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Abstract

This study examines how online Spanish language coa-

ches, that is, trained native speakers who facilitate

authentic conversational practice, perceive and use artifi-

cial intelligence (AI) in virtual language teaching. While

previous research has predominantly focused on class-

room teachers, we use a mixed‐methods design that

includes a questionnaire and open‐ended responses from

96 coaches based in 15 Spanish‐speaking countries. We

examine their familiarity with AI, attitudes toward its use,

and views on how it may complement human interaction

in language learning. Coaches see clear benefits in using

AI for lesson planning, personalization, and idea genera-

tion, but they also express concerns about data privacy and

ethics, misinformation, reduced critical thinking, and the

loss of emotional connection and cultural authenticity.

Regression analyses show that familiarity with AI and

comfort using it are the strongest predictors of perceived

usefulness and willingness to integrate this technology into

practice. The findings suggest that professional develop-

ment should strengthen AI literacy while preserving the

interpersonal and intercultural dimensions of language

learning. Clear institutional guidance is also needed on AI
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use and pedagogical approaches that integrate AI without

diminishing meaningful human interaction.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

The concept of coaching, common in fields such as sports, leadership, and psychology, is
typically understood as a personalized, goal‐oriented process designed to enhance performance,
motivation, and self‐efficacy. In recent years, this model has been adapted to language edu-
cation, giving rise to language coaching (Cowden et al., 2022). Unlike traditional instruction,
language coaching emphasizes learner autonomy, reflective practice, and non‐directive facili-
tation (Thomson, 2013; Wielgolawski, 2011). Its distinctive feature is positioning the learner as
an active agent supported by a coach who acts as “a guide or trainer who makes decisions about
how the player or student performs” (Ceo‐Francesco, 2015, p. 46). Coaching principles have
been applied across diverse contexts: in medicine, to help international healthcare professionals
overcome cultural and linguistic barriers (Cowden et al., 2022); and in mental health, where US
military veterans with PTSD served as English coaches for learners abroad, enhancing both
linguistic outcomes and veterans' well‐being (Piette et al., 2024).

Within formal education, language coaching has increasingly complemented classroom
instruction. Digital platforms such as LinguaMeeting, TalkAbroad, and Boomalang, widely
adopted across US universities, connect students with trained native‐speaking coaches who
facilitate authentic (Abing, 2018) and naturalistic (Strawbridge, 2025) conversational practice in
Spanish and other languages. These platforms are built on the principle that meaningful
communicative interaction, supported by the flexible, supportive role of the coach, can enhance
intercultural competence, reduce foreign language anxiety, and promote learner engagement
(Marull & Kumar, 2020). This shift shows how coaching principles are being embedded into
higher education curricula, with classroom instruction and real‐world conversational practice
increasingly overlapping.

The accelerating presence of artificial intelligence (AI) in education adds a new dimension
to this field. Emerging technologies, including AI‐driven avatars embedded in language‐
learning platforms such as Duolingo (Voss, 2024) or Praktika (Tulasi & Rao, 2023), are
increasingly designed to simulate conversational interaction and provide automated guidance
(Moorhouse & Wong, 2025; Pérez‐Núñez, 2024). While scholarship has examined teachers'
integration of AI in English language teaching and the affordances and risks of generative AI
(Hınız, 2024; Kim et al., 2025), far less is known about how coaches themselves perceive such
tools. Existing studies suggest that teachers often view AI with ambivalence: they recognize its
potential for personalization and adaptive feedback but express concerns about ethical impli-
cations, learner dependency, and diminished creativity (Crompton et al., 2024; Hınız, 2024). Yet
the perspectives of coaches, whose pedagogical identity is grounded in conversational practice
and individualized learner support, remain largely absent from these discussions.

As language coaching becomes more firmly integrated into university curricula through
digital platforms, understanding how coaches perceive AI becomes a practical imperative.
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Research that captures coaches' perspectives is therefore essential for informing the design of
professional development programs, guiding institutional policy on AI adoption, and ensuring
that technological innovation serves the pedagogical goals of language coaching. This mixed‐
methods study examines how online language coaches' familiarity and perceptions of AI shape
their beliefs and willingness to integrate AI tools, their evaluation of AI's pedagogical useful-
ness, ethical implications, and long‐term role in education, and the professional needs and
challenges they identify for effective implementation. By centering coaches' perspectives, the
study contributes new evidence on how AI is being incorporated into language learning.

In this study, AI is conceptualized as a broad socio‐technical phenomenon that shapes
educational contexts, professional identities, and expectations about teaching and learning,
whereas “AI tools” refers to specific generative applications (e.g., ChatGPT) whose pedagogical
implications are still emerging. This distinction mirrors the framing adopted by Moorhouse and
Kohnke (2024), who treat AI as a systemic force influencing language teacher education while
foregrounding generative AI tools as the immediate and uncertain sites of pedagogical change.
This distinction guided both the questionnaire design and the analytical approach, enabling the
study to capture how macro‐level perceptions of AI intersect with situated professional
decision‐making.

2 | LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 | Online language learning coaching: Key differences from
traditional instruction

The concept of language coaching has its roots in broader traditions of self‐directed learning
and online coaching, where the role of the coach is defined less by transmission of knowledge
than by the facilitation of learner autonomy (Zablotska, Olendr and Tsar, 2023). Rather than
delivering a fixed curriculum, language coaches support learners in designing personalized
programs, setting goals, and reflecting on progress. In this sense, coaching becomes a scaffolded
process that enhances responsibility, agency, and metacognitive awareness in language
learning. Within language education, coaching has become closely intertwined with virtual
exchanges and telecollaboration (Strawbridge, 2021). However, while language coaching cen-
ters on guided interaction with trained facilitators to provide targeted practice and feedback,
telecollaboration relies on reciprocal, task‐based peer interaction between learners in different
locations.

Ceo‐Francesco (2015) documented how online conversation programs created “a standards‐
based approach to synchronous face‐to‐face interaction, integrating language and culture in a
natural, authentic context” (p. 40). Slusarek (2024) illustrated this through a LinguaMeeting stu-
dent whose course integrated 30‐min coaching sessions with trained native speakers framed by the
Can‐Do Statements (NCSSFL & ACTFL, 2017); the student emphasized that synchronous inter-
actions provided a more accurate measure of communicative competence than online testing alone.

Against this backdrop, a key question arises: what distinguishes language coaching from
traditional language teaching? Chaika (2023) identifies five core principles of language
coaching: facilitation (guiding rather than directly instructing), learner empowerment
(transferring goal‐setting and decision‐making to students), personalization (adapting paths to
individual needs and styles), goal‐setting and self‐regulation (fostering autonomy and strategic
learning), and feedback and reflection (iterative performance assessment and refinement).
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Together, Chaika, (2023) principles operationalize Ceo‐Francesco, (2015) earlier conceptualiza-
tion of language coaching. Both position the coach as a facilitator who strategically shapes per-
formance through authentic, culturally embedded interaction. Culture is not ancillary but central:
linguistic material is embedded in the practices, products, and perspectives of the coach's country,
and learners engage in authentic exchanges in a supportive environment where risk‐taking is en-
couraged. Marull and Kumar (2020) showed that synchronous telecollaborative coaching in online
Spanish courses helped learners apply skills in real‐life situations through sustained interaction with
native speakers; Guerrero‐Rodriguez (2023) similarly found that interaction with Mexican peers
helped heritage speakers move from linguistic insecurity to confidence. Spanish thus stands out as a
central testing ground for language coaching in virtual environments, given its widespread adoption
across US universities through institutionally embedded digital coaching platforms.

2.2 | Coach‐centered language learning platforms

Over the past two decades, a growing number of digital platforms have partnered with uni-
versities to facilitate authentic conversational practice (Berninger‐Schäfer, 2022; Jones, 2025).
One of the earliest and most established initiatives is LinguaMeeting (www.linguameeting.
com), founded in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina in 2005. Similarly, TalkAbroad
(established in 2010; www.talkabroad.com) and Boomalang (founded in 2014; www.
boomalang.co) have become widely adopted platforms, collaborating with hundreds of insti-
tutions globally. These platforms reflect a pedagogical shift away from simulated classroom
dialogues and textbook‐driven practice, toward authentic, global interaction. Using these digital
infrastructures, they extend the communicative turn in language teaching and support learner
autonomy, intercultural competence, and flexible curriculum design. Their growing promi-
nence reflects the emergence of hybrid learning models in which face‐to‐face instruction is
complemented by virtual exchanges.

2.3 | Generative AI and language coaching

The emergence of Generative Artificial Intelligence (GenAI) has been widely described as a
“game changer” in language education, marking a shift as profound as earlier milestones in
Computer‐Assisted Language Learning (CALL) (Chapelle, 2025). Unlike previous technologies
that merely stored, retrieved, or corrected language, GenAI can generate original, contextually
contingent, and grammatically accurate sentences in real‐time interaction with users (Chapelle,
2025; Clementi & Jiménez López, 2025). This capability has left teachers both excited and
anxious. On one hand, GenAI offers unprecedented opportunities for scaffolding input, feed-
back, and interaction. On the other, it raises existential questions about whether traditional
classroom practices remain necessary when machines can emulate many of their outcomes.

Teachers' responses are shaped by pedagogical concerns and by perceptions of ethics, profes-
sionalism, and autonomy. Long et al. (2024) argue that teachers initially experience a novelty effect
(Muñoz‐Basols & Lvova, 2025) when engaging with AI, but their longitudinal study of workflow
customization shows that familiarity strengthens perceptions of usefulness, highlighting the impor-
tance of sustained engagement and professional ownership (Tribes & Masid Blanco, 2025).

Recent scholarship has begun to map this area. Mills et al. (2025) demonstrated how AI can
function as a pedagogical partner for foreign language writing when carefully scaffolded by
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instructors. Tacelosky et al. (2025) found that GenAI tools sparked creative engagement in a
Spanish class but revealed reliability gaps requiring instructor guidance, while Kessler et al. (2025)
reported that L2 writers using GenAI for Spanish expressed ethical concerns about accuracy and
authenticity. Liu and Reinders (2025) likewise found that AI chatbots produced mixed effects;
while some students reported heightened confidence and engagement, others considered the in-
teractions artificial or distracting. Li et al. (2025) further showed how world language teachers
navigate complex negotiations between professional identity and ChatGPT adoption. Collectively,
these studies highlight that AI integration in language education is shaped not only by techno-
logical affordances but by the beliefs, identities, and professional readiness of practitioners.

Wu and Yu (2023) and McGrath et al. (2025) further demonstrated that AI chatbots can
enhance student performance in comprehension and writing tasks, but effectiveness depends
heavily on teachers' ability to integrate the technology into lesson design, making professional
readiness a central determinant of impact. The present study examines this dynamic from the
underexplored perspective of language coaches.

A separate line of scholarship has begun to explore AI itself acting as a language coach.
Crompton et al. (2024) noted that conversational AI, while not equivalent to natural human
interaction (Voss & Waring, 2025), can function as an interactive partner in learners' develop-
ment, blurring the line between human‐led coaching and AI‐mediated practice. Research indi-
cates that AI can personalize instruction through adaptive feedback and scaffolding, creating new
pathways for learner engagement (Kim et al., 2025). Since the launch of ChatGPT in late 2022,
applied linguistics has moved from novelty toward critical reflection and sustained integration,
with AI tools increasingly viewed as resources for pedagogical innovation (Chapelle, 2025).

Teachers increasingly use AI tools for lesson preparation, assessment, and feedback, but
remain cautious about over‐reliance, prompting calls for what Moorhouse and Wong (2025)
describe as “professional‐GenAI‐competence”: a multidimensional readiness encompassing
technological skills, pedagogical integration, and awareness of risks to learner well‐being.

These changes are particularly salient in Spanish language education. Platforms such as
LinguaMeeting, TalkAbroad, and Boomalang, originally designed to deliver human‐led
coaching, now serve as experimental spaces for hybrid models where AI agents and human
coaches co‐exist (Manierre et al., 2025), enriching scaffolding and learner support without
eroding the interpersonal and cultural dimensions central to language learning. This challenge
is pedagogical as much as technical, requiring investigation into how language coaches per-
ceive AI, that is, their beliefs, practices, and professional readiness.

3 | RESEARCH METHODS

3.1 | Research questions and design

The aim of this mixed‐methods study was to examine the perspectives of online language
coaches on AI in language education by addressing the following two dimensions:

RQ1. How do online language coaches' familiarity with and general perceptions of AI relate
to their beliefs about its potential and their intention to integrate AI tools into virtual
exchange–based language learning?

RQ2. How do online language coaches evaluate the pedagogical utility and long‐term
integration of AI tools in the context of language instruction?

MUÑOZ‐BASOLS and STRAWBRIDGE | 5
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3.2 | Research context and participants

This study involved 96 native Spanish speakers working as online language coaches for a major
digital platform, 95 of whom were based in Spanish‐speaking countries and one in the United
States, with data collected in the spring of 2025. The platform was selected for its leading role in
US Spanish language teaching, and partnered with the research team to explore how AI
integration might inform coaches' professional development.

Participants (27 male, 69 female) represented a broad geographical distribution, including
Argentina (6), Bolivia (3), Chile (3), Colombia (5), Dominican Republic (2), Ecuador (11), El
Salvador (1), Guatemala (21), Honduras (8), Mexico (5), Nicaragua (5), Panama (3), Peru (11),
Spain (8), United States (1), and Venezuela (3). Participants' age ranged from 18 to 43, with a
mean and median age of 28. Participants' experience as language coaches (i.e., facilitating
conversational practice through the digital platform) ranged from 1 month to 13 years, with an
average of 3.5 years and a median of 3 years. It should be noted that some coaches may also
have held formal teaching positions; however, the experience reported here refers specifically
to their work as online language coaches. Participation in the study was voluntary, and all
respondents received a modest honorarium. Informed consent was obtained from all partici-
pants, and ethical approval for the study was obtained from the platform.

3.3 | Procedures: Questionnaire and data collection

The questionnaire, distributed via Qualtrics in spring 2025, comprised 53 items, 33 close‐ended
and 20 open‐ended, and was organized into four main sections preceded by a preliminary
demographic section (age, gender, country, language repertoire, educational background, and
coaching experience). The instrument was structured to move from coaches' general beliefs
about AI as a broad concept (Section 1: familiarity, perceived societal impact) toward pro-
gressively more situated evaluations of AI in language teaching and coaching practice (Section
2–4: perceived usefulness, comfort, and actual use of AI tools). Developed as an exploratory
instrument to capture language coaches' emerging beliefs, practices, and professional concerns
regarding AI, its design is consistent with prior questionnaire‐based research on educators'
acceptance of AI in language education (Cabero‐Almenara et al., 2024; Viberg et al., 2025) and
studies examining language teachers' perceptions of generative AI tools (Belda‐Medina &
Kokošková, 2024; Butler & Jiang, 2025; Ma et al., 2024). Prior to full deployment, the instru-
ment was piloted with a small group of online language coaches (n= 5), enabling refinement of
item wording, scale anchors, and overall interpretability (the full bilingual Spanish–English
questionnaire is available via IRIS [https://www.iris-database.org/details/75Yju-v1VGE]).

Section 0 (General profile) gathered demographic and professional background information (e.g.,
age, country, teaching experience). Section 1 (General beliefs about AI) included 6 Likert items on
familiarity, perceived societal impact, frequency of use, and expectations about AI's future influence
(e.g., “How familiar are you with the concept of Artificial Intelligence?”). Section 2 (General
perceptions of AI in language teaching) comprised 7 items on integration interest, perceived
pedagogical value, student perceptions, professional comfort, and future importance of AI
(e.g., “How important do you think AI will be in the future of language teaching?”). Section 3
(Perceptions of AI's usefulness in language teaching) included 7 items on the usefulness,
effectiveness, and trustworthiness of AI for instructional tasks such as lesson planning,
feedback, assessment, and learner motivation (e.g., “How useful do you think AI is for
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providing instant feedback to students?”). Section 4 (Attitudes and feelings about AI inte-
gration) contained 6 items on frequency of use, satisfaction, ethical considerations, training
adequacy, and likelihood of recommending AI to colleagues (e.g., “How often do you use AI
as a tool in your online sessions?”). Section 5 (Perception of the Spanish produced by
ChatGPT), not included in the present analysis, contained 7 items on the grammatical
accuracy, dialectal variation, coherence, and overall quality of AI‐generated Spanish (e.g.,
“How would you rate the grammatical accuracy of the Spanish produced by AI chatbots?”).

Together, these close‐ended items provided the quantitative basis for the analyses, while the
accompanying open‐ended questions allowed participants to contextualize and elaborate on
their responses. Closed‐ended items yielded standardized measures for statistical analysis, for
example, “Q2. How familiar are you with the concept of Artificial Intelligence (AI)?” or “Q23.
How useful do you think AI is for creating engaging learning materials?” while open‐ended
questions elicited richer accounts of participants' views.To examine the diverse understandings
Spanish language coaches may hold regarding ChatGPT and AI in education, the qualitative
component was designed within a phenomenographic framework (Derakhshan & Ghiasvand,
2024). This approach, which emphasizes the range of ways individuals experience and interpret
a shared phenomenon (Hajar, 2021; Stolz, 2020; as cited in Derakhshan & Ghiasvand, 2024),
was particularly suited to investigating the perspectives of online coaches.

Open‐ended items, included throughout Sections 1–4, elicited detailed reflections on coa-
ches' beliefs, perceptions, and attitudes toward AI (e.g., Q12. How do you think AI will shape the
future of your field or profession?; Q43. How do you envision the role of AI in education, par-
ticularly in language teaching, over the next 10 years?).

3.4 | Data analyses

3.4.1 | Mixed methods research

This mixed methods research design was guided by two complementary purposes: comple-
mentarity and triangulation. Complementarity is shown when the different components of the
study, quantitative and qualitative, address different research questions, data, and analyses. In
this study, RQ1, which examined how coaches' familiarity and general perceptions of AI relate
to their beliefs about AI's potential and their intention to integrate AI tools, was addressed
through quantitative methods (multiple linear regression on close‐ended Likert items). These
analyses complemented qualitative analyses of open‐ended questionnaire responses, which
served to answer RQ2 on coaches' evaluations of the pedagogical utility and long‐term inte-
gration of AI tools. The design also included triangulation: close‐ended Likert items and open‐
ended responses both probed coaches' views on AI in language teaching, allowing convergent
or divergent patterns across data types to be examined.

3.4.2 | Quantitative analyses

To address RQ1, multiple linear regression was used to examine how coaches' familiarity and
general perceptions of AI relate to their beliefs about the potential of AI tools and their
intention to integrate AI into their language coaching. Six independent variables were con-
sidered, all of which were posed as 5‐point Likert‐type items (Table 1). Likert‐type responses
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(both dependent and independent) were treated as continuous variables, as they, despite not
being numerical in nature, provided respondents with a range of responses that could be fairly
considered as evenly distributed (e.g., “totally disagree,” “somewhat disagree,” “neither agree
nor disagree,” “somewhat agree,” and “totally agree”). This decision was further justified by the
normality of the data and the observation that the data met all other assumptions for the
regression analysis.

The model distinguishes between general orientations toward AI and tool‐specific experi-
ence, allowing us to examine whether support for AI in principle translates into willingness to
integrate AI tools in practice.

Although only the six items listed in Table 1 were used to operationalize the inde-
pendent variables in the regression models, the remaining close‐ended questionnaire
items served complementary purposes. These items were included to contextualize the
participant sample (e.g., professional background and prior AI exposure), capture relevant
covariates that may shape responses, and measure related constructs that support inter-
pretation of the main variables (e.g., attitudes, concerns, and perceived instructional
value of AI).

Under consideration for RQ1 was the influence of these six independent variables on three
dependent variables (likewise measured as 5‐point Likert‐type items), relating to coaches'
beliefs about the potential of AI, their intention to integrate AI tools into their language
coaching, and their current use of AI tools in language coaching. These variables are listed in
Table 2.

A separate multiple linear regression model was run to address the effect of the selection of
independent variables on each dependent variable. In preparation for the regression models,
two independent variables (“General AI use” and “Coach comfort”) were observed to be highly
correlated (Pearson's r= .66, p< .001) and to overlap conceptually as measures of experiential
engagement with AI; they were therefore combined into a single variable, labeled “general AI
use + comfort,” to reduce redundancy and mitigate potential collinearity (Dormann et al., 2013;
Field, 2018). A total of five independent variables were thus included in each regression model.
The quantitative results are presented in Tables 3‐5 (regression model summaries, ANOVA
results, and regression coefficients, respectively).

TABLE 1 Independent variables for linear regression models (familiarity and perception).

Variable name Question on questionnaire

“Familiarity” How familiar are you with the concept of AI?

“Society influence” Do you perceive AI to be a positive or negative influence on society?

“General AI use” How frequently do you interact with AI tools? (general, not specific to
language instruction)

“Coach comfort” How comfortable do you feel working with AI tools in the professional
context?

“Student perception” How do you think students perceive AI tools for language learning?

“Future importance of AI” How important do you think AI tools will be to the future of language
instruction?

8 | MUÑOZ‐BASOLS and STRAWBRIDGE
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3.4.3 | Qualitative analyses

To address RQ2, the study incorporated a qualitative component based on participants'
open‐ended responses. These questions were designed to elicit in‐depth perspectives on AI
and were thematically organized in alignment with the overarching research objectives.

TABLE 2 Dependent variables for linear regression models (beliefs and intention to integrate into language
coaching).

Variable name Question on questionnaire

“Integration interest” How interested are you in integrating AI tools into your language instruction?

“AI improves quality” Do you believe that AI tools can improve the quality of language instruction?

“Use AI in instruction” How frequently do you currently use AI as a tool in your online language
instruction?

TABLE 3 Regression model summaries.

R R2 Adjusted R2 SE of estimate

Integration interest .72 .52 .49 0.66

AI improves quality .68 .47 .44 0.57

Use of AI in instruction .57 .33 .29 0.80

TABLE 4 ANOVAs run for regression models.

df F p

Integration interest 5 19.27 <.001

AI improves quality 5 15.83 <.001

Use of AI in instruction 5 8.62 <.001

TABLE 5 Summary of regression model coefficients.

Dependent variables

Integration interest AI improves quality Use of AI in instruction

B β B β B β

Familiarity −0.06 (0.09) −.06 −0.12 (0.08) −0.14 −0.04 (0.12) −.04

Society influence 0.08 (0.09) .07 0.17** (0.08) .19 −0.1 (0.11) −.09

Student perception 0.16 (0.11) .13 0.02 (0.1) .02 −0.19 (0.14) −.14

Future importance of AI 0.18 (0.13) .13 0.24** (0.11) .21 0.09 (0.15) .06

General AI use + comfort 0.27*** (0.05) .56 0.2*** (0.04) .5 0.32*** (0.07) .66

Constant 0.32 (0.57) 1.38*** (0.49) 1.05 (0.68)

Note: *p< .10, “Beta”= standardized coefficient; B coefficients are shown with standard errors in parentheses.;
**p< .05; ***p< .01.

MUÑOZ‐BASOLS and STRAWBRIDGE | 9

 19449720, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/flan.70082 by N

IC
E

, N
ational Institute for H

ealth and C
are E

xcellence, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [28/10/2026]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



Three broad domains were examined: (a) pedagogical usefulness of AI, participants were
invited to reflect on the instructional value of AI; (b) ethical implications of using AI,
questions in this category focused on potential concerns and risks; and (c) long‐term inte-
gration of AI in language teaching, questions aimed to capture participants' views on the
future role of AI.

To strengthen the reliability of the qualitative coding, an independent double‐coding pro-
cedure was applied across all open‐ended questionnaire items. Responses were systematically
categorized into thematic units by two coders, and the outputs were compared in several stages.
First, coding units were defined at the level of “mentions” of a given theme, allowing for a
direct comparison of category frequencies. Second, observed agreement was calculated by
summing the overlapping mentions across categories and dividing this value by the mean of the
coders' total mentions. Third, chance agreement was estimated on the basis of the coders'
marginal distributions. Finally, an approximate chance‐corrected reliability coefficient (κ) was
derived using the standard formula. Inter‐rater reliability values for each open‐ended item are
available via IRIS [https://www.iris-database.org/details/75Yju-v1VGE]; most values exceeded
the .80 threshold typically interpreted as “very good.”

Following the independent coding, a reconciliation process was undertaken to resolve any
remaining discrepancies between coders. The finalized categories for each open‐ended
questionnaire item are presented in Tables 6–8, together with descriptions of each category.
Illustrative responses drawn directly from the data set (participant identifiers are denoted as
“C__”) are discussed in the narrative that follows. To ensure analytic relevance, only the
three most representative variables per question are reported. Variables were retained if they
contributed novel information and reached at least five mentions, a threshold equivalent
to just over 5% of the 96 informants, thereby ensuring that included themes reflected patterns
observed across multiple participants rather than isolated responses. In Tables 6–8,
“n” represents the mean frequency between Rater 1 and Rater 2; averaging the two ratings
minimizes coder bias and reflects a central tendency in category frequency.

4 | RESULTS

4.1 | Linear regression models to address RQ1

All regression models met assumptions for linearity, normality (Kolmogorov–Smirnov, all p> .05),
independence (Durbin–Watson, all p> .05), multicollinearity (tolerance> 0.10, VIF< 10), and
homoskedasticity, and were significant by ANOVA (Table 4). All R values were above .50, reaching
.72 for the “integration interest” model. The independent variables explained a relatively high pro-
portion of variation, particularly for “integration interest” (adjusted R2 = .49) and “AI improves
quality” (adjusted R2 = .44) (Table 3).

Table 5 summarizes the regression coefficients. The variable “general AI use + comfort”
had the largest and most consistent effect, significant at p< .01 across all three models. For the
“AI improves quality” model, “society influence,” “future importance of AI,” and “general AI
use + comfort” all showed a significant effect at p< .05.

Across all three regression models, the selection of independent variables displays a high,
significant positive relationship with the dependent variables, in each case accounting for
between 29% and 49% of the variation in the model (Table 3). Not all independent variables
played an equal role, however. Coaches' combined comfort with and general use of AI tools
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(“general AI use + comfort”) emerged as the most influential variable overall, and was the only
variable to display a significant effect in all three regression models: greater general use and
comfort was associated with stronger interest in integrating AI into instruction, stronger belief
that AI can improve the quality of instruction, and higher current use of AI tools.

A notable pattern emerges in what was not significant. Coaches' interest in integrating AI
tools was not significantly affected by their beliefs about AI's influence on society (“society
influence”), their general familiarity with the concept of AI (“familiarity”), their perceptions of
students' views (“student perception”), or their beliefs about the future importance of AI
(“future importance of AI”). The last is especially noteworthy: believing that AI will matter for
the field did not, in itself, sway coaches' intention to use AI tools. Conversely, even coaches
who did not see AI tools as critical to the future of language instruction expressed interest in
integrating them, provided they were generally comfortable using such tools (“general AI use +
comfort”). The same pattern holds for coaches' current use of AI in their coaching, where again
only “general AI use + comfort” was significant.

We can observe, then, a contrast between the variables influencing language coaches' own
current and future interest in integrating AI tools in language coaching, on the one hand, and their
beliefs regarding the potential of AI tools to improve language instruction writ large. For example,
while coaches' positive perceptions of AI (including for language coaching, specifically) do not
appear to lead them to be more interested in integrating these tools into their own coaching, such
positive perceptions are correlated with coaches' belief that AI has the potential to improve the
quality of language instruction: In the regression model for the dependent variable “AI improves
quality,” coaches' belief that AI holds a positive influence on society (“society influence”) and their
belief that AI tools are important to the future of language teaching (“future importance of AI”)
displayed a significant positive effect (in addition to the variable “general AI use+ comfort”).

4.2 | Thematic analysis to address RQ2

Coaches voiced a clear belief that AI tools can improve student learning and make coaching
more efficient, while expressing concerns about the threat AI poses to coaches' future em-
ployment and to the quality of the learning experience. When asked about pedagogical use-
fulness, coaches second most frequently mentioned AI's ability to enable access to new, high‐
quality information for lesson plans and content delivery (“information and content”). Coaches
do not choose conversation topics with students, so they are expected to be conversant in
subject areas in which they have no prior training or personal experience. As one coach (C6)
stated, “there are sessions where I'm asked to speak about certain topics that I have very little
knowledge of, and by explaining this to the AI, it gives me a number of ideas for me to talk about
during the session, so the AI can really help to make the content broader and less repetitive.”
Other “information and content” mentions referred to the delivery of content, and the capability
of AI to help coaches “find new ideas and improve exercises” (C63), or to come across “some
effective methods to make instruction more dynamic and fun” (C71). In the aggregate, coaches
citing this type of potential for AI tools in instruction seemed to express a desire to push beyond
the bounds of their own creativity when preparing for conversation sessions.

Seen from this perspective, coaches often viewed AI as a potential collaborative partner. As coach
C83 stated, “[AI] gives us the opportunity to innovate with respect to new models of teaching/
learning…it provides us with tools that can be interactive and not at all traditional when we go to
teach.”

MUÑOZ‐BASOLS and STRAWBRIDGE | 11
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Coaches also highlighted the potential usefulness of AI in organizing lessons in a more
efficient manner (“organization/lesson planning” in Table 6). In particular, coaches often
mentioned the ability of AI to help with a lesson's structure and organization, for example, in
order to “create a structure in accordance with the timing of each session” (C27) or to “optimize
planning processes” (C74). This concern with organization and efficiency was frequently
coupled with a desire to use AI in order to personalize lessons to a given student, language
level, or university context. As stated by coach C2, “I feel that [AI] could help me to plan my
sessions according to the university…so that students would feel more comfortable speaking
about the topic.” Coach C5 similarly wanted to use AI to gather “more information about the
city where the students are located, in order to be able to empathize more with them.” As
indicated by the nature of coaches' comments, the ideal of personalized coaching is often at
odds with the time constraints of a busy coaching schedule in which sessions must be held with
students from any number of different universities. From the perspective of coaches, the tools
provided by AI have the potential to save time in lesson planning, and in the time that is saved,
those same tools provide the possibility of rapid lesson personalization as coaches jump from
one student and university to another.

At the same time that coaches saw great potential in AI's ability to improve the organization
and content of sessions, coaches also expressed a belief that AI is incapable of replacing a vital,
human element to the language coaching experience. When asked if they thought that AI is
comparable to human instructors in terms of providing cultural knowledge about language use,
70 of the 96 coach participants cited the inability of AI to replicate human connection, emotion,
and experience (see Table 6, category “Need humans for emotional connection”). Similarly,
when asked about the “potential risks of using AI as they relate to language teaching,” coaches
cited issues relating to “social skills and interaction” more than any other category (total 47
mentions; Table 7).

Coaches also expressed apprehension about data privacy (n = 37.5; Table 7) and the loss
of critical thinking (cited by 32 coaches as a risk of AI in language teaching; Table 7),
reflecting a broader societal unease that coaches brought into their professional reflections
and a shared concern that students may become passive consumers of AI‐generated con-
tent. Addressing the danger that AI poses on this front, coach C3 sums up the sentiment
shared by many of the coach participants, and in so doing highlights an important dis-
tinction between the personalization of lessons facilitated by AI (a benefit to coaches), on
one hand, and the personalization offered by a human coach (which cannot be replaced by
AI), on the other:

I would say that the main thing is the lack of human interaction and, as a
consequence, the lack of experience. The personalization that AI offers is related
to the implementation of a course adapted to the needs of a student. The per-
sonalization that a human instructor offers lies in [that instructor's] experiences,
in the cultural context where the target language is spoken. This instructor has
experienced the celebrations, they have tried the food, they've experienced an
infinite number of moments that are valuable when they are shared with a
student. Nothing will be able to change the light in the eyes of a student when
[the coach] relates something that they loved and enjoyed, and the pair of
attentive ears that are absorbing this information and hoping to visit that city,
that country, or to try that food.
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TABLE 6 Thematic categories on the pedagogical usefulness of AI.

Q4. What are the primary benefits of AI?

“Efficiency” (n= 59) Mentions of the efficiency of AI, and its ability to help
people to save time on various tasks. Included in this
category are mentions of AI's ability to help with the
general organization and management of information and
tasks.

“Information & content” (n= 41) Mentions of the ability of AI to enable access to new/better
information, and/or improving the quality of information
for lessons/work. This includes mentions of AI's ability to
provide users with new or more creative ideas.

“Error reduction” (n= 7.5) AI's ability to reduce errors (all contexts).

Q20. What are the potential benefits of AI for language teaching?

“Information & content” (n= 40) Any reference to AI's ability to provide ideas for lessons,
new activities for language practice, etc.

“Grammar/feedback/correction” (n= 30.5) AI's ability to help with grammar information/correction,
including feedback for students (or, in some cases, for
coaches themselves).

“Oral/aural” (n= 21) Mentions of using AI for additional listening/speaking
practice. This includes explicit mention of using chatbots
for practice.

Q26. How do you think AI can support you in planning your coaching sessions?

“Organization/lesson planning” (n= 33) Mentions of AI's ability to help coaches to organize and
plan their lessons (e.g., how to organize basic ideas into a
coherent lesson, what order to present topics, etc.).

“Personalization” (n= 32) Any reference to AI's ability to customize lessons for
different students depending on a student's interests,
learning style, proficiency, etc.

“Information & content” (n= 66.5) Separate from the organization of lessons/materials, this
category includes mentions of AI's ability to give coaches
new ideas and/or materials to be incorporated into a
lesson plan.

Q30. How do you think AI compares with human instructors in terms of providing cultural knowledge about
language use?

“Need humans for emotional
connection” (n= 70)

The precise nature of coaches’ responses here vary, but this
category includes any reference to AI's inability to replicate
human connection, emotion, and experience, and/or to the
need to have human coaches that can share lived
experiences grounded in the real world.

“Information & content” (n= 42) Mentions of AI's ability to provide a greater quantity of
information and/or more specific information on a given
subject, compared to human instructors.

“Need human coaches to customize
information/feedback” (n= 9)

Some coaches express the belief that human coaches are
needed in order to interpret the information given by AI
and adapt it to a given student or lesson.
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Coaches also highlighted the need for a human coach presence to identify, understand,
and mediate students' emotions, in a way AI chatbots could not match. As coach C9 stated,
“AI is not a human…[only] we have the capacity to perceive emotions and react to them.”
While AI might produce a simulacrum of emotionally supportive speech, coaches believed
that human nature contributes most directly to the emotional connection forged in conver-
sation sessions.

Many coaches expressed apprehension about their ability to maneuver a professional en-
vironment increasingly shaped by AI. The characteristic most frequently wanted in AI tools
was that they be easy to use and access (category “easy to use”; Table 8). The most common
anticipated challenge was “transition/training,” encompassing both the need for professional
training and the difficulty of adopting new AI tools without adequate prior training. Responses
frequently mentioned worries over “not knowing how to use it” (C51), “not having much
experience with using AI” (C59), or “receiving the necessary training” (C6). These echo the
quantitative findings for RQ1, where comfort with and general use of AI tools was the only
consistent predictor of coaches' interest in integration, belief in AI's value, and current use.
Coaches also expressed concerns about overreliance on AI tools (23 mentions for Q37; Table 8)
and increased reliance on AI (41 mentions for Q43; Table 8), as well as fears about job loss due
to AI (18 mentions). Across the three thematic domains, several cross‐cutting patterns emerge.
Coaches most valued AI's capacity to provide content, enhance planning efficiency, and
facilitate personalization (Table 6), while expressing prominent concerns about the loss of
human interaction, critical thinking, and data privacy (Table 7). Regarding long‐term inte-
gration (Table 8), coaches anticipated increased reliance on AI but voiced anxieties about job
displacement, overreliance, and the need for training. These patterns are explored in the
Discussion that follows.

TABLE 7 Thematic categories on the ethical implications of AI.

Q5. What worries or risks do you associate with AI?

“Data theft/privacy” (n= 37.5) Any mention of the threat of to personal data, privacy concerns, and/
or fraud.

“Academic misconduct/quality
loss” (n= 9.5)

Any mention of the threat of academic misconduct, cheating, and/or
the overall lowering of academic quality as a result of AI.

“Unreliable information” (n= 23) The unreliability of information produced by AI.

Q21. What are the potential risks of using AI as they relate to language teaching?

“Social skills &
interaction” (n= 47)

Any mention of the loss of human interaction, including mentions of
the value of interacting with other humans, learning from someone
else's lived experience, etc. Also included in this category are
mentions of the loss of the skills associated with human interaction
(e.g., conversational skills, the development of empathy, etc.).

“Linguistic richness” (n= 16) Reference to AI's inability to match the linguistic richness provided
by human instructors/coaches.

“Critical thinking” (n= 32) Mentions of the loss of critical thinking skills and/or “intellectual
effort” (this is distinguished from mentions of the loss of
interactional skills, part of the previous category, as “critical
thinking” refers to intellectual—not social—development).
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5 | DISCUSSION

The findings of this study suggest that online Spanish language coaches occupy a dual stance
toward AI in language instruction. Quantitatively, coaches' interest in integrating AI tools, their
belief that AI can improve instructional quality, and their current use of AI in coaching were

TABLE 8 Thematic categories on the long‐term integration of AI in language teaching.

Q6. Do you think that AI can outperform humans on certain tasks? Which ones?

“Data processing/information
summary” (n= 32.5)

AI's ability to process large quantities of information and
summarize it nearly instantaneously.

“Repetitive/automatic tasks” (n= 18) Any reference to repetitive tasks, or tasks that may be
automatized with AI.

“Writing” (n= 15) Any references to AI's ability to write texts.

Q12. How do you think AI will shape the future of your field or profession?

“Audiovisual content” (n= 6) Creation of audiovisual content

“Access” (n= 8.5) The ability of individuals to access information (on language
learning/instruction) from anywhere, at any time.

“Will not replace coach” (n= 7) Any explicit expression from coaches of the belief that AI will not
replace human coaches.

Q36. What characteristics would you like AI tools to have in order to be of greater use in your coaching?

“Easy to use” (n= 25.5) Any reference to the importance of AI being easy to use and access.

“In‐session support” (n= 14) The need to have support while using AI tools, especially during
language lessons/coaching sessions.

“Speed” (n= 12.5) Similar to “easy to use,” but these references are specific to the
speed of being able to access and use AI tools.

Q37. What challenges do you think you would face upon integrating AI tools into your coaching?

“Transition/training” (n= 42.5) Any reference to the need for training in order to use AI tools,
and/or references to the potential difficulty of making a transition
to increase the use of AI tools.

“Overreliance” (n= 23) Any reference to the potential for coaches to rely too much on AI
tools, at a cost to the quality of instruction and/or the coaching
experience.

“Loss of human connection” (n= 18.5) Any reference to the general loss of human connection in the
language learning process. This category also includes mentions
of the loss of “naturalness” in conversations.

Q43. How do you imagine the role of AI in education, specifically in language teaching, over the next 10 years?

“Job loss” (n= 18) Any mention of the threat of AI to replace workers, or reduce
their role.

“Increased reliance” (n= 41) Mentions of the increasingly important role that AI will have in
language teaching, but without necessarily citing a complete
takeover or total loss of jobs, etc.

“Chatbots” (n= 11.5) Mentions of the use of AI chatbots in language instruction/learning.
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predicted most strongly (and, in all three models, exclusively) by their general comfort with and
use of AI tools, rather than by abstract beliefs about AI's societal influence or its future
importance to the field. Qualitatively, coaches consistently valued AI's capacity for content
generation, lesson personalization, and planning efficiency, while voicing equally consistent
concerns about the loss of human connection, the erosion of critical thinking, data privacy
risks, and the prospect of overreliance. Overall, these results suggest that coaches are cautiously
pragmatic adopters: open to AI as a complement to their work, but firm about preserving the
interpersonal and intercultural dimensions they see as the core of coaching.

The finding that “general AI use + comfort” was the only consistent significant predictor
across all three regression models aligns with Long et al. (2024), who likewise report that
familiarity strengthens perceptions of the usefulness of AI tools. It also extends Cabero‐Almenara
et al. (2024) and Viberg et al. (2025), whose studies on educators' acceptance of AI emphasize
prior exposure as a precondition for trust, into the under‐researched context of online language
coaching. Coaches appeared to grow more optimistic about AI's benefits as they grew more
familiar with it; conversely, a degree of “fear of the unknown” may operate for coaches who,
unfamiliar with AI tools and uncomfortable with their own ability to manage them, view
adoption less favorably. This pattern highlights the importance of professional readiness and the
availability of training to language coaches, a point that complements Wu and Yu (2023) and
McGrath et al. (2025), who show that the effectiveness of AI chatbots in improving L2 outcomes
depends heavily on instructors' ability to integrate such tools into lesson design, and resonates
with Moorhouse and Wong's (2025) call for a multidimensional “professional‐GenAI‐
competence” encompassing technological, pedagogical, and ethical readiness.

Equally informative is what the regression models did not show. Beliefs about AI's societal
influence, general familiarity, perceptions of students' views, and beliefs about AI's future
importance were not significant predictors of coaches' own intention to integrate AI tools. The
non‐significance of “future importance of AI” is particularly striking: believing that AI will
matter for the field does not, in itself, translate into wanting to use it. This pattern reveals a gap
between abstract endorsement and situated practice, similar to the distinction Belda‐Medina
and Kokošková (2024), Ma et al. (2024), and Butler and Jiang (2025) draw between language
teachers' general acceptance of AI and their concrete classroom uptake. It also suggests that
professional development premised on convincing coaches that AI matters is unlikely to shift
practice; what shifts practice is hands‐on, situated comfort.

Turning to the qualitative findings, coaches most often invoked AI's capacity to support
content generation, lesson organization, and personalization (Table 6). This aligns with
Crompton et al. (2024) and Kim et al. (2025), who describe AI's affordances for adaptive
scaffolding and personalized feedback, and with Mills et al. (2025) on AI companions designed
to support foreign language writing. The frequent mention of personalization in particular is
apt, given that “personalization” is one of the core methodological principles of language
coaching proposed by Chaika (2023); at its best, language coaching engenders a dynamic, less
fixed learning environment where personalized content is central (Zablotska, Olendr and Tsar,
2023) and generic, mechanical drills are avoided (Ceo‐Francesco, 2015). Coaches' depiction of
AI as a “collaborative partner” that helps them push beyond their own creative bounds also
extends prior work on educators' productive uses of generative AI (Hınız, 2024; Li et al., 2025)
into the language‐coaching context, which is characterized, as coaches themselves emphasized,
by professional isolation across distant geographies.

Counterbalancing these affordances, coaches voiced prominent concerns about data pri-
vacy, unreliable information, loss of social interaction and empathy, and the erosion of
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critical thinking (Table 7). The salience of “need humans for emotional connection” and
“social skills & interaction” echoes Voss and Waring (2025) argument that conversational AI
does not replicate naturalistic human interaction, and aligns with Ryan, (2025) critique of
human‐centered AI, which warns against framings that elide what is distinctively human in
pedagogical exchange. The emotional skills coaches invoked, lowering anxiety, scaffolding
communication, adapting to learners' needs, are core to coaching practice (Ceo‐Francesco,
2015), and findings by Guerrero‐Rodriguez (2023) on heritage speakers of Spanish suggest
that sustained human interaction can help learners move from linguistic insecurity to con-
fidence, an affective trajectory not easily replicated by AI; indeed, Liu and Reinders (2025)
report that some students found chatbot interactions artificial and distracting. Concerns
about overreliance and the loss of critical thinking link directly to the calls for critical AI
literacy articulated by Ng et al. (2021), Sperling et al. (2024), Lu et al. (2025), and Tacelosky
et al. (2025), and to Kessler et al. (2025) on the ethical dimensions of generative AI in non‐
English L2 contexts.

On the long‐term horizon (Table 8), coaches anticipated increased reliance on AI
while voicing anxieties about job displacement, overreliance, and the need for training.
This mirrors the broader trajectory described by Moorhouse and Kohnke (2024) and
Moorhouse and Wong (2025), in which language educators move from initial novelty
toward critical reflection and integration, but with persistent unease about institutional
readiness. The recurring “will not replace coach” theme, in particular, suggests that
coaches see themselves as lasting mediators rather than roles AI could simply replace, a
self‐positioning consistent with Manierre et al. (2025) on hybrid models in which human
coaches and AI agents co‐exist.

Together, the quantitative and qualitative findings suggest that coaches do not simply
adopt or reject AI, but manage its use selectively. They co‐exist with AI by using it se-
lectively for what it does well (content, organization, personalization) while keeping for
themselves what they see as the human core of coaching: emotional connection, cultural
authenticity, and critical guidance. In doing so, they co‐construct an emerging profes-
sional practice in which AI's role is continually weighed against pedagogical and ethical
concerns. This dual stance of co‐existing and co‐constructing suggests that the central
question for the field is not whether coaches will integrate AI, but under what profes-
sional and institutional conditions that integration can preserve the human core of lan-
guage education.

6 | LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Several limitations should be acknowledged. The cross‐sectional design captures coaches'
perceptions at a single point during the early stages of AI diffusion, and examines beliefs
and readiness rather than session‐based implementation. Future research should pursue
longitudinal designs to trace coaches' “AI trajectories” as training initiatives and institu-
tional policies are implemented, and experimental approaches to evaluate AI‐supported
tools' pedagogical impact on learner engagement and performance. Future work should also
investigate co‐construction in a more literal sense, analyzing how human coaches and AI
agents collaboratively generate meaning, feedback, and motivation in real‐time sessions,
and conceptualize the ethics of “AI‐human hybridity” (Ryan, 2025) in educational
interactions.
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7 | PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

The findings carry several actionable implications for language educators, coaching platforms,
and teacher education programs. First, coaching platforms should develop structured AI lit-
eracy training. Since comfort and familiarity with AI tools were the strongest predictors of
adoption, training should prioritize hands‐on experience in coaching‐relevant scenarios such as
lesson personalization, content generation, and scaffolding conversational topics, and should
address not only technological proficiency but also pedagogical integration (Muñoz‐Basols &
Fuertes Gutiérrez, 2025; Muñoz‐Basols et al., 2024; Muñoz‐Basols, Fuertes Gutiérrez & Cerezo,
2025), ethical reasoning, intercultural awareness, and critical evaluation of AI‐generated con-
tent (Lu et al., 2025; Ng et al., 2021; Sperling et al., 2024).

Second, language programs should adopt hybrid instructional models that position AI as a
collaborative support tool rather than a substitute for human expertise. Coaches could use AI to
prepare session content and generate tailored discussion prompts, while reserving synchronous
time for the interpersonal exchange, cultural sharing, and emotional scaffolding where coaches
emphasized the irreplaceability of human presence.

Third, platforms and institutions should establish transparent ethical guidelines on
acceptable AI use in coaching, addressing coaches' expressed concerns about data privacy,
misinformation, and over‐reliance, as well as preserving the affective dimension of
coaching interactions. These guidelines should be co‐constructed with coaches themselves,
drawing on their situated knowledge of what works in practice and what risks they en-
counter. Language coaching organizations must also articulate clear policies on data
management and the co‐construction of learning experiences between human and
machine interlocutors.

Fourth, teacher education and coach training programs should incorporate reflective
activities that help coaches articulate their own stance toward AI, following models of critical
AI literacy in language education (Tacelosky et al., 2025). Activities might include collaborative
workshops where coaches share strategies for using AI, discuss ethical dilemmas, and develop
personalized AI integration plans for their coaching contexts.

Finally, given that many coaches work in isolation across different countries, plat-
forms should create communities of practice where coaches can exchange AI‐related
ideas, concerns, and innovations, thereby transforming individual experimentation into
collective professional growth. Through these implications, the study advocates for a
model of reflective integration that enriches, rather than replaces, the human core of
language education.

8 | CONCLUSIONS

This study has provided a first empirical examination of how online Spanish language
coaches perceive and prepare for the integration of AI in their professional practice. The
findings reveal a dual dynamic, co‐existing and co‐constructing with AI, in which coaches
recognize the instrumental value of AI for lesson planning, personalization, and content
generation, while consistently guarding the interpersonal, cultural, and emotional dimen-
sions they consider central to effective coaching. Familiarity and comfort with AI tools
emerged as the strongest predictors of adoption, pointing to the urgency of targeted pro-
fessional development.
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