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SOCIOLOGICAL INDICATORS FOR MEASURING STUDENT SATISFACTION WITH
THE QUALITY OF HIGHER EDUCATION (EXPERIENCE OF KAZAKHSTAN)

Abstract

This article critically revisits the concept of measuring student satisfaction with higher education
quality through the lens of Pierre Bourdieu’s habitus theory. As global agendas for quality assurance
increasingly emphasize student-centered learning and experiential engagement, the «student
satisfaction» metric has become a widely employed indicator of educational quality. However, this
measure is not socially neutral: its level is contingent upon students’ cultural capital, linguistic
practices, social networks, and conformity to legitimate norms within the university field. In response,
we propose a multi-level set of indicators tailored to the Kazakh context, encompassing pedagogical
practices, the hidden curriculum, language regime, infrastructure, social integration, symbolic
recognition and fairness, the conversion of capitals, and outcome trajectories.

Our model suggests that student satisfaction should not be interpreted solely as a proxy for service
quality but also as a sociological measure capable of revealing the potential mechanisms of social
inequality reproduction within higher education. This framework aligns with paradigms of quality
assessment proposed by Harvey and Green (1993) and ENQA (2015), providing both theoretical
foundations to inform targeted policy interventions in educational practice. This approach allows not
only the descriptive documentation of outcomes but also a critical interpretation of the effects of
structural adaptations and symbolic violence on student experience. Overall, this study provides a
theoretically informed sociological perspective on the measurement of higher education quality in
Kazakhstan, emphasizing the intersection between student experience and institutional structures.

Keywords: student satisfaction, higher education quality, habitus, cultural capital, social capital,
symbolic violence, quality assurance.
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MpaKTUKaTapblH OachlM €Ty TEHJISHUUSICHl apTKaH CailblH, «CTYISHTTEpiH KaHaraTTaHybD»
MHIMKATOPhl OKY IIPOLECIHIH canachlH ©JIIey/Aeri HEri3ri KepceTKilnike aiHanipl. Amnaiima Oy
KOPCETKII QJICYMETTIK TYPFbIIaH OedTapan eMec: OHBIH JCHTeli CTYIEHTTePAIH MOICHU KAIUTaJbI,
TUAIK TOXIpUOEC], 9NMeyMEeTTIK >KeJiaepi >KOHE YHMBEPCHUTET OpICIHJIEri JErMTUMJI HOopMajapra
COMKECTIrl CUSIKTBI KYPBUIBIMABIK (akropiapra Toyenmi. Ockl TyprbiiaH, 013 KazakcraH KOHTEKCTiHE
OeiliMzieNTeH KOIACHTeillli WHAMKATOpIap JXYHECIH YCBhIHAMBI3, OFAaH IEAAaroTUKAIBIK TXKIpUOeE,
«OKACBIPBIH OKY OaFjapiaMachly, TUITIK PeXUM, HHPPAKYPBUIBIM, dJI€YMETTIK WHTErpaIys, CAMBOJI-
TBIK TAHBLTY JKOHE QUICTTUTIK, KaUTAIAPAbIH KOHBEPCHUSCHI, COHIAl-aK HOTIDKEIIK TPACKTOpHUsIIap
Kipei.

BizniH TanmaybIMbI3 KOpCETKEHIEH, YCHIHBUIFAH MOJENb CTYACHT KaHaFaTTaHYBIH TEK KbI3MET
camachlHbIH WHIUKATOpbl PETIHJAE €MeC, YHMBEPCUTETTIK OpTaJarbl OJIEYMETTIK TEHCI3MIKTIH
BIKTUMaJ KalTa eHIIpULY MEXaHHM3MJEPIH alKbIHIANTBIH QIe€yMETTaHY/bIK OJIleM peTiHae Oara-
nayra MyMKIHIIK Oepeni. byi tocutr Harvey sxone Green (1993) men ENQA (2015) ycoinFaH camnabl
Oaranay mapagurMachlMeH YWecTipiain, OuriM Oepy cascaThl MEH TMPaKTUKACHIHAA HaKThI
MHTEPBEHIMSUIBIK IIapaiap/bl skodanay YIIIH TEOpUSJIBbIK HEri3 KypyFa >koJl amajel. byn Tocin Tek
HOTIDKENEpAl CHUIIaTTan KaHa KoHMail, oleyMeTTIK KYpbUIBIMABIK OediMzenyiep MeH CHUMBOJIIBIK
30PJIBIKTBIH CTYIEHT TOKIpUOECIHE BIKMAIbIH ChIHAAPIIBI TYpJEe MHTEpHpeTalysiayFa OarbITTalFaH.
Ocsunaiinra, makasia Kazakcrangarsl sKOFapsl OUTIM camachlH OIIEY/IH SJICYMETTaHY/IBIK OJIIIIeM-
JIepiH KOHIENTYaJ bl XKOHE TEOPUSUIBIK TYPFBIJAH KaiiTa KapacTbIpabl, CTYAEHTTEPIH Taxipuodeci
MEH YHUBEPCUTETTIK KYpPhUIBIMIAp apachlHIaFbl ©3apa 9cep/il TajlgayFa MYMKIHIIK Oepe.

Tyiiin ce3mep: CTYAEHT KaHaFaTTaHYbI, )KOFapbl OUTIM carnackl, rabUTyc, MOJIEHH KaluTall,
QJIEYMETTIK KallUTaJl, CHMBOJIIBIK 30PJIbIK, CallaHbl KAMTaMachl3 €TYy.
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COIMOJIOI'NYECKHUE UHAUKATOPBI UBMEPEHUSA YIOBJIETBOPEHHOCTH
CTYJAEHTOB KAYECTBOM BBICIHEI'O ObPA30BAHUA (OIIBIT KA3AXCTAHA)

Annomayus

CraThsi TIepeoCMBbICIHMBAET MOKA3aTelb YAOBIECTBOPEHHOCTH CTYACHTOB KaK KPUTEPHUI OLEHKHU
KauyecTBa BbICIIEro oOpa3oBaHus B pamkax Teopuu raduryca IIbepa Bypapé. Ilo mepe ycunenus B
COBPEMEHHON MEXKIyHapOJHOH MOBECTKEe OOecredyeHrs KadyecTBa TEHACHIMH K MPUOPHUTHU3ALNU
CTYICHYECKOTO OTbITa W CTYACHTO-OPUEHTUPOBAHHBIX TMPAKTHK TNpenojaBaHus U OOy4eHHUS,
WHUKATOp «yJOBJIETBOPEHHOCTh CTYACHTOB)» CTAHOBHUTCS OJHHMM M3 KIIOYEBBIX H3MEpHUTENel
KauecTBa oOpazoBaTenbHOro mpoiecca. OMHAKO MaHHBIA MOKa3zaTellb HE SBISETCS COIUAIBLHO
HEHTpaNbHBIM: €T0 YPOBEHB 3aBUCUT OT CTPYKTYPHBIX (PAKTOPOB KYJIBTYPHOTO KamHTaja CTYIEHTOB,
UX SI3bIKOBOTO OMbITA, COUAIBHBIX CETEN U CTENEHN COOTBETCTBUS JIETUTUMHBIM HOPMaM YHUBEPCH-
Terckoro mnoss. Mcxoas w3 3Toro, Mbl MpeiaraéM CHUCTEMY MHOTOYPOBHEBBIX HMHAWKATOPOB,
aJanTHUPOBAaHHYI0 K Ka3axCTaHCKOMY KOHTEKCTY, BKJIIOYAIONIYI0 MEJarornyeckue MpPaKTHKH,
«CKPBITYIO Y4eOHYIO TPOTPaMMYy», SI3BIKOBOUM pEXUM, HHPPACTPYKTYPY, COIMATBHYIO WHTETPaLHIo,
CUMBOJIMYECKOE MPU3HAHUE U CHPABEJIMBOCTb, KOHBEPCHIO KAalUTAJOB, a TAKXKE PE3yJIbTATUBHBIE
TPaeKTOPHUHU.

Hamn ananu3 nokassiBaer, 4To MpeaioKEeHHas: MOJIENb MO3BOJISIET pACCMAaTPUBATh YIOBJIETBOPEH-
HOCTb CTY/ICHTOB HE TOJIbKO KaK MHIMKATOP Ka4e€CTBA YCIYT, HO U KaK COIIMOJIOTMYE€CKOE U3MEPEHUE,
BBISIBIISIFOLIEE BO3MOYKHBIE MEXaHU3MbI BOCIIPOU3BO/ICTBA COLIUATIBHOTO HEPABEHCTBA B YHUBEPCUTET-
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CKOM cpene. JJaHHbIM MOIX0I COOTHOCUTCS ¢ MapaJurMOil OLEHKH KauyecTBa, NpeiokeHHo Harvey
u Green (1993) m ENQA (2015), m OTKpbIBaeT BO3MOXHOCTH (DOPMHUPOBAHHS TEOPETUKO-
SMIMPUIECKON OCHOBBI ISl MPOCKTUPOBAHUS KOHKPETHBIX HMHTEPBEHIIMOHHBIX MEp B 00Opa3oBa-
TEJIbHON MOJIMTUKE U MPAKTHUKE.

CMmelanHblil TU3aiH SMIUPUUECKOTO UCCIIEIOBAHMS — aHKETUPOBAaHUE, KOTHUTUBHOE WHTEPBBIO,
(hOoKyc-TpyNIbl M TTyOWHHBIC UHTEPBBHIO — TIO3BOJISIET OICHUBATH CTYJACHYCCKHM OIBIT B PA3IMYHBIX
KOHTEKCTax. TakoW MOaX0J HE OrpaHHYMBAETCS OIKMCAHUEM pE3y/IbTaToB, HO HAIpaBJIEH Ha
KPUTUYECKYIO HMHTEPIPETAIIUI0 TOTO, KaK COLMAIbHO-CTPYKTYpPHBIE aJanTallid U CHMBOJIMYECKOE
HaCWJIME BIUSIOT HA CTYICHUYECKUU OMBIT. TakuM oOpa3oM, CTaThsi KOHIIETITYaJIbHO M TEOPETHUECKH
MePeCMaTPUBACT COLMOJIOTUYECKHE UW3MEPEHHs] OIEHKM KauyecTBa BBICIIEr0 OOpa3oBaHMs B
Kazaxcrane, 1mo3Bosisisi aHaIM3UPOBATh B3aUMOBIIHMSIHUE CTYJIEHYECKOTO OTBITA U YHUBEPCUTETCKUX
CTPYKTYP.

KuioueBble ci1oBa: ynoBIEeTBOPEHHOCTh CTYJACHTOB, KAY€CTBO BBICIIIEr0 00pa30BaHuUsl, TaOUTYC,
KYJIbTYPHBIN KaluTal, COIMATbHBIN KaluTall, CAMBOJIMUECKOE HACUITHE, 00ECTIeYeHHE KaueCTBa.

INTRODUCTION

In contemporary higher education, student satisfaction has become one of the most frequently
used indicators of educational quality. Universities, accreditation agencies, and policymakers
increasingly rely on student feedback to evaluate teaching effectiveness, learning environments,
academic support services, and institutional performance. This trend reflects the growing influence of
student-centered learning and quality assurance frameworks within the European Higher Education
Area [1, p.97], where institutional accountability and the enhancement of student experience have
become central priorities. However, although student satisfaction is often treated as a straightforward
measure of educational quality, it is not a socially neutral category.

The concept of quality in higher education is itself multidimensional and contested. As Harvey
and Green have shown, quality may be understood as excellence, fitness for purpose, value for
money, or transformation [2, p.249]. Each of these perspectives emphasizes different institutional
goals and produces different evaluative logics. As a result, the use of student satisfaction as a quality
indicator inevitably reflects assumptions about what higher education is expected to provide and for
whom. Satisfaction does not emerge in a vacuum; it is shaped by expectations, prior experiences,
access to resources, and the degree to which students feel recognized and supported within the
university environment [3, p.368]. Therefore, interpreting satisfaction as a service-related outcome
risks overlooking the structural and symbolic dimensions of student experience [4, p.127].

This issue is especially important in the context of Kazakhstan, where the higher education
system has undergone transformation since joining the Bologna Process and integrating into the
European Higher Education Area [5, p.10]. Over the past decade, universities in Kazakhstan have
adopted accreditation procedures, internal and external quality assurance mechanisms, and student
feedback surveys as tools of evaluation. These changes have strengthened the role of student voice in
educational governance. At the same time, the Kazakhstani context is marked by social, linguistic,
and regional inequalities that influence how students enter, navigate, and interpret the academic field
[6, p.197]. Differences in cultural background, language competence, social networks, and familiarity
with institutional norms in everyday practice may shape students’ educational opportunities and their
judgments of satisfaction [7, p.94].

To address these issues, this article approaches student satisfaction through the theoretical lens of
Pierre Bourdieu’s sociology [8, p.135], particularly the concepts of habitus, capital, field, and
symbolic power. From this perspective, satisfaction can be understood not simply as an individual
opinion about educational services, but as an outcome of the relationship between students’
dispositions and the norms of the university field [9, p.162]. When student habitus aligns with
dominant institutional expectations, academic practices may appear natural, accessible, and legitimate
[10, p.277]. When such alignment is weak, students may experience uncertainty, alienation, or
symbolic exclusion. In this sense, student satisfaction may reveal not only perceptions of quality, but
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also mechanisms through which higher education reproduces or mitigates social inequality
[11, p.374].

Accordingly, this article develops a sociologically grounded framework of indicators for
measuring student satisfaction with the quality of higher education in Kazakhstan. By integrating
pedagogy, academic language, infrastructure, social integration, fairness, symbolic recognition, and
capital conversion, the study seeks to expand existing approaches to quality measurement and offer a
more critical understanding of student experience [12, p.568].

METHODOLOGY

This study employs a theoretical-methodological design to reconceptualize student satisfaction in
higher education through Pierre Bourdieu’s framework. Instead of treating satisfaction as a simple
reaction to educational services, the study interprets it as a socially conditioned outcome shaped by
the relationship between habitus, field, and forms of capital. The methodology combines conceptual
analysis with a proposed mixed-methods strategy for empirical validation. This approach enables the
construction of sociological indicators and outlines how these indicators can be tested effectively in
Kazakhstan’s higher education system.

At the theoretical level, the research is based on Bourdieu’s concepts of habitus, field, cultural
capital, social capital, symbolic power, and doxa. These concepts were used as analytical tools for
identifying the structural dimensions that shape student satisfaction. Conceptual-logical analysis was
applied to clarify the meanings of central categories such as student satisfaction, higher education
quality, hidden curriculum, symbolic recognition, and capital conversion. This stage was necessary
because dominant service-oriented literature usually measures satisfaction through expectations,
perceived quality, and institutional performance, whereas a habitus-based approach shifts attention
toward social adaptation, familiarity with academic culture, and unequal access to resources.
Comparative-theoretical analysis was used to contrast managerial approaches with a critical
sociological perspective, while interpretive analysis examined how international quality assurance
paradigms are translated into Kazakhstan’s institutional realities.

The source base consisted of literature on higher education quality, student experience,
educational inequality, and quality assurance, together with institutional and regulatory documents
relevant to Kazakhstan. These materials were selected because they connect macro-level policy
frameworks with the micro-level experience of students. The units of analysis were the structural
dimensions of satisfaction: teaching, assessment and feedback; academic language and the hidden
curriculum; infrastructure and access to learning resources; social integration and advisory support;
symbolic recognition and fairness; and the mechanisms through which cultural, social, and economic
capital are converted into educational opportunities. Through theoretical synthesis, these dimensions
were reorganized into a multi-level indicator model adapted to the Kazakhstani context.

To strengthen the usefulness of the model, the study outlines a mixed-methods empirical design
for subsequent validation. Quantitative survey research is proposed as the first component, since it can
reveal patterns of satisfaction and allow comparisons across linguistic, regional, and social groups.
The questionnaire should include both conventional domains of student experience and habitus-
sensitive items that capture implicit curriculum expectations, comfort with academic language, access
to information, and experiences of symbolic inclusion or exclusion. A Likert-type response format
can be used for most items.

The second component involves qualitative methods: cognitive interviewing, in-depth interviews,
and focus group discussions. Cognitive interviewing is important as it helps identify whether survey
questions are interpreted consistently by students from different social and linguistic backgrounds.
This is crucial in a multilingual context such as Kazakhstan, where neutral academic terms may carry
unequal symbolic meanings. In-depth interviews and focus groups are proposed to explore the lived
experience behind survey responses, including feelings of belonging, linguistic insecurity, adaptation
to academic norms, and access to supportive networks. Qualitative evidence complements statistical
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measurement by revealing dimensions that are difficult to capture through closed-ended questions
alone.

The analytical strategy for validation includes several stages. First, pilot testing should be
conducted with students from different universities to refine wording, eliminate ambiguous items, and
assess internal consistency. Second, exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis can be used to
determine the latent structure of the proposed indicators. Third, measurement invariance testing is
necessary before comparing satisfaction across social or linguistic groups. Without such testing, group
differences may reflect the cultural proximity of the instrument to dominant students rather than
genuine variation in educational experience. After psychometric validation, regression analysis may
be applied to examine how habitus—field alignment, forms of capital, and perceived fairness influence
overall satisfaction.

The methodology also incorporates ethical and reflexive considerations. Because the study
addresses inequality and possible experiences of exclusion, respondents in future empirical phases
should participate voluntarily and anonymously, with informed consent and the right to withdraw at
any stage. The study recognizes that measurement instruments may reproduce institutional doxa if
they are designed only from the standpoint of dominant academic culture. For this reason, the
proposed methodology seeks not merely to measure satisfaction, but to examine how satisfaction is
socially produced. In this sense, the framework provides a basis for a just and context-sensitive
system for evaluating the quality of higher education in Kazakhstan.

RESULTS

Since 2010, as a full member of the European Higher Education Area, Kazakhstan has committed
to implementing the core parameters of the Bologna Process, including the three-cycle degree
structure, credit accumulation and transfer systems, academic mobility, quality assurance
mechanisms, and related instruments at both national and institutional levels [13, p.205]. These
reforms were not introduced as isolated administrative measures; rather, they signaled a broader
reorientation of higher education toward comparability, accountability, and student-centered
governance. Within this framework, Kazakhstan’s national quality assurance model has gradually
come to reflect a three-tiered logic similar to that of the European Standards and Guidelines (ESG):
internal quality assurance at the institutional level, external quality assurance through accreditation,
and regulatory oversight through state-recognized procedures and registers [14, p.77]. This
architecture has created a formal environment in which student satisfaction is increasingly treated as a
legitimate source of evaluative evidence.

In the sphere of external quality assurance, independent accreditation agencies have assumed a
particularly important role. The Independent Agency for Quality Assurance in Education and the
Independent Agency for Accreditation and Rating (IAAR) are among the most prominent actors in
Kazakhstan’s accreditation landscape. Their activities demonstrate how international quality
assurance norms are adapted to national conditions while maintaining alignment with ESG-based
expectations. Data from the European Quality Assurance Register for Higher Education (EQAR)
further indicate that IAAR’s procedures, reporting mechanisms, and evaluation criteria are presented
as consistent with European quality principles. As a result, student feedback is no longer a peripheral
element of institutional review, but part of an increasingly standardized governance mechanism
through which universities demonstrate responsiveness, transparency, and performance.

An additional dimension of this institutionalization is the national regulation of accrediting bodies
and the creation of formal registries. Decree No. 629 of 2016 established procedures for recognizing
accreditation agencies and registering accredited institutions and educational programs, while also
clarifying requirements for external evaluation [15, p.84]. This regulatory move strengthened the
operational legitimacy of accreditation and formalized the place of external review in the higher
education system. At the same time, official university communications frequently emphasize the
voluntary character of accreditation and the institutional right to choose an accrediting agency. This
combination of regulation and institutional choice increases the strategic importance of student
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feedback, because satisfaction data become both a marker of internal quality culture and a resource
for external legitimation.

However, the findings also show that the student experience in Kazakhstan cannot be adequately
interpreted through administrative quality frameworks alone. It is stratified by broader social
conditions, particularly language policy, regional inequality, and uneven access to academic
resources. Kazakhstan’s trilingual policy, together with evidence that approximately 90% of the
population is bilingual and around 20% trilingual, reflects a complex linguistic environment in which
educational participation is shaped by differentiated language competencies [16, p.227]. The 2011—
2020 State Program for Education Development also drew attention to continuing disparities in
comprehension, infrastructure, and access to quality learning conditions [16, p.228]. These
inequalities are especially visible in the experiences of students from rural areas, whose pathways into
higher education are often constrained by limited informational resources, weaker preparatory
opportunities, and narrower support networks [17, p.93]. In this sense, social capital continues to
structure differentiated educational trajectories even within formally standardized systems.

These contextual features have significant implications for the measurement of student
satisfaction. The results suggest that any valid satisfaction metric in Kazakhstan must include not only
conventional service-quality variables, but also socio-origin, linguistic competence, access to
information, and network connectivity as analytically important dimensions [17, p.94]. Without these
elements, measurements risk overstating institutional effectiveness by treating unequal starting
positions as if they were irrelevant to educational experience. Thus, student satisfaction should not be
conceptualized as a neutral or universally transparent indicator. Rather, it reflects the interaction
between students’ resources and dispositions and the normative expectations embedded in the higher
education field.

This interpretation is reinforced by empirical studies showing that student satisfaction is strongly
associated with student-centered learning, campus climate, and instructional effectiveness [18, p.122].
In Kazakhstan, several case-based studies have likewise relied on service-oriented scales to examine
the relationship between perceived service quality and student satisfaction [19, p.56]. These studies
are useful in demonstrating that factors such as teaching organization, support services, and
responsiveness affect students’ judgments of institutional quality. Yet, from a habitus-informed
perspective, such findings require theoretical expansion. Student expectations themselves are socially
structured, and the definitions of «good teaching», «effective support», or «successful participation»
often function as doxa within the field. Consequently, high satisfaction scores may not necessarily
indicate inclusive educational practices; they may also reflect a situation in which dominant
institutional norms align smoothly with the dispositions of already advantaged students [20, p.143].

From this standpoint, satisfaction measures operate not only as proxies for service quality, but
also as indirect indicators of structural adaptation. Students whose habitus corresponds more closely
to institutional expectations may find academic language more accessible, understand implicit rules
more easily, and interpret university practices as fair and legitimate. By contrast, students with less
aligned dispositions may experience confusion, symbolic pressure, or exclusion even when formal
quality standards appear to be met. This makes it necessary to move beyond narrow managerial
interpretations of satisfaction and toward a multidimensional framework capable of capturing both
experiential quality and social positioning.

The indicator matrix presented in Table 1 reflects this broader analytical move. It integrates
Kazakhstan’s existing quality assurance practices with ESG-aligned first-layer measurements, while
extending them through habitus-sensitive second-layer dimensions such as implicit curriculum
expectations, linguistic capital, and risks of symbolic domination [21, p.38]. The matrix therefore
links formal quality domains teaching, assessment, infrastructure, and student voice with deeper
sociological categories such as cultural capital, social capital, symbolic recognition, and capital
conversion. This design makes it possible to operationalize student satisfaction in a way that is
empirically useful and theoretically grounded.
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Overall, the results indicate that a habitus-based model offers a more adequate framework for
understanding student satisfaction in Kazakhstan’s higher education system. It reveals that satisfaction
is not merely a reflection of service delivery, but an outcome shaped by inequality, adaptation, and
symbolic legitimacy within the educational field. In practical terms, this means that policy
interventions aimed at improving quality should address not only teaching performance and
institutional services, but also unequal access to academic language, support networks, procedural
justice, and opportunities for converting educational experience into valued outcomes.

Table 1. - Habitus-based indicator model (Kazakhstan context)

Dimension Theoretical Basis Specific Indicators (Operationalization
Example)
Teaching, Student-centered pedagogy; | Organization of teaching; clarity of objectives
Assessment, and | fairness in evaluation and requirements; timeliness of feedback; pre-
Feedback publication of grading criteria; accessibility of

grievance procedures
Academic Language | Embodied form of cultural | Difficulty of academic writing; confidence in

and Implicit | capital; habitus alignment participating in  debates; experiences of

Curriculum embarrassment/alienation; access to academic
support services

Infrastructure and | Resource accessibility — | Satisfaction with library/laboratory/IT

Learning Resources conversion of economic | infrastructure; dormitory/transport  factors;
capital into educational | accessibility of digital platforms

opportunities
Social Integration and | Social capital and | Sense of belonging to the university; peer
Student Voice engagement support; quality of academic advising;
participation in  student  self-governance;
effectiveness of feedback channels

Equity, Recognition, | Doxa and symbolic | Experiences of discrimination by language, social

and Symbolic | power/domination background, or region; respect in communication;
Pressure trust in procedural justice
Outcomes and | Conversion of | Relevance of courses to labor market; access to
Capital Conversion cultural/social capital into | internships/practicum; career guidance; barriers
symbolic capital to academic mobility
DISCUSSION

The proposed matrix is conceptually compatible with internationally established instruments used
to evaluate student experience in higher education. The National Survey of Student Engagement
(NSSE), for example, measures engagement through multidimensional indicators and demonstrates
the value of focus groups and cognitive interviews in data collection (NSSE, n.d.). Likewise, the
National Student Survey (NSS) includes domains such as learning opportunities, academic support,
student voice, and wellbeing resources [22, p.28]. These instruments suggest that student experience
cannot be understood through service indicators alone, because evaluation is shaped by institutional
practice, social context, and the meanings students assign to academic life.

From a Bourdieusian perspective, satisfaction emerges from the interaction between institutional
norms and students’ dispositions within the academic field. Existing quality assurance tools may
indirectly register this alignment, even when they do not theorize habitus explicitly. For this reason,
integrating habitus-sensitive indicators into satisfaction frameworks is analytically important. It
enables researchers to identify structural dimensions of educational experience that remain hidden in
managerial models focused only on efficiency, service delivery, or consumer choice. In the
Kazakhstani context, such an approach is especially relevant because formal standardization coexists
with linguistic inequality, regional disparity, and unequal access to academic resources.
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The proposed framework also allows several empirical hypotheses to be examined. First, when
satisfaction with infrastructure and learning resources decreases, overall student satisfaction is also
likely to decline. Yet this effect will not be identical for all students. For those facing financial
constraints or combining employment with study, dormitories, transport, internet access, digital
platforms, libraries, and laboratories may have a much stronger impact on daily academic
participation [23, p.252]. Infrastructure should therefore be treated not merely as a technical asset, but
as a structural condition that can either reduce or reproduce inequality within the university
environment.

Second, students who are better adapted to academic language and the implicit curriculum tend to
report higher satisfaction with learning. This reflects the influence of cultural capital on educational
experience [24, p.9]. Students who understand legitimate communication styles, participation norms,
and expectations surrounding independent work are more likely to experience the university as clear
and fair. By contrast, those whose previous socialization differs from dominant academic norms may
perceive the same environment as confusing or alienating. Satisfaction, in this sense, reflects not only
the quality of teaching, but also the degree of fit between student habitus and institutional
expectations.

Third, social capital expressed through relationships with advisors, peers, and information
networks strengthens the link between satisfaction and academic success. For students from rural
areas in particular, informal networks often function as essential mechanisms of adaptation [25, p.67].
Advice about course selection, internships, deadlines, and university procedures can compensate for
weak formal support systems. This indicates that student experience is shaped by both official
institutional structures and unequal access to networks of guidance. If universities overlook this
dimension, they risk underestimating the importance of belonging and connectedness in shaping
satisfaction and persistence.

Fourth, the linguistic regime plays a major role in students’ perceptions of fairness. When
multilingual academic environments are not supported by adequate institutional resources, language
requirements may be experienced as symbolic pressure. When support systems are well organized,
however, they can facilitate adaptation and strengthen inclusion [26, p.35]. This is particularly
important in Kazakhstan, where Kazakh, Russian, and English coexist in a hierarchy of academic
legitimacy. Language is therefore not only a medium of instruction, but also a mechanism through
which competence, recognition, and symbolic capital are distributed.

A further implication of the matrix is that student satisfaction should be interpreted as a
differentiated rather than universal indicator. Average satisfaction scores may conceal important
group-level inequalities linked to social origin, linguistic repertoire, prior schooling, or access to
support [27, p.633]. A university may appear successful in aggregate survey results while still
reproducing exclusionary norms for first-generation, rural, or linguistically marginalized students.
Disaggregated analysis is therefore necessary if student feedback is to function as an instrument of
quality enhancement rather than a symbolic exercise in institutional self-legitimation. This also
strengthens the argument for comparing satisfaction not only across institutions, but also across
categories of students within the same institution [28, p.182].

The discussion also carries practical implications for policy and university governance. If
satisfaction is shaped by the relationship between habitus and field, then improving quality requires
more than refining service delivery. Universities should invest in academic writing support,
multilingual tutoring, transparent assessment, inclusive advising, and safe channels for student voice.
At the same time, the framework has limitations: habitus, symbolic pressure, and implicit curriculum
are not always easily captured through surveys alone. For this reason, quantitative tools should ideally
be complemented by qualitative methods. Overall, the findings suggest that a habitus-based approach
provides a stronger foundation for interpreting student experience in Kazakhstan because it links
educational quality to adaptation, recognition, and inequality. Such an approach is especially valuable
for policymakers seeking not only higher satisfaction scores, but also more equitable participation,
retention, and graduate outcomes [29, p.60].
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CONCLUSION

This study sought to reconsider the problem of measuring student satisfaction with the quality of
higher education through the theoretical lens of habitus. Our central argument is that student
satisfaction should not be understood merely as a service-based indicator reflecting the quality of
educational provision, but rather as a complex social phenomenon shaped by social relations and
symbolic structures within the university field.

In the Kazakhstani context, the system of higher education quality assurance has undergone
significant institutional transformation over the past decade. Following Kazakhstan’s integration into
the European Higher Education Area, ESG-based quality assurance principles have been implemented
at both national and institutional levels, and accreditation agencies alongside institutional surveys
have become established tools for measuring student experience. Although these changes have
strengthened the institutional role of student voice, existing measurement tools largely remain
confined to service-oriented domains such as teaching quality, infrastructure, and academic staff
performance [30, p.42].

Instruments for measuring student satisfaction should be based on multi-level indicator systems
that account for the experiences of diverse social groups. This includes systematic analysis of
differences across linguistic groups, rural and urban students, first-generation students, and working
students. Second, the interpretation of satisfaction data requires testing for measurement invariance
and situating empirical results within broader social contexts. Third, universities should treat the
evaluation of student experience not merely as a managerial or ranking instrument but as an analytical
mechanism for identifying risks of structural inequality.

Because the proposed model is primarily oriented toward the Kazakhstani context, its
applicability to other national higher education systems requires comparative investigation. Future
studies should compare habitus-based indicators with existing international student survey
frameworks in order to evaluate their validity across different educational systems. Comparative
analyses involving instruments such as the National Student Survey and the National Survey of
Student Engagement may help reveal cultural and institutional differences in the measurement of
student experience.

Research in these directions will contribute not only to the theoretical refinement of higher
education quality assessment instruments but also to the reconsideration of student experience from
the perspective of social justice.
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FKACTAPJIbIH CASICH OJTEYMETTEHYIHIH
WHCTUTYHOHAJIBIK JKOHE [UDPJIBIK ®AKTOPJIAPHI:
KYPBUIBIMIBIK TAJIJIAY

Anoamna

Makananga Ka3ipri cascu peXuMIEpiH TpaHchopManuschl koHEe IUQPIBIK OpTa KaFJaibIHIa
JKACTapJbIH CasICH QJICYMETTEHY TETIKTEpl KapacThIpbUIaAbl. 3EPTTEYAIH TEOPHSUIBIK HETi31H
O.I'mnneHcTiH KyphUTbIMAaHy Teopuschl, X. Oprera-u-I"acceTTiH «OyKapa KeTepulic» KOHIICTIIHSICHI,
cormaii-ak K. IIMuTTTIH cascumpl «e3re-0erae» apa KiriH axbIpaTy calachl peTiHAE TYCIHY1
kypaiiapl. XKymeicta @.U. Jlonrux 3eprreynepiHe CyleHe OTBIPHII, CasiCH MapTUsIIapIbIH KacTap
OIpJIECTIKTEPIHIH KBI3MET ETYIHIH HMHCTUTYIHOHAIJBIK AaCIEKTUIepl JKOHE OJapiblH KbI3METIHIH
KYKBIKTBIK TETIKTEpi Nle TanfaHanpl. Karteicy gopmanapbiH, MACHTU(GUKAIMSIHBI KOHE KacTap.blH
CasiCl KYMBULIBIPBUTYBIH ©3TEPTETIH CasiCH OJIEYyMETTCHYIH J>KaHa areHTl PETiHIE OJICYyMEeTTIK
KENUIEeP/iH BIKIAJIbIHA ePEeKIle Ha3ap ayAapbliajbl.

MakananelH MakcaThl - OHIPIIK KOHTEKCTE JKac YPIAKTHIH CasCH dJIEYyMETTEHY epPEeKIIETIKTePiH
AllKpIHIANTHIH KYPBUIBIMABIK KOHE MHCTUTYIMOHAIABIK (DaKTOpiapiAbl aHbIKTay, COHAal-aK CasicH
CaHaHbl KAJIBINTACTBHIPYABIH ACTYPIIi KoHE HU(PIIBIK apHAIAPBIHBIH apaKaThIHACBHIH Talay. 3epTTey
asChIHAA  KYPBUIBIMIBIK-(DYHKIIMOHANIBIK ~ JKOHE  HMHCTUTYIIMOHANJBIK  TOCULAEp, COHJaii-aK
JTMCKYPCHUBTI Talljay >JeMEHTTepl KoiaaHeuiaapl. Hotmwkenep undpnanapipy KaraaibiHaa A9CTYpIi
casicu UHCTUTYTTapFa CEeHIMHIH Oip Me3riie ToeMeHIeyiMeH Karap, CasiCH YCTaHbIMIAP.Ibl KaJbIIITac-
THIpYy/Ia >KeJUTIK KOMMYHUKALUSIIapAbIH pelil KylueiieTiniH kepcetenl. Casicu nmapTusiiap MeH xKactap
yiBIMIapel ©3apa IC-KUMBUIABIH jkaHa QopMarTapbiHa Oelimuenyzae, anaiia KacTapAblH CasicH
OENCeHIUTIK JIOpeXKEeciHe ocep €TETIH MHCTUTYIHOHANIBIK IIeKTeynep cakTamyna. Kasipri cascu
oJieyMeTTeHy OWIIIKTI KailTa eHAIpyaiH MHCTUTYLIMOHAIBIK TETIKTEpl MEH KaThICYJIbIH jkKaHa Ludp-
TBIK (popManapbiH YHIecTipe OTHIPHIN, THOPUITI CHMATKA Ue JIEreH KOPBITBIHIBI Kacasabl, Oy xkKac
YpIaKThIH CasiCH CyObEKTUBTLIITHIH KAHIIIBUIBIKTHI, OipaK JMHAMUKAIBIK MOJETIH KABIITACTHIPAIbI.

Tyiiin ce3mep: cascu oneyMeTTeHy, jKacTap, HMHCTUTYIHOHAIIBIK (hakropiap, UUGPIBIK
(baxTopiap, aNeyMETTIK JKeJiep, casicl UIAeHTUPUKaLS.

45



https://doi.org/10.51889/2959-6270.2026.93.1.004
mailto:kuanyshbek.yussupov@ayu.edu.kz
https://orcid.org/0009-0007-2882-0747
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4068-4385
https://orcid.org/0009-0004-1557-2295

	Abstract (1)
	Keywords: student satisfaction, higher education quality, habitus, cultural capital, social capital, symbolic violence, quality assurance.
	Түйін сөздер: студент қанағаттануы, жоғары білім сапасы, габитус, мәдени капитал, әлеуметтік капитал, символдық зорлық, сапаны қамтамасыз ету.
	Абидин А.Н. 1*, Мамбетова А.И. 2, Смагамбет Б.Ж. 1, Кульбаева А.М. 2
	1Евразийский национальный университет им. Н. Гумилева,
	г. Астана, Казахстан.
	2 Каспийский государственный университет технологий и инжиниринга им. Есенова,
	г. Актау, Казахстан.
	*e-mail: abidinabubakir@gmail.com
	СОЦИОЛОГИЧЕСКИЕ ИНДИКАТОРЫ ИЗМЕРЕНИЯ УДОВЛЕТВОРЕННОСТИ СТУДЕНТОВ КАЧЕСТВОМ ВЫСШЕГО ОБРАЗОВАНИЯ (ОПЫТ КАЗАХСТАНА)
	Аннотация
	Статья переосмысливает показатель удовлетворённости студентов как критерий оценки качества высшего образования в рамках теории габитуса Пьера Бурдьё. По мере усиления в современной международной повестке обеспечения качества тенденции к приоритизации ...
	Наш анализ показывает, что предложенная модель позволяет рассматривать удовлетворён-ность студентов не только как индикатор качества услуг, но и как социологическое измерение, выявляющее возможные механизмы воспроизводства социального неравенства в ун...
	Смешанный дизайн эмпирического исследования – анкетирование, когнитивное интервью, фокус-группы и глубинные интервью – позволяет оценивать студенческий опыт в различных контекстах. Такой подход не ограничивается описанием результатов, но направлен на ...
	Ключевые слова: удовлетворённость студентов, качество высшего образования, габитус, культурный капитал, социальный капитал, символическое насилие, обеспечение качества.
	INTRODUCTION

