Supplementary materials
Supplement A. Overview of measures
Here, we share all measures and items that we used to examine emotional support, vigor, and sense of contribution and purpose. Note that the measures are translated to English for sharing purposes.

1. Emotional support – measured by Opportunities for Prosocial Actions – Emotional Support subscale (Sweijen et al., 2022; van de Groep et al., 2020)
Administered as a daily measure at T1 and T2, and as a single assessment from T3 onwards (difference in instructions indicated in italics)
We would like to know more about the things you did for your friends and family for the past 24 hours/in the past months. This does not include someone with whom you have a romantic relationship. You will get questions about multiple things you could do for someone else. Here we do not refer to activities you would get paid for, or you would be punished for if you would not perform them. We are only interested in what you did by yourself. Please fill out below whether you performed the activities for your friends and family for the past 24 hours/past months.
1. I comforted friends when they were upset.
2. I sent a message to friends, to be kind.
3. I did my best to spend time with friends.
4. I comforted family members when they were upset.
5. I sent a message to family members and/or called them, to be kind.
6. I did my best to spend time with my family.
Response option at T1 and T2 from 0 ‘not at all’ to 5 ‘a lot’
Response option from T3 onwards: 0 ‘not something I do’, 1 ‘once’, 2 ‘little/more than once’, 3 ‘sometimes’, 4 ‘more often than not’, and 5 ‘very often’.

2. Vigor – measured by Profile of Mood States – Vigor subscale (Curran et al., 1995; Wald & Mellenbergh, 1990)
Administered similarly at all assessments (as a daily measure at T1 and T2, and as a single assessment from T3 onwards)
Below is a list of words that describe feelings people have. Please indicate the extent to which the meaning of the word best describes how you feel right now. Do not think too long about your answer. It is your first impression that counts. There are no wrong answers. Each answer is right, if it represents your own mood. Do not skip any words. The description best describes how I feel right now:
1. Active
2. Vigorous
3. Lively
4. Full of pep
5. Cheerful
Response option: ‘not at all’, ‘a little’, ‘moderately’, ‘quite a lot’, and ‘extremely’

3. Sense of contribution and purpose – measured by General Contributions to Society - Crisis, adapted from van de Groep et al. (2020)
Administered as a daily measure at T1 and T2
Please indicate whether you agree with the following statements:
1. I contributed to society in the past 24 hours.
2. I helped others in the past 24 hours.
3. I made an effort for people around me in the past 24 hours.
Response option: 1 ‘entirely disagree’, 2 ‘mostly disagree’, 3 ‘somewhat disagree’, 4 ‘neither agree nor disagree’, 5 ‘somewhat agree’, 6 ‘mostly agree’, and 7 ‘entirely agree’ 

4. Sense of contribution and purpose – measured by Multidimensional Wellbeing in Youth Scale (MWYS) – Having impact, purpose and meaning subscale (Green et al., 2023)
Administered as a single assessment at T4 through T7

The following questions are about how you have been feeling the past month. There are no good or wrong answers. Give your honest response and try to not overthink the question. Just go with your first instinct. Did you have the feeling that you…
1. Have enough interest in your school/work
2. Are fulfilled at school/work
3. Accomplish things at school/work
4. Have a purpose in life
5. Are motivated to go to school/work
6. Contribute to society (e.g., your neighborhood, city, or sport club)
7. Are good in handling your responsibilities at school/work
8. Have a meaningful life
9. Are valuable to society (e.g., your neighborhood, city, or sport club)
10. Are satisfied with how your life is
11. Have fun in the things you do
Response option from 1 ‘I did not have that feeling at all’ to 4 ‘I did have that feeling very much’

Supplement B. Attrition checks
To examine whether participants excluded from and included in the analyses differ on demographic variables, emotional support, and vigor, we performed attrition analyses in SPSS between the two groups (whole group vs. analysis group). We detected significant differences between groups in gender (p < .001) and age (all p’s < .05) in all samples (daily sample at timepoint 1, daily sample at timepoint 2, and half-yearly sample), such that participants included in the analyses were more likely to be female and more likely to be younger in the daily sample at timepoint 1 and in the half-yearly sample, and more likely to be older in the daily sample at timepoint 2. In the daily sample at timepoint 1, we also found a difference between the groups in emotional support to friends and family (both p < .001), such that the analysis group was more likely to show less emotional support. We found no group differences in emotional support in the other datasets, as well as in vigor and sense of contribution and purpose (p’s > .05).

Supplement C. Handling missing data
To test whether FIML is suitable to handle missing data in our datasets, we performed Little’s MCAR tests in SPSS. For the half-yearly sample, the MCAR tests for the models with emotional support and vigor showed the data are missing (completely) at random (p = .777 and p = .334, for friends and family respectively). For the two timepoints in the daily sample, the MCAR tests were significant (all p’s < .05). However, given that FIML may still be used when data are MAR, we checked whether the number of days with missing data (i.e., missingness) correlated with the observed data on emotional support and vigor (on the first day the data were present). Non-significant correlations for both timepoints (r’s between -.07 to -.05 for timepoint 1 and r’s between -.03 to .09 for timepoint 2; all p’s > .05) showed that missingness did not correlate with the observed data. Together, these analyses show that FIML is a suitable method for dealing with missing data in our datasets.

Supplement D. Sensitivity analyses
To examine the robustness of the results, we performed the time-constrained RI-CLPMs using a more conservative approach. That is, in these sensitivity analyses we included participants if they had missing data at only one of the timepoints (i.e., 9 out of the 10 days for both timepoints in the daily sample and 5 out of the 6 timepoints for the half-yearly sample). This resulted in 658 participants in the daily sample at timepoint 1 (27.1% of the sample), 341 in the daily sample at timepoint 2 (14.0%), and 196 in the half-yearly sample (8.1%). As shown in Table S3, the models had acceptable to good fit. The sensitivity analyses showed similar results (see Table S4). Even though some effects were not significant anymore, the same trends are visible as presented in the manuscript.



Table S1. Model fit indices of time-constrained RI-CLPMs
	Model
	χ2
	df
	p
	CFI
	RMSEA [95% CI]

	Daily sample T1 friends
	378.61
	181
	< .001
	0.977
	.04 [.03, .04]

	Daily sample T1 family
	340.19
	181
	< .001
	0.983
	.03 [.03, .04]

	Daily sample T2 friends
	265.34
	181
	< .001
	0.982
	.03 [.02, .04]

	Daily sample T2 family
	252.42
	181
	< .001
	0.985
	.03 [.02, .04]

	Half-yearly sample friends
	105.69
	57
	< .001
	0.957
	.05 [.03, .06]

	Half-yearly sample family
	86.94
	57
	.007
	0.978
	.04 [.02, .05]


Note. T1 = Timepoint 1. T2 = Timepoint 2.

Table S2. Model fit indices of multi-group time-constrained RI-CLPMs
	Model
	χ2
	df
	p
	CFI
	RMSEA [95% CI]

	Daily sample T1 friends
	806.68
	543
	< .001
	0.970
	.04 [.04, .05]

	Daily sample T1 family
	736.66
	543
	< .001
	0.980
	.04 [.03, .04]

	Daily sample T2 friends
	738.76
	543
	< .001
	0.960
	.05 [.04, .06]

	Daily sample T2 family
	711.89
	543
	< .001
	0.967
	.05 [.04, .06]

	Half-yearly sample friends
	258.78
	171
	< .001
	0.928
	.06 [.05, .08]

	Half-yearly sample family
	242.91
	171
	< .001
	0.951
	.06 [.04, .07]


Note. T1 = Timepoint 1. T2 = Timepoint 2.

Table S3. Model fit indices of time-constrained RI-CLPMs using more conservative sample
	Model
	χ2
	df
	p
	CFI
	RMSEA [95% CI]

	Daily sample T1 friends
	355.84
	181
	< .001
	0.977
	.04 [.03, .04]

	Daily sample T1 family
	321.53
	181
	< .001
	0.983
	.03 [.03, .04]

	Daily sample T2 friends
	248.47
	181
	< .001
	0.983
	.03 [.02, .04]

	Daily sample T2 family
	234.72
	181
	.004
	0.987
	.03 [.02, .04]

	Half-yearly sample friends
	93.50
	57
	.002
	0.955
	.06 [.04, .08]

	Half-yearly sample family
	74.68
	57
	.058
	0.982
	.04 [.00, .06]


Note. T1 = Timepoint 1. T2 = Timepoint 2.

Table S4. Overview of parameters of the time-constrained RI-CLPMs using more conservative sample
	
	Daily associations
	Half-yearly associations

	
	Timepoint 1 friends
	Timepoint 1 family
	Timepoint 2 friends
	Timepoint 2 family
	Friends
	Family

	
	   b (se)
	r/β
	   b (se)
	r/β
	   b (se)
	r/β
	   b (se)
	r/β
	   b (se)
	r/β
	   b (se)
	r/β

	Between-person correlation
	.08 (.03)*
	.11
	.07 (.04)
	.09
	.10 (.04)*
	.14
	.10 (.05)*
	.13
	.01 (.03)
	.03
	.07 (.05)
	.12

	T1 within-person correlation
	.06 (.03)*
	.11
	.01 (.03)
	.01
	.06 (.03)
	.12
	.09 (.04)*
	.16
	.02 (.05)
	.04
	.04 (.05)
	.09

	T>1 within-person correlation
	.06 (.01)***
	.12 to .15
	.04 (.01)***
	.08 to .10
	.06 (.01)***
	.12 to .16
	.05 (.01)***
	.10 to .13
	.00 (.02)
	.01
	.04 (.02)*
	.08 to .11

	Emotional support → vigor
	.00 (.01)
	.00
	.02 (.01)
	.02 to .03
	.01 (.02)
	.00
	.01 (.01)
	.02
	-.05 (.04)
	-.05 to -.07
	.00 (.04)
	.00

	Vigor → emotional support
	.00 (.03)
	.00
	.00 (.02)
	.00
	.10 (.04)**
	.06 to .08
	.02 (.04)
	.01 to .02
	-.08 (.04)*
	-.06 to -.10
	.00 (.06)
	.00

	AR emotional support
	.25 (.02)***
	.23 to .28
	.21 (.02)***
	.18 to .23
	.18 (.03)***
	.17 to .20
	.21 (.04)***
	.19 to .23
	.24 (.05)***
	.22 to .31
	.18 (.06) **
	.16 to .20

	AR vigor
	.21 (.02)***
	.19 to .23
	.20 (.02)***
	.19 to .23
	.22 (.03) ***
	.20 to .25
	.21 (.03)***
	.20 to .25
	.09 (.05)
	.07 to .10
	.08 (.05)
	.07 to .10


Note. AR = autoregressive path
