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Supplemental Methods 

Within-subject multilevel models. We built a ‘within-person’ model to examine associations between support provision and daily well-being, with daily ratings nested within person. We handled clustering at the dyad level via adjustment of standard errors which are derived using a sandwich estimator. To test if instrumental support and emotional support uniquely relate to well-being, we implemented the following model:  
(1) 
Well-Beingij = γ00 + γ10 (p.Provided Instrumental Support) + γ20 (p.Provided Emotional 
Support) + u0j + eij
Each daily well-being outcome was modeled as a function of (partialled) daily provided instrumental support and (partialled) daily provided emotional support. These daily predictors represent partialled (or residual) variables with received instrumental and emotional support effects partialled out in an earlier step. The fixed effect γ00 represents the conditional well-being score, γ10 represents the provided instrumental support slope, and γ20 represents the provided emotional support slope. The intercept is specified as random (i.e., varying across individuals, u0j), but the slopes are fixed. 

To test if the interaction between instrumental and emotional support predicts well-being, we implemented the following model:  
(2) 
Well-Beingij = γ00 + γ10 (p.Provided Instrumental Support) + γ20 (p.Provided Emotional 
Support) + γ30 (p.Provided IS * p.Provided ES) + u0j + eij
Each daily well-being outcome was modeled as a function of (partialled) daily provided instrumental support (IS), (partialled) daily provided emotional support (ES), and their (partialled) interaction (IS x ES). The fixed effect γ00 represents the conditional well-being score, γ10 represents the provided instrumental support slope, γ20 represents the provided emotional support slope, and γ30 represents the slope of the interaction between provided instrumental and emotional support. The intercept is specified as random, and the slopes are specified as fixed.  

To test if provided emotional support predicts well-being the following day, we implemented the following model:

(3) 
Current Day Well-Beingij = γ00 + γ10 (Provided Emotional Supportt-1) + γ20 (p.Provided 

         Emotional Support) + γ30 (Well-Beingt-1) + u0j + eij
The current day’s well-being was modeled as a function of the previous day’s provided emotional support (t-1), the (partialled) current day’s provided emotional support, and the previous day’s well-being (t-1). The current day’s provided emotional support represents a partialled (or residual) variable with the previous day’s provided emotional support (t-1) effects partialled out in an earlier step. The fixed effect γ00 represents the conditional well-being score for the current day, γ10 represents the provided ES slope for the previous day, γ20 represents the provided ES slope for the current day, and γ30 represents the well-being slope for the previous day. The intercept is specified as random and the slopes are specified as fixed. 

For support received outcomes, equivalent models are specified for all analyses listed above. However, we used received emotional and instrumental support in place of provided ES and IS in Equations 1-3. In addition, daily predictors in Equations 1 and 2 represent partialled variables with provided instrumental and emotional support effects partialled out in an earlier step.
Between-subjects multilevel models. We built a ‘between-persons’ model to examine associations between support provision and average well-being, with individuals’ average well-being nested within dyad. Equivalent models are specified for Equations 1 and 2 (see above). The only difference is that all variables represent a 14-day average, allowing us to examine how support provision tendencies relate to general well-being (on average, from person to person). In addition, we also used equivalent models for between-subjects analyses for support receipt, substituting in 14-day averages for received emotional and instrumental support in Equations 1 and 2 (see above).
Supplemental Results

Structure of received support. As with support provision, received emotional and instrumental support dissociated. An identical multilevel confirmatory factor analysis focused on the support participants reported receiving from their friend revealed that only Model 1 showed acceptable fit
 at both within- and between-persons levels (see Table S2). At the within-person level, Model 1 fit better than Model 2 (i.e., single dimension; ∆χ2(1) = 51.49, p < .001). At the between-persons level, Model 1 also outperformed Model 2 (∆χ2(1) = 22.91, p < .001). As a result, we used the Model 3 factor structure when fitting an overall model. Factor loadings for the within- and between-persons model indicated relatively high internal consistency (ps < .001; see Figure S3); loadings ranged from .43 to .84 (within-person) and .53 to .98 (between-persons) and reflected similar patterns in the indicator-factor relationships (e.g., empathy for negative events). Overall, the two-factor structure of support provision remains consistent regardless of who assesses support (i.e., recipient or provider), providing a robust model for support provision. 

To understand how these two dimensions of support receipt relate to each other, we examined associations between the two factors at the within- and between-subjects levels. Received emotional support and instrumental support were positively correlated at the within-person level (r = .50, p < .001; see Figure S3), but not significantly correlated at the between-person level (r = .12, ns). In other words, received emotional support and instrumental support increase (or decrease) together across days. However, individuals’ average levels of received emotional and instrumental support only correspond to a minimal (and non-significant) degree. Thus, individuals who report receiving high levels of instrumental support do not necessarily also report receiving high levels of emotional support from their friend.

Features of Support That Maximize Recipients’ Well-Being

We further examined how received emotional support and instrumental support relate to recipients’ well-being (see Questions 1-2 in Table S1). More specifically, we examined if received emotional support and instrumental support, as well as the interaction between these two factors, maximize recipients’ well-being. After determining that received emotional support positively related to personal well-being on the same day, we then investigated if received emotional support would also affect well-being on the following day. 

Received emotional support and instrumental support as independent predictors of well-being. At the within-person level, received emotional support negatively tracked loneliness, perceived stress, and anxiety and positively tracked with happiness (Table S3). Therefore, when participants viewed their friend as more emotionally engaged, they showed enhanced well-being on the same day. We observed a similar, but less consistent pattern for received instrumental support: received instrumental support negatively related to loneliness and positively relate to happiness. At the between-persons level, received emotional support negatively predicted loneliness, perceived stress, and anxiety, and positively predicted happiness (Table 5). In contrast, received instrumental support did not significantly impact any well-being measures. Taken together, these findings suggest that received emotional support positively predicts personal well-being. In contrast, received instrumental support does not relate to well-being or shows a weak, positive relationship. This pattern remains consistent at the within- and between-subjects levels, demonstrating that received emotional support may impact well-being immediately and cumulatively. 
Received emotional support as a predictor of well-being the next day. As before, we also conducted similar time-lagged analyses to examine whether received emotional support on one day would predict well-being on the following day. However, received emotional support did not significantly predict well-being on the following day using any of our measures (all ps > .31).
Supplemental Figures

Figure S1. Models at within-person and between-persons levels of how support receipt (with support provision partialled out) relates to well-being. For diagram simplicity, we did not depict upstream support receipt covariates.
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Figure S2. Within-subject time-lagged model of how the previous day’s received emotional support affects the current day’s well-being
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Figure S3. Standardized factor loadings and latent factor correlations for within-person (above the dashed line) and between-persons levels (below the dashed line) for Model 1 for support receipt.
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Supplemental Tables

Table S1
Summary of Multilevel Analyses
	1
	Does support receipt relate to daily well-being?
	Within-person
	Day
	Person
	2B

	2
	Does support receipt relate to average well-being?
	Between-persons
	Person
	Dyad
	2B

	3
	Does received emotional support predict well-being the following day?
	Within-person
	Day
	Person
	3B


Table S2
Model Fit Indices for Support Receipt
	
	χ2
	df
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA
	SRMR
	BIC

	Model 1: Emotional vs. Instrumental
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Within-person
	72.84
	13
	.94
	.80
	.06
	.06
	13746.47

	 Between-persons
	64.84
	13
	.95
	.83
	.06
	.08
	13720.17

	Model 2: Single Dimension
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Within-person
	147.06
	14
	.86
	.59
	.09
	.08
	13832.02

	 Between-persons
	136.96
	14
	.87
	.62
	.09
	.20
	13774.99


Table S3
MLM Estimates for Support Receipt Predicting Well-Being
	
	Received Emotional support
	Received Instrumental support

	
	Within-Person
	Between-Persons
	Within-Person
	Between-Persons

	Loneliness
	-.31**
	-.61**
	-.13**
	.07

	Stress
	-.30**
	-.41**
	-.03
	.17

	Anxiety
	-.15**
	-.34**
	-.01
	.19

	Happiness
	.22**
	.33*
	 .16**
	.13


Note: ( p < .10, * p < .05; ** p < .01. Standardized estimates are displayed.
� The TLI was relatively low for within- and between-person models. Compared to the CFI, the TLI is less reliable and performs poorly with small samples � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Hoyle</Author><Year>1995</Year><RecNum>0</RecNum><IDText>Writing about structural equation models</IDText><DisplayText>(Hoyle &amp; Panter, 1995)</DisplayText><record><contributors><tertiary-authors><author>R. H. Hoyle</author></tertiary-authors></contributors><titles><title>Writing about structural equation models</title><secondary-title>Structural equation modeling: Concepts, issues, and applications</secondary-title></titles><pages>158-176</pages><contributors><authors><author>Hoyle, R. H.</author><author>Panter, A. T.</author></authors></contributors><added-date format="utc">1396484741</added-date><pub-location>Thousand Oaks, CA</pub-location><ref-type name="Book Section">5</ref-type><dates><year>1995</year></dates><rec-number>693</rec-number><publisher> Sage Publications, Inc.</publisher><last-updated-date format="utc">1396484815</last-updated-date></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Hoyle & Panter, 1995)�. This discrepancy is most likely due to sample size.





