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 Abstract: By using a descriptive quantitative design, data were 
collected through a cross-sectional survey. The population 
included 95 students from grades 10 to 12 who regularly used 
both tools for English writing. After a pilot test with 30 students, 
65 students were selected as the final sample. Data were 
gathered using a validated questionnaire via Google Forms, 
covering four dimensions: tool features, Grammarly and 
QuillBot are al-power tool that help users identity and correct 
grammar, vocabulary, and sentence structure errors. All these 
tools become more common in Education, understanding 
students’ perception of their effectiveness is essential for 
optimizing their use in EFL writing instruction. This research 
explores students’ perceptions of Grammarly and quillBot for 
writing development at Ma Annur Teluk Palinget in the year of 
2025 by focusing on Grammar improvement and the factors 
shaping those perception.feedback quality, knowledge and 
ability development, and learning experience. Analysis used 
frequency, percentage, and mean scores in Microsoft Excel. 
Validity (Pearson > 0.349) and reliability (Cronbach's Alpha = 
0.967) were confirmed through pilot testing. The results 
indicate that students at MA Annur Teluk Palinget held very 
positive perceptions of both Grammarly and QuillBot, with 
identical overall mean scores of 3.85. All dimensions—features, 
feedback quality, knowledge development, and learning 
experience—were rated very positively, with over 80% strongly 
agreeing that the tools provided helpful grammar feedback, 
clear suggestions, and useful explanations. Students particularly 
noted improvements in understanding subject-verb agreement 
(89%), sentence structure (85%), and tense consistency (80%), 
along with increased confidence and motivation. These 
perceptions were primarily shaped by three factors: accessibility 
(mean: 3.91), educational effectiveness (3.84), and user 
experience (3.83), which explained 77% of the total variance. 
While a small number of students raised concerns—such as 
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language barriers, internet dependence, and feedback accuracy 
for complex grammar—both tools significantly supported 
grammar improvement and were seen as suitable for 
integration into high school EFL instruction 

 
INTRODUCTION 

Writing is a fundamental skill that students must develop to achieve proficiency in 
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) (Olga, 2019). Effective writing not only enhances 
communication but also plays a crucial role in academic achievement and future professional 
opportunities (Bondarchuk, 2024). However, EFL learners frequently encounter difficulties 
in mastering writing, particularly in grammar, vocabulary, and mechanics. These challenges 
often result in unclear expression of ideas, leading to frustration and diminished motivation 
(Puri, 2023; Dewi, 2023; Tambunan et al., 2022). Given these difficulties, it is essential to 
provide students with tools that can support their grammatical accuracy and overall writing 
proficiency. 

In response to these challenges, the use of grammar-checking tools has gained 
attention as a practical solution to improve writing quality among EFL learners. Recent 
advancements in artificial intelligence (AI) have led to the development of sophisticated 
grammar-checking applications that offer instant feedback. These tools assist students in 
detecting and correcting grammatical errors, refining sentence structure, and improving 
vocabulary use (Fernando & Suryaman, 2022; Fitria, 2021; Fahmi & Rachmijati, 2021). The 
growing implementation of AI-powered tools such as Grammarly and QuillBot in educational 
settings highlights their potential to address the very issues that hinder students’ writing 
development. Specifically, these tools offer targeted support for the common writing 
problems EFL learners face, aligning directly with the focus of this research, which 
investigates their role in enhancing writing accuracy and performance. 

Preliminary observations at MA Annur Teluk Palinget revealed persistent issues in 
students' writing, particularly in grammatical areas such as subject-verb agreement, tense 
consistency, and sentence structure. Students often make similar errors across assignments, 
suggesting limited understanding or reinforcement of grammar rules. Teachers at MA Annur 
Teluk Palinget reported difficulties in providing individualized feedback due to large class 
sizes and limited instructional time. Consequently, many students began independently using 
tools such as Grammarly and QuillBot to support their writing outside of class. 

Since early 2023, Grammarly and QuillBot have been used informally by students 
across grades ten to twelve at MA Annur Teluk Palinget, particularly during writing 
assignments and independent study. These tools are commonly accessed through their free 
versions, as students use them on personal devices to receive instant feedback. Teachers have 
also encouraged their use as supplementary aids, though no formal integration into the 
curriculum has occurred. The informal yet consistent usage of these tools has created a 
unique learning environment where students receive feedback beyond teacher comments. 

Grammarly, one of the most widely used grammar-checking tools, offers a variety of 
features designed to enhance writing quality. It provides real-time feedback on grammar, 
spelling, punctuation, and writing style, making it particularly beneficial for EFL students 
(Fitriana & Nurazni, 2022; Thi & Nikolov, 2021). Research has shown that Grammarly's 
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intuitive interface and comprehensive feedback contribute significantly to students’ writing 
improvement (Shahriar, 2023; Khalil, 2018). Similarly, QuillBot is an AI-based tool that 
specializes in paraphrasing and grammar correction, allowing students to refine their writing 
and improve sentence fluency (Qassemzadeh & Soleimani, 2016; Armanda et al., 2022). 
Comparative research has examined the usability, accuracy, and feedback mechanisms of both 
tools, suggesting that they complement each other in different writing contexts (Fitria et al., 
2022; Hakiki, 2021).  
 
METHODOLOGY 
 This research adopted a descriptive quantitative design with qualitative enhancement, 
utilizing the survey method and semi-structured interviews. The data were presented in both 
numerical and descriptive forms. Descriptive quantitative research involves systematically 
collecting and analyzing numerical data to accurately describe characteristics or phenomena 
(Creswell, 2014). As Creswell (2014) explains, survey research provides a numeric 
description of trends, attitudes, or opinions within a population by studying a sample. The 
qualitative component through interviews was added to provide deeper insights and 
validation of the quantitative findings, following a convergent parallel mixed-methods 
approach where both data types inform and validate each other. 
 Questionnaires and interviews were used as the main instruments for data collection, 
with the intent of generalizing the findings from the sample to a broader population (Fowler, 
2014). This research employed a cross-sectional or one-shot survey design, in which data 
were collected from a group of students at a single point in time (Jansen, 2010; Rezigalla, 
2020). This approach is considered efficient and practical for capturing diverse perspectives 
without the need for long-term follow-up. In this context, the design was used to explore 
students' perceptions of Grammarly and QuillBot as grammar-checking tools for developing 
their writing skill, particularly in grammar aspects. 
Population and Sample 
1. Population 
 A population refers to all members of a specific group of people, events, or objects (Ary 
et al., 2010). The population in this research consisted of all students at MA Annur Teluk 
Palinget during the 2024–2025 academic year who regularly used Grammarly and QuillBot 
to assist with their writing. This population included 95 students from the tenth, eleventh, 
and twelfth grades. 
2. Sample 
 A sample is a subset of a larger population that accurately reflects its characteristics 
(Ary et al., 2010). In this research, the initial population consisted of 95 students from the 
tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grades at MA Annur Teluk Palinget. A pilot test was conducted 
with 30 students, and the remaining 65 students formed the sample for the main research. 
 For the qualitative component, nine students were purposively selected for interviews 
based on their diverse response patterns in the questionnaire, with three students 
representing each grade level (X, XI, and XII). The selection criteria included variation in 
questionnaire responses and willingness to participate in follow-up interviews. 
 A pilot test with 30 students was considered appropriate because it allowed the 
researcher to assess the clarity, reliability, and validity of the questionnaire before applying 
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it to the larger sample. According to Sugiyono (2019), for small populations, especially those 
under 100, conducting a pilot test with approximately 30 participants is sufficient to ensure 
that the instrument works effectively and that any issues with the questionnaire can be 
identified and addressed. 
Data 
Kinds of Data 
 The research data consisted of both quantitative and qualitative components. The 
quantitative data included measurements of students' perceptions of Grammarly and 
QuillBot feedback on their writing skill, gathered through a questionnaire. The qualitative 
data comprised in-depth explanations and personal experiences obtained through semi-
structured interviews. This mixed-methods approach was used to analyze students' 
experiences with these tools, specifically focusing on aspects of grammar development. 
Data Collection and Analysis 
1. Data colletion Procedure 
 The data collection procedure began by selecting 65 students from MA Annur Teluk 
Palinget as the sample. A questionnaire was designed to collect the students' perceptions 
regarding the use of Grammarly and QuillBot to develop their writing skill. The questionnaire 
was divided into two sections: the first section focused on the use of Grammarly, while the 
second section focused on the use of QuillBot. Each section assessed students' views on the 
effectiveness and ease of using each tool, specifically in relation to grammar development, 
such as subject-verb agreement, tense, and sentence structure. The questionnaire was 
distributed to the students via Google Forms by sending the link through the WhatsApp 
application. After collecting the responses, the data were organized using Microsoft Excel for 
further analysis. 
 To deepen the understanding of students' perceptions and provide richer context to 
the quantitative findings, semi-structured interviews were conducted with purposively 
selected students. Five questionnaire items were chosen as the basis for interview questions: 
(1) accessibility (item 6) due to its highest score (97%) and connection to the dominant 
accessibility factor, (2) feedback accuracy (item 11) because of its response variation, (3) 
tense correction (item 15) as it was the only item with disagreement responses and relates 
to theoretical grammar complexity, (4) trust in applications (item 18) due to its relevance to 
technological confidence, and (5) motivation (item 22) because of its importance in language 
learning theory. 
2. Data Analysis 
 The data obtained from the questionnaire were analyzed using Microsoft Excel to 
derive the descriptive results. This analysis involved several steps. Initially, scores were 
organized to establish the frequency distribution and percentage for each scale of every item, 
showing the distribution of students' responses as strongly agree, agree, disagree, and 
strongly disagree for each questionnaire item. Percentages were calculated using the formula: 
 
 
 
 
Where P represents the percentage, F denotes the frequency of answers, and N stands for the 

 P =  
F

N
 𝑥 100% 
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total number of students. 
 Subsequently, the mean score for each item in the questionnaire was calculated using 
the following formula: 
 
 
 
 

Where x  denotes the mean score for each item in the questionnaire, ΣX represents the 
sum of the scores, and N is the total number of students. The mean score was interpreted 
based on the criteria adapted from Chaihiranwattana & Nookua (2010), as outlined in the 
following table: 

Table 1. Interpretation of Mean Score 
Mean Levels Score Range 
Very Positive 3.41 – 4.00 

Positive 2.81 – 3.40 
Neutral 2.21 – 2.80 

Negative 1.61 – 2.20 
Very Negative 1.00 – 1.60 

 
 Next, the mean score for each dimension in the questionnaire was determined using 
the following formula: 
 
 
 
 
 

Where x  is the average of the mean scores, Σ x  is the sum of all mean scores, and N is 
the total number of items. The average of the mean scores was interpreted based on the 
criteria in Table 1. 
 Interview data were analyzed using thematic analysis to identify patterns and themes 
related to students' experiences and perceptions. The interviews were transcribed and 
analyzed to provide narrative descriptions that explain the reasoning behind quantitative 
responses. The qualitative findings were integrated with quantitative results to offer a more 
comprehensive understanding of students' perceptions, following the convergent parallel 
mixed-methods approach where both data types inform and validate each other. Then, the 
descriptive results were analyzed by examining patterns in the students' responses and 
identifying the factors that influenced their perceptions of Grammarly's and QuillBot's 
feedback on writing skill. Finally, the findings were discussed, and conclusions were drawn 
to answer the research questions. 
Admissibility of the Data 
 To ensure accurate data collection, the questionnaire used in this research had to meet 
two essential criteria: validity and reliability. Validity refers to how well the instrument 
measures what it is intended to measure, as highlighted by Wiersma and Jurs (1990). 

x  =  
ΣX

N
 

 

 x  =  
Σ x

N
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Reliability, on the other hand, refers to the consistency of the measurement, as defined by Ary 
et al. (2010), which indicates how consistently an instrument measures the intended 
construct. In this research, to ensure both validity and reliability, a pilot test was conducted 
with 30 students from the same population, excluding those selected for the final research 
sample. This pilot test was carried out before the questionnaire was used in the actual 
research, following Sugiyono's (2019) suggestion to include at least 30 participants for pilot 
testing. 
 To assess validity, Pearson's correlation method was employed. This involved 
comparing the Pearson correlation value with the R table value at a significance level of 0.05. 
According to Sugiyono (2019), an item is considered valid if its Pearson correlation value 
exceeds the R table value. The validity test was performed using IBM SPSS Statistics 24, and 
the results showed that each item in the questionnaire had a Pearson correlation value 
greater than the R table value of 0.349 (with N=30), confirming that all items were valid. The 
subsequent table summarizes the validity test results for each questionnaire item. 
 To evaluate the reliability of the instrument, Cronbach's Alpha coefficient was utilized. 
According to Ghozali (2018), an instrument is deemed reliable when its Cronbach's Alpha 
value surpasses 0.60. The reliability analysis was carried out using IBM SPSS Statistics 24, 
yielding a Cronbach's Alpha score of 0.967. This value exceeds the established reliability 
threshold, indicating that the questionnaire demonstrates a high level of internal consistency. 
The comprehensive results are displayed in the table below. 

Table 3. Results of the Questionnaire Reliability Test 

Number of Item 
Cronbach's 
Alpha Value 

Threshold Interpretation 

22 0.967 0.60 Reliable 
 Since the questionnaire has been confirmed to be both valid and reliable through pilot 
testing, it has effectively measured the intended constructs and demonstrated consistent 
results. The validity testing ensured that the instrument accurately captured what it was 
designed to measure, while the reliability analysis confirmed the consistency of responses. 
As no items were found to be invalid or unreliable during the pilot test, no revisions to the 
questionnaire were necessary. Thus, the finalized questionnaire was deemed appropriate for 
use in the main research, as it provided trustworthy data that accurately reflected the 
research objectives. This confirmed the instrument’s adequacy in capturing students’ 
perceptions regarding the use of Grammarly and QuillBot in developing their writing skill. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 This research involved 65 students from grades ten to twelve at MA Annur Teluk 
Palinget who regularly use Grammarly and QuillBot for their English writing tasks. The data 
were collected through a questionnaire distributed via Google Forms, consisting of 22 
statements for each tool (Grammarly and QuillBot) measured using a 4-point Likert scale. 
 The questionnaire was designed to assess four dimensions of students' perceptions: 
(1) features of the tools, (2) feedback quality, (3) knowledge and ability development, and (4) 
learning experience. The data collection was conducted during the 2024–2025 academic year, 
specifically focusing on students' experiences with the free versions of both grammar-
checking tools. It began on Monday, May 19, 2025, with the questionnaire link distributed to 
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participants via the WhatsApp application. 
  The results of a questionnaire assessing students' perceptions of QuillBot as a 
grammar correction and learning tool. The highest response percentages are as follows. For 
item 1, "QuillBot provides feedback on the grammar mistakes I make," 91% of students 
strongly agreed. In item 2, "QuillBot provides explanations on how to correct the grammar 
mistakes I make," 89% strongly agreed. For item 3, "QuillBot gives suggestions to correct the 
grammar mistakes I make," 92% strongly agreed. In item 4, "QuillBot is more efficient even 
though I use the free version," 92% strongly agreed. For item 5, "QuillBot can be accessed 
more quickly," 91% strongly agreed. Item 6, "QuillBot can be accessed anytime and 
anywhere," achieved the highest agreement at 97%. In item 7, "QuillBot has procedures that 
are easier to use," 85% strongly agreed. For item 8, "I do not feel difficulty using QuillBot even 
though there is no Indonesian language option," 83% strongly agreed. Item 9, "I do not need 
a good internet connection to use QuillBot effectively," had 88% strongly agreeing. In item 10, 
"The grammar feedback given by QuillBot is clearer and easier to understand compared to 
other tools," 85% strongly agreed. 

 For item 11, "Feedback from QuillBot is more accurate in correcting my grammar 
mistakes," 82% strongly agreed. Item 12, "Feedback from QuillBot helps me better recognize 
and understand the grammar mistakes I often make," saw 86% strongly agreeing. In item 13, 
"QuillBot is more effective in developing my English grammar skill," 86% strongly agreed. For 
item 14, "QuillBot helps me better understand the use of subject-verb agreement in 
sentences," 89% strongly agreed. In item 15, "QuillBot's tense corrections are more accurate 
and help me avoid mistakes in tense usage," 80% strongly agreed. Item 16, "QuillBot gives 
more effective suggestions to improve my sentence structure," had 86% strongly agreeing. 
For item 17, "I use QuillBot more often compared to other tools," 80% strongly agreed. In item 
18, "I trust the grammar suggestions and corrections given by QuillBot more," 86% strongly 
agreed. Item 19, "I am more confident that QuillBot has improved my ability to write 
grammatically correct sentences," saw 88% strongly agreeing. For item 20, "I am more 
satisfied with QuillBot as a tool for correcting grammar," 94% strongly agreed. In item 21, "I 
am more satisfied with QuillBot as a tool for learning grammar," 88% strongly agreed. Finally, 
for item 22, "QuillBot increases my motivation to learn grammar," 82% strongly agreed. The 
findings of this research reveal important insights regarding students' perceptions of 
Grammarly and QuillBot as grammar-checking tools at MA Annur Teluk Palinget. The most 
striking result is the identical and highly positive perception scores for both applications, 
with an overall mean of 3.85, categorized as "very positive." This finding theoretically 
supports the concept of perception proposed by Iersel et al. (2018) and Giriwati (2020).  
 
SUGGESTION  

ncept of perception proposed by Iersel et al. (2018) and Giriwati (2020), which states 
that perception is the process by which individuals interpret sensory information from their 
environment. In the context of this research, students' consistently positive perceptions of 
both applications demonstrate that they successfully integrated sensory experience, 
cognitive processing, and personal experience to form positive understanding about the 
effectiveness of both tools.  
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