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Abstract

By 2026, Generative Al (GenAl) has matured into the foundational infrastructure for global
knowledge. However, this transition has forced higher education into technological
dependency on concentrated external providers. This research introduces the "Sovereign
Classroom" framework to examine how the dichotomy between global monopolies and
national data regulations redefines the economic competitiveness of academic institutions. The
primary aim is to evaluate "asymmetric Al-dependency" where institutions rely on systems
they neither own nor audit. We propose a multi-layered model for digital sovereignty that
balances global innovation with the protection of localized intellectual property. Utilizing
qualitative analysis of 2026 policy trends and institutional case studies, the research
investigates how "black-box" algorithms threaten curriculum integrity and student privacy. A
key finding is the emergence of "digital brain drain,” where external entities extract localized
research and teaching data, effectively eroding domestic labor market advantages and national
strategic resilience. The discussion suggests that true competitiveness in the Al era depends on
an institution’s ability to host and govern its own intelligence ecosystems rather than remaining
a passive consumer of biased platforms. This paper concludes that higher education leaders
must pivot from procurement-based technology adoption to the strategic architectural design
of sovereign digital environments. Such a shift is essential for ensuring long-term institutional
sustainability, academic rigor, and the development of a workforce capable of navigating a
fractured, Al-driven global economy. This research provides a critical roadmap for achieving
that necessary goal.

Keywords: Al Governance, Algorithmic Hegemony, Digital Sovereignty, Economic
Competitiveness, Higher Education Policy

Introduction

The academic landscape of 2026 is currently facing a silent crisis: universities have
integrated Artificial Intelligence (Al) so deeply into their core infrastructure that they
have effectively lost control over their own educational tools. While platforms like
ChatGPT and Gemini have undeniably made student research faster and more efficient,
this convenience has come at the cost of institutional autonomy, turning colleges into
"digital tenants" who must follow the strict, non-negotiable rules of global private
corporations. This state of "Asymmetric Dependency" is a major strategic risk because it
places the future of our academic systems in the hands of outsiders who can change
pricing, restrict access, or alter algorithms at any moment. Furthermore, a serious ethical
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issue has emerged regarding the "harvesting™ of original ideas; every time a student enters
a research draft or a unique thought into a public Al tool, that data is extracted to train
corporate models, leading to a massive loss of local intellectual property and student
privacy. These global Al systems also suffer from "Algorithmic Hegemony," meaning
they are trained on Western data and often fail to understand local laws, regional cultural
nuances, or the specific requirements of our own syllabus. This lack of accuracy forces a
generic, "one-size-fits-all" perspective on students that ignores their actual environment.
This research argues that we can no longer afford to be passive consumers of external
technology that does not respect our data or our culture. Instead, we must pivot toward
the "Sovereign Classroom™ a model where institutions host, manage, and govern their
own private Al networks to ensure total data security and cultural relevance. By
investigating current student trust and Al usage habits through a detailed survey, this
study provides a necessary roadmap for colleges to reclaim their digital authority and
build a truly self-reliant future in an increasingly fractured, Al-driven global economy.

Review of Related Literature

The Strategic Shift Toward Al Sovereignty

Recent research from the Brookings Institution (2026) defines Al sovereignty as a
spectrum of strategies designed to enhance a country’s and its institutions capacity to
make independent decisions about critical infrastructure. Scholars argue that as
universities face rising dependence on a small number of global firms, they must seek
agency over Al models to ensure cultural and linguistic inclusion. In Europe, alliances
are increasingly embracing "open educational resources” to ensure teaching remains
legally compliant and digitally sovereign.

Algorithmic Bias and Cultural Nuance

Recent studies highlight that global Al tools often fail to meet regional needs. Research
published in Taylor & Francis (2025) indicates that Al in education (AIEd) can act as
both a facilitator and a barrier, with variations in adoption often linked to specific cultural
backgrounds and career types. Experts warn that automated tools trained on dominant
Western norms can unintentionally disadvantage students from different linguistic or
cultural backgrounds, especially in grading and feedback.

The Critique of Digital Colonialism

A major theme in 2025-2026 literature is "Digital Colonialism,” where powerful tech
giants exert power by taking data without clear consent. Critics argue that Al companies
often treat public data as unclaimed data, scraping original student ideas to train models
that are then sold back to the public. This insulates a "Hobson’s choice" for students: they
must either agree to bundled data-sharing Institutional terms or face social and academic
exclusion.

Trust and Data Governance

As of 2025, only 20% of higher education institutions had formal policies related to Al,
though this number is rising as universities realize that blanket bans are unrealistic.
EDUCAUSE (2025) findings suggest that effective governance requires moving beyond
simple rules to creating "institutional infrastructure” like cross-functional task forces to
ensure data privacy and ethical use.
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The Socio-Economic Divide and Al Costs

New empirical evidence from April 2026 shows that while Al tools can reduce student
expenditure on tutoring and materials by nearly 47%, this creates a "Digital Divide" for
those who cannot access premium tools. Literature suggests that institutional integration
of Al is essential to provide equitable, subsidized access, ensuring that financial status
doesn't determine academic success in the Al era.

Objectives
To analyze the current level of academic dependency on third-party Artificial Intelligence
platforms among undergraduate students.
e To evaluate student awareness regarding "Digital Sovereignty™ and the implications of
hosting educational data on foreign servers.

e To investigate the risks to Intellectual Property (IP) when students and faculty input
original research into public, "harvesting” Al models.

e To identify the prevalence of "Algorithmic Bias" and the lack of regional, cultural, and
syllabus-specific nuance in global Al outputs.

e Toexamine the "Black-Box" phenomenon in Al and its impact on the transparency and
ethics of student learning processes.

e To assess the socio-economic impact of the "Al Divide," specifically how paid "Pro"
subscriptions create inequality between different student groups.

e To measure the level of institutional trust students, place in their college versus global
tech corporations regarding data custodianship.

e To explore the demand for a "Sovereign Al" ecosystem that is locally trained,
institutionally managed, and aligned with the specific college curriculum.

e To determine the necessity of "Digital Self-Reliance” education as a mandatory
component of the higher education syllabus in the Al era.

e To propose a strategic governance framework for the "Sovereign Classroom” that
balances technological innovation with national and institutional autonomy.

1. Mail ID
2. Name
3. Age
4. Are you aware of the concept of "The Sovereign Classroom” in the context of Al in
education?
A. Yes, | am familiar with the term and its meaning.
B. I have heard the term, but | am not sure what it involves.
C. No, I have never heard of this concept before.
5.Before this survey, did you know that most Al tools (ChatGPT, Gemini) are owned by
private companies outside our country?
A) Yes, | was aware.
B) I never really thought about it.
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C) No, I didn't know.
6.Do you believe that an academic institution should have the authority to manage and host
its own private Al network for students?
A) Strongly Agree (Universities should be independent)
B) Agree
C) Disagree (I prefer using public/global tools)
D) Strongly Disagree
7.How much of your weekly college assignments are done with the help of Al?
A) Almost all (75-100%)
B) More than half (50%)
C) Very little (Less than 25%)
D) I don't use Al at all
8.If Al tools like ChatGPT suddenly became unavailable, how would you feel?
A) Completely lost; I wouldn't know how to start my work.
B) Stressed, but I could eventually manage.
C) Fine; I prefer doing things manually anyway.
9.Have you ever noticed "Black-box" issues (where the Al gives an answer but you have no
idea how it got there)?
A) Yes, and it’s frustrating.
B) I’ve noticed, but | don’t care as long as the answer is right.
C) I haven't noticed it
10.Do you feel that Al tools sometimes give "generic" answers that don't fit our local culture
or syllabus?
A) Yes, very often
B) Sometimes
C) No, it feels accurate enough
11.When you type your original ideas into a public Al, are you worried the company might
"harvest" your thoughts to train their system?
A) Yes, | worry about my intellectual property.
B) I’m a little worried, but I use it anyway.
C) No, I don’t think my data matters to them.
12.How much do you trust a global company (like OpenAl or Google) with your private
academic data?
A) Full trust
B) Partial trust
C) No trust at all
13.If the college provided a "Sovereign Al" (a private tool managed locally and trained on
your syllabus), would you use it?
A) Yes, it would be safer and more relevant to my exams.
B) Only if the public Al fails to answer.
C) No, I trust global platforms more.
14.Do you think "Digital Self-Reliance” (building our own Al tools and servers) is important
for our country's future?
A) It is very important for national security and education.
B) It would be nice, but it’s not a priority right now.
C) No, we should just use what the rest of the world uses.
15.How important is it for you that your Al assistant understands regional nuances (like
local laws, Tamil culture, or specific Indian economic trends)?
A) Extremely important for my field of study.
B) Somewhat important.
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C) Not important; global perspectives are enough.
16.Do you agree that universities should move from being "Passive Consumers"” of
technology to "Active Creators" of their own digital environments?

A) Strongly Agree

B) Agree

C) Disagree

D) Strongly Disagree
17.0n a scale of 1-5, how much do you trust your university to protect your digital data
compared to a private tech company?

A) 1 (I trust the university much more)
B) 2
C) 3 (Neutral)
D) 4
E) 5 (I trust private tech companies much more)
18.Do you believe that "Sovereign Al" would reduce the risk of students getting biased or
Western-centric information?
A) Yes, definitely.
B) Possibly, but it depends on how it is trained.
C) No, I don’t think it would change anything.
19.In opinion, should "Digital Sovereignty™ be taught as a mandatory subject for all college
students in the Al era?
A) Yes, we need to understand who controls our data.
B) It should be an optional seminar.
C) No, it is not necessary for my degree.
D) None
20.Do you think a locally-managed Al would help bridge the gap between students who can
and cannot afford "Pro™ Al subscriptions?
A) Yes, it provides equal, high-quality access to everyone.
B) Maybe, but the university might charge fees too.
C) No, it won't make a difference.

Methodology

Research methodology is a way to systematically solve a research problem. It is a science
of studying how research is done. The researcher explains the methods and steps adopted
for achieving the purpose of the study and to arrive at a meaningful conclusion.

A research design is the specification of methods and procedures for acquiring the
information needed. It is the overall operation pattern or framework of the project that
stipulates what information is to be collected, from which sources, and by what
procedures. To examine The Sovereign Classroom, the study was conducted through a
quantitative phase. The researcher used descriptive research design. The research
instrument used is a questionnaire with closed-ended questions and multiple-choice
questions designed to meet the purpose of the research. The data for the questionnaire
was collected from the respondents.

Method of Data Collection
To accomplish the objectives of the study, both primary and secondary data were collected.
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Primary Data

Primary data is the data which is collected. It is original in nature and is in the shape of raw
material. To collect primary data, a well-structured questionnaire was filled by the
respondents. The questionnaire comprises close-ended and multiple-choice questions.

Secondary Data

Secondary data is the data which is collected by someone else. It is secondary in nature and
is in the shape of a finished product. Secondary data was collected so as to have accurate
results. Required data was collected from various books, magazines, journals, newspapers,
reports, and the internet.

Sampling Technique
The sampling technique used for the study is convenience sampling. This sampling is
selected by the researcher for the purpose of convenience access.

Sample Size
For the study, a sample size of 100 respondents was selected.

Area of the Study
This study is limited to respondents (male and female) from various parts in Tamil Nadu.

The Sovereign Classroom Model

The conceptual framework of this study is built on the transition from Digital Dependency
to Digital Sovereignty. It explains how academic institutions can move from being
"tenants™ of global tech companies to becoming "owners" of their own intellectual space.
The framework is structured into three main pillars:

The Infrastructure Pillar (From Tenant to Owner)

Currently, universities operate as "digital tenants,” relying on external cloud servers and
proprietary software. The framework proposes a shift toward Institutional Hosting. By
managing their own servers or private cloud networks, colleges can ensure that their digital
tools remain active even if global providers change their terms, prices, or accessibility.

The Data Governance Pillar (From Harvesting to Protection)

A core part of this framework is the protection of Intellectual Property. In the current
model, student and faculty data is "harvested” by public Al models. The Sovereign
Classroom model creates a “closed-loop” system. In this system, data entered into the Al
stays within the university’s firewall, ensuring that original research and private ideas are
not used to train external corporate models without consent.

The Pedagogical Pillar (From Generic to Nuanced)

Global Al models often provide "one-size-fits-all" answers based on Western data. This
framework introduces Contextual Training, where Al models are fine-tuned using the
specific syllabus, local laws, and regional cultural nuances of the institution. This ensures
that the Al provides accurate, relevant, and culturally sensitive academic guidance rather
than generic information.
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Analysis
The data has been collected from 100 respondents according to simple random sampling
method. Data collection has been coded, tabulated, and analysed using SPSS.

A percentage is a way of expressing a number as a fraction of 100. It is used to show how
much one quantity relates to another in terms of parts per hundred, making comparison
easier. For example, 50% represents half of the total, while 100% represents the whole.
Percentages are commonly used in statistics, reports, and data analysis to present
information clearly and concisely.

Age of the Respondents

Age is an important factor in understanding how people choose insurance plans. It helps
identify how different age groups perceive risk, plan, and select between term and
endowment plans. Younger people often prefer term insurance for affordability, while
older groups lean toward endowment plans for savings and security. This helps insurers
design better products and awareness strategies for each age group.

Table 1. Age of the respondents

Age Frequency Percentage
17-19 27 27%
20-22 67 67%
23 Above 6 6%
TOTAL 100 100%

Source: Primary Data

Table 1 27% of the respondents are between 17-19 and 67% of the respondents are between
20-22 and 6% of the respondents are above 23. Hence, majority of the respondents are
between 20-22.

23 above
6%

m17-13
m20-22

W23 sbove

Figure 1: Age of the respondents

Aware of the concept of “The Sovereign Classroom” in the context of Al in education
Sovereign Classroom is an emerging concept in the context of Al in education. It refers to
a classroom setup where the school has complete control over student data, Al tools, and
curriculum without depending on external big tech companies. Teachers and institutions
decide what Al can teach, how data is stored, and what content is allowed. This concept is
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important because it ensures data privacy, local culture alignment, and academic freedom.
Studying awareness levels helps us understand whether students and teachers are ready to
adopt self-controlled Al systems in education.
Table 2 Aware of the concept of “The Sovereign Classroom” in the context of Al in education

Particulars Frequency Percentage
Yes 35 35%
Maybe 43 43%
No 22 22%

Total 100 100%

Source: Primary Data
Table 2 35% of the respondents are Yes and 43% of the respondents are Maybe and 22% of
the respondents are No. Hence the majority of the respondents may be.

m maybe
Eno

W yES

Figure 2: Aware of the concept of “The Sovereign Classroom” in the context of Al in education

Al tools are owned by the private company outside our country

The ownership of Al tools is a major concern in the concept of Sovereign Classroom. When
Al tools used in education are owned by private companies outside the country, student data,
learning patterns, and classroom activities may be stored in foreign servers. This raises
issues related to data privacy, national security, and cultural bias. If the Al is controlled by
external companies, schools lose the freedom to decide what content should be taught or
blocked. Studying the respondents’ opinion on this helps understand the need for locally
owned, sovereign Al systems in education.

Table 3 Al tools are owned by the private company outside our country

Particulars Frequency Percentage
Yes, | was aware 66 66%
Yes, some 25 25%
No, I didn’t know 9 9%
Total 100 100%

Source: Primary Data

Table 3 66% of the respondents are Yes, | was aware and 25% of the respondents are Yes,
some and 9% of the respondents are No, | didn’t know. Hence the majority of the
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respondents are yes, | was aware.

m A} Yes, lwas aware
m B)yes, some

mC) Mo, | didn't know

Figure 3: Al tools are owned by a private company outside our country

Al tools became unavailable

One of the key risks in depending on external Al tools for education is their sudden
unavailability. Many schools use Al platforms owned by foreign companies that can
withdraw services, increase prices, or block access due to policy changes. This affects
continuous learning and disrupts classroom activities. In a Sovereign Classroom setup, the
institution owns and controls its Al tools, ensuring that availability is not dependent on third-
party decisions. Studying respondents’ experience with Al tools becoming unavailable helps
highlight the need for self-reliant Al systems in education.

Table 4 Al tools became unavailable

Particulars Frequency Percentage
Completely lost 24 24%
Stressed 51 51%
Fine 25 25%
Total 100 100%

Source: Primary Data

Table 4 24% of the respondents are Completely lost and 50% of the respondents are Stressed
and 25% of the respondents are Fine. Hence the majority of the respondents are Stressed.
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B A} Completely lost; |
wouldn't know how to start
my work.

m B) Stressed, but | could
eventually manage.

N C) Fine: | prefer domg things
manually anyway.

Figure 4: Al tools became unavailable

Ever noticed black box issue

The "Black Box" issue refers to the lack of transparency in how Al tools make decisions
or generate answers. Users input data and get output but cannot see or understand the logic
behind it. In education, this becomes a problem because teachers and students cannot verify
why the Al gave a particular answer, marked something right or wrong, or suggested
specific content. In a Sovereign Classroom, the goal is to use open and explainable Al
models where schools can audit the process. Studying whether respondents have noticed
this black box issue shows the level of transparency awareness among Al users in
education.

Table 5 Ever noticed black box issue

Particulars Frequency Percentage
Yes, and it’s frustrating 35 35%
I’ve noticed but | don’t care as
long as the answer is right 41 41%

I haven’t noticed this 24 24%
Total 100 100%

Source: Primary Data

Table 5 35% of the respondents are Yes, and it’s frustrating and 41% of the respondents are
I’ve noticed but | don’t care if the answer is right and 24% of the respondents are | haven’t
noticed this. Hence the majority of the respondents are I’ve noticed but I don’t care as long
as the answer is right.
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Figure5: Ever noticed black box issue

Al tools sometimes give generic answers

Al tools in education is that they sometimes provide generic or irrelevant answers. Since
most global Al models are trained on western data, they may not understand local syllabus,
culture, or context-specific questions. This reduces the usefulness of Al in classrooms
because students get surface-level answers instead of syllabus-focused explanations. In a
Sovereign Classroom, Al models can be fine-tuned on local textbooks and curriculum to
give specific, accurate answers. Studying respondents’ opinions on this issue helps

W A) Yes, and it's frustrating.

= B} I've noticed, but | don’t
care as long as the answer
iz right.

H C} | haven't noticed this.

understand the need for customized Al in education.

Table 6 Al tools sometimes give generic answer

Particulars Frequency Percentage
Yes, very often 38 38%
Sometimes 60 60%
No, it feels accurate
enough 2 2%
Total 100 100%

Source: Primary Data

Table 6 38% of the respondents are Yes, very often and 60% of the respondents are
Sometimes and 2% of the respondents are No, it feels accurate enough. Hence most of the

respondents are Sometimes.
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HA) Yes, very often

m B) Sometimes

m C) No, it feels accurate
enough

Figure 6: Al tools sometimes give generic answer

Are you worried about the company might “harvest” your thoughts to train their
system

Al tools owned by external private companies. When students or teachers use these tools,
their prompts, answers, learning behavior, and personal details may be collected and stored
by the company. This data can be used for commercial purposes, advertising, or even sold
to third parties without consent. In a Sovereign Classroom setup, student data stays within
the school’s server and is not shared externally. Studying respondents’ worry about data
harvesting helps understand the importance of data privacy and the need for locally
controlled Al systems.

Table 7 Are you worried about the company might ““harvest™ your thoughts to train their system

Particulars Frequency Percentage
Yes, | worry about my 27 27%
intellectual property
I’m a little worried but I use 64 64%
it anyway
No, | don’t think my data 9 9%

matters to them

Total 100 100%

Source: Primary Data

Table 7 27% of the respondents are Yes, | worry about my intellectual property and 64% of
the respondents are I’m a little worried but | use it anyway and 9% of the respondents are
No, I don’t think my data matters to them. Hence the majority of the respondents are I’ m a
little worried but I use it anyway.
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mA) Yes, | worry about my
intellectual property.

H B) I’'m a little worried, but |
use it anyway.

H C) No, | don’t think my data
matters to them.

Figure 7: Are you worried about the company might ““harvest” your thoughts to train their system

If the college provided a “Sovereign Al”

Al tools is crucial for building a Sovereign Classroom environment. When colleges
themselves provide Al tools instead of relying on external free apps, they can ensure data
security, curriculum alignment, and continuous access. College-owned Al systems can be
customized for the syllabus, run on local servers, and protect student data from third-party
harvesting. Studying whether colleges provide Al tools helps measure the current adoption
level of institutional-level Al and the readiness for sovereign Al infrastructure in education.

Table 8 If the college provide a ““Sovereign Al”

Particulars Frequency Percentage

Yes, it would be safer and
more relevant to my exams 58 58%
Only if the public Al fails to 37 37%
answer
No, I trust global platforms 5 5%
more

Total 100 100%

Source: Primary Data

Table 8 58% of the respondents are Yes, it would be safer and more relevant to my exams
and 37% of the respondents are Only if the public Al fails to answer and 5% of the
respondents are No , I trust global platforms more. Hence the majority of the respondents are
Yes, it would be safer and more relevant to my exams.
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mA) Yes, it would be safer and
more relevant to my exams.

m B) Only if the public Al fails
to answer.

H C) No, | trust global
platforms more.

Figure 8: If the college provide a ““Sovereign Al”

Digital self-reliance

Digital Self-Reliance means the ability of an institution or country to develop, own, and
control its own digital tools without depending on foreign companies. In the context of Al
in education, it refers to schools and colleges using locally developed or college-owned Al
models instead of relying on external platforms like Chat GPT or Gemini. This ensures data
stays within the country, content aligns with local syllabus, and access is not blocked by
foreign policy changes. Digital self-reliance is the core principle of a Sovereign Classroom.
Studying respondents’ opinion on this shows how much they support independent Al
systems in education.

Table 9 Digital self-reliance

Particulars Frequency Percentage

It is very important for national
security and education 56 56%

It would be nice, but it’s not a 39 39%
priority right now

No, we should just use what the 5 5%
rest of the world uses

Total 100 100%

Source: Primary Data

Table 9 56% of the respondents are It is very important for national security and education
and 39% of the respondents are It would be nice, but it’s not a priority right now and 5% of
the respondents are No, we should just use what the rest of the world uses. Hence the
majority of the respondents are Yes, it would be safer and more relevant to my exams.
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W A) Itis very important for
national security and
education.

H B) It would be nice, but it’s
not a priority right now.

H C) No, we should just use
what the rest of the world
uses.

Figure 9: Digital self-reliance

Al understood regional nuances

Regional nuances refer to local language, culture, examples, syllabus, and context that are
specific to a particular state or country. Most global Al tools are trained mainly on western
data and struggle to understand Tamil syllabus, Indian examples, or local cultural
references. Because of this, students often get answers that are not relevant to their textbooks
or exams. In a Sovereign Classroom, Al models can be fine-tuned with regional data so that
they understand local nuances and give accurate, context-specific answers. Studying
respondents’ opinion on whether current Al tools understand regional nuances helps justify
the need for localized Al in education.

Table 10 Al understood regional nuances

Particulars Frequency Percentage
Extremely important for my 50 50%
field of study
Somewhat important 41 41%

Not important; global 9 9%

perspectives are enough

Total 100 100%

Source: Primary Data

Table 10 50% of the respondents are Extremely important for my field of study and 41% of
the respondents are Somewhat important and 9% of the respondents are Not important;
global perspectives are enough. Hence the majority of the respondents are Extremely
important for my field of study
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M A) Extremely important for
my field of study

® B) Somewhat important

m C) Not important; global
perspectives are enough

Figure 10: Al understood regional nuances

Sovereign Al would reduce the risk of students

Al in education is to reduce risks faced by students while using external Al tools. When
students use foreign Al platforms, their personal data, learning behavior, questions, and
assignments may be stored on external servers. This creates risks like data harvesting,
profiling, privacy breaches, and exposure to inappropriate content that cannot be controlled
by the school. Sovereign Al runs on college-owned or local servers where the institution has
full control over data and content filtering. This reduces the risk of student data misuse and
ensures a safe learning environment. Studying respondents’ opinion on this shows how
much they trust sovereign Al for student safety.

Table 11 Sovereign Al would reduce the risk of students

Particulars Frequency Percentage
Yes, definitely 24 24%
Possibly, but it depends on 68 68%

how it is trained

No, | don’t think it would 8 8%
change anything

Total 100 100%

Source: Primary Data

Table 11 24% of the respondents are Yes, definitely and 68% of the respondents are
Possibly, but it depends on how it is trained and 8% of the respondents are No, I don’t think
it would change anything. Hence the majority of the respondents are Possibly, but it depends
on how it is trained.
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W A) Yes, definitely.

m B) Possibly, but it depends
on how itis trained.

m C) No, | don’t think it would
change anything.

Figure 11: Sovereign Al would reduce the risk of students

Digital sovereignty for all college students in the Al Era

Digital sovereignty in the Al era means giving college students the right to use Al tools that
are controlled, owned, and managed within their own country or institution. It ensures that
students' learning data, academic work, and personal information are not controlled by
foreign companies. When students have digital sovereignty, they can access Al that respects
local values, syllabus, and privacy laws. This also protects them from sudden bans, price
hikes, or censorship by external platforms. In a Sovereign Classroom, digital sovereignty
guarantees that every college student gets safe, unbiased, and uninterrupted access to Al.
Studying respondents’ opinion on this shows the demand for equal and secure Al access for
all students.

Table 12 Digital sovereignty for all college students in the Al Era
Particulars Frequency Percentage

Yes, we need to understand 46 46%
who controls our data

It should be an optional 39 39%

seminar

No, it is not necessary for 13 13%

my degree

None 2 2%

Total 100 100%

Source: Primary Data

Table 12 46% of the respondents are Yes, we need to understand who controls our data and
39% of the respondents are It should be an optional and 13% of the respondents are No, it
is not necessary for my degree and 2% of the respondents are option. Hence the majority of
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the respondents are Yes, we need to understand who controls our data.

Respondents

H Yes, we need to understand
who controls our data

M It should be an optional
seminar

H No, itis not necessary for
my degree

m None

Figure 12: Digital sovereignty for all college students in the Al Era

Al would help bridge the gap between students

Al in education has the potential to reduce inequality among students. Currently, students
from urban areas or private colleges have better access to quality teaching, resources, and
technology compared to rural or government college students. Al tools can provide
personalized learning, 24/7 doubt solving, and syllabus-based explanations to all students
equally. In a Sovereign Classroom, locally trained Al can deliver content in regional
languages and match the local syllabus, ensuring that every student gets the same quality of
support. This helps bridge the gap between students from different economic, social, and
geographical backgrounds. Studying respondents’ opinion on this shows how much they

believe Al can create equal learning opportunities.

Table 13 Al would help bridge the gap between students

Particulars Frequency Percentage
Yes, it provides equal high- 50 50%
quality access to everyone
May be, but the university 42 42%
might charge fees too
No, it won’t make a 8 8%
difference
Total 100 100%

Source: Primary Data

Table 13 50% of the respondents are Yes, it provides equal high-quality access to everyone
and 42% of the respondents are May be, but the university might charge fees too and 8% of

665




the respondents are No, it won’t make a difference. Hence the majority of the respondents
are Yes, it provides equal high-quality access to everyone.

m A) Yes, it provides equal,
high-quality access to
everyone.

H B) Maybe, but the university
might charge fees too.

m C) No, it won't make a
difference

Figure 13: Al would help bridge the gap between students

Findings and Discussion

CHI-SQUARE Test

The Chi-square test is a statistical method used to check whether there is a relationship
between two variables. It helps researchers compare actual data with expected data. This
test is commonly used in surveys and research analysis. If the calculated value is high, it
shows there may be a significant difference or association. Chi-square is mainly used for
categorical data such as gender, age group, or choices.

Analysis of Students’ Views on “Passive Consumers” vs “Active Creators” and Digital
Data Trust:

Case Processing Summary

Cases
Walid Missing Total
M Percent I Fercent I FPercent
1.0n a scale of 1 to 5, 104 100.0% 0 0.0% 104 100.0%

who do you trust mare to
protect your academic
and personal data? * 2.
Do you agree that
universities should maove
from being "Fassive
Consumers" of
technology to "Active
Creators" of their own
digital environments?
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1.0n a scale of 1 to 5, who do you trust more to protect your academic and personal data? * 2.Do you agree that universities should move from

being "Passive Consumers" of technology to "Active Creators" of their own digital environments? Crosstabulation

Count
2.0o you agree that universities should move from heing "Passive Consumers” of technology to "Active Creators” of their
own digital environments?
A) Strongly Strongly Stronaly
Agree Agree Disagree Meutral agree disagrees Total
1.0n a scale of 1 to 5, 1 0 0 0 0 ] 0 1
who do you trust mare to
protectyour academic fzJCS EJ:rtet)he V0 GY 0 18 3 1 6 1 2 32
and personal data?
E)2 0 3 3 3 2 a T 18
C) 3 (Meutral) 0 ] 8 & 22 0 2 46
D)4 0 1 a 0 3 a 0 4
E) 5 (I trust private tech 1] 2 1] 1] 0 1 0 3
companies much mare)
Total 1 34 14 9 33 2 11 104
Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance
Yalue df (2-sided)
q =]
Fearson Chi-Sguare  166.020 30 = 001
Likelihood Ratio 60326 3o =.001
M ofValid Cases 104

a. 35 cells (83.3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected countis .01.

Use of Al for College Assignments and Trust in Global Companies:

Case Processing Summary

Cases
Yalid Missing Total
I Percent I Percent I Percent
How much of your weekly 104 100.0% 0 0.0% 104 100.0%

college assignments are
done with the help of Al? *
How much do you trust a
global company (like
OpenAl or Google) with
your private academic
data?
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How much of your weekly college assignments are done with the help of Al? * How much do you trust a
global company (like OpenAl or Google) with your private academic data? Crosstabulation

Count

How much do you trust a global company (like Opendl or Google)
with your private academic data?

C) Mo trust at

AJFull trust B) Partial trust all Total
How much of your weekly 0 0 0 1 1
college assignments are . .
done with the help of Al? A) Almost all (75-100%) 0 8 30 4 42
E) Mare than half (50%) 1 12 27 2 42
C) Wery little (Less than 0 4 10 1 15
25%)
D) I don'tuse Al at all 0 1 3 0 4
Total 1 25 70 8 104
Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 15.4852 12 216
Likelihood Ratio 9.321 12 .675
N of Valid Cases 104

a. 15 cells (75.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .01.

The data from 100 respondents reveals a significant "Awareness-Knowledge Gap" within
the student population. While a strong majority of students (66%) are aware that global Al
tools are privately owned by foreign entities, only 35% are familiar with the specific
framework of the "Sovereign Classroom”. This suggests that while students recognize the
external control of their tools, they lack a clear understanding of the institutional alternatives
available to them.

The study further highlights a state of "Functional Dependency.” Over 74% of students
indicated they would feel either "completely lost" or "stressed" if current Al platforms
became unavailable, with 40.8% relying on these tools for the majority of their weekly
academic workload. This high dependency is coupled with a deep "Trust Deficit"; a
staggering 68% of students report having no trust at all in global corporations regarding the
safety of their private academic data. Furthermore, the results indicate a clear demand for
regional and social equity. Approximately 50.5% of respondents believe that a locally
managed Al system would bridge the socio-economic gap by providing equal access to
high-quality tools for all students, regardless of their ability to pay for "Pro™ subscriptions.
Additionally, 58.3% of the participants expressed a direct preference for a "Sovereign Al"
that is safer and specifically trained on their local syllabus, proving that students value
relevance and security over the generic outputs of global platforms.

Conclusion

This research concludes that the current model of higher education's reliance on external Al
is fundamentally unstable. The data confirms that students are caught in a cycle of high
dependency and low trust they use global tools out of necessity while fearing the harvesting
of their intellectual property. The "Sovereign Classroom" is not just a theoretical concept; it
is a strategic requirement to prevent "Digital Colonialism” and ensure that academic
institutions remain the primary guardians of student data.
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Infrastructure Shift: Universities must move from being "Passive Consumers™ to "Active
Creators" by hosting private Al environments. This aligns with the 56.3% of students who
believe digital self-reliance is critical for national security. Curricular Integration: Digital
Sovereignty should be integrated into the academic experience. Since 46.6% of students
support making this a mandatory subject, institutions should implement seminars to educate
students on data ownership. Contextual Training: Al tools must be "fine-tuned" on local
syllabus and regional nuances to address the 37.9% of students who find current Al outputs
too generic.
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