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Abstract

This study examined how Chinese university English as a foreign language (EFL) students engaged in a language massive open
online course (LMOOC) on source culture to meet their learning needs. Learning analytics data from 818 course participants
revealed a funnel-shaped pattern of participation, with a significant decline in video-watching and discussion forum participa-
tion occurring before the midpoint of the course. However, the quality of student contributions remained stable, as no signif-
icant decline was observed in the length or syntactic complexity of discussion board posts. To further investigate these
engagement behaviors, we conducted interviews with 47 participants and identified three types of learners with distinct
learning objectives: culture-learning-oriented learners, language-learning-oriented learners, and culture- and language-
integrated learning-oriented learners. Our findings highlight the selective nature of learner engagement in LMOOC activities,
where learners exercised agency in choosing how to interact with course resources. Despite not always adhering to tradi-
tional course completion patterns, they continuously engaged in deep reflection on language and culture learning, which led
to extended learning practices and increased awareness of cultural identity both within and beyond the LMOOC. This study
offers practical implications for LMOOC designers and addresses the need for EFL educators to reassess the goals and meth-
ods of culture teaching, promoting reflective engagement in culture learning in today’s globalized, technology-driven world.
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Introduction it should be acknowledged in EFL education (Huang &
. . . . Fang, 2023; McKay, 2002). With Global Englishes (GE)
Language does. not e.><1s't apart from culture” (Sapir, challenging the traditional native-oriented norm of
1921, p. 207). Given thls'mterconnectedne.ss of langgage English teaching (Fang et al., 2022; Rose et al., 2021), it
and .culture, culture learning has been considered an inte- is widely acknowledged that focusing solely on Anglo
gratlfle part of langu.age education (Byram & Morggn, culture in EFL curricula can be insufficient and even
1994, Kl"c.lmSCh, 1993, Spel’ldder et dl., 2020) For Engllsh pI‘OblematiC (ChaO, 2013’ Hal‘umi, 2002’ HO]llday,
as a foreign language (EFL) educators, the central con-
cern has moved from whether to teach culture to ques-
tions such as “whose culture should be taught, what
goals should guide culture teaching, and how culture-
related course materials should be designed and selected”
(Nault, 2006, p. 314).
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concern is the importance of home culture, or “source
culture” in Cortazzi & Jin’s (1999, p. 204) term, and how Data Availability Statement included at the end of the article

2011). Since the number of people using English as a sec-
ond or foreign language today has surpassed that of
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native speakers (Crystal, 2001), it is equally important, if
not more beneficial, for EFL learners to critically reflect
on their home culture while actively engaging with inter-
nationalized cultural forms (Shin et al., 2011). In line
with this perspective, researchers suggest using source
culture content in English teaching to challenge the hege-
mony of Anglocentric cultures (J. Liu & Fang, 2017) and
to “minimize the potential of marginalizing the values
and lived experiences of the learners” (McKay, 2003, p.
19). Guo and Beckett (2007) even point out the need for
policy shifts toward implementing critical multicultural-
ism to reclaim local cultures and knowledge.

Against this backdrop, many countries have intro-
duced policies that promote the integration of home cul-
ture into foreign language education, with China being a
notable example (Prastiwi, 2013; Wen, 2016). For exam-
ple, the recent college English curriculum reform in
China (Ministry of Education, 2020) identifies the goal
of enabling students to express their cultural identity
more effectively in international contexts. This reform
aligns with the country’s diplomatic mission of “Telling
China’s Stories Well” and its broader initiative to pro-
mote Chinese culture abroad.

Despite the interest shown by scholars and policy-
makers in the potential of source culture learning to
enhance EFL learners’ intercultural communicative com-
petence (Fenner, 2000; Soria & Troisi, 2014), there have
been few studies that explore how students actively
engage with their home culture for language learning
purposes. As Weninger and Kiss (2013) point out, the
paradigm shift in language and culture teaching calls for
a more dynamic understanding of “acts of meaning-
making in actual learning situations” (p. 700). This shift
is particularly relevant in the digital age, where learning
environments extend beyond formal classroom settings
to include informal learning opportunities, such as mas-
sive open online courses (MOOCs). A more in-depth
investigation of EFL learners’ meaning-making pro-
cesses in source culture learning within MOOC environ-
ments can provide insights for language teachers and
language MOOC (LMOOC) designers, enabling more
effective integration of source culture into EFL pedago-
gical practices, material development, and curriculum
design. Therefore, the present study aimed to explore the
practices and motivations of LMOOC course-takers in
learning source culture, providing guidance for LMOOC
designers and EFL educators.

Literature Review
Source Culture in EFL

The integration of source culture into cultural teaching
resources has gained prominence as scholars seek more
transformative and critical approaches to EFL

education. As Byram and Morgan (1994) put it,
“Learners cannot simply shake off their own culture and
step into another. It is not a question of putting down
their ‘cultural baggage,” for their culture is a part of
themselves, has formed them and created them as social
beings” (p. 43). This understanding of source culture
calls for pedagogies that cultivate students’“awareness of
their own cultural situatedness” (Blasco, 2012, p. 476).
For example, Bennett (2004) suggests a self-reflexive
approach to intercultural development, in which learners
use their own culture as a point of departure and expand
this reflection to include other cultures. Larzen-
Ostermark’s (2008) affective approach to culture teach-
ing emphasizes the significance of a reciprocal, dialogic
process where students’ home culture interacts with for-
eign cultures. In the same vein, researchers have argued
that students should develop an understanding of their
local cultures to turn into ethnographers and anthropol-
ogists, or as Byram et al.’s (2002) term, the “intercultural
mediators” (p. 9), when tackling cultural differences
issues in foreign language learning (Cortazzi & Jin, 1999;
Levy, 2007).

Literature also reveals a series of factors that impede
the extent to which EFL teachers can benefit from draw-
ing on learners’ home culture in target language learning.
One limitation lies in the teaching materials, which char-
acterize a facts-oriented representation of both target
and source cultures (Nguyen, 2017). According to
Davidson and Liu (2020), cultural texts that prioritize
products rather than practices and perspectives are cultu-
rally simplistic, which runs counter to the aim of foster-
ing student agency in experiential culture learning and
engagement. Another obstacle is the teachers’ ambiva-
lence in integrating source culture with EFL teaching.
Although a positive correlation has been found between
the involvement of local cultural elements and students’
linguistic development (Bayyurt, 2006), teachers are
uncertain about the legitimacy of using non-target cul-
tural content as language curriculum material. For
example, the participating teachers in Luk’s (2012) study
considered the local culture-integrated activity as a
“sweetener” that is supplementary, or at best of second-
ary importance to exam-oriented and skills-related prac-
tice, due to the conflict between the tight curriculum and
the time-demanding task of teaching culture.

While much of the existing research has examined
teachers’ strategies and attitudes toward culture teaching
in EFL classrooms, few studies have focused on learners’
perceptions and practices in relation to learning about
the source culture within the context of foreign language
education. Among the limited research, J. Liu and Fang
(2017) investigated Chinese university students’ percep-
tions and awareness of source culture in intercultural
communication, finding that while most of them
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recognized the critical role of home culture in intercul-
tural negotiation, they also acknowledged their difficulty
in communicating deeper and more abstract aspects of
their home culture to speakers of other backgrounds.
Kiss and Weninger (2017) explored how language lear-
ners engaged in the process of meaning-making in cul-
ture learning within the EFL classroom. Their results
showed that the learners constructed diverse and unique
meanings and cultural understandings based on their
personal experiences and prior knowledge of their local
culture.

LMOOCs and Culture Learning

EFL educators have advocated technology-mediated cul-
ture learning as a response to the new realities surround-
ing intercultural language pedagogy (Levy, 2007,
Sokolik, 2014). In particular, LMOOCsS, characterized
by multimodal input integrating both linguistic and cul-
tural content, stand a chance of revolutionizing the land-
scape of language and culture learning (Barcena &
Martin-Monje, 2014).

Previous studies of LMOQOCs have revealed a mixed
picture of their effectiveness on language learning. For
example, Martin-Monje et al. (2018) reported that
course-takers accessed the learning objects in LMOOCs
in various ways, with a predominant group of students
acting as viewers who only watch videos. Vorobyeva
(2018) found that while LMOOC:s are effective for devel-
oping receptive skills, they are less helpful in improving
productive skills, as the courses fail to provide adequate
feedback on L2 learners’ speaking and writing perfor-
mance. Barkanyi (2018) noted that learners may experi-
ence foreign language anxiety in the MOOC context,
which can inevitably diminish their intention to partici-
pate in MOOC-mediated interactions. Zeng et al. (2020)
argued that despite its affordance for self-regulated lan-
guage learning, the massive amount of L2 resources
available online is more likely to consume learners’ lim-
ited attention in LMOOCs. Among these studies, all
except Barkanyi (2018) adopted a learning analytics
approach, providing valuable insights into how learners
engaged with LMOOCs and how effective they were for
language learning.

However, research into LMOOCs is still “a fairly
unexplored field” (Martin-Monje et al., 2018, p. 268), let
alone research on their potential to enhance EFL lear-
ners’ cultural learning. In addition, Godwin-Jones (2017)
cautioned that the tendency to overreliance on learning
analytics could “reduce the complex process of learning
to a numbers game” (p. 11). Indeed, very little empirical
research has examined how EFL learners make sense of
their learning experiences in the context of LMOOCs. In
particular, there is little understanding of why students

engage in some activities while avoiding others.
Therefore, the current study adopted a mixed-methods
research approach, supplementing learning analytics
with narrative data elicited from interviews to investigate
students’ engagement patterns and motivational factors
in LMOOC-based culture learning. The following
research questions were formulated.

(1) How do university EFL learners engage with var-
ious LMOOC activities, such as watching lecture
videos, downloading supporting materials, and
participating in discussion boards?

(2) What motivates university EFL learners in cul-
ture learning practices within the LMOOC on
source culture?

Methodology

The LMOOC and Participants

The LMOOC, “An Introduction to Modern China,” con-
sisted of 12 units on cultural themes such as Chinese edu-
cational systems, cuisine, and holidays. Each unit
contained five to six short videos, each with a total dura-
tion of 40 min, and all were taught in English as the
medium of instruction. The videos were followed by
quizzes that contained comprehension check questions,
such as multiple-choice and true-or-false questions. Each
unit provided supplemental resources, including lecture
notes, additional reading materials, and further explana-
tions of language points. Furthermore, essay questions
related to each unit (except for Unit 10) were posted on
the discussion board, allowing learners to reflect on the
course content and interact with other course participants.

The LMOOC was offered on the UMOOC:s platform
(https://umoocs.unipus.cn/), a dedicated online course
platform for foreign language learning in China. The
course was updated weekly and delivered over 12 weeks.
The assessment consisted of four modules: video watch-
ing (40%), discussion participation (20%; total score can
be obtained by posting four times), quizzes (20%), and
the mid-term and final examinations (20%). Course lear-
ners needed to score at least 60 out of 100 points to
receive a certificate. They were advised but not required
to complete the supplemental resources.

The Participants

A total of 818 participants took the course. They were
Chinese undergraduate students aged between 18 and 22.
Among them, 47 participants volunteered and completed
the interview process. See Table 1 for a summary of the
interview participants’ demographic information.
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Table |I. Summary of Demographics of Interview Participants.

Number of participants n=47
Gender of participants Female =29
Age of participants I8years=13
English level on the CEFR scale B2=26

Male=18
I9years=15
Cl=2I

20years=19

Data Collection

We used a mixed-methods approach, combining learning
analytics and semi-structured interviews. This approach
enabled us to investigate the research questions in depth
and triangulate the data to better capture the complexity
of EFL students’ engagement with culture learning
through the LMOOC.

Learning analytics involves “data about learning
recorded automatically through learning management
systems ...... , giving insight into the daily (or even more
fine-grained) levels of engagement and performance of
individual learners” (Jitpausarnwattana et al., 2019, p.
29). For the purpose of this study, data on learner
engagement in the LMOOC were collected through the
learning analytics tools available as part of the
UMOOCs platform. The logged online learning beha-
viors, including watching lecture videos, downloading
supporting materials, and posting to the discussion
board, were collected and analyzed to understand the
participants’ engagement with the LMOOC activities.

While learning analytics enabled us to gather data on
the learning objects that participants engaged with in the
MOOC environment, we recruited course learners for
semi-structured interviews to gain a deeper understand-
ing of their learning experience through the LMOOC.
Each interview lasted between 45 and 60 min. The lan-
guage used in the interviews was the participants’ native
language, Chinese. During the interviews, participants
were first asked to provide their demographic details and
language learning background. Then, to explore partici-
pants’ LMOOC learning experiences, they were asked to
reflect on their engagement with different LMOOC activ-
ities and elaborate on the motivations behind their online
learning behavior.

Data Analysis

The learning analytics fall under three categories: (1)
watching lecture videos, (2) accessing supporting materi-
als, and (3) participating in discussion boards. The analy-
sis primarily focused on identifying general patterns over
the course period to help “summarize findings by describ-
ing general tendencies in the data” (Dornyei, 2007, p.
213). In the first category, the number of learners watch-
ing lecture videos in each unit was calculated. For the

second category, the number of downloads for different
types of course materials was calculated and compared,
as the availability of supporting materials varied across
units. Finally, learners’ participation in the discussion
board was measured both quantitatively and qualita-
tively. In addition to counting the number of replies in
each unit, the quality of learners’ posts was evaluated in
terms of syntactical complexity using a software tool
called the L2 Syntactic Complexity Analyzer. The fea-
tures examined included: (1) the total number of sen-
tences (t-units) in the replies for each unit; (2) the total
number of complex sentences, defined as those contain-
ing a dependent clause, in the replies for each unit; and
(3) the proportion of complex sentences to the total num-
ber of sentences in each unit. The use of software tools
for data extraction and analysis enhanced the reliability
and validity, ensuring that the quantitative data analysis
was consistent and accurate.

The data from semi-structured interviews was ana-
lyzed using Carspecken’s (1996) approach of reconstruc-
tive analysis. During the initial coding process, the
researchers conducted a meaning field analysis while
reading through the participants’ interviews to explore
possible meanings underlying their verbal accounts. The
validity horizontal analysis was then applied for a
deeper-level examination. In particular, subjective, objec-
tive, normative, and identity validity claims were identi-
fied at the horizontal level, while foregrounded and
backgrounded claims were identified at the vertical level.
Following the meaning field analysis and the horizontal
analysis, line-by-line coding was conducted to develop a
coding scheme. In the final step, we classified the codes
from which themes were derived. To ensure inter-coder
reliability, the researchers independently performed the
first two phases of coding and then discussed and agreed
to the differences together. At the coding scheme and
theme generation stages, the researchers collaboratively
edited and discussed the emerging codes and themes
through shared documents and online meetings. This
collaborative process enabled continuous refinement and
ensured consensus on the categorization and interpreta-
tion of the data. To enhance trustworthiness, peer
debriefing and member checking were adopted (Lincoln
& Guba, 1985).

The design of the mixed-method study itself increased
the overall reliability and validity of the study (Creswell
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Figure I. Number of people viewing videos of each unit.

& Plano Clark, 2017). Specifically, this study examined
learners’ LMOOC engagement using both learning ana-
lytics and interview data, allowing triangulation and
enabling a comprehensive analysis that not only identi-
fied learner behavioral patterns through descriptive sta-
tistics but also revealed the underlying reasons behind
their behaviors through qualitative data.

Results

In this section, we first discuss the learning analytics
results, providing a general overview of students’ engage-
ment in LMOOC activities, including watching lecture
videos, downloading supporting materials, and partici-
pating in discussion boards. Following this discussion,
we report on the themes identified during the reconstruc-
tive analysis of the 47 semi-structured interviews.

The Learning Analytics

To address the first research question, we analyzed
logged online behaviors, including participants’ access to
course videos and supporting materials, as well as their
discussion board posts, to gain an understanding of their
actual engagement with the LMOOC.

The decline in video viewing across course units was
evident, highlighting learner attrition—a common trend
in MOOC participation, as shown in Figure 1. Out of
the 818 students who initially registered for the course,
only 315 (38.5%) watched the lectures in Unit 1, with the
numbers continuing to drop as the course progressed. By
the end of the course, the viewing rate had fallen to just
6.2%. This pattern aligns with findings in the MOOC lit-
erature, which indicate that a significant proportion of
course-takers are either no-shows or lurkers, leaving no
recorded activity beyond clicking the registration button
(Hristova et al., 2018; Milligan et al., 2013; Veletsianos &
Shepherdson, 2016).

Learners’ downloading behavior of supporting mate-
rials reflects their engagement and preferences in the
online learning process. The three types of supporting
materials—lecture notes, language point explanations,
and additional reading materials—were downloaded 255
times, 264 times, and 151 times, respectively. The varia-
tion in download frequency suggests that learners tend to
focus on mastering fundamental course content rather
than engaging with supplementary materials beyond the
lectures. Another possible explanation for the lower
download rate of additional reading materials is the
interface design of the MOOC platform. Unlike the other
two types of materials, additional readings were not
automatically pushed to course participants; instead,
they could only be accessed via a course material link
located at the bottom of each webpage.

The pattern of discussion board engagement reflects
both participant attrition and the influence of course
assessment criteria on learner interaction. As illustrated
in Figure 2, the highest number of replies occurred in the
first three units, with a noticeable decline in engagement
in the later units. This trend can be attributed, at least in
part, to participant attrition, as evidenced by the sub-
stantial drop in video viewing across course units.
Additionally, the decrease in discussion board participa-
tion can be linked to the course’s assessment criteria,
which require learners to post at least four times to fulfill
the discussion requirement. Consequently, many partici-
pants may disengage from further discussions once they
have met this threshold.

The length of posts varied considerably across units,
ranging from as many as 200 words per post to as few as
ten words, reflecting differences in learner engagement
and the depth of discussion. On average, course partici-
pants produced 47.58 words and 2.93 sentences per reply.
The average post length by unit ranged from 20.08 words
and 1.28 sentences (Unit 11) to 67.91 words and 4.25 sen-
tences (Unit 1), with fluctuations observed across units.
A detailed description of these data, including the mean
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Figure 2. The number of replies on the discussion board of the MOOC course.
Table 2. Length and Syntactic Complexity of the Replies in the Discussion Board.
Total words Total sentences Complex sentences Ratio
Unit Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
I 6791 46.44 425 2.35 1.39 1.22 0.33 0.24
2 31.96 17.64 2.28 0.94 0.93 0.75 0.41 0.32
3 63.02 52.88 3.74 3.29 1.58 1.36 0.42 0.23
4 31.21 40.93 2.29 2.03 0.69 1.09 0.30 0.29
5 48.40 33.39 2.60 1.51 0.37 0.93 0.14 0.38
6 66.12 46.39 3.88 2.43 1.56 I.16 0.40 0.25
7 41.11 26.16 2.20 0.98 1.70 1.36 0.77 0.46
8 45.86 42.46 3.90 2.30 0.74 1.23 0.19 0.16
9 33.95 22.65 1.74 1.15 0.74 0.45 0.42 0.45
I 20.08 16.93 1.28 0.45 0.45 0.50 0.35 0.50
12 49.92 38.06 2.19 1.33 1.50 1.08 0.68 0.34
Average 47.58 — 293 — 1.10 — 0.37 —

and standard deviation of post length per unit, is pre-
sented in Table 2.

Similarly, the syntactic complexity of discussion board
replies varied across units, as indicated by the number
and proportion of complex sentences in each post (see
Table 2). On average, each post contained 1.10 complex
sentences. Participants produced more than 1.50 complex
sentences per post in Units 3, 6, 7, and 12, while fewer
than 0.5 complex sentences per post in Units 5 and 11.
The average ratio of complex sentences to total sentences
was 0.37, with the highest ratio, 0.77, observed in Unit 7
and the lowest ratio, 0.14, observed in Unit 5. Unlike the
decline observed in video viewing and discussion partici-
pation, neither post length nor syntactic complexity

followed a downward trend across units. Notably, Unit
12, the final unit, ranked second in the ratio of complex
sentences to total sentences and fourth in both average
post length and the number of complex sentences, sug-
gesting sustained engagement among some participants.
A noticeable engagement pattern observed in this
study aligns with the “funnel of participation” (Clow,
2013), a common phenomenon in MOOC research (e.g.,
Greene et al., 2015). In particular, there was a substantial
drop in video watching (approximately 75%) and forum
posting (approximately 45%) before the midpoint of the
course. However, this trend did not extend to the quality
of student contributions. No significant decline was
found in the length or syntactic complexity of discussion
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board posts, suggesting that while overall participation
decreased, those who remained active continued to
engage in a meaningful way.

These findings highlight the selective nature of student
engagement in LMOOC activities, where learners exercise
agency in choosing how to interact with course resources
(Godwin-Jones, 2019). Rather than uniformly engaging in
all available activities, students appear to create their own
learning path, picking and choosing digital learning
resources based on their individual learning needs and
priorities (Castrillo, 2014). It is interesting to note that
beyond learner preferences, engagement patterns may also
be shaped by course and interface design. For instance,
lower engagement with additional readings may be attrib-
uted not only to perceived irrelevance but also to interface
design constraints that affect accessibility. Likewise, dis-
cussion board engagement was influenced by both student
interest and assessment requirements, highlighting the role
of course design in shaping learning behaviors.

It is important to note a caveat here: the study does
not aim to establish correlations between different forms
of learner engagement, nor does its design allow for such
conclusions. Instead, the analysis of learning analytics
enables a nuanced understanding of how learners navi-
gate the course, offering valuable insights into their learn-
ing preferences and engagement patterns. To further
explore the motivations and experiences underlying these
LMOOC learning behaviors, the following section pre-
sents qualitative findings from semi-structured interviews
with course participants.

The Interviews

Our analysis of the interviews revealed three broad pur-
poses for which participants engaged with the LMOOC.
We categorized interviewees into one of these three
groups based on their reported engagement with the
LMOOC and their perception of how the experience
supported their learning goals. Among the interviewees,
9 were identified as culture-learning-oriented learners, 23
as language-learning-oriented learners, and 15 as learners
with an integrated goal of learning both culture and lan-
guage. However, these numbers cannot be generalized to
the larger sample, as the interviewees were self-selected.

Culture-Learning-Oriented Learners. Culture-learning-oriented
learners’ emphasis was mainly on the course’s cultural
content rather than its instructional language. To them,
the course videos were “more like a cultural documentary
than a language learning material.” These participants
reported knowing much more about their own culture
after watching the lecture videos. As Participant 05 men-
tioned, “There are interesting facts and trivia that even

most native Chinese people may be surprised by.” Several
students informed us that they were drawn to the course
due to its distinctive perspective. As Participant 23 said,

... The main characters in the videos are international stu-
dents in China. It is like learning Chinese culture through
the eyes of foreigners. Many cultural facts we take for
granted actually seem strange to people from different cul-
tures. ... I did not really think much of that before [taking
the MOOC].

In the excerpt, the participant demonstrated her appre-
ciation for the MOOC design, which extends beyond a
simple presentation of cultural facts and presents famil-
iar cultural practices from a global and multicultural
perspective.

Since they made little or no attempt to expand their
language learning through the LMOOC experience, lear-
ners in this category paid little attention to the language
points presented in the course. They reported rarely using
the learning material uploaded on the platform, nor did
they participate adequately in the discussion forum. “It
would otherwise be too time-consuming if you go
through all the materials and activities” (Participant 11).
Therefore, they decided to be selective about what and
how much to study. Some participants mentioned a gen-
eral strategy of using subtitles for adequate content com-
prehension. Others said that they did not encounter
many barriers in understanding the course content as the
video visualized unfamiliar cultural artifacts in compre-
hensible ways. Interestingly, Participants 19 and 36 intro-
duced the LMOOC to some international students on
campus, stating, “I think the MOOC would familiarize
them with Chinese culture so that they can acculturate
into the school more easily.”

Language-Learning-Oriented Learners. Unlike culture-learn-
ing-oriented learners, language-learning-oriented learners
intend to meet their language learning needs through the
MOOC experience. Instead of appreciating the cultural
components of the course, this group of participants
tended to focus on specific aspects of language learning,
such as grammar learning and vocabulary building. The
following excerpt of one participant discussing how she
practiced and improved her English ability with the
MOOC nicely illustrates these language-learning-
oriented learners’ awareness of the potential the course
has to expand their language learning beyond the
classroom:

I watched the course videos multiple times. While watching
for the first time, I avoid reading subtitles and try to under-
stand the main idea. Then, I download and work on the lec-
ture notes and language points, hoping to remember as
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many new words and expressions as possible. After that, |
review the video and test my understanding by completing
the quiz. ... I appreciate the learning materials available on
the platform, and I am pretty satisfied with my learning in
the MOOC (Participant 40).

Some language-learning-oriented learners reported
that the LMOOC also helped them cope with examina-
tions, as Chinese culture is among the topics covered in
the Chinese-to-English translation section of the CET 4
(i.e., College English Test, a national English proficiency
test in China). For example, Participant 12 said, “I
noticed that most of the subtitles are not translated word
for word, especially idioms, and customs that are unique
to Chinese culture, ... [because it is] almost impossible to
find the corresponding words in English.” She said she
tried to adjust her strategy when translating cultural ele-
ments: “to focus more on meaning.”

When asked what could be improved in the course
design, a few participants in this group mentioned that
they felt less motivated to participate in the discussion
forum. Participant 35 said, “I wish the teacher could
check my posts for grammar and word choice so I know
how to improve.” This excerpt reveals a reason for non-
participation: The participant’s need to improve lan-
guage accuracy was not met within the MOOC setting.

Although language-learning-oriented learners focused
on linguistic development, most recognized that their
familiarity with local cultural content compensated for
their limited language skills, making them “feel more at
ease with the MOOC learning” (Participant 01). They
also noted that the multimodal environment created by
the MOOC makes learning more interesting than they
expected: “The background music is lovely” (Participant
01). “It is not just lecturing in the video. There are also
short plays and film clips. You will never be bored”
(Participant 21). “I was attracted by the traditional
Chinese cheongsams the teachers wear. [They look] so
classic and elegant” (Participant 44).

Culture- and Language-Integrated Learning-Oriented Learners. Like
language-learning-oriented learners, learners oriented
toward integrated culture and language Ilearning
viewed the LMOOC as a valuable opportunity to
engage in various activities within a seamless language
learning environment. Unlike the language-learning-
oriented learners, these participants reported that they
actively and knowingly connected their language learn-
ing with cultural resources. While watching the videos,
the participants in this group took notes on not only
lexical-grammatical knowledge but also cultural infor-
mation. Participant 30 described his LMOOC experi-
ence this way, “It opens a whole new door to English
learning. Using a foreign language to learn your

familiar culture is no easy task. There are many new
terms for Chinese cultural items that did not exist in
the English language.” He saw learning English in the
context of local culture as a valuable way to be exposed
to new words and phrases, a common view among inte-
grated learners.

Unlike language learning-oriented learners, many par-
ticipants in this group identified the discussion forum as
a platform to practice their language skills, discuss cul-
tural content, and socialize with other participants. Some
integrated learners frequently posted in the forum,
attempting to apply the knowledge they had acquired in
the course. “I am not worried if my grammar is imperfect
or my sentences are not polished. As long as I express
my ideas clearly, I get feedback [from the instructor and
other course-takers]. These interactions encouraged me
to participate more” (Participant 31). Other integrated
learners participated in the discussion in different ways.
“I don’t post [on the forum], but I enjoy reading the
posts from others. Some posts are thought-provoking,
some are informative, and some are just fun to read. I
will give them a like” (Participant 02).

In addition, many integrated learners reported that
the LMOOC made them proud of their Chinese heritage,
and they felt more confident and passionate about dis-
cussing Chinese culture in English after participating in
the course. Participant 06 mentioned her progress in the
conversation practice with the native-speaking teacher:
“I always have a lot to say when we chat about Chinese
culture. ... [I feel] less nervous. At least, I'm the expert in
terms of cultural content. Moreover, the course provides
me with adequate materials to share.” Participant 03
described his experience of making a presentation about
Chinese culture in the College English class. “It [the pre-
sentation] was quite a success. ... I was inspired by the
course, which showed that Chinese culture can be a
unique and more relevant topic.” These participants’
willingness to extend their language use to a cultural con-
text separated the integrated learners from those in the
other two categories. They were aware of the interrela-
tionship between language and culture and, therefore,
took an integral approach to LMOOC learning, enga-
ging in activities with dual goals of language develop-
ment and cultural learning.

In accordance with the learning analytics findings, the
interview results further illustrate that students engage
with LMOOC activities in a selective and diverse man-
ner. All interviewees reported only partial engagement
with the LMOOC, and fewer than one-third recognized
both the language and cultural objectives outlined in the
course. This result is not surprising, given the nature of
MOOCs, which are structurally flexible and highly
learner-directed (Koller et al., 2013). However, it would
be misleading to conclude that these participants lacked
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the agency to learn effectively or were unaware of the
learning opportunities provided by the LMOOC, as
the interview data allowed an in-depth understanding of
the underlying motivations and strategies behind their
engagement choices.

For example, although culture-learning-oriented lear-
ners showed little interest in the opportunities the
LMOOC offered for extended language learning experi-
ences, they were keenly aware of its potential for deepen-
ing their cultural knowledge. Conversely, language
learning-oriented participants approached the LMOOC
as an additional resource for English learning, selectively
engaging with activities that directly aligned with their
linguistic development. Even those who sought to inte-
grate both culture and language learning did not allocate
their time and attention equally across all course compo-
nents. Instead, they prioritized activities based on their
specific goals, demonstrating a rather individualized
approach to engagement.

These interview findings confirm the patterns
observed in learning analytics, where participants delib-
erately engage with particular course components while
disengaging from others, according to their individual
learning needs and priorities. They actively employed
strategies to tailor the course to their own goals, even if
this meant deviating from traditional expectations of stu-
dent achievement and engaging only with selected course
objectives. This strategic engagement reflects a strong
sense of learner agency, echoing the findings of research
on self-regulated learning in MOOC environments (Ding
& Shen, 2022; Littlejohn et al., 2016). Rather than fol-
lowing a uniform path, they shaped their own learning
trajectories within the structural affordances of the
LMOOC, reinforcing the idea that engagement in online
learning is not a one-size-fits-all process.

Discussion and Implications

This study examined how LMOOC participants engaged
in language and culture learning activities. Results from
learning analytics revealed the well-documented issue of
low engagement with MOOCs, with completion rates for
course activities significantly lower than in traditional
learning settings (Eriksson et al., 2017; Pursel et al.,
2016). In this study, only 13.0% of learners watched the
course videos, and just 5.6% participated in forum dis-
cussions. However, a closer examination of learner
experiences through interviews suggests that learning
analytics alone cannot fully capture the complexity of
learner engagement in the LMOOC (Galikyan et al.,
2021). In our analysis, we identified three broad
approaches taken by the interviewees in engaging with
the LMOOC: culture-learning-oriented, language-learn-
ing-oriented, and integrated-learning-oriented. Notably,

interview data revealed that despite low participation
rates, participants from all three categories demonstrated
a profound understanding and reflection on language
and culture after completing the course.

One such case of reflection was provided by the cohort
learners, who recognized a different perspective on
Chinese culture from the LMOOC and attempted to
comprehend, accept, and reflect on cultural differences
they were previously unaware of. Just as Participant 23
told us, some of his taken-for-granted cultural beliefs
were challenged as the international students in the
MOOC videos expressed their surprise about standard
cultural practices and values widely shared in China.
This reflection aligns with Vinall and Shin’s (2019) advo-
cacy for the construction of a tourist gaze in culture
teaching, which suggests that learners should be provided
with opportunities to view their own culture from the
perspective of the “other” in order to develop intercul-
tural awareness and manage the tensions between inter-
nationalization and nationalization. On the other hand,
language learning-oriented learners, such as Participant
12, who seemed more interested in exam-oriented and
skills-related practice in language learning, ultimately
recognized that linguistic competence alone may not
guarantee success in translation tasks. Thanks to the
LMOOOC, she said she finally understood that translation
requires a good understanding of both language and cul-
ture. As pointed out by Chen (2014), understanding the
cultural context of both the target language and the lear-
ners’ native language leads to greater awareness of the
interdependent relationship between languages and
cultures.

Participants’ reflective engagement with the LMOOC
involved extended learning practices in their own ways,
although some of which were neither as they nor as the
course designers had expected. Participants 19 and 36,
the culture-learning-oriented learners, for example, cre-
ated opportunities for intercultural communication when
they shared this MOOC resource with their foreign
friends. As such, their learning practice has been
extended to oral communication in the target language,
going beyond their initial intention of MOOC learning,
which was previously limited to cultural development.
As for integrated learners, who considered language
development and culture learning as mutually supportive
practices and sought opportunities to integrate these two
learning needs whenever possible, their self-initiated
practice was more varied. They seemed to be able to
transfer what they had learned from the MOOC to their
formal learning contexts, as participants 03 and 06
reported that they became more confident and excited in
expressing their own culture in English when fulfilling
tasks in the formal English course they took. Previous
research in intercultural language education (Alptekin,



10

SAGE Open

2002; Liaw, 2006) has underscored the importance of
engaging students in opportunities to use the target lan-
guage to reflect on their native culture before they are
expected to develop a positive cultural identity and gain
an understanding of the other cultures. Integrated lear-
ners have also intended to expand the sphere of their
social learning into a community of discussion forum
participants, although most of their participation was
somewhat peripheral and limited, as it involved acting
only as observers or lurkers, such as Participants 02 and
31. As previous studies have confirmed that posting in
the course forums stimulates students’ interest in MOOC
learning (Barak et al., 2016), this result suggests that pur-
poseful observation in online forums can also encourage
sustained participation among MOOC learners.

Participants’ reflective engagement in various learning
activities, both within and beyond the LMOOC, also led
to increased awareness of their cultural identity as they
began to recognize the relevance of their own cultural
background in relation to language learning. For exam-
ple, participants in this study appeared to have overall
positive perceptions of the pedagogical benefits of using
culturally familiar material, not only for developing their
performance in the target language but also for learning
about culture more reflectively. Most of them considered
Chinese culture more relevant than English-speaking cul-
ture as they are most likely to use English as a foreign
language in the local setting. Therefore, they were equally
motivated, if not more so, to learn language through
these localized materials. This result confirms the legiti-
mate role of source culture in the foreign language learn-
ing context, which “should not be relegated to marginal
status” (Shin et al., 2011, p. 255).

This study has several practical implications for
LMOOC designers. First, rather than getting caught up
in low participation rates, LMOOC designers and
instructors need to accept them as the norm and
acknowledge the diversity of online learning trajectories
as an expression of learner agency. In turn, language and
culture learning activities and materials should be intro-
duced in more engaging and varied forms to accommo-
date different learning goals and encourage extended
practices and deeper reflection on the LMOOC experi-
ence. Second, LMOOC designers may collaborate with
technological designers to develop interface features for
MOOC platforms that enhance accessibility and improve
the user experience. Such features may include the use of
visualization tools to provide learners with summaries of
their learning paths, personalized recommendations
based on their engagement patterns, and interactive
progress tracking to enhance self-regulated learning.
Third, for professionals developing similar courses, this
study suggests a broader goal of building a “sphere of
interculturality” (Kramsch, 1993, p. 105) in course

design. This involves purposefully creating opportunities
for students to explore and discuss intercultural issues,
as well as abstract concepts such as values, beliefs, and
social relationships in the source culture so that they can
take on the role of cultural mediator between their own
culture and foreign cultures.

Conclusion

This study aimed to investigate the language and culture
learning experiences of participants in a language
MOOC focused on the source culture. Through our
analysis of learning analytics and interviews, it became
clear that the question of how learners engage with
MOOCs cannot be addressed using a traditional binary
approach that categorizes learner behavior as either par-
ticipation or non-participation (Kizilcec et al., 2013).
Instead, more efforts should be made to collect contex-
tually rich data about learner intentions and sense-
making behind their behaviors when evaluating MOOC
learning effectiveness and designing a MOOC environ-
ment that promotes optimal learning. The focus should
shift from whether learners engage to why and how they
cognitively engage with MOOC tasks (Kizilcec et al.,
2013; Q. Liu & Li, 2021).

The semi-structured interviews helped us understand
how the participants used the LMOOC to further their
language and culture learning, as well as how they per-
ceived their participation in these course activities in rela-
tion to their learning goals. The interviewees reported
using the LMOOC resources to support their distinct
learning goals, which were culture-learning-oriented, lan-
guage-learning-oriented, or culture- and language-
integrated learning-oriented. Overall, the results suggest
the vital role that the LMOOC played in the partici-
pants’ self-directed learning of both the English language
and their source culture. These participants demon-
strated a high level of agency in their LMOOC learning,
making personalized connections between informal
learning opportunities and formal learning contexts.
Through their LMOOC experience, these participants
continuously review and refine their understanding and
practice of language acquisition and culture learning.

The study addresses a need for EFL educators to
rethink the goal and methods of culture teaching and
learning. As the trend of globalization continues to
evolve, learners are expected to become “global citizens”
who not only have a proper understanding of foreign cul-
tures but also construct a cultural identity of their own
(Baker & Fang, 2020). Although engaging students in
ongoing reflection on culture learning in language educa-
tion is still important, students also need to be inspired
outside of the classroom. The experiences reported here
suggest that engaging students in informal language and
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culture learning opportunities, such as LMOOCs, may
provide a lens through which learners can expand their
cultural awareness and reflect on their language learning
experiences.

This study has some limitations. First, it focused on a
single group of learners from one LMOOC in China.
Larger-scale studies could be conducted in various con-
texts, involving more participants from different
LMOOC:s, to further unpack the interplay between stu-
dent engagement and course design. Second, as culture
learning is a complex and dynamic process of being and
becoming, the present study highlights the need for more
longitudinal research to examine how EFL learners build
their own connections between language and culture
learning over time. It is hoped that this study will pro-
vide insights into the importance of further research on
the complexity of EFL students’ perceptions and prac-
tices related to their source culture learning, thereby
informing the development of foreign language curricula
that are more culturally responsive and relevant.

Acknowledgments

The authors are grateful to the participants in this study, and to
the editors and reviewers for their kind support and construc-
tive suggestions.

ORCID iDs

Qian Liu (2 https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5238-3977
Qi Chen (1) https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3965-3538
Ying Li (1o https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1323-4132

Ethical Considerations

The research in this paper does not include ethical issues.

Funding

The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial sup-
port for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this
article: This study was funded by Ministry of Education of the
People’s Republic of China Humanities and Social Sciences
Youth Foundation (No. 24YJC880084).

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with
respect to the research, authorship, and/or publication of this
article.

Data Availability Statement

The datasets generated during and/or analyzed during the cur-
rent study are available from the corresponding author upon
reasonable request.

References

Alptekin, C. (2002). Towards intercultural communicative com-
petence in ELT. ELT Journal, 56(1), 57-64.

Baker, W., & Fang, F. (2020). ‘So maybe I'm a global citizen’:
Developing intercultural citizenship in English medium edu-
cation. Language, Culture and Curriculum, 34(1), 1-17.

Barak, M., Watted, A., & Haick, H. (2016). Motivation to learn
in massive open online courses: Examining aspects of lan-
guage and social engagement. Computers & Education, 94,
49-60.

Barcena, E., & Martin-Monje, E. (2014). Introduction. Lan-
guage MOOCs: An emerging field. In E. Martin-Monje &
E. Barcena (Eds.), Language MOOCs: Providing learning,
transcending boundaries (pp. 1-15). Berlin: De Gruyter
Open.

Barkanyi, Z. (2018). Can you teach me to speak? Oral practice
and anxiety in a language MOOC. In F. Rosell-Aguilar, T.
Beaven, & M. Fuertes Gutierrez (Eds.), Innovative language
teaching and learning at university: Integrating informal
learning into formal language education (pp. 9-16). Voillans,
France: Research-publishing.net.

Bayyurt, Y. (2006). Non-native English language teachers’ per-
spective on culture in English as foreign language class-
rooms. Teacher Development, 10(2), 233-247.

Bennett, M. J. (2004). Becoming interculturally competent. In
J. Wurzel (Ed.). Toward multiculturalism: A reader in multi-
cultural education (pp. 62-77). Newton, MA: Intercultural
Resource Corporation.

Blasco, M. (2012). On reflection: Is reflexivity necessarily bene-
ficial in intercultural education. Intercultural Education,
23(6), 475-489.

Byram, M., & Morgan, C. (1994). Teaching-and-learning lan-
guage-and-culture. Clevedon, Avon: Multilingual Matters.
Byram, M., Gribkova, B., & Starkey, H. (2002). Developing the
intercultural dimension in language teaching: A practical

introduction for teachers. Strasbourg: Council of Europe.

Carspecken, P. F. (1996). Critical ethnography in educational
research: A theoretical and practical guide. New York:
Routledge.

Castrillo, M. D. (2014). Language teaching in MOOCs: The
integral role of the instructor. In E. Martin-Monje & E. Bar-
cena (Eds.), Language MOOCs: Providing learning, trans-
cending boundaries (pp. 67-90). Berlin: De Gruyter Open.

Chao, T. C. (2013). A diary study of university EFL learners’
intercultural learning through foreign films. Language, Cul-
ture and Curriculum, 26(3), 247-165.

Chen, J. J. (2014). Fostering foreign language learning through
technology-enhanced intercultural projects. Language
Learning & Technology, 18(1), 57-75.

Clow, D. (2013, April 8-12). MOOCs and the funnel of partici-
pation [Conference session]. In Proceedings of the Third
International Conference on Learning Analytics and Knowl-
edge (LAK), Leuven, Belgium, April 8-12 (pp. 185-189).

Cortazzi, M., & Jin, L. (1999). Cultural mirrors: Materials and
methods in the EFL classroom. In E. Hinkel (Ed.), Culture
in second language teaching (pp. 196-219). Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5238-3977
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3965-3538
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1323-4132

12

SAGE Open

Creswell, J. W., & Plano Clark, V. L. (2017). Designing and con-
ducting mixed methods research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications.

Crystal, D. (2001). English as a global language. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Davidson, R., & Liu, Y. (2020). Reaching the word outside:
Cultural representation and perceptions of global citizenship
in Japanese elementary school English textbooks. Language,
Culture and Curriculum, 33(1), 32-49.

Ding, Y., & Shen, H. (2022). Delving into learner autonomy in
an EFL MOOC in China: a A case study. Computer Assisted
Language Learning, 35(3), 247-269.

Dornyei, Z. (2007). Research methods in applied linguistics.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Eriksson, T., Adawi, T., & Stohr, C. (2017). “Time is the bottle-
neck”: A qualitative study exploring why learners drop out
of MOOC:s. Journal of Computing in Higher Education, 29,
133-146.

Fang, F., Yuan, L., Xu, H., & Wang, X. (2022). Global Eng-
lishes and translanguaging in textbook design and curricu-
lum development for universities in the Greater Bay Area of
China. Asian-Pacific Journal of Second and Foreign Lan-
guage Education, 7, Article 35.

Fenner, A. B. (2000). Cultural awareness. In A. B. Fenner & D.
Newby (Eds.), Approaches to materials design in European
textbooks: Implementing principles of authenticity, learner
autonomy, cultural awareness (pp. 142—152). Graz: European
Centre for Modern Languages.

Galikyan, I., Admiraal, W., & Kester, L. (2021). MOOC discus-
sion forums: The interplay of the cognitive and the social.
Computers & Education, 165, Article 104133.

Godwin-Jones, R. (2017). Scaling up and zooming in: Big data
and personalization in language learning. Language Learn-
ing & Technology, 21(1), 4-15.

Godwin-Jones, R. (2019). Riding the digital wilds: Learner
autonomy and informal language learning. Language Learn-
ing & Technology, 23(1), 8-25.

Greene, J. A., Oswald, C. A., & Pomerantz, J. (2015). Predic-
tors of retention and achievement in a massive open online
course. American Educational Research Journal, 52(5),
925-955.

Guo, Y., & Beckett, G. H. (2007). The hegemony of English as
a global language: Reclaiming local knowledge and culture
in China. Convergence, 40, 117-132.

Harumi, I. (2002). A new framework of culture teaching for
teaching English as a global language. RELC Journal, 33(2),
36-57.

Holliday, A. (2011). Intercultural communication and ideology.
London: Sage Publications.

Hristova, A. G., Bonafini, F. C., Jablokow, K. W., Bayeck, R.
Y., & Park, E. (2018). How MOOC reality informs distance
education, online learning, and connectivism. Current Issues
in Emerging eLearning, 4(1), 118-141.

Huang, W., & Fang, F. (2023). EMI teachers’ perceptions and
practices regarding culture teaching in Chinese higher educa-
tion. Language, Culture and Curriculum, 36(2), 205-221.

Jitpausarnwattana, N., Reinders, H., & Darasawang, P. (2019).
Language MOOCs: An expanding field. Technology in Lan-
guage Teaching & Learning, 1(1), 21-32.

Kiss, T., & Weninger, C. (2017). Cultural learning in the EFL
classroom: The role of visuals. ELT Journal, 71(2),
186—-196.

Kizilcec, R. F., Piech, C., & Schneider, E. (2013). Deconstruct-
ing disengagement: Analyzing learner subpopulations in mas-
sive open online courses [Conference session]. LAK’13:
Proceedings of the Third International Conference on
Learning Analytics and Knowledge, 170-179, Leuven, Bel-
gium, April 8-12, 2013.

Koller, D., Ng, A., Do, C., & Chen, Z. (2013). Retention and
intention in massive open online courses. EDUCAUSE
reviewReview, May|June 248(3), 62-63.

Kramsch, C. (1993). Context and culture in language teaching.
Oxford, Oxford University Press.

Larzen-Ostermark, E. (2008). The intercultural dimension in
EFL-teaching: A study of conceptions among Finland-
Swedish comprehensive school teachers. Scandinavian Jour-
nal of Educational Research, 52(5), 527-547.

Levy, M. (2007). Culture, culture learning and new technolo-
gies: Towards a pedagogical framework. Language Learning
& Technology, 11(2), 104-127.

Liaw, M. (2006). E-Learning and the development of intercul-
tural competence. Language Learning & Technology, 10(3),
49-64.

Lincoln, Y., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. New-
bury Park, CA: Sage.

Littlejohn, A., Hood, N., Milligan, C., & Mustain, P. (2016).
Learning in MOOCs: Motivations and self-regulated learn-
ing. The Internet and Higher Education, 29, 40-48.

Liu, J., & Fang, F. (2017). Perceptions, awareness and per-
ceived effects of home culture on intercultural communica-
tion: Perspectives of university students in China. System,
67,25-37.

Liu, Q., & Li, Y. (2021). Active choice: A positive understand-
ing of “high dropout rate” of online courses: Based on the
perspective of learner investment theory. E-Education
Research, 4, 45-52.

Luk, J. (2012). Teachers’ ambivalence in integrating culture
with EFL teaching in Hong Kong, Language, Culture and
Curriculum, 25(3), 249-264.

Martin-Monje, E., Castrillo, M.D., & Manana-Rodigrez, J.
(2018). Understanding online interaction in language
MOOCs through learning analytics. Computer Assisted Lan-
guage Learning, 31(3), 251-272.

McKay, S. L. (2002). Teaching English as an international lan-
guage: Rethinking goals and approaches. New York: Oxford
University Press.

McKay, S. L. (2003). Toward an appropriate EIL pedagogy:
Re-examining common ELT assumptions. [International
Journal of Applied Linguistics, 13(1), 1-22.

Milligan, C., Littlejohn, A., & Margaryan, A. (2013). Patterns
of engagement in connectivist MOOCs. MERLOT Journal
of Online Learning and Teaching, 9(2), 149-159.

Ministry of Education. (2020). National curriculum guide for
college English. The National College English Teaching
Advisory Board.

Nault, D. (2006). Going global: Rethinking culture teaching in
ELT contexts. Language, Culture and Curriculum, 19(3),
314-328.



Liu et al.

13

Nguyen, T. T. T. (2017). Integrating culture into language
teaching and learning: Learners outcomes. The Reading
Matrix: An International Online Journal, 17(1), 145-155.

Prastiwi, Y. (2013). Transmitting local cultural knowledge
through English as foreign language (EFL). Academic Jour-
nal of Interdisciplinary Studies, 2(3), 507-512.

Pursel, B. K., Zhang, L., Jablokow, K. W., & Velegol, C. D.
(2016). Understanding MOOC students: Motivations and
behaviours indicative of MOOC completion. Journal of
Computer Assisted Learning, 32(3), 202-217.

Rose, H., McKinley, J., & Galloway, N. (2021). Global Eng-
lishes and language teaching: A review of pedagogical
research. Language Teaching, 54(2), 157-189.

Sapir, E. (1921). Language, race and culture. In E. Sapir (Ed.),
Language: An introduction to the study of speech (pp. 207—
220). Harcourt Brace & Company.

Shin, J., Eslami, Z. R., & Chen, W. C. (2011). Presentation of
local and international culture in current international Eng-
lish-language teaching textbooks. Language, Culture and
Curriculum, 24(3), 253-268.

Sokolik, M. (2014). What constitutes an effective language
MOOC? In E. Martin-Monje & E. Barcena (Eds.), Lan-
guage MOOCs: Providing learning, transcending boundaries
(pp. 16-30). Berlin: De Gruyter Open.

Soria, K. M., & Troisi, J. (2014). Internationalization at home
alternatives to study abroad: Implications for students’
development of global, international, and intercultural com-
petencies. Journal of Studies in International Education,
18(3), 261-280.

Spenader, A. J., Wesely, P. M., & Glynn, C. (2020). When cul-
ture is content: Applications for content-based instruction in
the world language classroom. Language Teaching Research,
24(4), 476-495.

Veletsianos, G., & Shepherdson, P. (2016). A systematic
analysis and synthesis of the empirical MOOC literature
published in 2013-2015. The International Review of
Research in Open and Distributed Learning, 17(2),
198-221.

Vinall, K., & Shin, J. (2019). The construction of the tourist
gaze in English textbooks in South Korea: exploring
Exploring the tensions between internationalisation and
nationalization. Language, Culture and Curriculum, 32(2),
173-190.

Vorobyeva, A. A. (2018). Language acquisition through mas-
sive open online courses (MOOCs): Opportunities and
restrictions in educational university environment. XLin-
guae, 11(2), 136-146.

Wen, Q. (2016). Teaching culture(s) in English as a lingua
franca in Asia: Dilemma and solution. Journal of English as
a Lingua Franca, 5(1), 155-177.

Weninger, C., & Kiss, T. (2013). Culture in English as a foreign
language (EFL) textbooks: A semiotic approach. TESOL
Quarterly, 47(4), 694-716.

Zeng, S., Zhang, J., Gao, M., Xu, K. M., & Zhang, J. (2020).
Using learning analytics to understand collective attention
in language MOOCs. Computer Assisted Language Learn-
ing, 35(7), 1594-1619.



