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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT 

Received:  03/3/2021 The case study aimed at investigating the influence of the teacher’s 

feedback toward students’ speaking skill on Google Classroom – a 

free platform attached with email accounts. The study was conducted 

with the help of second year English majored students at School of 

Foreign Languages, Thai Nguyen University. Observations and a 

survey were applied in data collection. The study results showed that 

the weekly feedback had a big role in the students’ awareness of their 

strengths and errors in their speeches posted on Google Classroom. 

Additionally, some suggestions to deal with the errors were given. 

Therefore, thanks to the feedback, the students’ speaking skill can be 

improved. Moreover, the study also finds that Google Classroom can 

help students save time spent on finding the teacher’s comments 

toward their speaking performances. The study brings other teachers 

some ideas for managing students’ homework in the era of technology 

and in the Corona epidemic. 
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THÔNG TIN BÀI BÁO TÓM TẮT 

Ngày nhận bài:  03/3/2021 Nghiên cứu nhằm tìm ra ảnh hưởng của những nhận xét mà giảng viên 

gửi cho sinh viên trên Google Classroom – một nền tảng miễn phí 

được tích hợp trên các tài khoản thư điện tử (email) đối với việc nâng 

cao kỹ năng nói của sinh viên năm hai, tại Trường Ngoại ngữ - Đại học 

Thái Nguyên. Phương pháp quan sát và khảo sát được tác giả sử dụng 

để thu thập dữ liệu nghiên cứu. Nghiên cứu chỉ ra rằng những nhận xét 

của giáo viên giúp sinh viên ý thức sâu sắc ưu điểm và nhược điểm của 

bản thân trong các bài nói. Trong các nhận xét, giảng viên cũng đề xuất 

một số biện pháp khắc phục các lỗi sinh viên mắc phải. Kết quả là khả 

năng nói của sinh viên dần được cải thiện. Nghiên cứu cũng chỉ ra rằng 

Google Classroom giúp sinh viên tiết kiệm thời gian tìm kiếm nhận xét 

của giảng viên dành cho bài nói của mình. Giảng viên và giáo viên có 

thể tham khảo nghiên cứu như một phương pháp hữu ích nhằm quản lý 

bài tập về nhà của học sinh, sinh viên trong thời đại công nghệ và trong 

bối cảnh vi-rút Corona còn hoành hành trên toàn cầu. 
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1. Introduction 

Blended learning on social networks or platforms has been widely applied these days. In 

School of Foreign Languages, Thai Nguyen University; to control students’ homework, teachers 

have been applying some free social networks namely Zalo, Facebook, Gnomio and Schoology. 

However, these networks and platforms have not applied systematically by all teachers at the 

school. In 2020, due to the COVID 19 pandemic, students had to spend nearly two months at 

home joining online courses with their instructors on zoom.us. They were also provided with a 

lot of weekly assignments on Google Classroom, which was believed most user-friendly by most 

of the school’s lectures for some reasons. Google Classroom, which was first launched in 2014 

by Gsuite, was considered as a friendly tool for all lectures and students at all levels. People who 

have an email account can easily access to the platform and there is a Google Classroom 

application for smart phones. Therefore, it is not challenging to join the classes. Additionally, 

Google Classroom plays a great role in making learning more easily as it is extremely useful in 

understandability, attractiveness, and operability [1]. Google Classroom was far better in the 

areas of communication, interaction, perceived usefulness, ease of use, and overall students’ 

satisfaction [2].  

After Google Classroom was chosen to manage students’ homework, it was a big challenge 

for teachers who were supporting students to foster their speaking skill, which is considered as 

one of the macro skills in teaching and learning a language. Speaking skill is defined in many 

ways; for example, speaking is an exchange of knowledge, information, ideas, options and 

feeling among people [3]. Furthermore, speaking is a process in which people share information, 

ideas and feeling; it involves body language mannerism and style-anything that adds meaning to 

a message [4]. To sum up, speaking skill is a kind of communication in which utterances are 

produced orally with words showing the speaker’s messages, knowledge, and emotion. It is the 

features of speaking in classroom that caused teachers’ lack of confidence in using the platform 

for speaking activities and giving feedback toward students’ performances. 

It is commonly believed that if students would like to improve their speaking skill, they may 

need a lot of feedback toward their speaking performances. Hence, giving feedback is essential in 

the teaching and learning process as it helps students recognize their strengths and limitations. In 

language teaching, there are two types of feedback: written feedback and oral feedback. While 

written feedback is about the word choice and grammar rules; oral feedback is delivered orally 

and directly [5]. The study was carried out in speaking lessons in which teachers normally gave 

their feedback orally and directly to students; however, due to no onsite lessons, the researchers 

had no way to provide them oral and direct feedback. Hence, the feedback was typed and sent to 

the students. 

Fiona Hylanda and Ken Hylandb [6] show that praise, criticism and suggestions should be 

included in the feedback. Praise is defined as an act which attributes credit to another for some 

characteristic, attribute, skill… which is positively valued by the person giving feedback [7]. On 

the other hand, criticism is defined as an expression of dissatisfaction or negative comment [8]. 

In this research, the teachers privately gave good points and mistakes that students had in their 

performances, as well as some suggestions so that the students could self-correct their errors. Due 

to the online lessons, the teachers could not provide the students with direct feedback; thus, they 

sent them some written feedback instead. This study aims at answering the question: How does 

the feedback on Google Classroom influence the students’ speaking skill? 

2. Methodology 

This study was conducted on sixty second year English majored students whose target level 

was above A2, but below B1. It means that their level before the course was below or at A2. In 

the course, students were asked to role-play twelve situations. The VSTEP rating scale for levels 
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3-5 was applied to assess the students’ speaking performances on their effectiveness in using 

grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, fluency and discourse analysis. After the course, all 

students were expected to achieve B1 level; hence, the rating skill for levels 3-5, not the one for 

level A2, was applied. The rating scale was carefully explained to the students at the very first 

lesson so that they were aware of how their speaking performances would be evaluated. 

Regarding the participants’ speaking ability before the study, most of the participants were 

thought to be at A2 level after the first year and they were about to begin their third term at the 

university. According the official CEFR guidelines, most of them then could:  

“- Understand sentences and frequently used expressions related to areas of most immediate 

relevance (e.g. very basic personal and family information, shopping, local geography, 

employment). 

- Communicate in simple and routine tasks requiring a simple and direct exchange of 

information on familiar and routine matters. 

- Describe in simple terms aspects of his/her background, immediate environment and matters 

in areas of immediate need.” 

 The textbook for the course was entitled “Life Pre-Intermediate A2-B1” by Cengage 

Learning. There were 15 lessons for six first units, but there were 12 lessons in which students 

dealt with topics and exercises in the textbook, two lessons were arranged for the progress tests 

and the last lesson was for the revision.  

 The students were asked to work in pairs, they could choose their partner on their own so 

that they could find team working easier and less stressed during the term. After each lesson, a 

topic was delivered to the students. There were two parts in a topic: a situation and some 

suggestions to deal with the situation. For example, 

Technology 

Talk to your friend and invent a new kind of robot which helps people. You should talk 

about the following points: 

 what the robot does; 

 who will use the robot; 

 where people use it. 

Talk with your partner/s for 2–3 minutes if you are doing the exam in pairs, or for 4–5 

minutes if it is a group of three candidates. Your production will be recorded. 

The pairs worked together outside the classroom, they recorded the conversations and then 

they posted the videos on folders which were created on their Google Classroom by the teachers. 

After the due date, the teachers watched the videos, sent them some feedback toward their 

performances. The performances were assessed on some categories including grammar, 

vocabulary, fluency and discourse analysis. The feedback were sent to the students in written 

forms in the private comment box below their submissions. Besides showing the students what 

they had done well and what they should improve, the teachers also gave some suggestions so 

that they could self-correct their errors. There were 30 pairs of participants in this study and each 

of them was involved in 12 videos. Hence, there were 360 pieces of feedback delivered during 

the course. 

To get the data for the study, observations and a questionnaire were applied. The researchers 

kept all the feedback in a portfolio, and then they classified their comments in three categories 

including praises, criticisms and suggestions so that they could find out how much the students 

had achieved after the videos. When the course finished, a survey which could collect data about 

the participants’ evaluations toward the feedback was conducted. The items used for the survey 

were adopted from [9]. There were seven questions in questionnaire: (1) I was sent feedback 

regularly. (2) The feedback was detailed enough. (3) I love the privacy of the feedback. (4) It is 

easy to find the feedback. (5) The Google Classroom feedback was useful. (6) I appreciate 

feedback on Google Classroom in other courses. (7) What suggestions would be done for better 
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feedback? The students were asked to put a tick on one of their option namely strongly agree, 

agree, neutral, disagree and strongly disagree for questions 1 to 6. For the 7
th
 questions, students 

wrote their recommendations. The two methods were not only low-cost, easy to do but also could 

satisfy the aim of the research.   

3. Findings and discussion 

As being mentioned above, 360 pieces of feedback on the four categories including grammar, 

vocabulary, pronunciation, fluency and discourse analysis were sent to the students. In each piece 

of the feedback, the teachers provided their praises, criticisms and suggestions toward the 

students’ oral performances. The number of praises, criticisms and suggestions are presented in 

the table 1. 

Table 1. Teachers’ use of feedback acts 

 Praises Criticisms Suggestions Overall 

1
st
 week Videos 120 (31.0%) 167 (43.2%) 120 (31.0%) 387 

2
nd

 week Videos 123 (32.4%) 167 (43.9%) 110 (28.9%) 380 

3
rd

 week Videos 117 (31.6%) 157 (42.4%) 100 (27.0%) 370 

4
th

 week Videos 120 (32.4%) 150 (40.5%) 98 (26.5%) 370 

5
th

 week Videos 135 (37.0%) 147 (40.3%) 90 (24.7%) 365 

6
th

 week Videos 139 (38.8%) 145 (40.5%) 80 (22.3%) 358 

7
th

 week Videos 145 (40.8%) 142 (40.0%) 78 (22.0%) 355 

8
th

 week Videos 149 (42.5%) 138 (39.3%) 75 (21.4%) 351 

9
th

 week Videos 151 (45.1%) 120 (35.8%) 70 (20.9%) 335 

10
th

 week Videos 153 (46.9%) 108 (33.1%) 68 (20.9%) 326 

11
th

 week Videos 160 (50.2%) 98 (30.7%) 63 (19.7%) 319 

12
th

 week Videos 167 (54.8%) 80 (26.2%) 58 (19.0%) 305 

Table 1 shows the number of the praises, criticism and suggestions which were sent to the 

students. It can be seen that the number of praises were gradually increased by 23.8% from the 

first videos to the final videos. To the first videos, 387 comments were given; among them, 

praises took account for 31%. The number was bigger and bigger after videos and reached the top 

at 54.8% for the 12
th
 videos. 

On the other hand, the teachers provided less criticisms and suggestions after the videos. First, 

the number of criticisms was considerably decreased by 17% from 43.9% in the 2
nd

 videos to 

26.2% in the final ones. After the 2
nd

 videos, the proportion of dissatisfaction was gradually 

decreased. Second, more suggestions were provided in the first videos than in the last videos. For 

the 1
st
 videos, nearly one-third of the comments were suggestions, then the number of 

suggestions was given less frequently until it reached the bottom at 19%. 

 From the statistics above, it can be inferred that the students’ speaking ability was 

considerably improved after the videos. The students’ good points and weak points in the videos 

were carefully shown in order that the students were deeply aware of their mistakes. Moreover, 

the students could follow the sources and guides that the teachers provided in the feedback, and 

then the students could correct their mistakes. In other words, the feedback shows its value in 

improving students’ speaking skill. 

After the course, all students were invited to do a survey in which the teacher would like to 

collect the participants’ points of view about some aspects including the regularity, level of 

details, privacy and the friendliness of the feedback. The table 2 shows the participants’ answers 

to the raised questions. 
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Table 2 illustrates the answer to the first six questions. Readers can see that the students 

appreciate the benefits which the feedback posted on Google Classroom brought them. All 

participants agreed that they received weekly feedback regularly. They received more feedback 

than they had in face-to-face meetings. 

Table 2. Benefits of the feedback from the students’ perspective 

The feedback 

is … 

Number of responses 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

Regular  60 (100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Detailed 52 (86.7%) 5 (8.3%) 3 (5%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Private 45 (75.0%) 5 (8.3%) 5 (8.3%) 4 (6.7%) 1 (1.7%) 

Easy to find  53 (88.3%) 2 (3.3%) 4 (6.7%) 1 (1.7%) 0 (0%) 

Reviewable  50 (83.3%) 7 (11.7%) 3 (5%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

A number of 95% of participants responded that the feedback was detailed enough. It is 

known that the teachers gave feedback on all categories performed in the rating scale. 

Additionally, the feedback on the platform overweighed the oral feedback in which due to the 

limitation of time, the teachers could not show them all of their mistakes and could not show 

them some recommendations to eraser the errors; the teachers could not ask the students to repeat 

the conversations in the face-to-face lessons, too. Therefore, the participants could find the 

feedback on Google Classroom easy to follow, understandable and detailed enough. 

 Above 83% of the students showed that they loved the privacy and the ability of reading the 

feedback again and again. Firstly, except excellent students who would like to learn from other’s 

mistakes, most of the students were not willing to show their mistakes and marks to others; the 

private feedback helped them to get more confidence than the public ones. Secondly, the students 

admitted that if they were sent oral feedback, they might not master all details in the teacher’s 

comments due to the limitation of their listening skill. Moreover, after the lesson, they might 

forget the comments. However, thanks to the written feedback on Google Classroom, they could 

read the feedback some times until they could deeply understand their problems and knew what 

to do to avoid the errors. 

Also, 92% of the participants showed that they found it easy to access the teachers’ 

comments. They explained that they always spent a plenty of time finding the teachers’ 

comments on other social networks which had been used to manage their homework because the 

feedback was hidden or taken over by the newest comments. This action took them a lot of time. 

Nonetheless, on Google Classroom, videos of weeks were put in twelve separate folders; hence, 

they only needed to access the folders and their videos, they could find the teachers’ comments 

immediately. 

For the 6
th
 questions, all students agreed that they really appreciated the feedback on Google 

Classroom because of the benefits which the feedback and the format brought them. 

For the last question, about 46.6% of the participants hoped that the feedback should be given 

with lower density. They meant that although they loved the regular feedback, they found quite 

stressed when they were asked to make speaking videos every single week. They recommended 

one video every two weeks.  

4. Conclusion 

To sum up, feedback is extremely essential to students because feedback helps students aware 

of their mistakes and how to correct the mistakes so that students may not make the same errors 

in the following videos. As a result, their speaking performances were remarkably improved. 
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The feedback on Google Classroom improves the joy for their learning because the platform 

provides students some confidence to speak. Moreover, the platform can limit the time spent on 

finding the teacher’s comments, but increase the level of understanding their speaking ability 

thanks to the reviewable feedback. 

However, giving feedback on Google Classroom may bring some tension to both students and 

teachers. Students may find making videos so frequently really time - consuming. While teachers 

also have to spend a big amount of time on typing the feedback to all students compared with 

giving feedback for some students directly in classroom. To solve the issues, it is recommended 

an online feedback every a fortnight. 
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