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Supplemental Online Materials for:


 Impatience Over Time



Supplemental studies:

SOM 1. Supplemental Study 1: Separating the Effects of Completed and Remaining Wait
SOM 2. Supplemental Study 2: Late Delivery Implications 
SOM 3. Supplemental Study 3: Impatience as a Function of Physical Distance
SOM 4. Supplemental Study 4: Impatience in a Traffic Delay

Additional measures and results from reported studies*:

SOM 5. Results by Political Preferences (Studies 1 and 2)
SOM 6. Descriptive Statistics for Exploratory Variables (Studies 1 and 2)
SOM 7. Descriptive Statistics for Additional Controls (Study 3)
SOM 8. Participant Attrition 
SOM 9. Linear and Quadratic Tests of Impatience Over Time 

*All variables are reported in the main manuscript or the supplemental online materials.






SOM1: Separating the Effects of Completed and Remaining Wait (Supplemental Study 1)
Supplemental Study 1 (preregistered: https://aspredicted.org/fq2xb.pdf) tested whether impatience is a function of the distance to the end of the wait, independent of how long people have been waiting. Using a common waiting experience—waiting for a package to arrive—we tested whether after waiting the same amount of time (six days), participants would expect to feel more impatient if the wait was nearly over compared to halfway through. We expected the desire for goal closure to mediate this effect.
Methods
Participants. We opened the study to 200 participants from a university’s online participant pool in exchange for a $1 Amazon.com gift card; the university pool returned 192 respondents. As preregistered, we only analyzed responses from participants who passed an attention check and listed a product for the scenario, resulting in a final sample of 189 participants (112 women; Mage = 32.22, SDage = 11.34).
Procedure. We assigned participants to a 2 (Expected Wait: 6 days vs. 12 days; between-participants) × 2 (Time of Measurement: Time 1 vs. Time 2; within-participants) mixed design.
Participants listed a product that they wanted to order online but did not need immediately (e.g., Apple Airpods, cashmere sweater). They then read a scenario where they ordered the item, and it was supposed to arrive in either 6 or 12 days. 
For each measure, participants rated how they would feel after waiting for 3 days (Time 1), when the package would arrive in either 3 days or 9 days, and then again after waiting 6 days (Time 2), when the package would arrive either later that day or in 6 days. To measure impatience, participants rated: “When the package will arrive [number of days from now], how impatient do you feel while waiting for it to arrive?” (1 = not at all, 7 = very), “When the package will arrive [number of days from now], how bothered do you feel while waiting for it to arrive?” (1 = not at all, 7 = very), and “When the package will arrive [number of days from now], how do you feel while waiting for it to arrive?” (1 = dislike waiting a little, 7 = dislike waiting a lot). We averaged these items into an impatience index (Time 1: a = .879; Time 2: a = .872).
To measure the desire for closure, participants rated: “When the package will arrive [number of days from now], how much do you want closure on it?” (1 = not at all, 7 = very). As a manipulation check, participants rated: “When the package will arrive [number of days from now], how close is it to arriving?” (1 = not at all, 7 = very).
Results 
Supporting the manipulation check, a mixed ANOVA on the manipulation check yielded a main effect of Time, main effect of the Wait, and a Wait × Time interaction (Supplemental Table 1). Already at Time 1, participants reported the package was closer to arriving when they expected to wait for 6 days compared to 12 days, t(187) = 8.00, p < .001, d = 1.16, 95% CI = [1.29, 2.14]. This effect was even stronger at Time 2, t(187) = 12.43, p < .001, d = 1.81, 95% CI = [1.96, 2.70]. Further, participants reported the package was closer to arriving at Time 2 than Time 1 both when they expected to wait for 6 days, t(94) = 11.15, p < .001, d = 1.14, 95% CI = [1.39, 2.00], and 12 days, t(93) = 8.85, p < .001, d = .91, 95% CI = [0.84, 1.33].
Supporting our hypothesis, a mixed ANOVA on impatience yielded a main effect of Time, no effect of Wait, and the predicted Time × Wait interaction (Supplemental Figure 1). At Time 1, participants reported similar impatience, regardless of whether they expected to wait for 6 days or 12 days, t(187) = 1.06, p = .292, d = .15, 95% CI = [-0.75, 0.23]. However, at Time 2, participants reported more impatience when the package would arrive later that day compared to in another 6 days, t(187) = 2.54, p = .012, d = .37, 95% CI = [0.14, 1.15]. After waiting the same amount of time, participants who were closer to the end of the wait felt more impatient. Further, impatience increased between Time 1 and Time 2 when participants expected to wait for 6 days, t(94) = 5.89, p < .001, d = .60, 95% CI = [0.69, 1.38], but not when participants expected to wait for 12 days, t(93) = 1.62, p = .109, d = .17, 95% CI = [-0.03, 0.28].
Supplemental Table 1. Supplemental Study 1 descriptive statistics (SDs in parentheses) and mixed ANOVA results. 
	
	Time 1
	Time 2
	Time 
	Wait
	Interaction

	Manipulation Check
	
	
	
	

	6-day expected wait 
	4.62 (1.30)
	6.32 (1.23)
	F(1, 187) = 202.32, p < .001, η2p = .52
	F(1, 187) = 131.96, p < .001, η2p = .41
	F(1, 187) = 9.73, p = .002, η2p = .05

	12-day expected wait
	2.90 (1.63)
	3.99 (1.34)
	
	
	

	Impatience
	
	
	
	

	6-day expected wait 
	3.33 (1.62)
	4.36 (1.74)
	F(1, 187) = 36.26, p < .001, η2p = .16
	F(1, 187) = 0.69, p = .408, η2p = .00
	F(1, 187) = 22.39, p < .001, η2p = .11

	12-day expected wait
	3.59 (1.80)
	3.72 (1.77)
	
	
	

	Desire for closure
	
	
	
	

	6-day expected wait 
	4.54 (1.77)
	5.44 (1.86)
	F(1, 187) = 26.51, p < .001, η2p = .12
	F(1, 187) = 3.47, p = .064, η2p = .02
	F(1, 187) = 16.53, p < .001, η2p = .08

	12-day expected wait
	4.46 (2.02)
	4.56 (1.91)
	
	
	



Supplemental Figure 1. Impatience as a function of the time of measurement (Time 1 vs. Time 2) and the expected wait time (6 vs. 12 days). After waiting 6 days, participants who expected the wait to end later that day reported greater impatience than those expecting it to end in 6 days (Supplemental Study 1).
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Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. Asterisks indicate significant simple effects between the 6-day and 12-day expected wait conditions (*p < .05).

In support of the mechanism, a mixed ANOVA on the desire for closure revealed a main effect of Time, no effect of the Wait, and the predicted Time × Wait interaction. At Time 1, participants reported a similar desire for closure, regardless of whether they expected to wait for 6 days or 12 days, t(187) = 0.29, p = .774, d = .04, 95% CI = [-0.47, 0.63]. However, at Time 2, participants reported a stronger desire for closure when the package would arrive later that day compared to in another 6 days, t(187) = 3.20, p = .002, d = .47, 95% CI = [0.34, 1.42]. Further, the desire for closure increased between Time 1 and Time 2 when participants expected to wait for 6 days, t(94) = 5.62, p < .001, d = .58, 95% CI = [0.59, 1.23], but not when participants expected to wait for 12 days, t(93) = 0.95, p = .343, d = .10, 95% CI = [-0.12, 0.33].
The desire for closure mediated the effect of the Wait (6 days vs. 12 days) on impatience at Time 2 (using Model 4 of SPSS Macro PROCESS with 10,000 samples; Hayes, 2017), indirect effect = -0.46, SE = 0.15, 95% CI = [-0.76, -0.17]. Participants’ expected desire for closure mediated the increase in impatience closer to the end of the wait.


SOM 2: Late Delivery Implications (Supplemental Study 2)
Supplemental Study 2 (preregistered: https://aspredicted.org/rx2m7.pdf) tested whether the desire for closure, and thus impatience, increase when closer to the expected end of the wait, even after waiting the same amount of time. That is, we measured impatience for a package that is expected to arrive in six days or ten days, when the package is either early, on time, or late. We predicted that impatience would be a function of the distance to the expected endpoint more than the total number of days waited. We also measured evaluations of the delivery service and predicted that people would rate the service as worse when the package arrived closer to the expected delivery date.
Methods
Participants. We opened the study to 100 participants from the US on MTurk in exchange for $0.60; MTurk returned 100 respondents. As preregistered, we only analyzed responses from participants who passed an attention check, resulting in a final sample of 98 participants (39 women; Mage = 40.46, SDage = 10.78).
Procedure. We assigned participants to a 2 (Expected Wait: 6 days vs. 10 days) × 3 (Delivery Time: early vs. on time vs. late) within-participants design. Participants were presented with a series of scenarios about a delivery and were asked to rate how they believed customers would respond in these scenarios. In a counterbalanced order, participants read about a company that promised to deliver in 10 days and delivered in either 6 days (early), 10 days (on time), or 14 days instead (late) as well as a company that promised to deliver in 6 days and delivered in either 2 days (early), 6 days (on time), or 10 days instead (late). Thus, the package either arrived four days early, on time, or four days late for two expected delivery dates. 
To measure impatience, participants rated: “How much would each of these companies make consumers feel impatient for the delivery?” (1 = not at all, 7 = very). To measure the desire for closure, participants rated: “How much would each of these companies make consumers want closure on the delivery?” (1 = not at all, 7 = very). To measure evaluations of the delivery service, participants rated: “How would you evaluate the service offered by a company that promised to deliver in [expected number of days], but delivered in [actual number of days] instead?” (out of ten stars). Participants made six ratings for each dependent variable; they rated consumers’ attitudes when the package was early, on time, and late for both expected delivery dates.
Results 
Supporting our hypothesis, a two-way repeated measures ANOVA on impatience yielded a main effect of the Delivery Time, F(2, 194) = 256.97, p < .001, η2p = .73, where impatience was greater when the package arrived later in time (see Supplemental Table 2). We also found a significant main effect of the Expected Wait, F(1, 97) = 9.76, p = .002, η2p = .09, where impatience was greater when the package was expected to arrive in 10 days compared to 6 days. There was also a significant Expected Wait × Delivery Time interaction on impatience, F(2, 194) = 4.81, p = .009, η2p = .05. When the package was early or on time, impatience was greater with the 10-day expected delivery than the 6-day expected delivery (t(97) = 3.93, p < .001, d = .40, 95% CI = [0.17, 0.52] and t(97) = 2.06, p = .042, d = .21, 95% CI = [0.01, 0.42], respectively). However, this effect was attenuated when the package was late, t(97) = 0.15, p = .880, d = .02, 95% CI = [‑0.12, 0.14].
Additionally, the main effect of the Delivery Time was larger than the main effect of the Expected Wait, X2 = 277.71, p < .001, such that the relative distance to the promised delivery time (early, on time, or late) influenced impatience more than the expected wait time (6 or 10 days).
Supplemental Table 2. Supplemental Study 2 descriptive statistics (SDs in paratheses).
	Expected Wait
	Early
	On Time
	Late

	Impatience
	
	
	

	6-day expected wait
	1.86 (1.71)
	3.39 (1.72)
	6.16 (1.05)

	10-day expected wait
	2.20 (1.76)
	3.60 (1.76)
	6.17 (1.17)

	Desire for closure
	
	
	

	6-day expected wait
	2.39 (2.05)
	3.69 (1.78)
	6.04 (1.41)

	10-day expected wait
	2.68 (1.97)
	3.86 (1.73)
	5.98 (1.51)

	Evaluations
	
	
	

	6-day expected wait
	9.58 stars (0.85)
	8.30 stars (1.44)
	3.96 stars (2.40)

	10-day expected wait
	9.09 stars (1.35)
	7.91 stars (1.80)
	3.81 stars (2.30)



Next, supporting our mechanism, a two-way repeated measures ANOVA on the desire for goal closure yielded a main effect of the Delivery Time, F(2, 194) = 136.83, p < .001, η2p = .59, where the desire for goal closure was greater when the package arrived later in time. We also found a significant main effect of the Expected Wait, F(1, 97) = 3.97, p = .049, η2p = .04, where the desire for closure was greater when the package was expected to arrive in 10 days compared to 6 days. There was also a significant Expected Wait × Delivery Time interaction on the desire for closure, F(2, 194) = 3.35, p = .037, η2p = .03. When the package was early, impatience was higher with the 10-day expected delivery than the 6-day expected delivery, t(97) = 2.35, p = .021, d = .24, 95% CI = [0.05, 0.55]. However, this effect was attenuated when the package was on time, t(97) = 1.65, p = .103, d = .17, 95% CI = [-0.03, 0.36], or late, t(97) = 0.73, p = .470, d = .07, 95% CI = [-0.23, 0.11].
Additionally, the main effect of the Delivery Time was larger than the main effect of the Expected Wait, X2 = 149.58, p < .001, such that the relative distance to the promised delivery time (early, on time, or late) influenced the desire for closure more than the expected wait time (6 or 10 days).
Finally, as a potential behavioral implication, a two-way repeated measures ANOVA on evaluations of the service yielded a main effect of the Delivery Time, F(2, 194) = 297.01, p < .001, η2p = .75, where evaluations were lower when the package arrived later in time. We also found a significant main effect of the Expected Wait, F(1, 97) = 24.22, p < .001, η2p = .20, where evaluations were lower when the package was expected to arrive in 10 days compared to 6 days. The Expected Wait × Delivery Time interaction was not significant (p = .119). Additionally, the main effect of the Delivery Time was larger than the main effect of the Expected Wait, X2 = 264.46, p < .001, such that the relative distance to the promised delivery time (early, on time, or late) influenced evaluations of the service more than the expected wait time (6 or 10 days). 
Importantly, when the package arrived in six days, participants expected to feel more impatient, t(97) = 8.03, p < .001, d = .81, 95% CI = [0.89, 1.48], have a stronger desire for closure, t(97) = 6.32, p < .001, d = .64, 95% CI = [0.69, 1.33], and rate the delivery service as worse, t(97) = 5.57, p < .001, d = .56, 95% CI = [0.51, 1.08], if it arrived on the expected delivery date (6-day expected delivery) compared to before the expected delivery date (10-day expected delivery). Impatience increased when the package arrived closer to the expected end of the wait, even after waiting the same amount of time (six days).
We also tested whether impatience continued to increase when the package arrived after the expected wait time. After waiting ten days, participants were more impatient, t(97) = 13.23, p < .001, d = 1.34, 95% CI = [2.18, 2.95], had a stronger desire for closure, t(97) = 10.28, p < .001, d = 1.04, 95% CI = [1.76, 2.61], and rated the delivery service as worse, t(97) = 13.85, p < .001, d = 1.40, 95% CI = [3.38, 4.51], when a package was late (6-day expected delivery) compared to on time (10-day expected delivery). Impatience continued to increase when the wait extended beyond the expected end point.
After waiting the same amount of time, participants felt more impatient and had a stronger desire for closure when the package arrived closer to, or after, the expected delivery time. This suggests that participants have a stronger desire for closure and feel more impatient when the package arrived closer to the expected delivery date, controlling for the length of the wait. Additionally, the main effect of the distance to the end of the wait (whether the package was early, on time, or late) influenced expected consumer attitudes more than the expected delivery (10 days or 6 days). 
Further, Supplemental Study 2 finds that impatience at the end of the wait has implications for service providers. Participants expected customers to rate the delivery service as worse when a package arrived closer to the end of the wait, even if it was on time. Delivering a package before the expected delivery date decreases impatience and improves service evaluations. 

SOM 3: Impatience as a Function of Physical Distance (Supplemental Study 3)
In Supplemental Study 3 (preregistered: https://aspredicted.org/t96y6.pdf), we manipulated the physical (instead of temporal) distance to complete a goal. Participants reported their impatience to receive a package that remained in the same location for four days, either 1 or 100 miles from the delivery point. We predicted that when the package was “stuck” closer to the delivery point in distance, participants would desire closure more and subsequently, be more impatient (even though the time already waited and total expected wait were the same). Impatience, in turn, would negatively influence evaluations of the delivery service through serial mediation.
Methods
Participants. We opened the study to 200 participants from a university’s online participant pool in exchange for a $1 Amazon.com gift card; the university pool returned 198 respondents. As preregistered, we only analyzed responses from participants who passed an attention check and correctly answered an open response question, resulting in a final sample of 188 participants (126 women; Mage = 32.65, SDage = 13.98). 
Procedure. We assigned participants to a 2 (Location: close vs. far; between-participants) × 7 (Day: 1 vs. 2 vs. 3 vs. 4 vs. 5 vs. 6 vs. 7; within-participants) mixed design. Participants read a scenario about a cutting board with advanced features that would arrive in eight days. The scenario listed the package distance on each day: 400 miles on Day 1, 300 miles on Day 2, and 200 miles on Day 3. The package was in the same location on Days 4-7: in the close-location condition it was 1 mile away and in the far-location condition it was 100 miles away. To simulate the experience of waiting, participants waited five seconds between each day, then saw the package’s progress (in miles), and rated their reactions one day at a time (e.g., they rated their impatience on Day 1, waited for 5 seconds, and then rated impatience on Day 2, etc.). 
On each day participants rated their impatience (as between .918 and .967) and desire for closure with the same items as Supplemental Study 1. As a manipulation check, participants also rated: “If after [number of days] the package [distance to destination], how close is it to arriving?” (1 = not at all, 7 = very). After the package was delivered on time, participants evaluated the delivery service: “If after eight days the package arrives, how would you rate the delivery service?” (out of seven stars).
Results and Discussion
Supporting the manipulation check, a mixed ANOVA on the manipulation check yielded a main effect of the Day (closeness increased closer to the end of the wait) and Location (closeness increased closer to the delivery point), as well as the predicted Day × Location interaction (Supplemental Table 3). On Days 1-3, closeness was similar between conditions (ps > . 770), but on Days 4-7 participants thought the package was closer to arriving when it was 1 mile versus 100 miles from the destination (ps < .001). 
Supplemental Figure 2. Feelings of impatience increased more when the package was 1 mile away compared to 100 miles away on Days 4-7 (Supplemental Study 3).
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Note. Shaded regions represent 95% confidence intervals. Asterisks indicate significant simple effects between the close-location and far-location conditions (*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001).
Supporting our hypothesis, mixed ANOVA on impatience yielded a main effect of the Day (impatience increased closer to the end of the wait) and Location (impatience increased closer to the delivery point), as well as the predicted Day × Location interaction (Supplemental Figure 2). On Days 1-3, impatience was similar between conditions (ps > .680). However, participants felt more impatient on Days 4-7 (ps < .05) when the package was 1 mile versus 100 miles from the destination. 
Supplemental Table 3. Supplemental Study 3 descriptive statistics (SDs in parentheses) and ANOVA results. The package was 400 miles away on Day 1, 300 miles away on Day 2, and 200 miles away on Day 3. On Days 4-7, the package was 100 miles away in the far-location condition and 1 mile away in the close-location condition.
	
	Day 1
	Day 2
	Day 3
	Day 4
	Day 5
	Day 6
	Day 7

	Manipulation Check
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Close 
	2.74 (1.38)
	3.20 (1.27)
	3.95 (1.44)
	6.48 (1.10)
	6.20 (1.31)
	5.91 (1.71)
	5.66 (1.99)

	Far
	2.78 (1.53)
	3.26 (1.49)
	3.97 (1.43)
	4.80 (1.38)
	4.66 (1.40)
	4.53 (1.53)
	4.44 (1.72)

	
Day
	F(6, 1,116) = 203.52, p < .001, η2p = .52

	Location
	F(1, 186) = 26.39, p < .001, η2p = .12

	Interaction
	F(6, 1,116) = 25.46, p < .001, η2p = .12

	Impatience
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Close 
	2.50 (1.58)
	2.76 (1.51)
	3.04 (1.54)
	4.04 (1.94)
	5.58 (1.64)
	6.06 (1.52)
	6.34 (1.24)

	Far
	2.41 (1.48)
	2.75 (1.47)
	3.00 (1.58)
	3.47 (1.67)
	4.48 (1.75)
	5.19 (1.63)
	5.67 (1.59)

	
Day
	F(6, 1,116) = 373.34, p < .001, η2p = .67

	Location
	F(1, 186) = 6.68, p = .010, η2p = .04

	Interaction
	F(6, 1,116) = 8.46, p < .001, η2p = .04

	Desire for closure
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Close 
	3.01 (1.82)
	3.19 (1.65)
	3.72 (1.77)
	5.49 (1.83)
	5.97 (1.56)
	6.27 (1.41)
	6.42 (1.24)

	Far
	2.85 (1.76)
	3.04 (1.64)
	3.45 (1.72)
	4.06 (1.75)
	4.80 (1.79)
	5.19 (1.76)
	5.78 (1.60)

	
Day
	F(6, 1,116) = 277.36, p < .001, η2p = .60

	Location
	F(1, 186) = 12.69, p < .001, η2p = .06

	Interaction
	F(6, 1,116) = 11.52, p < .001, η2p = .06



Supporting our mechanism, a mixed ANOVA on closure found a main effect of the Day (closure increased closer to the end of the wait), Location (closure increased closer to the delivery point), and the predicted Day × Location interaction. On Days 1-3, participants’ desire for closure was similar between conditions (ps > .290). However, they had a stronger desire for closure on Days 4-7 (ps < .01) when the package was 1 mile versus 100 miles from the destination.
Further, after the package arrived on time, participants evaluated the service as worse when the packages was 1 mile (M = 3.70 stars, SD = 1.86) compared to 100 miles (M = 4.41 stars, SD = 1.94) from the destination, t(186) = 2.56, p = .011, d = .37, 95% CI = [0.16, 1.26].
A serial mediation on impatience and closure when the package was stuck (Days 5-7) revealed that (a) getting stuck close (vs. far) from the destination increased the desire for closure, b = 0.96, SE = 0.22, p < .001, 95% CI = [0.54, 1.39], (b) the desire for closure increased impatience, b = 0.90, SE = 0.03, p < .001, 95% CI = [0.83, 0.97], and (c) impatience decreased evaluations of the delivery service after the package arrived, b = -0.57, SE = 0.19, p = .003, 95% CI = [-0.93, -0.20] (using Model 6 of SPSS Macro PROCESS with 10,000 samples; Hayes, 2017), indirect effect = -0.41, SE = .13, 95% CI = [-0.69, -0.17]. This suggests that the closer package location heightened the desire for closure, resulting in increased feelings of impatience and ultimately leading to more negative evaluations of the delivery service.
We also tested an alternative mediation model: simultaneous mediation. To test for simultaneous mediation, we ran a mediation model with the close (vs. far) location as the IV, impatience and the desire for closure as simultaneous mediators, and the evaluation of the delivery service as the DV (using Model 4 of SPSS Macro PROCESS with 10,000 samples; Hayes, 2017). We find that impatience mediates the effect of the location on evaluations (indirect effect = -0.50, SE = .22, 95% CI = [-1.00, -0.14]), but not the desire for goal closure (indirect effect = 0.09, SE = .20, 95% CI = [-0.27, 0.51]). This suggests that impatience and the desire for closure are not simultaneous mediators. 


SOM 4: Impatience in a Traffic Delay (Supplemental Study 4)

	Supplemental Study 4 (preregistered: https://aspredicted.org/wb3us.pdf) tested impatience during a common delay: traffic. We predicted that participants would feel more impatient about a 45-minute traffic delay when it was 1 mile from their destination compared to 12 miles from their destination. Thus, proximity to the end of the wait is operationalized in physical distance.
	We also predicted that impatience would have potential behavioral implications. Specifically, we predicted that participants would rate their overall experience as worse and would try to avoid driving the same route again when the traffic delay was closer to their destination. 
Methods
	Participants. We opened the study to 200 participants from the US on Prolific in exchange for $0.45; Prolific returned 200 respondents. As preregistered, we only analyzed responses from participants who passed an attention check, resulting in a final sample of 199 participants (98 women; Mage = 33.71, SDage = 12.23). 
	Procedure. We assigned participants to a 2-condition (Delay: 12 miles away vs. 1 mile away) between-participants design. Participants read a scenario about a 45-minute traffic delay, which was either when participants were 12 miles or 1 mile away from their destination. Participants first described how they would feel while waiting in traffic in an open response. Then to assess impatience, participants rated: “How impatient do you feel waiting in traffic for 45 minutes when you are [12 miles / only 1 mile] away from your destination?” (1 = not at all, 7 = very), “How hard is it for you to wait in traffic for 45 minutes when you are [12 miles / only 1 mile] away from your destination?” (1 = not at all, 7 = very), and “How does it feel to wait in traffic for 45 minutes when you are [12 miles / only 1 mile] away from your destination?” (1 = unpleasant, 7 = pleasant; reverse-coded). We averaged these items into an impatience index (a = .849).
	As exploratory behavioral implications, participants reported: “How would you rate your experience waiting in traffic for 45 minutes when you are [12 miles / only 1 mile] away from your destination?” (out of five stars) and “How much would you try to avoid driving the same route again after waiting in traffic for 45 minutes when you are [12 miles / only 1 mile] away from your destination?” (1 = not at all, 7 = very). As a manipulation check, participants rated: “How close are you to arriving at your final destination if you are stuck in traffic for 45 minutes when you are [12 miles / only 1 mile] away from your destination?” (1 = not at all, 7 = very). 
Results and Discussion
	Supporting the manipulation, participants reported that they were closer to their final destination when they were delayed in traffic 1 mile (M = 5.86, SD = 1.69) compared to 12 miles from their destination (M = 3.90, SD = 1.52), t(197) = 8.58, p < .001, d = 1.22, 95% CI = [1.51, 2.41].
	Beginning with impatience, in support of our hypothesis, participants expected to feel more impatient when they were delayed in traffic 1 mile (M = 6.29, SD = 1.08) compared to 12 miles from their destination (M = 5.63, SD = 1.24), t(197) = 3.93, p < .001, d = .56, 95% CI = [0.33, 0.98]. Participants expected to feel more impatient waiting in a traffic delay when they were closer to the end of the wait.
	Moving to the exploratory behavioral implications, participants rated their experience as worse when they were delayed in traffic 1 mile (M = 0.81 stars, SD = 0.67) compared to 12 miles from their destination (M = 1.29 stars, SD = 0.92), t(197) = 4.18, p < .001, d = .60, 95% CI = [0.26, 0.72]. Additionally, participants reported that they would try harder to avoid the same route again when they were delayed in traffic 1 mile (M = 5.78, SD = 1.37) compared to 12 miles from their destination (M = 5.37, SD = 1.51), t(197) = 1.99, p = .048, d = .28, 95% CI = [0.004, 0.82]. Impatience mediated the effect of the location of the delay (1 mile vs. 12 miles away) on both evaluations of the delivery service, indirect effect = -0.29, SE = .09, 95% CI = [-0.47, ‑0.14], and the effort to avoid the same route again, indirect effect = 0.40, SE = .11, 95% CI = [0.19, 0.64] (using Model 4 of SPSS Macro PROCESS with 10,000 samples; Hayes, 2017).
	Participants rated the same 45-minute traffic delay as worse when it was closer to their destination. Specifically, participants felt more impatient waiting in traffic 1 mile versus 12 miles from their destination. Feeling impatient had behavioral implications: Participants rated their experience as worse and were more likely to avoid driving the same route again when they were delayed closer to their destination.


SOM 5: Results by Political Preferences (Studies 1 and 2)

Study 1

To test whether participants preferred presidential candidate (Biden vs. Trump) influenced the trend of impatience over time, we ran a mixed ANOVA on each of the dependent variables from the main manuscript, with Time as a within-subjects factor and Preferred Presidential Candidate as a between-subjects factor (Biden vs. Trump). Descriptive statistics and ANOVA results are reported in Supplemental Tables 4-5.
Supplemental Table 4. Study 1 descriptive statistics by preferred presidential candidate (SDs in parentheses).
	Variable
	Candidate
	Oct 31
	Nov 1
	Nov 2
	Nov 3
	Nov 4
	Repeated Measures ANOVA

	Impatience
	Biden
	5.17 (1.74)
	5.21 (1.74)
	5.39 (1.70)
	5.61 (1.73)
	5.86 (1.64)
	F(4, 668) = 16.94, p < .001, η2p = .09

	
	Trump
	4.82 (1.67)
	4.63 (1.88)
	4.84 (1.70)
	5.16 (1.52)
	5.39 (1.52)
	F(4, 148) = 2.84, p = .026, η2p = .07

	Prediction of the winner
	Biden
	N/A
	1.01 (1.12)
	1.01 (1.11)
	0.95 (1.18)
	1.46 (1.08)
	F(3, 501) = 27.33, p < .001, η2p = .14

	
	Trump
	N/A
	-1.45 (1.25)
	-1.18 (1.35)
	-0.89 (1.59)
	0.26 (1.91)
	F(3, 111) = 25.05, p < .001, η2p = .40



Supplemental Table 5. Study 1 mixed ANOVA results.
	Variable
	Time
	Candidate
	Interaction

	Impatience
	F(4, 816) = 11.89, p < .001, η2p = .06
	F(1, 204) = 3.28, p = .072, η2p = .02
	F(4, 816) = 0.28, p = .891, η2p = .00

	Prediction of the winner
	F(3, 612) = 67.18, p < .001, η2p = .25
	F(1, 204) = 100.76, p < .001, η2p = .33
	F(3, 612) = 21.00, p < .001, η2p = .09



Study 2
We measured participants’ political orientation on a 9-point scale (-4 = very liberal to 4 = very conservative) in the first survey and found that 75% of participants were liberal (rating < 0), 14% were moderate (rating = 0), and 11% were conservative (rating > 0). To test whether participants political orientation influenced the trend of impatience over time, we ran a mixed ANOVA on impatience to receive the COVID-19 vaccine, with Time as a within-subjects factor and Political Orientation as a between-subjects factor (Liberal vs. Moderate or Conservative). 
We find that political orientation moderates the effect of impatience for the vaccine over time, F(2, 266) = 4.20, p = .016, η2p = .03. Liberals become more impatient for the vaccine over time, F(2, 196) = 7.44, p < .001, η2p = .07, but not moderates and conservatives, F(2, 70) = 1.22, p = .302, η2p = .03. Descriptive statistics are reported in Supplemental Table 6.
Supplemental Table 6. Study 2 descriptive statistics by political orientation (SDs in parentheses). 
	Vaccine Impatience
	n
	November 2020
	December 2020
	March 2021

	Liberal
	99
	4.19 (1.71)
	4.11 (1.68)
	4.71 (1.67)

	Conservative or moderate
	36
	4.44 (2.09)
	4.11 (1.97)
	4.06 (1.93)





SOM 6: Descriptive Statistics for Exploratory Variables (Studies 1 and 2)
Study 1
As exploratory measures, participants in Study 1 reported how eager and anxious they were to find out who wins the 2020 US presidential elections, and how frequently they were thinking about the elections in each survey. Participants also reported how distracted they were by the elections in surveys 3 and 5. Descriptive statistics and repeated measures ANOVA results are reported in Supplemental Table 7.
Supplemental Table 7. Study 1 exploratory results (SDs in parentheses).
	Variable
	Oct 31
	Nov 1
	Nov 2
	Nov 3
	Nov 4
	ANOVA results

	Eager
	5.60 (1.56)
	5.47 (1.68)
	5.61 (1.56)
	5.67 (1.63)
	5.90 (1.53)
	F(4, 856) = 6.61, p < .001, η2p = .03

	Anxious
	5.76 (1.59)
	5.56 (1.65)
	5.55 (1.67)
	5.77 (1.71)
	5.67 (1.78)
	F(4, 856) = 3.09, p = .015, η2p = .01

	Thoughts
	5.03 (1.62)
	5.00 (1.64)
	5.13 (1.61)
	5.39 (1.70)
	5.66 (1.59)
	F(4, 856) = 25.25, p < .001, η2p = .11

	Distracted
	N/A
	N/A
	4.54 (1.82)
	N/A
	5.14 (1.88)
	t(214) = 5.27, p < .001, 
d = .36


Note. All variables were measured on a scale from 1 = not at all to 7 = very. 

Study 1 also included several exploratory measures in only one survey. In survey 1, 54% of participants expected to learn the results of the 2020 presidential elections in the week following election day, 25% expected to learn the results on election day, 15% expected to learn the results in the month following election day, and 5% expected to learn the results months after election day. There were also 89% of participants who planned to vote in the elections, 4% who were unsure, and 7% who did not plan to vote. Of those who planned to vote, 75% voted before election day. In survey 4, 81% reported they had voted in the elections, 9% said they had not yet voted when they completed the survey but planned to vote, and 10% said they did not vote. Additional one-time exploratory measures are reported in Supplemental Table 9.
Study 2
In Study 2, participants reported their concern about the safety of the vaccine, uncertainty about whether and when a coronavirus vaccine would be made available to the public, and how much the coronavirus pandemic had influenced their life in each survey. Participants reported how likely they were to get the coronavirus vaccine in surveys 1 and 2. Descriptive statistics and repeated measures ANOVA results are reported in Supplemental Table 8.
Supplemental Table 8. Study 2 exploratory results (SDs in parentheses).
	Variable
	November
	December
	March
	ANOVA results

	Concern about the vaccine
	5.00 
(1.78)
	4.07 (1.98)
	3.35 (1.94)
	F(2, 320) = 68.94, p < .001, η2p = .30

	Uncertain if vaccine available
	3.80 
(1.79)
	2.74 (1.58)
	2.47 (1.69)
	F(2, 320) = 45.49, p < .001, η2p = .22

	Uncertain when vaccine available
	5.04 
(1.59)
	4.33 (1.51)
	4.02 (1.55)
	F(2, 320) = 27.03, p < .001, η2p = .15

	Influence of pandemic on life
	5.86 
(1.33)
	5.71 (1.28)
	5.82 (1.28)
	F(2, 320) = 1.44, p = .238, η2p = .01

	Likelihood of getting vaccine
	5.12 
(1.81)
	5.34 (1.85)
	N/A
	t(160) = 1.62, p = .107, d = .13


Note. All variables were measured on a scale from 1 = not at all to 7 = very.

Study 2 also included several exploratory measures in only one survey. In survey 1, 29% of participants were currently living in Illinois, 15% in California, 11% in New York, 5% in Pennsylvania, 5% in New Jersey, 5% outside of the US, and the remainder of participants were from other states in the US. Additional one-time exploratory measures are reported in Supplemental Table 9.





Supplemental Table 9. One-time exploratory variables from Studies 1 and 2.
	Question
	Survey
	M
	SD

	Study 1
	
	
	

	To what extent do you support [candidate]?
	1
	5.44
	1.51

	How likely do you think [candidate] is to win the election?*
	1
	63.44
	19.16

	How confident are you that [candidate] will win the 2020 presidential election?
	1
	4.41
	1.45

	To what extent do you think that the results of the 2020 presidential election will directly impact your life?
	1
	5.46
	1.52

	How would you describe your overall political beliefs?**
	1
	-1.41
	2.09

	To what extent are you engaged in politics (e.g., frequently vote, donate to political campaigns, watch debates, etc.)?
	1
	4.03
	1.73

	To what extent do you trust the polling results for the 2020 presidential election?
	3
	4.07
	1.54

	To what extent are you worried about who will win the 2020 presidential election?
	3
	5.39
	1.70

	To what extent do you feel fearful about receiving bad news about the 2020 presidential election?
	3
	5.24
	1.84

	To what extent do you feel excited to receive good news about the 2020 presidential election?
	3
	4.87
	1.73

	To what extent do you feel like you lack control about the outcome of the 2020 presidential election?
	4
	5.67
	1.47

	To what extent do you feel like there is nothing that you can do about the outcome of the 2020 presidential election?
	4
	5.67
	1.40

	Will you follow along as the election results come in tonight?
	4
	5.50
	1.83

	To what extent are you trying to do things to distract yourself from the 2020 presidential election?
	4
	4.17
	2.08

	How hard is it emotionally to wait for the results of the 2020 presidential election?
	5
	4.73
	1.92

	Study 2
	
	
	

	How would you describe your overall political beliefs?**
	1
	-1.65
	1.85

	How much progress do you feel is being made towards making the coronavirus vaccine available to the general public?
	3
	4.80
	1.27

	How much progress do you feel is being made towards you being able to get the coronavirus vaccine?
	3
	4.51
	1.35

	How much progress do you feel is being made towards ending the coronavirus pandemic?
	3
	4.70
	1.34

	To what extent will your life return to normal once you get the coronavirus vaccine?
	3
	4.00
	1.40

	How many people do you know who have already received the coronavirus vaccine?
	3
	4.03
	1.83


Notes. All variables were measured on a scale from 1 = not at all to 7 = very unless indicated. 
*Scale from 0% to 100%
**Scale from -4 = very liberal to 4 = very conservative

SOM 7: Descriptive Statistics for Environmental Controls (Study 3)
For each participant in Study 3, research assistants noted the time, weather (0 = sunny, 1 = cloudy, 2 = snow or rain), temperature (in degrees Fahrenheit), wind level (0 = not windy, 1 = little wind, 2 = very windy), number of other people waiting at the bus stop, whether participants were waiting with friends (0 = alone, 1 = with friends), and whether the bus was on time (0 = late, 1 = on time). It was a little windy for 65% of participants, very windy for 14%, and not windy for 21%, while it was sunny for 63% of participants, cloudy for 31%, and snowy or rainy for 5%. Additional descriptive statistics are reported in Supplemental Table 10.
Supplemental Table 10. Descriptive statistics for environmental controls (SDs in parentheses).
	Variable
	Means 
	Regression Results

	Time of day 
	1:00pm (1:26)
	b = 0.00, SE = 0.00, p = .454, 95% CI = [0.00, 0.00]

	Current weather 
	-
	b = 0.05, SE = 0.18, p = .732, 95% CI = [-0.31, 0.40]

	Daily temperature 
	56.99 (16.44)
	b = -0.01, SE = 0.01, p = .224, 95% CI = [-0.03, 0.01]

	Wind 
	-
	b = -0.08, SE = 0.22, p = .732, 95% CI = [-0.50, 0.36]

	People waiting
	3.57 (2.73)
	b = -0.04, SE = 0.04, p = .301, 95% CI = [-0.13, 0.04]

	Waiting with friends 
	20% friends
	b = 0.74, SE = 0.28, p = .009, 95% CI = [0.19, 1.28]

	On time 
	92% on time
	b = -0.70, SE = 0.40, p = .085, 95% CI = [-1.49, 0.10]



As preregistered, we also conducted an exploratory linear regression with impatience as the dependent variable and the remaining wait, total length of the wait, time of day, current weather, and number of other people waiting at the bus stop as independent variables. With this analysis, the remaining wait still predicts impatience for the bus to arrive (b = -0.92, SE = 0.45, p = .045, 95% CI = [-1.81, -0.02]). Note that we preregistered including the percent of time already waited in all Study 3 analyses instead of the percent of time remaining. We changed this analysis for clarity of interpretation but, given the two proportions are exact inverses of each other, this does not functionally change the results of our analyses. 



Supplemental Figure 3. The percent of the wait remaining predicts feelings of impatience for the bus to arrive. Participants felt more impatient when the wait was almost over.
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As an exploratory dependent variable, participants also rated the bus service out of ten stars. The total length of the wait predicted the bus ratings (M = 6.02 stars, SD = 2.03), b = -0.09, SE = 0.02, p < .001, 95% CI = [-0.12, -0.06], but not the remaining wait, b = 0.70, SE = 0.56, p = .214, 95% CI = [-0.40, 1.79].

SOM 8: Participant Attrition

Supplemental Table 11. Participant attrition.
	Condition
	Dropouts
	Percentage

	Study 1
	
	

	Time 1
	1
	0.25%

	Time 2
	74
	18.55%

	Time 3
	38
	9.52%

	Time 4
	45
	11.28%

	Time 5
	27
	6.77%

	Study 2
	
	

	Time 1
	0
	0.00%

	Time 2
	45
	17.79%

	Time 3
	47
	18.58%

	Study 3
	3
	1.27%

	Supplemental Study 1
	

	6-day expected wait
	0
	0.00%

	12-day expected wait
	0
	0.00%

	Supplemental Study 2
	4
	3.85%

	Supplemental Study 3
	

	Close-location
	2
	1.00%

	Far-location
	0
	0.00%

	Supplemental Study 4
	
	

	1 mile away
	4
	1.90%

	12 miles away
	3
	1.42%


Note. Dropouts were not counted towards reported sample sizes. Studies 1 and 2 were multi-day longitudinal studies, which accounts for the higher dropout rates after Time 1.



SOM 9: Linear and Quadratic Tests of Impatience Over Time 

Supplemental Table 12. Linear and quadratic tests of impatience over time.
	Study 
	Condition/Variable
	Linear Test
	Quadratic Test

	Study 1
	All
	F(1, 214) = 40.55, p < .001
	F(1, 214) = 5.31, p = .022

	Study 2
	To receive the vaccine
	F(1, 134) = 2.99, p = .086
	F(1, 134) = 6.62, p = .011

	
	For vaccine availability
	F(1, 160) = 7.59, p = .007
	F(1, 160) = 3.79, p = .053

	Study 3
	All
	b = -.90, SE = .45, p = .046
	b = .65, SE = 1.92, p = .736

	Supplemental Study 3
	Close-location
	F(1, 92) = 368.22, p < .001
	F(1, 92) = 5.04, p = .027

	
	Far-location
	F(1, 94) = 295.56, p < .001
	F(1, 94) = 15.01, p < .001
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