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Correction to Greenberg

In the article "Employee Theft as a Reaction to Underpayment Inequity: The Hidden Cost of
Pay Cuts," by Jerald Greenberg (Journal of Applied Psychology, 1990, Vol. 75, No. 5, pp. 561-
568), through no fault of the author, the means and standard deviations in the first two rows of
the During and After columns of Table 2 were transposed across rows. A corrected version of
Table 2 is presented here.

Table 2
Data Summaries for Questionnaire Measures

Response period

Before

Measure/payment group

Pay basis*
Inadequate explanation
Adequate explanation
Control

Pay equity*
Inadequate explanation
Adequate explanation
Control

n

30
55
58

30
55
58

M

40.70,
43.22,
42.36,

56.87,
61.22,
61.29.

SD

4.38
5.58
6.49

5.54
9.57
8.67

During

M

42.39,
76.10b
40.72,

40.20b
59.56,
60.98,

SD

3.40
6.48
3.83

7.56
9.52
9.18

After

M

43.74,
73.73b
41.90,

57.43,
56.03.
58.02,

SD

4.93
5.70
4.46

6.70
9.37
8.57

Note. Within each row and each column, means not sharing a common subscript are significantly different
from each other beyond the .05 level on the basis of the Tukey honestly significant difference technique
corrected for confounded comparisons with the Cicchetti (1972) approximation.
" Mean scores for the pay basis measure could range from 20 to 100. Higher scores reflect greater degrees
of familiarity with the basis for establishign pay. b Mean scores for the pay equity measure could range
from 20 to 90. Higher scores reflect greater degrees of perceived payment equity.


