Supplementary Materials

Table S1. Distributional Characteristics of Study Variables (N = 396)
	Variable
	M
	SD
	Skewness
	Kurtosis
	% Zero
	Shapiro-Wilk p

	Hopelessness
	1.50
	1.34
	0.58
	-0.87
	28.0
	<.001

	Emptiness
	10.06
	3.69
	0.65
	-0.12
	0.0
	<.001

	Loneliness
	5.80
	1.91
	0.18
	-0.96
	0.0
	<.001

	Boredom
	34.74
	8.17
	-0.20
	0.76
	0.0
	<.001

	Dissociation
	1.35
	1.26
	0.72
	-0.69
	11.6
	<.001

	Dysphoria
	36.28
	15.78
	0.77
	0.57
	0.0
	<.001


Note. All Shapiro-Wilk tests were significant at p < .001, indicating violations of normality across all variables. Hopelessness and dissociation showed floor effects (28% and 11.6% zero scores, respectively).

Table S1 reports distributional characteristics for all study variables. All variables violated normality (Shapiro-Wilk p < .001). Hopelessness (28.0% zeros) and dissociation (11.6% zeros) showed floor effects. Skewness ranged from -0.20 to 0.77, and kurtosis from -0.96 to 0.76. These violations support the use of polychoric correlations as a robustness check. Given violations of normality across all study variables. we re‑estimated all networks using heterogeneous correlations via the hetcor function in R. This approach applies polychoric correlations for ordinal‑ordinal pairs (e.g., hopelessness with loneliness), Pearson correlations for continuous‑continuous pairs (e.g., boredom with dysphoria), and polyserial correlations for mixed ordinal‑continuous pairs (e.g., hopelessness with dissociation).

Table S2. Comparison of Pearson and Heterogeneous Correlation Networks
	Metric
	Pearson
	Heterogeneous
	Difference

	Dissociation-Emptiness edge
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Edge weight correlation
	—
	0.97
	—

	Mean absolute edge difference
	—
	0.017
	—

	Emptiness strength
	1.18
	1.13
	0.05

	Dissociation strength
	0.29
	0.28
	0.01


The results demonstrated strong robustness (see Table S2). The critical dissociation‑emptiness correlation was nearly identical across methods (Pearson r = 0.25, heterogeneous r = 0.25), and the dissociation‑emptiness network edge remained zero in both estimations. Beyond this specific edge, the overall network structures showed very high correspondence, with an edge weight correlation of r = 0.97 and a mean absolute difference of only 0.017 between methods (see Table S2), Strength centrality estimates were also highly consistent (e.g., emptiness: 1.18 vs. 1.13; dissociation: 0.29 vs. 0.28).
We acknowledge the EBICglasso warning regarding network density, which suggests potential false positives for very small edges. However, this does not affect our primary conclusion because we are demonstrating the absence (zero edge) of the dissociation‑emptiness connection, the opposite of a false positive concern.
We assessed the stability of centrality estimates using a case‑dropping bootstrap with 5,000 resamples (Epskamp et al., 2018). The correlation stability (CS) coefficient for strength (CS = 0.75) exceeded the preferred threshold of 0.50, indicating excellent stability. Bootstrapped difference tests for edge weights and strength centrality are presented in Figures S1-S3. 

Dissociation-emptiness correlations: The dissociation-emptiness association yielded three different coefficients depending on the analytical approach:
Zero-order Pearson correlation (r = 0.25): The raw bivariate association, not accounting for other variables.
Unregularized partial correlation (r = −0.02): The association after statistically controlling for all other nodes (i.e., shared variance with hopelessness, loneliness, boredom, and dysphoria is removed).
Regularized EBICglasso edge (0.00): The partial correlation after applying L1 regularization to reduce spurious connections.
The near-zero partial correlations indicate that the bivariate dissociation–emptiness association is largely accounted for by shared variance with other constructs (e.g., dysphoria, loneliness, boredom, and hopelessness). The regularized and unregularized partial correlations are consistent with one another, confirming that the dissociation–emptiness connection is effectively zero when shared variance with other nodes is accounted for. The non-significant p-value (p = 0.69) further confirms that this relationship is not statistically significant.
Table S3. Full Unregularized Partial Correlation Matrix with p-Values
	Edge
	r
	p (unadjusted)
	p (FDR-adjusted)

	Hopelessness–Emptiness
	0.147
	0.003
	0.008

	Hopelessness–Loneliness
	0.119
	0.018
	0.032

	Hopelessness–Boredom
	0.248
	< 0.001
	< 0.001

	Hopelessness–Dissociation
	0.099
	0.049
	0.074

	Hopelessness–Dysphoria
	0.086
	0.087
	0.109

	Emptiness–Loneliness
	0.389
	< 0.001
	< 0.001

	Emptiness–Boredom
	0.303
	< 0.001
	< 0.001

	Emptiness–Dissociation
	−0.020
	0.690
	0.690

	Emptiness–Dysphoria
	0.376
	< 0.001
	< 0.001

	Loneliness–Boredom
	−0.017
	0.739
	0.739

	Loneliness–Dissociation
	−0.041
	0.417
	0.469

	Loneliness–Dysphoria
	0.270
	< 0.001
	< 0.001

	Boredom–Dissociation
	0.122
	0.015
	0.029

	Boredom–Dysphoria
	0.132
	0.009
	0.018

	Dissociation–Dysphoria
	0.144
	0.004
	0.011


Note: FDR correction applied using the Benjamini–Hochberg procedure (q = 0.05).
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Fig S1. The lines indicate the change in average correlation with the original sample as cases are progressively dropped. Smaller changes in correlation with increasing case-dropping indicate higher stability of the centrality indices.
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Fig. S2. Bootstrapped difference test (α = 0.05) comparing edge weights in the network. Horizontal and vertical lines represent all edges, with black boxes indicating pairs of edges whose weights differ significantly. Gray boxes indicate no significant difference between edge weights.
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Fig. S3. Bootstrapped difference test (α = 0.05) comparing indices of strength. Horizontal and vertical lines represent all nodes in the network. Black boxes indicate pairs of nodes with significantly different strength indices. Gray boxes indicate no significant difference between strength indices.
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