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Online Supplement

Validity Information for the Abbreviated, Adapted Work–Eldercare Interface Scale
We collected additional data from Prolific (Prolific.co) to provide psychometric evidence for the abbreviated, adapted measure of the work–eldercare interface. Participants were full-time working individuals in the U.S. who are currently caring for older adult(s) (N = 200). On average, participants were 41.82 (SD = 11.39) years old, spent 40.78 hours per week for paid work (SD = 7.99), and spent 22.62 hours per week for eldercare (SD = 22.57). Most participants were in a relationship (62%) and had a college degree or higher (72%). Care recipients were most frequently participants’ biological parents (mother = 39.5%, father = 25.5%), followed by grandparents (13%).
Quantitative Investigation - Measures
Responses were on a five-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree), unless otherwise noted.
Work–Eldercare Conflict. Work–eldercare conflict in both directions was measured with the adapted work-family conflict scale (Carlson et al., 2000); ‘family’ was replaced with ‘caregiving’ in the items, with the instructions prior to the items referencing eldercare in particular. We used all three items each for time-based and strain-based work-to-eldercare conflict. Similarly, we used all three items each for time-based and strain-based eldercare-to-work conflict. A higher score indicates greater conflict. Table S1 presents all items.
Work–Eldercare Enrichment. Work–eldercare enrichment in both directions was measured with the adapted work-family enrichment scale (Carlson et al., 2006); ‘my involvement in family’ and ‘a family member’ were replaced with ‘taking care of my care recipient’ and ‘a caregiver,’ respectively, in the items. We used all three items each for the development, affect, and capital dimensions of work-to-eldercare enrichment. Similarly, we used all three items each for the development, affect, and efficiency dimensions of eldercare-to-work enrichment. A higher score reflects greater enrichment. Table S2 presents all items.
Life, Job, and Family Satisfaction. Satisfaction with life, job, and family was measured with a single item each, “Taking everything into consideration, how do you feel about your life overall/your job as a whole/your family as a whole?” Responses were on a five-point Likert scale (1 = extremely dissatisfied to 5 = extremely satisfied).
Vitality. Vitality was measured with the vitality scale from the SF-36 Health Survey (Ware & Sherbourne, 1992). Following the instruction, “During the past 30 days, how often did you feel…,” participants indicated how frequently they ‘felt full of life,’ ‘had a lot of energy,’ ‘felt worn out,’ and ‘felt tired.’ Responses were on a five-point Likert scale (1 = Not at all to 5 = Extremely), unless ohterwise noted.
Distress. Distress was measured with the 6-item scale from Kessler et al. (2002). Following the instruction, “During the past 30 days, how often did you feel…,” participants indicated how frequently they felt ‘nervous,’ ‘hopeless,’ ‘restless or fidgety,’ ‘so depressed that nothing could cheer you up,’ ‘that everything was an effort,’ and ‘worthless.’ Responses were on a five-point Likert scale (0 = None of the time to 4 = All of the time).
Qualitative Exploration 
Critical Incident. To better understand participants’ experiences navigating work and eldercare, we collected critical incidents. To minimize fatigue, participants were randomly assigned to one of four conditions in which they described a specific experience: a time when work made caregiving more difficult (work-to-eldercare conflict), caregiving made work more difficult (eldercare-to-work conflict), work enhanced caregiving (work-to-eldercare enrichment), or caregiving enhanced work (eldercare-to-work enrichment). 
Comparison of Eldercare and Childcare. Each participant was also asked to provide at least one similarity and one difference between eldercare and childcare.
Results and Discussion
We computed reliability, paired-sample t-tests, and bivariate correlation for the work–eldercare variables using the abbreviated (2-item) and full-length scales. Results are shown in Table S3. For all variables, both the abbreviated and full-length scales had an acceptable level of reliability. Paired-sample t-tests suggested that the Mean of the variables created using all versus two items were not significantly different. Bivariate correlations with key outcomes (life, job, and family satisfaction, vitality, distress) were comparable when the variables were created using all versus two items. Confirmatory factor analyses suggested that the hypothesized 4-factor model fit significantly better than alternative 2-factor model when using all (ΔSB-χ²(5) = 106.1, p < .001) as well as two (Δχ²(5) = 116.61, p < .001) items (see Table S4).
Qualitative data indicated that work–eldercare conflict and enrichment share core dynamics with the broader work–family interface, including time pressure, emotional strain, competing role demands for conflict, as well as cross-domain transfer of positive affect and skills for enrichment (see below for illustrative quotes). At the same time, participants mentioned unique eldercare-specific features, such as navigating declining health, the unpredictability of care needs, and a heavier emotional atmosphere, contrasting to the developmental and reciprocal nature of childcare. 
Work-to-eldercare conflict:

“A work deadline forced me to stay late, coinciding with my care recipient's medical appointment. I had to rely on a neighbor, causing stress and guilt.”

“I work 8 hours a day, and coming back home especially when its a busy and stressful day often leads me to not having a good time caregiving for my family member, especially since as they've got older they're more needy and can give you an attitude. This results in massive frustrations which can feel bottled up at times especially if you feel like you have no one to talk to.”

Eldercare-to-work conflict:

“My mother fell in the house while I was in a meeting at work. I received a call from her and she wasn't able to get up. I had to excuse myself from the meeting and head home to help her.”

“An example was when my aged parent suddenly experienced a medical emergency and he needed to be taken to the hospital at once. I was at the point of a serious work project that had a deadline. To the event had been preceding indications of failing health, though not of an urgent character--until that day. I was forced to take a sudden leave, liaise with doctors, and organize discharge planning and follow up care and attempt to support my work duties at the same time. I was also very busy doing multiple things at once during this period, like responding to work email in hospital waiting rooms and making care-related decisions during conference calls. It affected my work performance and my well being due to the stress and divided attention.”

Work-to-eldercare enrichment:

“I feel productive and positive at work and when you're happy you can do anything! My parents can be very difficult people so this positivity and productivity from work can really help me be strong! This energy carries me through with caregiving and mental health.”

“My job requires me to interact with many different people. This work has helped me navigate my relationship with my parents who I don't always see eye to eye. For instance, if they want me to do something I am hesitant to, my skills from work has helped me better see from their perspective and try to understand why they think this way. It's allowed me to be more patient and empathetic with them.”

Eldercare-to-work enrichment:

“I take care of my mom who has stage 3 ovarian cancer. She's done a few rounds of chemo, direct radiation and immunotherapy. It has decreased her quality of life. When I visit with her and take care of her, I feel a sense of pride and admiration for her...which makes me want to work harder in my own life. That if she can continue to fight everyday then I should be able to just to be happy and do what needs to be done.”

“That day I made my Dad happy while caring for him and it put me in a good mood and I was very happy and full of energy when I got to work.”

In sum, the additional data collected indicates that the abbreviated work–eldercare conflict and enrichment scales perform comparably to the full-length measures, supporting their use in the present study. The qualitative data further reveal core similarities in the underlying processes between work–eldercare and work-family (or childcare), which justifies drawing on the broader work-family literature to guide our hypotheses and theorizing. Nonetheless, our scales may not fully capture some of the unique depth and nuance of the work–eldercare interface, which warrants further focused research.
Sensitivity Analysis using the T1 Contextual Support Variables
For the analyses reported in the manuscript, we used the average of T1–T3 contextual support variables (family-supportive supervisor behaviors [FSSB] and work-supportive family [WSF]) for between-person FSSB and WSF. This operationalization aligns with our theoretical conceptualization of contextual supports as a stable reservoir of resources—that is, how much FSSB and WSF individuals generally perceive over a given period of time. Moreover, because FSSB and WSF are dynamic constructs that naturally fluctuate over time in response to changing work and family conditions, relying solely on T1 scores would assume their stability and thus misrepresent their temporal variability. This conceptualization, combined with our modeling of within-person fluctuations in FSSB and WSF to predict work–eldercare experiences, helps address (though cannot fully resolve) issues of temporal precedence.
However, using the average of T1–T3 creates an issue with causal order because T3 support levels are part of the predictor for the levels and changes in work–eldercare experiences at T1 and T2. As such, we ran all analyses involving between-person FSSB and WSF using Time 1 support variables to examine robustness with respect to temporal ordering.
Concerning Hypotheses 3 and 4, which posit the benefits of within-person increases in FSSB and WSF for the slopes in the trajectories of work–eldercare experiences, results appeared the same when T1 support variable was controlled (vs. the average of T1–T3 was controlled). That is, within-person increases in FSSB, but not WSF, related to the slopes of all four work–eldercare experiences trajectories, controlling for T1 FSSB and T1 WSF, respectively. Some descriptive differences emerged, such as T1 FSSB positively relating to the intercepts of the growth trajectories of work–eldercare enrichment in both directions, and a non-significant relationship of T1 WSF with the intercept of the work-to-eldercare conflict trajectory. Results are shown in Tables S5 and S6.
Regarding Hypotheses 5 and 7, which propose interactions between trait resilience and between-person FSSB and WSF, respectively, one difference emerged. Specifically, for Hypothesis 5, trait resilience did not interact with T1 FSSB to predict eldercare-to-work enrichment.
3
WORK-ELDERCARE INTERFACE TRAJECTORIES
In sum, the results from this robustness check indicate that the conclusions in the manuscript are largely the same when using T1 contextual support variables.
Table S1. 
Adapted Work-Eldercare Conflict Scale
	Work-to-eldercare conflict
	
	Eldercare-to-work conflict

	Time-based
	My work kept me from my caregiving activities more than I would like
	
	Time-based
	The time I spent on caregiving responsibilities interfered with my work responsibilities

	Time-based
	The time I had to devote to my job kept me from participating in caregiving responsibilities and activities
	
	Time-based
	The time I spent with my care recipient caused me not to spend time in activities at work that could be helpful to my career

	Time-based
	I had to miss caregiving activities due to the amount of time I must spend on work responsibilities
	
	Time-based
	I had to miss work activities due to the amount of time I must spend on caregiving responsibilities

	Strain-based
	When I got home from work I am often too frazzled to participate in caregiving activities/responsibilities
	
	Strain-based
	Due to stress at home, I am often preoccupied with caregiving-related matters at work

	Strain-based
	I was so emotionally drained because of my work and it prevented me from caring for my care recipient
	
	Strain-based
	I had a hard time concentrating on my work due to stress from caregiving responsibilities

	Strain-based
	Due to all the pressures at work, sometimes when I come home I am too stressed to do the things I enjoy
	
	Strain-based
	Tension and anxiety from caregiving often weakened my ability to do my job


Note. Items in bold were used for the abbreviated scale. 


Table S2. 
Adapted Work-Eldercare Enrichment Scale
	Work-to-eldercare enrichment
	
	Eldercare-to-work enrichment

	Development
	My involvement in my work helped me to understand diﬀerent viewpoints and this helps me be a better caregiver
	
	Development
	Taking care of my care recipient helped me to gain knowledge and this helped me be a better worker

	Development
	My involvement in my work helped me to gain knowledge and this helps me be a better caregiver
	
	Development
	Taking care of my care recipient helped me acquire skills and this helped me be a better worker

	Development
	My involvement in my work helped me acquire skills and this helps me be a better caregiver
	
	Development
	Taking care of my care recipient helped me expand my knowledge of new things and this helped me be a better worker

	Affect
	My involvement in my work put me in a good mood and this helped me be a better caregiver
	
	Affect
	Taking care of my care recipient put me in a good mood and this helped me be a better worker

	Affect
	My involvement in my work made me feel happy and this helps me be a better caregiver
	
	Affect
	Taking care of my care recipient made me feel happy and this helped me be a better worker 

	Affect
	My involvement in my work made me cheerful and this helps me be a better caregiver
	
	Affect
	Taking care of my care recipient made me cheerful and this helped me be a better worker

	Capital
	My involvement in my work helped me feel personally fulfilled and this helps me be a better caregiver
	
	Efficiency
	Taking care of my care recipient required me to avoid wasting time at work and this helped me be a better worker

	Capital
	My involvement in my work provided me with a sense of accomplishment and this helped me be a better caregiver
	
	Efficiency
	Taking care of my care recipient encouraged me to use my work time in a focused manner and this helped me be a better worker

	Capital
	My involvement in my work provided me with a sense of success and this helps me be a better caregiver
	
	Efficiency
	Taking care of my care recipient made me to be more focused at work and this helped me be a better worker


Note. Items in bold were used for the abbreviated scale.

Table S3. 

Comparison of the Abbreviated and Full-Length Adapted Work-Eldercare Scales

	
	Work–eldercare conflict
	Eldercare-work conflict
	Work–eldercare enrichment
	Eldercare-work enrichment

	
	All items
	2 items
	All items
	2 items
	All items
	2 items
	All items
	2 items

	Reliability
	.925
	.756
	.937
	.823
	.952
	.850
	.954
	.801

	M(SD)
	3.06 (1.12)
	3.05 (1.18)
	2.70 (1.17)
	2.71 (1.21)
	3.45 (1.10)
	3.47 (1.20)
	3.61 (1.04)
	3.57 (1.08)

	Correlation with Lsat
	-.25**
	-.26**
	-.27**
	-.27**
	.48**
	.48**
	.49**
	.49**

	Correlation with Jsat
	-.27**
	-.24**
	-.25**
	-.27**
	.53**
	.55**
	.48**
	.50**

	Correlation with Fsat
	-.29**
	-.29**
	-.32**
	-.32**
	.22**
	.23**
	.28**
	.29**

	Correlation with Vitality
	-.34**
	-.32**
	-.33**
	-.35**
	.50**
	.46**
	.53**
	.53**

	Correlation with Distress
	.50**
	.48**
	.54**
	.51**
	-.33**
	-.30**
	-.31**
	-.31**




	Table S4. 
Model Fit Indices for Testing Factorial Validity of Work–Eldercare Experiences

	Model
	χ2
	df
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA
	ΔSB-χ2
	p of SB-χ2 difference test

	2-item measures 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Four factors (bi-directional conflict and enrichment)
	17.318
	14
	.994
	.988
	.034
	
	

	Two factors (conflict and enrichment) 
	115.749
	19
	.828
	.747
	.160
	116.61
	<.001

	One factor
	416.007
	20
	.457
	.239
	.315
	-
	-

	Full-length measures
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Four factors (bi-directional conflict and enrichment)
	463.984
	370
	.981
	.977
	.04
	
	

	Two factors (conflict and enrichment) 
	616.348
	375
	.950
	.943
	.06
	106.13
	<.001

	One factor
	1004.216
	376
	.871
	.851
	.09
	309.0
	<.001



	
Table S5

Summary of Multilevel Models Examining the Between-Person (Level 2, measured at T1) and Within-Person (Level 1) Effects of FSSB on Work–Eldercare Experiences

	
	Work-to-eldercare conflict
	Eldercare-to-work conflict
	Work-to-eldercare enrichment
	Eldercare-to-work enrichment

	
	Model 5a
	Model 5b
	Model 6a
	Model 6b
	Model 7a
	Model 7b
	Model 8a
	Model 8b

	
	Estimate (SE)
	Estimate (SE)
	Estimate (SE)
	Estimate (SE)
	Estimate (SE)
	Estimate (SE)
	Estimate (SE)
	Estimate (SE)

	Fixed Effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	2.82 (0.05)***
	2.79 (0.05)***
	2.52 (0.05)***
	2.53 (0.05)***
	2.93 (0.04)***
	2.94 (0.04)***
	2.87 (0.05)***
	2.89 (0.05)***

	T1 FSSB (grand-mean centered)
	-0.13 (0.07)
	-0.11 (0.06)
	-0.12 (0.06)
	-0.08 (0.06)
	0.22 (0.05)***
	0.24 (0.05)***
	0.17 (0.06)**
	0.16 (0.06)**

	Within-person FSSB (group-mean centered)
	-0.20 (0.06)***
	-0.22 (0.06)***
	-0.12 (0.06)*
	-0.12 (0.06)
	0.18 (0.06)*
	0.23 (0.07)**
	0.21 (0.09)*
	0.19 (0.10)

	Trait resilience (grand-mean centered)
	-
	-0.34 (0.08)***
	-
	-0.34 (0.07)***
	-
	0.20 (0.06)**
	-
	0.15 (0.07)*

	Trait resilience (grand-mean centered)* T1 FSSB (grand-mean centered)
	-
	-0.02 (0.08)
	-
	0.09 (0.07)
	-
	0.05 (0.06)
	-
	0.08 (0.08)

	Trait resilience (grand-mean centered)* Within-person FSSB (group-mean centered)
	-
	0.04 (0.06)
	-
	0.17 (0.07)*
	-
	0.03 (0.09)
	-
	-0.02 (0.13)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Random Effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	0.29***
	0.22***
	0.22***
	0.18***
	0.16***
	0.14***
	0.18***
	0.15***

	FSSB
	-a
	-a
	-a
	-a
	0.12**
	0.12***
	0.33**
	0.41***

	Residual
	0.33
	0.34
	0.35
	0.35
	0.27
	0.28
	0.40
	0.40

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Parameter
	5
	8
	5
	8
	7
	10
	7
	10

	Deviance
	982
	844
	974
	840
	886
	770
	1062
	928

	AIC
	993
	859
	984
	856
	901
	791
	1075
	949

	BIC
	1013
	891
	1004
	888
	929
	831
	1104
	989

	Note. FSSB = Family-supportive supervisor behaviors.
* p < .05 ** p < .01 *** p < .001. 
aThe random effect was removed from the model because it was not significant.





	
Table S6

Summary of Multilevel Models Examining the Between-Person (Level 2, measured at T1) and Within-Person (Level 1) Effects of WSF on Work–Eldercare Experiences

	
	Work-to-eldercare conflict
	Eldercare-to-work conflict
	Work-to-eldercare enrichment
	Eldercare-to-work enrichment

	
	Model 5a
	Model 5b
	Model 6a
	Model 6b
	Model 7a
	Model 7b
	Model 8a
	Model 8b

	
	Estimate (SE)
	Estimate (SE)
	Estimate (SE)
	Estimate (SE)
	Estimate (SE)
	Estimate (SE)
	Estimate (SE)
	Estimate (SE)

	Fixed Effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	2.82 (0.05)***
	2.79 (0.05)***
	2.52 (0.05)***
	2.53 (0.05)***
	2.93 (0.04)***
	2.92 (0.04)***
	2.87 (0.04)***
	2.89 (0.04)***

	T1 WSF (grand-mean centered)
	-0.13 (0.08)
	-0.10 (0.07)
	-0.21 (0.07)**
	-0.19 (0.07)**
	0.16 (0.06)*
	0.11 (0.06)
	0.34 (0.06)***
	0.34 (0.07)***

	Within-person WSF (group-mean centered)
	0.12 (0.08)
	0.13 (0.09)
	-0.06 (0.08)
	-0.07 (0.09)
	0.07 (0.10)
	0.05 (0.11)
	0.12 (0.10)
	0.15 (0.11)

	Trait resilience (grand-mean centered)
	-
	-0.36 (0.08)***
	-
	-0.30 (0.07)***
	-
	0.26 (0.07)***
	-
	0.14 (0.07)*

	Trait resilience (grand-mean centered)* T1 WSF (grand-mean centered)
	-
	-0.07 (0.09)
	-
	0.12 (0.08)
	-
	0.19 (0.07)*
	-
	0.03 (0.07)

	Trait resilience (grand-mean centered)* Within-person WSF (group-mean centered)
	-
	0.03 (0.12)
	-
	0.32 (0.11)**
	-
	0.09 (0.15)
	-
	0.23 (0.14)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Random Effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	0.29***
	0.21***
	0.20***
	0.17***
	0.19***
	0.16***
	0.11***
	0.07*

	FSSB
	-a
	-a
	-a
	-a
	0.40**
	0.39***
	-a
	-a

	Residual
	0.35
	0.35
	0.36
	0.36
	0.27
	0.28
	0.51
	0.53

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Parameter
	5
	8
	5
	8
	7
	10
	7
	10

	Deviance
	994
	858
	972
	840
	914
	802
	1060
	922

	AIC
	1005
	874
	982
	856
	929
	822
	1069
	937

	BIC
	1025
	906
	1003
	888
	957
	862
	1090
	969

	Note. WSF = Work-supportive family.
* p < .05 ** p < .01 *** p < .001. 
aThe random effect was removed from the model because it was not significant.
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