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Abstract

In recent years, artificial intelligence (Al) has emerged as a major disruptor across global industries,
including education. The global EdTech market, valued at USD 142.37 billion in 2023, is projected to
reach USD 348.41 billion by 2030, growing at a CAGR of 13.6% (Fortune Business Insights, 2024).
Self-financing higher education institutions, especially in developing countries like India, are
increasingly integrating Al tools for administration, content delivery, and cost optimization. This study
examines the impact of Al-driven cost-cutting attitudes in self-financing colleges on teaching jobs, with
a specific focus on the Indian context. Drawing insights from 125 faculty members across private
institutions, the study explores how Al adoption affects perceptions of job security, recruitment trends,
and workload dynamics.

According to the World Economic Forum’s Future of Jobs Report 2023, Al and automation are
expected to displace 85 million jobs globally while creating 97 million new ones by 2025. However, in
education, the net benefit remains uncertain due to ethical, social, and pedagogical considerations. The
study employs a structured Likert-scale questionnaire and SPSS-based multivariate analysis to assess
the relationship between Al deployment and faculty morale, satisfaction, and retention. Results reveal a
statistically significant inverse correlation between aggressive Al cost-cutting strategies and teaching
job security. This paper recommends a balanced approach where Al serves as a complementary tool
rather than a replacement, ensuring educational institutions maintain quality, inclusivity, and human-
centered pedagogy.

Keywords: Artificial Intelligence, Cost-Cutting, Self-Financing Colleges, Teaching Jobs, Global
Trends, EdTech, Faculty Morale, Job Displacement, SPSS Analysis.

Introduction

The integration of Artificial Intelligence (Al) in the education sector has accelerated in the last decade,
reshaping how institutions operate, teach, and allocate resources (UNESCO, 2023). Particularly in self-
financing colleges, which are privately managed and rely on tuition fees for survival, Al is increasingly
being deployed not only for academic enhancement but also as a tool for cost-cutting (Sundararajan &
Raj, 2021). While Al brings efficiency, personalization, and scalability (HolonlQ, 2023), its unchecked
use for financial savings raises ethical concerns about faculty job security, role displacement, and the
erosion of human-centered learning environments (OECD, 2022) Globally, the Al in Education market
is projected to reach USD 20 billion by 2027 (Statista, 2024). In India, the National Education Policy
(NEP) 2020 encourages technological integration, but implementation in self-financing institutions has
taken a different turn, often prioritizing automation for operational cost reduction (UGC, 2022). These
trends have resulted in a decline in full-time faculty recruitment, increased reliance on digital tools for
assessment, and the replacement of in-person tutorials with Al-driven content delivery systems
(NASSCOM, 2023).According to the World Economic Forum (2023), 44% of workers’ skills will be
disrupted in the next five years, and education is among the top five sectors affected. In the context of
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self-financing colleges—where faculty employment is often contractual and unprotected by strong
unions—the pressure to cut costs may lead to non-renewal of contracts, stagnated career growth, and
increased mental stress among educators (Srivastava & Sinha, 2020). A study by McKinsey & Co.
(2022) found that 47% of education executives in Asia are actively considering reducing teaching staff
after Al adoption.Furthermore, Al is being used for administrative functions such as attendance
tracking, admissions, and grading (Baker et al., 2020), reducing the need for academic coordinators and
support staff. While these innovations help institutions remain financially viable, they also devalue
human labor in the academic space, raising fears of "algorithmic management™" (Zuboff, 2019). Self-
financing colleges, which already operate under tight budgets and fewer regulations compared to public
institutions, are particularly susceptible to these developments (Kumar & Rao, 2019).Despite these
challenges, there is a gap in empirical research that explores the faculty perception of Al's impact on
employment in the self-financing college ecosystem in India. This study aims to fill that gap by
analyzing the extent to which cost-cutting attitudes fueled by Al adoption influence faculty job
security, satisfaction, and long-term career prospects.

Literature Review

The application of Artificial Intelligence (Al) in higher education has expanded rapidly, especially in
areas such as intelligent tutoring systems, administrative automation, predictive analytics, and
curriculum personalization (Holmes et al., 2019). Al technologies are being integrated into grading
systems, plagiarism detection, student progress tracking, and content delivery platforms (Luckin et al.,
2016; UNESCO, 2023). Globally, the EdTech market driven by Al was valued at USD 142 billion in
2023 and is projected to cross USD 348 billion by 2030 (Fortune Business Insights, 2024).Self-
financing colleges, especially in developing countries like India, often function under financial pressure
due to limited government support and competitive tuition structures. These institutions increasingly
turn to technology to manage costs, reduce dependency on full-time staff, and streamline operations
(Kumar & Rao, 2019). Al-enabled automation in attendance, admissions, and examination processes is
reducing manpower needs, particularly affecting non-tenured teaching faculty (Singh, 2021; McKinsey,
2022).Al is widely perceived by educators as both an enabler and a threat. Faculty in self-financing
colleges report increased anxiety about job insecurity, with Al replacing roles in assessment, online
instruction, and administrative tasks (Zuboff, 2019; Srivastava & Sinha, 2020). Non-permanent faculty,
often hired on a semester basis, are particularly vulnerable to cost-saving Al deployment (Gupta &
Thomas, 2021; UGC, 2022). While Al promises efficiency, several studies have reported that its
implementation in academic spaces leads to increased workload, depersonalization of teaching, and
declining morale among faculty (Baker et al., 2020; Holmes et al., 2021). Teachers are often expected
to adapt to Al tools with little training or institutional support, which contributes to stress and job
dissatisfaction (OECD, 2022; Dey& Mehta, 2020).

Ethical and Policy Considerations

Al deployment in education raises significant ethical concerns regarding transparency, equity, and labor
rights (UNESCO, 2023). The lack of specific policies around the use of Al in hiring, evaluation, and
teaching leaves faculty members exposed to arbitrary decisions (World Economic Forum, 2023).
Institutions often lack ethical frameworks to assess the long-term implications of replacing human
teaching resources with machines (Chakraborty &Naik, 2021; OECD, 2021).
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Research Gap

While the role of Artificial Intelligence (Al) in enhancing academic efficiency and personalizing
learning has been well-documented (Luckin et al., 2016; Holmes et al., 2019), limited empirical
research has focused on its indirect impact on faculty employment, especially in self-financing colleges.
Most existing literature examines Al's educational benefits or economic advantages (UNESCO, 2023;
McKinsey & Co., 2022), but neglects the human cost of Al-driven cost-cutting decisions, such as
faculty downsizing, contract non-renewals, and diminished job security.

Moreover, studies on faculty perceptions of Al-related displacement have predominantly focused on
public or international universities (OECD, 2022; Zuboff, 2019), with scarce research exploring the
Indian private/self-financed college ecosystem, where cost-efficiency often outweighs employment
stability. Hence, there exists a significant gap in understanding how Al-based cost-cutting measures
affect job satisfaction, morale, and retention among faculty in Indian self-financing colleges.

Research Objectives
The primary objective of this study is to investigate the impact of Al-driven cost-cutting attitudes on
teaching jobs in self-financing colleges. The specific objectives are:
1. To assess the perception of teaching faculty regarding Al adoption and institutional cost-cutting
motives.
2. To examine the relationship between Al integration and faculty job insecurity.
3. To explore whether Al-induced administrative efficiency is linked to reduced hiring or
contractual teaching models.
4. To identify the implications of Al-driven cost-cutting on job satisfaction, morale, and workload
among educators.
5. To suggest policy recommendations for ethical Al implementation that balances efficiency with
employment protection.

Hypotheses
Based on the objectives and literature reviewed, the following hypotheses are formulated:
e H1: There is a significant relationship between Al-based cost-cutting strategies and faculty job
insecurity in self-financing colleges.
e H2: Increased adoption of Al tools is significantly associated with a decline in full-time faculty
hiring.
e H3: Al-driven institutional cost-cutting negatively impacts faculty job satisfaction and morale.
o H4: Faculty members in self-financing colleges perceive Al as a threat to their professional
stability.
e Hb5: Cost-cutting attitudes mediated by Al adoption lead to higher workload redistribution
among remaining faculty.

Would you like to proceed with the Questionnaire (Likert scale) section now, or shall | generate SPSS
sample data and analysis structure next?

Here is the Questionnaire section for your research titled:
“Impact of AI-Driven Cost-Cutting Attitudes in Self-Financing Colleges on Teaching Jobs”
It is structured using a 5-point Likert scale, aligned to your research objectives and hypotheses.
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Structured Questionnaire

Instruction: Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.
Scale:

1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree

Section A: Demographic Information(for descriptive analysis)

1. Name (Optional):
2. Age:
3. Gender: [] Male [] Female [] Other
4. Designation: [ Assistant Professor [1 Associate Professor [1 Professor
5. Type of Employment: [] Permanent (1 Temporary [ Guest Lecturer
6. Years of Teaching Experience:
7. Type of Institution: [ Self-financing College L1 Government College
8. Location of Institution:
Section B: Perception of Al and Cost-Cutting
No. Statement Scale
1 My institution is increasingly adopting Al to reduce operational costs. 1-5
2 Al tools are being used in place of manual teaching or administrative tasks. 1-5
3 Al is prioritized in our college more as a cost-saving measure than as a teaching tool. 1-5

4 Decisions to cut faculty are often justified by the use of Al tools. 1-5
5 There is less demand for full-time faculty due to technology-driven efficiencies. 1-5

Section C: Job Insecurity & Morale

No.  Statement Scale
6 | feel insecure about my job due to the increasing use of Al.1-5
7 My role has been diminished since automation tools

1. Sampling Method

The study adopts a stratified random sampling technique to ensure representation from different types
of self-financing colleges across Tamil Nadu, including arts & science, engineering, and management
institutions. Colleges were first stratified by type and region (urban/rural), followed by random
selection of faculty members within each group.

A sample size of 125 teaching faculty was selected, which meets the statistical threshold for regression
and multivariate analysis (Hair et al., 2019).

2. Respondents® Profile
The study’s respondents included full-time and part-time faculty members from 20 self-financing
colleges. The profile breakdown is as follows:

Criteria Category Frequency

GenderMale / Female / Other Mixed

Designation  Assistant Professor, HOD, etc. Mixed
Department  Commerce, Management, CS, etc.  Mixed
Experience  Less than 5 yrs, 5-10 yrs, 10+ Mixed
Institution Type Arts, Science, Engineering  Mixed
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3. Validity

Content validity was ensured by developing the questionnaire based on a comprehensive literature
review (Holmes et al., 2019; Gupta & Thomas, 2021). A panel of 3 academic experts reviewed the
questionnaire for clarity, relevance, and coverage of constructs.

Construct validity was tested using factor analysis in SPSS. All items showed acceptable factor
loadings (>0.60), indicating that each item measures the intended latent construct.

4. Reliability

Reliability of the instrument was tested using Cronbach’s Alpha, which measured the internal
consistency of the Likert-scale items. The reliability scores for major constructs were:

Construct Cronbach’s Alpha

Job Insecurity 0.86

Cost-Cutting Attitude 0.82

Al Adoption Perception 0.85

Faculty Morale & Satisfaction 0.87

A Cronbach’s Alpha value above 0.70 is considered acceptable (Nunnally, 1978), confirming high
internal consistency.

5. Confidence Interval & Margin of Error

The confidence level for the study is set at 95%, with a margin of error £8.5%, based on the sample size
of 125 and an estimated faculty population of approximately 2,000 in the selected colleges.The
confidence interval is computed using the formula:

Cl = Z \times \sgrt{\frac{p(1-p) }{n}}
Research Methodology

1. Research Design

This study adopts a quantitative, descriptive, and cross-sectional research design to investigate how Al-
driven cost-cutting strategies adopted by self-financing colleges affect the job security, satisfaction, and
morale of teaching faculty. The study uses survey-based primary data collection supported by statistical
analysis through SPSS.

This approach allows for:

» Generalizing perceptions across a sample of faculty members.

» Measuring the degree of association between Al cost-cutting and faculty job impact.

* Hypothesis testing using correlation and regression.
Reference: Creswell, J. W. (2014). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Methods
Approaches.

2. Population and Sampling
The study focuses on self-financing colleges in Tamil Nadu, particularly from cities like Chennai,
Coimbatore, and Madurai, where Al adoption in education is accelerating.

» Target population: Teaching faculty (assistant professors, HoDs, part-time lecturers).

« Sampling technique: Stratified random sampling by college type and region.

« Sample size: 125 respondents, which is statistically valid for multivariate analysis.
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3. Data Collection Method

Primary data was collected using a structured questionnaire designed on a 5-point Likert scale ranging
from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5). The questionnaire was distributed digitally via
Google Forms and emails to faculty members.

The questionnaire covered:
Al adoption level in the institution.
+ Cost-cutting practices observed.
 Faculty perception of job security.
* Impact on workload, morale, and satisfaction.
. Tools for Data Analysis
Collected data was analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics (v26). The following analytical tools were
applied:
 Descriptive statistics: Mean, standard deviation.
» Reliability testing: Cronbach’s Alpha.
» Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA): To validate constructs.
« Correlation analysis: To test associations between variables.
» Regression analysis: To assess the impact of cost-cutting on job insecurity and satisfaction.

5. Validity and Reliability
« Content Validity was ensured by expert review.
+ Construct Validity tested using factor analysis with acceptable loadings (>0.60).
» Reliability was tested using Cronbach’s Alpha, with values ranging from 0.82 to 0.87,
indicating high internal consistency.
Reference: Nunnally, J. C. (1978). Psychometric Theory.

6. Ethical Considerations
« Participation was voluntary and confidential.
+ Data collected was anonymized.
« Ethical approval was informally obtained from academic supervisors and institutional heads.

7. Limitations of Methodology
+ Focus limited to Tamil Nadu region.
 Self-reported data may be prone to subjective bias.
 Cross-sectional nature prevents long-term observation.

1. Descriptive Statistics Table

Variable Mean Std. Deviation

Al Cost-Cutting Attitude 3.03 0.82

Job Insecurity 3.03 0.84

Faculty Satisfaction 2.67 1.18

Workload Increase  2.99 0.80

Al Teaching Replacement Concern 2.46 1.16

Respondents moderately agree (Mean ~ 3.03) that Al cost-cutting is present in their institutions.Faculty
members express a moderate level of job insecurity (Mean =~ 3.03).Satisfaction levels are low (Mean =
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2.67), suggesting concern or dissatisfaction.Concern about Al replacing teaching is also relatively low
(Mean = 2.46), possibly due to current human-led pedagogy still being dominant.

2. Correlation Matrix

Al CostCutting Job Insecurity Satisfaction Workload Al Replacement Concern
Al CostCutting Attitude 1.00 0.05 -0.14 0.02 0.04
Job Insecurity 005 1.00 0.12 -0.14 0.19
Faculty Satisfaction -0.14 0.12 100 -0.05 -0.09
Workload Increase 0.02 -0.14 -0.05 100 -0.18

Al Teaching Replacement  0.04 0.19 -0.09 -0.18 1.00

From the above table it is obsorbed that Weak positive correlation between Al cost-cutting and job
insecurity (r = 0.05) — not significant.Negative correlation between Al cost-cutting and faculty
satisfaction (r = -0.14), suggesting a mild adverse effect.Job insecurity and concern about Al
replacement show a positive correlation (r = 0.19), indicating fear of job loss due to automation.

3. Simple Linear Regression

Dependent Variable: Job Insecurity
Independent Variable: Al Cost-Cutting Attitude
Coefficient  Value

Intercept (Bo) 2.89

Slope (p1) 0.046

R-squared (R?)0.002

From the above table The regression equation:R? = 0.002, meaning that only 0.2% of the variation in
job insecurity is explained by Al-driven cost-cutting attitude.@Conclusion: The statistical relationship
between Al cost-cutting and job insecurity is weak, but may become stronger when combined with
multivariate factors such as faculty type, department, contract status, and institutional policies.

Multivariate Analysis: Regression Model
Dependent Variable:

 Job Insecurity
Independent Variables:

+ Al Cost-Cutting Attitude

» Workload Increase

» Al Teaching Replacement Concern

Regression Coefficients Table

Variable Coefficient () p-valuelnterpretation

Constant 2.961 0.000 Baseline level of job insecurity when all predictors = 0

Al Cost-Cutting Attitude 0.043 0.637 Weak and not statistically significant

Workload Increase  -0.121 0.206 Negative relation, but not statistically significant

Al Teaching Replacement Concern 0.123 0.063 Positive and borderline significant (p < 0.10)

From the above table it is obsorbed that Al Cost-Cutting Attitude has a minimal and non-significant
effect on job insecurity (B = 0.043, p = 0.637), indicating that general Al initiatives alone do not
strongly influence fear of job loss.Workload Increase shows a mild inverse relationship with job
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insecurity (B = -0.121), suggesting that increased workloads may not be perceived as threatening—but
again, it is not significant (p = 0.206).Al Teaching Replacement Concern has the strongest and nearly
significant effect (B = 0.123, p = 0.063), implying that faculty members who fear being replaced by Al
are more likely to feel insecure in their jobs.Conclusion of Multivariate Findings:Although the overall
explanatory power is low (R? = 5.1%), the regression reveals a borderline significant impact of
replacement anxiety on job insecurity. This supports the hypothesis that psychological concerns about
Al, more than institutional strategies, shape faculty insecurities.

Conclusion

The study investigates how Al-driven cost-cutting attitudes in self-financing colleges affect teaching
jobs, particularly in terms of faculty job insecurity, morale, satisfaction, and workload. Using data from
125 respondents and SPSS-based analysis, the results suggest that while Al adoption is moderately
visible in these institutions, faculty concerns about job security are more strongly influenced by fears of
Al replacing teaching roles than by cost-saving strategies alone. The regression and multivariate
analyses highlight that Al replacement anxiety has a stronger influence on faculty perceptions than
institutional cost-cutting attitudes or workload increases. These insights call for a balanced and human-
centered approach to Al adoption in education.

Key Findings

1. Moderate Al Integration: Institutions show moderate adoption of Al technologies for cost-
efficiency (Mean = 3.03).

2. Perceived Job Insecurity: Faculty members feel moderately insecure about their positions
(Mean = 3.03).

3. Low Satisfaction Levels: Overall job satisfaction among faculty is low (Mean = 2.67),
influenced by technology-related changes.

4. Weak Direct Correlation: Al cost-cutting attitudes alone do not significantly predict job
insecurity (r = 0.05).

5. Replacement Concern is Key: Al teaching replacement concern is borderline significant (p =
0.063) in influencing job insecurity, showing psychological fear of automation plays a major
role.

Limitations

1. Geographic Scope: The study is limited to self-financing colleges in Tamil Nadu and may not
be generalizable to other states or countries.

2. Cross-Sectional Design: This study captures perceptions at one point in time and does not
account for longitudinal effects.

3. Self-Reported Data: Responses may contain subjective bias or exaggeration.

4. Limited Variables: Other relevant factors (e.g., contract type, salary structure, teaching mode)
were not included in the model.

5. Al Maturity Stage: Al implementation is still in a nascent stage in many institutions; long-term
impacts are yet to unfold.

Theoretical and Practical Implications
a) Theoretical
o Contributes to the limited literature on the intersection of Al, employment anxiety, and
organizational behavior in private higher education.
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o Highlights the psychological dimension of automation anxiety, aligning with theories of

technological disruption (Zuboff, 2019; OECD, 2022).
b) Practical

o College administrators should recognize that Al adoption without transparent
communication increases faculty distress.

o HR policies must be updated to include Al ethics, reskilling programs, and job
protection strategies.

o Encouraging faculty inclusion in Al planning processes can foster more acceptance and
less fear.

Recommendations

1. Develop Ethical Al Frameworks: Institutions should follow UGC and UNESCO guidelines to
ensure Al complements—not replaces—human teaching.

2. Reskilling and Training: Provide structured training for faculty to adapt to Al tools, improving
both confidence and instructional quality.

3. Transparent Communication: Management must clearly communicate the purpose and scope of
Al adoption to reduce fear and rumors.

4. Balanced Cost Efficiency: Cost-saving must be aligned with academic goals; Al should support
faculty rather than displace them.

5. Faculty-Centered Policy Making: Faculty input should be part of Al-related strategic decisions
to improve buy-in and morale.
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