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of di r nee between their pay and their �s�u�p�e�r�i�o�r�~�'� 

p y. lthough Lawler made no comparison between managers 

and their co-workers, he did find some tendency for the 

m n gers in the government sample to overestimate the pay 

o other managers on their same management level. 

In light of the similarities between the present 

tu nd th study of Lawler (1965) there are some 

suggestions for future research in this area. It would 

b n 

cur 

sampl s 

e p c 

to th 

L \! 1 

ng to in estigate he similarity between a 

s rnpl of m le middle-le el managers to Lawler's 

tudi in 1965. Some interesting results may be 

du to current economic conditions as compared 

on ions which xisted during the time when 

-,tudy a conducted. study of this nature 

m· h r u in th mana ers being more satisfied with 

th ir n with th di ferences between their pay and 

the pa o th ir superiors and subordinates than the 

m n gers in La 1 r' st dy due to the present economic 

condition . In addition to this, the proportions found 

·n L 1 r's tud reg rding responses of "Too Much", 

"Satisfied", nd "Too Little" to the items on the 

qu stionnair ma be us d as the expected frequencies in 

s·gnificanc t st rather than using random distribution 

or chance r qu ncies as were used in the present study. 

Another interesting question is the type of similarities 
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th t m y b found between the female sample in the 

present study and a male sample studied closer in time 

than La ler's study. This was the initial intent of the 

pr sent study.. Hm ever, due to certain circumstances, 

m 1 nd mal samples could not be obtained and 

admittedl ,, onl a small number of female managers were 

o t in Perhaps ith impro ed economic and social 

condi ·ans this t pe o study ma be a more viable 

po h futur . 

I i r d here that the satisfaction of 

om n on h jo hould be a gro ing concern for organi -

to sin e omen are occupying more management 

po on . Com ar·son o the results of this study with 

tho 

or h 

\ T on 

o L 

b 

r ( 9 S) hould help present a strong case 

h t om n are not as dissimilar to men as 

d Ther fore organization should have 

th m concerns or their female managers as they do 

for the·r male mangers if they desire to use their female 

rnana er to thei u lest potential. 
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Table 2 

Correlations between Satisfaction with Current Pay and 
Satisfaction with the Differences between Current and 
Subord·nates Pay, Own and Superiors' Payt and Own and 
1anagers' on Same Le el Pay. 

Q t·onna · re Items 

. n· r nee bet e n current 
os·t·on and Subord·nate 

(b - ) . 

Di er n e b t' een current 
o it.on and Superior 

(b- a) . 

** <.OS 

n e b een current 
and others on same 

1. Pay for Position 
(b-a) 

.608** 

- • 34 

,.129 
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