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Abstract

The advent of the COVID-19 pandemic reconfigured several aspects of life, one of which is education.
A study on grassroots voices on online learning is a dearth of. Therefore, a present study was
addressed to uncover teachers’ and students’ voices in online learning. Questionnaires and interviews
were employed to garner data. 233 students and 30 teachers’ responses from questionnaires were
obtained. The interviews were conducted to obtain in-depth data. The data were interpreted
descriptively. The results showcased that students’ voices on the ease of GC and GC performance
were positive, yet institution support was not maximally implemented. Simultaneously, the teachers’
voices on the ease of GC, the performance of GC, and the supports of institution were positive. In a
nutshell, teachers and students have a positive impression of online learning. Their positive
impression comes from the ease of the online platform operation, the online platform’s good
performance, but student views that the institutional support is not maximally implemented. The ease
of using online platforms should be considered in choosing one of the various online platforms
available. The online platform features are not complicated for students and teachers to easily
operationalize the online platform and support teaching and learning activities such as delivering
materials, assigning tasks, submitting a task, and assessing tasks.

Keywords: Pandemic, Online Learning, Google Classroom

1. Introduction

The advent of the COVID-19 pandemic reconfigured several aspects of our life, one
of which is education. The pandemic reshaped teaching and learning aspects (Yi & Jang,
2020). A course set for face-to-face was re-planned online. Several countries decided to
regulate the lockdown policy, e.g., stayed at home, did self-isolation if needed, even worked
and studied from home to prevent the spread of the virus. Consequently, online learning is
exerted. For educators, it is a challenge because of a sudden transformative learning
modality. Nevertheless, the challenge enabled teachers more creative (Yi & Jang, 2020).
They need to adapt to the online environment, which is possibly unfamiliar for some of them.
Educators have an extra task to keep the learning process going and ensure that the
students well-received the knowledge given.

Fortunately, the emergence of new technologies, such as internet, provides teachers
with various online platforms. The online platforms used were Baidu Post Bar, Facebook,
Google Docs, Piazza (Neumann & Kopcha, 2019; Ruthotto et al., 2020; Shu & Gu, 2018; Ulla
& Perales, 2020). Teachers are able to utilize online discussion to enhance learner’s
participation and interaction (Ke, 2013; Ruthotto et al., 2020; Zheng & Warschauer, 2015). In
addition, the internet offers a plethora of resources in which teachers select what best for
their learners. Across several ways, the advent of online courses had inspired higher
education lecturers to think more intensely than ever about how their students learn and
communicate with their resources. Online courses make lecturers rethink how to design
materials that the students can learn effectively. Online teaching and learning have two types
of instruction: synchronous and asynchronous. Asynchronous communication as a written
form while synchronous as real-time communication (Straub & Vasquez, 2016). Those
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instructions (synchronous and asynchronous) offer students to interact with other students
with different cultural backgrounds. Students could exchange information and be free to
choose how to learn.

Online learning is often used to write either collaborative writing or give feedback on
an article. Students felt that online collaborative writing was effective with various procedures
(Limbu & Markauskaite, 2015). Therefore, the existence of a lecturer in online learning is still
needed in order to vary the learning procedure. Some researches on the factors that affect
online learning performance had also been conducted. The level of e-learning tool
acceptance among students, particularly in developing countries revealed that the
acceptance of e-learning services is influenced by three critical things: teacher preparation,
independent learning, and a feeling of self-efficacy (Valencia-Arias et al., 2019). After
investigating some students at three universities in Colombia, these three variables have
been concluded. However, this has to consider the constraints of technical access and online
accessibility faced by growing developing countries. Responding to the pandemic situation,
Indonesia government decided a similar educational system regulation by shifting face-to-
face (offline) into an online learning or virtual classroom. The teacher used various online
platforms (Atmojo & Nugroho, 2020), and the second-highest of the online platform is Google
Classroom (Purwanto et al., 2020). Google Classroom (hereafter, GC) provides in-class-like
activities, e.g., assigning assignments, evaluating the assignment, uploading materials,
having a discussion, and giving feedback. GC is an online academic platform in which
teachers can conduct their teaching in an online environment. Google classroom is a
paperless system for educational purposes.

Several previous studies have been conducted on virtual classroom or online
learning. First study compared a virtual and traditional classroom for medical students in a
specific radiology lesson (Morice et al., 2020). Their findings revealed that there were no
noticeable differences between virtual and traditional classroom. Second study used
Facebook as their virtual classroom and found that Facebook helps to engage the students
on the path of personal development (MiloSevi¢ et al.,, 2015). Moreover, other study
concluded that blog offered online peer engagement (Mabuan, 2018). Other study also found
that students’ English language productivity increased using digital platforms (Nugroho &
Atmojo, 2020). Next, a study found that asynchronous peer feedback helped Taiwanese
students in writing sentences (Shang, 2017). A study analyzed agriculture students’ writing
errors in an online environment (Prasetianto & Maharddhika, 2020). In addition, teaching
techniques in online learning have been proposed, such as online literature circle,
cooperative learning, CAFE instructional design (Ferdiansyah et al., 2020; lvone et al., 2020;
Wang, 2020).

The previous studies that have been conducted focused on teaching techniques in
online learning, the perception of primary school teachers and parents in online learning, and
the students’ engagement in online learning. Yet, studies hearing higher education teachers'
and students' voices are still dearth of. Therefore, a present study was addressed to uncover
grassroots voices in online learning. It is intriguing to hear grassroots voices since online
learning has been applied for the first time in almost all parts of Indonesia. Grassroots in this
present study refers to students and higher education teachers who are the users and the
online learning doers. The significance of the present study can be used by policymakers as
a basis in making online learning policy.

2. Method

The research setting was at the Faculty of Agriculture in one of the universities in
East Java, Indonesia. The students received three types of learning, i.e., lecture, practicum,
and tutorial. The lecture was that theoretical materials were delivered to students with a time
allotment of one credit for 50 minutes. Practicum was that students practiced their skills and
materials garnered from lectures with a time allotment of one credit for 100 minutes. The
tutorial was to deepen and reinforce students’ understanding of the materials through
exercises and assignments. During the pandemic, the learning process must migrate into
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online, employing Google Classroom (GC) for asynchronous and Google Meet for
synchronous learning. This present study recruited eight classes of the Agroecotechnology
program from the Faculty of Agriculture in one of the universities in East Java, Indonesia.
The participants were first-year students, and the total number of participants was 233. The
eight classes were chosen regarding their ease of access, and the researchers taught those
classes. This research also involved 30 Agriculture teachers who agreed to participate in this
research. They were senior, middle, and junior teachers from different programs at the
Faculty of Agriculture. Senior teachers were defined as more than 20 years teaching, and
middle teachers were more than 10 years teaching, junior teachers were less than ten years
teaching.

The online questionnaire aimed to gain the students’ and teachers’ perceptions of GC
during the COVID-19 pandemic. It consisted of seventeen questions for students and
eighteen questions for the teachers. All items used Bahasa Indonesia and were rated
on Likert-scale: strongly disagree (1-point), disagree (2-point), agree (3-point), and strongly
agree (4-point). The questionnaires for students and teachers were classified into three
indicators: ease of use, performance, and institution supports, with different questions
tailored to each target participant. The guestionnaires used Google form. A semi-structured
interview was employed to garner in-depth data from the students and teachers. Ten
guestions were employed for the students and regarding their experience in using GC for
online learning. The teachers’ interview consisted of thirteen questions covering their prior
experience in online teaching, the use of GC, giving online assessment and feedback,
interaction with students, presenting materials, and the effectiveness of using GC for online
teaching. The interview was conducted online through the Google Meet platform. During the
interview, the researchers used Bahasa Indonesia to make the respondents ease responding
to the questions. Sixteen out of thirty teachers were willingly interviewed and recorded.
Meanwhile, 48 students were interviewed drawn from 6 representatives in each class.

Data was garnered from the guestionnaires and the interviews. The guestionnaires
for both teachers and students were distributed through the Whatsapp group. The
researchers randomly assigned six representatives from each class as interviewees and
recorded the interviews for student interviews. The teachers who were willingly interviewed
responded to the interview guides and recorded them. The average interview time for each
student and teacher lasted around twenty to thirty minutes. The response of questionnaires
was gained automatically since the questionnaires were distributed online using Google
form. Then, the mean score of each question was estimated. The mean score was rounded
up. Next, the data were interpreted descriptively. From the interview data, the recorded
interviews were transcribed and translated into English. Then, the transcriptions were coded
based on each theme. The research results portrayed the student and teacher perception of
GC on three main themes: ease of use, performance, and institution support.

3. Result and Discussion

Results

The results of study are presented in two sections, i.e., students’ voices and lecturers’
voices. The students’ and lecturers’ voices are shown based on three indicators: ease of
Google classroom, the performance of Google classroom, and institution supports.

Students’ Voices

Students’ voice was obtained from the questionnaires and interview. 233 students
responded to the questionnaires. 47 students were willingly interviewed. The responses
regarding the ease of using Google Classroom is presented in Table 1. Table 2 presents
students’ responses to performance of Google Classroom. Table 3 shows the students’
responses to support provided by institution.
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Table 1. Responses to Ease of Using Google Classroom

Question Option f mean
1. Itis easy to navigate features of SA 76 (32.6%)
GC A 152 (65.2%) 3
D 5(2.1%)
SD 0 (0%)
2. It easy to do the assignment SA 43 (18.5%)
A 161 (69.1%) 3
D 27 (11.6%)
SD 2 (0.9%)
3. ltis easy to submit assignment SA 66 (28.3%)
A 156 (67%) 3
D 11 (4.7%)
SD 0 (0%)
4. ltis easy to do a presentation SA 30 (12.9%)
A 128 (54.9%) 3
D 70 (30%)
SD 5 (2.1%)
5. ltis easy to communicate or SA 33 (14.2%)
discuss with teacher A 176 (75.5%) 3
D 20 (8.6%)
SD 4 (1.7%)
6. Itis easy to work individually SA 42 (18%)
A 168 (72.1%) 3
D 20 (8.6%)
SD 3 (1.3%)
7. ltis easy to work collaboratively  SA 14 (6%)
A 139 (59.7%) 5
D 75 (32.2%)
SD 5 (2.1%)
8. ltis easy to understand learning SA 11 (4.7%)
material or teacher’s explanation A 130 (55.8%) 5
D 84 (36.1%)
SD 8 (3.4%)
Table 2. Responses to Performance of Google Classroom
Question Option f mean
1. GC has easy features to SA 35 (15%) 3
understand A 179 (76.8%)
D 19 (8.2%)
SD 0
2. GC provides ease of checking SA 60 (25.8%) 3
materials, assignments and A 159 (68.2%)
announcement D 14 (6%)
SD 0 (0%)
3. GC provides ease of saving SA 82 (35.2%) 3
materials and assignment and is A 145 (62.2%)
able to access them anytime D 6 (2.6%)
SD 0 (0%)
4. GC provides to return score and SA 26 (11.2%) 3
feedback instantly A 168 (72.1%)
D 37 (15.9%)
SD 2 (0.9%)
5. GC uses little memory space in SA 32 (13.7%) 3
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Question Option f mean
smartphone A 179 (76.8%)
D 21 (9%)
SD 1 (0.4%)
6. GC makes effective and efficient SA 15 (6.4%) 2
learning A 124 (53.2%)
D 87 (37.3%)
SD 7 (3%)

Table 3. Responses to Supports Provided by Institution

Question Option f mean
1. Students undergo training on how SA 9 (3.9%) 2
to use GC A 131 (56.2%)
D 83 (35.6%)
SD 10 (4.3%)
2. IT technician is ready to help for SA 12 (5.2%) 2
technical problems A 141 (60.5%)
D 75 (32.2%)
SD 5 (2.1%)
3. Students use internet data SA 8 (3.4%) 2
provided by the university A 44 (18.9%)
D 96 (41.2%)
SD 85 (36.5%)

Teachers’ Voices

Teachers’ voice was obtained from the questionnaires and interviews. The
gquestionnaires are presented in Table 4, elaborating on the ease of using Google
Classroom. Thirty teachers responded to the questionnaires, and fifteen teachers were
willingly interviewed. Table 5 shows the teachers’ resposes to performance of Google
Classroom. Table 6 presents the teachers’ responses to supports provided by Institution.

Table 4. Responses to Ease of Using Google Classroom

Question Option f mean
1. Itis easy to navigate the features of GC SA 15 (50%) 3
A 13 (43.3%)
D 2 (6.7%)
SD 0 (0%)
2. ltis easy to prepare and compose SA 12 (40%) 3
teaching materials A 16 (53.3%)
D 2 (6.7%)
SD 0 (0%)
3. ltis easy to assign a task SA 11 (36.7%) 3
A 18 (60%)
D 1 (3.3%)
SD 0 (0%)
4. ltis easy to categorize task and SA 11 (36.7%) 3
assignment A 12 (40%)
D 7 (23.3%)
SD 0 (0%)
5. ltis easy to present teaching materials SA 11 (36.7%) 3
A 17 (56.7%)
D 2 (6.7%)
SD 0 (0%)
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Question Option f mean
6. Itis easy to communicate and discuss with SA 6 (20%) 3
students A 19 (63.3%)
D 5 (16.7%)
SD 0 (0%)
7. ltis easy to teach individually SA 9 (30%) 3
A 14 (46.7%)
D 7 (23.3%)
SD 0(%)
8. ltis easy to teach and work collaboratively SA 4 (13.3%) 3
with other teachers A 20 (66.7%)
D 5 (16.7%)
SD 1(3.3.%)
9. ltis easy to access students’ assignment SA 8 (26.7%) 3
and score A 17 (56.7%)
D 5 (16.7%)
SD 0(0%)
Table 5. Responses to Performance of Google Classroom
Question Option f mean
1. GC has easy features to understand SA 8 (26.7%) 3
A 21 (70%)
D 1(3.3%)
SD 0 (0%)
2. GC provides ease of delivering materials, SA 15 (50%) 3
assignments and announcement A 13 (43.3%)
D 2 (6.7%)
SD 0 (0%)
3. GC provides ease of saving materials and SA 12 (40%) 3
assignment and is able to access them A 16 (53.3%)
anytime D 2 (6.7%)
SD 0 (0%)
4. GC facilitates teacher to assess, evaluate SA 8 (26.7%) 3
and give feedback instantly A 19 (63.3%)
D 3 (10%)
SD 0 (0%)
5. GC uses little memory space in SA 8 (26.7%) 3
smartphone A 14 (46.7%)
D 8 (26.7)
SD 0 (0%)
6. GC makes effective and efficient learning  SA 6 (20%) 3
A 16 (53.3%)
D 8 (26.7%)
SD 0 (0%)
Table 6. Responses to Supports Provided by Institution
Question Option f mean
1. Teachers undergo a training how to use SA 12 (40%) 3
GC A 15 (50%)
D 3 (10%)
SD 0 (0%)
2. IT technician is ready to help for technical SA 8 (26.7%) 3
problems A 20 (66.7%)

Jurnal Pendidikan Indonesia (JPI) | 575



JPI, Vol. 10 No. 3, September 2021

p-ISSN: 2303-288X, e-ISSN: 2541-7207 DOI: 10.23887/jpi-undiksha.v10i3.29561
Question Option f mean

D 2 (6.7%)
SD 0 (0%)

3. Teacher uses internet data provided by SA 1 (3.3%) 2

the university A 7 (23.3%)

D 16 (53.3%)
SD 6 (20%)

Discussion

Students’ Voices

An easy feature of the online platform used is essential so that the teaching and
learning process takes place. Students do not feel burden doing online activities such as
assignments and quiz submission; one simple online platform is GC. GC had easy
instructions to follow (Amin & Sundari, 2020). Students are able to learn how to navigate the
features by themselves. They learn from blogs or Youtube regarding how to use GC, even
for a student who never used GC before.

Interaction with the teacher in the online platform must also be accommodated
because the online platform enables students to ask if they need further clarification about
the teaching materials. Learning is developed in student and teacher involvement (Mardiana,
2020). This involvement includes a question and answers interaction between teacher-
students or students-students. GC facilitated interaction between student and classroom
content (Heggart & Yoo, 2018). An excellent online platform should provide interaction in
order learning experience takes place. GC accommodates this interaction with comment
features, and it is asynchronous. Students feel beneficial in asynchronous interaction
(Swaggerty & Broemmel, 2017). In addition, collaborative work among students plays a
pivotal role in learning. It was found that a positive relationship between interaction in the
group and collaborative learning (Hernandez-Sellés et al., 2019). Students’ interaction
among students when they are doing collaborative work affects their learning because they
learn from their peers and fill a gap of knowledge. Yet, students view that GC less
accommodate for collaboration. Students used Whatsapp for collaboration and interaction
among them. Students prefer to use Whatsapp, which they often use. WhatsApp was two
mostly phone use among students (Paakkari et al., 2019). Students’ extent their use of
technology by using other platform to support their learning if they think that a particular
platform is insufficient.

One surprising result was that students were difficult to understand teaching
materials. The teaching materials were only uploaded in GC, and then students read the
materials. This type of teaching imitates in-class teaching in which students read the
materials and then conduct a discussion led by the teacher. This type of teacher is the one
who feels comfortable with his/her comfort zone in teaching and reluctant to improve their
digital literacy (Mardiana, 2020). The teacher wants to explain in synchronous learning,
whereas synchronous learning is challenged by the signal problem, resulting in a missing
explanation. Asynchronous discussion is possibly a solution for comprehending materials in
which the teacher explains further in the discussion. Also, their peer can contribute to the
discussion regarding their perspective and trigger critical thinking. Peer-facilitation promotes
critical thinking in asynchronous online discussion (Oh et al., 2018).

The online platform should be easily accessible for students in order they are able to
check the assignment given by the teacher and saving the materials. Fortunately, GC
provides notification of assignments to check and do not miss the assignment. Individuals
with higher FOMO levels could have an increased chance of acquiring and engaging with
more INs at the cost of other learning-related activities (Rozgonjuk et al., 2019). The
notification is beneficial in online learning since students are flooded with several
assignments from other different courses. Moreover, GC has a “to-do list” feature that can
act as a reminder for students and review unfinished tasks. GC send the notification in
students’ email, then it will pop up in students’ smartphone. Email notification increased
students’ participation in the virtual classroom (Morice et al., 2020).

Jurnal Pendidikan Indonesia (JPI) | 576



JPI, Vol. 10 No. 3, September 2021
p-ISSN: 2303-288X, e-ISSN: 2541-7207 DOI: 10.23887/jpi-undiksha.v10i3.29561

Online platform installed in a smartphone with low memory space enables increased
accessibility and flexibility because students are really engaged with their smartphone.
Ownership of a smartphone among Indonesian students is high (Pratama & Scarlatos, 2020).
With a high number of smartphone ownership, smartphones become students' personal
belonging and are held everywhere. Hence, an online platform that can be accessed using a
smartphone is preferable. GC was most satisfactory regarding device agnostic (Heggart &
Yoo, 2018). Students can access GC using their various devices, including smartphones.

Teachers’ Voice

Online platform operationalized easily by the teacher is preferable. Teachers have
many things to do when they teach, such as assigning tasks, preparing teaching materials,
presenting the materials, and assessing the task. An easily operationalized platform saves
the teacher’s time to prepare what to teach during online teaching and learning. As teachers
should be well-prepared to conduct online teaching (Mardiana, 2020b), time used for
teaching preparation is more essential than used for technical problems in operating the
online platform. Additionally, teachers apply efficient instructional methods and are selective
during presenting the materials because of limited online learning time. Teachers modify
materials and deliver essential materials (Fauzi & Sastra Khusuma, 2020; Rasmitadila et al.,
2020). Moreover, a good design of instruction plays a pivotal role in the success of
technology-enhanced learning activities (Zheng et al., 2015). Teachers communicating with
their students must be facilitated because of limited time in presenting materials
synchronously. Teachers can trigger students’ understanding of certain materials by posting
a question. Questions posted facilitate students’ discussion in the online platform, and thus
the students can learn from their peers. The question posted is not yes/no question but a
question inviting a longer response in order a discussion takes place. Divergent question
prompts students’ discussion because it invites a longer response from the students
(Prasetianto, 2019).

Online platforms extremely help teachers regarding assignments because they easily
access the scores everywhere, without bringing students’ paperwork everywhere. The scores
are organized based on the assignment, and they can be downloaded. Moreover, the lost
possibility of students’ work is minimized since the work is uploaded in the cloud. It is
sometimes difficult to manage students’ work for the teacher having several classes with
many students in each class. Thus, online learning reduces the teacher’s workload related to
the assignment. The online platform used offers simple features for teachers; thus, they are
able to understand the function of the features. Some of the simple features are delivering
materials, assignments, and assessments. Those features are required by teachers when
they teach in-class teaching activities. The online platform enables teachers to adapt
instantly using it. As e-learning or technology-related application becomes an obstacle for
several teachers (Windiarti et al., 2019). Therefore, the online platform providing easy
features is preferable.

An assessment using the online platform is efficiently conducted because the score
emerges automatically. It helps teachers a lot because assessing students’ tasks is time-
consuming and energy-consuming, especially a large class. Although the teaching and
learning process was conducted online, teachers expressed a positive view of learning
effectiveness and efficiency. It means that learning objectives can be obtained through online
learning. The learning outcome is achieved during online learning (Giatman et al., 2020).
Supports from other parties are also required because the sudden shift in education needs
collaboration from several parties, e.g. teachers, institutions, and governments. Online
learning-related training provided by the institution is helpful in order to increase teachers’
skills in technology. As previous study suggested that training and guidance from IT experts
were needed (Windiarti et al., 2019).
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4. Conclusions and Suggestions

Teachers’ and students’ views on online learning are positive. Their positive
impression comes from the ease of the online platform operation, the online platform’s good
performance, but student views that the institutional support is not maximally implemented.
The ease of using online platforms should be considered in choosing one of the various
online platforms available. The online platform features are not complicated for students and
teachers to easily operationalize the online platform and support teaching and learning
activities such as delivering materials, assigning tasks, submitting a task, and assessing
tasks. Furthermore, other parties support, e.g., institutions and governments are required in
order the teaching and learning activities are conducted well in the online environment. The
present study has limitations because it employed students from a similar study program and
a similar cohort. Further research needs to conduct. The research employs more students
and teachers, e.g., students with different cohorts. A research hearing from a policymaker's
perspective is interesting to conduct.
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