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LAMPIRAN 
Lampiran uji Coba 

Chaos Management 

  R HITUNG R TABEL KEPUTUSAN 
x1.1 0,776 0,361 VALID 
x1.2 0,480 0,361 VALID 
x1.3 0,557 0,361 VALID 
x1.4 0,782 0,361 VALID 
x1.5 0,584 0,361 VALID 
x1.6 0,640 0,361 VALID 
x1.7 0,785 0,361 VALID 
x1.8 0,778 0,361 VALID 
x1.9 0,539 0,361 VALID 

x1.10 0,501 0,361 VALID 
x1.11 0,729 0,361 VALID 
x1.12 0,578 0,361 VALID 
x1.13 0,602 0,361 VALID 
x1.14 0,541 0,361 VALID 
x1.15 0,603 0,361 VALID 
x1.16 0,505 0,361 VALID 
x1.17 0,786 0,361 VALID 

 

Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 

Alpha N of Items 
0,872 17 
 

Hasil uji validitas Pearson Product Moment variabel chaos 
management menunjukkan Valid dengan hasil r hitung > r tabel. Dan uji 
Reliabilitas menggunakan Cronbach's Alpha menunjukkan Reliable dengan 
hasil 0,872> 0,6 

 

Crisis Management 

  R HITUNG R TABEL KEPUTUSAN 
x2.1 0,462 0,361 VALID 
x2.2 0,634 0,361 VALID 
x2.3 0,462 0,361 VALID 
x2.4 0,845 0,361 VALID 
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x2.5 0,824 0,361 VALID 
x2.6 0,649 0,361 VALID 
x2.7 0,457 0,361 VALID 
x2.8 0,764 0,361 VALID 
x2.9 0,764 0,361 VALID 

x2.10 0,579 0,361 VALID 
x2.11 0,683 0,361 VALID 
x2.12 0,807 0,361 VALID 
x2.13 0,699 0,361 VALID 
x2.14 0,721 0,361 VALID 
x2.15 0,586 0,361 VALID 
x2.16 0,647 0,361 VALID 

 

Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 

Alpha N of Items 
0,863 16 

 

Hasil uji validitas Pearson Product Moment variabel crisis 
management menunjukkan Valid dengan hasil r hitung > r tabel. Dan uji 
Reliabilitas menggunakan Cronbach's Alpha menunjukkan Reliable dengan 
hasil 0,863> 0,6 

Lampiran 2 Uji Normalitas 

Test Of Normality 

  
Kolmogorov-Smirnov 

Statisttic df Sig. 
tes 0,080 136 0,037 

 

Hasil uji normalitas Kolmogorov-Smirnov menginformasikan bahwa 

data berdistribusi tidak normal dengan nilai [D(136) = 0,080; p = 0,037 < 

0,05].  
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Lampiran 3 Uji Nonparametrik One-Way ANOVA 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 1.1. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 1.1. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

Ave 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 4,000 6,2 -0,24 
2 6 4,000 4,0 -1,39 
3 2 9,000 7,0 0,14 
4 6 16,000 9,3 1,57 

Overall 24  6,5  

 

H = 3,35 
H = 3,45 

 

DF = 
DF = 

 

3 P = 0,341 
3 P = 0,328 

 

 

(adjusted for ties) 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 1.2. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 1.2. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

Ave 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 9,000 5,6 -0,73 
2 6 9,000 5,3 -0,65 
3 2 9,000 6,5 0,00 
4 6 12,000 9,2 1,48 

Overall 24  6,5  

 

H = 2,27 
H = 2,58 

 

DF = 
DF = 

 

3 P = 0,519 
3 P = 0,461 

 

 

(adjusted for ties) 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 1.3. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 1.3. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

 
Ave 

 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 2,000  4,2 -1,87 

2 6 6,000  6,5 0,00 

3 2 4,000  4,5 -0,58 

4 6 16,000  11,0 2,50 

Overall 24   6,5  

 

H = 7,02 
H = 7,22 

 

DF = 
DF = 

 

3 P = 0,071 
3 P = 0,065 

 

 

(adjusted for ties) 
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Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 1.4. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 1.4. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

 
Ave Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 2,000 4,1 -1,95 
2 6 4,000 7,5 0,55 
3 2 1,000 2,0 -1,30 
4 6 16,000 11,0 2,50 

Overall 24  6,5  
 

H = 8,68 DF = 3 P = 0,034 

 H = 9,29 DF = 3 P = 0,026 (adjusted for ties) 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 1.5. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 1.5. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

 
Ave 

 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 6,000  4,0 -2,03 

2 6 9,000  8,3 1,02 

3 2 4,000  2,0 -1,30 

4 6 16,000  10,3 2,13 

Overall 24   6,5  

 
H = 8,13 DF = 3 P = 0,043 

H = 8,48 DF = 3 P = 0,037 (adjusted for ties) 

 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 1.6. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 1.6. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

Ave 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 4,000 5,6 -0,73 
2 6 4,000 4,0 -1,39 
3 2 12,000 8,5 0,58 
4 6 16,000 9,8 1,85 

Overall 24  6,5  

 
H = 4,63 DF = 3 P = 0,201 

H = 5,01 DF = 3 P = 0,171 (adjusted for ties) 
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Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 1.7. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 1.7. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

Ave 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 9,000 6,8 0,24 
2 6 6,000 3,0 -1,94 
3 2 12,000 9,0 0,72 
4 6 12,000 8,7 1,20 

Overall 24  6,5  

 
H = 4,43 DF = 3 P = 0,219 

H = 4,69 DF = 3 P = 0,196 (adjusted for ties) 

 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 1.8. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 1.8. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

Ave 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 12,000 5,9 -0,49 
2 6 15,000 6,0 -0,28 
3 2 20,000 10,5 1,16 
4 6 16,000 6,7 0,09 

Overall 24  6,5  
 

H = 1,43 DF = 3 P = 0,698 

H = 1,48 DF = 3 P = 0,687 (adjusted for ties) 

 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 1.9. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 1.9. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

Ave 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 12,000 6,8 0,24 
2 6 9,000 6,3 -0,09 
3 2 9,000 6,0 -0,14 
4 6 9,000 6,3 -0,09 

Overall 24  6,5  

 

H = 0,07 
H = 0,07 

 

DF = 
DF = 

 

3 P = 0,996 
3 P = 0,995 

 

 

(adjusted for ties) 
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Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 1.10. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 1.10. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

Ave 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 12,000 5,8 -0,57 
2 6 6,000 5,8 -0,37 
3 2 4,000 3,0 -1,01 
4 6 16,000 9,5 1,66 

Overall 24  6,5  

 

H = 3,31 
H = 3,49 

 

DF = 
DF = 

 

3 P = 0,346 
3 P = 0,322 

 

 

(adjusted for ties) 
 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 1.11. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 1.11. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

Ave 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 9,000 5,8 -0,57 
2 6 9,000 5,7 -0,46 
3 2 16,000 8,0 0,43 
4 6 16,000 8,0 0,83 

Overall 24  6,5  

 

H = 1,04 
H = 1,15 

 

DF = 
DF = 

 

3 P = 0,791 
3 P = 0,766 

 

 

(adjusted for ties) 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 1.12. versus Kode Pengalaman 

Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 1.12. 

Kode 

Pengalaman N Median Ave Rank  Z  

1  10 4,000 3,6   -2,35 

2 6 4,000 6,3 -0,09 

3 2 9,000 8,0 0,43 

4 6 25,000 11,0 2,50 

Overall 24 6,5 

 

H = 8,09 DF = 3 P = 0,044 

H = 8,76 DF = 3 P = 0,033 (adjusted for ties) 
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Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 1.13. versus Kode Pengalaman 

Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 1.13. 

Kode 

Pengalaman N Median Ave Rank Z 1 10 9,000 5,7 -
0,65 

2 6 9,000 4,7 -1,02 

3 2 9,000 3,5 -0,87 

4 6 25,000 10,7 2,31 

Overall 24 6,5 

 
H = 5,72 DF = 3 P = 0,126 

H = 6,65 DF = 3 P = 0,084 (adjusted for ties) 

 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 1.14. versus Kode Pengalaman 

Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 1.14. 

Kode 

Pengalaman N Median Ave Rank Z 1 10 1,000 3,5 -
2,44 

2 6 9,000 6,7 0,09 

3 2 9,000 7,5 0,29 

4 6 16,000 11,0 2,50 

Overall 24 6,5 

 

H = 8,22 DF = 3 P = 0,042 

H = 8,87 DF = 3 P = 0,031 (adjusted for ties) 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 1.15. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 1.15. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

 
Ave 

 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 9,000  5,7 -0,65 

2 6 9,000  5,5 -0,55 

3 2 4,000  3,0 -1,01 
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4 6 16,000  10,0 1,94 

Overall 24   6,5  

 
H = 4,25 DF = 3 P = 0,236 

H = 4,76 DF = 3 P = 0,190 (adjusted for ties) 

 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 1.16. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 1.16. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

Ave 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 9,000 4,6 -1,54 
2 6 16,000 6,3 -0,09 
3 2 16,000 9,0 0,72 
4 6 16,000 9,0 1,39 

Overall 24  6,5  

 

H = 3,32 
H = 4,31 

 

DF = 
DF = 

 

3 P = 0,345 
3 P = 0,230 

 

 

(adjusted for ties) 
 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 1.17. versus Kode Pengalaman 

Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 1.17. 

Kode 

Pengalaman N Median Ave Rank Z 1 10 4,000 3,7 -
2,27 

2 6 6,000 6,0 -0,28 

3 2 9,000 8,5 0,58 

4 6 16,000 11,0 2,50 

Overall 24 6,5 

 

H = 8,05 DF = 3 P = 0,045 

H = 8,20 DF = 3 P = 0,042 (adjusted for ties) 
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Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 2.1. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 2.1. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

 
Ave 

 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 4,000  3,0 -2,84 

2 6 16,000  7,7 0,65 

3 2 25,000  11,5 1,45 

4 6 16,000  9,5 1,66 

Overall 24   6,5  

 
H = 9,03 DF = 3 P = 0,029 

H = 9,56 DF = 3 P = 0,023 (adjusted for ties) 

 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 2.2. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 2.2. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

 
Ave 

 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 4,000  3,6 -2,35 

2 6 9,000  8,7 1,20 

3 2 4,000  3,0 -1,01 

4 6 16,000  10,3 2,13 

Overall 24   6,5  

 
H = 8,65 DF = 3 P = 0,034 

H = 9,44 DF = 3 P = 0,024 (adjusted for ties) 

 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 2.3. versus Kode Pengalaman 

Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 2.3. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

 
Ave 

 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 1,000  5,3 -0,97 

2 6 1,000  5,8 -0,37 

3 2 1,000  3,5 -0,87 

4 6 6,000  10,2 2,03 

Overall 24   6,5  

 
H = 4,45 DF = 3 P = 0,217 

H = 5,18 DF = 3 P = 0,159 (adjusted for ties 
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Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 2.4. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 2.4. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 

N Median 
 

Ave Rank 
 

Z 
1 10 1,000 4,5 -1,62 
2 6 1,000 6,0 -0,28 
3 2 1,000 4,5 -0,58 
4 6 6,000 11,0 2,50 

Overall 24 6,5  

H = 6,58 DF = 3 P = 0,087 

H = 9,36 DF = 3 P = 0,065 (adjusted for ties). 

 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 2.5. versus Kode Pengalaman 

Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 2.5. 

Kode 

Pengalaman N Median Ave Rank Z 1 10 4,000 5,0 -
1,22 

2 6 4,000 3,7 -1,57 

3 2 9,000 9,0 0,72 

4 6 16,000 11,0 2,50 

Overall 24 6,5 

 

H = 7,87 DF = 3 P = 0,049 

H = 9,79 DF = 3 P = 0,020 (adjusted for ties) 

 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 2.6. versus Kode Pengalaman 

Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 2.6. 

Kode 

Pengalaman N Median Ave Rank Z 1 10 4,000 4,5 -
1,62 

2 6 4,000 5,3 -0,65 

3 2 4,000 6,5 0,00 

4 6 12,000 11,0 2,50 

Overall 24 6,5 
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H = 6,53 DF = 3 P = 0,089 

H = 7,50 DF = 3 P = 0,058 (adjusted for ties) 

 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 2.7. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 2.7. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

Ave 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 1,000 4,1 -1,95 
2 6 16,000 9,0 1,39 
3 2 4,000 5,0 -0,43 
4 6 12,000 8,5 1,11 

Overall 24  6,5  

 

H = 4,75 
H = 5,13 

 

DF = 
DF = 

 

3 P = 0,191 
3 P = 0,162 

 

 

(adjusted for ties) 
 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 2.8. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 2.8. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

Ave 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 9,000 7,0 0,41 
2 6 9,000 6,3 -0,09 
3 2 4,000 3,0 -1,01 
4 6 9,000 7,0 0,28 

Overall 24  6,5  

H = 1,10 DF = 3 P = 0,776 

H = 1,40 DF = 3 P = 0,707 (adjusted for ties) 

 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 2.9. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 2.9. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

Ave 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 6,000 5,0 -1,22 
2 6 9,000 6,3 -0,09 
3 2 9,000 8,5 0,58 
4 6 9,000 8,5 1,11 

Overall 24  6,5  
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H = 2,10 DF = 3 P = 0,551 

H = 3,04 DF = 3 P = 0,386 (adjusted for ties) 

 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 2.10. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 2.10. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

 
Ave 

 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 4,000  3,6 -2,35 

2 6 4,000  6,0 -0,28 

3 2 9,000  9,0 0,72 

4 6 16,000  11,0 2,50 

Overall 24   6,5  

 
H = 8,45 DF = 3 P = 0,038 

H = 9,22 DF = 3 P = 0,027 (adjusted for ties) 

 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 2.11. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 2.11. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

Ave 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 9,000 4,5 -1,62 
2 6 16,000 7,3 0,46 
3 2 9,000 5,0 -0,43 
4 6 16,000 9,5 1,66 

Overall 24  6,5  

 
H = 3,95 DF = 3 P = 0,267 

H = 4,59 DF = 3 P = 0,204 (adjusted for ties) 

 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 2.12. versus Kode Pengalaman 

Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 2.12. 

Kode 

Pengalaman N Median Ave Rank Z 1 10 1,000 3,4 -
2,52 

2 6 4,000 7,0 0,28 

3 2 4,000 7,0 0,14 



 

 

139

4 6 16,000 11,0 2,50 

Overall 24 6,5 

 

H = 8,45 DF = 3 P = 0,038 

H = 9,47 DF = 3 P = 0,024 (adjusted for ties) 

 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 2.13. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 2.13. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

 
Ave Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 1,000 3,6 -2,35 
2 6 9,000 7,2 0,37 
3 2 4,000 5,5 -0,29 
4 6 16,000 11,0 2,50 

Overall 24  6,5  

 
H = 8,09 DF = 3 P = 0,044 

H = 8,57 DF = 3 P = 0,036 (adjusted for ties) 

 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 2.14. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 2.14. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

Ave 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 9,000 5,0 -1,22 
2 6 9,000 6,8 0,18 
3 2 9,000 5,0 -0,43 
4 6 16,000 9,2 1,48 

Overall 24  6,5  

 
H = 2,71 DF = 3 P = 0,439 

H = 4,69 DF = 3 P = 0,196 (adjusted for ties) 

 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 2.15. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 2.15. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

Ave 
Rank 

 
Z 
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1 10 1,000 6,6 0,08 
2 6 1,000 5,3 -0,65 
3 2 1,000 4,0 -0,72 
4 6 4,000 8,3 1,02 

Overall 24  6,5  

 
H = 1,57 DF = 3 P = 0,665 

H = 2,05 DF = 3 P = 0,563 (adjusted for ties) 

 

Kruskal-Wallis Test: V 2.16. versus Kode Pengalaman 

 
Kruskal-Wallis Test on V 2.16. 

 
Kode 

Pengalaman 
 
N 

 
Median 

Ave 
Rank 

 
Z 

1 10 1,000 4,0 -2,03 
2 6 2,000 6,7 0,09 
3 2 4,000 9,5 0,87 
4 6 4,000 9,5 1,66 

Overall 24  6,5  

H = 5,18 DF = 3 P = 0,159 

H = 6,73 DF = 3 P = 0,081 (adjusted for ties) 

 
 
 


