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LAMPIRAN 

Lampiran 1. Rekapitulasi hasil pengukuran tekanan intraokuler 

No Kelompok TIO1 TIO2 TIO3 TIO4 TIO5 

1 LMA 12,2 10,2 9,4 12,90 14,9 

2 LMA 10,2 9,4 10,2 13,40 10,2 

3 LMA 14,9 13,4 13,4 12,20 13,4 

4 LMA 12,2 12,2 10,2 12,20 12,2 

5 LMA 9,4 10,2 9,4 9,40 9,4 

6 LMA 13,4 14,9 12,2 12,90 17,3 

7 LMA 10,2 9,4 10,2 13,40 10,2 

8 LMA 10,2 11,2 9,4 10,20 10,2 

9 LMA 13,4 12,2 12,2 13,50 12,2 

10 LMA 11,2 10,2 11,2 13,30 17,3 

11 LMA 9,4 9,4 10,2 9,40 10,2 

12 LMA 10,2 9,4 9,4 13,40 10,2 

13 LMA 14,9 12,2 13,4 12,20 12,2 

14 LMA 12,2 10,2 11,2 11,20 11,2 

15 ETT 12,2 17,6 12,2 15,90 14,6 

16 ETT 9,4 14,6 10,2 15,90 11,2 

17 ETT 15,6 17,3 14,9 15,30 14,6 

18 ETT 11,2 15,9 12,2 13,40 11,2 

19 ETT 8,5 11,2 9,4 14,20 12,2 

20 ETT 8,5 12,2 13,4 15,90 15,9 

21 ETT 9,4 10,2 10,2 14,20 10,2 

22 ETT 11,2 14,6 10,2 13,40 13,4 

23 ETT 14,6 15,9 13,4 14,60 14,6 

24 ETT 9,4 11,2 11,2 14,20 11,2 

25 ETT 8,5 11,2 9,4 14,20 12,2 

26 ETT 9,4 14,6 10,2 15,90 11,2 

27 ETT 15,6 17,3 14,9 15,30 14,6 

28 ETT 11,2 15,9 12,2 13,40 11,2 
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Lampiran 2. Informed Consent 
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Lampiran 3. Ethical Clearance 
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Lampiran 4. Surat Ijin Penelitian 
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Lampiran 5. Analisis Statistik SPSS 

 

Descriptives 

 AirwayDevice Statistic Std. Error 

TIO1 

LMA 

Mean 11.7143 .50729 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 10.6183  

Upper Bound 12.8102  

5% Trimmed Mean 11.6659  

Median 11.7000  

Variance 3.603  

Std. Deviation 1.89812  

Minimum 9.40  

Maximum 14.90  

Range 5.50  

Interquartile Range 3.20  

Skewness .469 .597 

Kurtosis -1.005 1.154 

ETT 

Mean 11.0500 .68659 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 9.5667  

Upper Bound 12.5333  

5% Trimmed Mean 10.9389  

Median 10.3000  

Variance 6.600  

Std. Deviation 2.56897  

Minimum 8.50  

Maximum 15.60  

Range 7.10  

Interquartile Range 3.63  

Skewness .884 .597 

Kurtosis -.542 1.154 

TIO2 LMA 

Mean 11.0357 .45761 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 10.0471  

Upper Bound 12.0243  

5% Trimmed Mean 10.9119  

Median 10.2000  

Variance 2.932  

Std. Deviation 1.71222  

Minimum 9.40  
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Maximum 14.90  

Range 5.50  

Interquartile Range 2.80  

Skewness .998 .597 

Kurtosis .293 1.154 

ETT 

Mean 14.2643 .69088 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 12.7717  

Upper Bound 15.7568  

5% Trimmed Mean 14.3048  

Median 14.6000  

Variance 6.682  

Std. Deviation 2.58505  

Minimum 10.20  

Maximum 17.60  

Range 7.40  

Interquartile Range 5.05  

Skewness -.291 .597 

Kurtosis -1.455 1.154 

TIO3 

LMA 

Mean 10.8571 .38512 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 10.0251  

Upper Bound 11.6892  

5% Trimmed Mean 10.7968  

Median 10.2000  

Variance 2.076  

Std. Deviation 1.44100  

Minimum 9.40  

Maximum 13.40  

Range 4.00  

Interquartile Range 2.80  

Skewness .729 .597 

Kurtosis -.749 1.154 

ETT 

Mean 11.7143 .50729 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 10.6183  

Upper Bound 12.8102  

5% Trimmed Mean 11.6659  

Median 11.7000  

Variance 3.603  

Std. Deviation 1.89812  

Minimum 9.40  

Maximum 14.90  

Range 5.50  
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Interquartile Range 3.20  

Skewness .469 .597 

Kurtosis -1.005 1.154 

TIO4 

LMA 

Mean 12.1143 .39764 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 11.2552  

Upper Bound 12.9733  

5% Trimmed Mean 12.1881  

Median 12.5500  

Variance 2.214  

Std. Deviation 1.48783  

Minimum 9.40  

Maximum 13.50  

Range 4.10  

Interquartile Range 2.45  

Skewness -.984 .597 

Kurtosis -.412 1.154 

ETT 

Mean 14.7000 .26270 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 14.1325  

Upper Bound 15.2675  

5% Trimmed Mean 14.7056  

Median 14.4000  

Variance .966  

Std. Deviation .98293  

Minimum 13.40  

Maximum 15.90  

Range 2.50  

Interquartile Range 1.90  

Skewness .024 .597 

Kurtosis -1.563 1.154 

TIO5 LMA 

Mean 12.2214 .70158 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 10.7058  

Upper Bound 13.7371  

5% Trimmed Mean 12.0960  

Median 11.7000  

Variance 6.891  

Std. Deviation 2.62508  

Minimum 9.40  

Maximum 17.30  

Range 7.90  

Interquartile Range 3.58  

Skewness 1.082 .597 



83 
 

 
 

Kurtosis .107 1.154 

ETT 

Mean 12.7357 .48693 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 11.6838  

Upper Bound 13.7877  

5% Trimmed Mean 12.7008  

Median 12.2000  

Variance 3.319  

Std. Deviation 1.82192  

Minimum 10.20  

Maximum 15.90  

Range 5.70  

Interquartile Range 3.40  

Skewness .344 .597 

Kurtosis -1.419 1.154 

TDS 

LMA 

Mean 121.86 4.019 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 113.17  

Upper Bound 130.54  

5% Trimmed Mean 121.40  

Median 120.00  

Variance 226.132  

Std. Deviation 15.038  

Minimum 100  

Maximum 152  

Range 52  

Interquartile Range 18  

Skewness .844 .597 

Kurtosis .168 1.154 

ETT 

Mean 123.86 1.854 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 119.85  

Upper Bound 127.86  

5% Trimmed Mean 123.95  

Median 123.00  

Variance 48.132  

Std. Deviation 6.938  

Minimum 112  

Maximum 134  

Range 22  

Interquartile Range 11  

Skewness -.135 .597 

Kurtosis -.962 1.154 

TDD LMA Mean 73.43 1.175 
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95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 70.89  

Upper Bound 75.97  

5% Trimmed Mean 73.25  

Median 72.00  

Variance 19.341  

Std. Deviation 4.398  

Minimum 68  

Maximum 82  

Range 14  

Interquartile Range 7  

Skewness 1.133 .597 

Kurtosis .276 1.154 

ETT 

Mean 73.36 .970 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 71.26  

Upper Bound 75.45  

5% Trimmed Mean 73.40  

Median 72.00  

Variance 13.170  

Std. Deviation 3.629  

Minimum 68  

Maximum 78  

Range 10  

Interquartile Range 7  

Skewness .114 .597 

Kurtosis -1.231 1.154 

HR 

LMA 

Mean 82.14 2.233 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 77.32  

Upper Bound 86.97  

5% Trimmed Mean 81.94  

Median 82.00  

Variance 69.824  

Std. Deviation 8.356  

Minimum 70  

Maximum 98  

Range 28  

Interquartile Range 11  

Skewness .377 .597 

Kurtosis -.400 1.154 

ETT 

Mean 83.43 1.547 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 80.09  

Upper Bound 86.77  
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5% Trimmed Mean 83.59  

Median 83.00  

Variance 33.495  

Std. Deviation 5.787  

Minimum 72  

Maximum 92  

Range 20  

Interquartile Range 8  

Skewness -.557 .597 

Kurtosis -.147 1.154 

TDSawal 

LMA 

Mean 121.71 2.034 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 117.32  

Upper Bound 126.11  

5% Trimmed Mean 121.79  

Median 122.00  

Variance 57.912  

Std. Deviation 7.610  

Minimum 108  

Maximum 134  

Range 26  

Interquartile Range 12  

Skewness -.070 .597 

Kurtosis -.601 1.154 

ETT 

Mean 119.50 2.721 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 113.62  

Upper Bound 125.38  

5% Trimmed Mean 119.61  

Median 118.00  

Variance 103.654  

Std. Deviation 10.181  

Minimum 103  

Maximum 134  

Range 31  

Interquartile Range 18  

Skewness .011 .597 

Kurtosis -1.260 1.154 

TDDawal LMA 

Mean 74.86 1.703 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 71.18  

Upper Bound 78.54  

5% Trimmed Mean 74.51  

Median 72.00  
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Variance 40.593  

Std. Deviation 6.371  

Minimum 68  

Maximum 88  

Range 20  

Interquartile Range 11  

Skewness .988 .597 

Kurtosis -.313 1.154 

ETT 

Mean 73.14 1.231 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 70.48  

Upper Bound 75.80  

5% Trimmed Mean 73.05  

Median 72.00  

Variance 21.209  

Std. Deviation 4.605  

Minimum 64  

Maximum 84  

Range 20  

Interquartile Range 4  

Skewness .632 .597 

Kurtosis 2.184 1.154 

HRawal 

LMA 

Mean 81.64 2.178 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 76.94  

Upper Bound 86.35  

5% Trimmed Mean 81.60  

Median 82.00  

Variance 66.401  

Std. Deviation 8.149  

Minimum 68  

Maximum 96  

Range 28  

Interquartile Range 11  

Skewness .151 .597 

Kurtosis -.402 1.154 

ETT 

Mean 82.71 2.562 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 77.18  

Upper Bound 88.25  

5% Trimmed Mean 82.79  

Median 82.50  

Variance 91.912  

Std. Deviation 9.587  



87 
 

 
 

Minimum 68  

Maximum 96  

Range 28  

Interquartile Range 15  

Skewness -.142 .597 

Kurtosis -1.207 1.154 

RRawal 

LMA 

Mean 18.71 .873 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 16.83  

Upper Bound 20.60  

5% Trimmed Mean 18.29  

Median 18.00  

Variance 10.681  

Std. Deviation 3.268  

Minimum 16  

Maximum 29  

Range 13  

Interquartile Range 3  

Skewness 2.641 .597 

Kurtosis 8.359 1.154 

ETT 

Mean 18.36 .289 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 17.73  

Upper Bound 18.98  

5% Trimmed Mean 18.40  

Median 18.00  

Variance 1.170  

Std. Deviation 1.082  

Minimum 16  

Maximum 20  

Range 4  

Interquartile Range 1  

Skewness .004 .597 

Kurtosis .898 1.154 

IMT LMA 

Mean 22.3036 .50286 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 21.2172  

Upper Bound 23.3899  

5% Trimmed Mean 22.1984  

Median 22.2500  

Variance 3.540  

Std. Deviation 1.88154  

Minimum 19.50  

Maximum 27.00  
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Range 7.50  

Interquartile Range 1.98  

Skewness .985 .597 

Kurtosis 1.978 1.154 

ETT 

Mean 22.5821 .53369 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 21.4292  

Upper Bound 23.7351  

5% Trimmed Mean 22.5079  

Median 22.4500  

Variance 3.988  

Std. Deviation 1.99688  

Minimum 19.50  

Maximum 27.00  

Range 7.50  

Interquartile Range 3.00  

Skewness .501 .597 

Kurtosis .426 1.154 

GDS 

LMA 

Mean 122.2143 3.89163 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 113.8069  

Upper Bound 130.6217  

5% Trimmed Mean 121.6270  

Median 120.0000  

Variance 212.027  

Std. Deviation 14.56116  

Minimum 95.00  

Maximum 160.00  

Range 65.00  

Interquartile Range 10.25  

Skewness 1.034 .597 

Kurtosis 3.417 1.154 

ETT 

Mean 118.5714 3.10567 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 111.8620  

Upper Bound 125.2808  

5% Trimmed Mean 118.4127  

Median 117.0000  

Variance 135.033  

Std. Deviation 11.62037  

Minimum 100.00  

Maximum 140.00  

Range 40.00  

Interquartile Range 12.75  
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Skewness .553 .597 

Kurtosis .172 1.154 

Usia 

LMA 

Mean 50.36 2.150 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 45.71  

Upper Bound 55.00  

5% Trimmed Mean 50.67  

Median 52.00  

Variance 64.709  

Std. Deviation 8.044  

Minimum 35  

Maximum 60  

Range 25  

Interquartile Range 13  

Skewness -.412 .597 

Kurtosis -.985 1.154 

ETT 

Mean 42.29 1.974 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 38.02  

Upper Bound 46.55  

5% Trimmed Mean 42.26  

Median 44.00  

Variance 54.527  

Std. Deviation 7.384  

Minimum 28  

Maximum 57  

Range 29  

Interquartile Range 11  

Skewness -.018 .597 

Kurtosis .291 1.154 

Tests of Normality 

 AirwayDevice Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

TIO1 
LMA .216 14 .075 .901 14 .115 

ETT .240 14 .028 .839 14 .016 

TIO2 
LMA .259 14 .012 .861 14 .032 

ETT .195 14 .158 .893 14 .091 

TIO3 
LMA .247 14 .020 .860 14 .030 

ETT .216 14 .075 .901 14 .115 

TIO4 LMA .237 14 .032 .823 14 .010 
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ETT .195 14 .158 .861 14 .032 

TIO5 
LMA .218 14 .071 .836 14 .014 

ETT .229 14 .045 .877 14 .053 

TDS 
LMA .229 14 .045 .915 14 .185 

ETT .153 14 .200* .956 14 .653 

TDD 
LMA .342 14 .000 .823 14 .010 

ETT .217 14 .072 .867 14 .039 

HR 
LMA .198 14 .143 .942 14 .451 

ETT .142 14 .200* .947 14 .512 

TDSawal 
LMA .096 14 .200* .980 14 .977 

ETT .155 14 .200* .942 14 .439 

TDDawal 
LMA .268 14 .007 .841 14 .017 

ETT .241 14 .027 .890 14 .081 

HRawal 
LMA .172 14 .200* .963 14 .771 

ETT .138 14 .200* .938 14 .393 

RRawal 
LMA .301 14 .001 .674 14 .000 

ETT .344 14 .000 .776 14 .003 

IMT 
LMA .141 14 .200* .936 14 .365 

ETT .097 14 .200* .967 14 .840 

GDS 
LMA .275 14 .005 .857 14 .028 

ETT .197 14 .147 .930 14 .309 

Usia 
LMA .176 14 .200* .919 14 .213 

ETT .163 14 .200* .971 14 .895 

*. This is a lower bound of the true significance. 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 

Tests of Normality 

 AirwayDevice Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

LogTI01 
LMA .215 14 .079 .910 14 .158 

ETT .235 14 .034 .868 14 .039 

LogTI02 
LMA .249 14 .018 .878 14 .054 

ETT .225 14 .052 .882 14 .061 

LogTI03 
LMA .236 14 .034 .871 14 .044 

ETT .215 14 .079 .910 14 .158 

LogTI05 
LMA .218 14 .071 .870 14 .042 

ETT .228 14 .046 .883 14 .065 

LogTDD 
LMA .336 14 .000 .835 14 .014 

ETT .210 14 .095 .871 14 .043 

LogTIO4 
LMA .259 14 .012 .805 14 .006 

ETT .186 14 .200* .863 14 .034 
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Mann-Whitney Test 

Test Statisticsa 

 TIO1 TIO3 TIO4 TIO5 TDD 

Mann-Whitney U 72.000 72.000 7.500 76.500 91.000 

Wilcoxon W 177.000 177.000 112.500 181.500 196.000 

Z -1.207 -1.221 -4.194 -1.002 -.334 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .228 .222 .000 .316 .739 

Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)] .246b .246b .000b .329b .769b 

a. Grouping Variable: AirwayDevice 

b. Not corrected for ties. 

 

ASA * AirwayDevice Crosstabulation 

 AirwayDevice Total 

LMA ETT 

ASA 

I 
Count 11 5 16 

% within AirwayDevice 78.6% 35.7% 57.1% 

II 
Count 3 9 12 

% within AirwayDevice 21.4% 64.3% 42.9% 

Total 
Count 14 14 28 

% within AirwayDevice 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

JK * AirwayDevice Crosstabulation 

 AirwayDevice Total 

LMA ETT 

JK 

Laki-Laki 
Count 8 8 16 

% within AirwayDevice 57.1% 57.1% 57.1% 

Perempuan 
Count 6 6 12 

% within AirwayDevice 42.9% 42.9% 42.9% 

Total 
Count 14 14 28 

% within AirwayDevice 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Case Processing Summary 

 Cases 

Valid Missing Total 

N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Mual * AirwayDevice 28 96.6% 1 3.4% 29 100.0% 

Muntah * AirwayDevice 28 96.6% 1 3.4% 29 100.0% 

Batuk * AirwayDevice 28 96.6% 1 3.4% 29 100.0% 
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Mual * AirwayDevice 

Crosstab 

 AirwayDevice Total 

LMA ETT 

Mual 

Ya 
Count 5 0 5 

% within AirwayDevice 35.7% 0.0% 17.9% 

Tidak 
Count 9 14 23 

% within AirwayDevice 64.3% 100.0% 82.1% 

Total 
Count 14 14 28 

% within AirwayDevice 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 

(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 6.087a 1 .014   

Continuity Correctionb 3.896 1 .048   

Likelihood Ratio 8.027 1 .005   

Fisher's Exact Test    .041 .020 

Linear-by-Linear Association 5.870 1 .015   

N of Valid Cases 28     

a. 2 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.50. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 

 
Muntah * AirwayDevice 

Crosstab 

 AirwayDevice Total 

LMA ETT 

Muntah 

Ya 
Count 1 0 1 

% within AirwayDevice 7.1% 0.0% 3.6% 

Tidak 
Count 13 14 27 

% within AirwayDevice 92.9% 100.0% 96.4% 

Total 
Count 14 14 28 

% within AirwayDevice 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 

(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 1.037a 1 .309   

Continuity Correctionb .000 1 1.000   

Likelihood Ratio 1.423 1 .233   

Fisher's Exact Test    1.000 .500 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.000 1 .317   

N of Valid Cases 28     

a. 2 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .50. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 

 
Batuk * AirwayDevice 

Crosstab 

 AirwayDevice Total 

LMA ETT 

Batuk 

Ya 
Count 0 6 6 

% within AirwayDevice 0.0% 42.9% 21.4% 

Tidak 
Count 14 8 22 

% within AirwayDevice 100.0% 57.1% 78.6% 

Total 
Count 14 14 28 

% within AirwayDevice 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 7.636a 1 .006   

Continuity Correctionb 5.303 1 .021   

Likelihood Ratio 9.975 1 .002   

Fisher's Exact Test    .016 .008 

Linear-by-Linear Association 7.364 1 .007   

N of Valid Cases 28     

a. 2 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.00. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 

 

Warnings 

TIO5 is constant when Muntah = Ya. It will be included in any boxplots produced but other output will 

be omitted. 
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Descriptives 

 Mual Statistic Std. Error 

TIO5 

Ya 

Mean 14.3800 1.40620 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 10.4758  

Upper Bound 18.2842  

5% Trimmed Mean 14.4500  

Median 14.9000  

Variance 9.887  

Std. Deviation 3.14436  

Minimum 10.20  

Maximum 17.30  

Range 7.10  

Interquartile Range 6.10  

Skewness -.448 .913 

Kurtosis -1.947 2.000 

Tidak 

Mean 12.0652 .37991 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 11.2773  

Upper Bound 12.8531  

5% Trimmed Mean 12.0039  

Median 11.2000  

Variance 3.320  

Std. Deviation 1.82199  

Minimum 9.40  

Maximum 15.90  

Range 6.50  

Interquartile Range 3.20  

Skewness .585 .481 

Kurtosis -.735 .935 

 

Tests of Normality 

 Mual Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

TIO5 
Ya .223 5 .200* .895 5 .384 

Tidak .204 23 .014 .909 23 .040 

*. This is a lower bound of the true significance. 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 
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Muntah 

Descriptivesa 

 Muntah Statistic Std. Error 

TIO5 Tidak 

Mean 12.3000 .39671 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 11.4846  

Upper Bound 13.1154  

5% Trimmed Mean 12.1920  

Median 12.2000  

Variance 4.249  

Std. Deviation 2.06137  

Minimum 9.40  

Maximum 17.30  

Range 7.90  

Interquartile Range 4.40  

Skewness .724 .448 

Kurtosis -.294 .872 

a. TIO5 is constant when Muntah = Ya. It has been omitted. 

Tests of Normalitya 

 Muntah Kolmogorov-Smirnovb Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

TIO5 Tidak .186 27 .017 .912 27 .026 

a. TIO5 is constant when Muntah = Ya. It has been omitted. 

b. Lilliefors Significance Correction 

 
Batuk 

Descriptives 

 Batuk Statistic Std. Error 

TIO5 Ya 

Mean 13.4833 .79096 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 11.4501  

Upper Bound 15.5166  

5% Trimmed Mean 13.4759  

Median 14.0000  

Variance 3.754  

Std. Deviation 1.93744  

Minimum 11.20  

Maximum 15.90  

Range 4.70  

Interquartile Range 3.73  
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Skewness -.285 .845 

Kurtosis -1.700 1.741 

Tidak 

Mean 12.2045 .48374 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 11.1986  

Upper Bound 13.2105  

5% Trimmed Mean 12.0732  

Median 11.7000  

Variance 5.148  

Std. Deviation 2.26894  

Minimum 9.40  

Maximum 17.30  

Range 7.90  

Interquartile Range 3.50  

Skewness 1.071 .491 

Kurtosis .422 .953 

Tests of Normality 

 Batuk Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

TIO5 
Ya .218 6 .200* .888 6 .308 

Tidak .228 22 .004 .867 22 .007 

*. This is a lower bound of the true significance. 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 

Tests of Normality 

 Mual Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

LogTI05 
Ya .214 5 .200* .892 5 .369 

Tidak .189 23 .032 .925 23 .086 

*. This is a lower bound of the true significance. 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 

Tests of Normality 

 Batuk Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

LogTI05 
Ya .226 6 .200* .872 6 .235 

Tidak .194 22 .031 .901 22 .032 

*. This is a lower bound of the true significance. 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 
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NPar Tests 
Mann-Whitney Test 

Ranks 

 Batuk N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 

TIO5 

Ya 6 18.58 111.50 

Tidak 22 13.39 294.50 

Total 28   

Test Statisticsa 

 TIO5 

Mann-Whitney U 41.500 

Wilcoxon W 294.500 

Z -1.391 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .164 

Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)] .175b 

a. Grouping Variable: Batuk 

b. Not corrected for ties. 

 
 
T-Test 

Group Statistics 

 Mual N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

TIO5 
Ya 5 14.3800 3.14436 1.40620 

Tidak 23 12.0652 1.82199 .37991 
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Independent Samples Test 

 Levene's Test for 

Equality of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence Interval 

of the Difference 

Lower Upper 

TIO5 
Equal variances assumed 4.076 .054 2.254 26 .033 2.31478 1.02677 .20422 4.42534 

Equal variances not assumed   1.589 4.601 .178 2.31478 1.45662 -1.52944 6.15900 

Independent Samples Test 

 Levene's Test for 

Equality of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence Interval 

of the Difference 

Lower Upper 

TIO2 
Equal variances assumed 3.659 .067 -3.896 26 .001 -3.22857 .82869 -4.93197 -1.52518 

Equal variances not assumed   -3.896 22.566 .001 -3.22857 .82869 -4.94468 -1.51247 

TDS 
Equal variances assumed 3.595 .069 -.452 26 .655 -2.000 4.426 -11.098 7.098 

Equal variances not assumed   -.452 18.294 .657 -2.000 4.426 -11.288 7.288 

HR 
Equal variances assumed .889 .354 -.473 26 .640 -1.286 2.717 -6.870 4.298 

Equal variances not assumed   -.473 23.139 .640 -1.286 2.717 -6.904 4.332 


