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Abstract.
Higher education institutions are keen to assess their performance. It is important
for them to evaluate their outcomes to promote their future performance. The aim of
this research was to determine the level of preparation of the faculty of business at
Universitas PGRI Yogyakarta for accreditation based on the prism aspects. This study
used questionnaires for data collection with a Likert scale split by the prism assessment
levels of satisfaction, strategy, process, capability, and contribution, and then grouped
into the criteria of high, medium and low levels according to the provisions of OMAX.
The results showed that the faculty of business reached less than 100% in all the prism
aspects. This was interpreted as inefficiency. The highest achievement was 99.18%
in the contribution aspect and the lowest was 84.28% in the capability aspect. It was
concluded that the faculty of business of Universitas PGRI Yogyakarta must be even
more active in increasing their performance to prepare for accreditation.
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1. Introduction

The progress of higher education is measured by the ability of university to respond
industrial development, including digitalization adaptation, and where the human and
machine interact each others, which in turn increasing communication and information
by technology [1-8]. Higher education readiness toward industrial development 4.0
which related to big data, internet of things, cloud computing can affect education
advancement. Meanwhile, the industrial development also related with society-centered
human resources which can balance the economic advancement with social problem
solving through the system between real world and cyber world [9].

Economic advancement by considering social problems covers all aspects including
education. Every entity need to consider social problems which can be explained by
stakeholder theory where every group or individual can affect of be affected with
organizational goals achievement [10]. Stakeholders have important role to develop the
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nation by education and education curriculum, so that it requires good and strategic
cooperation in adjusting the development of educational curriculum that are relevant
to the working environment. Higher education need to increase the quality and com-
petence in order to compete globally. The quality of higher education could shows the
stakeholders’ trust. We can find out higher education quality by its accreditation by
Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan Indonesia (Indonesia Ministry of Education
and Culture). As many as 2,136 universities are actively operating by their input, process,
and output [11].

Accreditation assessment both academically and non-academic drives universities
(higher education) to comply the rules and sustainability to adjust the external quality
control practices [12]. Higher educational institution performance achievement need to
pay attention some stakeholders [13]. However, service to students also important point
[14]. One of the organizational performance measurement is using performance prism,
focusing on the contribution of stakeholders, satisfaction, process, and capabilities.

Several prior studies test the performance of higher education theoretically [15]
and empirically [16] and the conclusion is prism can be used as higher educations’
performance assessment efficiently by Key Performance Indicators (KPI) from every
stakeholder. This study also test the higher education performance using prism and
KPI in Universitas PGRI Yogyakarta focusin in Faculty of Business, several aspects
are included, which are satisfaction, process, capability, and contribution of every
stakeholder.

This study is important due to lack of prior research related to performance assess-
ment on higher educational institution. This study also using prism method and OMAX
test based on KPI assessment on Faculty of Business. This study uses questionnaires
for data collection with a Likert scale which is then grouped into the criteria of High,
Medium and Low levels according to the provisions of OMAX. This study is able to
prove that Prisma’s assessment at the Faculty of Business level is able to test the level
of satisfaction, strategy, process, capability and contribution aspects that can show the
progress of the Faculty of Business achievement compared to previous performance.
Therefore it is necessary to test the implementation of Prism at the Faculty of Business
which is able to show the efficiency of the performance of each stakeholder.

2. Theoretical Review

Higher education requires preparation for accreditation as a form of accountability to
stakeholders, especially with the PT 4.0 accreditation instruments (IAPT 4.0) which has
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changed starting in May 2018 from 7 standards to 9 standards [12]. This results in
universities having to comply with and fulfill the accreditation, starting from student
affairs, services, and quality of lecturers, etc. in accreditation [13-14, 17].

Accreditation assessment shows the accountability of an university toward public,
therefore every university (especially on the faculty level) should always notice the
involvement of every stakeholder [18] In addition, by identifying stakeholders, it will be
able to support effective stakeholders management [19]. Pradesa et al. [20] identify the
stakeholders in the context of higher education, can help advancing management in
terms of prioritization and strategy planning.

2.1. Faculty of Business Performance Assessment

The use of organizational performance can be done in various ways, which are more
commonly known clearly, namely financial performance such as Return on Investment
(ROI) for companies. However, financial performance alone is not enough and it is
necessary to look at the level of quality of the report, such as Balance Score Card (BSC)
performance [21] or Triple Bottom Line (TBL) [22]. Nevertheless, this does not indicate
the level of contribution made by stakeholders, then Neely et al., [23] introducing
the contribution as one of performance prism measurement which complement prior
assessment. Neely [4] measures the performance with previous measurements because
it uses two directions by considering what is needed and what is desired from each
stakeholder. So that there are tradeoffs. In addition, the prism of assessing the level of
satisfaction and strategy, as well as the capability process of each stakeholder, so that
the prism test will get closer between the stakeholders and the units described, Prism’s
performance is shown as follows:

Figure 1: The performance prism.
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In using this prism, it is necessary to pay attention to 5 (five) main questions that
underlie the company or organization in developing the right strategy for decision
making, including:

1. Stakeholder satisfaction: who are the key stakeholders and what do they want and
what is needed?

2. Strategy: what strategies should be applied to meet stakeholder wants and needs?

3. Process: what critical processes are required to carry out the strategy?

4. Capability: what capabilities must be operated to improve the operation?

5. Contribution; What stakeholders are needed if you are going to develop this
security?

2.2. Prior Study Related with Prism

Studies on the implementation of Prism at higher educational institution have been
conducted by [16] who tested at STT Batam as a performance measurement model by
considering aspects that are not only based on consumers or income as generally from
the stakeholder side such as owners, suppliers, employees, but include government and
even the community. [25] tested prism management which is to assess the performance
of higher educational institution in Indonesia, and [26] tested the performance of UIN
Jakarta, especially the Faculty of Engineering by using BSC and collaborating prisms
in determining Key Performance, which proves that assessments in higher educational
institution can also be done with BSC and prism.

Another research, namely [27] explores the performance of Prism in higher edu-
cational institution which is very valuable because it allows for the evaluation of all
stakeholders ”wants and needs” that might be ignored. Higher educational institutions
need to show the characteristics of the integrated system, including paying attention
to the needs of stakeholders which can be the key to the success or failure of planned
organizational change efforts as well as continuity in planned organizational change
as perceived by stakeholders. The results of [16] test on the performance of higher
educational institution in STT Batam by using Prisma showed that the higher educational
institution performance was classified as quite good with a score of 7.2. Likewise with
the studies of [25] and [26] which tested stakeholders by paying attention to aspects of
satisfaction, strategy, process, capability and contribution by using prisms in assessing
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higher educational institution performance, especially the level of faculties, first research
question as follows:

Research Question 1: How do faculty of business assessments based on prism
aspects, namely: strategy, satisfaction, process, capabilities, and contributions?

Performance measurement using Prism cannot be separated from the determination
of Key Performance Indicators (KPI) as a reference to see the development of perfor-
mance achievements. In accordance with previous studies in testing Prism with OMAX
carried out in companies both in the service and production industries, which shows
prism performance measurement using KPI is able to show more effective performance
[28]. In addition, several KPI are able to determine performance development, such
as the study from [29] using 16 KPI, [16] using 25 KPI, and [30] using 10 KPI. Based
on this determination, it is necessary to test the method of determining KPI in prism
measurement, then a second research question arises, as follows:

Research Question 2: How is the KPI are determined at the Faculty of Business in
measuring Prism?

Prism performance measurement from KPI determination will be used in calculating
the achievement of performance progress which is generally used with OMAX which is
able to assess the efficiency of performance achievements such as studies from Bora
[16] and Putri et al., [30] and Pramestari [31]. In addition, from the Prism measurement
from several previous studies in testing prisms with the OMAX measurement, it was
able to determine the level of performance efficiency. Hence the question arises about
the relationship of KPIs to performance. Then the third research question is as follows:

Research Question 3: How is the efficiency of performance in the Faculty of Business
at Universitas PGRI Yogyakarta.

3. Research Methods

This research is an exploratory method that aims to clarify a problem, especially in rela-
tion to the main factor that determines the performance of higher institution with Prisma.
This type of research is descriptive, namely by explaining the objective conditions of
the performance of the Faculty of Business. This research approach uses quantitative
and qualitative approaches by using the interpretation of the results of data processing.

The subjects of this study were stakeholders including 8 elements consisting of
foundations, students, lecturers and employees, alumnee, partners, internal governance
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systems, users and the community around Universitas PGRI Yogyakarta. As for each as
follows:

Table 1: Research Sample Description.

No Respondents Quality

1 Lecturers of Faculty of Business 20

2 Alumni of Faculty of Business 135

3 Partners 10

4 Internal Governance System 31

Rector 1

Vice Rector 3

Quality Assurance Unit 1

Student Affairs and Cooperation
Unit

3

Admission Unit 2

Languange Center Unit 3

Information & Communication
Technology Unit

4

Finance Centre Unit 4

Research & Community Service
Unit

5

Educational Development Unit 1

Library 2

Academic Administration Unit 2

5 Society 3

6 Students 94

7 Users 6

8 Foundation 3

Total 302

The source of research data is primary data derived from the results of filling out
a questionnaire with questions tailored to the stakeholder and has been tested for
reliability and validity with results that show reliable and valid. Data analysis using
OMAX which is adjusted to 3 levels of high, medium and low. KPI determination uses
10 levels where levels 0-3 are low, 4-7 levels are medium, and 8-10 are high levels.

4. Results and Discussion

4.1. Determination of KPI with Prism

KPI determination in measuring Prism, by exploring the results of the data obtained
based on the 1-4 Likert scale which is detailed into 10 levels. where level 10 means a
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score of 4, level 9 with a score of 3.75 continues to decline by 0.25 to level 0. Meanwhile,
the level of weighting uses policies from the Business Faculty based on the level of
suitability of roles in the development of the Business Faculty. the weight for lecturers
(L) is 15%, alumni (A) 10%, partners (P) 10%, tata pamong (TP) 20%, society/community
(C) 10%, students (S) 15%, users (U) 10% and foundations (F) 10%. The following is a table
describing KPI:

Table 2: Prism Aspect Score and KPI

level Satis
faction

strategy proces capability contribution Stake
holder

KPI

H 10 4 4 4 4 4 L 15%

9 3,75 3,75 3,75 3,75 3,75 A 10%

8 3,5 3,5 3,5 3,5 3,5 P 10%

7 3,25 3,25 3,25 3,25 3,25 TP 20%

M 6 3 3 3 3 3 C 10%

5 2,75 2,75 2,75 2,75 2,75 S 15%

4 2,5 2,5 2,5 2,5 2,5

L 3 2,25 2,25 2,25 2,25 2,25

2 2 2 2 2 2

1 1,75 1,75 1,75 1,75 1,75

0 1,5 1,5 1,5 1,5 1,5

The score is filled with the appropriate level of each stakeholders, while the weight
is the weight of each stakeholders, then the value is the result of the multiplication of
the score and the weight.

After that, the calculation of the weight score corresponds to the weight of the
stakeholders, for example literature (L) 15%, alumni (A) 10% and so on. while the value
is calculated from the presence of each stakeholder, for example L is at level 8 means
value is 120=8x15, A is at level 5 means value is 5x10=50 and so on

4.2. Measuring Faculty of Business Performance with OMAX

In accordance with prism measurements using OMAX and to answer research questions
about the performance efficiency achievements of the Faculty of Business. Then from
the results of the value of each aspect of the prism the current value level is measured
with the previous one. In calculating this step, it is necessary to calculate the previous
value, which means the achieved score of the results is multiplied by the weight of each
stakeholder.
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So the difference in the score for the prism aspect is according to the level. To
measure the present value, namely the measurement of the score with the actual
value achieved which is then multiplied by the weight and the previous value will be
generated. for example with the achievement of satisfaction.

Table 3: Omax.

Score 8 5 8 4 7 6 6 5

Weight 15 10 10 20 10 15 10 10

Value 120 50 80 80 70 90 60 50 600

Score 3,5 2,83 3,56 2,68 3,3 3,13 3,2 2,85

Weight 15 10 10 20 10 15 10 10

Value 52,5 28,3 35,6 53,6 33 46,9 32 28,5 310,45

Filled according to the level 0-10

Filled according to the score obtained

the current and previous assessing stages that generate the index. Current is the
current achieved score based on performance level*. Previous or best performance is
the previously considered good score**.

Index = (current – previous) / previous x 100

If P = 100% it can be concluded that the performance is the same as the previous
year. If P > 100% it can be concluded that the performance is higher than the previous
year (efficient). If P < 100% it can be concluded that the performance is lower than the
previous year.

Table 4: Satisfaction test.

𝑆𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑠
𝑓𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛

𝑊 𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡 15 10 10 20 10 15 10 10

𝑙𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑙 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑘𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑠 𝐿 𝐴 𝑃 𝑇𝑃 𝐶 𝑆 𝑈 𝐹

𝑆𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 8 5 8 4 7 6 6 5

𝑊 𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡 15 10 10 20 10 15 10 10

𝑉 𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 600 120 50 80 80 70 90 60 50

𝐵𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 3,5 2,83 3,56 2,68 3,3 3,13 3,2 2,85

𝑤𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡 15 10 10 20 10 15 10 10

𝑉 𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 310,45 52,5 28,3 35,6 53,6 33 46,9 32 28,5

𝐼𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑘𝑠=93,267 𝐶𝑢𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑡=600 𝑃 𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑖𝑢=310,45

Table 4 shows the results of the satisfaction test showing a total score of 600 with a
high level of satisfaction for stakeholders, lecturers (L), partners (P) and the community
(C) while the medium level is obtained from alumni stakeholders (A), internal governance
system/ tata pamong (TP), students (S), users (U) and foundations (F), while from the
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Table 5: Strategy test.

Satis
faction

Weight 15 10 10 20 10 15 10 10

level Stakeholders L A P TP C S U F

Score 7 6 8 5 7 3 6 5

Weight 15 10 10 20 10 15 10 10

Value 580 105 60 80 100 70 45 60 50

Best performance score 3,15 3,05 3,5 2,9 3,33 2,47 3,08 2,85

weight 15 10 10 20 10 15 10 10

Value 302,7 47,25 30,5 35 58 33,3 37,05 30,8 28,5

Indeks = 91,608 Current = 580 Previu =302,7

Table 6: Process Test.

Satis
faction

Weight 15 10 10 20 10 15 10 10

level Stakeholders L A P TP C S U F

level score

Score 6 6 8 4 8 7 6 5

Weight 15 10 10 20 10 15 10 10

Value 625 90 60 80 80 80 105 60 50

Best performance score 3,05 3,1 3,52 2,58 3,5 3,35 3,16 2,85

weight 15 10 10 20 10 15 10 10

Value 313,7 45,75 31 35,2 51,6 35 50,25 31,6 28,5

Indeks = 99,23 Current = 625 Previu =313,7

Table 7: Capability test.

Satis
faction

Weight 15 10 10 20 10 15 10 10

level Stakeholders L A P TP C S U F

Score 5 4 8 5 6 5 6 6

Weight 15 10 10 20 10 15 10 10

Value 550 75 40 80 100 60 75 60 60

Best
performance

score 2,75 2,65 3,7 2,7 3,16 2,92 3,2 3,18

weight 15 10 10 20 10 15 10 10

Value 298,45 41,25 26,5 37,5 54 31,6 43,8 32 31,8

Indeks =
88,285

Current = 550 Previu = 298,45

current satisfaction value 600, the previus value is 310.45 so that the satisfaction index
= (600-310.45)/310.45 x 100% = 93,26%. Likewise for the explanation of tables 5, 6, 7
and 8.

Table 9 shows the overall results compared to the performance provisions in OMAX, it
can be explained that both from the aspects of satisfaction, strategy, process, capability,
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Table 8: Contribution Test.

Satis
faction

Weight 15 10 10 20 10 15 10 10

level Stakeholders L A P TP C S U F

Score 8 5 7 6 6 5 7 7

Weight 15 10 10 20 10 15 10 10

Value 635 120 50 70 120 60 75 70 70

Best
performance

score 3,7 2,86 3,4 3,06 3,1 2,82 3,29 3,33

weight 15 10 10 20 10 15 10 10

Value 318,8 55,5 28,6 34 61,2 31 42,3 32,9 33,3

Indeks =
99,184

Current = 635 Previus =318,8

Table 9: Achievement Result From Overall Aspects.

Aspects Current Previous Index Explanation

Satisfaction 600 310,45 93,267 Inefficient

Strategy 580 302,7 91,608 Inefficient

Process 625 313,7 99,234 Inefficient

Capability 550 298,45 84,285 Inefficient

Contribution 635 318,8 99,184 Inefficient

and contribution are all inefficient, because it is less than 100% which means that
preparing for accreditation in 2022 must be better prepared and completely detailed
to achieve optimal results. This can happen because the addition of teaching staff or
lecturers in the Faculty of Business environment increases while the lecturer productivity
is lacking in accordance with the addition of human resources. This is understandable
because the new lecturers certainly still have limited flexibility to compete, however
the lecturers at the Faculty of Business are very enthusiastic about improving the
qualifications of the lecturers so that they will be able to reduce this weaknesses.

5. Conclusion

Based on the overall results it can be said that the Faculty of Business, University of
PGRI Yogyakarta in terms of performance achievements of the aspects of satisfaction,
strategy, process, capability, and contribution reached less than 100%. This is interpreted
as inefficiency. The highest achievement was 99.18% contribution and the lowest was
84.28% capability, thus it can be said that the Faculty of Business must be even more
active in increasing its capabilities to develop in order for accreditation preparation.
Achievement of low capability values requires consideration, which must be improved
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by paying attention to several stakeholders, while other aspects such as satisfaction,
strategy, process and contribution almost reach 100%, where the process aspect is
99.234% and the contribution aspect is 99.184%. Overall achievements of the prism
aspect of the Faculty of Business (FB) is considered good because it is at a high level,
which is more than a score of 7. This shows that FB’s performance is quite successful
in reaching behind the provisions of industry revolution 4.0 and is ready to carry out
accreditation plans.

This results supports previous studies [4, 9] and [20] that the prism model is able to
measure the efficiency of university. In addition, this study contributes to the additional
insight and references in measuring prism with OMAX and uses a Likert scale score
which is simplified in grouping scores, although this study is able to test the performance
of a university, especially Faculty of Business , and it will be able to determine the level
of Faculty efficiency. Future studies need to use another index testing to strengthen the
results.
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