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Reasoning behind use of banding: 

1. The most valid selection procedure – i.e. the one based on g – leads to adverse impact. 
2. => “Within-group norming” was the solution for a while (comparisons within own ethnic or gender group) – but it was outlawed in 1991 (The Civil Rights Act) as inducing reverse discrimination.
3.  => Banding was suggested as an alternative to traditional rank-order hiring systems: group the scores within given ranges & treat all scores within a given range as equivalent to e/o.
4. Banding reduces adverse impact because the bands are wide enough to include lower-scoring group members, and then hiring can be done based on affirmative action or factors that don’t show group differences (e.g., seniority, experience, or random draw).
3 POINTS OF VIEW REPRESENTED IN THE ARTICLE:

1. Proponents of banding:   Zedeck & Outtz: “Banding is a useful tool that accounts for measurement error and 
allows organizations to reduce adverse impact with a minimal loss of utility”
2. Critics of banding:    Schmidt:  “SED banding violates its own logical principles and should not be used” 

    Kelhoe: “SED banding violates psychometric principles by ignoring score differences”

3. Neutral: Murphy: “Banding is suboptimal; it’s probably better to make diversity one of the selection criteria” 
        Guion: “Psychometrics are irrelevant; we have to think in terms of organizational goals (e.g., 

         diversity) and effectiveness, for which even significant differences may not be important” 
	MAJOR   PROS   OF   BANDING
	MAJOR   CONS   OF    BANDING

	1. Scores on selection instruments contain error, so banding negates some of that by ignoring small differences in test scores that might be due to measurement error rather than to existing real effect. 
	1. SED banding suffers from an internal contradiction: it states that scores that are not stat. sign. different must be treated as equal – but scores just outside the band are not stat. sign. different from those outside the band!   (i.e. a grade of 89 is not sign. different from 90, yet 89= B while 90=A)

	2. Banding procedures results in more eligible applicants than vacancies (unlike strict rank-order selection); larger applicant pool => potentially better for selection.  
	2. If SED banding truly followed its main principle (i.e., scores that are not stat. sign. different are equal), then all the scores must be placed in the band. This would make banding useless in selection, since no differentiation would exist and the process of selection would have to be entirely subjective or random.

	3. Banding helps in preventing adverse impact.
	3. Banding can be difficult to administer => low org. acceptance.

	4. Banding procedures can give you easily interpretable categories (e.g., “A students”, “B students”, etc.) that are convenient to use and work with. 
	4. By grouping scores in bands we lose information: variability in scores. Banding ignores actually existing differences within 1.96 SD; yet score differences less than or equal to 1.96 SD can be large and important for future performance. => loss of utility.

	5. Banding requires managers to think about the size of score differences that would make a difference, and to explicitly state the reasons for their decisions.  (good from legal point of view) 
	5. Banding contradicts the known linear relationship between test scores and performance (i.e., says that within a certain range the relationship doesn’t exist). 

	6. Banding helps organization to attain its diversity goals and promote its values by introducing criteria other than test scores into selection process.
	6. Banding may look like an effort to favor some protected group members that are less qualified than some members of the majority. => Potential legal problems, perceived unfairness, and associated negative outcomes. 

	7. The premise and logic of banding have been upheld legally (as long as it is not used in conjunction with systematic minority preferences within a band). 
	7. Since banding produces more eligible applicants than vacancies, subjective criteria have to be introduced into the selection process thereby reducing its validity. 

	
	8. If banding is used without systematic minority preferences, it does little to reduce adverse impact.


