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Abstract 

The rapid proliferation of Generative Artificial Intelligence (GenAI) has catalyzed 

a fundamental shift in the education sector, specifically disrupting the traditional business 

model of Language Course Providers (LCPs). As AI-driven tools provide high-quality 

translation and personalized tutoring at near-zero marginal costs, traditional language 

services are experiencing rapid commoditization. This research explores how LCPs can 

reshape their value propositions to maintain strategic relevance and financial sustainability. 

Utilizing a qualitative conceptual research design, the study applies the Value Proposition 

Canvas (VPC) and Disruptive Innovation frameworks to analyze the gap between 

automated AI capabilities and human-centric pedagogical needs. Empirical evidence from 

a case study reveals a staggering 80% decrease in document translation requests and a 60% 

decline in course registrations, signaling a "tipping point" for the industry. The findings 

indicate that while AI excels at linguistic accuracy, it lacks the capacity for intercultural 

mediation, ethical judgment, and institutional trust. Consequently, the study proposes a 

strategic transition from a "content-provider" model to a "Communication-Consultancy" 

framework. This "Cyborg" pedagogy integrates AI for repetitive rote learning while 

focusing human expertise on high-stakes specialized training and AI literacy. Managerial 

implications emphasize the necessity for staff upskilling and the repositioning of LCPs as 

"Verification Hubs" in a digital era. By adopting these strategic responses, LCPs can pivot 

from being perceived as administrative cost centers to becoming indispensable drivers of 

global communication. 

 

Copyright ©2025 by Authors, Published by Jurnal Bisnis Terapan. This work is licensed 

under a Creative Commons. Attribution-ShareAlike 4.0 International License. 
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Introduction 

The rapid emergence and mass adoption of Generative Artificial Intelligence 

(GenAI) have catalyzed a "technological tsunami" within the education sector, forcing a 

radical re-evaluation of long-standing pedagogical and business models. Since the public 

release of Large Language Models (LLMs) such as GPT-4 and Claude 3, the traditional 

boundaries of language acquisition have been redrawn. For decades, Language Course  
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Providers (LCPs) and Language Centers (LCs) operated as essential "knowledge brokers," 

thriving on the scarcity of linguistic expertise and the structured, time-intensive delivery of 

content. However, in the current digital landscape, these pillars are being rapidly eroded by 

the democratization of high-quality, near-instantaneous linguistic assistance (Dwivedi et 

al., 2023).  

 

The core of the crisis facing LCPs is the commoditization of language learning. 

Historically, the acquisition of a second language was a high-value personal and 

professional investment requiring significant human intervention. Today, AI-driven 

platforms provide 24/7 personalized tutoring, real-time accent coaching, and sophisticated 

grammar correction at a marginal cost of near zero (Mollick, 2024; Kasneci et al., 2023). 

As Zawacki-Richter (2019) notes, the integration of AI in higher education is not merely 

an incremental improvement but a disruptive force that challenges the very necessity of 

human-led instruction for foundational tasks. When technology can perform a "good 

enough" job of translating a document or facilitating a basic conversation, the market value 

of traditional, high-cost human instruction begins to plummet. 

 

The scale of this disruption is not a future projection; it is reflected in the shifting 

operational metrics of contemporary centers. Recent institutional observations provide a 

sobering empirical anchor for this study: over the past 24 months, there has been an 80% 

decline in requests for professional document translation services and a 60% decrease in 

elective course registrations. While broader demographic shifts may play a role, the 

temporal alignment with the "AI Revolution" suggests a fundamental change in customer 

behavior. Students and corporate clients are moving away from institutional dependency 

toward technological self-sufficiency, effectively "hiring" AI to perform the jobs 

previously held by LCPs (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010; Brynjolfsson et al., 2023). 

 

From a strategic management perspective, LCPs are currently caught in the 

"Disruptive Innovation" trap described by Christensen (1997). In this framework, a low-

cost entrant (AI) initially serves the low-end of the market with "inferior" but "convenient" 

products, eventually moving upmarket to displace high-cost incumbents. If LCPs continue 

to compete as mere "content providers," they risk being viewed as administrative "cost 

centers"—burdensome expenses that can be replaced by software licenses—rather than 

"value drivers" (Teece, 2010). To survive, LCPs must find their "Human Moat": the unique, 

defensible value derived from human connection, ethical judgment, and intercultural 

nuance that algorithms cannot yet replicate (Barney, 1991). 

 

This article seeks to analyze the strategic responses required for LCPs to reshape 

their value propositions. Utilizing the Value Proposition Canvas (VPC) as an analytical 

lens, the study explores how these providers can pivot from a focus on linguistic output to 

a focus on strategic human-centric communication. The objective is to provide a roadmap 

for managers to transition their operations into "Communication Consultancies"—hubs that 

do not ignore AI, but rather critique, verify, and lead its integration into global professional 

life. 

 

Research Methods 

This study adopts a qualitative-exploratory research design, specifically utilizing a 

Systematic Conceptual Review (MacInnis, 2011). Because the "Generative AI Revolution" 

is a nascent and rapidly evolving phenomenon, traditional quantitative methods are often 

lagging. Therefore, a conceptual approach is employed to build a new strategic framework 

by synthesizing disparate observations into a cohesive business model. The study follows 

the Deductive Reasoning process—applying established business theories (Value 
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Proposition and Disruptive Innovation) to the specific crisis currently facing Language 

Course Providers (LCPs). 

 

To ensure the findings are strategically actionable, the research is anchored in two 

primary theoretical pillars. The first one is Osterwalder’s Value Proposition Canvas (VPC): 

This framework is utilized to dissect the "Customer Profile" (the learner) and the "Value 

Map" (the LCP's offerings). It serves as the primary tool for identifying the mismatch 

between human-led instruction and AI capabilities. The second one is Christensen’s Theory 

of Disruptive Innovation: This is used to categorize the AI threat. It allows the study to 

distinguish between "Sustaining Innovations" (AI tools that help teachers) and "Disruptive 

Innovations" (AI tools that replace the need for the course itself). 

 

To ensure the conceptual findings are grounded in real-world business outcomes, 

this study utilizes a triangulated data collection strategy centered on a representative 

empirical anchor. The Empirical Anchor: The primary context is a longitudinal case study 

(2023–2025) of a Language Center serving a population of approximately 8,000 students 

and faculty. This center serves as a "Typical Case" (Yin, 2018), with a pre-AI baseline of 

200 professional translation requests per year and 200 elective course enrollments per year. 

 

To ensure validity, the study synthesizes three distinct data streams: The first one 

is Institutional Stream: Internal operational audits from the anchor center, documenting the 

80% and 60% declines in demand. The second one is Market Stream: Analysis of global 

EdTech trend reports (2023–2026) regarding LLM adoption rates in higher education. The 

last one is Academic Stream: A systematic review of peer-reviewed literature focusing on 

Service-Dominant Logic and Disruptive Innovation. 

 

This multi-faceted collection process allows the research to move beyond 

anecdotal observation, providing a statistically grounded foundation for the proposed 

strategic framework. 

 

The analysis was executed in four distinct phases to ensure a logical flow from 

problem identification to strategic solution. Phase 1: Customer Job Discovery: Following 

the "Jobs-to-be-Done" (JTBD) theory, we identified the primary functional, social, and 

emotional jobs students "hire" a language course to perform. Phase 2: Vulnerability 

Mapping: We cross-referenced these "Jobs" against the current capabilities of GenAI (e.g., 

GPT-4o, DeepL). Any job that AI could perform at "80% accuracy for 0% cost" was 

flagged as a "Red Zone" (High Substitution Risk). Phase 3: Gap & Moat Identification: We 

identified the "Residual Value" areas—tasks where AI fails due to lack of empathy, 

institutional authority, or ethical accountability. This phase defined the "Human Moat." 

Phase 4: Business Model Configuration: The final phase involved synthesizing these gaps 

into a new revenue and service model: the "Communication-Consultancy Framework." 

 

Validity and Reliability 

In conceptual research, reliability is achieved through Conceptual Consistency. 

The study ensures that the proposed "Communication-Consultancy" model is compatible 

with the Resource-Based View (RBV) of the firm (Barney, 1991). To ensure validity, the 

findings were peer-reviewed by three industry practitioners (Language Center Managers) 

to confirm that the proposed strategic responses are practically feasible in an "Applied 

Business" context. 
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Results and Discussion 

The results of the institutional audit reveal a stark and rapid contraction in 

traditional market demand. The data provides empirical evidence of the "Substitution 

Effect" caused by AI tools. First, translation Services (80% Decline): The center recorded 

a decrease from a baseline of 200 professional translation requests in 2023 to just 40 

requests in 2025. This suggests that for 80% of the customer base, the convenience and 

zero-cost of AI translation have surpassed the perceived value of human-certified accuracy 

for standard documentation. Second, course registrations (60% Decline): Similarly, in the 

educational sector, course registrations plummeted from 200 enrollments per year to 80 

enrollments. This confirms that the majority of learners are opting for autonomous AI-

driven learning paths over traditional structured classroom environments. 

 

This "80/60 Crisis" represents more than a temporary slump; it indicates the 

obsolescence of the "Content-Provider" model. From a Resource-Based View (Barney, 

1991), the Language Center's primary resource—linguistic knowledge—has lost its 

scarcity. When 160 out of 200 potential translation clients abandon the service, it signals 

that the "Functional Job" of basic translation has been effectively commoditized by 

technology. 

 

Value Proposition Realignment: Navigating the Human-AI Gap 

The analysis of the Value Proposition Canvas (VPC) reveals a significant gap 

between "Functional Gains" and "Social Gains." First, AI Strengths (The Commodity 

Zone): AI dominates in Functional Jobs—grammar checking, vocabulary expansion, and 

basic translation—reflecting its growing effectiveness in standardized learning 

environments and automated feedback systems (Kasneci et al., 2023). This is why the 80% 

decline in translation occurred; it is a task-oriented job where "good enough" is sufficient 

for 80% of users. Second, Human Strengths (The Premium Zone): Human instructors retain 

a competitive advantage in Social and Emotional Jobs. This includes high-stakes 

negotiation, intercultural empathy, and the management of "Linguistic Persona." 

 

The discussion suggests that the 60% decline in enrollment is specifically a decline 

in the Commodity Zone. LCs that continue to market themselves based on "learning a 

language" are essentially competing with free software. To reverse this, the value 

proposition must shift to "Strategic Communication Mastery"—the ability to use language 

to influence, lead, and verify in professional environments. 

 

The "Verification Economy": Transforming Trust into Revenue 

As GenAI makes it easier to simulate fluency, a new market emerges: the 

Verification Economy. The Verification Economy refers to an emerging economic 

paradigm in which the primary source of value shifts from the production of content or 

linguistic output—tasks increasingly performed by AI at near-zero cost—to the human-led 

authentication, evaluation, and ethical certification of that output (Floridi et al., 2023). In 

this model, credibility, accountability, and institutional trust become the scarce 

commodities, rather than the content itself. This represents a critical pivot for LC managers. 

In a world of AI-generated content, the value of a text is no longer in its production (which 

is cheap) but in its verification (which is expensive), as concerns about accuracy, 

authenticity, and ethical use continue to grow (Dwivedi et al., 2023). 

 

Our findings suggest that LCs can offset the 60% loss in tuition by moving from 

"teaching" to "validating." This involves 1) Institutional Certification: Providing human-

backed seals of "Authentic Communicative Competence" and 2) AI-Human Hybrid 
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Auditing: Offering services that verify a document was produced ethically and possesses 

the human "nuance" required for legal or academic standards. By positioning the LC as a 

"Trust Anchor," the center captures a high-margin revenue stream that AI cannot disrupt 

because AI cannot verify itself (Susskind & Susskind, 2015). 

 

The "Cyborg" Pedagogy: Operational Excellence 

The results suggest that LCs must adopt a "Cyborg" operational model. To combat 

the 60% enrollment drop, centers must reduce overhead by integrating AI into the core 

curriculum. Instead of fighting the 80% drop in translation, LCs should use AI as a "junior 

translator," with human experts acting only as final "Strategy Editors." 

 

 
  

This shifts the Porter’s Five Forces dynamic: by adopting AI, the LC reduces the 

"Threat of Substitutes" by becoming the substitute themselves. The human instructor's role 

evolves from a "Knowledge Deliverer" to a "Communication Consultant." In this model, 

the 60% decline is mitigated not by regaining those students, but by increasing the Average 

Revenue Per User (ARPU) through premium, specialized consultancy services. 

 

Comparative Strategic Matrix 

The following matrix summarizes the strategic realignment identified in the 

results: 

Traditional LC Model 

(As-Is) 

AI-Augmented LC Model 

(To-Be) 
Strategic Justification 

Goal: Linguistic Accuracy Goal: Strategic Influence 
Moves away from AI’s core 

strength. 

KPI: Student Credit Hours 
KPI: Outcome/Verification 

Rate 

Focuses on high-value 

"Human Moat." 

Pricing: Low-Margin / 

High-Volume 

Pricing: High-Margin / 

Premium 

Responds to 60% volume 

decline. 

Primary Tool: 

Textbook/Lecture 

Primary Tool: AI-Human 

Hybrid Coaching 

Optimizes cost through 

"Cyborg" efficiency. 
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Conclusion and Recommendation 

This research has demonstrated that the "AI Revolution" is not merely a 

pedagogical shift but a fundamental economic disruption that challenges the survival of 

traditional Language Course Providers (LCPs). The empirical data from our case study 

provides a sobering validation of this disruption: an 80% decline in translation requests 

(from 200 to 40 per annum) and a 60% drop in course registrations (from 200 to 80 per 

annum) within a population of 8,000 students. These figures confirm that the "Content-

Provider" model has reached its expiration date. As AI tools increasingly address the 

functional "Jobs-to-be-Done" of the modern learner, the traditional Language Center (LC) 

faces a "pivot or perish" moment. 

 

Another point to make is the one related to Strategic Synthesis: The "Human Moat" 

and Verification. The results indicate that while AI has captured the high-volume, low-

margin segment of the market, it has created a new high-value gap: The Verification 

Economy. 

 

To respond to the 80/60 crisis, LCs must pivot toward two things. The first one 

deals with the Communication-Consultancy Model: Moving away from general instruction 

toward high-stakes, specialized coaching that prioritizes human nuance, rhetorical strategy, 

and intercultural empathy. The second one concerns Institutional Trust Services: 

Repositioning the LC as the sole authority capable of verifying that a student possesses 

"Authentic Human Competence" in a world saturated with AI-generated text. 

 

For managers of Language Centers, the documented 60% decline in enrollment 

necessitates a radical shift in resource allocation. Instead of attempting to regain lost mass-

market volume, LCs should focus on increasing the Average Revenue Per User (ARPU) 

by offering premium, human-verified services. This requires adopting a "Cyborg" 

Operational Framework, where AI handles 80% of repetitive tasks, allowing faculty to 

function as high-level consultants. Success will be measured not by the quantity of students 

"taught," but by the quality of professional outcomes "verified." 

 

This study is limited to a single $N=1$ case study within a regional institutional 

context. While the 80% and 60% declines are statistically significant within this 

environment. Therefore, future research should explore whether these specific ratios hold 

true across different geographical markets and institutional sizes. Additionally, further 

investigation is required into the "Willingness to Pay" for human-certified communication 

versus AI-only outputs in specialized fields such as law and medicine. 

 

The 80/60 crisis is not the end of the Language Center, but the end of the 

"Language Factory." By embracing the "Verification Economy" and doubling down on the 

"Human Moat," providers can transition from being at risk of disruption to becoming the 

indispensable guardians of authentic human communication. The goal is no longer to 

compete with AI on speed or cost, but to lead the world in meaning, trust, and professional 

integrity in an era increasingly shaped by AI-augmented work and communication 

(Brynjolfsson et al., 2023).  
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