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General introduction

1. Background of The Study:
The integration of Al tools like ChatGPT, Grammarly, and QuillBot has transformed

language learning by providing immediate and individualized feedback.

Al plays a crucial role in supporting writing competence by identifying and correcting
grammatical and lexical errors with precision and efficiency.

ChatGPT: A conversational Al model capable of generating coherent text, assisting with

drafting, brainstorming, and providing interactive feedback. A rA

providing explanations for errors.

QuillBot: Specializes in paraphrasing, rewriting, summarizing,ﬁ‘improving fluency,

helping learners explore alternat»ig\*&pressions and expand vocabulary.
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General introduction

2. Aim of the Study:
To evaluate the effectiveness of Al tools (ChatGPT, Grammarly, and QuillBot)
in identifying and correcting grammatical and lexical errors in EFL essays.
To compare Al performance with teacher feedback.
To provide practical insights into the effectiveness and limitations of these

tools

: SigﬁﬁiEance of the Study: -
Essay writing is one of the most demanding skills, requiring accuracy in grammar, lexis, and organization.
Al tools facilitate development by promoting learner awareness and encouraging self-editing through detailed explanations
Al to&IFs feedback enhances I‘er ability in writing essays w*nh correct grammar and lexical structures. |

Using these tools saves time and effort while offering an interactive approach té*nproving.gverall language prS;iciency
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4. Research Questions:

1. To what extent are Al tools effective in identifying and correcting gramma*al and

lexical errors in EFL learners' essays?

2. To what extent do Al tools identify and correct grammatical and lexical errors

compared to human feedback?

>ﬁ~ . What limitations and challea{Q do EFL learners face when using Al tools for

grammatical and lexical error correction?




5. Hypotheses of the Study

H1: Al tools can enhance the identification and correction of grammatical an&lexical

errors in learners’ essays.

H2: Al tools can provide accuracy levels comparable to teacher feedback in identifying

and correcting grammatical and lexical errors.

Eﬁ\ 3: Al tools can lead to speciﬁg&nitations and challenges that reduce their

effectiveness in correcting grammatical and lexical errors.
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Population and Sampling
Populatlon%econd-year EFL students and teachers at Kasdi Merbah University, Ouargla.

Sampling Strategy: Purposive sampling was used for both students (focusing on those commonly engaged in essayh‘—‘f-»f E—

writing) and teachers (those responsible for teaching writing).

Sample Size:

Students: 70 valid responses from a target of 100.

Teachers: 5 teachers were interviewed.




Research Design and Methodology

D’ata Collecﬂon Instruments

1 ) Students' Questiopnaire: 5 P
' ‘ @
e A questionnaire composed of 24 questions delivered via Google Forms. #

e With Likert-scale |tems and yes/no questions covering demographlc Information, Al tool usage, comparison with
* teacher feedback; error correction effeefiveness, and limitations. =
i

Teachers’¥nterview: |
p .

A semi- structured interview featuring 13 questions to collect qualitative insights on st*dent error types, Al
effectlveness pedagoglcal comparisons, and Ilmltatlons

Data Analysis: y

3 Statistical Analysis: Quantitative data were processed using Excel 2016 to generate descriptive statistics, such as
percentages and charts, and to discuss the findings.

Thematic Analysis: Qualitative data were systematically coded to identify recurring patterns and shared
meanings across the teacher interview responses.



Research Design and Methodology

Content Validity'

®
e \alidity was establlshed through a pilot test with 5 stfidents to ensure clarlty and an expert evaluation by three
experienced teachers to ai‘gn questions with research goals. »
@ " ' A

'e

T y > !
Ethical Considerations:

@

e Participation was entirely voluntary, informed consent was obtained,.and all responses were kept anonymous and
used si_rictly for academic purposes. +

L imitations: -

Reduced student sample size (70 responses instead of 100).

Purposive sampling limits generalizability.

Chi-square test was not included due to small sample size and data characteristics.
Potential for algorithmic bias in Al tools.

Possibility of social desirability bias in self-reported



Data Analysis and Findings

Analysis and Discussions

Al Tools for Correcting Grammmatical and
= Lexical Essay Errors: A Research Insight
Analysis | s -

Sec n 1: Demograp Information
A Youthful, Female-Dominant Cohort Diverse Academic Backg
100% 96%
% 10 Y
Analysis of Students B &y o =
40% i 5 voars [B
y 20% - English s‘uuaar; 37%
0% Age 18-24 Females = 0 10 20

Proficiency Confidence in Wi
7% M Intermediate
M Upper-intermediate
Elementary

= Beginner 40% 40%
m Advanced Confident acking Confidence

Section 2: Use of Al Tools ~

Mass Adoption of X

O, Al in Writing gsaiytor f
of students use Al for correction
general writing tasks i

ChatGPT is the Dominant Tool Moderate Usage Frequency
ChatGPT 7a% & 60 S336
Grammarl 13% a0
¥ o) 20 17% 10%
Other Toots [l 6% @ g [ |
X Somﬁeﬁmes Always Often w,
, Section 3: Comparison of Al Tools and Teacher Feedback
* Human Teachers Remain the Most Trusted Al is Viewed as Comparably Effective - ®
100% R
\

M Believe Al
| 80% Comparable
S %> ta Teacher
40% 48% High Support for Variety
20%
=7 < q 2
ox . == [T iz @&

Trust Teacher Trust Both Trust Al
Supports Grammatical Supports Lexical
Feedback More Equally More Variety Variety

Section 4: Correction of Grammar and Lexical Errors

Significant Quality Enhancement

57% \*l 4‘
Agree Al Fails Disagree Al F

- i Feel Levical Enhancements
> ~‘ and preposition errors i ve Quality

High Risk of Frequency of Incorrect Suggestions

- Al P id |} t
Over-Reliance suggesliroonvsl (;:cansﬁ::‘::lfy 66% ’

of students worry that relying Find Some Suggestions :
on Al will reduce effort Difficult to Ur?glrslnnd 50% ?_)
Primary Challenges Students Face
Reduces mental effort for vocah/grammar

Cannot fully replace teacher explanations

Does not explain why a correction is needed [
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Analysis of Teachers’ Interview

Teacher Profiles: Interviewed educators have experience ranging from a

Effectiveness: Al is seen as effective for common \ . !
few months to 12 years in the field.

errors, but teachers warn it lacks the ability to
understand context, tone, and nuanced meaning.

Feedback Distinction: Teachers emphasize that Al
feedback is helpful but their own feedback is content-
aware, focusing on organization, coherence, and

argumentation, which Al cannot fully address.

Common Errors: Teachers frequently observe grammatical
issues (tense misuse, articles, prepositions) and lexical
challenges (mother tongue interference, spelling mistakes).

Limitations: Teachers emphasize that Al lacks the
ability to understand context, tone, and the
appropriateness of ideas, which still requires human
judgment.

Al Familiarity: All teachers are familiar with Al tools and
generally find them useful for identifying surface-level errors.
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DiscﬁSsion:

|
i

H1 (Al enhances errc# identification/correctiqnj%\onfi-m]ed by both students ﬂ%nd teachers

% .
H2 (Al accuracy is comparable to teacher feedback): Partially D%d—teacheps are seen-as more
reliable for deep, contextual, and pedagogical gmdance B

- / B

H3 (Al has specific challenges/limitations): Confirmed; major issues include over-reliance,
lack of contextual sensitivity, and reduced student effort

- o




Findings of the study

Findings of Students Questionnaire:

Efficiency: Students value Al for fast error detection and organization.
Improvement: Al enhances grammatical structures and lexical choices.
Teacher Trust: Teacher feedback is trusted more for reliability and depth than Al feedback.

Aid Only: Al is viewed as a supplement, not a teacher replacement.
Challenges: Significant worry that tools reduce learning effort and thinking Al can provide incorrect or confusing

suggestions.

Findings of Teacher Questionnaire:

* . .

Effectiveness: Teachers find Al effecti?fe for simple corrections and common errors, but note its limited ability to handle
complex sentence structures or context-dependent choice.

Al feedback Vs Teacher feedback:Teachers highlight that thiir feedback is content-aware, addressin organization,*
coherence, and appropriatene%hile Al feedback tends to remain at the surface level, focusing on grammar and mechanics.

Challenges: Teachers identified risks such as students accepting incorrect Al sﬁggestlorgwnhout evaluation and the reduction
of a student's ability to learn from their own errors due to auto-correction »
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Main Suggestions for Future Recommendations
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Condensed General Conclusion \ ’, __,tx:\\ g
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Al Effectiveness: Tools like ChatGPT and Grammarlyﬂgnificantly assist
EFL learners in identifying aﬁd correcting errors with high speed and
¥

efficiency. ; -
Jeacher Superiority: Despite Al’s benefits, students trust teacher feedback

more for its reliability, pedagogical depth, and\ﬂuman judgment.
Supplementary Role: Al functions as a complementary aid, not a

replacement.for the essential role of a human instructor. =

Key Risks: Major challenges include student dependency, potential misuse
(copying), and the tools' inability to address complex, context or critical
thinking.

Final Verdict: Al is a powerful assistant that empowers learners, but it
must be balanced with teacher guidance to ensure academic integrity and
deep learning..







