274 -251 .845
.037 183 128 .872
.301 J44 219 .768
-.038 170 719 .750
.002 .007 525 .632
3.77 1.80 1.18 6.75
419 .199 131 749
1

Table 3

Table 2

Table 4
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SMC

Table 5 SD
N =19 N =10 N =19 N =10 N =19 N =10 N =29
4.18(0.39) 3.34(0.86) 4.06(0.71) 3.78(0.71) 3.96(0.65) 3.85(0.77) 3.90(0.71)
3.47(0.46) 2.95(0.42) 3.40(0.60) 3.22(0.44) 3.25(0.40) 3.32(0.58) 3.29(0.51)
3.67(0.51) 2.87(0.89) 3.39(0.78) 3.39(0.77) 3.36(0.77) 3.41(0.77) 3.39(0.76)

M = 2.68, SD =
0.881

F(l 27)=1339 p <01

F( 27)=8.88 p<01 FQ 27)=958 p <.01

Table 5

Table2 Table3

1
1995
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Moscovici & Faucheux, 1972; Moscovici & Lage, 1976
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An exploratory study of minority influence in organizational situation

Kenichi MATSUMURA Graduate School of Human Sciences, Osaka University )

In this study, labor union executives are defined as minority, and we will discuss that
subjective social support of labor union executives has effect on their behavioral
intention and actual behavior. It is very interested in minority influence in
organizational situation. We discuss two factors in this study. One is minority’s
subjective social support. The other is regular members’ evaluation of labor union that
executives guess. We used the questionnaire to find the factors that are related to
executives’ intention and behavior. A questionnaire was distributed to the union 29
executives. We divide executives into two groups by evaluation of subjective social
support. It is found that executives that estimated subjective social support to be
positive have higher intention than the other executives that estimated it negative. It is
found that the subjective social support has same effect on executives’ actual behavior.
Minority, who guess that regular member estimated labor union to be negative, cannot
act. It is found that other executives’ evaluation of labor union that an executive guess
has an effect on actual behavior.

Keyword: minority, subjective social support, behavioral intention
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