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Abstract-The application of artificial intelligence (AI) powered tools in the context of second language writing classes has grown
rapidly in recent years. One such tool that has changed the way written corrective feedback given in English language classrooms is
Grammarly. It is an automated writing evaluation (AWE) system that is gaining widespread popularity as a tool that supports language
accuracy. However, limited empirical evidence is available on its effectiveness in improving writing accuracy of English as Second
Language (ESL) undergraduates in Malaysian context. Therefore, further controlled studies particularly classroom-based intervention
studies are required in order to establish whether written feedback from Grammarly can enhance the accuracy of academic writing
among ESL undergraduate students in Malaysia. This study focused on the effects of feedback from Grammarly on grammatical
accuracy in argumentative academic essays. Quasi-experimental design with pre-test and post-test control group was employed for this
study. The participants used in the study were sixty-four ESL undergraduate students. The experimental group was provided with written
feedback from Grammarly during eight weeks, and the control group received feedback from a teacher. Grammatical error ratio (Errors
per 100 words), percentage of error-free T-units, and syntactic accuracy were used as measurements of writing accuracy. Findings
indicated that despite the improvement in both groups, the experimental group assisted by Grammarly had more reductions in grammatical
errors, and higher increases in error-free units relative to the control condition. These results are consistent with the recent studies that
indicate that corrective feedback mediated by Grammarly and other AWE systems can be effective in the development of writing,
provided it is applied in a well-structured writing revision. Nevertheless, the intervention lasted only for eight weeks and long-term
retention of writing accuracy was not investigated after the feedback tool was withdrawn. Therefore, the generalizability of the findings
is limited. Future studies should examine the long-term effects of employing Grammarly as a supplementary instructional resource in
ESL undergraduate writing classes that improve writing accuracy.

Keywords: Grammarly; Automated Writing Evaluation (AWE); ESL Academic Writing; Grammatical Accuracy; Written Corrective
Feedback; L2 Writing Development

1. INTRODUCTION

The role of digital tools in writing instruction has been growing at a very fast pace in recent years, and nowadays it is
heavily influenced by artificial intelligence (AI). A thematic review of technology in writing instruction indicates that
technology is no longer a means of typing or formatting instead technology is becoming more useful in the learning
process, including drafting, revising, and language accuracy (Eragamreddy & Joseph, 2025). In this more general online
transformation, automated writing evaluation (AWE) software such as Grammarly has received particular focus in
English language instruction since the devices are capable of offering instant feedback and facilitating rewrites. The
systematic review of AWE tools in argumentative writing also indicates that the tools are gaining popularity in EFL
settings, but their results are affected by how learners perceive and utilize feedback (Haddadian et al., 2025). Meanwhile,
the idea of applying AWE and Al-related tools to the writing practice in higher education is increasingly gaining
momentum, as well as the more structured integration of these tools into classroom activities and their daily use in student
writing activities (Alshehri, 2025). It is a combination of these trends that Al-powered feedback is becoming a viable
aspect of ESL/EFL writing classrooms, particularly on a university level.

Although more writing materials are now available, accuracy continues to be a significant problem for ESL
students, particularly in academic writing. The most striking fact is that many undergraduate students still commit a lot
of grammatical mistakes in a variety of drafts, and certain ones cannot be eliminated with time, as learners can still commit
them despite feedback (Haddadian et al., 2025). In academic work, recurring mistakes may decrease the clarity and
performance in assessment-based conditions. It is due to this fact that written corrective feedback has continued to be a
significant subject in second language writing studies. Nevertheless, teacher-based feedback may be restricted by time,
teaching classes, and labor. In case of delayed or unstable feedback, learners cannot revise effectively, or they tend to
commit the same errors in their next assignments. This problem leads to the need to find feedback methods that are more
frequent and easier to offer, yet do not rely on superficial correction but promote genuine learning.

Recent research efforts on Al in L2 writing have not just widened their scope past accuracy but tend to concentrate
on aspects such as engagement and motivation among learners, as well as affective outcomes. As an example, the study
of how Al applications such as ChatGPT can be used to facilitate grit and persistence in writing courses has been
undertaken (Bekdas, 2026). In other study literature, it is also found that Al-adaptive feedback can affect engagement and
writing strategies, and behavioral reactions to feedback can lead to results in learners (Luo & Yusuf, 2025). These studies
contributed valuable findings into the incorporation of Al in ESL writing, however, there are fewer studies that
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specifically and directly concentrate on academic writing accuracy among ESL undergraduate learners, particularly with
transparent metrics of accuracy and controlled intervention design. In addition, variations in writing tasks, feedback
mechanisms and instructional contexts contributed to inconsistent findings regarding the effectiveness of Al-mediated
writing correcting feedback (Rahim & Gregory, 2025). More importantly, impact of corrective feedback generated by
Grammarly as the specific AWE tool to improve writing accuracy of Malaysian ESL undergraduate students in authentic
classroom settings is limitedly examined through empirical studies. Therefore, this study addresses the gap by examining
the impact of written feedback from Grammarly on the academic writing accuracy of ESL undergraduates through a
quasi-experimental classroom design.

This study aims at investigating the effects of Grammarly-supported written feedback on the accuracy of ESL
undergraduate students in academic writing based on measurable accuracy indicators in drafts compared with the results
of a conventional teacher feedback condition.

The study was guided by the following objectives, to investigate if corrective feedback from Grammarly
significantly reduces grammatical error rates over time, to measure the impact of AWE on structural and syntactic writing
accuracy compared to traditional teacher feedback.

Written corrective feedback (WCF) is very common in writing in a second language, as it assists learners to observe
errors and revision in their writing. Learners are provided opportunities to reflect on their errors and revise their texts
accordingly. According to Ngyuen and Chu (2024) WCEF has positive impact towards writing development where it makes
learners aware of language forms and gradually improve the grammatical accuracy in ESL and EFL writing contexts.
Furthermore, WCF serves both diagnostic and pedagogical function which enables learners to recognise recurring errors
and eventually learners use more accurate language in their subsequent writing tasks.

One of the approaches within WCF research is Dynamic Written Corrective Feedback (DWCF) that focuses on
the repetition of feedback and rewriting. The study of DWCF emphasizes that continuous and focused feedback provides
the best chance of enhancing it, particularly in the case of errors that are likely to stabilize over time. DWCF encourages
learners to engage repeatedly with feedback so that persistent grammatical errors can be identified and gradually reduced
rather than treating correction as a one-time occurrence. A recent study by (Cheng & Xu, 2025) highlighted that immediate
and repetitive corrective feedback encourages greater learner engagement and contributes to improvements in writing
accuracy over time. Learners must actively process feedback and apply revision to subsequent writing task to make
corrective feedback most effective. Error correction is then transformed into a meaningful learning process rather than a
simple editing tasks. According to Hartshorn et al. (2023), repeated exposure to corrective feedback allows learners to
notice recurring grammatical errors and gradually reduce them over time. We can reduce language errors from becoming
stabilized through this approach. Learners have opportunities to repeatedly revise their writing draft and at the same time
reflect on their mistakes and apply corrective knowledge in the next writing tasks. These principles provide theoretical
frameworks to examine the effect of technology-mediated feedback especially Grammarly on the development of
academic writing accuracy among ESL undergraduates.

Automated Writing Evaluation (AWE) tools are widely adopted in second language writing instruction as a result
of increasing integration of educational technology into language learning. AWE systems provide learners with
immediate feedback on various aspects of writing, such as grammar, spelling, punctuation, sentence structure, and
language usage. Traditional teacher feedback requires considerable time to provide, while AWE tools enable students to
receive corrective feedback instantly and revise their writing independently. Recent studies suggest that AWE systems
can support writing development by increasing opportunities for revision and encouraging learners to engage more
actively with the writing process (Wei et al., 2023; Jannath & Akter, 2026).

Grammarly is one of the most widely used platforms in higher education among the various AWE tools currently
available. Learners receive automated feedback on grammatical accuracy, mechanics, clarity, and language use from
Grammarly which allows them to identify and correct errors during the drafting and revision stages of writing. Studies
show that when Grammarly was used as part of a structured revision process, learners make fewer surface-level language
errors and have improved linguistic accuracy of their written texts (Wijaya, 2025; Setiawan & Alkhowarizmi, 2025).
However, there are several limitations with AWE systems. Immediate corrective suggestions can make learners highly
dependent on automated corrections provided by Grammarly or simply accept recommendations without analysing the
underlying grammatical rules. The effectiveness of Grammarly correlates with learners’ ability to critically interpret and
apply the suggestions during revision phase as well as the quality of the feedback provided. Therefore, Grammarly should
be incorporated as a supplementary instructional tool in ESL academic writing instruction rather than replacement for
teacher feedback.

The growing adoption of Grammarly in academic writing classrooms, lead researchers to increasingly examine its
effectiveness in improving writing accuracy among ESL and EFL learners. Previous studies suggest that Grammarly
positively contributes to the reduction of grammatical errors which is prevalent only when there is active engagement
between the learners and the feedback provided during the revision process. Learners are able to identify language errors
and efficiently revise their writing when Grammarly as an automated writing evaluation tool offers immediate corrective
feedback.

There are findings from several empirical studies that highlighted improvements in grammatical accuracy after
using Grammarly. Automated feedback significantly improved intermediate EFL learners writing accuracy, particularly
when students revised their drafts based on the feedback received (Dehkordi et al. (2025). Similarly, Ng et al. (2025)
reported that targeted feedback on language use and mechanics from Grammarly assisted learners in reducing grammatical
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errors in academic writing. In addition, writing accuracy improved if corrective feedbacks are available and when learners
are willing to review, comprehend and apply corrective suggestions provided by automated evaluation tools during
revision process (Lekamge & Smith, 2025).

Though the studies indicate positive findings there is an emphasis by the researchers that the effectiveness of
Grammarly is influenced by how learners interact with the feedback. A particular draft could be improved by simply
accepting automated corrections without the necessarily leading to long-term language development. The importance of
learner engagement and informed revision practices when using automated feedback systems have been highlighted in
recent studies (Zhang & Hyland, 2023). Nevertheless, available evidence suggests that Grammarly could improve writing
accuracy. Further controlled studies should be employed to determine its effectiveness among ESL undergraduate learners
in authentic academic writing contexts.

The quality of the feedback and the way learners engage with the suggestions generated by the system affect the
effectiveness of Grammarly-assisted feedback. When learners actively review, interpret and apply the feedback received
during the revision process, they achieve greater improvements in writing. Zhang and Hyland (2023) mentioned that
learners must reflect and make informed revisions to their writing for meaningful improvement to occur rather and result
in learning does not automatically observable when simply receive corrective feedback.

One of the important factors that influence learners’ engagement with Grammarly feedback is digital literacy.
Stronger digital literacy helps learners to evaluate automated suggestions critically and decide whether the
recommendations are appropriate or not for the specified writing context. Students with active engagement with AWE
feedback showed higher levels of revision quality and improved their writing in comparison to those accepted corrections
without reflection (Zhang & Hyland, 2023). Similarly, studies on Grammarly and other automated correction tools suggest
learners get the most benefits when treat AWE tools as a learning resource rather than just a proofreading mechanism
(Lekamge & Smith, 2025; Setiawan & Alkhowarizmi, 2025).

Grammarly serves as a tool to immediately detect errors nevertheless one should not overly depend on it.
Overreliance on automated feedback systems inhibit learners independent editing skills and deeper grammatical
understanding. Teachers play an important role to guide students to interpret feedback appropriately and develop long-
term writing competence.

There are a few limitations in the existing literature though the studies on Grammarly and AWE tools are growing
in numbers. First, studies conducted in ESL undergraduate contexts are limited and many studies have been conducted in
EFL settings. Therefore, findings cannot be generalized to learners who use English as second language. In addition,
fewer studies related to Grammarly focused on examining writing accuracy such as grammatical error rates, error-free T-
units, and syntactic accuracy compared to those focusing on learners’ perceptions, attitudes, satisfaction, or writing quality
(Ng et al., 2025; Wijaya, 2025).

Second, often descriptive, survey-based or exploratory research designs were employed in previous studies. These
research designs limit the researchers from making clear conclusions on the effectiveness of Grammarly in improving
writing accuracy. Other than that, not many studies adopted controlled intervention designs to compare teacher feedback
with feedback from Grammarly using measurable linguistic indicators (Dehkordi et al., 2025). As a result, it is difficult
to establish to what extent Grammarly contributes to improvements in writing accuracy.

Finally, limited empirical evidence is available regarding the effectiveness of Grammarly among Malaysian ESL
undergraduate students. Differences in educational context, language proficiency, and instructional practices may
influence how learners engage with automated feedback and apply corrective suggestions during revision. Therefore,
further classroom-based studies employing controlled research designs and objective accuracy measures are needed to
determine the impact of Grammarly-assisted feedback on academic writing accuracy among ESL undergraduate learners.
This study addresses these gaps by examining the effectiveness of Grammarly-assisted feedback through a quasi-
experimental comparison with teacher feedback using multiple indicators of writing accuracy.

2. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

In this research, the quasi-experimental pre-test and post-test control group design was employed in order to investigate
the impact of written feedback from Grammarly on the accuracy of academic writing. Two intact undergraduate writing
courses were picked. One of the classes became the experimental one which employs Grammarly-assisted feedback and
the other became the control one that employs teacher-only feedback. Quasi-experimental design is employed to preserve
natural, undisturbed classroom ecosystem as well as institutional constraints. Though the lack of true randomization leads
to the potential of selection bias, ecological validity is prioritized through this approach to ensure that the observed
interaction of Grammarly reflect authentic academic environment. Selection bias is minimized through the comparison
of pre-test writing accuracy scores of experimental and control groups prior to the intervention. The population possessed
comparable levels of writing proficiency before treatment as there are no statistically significant differences between the
groups at baseline.

The groups were exposed to a pre-test writing exercise at the very start of the research and an after-treatment
exercise. The design will enable comparison of improvement in each group and differences across groups. There are also
similar experimental designs, which were applied in the studies comparing Al-mediated and teacher-mediated corrective
feedback in the context of L2 writing (Abdi Tabari et al., 2025). Moreover, the structured pre-test and post-test designs
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were also used in the generative Al feedback research studies investigating how many times participants revised and how
well they wrote, which were also used to determine the change in performance over time (Ng et al., 2025)

The independent variable was the feedback type which are from Grammarly and teacher. The dependent variable was the
accuracy of writing in academic writing, which was measured by distinct linguistic indicators.

2.1 Participants

The study population consisted of 64 ESL undergraduate students, who were taking a mandatory course in academic
writing at a private university. The students were second-year students and had intermediate levels of proficiency in
English according to institutional placement tests. The experimental group had 32 students, and the control group also
had 32 students. The instructor used to teach both classes to minimize variation due to teachers. The sample size is similar
to earlier Al writing intervention experiments, which were carried out in institutions of higher learning, and class-based
samples were employed to test the application of automated writing instruments in EFL/ESL teaching (Alshehri, 2025).
During the process of data collection, all participants agreed to participate in the study.

2.2 Instruments and Writing Tasks

Two academic writing tasks were administered to students in the form of pre-test and post-test under timed conditions. All
the students had to write a 300-word argumentative essay on a broad scholarly topic that would be appropriate to write
on at the undergraduate level. The 300-word essay length was intentionally selected as a controlled diagnostic instrument.
The main purpose of the writing task was to obtain a manageable and comparable sample of students’ writing for linguistic
accuracy analysis and it was not to evaluate the overall quality of extended academic essays of ESL undergraduate
students. Similar controlled writing tasks have been employed in second language writing research to facilitate the
systematic calculation of grammatical errors, error-free T-units, and syntactic accuracy measures. The standardized word
limit also ensured consistency across participants and reduced potential variation resulting from essay length (Barkaoui
& Woodworth, 2023; Broussard et al., 2001). The themes were similar in level and format so that they could be compared.
Regular writing assignments in Al and AWE research are based on the principle of argumentative writing, as it is possible
to conduct systematic assessments of language accuracy and structure (Zhang & Hyland, 2025; Haddadian et al., 2025).
a. Accuracy Measures
Three indicators were used to test the accuracy of writing:
b. Grammatical Error Ratio (GER):
Division of the total number of grammatical errors by the total number of words x 100 (error per 100 words). It has
been applied in Al-based accuracy research to monitor the decrease in error rate (Dehkordi et al., 2025).
c. Error-Free T-Units (EFTU):-
Share of T-units that are grammatically correct. T-unit analysis is typically applied in writing research in L2 that
contrasts the feedback type (Abdi Tabari et al., 2025).
d. Syntactic Accuracy Rate:
Ratio of the correctly constructed sentences to the total number of sentences. The action is consistent with the studies
that investigate the stabilized grammatical mistakes and dynamic corrective feedback (Hartshorn et al., 2023)
e. Errors were classified in a certain way:
Article errors
Verb tense errors
Mistakes in subject-verb agreement.
Preposition errors
Word form errors
All the essays were coded by two trained raters. To be sure that there was inter-rater agreement, it was computed
before final scoring.

S

2.3 Treatment Procedure

The treatment lasted 8 weeks. The two groups had four major writing assignments that were done during this time.

a. Experimental Group (Feedback from Grammarly)
Real-time feedback on grammar, spelling, punctuation, sentence structure, word choice and writing clarity was
provided to the students in the experimental group using Grammarly, an automated writing evaluation (AWE) tool.
Students submitted their essay drafts to Grammarly and reviewed the automated feedback generated by the system.
Only language-related recommendations were considered during revision, while content development and idea
generation remained the responsibility of the students. The system gave automatic recommendations on grammar,
sentence structure, and other language uses. Students were required to:
1. Review Grammarly feedback
2. Revise their draft
3. Submit a second version
The settings of Grammarly were kept consistent throughout the intervention. Students were instructed not to use
external generative Al tools such as ChatGPT during the revision process and are only allowed to access Grammarly
platform using the standard academic writing mode. The feedback provided by Grammarly served solely as a
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corrective support mechanism for language accuracy.
Every assignment had two revision cycles, and this enabled interaction with the feedback repeatedly. Similar Al-
assisted writing training models have been used in previous L2 writing research (Luo et al., 2025). Multi-draft revision
structures were also observed in comparison between Al and teacher feedback processes (Abdi Tabari et al., 2025).
The frequency of revision that is number of changes made in a draft was noted to be further analyzed, which is in line
with research on generative Al revision (Mekheimer, 2025).

b. Control Group (Teacher Feedback)
The instructor provided the corrective feedback to the control in a written form with the help of a standardized
correction code. Students made one revision of their drafts before each assignment due to the teacher's comments.
Grammarly was not used. The two groups were given equal time for instruction and writing prompts.

2.4 Data Analysis

Quantitative statistical methods have been used to analyze data.
a. T-tests were performed in pairs to compare pre-test accuracy and post-test accuracy scores on each of the groups to
identify the difference between the two.
b. The results of the post-test in the experimental and control groups were compared with independent-sample t-tests to
establish whether there was a situation where Grammarly-assisted feedback led to a significantly large improvement.
¢. The measurement of the value of improvement was determined using the effect size where Cohen's d effect size was
calculated and interpreted using conventional benchmarks (0.20 = small, 0.50 = medium, 0.80 = large).
The statistical method adheres to quantitative investigation models that are applicable in the studies of an Al writing
tool that measures learner development and change in performance (Rahim & Gregory, 2025). All statistical analyses
were done using statistical software, and the level of significance was p <.05.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

3.1 Pre-Test Comparison

Each of the two groups was pre-tested with a 300-word argumentative essay before the therapy started. The findings
revealed that there was no difference between the two groups in the initial writing accuracy in the study. The experimental
condition where the feedback is from Grammarly obtained a mean error ratio of grammar of 14.8 errors per 100 words
(SD = 2.1). The mean of control group that received teacher feedback was 15.1 errors (SD = 2.3) in 100 words. An
independent-samples t-test revealed no significant difference between the two groups at pre-test (t(62) = 0.54, p =.59).
There was also a similarity in the percentage of error-free T-units. Error-free T-units in the experimental group were 38%,
and those in the control group was 36%. This was not a statistically significant difference (p >.05). The results have shown
that the two groups have had a similar level of accuracy.

3.2 Post-Test Improvement

At the end of the 8-week treatment, the two groups had improved. The enhancement was, however, higher in the
Grammarly-assisted group. The experimental group has decreased the grammatical error ratio by 14.8 to 8.9 per 100
words, which is a 39.8 error reduction. The paired-samples t-test indicated that this was statistically significant (t(31) =
11.42, p <.001, d =1.95). On the other hand, the control group minimized its error percentage to 11.7 errors per 100 words,
which decreased by 22.5%. This difference was also high (t(31) = 6.18, p <.001, d = 1.09), but not as large as the effect
of the experimental group.

In case of error-free T-units, the experimental group obtained an improvement of 38 to 61, and the control group
obtained an improvement of 36 to 48. The comparison of the results in the post-test showed that the difference between
groups was significant (t(62) = 3.84, p <.001), with the gains being stronger in the Grammarly-assisted group.

Grammatical Error Ratio (GER) Error-Free T-Units (EFTU)

. Pre-Test
14 s Post-Test

4 EEm Pre-Test
mam Post-Test

Errors per 100 words
=
2 @ @ o
Percentage (%)

Y]

o

Teacher Group Al Group Teacher Group Al Group

Figure 1. Pre-test and post-test writing accuracy outcomes for the teacher-feedback and Grammarly feedback groups
3.3 Between-Group Comparison

A t-test involving independent samples of post-test accuracy scores showed that the Grammarly-assisted group performed
significantly higher than the teacher-feedback group (p <.01). The results can be attributed to the evidence that feedback
from Grammarly may result in the objective improvement of writing accuracy (Dehkordi et al., 2025). They are also
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consistent with the comparative studies that report differences between Al-mediated and teacher-mediated corrective
feedback (Abdi Tabari et al., 2025). On the whole, the findings reveal that written feedback from Grammarly yielded more
development in academic writing accuracy in ESL undergraduates.

3.4 Interpretation of Findings

The research results indicate that written feedback with the assistance of Grammarly has led to a significant increase in
the grammatical accuracy of students. The first reason is that the feedback coming out of AWE tools specifically
Grammarly provides instant correction, thereby enabling the students to be aware of their mistakes and amend them more
attentively. Repeated exposure to feedback on drafts is likely to make learners identify patterns in their errors. This finding
aligns with Shen (2025), found that effective interaction between human and Al encourages learners to engage cognitively
with automated feedback. This interaction led learners to opt for more informed decisions rather than passively accepting
of Al-generated suggestions. Although the improvement observed in the experimental group was substantial, the findings
should be interpreted with caution. Students get repeated exposure to automated corrective feedback during the eight-
week intervention period. It could have accelerated the reduction of surface-level grammatical errors. However, the
present study was designed to measure writing accuracy outcomes rather than long-term language acquisition. Therefore,
it cannot be conclusively determined whether the observed improvements reflected durable grammatical learning or
effective utilization of Grammarly-generated corrections during the revision process. This is in favor of the concepts of
Dynamic Written Corrective Feedback (DWCF) that focus on repetition feedback and revision to minimize errors that
have been stabilized (Hartshorn et al., 2023). The findings are also consistent with the evidence that the Al dynamic
feedback can enhance the writing performance when the learners actively revise their writing (Hartshorn & Pack, 2026).

3.5 Comparison with Previous Research

The current results align with the research of Mekheimer (2025), who discovered that writing performance was better
in cases of generative Al-assisted feedback with the high frequency of revision. The findings also further add to those of
Zhang and Hyland (2023), who reported that automated feedback combined with human feedback worked out to improve
the quality of writing. Nonetheless, the study provides some specific evidence dedicated to undergraduate ESL students
and the quality of academic writing, as opposed to the overall writing quality or interest.

3.6 Pedagogical Implications

The findings indicate that the feedback provided with the assistance of Grammarly can be applied as a support resource
in higher education writing classrooms. It is not to be used to substitute the teacher's feedback, but can lessen the teacher's
workload and offer instant correction. Nevertheless, learners should be taught about the interpretation and use of
Grammarly feedback. Digital literacy is significant to the level of successful interaction between the learners with
automated feedback systems (Zhang & Hyland, 2023). Teachers must teach learners to critically use AWE tools rather
than blindly accept the feedback provided. Grammarly might primarily function as AWE tool yet it is essential to
understand that it can also make mistakes where suggestions may seem to be inappropriate, inaccurate or divert from the
writer’s intended meaning. Therefore, students must be taught to evaluate the recommendations generated by Grammarly
before make any corrections. This is where teachers play important role in guiding learners to make informed revision
decisions.

3.7 Limitations of the study

The findings of the study should be interpreted with several limitations. First of all, the intervention was conducted over
a relatively short period of eight weeks. This limits the conclusions regarding the long-term retention of grammatical
accuracy gains. Second, the learners’ cognitive processes while using Grammarly were not examined during the study,
instead it focused exclusively on quantitative measures of writing accuracy only. As a result, it is unclear whether students
developed a deeper understanding of grammatical rules or simply implemented the corrections suggested by the system.
Interviews, or reflective journals could be employed in future studies to investigate how learners interpret and apply
feedback generated by Grammarly. Finally, the study was conducted within a single institutional context, thus limiting
the generalizability of the findings to other ESL learning environments.

4. CONCLUSION

This study investigated the effects of Grammarly-assisted written feedback on the academic writing accuracy of ESL
undergraduate students. The results showed that undergraduates that received written feedback from Grammarly
demonstrated improvements in grammatical accuracy and error-free T-units compared to those received feedback from
the teacher only. This suggests that writing revision in ESL contexts can be supported by Grammarly as a supplementary
pedagogical tool with careful integration. However, the study did not examine the retention of the writing accuracy after
Grammarly support was withdrawn or the corrections provided are fully understood by the students. Therefore, it is crucial
to interpret the findings cautiously and learners should be encouraged to evaluate the feedback provided by AWE tools
rather than solely depending on it. There is a need for future studies which investigate the effects of more time and whether
the results of the accuracy gains can be sustained over time with longitudinal studies.
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