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Abstract. The rapid development of artificial intelligence (Al) technologies
has transformed modern learning management systems (LMS). They have become
less administrative and more adaptive, learner-focused tools for English Language
Teaching (ELT). Despite growing academic and practical interest in LMSs
with integrated AI components, their functionality, pedagogical effectiveness,
and comparative advantages remain understudied. This study fills this gap by
conducting a comprehensive comparative analysis of LMS platforms—Moodle,
Canvas, Google Classroom — taking into account their integrated Al features
relevant to English language teaching. The research methodology includes four
complementary approaches: comparative analysis, content analysis, pedagogical
analysis, and SWOT analysis. This multi-layered approach makes it easier to
systematically assess Al tools, understand how they support key communication
skills, and see their potential for personalization, adaptive learning, and
automated feedback. The results reveal significant variability in the depth of Al
implementation: Moodle and Canvas provide flexibility through their modular
structure but require additional AI components, Google Classroom provides
only limited Al support. These findings highlight the importance of combining
a flexible LMS architecture with advanced Al tools to enhance foreign language
communicative competence. This study contributes to the field of foreign language
teaching. Recommendations for the effective integration of Al technologies into
LMSs and the identification of strategic directions optimize English language
teaching in a digital educational environment.

Keywords: artificial intelligence, learning management systems, English
language teaching, adaptive learning, personalization, Al-based feedback,
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Introduction

The accelerated progress of artificial intelligence (Al) technologies over
the past few years has brought about significant changes in the field of digital
education. One of the most dynamic areas of innovation is the integration of Al
into Learning Management Systems (LMS), which are becoming key tools for
organizing, supporting, and personalizing the learning process [1]. Contemporary
LMS platforms (e.g., Moodle, Canvas, Google Classroom) increasingly
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incorporate Al-driven features such as adaptive learning and automated feedback.

The technological development of LMS has attracted the attention of
researchers due to their expanding role in various educational contexts. Previous
research shows that LMS implementation varies across different educational
settings and is influenced by methodological, cultural, and institutional factors
[2]. These methodological differences in the implementation, evaluation, and
pedagogical integration of LMSs are shaped not only by technological advances
but also by broader educational, cultural, and institutional contexts.

Effective LMS implementation depends not only on technological features
but also on pedagogical design principles and theoretical foundations [3], ensuring
alignment with established educational approaches. Another important area of
research in the LMS field is the growing importance of mobile learning. With
the widespread adoption of smartphones and tablets, universities are increasingly
adopting mobile LMSs (mLMSs). This expands learning opportunities beyond
traditional classrooms or desktop computers.

The growing role of mobile learning further expands access to educational
resources and supports flexible learning environments [4]. Analysis of the
application of the W3C Mobile Web Best Practices recommendations to Moodle
demonstrate the importance of usability, accessibility, and device adaptability
for the successful implementation of mobile-enabled educational services. A
comprehensive understanding of LMS requires a holistic analysis of their key
features, benefits, limitations, and usage patterns. Research also highlights the
importance of key LMS tools and user engagement factors in supporting effective
learning processes [5].

Taken together, these insights show that integrating Al into LMS platforms
requires more than understanding their technical features. It also requires
considering how different educational settings view and assess the effectiveness
of an LMS. This underscores the need for a systematic and comparative analysis
of Al-enhanced LMSs in the domain of English language teaching, addressing
both their pedagogical potential and the contextual factors influencing their
implementation.

Despite the growing interest of researchers and practitioners in the use of
Al for foreign language education, the comparative assessment of the functional
capabilities of various LMS, as well as the pedagogical effectiveness of embedded
Al tools, remains insufficiently explored. Because there is no systematic analysis,
it becomes harder to choose the best platforms and ways to use them in English
teaching. This shows why the study is important for modern language education.

A significant body of research has focused on comparing Learning
Management System (LMS) platforms in order to identify their functional
strengths, usability issues and suitability for different institutional needs. Alva-
Mantari [6] conducted a three-platform comparison for selecting an LMS for
research administration, emphasizing usability, adaptability, and alignment with
researchers’ workflows. Their findings highlight that LMS adoption is often
driven not solely by pedagogical considerations but by administrative efficiency
and technical compatibility.
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In contrast, Poulova [7] carried out a broader comparative evaluation
of several LMS platforms, using criteria such as functional depth, technical
requirements, and cost, demonstrating differences in system design approaches.
While these analyses provide valuable descriptive comparisons, they largely
overlook user-experience variables across diverse learner groups. This limitation
is addressed by Abdulai and Korsah [8], who employed the UTAUT framework
to analyze LMS usage across different student demographics, showing that user
acceptance depends not only on system features but also on institutional and
socio-cultural factors.

Collectively, these studies indicate that although LMSs are widely
compared at the technical and functional level, there remains a methodological
gap in integrating technical evaluation with pedagogical effectiveness, user
acceptance, and contextual factors. This gap underscores the need for more holistic
comparative analyses that consider both system capabilities and pedagogical
outcomes, particularly in English language teaching and Al-enhanced learning
environments.

In Kazakhstan, research primarily focuses on the pedagogical impact of
individual digital tools rather than comprehensive LMS analysis, highlighting the
need for more systematic comparative studies [9].

Although these findings show that technology can support teaching and
learning, they still don’t compare LMS features in a clear or structured way. This
means we need fuller and more detailed evaluations across different platforms.

The selection of Moodle, Canvas, and Google Classroom in this study reflects
their widespread use and different approaches to Al integration in education [10].
These LMSs are widely used in teaching and represent key segments of digital
education: university systems (Moodle, Canvas), school cloud solutions (Google
Classroom). This choice allows us to explore how various digital tools support
language skill development, provide personalization, automated feedback, and
create a more interactive learning environment. Furthermore, differences in
the depth of Al integration highlight the importance of comparing platforms to
identify the most effective solutions for foreign language teaching.

Recent studies emphasize the growing role of artificial intelligence
in transforming traditional LMS into more adaptive and learner-centered
environments. Aldahwan and Alsaeed note that the introduction of intelligent
agents enables LMS platforms to personalize instruction, automate feedback,
and diagnose learner needs through AI models such as decision trees, neural
networks, and Bayesian systems [11].

Although these innovations enhance the analytic and predictive capabilities
of LMS, the authors highlight an important limitation: many LMS designs
prioritize technological complexity over pedagogical usability, risking cognitive
overload and reducing user autonomy. Moreover, existing studies are largely
focused on technical algorithms rather than empirical evidence of learning
outcomes or cross-platform effectiveness. This indicates a persistent gap, as the
pedagogical value of Al-enhanced LMS features is still insufficiently examined
in real educational contexts.
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Despite the rapid development of digital technologies and the expanding
capabilities of modern LMSs, comprehensive research remains scarce.
Specifically, there is a lack of studies that simultaneously evaluate the technical
characteristics of platforms and the pedagogical effectiveness of integrated Al
tools. Most existing studies examine either individual technologies or narrow
aspects of LMS functionality, which prevents a comprehensive understanding
of their potential for developing foreign language communicative competence.
Therefore, the relevance of this study lies in the need to address the identified
research gap.

The originality of this study lies in its use of a multi-level approach—
comparative, content analysis, pedagogical analysis, and SWOT analysis. This
approach provides a comprehensive assessment of the potential of LMSs in
conjunction with Al. The contribution of this study lies in the development of
analytical criteria, interpretation of findings, and formulation of methodological
recommendations for integrating LMS and Al in English language teaching.

In this context, the purpose of the present research is to conduct a
comprehensive comparative analysis of LMS platforms with integrated artificial
intelligence and to identify the most effective strategies for combining LMS and
Al to improve the quality of English language instruction.

To achieve this aim, the study sets out the following objectives.

1. Compare the capabilities of LMSs with embedded Al for English
language teaching, evaluating their administrative, pedagogical, and adaptive
functions, as well as the Al tools used.

2. Develop recommendations for improving English language teaching
using Al, identifying effective ways to use chatbots, intelligent assistants,
automated checking, and adaptive modules.

3. Compare the effectiveness of LMS Al tools (Moodle, Canvas, Google
Classroom) in developing speaking, listening, reading, and writing skills, as well
as in improving personalization and the quality of feedback.

4. Identify the most promising strategies for integrating LMSs and Al in
language education, proposing recommendations for the optimal combination of
platforms and Al tools and outlining their advantages and limitations.

Materials and methods

As part of a study aimed at identifying the potential of integrating artificial
intelligence into LMSs for developing foreign language communicative
competence, several key analytical methods were selected and applied.
Each allowed for a diverse approach to the study, providing a comprehensive
understanding of the potential of modern digital platforms. Comparative analysis
helped identify functional differences between LMSs, identify their strengths and
weaknesses, and evaluate which Al tools most effectively support language skills
development, which directly aligns with the study’s objectives of comparing LMS
functionality and effectiveness. Content analysis enabled the systematization of
information on Al technologies used in LMSs, examining official documentation,
feature descriptions, and scientific publications, thereby identifying the types
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and implementation features of Al tools. The pedagogical analysis allowed us to
assess the educational value of Al functions in terms of foreign language teaching
methods, examine the impact of algorithms on the development of speaking,
listening, reading, and writing, and formulate methodological recommendations,
which fully aligns with the study’s objectives aimed at improving the quality
of English language teaching (Table 1). Finally, the SWOT analysis provided
a comprehensive picture of the advantages, limitations, prospects, and risks of
implementing Al in the digital educational environment, helped identify the most
promising strategies for integrating LMS and Al, and substantiated the selection
of optimal solutions for the future development of language education. The
combined use of these methods allowed us to draw substantiated conclusions
and identify areas for the optimal selection and application of LMS in English
language teaching.

Table 1. LMS analysis methods and rationale for their use

Method of Content / How It Was Applied Why This Analysis Is Necessary

Analysis (Scientific and Practical Justification)
1. Comparative Comparison of LMS platforms Identifies which LMS is most
Analysis (Moodle, Canvas, Google suitable for developing language

Classroom) based on functionality, competence; highlights differences in
Al  availability, adaptability, Al implementation; justifies platform
feedback  mechanisms,  and selection; reveals system gaps.

potential for developing
communicative skills.
2. Content Analysis of official LMS Helps classify Al technologies,
Analysis documentation, Al feature understand their logic, limitations, and
descriptions, technical capabilities; provides objective grounds
specifications, user guides, and for describing LMS architecture;
academic publications. supports analysis reliability.

3. Pedagogical Evaluation of how Al tools Establishes pedagogical value of Al
Analysis of Al influence speaking, listening, beyond technical features; explains how
Effectiveness reading, writing; analysis of Al affects learning and supports FLCC;
adaptability principles, feedback reveals methodological gaps.
quality, and theoretical learning

models.
4. SWOT Evaluation of Strengths, Provides a comprehensive view of risks,
Analysis Weaknesses, Opportunities, limitations, and development prospects;
and Threats of each LMS in the justifies selecting the most effective
context of Al integration. platform; supports recommendations for
Al integration in ELT.
Results
Comparative Analysis

A comparative analysis of five LMS platforms with integrated artificial
intelligence (AI) elements revealed significant differences in their approaches to
Al use, adaptability, and depth of pedagogical support. The data was compiled
from scientific publications (Alva-Mantari et al., 2021; Poulova et al., 2015;
Abdulai & Korsah, 2024; Aldahwan & Alsaeed, 2020), official platform
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documentation (Moodle Docs, Canvas Guides, Google Classroom Help), and a
content analysis of LMS functionality. The comparison of the platforms revealed
both technological differences and discrepancies in their focus on developing
learners’ communicative skills (Table 2).

The data obtained demonstrate that Moodle and Canvas offer high
customization flexibility and extensive integration capabilities. However, their
core Al elements require additional configuration. Google Classroom remains
the simplest and most technically limited tool, offering only a minimal level of
Al support.

Table 2. Comparison chart of LMS platforms with integrated Al elements

Platform Al Tools Functional = Pedagogical ~— Adaptive | Personali- Data
Flexibility Support | Mechanisms = zation Source

Moodle External Very high Medium: Low-medi- Medium Moodle
Al plugins, ( o p e n - depends on um (adaptiv- Docs; Pou-
chatbots, source code, teacher con- ity achieved lova et al.
automated plugins, in- figuration through pl- (2015)
assessment, tegrations) ugins)
analytics via
MoodleAna-
lytics plugin

Canvas Built-in ana- High (LTI High: ad- Medium Medium— Canvas
lytics, per- integra- vanced high Guides;
formance tions, grad- course tools P i a
prediction, ing modules, and feedback (2013)
Smart Rec- analytics) mechanisms
ommenda-
tions, inte-
gration with
Al services

Google Google Al: Medium: Low—-me- Low Low—-Google

Classroom automated limited to dium: basic medium  Classroom
organization, Google eco- functionality Docs
speech rec- system set

ognition, au-
to-generated
prompts

Thus, the comparative analysis allowed us to identify the strengths of each
platform and uncover differences in the nature of artificial intelligence integration.
These results provide a basis for selecting optimal digital solutions for English
language teaching and enable us to systematically present the data in a table.

Content Analysis

To gain a deeper understanding of the rationale behind integrating artificial
intelligence into modern LMSs, we conducted a detailed content analysis
of official documentation, user guides, technical descriptions, and scientific
publications. This section of the analysis can be considered an assessment of the
platform’s functionality. This analysis allowed us to systematize information on
the types of Al technologies used in different LMSs, identify implementation
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features, and identify limitations that impact pedagogical effectiveness. The data
obtained formed the basis for comparative Table 3.

Table 3. Comparative Characteristics of LMS Platforms with Integrated Al
Tools

LMS Types of Al Tools Al Applications Limitations / Source (Official
Platform Features Documentation +
Research)
Moodle Al plugins, au- Automated assess- | Al is not built-in Moodle Docs;
tomated grading, ment, prediction, by default; requires Poulova et al.,
MoodleAnalytics, | task adaptation setup and external | 2015
chatbots (via plugins) modules
Canvas Intelligent analyt-  Performance pre- Al is limited to ad- ' Canvas Guides;
ics, Smart Recom-  diction, teacher ministrative tasks | Pina, 2013
mendations, LTI recommendations,
integrations course automation
Google Google Al: auto- Simplified grad- Lacks deep adaptiv- Google
Classroom ' grading, speech ing, oral speech ity; limited peda- | Classroom Help
recognition, hint support, automated gogical functions
generation lesson structure

The pedagogical analysis aimed to assess the educational value of Al tools
integrated into modern LMSs in terms of their impact on the development of
learners’ foreign language communicative competence. Unlike content analysis,
which focuses on the technical characteristics of systems, pedagogical analysis
focuses on the didactic potential of technologies: support for language skill
acquisition, the quality of feedback, the adaptability of the learning process, and
the degree of learner engagement.

The analysis revealed that Al tools vary in their pedagogical effectiveness.
Canvas and Moodle less Al-enhanced, allow teachers to build a pedagogically
sound course structure, integrate external AI modules, and provide high-quality
feedback. Their pedagogical strength lies not in automatic adaptability, but in
the flexibility of the course and the ability to combine Al tools with traditional
teaching methods.

In Google Classroom, the pedagogical potential of Al is most limited. The
platform provides basic support for oral language processing and automated
assessment, but does not develop deep adaptability or student-centered learning.
However, the platform’s simplicity helps reduce cognitive load, which has a
positive impact on the initial stages of language acquisition.

The overall pedagogical conclusion is that artificial intelligence can
significantly enhance foreign language learning, but the effectiveness of Al tools
depends on the degree of integration into the platform’s pedagogical architecture.
The most effective combination is adaptive intelligent algorithms with a flexible
course management system, which allows for the simultaneous development of
productive and receptive language skills.
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Pedagogical Analysis of Al Effectiveness

To assess the real educational potential of artificial intelligence technologies
in modern LMSs, a pedagogical analysis was conducted to identify how Al
influences the development of key components of students’ foreign language
communicative competence. This approach allowed us to examine not only the
technical capabilities of the systems but also their didactic significance, including
their impact on the development of speaking, listening, reading, and writing skills,
the quality of feedback, and the adaptability of the learning process (Table 4).

Table 4. Impact of Key Al Functions on the Development of Foreign
Language Communication Skills

Al Function

Pedagogical Effect (Impact on FLCC Development)

Adaptive algorithms
(personalized learning)

Individualization of the learning trajectory; optimization of task
difficulty; increased motivation; faster development of listening
and reading skills due to alignment with the learner’s level.

Speech recognition

Development of speaking skills and phonetic competence; instant
pronunciation correction; improved automation of oral speech.

Automated grading of
written work (auto-grad-
ing, NLP analysis)

Immediate feedback; development of writing skills; reduced teach-
er workload; improved accuracy through targeted error correction.

Error prediction
(predictive modelling)

Improved diagnostic accuracy; prevention of typical mistakes;
strengthening of compensatory strategies.

Intelligent recommenda-
tions (smart feedback,
hints)

Development of learner autonomy; higher quality of feedback;
support for critical thinking and self-regulation.

Adaptation of pace and
task volume

Reduced cognitive overload; improved efficiency of material pro-
cessing; better concentration.

Al-based gamification
(adaptive gamification)

Increased engagement; higher intrinsic motivation; development
of persistence in performing tasks; support for repeated language
practice.

Semantic text analysis
(semantic NLP)

Deeper development of reading and writing skills; better contex-
tual understanding; formation of semantic analysis skills.

The analysis revealed that Al tools in modern LMSs perform several critical
educational functions. First, they provide adaptability, allowing the system to
automatically adjust tasks to the learner’s level characteristics, including difficulty,
speed, and exercise type. Second, Al improves the quality of feedback: automatic
assessment of written assignments, speech recognition, and the generation of
hints and intelligent comments accelerate the learning process and make it more
personalized, which is especially important for developing productive skills such
as speaking and writing.

Furthermore, Al tools support the development of listening comprehension
through automatic adaptation of audio materials and comprehension error
analysis, as well as reading comprehension through automatic text difficulty
algorithms and interactive assignments. These capabilities increase student
engagement and create conditions for flexible, independent learning, consistent
with modern theoretical models of linguodidactics and adaptive learning.
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However, the pedagogical analysis also revealed methodological gaps. In some
LMSs (for example, Google Classroom and, to some extent, Moodle), Al tools
are focused primarily on administrative support and automation of the learning
process, but have a limited impact on the development of communication skills.
Despite the availability of external modules, deep adaptability and intelligent
speech correction remain under-implemented. This points to the need to integrate
more sophisticated speech processing algorithms, automate the semantic analysis
of written assignments, and expand adaptive capabilities.

Thus, the pedagogical analysis shows that Al has significant potential to
support the development of FLCC, but its effectiveness depends not only on the
availability of technology but also on its integration into the platform’s pedagogical
logic. Maximum results are achieved by combining intelligent algorithms with a
didactically sound course structure and an active role for the instructor.

SWOT Analysis of LMS in the Context of Al Integration

A SWOT analysis of five platforms: Moodle, Canvas, Google Classroom
revealed the advantages and disadvantages of their practical use. This method
allowed us to assess not only the current effectiveness of the systems but also
potential risks, opportunities for expansion, and areas for optimization when
using Al in English language teaching (Table 5).

Table 5. Comparative SWOT Analysis of LMS Platforms in the Context of
Al Use

SwWoT Moodle Canvas Google Classroom
Category
S — *Flexibility, open-source *Built-in analytics *Simplicity
Strengths  code LTI integrations *Google Al: auto-grad-
*Expandable with Al pl- *Well-structured ing, speech-to-text
ugins course organization  *Suitable for schools
*Strong pedagogical course
customization
W — *No built-in Al by default  <Limited depth of Al  <Limited functionality
Weaknesses  *Requires configuration *No linguistic adap- | *Low personalization
*Limited automatic adap-  tivity *Weak feedback mecha-
tivity nisms
00— eIntegration of NLP and Integration of gen-  *Strengthening Google
Opportunities speech-Al erative Al Al
*Expansion via Al plugins  *Expansion of adap- | *Extension of Al for
*Moodle Analytics tive features language learning
T— *Plugin incompatibility *Platform dependency  <Limitations of Google
Threats *High administrative work- <Risk of data loss dur- ecosystem
load ing integration eInsufficient for higher
education

The SWOT table demonstrates that each LMS platform has its own profile
of strengths and weaknesses, which determines its potential for using Al tools in
English language teaching.
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Moodle is highly flexible and adaptable thanks to its open source nature
and extensive extensibility through plugins. However, the lack of built-in Al
tools makes the platform dependent on the quality of external modules, which
can cause compatibility issues and increase the workload for administrators.
Despite its significant potential for using Al, Moodle requires technical support
and proper configuration.

Canvas combines basic LMS capabilities with advanced analytics,
providing high-quality monitoring and performance forecasting. However, the
platform’s Al features are primarily limited to administrative analytics and do
not provide deep adaptability for language teaching. Nevertheless, the potential
integration of generative Al makes Canvas a promising system for the further
development of language teaching.

Google Classroom uses Al minimally and primarily helps organize
the learning process. Although the platform supports speech recognition and
automatic proofreading via Google Al, it offers almost no personalization or
adaptability. This is sufficient for entry-level language learning, but insufficient
for a university setting.

Using SWOT profiles allows us to objectively assess the potential of each
platform and identify optimal strategies for combining LMS and Al tools to
effectively develop foreign language communicative competence.

Discussion

The combined research and comparative analysis demonstrate that modern
LMSs are evolving under the influence of rapid advances in artificial intelligence.
In addition to technological advances, pedagogical challenges are also becoming
more complex, as mobile learning options expand. Moodle, Canvas, and
Google Classroom platforms vary significantly in the depth of Al integration,
adaptability, quality of feedback, and the pedagogical focus of their built-in tools.
The perspectives examined in the literature—including the historical foundations
of LMSs [3], the development of mobile learning services [4], functional and
user criteria for platform selection [5], and Al models based on neural networks,
decision trees, and probabilistic algorithms [11]—confirm that LMSs represent
a complex ecosystem in which technological innovations are closely linked to
pedagogical goals.

However, previous comparative studies of LMSs [6, 7, 8] are primarily
guided by technical or organizational criteria, rarely addressing the question
of how embedded Al tools support the development of foreign language
communicative competence. Kazakhstani studies also focus on individual digital
tools rather than LMSs as holistic platforms [9]. This confirms a methodological
gap between functional comparisons and the pedagogical effectiveness of Al
tools.

The results of the content, pedagogical, and SWOT analyses demonstrate
that general-purpose LMSs (Moodle, Canvas) are flexible and extensible but
require the integration of external Al modules to achieve a similar pedagogical
effect. Google Classroom remains a minimalist platform with limited support for
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FLCC development. This gap between functional capabilities and pedagogical
effectiveness highlights the need for a comprehensive approach when assessing
the effectiveness of LMSs in English language teaching.

Based on all the comparative analyses we conducted, Al integration into
LMSs should be considered simultaneously from a technological, pedagogical, and
contextual perspective. This multi-layered approach reveals the real advantages
and limitations of platforms and demonstrates that Al implementation requires
not only technical solutions but also a well-thought-out methodological strategy.

Therefore, it is important to consider several recommendations. First,
when choosing an LMS, it is important to evaluate not only the availability
of Al tools but also their actual pedagogical benefits: the quality of feedback,
adaptability, and connection to learning objectives. Second, Al implementation
should be accompanied by teacher training: they need clear instructions,
sample assignments, lesson plans, and performance evaluation criteria. Third,
Al components should complement, not replace, live pedagogical interaction,
so it is important to combine them with traditional teaching methods. Finally,
platforms should be adapted to the specific context—the level of students, the
educational environment, the goals, and the format of the course. This study aims
to comparatively evaluate LMSs, develop methodological recommendations,
and identify optimal Al integration models that will help improve the quality of
English language learning and make it more flexible, personalized, and effective.

Conclusion

The analysis revealed that modern LMS platforms with integrated Al
elements are already moving beyond simple tools for organizing the learning
process. They are becoming complex adaptive systems capable of significantly
changing English language teaching methods. Despite the diverse functionality
of Moodle, Canvas, and Google Classroom their effectiveness is determined
not only by their level of technological support but also by their relevance to
pedagogical objectives and the context of their use.

Comparative, content, pedagogical,and SWOT analyses revealed significant
differences in the depth of Al integration, the quality of feedback, support for
the development of communication skills, and the potential for personalization.
Moodle and Canvas offer significant flexibility and functional extensibility but
require external integrations to achieve a comparable pedagogical effect. Google
Classroom remains a convenient entry-level tool, but its Al architecture does
not provide sufficient support for the development of FLCC. A synthesis of the
study’s results highlights that, to date, there is no universal LMS capable of fully
meeting all the requirements for Al-based English language teaching. However,
the combination of flexible LMS and specialized Al tools creates optimal
conditions for developing all components of foreign language communicative
competence. Thus, a combined approach, integrating platforms with different
functional profiles and using Al tools tailored to specific teaching tasks, is a
viable strategy.
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These findings form the basis for developing methodological
recommendations and selecting the most effective models for integrating
artificial intelligence into English language teaching, confirming the relevance
and practical significance of this study.
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AFBUILIBIH TIJITH OKBITYIA )KACAHIbI UHTEJIVIEKT
HUHTEI'PAHUAJAHFAH LMS IIVNIAT®OPMAJIAPBIHBIH
CAJIBICTBIPMAUJIBI TAJIIAYbI
*Kanmubaesa /1.b.!, Kap6o3osa I'.K.?, Maxanosa X.K.?
*1309.)KonibexoB aTeinaarsl OHTYCTIK KazakcTaH megarorukaibik
yHuBepcureTi, [lIsiMkent, KazakcTan
*M.Oye30B arbinnarbl OHTYCTiK KazakcTan 3epTTey YHUBEPCHUTETI,
[IemvkenT, Kazakcran

Anparna. Xacanapl uaTemiekt (JKM) TexHOIOTHsUIapbIHBIH KapKbIHIBI
namybl 3amaHayn Outimal Oackapy xkyiuenepin (LMS) emayip Typnenaipal.
Onap oKIMIIUIIK KypaJIJapiaH Tepl arbUIMIBIH TUTIH OKBITyFa OarbITTaJIFaH,
OeliiMJIeNIeTIH KoHE OKylIblFa OarnapianraH riardopmanapra aitHanasl. KU
KOMITIOHEHTTepl eHrisuired LMS xyilenepiHe FbUIBIMM >KOHE IPAKTUKAJIBIK
KbI3bIFYIIBUIBIK APThII KeJIe)KaTKaHbIHA KapaMacTaH, 0J1apibIH PyHKLIMOHAJIIbIFbI,
MeAArorukajiblK THIMIALIIIT JKQHE CaJbICThIpMaibl apTHIKIIBUIBIKTAPbl oMl i€
KETKUTIKTI 3epTTenMereH. by 3epTrey OChl OJNKBUIBIKTBIH OpPHBIH TOJTBIPY
yuriH Moodle, Canvas, Google Classroom tuiatdopmManapbelHbIH aFbUILIbIH
TIJTH OKBITYFa KarbICThl KW MyMKIHAIKTEpIHE KEIIEH I CabICThIPMAIIbl TAJIIAy
Kyprizeni. 3epTrey dJlicTeMeci TOPT e3apa TOJBIKTHIPATHIH TOCUIIEH TYPaJIbl:
CaJIbICTBIPMAJIbI Taj/1ay, KOHTEHT-Taj1ay, Mearorukajiblk Tajaay xone SWOT-
tannay. Kemnkabartel Tocim XKW KypanaapblHbIH HEri3ri KOMMYHUKaTHBTIK
JaFIbUTIAP/IBl TAMBITYFA 9CEPIH Kyieni Oaranayra, COHIal-aK epCoOHaTN3aIus,
a/IallTUBTI OKY JKOHE aBTOMATTaH/BIPBUIFAH Kepl OailllaHbIC QJieyeTiH aHbIKTayFa
MyMKiHIIK Oepeni. Hotwxkenep KW enrisuly TepeHAIriHiH aTapiblKTai
e3repeTiHiH kepcereni: Moodle men Canvas MOAYIBIIK KYPbUIBIMBIHBIH
HMKEeMJIUTIriHe KapamacTaH, KockiMina XKW kommoneHTTepin tanamn erexdi, Google
Classroom XKW OoiipiHIIa mIeKTeynl Kojijay YcbiHaAbl. byn KOpbIThIHABUIAD
mieTes TUTIHAETT KOMMYHUKAaTUBTIK KY3bIPETTUIIKTI apTThIpy YiuiH ukemai LMS
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apxuTeKTypachiH Aambirad KW KypangapbIMeH YINTaCTbIPY/IbIH MaHbI3AbUIbIFbIH
alikpIHAalapl. 3epTTey IleTed TUIIH OKBITy canacblHa yiec Kockein, KU
TEXHOJIOTUSJIAPbIH TUIMA1 €Hri3y OOWBIHINA YCBIHBICTAp MEH aFbUIIIBIH TUIIH
uu@pIbIK OpTaga OKBITYIbl OHTAWIAHIBIpyFa OarbITTaJFaH CTPATErHsUIbIK
OarpITTap/bl aHBIKTANIBI.

Tipexk ce31ep: jxacaH/ bl MHTEUIEKT, OLTIMA1 OacKapy »Kyienepi, aFbUIILbIH
TUTIH OKBITY, aJanTUBTI OKBITY, mnepcoHanuzauus, KU-Herizmgenren kepi
OaillaHbIC, KOMMYHHUKATHUBTIK KY3BbIPETTUIIK, KacaH/1bl HHTEJUIEKT KOJIJIayhbl

CPABHUTEJIbHBIA AHAJIN3 LMS-IIIAT®OPM C
HUHTEI'PUPOBAHHBIM UCKYCCTBEHHBIM UHTEJIJIEKTOM B
OBYUYEHUU AHITIMHCKOMY SI3BIKY
*Kanmubaesa JI.b.!, Kap6o3osa I'.K.2, Maxanosa JK.K.}?
*1310H0-Kazaxcranckuii iegarornyeckuii yausepeutet uM. ©.0KoHi0ekoB,
IIevkenT, Ka3zaxctan
21OsxH0-KaszaxcraHCKuil HCcie0BaTeIbCKUil yHUBEPCUTET MM. M. Ay330Ba,
IIevkenT, Ka3zaxctan

AHHoTanusi. CTpeMUTENbHOE pa3BUTHE TEXHOJOTHI HCKYCCTBEHHOI'O
untesiekra (UMW) cymectBeHHO TpaHCHOPMHUPOBAIO COBPEMEHHBIE CHUCTEMbI
ynpasieausi ooydenuem (LMS). OHu cTaHOBSATCS MEHEE aMUHUCTPATUBHBIMHU
u 6oJiee a1an TUBHBIMU, OPUEHTHPOBAHHBIMU Ha 00YYaroIIerocst ”THCTPyMEHTaMU
JUISL TIPETIOAABaHUsl aHIIMHUCKOro sA3bIka. HecMoTps Ha pacTymumii HaydHBIA U
npakTuueckuii uarepec k LMS, unrerpupyromum MU, nx GyHKIHMOHATBHOCTD,
neaarorudeckas 3Q(GEeKTUBHOCTh U CPaBHUTENIbHbBIE MMPEUMYLIECTBA OCTAIOTCS
HEJ0CTAaTOYHO M3Y4YEeHHbIMU. JlaHHOE HccieoBaHUE BOCHOJHSET ATOT Mpoden
U IPEJCTaBISIET KOMILJIEKCHBIH CPaBHUTENbHBIN aHanu3 1uiatpopm — Moodle,
Canvas, Google Classroom — c yuéroM ux BcTpoeHHbIX WMU-yHKIUH,
MPUMEHUMbIX B OOyYEHMH aHIIMMCKOMY $3bIKYy. MeTOoJ0J0TUsl MCCIIe0BaHUs
BKJIKOYAE€T  YEThIpE  B3aUMOJONOJHAIOIIMX  IOAXOAA:  CPAaBHUTEIbHBIN
aHaJIu3, KOHTCHT-aHaju3, nejgarorudeckmii anamm3 u SWOT-anamu3. Taxoit
MHOTOYPOBHEBBIM  TMOAXOJ TMO3BOJSET CUCTEMAarTH4yecku oueHutb HU-
MHCTPYMEHTBI, IOHATH UX BIUSHUE HAa Pa3BUTHE KIFOUEBbIX KOMMYHHUKATUBHBIX
HAaBbIKOB, a TAK)K€ ONPEAEIUTh MX MOTEHIMal B 00JacTU NEepCOHAIN3ALNH,
aJalTUBHOTO OOYy4YeHHs] M aBTOMaTHuYeckoil oOparHoil cBsizu. Pesynbrarhbl
MOKAa3bIBAIOT 3HAYUTEIbHYIO BapUaTUBHOCTh IyOMHbI uHTerpamuu WU:
Moodle u Canvas, 061a1ast MOAYJIbHOM THOKOCTHIO, TPEOYIOT TONOTHUTEIbHBIX
NU-kommnonenToB, Google Classroom o0ecrneunBaeT JHIIb OTPaHUYCHHYIO
noanepxkky MU. IlonyyeHHble NaHHBIE MOAYEPKUBAIOT BAaXKHOCTh COYETAHMS
rudkoit apxutektypsl LMS ¢ coBpemennbiMu M -uHCcTpyMeHTaMu 17151 pa3BUTHUS
MHOSI3bIYHOM KOMMYHHMKATUBHOM KoMIeTeHIMH. VccnenoBanue BHOCUT BKIIaJ] B
METOJMKY IpPEINo/iaBaHusl MHOCTPAHHBIX S3BIKOB M MpPEIaracT peKoMEeHAAlNUn
o 3¢¢dexruBHoit unrerpauuu UU-texnonoruit 8 LMS, a taxxke omnpeznenser
CTpaTernyecKue HarpaBICHUs ONTUMHU3ALUU OOyUEHUS aHIIMICKOMY SI3bIKY B
unppoBoi 00pa30BaTEIBLHOM Cpeie.
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