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Abstract

Leaderless Group Discussion (LGD) has unique advantages as an important talent assessment tool.
This paper discusses its development history in depth, from its origin to its wide application and
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improvement at home and abroad. In terms of the current research status, it analyzes the research
differences between domestic and foreign scholars on LGD technology, pointing out that domestic
scholars mostly study its assessment elements, reliability and validity, and consistency of the exam-
iner’s score separately, while foreign scholars study it more deeply as part of the evaluation center
technology. A model of LGD assessment elements is constructed, including five first-level element
variables and 24 second-level element variables, and the importance of the assessment elements is
calculated and analyzed by using questionnaire research, factor analysis and AHP hierarchical anal-
ysis to derive the weights of each element. Finally, suggestions are made, such as increasing tech-
nical input, rationally selecting assessment elements, increasing the number of evaluators and
strengthening training, etc., in order to enhance the validity and practicality of LGD, provide refer-
ence for talent selection, assessment and training of enterprises and organizations, and promote
this technology to play a more important role in future human resource management.
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Table 1. Leaderless Group Discussion assessment dimension scale
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Table 2. Characterization table of demographic variables of the sample
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Table 3. Scoring of elements at various levels
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Table 6. Example of a judgment matrix
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Figure 1. Recursive hierarchical model of the elements of a leaderless group discussion assessment
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