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Data Induk 
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Lampiran 5 

Output data SPSS 

Tabel 4.1 

 
Frequencies 

 

Notes 

 
 

 

 

Statistics 

JK Pendidikan Pekerjaan Pendapatan Diagnosa Visus_OD Visus_OS 

N Valid 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Output Created 

Comments 

Input Data 

Missing Value Handling 

Active Dataset 

Filter 

Weight 

Split File 

N of Rows in Working Data File 

Definition of Missing 

Cases Used 

Syntax 

Resources Processor Time 

Elapsed Time 00:00:00.00 

00:00:00.00 

FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=JK 

Pendidikan Pekerjaan Pendapatan 

Diagnosa Visus_OD Visus_OS 

/ORDER=ANALYSIS. 

Statistics are based on all cases with 

valid data. 

User-defined missing values are 

treated as missing. 

50 

<none> 

<none> 

<none> 

DataSet22 

D:\Office\Statistics\Data dr Ayu 

Darmayanti.sav 

18-JAN-2025 09:21:40 
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Frequency Table 

 

JK 
 

 

Frequency 

 

 

Percent 

 

 

Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Laki-laki 32 64.0 64.0 64.0 

Perempuan 18 36.0 36.0 100.0 

Total 50 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

Pendidikan 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid SD 1 2.0 2.0 2.0 

SMP 1 2.0 2.0 4.0 

SMA 28 56.0 56.0 60.0 

PT 20 40.0 40.0 100.0 

Total 50 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

Pekerjaan 

 
Frequency 

 
Percent 

 
Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Tidak bekerja 7 14.0 14.0 14.0 

Sekolah/Mahasiswa 1 2.0 2.0 16.0 

Pegawai 4 8.0 8.0 24.0 

Wiraswasta 38 76.0 76.0 100.0 

Total 50 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

Pendapatan 

 
Frequency 

 
Percent 

 
Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Tidak ada 9 18.0 18.0 18.0 

Sedang 29 58.0 58.0 76.0 

Tinggi 12 24.0 24.0 100.0 

Total 50 100.0 100.0 
 



82  

 

Diagnosa 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid PACG 6 12.0 12.0 12.0 

POAG 18 36.0 36.0 48.0 

SACG 15 30.0 30.0 78.0 

SOAG 11 22.0 22.0 100.0 

Total 50 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

Visus_OD 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Baik 21 42.0 42.0 42.0 

Sedang 10 20.0 20.0 62.0 

Buruk 19 38.0 38.0 100.0 

Total 50 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

Visus_OS 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Baik 18 36.0 36.0 36.0 

Sedang 5 10.0 10.0 46.0 

Buruk 27 54.0 54.0 100.0 

Total 50 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

MEANS TABLES=Usia Lama_Sakit TIO.OD TIO.OS 
/CELLS=MEAN STDDEV MEDIAN MIN MAX. 
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Means 

 
 

 
Output Created 

Comments 

Input Data 
 

 
Active Dataset 

Filter 

Weight 

Split File 

Notes 
 

 
18-JAN-2025 09:22:13 

 

 
D:\Office\Statistics\Data dr Ayu 

Darmayanti.sav 

DataSet22 

<none> 

<none> 

<none> 

N of Rows in Working Data File 

Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing 

50 

For each dependent variable in a 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Syntax 

 
 

 
 
 

 
Cases Used 

table, user-defined missing values 

for the dependent and all grouping 

variables are treated 

as missing. 

Cases used for each table have no 

missing values in any independent 

variable, and not all dependent 

variables have 

missing values. 

MEANS TABLES=Usia 

Lama_Sakit TIO.OD TIO.OS 

/CELLS=MEAN STDDEV 

MEDIAN MIN MAX. 

Resources Processor Time 

Elapsed Time 

00:00:00.00 

00:00:00.00 

 

 

 

Case Processing Summary 

Cases 

Included Excluded Total 

N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Usia 50 100.0% 0 0.0% 50 100.0% 

Lama_Sakit 50 100.0% 0 0.0% 50 100.0% 

TIO.OD 50 100.0% 0 0.0% 50 100.0% 

TIO.OS 50 100.0% 0 0.0% 50 100.0% 
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Report 

Usia Lama_Sakit TIO.OD TIO.OS 

Mean 55.5400 4.8800 22.0600 26.7200 

Std. Deviation 12.84636 1.67381 12.45139 14.72751 

Median 55.5000 5.0000 17.5000 22.0000 

Minimum 41.00 3.00 8.00 6.00 

Maximum 78.00 8.00 71.00 71.00 

 

Tabel 4.2 

 

Kat_2_GQL 

 
Frequency 

 
Percent 

 
Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Baik 3 6.0 6.0 6.0 

Kurang Baik 16 32.0 32.0 38.0 

Buruk 23 46.0 46.0 84.0 

Sangat Buruk 8 16.0 16.0 100.0 

Total 50 100.0 100.0  

 

Tabel 4.3 

 

CS_OD 

 
Frequency 

 
Percent 

 
Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Tidak bisa baca kontras 13 26.0 26.0 26.0 

.0125 7 14.0 14.0 40.0 

.0250 5 10.0 10.0 50.0 

.0500 17 34.0 34.0 84.0 

.1000 2 4.0 4.0 88.0 

.2500 6 12.0 12.0 100.0 

Total 50 100.0 100.0 
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CS_OS 

 
Frequency 

 
Percent 

 
Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Tidak bisa baca kontras 23 46.0 46.0 46.0 

.0125 4 8.0 8.0 54.0 

.0250 7 14.0 14.0 68.0 

.0500 11 22.0 22.0 90.0 

.1000 3 6.0 6.0 96.0 

.2500 2 4.0 4.0 100.0 

Total 50 100.0 100.0 
 

 

Tabel 4.4 

 
 Report  

 VFI_OD VFI_OS 

Mean 53.3600 38.9400 

Std. Deviation 40.39083 41.86782 

Median 73.0000 18.0000 

Minimum .00 .00 

Maximum 99.00 100.00 

 

Tabel 4.5 

 

 
Correlations 

CS_OD CS_OS Total_GQL 

Spearman's rho CS_OD Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .218 .366** 

Sig. (2-tailed) . .128 .009 

N 50 50 50 

CS_OS Correlation Coefficient .218 1.000 .585** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .128 . .000 

N 50 50 50 

Total_GQL Correlation Coefficient .366** .585** 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .009 .000 . 

N 50 50 50 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Tabel 4.6 

 

Correlations 

VFI_OD VFI_OS Total_GQL 

Spearman's rho VFI_OD Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .220 -.424** 

Sig. (2-tailed) . .125 .002 

N 50 50 50 

VFI_OS Correlation Coefficient .220 1.000 -.703** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .125 . .000 

N 50 50 50 

Total_GQL Correlation Coefficient -.424** -.703** 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .000 . 

N 50 50 50 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

 
Regression 

 

 

 

Notes 

Output Created 18-JAN-2025 09:20:52 

Comments 
 

Input Data D:\Office\Statistics\Data dr Ayu 

Darmayanti.sav 

Active Dataset DataSet22 

Filter <none> 

Weight <none> 

Split File <none> 

N of Rows in Working Data File 50 

Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 

treated as missing. 

Cases Used Statistics are based on cases 

with no missing values for any 

variable used. 
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Syntax REGRESSION 

/MISSING LISTWISE 

/STATISTICS COEFF OUTS R 

ANOVA 

/CRITERIA=PIN(.05) 

POUT(.10) 

/NOORIGIN 

/DEPENDENT Total_GQL 

/METHOD=ENTER VFI_OD 

VFI_OS CS_OD CS_OS. 

Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.00 

Elapsed Time 00:00:00.00 

Memory Required 6000 bytes 

Additional Memory Required for 

Residual Plots 

0 bytes 

 

 

 

Variables Entered/Removed
a
 

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 CS_OS, VFI_OD, CS_OD, 

VFI_OSb 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Total_GQL 

b. All requested variables entered. 
 
 

 

Model Summary 

 
Model 

 
R 

 
R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .783a .614 .579 11.11592 

a. Predictors: (Constant), CS_OS, VFI_OD, CS_OD, VFI_OS 
 

 
 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 8831.957 4 2207.989 17.869 .000b 

Residual 5560.363 45 123.564 
  

Total 14392.320 49    

a. Dependent Variable: Total_GQL 
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b. Predictors: (Constant), CS_OS, VFI_OD, CS_OD, VFI_OS 

 
 
 

 

Coefficients
a
 

 
Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

 

 

 
t 

 

 

 
Sig. Model  B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 47.068 5.798 
 

8.118 .000 

VFI_OD -.206 .061 -.486 -3.355 .002 

VFI_OS -.084 .084 -.205 -1.004 .321 

CS_OD -.036 .053 -.092 -.682 .499 

CS_OS .147 .069 .427 2.117 .040 

a. Dependent Variable: Total_GQL 
 
 

 

Tabel 4.7 

Crosstabs 

 

 

 

Notes 

Output Created 13-MAR-2025 14:50:15 

Comments  

Input Data D:\Office\Statistics\Data dr Ayu 
Darmayanti.sav 

Active Dataset DataSet2 

Filter <none> 

Weight <none> 

Split File <none> 

N of Rows in Working Data File 50 

Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 

treated as missing. 

Cases Used Statistics for each table are based on 

all the cases with valid data in the 
specified range(s) for all variables in 
each table. 

Syntax CROSSTABS 

  /TABLES=JK Pendidikan Pekerjaan 
Pendapatan Diagnosa BY Kat_2_GQL 

  /FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES 

  /STATISTICS=CHISQ 

  /CELLS=COUNT COLUMN 

  /COUNT ROUND CELL. 
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Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.02 

Elapsed Time 00:00:00.02 

Dimensions Requested 2 

Cells Available 524245 

 

 

Case Processing Summary 

 

Cases 

Valid Missing Total 

N Percent N Percent N Percent 

JK * Kat_2_GQL 50 100.0% 0 0.0% 50 100.0% 

Pendidikan * Kat_2_GQL 50 100.0% 0 0.0% 50 100.0% 

Pekerjaan * Kat_2_GQL 50 100.0% 0 0.0% 50 100.0% 

Pendapatan * Kat_2_GQL 50 100.0% 0 0.0% 50 100.0% 

Diagnosa * Kat_2_GQL 50 100.0% 0 0.0% 50 100.0% 

 

 

 

JK * Kat_2_GQL 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Crosstab 

 

Kat_2_GQL 

Total Baik Kurang Baik Buruk Sangat Buruk 

J
K 
Laki-laki Count 1 10 16 5 3

2 

% within Kat_2_GQL 33.3% 62.5% 69.6% 62.5% 6
4
.
0
% 

Perempuan Count 2 6 7 3 1
8 

% within Kat_2_GQL 66.7% 37.5% 30.4% 37.5% 3
6
.
0
% 

T
o
t
a
l 

Count 3 16 23 8 50 

% within Kat_2_GQL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 1.557a 3 .669 

Likelihood Ratio 1.501 3 .682 

Linear-by-Linear Association .509 1 .475 

N of Valid Cases 50   

a. 3 cells (37.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.08. 

 

 

 

Pendidikan * Kat_2_GQL 

 

 

 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 
Asymptotic 

Significance (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 9.667a 9 .378 

Likelihood Ratio 11.201 9 .262 

Linear-by-Linear Association .605 1 .437 

N of Valid Cases 50   

a. 12 cells (75.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .06. 

 

 

 

 

 

Crosstab 

 

Kat_2_GQL 

Total Baik Kurang Baik Buruk Sangat Buruk 

P
e
n

d
i
d
i
k
a
n 

SD Count 0 0 1 0 1 

% within Kat_2_GQL 0.0% 0.0% 4.3% 0.0% 2.0% 

SMP Count 0 1 0 0 1 

% within Kat_2_GQL 0.0% 6.3% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 

SMA Count 3 10 9 6 28 

% within Kat_2_GQL 100.0% 62.5% 39.1% 75.0% 56.0% 

PT Count 0 5 13 2 20 

% within Kat_2_GQL 0.0% 31.3% 56.5% 25.0% 40.0% 

Total Count 3 16 23 8 50 

% within Kat_2_GQL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Pekerjaan * Kat_2_GQL 

 

 

 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 14.967a 6 .021 

Likelihood Ratio 16.263 6 .012 

Linear-by-Linear Association .017 1 .897 

N of Valid Cases 50   

a. 9 cells (75.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .24. 

 

 

 

Pendapatan * Kat_2_GQL 

 

 

Crosstab 

 

Kat_2_GQL 

Total Baik Kurang Baik Buruk Sangat Buruk 

P
e

k
e
r
j
a
a
n 

Tidak bekerja Count 0 4 1 3 8 

% within 
Kat_2_GQL 

0.0% 25.0% 4.3% 37.5% 16.0% 

Pegawai Count 1 3 0 0 4 

% within 
Kat_2_GQL 

33.3% 18.8% 0.0% 0.0% 8.0% 

Wiraswasta Count 2 9 22 5 38 

% within 

Kat_2_GQL 

66.7% 56.3% 95.7% 62.5% 76.0% 

Total Count 3 16 23 8 50 

% within Kat_2_GQL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Crosstab 

 

Kat_2_GQL 

Total Baik 
Kurang 
Baik Buruk 

Sangat 
Buruk 

P
e
n
d

a
p
a
t
a

Tidak ada Count 0 3 2 4 9 

% within Kat_2_GQL 0.0% 18.8% 8.7% 50.0% 18.0% 

Sedang Count 0 5 20 4 29 

% within Kat_2_GQL 0.0% 31.3% 87.0% 50.0% 58.0% 

Tinggi Count 3 8 1 0 12 

% within Kat_2_GQL 100.0% 50.0% 4.3% 0.0% 24.0% 
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Diagnosa * Kat_2_GQL 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 
Asymptotic 

Significance (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 6.283a 9 .711 

Likelihood Ratio 6.537 9 .685 

Linear-by-Linear Association .056 1 .813 

N of Valid Cases 50   

a. 12 cells (75.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .36. 

 

 

 

n 

Total Count 3 16 23 8 50 

% within Kat_2_GQL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

hi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymptotic Significance (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 30.677a 6 .000 

Likelihood Ratio 31.224 6 .000 

Linear-by-Linear Association 10.098 1 .001 

N of Valid Cases 50   

a. 9 cells (75.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .54. 

Crosstab 

 

Kat_2_GQL 

Total Baik Kurang Baik Buruk Sangat Buruk 

Diagnosa PACG Count 1 1 2 2 6 

% within Kat_2_GQL 33.3% 6.3% 8.7% 25.0% 12.0% 

POAG Count 1 8 7 2 18 

% within Kat_2_GQL 33.3% 50.0% 30.4% 25.0% 36.0% 

SACG Count 0 4 9 2 15 

% within Kat_2_GQL 0.0% 25.0% 39.1% 25.0% 30.0% 

SOAG Count 1 3 5 2 11 

% within Kat_2_GQL 33.3% 18.8% 21.7% 25.0% 22.0% 

Total Count 3 16 23 8 50 

% within Kat_2_GQL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0
% 

100.0% 100.0% 
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