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Abstract:  This study investigates the differences in the effectiveness of the plug-in approach and the unplugged
approach in face-to-face group peer-to-peer assessment. Group work debriefing and peer assessment were the context,
and a sample of 12 groups was analyzed based on the scoring results of 16 raters under the two scoring modalities. The
results showed that there were no significant differences between the two grading methods in scores, word count of
suggestions, and grading duration; graders were more likely to agree on objective outcome scores than process and
affective dimensions; and the plug-in method performed better in word count and content quality of suggestions, and
consistency with expert. The experimental design will be optimized to validate and deepen the above findings.
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