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DIGITAL TOOLS FOR TEACHING ENGLISH TO NON-LANGUAGE MAJORS:
OVERCOMING COMMUNICATIVE BARRIERS

The article examines the teaching of English to university students of non-language majors through the lens of
overcoming communicative barriers that hinder oral and written performance in digitally mediated learning. The relevance
of the study is driven by the expansion of English-mediated professional interaction across fields, the rapid digitalization
of higher education, and the need to align technology use with communicative outcomes rather than merely increasing
task volume. Drawing on contemporary research in blended learning, mobile-assisted language learning, informal digital
learning of English, automated writing assessment, and conversational artificial intelligence systems, the article outlines
recurrent barriers faced by non-language-major students: limited time for systematic practice, fragmented interaction,
reduced persistence in asynchronous work, insufficient lexical accessibility for professional discourse, constrained access
to timely feedback, and heightened speaking anxiety in high-stakes communication contexts.

A theoretical analysis and synthesis of scholarly literature was conducted to relate key categories of digital tools
to evidence-based pedagogical design conditions under which they reduce these barriers and support sustained
communication. The article highlights principles that increase the density of communicative events through authentic
tasks, obligatory interaction, and feedback-and-revision cycles: blended learning aligned with discipline-specific genres;
mobile vocabulary practice coupled with immediate production; structured integration of informal language contact
with curricular communicative outcomes, diagnostic integration of automated feedback through guided revision and
Justification of edits; and chatbot-based rehearsal that transfers into interaction with peers and instructors.

Based on the synthesis, the article proposes a concise set of methodological recommendations on selecting and
sequencing digital tools to strengthen engagement, confidence, and the communicative quality of English for professional
purposes among non-language-major university students.

Key words: professional and business communication, oral and written communicative skills, instructional design
principles, methods of teaching English in higher education, learning barriers, students’interaction, feedback literacy.
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OUA®POBI THCTPYMEHTH Y BUKJIAJAHHI AHIDIIUCHKOI MOBU CTYJIEHTAM
HEMOBHUWX CHEIIAJIBHOCTEN: IMTOJOJIAHHSA KOMYHIKATUBHUX BAP’€PIB

Cmamms po3ensioae 8uK1a0anis aneniicbkoi Mosu cmyoeHmam HeMOSHUX CHeYianbHocmell Kpi3b npusmy noooiaHHs
KOMYHIKAMUGHUX 6ap '€pis, wjo nepeukoolcaoms YCHOMY U RUCEMHOMY MOGLEHHIO 8 YMOBAX HABYAHMHS ONOCEPEOKOBAHO20
yudposumu mexronoziamu. AKmyanbHicms 00CTIONCEHHS 3yMOBILEHA POSUUPEHHAM AH2TIOMOBHOI NPOghecitinoi 63aeMO0il
8 PI3HUX 2any3AX, WEUOKOI0 Yuposisayicio suwoi oceimu ma nompeodor y32004cy8amiu UKOPUCMAHHSA MeXHON02IU i3
KOMYHIKAMUGHUMU Pe3YIbmamamu, a He auwe 3i 30inouennam oocaey 3asdans. Cnupaiouucsh Ha cy4achi 00CaiOdNCeH s
3MIUAN020 HABYAHHA, MODINTLHO NIOMPUMYBAHO20 BUEUEHHS MOBU, HePOPMATLHOZO YUPDPOBO2O SUSYEHHS AHSTIUCHKOI,
aA8MOMAMU308AHO20 OYIHIOBAHHA NUCOMA MA 0IAN0208UX CUCTNEM WMYYHO20 THMENeKmY, ¥ CIammi OKpecieHo munosi
bap’epu cmyoenmis HeniHeGiCMUYHUX CReyianbHOCmel: 0OMedIceHUtl Yac 08 CUCMEMAMU4IHOL nPaKmuKy, QpazmeHmo-
BAHICMb 83AEMOOTL, 3HUNCEHHS HANOLE2IUBOCMI 8 ACUHXPOHHIL POOOMI, HeOOCMAMHS T1eKCUUHA OOCMYNHICMb OISl NPO-
ecitinozo ouckypcy, obmedxceHul 00Cmyn 00 C80EYACHO20 360POMHO20 38 A3KY Md NiOBUUEHA MPUBONHCHICMb MOBIeHHS
6 CUMYayisx 8UCOKOI 8i0N0BIOAILHOCHIL.

30iticneno meopemuunuil ananiz i cuHmes HaAyKoGoi 1imepaniypu 3 MEemoio Cni6gioHecmu KIouosi Kame2opii yupposux
IHCMpYMeHmi6 3 00KA3060 ODIPYHMOBAHUMY YMOSAMU IX NE0A202TUHO20 NPOEKMYEAHHSA, 30 AKUX 60HU IMEHULYIOMb 3A3HA-
yeni b6ap’epu i NIOMPUMYIOMb CINALY KOMYHIKayilo. Y cmammi akyeHmogano npuHyuni, uwjo niosUuwyions WilbHicms Komy-
HIKAMuHUX nOOill uepes asmeHmuuHi 3a60anis, 0008 sI3K08Y 63a€MOOII0 MA YUKIU 360POMHO20 36 A3KY Ul 00ONPAYIOBAHHSL:
3Milane HA8YanHs, y32000iceHe 3 (haxoeumu JCanpami;, MOOIbHY TeKCUUHY NPAKMUKY, NOEOHARY 3 He2aUHUM NPOOYKY-
BAHHAM, CIPYKMYPOBAHe NOCOHAHHS HEGOPMATLHO20 KOHMAKNTY 3 MOBOI0 Md HABYATLHUX KOMYHIKAIMUBHUX Pe3VIbMamis;
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odlaeHocmuuny iHmezpayiio asmoMamu308aHo20 360pOMHO20 36 SI3KY uepe3 Keposanull 02110 ma 00IpyHIY8anHs NPAGox, d
MAKONC MPEHYBAHHS 3 HAMOOMAMU, WO NEPEHOCUMBCSL Y 83AEMOOTIO 3 0OHOSPYNHUKAMU U BUKAA0AYEM.

Ha niocmasi cunmesy 3anpononosano cmuciauii KOMIIEKC MeMOOUYHUX PeKOMeHOayitl o000 0060py U NOCiio0s-
HOCMI BUKOPUCMAHHA YUPDPOBUX THCMPYMEHMIE 0151 NOCULEHHS 3AJTY4eHOCI, YNe8HeHOCMI Ma KOMYHIKAMUHoI AKoCmi
AH2IOMOBHO20 (haX08020 CNIIKYBAHHS CNYOEHMIE HEMOBHUX CNeyialbHOCmell.

Knrouosi cnosa: npogheciiina ma 0inoea KoMyHikayis, YCHI il RUCLMOBE KOMYHIKAMUGHI HAGUYKU, NPUHYUNU THCMPYK-
YIIHO20 OU3ANHY, MeMOOUKA HABUAHHS AHININUCLKOL MOSU Y GUIYILL WKOL, HABUATLHI OAp €pu, 63A€MOQis CIyOeHmis,

2PAMOMHICMb POOOMU 3i 360POMHUM 36 S3KOM.

General statement of the problem. Digitalization
has shifted higher education from a classroom-only
model to a hybrid system. Today, instruction, practice,
and assessment happen across both institutional plat-
forms and open online spaces. For university students
majoring in subjects other than languages, English
learning is often blended, combining face-to-face inter-
action with online tasks, asynchronous discussions, and
data-driven feedback. Systematic reviews argue that
technology in university-level English instruction is
no longer just a supplementary tool. Instead, it requires
a coordinated pedagogical design that aligns digital
capabilities with communication goals and learner
self-regulation (Klimova et al., 2023).

However, shifting to blended instruction creates
communicative barriers that are especially salient
for non-language majors: limited time for sustained
practice, fragmented interaction, reduced persistence
in asynchronous work, and heightened anxiety about
performance in discipline-relevant communication
(Glazkova et al., 2025). Research indicates that while
flexibility is a benefit, it can weaken a student’s pace
and persistence, and interaction can become dis-
continuous without deliberate pedagogical support
(Boelens et al., 2017). Therefore, discussions on
digital tools must move beyond simple descriptions
and focus on evidence-based principles for selecting
and sequencing tools that reduce barriers to sustained
oral and written communication rather than merely
increasing task volume (Castro, 2019).

A final point is the rapid rise of Artificial Intelli-
gence in education. While automated writing evalu-
ation systems and chatbots are expanding, research
highlights inconsistent quality and a frequent mis-
match between what a tool measures and what the
course aims to teach, which may reproduce rather
than reduce communicative barriers (Shi & Ary-
adoust, 2024). Consequently, a structured synthesis is
needed to clarify how digital tools mitigate commu-
nicative barriers for non-language majors and under
what design conditions they improve discipline-rele-
vant oral and written communication.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
Recent research converges on the idea that technol-
ogy reduces communicative barriers primarily when
it is embedded in sound instructional design: Boe-
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lens et al. (2017) show that successful blended learn-
ing designs explicitly manage flexibility, interaction,
learner support, and the affective climate, which are
closely tied to persistence and participation; Farmati
et al. (2023) argue that blended English for specific
purposes is most effective when it integrates disci-
pline-relevant genres and collaborative tasks, address-
ing the barrier of low transfer to professional commu-
nication; Sung et al. (2015) report a positive overall
impact of mobile devices on language learning when
activities are instructionally anchored, which helps
counter irregular practice; Yu and Trainin (2022) find
that technology-assisted vocabulary learning supports
retention when designs include retrieval practice and
spaced exposure, addressing lexical access barriers
in speaking and writing; Zhai and Ma (2023) show
gains from automated writing evaluation when feed-
back is integrated into guided revision cycles, sup-
porting barrier reduction related to limited teacher
feedback capacity; Shi and Aryadoust (2024) caution
that automated feedback raises validity and alignment
concerns, which may create new barriers if tools do
not match targeted competencies; and Du and Daniel
(2024) conclude that artificial intelligence-powered
chatbots can support speaking fluency and confidence,
but only under structured prompting and ethical safe-
guards that prevent superficial practice and misuse.
The purpose of the article. This review synthe-
sizes evidence on digital tools used to teach English
to university students of non-language majors with a
focus on overcoming communicative barriers. It identi-
fies the most recurrent barriers reported in blended and
digitally mediated instruction and maps tool categories
to the design conditions under which they mitigate
these barriers and support sustained communication.
Presentation of the main material. Blended
learning environments. For university students of
non-language majors, blended learning can mitigate
the barrier of limited contact hours. However, its
benefits depend on deliberate course design rather
than the mere addition of online tasks. Blended for-
mats should be treated as a design problem that man-
ages flexibility, interaction, learner support, and the
affective climate, because excessive flexibility may
weaken persistence and participation in asynchro-
nous work (Boelens et al., 2017). Therefore, online
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components should be structured around scheduled
interactional tasks and observable communicative
outputs rather than assumed to emerge spontaneously.
Evidence from English for specific purposes sug-
gests that blended instruction is most effective when
it integrates discipline-relevant genres, collaborative
work, and feedback loops aligned with professional
communication goals, rather than functioning as an
isolated platform-based add-on (Farmati et al., 2023).

Activity example: Flipped classroom.

1. Individual phase: students watch a short video
and draft a two-hundred-word problem statement in a
course forum.

2. Peer interaction phase: each student provides
two structured comments on peers’ drafts following
agreed netiquette and feedback prompts.

3. Synthesis phase: the instructor identifies recurring
issues in clarity, structure, and language use, and stu-
dents revise in small groups to produce a joint version.

4. Rationale: the design converts online time into
compulsory interaction and reserves face-to-face time for
high-value collaborative editing and negotiated meaning.

Mobile and technology-assisted learning. For
non-language majors, a frequent communicative bar-
rier is limited lexical accessibility in discipline-spe-
cific speaking and writing. Mobile-supported learning
can reduce this barrier when integrated into instruc-
tion through repeated exposure and retrieval practice,
which is associated with improved achievement in
language learning (Sung et al., 2015). Technology-as-
sisted vocabulary learning tends to be more effective
than non-technology approaches when tasks require
active use of vocabulary rather than passive recogni-
tion, particularly under designs that include spaced
practice and retrieval-based activities (Yu & Trainin,
2022). Accordingly, vocabulary activities should be
directly linked to short communicative performances
to prevent practice from becoming detached from
authentic communication demands.

Activity example: Vocabulary in context task.

1. Task: students photograph an object or process
related to their discipline (for example, a laboratory
instrument, a mechanical component, or a marketing
artifact).

2. Mobile action: students label the image with
three target terms and record a brief explanation
describing function or purpose using the target
vocabulary.

3. Output: images and recordings are uploaded
to a shared class repository for peer viewing and
instructor sampling.

4. Rationale: the task shifts vocabulary learning from
recognition to situated production and strengthens the
link between terminology and communicative use.
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Informal digital learning of English. A major
barrier for non-language majors is insufficient expo-
sure to English beyond classroom time, which lim-
its automatisation and confidence in communication.
Informal engagement with English through digital
media can extend input and interaction opportunities,
yet the pedagogical challenge is converting passive
exposure into transferable competence (Yurieva et al.,
2021). Research indicates that informal digital learn-
ing relates to learners’ communicative orientations
and professional language identity, which is relevant
for non-language majors who often perceive Eng-
lish as instrumental rather than central to their stud-
ies (Lee & Lee, 2019). Therefore, instructors should
employ structured “bridging” practices that guide stu-
dents to document out-of-class encounters with Eng-
lish, notice language patterns, and transfer them into
course-based speaking and writing tasks.

Activity example: Digital field note.

1. Input: students select one discipline-relevant
English-language resource outside class (for exam-
ple, an expert video, a professional post, or a forum
discussion).

2. Noticing: students extract one useful sentence
pattern or lexical bundle and provide a brief note on
context and function.

3. Transfer: in the next lesson, students apply
the extracted pattern in a sentence or mini-response
related to the current topic.

4. Rationale: the task legitimises informal learn-
ing while training systematic noticing and controlled
transfer into curricular communication.

Automated writing evaluation and artificial intel-
ligence-based feedback. In academic and profes-
sional writing, a central barrier is the limited avail-
ability of timely, iterative feedback in large classes,
which restricts revision cycles. Automated writing
evaluation can support writing quality when feedback
is embedded in guided revision rather than used pri-
marily for scoring (Zhai & Ma, 2023). At the same
time, automated feedback may overemphasize sur-
face-level language features and may not align with
intended writing constructs unless integrated with
clear genre expectations and teacher mediation (Shi
& Aryadoust, 2024). Consequently, students require
feedback literacy to treat automated suggestions as
diagnostic input rather than authoritative correction.

Integration may include:

1. Framing: genre-specific rubrics and success cri-
teria.

2. Diagnosis: interpreting feedback as hypotheses
to evaluate.

3. Human focus: teacher support for argumenta-
tion, coherence, stance, and discipline conventions.
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4. Justification: learner explanations of accepted
and rejected changes.

Activity example: Feedback justification protocol.

1. Drafting: students write a first draft of a pro-
fessional email or an abstract and obtain automated
feedback using a writing assistant.

2. Analysis: students complete a short decision log
recording suggestion, decision (accept or reject), and
justification tied to genre and disciplinary conventions.

3. Submission: assessment prioritises the quality
of justification and revision strategy, not only the final
product.

4. Rationale: the protocol prevents uncritical
acceptance and strengthens students’ ability to evalu-
ate the appropriateness of automated feedback.

Conversational artificial intelligence and chat-
bots. For non-language majors, a frequent barrier
is speaking anxiety and limited opportunities for
repeated low-stakes oral practice. Reviews suggest
that chatbots can support speaking fluency and confi-
dence, but effects depend on structured prompts, error
management, and ethical safeguards (Du & Daniel,
2024). For this population, chatbot tasks should sim-
ulate discipline-relevant scenarios and function as a
rehearsal stage that prepares students for subsequent
human interaction, rather than replacing peer commu-
nication.

A minimal implementation model includes:

1. Structured prompting: defined roles, goals, and
constraints.

2. Reflection: transcript review to identify recur-
rent errors and successful moves.

3. Transfer: subsequent performance with peers
using the same scenario.

4. Safeguards: clear privacy and academic integ-
rity guidance.

Activity example: Professional scenario rehearsal.

1. Prompting: students receive a discipline-specific
scenario prompt (for example, responding to a dissatis-
fied client or explaining a delayed deliverable).

...............................................................................

2. Rehearsal: students complete a short interac-
tion with a chatbot focusing on clarity, politeness
strategies, and terminology.

3. Reflection: students highlight one successful
response and one problematic response and revise both.

4. Transfer: students perform the scenario with a
peer partner in class and receive brief feedback.

5. Rationale: rehearsal reduces anxiety through
repeated practice and supports transfer to authentic
interpersonal communication.

Table 1 summarizes the synthesis of the reviewed
literature by translating broad evidence on technolo-
gy-enhanced English instruction into a practical map-
ping between major digital tool categories and the
core design principles that most consistently reduce
communicative barriers for non-language-major uni-
versity students.

Practical recommendations

1. Define barrier-linked outcomes. Use observable
indicators (revision cycles, discipline-specific vocab-
ulary use, participation quality, interactional moves)
because tool impact depends on design-assessment
alignment.

2. Increase communicative event density in
blended courses. Plan weekly speaking and writing
outputs with feedback and revision; blended formats
work best when tied to authentic genres and guided
feedback loops.

3. Connect vocabulary practice to immediate pro-
duction. Make each digital vocabulary task end in a
short spoken or written performance, consistent with
evidence for mobile-supported learning and technolo-
gy-assisted vocabulary gains.

4. Treat automated writing feedback as diagnostic.
Embed it in guided revision with decision-making and
justification to address misalignment and validity risks.

5. Use chatbots as structured rehearsal for disci-
pline speaking. Provide prompts, require reflection,
and transfer practice to peer interaction to avoid
decontextualized use.

Table 1
Digital Tool Categories and Key Design Principles for Reducing Communicative Barriers
Tool Category Key Design Principle
Blended Learning Treat blended instruction as a design problem, not just delivery. Schedule specific interactional
Environments tasks and align online work with disciplinary genres rather than using it as an isolated add-on.
Mobile & Vocabulary Apps Vocabulary practice must not remain isolated; it should systematically feed into observable

speaking and writing tasks (e.g., short explanations, summaries).

Informal Digital Learning

Guide learners to document and reflect on out-of-class exposure (social media, entertainment),
then transfer noticed language patterns into formal course tasks.

Automated Writing Evaluation

Use automated feedback as diagnostic input to trigger multiple revision cycles. Teacher guidance
is essential to prevent score-driven corrections that ignore meaning.

Conversational Al / Chatbots

Use chatbots as a low-stakes “rehearsal layer” for professional scenarios (e.g., explaining
procedures) before transferring those skills to human interaction.

Compiled by the author
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Conclusions. Overall, the evidence suggests
that digital tools reduce communicative barriers for
non-language-major university students only when
they are embedded in coherent instructional design
rather than added as isolated technologies. Across
tool categories, the most consistent mechanism is not
“more online work,” but a deliberate increase in the
frequency and quality of discipline-relevant speaking
and writing events, supported by clear task sequenc-
ing, interactional obligations, and feedback-and-revi-
sion cycles.

Within this logic, mobile-supported and technol-
ogy-assisted vocabulary work is most useful when
it strengthens rapid lexical access for communica-
tion and is immediately coupled with short oral or
written production, so that practice translates into
observable performance rather than remaining recog-
nition-based. Automated writing evaluation and auto-
mated feedback can meaningfully address the barrier
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of limited teacher time for iterative feedback, but only
if students are guided to interpret suggestions diag-
nostically and justify revisions, because misalignment
between tool outputs and targeted competencies can
otherwise reproduce new barriers to accurate aca-
demic communication. Similarly, conversational sys-
tems and chatbots can lower anxiety and expand low-
stakes speaking practice, yet they are most defensible
when used as structured rehearsal that transfers into
peer or instructor interaction rather than replacing it.

Building on these conclusions, future research
should prioritize semester-long interventions with
delayed measurement to test durability and trans-
fer into discipline genres, focus more directly on
non-language majors in authentic English for specific
purposes and English for general academic purposes
tasks, and adopt stronger outcome measures that cap-
ture discourse quality and interactional competence
rather than only surface accuracy.
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