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ABSTRACT

The Study Program's accreditation process is very important to to maintain the continuity of education services
quality and to provide assurance that the accredited Study Program has met the quality standards set by BAN-PT.
This study aims to determine the percentage level of achievement in the meta-evaluation process, the higher
percentage level achievement of the meta-evaluation results means that this research instrument can be used to
measure the primary evaluation with a high level of achievement. This research is a evaluation research using
metaevaluation approach, the subject in this study is the primary evaluation in the form of the accreditation results
of Electrical Engineering Education Study Program, Faculty of Engineering, State University of Jakarta in 2010.
The research instrument is a development of the BAN-PT accreditation assessment instrument which is guided by
Book VI Assessment Matrix Instrument of Undergraduate Study Program Accreditation. Data and information
collection’s method by observations, documentations, group discussions and interviews. The results showed that
the percentage of achievement level given by meta-evaluation calculation in average of 10 respondents was
84.59%. It can be concluded that the meta-evaluation instrument in this research can measure primary evaluations
with a high percentage of achievement.

Keywords: Accreditation, Primary Evaluation, Metaevaluation, Program Evaluation

INTRODUCTION

The existence of formal and non-formal educational institutions is not only determined by
buildings, infrastructure, teachers, students, managements and alumnus. What is no less important is
the accreditation of educational institutions as an acknowledgment. Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (1985),
state that “Evaluation is the process of delineating, obtaining and providing descriptive and judgmental
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information abaut the worth and merit of same object’s goal, design, implementation and impact in
order to guide decision making, serve need for accountability and promote understanding of the
involved phenomena”. Educational institutions in carrying out their functions must be evaluated as the
form of control over the institution as well as to ensure and determine the quality of the institution.
Evaluation process is in the form of institutional accreditation. Accreditation is also an assessment of
service appropriateness and quality determination of programs or educational institutions known as
service quality in education as an accountability to society. Educational institutions always make every
effort to improve the competitiveness of graduates and other academic products, including through
improving the quality of education. To achieve education quality, a new paradigm in education is
focused on independence, accountability, accreditation and program evaluation. It is hoped that the four
pillars of management will eventually be able to produce quality education (Wirakartakusumah, 1998).

Electrical Engineering Education Study Program hereinafter abbreviated as PSPTE is one of
study programs at the State University of Jakarta (UNJ) and has been accredited by the Board of
University National Accreditation (BAN-PT) in 2010. In the accreditation process PSPTE has been
evaluated, compiled, and prepared accreditation documents. Constraints in the accreditation process of
study programs are due to 2 (two) important factors, namely the unpreparedness of the study program
in preparing and arranging documents related to the accreditation process and the limited number of
assessors at the Board of University National Accreditation (BAN-PT). Main Issue in the accreditation
process are study programs unpreparedness in compiling and preparing accreditation documents in the
form of: Self-Evaluation, Accreditation Forms and Attachments. Accreditation program evaluation
process the can help study programs to compile and prepare the necessary documents related to the
accreditation process. The appropriate evaluation process for the evaluation of accreditation program is
meta-evaluation, by evaluating the results of the primary evaluation conducted by the assessors from
BAN-PT.

Meta-evaluation has several functions, namely re-evaluating the primary evaluation results, data
updating using the latest data, compiling and preparing documents for re-accreditation for the next
period and predicting the re-accreditation results for the next period. Based on its function, meta-
evaluation can be used as a reference for compiling accreditation instruments based on Book VI of the
Undergraduate Study Program Accreditation Instrument Assessment Matrix and facilitating
acceleration preparation and preparation of accreditation documents, because it already has a reference
for the primary evaluation results in the form of accreditation documents assessed by assessors from
BAN. -PT, so that one of the important factors constraining the accreditation process can be resolved.

In order to prepare re-accreditation process for the next 5 (five) years in order to produce an
accreditation score with the criteria "A" and based on 2 (two) important factors causing the slowness of
the accreditation process, especially the study program unpreparedness factor in compiling and
preparing accreditation documents in the form of: Self-Evaluation, Accreditation Forms and
Accreditation Form Attachments, the researcher is interested in conducting an evaluation study entitled:
“Metaevaluation Accreditation Results of Electrical Engineering Education Study Program Faculty of
Engineering State University of Jakarta 2010”

METHOD

This research is a evaluation research with meta-evaluation approach. The method used in this
research is mixed methods, quantitative methods that use data, facts and information from observations
presented in numerical form, and qualitative methods that describe findings and interpretations of data,
facts and information in narrative form (descriptions). This research was conducted on the whole
research object including the focus of program evaluation consisting 7 (seven) accreditation standards
that have been set by BAN-PT with sample of all studies in the form of a population included in the
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evaluation scope that has been established as the accreditation standard of BAN-PT. Data and
information collection method’s are by means of observation, documentation, group discussions and
interviews, with 10 sources of information or respondents consisting of leaders at the faculty,
department and study program levels 3 respondents, lecturers 3 respondents, students of The Electrical
Engineering Education Study 2 respondents and Alumnus 2 respondents. Data analysis are using
descriptive qualitative analysis model to analyze the feasibility of each aspect of each component in the
scope of program evaluation with accreditation standards that have been set and used by BAN-PT. Data
analysis was performed using Microsoft Excel software.

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

Electrical Engineering Education Study Program has been accredited by BAN-PT by Decree No.
020/ BAN-PT / Ak-XIII/ S1/XI/2010 with B result and a score of 327 validity period from 8 October
2010 to 8 October 2015. In the accreditation process, the documents that must be prepared are Study
Program Accreditation Form, Self-Evaluation Forms and Management Unit Form in this case are
Faculty Accreditation Form. Accreditation Forms and Self-Evaluation Forms are prepared by the Study
Program while Management Unit Accreditation Documents are prepared by the Faculty as the manager
of the Study Program. In the assessment, each document has a different assessment weight. The weight
of the assessment can be seen in the table below.

Table 1. Weight of Accreditation Form Assesment

No Forms Weight
1. | Study Program Accreditation Form 0,75
2. | Study Program Self Evaluation Form 0,10
3. | Faculty Accreditation Form (Management Unit) 0,15

Study program accreditation form have a large weight with the assumption that these documents
are performance documents, while study program self-evaluation and faculty form are administrative
documents (compliance documents) of the study program to be accredited. The assessment of study
program accreditation form as performance documents has a weight in accordance with the aspects to
be assessed, the greater the performance results, the greater the weight of the assessment. The weighting
system in the assessment instrument has become standardized. The value, predicate and achievement
of the accreditation score can be seen in the table below.

Table 2. Accreditation Scale Rating Model

No Result Predicate Score
1 A Very Good 361 - 400
2 B Good 301 - 360
3 C Enough 200 - 300
4 D Not Accredited <200

Initially this thesis research was focused on designing an instrument that can be used as a meta-
evaluation instrument as primary evaluation is the result of the accreditation of the Electrical
Engineering Education Study Program in 2010. To be more focused, it was specifically selected for
study program form documents with consideration of very high weight scores and as an assessment of
a performance document. Meta-evaluation appraisal system for filling in the meta-evaluation instrument
is carried out with a qualitative descriptive analysis model in the sense that each filling in a certain value
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contains a qualitative interpretation value. For more details, the descriptive assessment ratio can be seen
in the table below.

Table 3. Research Instrument Rating Ratio

No | Score Interpretation

1. 4 All the quality performance of every aspect of the components in the
program evaluation scope is very well measured and very well
documented

2. 3 All the quality performance of every aspect of the components in the

program evaluation scope is measured well and there are no significant
deficiencies and is well documented

3. 2 All the quality performance of every aspect of the components in the
program evaluation scope is sufficiently measured, but nothing stands
out and is poorly documented.

4, 1 All the quality performance of every aspect of the components in the
measured program evaluation scope is insufficient and undocumented.

The weight score in the research instrument is based on the standardized weight of the BAN-PT
accreditation instrument with a total weight score 100. More details can be seen in the table below.

Table 4. Weight Score per Standard

No Standard Weight Score
1. | Vision, Mission, Goals & Targets, and Achievement Strategies 3,12
5 Good Governance, Leadership, Management Systems, and Quality 6,24
Assurance
3. | Students and Graduates 14,95
4. | Human Resources 21,55
5. | Curriculum, Learning, and Academic Atmosphere 21,09
6. | Financing, Facilities & Infrastructure, and Information Systems 14,27
7. | Research, Service / Community Service, and Cooperation 18,78
Total 100,00

Meta-evaluation was carried out using the method of observation and documentation, FGD
(Forum Group Discussion) and interviews. Meta-evaluation’s results in this study are based on
evaluation standards as in the following table.

Table 5. Metaevaluation Results per Standard

No Standard Total Score
1. Vision, Mission, Goals & Targets, and Achievement Strategies 12,48
2. | Good Governance, Leadership, Management Systems, and Quality 24,96

Assurance

3. Students and Graduates 50,51
4. Human Resources 71,09
5. Curriculum, Learning, and Academic Atmosphere 70,51
6. Financing, Facilities & Infrastructure, and Information Systems 47,05
7. Research, Service / Community Service, and Cooperation 61,05
Total 338,56

In this research, researcher use 10 respondents as the source of information as following table.

Jurnal Kepemimpinan Pendidikan | 698



Table 6. Metaevaluation Score of 10 Respondents per Standard

No Respondents Final
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Result
1. Standard 1 12,48 12,48 12,48 12,48 12,48 12,48 12,48 12,48 12,48 12,48 124,8
2. Standard 2 24,96 24,96 24,96 24,96 24,96 24,96 24,96 24,96 24,96 24,96 249,6
3. Standard 3 54,60 49,40 51,35 52,65 49,40 46,15 45,50 52,65 52,65 50,70 | 505,05
4. Standard 4 72,57 70,41 71,13 66,81 66,81 72,55 72,55 73,27 72,92 71,83 710,85
5. Standard 5 76,88 67,36 68,97 69,54 67,85 72,96 70,11 70,11 71,25 70,68 705,11
6. Standard 6 50,36 45,16 47,18 42 81 46,84 46,59 45,17 49,02 50,36 47,01 470,5
7. Standard 7 73,26 58,22 56,34 56,34 58,22 58,22 61,98 56,34 65,72 75,12 619,74
Total 364,59 327,89 332,41 325,59 326,54 333,91 332,75 338,83 350,34 352,78 338,56

The discussion in this research uses a qualitative descriptive analysis model to analyze the meta-
evaluation results of each respondent. In qualitative descriptive analysis techniques, data presentation
using a percentage scale to determine the level of achievement of all research respondents. Calculations
in data analysis that will produce a percentage which is then interpreted on the value obtained. The
achievement of the meta-evaluation results can be seen in the table below.

Table 7. Achievement’s Percentage of Meta-Evaluation Results

No | Respondents Ideal Score Score Achievement’s Percentage
1. 1 400 364,59 91,15 %
2. 2 400 327,89 81,97 %
3. 3 400 332,41 83,10 %
4. 4 400 325,59 81,40 %
5. 5 400 326,54 81,64 %
6. 6 400 333,91 83,48 %
7. 7 400 332,75 83,19 %
8. 8 400 338,83 84,71 %
9. 9 400 350,34 87,59 %
10 10 400 352,78 88,20 %
Average 84,59 %

Based on the results given table above, results with an average percentage of achievement of
84.59%, it is assumed that the percentage level of achievement is very high which means that the meta
evaluation instrument in this research thesis can measure primary evaluation with a very high
percentage of achievement. The above statement is supported by the comparison table of the meta-
evaluation calculation to the primary evaluation as below.

Table 8. Comparison Results of Meta-Evaluation Calculations

No | Primary Evaluation Score | Predicate Metaevaluation Score Predicate
L. 327 B 338,56 B
CONCLUSIONS

Based on the results and discussion, it can be concluded that the implementation of
metaevaluation generally can be carried out by developing the BAN-PT accreditation instrument into a
meta-evaluation instrument while still referring to Book VI Accreditation Assessment Guidelines for
Undergraduate Study Program. Metaevaluation can be a reference in compiling accreditation
instruments and helping to simplify and speed up the preparation and preparation of accreditation
documents, so that one of the important factors that become obstacles to the accreditation process can
be resolved. Based on the calculation of meta-evaluation achievement, the average achievement is
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84.59%. It is assumed that the percentage level of achievement is very high, which means that the meta-
evaluation instrument in this thesis can measure the primary evaluation
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