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Table 1 
Pearson correlation table matrix between SPQ total score and LQ total score 

 SPQ total score LQ total score 

SPQ total score r 1 0.20 

 p  0.03 

http://zhanglab.wikidot.com/handedness
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Table 2  
Pearson Correlation (r) matrix table of LQ Score with the domains of the SPQ 

 Cognitive Perceptual Paranoid Negative Disorganised 
LQ r 0.20 0.30 0.22 0.04 

p 0.03 0.001 0.02 0.67 
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Table 3 
SPQ domain score independent sample t-test between Malay and Non-Malay 

  

Levene's Test for 
Equality of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F p t df 
Sig.  

(2-tailed) 

Cognitive Perceptual 
Domain 

Equal variances 
assumed 

3.05 0.08 1.67 115.00 0.10 

Equal variances not 
assumed   

1.77 38.70 0.09 

Paranoid Domain 

Equal variances 
assumed 

0.43 0.51 0.78 115.00 0.44 

Equal variances not 
assumed   

0.84 39.55 0.41 

Negative Domain 

Equal variances 
assumed 

0.12 0.73 -0.05 115.00 0.96 

Equal variances not 
assumed   

-0.05 38.71 0.96 

Disorganised Domain 

Equal variances 
assumed 

0.07 0.79 -0.14 115.00 0.89 

Equal variances not 
assumed   

-0.13 35.09 0.90 
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Table 4 
Subdomains of SPQ independent sample t-test among Malay and Non-Malay participants 

SPQ 
Domains 

SPQ Subdomains 
 

 

Levene's Test 
for Equalityof 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of 
Means 

F p t df 
Sig. 
(2-

tailed) 

C
o

gn
it

iv
e 

P
er

ce
p

tu
al

 

Magical thinking 
Equal variances assumed 5.29 0.02 1.18 115.00 0.24 

Equal variances not assumed 
  

1.28 40.01 0.21 

Unusual perception 

Equal variances assumed 0.68 0.41 1.78 115.00 0.08 

Equal variances not assumed 
  

1.86 37.78 0.07 

P
ar

an
o

id
 

Suspiciousness 
Equal variances assumed 0.01 0.93 0.43 115.00 0.67 

Equal variances not assumed 
  

0.45 38.35 0.66 

Social anxiety 
Equal variances assumed 0.01 0.93 0.23 115.00 0.82 

Equal variances not assumed 
  

0.23 36.15 0.82 

Ideas of reference 
Equal variances assumed 0.07 0.80 1.16 115.00 0.25 

Equal variances not assumed 
  

1.15 35.58 0.26 

N
eg

at
iv

e
 No close friend 

Equal variances assumed 0.02 0.89 -0.71 115.00 0.48 

Equal variances not assumed 
  

-0.71 35.98 0.48 

Constricted affect 
Equal variances assumed 0.03 0.86 0.03 115.00 0.98 

Equal variances not assumed 
  

0.03 34.48 0.98 

D
is

o
rg

an
is

ed
 

Odd Belief 
Equal variances assumed 0.02 0.89 0.00 115.00 1.00 

Equal variances not assumed 
  

0.00 35.90 1.00 

Odd Speech 
Equal variances assumed 1.62 0.21 -0.22 115.00 0.83 

Equal variances not assumed 
  

-0.20 32.89 0.84 
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