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This study addresses the persistent challenges students face in
developing effective English writing skills, particularly in
mastering grammar, structure, and coherence within recount
texts. The research aims to determine whether the use of
Grammarly significantly enhances the writing ability of 11th-
grade students at SMAN 4 Jember. A quantitative method
with a pre-experimental design is employed, involving pre-
test and post-test assessments to measure students’
improvement after using Grammarly as a grammar-checking
tool. Findings indicate that Grammarly supports students in
reducing grammatical errors, improving sentence structure,
and increasing overall writing clarity. The tool also boosts
learners’ confidence and facilitates more effective revision
practices. The significance of this research lies in providing
empirical evidence on the effectiveness of Al-assisted
grammar tools in EFL writing instruction and offering
practical insights for educators integrating technology to

improve writing outcomes.




Muhammad Prastha Wira Mahadika, Indri Astutik, Henry Fatckurrohnman / The Effect
of Grammarly on Students’ Writing Ability at SMAN 4 Jember 133

Introduction

Writing is an essential skill in English language learning, especially as international
academic communication increasingly requires proficiency in written English. Scholars such
as Nova (2018), Khalisa (2018), Nunan et al. (2003), and Sholeh et al. (2021) emphasize that
writing is a complex cognitive process involving idea generation, organization, grammatical
accuracy, and expressive clarity. Despite its importance, many students continue to struggle
with producing coherent and well-structured texts due to linguistic limitations and
difficulties understanding academic conventions.

In recent years, artificial intelligence (AI) has emerged as a helpful support system
in writing instruction. Studies by Zhang and Wu (2024) and Soelistiyowati et al. (2024)
demonstrate that Al-assisted tools improve students’ organization, vocabulary, sentence
structure, and overall writing quality, although concerns about overreliance still exist. Other
research, such as Pokhrel (2023), highlights the need to balance technological support with
pedagogical strategies that encourage creativity and independent expression.

Grammar remains a critical foundation for effective writing, contributing to clarity
and coherence. Tools like Grammarly have gained popularity for identifying grammatical,
spelling, and punctuation errors. Johnson (2019) and Smith (2018) describe Grammarly as
an Al-powered platform that assists writers in refining sentence structure and style, although
McCarthy (2022) notes that more empirical evidence is needed to measure the overall impact
of grammar tools. Research by Perdana et al. (2021) and Resiana et al. (2024) shows that
Grammarly effectively improves mechanical accuracy but offers limited feedback on higher-
order writing skills.

Based on these insights, the current study focuses on evaluating the effectiveness of
Grammarly in improving the recount text writing ability of 11th-grade students at SMAN 4
Jember. The research investigates whether Grammarly helps students enhance accuracy,
structure, and fluency while also boosting their confidence in writing. Through student
feedback and performance analysis, the study aims to understand how grammar tools
influence the writing process within an EFL context.

Overall, this research is expected to contribute theoretically by expanding knowledge
about the role of Al grammar tools in language learning and practically by offering guidance
for teachers and future researchers. The findings may support the integration of digital
writing tools in classroom instruction to enhance students’ writing outcomes, particularly in

recount text composition.
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Method

This chapter explains the methodology used to examine the effect of Grammarly on
students’ ability to write recount texts. The study uses a quantitative quasi-experimental
design with a pre-test and post-test control group, comparing students taught using
Grammarly with those taught using conventional methods. The research involves eleventh-
grade students of SMAN 4 Jember, with classes XI-2 and XI-3 selected as samples through
probability sampling.

The procedure includes giving both groups a pre-test, providing treatment using
Grammarly to the experimental class, and then administering a post-test to assess
improvements. Data is collected through students’ writing tests, evaluated using an
analytical scoring rubric adapted from Jacobs et al. (1981), covering organization, grammar,
vocabulary, and mechanics. Validity (content and construct) and reliability (inter-rater
reliability) are ensured to maintain the accuracy and consistency of the assessment.

Data analysis is conducted using IBM SPSS 27, applying an independent sample t-
test to determine whether Grammarly significantly improves writing ability. The hypotheses
compare the mean scores of the two groups. If the calculated t-value exceeds the t-table
value, Grammarly is considered to have a significant positive effect. The interpretation of
results focuses on score improvements between pre-test and post-test, showing whether
Grammarly enhances students’ writing performance more effectively than traditional

methods.

Findings and Discussion

The research was conducted over four meetings at SMAN 4 Jember to investigate
whether the use of Grammarly influenced students’ writing ability in recount texts. Both the
control class (XI-2) and the experimental class (XI-3) consisted of 32 students. Before the
intervention, a pre-test was administered to measure the students’ initial writing
performance. The descriptive statistics (Table 1) show that the control group obtained a
mean score of 9.06, while the experimental group scored 8.63. An independent samples t-
test (Table 2) confirmed that this difference was not statistically significant (t = 0.84, p =
0.402), and Levene’s Test indicated equal variances (p = 0.43). These results suggest that
both groups started with comparable writing abilities prior to treatment.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics — Pre-test
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Variable N [Minimum |[Maximum |[Mean |[Median [[Std. Deviation
Control Pre-test ? 5 12 9.06 |9.00 2.26
Experimental Pre-test ? 4 12 8.63 |18.50 1.99

Table 2. T-Test Results —Ee-test

Group N |Mean Median SD |t p

Control 32 |9.06 9.00 22 ]0.84 0.402
Experimental 32 |8.63 8.50 19 |— —

After the experimental class received four meetings of instruction using Grammarly
and the control class received conventional instruction, a post-test was administered. The
descriptive statistics (Table 3) show that the experimental group achieved a mean score of
9.44, slightly higher than the control group’s mean of 9.41. However, the independent
samples t-test (Table 4) indicated that this difference was not statistically significant (t = -
1.67, p = 0.100). Although there was observable improvement in the experimental group,
the statistical analysis shows that the use of Grammarly did not result in a significant
difference in post-test writing performance compared to traditional instruction.

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics — Post-test

Variable N [Minimum [Maximum [Mean |[Median [[Std. Deviation
Control Post-test ? 6 12 9.41 |(9.00 2.05
Experimental Post-test ? 8 12 9.44 {110.00 1.37

Table 4. T-Test Results — I;st-test

Group N |Mean Median SD t p
Control 32 |8.78 9.00 2.01 -1.67 0.100
Experimental 32 19.50 10.00 1.37 — —

To confirm the overall findings, hypothesis testing was conducted using results from
both the pre-test and post-test. Table 5 summarizes the results, showing that both p-values
exceeded the 0.05 significance threshold. Therefore, the null hypothesis (Ho) stating that
Grammarly does not significantly affect students’ writing ability is accepted.

Table 5. Summary of Hypothesis Testing
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Test t- p- Significance
df Decision |Interpretation
Type |value value ((0.05)

Ho No significant difference before
Pre-test 0.84 [62/0.402 (> 0.05
Accepted |treatment

Ho No significant difference after
Post-test||-1.67 ||62(0.100 |[> 0.05

Accepted |treatment

The findings of this study indicate that the use of Grammarly did not produce a
statistically significant improvement in students’ writing ability in recount texts. Although
the experimental group achieved a slightly higher mean score in the post-test compared to
the control group, the independent samples t-test showed that this difference was not
significant (p = 0.100). This outcome suggests that the four-meeting intervention may have
been insufficient for students to fully internalize Grammarly’s corrective feedback or apply
it effectively in their writing. Prior research has shown that meaningful development in
writing ability requires consistent exposure to feedback and opportunities for practice over
an extended period, which this short intervention did not provide.

The lack of significant improvement in the experimental group may also be attributed
to students’ reliance on Grammarly’s automated suggestions without a deep understanding
of the underlying grammatical rules. When learners accept corrections passively, they may
improve surface-level accuracy but fail to develop lasting improvements in writing quality
or coherence. This aligns with findings from previous studies, which reported that
Grammarly is effective in reducing mechanical errors but does not consistently enhance
overall writing performance unless accompanied by explicit instruction and guidance.
Despite the non-significant statistical results, the slight increase in the experimental group’s
mean score indicates that Grammarly still holds potential as a supplementary instructional
tool. When integrated alongside teacher feedback, it can help students identify errors,
become more aware of their writing problems, and gradually develop greater independence

and accuracy in writing.

Conclusions
This study was conducted to examine the effect of Grammarly on the writing ability

of eleventh-grade students at SMAN 4 Jember, specifically in writing recount texts. Based
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on the statistical analysis using an independent sample t-test, the findings revealed no
significant difference in post-test scores between the experimental class that used
Grammarly and the control class that was taught using conventional methods. Both classes
achieved the same average score of 9.44 in the post-test, and the significance value (Sig. 2-
tailed) was 1.000, indicating no statistically significant effect.

The results suggest that while Grammarly may assist students in correcting
grammatical, punctuation, and spelling errors, it does not substantially enhance overall
writing performance in terms of content, organization, and coherence—especially when
applied over a short instructional period. Thus, the implementation of Grammarly alone may
not be sufficient to holistically improve students’ writing abilities. It should be integrated

with teacher guidance and feedback to support comprehensive writing development.
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