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ABSTRACT 

The present study examined the effectiveness of Google Classroom media in teaching English for 
tourism students at a private Tourism and Business Institute in Bali during mandatory online learning 
in 2020. The study was qualitative research, implementing the QAIT model for evaluating the 
effectiveness of Google Classroom in teaching English, involving four lecturers and 42 students. The 
data were collected through observations of the teaching-learning process in two classes and interviews 
with the lecturers. The researchers were the primary research instrument, supported by interview 
guides and an observation checklist. In general, the use of Google Classroom in these English for 
Tourism classes was only sufficiently effective, with only one lecturer performing well, two lecturers 
performing sufficiently, and one lecturer performing insufficiently. Obstacles identified among the 
students were lousy internet connection, lack of device, low motivation, and lack of readiness in using 
the online learning platform. In conclusion, the implementation of Google Classroom in the observed 
English Classroom was proven to be only sufficient. This conclusion implies the need for more training 
for teachers in using Google Classroom to improve the quality, appropriateness, incentive, and time-
effectiveness of the teaching and learning process, especially in online learning.  
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ABSTRAK 

Penelitian ini mengamati efektivitas media Google Classroom dalam pengajaran bahasa Inggris untuk mahasiswa 
pariwisata di Institut Pariwisata dan Bisnis swasta di Bali selama pembelajaran online wajib tahun 2020. 
Penelitian ini adalah penelitian kualitatif, mengimplementasikan model QAIT untuk mengevaluasi efektivitas 
Google Classroom di pengajaran bahasa Inggris, yang melibatkan empat dosen dan 42 mahasiswa. Pengumpulan 
data dilakukan melalui observasi proses belajar mengajar di kedua kelas dan wawancara dengan dosen. Peneliti 
bertindak sebagai instrumen penelitian utama, didukung oleh pedoman wawancara dan daftar periksa observasi. 
Secara umum penggunaan Google Classroom pada kelas Bahasa Inggris untuk Pariwisata ini baru cukup efektif, 
dengan hanya satu dosen yang berprestasi baik, dua dosen berprestasi cukup, dan satu dosen dirasa kurang 
memadai. Kendala yang ditemukan pada siswa adalah koneksi internet yang buruk, kurangnya perangkat, 
motivasi yang rendah, dan kurangnya kesiapan dalam menggunakan platform pembelajaran online. 
Kesimpulannya, penerapan Google Classroom di Kelas Bahasa Inggris yang diamati terbukti hanya cukup. 
Kesimpulan ini menyiratkan perlunya lebih banyak pelatihan bagi guru dalam menggunakan Google Classroom 
untuk meningkatkan kualitas, kesesuaian, insentif, dan efektivitas waktu proses belajar mengajar, terutama dalam 
pembelajaran online. 

Kata Kunci: google classroom; pembelajaran daring; english for tourism; QAIT 
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INTRODUCTION 

During the COVID pandemic, 

everyone must keep their distance from 

each other to avoid spreading this 

virus. This obligation is also mandated 

in Indonesia, as instructed in circular 

letter number HK.02.01/Menkes/ 

199/2020 concerning Communication 

on Handling Covid-19 (Ministry of 

Health Indonesia, 2020). However, 

learning activities must be carried on to 

maintain the quality of education. Thus, 

online classes are conducted to replace 

conventional face-to-face classes. In this 

setting, learning activities are carried 

out in the students' and the lecturer's 

residences without the necessity to 

meet in a physical classroom, as 

outlined in the Minister of Education 

and Culture circular letter No.4 of 2020. 

This letter states that all academic 

activities must be conducted online 

until an undetermined time limit 

(Minister of Education and Culture 

Indonesia, 2020), both during the 

pandemic and whenever necessary. 

This concept of online learning is made 

possible by the development of 

technology, where sophisticated 

gadgets and various online learning 

platforms are available (Afifi, 2011; 

Dantes et al., 2019).  

Google Classroom is becoming one 

of the leading choices for online 

teaching, with the Ministry of 

Education and Culture conducting 

training on using Google Classroom for 

teachers. Google creates this teaching 

platform to help educational 

institutions in providing education. 

Google Classroom offers many 

advantages that make it easy for 

teachers to educate their students in the 

teaching and learning process (Phoenix, 

2020). This teaching and learning 

process is inside and outside the 

classroom because students can learn 

anywhere and anytime by accessing 

Google Classroom online. Further, this 

platform becomes a learning 

management system that can provide 

students with teaching materials and 

test facilities (Nicholson, 2020).  

Google Classroom is deemed as 

one of the platforms that are the easiest 

to use and is argued to offer many 

benefits, such as accessibility, flexibility, 

and adaptability in the teaching and 

learning process (Alim et al., 2019; 

Beaumont, 2018; Guzman et al., 2017; 

Heggart & Yoo, 2018; Iftakhar, 2016; 

Sukmawati & Nensia, 2019; Syakur et 

al., 2020). However, many studies have 

argued that Google Classroom also 

challenges teachers and students across 

levels. School children were found to 

have problems with the connection, 

insufficient readiness to use the online 

learning platform, and lack of 

preparedness to autonomous learning 

generally required in online learning 
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(Abidin & Saputro, 2020; Bhat et al., 

2018; Puspitasari et al., 2021; Suhroh & 

Cahyono, 2020; Zakaria, 2021). 

Considering the emergency and 

mandatory nature of online learning, 

evaluation needs to be conducted to 

determine how effective the 

implementation of online learning 

using Google Classroom is, especially 

in the first months of the pandemic. As 

teachers and students are forced to 

adopt online learning methods and pick 

Google Classroom as the platform, the 

teachers' technological competence may 

affect the quality of teaching and 

learning in conventional face-to-face 

teaching and online learning. Thus, 

there is a possibility that this 

mandatory yet sudden transfer to 

online learning and the use of Google 

Classroom may need improvements. 

Hassan et al. (2020) and Puspitasari et 

al. (2021) argue that teachers and 

students found the implementation of 

Google Classroom during the 

mandatory online learning at the 

beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic 

has posed considerable challenges due 

to unfamiliarity with the learning 

management system and technical 

challenges such as limited internet 

access and unavailability of digital 

devices to access the online platform.  

Preliminary observation in a 

tourism and business institute in Bali 

also indicated that the same problems 

were experienced by the lecturers and 

the students, especially during the 

emergency online teaching mandated 

since March 2020. Many meetings were 

canceled during the switch, with 

lecturers trying to find ways to keep the 

knowledge transfer going. The next 

term of the mandatory online teaching 

that started in the second half of the 

year sometimes gave lecturers and 

students more ready. Many lecturers 

also opted for the same learning 

management system to conduct their 

instructions in higher education, 

including lecturers in the tourism and 

business institute previously observed. 

Considering the many challenges 

teachers and students face in the 

implementation of Google Classroom, 

the present study aimed to evaluate the 

implementation of Google Classroom in 

an EFL class in a tourism and business 

institute in Bali using Slavin’s (2017) 

QAIT model.  

Slavin (2017) proposes a QAIT 

model in seeing the effectiveness of 

learning through four inter-related 

elements of instruction: the Quality, the 

Appropriate level, the Incentive, and 

Time management. Quality of 

Instruction concerns how educators 

convey information systems to enable 

the students to achieve the learning 

goals. An appropriate level of 

instruction deals with whether an 
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instruction is suitable for the student's 

level of readiness, as reflected by the 

students' responses during the 

instruction and their accomplishment of 

the assignments. From the aspect of 

Incentive, the learning process is 

evaluated concerning how educators 

motivate students to be enthusiastically 

engaged during the learning process. 

The aspect of Time in Slavin's model 

evaluate whether or not the teaching-

learning process is conducted in 

effective time management: whether or 

not the learning objectives are achieved 

within the allocated time, with the 

proper arrangement as how much time 

is used for apperception and pre-

activity, whilst-activity, and post-

activity as well as for assessment.  

The present study implemented 

Slavin’s QAIT model to follow the 

preliminary observation of using 

Google Classroom in online learning in 

Bali's tourism and business institute. It 

was essential to conduct this research 

because there have been many 

indications of challenges faced by 

teachers in using Google Classroom as 

the platform recommended by the 

ministry to be used during the 

mandatory online learning due to the 

COVID-19 pandemic. Puspitasari et al. 

(2021) found that older teachers had a 

hard time adapting to Google 

Classroom at the beginning of the 

pandemic. Hassan et al. (2020), 

Octaberlina and Muslimin (2020),  and 

Zulkefli et al. (2020) found that students 

found it challenging to use Google 

Classroom because the students that 

they observed did not have a reliable 

internet connection. They found that 

the unstable internet connection 

demotivated the students to study. 

Atmojo and Nugroho (2020) found that 

Google Classroom cannot motivate the 

students to participate in the discussion 

tabs. Meanwhile, students had 

difficulty comprehending the learning 

material shared through Google 

Classroom because they were not 

explained in detail (Agung et al., 2020; 

Atmojo and Nugroho, 2020).  

Moreover, the preliminary 

observation indicated that the lecturers 

experienced difficulties implementing 

Google Classroom. The teaching-

learning process should be investigated 

further to provide a deeper 

understanding of the process and the 

challenges experienced by the lecturers 

in the classroom under investigation. 

This study’s result would become a 

direct recommendation for the institute 

where the study was conducted. 

However, in the broader contexts, the 

results of this study can also serve as 

reflections for teachers and lecturers 

who implement Google Classroom. The 

results can build recommendations for 

teachers and educators about problems 

in implementing Google Classroom and 
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online learning in general, which may 

be taken to stakeholders as 

considerations in making further 

policies related to online learning and 

implementations of specific learning 

management systems. 

 

METHODS 

Research design   

The research method used in this 

study was a descriptive qualitative 

method through an in-depth online 

interview which follows Miles et al.'s 

(2014) model of qualitative data 

analysis. The main instrument for the 

data collection was the researcher, who 

assisted with observation sheets and 

interview guides. The rubric of QAIT 

evaluation is displayed in Table 1, 

while the interview guides are 

displayed in Table 2 and Table 3.   

 

 

Table 1. The rubric of QAIT evaluation for evaluating the Teaching-learning process 

 Aspects of 
Evaluation 

Very Good Good Sufficient Insufficient 

Quality of 
instruction 

All students have 
satisfactory learning 
outcomes in 
accordance with the 
learning objectives. 

Most students have 
good learning 
outcomes following 
the learning 
objectives. 

Some students have 
good learning 
outcomes in 
accordance with the 
learning objectives. 

Most students have 
learning outcomes 
that are incompatible 
with learning 
objectives. 
 

Appropriate 
level of 
instruction 

All students 
understood the 
instructions quickly; 
all students did their 
assignments 
according to the 
instructions given by 
the lecturer. 

Most students 
understood the 
instructions well; 
most students did 
their assignments 
correctly according 
to the instructions 
given by the lecturer. 

Some students 
understood the 
instructions, but 
most of them did not 
fully understand 
them; some did the 
assignments 
correctly according 
to the instruction 
given by the lecturer. 
 

Most of the students 
were confused about 
the instructions; 
students did not do 
the assignments or 
did them incorrectly 
without following 
the instructions 
given by the lecturer. 
 

Incentive All students are 
active in 
commenting and 
sharing opinions on 
class discussions on 
the stream or 
classwork tab. 

Most students are 
active in 
commenting and 
sharing opinions on 
class discussions on 
the stream or 
classwork tab. 

Some students are 
active in 
commenting and 
sharing opinions on 
class discussions on 
the stream or 
classwork tab. 

No students actively 
comment and share 
opinions on class 
discussions in the 
classwork stream or 
tab. 
 
 

Time  Lessons finish on 
time 

 All students 
submit the 
assignment on 

 Lessons finish on 
time 

 Most students 
submit the 
assignment on 

 Lessons finish late 

 Some students are 
late in submitting 
assignments  

 Some learning 

 Lessons finish late 

 Most students are 
late in submitting 
assignments 

 Most learning 
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 Aspects of 
Evaluation 

Very Good Good Sufficient Insufficient 

time 

 All learning 
objectives are 
achieved within 
the time allocated 

time 

 Most learning 
objectives are 
achieved within 
the time allocated 

objectives are 
achieved within 
the time allocated 

objectives are not 
achieved within 
the time allocated. 

Table 2. Interview Guide for the Lecturers 

Category Definition Question 

Quality of 
instruction 

The quality of instruction refers 
to a series of activities carried 
out during teaching and 
learning activities. 

1. How do you teach the material to students in 
Google Classroom? 

2. What do you feel about Google Classroom as 
your new teaching and learning media? 
 

Appropriate 
level of 
instruction 

The way teachers provide the 
appropriate level of teaching 
for teaching diverse students. 

3. How do you inform the assignments to students? 
4. How do you believe your instruction is 

appropriate for your students? 
 

Incentive The way of teachers motivates 
their students 

5. How do you motivate your students? 
6. How do you make sure students are interested in 

the lesson? 
 

Time The efficiency of the time used 
for teaching and learning 

7. How do you manage the time using Google 
Classroom? 

8. Do you think this platform is efficient and 
useful? Why? 

Table 3. Interview Guides for the Students 

Category Definition Question 

Quality of 
instruction 

The quality of instruction refers 
to a series of activities carried 
out during teaching and 
learning activities. 

1. Do you understand the material in Google 
Classroom? 

2. What do you feel about Google Classroom as 
teaching and learning media? 
 

Appropriate 
level of 
instruction 

The way teachers provide the 
appropriate level of teaching 
for teaching diverse students. 

3. How does the lecturer inform the assignments to 
students? 

4. Do you like the teaching-learning process 
conducted through Google Classroom by the 
lecturers?  
 

Incentive The way of teachers motivates 
their students. 

5. Does Google Classroom motivate you to study 
better? 

6. Is the lesson through Google Classroom 
interesting for you? 
 

Time The efficiency of the time used 
for teaching and learning 

7. How do you manage the time using Google 
Classroom? 

8. Do you think this platform is efficient and 
useful? Why? 
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The rubric above was used as 

guidelines to observe the teaching-

learning process as the teacher's and the 

student's activities were observed in 

each of the meetings.  

Research Site and Participants  

The subjects of this research were 

four lecturers of English in a tourism 

and business institute in Bali in the first 

semester of the Academic Year 

2020/2021. The four lecturers taught 

two English Classes. The first class had 

twenty-two students, and the second 

class had twenty students. Lecturer 1 

and Lecturer 2 were in team-teaching in 

the first class, while Lecturer 3 and 4 

were in team-teaching in the second 

class. In these team-teachings, the pair 

taught the class simultaneously and 

shared the same syllabus, but they 

designed their instructions respectively. 

Forty-two students taught by the four 

lecturers in the two classes observed in 

this study were also enrolled as 

secondary research subjects for 

confirming the results of interviews and 

observations conducted with the 

teachers and the learning process. The 

objects of the study were the quality, 

appropriateness, incentive, and time 

management of the online classes 

conducted by the research subjects, 

following Slavin’s QAIT Model  (2017). 

 

 

Data Collection and Analysis 

The data collection methods 

employed in this study were 

observations and semi-structured 

interviews.  

The observations were conducted 

on the online learning through Google 

Classroom and Google Meet as the 

online, face-to-face meeting. The 

observations were conducted in five 

meetings of each of the lecturers' 

classes. Each of the classrooms was 

observed five times, making 20 

observations altogether. The learning 

process observed included the 

recordings of the Google Meets, sharing 

materials, discussions, sending 

assignments, doing examinations, 

grading assignments, giving feedback, 

and conducting exams. The interviews 

were conducted using online platforms 

such as WhatsApp chats, WhatsApp 

video calls or voice calls, and regular 

telephone calls with the lecturers and 

the students. 

During the step of data 

condensation, the data collected were 

then classified into the four elements of 

Slavin’s QAIT model. This step was 

conducted while continuously ensuring 

that all the data were collected and 

tabulated. After the tabulation was 

completed, the analysis was continued 

with categorizing the lecturers' 

instructions following a set of 
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evaluation blueprints adapted from 

Slavin's QAIT Model. All of the steps in 

the data collection, data condensation, 

and data display were conducted 

interactively to ensure that the 

conclusion drawn from the process was 

trustworthy.  

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

Findings  

Table 4 displays the result of the 

observations conducted during the 

teaching and learning activities in 

English in tourism students at the 

International Tourism and Business 

Institute. The observations were 

conducted in 2 classes. Two lecturers 

taught each class in a team-teaching 

model, where each lecturer designed 

their contents for their respective 

Google Classroom. The study observed 

the teaching-learning process as 

recorded through Google Meet, the 

content, and the discussion activities in 

the Google Classroom. In this case, 

objects of the observations are the 

instructions designed by the lecturers, 

the teaching-learning process 

conducted by the lecturers, and the 

activities conducted by the students 

during the meets and in the online 

discussion. 

 

 

Table 4. Observation Result 

Evalua
ted 
Aspect
s 

Observation Results 

Class 
A/ 
Lectur
er 1 

Class 
A/ 
Lecture
r 2 

Class 
B/ 
Lecture
r 3 

Class 
B/ 
Lecture
r 4 

Qualit
y of 
Instruc
tion 

Suffici
ent 

Sufficie
nt 

Good Good 

Appro
priate 
Level 
of 
Instruc
tion 

Suffici
ent 

Good Good Good 

Incenti
ve 

Insuffi
cient 

Insuffic
ient 

Insuffic
ient 

Good 

Time Insufficie
nt 

Insuffic
ient 

Insuffic
ient 

Insuf
ficien
t 

 

Regarding the quality of 

instruction, two lecturers conducted 

their instructions sufficiently while the 

other two lecturers' instructions were 

good. Regarding the appropriateness of 

the instruction level, one lecturer 

performed sufficiently, while the other 

three performed well. The incentive of 

instructions conducted by three 

lecturers was insufficient, but one 

lecturer managed to conduct good 

instruction. However, all four lecturers 

involved in this study reflected poor 

time management in terms of time 

management. In other words, the 

instruction conducted by Lecturer 1 

was sufficient in terms of quality and 

appropriate level of instruction but 

insufficient in terms of incentive and 
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time management. The instruction 

conducted by Lecturer 2 was sufficient 

in terms of quality, good in terms of the 

appropriate level, but insufficient in 

terms of incentive and time 

management. The instruction 

conducted by Lecturer 3 was good in 

terms of quality and appropriate level 

of instructions but insufficient in terms 

of incentive and time management. The 

instruction conducted by Lecturer 4 

was good in terms of quality of 

instruction, the appropriate level of 

instruction, and incentive but 

insufficient in terms of time 

management. The overall instruction 

conducted by Lecturer 1 was 

insufficient, Lecturer 2 was sufficient, 

Lecturer 3 was sufficient, and Lecturer 4 

was good. In general, the instructions 

conducted in the beginner classes of the 

institute under investigation were 

sufficient. 

Discussion  

Quality of Instruction 

From Table 4, it can be observed 

that the quality of instruction 

conducted by the four lecturers in the 

tourism and business institute observed 

in this study was between sufficient 

and good. Lecturer 1 and Lecturer 2 

conducted sufficient quality of 

instruction, while Lecturer 3 and 

Lecturer 4 conducted good quality of 

instruction.  

Lecturer 1 designed the meetings in 

the Google Classroom with the lesson's 

topic, gave videos that explained the 

teaching material and assignments as a 

form of assessment. The face-to-face 

meetings usually lasted quite briefly, 

with the lecturer checking the students’ 

presence and giving assignments, 

which the students did independently. 

This lecturer provided the instructions 

for the assignments on the Classwork 

tab. The learning goals of the classes 

taught by the Lecturer 1 was sufficient, 

with most students did not submit the 

assignments. Interviews with the 

students revealed that they did not 

submit the assignment because they 

could not do it since they did not 

understand how to do it. Lecturer 2 had 

the same instruction pattern, but this 

lecturer provided more alternative 

learning sources, such as e-books, PDF 

files, and videos. This lecturer also 

provided longer explanations of the 

topic and the task in face-to-face 

meetings, with asynchronous 

discussion opened in the comment 

section. However, the comment sections 

did not show any questions from the 

students. In general, most students did 

not achieve the learning objectives, 

despite the richer learning sources 

provided by the lecturer. Interviews 

with the students revealed that most 

students did not read the e-books and 

the PDF files provided by the lecturer. 
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Lecturer 3 and Lecturer 4 designed 

their instruction more completely. In 

addition to learning sources in e-books 

and PDF files, they also provided 

related educational videos from 

YouTube and other websites. During 

the synchronous face-to-face online 

meetings, while recording the students’ 

presence and giving learning materials, 

they also explained the teaching 

material instead of only giving them the 

materials and asking them to read 

independently. They provided clear 

instructions on how to do the 

assignments. Another significant 

difference that they did differently from 

Lecturer 1 and Lecturer 2 was that they 

invited students to ask questions in the 

comment sections. They took time to 

answer the students' questions. 

Interviews with Lecturer 3 and Lecturer 

4 revealed that they tried to conduct 

process assessment through the 

asynchronous discussion to assess 

whether the students understood the 

learning material. They admitted that 

making their students ask questions or 

respond to the lecturers' questions was 

challenging. Observations on the 

comment section revealed that students 

mostly ask about technical aspects like 

submitting the assignment, in what 

format, and whether the deadline was 

fixed. The instructions conducted by 

Lecturer 3 and Lecturer 4 seemed to 

yield better quality of instruction since 

most of their students achieved the 

learning goals with good outcomes.      

The instructions conducted by 

Lecturer 1 and Lecturer 2 relied on task-

based learning that can force students 

to practice learning autonomy, 

especially among adult learners. 

However, the students might have been 

unready with high learning autonomy 

as they were in their first year in the 

university. Thus, the lack of interaction 

between the lecturers and the students 

seemed to affect the students 

negatively. When they did not 

understand the instruction, they did not 

ask. When they were provided with 

more learning sources, they did not 

access them. Fauzan and Arifin (2019) 

also found that the teaching and 

learning process weaknesses using 

Google Classroom can be caused by 

students' reluctance to read. As the 

students were passive, Lecturer 1 and 

Lecturer 2 did not adjust to the 

students’ learning profiles. They acted 

as learning facilitators who directed 

students to carry out certain activities 

without step-by-step assistance, leading 

to students' failure to do the assignment 

and negatively affecting their learning 

outcomes. Fauzan & Arifin (2019) also 

found the same phenomenon where 

failure in understanding the teacher’s 

instructions for the assignments 

resulted in the students’ failure to do 

and submit their assignments. 
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Instructions provided by the lecturers 

need to be clear and complete to allow 

students to learn more effectively 

(Syakur et al., 2020). Furthermore, the 

teacher needs to assist in the learning 

process instead of simply relying on 

assignment completion as the only 

assessment. Ersani et al. (2021) argue 

the importance of providing scaffolding 

for students in an online setting because 

students have different readiness that 

may affect how they progress during 

the learning process and its outcome. 

The instructions conducted by 

Lecturer 3 and Lecturer 4 were of better 

quality when compared to those 

conducted by Lecturer 1 and 2 because 

of the relatively productive 

asynchronous discussion they 

conducted. The study conducted by 

Muslimah (2018) confirms these 

findings. She observed that productive 

discussion in Google Classroom could 

lead to better learning quality. The 

discussions may not be limited to the 

learning contents and technical aspects 

since many students were not familiar 

with Google Classroom and how to 

submit assignments via online 

platforms. Although this may not be 

related directly to the quality of 

instruction conducted by Lecturer 3 and 

Lecturer 4, the teachers' explanation of 

these technicalities facilitated the 

students submitting their assignments, 

albeit some tardiness. This finding is 

similar to the findings conducted by 

Azhar and Iqbal (2018), Fauzan and 

Arifin (2019), and Megawati and 

Astutik (2019). They revealed that the 

mastery of Google Classroom features 

affected the quality of the learning 

process and the learning outcomes. 

Similarly, Shaharanee et al. (2016) argue 

that Google Classroom should be used 

as a tool for active learning. The success 

of the instruction depends on how the 

teachers guide their students; Both in 

terms of learning content and how to 

navigate the online system.  

Appropriate Level of Instruction 

Table 4 displays that the 

instructions designed by the lecturers in 

the tourism and business observed in 

this study were generally good. 

Lecturer 2, Lecturer 3, and Lecturer 4 

designed and conducted their 

instructions well, while Lecturer 1 

designed and conducted sufficient 

instruction.  

The instruction designed and 

conducted by Lecturer 1 seemed to be 

confusing for most students. Some 

students did understand the instruction 

and submitted their assignment, but 

most of them admitted that they were 

confused about the instructions given 

by Lecturer 1. As described previously, 

students in the class taught by Lecturer 

1 rarely submitted their assignments. 

Interview with the students revealed 
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that most students did not do the 

assignment because they did not 

understand how to do it. Observations 

on the instructions of the assignments 

provided by Lecturer 1 revealed that 

the instructions tended to belong with 

unnecessary notes that confused the 

students. Besides the interview with 

Lecturer 1, it was revealed that the 

lecturer tried to provide instructions 

with emphasis that if they did not 

understand the material, they should 

watch the video again and again until 

they understood it. Lecturer 1 admitted 

that the long instructions were 

provided to help the students 

understand how to do the assignment. 

As observed in the Google Classroom 

comment section, Lecturer 1 did not 

provide asynchronous discussions. 

Unlike Lecturer 1, the other three 

lecturers provided asynchronous 

discussion that allowed the students to 

ask questions or comments. Interview 

with the students revealed that the 

productive comment section helped 

them understand the teaching material 

and the assignments' instructions. Thus, 

more students taught by Lecturer 2, 

Lecturer 3, and Lecturer 4 submitted 

their assignments. However, there was 

a difference in productivity between the 

asynchronous discussions held by these 

three teachers. The comment sections in 

the class taught by Lecturer 2 were not 

as active as those taught by Lecturer 3 

and Lecturer 4. 

Nevertheless, the students were 

equally confident in doing the 

assignments. Interview with the 

students taught by Lecturer 2 revealed 

that they did not ask many questions 

because they were reluctant. Besides, 

they also admitted that the instructions 

to do the assignments were 

straightforward to follow them well. 

Observations on the instructions for 

doing the assignments provided by the 

three lecturers revealed that they 

provided short and simple instructions 

that were easy to understand.  

There are two important points to 

highlight considering the 

Appropriateness of the instructions 

level conducted by the four lecturers 

observed in this study. The first one is 

the length and clarity of the instructions 

for the assignments. Observations on 

the instructions for doing assignments 

and the interview with the students 

revealed that short and simple 

instructions provided by Lecturer 2, 

Lecturer 3, and Lecturer 4 were more 

appropriate for the students than the 

long instructions provided by Lecturer 

1. The relevance of shorter and simpler 

instructions among these students 

might be related to the fact that they 

were first-year students who may come 

to the institute with varying degrees of 
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English competence. Thus, shorter and 

simpler instructions would be more 

uncomplicated for them to 

comprehend. The same result was 

found by Alim et al. (2019), who 

explored the effectiveness of Google 

Classroom as an instructional medium 

and revealed that short and simple 

instructions were more effective in 

Google Classroom because they can 

prevent confusion.  

The second point is that the use of 

the Stream Tab contributed positively 

to the student's comprehension of the 

material and the instructions for doing 

the assignments. Using videos as 

learning sources in EFL classrooms has 

been argued to benefit students' 

language skills, vocabulary, 

motivations, pronunciation, grammar, 

and 21st-century skills (Ariantini et al., 

2021; Listiani et al., 2021; Puspawati et 

al. 2021; Wang & Chen, 2019). 

Nevertheless, the present study 

revealed that students still needed 

guidance during the learning process to 

prevent them from being stuck and 

feeling lost. More straightforward and 

shorter instructions for the assignments 

can be understood by more competent 

students and their less-ready friends 

(Dwiyanti & Suwastini, 2021; Suwastini 

et al., 2021). Besides, the discussions in 

the comment sections can also act as 

scaffolding to provide additional 

explanations for students who need 

more guidance (Ersani et al., 2021).  

Beaumont (2018) states that the 

Google Classroom could store data 

from the material taught in the Google 

Classroom so students can quickly 

return to previous material without 

needing to ask their friends or 

educators again. Students can also learn 

the material from data to remember and 

re-learn the material taught before. 

However, the response from the 

students can be taken as a need for 

reflection. Despite the usability of 

Google Classroom for online learning, 

teachers should avoid using it to store 

the material and expect them to learn 

from the material pile. Teachers should 

not make one-size-fits-all material 

because students have different 

learning profiles, readiness, and 

interests (Ersani et al., 2021; Suwastini 

et al., 2021). The material stored in the 

platform should suit the learning theme 

and facilitate students' learning.  

Incentive 

Motivation is essential to students' 

learning process. In Slavin's QAIT 

model, the incentive aspect relates to 

how the instruction designed and 

conducted by the lecturer can motivate 

the students to participate in the 

learning activities and get the best 

benefits from the learning process. 

Table 4 shows that on the instruction 



IJEE (Indonesian Journal of English Education), 8(2), 2021 

272-280 http://journal.uinjkt.ac.id/index.php/ijee | DOI: http://doi.org/10.15408/ijee.v8i2.21932 
P-ISSN: 2356-1777, E-ISSN: 2443-0390 | This is an open access article under CC-BY-SA license 

conducted by the four lecturers, the 

average quality of the instruction was 

borderline insufficient and sufficient. 

Three of the four lecturers conducted 

insufficient instructions, but the 

instruction conducted by Lecturer 4 

was good.  

Lecturer 1 was the lecturer whose 

instruction did not have comment 

sections. That means there was no 

interaction between the lecturer and the 

students after the lecturer was done 

doing the presence checking and 

introducing the topics of the meetings 

on the online, face-to-face meetings. 

Observation on the instructions 

conducted by Lecturer 1 revealed that 

the interaction was limited to the 

lecturer getting to know if the students 

were present or absent and, if they were 

not present, for what reason. Although 

the interaction seemed to be minimum, 

Lecturer 1 checked that the students' 

presence was apparently enough to 

invite some participation from the 

students, albeit very few. Lecturer 2 

and Lecturer 3 opened comment 

sections. However, the students in the 

class taught by Lecturer 2 did not use 

the opportunity. The comment sections 

of the classes conducted by Lecturer 2 

were not productive. Thus, the 

interaction in the instructions 

conducted by Lecturer 2 was more or 

less similar to those conducted by 

Lecturer 1. The students taught by 

Lecturer 3 showed more participation 

than in the learning process conducted 

by Lecturer 1 and Lecturer 2. However, 

there was a significant decline in 

students' participation in the later 

meetings conducted by Lecturer 3. 

Interview with Lecturer 3 revealed that 

not all students' questions were given 

feedback, and the students whose 

comments were not given feedback 

tended to stop posting comments or 

asking questions on the comment 

sections. Interview with the students 

revealed that they felt it was no use to 

participate in the comment section 

anymore because the lecturer did not 

give feedback. It resulted in the low 

average of participation in the 

instructions conducted by Lecturer 3.    

Unlike the other three lecturers, 

Lecturer 4 conducted instructions that 

inspired good participation. Lecturer 4 

conducted the face-to-face online 

meetings longer than the average of the 

three other lecturers. Lecturer 4 took 

time to answer students’ questions 

during the synchronous meetings. 

Furthermore, observations on the 

comment sections and stream tab 

revealed that most students actively 

commented and shared opinions about 

the lecturer's questions. Interviews with 

Lecturer 4 revealed that the lecturer 

tried to answer every question the 

students asked and gave feedback on 

the students' comments. Interviews 
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with the students in this class revealed 

that they felt motivated to answer 

questions and comment because they 

got feedback and reinforcements. The 

interactions between the lecturer and 

the students seemed to boost the 

students' motivations to participate in 

the learning process, resulting in a good 

level of incentive. 

Thus, the dismissal of the comment 

section featured in Google Classroom 

by Lecturer 1 limited the students’ 

participation. The students’ reluctance 

to participate in the comment sections 

in the instruction conducted by 

Lecturer 2 reflected the low effort of the 

lecturer to motivate the students to 

participate. The lecturer could initiate 

the discussions by posting specific 

questions for the students to answer. 

Sudarsana et al. (2019) found that 

effective use of the comments section 

can boost students' participation. The 

lecturer can also use the comment 

sections to post a collaborative project 

that allows students to communicate 

with their peers through the comments 

section and coursework tabs. Heggart 

and Yoo (2018) found that the 

comments section motivates the 

students to interact with their peers and 

build collaborations. The lack of 

participation among the students in the 

class taught by Lecturer 3 was similar to 

the findings from Shaharanee et al. 

(2016). Students enjoyed interacting 

with the teachers in their study but not 

with their peers using Google 

Classroom. Thus, when Lecturer 3 did 

not respond to each of the students' 

comments and questions, they just went 

inactive instead of commenting on their 

friends' opinions.  

Time 

Table 4 displays that all four 

lecturers conducted insufficient time 

management. There were four general 

problems in the teachers’ time 

management: the inability of the 

lecturers to finish the material within 

the time allocation for each meeting, the 

prolonged response-time to teachers' 

questions or in giving comments, the 

students' tardiness in submitting their 

assignment, and the teachers' 

difficulties in managing their time to 

provide feedback and to respond to the 

students’ questions or comments. 

In general, all four lecturers could 

not finish their teaching material within 

the allocated time. They admitted that 

they found it difficult to assess whether 

their students could follow the 

instructions and comprehend the 

material adequately because they could 

not see their expressions. While Google 

Meet promises face-to-face online 

interaction, not every student turned on 

their videos, nor could the screen 

display all of the students' screens 

simultaneously. It was very different 
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from the immediate assessment of the 

students' facial expressions and 

gestures to support a quick process 

assessment that can help the lecturers 

decide how to proceed with the 

instructions. Observations on the 

instruction conducted by Lecturer 1 

revealed that Lecturer 1 provided very 

few explanations synchronously 

without asynchronous discussions as 

follow-ups. Lecturer 2 provided longer 

explanations and asynchronous 

discussion, yet the students’ reluctance 

to comment on the stream tab 

contributed to the lecturer’s inability to 

assess the students’ comprehension. 

Lecturers 3 and 4 had a clearer idea 

about the students' comprehension only 

after prolonged, time-consuming 

discussions.     

Lecturer 1 did not have discussion 

sessions, and the instructions on the 

assignments were considered confusing 

by the students. Thus, most students 

taught by Lecturer 1 did not submit 

their assignments on time. Interviews 

with the students admitted that they 

did not submit their assignments on 

time because they were confused about 

the instructions provided by Lecturer 1. 

Furthermore, the Appropriateness of 

instructions conducted by Lecturer 1 

was only sufficient. Besides, Lecturer 1 

did not use the comment feature. The 

combination of the instruction's low 

Appropriateness and the unavailability 

of asynchronous discussions might 

have affected the students’ prolonged 

tardiness in submitting their 

assignments.  

The same students were taught by 

Lecturer 2. Most of them were also 

tardy in submitting their assignments 

and responding to the teacher's 

comments or questions. Unlike Lecturer 

1, Lecturer 2 used the comment feature 

on the Google Classroom, yet hardly 

any students posted comments or 

questions. Interview with the students 

revealed that their late submission was 

due to the time-consuming nature of 

the assignments. When viewed from 

the evaluation of the level 

appropriateness of the instruction's 

level conducted by Lecturer 2, the level 

was good. That means the instructions 

were appropriate for the student's level 

and readiness. When questions about 

this tardiness were brought up, 

students admitted that they were late 

because it took them long to finish. 

Considering that the instruction was 

appropriate, the students' tardiness 

might have resulted from their inability 

to manage their time well. 

The students taught by Lecturer 3 

were also mostly late in submitting 

their assignments, despite the excellent 

quality and level of instruction 

appropriateness achieved by Lecturer 3. 

Observation showed that students 
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posed questions on the comment 

section, yet many were left without the 

lecturer's responses. As mentioned 

before, an interview with Lecturer 3 

revealed that the lecturer did not reply 

to all students' questions because of 

time limitations. Interview with the 

students taught by Lecturer 3 revealed 

that they were late submitting 

assignments because they could not 

finish the assignments on time. In this 

case, in the instruction conducted by 

Lecturer 3, both lecturer and the 

students had a problem with their time 

management. 

Lecturer 4 had almost all of the 

students’ questions and comments 

attended to, which may have 

contributed to the excellent quality, 

Appropriateness, and incentive from 

the instructions conducted by Lecturer 

4. Nevertheless, observations on the 

time of the feedback given showed 

some tardiness. Perhaps, it was because 

of the many questions and comments 

the lecturer had to respond to. 

Interview with Lecturer 4 revealed that 

the lecturer felt overwhelmed with the 

many comments that needed feedback. 

It was stated that the lecturer tried to 

respond to all of the questions and give 

feedback to all students' comments and 

assignments. However, it took so much 

time to attend them all. Interviews with 

the students revealed that they did not 

submit the assignments on time because 

they were waiting for feedback from 

the lecturer. Thus, while the students 

were waiting for feedback, they delayed 

their submission, causing tardiness in 

the general submissions. Hence, the 

instructions conducted by Lecturer 4 

were quite similar to that of Lecturer 3 

in terms of time management: both the 

students and the lecturer had problems 

with time management. 

Unlike the case with the results of 

Muslimah's (2018) study where time 

management in Google Classroom 

learning was very effective, the research 

results in the current study showed that 

the timing was less effective. The 

difference in this result was found 

because the educators in the 

Muslimah's study applied the Google 

Classroom more optimally than the 

teachers in the current study. It means 

improvement is needed to get better 

time management in using Google 

Classroom in the future. Bhat et al. 

(2018) also found that some students 

did not submit their assignments on 

time on Google Classroom because they 

thought they could submit them 

beyond the deadline. The teacher 

would still accept it as they usually do 

in the case of manual submissions. 

Besides, lecturers in this study admitted 

that they did not know if the students 

told the truth about their problems in 

submitting their assignments or not. 
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This point becomes the lecturers' 

problem in assessing their work. 

Moreover, the instructions of the 

third and four lecturers here were 

better than the first and second 

lecturers, which were compared from 

the number of submission counts on the 

classwork tab on Google Classroom. 

Additionally, to tackle the 

overwhelming need to give students 

feedback, teachers can acknowledge 

students' comments on each other's 

work as feedback. Another alternative 

is to post general feedback at the end of 

the meeting and encourage the students 

to reflect on their progress in learning. 

General feedback can improve students' 

learning autonomy since they have to 

identify their participation in the 

classroom. It is more practical for the 

teachers, as suggested by Heggart and 

Yoo (2018).  

CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTION 

Based on the result of this study 

and the discussion, it can be concluded 

that using Google Classroom media in 

teaching English for tourism students is 

not effective. It is proven by the 

discussion of this study based on the 

result of interviews and observations. 

The researcher found that the lecturer 

had not yet fully adapted to this 

teaching media and had not found the 

right teaching strategy for this media. 

This problem emerges because this is 

the first time lecturers and tourism 

students have used this media and have 

not fully adapted to this. The slow 

response of students makes lecturers 

assume that students are less interested 

in using Google Classroom, which 

makes lecturers want to use other 

media which are more attractive. 

Furthermore, the analysis on the 

learning effectiveness of using Google 

Classroom for teaching based on four 

elements of the QAIT model proposed 

by Slavin (2017) showed that this media 

is less optimal in teaching English. In 

addition, lecturers face many problems, 

such as students who are late joining 

class to students who are late in 

collecting assignments for various 

reasons. It means many improvements 

must be made to achieve the learning 

objectives in these online classes.  
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