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The purpose of this two-phase, explanatory mixed methods study was to understand the 

benefits of teaching grammar from three different learning methods: face-to-face, online 

personalized learning lab and a blended learning method. The study obtained quantitative results 

from a pre and post-tests, a general survey and writing assignment rubrics from three English 

1301 classes and then follow-up interviews with focus groups from each class to explore those 

results in more depth. In the first phase, quantitative research questions addressed the 

relationship of grammar teaching methods and grammar acquisition with students at a two-year 

technical and academic college. In the second phase, used focus groups to perform qualitative 

interviews to better explore the quantitative results. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The teaching of grammar is a controversial topic among English teachers; however, much 

of the research from the past twenty-five years suggests teaching grammar in the context of 

writing is important (Lacina, 2012 & Sanderson, 2008). Some educators argue there is little 

benefit to teaching formal grammar to students learning to write academically while other 

teachers believe that basic grammar knowledge is an essential piece of learning to write properly 

(Andrews, et.al, 2006). Since views on this topic vary, so do English curriculums and the focus 

on grammar. This leads to many students entering college with a varying ability to use basic 

grammar skills. Several educators believe that traditional lecture and drill methods are the most 

appropriate means to helping students learn grammar. However, there are numerous innovative 

means of trying to help students acquire this knowledge since traditional in-class practice 

methods might result in correct answers on paper but not translate to the student’s writing 

(Weaver, 1998). Among these means is the popular concept of personalized learning labs which 

is supported by the theory of personalized learning.   

Personalized learning tools allow the student to pace his/her education to meet individual 

needs, remove passive learning techniques, encourage independent seeking of knowledge, better 

allocate time for teachers, meet the student at his or her own knowledge level, diagnostic test to 

measure the learner’s needs, work at a pace that is beneficial to the learner and remove the 

pressure of a traditional classroom. However, face-to-face teaching often aims at the whole and 

therefore risks alienating students. Personalize learning tools are increasingly used in education 

because of the many promised benefits for the teacher and student. Among these benefits is the 

ability for students to learn complex subject material (such as grammar) through a personalized 
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learning method. Falmer (2012) states, “Overcoming the limitations of classroom-only 

instruction is a particular strength of advances in computer technology” (p. 1). Among this 

content is grammar, a skill that is learned by a lot of practice, patience and meeting the 

individual needs of the learner. Just like math, learners have to understand the rules of grammar 

and how to use those.  In addition, publishers such as McGraw-Hill, claim the learning labs 

impact student retention, pass rates, exam scores, final course grades and instructor time 

management (The Impact of Connect on Student Success). Although these labs claim to be 

beneficial for students, the immediate widespread adoption of online learning tools to teach 

grammar might be premature. The reason for concern is the lack of data surrounding the area of 

teaching grammar and the use of online learning labs. Much of the data provided for these labs 

comes from the publishers selling the product. 

As for the teaching of grammar, most of the recent research regarding teaching grammar 

focuses on the area of teaching English as a Second Language (ESL).  Although this research is 

helpful to understand issues of grammar, these students deal with different problems than native 

English learners. Often ESL students (after being taught English) have a greater understanding of 

the mechanics of grammar than native students (Ellis, 2006).  

In Texas public two-year higher education institutions, the freshman writing credited 

course for many programs is English 1301. The Texas Academic Course Guide Manual (ACGM) 

describes the course as an:  

intensive study of and practice in writing processes, from invention and researching to 
drafting, revising, and editing, both individually and collaboratively. Emphasis on 
effective rhetorical choices, including audience, purpose, arrangement, and style. Focus 
on writing the academic essay as a vehicle for learning, communicating, and critical 
analysis. (Texas, 2016, p. 126) 
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Many students entering English 1301 need a review of basic grammar topics such as sentence 

structure, punctuation, verb tense and subject-verb agreement.  Since the courses’ learning 

outcomes do not focus on grammar, it is important the brief review lesson is structured to the 

best capability for students to quickly grasp the information. Sams (2003) states, “Grammar and 

writing are so inextricably linked as to be virtually synonymous. To study one is to study the 

other” (p. 57). As mentioned, since English 1301 is not designed to be a grammar course, the 

online learning labs address the problem of re-teaching this information as well as meeting the 

student at his or her level of knowledge. For these reasons, online learning labs have created an 

ideal learning environment for higher education English classrooms. Publishers such as 

McGraw-Hill and Pearson have designed several personalized learning labs for different subject 

areas. From an instructor point-of-view, the grammar learning labs provide students a wealth of 

supplemental course materials and additional practice for the required subject matter.  

However, learning labs are not without flaws. To begin, the labs are often expensive for 

the students. Also, students are not always comfortable using the technology to learn, and the 

student can manipulate the labs so that little learning actually takes place.  

 

Problem Statement 

With the growing popularity of online personalized learning labs, and the controversial 

nature of teaching grammar, it is important to evaluate what the labs do/do not provide in 

relation to traditional face-to-face teaching. Since higher education is embracing more online 

personalized learning labs, more research by the educators needs to be done to understand the 

benefits of the labs because the lab publishers are the primary source for literature regarding lab 

benefits (O’Brien, 2016 & Shulman, 2016).  In addition, much of the research in the field of 
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grammar focuses on teaching grammar for English as a Second Language students. Little work is 

actually being done to study whether grammar is needed in the classroom and the best methods 

of implementing it.   

 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to understand the best techniques for students in a 

freshman college English class to learn grammar. The study analyzed three main methods of 

teaching grammar in higher education: solely face-to-face, using only a personalized online 

learning lab, and a blended teaching approach which used face-to-face and a personalized online 

learning lab. The study was conducted to help add research to aid educators in the ability to 

choose the most beneficial teaching technique to increase student’s acquisition of grammar 

concepts. Since grammar is such a vast subject area, this study focused on four basic grammar 

concepts that are crucial for students in writing courses. These concepts are sentence structure, 

punctuation, subject-verb agreement and verb tense. Using a mixed method explanatory 

approach to collect data, the study provided the researcher an understanding of student 

performance regarding these four grammar errors during the fall 2016 semester as well as 

student’s perceptions of the learning method used in their classes. From this data, the researcher 

was hopeful in understanding the most educationally rewarding method for grammar acquisition 

in a freshman English college class. The use of a mixed-method explanatory study was the best 

mode to gather and interpret the data for the study. The quantitative portion of the study provided 

an understanding of the student’s ability to translate the knowledge learned to their writing 

assignments. Also, the qualitative interviews provide an important insight into student’s 

perceptions.  
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Relevance and Value 

 As mentioned, student’s acquisition of grammar is an important skill for writing courses. 

Since college freshman writing courses in Texas are not designed to thoroughly teach grammar, 

instructors have to carefully consider the relevance of every grammar skill taught. English 1301 

is a forty-eight contact hour course and grammar is not a quickly transferable skill.  This study 

will explore the importance of online personalized learning labs in the use of teaching grammar 

since much of the literature supporting personalized learning labs comes directly from studies 

performed by the publisher selling the product.  

 

Theoretical Foundation 

 According to Crotty (1998) as it pertains to mixed methods studies, “there are four major 

elements in developing a proposal or designing a study” (as cited in Creswell & Clark, 2011, p. 

38). These four elements are paradigm worldview, theoretical lens, methodological approach and 

methods of data collection. 

 

Worldview 

 For this study, the researcher was conflicted between a pragmatism and constructivism 

worldview. The conflict between pragmatism and constructivism is not new to mixed method 

research. Hickman, et. al. (2013) discuss Dewey’s (2009) book Between Pragmatism and 

Constructivism. In it, the authors discuss specific similarities that Dewey mentions concerning 

pragmatism and constructivism. These similarities include: 

1. They both construct reality from transference with the existing environment. 
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2. The lack of pure and value -free rationality and therefore that the philosophical task is 

to highlight the interests and power relations that highlight rational discourse.  

3. Both worldviews establish a close link between the validity of forms of knowledge 

and communication and social structures that make it possible.  

4. As for philosophical perspectives, they share that problems should be tested and 

endorsed within the cultural context in which they are embedded.  (p. 1) 

In addition, according to Creswell and Clark (2011), constructivism and pragmatism share 

similar aspects of worldviews such as ontology and rhetoric of the research (p. 42). 

However, after much consideration, the researcher focused more on the constructivist worldview 

because the social and historical construction of knowledge is of particular interest to this study 

as well as understanding multiple perspectives of student interviews in the qualitative portion of 

research to help understand the overall context. Moreover, Davey (2015) states  

Constructivism as a paradigm or worldview posits that learning is an active, constructive 
process. The learner is an information constructor . . .  New information is linked to prior 
knowledge . . . constructivism states that learning is an active, contextualized process of 
constructing knowledge rather than acquiring it. Knowledge is constructed based on 
personal experiences . . . Constructivism assumes that all knowledge is constructed from 
the learner’s previous knowledge, regardless of how one is taught. Thus, even listening to 
a lecture involves active attempts to construct new knowledge. 
 

Also, Bruner (1979) believed that constructivism is based on the notion that “the most personal 

of what [a man] knows is that which he has discovered for himself” (as cited in Moons & 

DeBacker, 2000, p. 370). This point is what the researcher believes is crucial for a learner to 

learn grammar; the individual must spend time practicing and discovering the multiple layers of 

grammar instruction on his/her own. 
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Theoretical Lens 

 In addition, this study follows the student-centered (as known as learner-centered) 

theoretical foundation which is a constructivist theory. This is the theory that by placing the 

student at the center of his/her learning, the student will become more involved and active using 

stronger problem-solving methods. The student-centered theory evolved from the constructivist 

theory. Behler describes constructivism as, “learning as an active process, taking students prior 

knowledge into consideration, building on preconceptions, and eliciting cognitive conflict, 

teachers can design instruction that goes beyond rote learning to meaningful learning that is more 

likely to lead to deeper, longer lasting understandings (as cited in Jones & Brader-Araje, 2002, p. 

3  ).  In the same nature, student- centered learning focuses on knowledge as two processes, 

“people learn by perceiving something, then processing something” (as cited in Thigpen, et. al, 

n.d., p. 5). These two steps, perceiving, and processing, happen differently for each learner which 

is one of the benefits of student-centered learning.  Dare (2011) states, “Throughout history, 

however, our understanding of intelligence and ability has also led to injustices and inequality of 

educational opportunity and has resulted in elitist practices in education that neglect the needs of 

majority of learners” (as cited in Parnell, 1985, p. 82). In addition, the researcher ascribes to the 

belief that “education needs to structure learning environments in which learners can move 

beyond the acquisition of knowledge to understanding and applying it” which is why this study 

as a mixed-methods study is important. The researcher wants to understand if students can grow 

their grammar skills from the learning methods used as well as understanding the student’s 

perception of the learning method and his/her overall growth concerning grammar skills.  Sarasin 

(1990) states, “Research has shown the increased effectiveness of classroom models in which 

students are active learners and faculty members are facilitators rather than transmitters of 
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knowledge” (as cited in Vega and Tayler, 2005, p. 83). The overall belief of the researcher is that 

no matter what method of grammar instruction is used, the student must become involved in 

his/her learning process and construct their knowledge. The instructor merely serves as a mentor 

to help students begin the right learning materials.  Vega and Talyer (2005) specifically mention 

an issue that this study is concerned with. The authors state,  

because professors are not experts in pedagogy, they tend to emulate the traditional 
transmission model in which they themselves were trained where the instructor is the 
center of attention . . .This dilemma is particularly acute in the content-laden college 
classroom. Students must acquire subject-specific knowledge, and instructors 
increasingly try to foster an environment that develops thinking skills and processes. 
(as cited in Jones, Palinscar, Ogle and Carr, 1987 and Ruggiero, 1988, p. 83) 
 

As the study mentions in the literature review, grammar instruction is extensively debated. The 

teaching methods range from archaic to innovative. It is important to understand how educators 

can help facilitate learning in a method that best meets the learner. In a study conducted by 

Salinas and Garr (2009), the researchers analyzed the use of student-centered learning 

classrooms at an elementary school with a diverse population of minorities. The study collected 

data on state testing scores as well as creativity, motivation, self-regulation, cooperative skills, 

openness to diversity, and metacognitive skills. Salinas and Garr concluded, “that minorities in 

schools and classrooms with higher learner-centered orientations not only have test scores 

statistically equal of those from their white peers, but also the students in Learner Centered 

schools have higher scores in non-traditional measures, including tolerance and diversity” (p. 

226).  Again, the researcher is interested in addressing diverse student populations, not only with 

different ethnic and socio-economic backgrounds but more importantly prior educational 

experiences. The student-centered learning environment provides an opportunity for the student 

to become more engaged and in charge of his/her learning and in return allow the student to have 

a more enriching learning opportunity.  In 1995, Barr and Tagg asserted that there was a major 
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shift occurring in higher education from “an instruction paradigm to a learning paradigm” (as 

cited in Webber, 2012, p. 201).  In this learning shift, “faculty focus less on transferring 

knowledge to students and more on creating a learning environment that empowers students to 

construct knowledge for themselves. The learning paradigm positions the learner, rather than the 

instructor, at the center of undergraduate education, and, for this reason, many refer to this 

paradigm as learner-centered education” (p. 202). Specifically pertaining to this study and group 

of students the higher education institution works with, the researcher believes in the worldview 

of constructivism and student-centered learning theory as important to the acquisition of 

grammar.  

 

Methods 

 This research study involves an explanatory mixed-methods approach. The study consists 

of data collected from a pre and post-test taken by all students in the classes’ analyzed (only data 

from students who begin and complete the course, all four essays, and pre/post-test is used). 

Also, student focus groups were interviewed regarding their experience using the lab. The 

following research questions are the focus of this study: 

• What is the relationship between traditional grammar instruction, personalized grammar 

instruction and a blended instruction approach for freshman English college student’s 

grammar acquisition and the student’s experiences with these three teaching methods? 

• What is the relationship between the grammar teaching methods and incorporation of the 

grammar skills is academic writing for face-to-face instruction? 

• If traditional teaching and personalized learning lab methods are blended, is there a 

benefit to the student versus independently using the methods? 
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• What is the relationship between the student’s general learning perception survey and 

grammar performance?   

The study consists of three English 1301 classes at a two-year technical and academic college in 

Southeast, Texas.  Each class began with about twenty to twenty-five students. The courses were 

taught face-to-face by a tenured English instructor at the institution. This study used the product 

currently adopted by the institution’s English department, McGraw-Hill Connect learning lab. 

Products such as Connect boast improved retention rates, course pass rates, and exam scores. 

One course (Group A) was taught grammar using a traditional lecture format over a 

seven-day class period, which is about four weeks. The second course (Group B) learned 

grammar by using McGraw-Hill’s Connect online learning lab. The instructor introduced the 

concepts to the class as a means of providing an understanding for the material that was covered 

by the lab and demonstrated how the lab works. Students were provided detailed instructions for 

lab access and were able to sign in through Blackboard.  The grammar lab work was completed 

outside of class over a four-week period. The last course group (Group C) received grammar 

instruction by using McGraw-Hill’s Connect online learning lab as well as a two-day class 

lecture, blended learning approach. The researcher feel it was important to include Group C 

because blended learning is rapidly becoming a popular method of incorporating online learning 

labs. Group C was provided with a lecture, which introduced the basic grammar concepts as well 

as used short grammar examples and class exercises. Students used the lecture materials to help 

aid their Connect learning exercises. The students had two hours and forty minutes of lecture, 

two days of class during one week.  The researcher created an online learning path for both 

Group B and C.  
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For the quantitative portion of the study, the study consists of a pre and post-test taken 

during class the second day of the semester. All groups took the grammar pre-test in-class the 

second day of the fall 2016 semester. Students took an in-class post-test at the completion of the 

semester. These tests were paper tests taken during class and used a scantron for grading. The 

instructor used a scantron analysis on both the pre and post-test to collect information about the 

topics missed. In addition to the tests, the study analyzed data from four essays over the semester 

from each participating student. The essay evaluation used a rubric which directly addressed the 

grammar areas of interest for this study: sentence structure, punctuation, subject-verb agreement 

and verb tense. The data for these essays were compiled by the researcher during the semester.  

For the qualitative portion of the study, students from Groups A, B and C participated in focus 

groups to provide an understanding of their experiences and perceptions of learning grammar. 

 

Definition of Terms 

The following key terms are used throughout the study.  Since many of these words have 

multiple meanings, these definitions are provided to help clarify usage.  

• Blended learning – combines face-to-face teaching with an online learning lab 

• Connect Lab – an online learning lab software by McGraw-Hill.  While Connect can 

come in many forms for different subjects, in this paper Connect explicitly refers to the online 

learning lab created specifically for the McGraw-Hill Writing Guide: Writing for College, 

Writing for Life by Roen, Giau and Maid.  

• Face-to-face instruction - instruction which takes place with the instructor and student 

in the same class during real time 
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• Grammar – narrowing the focus of grammar, for this study, grammar refers to 

sentence structure, punctuation, subject-verb agreement and verb tense 

• Individualized learning -  is a learning method where learning is tailored to the 

student’s current and prior knowledge, this is not the same as personalized learning 

• Learner centered – learner centered is used here synonymously with student-centered 

learning, this type of learning is a constructivist view of the student taking control of 

constructing knowledge while the teacher facilitates learning 

• Online learning lab – is a lab where students can be taught materials, engage in 

learning activities and knowledge assessments 

• Personalized learning – this is a type of learning model where an instructor has 

created assessments and learning material for a student to complete on his/her time, used in 

conjunction with an online learning lab 

 

Assumptions, Limitations and Delimitations of the Study 

 Many assumptions were made in the designing of this study. It was assumed that every 

member enrolled in the class would participate in the study. Although the researcher accounted 

for student course drops, it was assumed that all students enrolled would willingly participate. It 

was presumed that the course instructor would carefully follow the course design for all three 

English-1301 sections as well as provide the researcher access to all the student essays for the 

study. The researcher expected that students in the three groups would receive the same grammar 

instructional content but by different methods. Also, it was presumed that students would spend 

time editing papers using the grammar skills taught during the course. In addition, it was 
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assumed the researcher would have access to students at the end of the semester for a focus 

group. Last, it was assumed that students would complete all independent grammar study.  

There were a few limitations of the study. The researcher was limited to the number of 

students for the study by the enrollment for the allotted courses by the higher education 

institution used in this study. The researcher had no control over the number of students enrolled 

in the course. Another limitation of the study was student’s prior knowledge. Since students 

come from a variety of education backgrounds, the researcher could not control the skill level 

pertaining to grammar of students entering the class. In addition, face-to-face classes can often 

be difficult to control when learning complex concepts. Students are allowed to ask more 

questions and therefore risk a higher chance of introducing new grammar concepts that will not 

be presented in the online learning lab. In addition, the study did not alter/account for students’ 

absences during the grammar lessons which could have an impact on the study. 

As for delimitations of this study, the study focuses only on four major concepts of 

grammar usage. Grammar is a complex subject and is much larger than four components.  Also, 

the definition of what grammar is, is widely debated. Therefore, the researcher chose to focus on 

the needs pertaining to the English department of the campus being studied and limit the 

definition of grammar to help focus the study. Because of this, the Connect lab was not used to 

its full potential.  In addition, students who did not complete all aspects of the assessments for 

the study were excluded from the overall results which reduced the number of participants.   

 

Summary 

The controversial nature of teaching grammar and the theoretical benefits of using 

personalized learning methods provides a foundation for the interest of this study. The study 
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seeks to answer four basic questions regarding the use of grammar teaching methods in face-to-

face college English 1301 classes.  

 

  



15 

CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The use of personalized learning in education is not a new concept. The history of 

personalized learning boasts several benefits for learners as well as multiple methods that this 

learning style has employed in the classroom. In addition, the history of grammar is one that is 

extensively controversial and widely debated. Researchers struggle with the appropriate methods 

to teach grammar as well as the need for teaching traditional grammar to benefit writing. A 

further literature analysis of personalized learning and grammar provides a clearer understanding 

for the need to analyze the use of personalized learning labs as a method for teaching grammar.  

The purpose of this review is to provide an overview of existing research in the areas related to 

this research study. These include: 

• Personalized Learning 

o Personalized Learning and Technology Education 

o Personalized Learning Theories 

o Examples of Personalized Learning Models 

o Improvements and the Future of Personalized Learning 

• McGraw-Hill Connect Lab 

• Grammar 

 

Personalized Learning 

The twenty-first century advances in educational technologies have been accompanied by 

many new software packages that are based on the foundation of the personalized learning 

theory. Largely, education has had a past where instructional design focused on teaching to the 
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whole rather than meeting the individual at his/her specific learning level. Research indicates that 

personalized learning methods have been mostly successful because personalized learning 

abandons the teaching to the ‘whole’ technique.  According to Samah, Yahaya, and Ali (2011), 

learners differ in learning rates, cognitive styles, and so forth (p. 516). These reasons are 

examples as to why personalized learning should be implemented in some form in all instruction. 

Aviram, et. al. (2008) define personalization “as an adaptation of the learning process and its 

content to the personal characteristics and preferences of the learner, as much as possible” (p. 3). 

In order to better understand personalized learning, the history of personalized learning and 

technology in education, personalized learning theories, examples of personalized learning 

models, the future of personalized learning and the problems with personalized learning are 

presented in this chapter.  

 

Personalized Learning and Technology in Education 

 Computers as tools for aiding student learning is not a new concept. Many schools have 

recently adopted the use of computers in their teaching practices. Regarding personalized 

learning’s development as an instructional model, there has been growth since the mid-1970s. In 

addition to this, in 1980, Robert Taylor stated, “For the foreseeable future, computing will play 

an increasingly important role in human learning. However, no one yet knows exactly how great 

that role will eventually be, or precisely what form it will take” (as cited in Taylor, p. 240).  

Although in 1980 Taylor understood the importance of computers in education, the leap from the 

computer as being a solo vehicle for instructional design to becoming a main function in 

personalized learning model might not have been foreseeable. In 2017, the use of computers is 

commonplace and for the most part, it is required in education across all disciplines.  Taylor’s 
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idea came from his theory that, “Human instruction rarely aims to accommodate individual 

differences because the normal classroom situation prohibits such accommodation; hence lesson 

preparation and design are simpler and swifter [using computers]” (p. 244). In addition to Taylor, 

Alfred Bork’s article Interactive Learning (1980), states, “One way to begin to consider 

education historically . . . back very far in human experience, we see that most learning must 

have taken place as individuals interacting with other people. The emphasis should be on the 

word individual” (p. 590). Therefore, introducing the idea that holistic learning is not always the 

most beneficial.  Furthermore, Bork (1980) declares: 

Many of our courses use primarily passive learning methods through lectures and books, 
most often keeping students within a fixed pace rather than letting them proceed at their 
own rate . . . the problem is not with our ‘good’ students, who can be counted on to go 
beyond the required material, but rather with the majority of students . . . another problem 
with our courses is that they are too verbal, too restricted to teaching people to repeat 
material. . .many faculty members have difficulty recognizing this problem because they 
are highly verbal. But many students require more visual or other aids in the learning 
process . . . (p. 596)  
 
Both Taylor and Bork in the 1980’s documented the problems with education and the 

benefits personalized learning could have. With the advancements and technology integration, 

the personalization of education has evolved. Samah, et. al., (2011) state, “In early years, 

personalization is [was] defined as an adaptation of the learning process and content to individual 

characteristics and preferences of learners” however, now personalization is ." . . an instruction 

that tailored learner’s learning styles, intelligences, interest preferences,”  and much more (p. 

518). The evolution of personalized learning has created an area of vast opportunity for 

educators. With a combination of learning and technology, educators can provide students with 

topics that are more interesting to them. Therefore, technology is not a disruption of the learning 

environment but provides students the ability to learn what they want and when without a steep 

time and pace concern (Richardson, 2012, p. 22). In conclusion, Molenda (2012) states, “Since 
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the earliest days of pedagogy, educators have recognized that learners differ in numerous ways 

and that it would be desirable to cater to these differences to help each student gain the 

maximum from their educational experience” (p. 12). As Molenda suggests, personalized 

learning helps meet the numerous differences of learners and has evolved with the advancements 

of technology. 

 

Personalized Learning Models 

 Often, the term personalized learning raises concerns among educators. For many people, 

the term “first raises visions of exclusive one-on-one tutorials and other time-and-labor-intensive 

pedagogies. The fear that students will be abandoned in the learning process is not valid. . . 

students play a significant role in their own learning” ( De Stasio et al., 2009, p. 48). Often, an 

individualized approach to learning engages unmotivated learners and provides them ownership 

of their work (Weldon, 2012). Studies show that increasing numbers of students fail to thrive in 

traditional classrooms. In an interview, Alfie Kohn stated, “If students aren’t achieving the way 

we’d like, if they lack a disposition to learn, it may be precisely because schools continue to be 

so traditional” (as cited in O’Neil and Tell, 1999, p. 21). An answer to this can be the practice of 

creating separate programs to “enhance the capacity of traditional classrooms to respond 

appropriately to student diversity” (Voltz, 2003, p. 138).  This can be done by differentiating 

instruction to address “student learning characteristics because a broader spectrum of learners 

can achieve success in the mainstream” (Votlz, 2003, p. 142).  Molenda (2012) discussed the 

shift from just individualized learning to personalized learning, stating, “the goal of personalized 

instruction is to provide a holistic learning environment featuring frequent and close personal 

associations among students and teachers, with emphasis on collaborative groups and authentic 
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assessments” (p. 14). Adding personalization to a curriculum can help increase the learner’s 

productivity and actual learning by addressing these learner differences.  This is because 

“learning is a constructive process. . . learning occurs best when learners understand the 

relevance and meaningfulness of learning to them, and also when learners are actively engaged 

in creating their own idea or knowledge and experience” (Samah, et.al, 2011, p. 516). In addition 

to creating a connection with the instructional material and the learner, “the emphasis of 

individual differences are considered in learning learners’ satisfactions and then increase their 

motivation towards learning, followed by a better grade in the subject” (Samah, et.al, 2011, p. 

517). Since students are anticipated to actively engage in the education process to construct their 

own knowledge, this provides the student with more responsibility for his/ her learning. 

Although teachers are still in charge of overseeing the students’ education, they become a 

facilitator rather than the sole source of information (Al-Zoube, 2009, p. 59). 

Change is extremely difficult, and change in education particularly takes time. Aviram et 

al. (2008) state, “educational thought must disconnect itself from the prevailing modes of of [sic] 

20th century educational systems along with their rigid dichotomies between school learning and 

education” (p. 2). The benefits to students are that “personalization can meaningfully contribute 

to sense of both competence and autonomy . . . and triggers the reflection of the learner on 

herself, the learning process, and the relationship between the two” (Aviram,et.al., 2008, p. 3). It 

can also potentially enhance understanding, long-term memory, transfer and applicability of 

learned content as well as promote how to learn which can create effective lifelong students 

(Aviram, et.al, 2008, p. 3). To achieve this, educational institutions need to be “less concerned 

with what knowledge is acquired and more interested in how that knowledge is used” which is 
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what the personalized learning model promotes (Littky & Allen, 1999, p. 2).  In addition, Littky 

and Allen (1999) elaborate 

try as schools might, a one-size-fits-all approach to education will always be hit or miss. 
Schools that are serious about fulfilling every student’s promise must develop structures 
and relationships that nurture the strengths and energies of each student . . . There cannot 
be a uniform curriculum for every student in the country. Information is growing and 
changing too fast. It is hard to respect the priorities of different cultures with one 
curriculum. (p. 2- 3)  
 

Will Richardson (2012) supports Littky and Allen’s ideas with his own perspective of 

personalized learning that removes a one-size fits all curriculum and replaces it with a program 

where “students are allowed to chart their own course to meeting school and state expectations . . 

. that means encouraging students to take ownership of their own learning and guiding them to 

course outcomes in individualized ways” (p. 23). One of the largest benefits that personalized 

learning has is that students reflect on their own work to assess progress which is a “a 

fundamental part of developing the skills and dispositions to continue learning after the class 

ends” (p. 23). Although self-directed learning may not touch all students equally at first, students 

need to learn at high levels and view instruction as a job of constructing their own knowledge 

(Jenkins and Keef, 2002, p. 1). 

In addition, in the article How Personalized Learning Unlocks Success, researchers of the 

Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation note that “student-centric approaches address the need for 

social justice and equity for underrepresented students. Pointing out that family income is 

currently one of the strongest predictors of whether a student will be successful, they advocate 

for personalized, convinced that more individual support will help to balance the scales” (as cited 

in O’Brien,  2016, p. 6).  In addition, the foundation reports that “some practices under the 

personalized learning umbrella -notably digital courseware and adaptive learning- can accelerate 

content master by 50 percent and can increase pass rates by one-third for at-risk students taking 
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high-quality blended courses” (p. 7).  The belief that personalized learning can help students 

performing at lower levels and with diverse backgrounds, makes the learning model attractive to 

educators.  

 

Examples of Personalized Learning Models 

Personalized learning comes in several different forms. Kohn explains, “Personalization 

itself looks different in different settings for different ages, but roughly speaking, the strategies 

described as constructivist, holistic, collaborative, and leaner-centered provide the possibility of 

learning that is responsive to what distinguishes one kid from another” (as cited in O’Neil &Tell, 

1999, p. 21). In addition, Johnsen (2016) reflects on programs implementing personalized 

learning models and summarizes that her research, “found great variation in implementation with 

most personalized learning practices stemming from current practices” as well as “three elements 

from the personalized learning models had the greatest effects on student achievement: flexible 

student groupings, learning spaces that supported the model, and students discussing data related 

to their personal learning goals” (p. 73). With this thought, there are several models of 

personalized learning.  

Jenkins and Keefe’s (2002) article analyzes the implementation of personalized learning 

programs at the secondary school Thomas Hanley in Canada. The article discusses the creation 

of a school building where most traditional classrooms have been changed to areas created for 

personalization. The school also has a “great hall, where students obtain study guides and work 

at their own pace, either on their own, with another student, or with a small group of students” 

(p. 2). In this design, the teachers take on a mentor role where they serve as “learning coaches 

and facilitators to students engaged in their subject-area specialties." The teachers “monitor 
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student work, provide coaching as needed, offer summary for more complex content or for 

follow-up, initiate large group presentations as appropriate, and assess student achievement." In 

this program, in addition to personalized spaces and the mentor roles of teachers, “each student 

develops a personalized educational plan with the help of his or her advisor” (p. 3).  The results 

of a personal student assessment help the advisors choose activities appropriate for students. In 

addition, advisors can use prior student achievement and information to help create a 

personalized plan. The plans for the students are subject to modification based on the student’s 

progress, interests, and needs.  A student from the school commented, “It is more difficult here. I 

must do the work and do it well before I receive credit. I can also get help from my fellow 

students. We aren’t competing with each other” (p. 4). Additionally, students have weekly 

meetings with their advisors. One of the most noticeable differences with this program is that 

“students take tests when they are ready and not in accordance with a teacher-developed 

schedule. In this kind of setting, student comprehension takes precedence over simply 

accumulating grades for the report cards . . . students are only in competition with themselves” 

(p. 6). This new school has had a lot of success with their design using personalized learning and 

breaking the mold of traditional education. 

 Another example of a personalized learning model is from the Met School in Rhode 

Island (Littkey & Allen, 1999). This school is focused on “the individual student and his or her 

place in the school community” by using personalized learning “to develop their passions and 

interests and bring them back to the group instead of competing with one another on one set of 

goals” (p. 2). The school claims to have created an environment where every student “has a team 

to support his or her learning goals and where there are as many educational programs as there 

are students” (p. 4). One of the focuses of the school is building strong relationships and opening 
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the student’s minds to lifelong learning. To aid with this, the teachers’ roles have changed to 

become advisors. The teachers are called advisors and have a total of thirteen students. Their role 

is to manage each student’s personal schedule and learning plan. They work with school mentors 

and the student’s family members. The goal of all this support is to create a web of connection 

and care for the students.  Results of this design show that, “Taking the place of a school wide, 

predetermined curriculum, the learning plan provides direction for the structure and activities 

that make up a student’s school time." The student education plan guides their learning by 

“targeting weaker skills and taking advantage of strength and interests” (p. 6). The individualized 

curriculum at the Met School guides the learning instead of mandatory courses. The school has a 

list of “required learning goals that provide crucial direction for each learning plan and ensure 

that students are adequately prepared for college, career, and citizenship." Although the student’s 

interests have a large role in his/her education, “each student is required to use those interests to 

master the school wide learning goals” (p. 6).  Similar to the above mentioned Thomas Hanley 

School, the focus on personal goals, use of advisors and removing competition have contributed 

to a positive learning environment.  

 Another example of a personalized learning model is INSPIRE, which stands for 

Intelligent Systems for Personalized Instruction in a Remote Environment. In this design, 

“generated lessons are adapted to the learner’s knowledge level, learning style and follow his/her 

progress” (Grigoriadou et al., 2001, p. 13). This program functions on a selected learning goal by 

the learner. After selection, INSPIRE generates lessons that match specific learning outcomes 

that accommodate the learner’s level of knowledge and learning style. The INSPIRE system 

generates “lesson plans tailored to the needs, preferences, and knowledge level of each 

individual learner by making use of information about the learner gathered through their 
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interaction” (p. 13). The INSPIRE instructional design model focuses on three main parts: 

remember, use and find. The system “adapts to accommodate diversity in learner knowledge 

state and learning” and “is both adaptive and adaptable, as it allows the learner to control the 

interaction and provides guidance for help." This model allows students and instructors to access 

the current progress of the learner, and it is the learner’s responsibility, “to make changes and in 

this way allows him/her to intervene in the lesson generation process” (Littkey & Allen, 1999, p. 

18). 

 The iClass model is another form of personalized learning. Aviram et al. (2008) state that 

this model is a “direct response and corrective to the changing needs of both educators and 

students in this post/modern digital age” ( p. 1). This model attempts to “tackle the decline of 

rational, strategic and mindful thoughtful processes, the ability to strategically deal with and 

organize escalating amounts of information, and the recovery of a sense of self and well-being” 

(p. 1). The model focuses on these issues by requiring the development of “self-regulated 

reflective learners who are able to make informed choices, thoughtfully and strategically direct 

and plan their own learning as well as tailor the learning process according to their own needs, 

interests and preferences” (p. 1).  The model centers on “how to learn” and “strategic planning 

processes as well as reflective processes of self-understanding” (Aviram, et.al, 2008, p. 12).  

The authors explain that the main focus of the iClass model is: 

three central mutually-supportive pillars of personalization, self-regulation and intrinsic 
motivation combined, create not only a learning environment which supports the 
development of autonomous individuals who are well prepared to deal with the needs of 
today’s social and economic realities, but more importantly, enhance individual well-
being. (p. 12)  
 

These models demonstrate how to turn students into lifelong learners to better prepare them for 

the real world and workforce.  
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Al-Zoube’s (2009) example of a personalized learning model focuses on an idea called 

“mashup personal learning environments." The author’s article discusses that “cloud computing 

technologies can be exploited to build the next generation of platform-independent tools and 

scalable data storage e-learning systems to provide smart formal and informal learning” (p. 63). 

The learner can pick from a variety of applications for his/her learning environment to create a 

personalized learning plan (p. 60). Again, this model emphasizes the idea behind connecting 

student interest to learning.  

 Liu, Wong, and Hui’s (2003) model discusses an approach to personalized learning 

which includes episodes, identification, and association (EIA). The authors claim, “EIA enables 

the interface to recognize user action plans by tracing and analyzing a user’s action sequences” 

(p. 52). This approach requires five main areas of focus: “observing the interaction between a 

user and software," “identifying different episode from the actions we observe in user-computer 

interaction," “recognizing user behavior patterns," “adaptively helping users according to 

recognized user plans” and “building user profiles that will enable personalized interactions” (p. 

52). This method uses “formulations and algorithms for identifying episodes and recognizing 

patterns” (p. 52). The software uses documents and behavior patterns of usage, from both current 

and past user sessions, between a learner and the software. Furthermore, the system attempts to 

observe new user patterns to add to the user’s profile (p. 53-54). Liu, et al. conclude, “Our pilot 

studies showed that users readily accept PWA’s [personalized word assistant] suggestions and 

type more productively using it. These initial results of empirical validation are encouraging and 

show that our approach is theoretically sound and practically feasible” (Liu, et.al, 2003, p. 56). 

Algorithms have become an important part of personalized learning.  

 Kinshuk, Chang, Graf, and Yang (2009) propose that personalization of learning can 
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occur by two adaptive approaches: “the learning service can adapt to learners’ characteristics 

such as learning styles, requirements, status, performances, preferences, and profiles,” and “the 

learning service can adapt to the context surrounding the learnings” (p. 2).  In the first mentioned 

student modeling approach, “the students’ behaviour (sic) and actions are used in order to infer 

their learning styles” (p. 6). As the student is working with the software, the information about 

his/her behavior and action is instantly being updated. This provides the system the ability “to 

improve and revise the information in the student model frequently, leading to a higher accuracy 

and additivity” (p. 6). In the second modelling approach, the software generates what is referred 

to as context-awareness. This is a five step approach: 1. analyze the knowledge of the learner, 2. 

create preferred (personalized) features, 3.learner selects personal artifacts, 4.learner undertakes 

the personalized activity, and 5. The learner’s progress is updated in his/her records (Kinschuk, 

et. al., 2009). With these two adaptive features, Kinshuck et al. have created a positive learning 

environment.  

 Lastly, Zhang (2004) discussed the model of personalized learning using what he refers 

to as a “Virtual Mentor and LBA [learning by asking] system." Zhang argues that “e-Learning 

systems have various limitations, such as presenting multimedia instruction content in static, 

passive, and unstructured manners and giving learners insufficient control over learning content 

and processes” (p. 1). The model of the Virtual Mentor and LBA system is a “multi-media 

integrated e-Learning environment that emphasizes interactivity, personalization, and 

intelligence” designed to avoid Zhang’s above mentioned issues (p. 1).  The concept for this 

model was influenced by “the notion of constructivist learning theory that describes how 

learning takes place” (p. 6).  The system is: multimedia integrated, enables real-time knowledge 

acquisition, is interactive, self-directed, flexible, and has intelligence (p. 7).  The system 
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videotapes “domain experts during their lectures or interviews that may take a couple hours. The 

content of a video is likely to consist of a number of sub-topics in the domain interest” (p. 8).  

Those videos are logically segmented and arranged in the database. Learners can view the videos 

according to interest and ask questions. With the use of a “Boolean keyword query or a question 

in conversational English” learners can ask the system questions. Then, “the question is sent to 

the Web server, where the primary information processing and content retrieval will take place. 

After question analysis, the system searches the video metadata library for the best match. In 

other words, video clips whose content is likely to answer the question will be identified and 

ranked based on their relevance” (p. 10).  Zhang’s initial study of this model analyzed 336 

students. The study contains positive results regarding students that participated in this learning 

model “significantly outperformed those with less interactivity," “the presence of instructional 

videos had a significant impact on learning and performance” and the “learning performance and 

learner satisfaction” were high. (p. 20). As Redding (2013) states, in order for new models of 

personalized learning to take place, “Personalized learning requires a shift not only in the design 

of schooling (i.e., time, curriculum, and instructional delivery methods) but also in how 

educators view and use technologies” (p. 116).  

In addition, Iram et al. (2016) discuss the creation of a program called Personalized 

Learning Object Recommender System (PLORS). The personalized learning system provides 

recommendations of learning objects within a course. The researchers state, “The aim of the 

system is to enable LMSs to provide recommendations to learners, considered the learning object 

they are accessing as well as the learning objects visited by other learners with similar profiles” 

(p. 8). PLORS works from the idea that learners are like neighborhoods and personalized 

learning should match neighbors that are similar learners, and the learner will venture to other 
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neighborhoods outside of their comfortable learning style. Iram, et. al. (2016) state, “The overall 

aim of PLORS is to provide recommendations of learning objects to the learner in a situation 

where the learner is visiting different learning objects than other similar learners” (p. 9).  

Also, Brusilovsky et al. (2016) researched an adaptive learning software called MasteryGrids 

which is an Open Social Student Modeling (OSSM). The authors explain that, “known as open 

social student modeling (OSSM) complements cognitive aspects of OSM [open student 

modeling] with social aspects by allowing students to explore models of peer students and/or an 

aggregated class mode” (p. 450). From the researchers’ study of MasteryGrids, they concluded 

an OSSM interface had a remarkable engagement power . . . OSSM motivated students to 
perform significantly more work with non-mandatory learning content. These features of 
OSSM make it very attractive for contexts where motivation and retention are critical, 
such as modern MOOCs. In addition, social visualization enabled students in the OSSM 
group to work more efficiently, which could be attributed to the navigation support aspect 
of our OSSM implementation. Working with OSSM also positively impacted student 
learning, significantly improving the learning gain of weaker students (p. 459).  
 
Lastly, Walkington et.al (2014) discuss the use of personalized learning in algebra classes 

as a method to make connections to student interests and offer instructors an understanding of 

the best personalized learning instruction to create for the students. In this method, students 

participate in short interest interviews with the instructor. Walkington et al. maintain that 

students do not realize how often they think in algebraic terms. Therefore, the questions can help 

the teachers develop learning that caters to student interests such as sports, part-time jobs, after 

school activities, video games, social networking, cell phones, and other digital media.  As the 

authors state 

Research in educational psychology offers two reasons why personalizing problems is an 
effective teaching strategy. First, personalized problems can elicit students’ interest—
their predispositions to engage and reengage with certain ideas. Activating interest can 
lead to outcomes such as increased attention, persistence, confidence, and, ultimately, 
learning . . .  Second, personalizing problems can provide a critical bridge between what 
students already know and understand and formal concepts of algebra. (p. 275) 
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Improvements and the Future of Personalized Learning 

 In early uses of personalized learning, learners might have found it “difficult to make a 

decision about which learning materials best met his/her situation and need to (sic) read” (Lu, 

2004, p. 374). However, studies, such as Lu’s, focus on creating systems which rely on the 

natural process of using questions to design e-learning. In order for personalized learning to be 

successful, “E-learning systems should put the user/learner at the center, and also become a key 

component for managing individual knowledge." Designers of personalized learning systems 

need to “develop a very good knowledge of the learner in order to personalize the learning 

experience." And, the software must be able to “learn and reason” as well as be “proactive, 

interactive, adaptive and autonomous. They are able to perform complex operations based on 

their goals, messages received and environment changes” (p. 305).  Markellou et. al. (2005) 

argue the learner’s freedom of picking material may cause problems. The author’s state, “This 

freedom may prove a hindering factor since in many cases learners do not have the necessary 

maturity and skill to follow an effective path and it is often the case that they wonder around 

topics that are either too difficult, too easy, or just irrelevant to individual needs” (p. 461). 

However, systems that have adaptive features are a  

remedy for the problems that stem from the traditional ‘one-fits- to-all’ approach that 
delivers the same static learning material to everyone, despite of individual domain 
expertise, information needs and preferences, which may vary dramatically. These 
advanced e-Learning applications provide high quality content, efficient structuring, as 
well as full support for the varied tasks of all the user profiles participating in a typical 
distance learning scenario. (p. 461)  
 

Additionally, Markellou et al. (2005) argue that in traditional approaches to personalized 

learning, “The drawback concerns the difficulty to capture semantic knowledge of the 
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application domain i.e. concepts, relationships among different concepts, inherent properties 

associated with concepts, axioms or other rules, etc.” (p. 462). Similarly, Martinez (2002) argues 

that two key components are being overlooked in personalized learning. The author states, “One 

missing consideration concerns a whole-person understanding about key psychological sources 

that influence how individuals want and intend to learn online… Also missing is the integration 

of instructional purpose, values, and strategies into the design, development, and presentation of 

content (objects) (p. 461). Martinez (2002) also comments,  

some designers are finding that conventional, primarily cognitive perspectives are flawed 
by a heavy emphasis on how individuals think (cognitive processes). These perspectives 
particularly lack adequate consideration of how people want or intend to learn online. 
Moreover, these explanations overlook the dominant impact of emotions, intentions, and 
social factors on learning. (p. 462) 
 

In addition, Martinez (2002) reminds readers of the traditional structure of the classroom where 

teachers have been “managing emotions, intentions, social and cognitive issues on an individual 

or a group basis . . . The reality is that many online learners . . . are simply not adequately 

prepared for self-managed online learning (p. 153). However, Redding argues that the benefits of 

personalized learning outweigh the negative and technology is a key component. Redding (2013) 

states: 

Technology can assist in all areas of teaching and learning, including (a) initial student 
assessment to determine current strengths, weaknesses, and needs; (b) selecting, aligning, 
and managing curriculum; (c) managing student profile data to document individual 
needs, preferences, and interests; (d) assessing student mastery to inform instruction; (e) 
creating multiple, teacher-prepared lessons for targeting individual student needs, 
preferences, and interests; (f) delivering media-rich instruction; (g) giving students access 
to resources and an interactive network of teachers and students; (h) aiding students in 
project development and presentation; (i) providing computer-based, computer-assisted, 
and online learning; and (j) providing teachers, administrators, parents, and students with 
a wealth of data-based metrics and analytics reporting individual student learning as well 
as classroom, school, district, and state progress and performance. (p. 116) 
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Also, Raman and Negundai (2012) propose that one of the largest hurdles for personalized 

learning is teacher training. The authors believe teachers are crucial to personalized learning. To 

be prepared to accept educational innovations, the teachers need professional development 

opportunities (p. 586).  The authors discuss a study in India by the Central Board of Secondary 

Education (CBSE).  This study concluded that teacher training is a major factor that can 

“significantly influence the decision by teachers to adopt educational innovation” (p. 585). While 

personalized learning is not perfect, “Technology dramatically increases a teacher’s ability to 

identify and manage the needs of many students, and for students to access a large variety of 

interventions, content, resources, and learning opportunities everywhere at any time” (as cited in 

Redding, 2013, p. 121). 

Shulman (2016) focuses on the benefits of personalized learning in higher education and 

what the future might look like. He states, “The challenge has certainly been answered through 

the emergence of platforms that have realized the future of data analysis in higher education” (p.) 

Shulman states the benefits for students will not just be in the classroom but the overall college 

experience,  

… higher education has entered the analytics-based platform development to harness big 
data for personalized support and guidance during the student life cycle. This includes 
bumpers that keep students away from excess credits, holistic data-driven academic 
planning and scheduling, and personalized advising. Although this may seem less idyllic 
or not even vital to some sectors of higher education, for workforce-driven schools and 
those institutions with performance metrics that emphasize completion and job 
placement, this is certainly a welcome trend toward better outcomes for students. . . 
Perhaps I’m a dreamer for imagining a future state of personalized learning that can 
effectively tap the requisite data sources in order to ensure that each learner can reach his 
or her academic potential in the most efficient, customized way . . . The process has 
already begun with the emergence of the first data science platforms dedicated to higher 
education success through prototypes and visualizations now showing promise for 
realizing improved outcomes. (p. 10-11) 

 In conclusion, in education, personalized learning according to Martinez (2002) provides 

benefits.  The most noticeable of these is, “the creation of a learning ecology that shares 
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resources from large reservoirs of content where learning objects are shared individually, widely, 

and more economically” (p. 24). Additionally, Kinshuk (2012) mentions, “My personal view for 

the future of personalized learning research is the seamless integration of learning into every 

aspect of life, which implies immersive, always-on learning that happens so naturally and in such 

small chunks that no conscious effort is needed to be actively learning while engaged in 

everyday life” (p. 561). While the benefits of personalized learning and hope for advancements 

in the future seem promising, a major issue with personalized learning must be addressed. 

Kinshuk (2012) addresses the need for a change in educators stating, “Assessment of such 

learning also requires fundamental changes in current practices and in the mindsets of educators, 

for such pervasive personalized learning to take place in a wide variety of contexts and with 

individuals with a wide variety of prior experiences and backgrounds” (p. 562). Personalized 

learning has the capability to change the way people learn and better facilitate learning. Teachers 

will have access to information to know more about their students and provide instruction in the 

areas that students need help. Of personalized learning, Childress and Bension (2014) comment, 

“Since having a teacher for every single child in America is impractical, many educators are 

exploring more scalable ways to produce gains in student performance similar to those obtained 

by one-on-one instruction” (p. 34).  Also, in 2012, after the U.S. Department of Education 

released its Race to the Top program, the International Society for Technology of Education 

(ISTE) members provided input on the proposed guidelines.  In response to this, Goldman (2012) 

stated, “ISTE also recommended that the principal evaluation include a component that focuses 

on implementing a digital learning environment in the school, a teacher evaluation that focuses 

on a teacher’s ability to use digital tools to personalize learning, and a ‘technology integration 

leader’ position on the school leadership team (Goldman p. 10). The value that personalized 
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learning and technology add to education is seen across all disciplines and areas of learners. 

Promoting personalized learning in education is the way of the future.  

 

McGraw-Hill Connect Lab 

For this study, McGraw- Hill’s Connect lab was used in conjunction with the textbook 

for the course. McGraw-Hill’s Connect website claims that the software benefits for instructors 

include auto grading, consolidated resources, custom course content, easy course sharing, tagged 

learning objectives, seamless LMS integration, lecture capture, in-produce help and tutorials and 

connect insight (which provides the instructor multiple data options for monitoring students) 

(Connect features for educators, 2017). As for the student benefits, the McGraw-Hill website 

claims the lab adds, intuitive interface, to-do list, adaptive learning: smart book, instant feedback 

and many more features (Connect features for students, 2017).  Furthermore, the book adopted 

by the institution for this study is Roen, Giau, and Maid’s McGraw Hill Writing: Writing for 

College, Writing for Life. The Connect lab software is designed to align with the book chosen for 

the course. Therefore, when creating the course, the designer adopts the Connect tool in 

adherence to material from the chosen textbook.   

As mentioned above, the Connect lab has multiple usage features. The lab can serve as a 

learning management system for the class because the instructor can upload his/her course 

material, assignments, and adopt other assignments from a bank created by fellow instructors 

using the Connect system. Also, the lab offers editing help for student essays. However, this 

institution in this study uses the software for the learning lab component. The learning lab has 

information beyond the scope of grammar. The lab also includes materials for Modern Language 

Format (MLA), reading comprehension, editing and revision exercises, critical thinking 
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exercises and more. Again, the lab aligns with material taught in the chosen textbook. Also, there 

are two methods the instructor can use to implement this lab. First, the personalized method of 

the lab is where the instructor chooses the exercises students will complete. The second method 

is the individualized method of instruction. This method is designed to meet the student’s 

learning needs and account for prior knowledge. The instructor can still pick certain topics to be 

covered. However, the student will take a test prior to beginning the lab that will help create a 

learning path covering materials that the test reveals the student is weak. Therefore, students will 

only have to cover the topics individually important to their own needs. Last, the instructor can 

set a specific time usage for both labs in order to fit the needs of their courses. If an instructor 

wants students to have more instruction, they can set the time to twenty hours or more. However, 

if the instructor does not want the lab to cover too much material or consume too much of the 

student’s time, the instructor can modify the time to less. In addition, the instructor will create a 

date for the lab to open and a date for the lab to close. Also, in relation to the student, the 

instructor creates assignment due dates for the work.  

 After the instructor designs their lab to the needs of their course, the course is assigned a 

web address that the students use to access the lab. At the institution the research was performed, 

the school has the ability to make a direct lab access connection through Blackboard. If an 

institution does not have this capability, the instructor merely provides the students access to the 

website with the course link. Students can purchase the lab directly online with a credit card 

during their first sign in, or the student can purchase an access code from the student bookstore, 

if available. The student will sign up for the lab using an email address. Depending on how the 

instructor designed the course, will depend on the student’s first steps to begin the work.  
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 The Connect lab is structured to teach material through videos, audio lessons or 

presentation examples. After the main concept of a section is taught, the lab features practice 

activities and assessments prior to a final assessment to complete the content section. 

McGraw-Hill’s Connect website publishes several case studies annually in the multiple 

subject areas that the Connect lab serves. From the 2016 studies, the English subject area has 

four case studies. These studies are from Broward College, Dixie State College, Miami Dade 

College, and University of Arkansas. Each study provides demographics regarding the higher 

education institution, the professor’s profile, method of implementation of the lab as well as 

results. 

To begin, Professor James Rogge from Boward College uses the reading subject portion 

of the Connect lab. His case study was conducted in fall 2010 and spring 2011.  He implements 

the lab in classes by “beginning with a connect video lesson” then “a highlighting activity” 

which is completed as a class. After Rogge’s regularly scheduled lecture, he assigns quizzes (on 

the Connect lab) as “follow-up independent homework."  Overall, Rogge has seen a 4% increase 

in the exit exam scores (Case study: Reading-broward college, 2017).  He states 

Connect Reading is more efficient because I integrate what I deliver in my lectures with 
the timed video lesson for each skill. I stop the video several times during a lesson and 
add my own ideas, saving time that I used to spend creating Powerpoint slides. Now I 
have time to show YouTube video examples. With my six class workload, this saves me 
20 minutes per class for each lecture, or two hours per week. (Case study: Reading-
broward college, 2017) 
 

In a fall 2010 and spring 2011 case study at Dixie State College in Utah, Professor Candace 

Messa’s Beginning Writing class used the implementation of the Connect lab. Messa uses 

Connect by assigning bi-weekly homework assignments that include reading and writing work. 

As a result, overall student scores improved by 14.53 points in the fall and 14.28 points in the 

spring. In addition, the study states that Connect helped by, “increasing pass rates by 5% and 
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engaging students, who often completed unassigned sections to clarify challenging content that 

was covered in class” (Case study: Writing- dixie state college, 2017). Also, Messa stated of the 

lab,  

We chose Connect Writing because we felt that our students could benefit from extra 
practice and that they would enjoy working online. Both of these have proven to be 
correct assumptions. Connect Writing provides reinforcement of basic skills covered by 
lecture and the text. It is a valuable asset to our curriculum. (Case study: Writing- dixie 
state college, 2017) 
 

In summer 2009, Professor Maria Villar-Smith from Miami Dade College participated in a case 

study. Villar-Smith used two summer writing classes for the study. One class implemented the 

Connect lab, and the other course was taught traditionally.  She incorporated Connect to 

“evaluate its impact on student comprehension/application of grammar rules and conventions 

use” (Case study: Writing-miami dade college,2017). She used the “recovered in-class time to 

focus on student writing."  In the traditionally taught course, Villar-Smith, “devoted one face-to-

face lecture to each element of grammar as an introduction in both sections” (Case study: 

Writing-miami dade college, 2017). Of the experience, Villar-Smith states, “in the Connect 

Writing section, the online learning took over the repetitive nature of the grammar drills in ‘an 

interactive manner that pleased the students and is in line with student learning patterns of the 

21st century.' In the traditional class she conducted in-class drill and practice in a second lecture” 

(Case study: Writing-miami dade college, 2017).  From this study, the Connect Writing class had 

a twenty percent higher pass rate and eight percent higher student retention. In addition, the 

instructor saw an increase in pass rates on the state and departmental exams. Last, Professor 

Betty Evans from the University of Arkansas participated in a fall 2014 and spring 2015 study. 

Evans used a blended learning approach with the Connect lab. To begin, she had all the students 

take the pre-test on the Connect lab so that she could diagnosis where her students were and 
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adjusted her course schedule accordingly. As the semester progressed, she added other features 

of the lab to the class program. Since implementing this method, she has seen an increase in class 

pass rates, a reduction in instructor time for course preparation, a reduction in grading, and a 

triple increase in retention rates.  Evans states, “Connect has been an integral part of my 

classroom experience and has shown me that students who have a sense of success, continue to 

do well in their other classes. Connect gives them that success through its immediate feedback 

and adaptive programs” (Case study: English-university of arkansas at monticello, 2015). 

 

Grammar 

 The teaching of grammar is something that is widely debated among English teachers. 

Schwarz associates grammar as “the system of language” adding that “people sometimes 

describe grammar as the ‘rules’ of a language; but in fact, no language has rules” (2014, p. 11).  

Clark maintains that there is a “revolution taking place… about the teaching of grammar” (cited 

in Watson). The evolution of the importance of grammar for teaching writing is a topic that 

revolves around extensive research that provides different results based upon which study a 

person reads. Most educators believe that students need a basic understanding of grammar. In 

addition, many agree that learning grammar takes years. However, the best method to teach 

grammar is something that not every educator agrees with. There are several proposals for how 

to properly teach grammar and defining a beneficial range of knowledge for grammar. Many 

grammar studies revolve around English as a Second Language (ESL) methods and research. 

Another issue regarding teaching grammar in the classrooms is that many educators explain 

grammar in the same way they learned grammar and what they believe is the importance of the 

elements taught (Farrell, 2005, p. 1).  



38 

 To begin the grammar debate, the term grammar should be defined. At its core, the 

meaning of the word grammar can be controversial. There are so many elements that can be 

incorporated. The traditional dictionary definition of grammar is, “the whole system of structure 

of a language or languages in general, usually taken as consisting of syntax and morphology and 

sometimes also phonology and semantics” (English Oxford Living Dictionaries, 2017).  

Sanderson (2008) states, “maintaining a strict grammar is impossible with an evolving language. 

With the great influx of foreign speakers, with some very educated people, college professors 

even, wrestling with the incongruities of verbs; subject verb agreement is probably going to be a 

lot looser, and in fact, has no bearing on composing sophisticated sentences” (p. 4).  In addition 

to this controversial view of grammar, Schuster states, “There are rules of grammar, to be sure, 

but there are also rules of rhetoric. Should grammar rules trump rhetorical rules invariably” (as 

cited in House, 2009, p. 98). Lindblom and Dunn contribute, “Traditional grammar instruction 

can encourage distorted views of how language works, ignoring some of the most interesting 

aspects of language shift and change” (as cited in House, 2009, p. 98).  Not only is the 

importance of teaching grammar one that is debated, but what exactly grammar instruction is, is 

also something that educators differ in opinions.  Ellis (2016) states: 

Grammar teaching involves any instructional technique that draws learners’ attention to 
some specific grammatical form in such a way that it helps them either to understand it 
metalinguistically and/or process it in comprehension and/or production so that they can  
internalize it. (p. 84) 
 

In addition to Ellis, Krashen (1981) argued that learners will “automatically proceed along their 

built-in syllabus as long as they had access to comprehensible input and were sufficiently 

motivated. Grammar instruction could contribute to learning but this was of limited value 

because communicative ability was dependent on acquisition” (as cited in Ellis, 2016, p. 85). 

Although there is a long history about the importance and methods of teaching grammar, 
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research shows direct and indirect evidence to support the teaching of grammar. It is the method 

as to which grammar is learned that remains something of a mystery (Ellis, 2016, p. 86).  Sams 

(2009) argues, “grammar and writing are so inextricably linked as to be virtually synonymous. 

To study one is to study the other” (p. 57). He suggests that part of the problem with grammar is 

that so many teachers treat grammar as something that is separate from writing. Sams concludes, 

“the ability to analyze sentences, to understand how the parts work together to convey desired 

meaning, emphasis, and effect is thus central to the writing process” and therefore grammar is 

important to writing and thinking (p. 57). In addition, Dean (2011) states that the issue with 

grammar instruction is that is the right or wrong dichotomy that surrounds the teaching methods 

of grammar. Instructors’ use of worksheets, strict reliance on a textbook, English teachers 

making students correct papers and how teachers speak using grammar suggests a right/wrong 

dichotomy that should not be part of grammar. Dean concludes this sort of teaching results in 

students knowing grammar but not learning it.  After all, knowing terminology does not 

necessarily help improve writing (p. 20-21). Although there are several researchers that maintain 

a relationship between years of learning grammar and a master of grammar, many critics find 

several holes in this argument. Sanderson (2008) asserts, “studying grammar, even if not 

mastering it, even if flunking exams, exercises thinking and writing muscles, even if student 

writing does not improve. Student punctuation and editing improve. I’ve found that, with some 

dogmatic do’s and don’t’s, students can readily find mistakes and errors in other students’ 

essays” (p. 5).  Sanderson argues that grammar needs to be broken down and taught based on 

what the writer needs to know about phrases, clauses, and standard sentence organization. A 

term he reduces from grammar to “sentencing."  One of the main misconceptions of teaching 

grammar is that the learner will acquire all the knowledge at the end of the teaching lesson based 
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on class time and drills. As a knowledge, the learner is focused on learning the rules whereas the 

ability is how to apply the knowledge to written and spoken texts (Richards and Reppen, 2014, p. 

5). Knowledge does not always transfer to ability and thus this complicates the learning process 

even more. Richards and Reppen argue that students might build a solid knowledge of rules in 

context to an isolated collection of work and traditional teaching methods, even hours of 

practicing, but then “lack the ability to use grammar as a resource in communication." The 

authors suggest that a communicative resource is needed to teach and assess grammar ability and 

performance (p. 7).  Richards and Reppen propose seven steps to making this happen: 1. View 

the learner’s needs, 2. Explore grammar in relation to texts involving multiple ways grammar is 

used, 3. Create an understanding of the difference between written and spoken language, 4. Use 

online resources to explore new learning opportunities, 5. Incorporate a variety of teaching 

approaches, 6. Provide opportunities for guided noticing, and 7. Craft opportunities of 

meaningful practice (p. 7-14).  Also, with grammar, “a student has to spend independent hours 

with the language, trying it on, seeing if it fits, cutting it to size” (Sanderson, 2008, p. 11).  The 

rigor of self-teaching combined with the general lack of interest for grammar’s boring subject 

matter creates quite a problem for the subject matter. Berger’s (2006) article concerning 

grammar suggests that students need a slow two-year approach to learning grammar. Her ideas 

focus on the middle school age range. Berger writes that her program only focuses on one new 

grammar concept a month, noting that a key component to the teaching method is to make 

students use the new skill after introduction.  In addition, as mentioned, many English programs 

are literature based, something Berger does not dispute nor sees as a negative. Regarding 

literature, she comments, “my colleagues and I see the greatest improvement in student writing 

when the students encounter sentence variation in the literature they love” (2006, p. 58).  Also, 
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Schwarz (2014) mentions that the age of the learner is important and that research shows 

children are better at “pickup up language implicitly, rather than learning it as a system of 

explicit rules” (p. 11).  Again, this follows the idea of using a mixed method of teaching 

grammar.  

Sams (2003) discusses that writers/students must learn to see the connection between 

cohesion, arrangement, and invention in writing as a system of semantics that works together to 

explicitly express with writer’s ideas (p. 62).  Making this adjustment in teaching writing will 

correct the errors of what Sams refers to as the fundamentally flawed nature of grammar. He says 

of grammar,  

It is fundamentally flawed.  It treats grammar as an isolated set of rules, thereby 
considering the written product under review as the only relevant context for grammar 
instruction. It completely ignores the context from which the rules derive, the language 
system itself.  Quite simply, students have no background knowledge about grammar, no 
vocabulary, no concepts, no context, no means for understanding teachers’ explanations 
of rules. (p. 63). 
 

Therefore, the methods for teaching grammar in a vacuum are not successful. Students must 

abandon the idea of grammar as simply a list of rules to follow but understand why it is 

important. Part of making this connection is by focusing on incorporating relevant reading 

material and writing tasks that students typically are exposed to and have a relationship with. 

Using these types of tools, teachers can help make connections with word, paragraph, phrases, 

and sentence relationships (Sams, 2003, p. 64). In addition, instructors should limit grammar 

instruction to a few simple and portable rules (Krashen, 1982).   

  Clark argues that at the moment, this is the largest debate in teaching grammar. The issue 

is not currently whether to teach grammar but how (as cited in Watson, 2015, p. 333). Recently, 

schools in Northwest- England have introduced major changes to the types of knowledge about 

language and understanding of grammar that English schools are required to teach. The new 
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curriculum specifies thirty grammar terms will be taught each year and an additional twenty term 

glossary. This is a large departure from the previous teaching of grammar (Bell, 2016, p. 149). 

From this new change, as previously mentioned by Farrell, Bell comments that research shows 

that teacher’s grammar knowledge, confidence, beliefs, and attitudes regarding grammar 

teaching have an impact on how they incorporate grammar into their classes (p. 149). Other 

researchers suggest that the lack of teaching grammar comes from a general lack of confidence, 

especially in teachers in the UK and USA.  The UK follows an English program that is more 

literature based which is mirrored in Australia, USA and New Zealand (as cited in Watson, 2015, 

p. 333).  In addition, Asselin (2002) states, “effects of teaching grammar are influenced by 

teachers’ own attitudes and knowledge of language, as well as the instructional methods they 

use” (p. 52). Asselin (2002) concludes,  

While some of today’s teachers lived through an earlier era of formal and systematic 
training in Latin-based grammar, many younger teachers were unwitting victims of 
research that concluded instruction that made no difference to the quality of students’ 
writing, so why bother. In the 1970’s and 1980’s, a body of research about teaching 
grammar began to show the cracks in traditional grammar instruction. However, instead 
of examining alternative approaches, many teachers simply stopped teaching grammar.  
Concerned educators contested the futility of grammar instruction as the diversity of our 
student population increased and equity and social issue became major educational goals. 
Some researchers began investigating methods of grammar instruction that were based in 
students’ own reading and writing, and what they needed to know and do to improve that 
reading a writing. The thrust of this research demonstrated the effectiveness of viewing 
grammar teaching as giving students the told they can use to produce or understand texts 
that are relevant to them, and equally important, ensuring students themselves come to 
regard grammar as useful tools.  (p. 52-53) 
 

However, in a recent study regarding cultural differences in student and teacher perceptions 

concerning the role of grammar instruction and corrective feedback at USA Columbia, the data 

showed that the students and teachers favored more of traditional language teaching, which 

indicates “stronger beliefs regarding the efficacy of explicit grammar instruction and error 

correction” (Schultz, 2017, p. 254). In addition, teachers interviewed in Schultz’s study indicated 
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that they themselves had benefited from grammar instruction and in return teach as they were 

taught (p. 255). Again, the argument should not be whether grammar is taught by what method is 

most beneficial to teaching grammar (as cited in Watson, 2015, p. 333).  Schwarz (2014) argues 

that “all languages change over time. What we call ‘grammar’ is simply a reflection of a 

language at a particular time” (p. 11).  

 The results of analyzing how to learn grammar produce a basic learning concept: practice 

makes perfect. Ur states, “the aim of grammar practice is to get students to learn the structures so 

thoroughly that they will be able to produce them correctly on their own” (as cited in Ellis, 2016, 

p. 93). Therefore, students must be willing to engage in the process and teachers must create 

curriculums that reflect a concise knowledge of grammar for students.  In conclusion, Asselin 

(2002) argues, “the inextricable relationship between language and culture explains the changing 

nature of language. . . of ‘proper English’ are imbued with notions of fixed language forms and a 

past golden era of universal usage, which also ignores such realities as numerous dialects and 

differences between oral and written language” (p. 29). 

 

Conclusion 

 With the understanding of the history of personalized learning and the theory 

implemented, one can see the benefits that are associated with this method of learning. In 

addition, this review provides an optimistic future for improvements in the field of personalized 

learning. Also, with the knowledge of the grammar issues and concerns that plague writing 

teachers and English curriculums, one can better understand the importance of seeking new 

methods of teaching grammar such as personalized learning.  
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS 

 Creswell and Clark (2011) state, “A rigorous quantitative study phase in mixed methods 

research must use a type of design that matches the research question, a theory that frames the 

study, and data collection that will lead to reliable and valid scores” (p. 266).  This study used a 

two-phase explanatory mixed methods study to better answer the research questions.  This mixed 

method approach was most appropriate for this study because it “begins by conducting a 

quantitative phase and follows up on specific results with a second phase (qualitative) with the 

intention of better explaining the results in the first phase” (p. 82). Likewise, Tashakkori and 

Teddlie (2010) state that mixed methods research, “is solidly based on a rejection of the 

dichotomy between the qualitative/quantitative approaches and enjoys a distinct nomenclature, 

methodology and utilization potential . . . it represents a third methodological movement, with a 

core of common ideas that binds the community together and constructs an identity for the 

scholars in the community” (p. 272).  In addition, mixed methods “closely parallels everyday 

human problem solving in a way that neither qualitative nor quantitative methods alone can do” 

(Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2010, pg. 273). This is something Tashakkori and Teddlie believe is 

part of everyday problem-solving.  They contend that “mixed methods emphasizes the 

humanistic conceptualization of the research process more so than the other two monolithic 

methodological approaches/ movements” (p. 273). Moreover, a mixed methods research 

approach addresses the “realization that the challenges of implementing evidence-based and 

other innovative practices, treatments, interventions and programs are sufficiently complex that a 

single methodological approach is often inadequate” (Palinkas, et.al, 2015, p. 533). Therefore, to 

get the most out of this study from a pedagogical perspective, mixed methods was the most 
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beneficial method. Since the results of this study are intended to benefit educators’ understanding 

and use of personalized learning labs to teach grammar, the mixed methods design was 

preferable because it provides a “better understanding of research issues than either qualitative or 

quantitative approaches alone” (as cited in Palinkas, 2011, pg. 533). Also, as discussed by Jogulu 

and Pansiri (2011), “mixed methods advocate the use of both inductive and deductive research 

logic which is a great strength in itself. Having an inductive –deductive cycle enables researchers 

to equally undertake theory generation and hypothesis testing in a single study without 

compromising one for the other … researchers can provide better inferences when studying the 

phenomenon of interest” (p. 688). These researchers continue to argue that it is essential that “we 

move to more sophisticated research design, multiple data sources, and analysis that create 

divergent views and findings” (p. 688).  As with this study, the researcher found it important to 

use a mixed methods design to reduce over-reliance on “statistical data to explain a social 

occurrence and experiences which are mostly subjective in nature” (p. 689). In addition, the 

researcher acknowledges that “validity and relatability are predominantly derived from 

quantitative research, qualitative studies provide meaningful in-depth insights through subjective 

interpretations of experiences that provide plausible answers in relation to social phenomena” (p. 

689). Importantly to this research study, a mixed methods design allowed for the “expansion of 

the statistical data interpretation because qualitative findings have helped to elaborate on 

quantitative results in order to fully address the research questions, and have profoundly 

elucidated the ‘real’ social phenomenon encountered by respondents in an organizational setting” 

(p. 691).  In summation, as Creswell (2014) states, “The overall intent of this design is to have 

the qualitative data help explain in more detail the initial quantitative results” which was the 

methodological purpose of this study (p. 224).  
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The researcher decided to use an explanatory mixed methods design because it best 

aligned with the research questions and purpose for the study. Creswell and Clark (2011) explain 

that this sort of study occurs in three phases, “the analysis of the initial quantitative data, an 

analysis of the follow-up qualitative data, and an analysis of the mixed methods questions as to 

how the qualitative data help to explain the quantitative data” (p. 221).  Correspondingly, Stolz 

(2016) explains that explanatory mixed methods is a “special type of mixed methods research 

giving the analytical sociologist tools that allow for a closer inspection of both subjective 

(beliefs, preferences, emotions, heuristics), and objective (opportunities, resources, exogenous 

events) parts of the mechanisms and contextual factors involved” (p. 258). Additionally, 

Maxwell (2010) states, “explanatory methods uses what might roughly be called a realist 

philosophical stance for one’s research” (as cited in Stolz, 2016, p. 265).  

Stolz (2016) argues that the importance of the realist assumption is that,  

We cannot observe this reality directly and we cannot embrace it completely, which is 
why we necessarily have to resort to some sort of sampling and to (more or less 
structured) data collection . . . On the basis of the analyzed data, we then make 
inferences, that is we draw conclusions about what we think is true about the world. (p. 
266) 
 

Furthermore, Creswell and Clark (2011) explain that the explanatory design is the “most useful 

when the researcher wants to assess trends and relationships with quantitative data but also be 

able to explain the mechanism or reasons behind the resultant trends” (p. 82).  In addition, 

Creswell and Clark elaborate that this particular mixed methods design appeals to quantitative 

researchers because it begins with a strong quantitative foundation, is straightforward, data 

collection is easier to implement, the findings can be written in two sections beginning with 

quantitative and followed by qualitative, and the two phase design allows for emergent 

approaches (2011, p. 83).  
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This chapter presents broad overviews of the quantitative and qualitative components of 

the study. This chapter addresses the overall research questions, research setting and design of 

the study. In addition, the quantitative portion of the study: research design, data source, and 

quantitative data analysis. Also, the qualitative component includes a description design and 

paradigm, participant selection, data collection procedures, and qualitative data analysis. 

Research Questions: 

1. What is the relationship between traditional grammar instruction, personalized grammar 

instruction and a blended instruction approach for freshman English college student’s 

grammar acquisition and the student’s experiences with these three teaching methods? 

2. What is the relationship between the grammar teaching methods and incorporation of the 

grammar skills is academic writing for face-to-face instruction? 

3. If traditional teaching and personalized learning lab methods are blended, is there a 

benefit to the student versus independently using the methods? 

4. What is the relationship between the student’s general learning perception survey and 

grammar performance? 

 

Research Setting 

 This study took place at the campus of a technical and academic two-year higher 

education institution in Southeast, Texas. Participants were enrolled in one of three 15-week 

face-to-face English 1301 courses taught by a tenured English instructor during the fall 2016 

semester. This study consists of three face-to-face English 1301 classes at the institution’s main 

campus. Group A met on Monday, Wednesday, and Friday from 8:00-8:55am, Group B met 

Monday, Wednesday and Friday from 9:05-10:00am and Group C met Monday and Wednesday 
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from 12:30-1:50.  Permission was obtained from the institution’s president and an IRB was 

granted from the University of North Texas-Denton prior to the study beginning. 

 

Design 

The researcher and instructor worked together to design a course outline for the fall 2016 

semester courses for the study. The course instructor allowed the researcher to design a study 

that would permit for three different methods of teaching grammar: face-to-face, an online 

learning lab, and a blended approach. The researcher designed the instructor’s McGraw-Hill 

Connect lab to cover the appropriate materials pertaining to the course and the study. Groups B 

and C used the McGraw-Hill Online Connect lab. Group A was solely taught face-to-face. The 

instructor linked to access of the Connect lab through the higher education institution’s 

Blackboard system. Since Group A did not use the lab but needed the same treatment, the 

researcher participated in the lab modules and took screenshots to create worksheet packets for 

Group A to provide the same treatment. The researcher purposefully answered questions 

incorrectly to build the strongest study packet. Therefore, the researcher provided the instructor 

with the worksheets and course outline for Group A, setup the Connect Lab for Group B and C 

as well as provided s in-class materials for Group C for their face-to-face component.  In 

addition, the researcher provided the instructor with scantrons and pencils for the pre and posttest 

as well as access to the Surveymonkey demographics survey. After the instructor had the 

appropriate materials, the researcher and instructor agreed the treatment would start Week 2 of 

the course and continue through Week 6 of the course, right before the Essay 1 due date.  
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Table 1 

Course Schedule and Design 

Date Activity 
August 22, 

2016 
First Official Class Day for Fall 2016  

August 24, 
2016 

Researcher:  Visit Classes and had Consent Forms Signed 
Instructor: Administered Pre-Test 

August 29, 
2016 

Treatment Started 
Group A: First Lecture (55 min)  
Group B: Connect Lab Open, Directions and Explanation Provided by Instructor 
Group C: First Lecture 

August 31, 
2016 

Group A: Second Lecture (55 min) 
Group B: Connect Lab- outside of class 
Group C: Second Lecture  
(Connect lab opened for students to begin work) 

September 
2, 2016 

Group A: Third Lecture (55 min): Expected 2 hours of grammar homework 
Group B: Connect Lab: outside of class 
Group C: Connect Lab: outside of class 

September 
9, 2016 

Group A: Fourth Lecture (55 min) 
Group B: Connect Lab: Outside of class 
Group C: Connect Lab: Outside of class 

September 
14, 2016 

Group A: Fifth Lecture (55 min) : Expected 2 hours grammar homework 
Group B: Connect Lab: outside of class 
Group C: Connect Lab: outside of class  

September 
21, 2016 

Group A: Sixth Lecture (55 min) 
Group B: Connect Lab: outside of class 
Group C: Connect Lab: outside of class 

September 
26, 2016 

Last Week of Treatment 
Group A : Seventh Lecture (55 minutes) 
Connect Work Due 10/2/2016 by 11:59pm for  
Group B and C 

September 
28, 2016 

Essay 1 Due by 11:59pm for all Groups 

October 16, 
2016 

Essay 2 Due by 11:59pm for all Groups 

November 
6, 2016 

Essay 3 Due by 11:59pm for all Groups 

November 
21, 2016 

Post-Test Given to All Groups 

November 
27, 2016 

Essay 4 Due by 11:59pm for all Groups 

December 
2, 2016 

Focus Group Interviews 
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All students in groups A, B and C, willing to participate, signed an informed consent 

form on the second class day. The researcher visited each class to explain the study, read the 

consent form and answer any questions. Students who did not wish to participate in the study 

were not penalized. They completed the same treatment plan as the other students in their course 

group, but their data was not recorded, and they did not complete a general demographics survey 

or participate in the focus groups.  After the consent forms were collected, all students in the 

groups participated in a 25-question pre-test. Participant scantrons were graded and recorded. 

After the first two weeks of classes, the instructor began the study treatment plan.  Group A had 

a total of seven face-to-face lessons. Group B had a total of twelve hours of online work, and 

Group C had a total of ten online and two face-to-face lessons. Each group received a total of 

nearly twelve hours of treatment.  

As mentioned, this research involves a mixed-method approach. The quantitative portion 

of the study consists of data collected from a pre and post-test taken by all students in the 

classes’ analyzed (only data from students who completed the entire course and all four main 

essays were included in the study).  In addition, grammar rubrics designed by the researcher for 

analysis of four essays per student were used during the study as well as a demographics survey. 

For the qualitative portion of the study, small focus groups were formed and interviewed from 

each group.  Table 1 outlines the course schedule and design for the study.  

Groups 

 Group A was taught grammar using a traditional lecture format. This consists of the 

instructor lecturing during class and introducing basic grammar content. Students practiced these 

grammar concepts with in-class group activities, grammar worksheets, drills, and homework. 

Students were expected to do outside studying to master the content. The instructor provided 
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printed homework from the grammar exercises on the lab. The grammar lessons took a seven 

class periods, over about four weeks. This transfers to roughly six hours and forty minutes of 

class time. Students were expected to spend about five hours and twenty minutes of out-of-class 

time on homework or study guides during the treatment phase. Group A began with lecture and 

worksheets concerning parts of speech and sentence structure. The worksheets came from the 

McGraw-Hill Connect Learning Lab question bank. Students completed worksheets in-class as 

well as for homework. Next, Group A was treated with lecture and worksheets concerning 

punctuation usage. Materials for the lecture foundation came from McGraw-Hill Connect 

Learning Lab. Students completed the work in-class as well as for homework. Finally, students 

focused on subject-verb agreement and verb tense. Again, materials from the McGraw-Hill 

Connect Learning Lab were used as the foundation of the lecture and learning (see Table 2). The 

materials from the Connect lab were gained through screen shots and following the online 

tutorials and assignments. The researcher obtained the material by purposely answering wrong 

on all the questions to gain the most access to the lab options. Once all these exercises were 

retrieved, a worksheet package was designed for Group A.  After the four -week grammar 

lessons for Group A, the students continued with the course work and completed the required 

four main course essays. During the week of November 21, 2016, all students completed a post-

test. The post-test was the same test given for the pre-test. The researcher graded the test using a 

scantron machine and also completed a scantron analysis to better understand the answers 

missed.   

Group B learned grammar by using McGraw-Hill’s Connect online learning lab. The 

instructor briefly introduced the concepts to the class as a means of providing an understanding 

of the material that would be covered and demonstrate how the lab works. Students were 
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provided detailed instructions to gain access to the lab. The grammar lab work was completed 

outside of class over a four-week period. The Connect online learning lab performed the 

teaching, practice exercises and tests of the grammar lessons. The researcher assigned the online 

learning lab to create a learning path that did not exceed twelve hours (see Table 2). 

Group C learned grammar by using McGraw-Hill’s Connect online learning lab as well 

as a two-day class lecture. The class was provided with two lectures, which introduced the basic 

grammar concepts as well as short examples and class exercises. Students used the lecture 

materials to help them during their Connect learning exercises. Group C used the online learning 

lab to learn the grammar material, perform practice exercises and tests over the information. The 

students had two hours and forty minutes of lecture, which is two days of class. The instructor 

set the online learning lab to create a learning path to not exceed nine hours and twenty minutes 

(see Table 2).   

Students in Group B and Group C worked on other in-class materials in their course 

during the class meetings while Group A was working on in-class grammar instruction. As a 

reminder, English 1301 is a forty-eight-hour contact course that is not focused on grammar, so 

students in Group B and C were able to participate in more course objective focused activities 

than Group A.  

This study consisted of 25-question (100-point scale) pre and post-tests taken in class. All 

groups took the grammar pretest in-class the second day of the semester of the fall 2016 

semester. The grammar test tested the students in the four grammar areas concerned in this study: 

sentence structure, punctuation, verb tense and subject-verb agreement. Students were notified 

that the pretest was a basic measure of their grammar knowledge at the start of the course. The 

pretest did not count as a grade. The instructor provided pencil, scantron, and test to students. 
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After the pretest was administered, the researcher housed the data until the end of the study. The 

researcher graded the scantrons. After receiving the pretest data, the researcher independently 

averaged each courses’ grades and analyzed the mean of the scores within each course and then 

compiled all the grades of the three courses in an excel file which was used for a Statistical 

Package for the Social Science (SPSS) sample paired t-test.  

Table 2 

Connect Online Outline for Group B and C 

Grammar and Common Sentence Structure 
Problems 

Connect Instruction 
Group 

Parts of Speech B 
Phrases/Clauses/ Fragments B 
Sentence Types B 
Fused (Run-On) Sentences and Comma 
Splices 

B, C 

Pronouns B, C 
Pronoun-Antecedent Agreement B, C 
Pronoun Reference B, C 
Subject-Verb Agreement B 
Verbs and Verbals B, C 
Adjectives and Adverbs B, C 
Dangling and Misplaced Modifiers B, C 
Mixed Constructions B, C 
Verb Tense and Voice Shifts B, C 

Punctuation and Mechanics  
Commas B 
Semicolons B, C 
Colons B, C 
End Punctuation B, C 
Apostrophe B, C 
Quotation Marks B, C 
Dashes B, C 
Parenthesis B, C 
Hyphens B, C 
Abbreviations B, C 
Italics B, C 
Numbers B, C 
Spelling B, C 

 



54 

As mentioned, two weeks into the semester, students began the courses’ method of 

learning grammar, depending on their group’s teaching technique. During the week of November 

21, 2017, all three classes took a post-test (the same test as the pretest) using a scantron.  Again, 

materials were provided by the instructor. The researcher completed a scantron analysis on the 

post test scores to best understand the concepts students were still struggling with.  

In addition to the pre and post-test portion of the study, the course requires students to 

write four major academic papers. These papers are mandatory for the English 1301 course 

curriculum at the institution.   

The students’ grade was calculated by the instructor prior to the researcher’s analysis and 

was not part of this study.  Only data from students’ that completed the pre and posttest and all 

four essays was used in the final results for this study. This was an effort to control the study.  

 At the end of the course, four to six students were selected to be part of a focus group.  

The focus groups helped provide information regarding student perceptions and experiences with 

the grammar learning methods 

 

Participants 

This study took place with students who enrolled in one of three English 1301 classes in 

fall 2016. English 1301 is a mandatory course for all academic and technical degree programs at 

the institution involved in this study. The participants were not aware of the study model they 

were assigned to prior to enrolling in the class. Students enrolled in the classes based on course 

times. The researcher picked these course times because these course times are regularly fully 

enrolled; therefore, the researcher would have a better chance of accessing more participants.  

Each class had the ability to have twenty-five students enrolled. The classes began with about 
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twenty students enrolled. The researcher planned for expected course drops as well as no-shows 

and anticipated at least fifteen to eighteen students in each course. After drops and students 

removed from the study for incomplete assignments, Group A had thirteen students, Group B 

had eleven students, and Group C had ten students complete the study. Participants were 

primarily first-year college students.  Given the nature of the college (non-traditional students 

and two-year programs), there were second-year sophomore students enrolled in the courses. 

This institution is a diverse campus. Students’ ages often vary from eighteen and up. Many of the 

students are considered non-traditional students pursuing a technical two-year degree. Recently, 

the college has added academic degrees which have expanded the student population and 

diversity. Most students are native to Southeast Texas.  At the fourteen-week mark in the course, 

students participating in the class were asked to complete a demographics survey. Survey results 

in the Appendix G  provide an overall representation of the student genders, age, highest level of 

education, ethnic heritage, prior developmental reading/writing courses taken at the college, high 

school attended, program of study, frequency of computer use, frequency of computer access, 

frequency of grammar study in high school, frequency of online learning lab use, frequency of 

internet use for educational purposes, frequency of grammar study in high school, importance of 

knowing grammar, importance of learning grammar in English 1301, importance of using a 

computer to help teach and preferred learning methods. 

Group A finished with thirteen students. 26.67% of the students were male and 73.33% 

were female. The group contained 86.67% of students ages eighteen to twenty-nine and 13.33% 

ages 30-49. In addition, 86.67% of the students were first-year college students and 13.33% 

reported some college experience. The group was an ethnically diverse group with African-

American, Asian, Hispanic, White and Other ethnicities. Group A had more students than the 
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other two groups who had taken a developmental reading and writing course. Students reported 

40% took a developmental reading and writing course at the institution and 60% did not. 

Students in this class were enrolled in both academic and technical programs and 93.33% 

reported class discussion as a preferred learning method and 13.33% reported online 

personalized learning as a preferred learning method. When asked about previous grammar 

experience and importance, 40% reported they rarely studied grammar in high school and 

99.33% reported they found grammar very important. 

 Group B finished with eleven students. The group contained 60% male and 40% female 

and 93.33% in the age range of eighteen to twenty-nine and 6.67% in the age range of 30-49. 

This group reported 66.67% were first-year college students and 26.67% had some college 

experience, and 6.67% had some sort of technical training. Again, this group was ethnically 

diverse with African-America, Asian, Hispanic and White ethnicities.  Group B students were 

both in academic and technical programs. Students reported that 26.67% took a developmental 

reading and writing course from the institution and 73.33% did not. Responses regarding 

previous grammar study in high school varied and 85.71% found grammar to be very important. 

Last, 100% of the group reported class discussion was their preferred learning method, 71.43% 

preferred lecture while only 28.57% preferred personalized learning.  

 Group C finished with ten students. The group contained 63.64% female and 36.36% 

male and 100% were ages eighteen to twenty-nine and all were in technical programs. The class 

was 63.64% first- year college students and 36.36% had some college experience. Again, the 

group was diverse with African-American, White, Hispanic and Other ethnicities.  Only 9.09% 

of the class took a developmental reading and writing course from the institution while 90.91% 

did not.  
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As for grammar experience in high school, 54.45% reported occasional learning but 100% of the 

class agreed it was very important. Class discussion is 90.91% of student preferred learning, 

lecture is 81.82% of the classes’ preferred methods and 27.27% prefer online personalized 

learning.  

 

Quantitative Data Collection 

 Creswell (2014) stated that in concern to the quantitative data collection of an 

explanatory mixed methods study, “One challenge in this strategy is to plan adequately what 

quantitative results to follow up on and what participants to gather qualitative data from in the 

second phase” and that the “quantitative results are then used to plan the qualitative follow up” 

(p. 224). Using this foundational understanding of explanatory mixed methods design, students 

took a 25-question pre-test on the second day of class. The researcher collected the scantrons and 

graded them to provide a base score for the study to understand student grammar knowledge 

upon entering the course.  During the week of November 21, 2016, the participants took a post-

test. Again, the researcher graded the scantrons as well as ran a scantron analysis to better 

understand the concepts missed. The information for the pre and post-test were kept in an Excel 

file and then put in SPSS.  The researcher only analyzed data from students who began and 

ended the courses as well as completed all four major essays.  

 In addition to the pre and post-test, each participant completed four essay assignments as 

required by the institutions English 1301 curriculum. These essays included a classification essay 

(Essay 1), process essay (Essay 2, compare and contrast essay (Essay 3) and argument research 

essay (Essay 4). Essays 1, 2 and 3 were a minimum of 600 words while Essay 4 was a minimum 

of 700 words. The researcher analyzed each essay for four basic grammar errors: sentence 
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structure, punctuation, verb tense, and subject-verb agreement. The essays were collected and 

housed on the institutions Blackboard system. The course instructor allowed the researcher 

access to each student essay.  

To begin the  analysis, the researcher kept a handwritten chart of each essay which kept a 

numeric score of the four grammar area errors being analyzed: sentence structure, punctuation, 

subject-verb agreement and verb tense, as well as a justification of each error (see Figure 1 and 

2). After completing Essay 1, the researcher analyzed the errors and noticed some common 

problems in essays and revised the original data collection rubric to provide a clearer overall 

picture (Figure 3 and 4)  The major area of concern was sentence structure and punctuation. For 

example, a complex sentence missing a comma is a sentence structure error: a run on, but it is 

also a punctuation error: a missing comma. So to avoid confusion in the data, a more detailed 

rubric was created from the data already collected (see Appendix K). The researcher calculated 

the numbers for each participant and essay in the new rubric form. After completing the 

individual calculations, the numbers for each group (A, B and C) were added to an overall class 

form per group to provide an understanding as to how the class performed as a whole. This data 

was entered into SPSS. 

Number of Specific Errors 

Sentence Structure      

Punctuation      

Verb Tense      

Subject-Verb Agreement      

Figure 1. Original essay grammar rubric. 
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Figure 2. Student sample of original rubric. 

 
Figure 3. Updated rubric. 

. 
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Figure 4. Sample of updated student rubric. 

 

Instruments 

 The quantitative portion of the study used four instruments: 1. Pre and post-test, 2. Initial 

Grammar Grading Rubric 3. Surveymonkey: Demographic information, and 4. Final Grammar 

Rubric. 

 The first instrument was the pre and post-test. This test consisted of 25 grammar 

questions in the four basic grammar errors that the study is analyzing: sentence structure, 

punctuation, verb tense and subject-verb agreement. The pre and post-test were originally given 

to 30 students in two English 1301 summer 2016 classes. The researcher performed Validity and 

Reliability tests on the thirty summer 2016 students’ pre and post-tests. Using SPSS, the 
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researcher performed a Pearson product moment correlation (.882) test to assess validity and 

Cronbach Alpha  (.78) to test reliability. From this information, the instrument was deemed valid 

because the reports indicate a strong correlation, and they were used for this study. The second 

instrument was the initial grammar component grading rubric, and the third instrument was the 

final grammar grading rubric.  Last, Surveymonkey was used to collect demographics data from 

students. In order to keep the demographic data anonymous, yet preserve the data to only those 

that completed or participated in the study, the Surveymonkey quiz was completed during the 

fourteenth week of class with guidance from the course instructor. The researcher generated a list 

of active participants for the course instructor. The course instructor used the fourteenth week, 

during class, to have those students come to his computer and complete their survey. The 

instructor did not oversee the demographics survey; he merely made sure that only participants 

active in the study completed the survey.  All data from these instruments was entered in SPSS.  

 

Quantitative Analysis 

 The researcher collected all the grammar errors per essay and incorporated them in an 

overall class chart to analyze the three groups as a whole. After creating the charts, SPSS was 

used to analyze the data. The first set of data was the pre and post-test data. A paired sample t-

test was used to independently analyze each group’s pre and post-test data. Kurtz (1965) stated, 

“The advantage of pairing is seen to depend on the closeness of the relationship established 

between the two sets of observations as a result of pairing” (as cited in Zimmerman, 1997, p. 

350). Since the pre and post-test  have a close relationship, these were deemed acceptable for 

analysis. After that step, the researcher entered data from all four essays and grammar areas: 

sentence structure, punctuation, subject-verb agreement and verb tense and the treatment of each: 
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face-to-face, online only and blended learning.  The researcher performed descriptive analysis on 

each group of essays pertaining to the grammar error.  In addition, the researcher used SPSS to 

perform a one-way ANOVA on each group of essays pertaining to the grammar errors to analyze 

the variance. According to Kim (2017) ANOVA, “uses the statistic F, which is the ratio of 

between and within group variances” and the main interest of analysis is “focused on the 

differences of group means . . . however, we may have to determine whether differences exist in 

the means of 3 or more groups…the most common analytical method for this is the one-way 

analysis of variance” (p. 22). 

 

Qualitative Data Collection 

 During Week 15 of the three English 1301 courses, focus group interviews took place. 

Students had been made aware on the second day of class that the researcher would hold focus 

groups at the end of the semester. The instructor specifically asked a group of students prior to 

class if they would be willing to participate. Students were picked based on grades and gender 

(the researcher was trying to avoid a group of all one gender, but this did not happen with Group 

A). The instructor picked students whose grades ranged from an A to failing the course. The goal 

was to try to get a diverse grade performing group to better provide an overall picture of student 

perspectives. After individually asking these students prior to class, the instructor asked all 

students at the end of the class if they would be willing to participate. Only one extra student in 

Group B stayed that was not originally invited by the instructor.  Many students were unwilling 

to participate in the focus group. It is the researcher’s belief that this was because the semester 

had not formally ended and they feared being recorded. However, the students the instructor 

picked were willing to be interviewed. The course instructor dismissed each class group fifteen 
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minutes early to allow the focus groups to be interviewed. Prior to the focus groups, the 

researcher read the consent forms for the second time to each group being surveyed and assured 

the groups their responses would not be shared with the course instructor and in no way impacted 

the student’s course grade. The participants were also notified  they would be recorded using the 

researcher’s phone so that the interview could later be transcribed. At the conclusion of the 

interviews, the participants were informed that the interview transcripts would be complete in 

about three weeks, and they would have access to the transcripts if they would like. The 

researcher provided a business card with contact information to each participant. In addition, 

students were also informed that the overall study and literature would be complete by April 

2017, and they would be able to obtain a copy.  

  After the three groups were interviewed, the researcher used Microsoft Word to create 

transcriptions of the interviews. The researcher listened to the recordings several times to capture 

all of the details of the focus group interviews. Once the transcriptions were created, the student 

names were replaced with fictional names to protect the identities of the students.  According to 

Di-Cicco-Bloom and Crabtree (2006), “Transcribers often have difficulties capturing the spoken 

word in text form because of sentence structure, use of quotations, omissions and mistaking 

words or phrases for others. Because people often speak in run-on sentences, transcribers are 

forced to make judgment calls. The interstation of a period or a comma can change the meaning 

of an entire sentence” (p. 317). This was an issue the researcher struggled with and found 

particularly interesting and important because this is a grammar study.  

 

Instrument 

 Knox and Burkard (2009) stress that prior to any interview, great consideration must be 
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given to the questions that will be asked because “at the roof of . . . interviewing is an interest in 

understanding the experience of other people and the meaning they make of that experience” 

(Steidman, 1991, p. 3 as cited in Knox& Burkard, p. 566). Therefore, for the qualitative portion 

of the study, students participated in semi-structured focus group interviews. According to Gill et 

al. (2008), “Semi-structured interviews consist of several key questions that help define the areas 

to be explored, but also allows the interviewer or interviewee to diverge in order to pursue an 

idea or response in more detail” (p. 291). In addition, Gill et al. also comment that, “The 

flexibility of this approach, particularly compared to structure interviews, also allows for the 

discovery of elaboration of information that is important to participants but may not have 

previously been thought of as pertinent by the research team” (p. 291). 

For the qualitative study, the researcher used a recording application of her phone to 

record the interviews. In addition, Microsoft Word was used to house the transcriptions. In 

addition, a seven-question survey was created for the focus groups. After asking the seven initial 

questions of each group, the students were asked if they had anything extra to add concerning 

grammar instruction from the class (Appendix E). According to Qu and Dumay (2011), 

“interviews provide a useful way for researchers to learn about the world of others, although real 

understanding may sometimes be elusive . . . done with care, a well-planned interview approach 

can provide a rich set of data” (p. 239). It is the researcher’s belief that the interview instrument 

was well-planned and provided a rich set of data. The creation for the focus group semi 

structured interview questions came in a two-step process. To begin, the researcher reflected on 

the research questions of the study to make sure the interview questions would appropriately 

address those questions. Second, the researcher used the data from the quantitative portion of the 

study to help create questions that would allow for expansion on that data. Regarding an 
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explanatory mixed methods study, Creswell and Clark (2011) explain, “The second, qualitative 

phase of the study is designed so that it follows from the results of the first, quantitative phase. 

The researcher interprets how the qualitative results help to explain the initial quantitative 

results” (p. 71).  Therefore, after the researcher analyzed the data from Essays 1, 2, 3 and 4 as 

well as the pre and post-test, the seven qualitative interview questions were created to gain a 

better interpretation of the data.  The interviewer chose to use semi-structured interview 

questions because “This method offers a balance between the flexibility of an open-ended 

interview and the focus of a structured ethnographic study” (McCammon and Keene). In 

addition, these type of interview questions are used when “clarifying the research domain or the 

specific research question” also this method can “uncover rich descriptive data on the personal 

experiences of the participants” (McCammon and Keene).  

 As mentioned above, the research questions were revisited by the researcher when 

creating the qualitative portion. 

1. What is the relationship between traditional grammar instruction, personalized grammar 

instruction and a blended instruction approach for freshman English college student’s 

grammar acquisition and the student’s experiences with these three teaching methods? 

2. What is the relationship between the grammar teaching methods and incorporation of the 

grammar skills is academic writing for face-to-face instruction? 

3. If traditional teaching and personalized learning lab methods are blended, is there a 

benefit to the student versus independently using the methods? 

4. What is the relationship between the student’s general learning perception survey and 

grammar performance? 
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The researcher wanted to make sure the qualitative portion of the study aligned with these 

questions. To begin, Research Question 1addresses not only the acquisition of grammar but also 

the student’s experiences of their particular learning method. This was important to add to the 

qualitative questions as seen in Question 1, 3 and 7 of the qualitative interview questions.  Next, 

Research Questions 2 and 3 concern the incorporation of the learning technique and the 

acquisition of grammar. Interview Questions 4 and 5 from the semi structured interviews 

explicitly attempt to better understand the results of the study from the student perspective. 

Research Question 4 specifically addresses the student’s perspective of the learning method 

preference and course performance. Interview Questions 4 and 5 of the qualitative study were 

designed to meet the needs of understanding the student’s preferred learning method and 

performance. In addition, Question 2 was asked to expand on the understanding of the pre and 

post-test scores. The researcher felt it was important to have students explain their prior grammar 

knowledge before entering the course to provide a better perspective of what type of former 

education students had concerning grammar. These questions were important since the 

quantitative data seemed to reflect a confusion in understanding grammar.  

 The research questions were not the only guiding factor in the interview questions; the 

quantitative data was a leading contributor to the interview questions. Creswell (2014) states, 

“The key idea is that the qualitative data collection builds directly on the quantitative results” (p. 

224). Therefore, as the researcher analyzed the essays, it was noticed that sentence structure 

appeared to be a major issue for all the groups involved. This helped lead to Question 4 

regarding the most difficult lesson/activity during grammar instruction. The researcher wanted to 

comprehend what students felt was the most difficult part of their grammar education. In 

addition, this also led the researcher to want to know what the more about the most useful 
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lesson/activity the students experienced. Since all of the groups experienced some form of 

individual study, the researcher was curious as to the student’s perceived value of personal study. 

This was important to the creation of question six. Last, since the quantitative data did not show 

considerable growth overall in the classes, the researcher wanted to get feedback from the 

students regarding their own personal perception regarding growth. This is what helped create 

question seven. 

 All of this information helped form the following open ended questions for the qualitative 

portion of the study: 

1. Did learning grammar in this course help your writing? Please explain.  

2. Describe your grammar education prior to this course.  

3. Do you feel that your grammar skills expanded during your grammar instruction? 

4. What was the most useful lesson/activity during your grammar instruction? 

5. What was the most difficult lesson/activity during you grammar instruction? 

6. What most impacted your learning of grammar: the instruction or personal study? Please 

explain.  

7. Did you see a growth in your ability to use the grammar skills taught in class?  

 

Participants 

 Focus Group A had five participants: Daenerys, Arya, Sansa, Margery, and Brienne. The 

group contained five females ages 18 to 30. Focus Group B had six participants: Charlotte, 

Teddy, Dolores, Hector, Maeve, and Bernard.  The group contained three males and three 

females ages 18 to 40.  Last, Group C had four participants: Siggy, Ragnar, Floki, and Lagertha.  

The group had two females and two males ages 18 to 23. While the students were initially 
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encouraged to volunteer for focus groups, the instructor and researcher used purposeful sampling 

to help provide an overall understanding of the qualitative portion of the study. Palinkas et al. 

(2015) describe purposeful sampling according to Patton (2002) as “a technique widely used in 

qualitative research for the identification and selection of information-rich cases for the most 

effective use of limited resources” (as cited in Palinkas, 2015, p. 534).  To use purposeful 

sampling, the instructor compiled a list of students from both genders as well as a wide spectrum 

of essay performance/ overall course grade performance. From that list (not all students agreed) 

and some class volunteers, the focus groups were organized.  

 

Qualitative Analysis and Validation 

 The researcher and another coder began to work together on the transcripts to accurately 

code them. The researcher received helped from a second coder educated in qualitative methods. 

O’Cathain, et al. (2010) describe this process as “convergence coding matrix to display finding 

emerging from each component of a study on the same page. This is followed by consideration 

of where there is agreement, partial agreement, silence or dissonance between finding from 

different components” (p. 1148). The second coder served to help validate the qualitative portion 

of the data.  To begin the process, the researcher recruited a co-worker knowledgeable in 

qualitative research and experienced with coding. The researcher and second coder had an initial 

meeting to provide the second coder an understanding of the study. The second coder was 

presented with the purpose of the dissertation, the research questions as well as the design of the 

study After the initial discussion of the study, the researcher provided the second coder with 

transcripts of the interviews. Prior to the meeting, the researcher coded Group A so that the 

second coder had  a clearer expectation of what coding method to use.  During the meeting, the 
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coders went through the first page of Group A together to discuss coding methods. After the 

meeting, both coders individually coded the interviews. During the first phase of coding, the 

coders used Initial Coding. The coders coded line by line. Saldana (2013) defines initial coding 

as, “breaking down qualitative data into discrete parts, and closely examining them for 

similarities and differences” (p. 100). In addition, Charmaz (2006) instructed that “detailed, line-

by-line Initial Coding . . . is perhaps more suitable for interview transcripts than for research-

generated notes” (as cited in Saldana, 2013, p. 101). After the first phase of coding, the 

researcher and second coder, used In-Vivo and descriptive coding methods to capture the main 

ideas of the interviews. According to Saldana (2013), “descriptive coding summarizes in a word 

or short phrase . . . the basic topic of a passage of qualitative data” (p. 88) and “In vivo’s root 

meaning is ‘that which is alive,’ and as a code refers to a word or short phrase from the actual 

language found in the qualitative data record” (p. 91). Information was kept in Microsoft Word 

documents. Once the second coder was finished coding, the data was given to the researcher. A 

chart was then created to capture a code for each line of text from the transcripts . The researcher 

evaluated both coders’ responses and then create an overall code for each line using main themes 

from the questions being asked.  As an example: Learning: Real Life Application. The final chart 

was sent to the second coder for approval and feedback. The second coder agreed with the final 

codes. Themed coding was the final method of coding used for the study. The theme that related 

to the main question being asked was the first portion of the code. Any information that followed 

the theme was used to better clarify the context of the answer.  As an example of this, Learning: 

Positive Relationship with Grammar was one of the codes.  Next, the data was split into eight 

groups. The first seven groups captured responses to the seven research questions asked during 

the focus group interviews. The eighth group was a miscellaneous group that captured any extra 
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feedback that the interview groups provided after the seventh research question. This data 

creation and analysis helped create the research for the qualitative portion of the study. Overall, 

the coders came up with similar ideas/themes to code the transcripts as seen in Figures 5, 6 and 

7.  

 
Figure 5. Researcher’s initial coding. 
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Figure 6. Second coder’s initial coding. 
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Figure 7. Overall codes from both coders. 
 

Summary 

In Chapter Three, the methodology of the study was discussed. The mixed method 

procedures are explained in detail regarding both the quantitative and qualitative portion of the 

mixed method explanatory study. Creswell and Clark (2011) state, “mixing is the explicit 
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interrelating of the study’s quantitative and qualitative strands and has been referred to as 

combining and integrating . . . it is the process by which the researcher implements the 

independent or interactive relationship of a mixed methods study” (p. 66).  For this study, the 

explanatory mixed method design was used because of the importance of the qualitative strand to 

explain initial quantitative results (Creswell and Clark, 2011, p. 66).  In addition, the initial phase 

of the study focused primarily on the quantitative results, with a shift to focus groups thus using 

qualitative data to help better explain the quantitative portion.   
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CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to understand the best ways for students in a freshman 

college English class to learn grammar. The study analyzed three main methods of teaching 

grammar in higher education: solely face-to-face, using only a personalized online learning lab, 

and a blended teaching approach which used face-to-face and a personalized online learning lab. 

The study was conducted to help add research to aid educators in the ability to choose the most 

beneficial teaching technique to increase student’s acquisition of grammar concepts. Since 

grammar is such a vast subject area, this study focused on four basic grammar concepts that are 

crucial for students in writing courses. These concepts are sentence structure, punctuation, 

subject-verb agreement and verb tense. Using a mixed method explanatory approach to collect 

data, the study provided the researcher an understanding of student performance regarding these 

four grammar errors during the fall 2016 semester as well as student’s perceptions of the learning 

method used in their classes. From this data, the researcher was hopeful in understanding the 

most educationally rewarding method for students in a freshman English college class to learn 

grammar. The use of a mixed-method explanatory study was the best method to gather and 

interpret the data for the study. The quantitative portion of the study provided an understanding 

of the student’s ability to translate the knowledge learned to their writing assignments. Also, the 

qualitative interviews provide an important insight into student’s perceptions.  

These research questions were addressed in the mixed method study.  

• What is the relationship between traditional grammar instruction, personalized 
grammar instruction and a blended instruction approach for freshman English college 
student’s grammar acquisition and the student’s experiences with these three teaching 
methods? 
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H1: There is no relationship between the three approaches for freshman English college 
student’s grammar acquisition and the student’s experiences with these three teaching-
methods. 

 
Question 1 was addressed with the pre-and post-test paired sample t-test in SPSS as well 

as individual one-way ANOVA analysis of Sentence Structure, Punctuation, Verb Tense and 

Subject-Verb Agreement in Essays 1, 2, 3 and 4 in each treatment area. In addition, the student 

experiences portion of the question was addressed in the qualitative focus group interview data. 

As mentioned in Tables 3 through 12 of the paired sample t-tests, frequencies and ANOVA, they 

did not reveal results that were statistically significant and the null hypothesis was accepted. 

There is no significant growth shown between the pre and post-test in Groups A, B and C 

therefore the relationship between the teaching methods and grammar acquisition cannot be 

explained.  

• What is the relationship between the grammar teaching methods and incorporation of 
the grammar skills is academic writing for face-to-face instruction? 

 
H2: There is no relationship between the grammar teaching methods and incorporation of 
grammar skills is academic writing for face-to-face instruction.  
 

Question 2 is addressed in the individual one-way ANOVA analysis of Sentence Structure, 

Punctuation, Verb Tense and Subject-Verb Agreement in Essays 1, 2, 3 and 4 in each treatment. 

The ANOVA’s did not produce any significant data regarding the relationship between the 

teaching methods and grammar skills in face-to-face instruction. Therefore, the null hypothesis is 

accepted.  

• If traditional teaching and personalized learning lab methods are blended, is there a 
benefit to the student versus independently using the methods? 

 
H3: There is no relationship in a blended learning teaching method to benefit the student 
compared to independently using the traditional and personalized learning methods.  
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Question 3 is addressed in the individual one-way ANOVA analysis of Sentence Structure, 

Punctuation, Verb Tense and Subject-Verb Agreement in Essays 1, 2, 3 and 4 in each treatment.  

Again, the data did not reveal any statistical significance and the null hypothesis is accepted. In 

addition, Question 3 is answered in the qualitative focus group interviews. 

• What is the relationship between the student’s general learning perception survey and 
grammar performance? 

   
H4: There is no statistical relationship between student’s general learning perceptions and 
grammar performance.  

 
Question 4 was addressed with the pre-and post-test paired sample t-test as well as the one-way 

ANOVAs of Sentence Structure, Punctuation, Verb Tense and Subject-Verb Agreement in 

Essays 1, 2, 3 and 4 in each treatment area. In addition, the student experiences portion of the 

question was addressed in the qualitative focus group interview data.  

 

Findings 

 The findings of this study are presented and explained in two main approaches for this 

mixed method explanatory study.  First, the quantitative portion of the study discusses the:  

• Pre and post-test paired sample results for each group 

• Frequencies for each group 

• One-way ANOVA for each of the four major grammar components in Essays 1, 2, 3 

and 4 

Next, the qualitative findings discuss the focus group responses to each of the seven main 

questions asked as well as additional feedback from participants at the end of the interviews. 
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Quantitative Results 

Part 1: Pre and Post-Test Paired Samples 

 The pre and post-test scores for the three groups were collected in an Excel document and 

then entered into SPSS. Only students who completed the four major essays were included in the 

pre and post test scores. According to Statistics Solutions (2016), “the paired sample t-test, 

something called the dependent sample t-test, is a statistical procedure used to determine whether 

the mean difference between the two sets of observations is zero . . . each subject or entity is 

measured twice, resulting in pairs of observations” (2016). In addition, “the paired sample t-test 

has four main assumptions: the dependent variable must be continuous, the observations are 

independent of one another, the dependent variable should be approximately normally distributed 

and the dependent variable should not contain any outliers” (2016). The tables below show the 

paired sample t-test results of Group A, B, and C.  

Table 3 

Group A Paired Samples Statistics 

 
Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Pair 1 Group A Pretest 63.3846 13 9.91244 2.74922 

Group A Posttest 62.1538 13 9.60769 2.66469 

 

Group A’s post-test scores had a mean of 1.2308 less than the pretest scores (see Appendix I) 

The paired sample statistics presented here show that there was a decrease in the overall grades 

of the students taking the post test. Some students who scored high on the original test scored 

lower on the pos- test. It is unclear why this might be the case, but the data shows there is no 

significance.  
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Table 4 

Group B Paired Samples Statistics 

 
Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Pair 1 Group b Pretest 71.4545 11 11.06674 3.33675 

Group b Posttest 75.0909 11 10.32913 3.11435 
 

Group B had a 3.63636 increase between the pre and post-test. However, the paired sample t-test 

revealed the results were not statistically significant and the null hypothesis is accepted (see 

Appendix I). There is a strong indication that the responses are due to chance rather than a 

statistical change. 

Table 5 

Group C Paired Samples Statistics 

 
Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Pair 1 Group c Pretest 71.2000 10 5.90292 1.86667 
Group c Posttest 74.0000 10 5.73488 1.81353 

 

Group C had a 2.80000 increase between the pre and post-test (see Appendix I).  Similarly, to 

Group B, the paired sample t-test revealed the results were not statistically significant and the 

null hypothesis is accepted. Again, there is a strong indication that the responses are due to 

chance rather than a statistical change.  

 

Part 2: Frequencies 

According to Fraenkel et al. (2012), “To make sense out of these data, we must put the 

information into some sort of order. One of the most common ways to do this is to prepare a 

frequency distribution” (p. 190). The frequencies data analyzed the overall number errors in the 
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essays regarding the four major grammar components: sentence structure, punctuation, subject-

verb agreement and verb tense.  

Table 6 

Group A Overall 

 Essay 1 Essay 2 Essay 3 Essay 4 

Mean 4.5882 2.8235 3.4118 3.1176 

Median 1.0000 1.0000 3.0000 .0000 

Mode .00 .00 .00 .00 

Std. Deviation 7.29776 4.46144 3.60657 6.18347 

Variance 53.257 19.904 13.007 38.235 

Skewness 2.108 2.707 1.215 3.107 

Sum 78.00 48.00 58.00 53.00 
 

Looking at the frequencies of Group A, the group had more grammar errors on Essay 1 but 

declined in errors on Essay 2, Essay 3 and Essay 4, indicating a possible transfer of learning 

grammar skills and applying the knowledge (see Appendix H). 

Table 7 

Group B Overall 

 Essay 1 Essay 2 Essay 3 Essay 4 

Mean 3.4706 3.4118 4.6471 4.6471 

Median 2.000 2.0000 3.0000 2.0000 

Mode .00 .00 .00 .00 

Std. Deviation 3.62487 5.55719 5.45368 6.95469 

Variance 13.140 30.882 29.743 48.368 

Skewness .371 3.007 1.523 1.772 

Sum 59.00 58.00 79.00 79.00 
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Group B frequencies test revealed that the group maintained higher errors in Essays 3 and 4 than 

the other groups. It would be expected that errors in these two essays would decrease as the 

application of knowledge increased (see Appendix H).   

Table 8 

Group C Overall 

 Essay 1 Essay 2 Essay 3 Essay 4 

Mean 3.2941 3.6471 4.2353 3.1176 

Median 1.0000 1.0000 2.0000 1.0000 

Mode .00 1.00 .00 .00 

Std. Deviation 5.38243 4.97420 5.43748 4.97346 

Variance 28.971 24.743 29.566 24.735 

Skewness 2.427 1.678 1.232 1.731 

Sum 56.00 62.00 72.00 53.00 

 

The frequencies test for Group C revealed that the essays had a standard range of errors with the 

exception of Essay 3 with showed an increase of about ten more grammar errors (see Appendix 

H). 

 

Part 3: One-Way ANOVA 

The one-way ANOVA analyzed the errors per grammar area: sentence structure, 

punctuation, verb tense and subject-verb agreement in all four essays. According to Fraenkel et 

al. (2012), “The Krushkal-Wallis one- way analysis of variance [one-way ANOVA] is used 

when researchers have more than two independent groups to compare . . . the scores of the 
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individuals in the several groups are pooled and then ranked as though they all came from one 

group” (p. 237).  For each group in the charts below, the one-way ANOVA significance 

probability was high, much greater than .05, and therefore the results of the grammar errors in 

each essay are more likely due to chance.  

Table 9 

Essay 1, 2, 3 and 4 One-Way ANOVA for Sentence Structure 

 Sum of Squares  
df 

 
Mean Square 

 
F 

 
Sig. 

Essay 1      

Between Groups 10.055 2 5.028 .852 .436 

Within Groups 182.886 31 5.900   

Total 192.941 33    

Essay 2      

Between Groups 16.819 2 8.410 1.539 .231 

Within Groups 169.445 31 5.466   

Total 186.265 33    

Essay 3      

Between Groups 8.99 2 4.499 .648 .530 

Within Groups 215.236 31 6.943   

Total 224.235 33    

Essay 4      

Between Groups 12.787 2 6.393 .680 5.14 

Within Groups 291.331 31 9.398   

Total 304.118 33    

 
Table 9 shows the results from collective sentence structure errors in all four essays. From the 

data, the lowest significance is .231 which is from Essay 2 while the highest is .530 in Essay 
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Three.  The numbers do not show any significance or rationalization as to how the learning or the 

skill and application of the skill worked.  

Table 10 

Essays 1, 2, 3 and 4 One-Way ANOVA for Punctuation 

 Sum of 
Squares 

 
df 

 
Mean Square 

 
F 

 
Sig. 

Essay 1      

Between Groups 3.436 2 1.718 .413 .665 

Within Groups 129.035 31 4.162   

Total 132.471 33    

Essay 2      

Between Groups 24.076 2 12.038 4.744 .016 

Within Groups 78.659 31 2.537   

Total 102.735 33    

Essay 3      

Between Groups 31.236 2 15.618 1.659 .207 

Within Groups 291.823 31 9.414   

Total 323.059 33    

Essay 4      

Between Groups 9.312 2 4.656 1.096 .347 

Within Groups 131.659 31 4.247   

Total 140.971 33    

 
Table 10 shows the results from collective punctuation errors in all four essays. From the data, 

the lowest significance is .016 which is from Essay 2 while the highest is .530 in Essay 1. Essay 

2 does show some statistical significance in the data. Interestingly, while Essay 3 and Essay 4 do 

not show statistical significance, they do show an increase in punctuation errors from Essay 1.  
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Table 11 

Essays 1, 2, 3 and 4 One-Way ANOVA for Verb Tense 

 Sum of Squares  
df 

 
Mean Square 

 
F 

 
Sig. 

Essay 1      

Between Groups .190 2 .095 .798 .459 

Within Groups 3.692 31 .119   

Total 3.882 33    

Essay 2      

Between Groups 1.53 2 .077 .133 .876 

Within Groups 17.876 31 .577   

Total 18.029 33    

Essay 3      

Between Groups .706 2 .353 1.008 .377 

Within Groups 10.853 31 .350   

Total 11.559 33    

Essay 4      

Between Groups .048 2 .024 .798 .459 

Within Groups .923 31 .030   

Total .971 33    
 

Table 11 shows the results from collective verb tense errors in all four essays. From the data, the 

lowest significance is .459 which is from Essay 1 and 4 while the highest is .876 in Essay 2.  The 

numbers do not show any significance or rationalization as to how the learning or the skill and 

application of the skill worked.  
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Table 12 

Essays 1, 2, 3 and 4 One-Way -Way for ANOVA Subject-Verb Agreement 

 Sum of Squares  
df 

 
Mean Square 

 
F 

 
Sig. 

Essay 1      

Between Groups 1.612 2 .806 .760 .476 

Within Groups 32.859 31 1.060   

Total 34.471 33    

Essay 2      

Between Groups .800 2 .400 .452 .640 

Within Groups 27.435 31 .885   

Total 28.235 33    

Essay 3      

Between Groups .042 2 .021 .027 .974 

Within Groups 24.458 31 .789   

Total 24.500 33    

Essay 4      

Between Groups .013 2 .006 .011 .990 

Within Groups 18.458 31 .595   

Total 18.471 33    
 

Table 12 shows the results from collective subject-verb agreement in all four essays. From the 

data, the lowest significance is .476 which is from Essay 1 while the highest is .990 in Essay 4.  

The numbers do not show any significance or rationalization as to how the learning or the skill 

and application of the skill worked. However, they are concerning since they demonstrate a 

stronger removal from an understanding of the skill as the usage progressed. In addition, these 

numbers illustrate that subject-verb agreement is a larger problem than the researcher considered. 
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Part 2: Qualitative Results 

For this study, Group A consisted of five participants, Group B consisted of six 

participants and Group C consisted of less than optimum, four participants. Participants were 

asked seven questions regarding their experiences with learning grammar in their face-to-face 

English 1301 classes. Each group was encouraged to elaborate on each initial question.  Group A 

was taught grammar using traditional face-to-face lecture and drill methods, Group B was taught 

grammar through McGraw-Hill’s online learning lab Connect, and Group C was taught grammar 

using a blended approach of both face-to-face lecture and the Connect learning lab. The names of 

the participants were changed by the researcher; however, the names still reflect gender identities 

of the original student.  

• Question 1: Did learning grammar in this course help your writing? Please explain. 

Group A all agreed they had a positive relationship with grammar in the course.  One 

student even provided a real life application example. Arya stated, “Because I thought my 

grammar was pretty good and then I realized there were some flaws, and it improved my writing 

a whole lot by learning some more variables and face-to-face teaching time." Sansa mentioned, 

“I just noticed that I made fewer mistakes the first time writing out a rough draft." The other 

three students simply agreed that they noticed a benefit and did not elaborate, the two comments 

from Arya and Sansa helped to provide an understanding that learning grammar in the course did 

have somewhat the intended benefit for the students.  

In response to this question, Group B agreed that learning grammar had been beneficial 

to their writing. Also, when asked this question, three interviewees reposed with frustration 

regarding the use of the Connect lab. To begin, Charlotte said learning grammar, “improved the 

style of writing I chose, I got a better grade from it, I could connect my ideas better." In addition, 
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Teddy agreed with the benefit of learning grammar but immediately stressed his frustration with 

the lab component. He mentioned, “I’m from a different generation, so I benefited from the 

classroom more than anything from the computer. I struggle with computer learning, it’s a lot… 

to me, it’s more difficult. That face to face was worth it." Interestingly, the face to face grammar 

instruction that Teddy mentions was not direct grammar instruction intended by the study. This 

was from peer-review editing exercises performed by the instructor. The editing exercises 

illustrated to the students how to properly edit a paper and included topics outside the scope of 

this research project. Teddy mentioned several times during the interview that this sort of 

teaching was beneficial to his acquisition of grammar. Other classmates supported his comments 

about the benefits of watching the instructor holistically edit a paper, not just for errors, but as a 

means to learning grammar. Following Teddy’s comment regarding his frustration with the lab, 

Charlotte and Dolores both mentioned they were frustrated using the lab.  

When Group C was asked this question, they all immediately agreed as a group that 

learning grammar helped their writing and expressed that they preferred face-to-face interaction. 

Siggy said that the online learning lab helped with learning “verbs, nouns and stuff like that." 

While Ragnar commented that the grammar portion of the class helped his grammar by 

increasing his vocabulary. When the researcher clarified if Ragnar felt that skill was learned 

from the learning lab or face-to-face teaching, Ragnar replied, “more of the face to face."  

However, Floki was not sure how to express the overall benefit of grammar in the course. He 

stated, “I don’t know how to say it, but I feel like it did help writing the papers. I was more 

cautious with like what to put in the paper and not just something that didn’t make sense. I would 

think, of there’s a better verb or something that made more sense."  Overall, Group C seemed 
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confident that the course grammar material had been beneficial to their ability to learn academic 

writing.  

• Question 2: Describe your grammar education prior to this course. Please explain. 

Group A had a mixture of prior grammar education. Three of the interviewees rated their 

prior education as average quality while one stated it was of good quality. While Arya stated, 

“good," Margery, Sansa, and Daenerys commented, “average," Arya clarified that she had taken 

Pre-AP [Pre Advancement] courses in high school and “they never really went over grammar 

like they do in regular English courses." Brienne added that she felt like high school lacked the 

attention to details that her current college course required. She stated, “I felt like it was different 

because in high school they really didn’t care about things like contractions.” Interestingly, the 

example of contractions is an editing error for academic writing if using Modern Language 

Association (MLA) format. It is not a grammar error. It is unclear to the researcher whether the 

student realized the example was not a grammar error example. Overall, Group A seemed to 

think they came to the course with at least a basic understanding of grammar concepts.  

Next, Group B expressed frustration that their prior English education had primarily been 

literature based while only one of the six students had a basic grammar foundation. Prior to 

answering the question, Teddy asked the researcher for clarification of the question. The 

researcher responded, “For example, some high school English programs are literature based and 

some are more grammar based." After clarification, the students immediately began to respond 

with “literature based." Teddy commented, “Mine was definitely literature. It seemed like every 

year we did Hamlet, Romeo and Juliet, Beowulf…." While Charlotte stated, “My AP teacher 

expected us to know everything about grammar already because we were AP. So we didn’t go 

over a whole lot. It was like we should’ve learned that freshman year, so we didn’t go over it." 
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Both Bernard and Hector also commented that their previous English programs were focused 

more on literature. However, Maeve commented, “Mine was more grammar. We had grammar 

workbooks, grammar handouts. I went to a private school, we weren’t focused on STARR 

testing." When the researcher followed up with Maeve about her previous high school, Maeve 

revealed she had attended a local private school known for its strong English program focusing 

heavily on both grammar and literature. The researcher found her comment about the private 

school’s freedom from state testing as an interesting insight into the creation/ design of state high 

school English curriculums. Overall, Group B, with the exception of Maeve, seemed to 

acknowledge that they did not enter college with the strongest grammar foundation from high 

school.   

When asked this question, Group C had a diverse grammar education response. One 

student reported the quality was similar to English 1301, two students reported their background 

focused less on writing and more on literature and one student reported the dependence on the 

instructor for writing was too great in high school. To begin, Floki responded, “This class was 

more helpful with writing compared to like my high school classes because we were doing more 

reading and stuff so when it came to like research papers or writing, I didn’t have like… I 

couldn’t write, you know. I don’t know how to put it. It was harder for me to write a story or 

something." This supports the idea that Floki had a stronger literature background instead of 

writing. However, Floki did connect experiences from high school English to college English 

commenting, “Like in my AP’s we did stuff like this but nothing on more of a college level” 

which demonstrated to the researcher that he had some sort of knowledge/foundation in grammar 

work prior to the course.  

In addition, Lagertha stated, “I felt like more of high school was like the reading and then 
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testing over the book. You only do one research paper at the end, you have step by step 

instructions on how to do it. They don’t let you do it on your own, and then college is completely 

different. Like everything you have to know how to do it." Although Lagertha’s response did not 

fully address the grammar question, she does imply that she had a stronger literature foundation 

in high school and more guidance from the instructor than her college English setting which 

could be important to her perception of the personalized learning lab because it is work that is 

not instructor lead. Last, Siggy simply stated, “All my classes were more reading based. We 

didn’t even do a real research paper” which Ragnar agreed with. Overall, it does not appear that 

Group C has a strong grammar foundation in high school.  

 

• Question 3: Do you feel that your grammar skills expanded during the class? Please 
explain. 

 
Immediately upon the researcher asking this question, all participants of Group A agreed 

that the course had improved their grammar skills. Students disclosed low grammar expectations 

at the beginning of the course due to prior education, and the push for personal learning by the 

instructor helped to support the students’ expanded skills. Regarding grammar skills and the 

course, Sansa responded, “I know it has improved my writing confidence," and Margery added,   

“I noticed as the course has gone on, my papers sound better from a grammar point."  Moreover, 

Arya pointed to a specific grammar skill, stating, “I feel like I have better sentence structure." 

The students’ responses indicate a positive reaction and result between teaching grammar and its 

growth in the course.  

Group B agreed that new learning had taken place during the class. Students reported 

feeling more confident as writers and using grammar. Instantly after asking the question, Teddy 

stated, “ when I was in high school it seemed like book report type English. Whereas here we are 
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more focused on sentence structure and I’m having to concentrate a lot more where my commas 

go proper punctuation, and I have learned a lot more in this class than probably I did in four 

years of high school as far as the grammar goes." After completing the interviews and 

transcribing the interactions, the researcher found Teddy’s comment here especially important 

because he had such a negative reaction to the online personalized learning lab. Group B was 

only taught grammar through the personalized learning lab. Part of what Teddy had mentioned in 

an earlier question was the benefit of peer-editing exercises completed by the instructor, which 

was an indirect method of learning grammar. In addition, Charlotte responded, “ I think about 

grammar more especially when I write in first/second person or third person, contractions” and 

Bernard commented, “I never had to write in third person."  Again, these two comments were 

particularly fascinating to the researcher because they are not grammar related. These writing 

issues that Charlotte and Bernard mention are editing errors for academic writing or MLA 

format.  Thus, this illustrates the complexity of the definition of grammar to students, something 

that even English teachers have trouble agreeing with. Dolores reflected, “It seems like in high 

school the writing and what was important was so different” which did not answer the question 

being asked, but seems to indicate a reflection that she was not prepared for college writing. 

Last, Charlotte commented, “I can use adjectives, adverbs better. I have better diction. We 

learned how to GTS [google that stuff]." Although diction, word choice, can be seen as more of 

an editing technique, the student could be implying proper subject-verb agreement. Also, GTS 

was mentioned by all three groups. Since this group was not taught grammar face-to-face, the 

instructor continued to encourage them to find answers to their grammar questions by 

researching for themselves which is a method of personalized learning.  



91 

Next, Group C agreed that their grammar skills had improved. Overall, the group agreed 

that their general word choice showed the greatest improvement from the grammar lessons. 

Again, word choice can be grammar or editing choices. It is not necessarily clear how the 

participants intended the response. When asked about how teaching grammar had expanded 

grammar skills, Floki responded, “like more ways to talk and add different words” to which 

Siggy immediately agreed with. Ragnar added, “in my other classes I catch myself- like we’re 

not allowed to use contractions like don’t and stuff- so in my other class I find myself writing out 

do not. Stuff that I usually wouldn’t.” While Ragnar’s answer showed a skill learned in class, the 

skill is not grammar related but one of editing. Again, this emphasized the students’ 

misunderstanding of what exactly grammar is.  

 

• Question 4: What was the most useful lesson/activity during your grammar 
instruction? 

 
Group A agreed that the most useful lessons were classroom instructor editing of student 

rough drafts, one-on-one office rough draft editing by the instructor and individual student rough 

draft editing.  When asked what the most useful lesson/activity concerning grammar, Margery 

answered, “whenever he [referring to the instructor] would take someone’s work and proofread it 

for us." Margery’s comment reflected an activity that Teddy from Group B found so useful and 

again was not originally intended to be a focus of the grammar study. Sansa responded, “having 

to watch for figures of speech and sentences” while Daenerys simply said, “fragments." From 

these comments, two main issues can be seen, clearly, from both comments, sentence structure 

was useful to the students. However, Sansa’s reflection about figures of speech reflects an 

awareness of editing for academic writing, not necessary grammar instruction. Again, this 

demonstrates the students’ confusion as to what grammar actually is. In addition, Arya felt that 
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working with the instructor one on one editing her own writing to see the grammar errors was a 

useful activity during the course. Sansa agreed with this comment and stated, “if anyone wanted 

to bring in a rough draft early, he [the instructor] would put it over that thing [the elmo projector] 

and correct it in front of all of us and give us pointers." Again, this was not an activity planned to 

measure teaching grammar during the course of the semester. This helps the researcher realize 

that outside influences are a major part of grammar instruction and that application of the skill 

could be better learned through personal analysis of one’s work and not necessarily in-class 

grammar lectures, drills or practices.  

Next, like Group A, Group B agreed that instructor editing of student rough drafts and 

editing practice during class were the most beneficial lessons to their grammar instruction. Of the 

in-class editing of rough drafts, Maeve stated the most useful part of editing the rough drafts was, 

“When we had to get in front of the class and find the comma error. I’m really bad at commas."  

Charlotte agreed with Maeve regarding this activity. Also, Teddy provided, “To me, it was when 

he [the instructor] would review the papers and review the grammar as a group. It wasn’t really 

the teacher, but it was all of us trying to find the mistakes” and “when he [the instructor] put the 

essays on the screen and went through them, that was helpful.” Teddy’s remarks provide an 

interesting insight into the idea of collaboration as a means of learning grammar instead of 

merely an individualized approach as well as supported the activity of using student essays for 

editing as a means to teach grammar. Again, as mentioned above, Group B used the Connect lab 

to learn grammar. There were not any in-class lectures or direct instruction. So it is interesting 

that when asked this grammar question, the students did not mention the lab at all as part of a 

useful activity for learning grammar. 

Group C, however, agreed as a whole that the McGraw-Hill Connect lab was the most 
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useful to their grammar instruction. When asked this question, Siggy immediately replied, “The 

composition…online teaching thing [Connect lab] ” and Ragnar agreed. Ragar followed up his 

answer with an explanation, you have to like … answer so many correct questions just to get it 

over with, so the more you tried, like you knew more.” Siggy helped clarify and validate Ragnar, 

stating, “if you got them wrong, you just kept doing the same one” to which Ragar responded, 

“so it stuck in your head…really."  Floki and Lagertha shook their heads in agreement with 

Siggy and Ragar. Again, Group C used the lab as a blended method, to support the class 

grammar lectures and they seemed to find it more useful than Group B. While Group C had the 

same chances with in-class editing as Group A and Group B, they did not mention this as one of 

the most useful methods of learning grammar. The group clearly felt like they benefited from the 

online learning lab, Connect.  

 

• Question 5: What was the most difficult lesson/activity during your grammar 
instruction? 

 
Group A did not provide answers that were relevant to grammar instruction. Their 

responses were off topic and demonstrated a confusion in the meaning of grammar. When 

redirected, one student responded that the most difficult lesson was commas. For example, 

Daenerys mentioned first and second person, Sansa mentioned figures of speech and Arya stated 

works cited page creation. Again, these are not grammar issues. These are areas of academic 

writing editing or MLA format errors. Once the researcher redirected the group to focus on 

something grammar related and provide the four main areas of grammar the study analyzes, 

Daenerys emphasized that commas were extremely difficult for her.  

When asked this question, Group B unanimously answered that the most difficult lesson 

was sentence structure. Bernard stated, “fragments” while Dolores commented, “whenever the 
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computer had us identify compound and complex . . . I kept making mistakes." Charlotte agreed 

with Dolores to which Teddy added, “Yeah, those were the most pain."  Dolores continued 

discussing sentence structure and the Connect lab stating, “Yeah, those were confusing. I knew I 

have gone over it, but it was hard. I knew I should’ve been getting it right. And then I would 

have to do it all over again.” Dolores’ comment gave an interesting insight into the theory that 

students perceive their own mastery through lecture material (in this class provided by the lab), 

and the conflict of the reality of their actual ability to use the skill.  

Last, Group C answered off topic and with sentence structure. Three of the six students 

responded that sentence structure was the most difficult grammar lesson. The other three students 

responded with concepts that were not related to grammar instruction. Lagertha immediately 

responded “the research paper” which is not a grammar activity, and Floki followed with a 

comment about the comparison and contrast essay which also was not a grammar activity. 

However, once the researcher redirected the group and asked about any particular grammar 

activity in the class, Ragnar and Floki agreed sentence structure was the most difficult grammar 

concept. Ragnar expanded on his frustration regarding sentence structure and the online learning 

lab stating, “Yeah, like when you look at the sentence and are asked what’s the verb in it and 

you’re told it’s a run-on, I’m like, I have no idea. I just can’t figure it out.”  Floki agreed with 

Ragnar’s comment. This seems to contribute to the idea that sentence structure is a complex 

grammar topic, but also frustrations that come with using a personalized learning lab and not 

having a human connection to help provide a more detailed explanation of the problem.  

• Question 6: What most impacted your learning of grammar: the instruction or personal 
study? Please explain.  

 
Group A felt that both the face-to-face interaction in the classroom and individual study 

were important to an acquisition of grammar skills.  Although Group A did not use the Connect 
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personalized online learning lab, they did express that individual study was important to the 

overall comprehension of grammar. Daenerys said that both methods were important to her 

learning, but she stressed that she benefited more from face-to-face interaction to which Arya 

agreed. Sansa agreed as well and mentioned that the instructor really encouraged personal study 

which made her do more of that. In addition, Sansa mentioned GTS, something Group B also 

mentioned important to their learning. The group felt that the instructor’s simple reminder to 

seek their own answers to grammar questions was important to their learning.  

Group B agreed that face-to-face interaction was most useful. Five of the students had 

negative opinions of the lab and one student had a neutral opinion of the lab. Students shared 

examples to support their claims. Interestingly, Group B was the online only class for learning 

grammar, yet they found in-class work to be more beneficial to their grammar knowledge. 

Again, the instructor did not provide grammar lectures or help with the online grammar 

exercises. However, when the researcher asked this question, the group immediately, 

unanimously resounded, “in-class." Teddy quickly said he did not like the lab. And Charlotte 

provided her opinion regarding the lab, stating, “Well, if you understand the basic concept and 

you know what you’re doing already then it’s not difficult. But there are questions and you can’t 

really say ‘hey computer, help.' At least if you have an instructor you can…” Teddy continued 

where Charlotte left off, stating,  

…point you in the right direction and show you how to figure it out [an instructor]. I had 
very little grammar instruction prior to this class, and I’ve been out of school a long time, 
and yeah that computer, I just hated it. It was miserable. The class and one on one 
editing, even if just reviewing my papers, he [the instructor] could point you in the right 
direction. He wouldn’t necessarily tell you the right way to do it, but we would work on 
the right direction and you could see it. 
 

Charlotte agreed with Teddy’s observation regarding the lab. Also, Maeve stated, “The computer 

was all at one level, and if you weren’t at that level yet, then you were definitely going to 
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struggle more." Charlotte responded stating, “It wasn’t really awful; it’s just that the personal, 

the person is better.”  Teddy was clearly annoyed by the lab, commenting,  “the computer made 

you feel like a retard. It truly did. The computer made you feel like a retard… you would get so 

let down, and realize you know nothing. But then you would come to class and realize everybody 

has the same issues and you realize I’m not alone." Dolores followed up with Teddy’s 

frustrations, stating, “Yeah, I was only at 1% after eight problems, but you come to class and the 

instructor is like ‘it’s okay’." Both Teddy and Dolores’ comments provide a foundation for the 

need for face-to-face instructor interaction, group collaboration/support as well as problematic 

issues that online learning labs face for learners and student confidence.  Charlotte followed up 

Dolores’ comment by stating, “the computer was really not that bad, but I’m just a student that 

doesn’t have a lot of grammar background.” Teddy concluded the discussion for this question 

stating, “The computer [Connect program] was designed by the devil." All the Group B 

participants were familiar with Teddy’s dislike for the personalized learning program which had 

been a topic throughout the semester. Interestingly, it is something that seemed to bond the group 

more than the other two groups.  

Group C had a group agreement that both techniques impacted their learning of grammar. 

Floki stated he preferred learning grammar in class because “you’re doing all discussion in here 

and you get different people’s views on what they think something is” whereas Ragnar 

commented, “I think the 3.0 Composition [Connect Lab] helped me more because like she said 

[pointing to Siggy] if we got it wrong, it kept doing it so it got engraved in your brain that this is 

what you’re doing wrong.” Lagertha agreed with this comment.  Ragnar continued to expand, 

stating, “I mean the face-to-face helped comprehend it better I think, but like actually getting to 

know it was the lab.” Siggy agreed, “you had to learn it to pass the lab."  Again, interestingly, the 
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hybrid group found more value, benefit and had an overall better perception of the lab than 

Group B, the lab only group.  

• Question 7: Did you see a growth in your ability to use the grammar skills taught in 
class? 

 
Group A all agreed that there was a growth in their grammar knowledge.  Sansa stated, 

“he [the instructor] taught me a better way to write essays by going line by line instead of 

working on sentence structure as I write the essay." The group seemed to agree with this concept. 

Again, this comment bordered on editing rather than just a grammar skill. Also, this last question 

in the interview ended with several follow-up comments that were not related to grammar skills. 

Again, leaving the researcher to wonder if the students accurately understood what grammar is.  

Group B agreed that there was a growth in their ability to use the grammar skills taught in 

class.  The students particularly mentioned editing and improved writing.  Teddy said, “My 

writing has definitely improved” and Dolores added, “I edit a lot.."  

Last, Group C unanimously agreed there was a growth in their grammar skills. One student 

provided an example of how the skills had transferred into his/her personal life.  Floki stated, “ I 

think so, it helps like at work, too. I’m always focusing on how I talk now." Siggy mentioned 

that she could clearly see growth from Essay 1 to Essay four.  A comment that Ragnar, Floki, 

and Lagertha agreed with.  

• Additional Comments: At the End 

At the end of each focus group, the researcher asked the groups if they had anything to 

add. Group A and C had nothing of value to add regarding the study, only content regarding the 

instructor or course material. However, Group B spent more time discussing the lab and some 

comments they had regarding what could have improved their writing. Charlotte stated, “If the 

lab had an ask me feature it would have helped," and Dolores followed with, “It was hard to 
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learn why I got sentence structure wrong. It seemed very structured and hard to learn from. 

That’s why I had difficulty with answers because if you asked me for a definition I couldn’t give 

it to you." In addition, Teddy compared the McGraw-Hill Connect Lab to Pearson’s My Math 

Lab, “like we use that MyMathLab in my math class, and if you have a question, you can click 

on help me solve it, and it will either help you with step-by-step directions or an example."  

However, Charlotte defended the lab, arguing, “it’s different in English. It’s hard to give you 

help without giving you the answer."  Teddy rebutted stating, “But it could do something similar 

and take you step by step to solve it and then give you a new question. To me, it’s more user -

friendly [referring to MyMathLab] because it doesn’t say ‘you don’t know what the hell you’re 

doing,' it actually helps you."  Again, Group B seemed to have the most frustration with the lab 

and tried to offer ways to improve the lab.  

 

Summary 

 From the quantitative and qualitative data, the study provides an understanding that there 

is no statistical significance in the pre and post-test scores as well as the four major essays and 

the four major grammar components analyzed. Group A is the only group to show growth in the 

four grammar skills during the four essays. However, Group B and C did not show any growth in 

the essays. Although Group B and C scored better on the pre and post-test than Group A, the 

scores were not enough to provide any statistical difference to remove the claim that the numbers 

were a result of chance and not actual improvement/understanding of the subject matter. Even 

though Group A scores lower overall on the post-test than the pre-test, the growth in the usage of 

grammar can insinuate that the structure of the face-to-face teaching method allowed students a 

better opportunity to learn, retain and use grammar skills.  
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 The qualitative data provided insight into the student perceptions of the Connect 

personalized online learning lab and the overall teaching method. While Group A was content 

without using any technology, Group B showed frustration and confusion with the lab, and 

Group C liked the blended approach of learning and felt that it benefited their grammar 

knowledge, even though the quantitative data does not reflect that knowledge. The qualitative 

findings help to understand how future curriculum implementation using the Connect online 

learning lab might best be done, and they help to support the desire to not use the learning lab. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to understand the best ways for students in a freshman 

college English class to learn grammar. The study analyzed three main methods of teaching 

grammar in higher education: solely face-to-face, using only a personalized online learning lab, 

and a blended teaching approach which used face-to-face and a personalized online learning lab. 

The study was conducted to help add research to aid educators in the ability to choose the most 

beneficial teaching technique to increase student’s acquisition of grammar concepts. Since 

grammar is such a vast subject area, this study focused on four basic grammar concepts that are 

crucial for students in writing courses. These concepts are sentence structure, punctuation, 

subject-verb agreement and verb tense. Using a mixed method explanatory approach to collect 

data, the study provided the researcher an understanding of student performance regarding these 

four grammar errors during the fall 2016 semester as well as student’s perceptions of the learning 

method used in their classes. From this data, the researcher was hopeful in understanding the 

most educationally rewarding method for students in a freshman English college class to learn 

grammar. The use of a mixed-method explanatory study was the best method to gather and 

interpret the data for the study. The quantitative portion of the study provided an understanding 

of the student’s ability to translate the knowledge learned to their writing assignments. Also, the 

qualitative interviews provide an important insight into student’s perceptions.  

 

Discussion of Results 

 The first part of this study is a quantitative portion. The analysis focused on paired 

sample t-test for the pre and posttests of all three groups. After analyzing the data from SPSS 
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paired sample t-test results, it is concluded that the null hypothesis is accepted and there is not 

statistical significance between the results of the three groups. Group A’s post test scores had a 

mean of 1.2308 less than the pre-test scores. This is mentionable because of the collective overall 

grammar errors of all four essays: Group A 237, Group B 275 and Group C 243. While Group 

A’s post-test scores declined from the pretest averages, overall the group scored better on 

grammar errors which seem contradictory to the pre and post-test results. In addition, analyzing 

the frequencies of Group A, the group had more grammar errors on Essay 1 but declined in 

errors on Essay 2, Essay 3 and Essay 4, indicating a possible transfer of learning grammar skills 

and applying the knowledge.  In addition, Group B had a 3.63636 increase between the pre and 

post-test. However, the paired sample t-test revealed the results were not statistically significant 

and the null hypothesis is accepted. There is a strong indication that the responses are due to 

chance rather than a statistical change.  In addition, the Group B frequencies test revealed that 

the group maintained higher errors in Essays 3 and 4 than the other groups. It would be expected 

that errors in these two essays would decrease as application of knowledge increased.  Moreover, 

Group C had a 2.80000 increase between the pre and post-test. Similarly, to Group B, the paired 

sample t-test revealed the results were not statistically significant and the null hypothesis is 

accepted. Again, there is a strong indication that the responses are due to chance rather than a 

statistical change. The frequencies test for Group B revealed that the essays had a standard range 

of errors with the exception of Essay 3 with showed an increase of about ten more grammar 

errors.  

The pre and posttest data did not show any statistical significance, and the grammar 

errors in the four essays and four basic grammar concerns: sentence structure, punctuation, 

subject-verb agreement and verb tense did not provide data that was statistically different. For 
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each group, the one-way ANOVA significance probability was high, much greater than .05, and 

therefore the results of the grammar errors in each essay are more likely due to chance.  

 From the focus group interviews, it is clear that students recognize their struggles with 

sentence structure, which the quantitative study revealed to be the grammar error students made 

most.  This data allows the researcher to see that students need more focus on sentence structure 

in grammar education. In addition, from the focus groups, it appears that using a blended 

approach of the learning lab will most likely result in students’ more favorable perspective of the 

lab but also the lab will serve as a more beneficial learning tool. According to Thorne (2003),     

“blended learning could be one of the most important educational advances of this century” and 

specifically blended learning, “blends online learning with more traditional methods of learning 

and development” (as cited in Grgurovic, 2011, p. 100).  Also, from Group B’s interviews, it is 

clear that students did not favorably perceive the learning lab as the main tool for learning 

grammar and felt an increased level of frustration than Group C.  Interestingly, Group A and B 

found more benefit from the instructor’s essay editing as a method to learn grammar, an intention 

not expected from the instructor’s/ researcher’s perspective. Moreover, from the three focus 

groups, Group B was the most enthusiastic to discuss their use of the lab. The group eagerly 

participated in the interview and provided more feedback than the other interviews.   Also, both 

Group A and B mentioned the instructor’s phrase “GTS” (google that stuff) which is a form of 

personalized learning. That is an acronym that seemed to stick with both groups of students and 

help to remind them to seek out their own answers to grammar questions, hence a form of 

individualized learning. One of the most interesting parts of the focus group interviews was the 

realization that several students did not understand the definition of grammar. Many students in 

all three groups answered grammar questions with off topic answers that were more focused on 
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formatting errors rather than grammar issues. The literature supports that this is a problem with 

grammar: the ambiguity and understanding of a grammar definition. Therefore, it is important to 

more accurately provide a definition of  grammar for students.  

Since the institution used for this study mainly attracts students from the local area, the 

high school demographics survey and focus group questions are important to understanding 

some of the grammar issues that students have when they start college. Further examination of 

the demographic information could show some patterns in prior learning/ educational experience 

that could help contribute to a larger understanding of the participants. Overall, the interviews 

reveal that most of the students have a literature based high school education which focuses little 

on actual writing structure and formal teaching of grammar. This creates problems for many 

students in English 1301 because the class is a formal writing course that focuses intensely on 

writing which requires proper grammar and knowledge of editing.  Again, as mentioned in the 

literature review, this is a problem not only in the study’s institutions’ surrounding community 

(Southeast Texas), but it is a worldwide problem with the teaching of English. Also, it is 

important to reemphasize that English 1301 is not a grammar course. The teaching of grammar is 

not an objective created by the state of Texas for English 1301. Therefore, from the focus group 

interviews, it can be concluded that the blended learning method is possibly the best method of 

incorporating grammar into English 1301 without disturbing the intended curriculum and best 

benefitting the students. 

Overall, from the focus interviews, it was concluded that Group A was comfortable with 

their treatment method and had no interest in trying an online learning format. Interviewees felt 

that the teaching of grammar improved their writing. Two responses regarding improvement 

were: 
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Arya: Because I thought my grammar was pretty good and then I realized there were 
some flaws, and it improved my writing a whole lot by learning some more variables and 
face to face teaching time 

Sansa: I just noticed that I made fewer mistakes the first time writing out a rough draft.  

Both Arya and Sansa’s responses show the realization from start to finish of the course that 

learning took place for them. Also, Group A, B, and C, for the most part, felt that their prior 

grammar education had been weak or average.  

Arya (group A) I usually took Pre-AP or AP in high school and they never really went 
over grammar like they do in regard English courses.  

Maeve (group B) Mine was more grammar. We had grammar workbooks, grammar 
handouts. I went to a private school, we weren’t focused on STAAR testing.  

Lagertha (group C) I felt like more of high school was like the reading and then testing 
over the book. You only do one research paper at the end, and you have step by step 
instructions on how to do it. They don’t like let you do it on your own. And then college 
is completely different. Like everything you have to know how to do it.  

These statements demonstrate that many of the students felt they were not grammatically 

prepared for the course and also reiterates the importance of keeping a grammar component in 

English 1301. As far as learning and application of grammar are concerned, all group 

interviewees felt that the grammar had helped improve their writing as well as daily language 

skills.  

Margery (group A) I noticed as the course has gone on, my papers sound better from a 
grammar point.  

Charlotte (group B) I can use adjectives, adverbs better. I have better diction. We learned 
how to GTS.  

Floki (group C) Like more ways to talk and…add different words. 

This helps conclude that students were able to recognize the strength of their writing and 

grammar corrections.  Students from the lab only class (Group B) had mixed reaction, but overall 

did not seem to like the learning method of only using the online lab. Their comments revealed 

that in-class essay editing proved to be a more beneficial learning lesson, although this was an 
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unintentional benefit that the instructor nor researcher planned.  Overall, five of the six students 

interviewed expressed frustration with the lab. Teddy, the oldest member of the group, disliked 

the lab more than any of the other students.  

Teddy: To me, it was when he would review the papers and review the grammar as a 
group. It wasn’t really the teacher, but it was all us trying to find the mistakes.  

Dolores: Most definitely in class editing.  

Dolores: (most difficult lesson) Whenever the computer had us identify compound and 
complex. Because compound and complex, I kept making mistakes. …Those were 
confusing. I knew I had gone over it, but it was hard. I knew I should’ve been getting it 
right. And then I would have to do it all over again.  

Charlotte: (concerning lab) Well, if you understand the basic concept and you know what 
you’re doing already then it’s not difficult. But there are questions you can’t really just 
say “hey computer: help” At least an instructor can help… 

Maeve: The computer was all at one level, and it you weren’t at that level yet then you 
were definitely going to struggle more.  

Teddy: The computer made you feel like a retard. It truly did. The computer made you 
feel like a retard…you get so let down…and realize you know nothing. But then you 
come to class and realize everybody has the same issues and you realize I’m not alone. 
The computer was designed by the devil.  

Dolores: It was hard to learn why I got sentence structure wrong. It seemed very 
structured and hard to learn from. That’s why I had difficult with answers because if you 
asked me for a definition I couldn’t give it to you.  

These statements from Group B express frustration with the lack of feedback and interaction 

with the computer as well as the need of in-class work to help improve grammar skills.  

Students from the blended learning method (Group C) had a much more positive experience with 

the lab. The students seemed to appreciate the challenge of the lab, the content presented and the 

individual teaching style. These are aspects of the lab that Group B did not appreciate. Similar to 

Group A and B, Group C found instructor editing to be a useful method of teaching grammar.  

Siggy: (talking about Connect) Yeah, so it helped with the verbs, nouns and stuff like 
that. So I mean yeah, it helped.  
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Ragnar: (talking about Connect) That did help a lot, even though…well you had to 
like…answer so many correct questions just to get it over with, so the more you tried, 
like you knew more. You know. 

Ragnar: I don’t know, I think the 3.0 Composition helped me more because like she said 
(pointing to Siggy) if we got it wrong, it kept doing it so it got engraved in your brain that 
this is what you’re doing wrong.  

Siggy: You had to learn to pass the lab.  

From these comments, the researcher concluded that students still want and appreciate teacher 

interaction and found the learning lab to be a positive extension of the learning process.  

 

Conclusions and Summaries Regarding the Findings 

Using this data and discussion, this mixed method study serves to answer the following research 

questions.  

• What is the relationship between traditional grammar instruction, personalized 
grammar instruction and a blended instruction approach for freshman English college 
student’s grammar acquisition and the student’s experiences with these three teaching 
methods? 

 The quantitative data showed little statistical significance between the relationship of 

instruction and acquisition of knowledge. However, the qualitative data revealed that students 

preferred a face-to-face method instead of the Connect lab.  Students that solely use the online 

learning lab as a teaching method had more frustration with the process than students who used 

the blended learning approach. Therefore, it can be concluded that face-to-face teaching or a 

blended online learning approach are more appropriate methods of presenting grammar than a 

curriculum with only an online learning lab. Instructor direction and reassurance seemed to play 

an important role in the learning process. Gabriel (2008) comments about student’s learning 

perceptions, “many students think they have grasped whatever the lecture covered when the class 

ends, but later they discover that they cannot re-explain or apply the information” (p. 117). In 
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addition, Gabriel discussed Svinicki’s (2004) point of view, stating, “when hearing an excellent 

explanation or presentation some students may have ‘an illusion of comprehension’ . . . The 

fluency of the expert (presenting the material) may give listeners the illusion of understanding or 

the belief that the material is clear and easy to understand” (as cited in Gabriel, p. 117). This 

statement is interesting because it reflects part of what this study struggles with because the 

quantitative portion does not reflect the qualitative perceptions from student’s understanding of 

the materials.  

• What is the relationship between the grammar teaching methods and incorporation of 
the grammar skills is academic writing for face-to-face instruction? 

 As previously mentioned, the grammar teaching methods did not result in one method 

being better than the other. Each method had issues in certain areas. For example, Group A did 

worse on their post-test than their pre-test, but looking solely at the sentence structure scores, the 

group improved more than the other groups. Using both the quantitative and qualitative data, it 

can be established that a teaching approach using at least a face-to-face support role from the 

instructor is beneficial. However, solely just face-to-face learning did not yield quantitative 

results that were statistically different from the other two teaching methods.  

• If traditional teaching and personalized learning lab methods are blended, is there a 
benefit to the student versus independently using the methods. 

The quantitative results of this data show that all three teaching methods have a similar 

result for the acquisition of knowledge. Using information from the qualitative portion of the 

study, it is apparent that the personalized learning lab used was more positively perceived by 

Group C, the blended learning method. Given the frustration and dislike of the personalized 

learning lab from Group B, blending an online personalized learning lab would most likely be a 

better benefit for the student. 
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• What is the relationship between the student’s general learning perception survey and 
grammar performance?   

Interestingly, in the three focus groups, all three groups had a strong belief that the course 

was valuable to their acquisition of grammar and ended the course with a positive perspective of 

their learning perception. Although the quantitative data does not show a statistically significant 

growth in the groups as a whole, a look at each student independently will show that some 

students did have an overall improvement  

in their grammar scores. 

 

Link to Relevant Research 

 The research for this project began on the foundation of technology in education, 

particularly the use of personalized learning and Robert Taylor’s (1980) beliefs of the roles of 

computers in education.  From this research study, Taylor’s ideas that computing is the method 

of learning for the foreseeable future can be validated, but more importantly his ideas regarding 

learning as a collaborative process, “individuals interacting with other people” (p. 590) is 

important because Groups A and B felt that in-class editing interaction was one of the most 

beneficial methods of learning grammar, not necessarily the individualization. Furthermore, 

Bork (1980) argued for personalized learning methods because of the different levels of learners. 

This idea can be supported by this study because members in Group B and C worked at different 

paces on the learning labs and spent a vast difference in time on the learning program. While 

much of the literature review supported an idea that personalized learning allowed the learner an 

opportunity to spend time on topics that were more interesting to them, this is not something that 

this study found. Another important marker in the research that the study revealed was removing 

the fear that the learner would be left alone and not have the necessary support. From the Group 
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B interviews (solely online grammar learning group), the researcher noticed that the group was 

better connected and understood the problems the class faced with the Connect learning lab. 

Their negative experiences with the lab severed as a tool to unify the class and provide a 

foundation for understanding in the student relationships.  Another area that the research seemed 

to agree with in the study was increasing learner’s satisfaction and motivation towards learning. 

While Group B did not show an overall agreement with this idea, Group C had a much more 

positive reaction to the Connect lab. Students remarked of the grammar skills the lab taught them 

because it demanded mastery to complete the assignments. Another important area of the 

research to address is Littky and Allen (1999) and their comment that educational institutions 

need to be “less concerned with what knowledge is acquired and more interested in how that 

knowledge is used” (p. 2). While this study did not show any quantitative statistical significance 

regarding learner’s use with the personalized learning lab and grammar knowledge (Group A is 

the only group to show overall usage growth in essays 1-4), more research would need to be 

done to further question Littky and Allen’s research.  From the research review, one of the most 

positive arguments for personalized learning is placing the learner at the center of his/her 

learning and giving them control to gain knowledge. Again, that knowledge did not seem to be 

found on the quantitative portion of this study, but Group C felt that the learning lab provided 

this ability whereas Group B did not believe the lab gave them power but instead complicated the 

learning process. Group A was content with their overall face-to-face experience and did not 

desire to use any technology.  

 While the research presented in chapter 2 boasts several successful uses of personalized 

learning labs, the Connect lab and English 1301 are not near the same satisfaction. Although this 
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study revealed that a blended approach is more favorable for student perceptions, the quantitative 

results of the study do not support any significant learning growth from the lab tools.  

 Another important area of the research is the teaching of grammar. As mentioned, the 

teaching of grammar is something that is controversial in the English field. One major issue with 

grammar is the debatable accurate definition of what grammar actually is. For this study, 

grammar was looked at in what the researcher considers to be the most basic form: sentence 

structure, punctuation, subject-verb agreement and verb tense. However, grammar is not always 

as clearly defined. This confusion can be seen in the student’s qualitative responses. Even 

students struggled with how to apply grammar to the knowledge they were discussing, often 

incorrectly using ideas that were not related to grammar. This research study helps to contribute 

to the need for the English community to attempt to adopt a formal understanding of the word 

grammar. As for whether or not teaching grammar in this course helped improve writing, the 

answer is twofold. One could argue that the editing exercises performed in class is a skill that 

seemed highly regarded by the student as a method of employing grammar that makes teaching 

grammar necessary. The other part of the answer is that the quantitative data does not support 

that the actual teaching of grammar really improved grammar usage in the groups’ four major 

essay assignments. While Group A showed improvement in their writing, they scored lower on 

the posttest than on the pretest, which seems to conflict with the essay data. However, groups B 

and C showed improvement on their pre and posttests, but nothing of statistical significance and 

their essays did not show any growth. Therefore, this study adds to the growing body of grammar 

research studies and a need to continue to assess grammar and its importance to writing and the 

best methods to transfer the knowledge to students. 
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Implications of Findings 

Instructor 

This research study has provided the institution’s English faculty with a base discussion 

regarding the teaching of grammar and the use of the Connect personalized learning lab. Connect 

boasts the ability to have “students improve one letter grade with Connect,” makes “it easy to 

keep students on track, while inspiring success” and “empowers students to take charge of their 

learning” (McGraw-Hill Connect). Although this study does not answer those questions, this 

study provides the opportunity for the English faculty at the institution to continue to analyze the 

Connect lab usage/implementation in the courses. This study alone does not provide the depth of 

knowledge of usage to promote or discourage online personalized learning tools but helps begin 

a discussion regarding the best implementation practices and methods to benefit grammar 

instructional needs.  

In addition, as the fields of online learning, personalized learning, and individualized 

instruction using technology continue to grow, the findings from this research help to ground the 

need for several areas of assessment and evaluation. It is the researchers’ belief that faculty 

should take the responsibility to evaluate their own student body and perform studies to 

understand what method works best for their students and what content would be most beneficial 

in an online learning lab environment.   

 

Designers 

 For a course designer, the study reveals that students have the perception of knowledge 

whether the statistical portion of the study provides this same interpretation. Designers should 

consider that while the face-to-face group enjoyed the learning method and had no desire to use 
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the online learning lab, the grammar content took nearly seven hours of the course time that was 

needed to meet state objectives of the course. So the need for the online learning lab is important 

to the design of the English course. From the qualitative portion of the study, the blended course 

design appears to have a more positive student perception than the solely online users. Designers 

for this sort of course design should consider what main materials need to be covered by the 

instructor to make the lab materials easier to understand and therefore more beneficial to the 

students as well as provide a more positive perspective for the learner.  

 In addition, it is important for the designer to know the lab content. For this research 

study, the researcher completed the components of the Connect lab that was required of the 

study. The researcher purposely missed questions to better understand what feedback the learner 

receives for an incorrect answer. Since the researcher had previously invested the time in the 

learning lab, it was easy to understand what the students could be struggling with.  One of the 

issues that Group B discussed during the focus group was that they felt there was not any support 

for missed answers. As a designer for the implementation of a lab of this sort, it would be 

important to find a learning lab that provides meaningful feedback to students.  One of the 

students in Group B mentioned Pearson’s MyMathLab and how the lab provides better feedback 

when answers are missed. This sort of design should be something that a designer looks for. 

From interactions with the focus groups, it was clear that the students liked a human to help them 

as either support or to initially provide an understanding of the content prior to use of the lab. For 

example, Group C really enjoyed the lab. They thought the Connect product was great which is a 

major difference from Group B. However, Group B’s main complaint was feeling alone and not 

knowing what they were doing. Therefore, it is important that the instructor be part of facilitating 

the knowledge in some way.  
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Researchers 

Another area of analysis that this study did not address it that Group B and C were 

allowed more class time to work on other important skills regarding English 1301 other than 

grammar. Although the two groups were not as strong in grammar correction in their essays as 

Group A, they did have more time to work on other course objectives such as critical thinking 

and teamwork. It would be important to research what areas Group B and C excelled in that 

maybe Group A did not since Group B and C spent more time with critical thinking activities, 

group work, reading exercises, learning argument methods and research skills.  

Finally, this study provides more questions than answers regarding grammar learning and 

online personalized learning labs. Although the quantitative results did not yield enough 

evidence to help create a solid understanding of the role of grammar acquisition and learning 

methods, the qualitative responses from the focus interviews help to provide a better 

understanding of what students find beneficial and difficult regarding learning grammar, and 

what assessment tools instructors might use to benefit students. 

 

Students 

 For the students, the study provided a better understanding of their perception of the 

online learning lab. Interestingly, Group A was satisfied with their learning experience and did 

not show any interest in trying an online lab. Group B’s dislike for the lab compared to Group 

C’s appreciation of the lab is important because it provides an understanding that the blended 

approach is the more desirable. The McGraw-Hill Connect case studies mention in chapter 2 are 

all blended approaches and seem to have a more favorable impact for the students. Therefore, in 

the future, the blended approach is most beneficial to the students. This also indicates that 
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students feel more comfortable with human interaction in the classroom so while technology and 

online labs are so rapidly increasing, the need for face-to-face instruction still remains.  

 

Suggestions for Future Research 

During the course of this study, there were several areas noted for further study. The 

researcher noted seven main areas that could be further explored in the future. 

To begin with, while overall essay grades were not used for this study, the researcher 

noted the differences in the grading practices of the researcher and the instructor, although both 

individuals use the same rubric for grading essays in their courses. Assessment is a growing area 

in higher education, and composition classes are heavily scrutinized for the subjectivity of 

grading. The researcher and instructor for this study are two like-minded instructors who share 

similar teaching beliefs and grading practices, yet the use of the rubric is interpreted differently 

resulting in vastly unlike grades.  For example, the original essay rubric awarded ten to zero 

points for grammar based on student performance in several areas.  During the research process, 

it was noted that several times the researcher would have awarded zero points for grammar, yet 

the instructor for the study awarded 5 or 8 points. This study suggests that there is a greater need 

to understand grades in connection to English 1301 writing assignments and finding methods to 

reduce the gap of subjectivity when using rubrics.  

Another area of future research that came to question from this study is the association to 

a student’s essay grade/grammar errors and actual time spent editing his/her work. Looking at 

the data collected for the study, it is questionable as to how some students could begin 

grammatically strong in Essays 1 through 3 and finish weaker with Essay 4. The researcher’s 

assumption is that the grammar errors are not always a reflection of the student’s 
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knowledge/understanding of grammar but rather a lack of editing or appropriate time spent on 

the task. Creation of stronger multiple choice grammar tests might help in actually identifying 

student knowledge as concerns to grammar. Moreover, a study that focuses on a small group of 

students (10-15) and follows them closely during the writing process might help provide 

information that leads to a greater understanding as to the real link between teaching grammar 

and the acquisition instead of the student’s procrastination/laziness.  

Another area for future research would be to analyze students who use the personalized 

learning lab on instructor fixed learning paths versus individualized learning paths. The Connect 

lab has the ability to achieve both methods of teaching. It would be beneficial to research which 

method students preferred as well as which method helped most with the acquisition of grammar. 

Part of the benefit of adaptive learning paths is that students take a diagnostic test at the start of 

the program, and the program designs a learning path that meets the student’s grammar needs. 

This is appealing to instructors because it can help students who are stronger not spend as much 

time and those who are weaker to focus more on specific area. So more research in the future 

regarding personalized learning lab as adaptive learning paths versus fixed paths would be 

beneficial to this body of work.   

Moreover, a study regarding grammar learning and course times might be important to 

help provide more feedback regarding this study.  From this study, the classes analyzed were an 

eight a.m. class, nine-thirty a.m. class and a twelve-thirty p.m. class.  Understanding if one-time 

frame provides a better learning opportunity might also be beneficial to understanding how to 

best teach concepts such as grammar, or does one class time draw a more prepared or motivated 

learned.  
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Next, after looking over the Connect lab, time on task became a major question for the 

researcher. Student times for tasks varied for each student. Future research might look at the 

correlation between time on task and retention of information after the education treatment 

period.  

Also, an important area of this study that was not explored in detail was connecting the 

demographics information to the overall findings. Future research could focus on specific high 

school grammar teaching methods and follow students to English 1301 and see how those 

methods carry over into the college level of writing.  

Last, a research study analyzing student perceptions of completing assessment measures 

via computer or traditional pen and paper could be useful to understanding the role technology 

resources such as online learning labs have in education. It would be important to the field of 

individualized learning education to see whether students had a preference as for how to 

complete work and if that preference helped aid in his/her learning. 

 

Summary 

 This study sought to understand the role of online personalized learning labs in teaching 

grammar in college freshman English 1301 courses. The researcher used  mixed methods  

explanatory approach to provide a strong quantitative understanding of grammar usage in the 

three groups analyzed and a qualitative understanding of the students’ perceptions of their 

grammar knowledge and method of learning grammar. Findings of this study showed that there 

were no statistical differences in the pre and post test scores and that any difference was most 

likely due to chance. In addition, the essay scores showed that Group A did make progress with 

their grammar skills in the course as related to their writing, while Group B and C did not show 
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any improvement in their writing.  For the future, this study is to serve as a foundation for the 

beginning of understanding grammar in English 1301 courses and how to best serve students 

with learning grammar skills.  This study provides a solid foundation to begin exploring whether 

online personalized learning labs have value to grammar acquisition in college English 1301 

courses.  
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Dear English 1301 Student,  

 

My name is Mary Sizemore, and I am a Learning Technologies PhD candidate at the University 

of North Texas. You are invited to participate in a study that will explore the potential 

relationships a personalized learning lab to college students’ grammar acquisition and writing 

skills. 

 

You will be asked to participate in a pre and post-test, daily grammar assignments, writing 

assignments and a focus group.  

 

The participant's identity will be strictly confidential. Only pseudo-names will be used when 

needed. 

 

Feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns you may have. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Mary Sizemore 
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University of North Texas Institutional Review Board 

Informed Consent Form 

Before agreeing to participate in this research study, it is important that you read and understand 
the following explanation of the purpose, benefits and risks of the study and how it will be 
conducted.   

Title of Study:  Personalized Learning Labs and Face-to-Face Teaching for Grammar in First-
Year English College Courses 

Student Investigator:  Mary Sizemore, University of North Texas (UNT) Department of 
Learning Technologies.  Supervising Investigator: Dr. Lin Lin. 

Purpose of the Study: You are being asked to participate in a research study which involves 
comparing face-to-face instruction and personalized online learning labs as methods to teach 
grammar. This study is an effort to understand the benefit these methods have for students’ 
learning as well as experiences of students participating.  

Study Procedures: You will be asked to participate in learning grammar using traditional face-
to-face instruction. This study will begin with a pretest and will conclude with a posttest to 
measure learning. These tests will not be part of the course grade. The teaching of grammar face-
to-face will take about four weeks of class time. Students will be taught grammar by the 
instructor during ten hours of class. These lessons will include: lecture, group work, drills and 
practice. In addition, students will spend an estimated eight hours outside of class on grammar 
homework assignments to better add to their understanding. In addition to the pretest and 
posttest, student’s knowledge of grammar will be reflected in writing assignments. The four 
major essay components for the course will be graded using a rubric designed to address the 
major concepts regarding grammar learned in class. Students can find a copy of this rubric on 
Blackboard. Also, participants will complete a brief survey at the end of the study using 
surveymonkey.com to answer questions regarding their participation of the study. Finally, four to 
five members of the class will be selected to participate in an interview with the researcher to 
share their experiences of the study.  

Foreseeable Risks: No foreseeable risks for this study.  

 

Benefits to the Subjects or Others: This study is not expected to be of any direct benefit to you, 

but we hope to learn more about the use of personalized learning labs for teaching grammar to 

benefit future students and add to a body of knowledge in this field.   
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Compensation for Participants: None  

 

Procedures for Maintaining Confidentiality of Research Records: The confidentiality of your 

individual information will be maintained in any publications or presentations regarding this 

study. Data for this study will be collected by the instructor of the class. The instructor will be 

responsible for providing the researcher the data with names omitted. Surveys completed on 

surveymonkey.com are anonymous. Interviews with students will be recorded using fake names 

and coded after the semester ends. Courses will be referred to as Group A, B and C.  

Questions about the Study: If you have any questions about the study, you may 
contact Mary Sizemore at 409-673-9632 or Dr. Lin at 940-369-7572. 

Review for the Protection of Participants: This research study has been 
reviewed and approved by the UNT Institutional Review Board (IRB).  The UNT 
IRB can be contacted at (940) 565-4643 with any questions regarding the rights of 
research subjects.  

Research Participants’ Rights: 

Your signature below indicates that you have read or have had read to you all of 
the above and that you confirm all of the following:  

• Mary Sizemore has explained the study to you and answered all of your 
questions.  You have been told the possible benefits and the potential risks 
and/or discomforts of the study.  

• You understand that you do not have to take part in this study, and your 
refusal to participate or your decision to withdraw will involve no penalty 
or loss of rights or benefits.  The study personnel may choose to stop your 
participation at any time.  

• Your decision whether to participate or to withdraw from the study will 
have no effect on your grade or standing in this course. 

• You understand why the study is being conducted and how it will be 
performed.   

• You understand your rights as a research participant and you voluntarily 
consent to participate in this study.  

• You have been told you will receive a copy of this form.  
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________________________________                                                             
Printed Name of Participant 

________________________________                                ____________         
Signature of Participant                                      Date 

 

 

For the Student Investigator or Designee: 

I certify that I have reviewed the contents of this form with the subject signing 
above.  I have explained the possible benefits and the potential risks and/or 
discomforts of the study.  It is my opinion that the participant understood the 
explanation.   

______________________________________                    ____________                 
Signature of Student Investigator    Date 

  



124 

University of North Texas Institutional Review Board 

Informed Consent Form  

Before agreeing to participate in this research study, it is important that you read and understand 
the following explanation of the purpose, benefits and risks of the study and how it will be 
conducted.   

Title of Study:  Personalized Learning Labs and Face-to-Face Teaching for Grammar in First-
Year English College Courses 

Student Investigator:  Mary Sizemore, University of North Texas (UNT) Department of 
Learning Technologies.  Supervising Investigator: Dr. Lin Lin. 

Purpose of the Study: You are being asked to participate in a research study which involves 
comparing face-to-face instruction and personalized online learning labs as methods to teach 
grammar. This study is an effort to understand the benefit these methods have for students’ 
learning as well as experiences of students participating.  

Study Procedures: You will be asked to participate in learning grammar to benefit your writing 
using the McGraw-Hill Connect personalized learning program. This study will begin with a 
pretest and will conclude with a posttest to measure learning. These tests will not be part of the 
course grade. The instructor will present students with the lab access information to use the 
McGraw-Hill program. Students will learn grammar using the software. The program will teach, 
practice and test over major grammar concepts. The instructor will be available for additional 
questions or help. All the work with Connect will be done outside of class during a four-week 
time frame. In addition to the pretest and posttest, student’s knowledge of grammar will be 
reflected in writing assignments. The four major essay components for the course will be graded 
using a rubric designed to address the major concepts regarding grammar learned in class. 
Students can find a copy of this rubric on Blackboard. Also, participants will complete a brief 
survey at the end of the study using surveymonkey.com to answer questions regarding their 
participation of the study. Finally, four to five members of the class will be selected to participate 
in an interview with the researcher to share their experiences of the study.  

Foreseeable Risks: No foreseeable risks for this study.  

Benefits to the Subjects or Others: This study is not expected to be of any direct benefit to you, 

but we hope to learn more about the use of personalized learning labs for teaching grammar to 

benefit future students and add to a body of knowledge in this field.   

Compensation for Participants: None  
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Procedures for Maintaining Confidentiality of Research Records: The confidentiality of your 

individual information will be maintained in any publications or presentations regarding this 

study. Data for this study will be collected by the instructor of the class. The instructor will be 

responsible for providing the researcher the data with names omitted. Surveys completed on 

surveymonkey.com are anonymous. Interviews with students will be recorded using fake names 

and coded after the semester ends. Courses will be referred to as Group A, B and C.  

Questions about the Study: If you have any questions about the study, you may 
contact Mary Sizemore at 409-673-9632 or Dr. Lin at 940-369-7572. 

Review for the Protection of Participants: This research study has been 
reviewed and approved by the UNT Institutional Review Board (IRB).  The UNT 
IRB can be contacted at (940) 565-4643 with any questions regarding the rights of 
research subjects.  

Research Participants’ Rights: 

Your signature below indicates that you have read or have had read to you all of 
the above and that you confirm all of the following:  

• Mary Sizemore has explained the study to you and answered all of your 
questions.  You have been told the possible benefits and the potential risks 
and/or discomforts of the study.  

• You understand that you do not have to take part in this study, and your 
refusal to participate or your decision to withdraw will involve no penalty 
or loss of rights or benefits.  The study personnel may choose to stop your 
participation at any time.  

• Your decision whether to participate or to withdraw from the study will 
have no effect on your grade or standing in this course. 

• You understand why the study is being conducted and how it will be 
performed.   

• You understand your rights as a research participant and you voluntarily 
consent to participate in this study.  

• You have been told you will receive a copy of this form.  

________________________________                                                             
Printed Name of Participant 

________________________________                                ____________         
Signature of Participant                                      Date 
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For the Student Investigator or Designee: 

I certify that I have reviewed the contents of this form with the subject signing 
above.  I have explained the possible benefits and the potential risks and/or 
discomforts of the study.  It is my opinion that the participant understood the 
explanation.   

______________________________________                    ____________                 
Signature of Student Investigator    Date 
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University of North Texas Institutional Review Board 

Informed Consent Form  

Before agreeing to participate in this research study, it is important that you read and understand 
the following explanation of the purpose, benefits and risks of the study and how it will be 
conducted.   

Title of Study:  Personalized Learning Labs and Face-to-Face Teaching for Grammar in First-
Year English College Courses 

Student Investigator:  Mary Sizemore, University of North Texas (UNT) Department of 
Learning Technologies.  Supervising Investigator: Dr. Lin Lin. 

Purpose of the Study: You are being asked to participate in a research study which involves 
comparing face-to-face instruction and personalized online learning labs as methods to teach 
grammar. This study is an effort to understand the benefit these methods have for students’ 
learning as well as experiences of students participating.  

Study Procedures: You will be asked to participate in learning grammar to benefit your writing 
using face-to-face instruction and McGraw-Hill Connect personalized learning program. This 
study will begin with a pretest and will conclude with a posttest to measure learning. These tests 
will not be part of the course grade. The instructor will present students with the lab access 
information to use the McGraw-Hill program. The instructor will spend two class sessions 
introducing all the major concepts of grammar covered in this course. In addition to the 
instructor’s material, students will learn grammar using the Connect software. The program will 
teach, practice and test over major grammar concepts. The instructor will be available for 
additional questions or help. All the work with Connect will be done outside of class during a 
four-week time frame. In addition to the pretest and posttest, student’s knowledge of grammar 
will be reflected in writing assignments. The four major essay components for the course will be 
graded using a rubric designed to address the major concepts regarding grammar learned in class. 
Students can find a copy of this rubric on Blackboard. Also, participants will complete a brief 
survey at the end of the study using surveymonkey.com to answer questions regarding their 
participation of the study. Finally, four to five members of the class will be selected to participate 
in an interview with the researcher to share their experiences of the study.  

Foreseeable Risks: No foreseeable risks for this study.  

 

Benefits to the Subjects or Others: This study is not expected to be of any direct benefit to you, 

but we hope to learn more about the use of personalized learning labs for teaching grammar to 

benefit future students and add to a body of knowledge in this field.   
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Compensation for Participants: None  

 

Procedures for Maintaining Confidentiality of Research Records: The confidentiality of your 

individual information will be maintained in any publications or presentations regarding this 

study. Data for this study will be collected by the instructor of the class. The instructor will be 

responsible for providing the researcher the data with names omitted. Surveys completed on 

surveymonkey.com are anonymous. Interviews with students will be recorded using fake names 

and coded after the semester ends. Courses will be referred to as Group A, B and C.  

Questions about the Study: If you have any questions about the study, you may 
contact Mary Sizemore at 409-673-9632 or Dr. Lin at 940-369-7572. 

Review for the Protection of Participants: This research study has been 
reviewed and approved by the UNT Institutional Review Board (IRB).  The UNT 
IRB can be contacted at (940) 565-4643 with any questions regarding the rights of 
research subjects.  

Research Participants’ Rights: 

Your signature below indicates that you have read or have had read to you all of 
the above and that you confirm all of the following:  

• Mary Sizemore has explained the study to you and answered all of your 
questions.  You have been told the possible benefits and the potential risks 
and/or discomforts of the study.  

• You understand that you do not have to take part in this study, and your 
refusal to participate or your decision to withdraw will involve no penalty 
or loss of rights or benefits.  The study personnel may choose to stop your 
participation at any time.  

• Your decision whether to participate or to withdraw from the study will 
have no effect on your grade or standing in this course. 

• You understand why the study is being conducted and how it will be 
performed.   

• You understand your rights as a research participant and you voluntarily 
consent to participate in this study.  

• You have been told you will receive a copy of this form.  

 



129 

________________________________                                                             
Printed Name of Participant 

________________________________                                ____________         
Signature of Participant                                      Date 

 

For the Student Investigator or Designee: 

I certify that I have reviewed the contents of this form with the subject signing 
above.  I have explained the possible benefits and the potential risks and/or 
discomforts of the study.  It is my opinion that the participant understood the 
explanation.   

______________________________________                    ____________                 
Signature of Student Investigator    Date 
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SURVEYMONKEY INFORMED CONSENT FORM
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1. What is your gender?  

Male  

Female  

2. What is your age?  

18-29 years old  

30-49 years old  

50-64 years old  

65 years and over  

3. What is the highest level of education you have completed?  

high school graduate  

some college completed 

trade/technical/vocational training  

4. What is your ethnic heritage? 

African-American 

Asian/Pacific American 

Hispanic 

Native American 

White 

Other 

5. Where did you attend high school? 

Beaumont 

Nederland  

Port Neches 
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Hampshire Fannett 

Lumberton 

Bridge City 

Orangefield 

Orange 

Silsbee 

Port Arthur 

Other 

6.  Did you take developmental reading and writing at LIT? 

Yes 

No 

7. What is your program of study? 

Associate of Science Dental Hygiene 

Associate of Science in Child Care and Development 

Associate of Science Medical Sonography 

Associate of Science Cardiac Sonography 

Associate of Science Health Information Technology 

Associate of Science Radiologic Technology 

Associate of Science Occupational Safety and Health 

Associate of Science Respiratory Care 

Associate of Science Accounting Technology 

Associate of Science CIS-Web Design 

Associate of Science CIS-Software Application 
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Associate of Science Computer Network and Troubleshooting Technology 

Associate of Science Management Development 

Associate of Science Office Technology Administration 

Associate of Science Real Estate 

Associate of Science Criminal Justice 

Associate of Science EMT Paramedic 

Associate of Science Homeland Security 

Associate of Science Home Security with Crime 

Associate of Science Scene Technician Specialization 

Associate of Science Advance Engine 

Associate of Science Computer Drafting 

Associate of Science HVAC 

Associate of Science Industrial Mechanics 

Associate of Science Instrumentation 

Associate of Science Process Operating 

Associate of Science Welding Technology  

Associate of Arts 

Certificate Program 

Transfer Student 

None of the above 

 

8. How often do you use a computer?  

Very Frequently 
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Frequently 

Occasionally 

Rarely 

Never 

 

9. How often do you have access to a computer? 

Very Frequently 

Frequently 

Occasionally 

Rarely 

Never 

 

 

10. How often do you use an online learning lab for a college class? 

 Very Frequently 

Frequently 

Occasionally 

Rarely 

Never 

11. How often do you use the internet for educational purposes? 

Very Frequently 

Frequently 

Occasionally 
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Rarely 

Never 

 

12. How often did you study grammar in high school? 

Very Frequently 

Frequently 

Occasionally 

Rarely 

Never 

 

12. What is the importance of knowing grammar? 

Very Important 

Important 

Moderately Important 

Of Little Importance 

Unimportant 

13. What is the importance of learning grammar in English 1301? 

Very Important 

Important 

Moderately Important 

Of Little Importance 

Unimportant 
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14. What is the importance of using computer to help teach? 

Very Important 

Important 

Moderately Important 

Of Little Importance 

Unimportant 

Choose all that apply: 

15. What are your preferred learning methods? (please check all that apply) 

Lecture 

Group work 

Alone study 

Class discussion 

Online personalized learning labs 

Games 

Other
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PRE AND POST TEST QUESTIONS
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English 1301: Pre and Post Test 

1. A person, place, thing or idea is a: 
A. Noun 
B. Pronoun 
C. Adjective 
D. Interjection 

 

2. A ________________ shows location, time and space: 
A. Noun 
B. Preposition 
C. Adverb 
D. Adjective 

 

3. A ________ shows strong emotion. This usually comes at the beginning of a sentence and 
stands alone.  

A. Noun 
B. Adverb 
C. Preposition 
D. Interjection 

 

4. A _________ renames a noun or a pronoun: 
A. Adverb 
B. Adjective 
C. Interjection 
D. Pronoun 

 

5. Yesterday I _______________ to see my mom.  
A. Go 
B. Have gone 
C. Gone 
D. Went 
E.  

6. Tony doesn’t like ____________ Fridays.  
A. Working 
B. To work 
C. Work 
D. Answers A and B are correct 
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7.  A ________________ joins two words, phrases or sentences together.  
A. Conjunction 
B. Preposition 
C. Adverb 
D. Interjection 

 

8. A___________ contains one independent clause. 
A. Simple Sentence 
B. Compound Sentence 
C. Connecting Phrase 

 

9.  Coordinating conjunctions are used to separate clauses in a: 
A. Simple Sentence 
B. Compound Sentence 
C. Complex Sentence 

 

10. A _________________  has one independent clause and one or more dependent clauses. 
A. Simple Sentence 
B. Compound Sentence 
C. Complex Sentence 

 

11. What type of sentence is: The pirate captain sang a sea shanty on his pirate ship. 
A. Simple 
B. Compound 
C. Complex 

 

12. What type of sentence is: Swinging, climbing, and chanting are all important skills for 
pirates.   

A. Simple 
B. Compound 
C. Complex 
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13. What type of sentence is: If you tried to climb up a ninja’s tree without the rope ladder, you 
would probably get hit with a million ninja stars.   

A. Simple 
B. Compound 
C. Complex 

 

14. What type of sentence is: The Master couldn’t believe his eyes when he saw Toby flying. 
A. Simple 
B. Compound  
C. Complex 

 

15. What type of sentence is: We warned them that their plan wouldn’t work, but they would not 
listen to us. 

A. Simple 
B. Compound 
C. Complex 

 

16. What type of sentence is: This summer our vacation should be both exciting and restful. 
A. Simple 
B. Compound 
C. Complex 

 

17. What type of sentence is: John bought some new shoes, and he wore them to a party. 
A. Simple 
B. Compound 
C. Complex 

 

18. What type of sentence is: The apples weren't selling very well, so he decided to have a sale. 
A. Simple 
B. Compound 
C. Complex 
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19. What type of sentence is: After I came home, I made dinner. 
A. Simple 
B. Compound 
C. Complex 

 

20. What type of sentence is: The girl ran into her bedroom. 
A. Simple 
B. Compound 
C. Complex 
 

21. Tiffany is the only one of those students who __________ lived up to the potential described 
in the yearbook. 

A. Has 
B. Have 

 

 

22. One of my best friends _____________ an extra on Game of Thrones this week. 
A. Is  
B. Are 

 

23. Most of the milk _____ gone bad. Six gallons of milk _______ still in the refrigerator. 
A. Has…are 
B. Have…is 

 

24. Each and every student and instructor in this building __________ for a new facility by next 
year. 
A. hope 
B. hopes 

 

25. To an outsider, the economics of this country ________ to be in disarray. 
A. Seem 
B. Seems 
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APPENDIX F 

FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
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1. Did learning grammar in this course help your writing? Please explain.  
 

 

2. Describe your grammar education prior to this course. 
 

 

3. Do you feel that your grammar skills expanded during the class? Please explain.  
 

 

4. What was the most useful lesson/activity during your grammar instruction? 
 

 

5. What was the most difficult lesson/activity during your grammar instruction? 
 

 

6. What most impacted your learning of grammar: the instruction or personal study? Please 
explain.  

 

 

7. Did you see a growth in your ability to use the grammar skills taught in class? 
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APPENDIX G 

PARTCIPANT DEMOGRAPHIC SURVEY RESPONSES GROUP A, B, C
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Group A Participants 

Gender  

Male 

Female 

26.67% 

73.33% 

 

Age  

18-29 

30-49 

 

86.67% 

13.33% 

 

 

Highest Level of Education  

High school graduate 

Some college completed 

Trade/technical/vocational training 

86.67% 

13.33% 

0 

 

Ethnic Heritage  

African-American 

Asian/Pacific American 

Hispanic 

Native American 

White 

Other 

20.00% 

13.33% 

33.33% 

0% 

26.67% 

6.67% 
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Prior Developmental Reading/Writing Course  

Yes 

No 

40% 

60% 

 

High School Attended  

Beaumont 

Nederland  

Port Neches 

Hampshire Fannett 

Other 

40.00% 

6.67% 

13.33% 

6.67% 

33.33% 

 

Program of Study  

Associate of Science in Child Care and Development 

Associate of Science Medical Sonography 

Associate of Science Radiologic Technology 

Associate of Science Computer Network and Troubleshooting Tech. 

Associate of Science Criminal Justice 

Associate of Science Welding Technology  

Transfer Student 

 

6.67% 

20% 

13.33% 

13.33% 

13.33% 

26.67% 

6.67% 

 

Frequency of Computer Use  

Very frequently 53.33% 



150 

Frequently 

Occasionally 

 

40.00% 

6.67% 

 

 

Frequency of Computer Access  

Very frequently 

Frequently 

 

66.67% 

33.33% 

 

 

Frequency of use of an online lab for a college class  

Very frequently 

Frequently 

Occasionally 

Rarely 

Never 

20.00% 

6.67% 

20.00% 

26.67% 

26.67% 

 

Frequency of use of the internet for educational purposes  

Very frequently 

Frequently 

Occasionally 

 

46.67% 

40.00% 

13.33% 

 

 

Frequency of grammar study in high school  
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Very frequently 

Frequently 

Occasionally 

Rarely 

 

13.33% 

26.67% 

20.00% 

40.00% 

 

 

Opinion of the importance of knowing grammar  

Very important 

Important 

Moderately important 

Of little importance 

Unimportant 

93.33% 

6.67% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

 

Opinion of the importance of learning grammar in English 1301  

Very important 

Important 

Moderately important 

Of little importance 

Unimportant 

80.00% 

20.00% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

 

Opinion of the importance of the computer for teaching grammar  

Very important 

Important 

26.67% 

40.00% 
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Moderately important 

Of little importance 

Unimportant 

26.67% 

6.67% 

0% 

 

Preferred learning methods  

Lecture 

Group Work 

Alone Study 

Class Discussion 

Online Personalized Learning 

Games 

Other 

60.00% 

53.33% 

60.00% 

93.33% 

13.33% 

40.00% 

20.00% 

 

Group B Participants 

Gender  

Male 

Female 

60.00% 

40.00%% 

 

Age  

18-29 

30-49 

50-64 

65 and older 

93.33% 

6.67% 

0% 

0% 
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Highest Level of Education  

High school graduate 

Some college completed 

Trade/technical/vocational training 

66.67% 

26.67% 

6.67% 

 

Ethnic Heritage  

African-American 

Asian/Pacific American 

Hispanic 

Native American 

White 

Other 

53.33% 

6.67% 

20.00% 

0% 

20.00% 

0% 

 

Prior Developmental Reading/Writing Course  

Yes 

No 

26.67% 

73.33% 

 

High School Attended  

Beaumont 

Orangefield 

Other 

 

66.67% 

6.67% 

26.67% 
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Program of Study  

Associate of Science Radiologic Technology 

Associate of Science Management Development 

Associate of Science Real Estate 

Associate of Science Criminal Justice 

Associate of Science EMT Paramedic 

Associate of Science Homeland Security 

Associate of Science Computer Drafting 

Associate of Science Process Operating 

Associate of Arts 

None of the above 

 

13.33% 

13.33% 

6.67% 

0% 

6.67% 

6.67% 

6.67% 

13.33% 

26.67% 

6.67% 

 

Frequency of Computer Use  

Very frequently 

Frequently 

Occasionally 

Rarely 

 

73.33% 

6.67% 

6.67% 

13.33% 

 

 

Frequency of Computer Access  

Very frequently 

Frequently 

73.33% 

20.00% 
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Occasionally 

Rarely 

 

0.00% 

6.67% 

 

Frequency of use of an online lab for a college class  

Very frequently 

Frequently 

Occasionally 

Rarely 

Never 

6.67% 

33.33% 

33.33% 

13.33% 

13.33% 

 

Frequency of use of the internet for educational purposes  

Very frequently 

Frequently 

Occasionally 

Rarely 

Never 

46.67% 

20.00% 

26.67% 

6.67% 

0% 

 

Frequency of grammar study in high school  

Very frequently 

Frequently 

Occasionally 

Rarely 

26.67% 

33.33% 

20.00% 

20.00% 
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Never 0% 

 

Opinion of the importance of knowing grammar  

Very important 

Important 

Moderately important 

Of little importance 

Unimportant 

85.71% 

14.29% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

 

Opinion of the importance of learning grammar in English 1301  

Very important 

Important 

Moderately important 

Of little importance 

Unimportant 

92.86% 

0% 

7.14% 

0% 

0% 

 

Opinion of the importance of the computer for teaching grammar  

Very important 

Important 

Moderately important 

Of little importance 

Unimportant 

42.86% 

42.86% 

14.29% 

0% 

0% 
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Preferred learning methods  

Lecture 

Group Work 

Alone Study 

Class Discussion 

Online Personalized Learning 

Games 

Other 

71.43% 

64.29% 

57.14% 

100% 

28.57% 

50.00% 

7.24% 

 

Group C Participants 

Gender  

Male 

Female 

36.36% 

63.64% 

 

Age  

18-29 

30-49 

50-64 

65 and older 

100% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

 

Highest Level of Education  

High school graduate 

Some college completed 

63.64% 

36.36% 
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Trade/technical/vocational training 0% 

 

Ethnic Heritage  

African-American 

Asian/Pacific American 

Hispanic 

Native American 

White 

Other 

9.09% 

0% 

9.09% 

0% 

72.73% 

9.09% 

 

Prior Developmental Reading/Writing Course  

Yes 

No 

9.09% 

90.91% 

 

High School Attended  

Beaumont 

Lumberton 

Bridge City 

Orangefield 

Other 

27.27% 

18.18% 

0% 

9.09% 

45.45% 

 

Program of Study  

Associate of Science Medical Sonography 9.09% 
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Associate of Science Cardiac Sonography 

Associate of Science Health Information Technology 

Associate of Science Radiologic Technology 

Associate of Science Computer Drafting 

Associate of Science Process Operating 

Associate of Arts 

 

9.09% 

9.09% 

9.09% 

9.09% 

18.18% 

36.36% 

 

 

Frequency of Computer Use  

Very frequently 

Frequently 

Occasionally 

Rarely 

Never 

54.55% 

36.36% 

9.09% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

 

Frequency of Computer Access  

Very frequently 

Frequently 

Occasionally 

Rarely 

Never 

90.91% 

0.00% 

9.09% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

 

Frequency of use of an online lab for a college class  



160 

Very frequently 

Frequently 

Occasionally 

Rarely 

Never 

18.18% 

18.18% 

9.09% 

18.18% 

36.36% 

 

Frequency of use of the internet for educational purposes  

Very frequently 

Frequently 

Occasionally 

Rarely  

Never 

54.55% 

36.36% 

9.09% 

0% 

0% 

 

Frequency of grammar study in high school  

Very frequently 

Frequently 

Occasionally 

Rarely  

Never 

0% 

9.09% 

54.45% 

36.36% 

0% 

 

 

 

Opinion of the importance of knowing grammar  
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Very important 

Important 

Moderately important 

Of little importance 

Unimportant 

100% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

 

Opinion of the importance of learning grammar in English 1301  

Very important 

Important 

Moderately important 

Of little importance 

Unimportant 

90.91% 

9.09% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

 

Opinion of the importance of the computer for teaching grammar  

Very important 

Important 

Moderately important 

Of little importance 

Unimportant 

18.18% 

36.36% 

36.36% 

0% 

9.09% 

 

Preferred learning methods  

Lecture 

Group Work 

81.82% 

63.64% 
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Alone Study 

Class Discussion 

Online Personalized Learning 

Games 

Other 

45.45% 

90.91% 

27.27% 

36.36% 

9.09% 

 



163 

APPENDIX H 

DESCRIPTIVES
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Essays 1, 2, 3 and 4 One-Way ANOVA for Sentence Structure Descriptives 

 N Mean Std. 

Dev. 

Std. 

Error 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Minimum Maximum  

Essay 1          

F2F 13 3.3846 2.93083 .81286 1.6135 5.1557. .00 7.00  

Online 11 2.0909 1.86840 .56334 .8357 3.3461 .00 5.00  

Blended 10 2.900 2.23358 .70632 1.3022 4.4978 1.00 7.00  

Total 34 2.8235 2.41800 .41468 1.9799 3.6672 .00 5.00  

Essay 2          

F2F 13 2.000 1.73205 4.8038 .9533 3.0467 .00 5.00  

Online 11 3.6364 2.61812 .78939 1.8775 5.3952 .00 7.00  

Blended 10 3.1000 2.68535 .84918 1.1790 5.0210 .00 8.00  

Total 34 2.8529 2.37579 .40744 2.0240 3.6819 .00 8.00  

Essay 3          

F2F 13 2.000 2.91548 .80861 .2382 3.7618 .00 11.00  

Online 11 2.1818 1.53741 .46355 1.1490 3.2147 .00 4.00  

Blended 10 3.2000 3.15524 .99778 .9429 5.4571 .00 8.00  

Total 34 2.4118 2.60672 .44705 1.5022 3.3213 .00 11.00  

Essay 4          

F2F 13 2.5385 2.36697 .65648 1.1081 3.9688 .00 7.00  

Online 11 4.0000 3.00000 .90453 1.9846 6.0154 .00 8.00  

Blended 10 3.3000 3.86005 1.22066 .5387 6.0613 .00 10.00  

Total 34 3.2353 3.03573 .52062 2.1761 4.2945 .00 10.00  
 

Essays 1, 2, 3 and 4 One -Way ANOVA for Punctuation Descriptives 

 N Mean Std. 

Dev. 

Std. 

Error 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Minimum Maximum  

Essay 1          

F2F 13 2.2308 2.12736 .59002 .9452 35163 .00 7.00  
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Online 11 2.4545 2.06706 .62324 1.0659 3.8432 .00 5.00  

Blended 10 3.000 1.88562 .59628 1.6511 4.3489 1.00 7.00  

Total 34 2.5294 2.00356 .34361 1.8303 3.2285 .00 7.00  

Essay 2          

F2F 13 1.9231 1.80100 .49951 8.347 3.0114 .00 5.00  

Online 11 1.1818 1.16775 .35209 .3973 1.9663 .00 3.00  

Blended 10 3.3000 1.70294 .53852 2.0818 4.5182 .00 6.00  

Total 34 2.0882 1.76442 .30260 1.4726 2.7039 .00 6.00  

Essay 3          

F2F 13 2.0769 1.84669 .51218 .9610 3.1929 .00 6.00  

Online 11 4.0000 3.43511 1.03573 1.6923 6.3077 .00 11.00  

Blended 10 4.1000 3.84274 1.21518 1.3511 6.8489 .00 13.00  

Total 34 3.2941 3.12884 .52659 2.2024 4.3858 .00 13.00  

Essay 4          

F2F 13 1.6154 1.66024 .46047 .6121 2.6187 .00 5.00  

Online 11 2.7273 2.93567 .88514 .7551 4.6995 .00 8.00  

Blended 10 1.6000 1.17379 .37118 .7603 2.4397 .00 3.00  

Total 34 1.9706 2.06684 .35446 1.2494 2.6917 .00 8.00  
 

Essays 1, 2, 3 and 4 One -Way Anova for Verb Tense  Descriptives 

 N Mean Std. 

Dev. 

Std. 

Error 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Minimum Maximum  

Essay 1          

F2F 13 .1538 .55470 .15385 -.1814 .4890 .00 2.00  

Online 11 .0000 .00000 .00000 .0000 .0000 .00 .00  

Blended 10 .0000 .00000 .00000 .0000 .0000 .00 .00  

Total 34 .0588 .34300 .05882 -.0609 .1785 .00 2.00  

Essay 2          

F2F 13 .4615 .96742 .26831 -.1231 1.0461 .00 3.00  

Online 11 .3636 .67420 .20328 -.0893 .8166 .00 2.00  
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Blended 10 .3000 .48305 .15275 -.0456 .6456 .00 1.00  

Total 34 .3824 .73915 .12676 .1245 .6403 .00 3.00  

Essay 3          

F2F 13 .2308 .59914 .16617 -.1313 .5928 .00 2.00  

Online 11 .3636 .80904 .24393 -.1799 .9072 .00 2.00  

Blended 10 .0000 .00000 .00000 .0000 .0000 .00 .00  

Total 34 .2059 .59183 .10150 -.0006 .4124 .00 2.00  

Essay 4          

F2F 13 .0769 .27735 .07692 -.0907 .2445 .00 1.00  

Online 11 .0000 .00000 .00000 .0000 .0000 .00 .00  

Blended 10 .0000 .00000 .00000 .0000 .0000 .00 .00  

Total 34 .2094 .17150 .02941 -.-304 .0893 .00 1.00  

 
Essays 1, 2, 3 and 4 One -Way Anova for Subject-Verb Agreement Descriptives 

 N Mean Std. Dev. Std. 

Error 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Minimum Maximum  

Essay 1          

F2F 13 .6154 1.44559 .40094 -.2582 1.4889  .00 5.00  

Online 11 .7273 .78625 .23706 .1991 1.2555 .00 2.00  

Blended 10 .2000 .42164 .13333 -.1016 .5016 .00 1.00  

Total 34 .5294 1.02204 .17528 .1728 .8860 .00 5.00  

Essay 2          

F2F 13 7692 1.165575 .32332 .0648 1.4737 .00 4.00  

Online 11 .5455 .93420 .28167 -.0821 1.1731 .00 3.00  

Blended 10 .4000 .51640 .16330 .0306 .7694 .00 1.00  

Total 34 .5882 .92499 .15864 .2655 .9110 .00 4.00  

Essay 3          

F2F 13 .4615 .66023 .18311 .0626 .8605 .00 2.00  

Online 11 .5455 .93420 .28167 -.0821 1.1731 .00 3.00  

Blended 10 .5000 1.08012 .34157 -.2727 1.2727 .00 3.00  
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Total 34 .5000 .86164 .14777 .1994 .8006 .00 3.00  

Essay 4          

F2F 13 .5385 .96742 .26831 -.0461 1.1231 .00 3.00  

Online 11 .5455 .68755 .20730 .0836 1.0074 .00 2.00  

Blended 10 .5000 .52705 .16667 .1230 .8770 .00 1.00  

Total 34 .5294 .74814 .12831 .2684 .7905 .00 3.00  
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APPENDIX I 

PRE AND POST TEST STANDARD DEVIATION
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Group A Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

t df Sig. (2 

tailed) 

Pre-Post 

Test 

1.23077 8.54550 2.37010 .519 12 .613 

 

Group B Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

t df Sig. (2 

tailed) 

Pre-Post 

Test 

-3.63636 4.17786 1.25967 -2.887 10 .016 

 

Group C Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

t df Sig. (2 

tailed) 

Pre-Post 

Test 

-2.80000 7.06792 2.23507 -1.253 9 .242 
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