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1. Further Information on Use of Samples 
These types of dyadic studies are time and resource intensive, and are therefore designed to examine multiple, independent processes (as is appropriate; see APA manual, p. 14). Prior research has used the sample in Study 1 to test associations between capitalization and personal and relational wellbeing (Gable, Reis, Impett, and Asher, 2004, Study 3). Data from Study 2 was also used in two articles that focused on the expression (Reis, Maniaci & Rogge, 2014) and consequences (Reis, Maniaci & Rogge, 2017) of compassionate acts. Finally, data from Study 3 was part of an extensive longitudinal study that comprises of multiple observational and daily diary phases. Data from Study 3 (i.e., Wave 6 diary data) has been used to publish work on personality and marital satisfaction (Baker et al., 2013), relationship standards (McNulty, 2016) automatic processes (Hicks et al., 2016; McNulty, Baker & Olson, 2014; McNulty, Olson, Meltzer & Shaffer, 2013), forgiveness (McNulty & Russel, 2016), partner attractiveness (Meltzer, McNulty, Jackson & Karney, 2014; Russell, McNulty, Baker & Meltzer, 2014), and sexual processes (McNulty, Wenner & Fisher, 2016; McNulty & Widman, 2013; 2014; Meltzer & McNulty, 2016; Russell, Baker & McNulty, 2013). However, none of the prior studies examined or reported results regarding visible or invisible support as assessed in the current manuscript.
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2. Daily Stress Control Analyses
	We re-ran our models controlling for daily stress in order to rule out that the effects of visible and invisible support are confounded by the context in which providers respond to recipients’ distress by providing more overt (visible) or subtle (invisible) support. Given space restraints, we provided condensed information in the manuscript, and provide more detailed information here. 
	Study 2. In Study 2, we also wanted to test whether the personal costs of visible support occur in response to individuals’ negative mood when facing daily stressors and problems. We therefore repeated all analyses controlling for support recipients’ daily stress. These analyses revealed that visible support still predicted significantly higher same-day anxiety (B = .29, t = 4.08, p < .001) and relationship satisfaction (B = .28, t = 4.08, p < .001). We also wanted to rule out the possibility that invisible support might be beneficial in times of lower stress, when recipients might be generally happier, less anxious, and more satisfied. The association between invisible support and relationship satisfaction the next day remained significant when controlling for daily stress (B = .11, t = 2.34, p = .019). However, the association between invisible support and same day happiness was reduce to non-significance when controlling for daily stress (B = -.07, t = -1.31, p = .19), suggesting that recipients experienced lower happiness on the same day due to their daily stress, rather than any cost of invisible support. No other significant effects emerged when we controlled for daily stress. 
	Study 3. Unlike Study 2, re-running the models controlling for recipients’ daily stress eliminated the same day personal costs of visible support on women’s anxiety (B = -.02, t = -.17, p = .87) and happiness (B = -.11, t = -.80, p = .42), which suggests that visible support days are likely to occur in response to recipients’ experiencing stress and therefore greater negative mood. In contrast, when controlling for daily stress, the associations between visible support and same-day relationship satisfaction were significant for both men and women (B = .35, t = 5.26, p < .001) and held the next day (B = .19, t = 2.72, p = .007). The significant effects of visible support on satisfaction with partners’ daily help and relationship interactions reported in Table 4 also remained significant when controlling for daily stress (Bs = .19 to .73, ts = 2.36 to 6.04, ps = .019 to < .001). Furthermore, when controlling for daily stress the association between visible support and greater satisfaction with partners’ affection and time spent together on the next day also became significant (B = .21, t = 2.21, p = .028, B = .24, t = 2.00, p = .046, respectively). No other significant effects emerged when controlling for daily stress. Thus, visible support days predict greater relationship benefits regardless of recipients’ daily stress, whereas the personal costs associated with visible support days might be more indicative of recipients’ experiences of daily stress.
The relationship benefits of invisible support also remained significant controlling for stress, demonstrating that invisible support does not simply occur during times of less stress when visible support is not expected, and when individuals may generally be happier and more satisfied. In particular, controlling for daily stress did not change the significant following-day associations between invisible support and relationship satisfaction (B = .29, t = 3.75, p < .001) and happiness (B = .27, t = 2.21, p = .027) or the significant associations between invisible support and satisfaction with partners’ help and relationship interactions the next day (Bs = .27 to .49, ts = 3.15 to 3.52, ps = .002 to < .001). No other significant effects emerged when controlling for daily stress, with one exception: for men, invisible support was associated with lower anxiety on the same day (B = -.37, t = -2.43, p = .015). 
Finally, the associations between visible and invisible support on recipients’ satisfaction with partners’ support displayed in Table 4 all held controlling for daily stress (visible support same-day: B = .59, t = 6.70, p < .001; visible support following-day: B = .15, t = 1.68, p = .09; invisible support same-day: B = .05, t = .49, p = .62; invisible support following-day: B = .14, t = 1.47, p = .14).

3. Emotional Visible and Invisible Support Days
This section provides analogous models for emotional visible and invisible support days predicting relationship satisfaction and mood assessed in Studies 1 and 2. Study 3 did not assess daily emotional support.
Study 1. Individuals responded to binary variables that assessed whether they perceived emotional support from their partners (“I was concerned about something, and my partner provided me support and reassurance”, 0 = no, 1 = yes) and reported on analogous measures about whether they provided their partners with support (“My partner was concerned about something, and I provided him/her support and reassurance”, 0 = no, 1 = yes).
Study 2. Individuals responded to binary variables that assessed whether they perceived emotional support from their partners (“My partner reassured or consoled me about a problem I was having”, 0 = no, 1 = yes) and reported on analogous measures about whether they provided their partners with support (“I reassured or consoled my partner about a problem he/she was having”, 0 = no, 1 = yes).

	
	Study 1
	Study 2

	Visible Emotional Support Days
	6.4%
	17.7%

	Invisible Emotional Support Days
	11.7%
	15.0%

	Pseudo Emotional Support Days
	15.9%
	13.2%

	No Emotional Support Days
	65.9%
	54.1%
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The results demonstrated in OSM Table 1 suggest that emotional visible support days had similar relationship benefits and mood costs as practical visible support days. Emotional invisible support days did not demonstrate similar effects to practical invisible support, and the effects were somewhat inconsistent across studies. In Study 1, emotional invisible support days were associated with greater relationship satisfaction the same day and marginally greater relationship satisfaction the next day as well as greater happiness the following day. However, in Study 2, emotional invisible support days were only associated with greater anxiety the same day. Give the lack of replicability across the two studies, we cannot draw strong conclusions. However, the one consistent finding across both studies is that emotional invisible support days are associated with greater same day anxiety. However, it is unclear whether this indicates the cost of invisible support when recipients require explicit help, or co-occurring distress that accompanies the provision of emotional support. 
OSM Table 1.     Association between Visible and Invisible Emotional Support Days and Recipients’ Relationship Satisfaction and Mood (Studies 1 and 2)
	
	Same Day
	Next Day

	
	
	
	
	95% CI
	
	
	
	
	95% CI
	

	Visible Emotional Support
	B
	SE
	t
	Low
	High
	r
	B
	SE
	t
	Low
	High
	r

	Study 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Relationship Satisfaction
	.41
	.11
	3.62*
	.19
	.63
	.09
	-.06
	.11
	-.53
	-.28
	.16
	.01

	Anxiety
	.14
	.06
	2.37*
	.02
	.26
	.06
	.06
	.06
	.95
	-.06
	.17
	.02

	Happy
	-.22
	.08
	-2.74*
	-.37
	-.06
	.06
	.07
	.08
	.85
	-.09
	.22
	.02

	Study 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Relationship Satisfaction
	.33
	.05
	6.77* 
	.24
	.43
	.12
	.02
.23
	.07
.08
	.31W
3.00*M
	-.11
.08
	.15
.37
	.01
.05

	Anxiety
	.60
	.07
	8.29*
	.46
	.74
	.14
	.06
	.07
	.86
	-.08
	.20
	.01

	Happy
	-.22
.07
	.08
.09
	-2.84*W
.81M 
	-.38
-.11
	-.07
.25
	.05
.01
	.09
	.06
	1.60
	-.02
	.20
	.03

	Invisible Emotional Support
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Relationship Satisfaction
	.27
	.09
	2.96*
	.09
	.45
	.07
	.18
	.09
	1.95a
	-.00
	.35
	.05

	Anxiety
	.15
	.05
	3.16*
	.06
	.24
	.07
	.02
	.05
	.41
	-.07
	.11
	.01

	Happy
	-.03
	.06
	-.49
	-.15
	.09
	.01
	.14
	.06
	2.36*
	.02
	.26
	.06

	Study 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Relationship Satisfaction
	.07
	.05
	1.43
	-.03
	.17
	.03
	.04
	.05
	.75
	-.06
	.14
	.01

	Anxiety
	.17
	.07
	2.32*
	.03
	.31
	.04
	.12
	.07
	1.64
	-.02
	.26
	.03

	Happy
	-.11
	.06
	-1.81a
	-.23
	.01
	.03
	.00
	.06
	.08
	-.11
	.12
	.00


Note. *p < .05. ap < .08. Significant effects highlighted in bold. For Study 2, significant effects that fall away when controlling for daily stress are italicized. Paths that significantly differed across men and women are listed separately for men (denoted with M) and women (denoted with W). Effect sizes (r) were computed using Rosenthal and Rosnow’s (2007) formula: r = √(t2 / t2 + df). CI = confidence interval.
4. Pseudo Practical Support Days
This section provides analogous models for pseudo practical support days, which were days when individuals perceived support but their partners did not report providing support. Our models included the effect of pseudo practical support days in order to control for the effect of perceiving support from partners (similar to visible support days), but also not receiving support from partners (similar to no support days). Although, not central to our analyses, it is important to model and control for the effects of pseudo support days (see Maisel & Gable, 2008).
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The results demonstrated across all three studies demonstrated that pseudo support days were associated with greater relationship satisfaction (Studies 1 – 3, see OSM Table 2) and satisfaction with partners’ behaviors and relationship interactions (Study 3, see OSM Table 3) on the same day, thus demonstrating similar relationship benefits associated with visible support days and perceiving support. However, pseudo support days were not associated with personal costs, thus bypassing the costs of enacted support (with the exception of greater same day anxiety in Study 2, which falls to marginally significant when controlling for daily stress; p = .086). Pseudo support days did not show the same pattern of results as invisible support days, suggesting the lagged relationship benefits associated with invisible support provision are unique to subtle forms of support.
OSM Table 2.     Association between Pseudo Practical Support and Recipients’ Relationship Satisfaction and Mood Across All Studies
	
	Same Day
	Next Day

	
	
	
	
	95% CI
	
	
	
	
	95% CI

	
	B
	SE
	t
	Low
	High
	r
	B
	SE
	t
	Low
	High
	r

	Study 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Relationship Satisfaction
	.34
	.08
	3.99*
	.17
	.50
	.10
	.09
	.09
	1.04
	-.08
	.26
	.03

	Anxiety
	.03
	.04
	.78
	-.05
	.12
	.02
	.02
	.04
	.38
	-.07
	.10
	.01

	Happy
	.01
	.06
	.09
	-.11
	.12
	.00
	.03
	.06
	.55
	-.08
	.14
	.01

	Study 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Relationship Satisfaction
	.31
	.05
	5.95*
	.21
	.41
	.11
	.06
	.05
	1.19
	-.04
	.17
	.02

	Anxiety
	.17
	.08
	2.32*
	.03
	.32
	.04
	-.07
	.08
	-.89
	-.21
	.08
	.02

	Happy
	.11
	.06
	1.81a
	-.01
	.23
	.03
	.14
	.06
	2.26*
	.02
	.26
	.04

	Study 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Relationship Satisfaction
	.33
	.08
	4.21*
	.18
	.48
	.14
	.04
	.08
	.49
	-.11
	.19
	.02

	Anxiety
	.16
	.14
	1.12
	-.12
	.44
	.04
	.00
	.14
	.03
	-.27
	.28
	.00

	Happy	
	.06
	.12
	.49
	-.18
	.30
	.02
	.01
	.12
	.06
	-.23
	.24
	.00


Note. *p < .05. Significant effects highlighted in bold. For Studies 2 and 3, significant effects that fall away when controlling for daily stress are italicized. Effect sizes (r) were computed using Rosenthal and Rosnow’s (2007) formula: r = √(t2 / t2 + df). CI = confidence interval. 



OSM Table 3.     Association between Pseudo Practical Support Days and Recipients’ Satisfaction with Partners’ Help and Care and Dyadic Interactions (Study 3)
	
	Same Day 
	Next Day

	
	
	
	
	95% CI
	
	
	
	95% CI

	
	B
	SE
	t
	Low
	High
	r
	B
	SE
	t
	Low
	High
	r

	Satisfaction with Partners’ Help
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Household Chores
	.36
	.10
	3.41
	.15
	.56
	.11
	.24
	.10
	2.35
	.04
	.45
	.08

	    Dependability
	.42
	.09
	4.87
	.25
	.59
	.16
	.03
	.09
	.35
	-.14
	.20
	.01

	Satisfaction with Relationship Interactions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Affection
	.42
	.11
	3.91
	.21
	.62
	.13
	.06
	.11
	.60
	-.14
	.27
	.02

	    Sex Life
	.22
	.13
	1.69
	-.04
	.48
	.06
	.14
	.13
	1.12
	-.11
	.40
	.04

	    Time Together
	.34
	.14
	2.49
	.07
	.61
	.08
	.15
	.14
	1.02
	-.13
	.42
	.04

	    Conversations
	.40
	.10
	3.95
	.20
	.59
	.13
	.35
-.13
	.13
.15
	2.67W
-.86M
	.09
-.42
	.61
.16
	.09
.03

	Satisfaction with Partners’ Support
	.61
	.10
	6.28
	.42
	.80
	.20
	-.01
	.10
	-.14
	-.21
	.18
	.00


Note. *p < .05. Significant effects highlighted in bold. Controlling for daily stress did not alter any of the significant paths. Paths that significantly differed across men and women are listed separately for men (denoted with M) and women (denoted with W). Effect sizes (r) were computed using Rosenthal and Rosnow’s (2007) formula: r = √(t2 / t2 + df). CI = confidence interval.
5. Practical Support Provision Outcomes
In our original models we controlled for providers’ outcomes to ensure that we were examining the effects of support received rather than any costs or benefits of providing support, and to account for support equity within a given day (Gleason et al., 2003). Due to the focus on this paper, we only reported the effects of visible and invisible support days for support recipients. In this section, we report the effects of visible and invisible support days for support providers, and test whether our original analyses hold without modelling the effects of support provision. 
Results and Conclusions
Providing visible and invisible support tended to be associated with greater relationship satisfaction and reductions in negative mood. However, these effects were not consistent across studies. The only consistent finding suggested that on visible support days, support providers experienced greater happiness on the same day (Studies 1 – 3; see OSM Table 4), which might reflect the benefits of caregiving. Similar benefits of providing invisible support only emerged in Study 2 (see OSM Table 5).
In Study 3, we extended our focus to providers’ satisfaction with partners’ help and relationship interactions on visible and invisible support days. Similar to the immediate versus lagged recipient outcomes, providers experienced immediate (same day) benefits on visible support days and lagged (following day) benefits on invisible support days (see OSM Table 6). However, providers’ satisfaction with relationship behaviors were isolated to dyadic interactions (e.g., satisfaction with sex life, time spent together and conversations) and not partners’ own helpful behaviors, affection, or support, which may suggest that providers are reaping the relational benefits of their support provision.
OSM Table 4.     Association between Visible Practical Support Days and Providers’ Relationship Satisfaction and Mood
	
	Same Day
	Next Day

	
	
	
	
	95% CI
	
	
	
	
	95% CI

	
	B
	SE
	t
	Low
	High
	r
	B
	SE
	t
	Low
	High
	r

	Study 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Relationship Satisfaction
	.10
	.09
	1.08
	-08
	.28
	.03
	.02
	.09
	.19
	-.16
	.20
	.00

	Anxiety
	-.10
	.05
	-2.15*
	-.20
	-.01
	.05
	-.03
	.05
	-.66
	-.13
	.06
	.02

	Happy
	.20
	.06
	3.07*
	.07
	.32
	.07
	-.10
	.06
	-1.51
	-.22
	.03
	.04

	Study 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Relationship Satisfaction
	.17
	.05
	3.44*
	.07
	.27
	.06
	.04
	.05
	.81
	-.06
	.14
	.01

	Anxiety
	.09
	.07
	1.26
	-.05
	.23
	.02
	-.08
	.07
	-1.12
	-.22
	.06
	.02

	Happy
	.43
.15
	.09
.08
	4.74W*
1.81M a
	.25
-.01
	.61
.30
	.08
.03
	.04
	.06
	.65
	-.08
	.15
	.01

	Study 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Relationship Satisfaction
	.20
-.09
	.10
.10
	1.96W
-.88M
	-.00
-.29
	.41
.11
	.08
.03
	-.04
	.07
	-.65
	-.18
	.09
	.02

	Anxiety
	-.23
	.13
	-1.77
	-.48
	.02
	.06
	.02
	.13
	.15
	-.23
	.27
	.01

	Happy	
	.28
	.11
	2.51*
	.06
	.49
	.08
	.10
	.11
	.95
	-.11
	.32
	.03



Note. *p < .05. ap < .07. Significant effects highlighted in bold. For Studies 2 and 3, significant effects that fall away when controlling for daily stress are italicized. Paths that significantly differed across men and women are listed separately for men (denoted with M) and women (denoted with W). Effect sizes (r) were computed using Rosenthal and Rosnow’s (2007) formula: r = √(t2 / t2 + df). CI = confidence interval.


OSM Table 5.     Association between Invisible Practical Support Days and Providers’ Relationship Satisfaction and Mood
	
	Same Day
	Next Day

	
	
	
	
	95% CI
	
	
	
	
	95% CI

	
	B
	SE
	t
	Low
	High
	r
	B
	SE
	t
	Low
	High
	r

	Study 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Relationship Satisfaction
	.03
	.08
	.32
	-.13
	.18
	.01
	.11
	.08
	1.36
	-.05
	.26
	.03

	Anxiety
	.03
	.04
	.63
	-.05
	.11
	.01
	.00
	.04
	-.04
	-.08
	.08
	.00

	Happy
	.05
	.05
	.95
	-.05
	.16
	.02
	-.08
	.05
	-1.41
	-.18
	.03
	.03

	Study 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Relationship Satisfaction
	.09
	.05
	1.90a
	-.00
	.18
	.03
	.13
	.05
	2.78*
	.04
	.22
	.05

	Anxiety
	-.07
	.07
	-.99
	-.20
	.07
	.02
	.09
	.07
	1.29
	-.05
	.22
	.02

	Happy
	.12
	.06
	2.11*
	.01
	.23
	.04
	.07
	.06
	1.21
	-.04
	.17
	.02

	Study 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Relationship Satisfaction
	.02
	.08
	.22
	-.14
	.17
	.01
	.12
	.08
	1.54
	-.03
	.27
	.05

	Anxiety
	-.18
	.14
	-1.23
	-.46
	.11
	.04
	.03
	.14
	.18
	-.25
	.30
	.01

	Happy	
	.11
	.12
	.87
	-.13
	.35
	.03
	.15
	.12
	1.22
	-.09
	.38
	.04



Note. ap < .06. *p < .05. Significant effects highlighted in bold. Studies 2 nd 3 controlled for daily stress, and all effects remained significant. Paths did not significantly differ across men and women. Effect sizes (r) were computed using Rosenthal and Rosnow’s (2007) formula: r = √(t2 / t2 + df). CI = confidence interval.


OSM Table 6.     Association between Visible and Invisible Practical Support Days and Providers’ Satisfaction with Relationship Behaviors and Interactions (Study 3)
	
	Same Day 
	Next Day

	
	
	
	
	95% CI
	
	
	
	95% CI

	
	B
	SE
	t
	Low
	High
	r
	B
	SE
	t
	Low
	High
	r

	Visible Support
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Satisfaction with Partners’ Help
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Household Chores
	.05
	.09
	.54
	-.13
	.24
	.02
	-.08
	.10
	-.87
	-.27
	.10
	.03

	     Dependability
	-.08
	.08
	-1.09
	-.24
	.07
	.04
	-.11
	.08
	-1.48
	-.26
	.04
	.05

	Satisfaction with Relationship Interactions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Partner’s Affection
	.06
	.09
	.60
	-.13
	.24
	.02
	-.04
	.09
	-.38
	-.22
	.15
	.01

	    Sex Life
	.40
	.11
	3.51*
	.18
	.62
	.12
	.03
	.11
	.30
	-.19
	.25
	.01

	    Time Together
	.49
	.12
	4.07*
	.25
	.72
	.13
	.07
	.12
	.58
	-.17
	.30
	.02

	    Conversations
	.17
	.09
	1.94a
	-.00
	.35
	.07
	.08
	.09
	.87
	-.10
	.25
	.03

	Satisfaction with Partners’ Support
	.03
	.09
	.33
	-.14
	.20
	.01
	-.03
	.09
	-.39
	-.20
	.18
	.01

	Invisible Support
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Satisfaction with Partners’ Help 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Household Chores
	.11
	.10
	1.06
	-.09
	.32
	.04
	.07
	.11
	.70
	-.13
	.28
	.02

	    Dependability
	-.11
	.09
	-1.20
	-.28
	.07
	.04
	-.04
	.09
	-.49
	-.21
	.13
	.02

	Satisfaction with Relationship Interactions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Partner’s Affection
	.10
	.11
	.93
	-.11
	.31
	.03
	.18
	.11
	1.69
	-.03
	.39
	.06

	    Sex Life
	.23
	.13
	1.73
	-.03
	.50
	.06
	.28
	.13
	2.14*
	.02
	.54
	.08

	    Time Together
	.33
	.14
	2.36*
	.06
	.61
	.08
	.27
	.14
	1.96*
	-.00
	.54
	.07

	    Conversations
	.07
	.10
	.73
	-.12
	.27
	.02
	.48
.11
	.14
.14
	3.42*W
.83M
	.20
-.15
	.76
.38
	.15
.04

	Satisfaction with Partners’ Support
	-.07
	.10
	-.69
	-.26
	.13
	.02
	.13
	.10
	1.30
	-.06
	.32
	.04


Note. *p < .05. ap < .07. Significant effects highlighted in bold. Significant effects that fall away when controlling for daily stress are italicized.  Paths that significantly differed across men and women are listed separately for men (denoted with M) and women (denoted with W). Effect sizes (r) were computed using Rosenthal and Rosnow’s (2007) formula: r = √(t2 / t2 + df). CI = confidence interval.

6. Original Models After Removing Provider Outcomes
We also re-ran our original models without including providers’ outcomes. Generally, the effects in Tables 2 to 4 all held when removing provider outcomes from the model, except in Study 2 where the effect of receiving invisible support on relationship satisfaction the following day was reduced. We provide information about specific effects for each study below.
Study 1. When re-running the analyses without modelling the provider outcomes, the 2 significant effects of visible support on same-day outcomes in Table 2 remained significant (ps < .05). The significant effect of invisible support on relationship satisfaction the following day in Table 3 also remained significant (p = .009).
Study 2. When re-running the analyses without modelling the provider outcomes, the 3 significant effects of visible support on same-day and next-day outcomes in Table 2, and the significant effect of invisible support on same-day happiness in Table 3 remained significant (ps < .05). However, the effect of invisible support on relationship satisfaction the following day became nonsignificant (B = .06, t = 1.45, p = .146). One new effect emerged: On the same day, visible support was associated with lower happiness (B = -.11, t = 1.98, p = .048).
Study 3. When re-running the analyses without modelling the provider outcomes, 19 of the 22 original significant effects in Tables 2 to 4 remained significant (ps < .05). One of these effects got stronger (visible support  relationship satisfaction same day emerged for both men and women, B = .30, t = 4.52, p < .001). One effect became marginal (invisible support  happiness following day, B = .20, t = 1.77, p = .077). In addition, 3 new effects emerged: On the same day, invisible support days were associated with greater satisfaction with household chores (B = .20, t = 1.99, p = .046) and conversations (B = .23, t = 2.49, p = .013), and marginally greater dependability (B = .15, t = 1.86, p = .064).
