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Abstract

In recent years, more and more attention has been paid to the interaction between situational
features and trait dimensions, while the role of personality traits needs to be further clarified. Af-
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ter the big five personality test, 35 subjects were randomly divided into groups for leaderless
group discussion. The results showed that: 1) There was no significant correlation between the
scores of personality traits and LGD, and the highest correlation coefficient was 0.21. However,
personality traits were associated with LGD dimension scores and subjects’ self-evaluation; 2)
There was a high level of correlation between LGD scores and participants’ behavior performance
in discussion, and the correlation between LGD dimensions was lower than that between behavior
performance and LGD dimensions; 3) The specific performance of subjects was closely related to
the evaluation of members in the group and the scores of LGD. At the same time, this paper dis-
cusses the scoring process and influencing factors of LGD from the perspective of group deci-
sion-making, which provides a new perspective for construct validity research in this field.
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1. 3]

ToAF /N i (Leadless Group Discussing, LGD)-E & 55 4F (1 280bn IR F T 2L (Gaugler, Ro-
senthal, Thornton, & Bentson, 1987; Arthur, Day, Mcnelly, & Edens, 2003), #) 2N HT A RHEE, %K.
N HIENIRIEE LS, {2 LGD 171554 45 MR AMERT 18] @ ( Arthur, Woehr, & Maldegen, 2000;
Lance, Newbolt, Gatewood et al., 2000), VFZ 5 RIN, JE30E4E e AT F, & ESHALKIFAZ
AV I 4E R, T 2N 710075 Bl (Bowler & Woehr, 2006; Sackett & Dreher, 1982), 1X—Hl 4
ZEHEE T ORI E A A (Lievens & Conway, 2001; Woehr & Arthur, 2003). A T R FI R X 1T A 5
TEEEA— 0, WS OB BTN, S P I B OE B R R R I, SRR B AR FRAT AR
BRESBA T, WAL E 7MW % (Gibbons & Rupp, 2009). 38 H A FIH I AR 7029 10K 7% 7 e
ZMHZAT R WA R b, WA FBTES AT e e 323 B3 17 ARG 525K (Howard, 2008;
Neidig & Neidig, 1984), M 51K T 3203 (AR R 48 EARAR R EE 2R IBA =0T IR, 48R
J5) 55 1 B (PR 3L [\ 1 58 EATE FH e 24 3 804 B AR 7 PRI T 376 30 248 e 18 vy o

MEH SRS, BT R R T BARNPPS 8. AR &Y 5 ARG R R, h=
M AR R TR ) £ B SR8 1IE S & 2 18] ¥ 5% &2 (Collins, Schmidt, Sanchez et al., 2010; Meriac, Hoffman, Woehr
et al., 2008), 1H H FI#EA BRI AW 5 LGD W AENLHIHT LM (Kniffin, Wansink, Griskevicius, &
Wilson, 2014). PIAHTFEiEE HII LK) LGD, 581 LGD RHA LA MERSARRIMEE, K AR i 5 A5
MIAS BAE AR NI U E p, DUBR IS BRI 3572 LGD I EARVER, A TCA TN B 25 1 3 1Y)
BE TR P G ARARHE 3% B 2 b R #28 A A& DT F At 7T B ir [R VR FH A B (R B, 2014).

2. fARGE
2.1. #iR

M 146 44 5818 T R NG DN B8 1 28 P K 2 A B AL B 35 44 22 2B s ik Ferh B3 24E 17 44,
L 18 44y IR 2237+ 1.71 %5 4 26 4RSIt F R A LGD HlH iR .
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2.2. M8

2.2.1. ARBAFRAE

K A B K A 1736 67 AR (CBF-PI-B)YE Ml & T H, Z G E5 40 N&H, WE— 2 /R EE
0.764~0.814 Z [i], “F#4°4 0.793, FIME LT3N 0.742, KT 5 5 BERR X B K T A 9 37E 0.850
PAE(EF AR, #EBerH, M, 2011).

2.2.2. LGD L #$

WS H . DLPE E FATI PR R A R A, JEH LGD W M Zia HE 7 A8 H , DA T F IR 7Y
E PR W E R N 5, BRI 15 DRI ZR P oy E B 6 I, HE7 Il EE .

MPFEZR: EROAR R PERRESEREMNTER, Sl a e 1. AR iR
HERILRE . BINETERE 1. ESTE BAE /NI,

RIWALEL: RIS Z AT, ZRPAR RS T H WA .

JalAERL: R Ei R 2 e, BEOREAXT TR AR B AP A e, B AR ST .

BEHEWRAERESEZRE. MO, WAIEN, PR HMARENS . A8 WS FEAKMA
FReE T THIEN A .
23. 2R

2.3.1. ARBIRHIRE

FEE = BIHE, ARG A R T A SR UA BN 1702, ] B0 ot i) 25 ) 1 2 H A A
WA, ZORBOMF seB%, BERIUEN R . FFmiHE R MR T A& G AT R . 1)
BRI A4 XURATED, 3G 52 RIS SR B InT o Xt (Bl 1) B AT AR B

2.3.2. LGD HYZHLR 54

SRR R 2 U, WK S IPR A TR UCE P, JFR TR

FRHE NI HR B N R R 2, BENLIMEL 35 44, 2rE S AN, A 7 SRkt ARG B
AN, R Z AR5 BRR. B e R RN TSR S S A s sh i B, S50 5 2 s gt i
PR USRI, Rl 2 AR R INZE T AR 9 i 9 . IE USRI R A A Be: 1) &R B 3
PR H AN, HERTIARL, BER RN, RN 10 408 2) MPAMARRR, FEREAERKEFH
TR, I H A MR SIS, TR T, T BATOE, AP, BARE 2 48 3) A
H IR BT B, SR/ B O FR I SR A MR P ik B — B, R, BRI 25 408 4) NAARE K
5 MARGGEE RS, A, HATEEKE, RN 3 8 5) WIRETRITE, #OIRS fE AL
Kl X E A NSE W Wi FE T R AT PR

VPR =4 TR LGD vFor L XM 4 AN A MIVF LA T A R, 9 7 3Gy EZvr o ERf v, X oF
ZHATAT WS EN LS R E . WPRIZ PP AR 8 MR AE LR S T Re 0. AU fRE ). i
TFaikEe ). HINE1ERE ) ESMEREEO 6 MEE FHT UG, FR4 s P 2t . AR5,
WM OREREAYERE ERR 0 347, AR AR ITES 55

2.4. GRS

24.1. o E—NHEERE
LGD [P0 77 2N ZANEZ T 22 AR R 34T AR (RPN, 8 VR0 & — B0k R B /R A
R WE NS ESR R AWt 5 L3RG 35 ZaR b0 i — S REULE 1, ANTTE
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BRI E B R B R, WIER| LR K(p <0.01), RUIPFERIPED BA TS,

Table 1. Score coefficient consistency of judges

= 1. PRI —BMRY

VoL W ¥ (n=5) p
LRE o hTE 0.43™ 73.5 0.00
HE PR 0.76™" 129.47 0.00
EillNEL(H 0.55™" 188.32 0.00
B E RILHE 0.66™" 111.67 0.00

FFhE 0.67"" 113.00 0.00
SEEEN 0817 136.95 0.00

W RE 0.05 K TR TRE 001 KTFEE; TRE 0.001 KTFEE. TH.

2.4.2. IR AREFRS LGD RIS S HMEX S

WRIER N R BRI 27730 K 146 2 KA AER RS0 5 £ ERQOTN 1221 A4 K FAEREA
M S RAATH L, KB IMEARIS 2 AR —BUELE 2). A 146 2 KE AR BEALIET 35
Y20 LGD SE8 FIHaRAE N A L B AR, S 35 B MRS 0 (0 Z 08, A AR 93

Table 2. Personality score and norm reference of subjects

2. WABHEANARGEIREESR

SEEGFEAR (n = 35) PEFEAR (n = 146) KEA TR (n = 1221)
M SD M SD M SD
FZR N 22.83 6.38 26.12 6.84 26.20 736
shratk B 31.63 6.26 28.64 6.89 30.58 7.08
FEENE C 36.86 6.14 33.77 6.53 33.13 6.57
FEE O 31.34 525 28.68 532 32.20 6.40
HAMA 35.89 475 35.40 5.48 37.16 5.93

N T IRZAE LGD S 4E LG 70 5 NRE R 2 MRS &R, BEAT 7SR, B304 3 Fis i
KA ZHFEEAE | LGD S 4EREAF > Z A BIAHIG . R TS EEE 1A AH 6 A S AR RS i 5 LGD 4
FEZ [E#3MI9% . LGD &4 2 A R A B R A ek, RIZ B KT M SC E 2R A BB GR4EE . K
TN Z1A)E I 5 25 K1 (4 F2 2R B AR SRRSO 5 A2 P2 O OG T AASRF IS5 LGD 7570 Z 8] (4
MR BB AL, ik ®) 0.217, HRIEFEZEKF .

Table 3. Correlation analysis between personality traits and scores of each dimension of LGD

3. ARRHRE LGD SHEESSRIEX S

ST SR EE  EERE FI BEC C A 0 E
LEA ST 0.517 0.19 0.38" 039" 0447
HEH M 0.48" 0.11 0.47" 0.42"
HIBA &1 0.27 0.17 037
WERIE 0.46” 0.40"
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Continued
Fah 0.62"
PR N -0.05 0.20 -0.02 -0.10 —013  -001 043 008 %P 060"
FEENE C 0.18 -0.06 -0.17 0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.09 057" 032
HAMA -0.06 -0.02 -0.14 -0.21 -020 021 -0.05 0.17
it O 0.14 -0.09 -0.12 -0.05 0.06 -0.02 0.49"
Hhl T E 0.17 -0.20 -0.22 0.19 0.12 -0.16

2.4.3. X LGD MG 51T ARIBEX S

LGD & — Mtk ki e, S5 P MAERRIZE R KA T4 RS RZ ), BOliRyE
PSR RE RN A 2 5 E R IEAT T VPO . 800 LGD 48215 70 5 AR VAN HEAT AR S 0T %
PO 4), BAXH PRI BRI — 8. Bk, BRI ERNSIT5AA
ALMEMIAT N BASRERRAT N T B A sk AT o 2 W B RO DI R, S gk
BUHFIZE AT AR BZA K. FORRILH X L4708 5 LGD & ALAITE 7> 2 [t B A B A e, BR 1 oR
AT AN, HOEE] T AR 2B A ST

Table 4. Correlation analysis between behavior performance and scores of each dimension of LGD

4. ITHERMES LGD EHEE B HNHEX S

gt AR BIEE EERE LI At HHARI EAERI SSXRI TTEN
GE=3) 0.44™ 0.45™ 0.38" 0.517 0.49™ 0.44™ 0.74™ 0.42" 0.74™ 0.60™
HYPLIM 0.49™ 0.66" 0.48" 0.44" 0.54" 0.50" 0.37" 091" 0.75"
SERIF I 0.19 0.31 0.07 0.09 0.03 -0.22 0.27 0.16
WG R 0.57" 0.68" 0.54" 0.46" 0.57" 0.60" 0.83"
TR 0.58™ 0.617 0.58" 0.39 0.46" 0.47"

RS AL RIERE EI7R 7 AMRETHE P R SR BIE ? aln B CRRIET 1T B1F. M
RAOPTRIFE 5), BRFE IR R PR B SR AR B R 7 R RiE . B ORI SERS RS
FE AT FITAE AEVT IR Qa0 f L CRAE R FDAE 547 BT AL L S N B 20K i — B i 5 H 2l
B A2 TR — B8 S 2 GO SRV B — 5 A S, RIS 78 2 MR A S i O B 4
F71. BAAHIGUER . SAT A SO R vk, R R R AL AR R S AN B SR A g, i
A (R AR AR AR T2 Sy ) O B LU IR 0« 0 B S LGD 4E 2153 7> BAA B I G

Be, FERDUAMSREET 5, BEZEHS A EaEMEEO4E FARE S, ALl
HRGIEHNAE4EE A2 .
Table 5. Correlation analysis of self-evaluation, other evaluation and dimension scores of LGD
=5 WilBESMHITER LGD £E S5 HAEX SR
b HA [41 B\ B E3) Hi5 g M SRR EIs il
B Hr i X Fik [ L L F3)) LI LI fEH
WL RIE 0.28 0.35" 0.33 0.31 0.42" 0.44" 0.52" 0.57" 0.12 0.50" 0.54"
WS AR 0.05 0.10 0.27 0.27 0.12 —0.03 0.32 0.21 0.38" 0.25 0.30
AR 0.22 0.28 0.49" 0.17 0.08 0.10 0.33 0.39" 0.18 0.49" 0.30
iR -0.12 0.20 0.29 -0.13  —0.09 0.10 -0.07 0.10 —-0.02 0.03 0.15
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2.4.4. #R AMAERYT LGD MES S H/ERILEI S 4

NKEHER S LGD MBS (1 2 18] M 5 /0 M % AT R IR 3 AR S PE (L2 3), #E— D0 AR 5 41
RPN Bt B VPIEAT A IS b, B RIS ARG . B B AR BKF R AR IR, 48R A
R INERTS, BRI, AR RS 2 AR RN R TRRIAS] T REKT.

Yo, NEHFER S LGD 4EfER 0 FE 558t B AR R (F = 12.737, 1= 6, p < 0.05), H
NS E, WESHERSE ShrtE e H AR 260 = 7.921, n =3, p <0.05), AMATESR S F, T
ZilUNE SIS

H, NRHER 5480t SR AR S JF RO R M 0 a5 O 78 /0 R IA (¢ = 11.045,n =4, p
<0.05), JFBCHER IR AN E CHE R MFRE T H ORI TR 2R (o = 6.628, n
=2,p<0.05), JEUEMER BRI B ORI STE S D R A S
3. Wig

EEx 35 A AR E . LGD PRl mrEW. BEVPAEVE, RIS AR R S5
LGD 3455 Z 181 AT 535 K BAH 96 s LGD WIFAF 505 B 78 1 18 v 14T AR LA B i /KT (AR 565
PR B 2 LI A R I PAY S LGD WP 7 B R R % . XIS A i BA — 8, RN
R 7 B AR S5 R LGD VAR 2R B0 R R ML) .

3.1. AM45ERS LGD TS aHIXR

WA IR TERE, AR E 7 AN SN O M PR 4E 243 73 K AH 95 (Love & Dearmond,
2007; Waldman, Atwater, & Davidson, 2004), #1u0, KENESIMAMESE LGD S FEREMI, LK
g v BN G AE B A R ZH IR, 2014). SR, AT, MR R B L E 0.21, HZEHFKR
AL BN L F KT, TREIRAE AR RO A O, ] BEER NS RR T 48 B R 0PN rhCo VP 4 2 I AN R B 5K
B8 22 BB 9T 00 5 L NAR RS 5 5 TR o 0o i PP 4 52 4570 B AN A7 72 AH S PR BORH 9% % AN &1 (Collins,  Schmidt,
Sanchez Ku et al., 2010; Hoffman, Kennedy, Lopilato, Monahan, & Lance, 2015; Meriac, Hoffman, Woehr, &
Fleisher, 2008) WF L& AR (AT F AC 4 FE 1) PRI B RE 2 HRSL I, AA& AT AC 4E 2R H AN R ) 40
B, PNt TARSRU AR T, AC B2 MR 1 5iEafA R R, MW AT LA & 18 H(Goffin,
Rothstein, & Johnston, 1996),

3.2. {THREHS LGD MiEESSHXA

PP O G5 A4 R IR FUBSORBR DRV T I AR AT R I £ T, 4L 5 BTy
A PEA B 2 PSRRI AT AN . KGRV N O FATATEE . A% T H U RIS A&
1T RRIAES) T /DA RIBAR, BT E RIS TIFRIE E .. RIEFT IR MIRTT 717 951
BONVEsy ERIEE, HEAORNNPE S PN R HL ST A 6, AR SN B
PRAS e WNABTTUSE R 3 FI5E 4 K%, LGD 4EERIFIAH R IR TAT NSRS LGD 415 2 [A] A 5%
P, AT NG IR AR By, vl DA, LGD 4EJ G5 R 4 TAT NSRBI S B0 . Al
Ut AHE TR LGD MIT4E E BARAUT A SRAFAE R RNE, (B ASRER I E IR T RN 45 R . 1A
PRI, AT N FIRAT N RE S TTE T LR i VF 7 IS FE (Day & Sulsky, 1995), {HEZXTF45H)
RO R TH ORI W

3.3. AM$FE7E LGD TR EER
BRBAG AR D, RAASERTTELR, AT DRI AAT N GRAEAN N G
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B EER . AN R 155, ShmtERm CHINEIE” A E. A, NSRRI R e AN
FE/ANET W TR AT R I o SO A P24 1 7 AT 5 i A A (R W A R RO s s . WA TR S, A
PRI R ARIE S 1 AH GURIPPZont B 2 J7 [ PP AV 23, TOWE A 238 R AR RE A SR AN ) R L, (H X
DVEAR 53 205 IR PR
IRt BURIR SRR, WA AR 4EBE I S Eokit, fE/NA e, btk AME BAE . BRAK,

R ESFRE HOHARE, SRR AS N B Sk TR A 385G 2R @ 0Tk S5 7 1A R4 22k H
(Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001), kw4 RIAMA 5 25 5 RIS BEA b f kb st o7 (F 0, 2004), B APE
HIAMA BE A% 3@ I 50 4 A VAL . B 7 g R 1) | (Graziano, Jensencampbell, & Hair, 1996), {HJ&AHF 7 H &
WY AR BN PEAR S, X ATREER/NH IR TP SRS A o0, RIS N BR 3 ) S RAE B 2 G, BRI
A AR .

4. ARLEL

it ARG LGD JUPF, XRS5 I PPAS 20 (19 5¢ 2 BL S AR L AE LGD PP B/ P EAT
TEW, FEEGR T =GR K. B, BIRAKRRRS LGD VRAE Rk BLR V7 A7 AR5 B 2R
WAEIR R, B AT I B R ISR 5T 5 PP LE R LUK AT NS TR B ER R, AR 55
28 P2 X AR R AR SO TN RO ALK, 388 UL DG AT AR 1 Ho AR SO A 5 i wit -
s NG5 PP 4 J5E 2 18] (ARAR 5 LA AT N BUS I VR4 2 TR K A G, EARBE T, FF AN B3
SCHF LGD sipP s D S M RO RIS S0, R, tUEH T AERR M LGD MIEETERISS ) b, Al
PPOME R RN, WL A RARAS . B, MR GRS Ff AR PR o Col VP2 P 55 1 S5
AERZ HAF A A B S, @l T . S 5 B SR A B K AR MR PR ok B AR LGD 1Y
PRI RE AN R R e — D24 LGD HIMRAHLH -

SE 3k

W5 (2014). A AN M55 790G DA v 16 1925 RATFAMERF L. W13, Jbat: JLtaSm k.

FER, BB, BEMARQ2011). ERFAM GRS gl 1L 8 R € S AR S, 7 I O PE
& 19(4), 454-457.
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Arthur Jr., J.W., Woehr, D. J., & Maldegen, R. (2000). Convergent and Discriminant Validity of Assessment Center Dimen-
sions: A Conceptual and Empirical Re-Examination of the Assessment Center Construct-Related Validity Paradox. Jour-
nal of Management, 26, 813-835. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-2063(00)00057-X

Arthur, W., Day, E. A., Mcnelly, T. L., & Edens, P. S. (2003). A Meta-Analysis of the Criterion-Related Validity of As-
sessment Center Dimensions. Personnel Psychology, 56, 125-153. https://doi.org/10.1111/§.1744-6570.2003.tb00146.x

Barrick, M. R., Mount, M. K., & Judge, T. A. (2001). Personality and Performance at the Beginning of the New Millennium:
What Do We Know and Where Do We Go Next? International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 9, 9-30.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2389.00160

Bowler, M. C., & Woehr, D. J. (2006). A Meta-Analytic Evaluation of the Impact of Dimension and Exercise Factors on
Assessment Center Ratings. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 1114-1124. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.5.1114

Collins, J. M., Schmidt, F. L., Sanchez Ku, M., Thomas, L., Mcdaniel, M. A., & Le, H. (2010). Can Basic Individual Differ-
ences Shed Light on the Construct Meaning of Assessment Center Evaluations? International Journal of Selection & As-
sessment, 11, 17-29. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2389.00223

Day, D. V., & Sulsky, L. M. (1995). Effects of Frame-of-Reference Training and Information Configuration on Memory
Organization and Rating Accuracy. Journal of Applied Psychology, 80, 158-167.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.80.1.158

Gaugler, B. B., Rosenthal, D. B., Thornton, G. C., & Bentson, C. (1987). Meta-Analysis of Assessment Center Validity.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 72, 493-511. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.72.3.493

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2020.109162 1387 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2020.109162
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-2063(00)00057-X
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2003.tb00146.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2389.00160
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.5.1114
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2389.00223
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.80.1.158
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.72.3.493

Priig, 2%

Gibbons, A. M., & Rupp, D. E. (2009). Dimension Consistency as an Individual Difference: A New (Old) Perspective on the
Assessment Center Construct Validity Debate. Journal of Management, 35, 1154-1180.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308328504

Goffin, R. D., Rothstein, M. G., & Johnston, N. G. (1996). Personality Testing and the Assessment Center: Incremental Va-
lidity for Managerial Selection. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81, 746-756. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.6.746

Graziano, W. G., Jensencampbell, L. A., & Hair, E. C. (1996). Perceiving Interpersonal Conflict and Reacting to It: The
Case for Agreeableness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70, 820-835.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.4.820

Hoffman, B. J., Kennedy, C. L., Lopilato, A. C., Monahan, E. L., & Lance, C. E. (2015). A Review of the Content, Crite-
rion-Related, and Construct-Related Validity of Assessment Center Exercises. Journal of Applied Psychology, 100,
1143-1168. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038707

Howard, A. (2008). Making Assessment Centers Work the Way They Are Supposed to. Industrial and Organizational Psy-
chology, 1, 98-104. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1754-9434.2007.00018.x

Kniffin, K. M., Wansink, B., Griskevicius, V., & Wilson, D. S. (2014). Beauty Is in the In-Group of the Beholded: Inter-
group Differences in the Perceived Attractiveness of Leaders. The Leadership Quarterly, 25, 1143-1153.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.09.001

Lance, C. E., Newbolt, W. H., Gatewood, R. D., Foster, M. R., French, N. R., & Smith, D. E. (2000). Assessment Center
Exercise Factors Represent Cross-Situational Specificity, Not Method Bias. Human Performance, 13, 323-353.
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327043HUP1304_1

Lievens, F., & Conway, J. M. (2001). Dimension and Exercise Variance in Assessment Center Scores: A Large-Scale Evalu-
ation of Multitrait-Multimethod Studies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 1202-1222.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.6.1202

Love, K. G., & Dearmond, S. (2007). The Validity of Assessment Center Ratings and 16 PF Personality Trait Scores in Po-
lice Sergeant Promotions: A Case of Incremental Validity. Public Personnel Management, 36, 21-32.
https://doi.org/10.1177/009102600703600102

Meriac, J. P., Hoffman, B. J., Woehr, D. J., & Fleisher, M. S. (2008). Further Evidence for the Validity of Assessment Center
Dimensions: A Meta-Analysis of the Incremental Criterion-Related Validity of Dimension Ratings. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 93, 1042-1052. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.5.1042

Neidig, R. D., & Neidig, P. J. (1984). Multiple Assessment Center Exercises and Job Relatedness. Journal of Applied Psy-
chology, 69, 182-186. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.69.1.182

Sackett, P. R., & Dreher, G. F. (1982). Constructs and Assessment Center Dimensions: Some Troubling Empirical Findings.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 67, 401-410. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.67.4.401

Waldman, D. A., Atwater, L. E., & Davidson, R. A. (2004). The Role of Individualism and the Five-Factor Model in the
Prediction of Performance in a Leaderless Group Discussion. Journal of Personality, 72, 1-28.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-3506.2004.00254.x

Woehr, D. J., & Arthur, W. (2003). The Construct-Related Validity of Assessment Center Ratings: A Review and Me-
ta-Analysis of the Role of Methodological Factors. Journal of Management, 29, 231-258.
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630302900206

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2020.109162 1388 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2020.109162
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308328504
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.6.746
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.4.820
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038707
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1754-9434.2007.00018.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327043HUP1304_1
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.6.1202
https://doi.org/10.1177/009102600703600102
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.5.1042
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.69.1.182
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.67.4.401
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-3506.2004.00254.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630302900206

	大五人格特质与无领导小组讨论测评得分的关系研究
	摘  要
	关键词
	Research on the Relationship between Big Five Personality Traits and Evaluation Score of Leaderless Group Discussion
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. 引言
	2. 研究方法
	2.1. 被试
	2.2. 材料
	2.2.1. 人格特质的测量
	2.2.2. LGD实验材料

	2.3. 程序
	2.3.1. 人格数据的获得
	2.3.2. LGD的组织与评价

	2.4. 结果分析
	2.4.1. 评分者一致性信度检验
	2.4.2. 被试人格特质与LGD测评得分的相关性分析
	2.4.3. 被试LGD测评得分与行为表现的相关性分析
	2.4.4. 被试人格特质对LGD测评得分的作用机制分析


	3. 讨论
	3.1. 人格特质与LGD测评得分的关系
	3.2. 行为绩效与LGD测评得分的关系
	3.3. 人格特质在LGD测评中的作用

	4. 研究结论
	参考文献

