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Abstract

This study aimed to evaluate the effect of using the Grammarly app on English grammar skills for
middle school students. 63 students were divided into two groups: an experimental group that received
grammar instruction through the Grammarly app, and a control group that received traditional grammar
instruction. The study lasted for 12 weeks, and the research tools included an English grammar test, a
grammar skills scale, and a Grammarly awareness scale. The results showed that the experimental group
that used the Grammarly app achieved significantly higher scores on the English grammar test and the
grammar skills scale compared to the control group that received traditional grammar instruction. The
results also showed that the experimental group had a more positive evaluation of the Grammarly app
and considered it a useful tool for learning English grammar. The results of the study indicate that using
the Grammarly app can be an effective tool for teaching English grammar and improving language skills
for middle school students. This may be due to the app’s ability to provide interactive and engaging
grammar instruction, as well as providing opportunities for practice and self-assessment. Overall, the
study suggests that the Grammarly app can be a useful tool for teaching English grammar and improving
language skills for middle school students.

Keywords: Grammarly, grammar rules, scale, perception, test.
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Introduction:

In our rapidly evolving world, English has so-
lidified its position as the global language, perme-
ating the realms of business, science, technology,
and entertainment (Patel, 2023). This dominance
opens doors to exciting opportunities for non-na-
tive speakers, paving the way for better job pros-
pects, as highlighted by Kings Education (2023).
Building on this point, effective communication
plays a crucial role in professional success. Be-
yond simply conveying information, clear and
grammatically correct language allows us to net-
work effectively, understand instructions precise-
ly, and express ourselves with confidence. A recent
study by Qiz (2023) found that grammar is a cru-
cial part of any language. Grammar serves a foun-
dational role in language acquisition, providing a
framework for clear and comprehensible commu-
nication. As Ataboyev and Rustamov (2023) point
out, mastering grammar principles equips learners
with the necessary tools to navigate the complex-
ities of a language. However, the very challenges
teachers face in explaining grammar effectively
(Kumayas & Lengkoan, 2023) can contribute to
its neglect in language learning, often leading to
prioritization of other skills.

To address this issue, some propose integrat-
ing explicit grammar instruction with reading and
writing activities (Smith & Johnson, 2023). This
aligns with integrating grammar with reading and
writing activities as an example of active learning,
which is a more effective approach to language
learning. It also aligns with the shift towards ac-
tive student participation emphasized by Silva et
al. (2022). By engaging in these activities, stu-
dents become more engaged with the language,
which helps them understand grammar better and
apply it more accurately. Recognizing that stu-
dents learn differently, teachers are changing their
role to be more like helpers and coaches, instead of
just talking at the front of the class (Yussif, 2022).
Technology and cool digital tools are key in mak-
ing this change happen, because they offer lots of
fun and interactive ways to learn (Sheetrit, 2022).

This means students can explore ideas on their
own time, which helps them understand things
better and get more involved in their learning.
Njeru, (2022) stated that mastering English
grammar presents a unique challenge for non-na-
tive speakers, with its complex tenses, specific
rules for article usage, and strict subject-verb
agreement requirements. However, through per-
sistent practice and a dedicated approach, these

challenges can be overcome, leading to increased
fluency and accuracy in English communication.
The researcher’s keen observation of the challeng-
es faced by English language learners, especially
in terms of poor grammar skills and aversion to
traditional feedback methods, sheds light on the
need for innovative approaches in language edu-
cation. It is evident that the fear of criticism and
failure, combined with the psychological impact
of overcorrection, can hinder the learning process.
In an effort to address these issues, the research-
er introduces Grammarly software as a modern
and creative solution. This tool not only checks
grammar exercises but also provides immediate
feedback on various aspects, including spelling,
subject-verb agreements, tense errors, and punc-
tuation. The inclusion of multiple options for cor-
rection empowers students to actively participate
in the learning process by making decisions about
the correctness of their work.

Furthermore, the researcher emphasizes the
desire to create a positive and supportive learning
environment where every student feels valued and
receives special attention and care. This approach
aligns with the understanding that fostering a sense
of individual importance can significantly contrib-
ute to a student’s motivation and engagement. In
addition, the researcher’s acknowledgment that
there is no existing study examining the applica-
tion of Grammarly software for developing gram-
mar rules among middle school students in Saudi
Arabia adds a valuable dimension to the study.
This research stands out for its originality within
the field, while also highlighting the potential im-
portance of its findings for the targeted learners.
Overall, the researcher’s innovative approach,
coupled with the introduction of Grammarly soft-
ware, not only addresses the identified challenges
but also adds a unique and forward-thinking per-
spective to the study of grammar education.

Pilot study:
Objective:

The pilot study aimed to diagnose grammar
weaknesses among second-grade middle school
students, evaluate their perceptions of applying
Grammarly, and refine study tools.

Methodology:

Adopted a quasi-descriptive methodology, col-
lecting data through the researcher-designed English
Grammar Test, English Language Skills Scale, and
Grammarly Application Perception Scale.
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Pilot study sample:

Selected 52 students randomly for the English
Grammar Test, English Language Skills Scale
and Grammarly Application Perception Scale.

The researcher developed all assessment in-
struments, including an English grammar test, an
English language skills scale, and a Grammarly
application perception scale.

The results confirmed the existence of the
identified problem and verified the validity and
reliability of the research instruments.

Statement of the problem:

The problem addressed in this study revolves
around the challenges faced by second-year stu-
dents in King Saud Middle School in Riyadh,
particularly in the domain of grammar skills. The
researcher has observed that English language
learners encounter difficulties in comprehending
and applying grammar rules, as evidenced by
the results of a pilot study conducted on 52 stu-
dents. The statistical analysis of a grammar test
revealed that only a limited number of students
demonstrated a satisfactory understanding of the
subject matter.

Furthermore, the pilot study introduced addi-
tional tools, including a scale assessing students’
ability to handle various grammar rules and an
evaluation of their familiarity with the Gram-
marly app. The outcomes of these assessments
have provided insights into the students’ strug-
gles with grammar-related concepts and their
lack of awareness regarding modern language
learning tools like Grammarly.

The identified issues are not solely restricted
to academic performance but extend to the emo-
tional and psychological aspects of learning. Stu-
dents have exhibited aversion to criticism, fear
of failure, and psychological distress when faced
with corrections, reflecting the need for a more
supportive and innovative approach to grammar
education.

In summary, the statement of the problem en-
capsulates the inadequate grasp of grammar rules
among second-year students, encompassing both
the academic and emotional dimensions of their
learning experience. Addressing these challeng-
es is crucial for enhancing the overall language
learning process and fostering a positive and ef-
fective educational environment.

2024 (uyle uolsd] W) 21 susdl dsolud! dad]

The Effectiveness of Grammarly App on Developing Some Grammar
Rules for Middle School Students I

The current research seeks to address the fol-
lowing questions:

1. To what extent does the Grammarly app en-
hance the students’ grammar rules achieve-
ment for second-year middle school stu-
dents?

2.To what extent does the Grammarly app en-
hance students’ grammar rule awareness for
second-year middle school students?

3.To what extent does the use of the Gram-
marly app influence students’ perceptions of
the Grammarly app?

Hypotheses of the Study

The study investigates the following hypoth-
eses:

1.There is no statistically significant differ-
ence (a = 0.05) between the mean scores of
the experimental and control groups on the
post-application English grammar test.

2.There is no statistically significant differ-
ence (a = 0.05) between the mean scores of
the experimental and control groups on the
post-application grammar rules scale.

3.There is no statistically significant differ-
ence (a = 0.05) between the mean scores of
the experimental and control groups on the
post-application Grammarly app perception
scale.

The purpose of the study:

The study aims to explore how the use of Gram-
marly app influences the performance of English
as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners in terms of
grammar rules, including assessing improvements
in grammatical accuracy, understanding, and ap-
plication of grammar principles. Additionally, the
research seeks to investigate the learners’ percep-
tions of the Grammarly app, encompassing their
attitudes, opinions, and subjective experiences
with the app. This dual investigation aims to pro-
vide insights into the app’s usability, effectiveness,
and overall user satisfaction.

The importance of the study:

1. The Grammarly may support middle school
students in improving grammar skills with
real-time feedback.

2.The Grammarly’s explanations may contrib-
ute to raise students’ awareness and under-
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standing of grammar rules.

3.The Grammarly’s explanations may help
students understand grammar rules better.

4.The Grammarly may facilitates studying
grammar.

Limitations of the Study:

1.This study is limited to second-grade stu-
dents in middle schools within the Kingdom
of Saudi Arabia

2.The study will span a 12-week period.

3.Grammar Lessons in the Students’ Textbook
and Student Workbook: Units 1 to 4

EFL students: the eleventh female grade stu-
dents who learn English as a foreign language.

Definitions of Terms”

The following terms have the designated mean-
ings whenever they are used in the study:

Grammar is ““ In linguistics, the grammar of a
natural language is its set of structural rules on
speakers’ or writers’ usage and creation of claus-
es, phrases, and words.” (From Wikipedia, the
free encyclopedia P.1, 2024)

The operational definition is Grammar is a set
of rules that non-native speakers should follow to
produce meaningful messages accurately

Grammarly app

Grammarly is “a Ukraine-founded[4][5][6]
cloud-based[7] typing assistant[8][9] It reviews
spelling, grammar, punctuation, clarity, engage-
ment, and delivery mistakes in English texts, de-
tects plagiarism, and suggests replacements for
the identified errors.[10] It also allows users to
customize their style, tone, and context-specific
language” ( From Wikipedia, the free encyclope-
dia P.1, 2024}

The operational definition is Grammarly, an Al
teacher, uses red pen feedback for errors, praising
good writing with a black pen

Perception “ is the process of attaining aware-
ness or understanding of sensory information. It
can also be explained as how a person feels to-
wards something.” From Wikipedia, the free en-
cyclopedia P.1 2024)

The operational definition of perception is
the ability to evaluate the effectiveness of using

Grammarly application after its utilization to en-
hance some grammar skills among second year
middle school students.

2. Related studies:

In line with Fitriana and Nurazni’s (2022) ex-
ploration of students’ views on Grammarly, the
current research also delves into the advantag-
es and disadvantages of the software. Fitriana
and Nurazni’s (2022) findings, derived from a
descriptive qualitative approach and a question-
naire involving 30 students, reveal a predomi-
nantly positive opinion towards Grammarly. The
observed benefits include improved grammar,
enhanced vocabulary, and increased writing con-
fidence. However, limitations such as mis-cor-
rection, restricted features in the free version,
and dependence on internet connectivity were
identified. Building upon the insights provided
by Fitriana and Nurazni (2022), the current study
takes a step further to investigate the impact of
Grammarly on students’ grammar abilities and
their overall attitudes toward learning English.
By incorporating their perspectives, particularly
regarding the frequency of Grammarly use, the
present research aims to contribute to a more
comprehensive understanding of how students’
consistent utilization of Grammarly shapes their
perceptions and influences their language learn-
ing experiences

Wu et al. (2023) conducted a critical evaluation
of ChatGPT’s grammatical error correction capa-
bilities compared to Grammarly and GECToR.
Using the CONLL2014 dataset, they applied both
automatic and human evaluation metrics, finding
that ChatGPT underperforms in automatic met-
rics, especially for longer sentences. Despite this,
ChatGPT’s unique approach, involving not only
one-by-one corrections but also modifications
to surface expressions and sentence structures
while maintaining grammatical correctness, sug-
gests promise as a grammatical error correction
tool. The study highlights distinct strengths and
weaknesses between ChatGPT and Grammarly,
with ChatGPT being more flexible but prone to
over-correction, while Grammarly is more con-
servative but may lean towards under-correction
or mis-correction. Building on these insights, the
current study uses Grammarly to assess its im-
pact on students’ grammar skills. Informed by
the comparative analysis Wu et al., the research
explores how Grammarly, with its unique attri-
butes, contributes to enhancing or potentially
challenging students’ grammar abilities.
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Building on Miranty and Widiati’s (2021) inves-
tigation of the use of Grammarly among Indo-
nesian undergraduate English students, where
100 participants were divided into three groups
based on academic year, the current study aims
to further explore the impact of Grammarly on
language learning experiences. Employing a
questionnaire and interview guide, Miranty and
Widiati (2021) found that students appreciated
Grammarly’s instant and comprehensive feed-
back. However, the present research seeks to
delve deeper into how varying frequencies of
Grammarly use may shape students’ perspectives
on the tool’s overall helpfulness and drawbacks,
particularly in terms of the effectiveness of its
feedback mechanisms.

Javier et al. (2022) explore the benefits of in-
tegrating Grammarly into language learning and
academic writing. The study, however, lacks em-
pirical evidence or statistical data to substantiate
the claims about the tool’s effectiveness in educa-
tional settings. Without testimonials or case stud-
ies from students and teachers who have utilized
Grammarly, measuring its impact on academic
writing quality proves challenging. Building on
these limitations, the current research endeavors
to investigate the actual impact of Grammarly on
developing some grammar skills aiming to pro-
vide empirical evidence and insights based on the
experiences of students.

Dizon, et al. (2021) explored the effects of
Grammarly, a writing assistant, on the writing
quality of Japanese L2 English students. Through
a comparative analysis of students’ writing with
and without Grammarly, the study identified that
the tool played a constructive role in diminishing
grammatical errors and enhancing lexical varia-
tion. The findings propose that Grammarly holds
potential as a beneficial resource for novice L2
writers who may encounter challenges in achiev-
ing effective writing skills. Building on these
insights, the present research seeks to further in-
vestigate the nuanced impact of Grammarly on
learning some grammar skills, aiming to provide a
more comprehensive understanding of its benefits
and potential limitations in educational settings.

In their 2020 study, Lee and Rakushin ex-
plored Grammarly’s impact on second language
writing among Korean EFL learners across vari-
ous genres. The findings indicated its benefits in
delivering quick feedback and increasing error
awareness. However, the study emphasized the
need for a balanced approach, cautioning against
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solely relying on Grammarly and highlighting
potential limitations, such as overlooking certain
errors and lacking detailed explanations. Build-
ing on these insights, the current research aims
to delve deeper into Grammarly’s role in specific
aspects of language learning, offering a nuanced
understanding of its contributions and potential
drawbacks in educational settings.

Lazic et al. (2020) investigated how 37 sec-
ond-year Japanese university students perceive
the paid version of Grammarly, especially in tasks
like paraphrasing and summarizing. Most students
had a positive view of Grammarly, particularly
for paraphrasing. However, they raised concerns
about the tool’s reliability and the quality of its
suggestions. Connecting this study with the pres-
ent one, their insights provide a foundation for un-
derstanding student perspectives on Grammarly,
offering valuable considerations for the current
study’s exploration of students’ attitudes.

John and Woll (2018) assessed the efficacy
of Grammarly, Virtual Writing Tutor, and Micro-
soft Word’s grammar checking for ESL learners.
Their study, using real ESL compositions and
simple sentences, gauged coverage, accuracy,
and precision of these grammar checkers. The
findings revealed that Grammarly and Virtual
Writing Tutor outperformed Microsoft Word, but
none could detect over half of the errors. Relating
this to the current study, it serves as a benchmark,
offering insights into the capabilities and limita-
tions of Grammarly in comparison to other gram-
mar checkers, enriching the current research’s
understanding of Grammarly’s role in correcting
errors for non-native learners.

Lei (2020) evaluated Grammarly Premium’s
effectiveness as an automated writing evaluation
(AWE) tool for night school students learning
English as a second language. Analyzing 175 es-
says, the study categorized 1042 errors into 40
types. Lei suggested that AWE tools, including
Grammarly, are valuable for diagnosing errors
and offering feedback to L2 learners. However,
the study emphasized the need to complement
AWE tool usage with other targeted methods.
Drawing on Lei’s insights, the current study gains
a comprehensive understanding of Grammarly’s
role in identifying and correcting grammatical
errors, allowing for a nuanced exploration of its
contribution to non- natives learners.

Parra and Calero’s 2019 study investigated the
impact of Grammark and Grammarly on the writ-
ing skills and attitudes of undergraduate univer-
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sity students. The study compared two software
tools available in both free and paid versions. The
results indicated a significant advantage for the
experimental group over the control group. This
study aligns with the current research focus on
evaluating the impact of grammar-checking tools
on student outcomes. Incorporating insights from
Parra and Calero’s study provides valuable evi-
dence supporting the potential positive effects of
utilizing such tools, contributing to a more com-
prehensive understanding of Grammarly’s im-
pact on students’ grammar skills and perceptions.

All studies share a common focus on assess-
ing the impact of Grammarly on language-re-
lated aspects, including grammar skills, writing
performance, and learners’ perceptions. Fitriana
and Nurazni (2022), Lazic et al. (2020), and Par-
ra and Calero (2019) highlight positive views
among students regarding Grammarly, empha-
sizing its effectiveness in providing feedback
and improving writing skills. Several studies, in-
cluding Fitriana and Nurazni (2022), Lazic et al.
(2020), and John and Woll (2018), acknowledge
limitations or potential drawbacks of Grammarly,
such as mis-correction, reliability concerns, and
the inability to detect certain errors. Lee and Ra-
kushin (2020) and Lazic et al. (2020) express
concerns about the over-reliance on Grammarly,
emphasizing the importance of supplementing
automated tools with human feedback and in-
struction.

Studies involve participants from diverse back-
grounds and educational levels, including middle
school students (Fitriana and Nurazni, 2022), un-
dergraduates (Miranty and Widiati, 2021; Parra
and Calero, 2019), Japanese university students
(Lazic et al., 2020), and ESL learners (John and
Woll, 2018). Varied evaluation criteria are em-
ployed, such as assessing perceptions (Fitriana
and Nurazni, 2022; Lazic et al., 2020), writing
skills and attitudes (Parra and Calero, 2019), and
automatic corrective feedback (John and Woll,
2018). Studies explore Grammarly in different
contexts, such as academic writing (Miranty and
Widiati, 2021; Dizon & Gayed, 2021; Lee and
Rakushin, 2020), paraphrasing and summarizing
(Lazic et al., 2020), and error correction (John
and Woll, 2018).

By synthesizing insights from diverse stud-
ies, the current research gains a comprehensive
understanding of Grammarly’s multifaceted im-
pact on grammar skills, learner perceptions, and
writing performance. The studies include Miran-

ty and Widiati (2021), Dizon & Gayed (2021),
Lee and Rakushin (2020), Lazic et al. (2020), and
John and Woll (2018).

Method and Procedures of the Study:
Objective:

This section of the research includes a de-
scription of the research community, its sample,
and its tools. It also discusses the procedures for
verifying and establishing their validity and reli-
ability, as well as the procedures for their imple-
mentation. It also describes the research design
and the statistical treatment used to analyze the
data and extract the results.

Methodology:

The research aimed to verify the effectiveness
of using the Grammarly application in develop-
ing English language skills among second-grade
middle school students. Accordingly, the study
adopted an experimental approach with a qua-
si-experimental design, involving the creation of
experimental and control groups. The research
sample was divided into two groups: one experi-
mental group studied English grammar rules us-
ing the Grammarly application, while the other
control group studied the same rules using the
conventional method following the Ministry’s
textbook guidelines.

Research Community:

The research community consists of all sec-
ond-grade middle school students in govern-
ment schools affiliated with the Education Of-
fice in Central Riyadh during the academic year
1444/1445 H

The study sample:

A middle school was selected from the schools
affiliated with the Education Office in Central Ri-
yadh using a simple random sampling method
through a lottery. The King Saud Middle school
in Riyadh was chosen to conduct the pilot study
and the research experiment. The pilot study
sample initially included 60 students of class
2-2 and 2-4, but only 52 students participated in
all study tools due to the absence of eight stu-
dents. The tools included an English grammar
test to assess students’ grammar achievement,
a grammar skills scale to diagnose the study’s
problem and identify strengths and weaknesses
in students’ grammar rules. Besides, a scale was
used to measure students’ perceptions of apply-
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ing Grammarly. This study aimed to verify the
existence of a problem in the survey study and
identify the optimal steps to address it. The King
Saud Complex was randomly assigned to repre-
sent the experimental and control groups. Then,
random selection was made for Class (2/1) with
33 students as the experimental group and Class
(2/3) with 30 students, considering three absent
students as the control group.

Research Variables:

The current research includes the following
variables:

* Independent Variable: It is represented by the
chosen teaching method, which is teaching
using Grammarly for the experimental group.

* Dependent Variable: It is represented by the
development of English grammar skills for
second-grade students.

The study tools:
Grammarly App.

This Al-powered application is designed for
spell-checking vocabulary and grammar rules, of-
fering students immediate feedback and rewards
for correct answers. In the case of any error, the
student receives prompt feedback. Through collab-
orative learning, students can recognize errors and

Table 1
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receive immediate support after providing the cor-
rect answer. With additional training, the student’s
awareness increases, enhancing their self-confi-
dence. Studies indicate that Grammarly, a writing
assistant powered by artificial intelligence, can po-
tentially enhance writing fluency and language abil-
ities (Jones & Johnson, 2020). Through its contin-
uous feedback, users develop self-editing expertise,
allowing them to internalize grammatical principles
and writing norms (Brown & Williams, 2019)

English grammar test:

The English grammar test, developed by the re-
searcher, assesses the rules covered in the first-se-
mester textbook through 60 multiple-choice ques-
tions, specifically targeting the rules introduced
in the initial four units. To ensure the test accu-
rately reflects the intended learning outcomes, a
panel of nine experts underwent a comprehen-
sive review. This panel, consisting of profession-
als in applied linguistics, English teachers, and
Ministry of Education supervisors, evaluated the
test for both content validity (reflecting relevant
skills) and face validity (appearing suitable for
the target population). Following the expert re-
view, the test was administered to a pilot study
sample. This step aimed to assess their achieve-
ment and establish both its statistical reliability
(consistency) and validity (measuring what it in-
tends to measure).

of English Grammar Test Results for the Survey Sample (n=52)
The English grammar test was administered to the pilot study sample (n=52). The results are

presented in the table below.

lowest Score Highest Score

Mean Standard Deviation

21.00 57.00

34.3425 9.75565

The table above reveals that students’ perfor-
mance in the English grammar test spans from
21 to 57, with an average score of 34.3425, indi-
cating a moderate proficiency level. This finding
underscores the need for intervention to enhance
grammar skills. Employing innovative teaching
methods is recommended to address this require-
ment and uplift overall grammar achievement
among the students.

Verification of Psychometric Properties:

By accuracy, it is meant that the test measures
what it was designed to measure. It signifies the
degree to which a method or evaluation tool
achieves the intended purpose for which it was de-
signed. The more accurately the designed purpose
is measured, the higher the accuracy of the tool.

Validity of the Test

After preparing the test in its initial form and

@ 2024 Guyle cualid] alodl 21 sasl dsmalud] &)

providing the necessary instructions, the re-
searcher submitted it to a panel of nine expert ref-
erees with specializations in curriculum, teaching
methods, and English language assessment. Ad-
ditionally, educational supervisors from the Min-
istry of Education were included to gather their
opinions on:

The appropriateness of formulating linguistic
questions in the test.
The suitability of the test for its intended purpose.

The appropriateness of the questions for the
stated purpose.

Judging the level of achievement measured by
each test question.

Considering the material for individual differences.

The appropriateness of the vocabulary for the
levels being measured.

Based on the feedback from the expert ref-
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erees, the test was finalized after the researcher
made some minor adjustments.

Construct Validity

For construct validity, the test was administered
to a pilot sample from the second-grade middle

Table2

school class at King Saud Middle School in Ri-
yadh, comprising a total of 52 students. This was
done to calculate the difficulty, discrimination, and
ease coefficients for the test items, as well as to
determine the internal consistency of the test. The
test consisted of 60 multiple-choice questions.

Difficulty, Discrimination, and Ease Coefficients for English Grammar Test Questions (n=52).

Present simple

Present Progressive

Difficulty Ease Discrimination Difficulty Ease Discrimination
No Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient No Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
1 0.826 34.6863 0.5686 23 0.259 34.6667 0.5882
2 0.830 34.5490 0.7059 24 0.336 34.7451 0.5098
3 0.831 344314 0.8235 25 296 34.5490 0.7059
4 0.829 34.4706 0.7843 26 0.307 34.8039 0.4510
5 0.827 34.6275 0.6275 28 0.137 34.5686 0.6863
6 0.831 34.7255 0.5294 31 0.831 34.6078 0.7255
7 0.829 34.6275 0.6275 32 0.827 34.6275 0.6275
8 0.839 34.7647 0.4902 33 0.392 34.6667 0.5882
13 0.827 34.5490 0.7059 Conjunctions
14 0.829 34.5294 0.2941 Difficulty Discrimination
15 0.836 34.5686 0.6863 Coefficient Ease Coefficient Coefficient
16 0.830 34.7647 0.4902 0.827 34.6275 0.6275
18 0829 34.6078 0.6471 0.833 34.7843 0.6471
19 0.828 34.5294 0.4902
29 0.831 34.6078 0.6471
30 0.829 34.5098 0.7451
Past simple L
Difficulty Linking Verbs
Coefficie Ease Discrimination
¥ " No Difficulty Ease Discrimination
NG L Coefliciont Coefficiont Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
9 0.839  34.6667 0.5882 34 0832 34.6363 0.5686
10 0.827 34.9608 0.2941 35  0.830 34.7059 0.830
11 0.839 34.5490 0.7059 36 0.308 34.6275 0.6275
37 0.137 34.6078 0.6471
12 0.830 34.6078 0.6471 38 0390 34.6078 0.6471
17 0.833 34.7843 0.6471 41 0308 34.6275 0.6275
20 0.835 34.6863 0.3333 )
21 0.826  34.8431 34.84 InienogaLNEs
22 0.826 34.9216 0.5686 No Difficulty Ease Discrimination
27 0.830 34.6275 04118 Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
39 0336 34.7059 0.5490
Adjectives and adverbs 40 0.220 34.6667 0.5882
No Difficulty Ease Discriminatio 42 0.265 34.4902 0.7647
Coefficient Coefficien n Coefficient 43 0319 34.6863 0.5686
t
46  0.350 34.6863 0.5686 —
47 0293 34.5294 0.7255 . LICPOSINORS o
48 0.478 34.8235 04314 No Difficulty Ease Coefficient | Discrimination
49 0393 34.7059 0.5490 Coefficient Coefficient
50 0.101 343725  0.8824 56 | 0.7255 34.5294 0.149
51 0236 34.6863 0.5686 57 | 0.5686 34.6863 0.298
52 0.5882 34.6667 0.172
53 03725 348824 0146 58 | 0.4314 34.8235 0.367
54 0.5882 34.6667 0.327
55 04314 34.5294 0.149
59  0.5882 34.6667 0.299
60  0.5098 34.7451 0.271
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The presented table reveals a diverse range of
difficulty coefficients for the questions, spanning
from 0.13 to 0.80. Notably, there is an absence of
questions with exceedingly low or high difficulty
coefficients. Similarly, the discrimination coeffi-
cients exhibit a varied range from 0.14 to 0.88,
with no questions displaying coefficients below
0.10. This comprehensive analysis suggests the
statistical acceptability of both difficulty and dis-
crimination coefficients, affirming the suitability
of the test for utilization in the study. Overall, the
coefficients indicate well-constructed test items
characterized by moderate difficulty, a satisfac-

Table3
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tory ease of answering, and effective discrimina-
tion among students.

Test Reliability

Test Reliability refers to the precision and
consistency of the measurement, indicating that
the test yields the same or closely similar results
when reapplied to the same sample, under the
same conditions, and after a specified time inter-
val. To assess the test’s stability, the coefficient
alpha (Cronbach’s alpha) and the split-half reli-
ability coefficient were calculated

illustrates the coefficients of the reliability of the English grammar test (n=52).

Split-Half Reliability (After Length

Test Dimensions Coefficient Alpha Correction)
Present Simple 0.67 0.78
Past Simple 0.83 0.89
Present Progressive 0.77 0.89
Interrogatives 0.78 0.88
Adjectives and Adverbs 0.70 0.78
Prepositions 0.79 0.87
Linking Verbs 0.76 0.89
Conjunctions 0.88 0.90

The values of the test reliability coefficients
across various dimensions, such as Present Sim-
ple, Past Simple, Present Progressive, Interroga-
tives, Adjectives and Adverbs, Prepositions, Link-
ing Verbs, and Conjunctions, are consistently high.
These elevated values suggest a strong and stable
performance of the tests, indicating their reliability
in consistently measuring the intended constructs.
In summary, the reliability coefficients for most
dimensions are acceptable, affirming that the tests
are consistent and provide reliable measurements
of the targeted language skills.

Grammar SKills Scale

The researcher designed a Grammar Skills
Scale, comprising 27 statements covering various
dimensions, including nouns, verbs, adjectives,
adverbs, pronouns, articles, prepositions, conjunc-
tions, sentence structure, punctuation, plurals, pos-
sessives, subject-verb agreement, using complete
sentences, and homophones and Homograph. Re-
spondents answer using a binary Likert scale with
two options: “ I Know” with a score of two and “ 1
Do not know” with a score of one.

The English Grammar Skills Scale procedures:

The scale’s objective:

It is to assess the level of English grammar
skills among students in both the pilot study and
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the experimental study, with a focus on verifying
its psychometric properties.

After establishing behavioral objectives, the
scale was presented to a group of nine expert
referees with expertise in applied linguistics to
gather feedback on the clarity and alignment of
the objectives and questions with each cognitive
level.

The validity and reliability of the scale.

After incorporating the feedback from the ref-
erees, the study conducted the test application on
a pilot sample group consisting of 52 students
from the second-grade middle school class at
King Saud Middle School in Riyadh. The ob-
jectives of this pilot application were to evaluate
students’ proficiency in the skills assessed by the
scale, Compute the internal consistency reliabil-
ity of the scale, Determine the overall reliability
of the scale and Calculate difficulty, ease, and
discrimination coefficients.

The face validity

The face validity of the English Grammar Skills
Scale was assessed by presenting it to a group of
nine referees with expertise in curriculum, teach-
ing methods, and English language assessment,
including educational supervisors from the Min-
istry of Education. Their feedback focused on
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the scale’s appropriateness, clarity, and linguistic
accuracy. The purpose of the evaluation was to
ensure that the statements were clear and aligned
with the intended grammatical rules, and to con-
firm the linguistic accuracy of each statement.
Based on the referees’ feedback, the wording of
some paragraphs related to adjectives, adverbs,
punctuation, and possession was modified.

Table 4

Internal Consistency Reliability:

To assess internal consistency reliability, the
Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated
between the items and the total score of the scale,
to measure the extent to which the items are mea-
suring the same underlying construct. The table
above indicates that all items show a statistically

Correlation of Each Item Individually with the Total Score on the Grammar Skills Scale.

No Correlation No Correlation
1 0.422%* 21 0.721%*
2 0.529** 22 0.770**
3 0.556** 23 0.752%*
4 0.559%* 24 0.655%*
5 0.512%* 25 0.681**
6 0.364** 26 0.582%*
7 0.585%* 27 0.272
8 0.300%*

9 0.525%*

10 0.647%*

11 0.695%*

12 0.520%*

13 0.687**

14 0.698**

15 0.514%*

16 0.631%*

17 0.637**

18 0.485%*

19 0.716**

20 0.557**

significant correlation at the 0.01 level with the Test Reliability

total score on the scale to which they belong,
highlighting the construct validity of the test.

The reliability of the scale was estimated by
calculating Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient.

Table §
illustrates the reliability results.
Skill reliability coefficients
1.  Noun 0.77
2. Verb 0.85
3. Adjective 0.76
4. Adverb 0.83
5. Pronoun 0.77
6.  Article 0.78
7. Preposition 0.76
8. Conjunction 0.79
9.  Sentence Structure 0.76
10.  Punctuation 0.74
11.  Capitalization 0.71
12.  Plurals 0.76
13.  Possessives 0.77
14.  Subject-Verb Agreement 0.88
15.  Using Complete Sentences 0.75
16.  Homophones and Homographs 0.77
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The provided table summarizes the reliability
coefficients, measured by Cronbach’s alpha, for
various linguistic elements in English. The coeffi-
cients, ranging from 0.74 to 0.88, indicate the reli-
ability and stability of the usage of these elements.
Notably, subject-verb agreement demonstrates the
highest stability with a coefficient of 0.88, empha-
sizing the consistent application of grammatical

The Effectiveness of Grammarly App on Developing Some Grammar
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rules. The overall high coefficients across differ-
ent elements suggest a reliable and stable pattern
in the usage of language constructs, contributing
to the overall linguistic coherence and precision.
The application of the English language grammar
skills scale was conducted on the pilot sample to
evaluate students’ achievements. The results are
presented in the following table. (6).

Table 6
presents the knowledge of grammar skills in a pilot sample (n=52) of students
SD Mean Sl y Sl et
%S % NS
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The table underscores notable deficiencies in
English grammar skills among the pilot students,
as evidenced by the scores falling within the range
of “average” to “weak” for each assessed item.
This indicates a widespread need for improvement
in various aspects of grammar. The identified
weaknesses span areas such as verb tenses, proper
use of articles, and understanding of conjunctions.
To address these shortcomings, it is crucial to in-
troduce an innovative teaching strategy that caters
to the specific needs of the students. Targeted in-
terventions can be designed to enhance compre-
hension and application of grammar rules, foster-
ing a more comprehensive grasp of the English
language. Implementing such strategies will play
a pivotal role in elevating the overall proficiency
levels and ensuring a more effective learning ex-
perience for the students.

Grammarly perception scale:

This study aims to develop and evaluate a
scale measuring students’ perception of the Gram-
marly application. The scale encompasses four

Table 7

crucial dimensions: satisfaction, positive effects,
challenges, and recommendations. It utilizes a
Likert three-point scale and covers various facets
through 24 statements. To ensure face validity, all
statements were meticulously assessed by a panel
of five expert professors in psychology, guaran-
teeing alignment with the intended dimensions.
Following their feedback, the scale was refined to
strengthen its validity. Subsequently, the revised
scale was administered to a pilot sample of 52 stu-
dents from King Saud Middle School. The result-
ing data underwent analysis, including the calcu-
lation of statistical measures to assess its validity
and reliability. The researcher developed the scale.

Internal Consistency Reliability:

Internal consistency reliability was assessed by
calculating Pearson correlation coefficients. These
coefficients measure the correlation between individ-
ual item scores and the overall score for each sub-
scale. Additionally, correlations between individual
items and the total score for the entire scale were
computed. These results are presented in Table 7.

Pearson Correlation Coefficients between the Overall Score of the Scale

Item Correlation with Overall Dimension Correlation with Overall Scale
1 0.59** 0.56%*
2 0.48** 0.60%**
3 0.68** 0.68%*
4 0.64%** 0.58%*
5 0.51** 0.70%*
6 0.59%* 0.45%%*
7 0.46** 0.51%*
8 0.57** 0.47%*
9 0.42%* 0.60%*
10 0.59** 0.50%*
11 0.42%* 0.56%*
12 0.59** 0.30%*
13 0.55%* 0.53%*
14 0.61** 0.57%*
15 0.51** 0.56%*
16 0.68** 0.30%*
17 0.51%** 0.65%*
18 0.58** 0.46%*
19 0.65%** 0.53%*
20 0.59%* 0.53%*
21 0.61** 0.66%*
22 0.51%** 0.54%%*
23 0.68** 0.69%*
24 0.51** 0.41%*

**The correlation is significant at the 0.05 level.
** The correlation is significant at the 0.01 level.

Table (7) indicates that the correlation coeffi-
cients are statistically significant between each item
and both the total score of the scale and the sub-
scale score to which the item belongs. This suggests
a consistent relationship between the test items and
the overall scale as well as the specific sub-scale.

Scale Reliability:

The study ensured the reliability of the scale by
calculating Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient for the to-
tal items of each dimension among the four dimen-
sions measured by the scale, as well as for the total
items of the entire scale. Table (8) illustrates this.
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Table (8)

The Effectiveness of Grammarly App on Developing Some Grammar
Rules for Middle School Students I

Cronbach's Alpha reliability coefficients for the items of each dimension among the four dimensions
measured by the test, as well as for the total items of the test as a whole.

Dimension Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient
After Satisfaction 0.74
After Difficulties 0.74
After Positive Effects 0.72
After Recommendations 0.78
Overall Score 0.77

The Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients, as shown
in Table (8), reveal the scale’s commendable inter-
nal consistency across different dimensions. Each
dimension, including satisfaction, difficulties, pos-
itive effects, and recommendations, exhibits mod-
erate to good reliability with coefficients ranging
from 0.72 to 0.78. The Overall Score, with a Cron-
bach’s Alpha of 0.77, reflects a reliable and inter-
nally consistent measurement tool for assessing

various aspects related to events. These findings
affirm the credibility and effectiveness of the scale
in capturing the intended constructs, providing re-
searchers and practitioners with a reliable instru-
ment for their assessments.

The Students’ Perception of Grammarly Appli-
cation scale was implemented to assess pilot stu-
dents’ perceptions of the Grammarly application.

Table 9
illustrates the results, which are based on a pilot sample of 52 participants.
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The table summarizes the perceptions of 52
survey participants regarding the Grammarly ap-
plication. The data ranges from 1.7 to 2.35, in-
dicating a moderate level of awareness. The table
categorizes responses into “Agree,” ‘“Neutral,”
and “Disagree” with corresponding frequencies
and percentages, accompanied by average and
standard deviation values. This analysis provides
insights into participants’ perceptions, guiding
potential improvements for Grammarly and em-
phasizing the need for intervention to enhance
students’ awareness of the application.

Table 10

Stage: Preparation for the Study Experiment

The pre-application of the study tools was car-
ried out by the researcher on students from both
the experimental and control groups to ensure the
equivalence of the two groups before commenc-
ing the experiment. The Independent Sample
T-test was utilized to compare the mean scores of
students in the experimental and control groups
across three tests. The results of the T-test are pre-
sented in Table (10), illustrating the comparative
outcomes.

presents the results of the Independent Samples t-test. This statistical test was employed to determine
whether there are statistically significant differences in the mean scores achieved by the experimental
and control groups on the pre-application of the study tools.

. Standard t- Significance
Comparison Group Ne Mein Deviation Value Level
Total Score of Students' Control 30 526400 10.64926 0237 0.814
Perception of Grammarly

Experimental 33 533030 10.51037

English Grammar Test Control 30  36.7200 9.71477 -0.237 0.814
Experimental 33 373333 9.53502

Language Skills Test Control 30 27.2800 4.99600 -0.614 0.542
Experimental 33 28.1515 5.60759

The table (10) indicates a lack of statistically

significant differences at a significance level of

(0.05 = o) between the mean scores of the ex-
perimental and control groups in the pre-mea
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surement of the overall English grammar test.
The t-value for the difference between the mean
scores is (-0.237), which is not statistically sig-
nificant. The significance level (0.814) is greater
than (0.05). Similarly, there are no statistically
significant differences at a significance level of
(0.05 = o) between the mean scores of the exper-
imental and control groups in the pre-measure-
ment of the overall students’ perception of the
Grammarly application. The t-value for the dif-
ference between the mean scores is (0.237) with
a significance level of (0.814). Additionally, there
are no statistically significant differences at a sig-
nificance level of (0.05 = o) between the mean
scores of the experimental and control groups
in the pre-measurement of the overall language
skills test. The t-value for the difference between
the mean scores is (-0.614) with a significance
level of (0.542). This suggests that the two study
groups were equivalent and homogeneous before
the experimental intervention in terms of the En-
glish grammar test, students’ perception of the
Grammarly application, and the language skills
test.

The teaching stage for the research sample.

In the research’s teaching phase, the research-
er implemented differentiated instructional ap-
proaches for the experimental and control groups.
The experimental group received grammar lessons
utilizing the Grammarly application, while the
control group received lessons using the conven-
tional method, which involved direct instruction
from the researcher. This instructional phase lasted
for twelve weeks.

The Effectiveness of Grammarly App on Developing Some Grammar
Rules for Middle School Students I

Post-Application Stage of the Study Tools:

After completing the teaching of English gram-
mar rules using the Grammarly application for
students to the experimental, the research tools
were applied post-application to students in both
groups at the school. The tests were then corrected
by the study, and the grades of the students in both
groups were recorded in preparation for statistical
analysis.

Following the completion of the Gram-
marly-based grammar instruction in the exper-
imental group, the research tools were adminis-
tered to both groups. After correcting the tests,
the researchers recorded the students’ grades for
subsequent statistical analysis.

Findings of the study:

The study presents quantitative findings that
address the research questions and assess the va-
lidity of the proposed hypotheses.

Examining the first hypothesis

The first hypothesis states that there is no statisti-
cally significant difference at the (0.05) level be-
tween the average scores of the experimental and
control groups in the post-application of the En-
glish grammar test after teaching using the Gram-
marly application. To test this hypothesis, the In-
dependent Sample t-test was used to compare the
average scores of the control group, taught us-
ing the traditional method, and the experimental
group, taught using the Grammarly application.
Table (11) illustrates the results of the t-test.

Table 11
Independent Samples t-Test Comparing Post-Test English Grammar Scores of Experimental and
Control Groups
< Standard Significance
Comparison Group No Deviation t-Value Level
E“ghS}}SSrtammar Control 30 36.7200 9.71477 2713 0.009
Experimental 33 43.9394 10.27113 -

The t-test results suggest a statistically signifi-
cant difference in the performance on the English
Grammar Test between the control group (taught
using traditional methods) and the experimental
group (taught using the Grammarly application).
The negative t-value indicates that the experimen-
tal group outperformed the control group. The low
p-value further supports the evidence of a signifi-
cant difference. Therefore, it appears that the use
of the Grammarly application in teaching English
grammar has a positive impact on students’ perfor-
mance compared to traditional teaching methods.
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Examining the second hypothesis

The second hypothesis, stating no significant
difference (o = 0.05) exists between the average
scores of the experimental and control groups in
the post-application total grammar skills scale,
was examined using the Independent Samples
t-test. The comparison compared the average
scores of the control group (traditional methods)
and the experimental group (Grammarly) in the
total language skills test. Table (12) presents the
t-test results.
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Table 12
Independent Samples t-Test Comparing the Post-Test Grammar Skills Scores of the Experimental and
Control Groups.
. Standard Value -
Comparisons Group No Average Deviation (t) Significance Level
Gram::lzlreSkllls Control 30 26.9200 527510 -3.586 001
Experimental 33 33.8788 8.53580 -

The table above reveals a statistically signifi-
cant difference (a = 0.001) between the average
scores of the control and experimental groups in
the post-application assessment.

The t-value (3.586) indicates that the exper-
imental group outperformed the control group,
suggesting that the use of the Grammarly ap-
plication led to statistically significant improve-
ments in performance.

Table 13

Examining the third hypothesis

The third hypothesis, stating no significant
difference (o = 0.05) exists between the average
scores of the experimental and control groups
in the post-application overall perception score
of the Grammarly application, was tested using
the Independent Samples t-test. The test com-
pared the mean scores of the control group (con-
ventional method) and the experimental group
(Grammarly) in students’ overall perception of
the application. Table (13) presents the results.

presents the results of the Independent Samples t-test, which examined the significance of differences between
the mean scores of the experimental and control groups in the post-application assessment of the perception of

the Grammarly application.

Comparisons Number Mean Stal}dz}rd t-Value Significance Level
Deviation
Srammatly Application Control Group 30 49.5600 11.24381 2.886
Perception Test
Experimental Group 33 57.1818 8.87572 - -

The findings presented in Table (13) reveal
noteworthy and statistically significant differences
at a significance level of 0.006 between the mean
scores of the control and experimental groups in
the post-application assessment of the Grammarly
Application Perception Test. With a t-value of
2.886, the results indicate that the experimental
group outperformed the control group, signifying
the positive impact of utilizing the Grammarly ap-
plication on students’ perception.

Discussion of the study results and their in-
terpretation:

The success of Grammarly in developing stu-
dents’ grammar rules can be attributed to several
factors. Firstly, Grammarly provides instant feed-
back and corrections, allowing students to iden-
tify and understand their mistakes in real-time.
This immediate feedback is crucial for the learn-
ing process as it helps students grasp the correct
grammar rules and internalize them. Secondly,
Grammarly offers a user-friendly interface that
engages students in the learning process. The
interactive nature of the application encourages
students to actively participate in improving their
grammar skills. The user interface provides ex-
planations for corrections, helping students com-
prehend the underlying grammar rules, thereby
facilitating a deeper understanding. Moreover,
Grammarly utilizes advanced algorithms and
artificial intelligence to analyze and correct
grammar errors effectively. The application not

only points out mistakes but also offers expla-
nations and suggestions for improvement. This
dynamic approach to grammar instruction aids
in reinforcing correct grammar usage and helps
students apply the rules in various contexts. Ad-
ditionally, Grammarly’s accessibility and conve-
nience contribute to its success. Students can use
Grammarly across various platforms, including
web browsers, Microsoft Word, and even mobile
applications. This flexibility ensures that students
can incorporate Grammarly into their writing
processes seamlessly, fostering consistent prac-
tice and reinforcement of grammar rules. In
summary, Grammarly’s success in developing
students’ grammar rules can be attributed to its
provision of instant feedback, user-friendly in-
terface. These features collectively create an ef-
fective and engaging learning environment that
enhances students’ understanding and application
of grammar rules.

Grammarly transcends its primary function of
error correction by fostering grammar awareness
through indirect means. When users encounter
corrections, they are exposed to their mistakes,
drawing their attention to specific grammar rules
they may have previously overlooked. By con-
sistently rectifying errors, Grammarly can unin-
tentionally reinforce correct grammatical usage
over time. This consistent exposure, similar to
the spaced repetition learning method, might lead
to improved recognition and application of gram-
matical principles.
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Grammarly’s effectiveness in garnering positive
student perceptions arises from its core features.
The provision of real-time feedback and correc-
tion of grammatical errors is a significant con-
tributor to this positive perception. Additionally,
Grammarly’s role in helping students understand
and learn from their mistakes enhances their con-
fidence in writing, further contributing to a favor-
able view of the application. The user-friendly
interface of Grammarly is also recognized as a
factor that positively influences students’ percep-
tions.

Studies like Parra & Calero (2019) and Lee
& Rakushin (2020) support the importance of
immediate feedback in raising error awareness
and fostering understanding. Dizon & Gayed
(2021), where Grammarly’s explanations helped
students improve writing quality. Fitriana & Nu-
razni (2022) and Lazic et al. (2020) support the
discussion points regarding positive perceptions
stemming from instant feedback, improved confi-
dence, and a user-friendly interface. Overall, the
discussion demonstrates a good understanding of
how Grammarly’s various features contribute to
its effectiveness in enhancing students’ grammar
skills and perceptions. It also effectively incor-
porates relevant research findings to substantiate
the claims made.

Recommendations and Further Studies:

Language education programs can benefit from
integrating Grammarly. This tool offers both
teachers and students advantages. Teachers can
leverage Grammarly to provide immediate feed-
back and personalized learning, fostering stronger
grammar skills and writing performance. Students
can utilize Grammarly to identify and correct er-
rors, ultimately enhancing their writing and boost-
ing their confidence in the process.

To further explore Grammarly’s role in lan-
guage learning, future research could investigate
several areas. First, comparative studies could
assess Grammarly’s effectiveness against tra-
ditional methods in improving grammar. Addi-
tionally, research could examine Grammarly’s
impact across different learning environments
(online, blended, traditional) and for students
with diverse backgrounds and learning styles.
Moreover, studies could delve beyond grammar
correction, exploring Grammarly’s influence
on vocabulary acquisition, writing fluency, and
critical thinking in language use. Finally, quali-
tative studies could explore student and teacher
experiences with Grammarly, providing valuable
insights into their perceptions of this language
learning tool.
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