DIGITAL THEORY, CULTURE & SOCIETY

https://journal.c-dics.com

BJN DIGITAL THEORY, CULTURE & SOCIETY \Gzadzad

& ISSN 3031-707X

Volume 4, Issue 1, July 2026 Page 113-130

Digital hegemony and the reproduction of inequality: A
Bourdieusian critical analysis of public policy in Indonesia

Indra Rahayu Ningsih!", Grendi Hendrastomo?

12Department of Sociology Education, Universitas Negeri Yogyakarta, Indonesia

"Corresponding author
Email address: indrarahayuningsih@uny.ac.id
DOI: https://doi.org/10.61126/dtcs.v4i1.146

ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: Permendiktisaintek No. 39 of 2025 establishes higher education quality
public policy assurance standards emphasizing the use of “reliable” technology. While
intended to improve educational quality, the policy may inadvertently

inequality . . I A . :
. o widen digital and economic disparities among higher education
cigiial chwide institutions. This study examines how the policy reproduces inequalities in
Pierre Bourdieu economic and cultural capital, symbolic violence, and cultural inferiority.
symbolic violence Employing a qualitative critical policy analysis and regulatory discourse

analysis, policy documents were analyzed using ATLAS.ti to examine
the relationships among capital, quality standards, and mechanisms
of domination. The findings reveal that the policy, despite its quality
improvement agenda, has the potential to reinforce existing social and
economic inequalities. The requirement for “reliable” technology converts
economic capital into institutional advantages that shape accreditation
outcomes. Moreover, the discourse of equality embedded in the policy
obscures disparities in digital access and institutional capacity, while
global quality standards are institutionalized as a form of doxa that
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Introduction

The competition among higher education
institutions today appears to have become
an imperative. Competition is driven by
the expectation that qualified individuals
are those who are capable of competing
in the global arena. Efforts to fulfill this
expectation are reflected in the enactment
of the Regulation of the Minister of Higher
Education, Science, and Technology Number
39 of 2025 concerning Higher Education
Quality Assurance. This regulation replaces
the previous policy with the aim of
improving the quality of higher education
implementation so that it becomes more
impactful and aligned with the development
of global higher education quality assurance
standards (Arifudin, 2019; Syahidah et al.,
2021).

The quality assurance regulation
positions Information and Communication
Technology (ICT) as having a significant
role. The use of ICT is no longer considered
optional but rather a requirement for
higher education institutions to achieve
global standards (Susilawati et al., 2025).
This is evident in Article 48 paragraph
3 points a, which requires the provision
of “reliable” ICT to support educational
implementation. This statement is reinforced
in the following article, namely Article 49,
which emphasizes effective, transparent,
reliable, and accountable ICT governance.
From a sociological perspective, these
provisions transform the traditional role of
higher education institutions in improving
educational quality (Bianchi et al.,, 2025;
Hartono et al.,, 2022). The task that once
focused on producing knowledge has shifted
toward purchasing and managing advanced
technologies in order to obtain institutional
legitimacy (Chesher, 2011; Dehler-Holland
et al., 2022; Miotto et al., 2020; Petersen et al.,
2022).
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Although this policy is supported by the
spirit of modernization, its implementation
remains confronted by structural problems.
Indonesia, as an archipelagic country with
substantial economic disparities, continues
to experience severe digital inequality
between regions with strong infrastructure
and the 3T areas (underdeveloped, frontier,
and outermost regions) (Sugiastuti &
Pratama, 2022a, 2022b). However, within the
policy framework, a single standard appears
to be applied uniformly to all institutions.
Such standards tend to reflect the social and
cultural conditions of developed regions.
Consequently, these standards appear
biased because they insufficiently consider
the circumstances of less developed regions
in implementing the policy (Rothenberg et
al., 2017).

The implementation of the policy also
appears rushed. This approach seems to
overlook Indonesia’s persistent digital
divide (Aditya et al., 2023; Sujarwoto &
Tampubolon, 2016; Turin et al, 2022).
Through the implementation of this policy,
the digital divide shifts from the first phase,
which is currently the most common form,
toward the second and third phases. The
second phase of the digital divide concerns
disparities in digital skills and literacy, while
the third phase refers to disparities in the use
and utilization of digital technologies. Data
from Statistics Indonesia (BPS) demonstrate
that disparities in the availability of facilities
supporting digital technology utilization
across regions remain unresolved (Ferreira
et al., 2021; Zhao et al., 2022).

From the perspective of Pierre Bourdieu,
the central issue underlying this policy is
economic capital. Economic capital refers
to ownership of resources for purchasing
hardware, software licenses, and high-speed
internet access. Private universities located in
remote regions or nonprofit institutions with
limited economic resources are compelled to



comply with the policy despite lacking the
necessary means to participate effectively
(Allolayuk, 2021; Hart, 2019).

The failure to fulfill economic capital
requirements subsequently affects the
inability to obtain symbolic capital
(Mustikasari et al.,, 2023; Schirone, 2023).
Digital standards are now closely associated
with institutional accreditation assessments
(Fernandes & Singh, 2022; Norcini & van
Zanten, 2009; Vander Weerdt, 2023). The
accreditation arena, which once primarily
measured academic quality, has gradually
shifted into a comparison of economic capital.
This condition marks the emergence of the
legitimacy of symbolic violence (MacKenzie
et al, 2022). Institutions possessing
strong economic capital are regarded as
high-quality institutions, while higher
education institutions with limited digital
infrastructure are perceived as inferior. This
condition demonstrates the widening gap
between institutions with substantial capital
and those without it (Ade-Ojo & Duckworth,
2019; Correa et al., 2023; Roumbanis, 2019).

Inequality also occurs at the student level.
Article 14 paragraph 3, which legitimizes
distance learning in the name of flexibility,
implicitly establishes a particular habitus
as a universal standard across Indonesia.
The policy assumes that all students possess
the cultural capital and habitus necessary
to engage in online learning. Such an
assumption neglects students whose learning
habitus has been shaped through face-to-
face instruction. For students accustomed
to conventional classroom learning, online
learning may produce culture shock
(Shaleha, 2020). Students are required to
adapt to a new and unfamiliar system (Helsa
et al., 2022). This unfamiliarity may result in
individual failure within the learning process
(Yanti, 2016). For example, when students
use online learning platforms, they may fail
to maintain focus on academic activities.
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Bourdieu interprets the language used
in this policy as a form of symbolic violence
(Bourdieu, 1991). Article 14 paragraph 1
point b states that learning must “provide
equal learning opportunities regardless of
educational, social, economic, and cultural
background...” This constitutes a form of
subtle language that Bourdieu describes as
deceptive. A subtle form of coercion is
imposed in which the standards of
dominant groups must be applied to
minority groups. The narrative of “equal
learning  opportunities” serves as a
justification mechanism to conceal systemic
responsibility. When students from lower-
middle-class backgrounds lack access to
online learning due to insufficient internet
speed or inadequate digital devices, the issue
is no longer viewed as a failure of the state
but rather as an individual failure.

Therefore, this study does not merely
evaluate how the policy is implemented but
critically analyzes how economic capital
functions as a source of symbolic violence.
Bourdieu’s  theoretical framework is
employed as an analytical tool to demonstrate
how quality assurance policies become
instruments that legitimize inequality.

Method

This study employed a Critical Policy
Analysis design with a qualitative approach
and discourse analysis to examine regulatory
texts and identify how language was used to
normalize social exclusion through language
that appeared acceptable and persuasive.

The data source of this study was
the official state document, namely the
Regulation of the Minister of Higher
Education, Science, and Technology of
the Republic of Indonesia Number 39 of
2025 concerning Higher Education Quality
Assurance. The document consisted of 118
articles and appendices regulating national
standards for education, research, and
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community service. The analysis focused
on key articles related to: (1) standards of
learning processes and flexibility (Article
14); (2) standards of facilities, infrastructure,
and technology (Articles 48 and 49); and (3)
accreditation standards and the criteria for
“Excellent” status (Article 73).

Data were collected through a
documentation study using the following
procedures: (1) downloading the Regulation
of the Minister of Higher Education, Science,
and Technology Number 39 of 2025 from
the official JDIH (Legal Documentation
and Information Network) website of the
Ministry to ensure data authenticity; and (2)
conducting repeated readings to understand
the internal logic of the policy prior to coding.

Data analysis employed the ATLAS.
ti  software to ensure  objectivity,
transparency, and textual interpretation.
The use of ATLAS.ti served as a strategy to
systematically organize the complexity of
policy data within a hermeneutic unit. In
the initial phase, the policy documents were
imported as primary documents. Deductive
coding was subsequently conducted using
Pierre Bourdieu’s theoretical concepts. The
coding scheme included ECONOMIC_
CAPITAL, which was assigned to articles
requiring investment in physical and
technological infrastructure (Article 48);
CULTURAL_CAPITAL, which referred
to demands for digital literacy and new
habitus; SYMBOLIC_CAPITAL, which
was related to the recognition of the
“Excellent” accreditation status (Article 73);
SYMBOLIC_VIOLENCE_MECHANISM;
and INEQUALITY_REALITY, which were
used to identify seemingly neutral phrases
(such as “without discrimination based on
background”) that contradicted actual social
conditions.

In the final stage, the analysis was
presented through the Network Analysis
feature in ATLAS.ti. Network visualization
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was utilized to validate hypotheses and
map patterns of causality and contradiction.
The visualization demonstrated that
ECONOMIC_CAPITAL functioned as a
prerequisite for obtaining SYMBOLIC_
CAPITAL. Furthermore, it revealed that the
policy narrative contradicted the realities
of inequality within society. The study
concluded that the policy functioned not
merely as an administrative regulation
but also as a mechanism contributing to
the reproduction of stratification within
education.

Results and Discussion

Capital, habitus, and the reproduction
of inequality

The policy of higher education quality
assurance as a standardized framework
requires higher education institutions to
implement the regulation within their
learning processes. In The Forms of Capital
(1986), Pierre Bourdieu provided a
sociological framework for understanding
this policy. He argued that education
functions as a social arena in which
institutions and individuals compete by
utilizing the forms of capital they possess.
Bourdieu further explained that capital
should not merely be understood as
economic assets, but also as dispositions
and habits formed through lived
experiences. From this perspective, the
policy may deepen and legitimize existing
inequalities.

Economic capital constitutes the most
fundamental basis of inequality (Gordon
& Resosudarmo, 2019; Workman, 2022).
Bourdieu defined economic capital as
financial resources institutionalized through
ownership rights. In the Regulation of the
Minister of Higher Education, Science, and
Technology Number 39 of 2025, Article
48 concerning infrastructure standards



represented a concrete manifestation of
economic capital. Standards related to
facilities and infrastructure were closely
associated with ownership of digital support
systems, stable data transfer networks,
high-technology laboratories, and licensed
software (Antonopoulou et al., 2023; Shen et
al.,, 2022). These standards reflected not only
technical requirements but also the financial
boundaries of higher education institutions.
Consequently, the policy created an
unequal competitive arena from the outset,
where institutions with limited economic
capital were compelled to participate in a
competition, they were unlikely to win.

Economic capital was also closely
connected to cultural capital (Ding & Wu,
2023; Roaldsnes, 2024). Cultural -capital
referred to both the objectified state and the
institutionalized state (Bourdieu, 1986). It
was associated with ownership of resources
supporting the implementation of policy
standards, such as licensed software,
smart classrooms, and digital learning
facilities. Such ownership influenced the
institution’s ability to produce recognized
outputs, including publications and patents.
This condition was reinforced through
institutionalized forms such as study
program accreditation, lecturer certification,
Key Performance Indicator (KPI) rankings,
and academic degrees. Although quality
assurance standards appeared neutral, they
implicitly functioned as indicators of an
institution’s capacity to accumulate cultural
assets obtained through economic capital.

In Outline of a Theory of Practice (1977),
Pierre Bourdieu described habitus as both
“structured” and “structuring.” Habitus was
considered structured because individuals
were shaped by their class position, family
background, and social environment.
Experiences became internalized into
perceptions, appreciations, and behavioral
patterns. Through this process, certain

117

©2026 Digital Theory, Culture & Society 4(1), 113130

actions appeared natural and reasonable,
whereas unfamiliar practices were perceived
as strange or inappropriate.

Article 14, which promoted online
learning, reflected a sharp distinction in
habitus. The policy assumed that digital
literacy, technological familiarity, and the use
of digital devices were already universally
understood among students. In reality,
however, the habitus associated with digital
technology was primarily accessible to urban
middle-class students who were accustomed
to using digital devices, possessed stable
internet access, and received cultural capital
support from their families. By contrast,
students from working-class backgrounds
possessed a different habitus. Their learning
practices tended to be more communal, and
they were often more accustomed to face-to-
face learning than online instruction. These
differing cultural backgrounds contributed
to distinct learning patterns among students
(Zhang, 2024).

The standardization of learning through
online education created a condition that
Bourdieu referred to as hysteresis, namely
a state of uncomfortable mismatch between
an individual’s habitus and environmental
demands (Fowler, 2020; Zysiak, 2019). For
students accustomed to communal learning
processes, online education could feel
unfamiliar and unintuitive. One consequence
was the emergence of “misrecognition,” in
which students struggled to adapt due to
conflicting dispositions. Such difficulties
were often misinterpreted as laziness, lack
of focus, or even intellectual incapacity.
This condition represented symbolic
violence because victims of inequality
were led to blame themselves for structural
disadvantages (Ade-Ojo & Duckworth,
2019).

From Bourdieu’s perspective, education
could also be understood as a field. As a
field, education functioned as an arena in
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which agents competed to obtain forms of
capital recognized within that environment
(Rawolle & Lingard, 2008; Smith, 2020).
Such competition involved struggles for
academic prestige, research recognition, and
institutional power.

Within the educational context, the
state was not viewed as a neutral actor
but rather as the most dominant agent
occupying a privileged position. Bourdieu
argued that the state exercised a “monopoly
over legitimate symbolic violence” (Riley,
2015). In this sense, the state did not need to
employ physical coercion; instead, it merely
established regulations defining what was
legitimate and appropriate. Through these
regulations, agents were compelled to adjust
themselves accordingly.

The issuance of the Regulation of the
Minister of Higher Education, Science,
and Technology Number 39 of 2025 could
therefore be interpreted as a form of
symbolic violence. Through this regulation,
the state reshaped the structure of the higher
education field by establishing “reliable”
technological standards as a form of doxa.
Doxa referred to an unquestioned truth that
had to be accepted universally. Consequently,
educational quality standards became
increasingly equated with technological
sophistication, marginalizing alternative
standards that might otherwise exist.

Symbolic violence referred to invisible
forms of domination that often operated
unconsciously through language and
euphemisms that appeared neutral. The
phrase “without discrimination based on
background” seemed to represent equality
and fairness; however, it actually concealed
the unequal distribution of initial capital
among students whose starting conditions
were fundamentally different.

The consequence of this process was the
reproduction of structural inequality. For
example, when students from economically
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disadvantaged families experienced
difficulties in online learning, the issue
was no longer interpreted as a failure of
the state but rather as an individual failure
to adapt. Such perceptions subsequently
positioned these students as less competent.
Thus, the policy indirectly demonstrated the
dominance of certain social classes within
the process of online learning.

Digital divide in education

The first level of the digital divide is
related to physical and material conditions
(Scheerder et al.,, 2017). At this level, the
digital divide is closely associated with
economic capital. Inequalities in hardware
ownership and supporting infrastructure
represent a continuing social reality. Data
from Statistics Indonesia (BPS) demonstrate
significant disparities in ICT infrastructure
between Java and Indonesia’s 3T regions
(underdeveloped, frontier, and outermost
areas). Therefore, the policy requiring
“reliable” technology in the Regulation of
the Minister of Higher Education, Science,
and Technology Number 39 of 2025 failed
to adequately consider the unequal material
realities across regions.

The second level of the digital divide
concerns disparities in digital skills and
patterns of technology use (Scheerder et al.,
2017). At this level, Pierre Bourdieu’s concepts
of cultural capital and habitus can be used
as analytical tools. The way individuals use
technology is strongly influenced by their
experiences within their social environment,
including whether they have previously used
computers, accessed the internet, or engaged
with digital technologies. Policies that
merely provide access without considering
differences in habitus may instead deepen
existing inequalities.

The highest stage is the third level of the
digital divide, which refers to disparities in



the outcomes and benefits obtained from
digital access (Scheerder et al.,, 2017). This
level emphasizes individuals’ abilities
to transform digital skills into tangible
advantages. In the educational context, it
concerns how students apply the outcomes
of online learning in real-life situations.
Students who possess both access to and
experience with digital technologies are
more likely to achieve academic success
and gain broader career opportunities.
Conversely, students lacking such access
and experience may struggle to achieve the
expected academic outcomes.

Therefore, the Regulation of the
Minister of Higher Education, Science,
and Technology Number 39 of 2025, which
promotes advanced technology and distance
learning, appears insufficiently responsive to
existing social realities. The policy primarily
benefits particular social groups and regions

1 Ministerial

Regulation of the
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39 of 2025.pdf
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©2026 Digital Theory, Culture & Society 4(1), 113130

while failing to address second- and third-
level digital inequalities. As a result, the
imposition of “reliable” technology and
distance learning without adequate support
for cultural and social capital may further
legitimize and widen existing inequalities.

The figure below illustrates how various
analytical codes interacted with one another.
This visualization provided an overview of
the process of social reproduction embedded
within the Regulation of the Minister of
Higher Education, Science, and Technology
Number 39 of 2025, as explained in the
following discussion:

Economic determinism

The Network Analysis generated
through the ATLAS.ti software provided
strong evidence regarding the internal logic
of the policy. The connecting line between
the ECONOMIC_CAPITAL node and the

SYMBOLIC

VIOLENCE

MODEL

MECHANISM DOXA

OF VIOLENCE MECHANISM

CONTRADICTS

Technological Reality

as Economic Capital
Prerequisite:
Associated Codes:
ECONOMIC_Model,
Campus Inclusion Code
Associated Code:
Article 48(3) Letter a

“The phrase ‘and/or’ in Article
48(3) letter a related to
information technology implies
an economy based on technical
reasoning, ‘and/or’ means
server uptime of 99.9%."

The Trap of Flexibility:
Deformation of Economic
Codes

Associated Codes:
CAPABILITY_Model,
MECHANISM_Violence
in Symbolic Violence
Associated Code:
Article 14(3) Letter a

“Article 14(3) letter a positions
learning management as a
form of ‘flexibility’. In reality,
this term masks a
modernization option...."

Equality as a Symbolic
Violence Code
Associated Codes:
MECHANISM_Violence

in Symbolic Violence,
SOCIOECONOMIC_Reality
Associated Code:

Article 14(1) Letter b

“The phrase without disregarding
social and economic background
in Article 14(1) letter b is
contradicted by excellent content
that priortiizes excellence over
symbolic violence.”

Global Doxa and
Alienation of Local Context
Associated Codes:
DOXA_Mechanism,
CAPABILITY_Symbolic
Associated Code:

Article 49(1) and Subsection
Consideration

“The requirements for learning

1t follow international
standards (referring to Article
49) shows how global doxa
undermines the work of local
government.”

Figure 1: Visualization of Network Analysis of Ministerial Regulation of the Minister of Education and Culture No. 39 of 2025
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SYMBOLIC_CAPITAL node demonstrated a
causal relationship. This finding reinforced
Pierre Bourdieu’s argument that economic

resources function as the primary
determinant of institutional legitimacy.
Economic capital became the main
prerequisite for acquiring symbolic capital,
particularly in obtaining “Excellent”
accreditation  status. Through  the
visualization =~ above, the  presumed

neutrality of the policy became questionable,
as accreditation appeared to function as a
mechanism for capital conversion.

The “IS CAUSE OF” connection within
the network visualization further explained
that social reproduction occurred at the
institutional level. The failure of higher
education institutions to obtain “Excellent”
accreditation was not primarily caused
by academic shortcomings, but rather by
insufficient economic capital. Consequently,
the policy unintentionally perpetuated social
stratification. Some universities achieved
superior status because they were able to
fulfill state standards through adequate
facilities and infrastructure ownership. In
contrast, other institutions remained trapped
in lower accreditation categories due to
limitations in the capital required to support

their infrastructure and technological
facilities.
Policy paradox

The findings presented in the
visualization indicated that symbolic

violence had already become embedded
within the system. This was demonstrated
through the “CONTRADICTS” connection
in the ATLAS.ti Network Analysis, which
linked the REALITY_OF_INEQUALITY
node (conditions in Indonesia’s 3T regions)
with the SYMBOLIC_VIOLENCE _
MECHANISM node (the narrative of
equality). This contradiction was evident in
Article 14 paragraph 1 point b, which stated
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that learning should “provide equal learning
opportunities regardless of educational,
social, and economic background.” Such a
paradox functioned as a disguise through
claims of equality. In practice, however,
the policy discriminated against unequal
material and cultural capital that clearly
existed within society.

Various policies within educational
institutions contributed to the reproduction
of social stratification. Learning processes
themselves often reproduced existing
inequalities (Li, 2025). The implementation
of standardized curricula designed around
particular groups of students demonstrated
that educational resources remained
unequally distributed (MacKenzie et al.,
2022). This situation further confirmed
that education could widen existing social
inequalities. = Rather than addressing
inequality, educational systems frequently
reinforced dominant norms and social
structures by positioning certain groups as
inferior.

Higher education, which is commonly
regarded as an important mechanism
for reducing social inequality, did not
automatically eliminate such disparities.
Instead, higher education increasingly
functioned as a field that intensified status
competition, allowing economically
privileged groups to gain the greatest
benefits (Marginson, 2016). This condition
was further reinforced by policies and social
environments that shaped habitus according
to the standards of dominant social classes
(Scheffer, 2024). Consequently, the role of
higher education as a mechanism for social
mobility became increasingly questionable.

Hegemony of economic capital as a
quality standard

Pierre Bourdieu explained the concept
of field as a social arena in which agents



competed for capital and legitimacy (Smith,
2020). Within this field, specific rules
governed the competition and had to be
understood and followed by all agents. The
findings of this study indicated that the state,
through the Regulation of the Minister of
Higher Education, Science, and Technology
Number 39 of 2025, had shifted these rules.
Educational quality, which was previously
measured through intellectual capacity
and social relevance, increasingly became
defined by the ownership of supporting
technologies. Technology was therefore not
neutral, as it functioned as a determinant
of institutional survival and legitimacy
(Engstrom & Blom, 2024; Lybeck et al., 2024).
This transformation enabled institutions
possessing strong economic capital to
maintain and even strengthen their status
more easily than universities with limited
resources.

The repeated use of the term “reliable”
reflected the imposition of high standards
for facilities and infrastructure. The word
appeared repeatedly, particularly in
Article 48 paragraph 3 point a and Article
49 paragraph 1. Within the context of ICT
infrastructure, the term “reliable” implied
the requirement to meet certain technological
standards, including adequate hardware,
stable internet networks, and secure data
systems. These requirements directly
referred to the availability of economic
capital. Institutions lacking sufficient capital
were unable to provide ICT infrastructure
that fulfilled the criteria of “reliability.”

As a legal normative framework,
the regulation illustrated how the state
facilitated the conversion of capital by
establishing “reliable” technology as a
prerequisite for institutional legitimacy.
This process was particularly discriminatory
toward small universities located in remote
areas. It demonstrated that first-level digital
inequalities had not yet been adequately
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resolved (Hadi, 2018; Haryanti & Rusfian,
2019). Universities with limited facilities
and infrastructure did not fail because of
inadequate academic quality, but rather
because of insufficient economic capital.
Consequently, such institutions risked
marginalization within the higher education
tield.

The process of capital conversion
ultimately determined accreditation status.
Accreditation with the “Excellent” category
became the highest form of legitimacy
within the field. Article 73 paragraph 4 point
b explained that “Excellent” accreditation
signified that a university had surpassed the
national standards of higher education. This
implied that institutional quality standards
were increasingly fulfilled through the
ability to acquire advanced technologies. As
a result, the “Excellent” status functioned
as a marker differentiating universities
according to their ownership of resources.

An accreditation system built upon
unequal ownership of capital represented a
form of legitimized inequality. Universities
with abundant resources were labeled as
high-quality institutions, while institutions
with limited resources were categorized as
inferior. In this process, elite universities
became legitimized as institutions of
superior quality through their measurable
achievements, despite the fact that such
achievements were often supported by
longstanding economic advantages. The
higher education field thus reproduced social
class distinctions through the possession
of economic capital as the pathway toward

educational excellence (Tramonte & Willms,
2010).

Symbolic violence in the phrase ‘equal
opportunity’

The causal relationship was rooted in
the legal requirements of the Regulation of



Indra Rahayu Ningsih, Grendi Hendrastomo

the Minister of Higher Education, Science,
and Technology concerning facilities and
infrastructure. Article 48 paragraph 3 point
a stated that higher education institutions
were required to provide “reliable”
information and communication technology.
Furthermore, Article 49 paragraph 1
emphasized the need for ICT governance
that was “effective, transparent, reliable,
and accountable.” The term “reliable”
functioned as a technocratic mechanism that
indirectly created financial barriers. Reliable
technology required expensive hardware,

licensed software, and high-capacity
bandwidth infrastructure.
The fulfillment of such costly

infrastructure requirements represented an
effort to obtain accreditation status as a form
of symbolic capital. Article 73 paragraph 6
explained that “Excellent Accreditation” was
awarded to higher education institutions
that had exceeded the National Higher
Education Standards. When institutional
standards became increasingly dominated
by technological requirements, educational
quality effectively reflected the possession
of economic capital. Consequently,
“Excellent” accreditation functioned as a
mechanism of distinction legitimized by
policy. Accreditation no longer primarily
signified the quality of intellectual processes,
but instead represented the financial and
infrastructural capacity of elite universities.
In practice, “Excellent” accreditation
strengthened monopolistic advantages by
increasing student attraction toward highly
accredited universities (Jacqmin & Lefebvre,
2021; Masnawati & Darmawan, 2023; Tavares
et al., 2022; Tramonte & Willms, 2010).

From the perspective of Pierre Bourdieu
(1991), the phrase “without discrimination”
represented a deliberately constructed legal
euphemism. Bourdieu interpreted such
language as a mechanism for normalizing
structural inequality. This normalization
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became evident in the denial of disparities
in economic capital and habitus between
students from Indonesia’s 3T regions and
those from more developed areas.

The discourse of “equality” therefore
functioned as an effective justification
for social reproduction. When students
or institutions located in “blind spot”
regions failed to meet online learning or
technological standards, the problem was
not interpreted as the state’s failure to
provide adequate infrastructure. Instead, the
failure was individualized and attributed to
laziness, incapacity, or lack of adaptability
(Roumbanis, 2019; Thomas et al., 2020;
Tomlinson et al.,, 2020). As a result, the
social stratification experienced by students
and under-resourced higher education
institutions appeared to be caused by their
own shortcomings rather than by structural
inequalities.

Policy as a national standard producing
cultural inferiority

The quality assurance policy contained
in the Regulation of the Minister of Higher
Education, Science, and Technology Number
39 of 2025 contributed to the emergence of
cultural inferiority. This condition referred
to situations in which local standards and
values were considered inferior to national
policy standards (Majid, 2023). Such a
condition could emerge either consciously
or unconsciously through the policy-making
process. Pierre Bourdieu (1991) explained
that policies could create a new form of doxa,
namely a truth that had to be universally
accepted within a particular field through
adjustment to external standards rather than
through internally developed capacities.

This orientation toward external
standards was evident in the rationale
underlying the regulation. In the

consideration section point a, the policy



stated that adjustments were necessary in
order to be “...aligned with the development
of international higher education quality
assurance...”. This statement implied
that national standards were perceived
as inadequate when compared to global
standards. Such alignment further suggested
the dominance of Western-oriented
standards and technological systems within
global educational frameworks (Bamberger
& Morris, 2024; Connell, 2013; Lingard, B., &
Gale, T., 2007; Subkhan et al., 2022).

The acceptance of global standards as
unquestionable truths created dependency
on external forms of authority among local
institutions. Universities were compelled
to reshape learning processes and research
practices in order to obtain international
recognition. Consequently, local knowledge
systems  and  indigenous  teaching
methods were often neglected rather than
strengthened. Learning models rooted in
local contexts, despite their potential
effectiveness in improving students’
capabilities, became marginalized due to
the prioritization of “reliable” technological
standards.

Cultural inferiority also contributed to
the marginalization of non-digital cultures.
Requirements such as publishing in
English-language international journals and
adopting expensive e-learning platforms
could not always be fulfilled by institutions
with limited economic capital. This condition
made it increasingly difficult for such
institutions to compete with universities
possessing greater resources. As a result,
educators and institutions with valuable local
knowledge traditions or effective localized
teaching methods gradually abandoned
these practices in pursuit of national and
global recognition.

Dependence on global standards was
also closely connected to the pursuit of
symbolic capital. First, local universities
were forced to compete within a system
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whose rules were largely determined by
dominant national and global actors. Second,
“Excellent” accreditation status became
more accessible to institutions with stronger
economic capital. Third, global standards
increasingly influenced national recognition
mechanisms, such as the expectation that
academic publications involve international
collaboration across multiple countries. In
some cases, research journals were
considered more prestigious when authors
represented institutions from FEuropean
countries. As argued by Lingard and Gale,
these global standardization processes
further reinforced hierarchy, segregation,
and class disparities among universities
(Lingard, B., & Gale, T., 2007).

The implementation of internationalized
standards without adequate consideration of
local contexts ultimately generated cultural
alienation. The identities and local strengths
of regional universities became increasingly
threatened because institutional value
was measured primarily through global
standards. Such policy approaches not only
intensified economic disparities among
institutions but also produced symbolic
domination that challenged the cultural
space of higher education in Indonesia.
Therefore, the current policy framework
affected not only the structural conditions
of higher education but also the ways
universities understood and interpreted
their roles within society.

Conclusion

Through a critical analysis using the
perspective of Pierre Bourdieu on the
Regulation of the Minister of Higher
Education, Science, and Technology Number
39 of 2025, this study arrived at three major
conclusions regarding the structure of power
within higher education quality policies in
Indonesia.
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First, the policy did not merely
establish standards that higher education
institutions were required to fulfill, but
also institutionalized mechanisms of
social segregation. In this context, Article
48, which emphasized the requirement
for “reliable technology,” functioned as a
central prerequisite. The state operated as
an actor that converted economic capital
into symbolic capital. Consequently, the
policy created a system in which “Excellent”
university status could only be achieved
through the possession of sufficient resources
to provide technology-based facilities and
infrastructure.

Second, the clause stating “without
discrimination based on background”
in Article 14 paragraph 1 reflected the
existence of symbolic violence. The state
employed subtle language to conceal the
reality of inequality within Indonesian
society. Through the imposition of uniform
regulations, the state effectively normalized
structural neglect. As a result, disadvantaged
groups were encouraged to perceive their
failures as purely individual shortcomings,
even though such failures were in fact
systemic problems produced by the state
itself.

Third, the implementation of online
learning as a symbol of flexibility and global
quality orientation failed to consider local
learning cultures and the realities faced
by communities in different regions. The
policy imposed urban learning cultures
as the only legitimate form of educational
practice. Consequently, students and higher
education institutions in Indonesia’s 3T
regions experienced cultural alienation,
while local educational potentials became
increasingly marginalized.

This study also had several limitations.
First, the analysis focused primarily on
the policy documents of the Regulation of
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the Minister of Higher Education, Science,
and Technology Number 39 of 2025 and
therefore did not comprehensively examine
policy implementation within universities.
Second, the analysis relied mainly on Pierre
Bourdieu’s theoretical framework, which
emphasized power relations, capital, and
social reproduction. Alternative theoretical
perspectives are therefore needed to provide
broader interpretations of the policy. Third,
future research should incorporate the
direct experiences of lecturers, students, and
university administrators in order to examine
the policy’s impacts more comprehensively.

The findings demonstrated that
higher education quality assurance policies
had the potential to reproduce inequality
through the domination of capital. The
study also confirmed the relevance of Pierre
Bourdieu’s perspective for understanding
power relations within contemporary
higher education policy. Uniform policy
implementation tended to widen disparities
between universities with strong resources
and those with limited capacities. Therefore,
the foundations of educational quality
policy should be reevaluated by considering
principles of justice and the diverse local
contexts of higher education institutions in
Indonesia.

Based on these findings, the study
recommended the formulation of quality
assurance policies that were more adaptive
to the social and economic conditions of
universities across different regions. Quality
standards should be designed in accordance
with institutional capacities in order to
reduce structural inequalities. Furthermore,
future studies should conduct empirical
investigations through direct experiences
and case studies across various universities
to examine how mechanisms of inequality
reproduction operate through higher
education quality assurance practices.



Multidisciplinary analyses were also needed
to produce more adaptive and context-
sensitive policy recommendations.

Declaration of Ownership

This article is our original work.

Conflict of Interest

There is no conflict of interest to declare in
this article.

Ethical Clearance

This study was approved by the institution.

References

Ade-Ojo, G. O., & Duckworth, V. (2019). Forms
of institutionalised symbolic violence
and resistance in the journey of a cohort
of adult literacy learners. International
Journal of Educational Research, 98, 1-10.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2019.08.008

Aditia, R, & Széll, K. (2025). Belonging
matters: How context and inequalities
shape student achievement in Indonesia.
International  Journal —of  Educational
Research Open, 9, Article 100512. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedro.2025.100512

Aditya, T., Ningrum, S. Nurasa, H., &
Irawati, 1. (2023). Community needs for
the digital divide on the smart city policy.
Heliyon, 9(8), Article e18932. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e18932

Allolayuk, A. (2021). Menyingkap sisi gelap
pendidikan sebagai arena reproduksi
kesenjangan sosial berdasarkan
perspektif Pierre Bourdieu. Syntax Idea,
3(8), 1640-1652. https://doi.org/10.46799/
syntax-idea.v3i8.1407

125

©2026 Digital Theory, Culture & Society 4(1), 113130

Antonopoulou, K., Begkos, C., & Zhu, Z.
(2023). Staying afloat amidst extreme
uncertainty: A case study of digital
transformation in higher education.
Technological ~ Forecasting and  Social
Change, 192, Article 122603. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.techfore.2023.122603

Arifudin, O. (2019). Manajemen sistem
penjaminan mutu internal (SPMI)
sebagai upaya meningkatkan mutu
perguruan tinggi. Jurnal Ilmiash MEA
(Manajemen, Ekonomi, & Akuntansi), 3(1),
161-169.  https://doi.org/10.31955/mea.
v3il.274

Bamberger, A., & Morris, P. (2024). Critical
perspectives on internationalization in
higher education: Commercialization,
global citizenship, or postcolonial
imperialism? Critical Studies in Education,
65(2), 245-260. https://doi.org/10.1080/17
508487.2023.2233572

Bianchi, M. T., Cicchini, D., Conte, P,
& Principale, S. (2026). Strategic
planning and implementation of social
responsibilities in higher education:
Evidence from Italian public universities.
Strategic Change, 35(1), 103-113. https://
doi.org/10.1002/jsc.70013

Bourdieu, P. (1986). The forms of capital. In
J. G. Richardson (Ed.), Handbook of theory

and research for the sociology of education
(pp- 241-258). Greenwood Press.

Bourdieu, P. (1991). Language and symbolic
power. Polity Press.

Bourdieu, P. (2013). Outline of a theory of
practice. Cambridge University Press.

Chesher, C. (2011). Balancing knowledge
management and knowledge mobility
in the university. In T. Fenwick & L.
Farrell (Eds.), Knowledge mobilization and
educational research: Politics, languages and
responsibilities (pp. 229-240). Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203817469-
20


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2019.08.008
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.46799/
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.31955/mea
https://doi.org/10.1080/17
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203817469-
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203817469-

Indra Rahayu Ningsih, Grendi Hendrastomo

Choczynska, A. (2024). Intersectional digital
inequality in Indonesia. Insights into
Regional Development, 6(3), 11-22. https://
doi.org/10.70132/a2853658265

Connell, R. (2013). The neoliberal cascade
and education: An essay on the market
agenda and its consequences. Critical
Studies in Education, 54(2), 99-112. https://
doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2013.776990

Correa, C., Laine, M., & Larrinaga, C. (2023).
Taking the world seriously: Autonomy,
reflexivity and engagement research in
social and environmental accounting.
Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 97,
Article 102554. https://doi.org/10.1016/;.
cpa.2023.102554

D., & Jin, X. (2025). The reproduction
of  social stratification ~ through
recontextualizing  into  forms  of
communication in Chinese secondary
classrooms. International  Journal —of
Educational Research, 129, Article 102494.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2024.102494

Dehler-Holland, J., Okoh, M., & Keles, D.
(2022). Assessing technology legitimacy
with topic models and sentiment
analysis: The case of wind power in
Germany. Technological Forecasting and
Social Change, 175, Article 121354. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.121354

Ding, Q., & Wu, Q. (2023). Effects of economic
capital, cultural capital and social capital
on the educational expectation of Chinese
migrant children. Applied Research in
Quality of Life, 18(3), 1507-1527. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s11482-023-10144-5

Engstrom, S., & Blom, J. (2024). Technical
science capital in relation to how
students manage within higher technical
education.  International  Journal — of
Technology and Design Education, 34(4),
1221-1238. https://doi.org/10.1007/
510798-023-09870-6

Fernandes, ]J. O. & Singh, B. (2022).
Accreditation and ranking of higher

Li,

126

education institutions (HEIs): Review,
observations and recommendations for
the Indian higher education system. The
TOM Journal, 34(5), 1013-1030. https://
doi.org/10.1108/TQM-04-2021-0115

Ferreira, D., Vale, M., Carmo, R. M., Encalada-
Abarca, L., & Marcolin, C. (2021). The
three levels of the urban digital divide:
Bridging issues of coverage, usage and
its outcomes in VGI platforms. Geoforum,
124, 195-206. https://doi.org/10.1016/.
geoforum.2021.05.002

Fowler, B. (2020). Pierre Bourdieu on social
transformation, with particular reference
to political and symbolic revolutions.
Theory and Society, 49(3), 439—-463. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s11186-019-09375-z

Helsa, Y., Marasabessy, R., Juandi, D., &
Turmudi, T. (2022). Penerapan hybrid
learning di perguruan tinggi Indonesia:
Literatur review. Jurnal Cendekia: Jurnal
Pendidikan Matematika, 7(1), 12-25. https://
doi.org/10.31004/cendekia.v7i1.1910

Jacgmin, J., & Lefebvre, M. (2021). The
effect of international accreditations
on students’ revealed preferences:
Evidence from French business schools.
Economics of Education Review, 85,
Article 102192. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
econedurev.2021.102192

Rodriguez-Camacho, J. A., Linder, M., Jiitte,
D., & Hennig-Thurau, T. (2024). Digital
capital: Importance for social status in
contemporary society and antecedents
of its accumulation. Computers in Human
Behavior, 159, Article 108316. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.chb.2024.108316

Lingard, B., & Gale, T. (2007). The
emergent structure of feeling: What
does it mean for critical educational
studies and research? Critical Studies
in Education, 48(1), 1-23. https://doi.
org/10.1080/17508480601131456

Lybeck, R., Koiranen, I., & Koivula, A. (2024).
From digital divide to digital capital:


https://doi.org/10.1016/j
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2024.102494
https://doi.org/10.1007/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j
https://doi.org/10.1016/j
https://doi/
https://doi/

The role of education and digital skills
in social media participation. Universal
Access in the Information Society, 23(4),
1667-1680. https://doi.org/10.1007/
510209-022-00961-0

MacKenzie, A., Chiang, T. H., & Thurston, A.
(2022). New insights on the persistence
and reproduction of educational
inequality and injustice: Towards a
synthesis of Nussbaum’s capabilities
approach and Bourdieu’s theories.
International ~ Journal —of  Educational
Research, 115, Article 102032. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ijer.2022.102032

Majid, M. A. (2023). Problematika
pendidikan di Indonesia sebagai negara
berkembang. Salimiya: Jurnal Studi Ilmu
Keagamaan Islam, 4(1), 363-377. https://
doi.org/10.58401/salimiya.v4il.864

Marginson, S. (2016). The worldwide trend
to high participation higher education:
Dynamics of social stratification in
inclusive systems. Higher Education,
72(4), 413-434. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10734-016-0016-x

Masnawati, E., & Darmawan, D. (2023).
Pengaruh lokasi, akreditasi dan biaya
kuliah terhadap niat memilih perguruan
tinggi swasta di Surabaya. Journal on
Education, 6(1), 4047-4056. https://doi.
org/10.31004/joe.v6i1.3072

McCarthy, F. (2024). (Mis)recognising the
symbolic violence of academically
selective education in England: A critical
application of Bourdieusian analysis to
pupils’ lived experiences. Critical Studies
in Education, 66(5), 701-718. https://doi.or
g/10.1080/17508487.2024.2409672

Miotto, G., Del-Castillo-Feito, C., & Blanco-
Gonzdlez, A. (2020). Reputation and

legitimacy: Key factors for higher
education institutions’ sustained
competitive advantage. Journal of

Business Research, 112, 342-353. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.11.076

127

©2026 Digital Theory, Culture & Society 4(1), 113130

Mustikasari, M., Arlin, A., & Kamaruddin,
S. A. (2023). Pemikiran Pierre Bourdieu
dalam memahami realitas sosial.
Kaganga: Jurnal Pendidikan Sejarah dan
Riset Sosial Humaniora, 6(1), 1-9. https://
doi.org/10.31539/kaganga.v6i1.5089

Norcini, J. J., & van Zanten, M. (2009). An
overview of accreditation, certification,
and licensure processes. In P. Peterson, E.
Baker, & B. McGaw (Eds.), International
encyclopedia of education (3rd ed.). Elsevier.
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-
044894-7.01041-1

Petersen, I. H., Kruss, G., & Van Rheede, N.
(2022). Strengthening the university third
mission through building community
capabilities alongside university
capabilities. Science and Public Policy,
49(6), 939-951. https://doi.org/10.1093/
scipol/scac036

Pusat Standar dan Kebijakan Pendidikan.
(2023).  Bangkit  lebih  kuat:  Studi
kesenjangan pembelajaran. PT Kompas
Media Nusantara.

Rasimin, Semma, A. B., Zakiyuddin, Z,
Ali, M., & Helmy, M. 1. (2024). Multi-
dimensional challenges in the Indonesian
social science information technology-
based learning: A systematic literature
review. Heliyon, 10(7), Article e28706.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2024.
€28706

Rawolle, S., & Lingard, B. (2008). The
sociology of Pierre Bourdieu and
researching education policy. Journal of
Education Policy, 23(6), 729-741. https://
doi.org/10.1080/02680930802262700

Riley, D. (2015). The new Durkheim:
Bourdieu and the state. Critical Historical
Studies,  2(2), 275-308. https://doi.
org/10.1086/683641

Roaldsnes, A. (2024). Social capital and the
intergenerational transmission of cultural
capital: How parents’ social networks


https://doi.org/10.1007/
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.1007/
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2024.2409672
https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2024.2409672
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-
https://doi.org/10.1093/scipol/scac036
https://doi.org/10.1093/scipol/scac036
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2024
https://doi/

Indra Rahayu Ningsih, Grendi Hendrastomo

influence children’s accumulation of
cultural capital. Poetics, 102, Article
101873. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
poetic.2024.101873

Rothenberg, A. D., Bazzi, S., Nataraj, S., &
Chari, A. (2017). When regional policies
fail: An evaluation of Indonesia’s integrated
economic  development zones (RAND
Working Paper No. WR-1183). SSRN.
https://doi.org/10.2139/ss1n.2922254

Roumbanis, L. (2019). Symbolic violence in
academic life: A study on how junior
scholars are educated in the art of getting
funded. Minerva, 57(2), 197-218. https://
doi.org/10.1007/5s11024-018-9364-2

Sari, K. A., Fajriani, S. W., Gunawan, G,,
Zulqoifah, A., & Hartani, M. (2025).
The commodification of education and
inequality in Indonesia: A sociological
perspective. Priviet Social Sciences Journal,
5(8), 349-362. https://doi.org/10.55942/
pssj.vbi8.623

Scheerder, A., van Deursen, A., & van Dijk,
J. (2017). Determinants of internet skills,
uses and outcomes: A systematic review
of the second- and third-level digital
divide. Telematics and Informatics, 34(8),
1607-1624. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
tele.2017.07.007

Scheffer, J. (2024). Stratification, socialisation
and space. In Social inequality and
education (pp. 25-48). Springer. https://
doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-42793-1_2

Schirone, M. (2023). Field, capital, and
habitus: The impact of Pierre Bourdieu
on bibliometrics. Quantitative Science
Studies, 4(1), 186-208. https://doi.
org/10.1162/qss_a_00232

Shaleha, R. (2020). Tingkat digital divide pada
perkuliahan online di masa pandemi
Covid-19: Perspektif =~ mahasiswa.

Prosiding Konferensi Nasional Pendidikan,
1, 170-174.

128

Shen, H., Coreynen, W. & Huang, C.
(2022). Exclusive licensing of university
technology: The effects of university
prestige, technology transfer offices, and
academy-industry collaboration. Research
Policy, 51(1), Article 104372. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.respol.2021.104372

Smith, M. K. (2020, August 15). Pierre
Bourdieu on education: Habitus, capital,
and field. Exploring reproduction in the
practice of education. The Encyclopaedia
of Pedagogy and Informal Education
(infed).  https://infed.org/dir/welcome/
pierre-bourdieu-habitus-capital-and-
tield-exploring-reproduction-in-the-
practice-of-education/

Sjaf, S., Malik, A., Sampean, Harits, A,
Maulana, S. A. B., Hakim, L., Arsyad, A.
A., Gandi, R., Barlan, Z. A., Muhammad,
B., Elson, L., & Cakrawinata, F. (2025).
Analysis of spatial inequality and rural
development in the supporting region
for Nusantara capital city, Indonesia.
Wellbeing, Space and Society, 100286.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wss.2025.100286

Subkhan, E., Budiyono, B., & Johan, R.
(2022). The tension between national
and international interest in curriculum
policymaking: An Indonesian higher
education experience. Indonesian Journal
of Curriculum and Educational Technology
Studies, 10(2), 119-136. https://doi.
org/10.15294/ijcets.v10i2.74305

Sugiastuti, R. H., & Pratama, M. R. (2022).
Dampak buruk pembangunan tanpa
pemerataan: Kesenjangan ekonomi antar
wilayah di Indonesia. PROFIT: Jurnal
Administrasi Bisnis, 16(1), 79-90.

Sujarwoto, S., & Tampubolon, G. (2016).
Spatial inequality and the internet
divide in Indonesia 2010-2012.
Telecommunications Policy, 40(7),
602-616. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
telpol.2015.08.008


https://doi.org/10.1016/j
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2922254
https://doi.org/10.55942/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j
https://doi/
https://doi/
https://infed.org/dir/welcome/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wss.2025.100286
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j

Susilawati, S., Supriyatno, T. Yasin, A.
F., Chakim, A. Hani’ah, Z., Putri, C.
A., & Sabri, A. (2025). Educational
technology-based strategies for the
internationalization of Islamic higher
education in Indonesia and Brunei
Darussalam. Nazhruna: Jurnal Pendidikan
Islam, 8(2), 414-431. https://doi.
org/10.31538/nzh.v8i2.63

Syahidah, D., Zulaikha, S., & Ahmad, M.
(2021). A university quality assurance
team should strive for quality of work-
life. Cakrawala Pendidikan, 40(2), 421-433.
https://doi.org/10.21831/cp.v40i2.37944

Tavares, O., Sin, C., & Sa, C. (2022).
Conclusion: Learning from the past to
shape future policies towards equity
in higher education. In Equity policies
in global higher education (pp. 231-242).
Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-
030-69691-7_10

Thomas, F., Wyatt, K., & Hansford, L. (2020).
The violence of narrative: Embodying
responsibility for poverty-related stress.
Sociology of Health & Illness, 42(5),
1130-1145. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-
9566.13084

Hovestadt, T. & Lorenz, G. (2025).
Social network effects on educational
inequality: The role of similarity bias
in social influence. Research in Social
Stratification and Mobility, 101071. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.rssm.2025.101071

Tomlinson, M., Enders, J.,, & Naidoo,
R. (2020). The Teaching Excellence
Framework: Symbolic violence and the
measured market in higher education.
Critical Studies in Education, 61(5), 627-
642. https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.20
18.1553793

Tramonte, L., & Willms, J. D. (2010). Cultural
capital and its effects on education
outcomes. Economics of Education Review,
29(2), 200-213. https://doi.org/10.1016/;.
econedurev.2009.06.003

129

©2026 Digital Theory, Culture & Society 4(1), 113130

Turin, T. C., Subroto, S., Raihan, M. M. H.,,
Koch, K., Wiles, R., Ruttan, E., Nesset,
M., & Chowdhury, N. (2022). Identifying
challenges, enabling practices, and
reviewing existing policies regarding
digital equity and digital divide toward
smart and healthy cities: Protocol for
an integrative review. JMIR Research
Protocols, 11(12), Article e40068. https://

doi.org/10.2196/40068
Vander Weerdt, C. (2023). Open educational
resources and the 2020 AACSB

accreditation guidelines. International
Journal of Management Education, 21(3),
Article 100856. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ijme.2023.100856

Workman, J. (2022). Inequality begets
inequality: Income inequality and
socioeconomic achievement gradients
across the United States. Social Science
Research, 107, Article 102744. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2022.102744

Cai, X., Cheng, Z., & Jiao, Y. (2025). Skewed
aspirations: The impact of economic
inequality within the classroom on
students” academic performance. Journal
of Economic Behavior & Organization, 237,
Article 107179. https://doi.org/10.1016/;.
jebo.2025.107179

Yanti, M. (2016). Determinan literasi digital
mahasiswa: Kasus Universitas Sriwijaya
[Determinants of students’” digital
literacy: The case of Sriwijaya University].
Buletin Pos dan Telekomunikasi, 14(2),
79-94. https://doi.org/10.17933/
bpostel.2016.140202

Zhang, B. (2025). Habitus in motion: A critical
appraisal of Bourdieu’s relevance to cross-
border higher education. Higher Education.
Advance online publication. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10734-025-01499-9

Zhao, L., Cao, C, Li, Y., & Li, Y. (2022).
Determinants of the digital outcome
divide in e-learning between rural and
urban students: Empirical evidence


https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.21831/cp.v40i2.37944
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-69691-7_10
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-69691-7_10
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-
https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.20
https://doi.org/10.1016/j
https://doi.org/10.1016/j
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j
https://doi.org/10.17933/
https://doi/

Indra Rahayu Ningsih, Grendi Hendrastomo

from the COVID-19 pandemic based
on capital theory. Computers in Human
Behavior, 130, Article 107177. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.107177

Zysiak, A. (2019). Hysteresis, academic
biography, and political field in the
People’s Republic of Poland. Theory
and Society, 48(3), 443-468. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11186-019-09349-1

130


https://doi/
https://doi/

