Appendix 1 
Table A1
Attrition analysis: Demographic differences between completers and dropouts
	Variable
	Categories
	Group
	Chi-squared test

	
	
	Completers
	Dropouts
	

	
	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	

	Gender
	Female
	189
	55.9%
	52
	49.5%
	

	
	Male
	149
	44.1%
	53
	50.5%
	

	Education
	Primary
	10
	3.0%
	2
	1.9%
	

	
	Vocational 
	21
	6.2%
	9
	8.6%
	

	
	Secondary
	117
	34.6%
	58
	55.2%
	

	
	Tertiary or higher
	190
	56.2%
	36
	34.3%
	

	Place of residence
	Village
	77
	22.8%
	33
	31.4%
	

	
	City up to 20,000 residents
	37
	10.9%
	14
	13.3%
	

	
	City from 20,000 to 100,000 residents
	88
	26.0%
	25
	23.8%
	

	
	City from 100,000 to 500,000 residents
	75
	22.2%
	17
	16.2%
	

	
	City of 500,000 or more residents
	61
	18.0%
	16
	15.2%
	

	Income
	None
	14
	4.1%
	9
	8.6%
	

	
	Up to 1000 PLN
	13
	3.8%
	4
	3.8%
	

	
	1001 - 1500 PLN
	10
	3.0%
	2
	1.9%
	

	
	1501 - 2000 PLN
	16
	4.7%
	2
	1.9%
	

	
	2001 - 2500 PLN
	26
	7.7%
	8
	7.6%
	

	
	2501 - 3000 PLN
	34
	10.1%
	15
	14.3%
	

	
	3001 - 3501 PLN
	34
	10.1%
	12
	11.4%
	

	
	3501 - 4000 PLN
	35
	10.4%
	5
	4.8%
	

	
	4001 - 5000 PLN
	45
	13.3%
	11
	10.5%
	

	
	5001 - 6000 PLN
	23
	6.8%
	7
	6.7%
	

	
	6001 - 7000 PLN
	8
	2.4%
	4
	3.8%
	

	
	7001 - 10000 PLN
	15
	4.4%
	3
	2.9%
	

	
	10001 PLN or more
	13
	3.8%
	2
	1.9%
	

	
	odmawiam odpowiedzi
	52
	15.4%
	21
	20.0%
	

	Financial situation
	I can afford to have everything, or almost everything, that I want.
	28
	8.3%
	6
	5.7%
	

	
	Quite comfortable, but I don’t have everything I want
	124
	36.7%
	42
	40.0%
	

	
	I usually have enough money, although sometimes I have to tighten my belt.
	139
	41.1%
	39
	37.1%
	

	
	I have slight financial difficulties.
	36
	10.7%
	13
	12.4%
	

	
	I have serious financial difficulties.
	11
	3.3%
	5
	4.8%
	

	Having children
	Yes
	163
	48.2%
	46
	43.8%
	

	
	No
	175
	51.8%
	59
	56.2%
	




Appendix 2

Significant differences were identified in relation to income [χ2(26) = 46.27; p = .009], assessment of financial situation [χ2(8) = 20.33; p = .009], and having children [χ2(26) = 8.59; p = .014]. Individuals from cluster 3 (High Satisfaction–High Frustration; HS–HF) were more likely to report no income than those from cluster 1 (High Satisfaction–Low Frustration; HS–LF), and were less likely than individuals from cluster 2 (Average Satisfaction– Average Frustration; AS–AF) to report an average net monthly income within the range of 2501-3501 PLN. With regard to the financial situation, individuals in cluster 1 were more likely than those in cluster 2 to indicate that their circumstances were "quite comfortable, but I don’t have everything I want", whereas individuals in cluster 3 were more likely to report "severe financial difficulties" than those in cluster 1. Additionally, individuals in cluster 2 were more likely to indicate that they had children than those in cluster 3. The detailed data can be found in Table A2.

Table A2
Comparison of Socio-Demographic Characteristics Between Identified Clusters
	Variable
	Categories
	Group
	Total

	
	
	HS–LF
	AS–AF
	HS–HF
	

	
	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Gender
	Female
	59
	59.6%
	79
	56.0%
	51
	52.0%
	189
	55.9%

	
	Male
	40
	40.4%
	62
	44.0%
	47
	48.0%
	149
	44.1%

	Education
	Primary
	2
	2.0%
	6
	4.3%
	2
	2.0%
	10
	3.0%

	
	Vocational 
	6
	6.1%
	11
	7.8%
	4
	4.1%
	21
	6.2%

	
	Secondary
	30
	30.3%
	58
	41.1%
	29
	29.6%
	117
	34.6%

	
	Tertiary or higher
	61
	61.6%
	66
	46.8%
	63
	64.3%
	190
	56.2%

	Place of residence
	Village
	29
	29.3%
	33
	23.4%
	15
	15.3%
	77
	22.8%

	
	City up to 20,000 residents
	9
	9.1%
	16
	11.3%
	12
	12.2%
	37
	10.9%

	
	City from 20,000 to 100,000 residents
	20
	20.2%
	34
	24.1%
	34
	34.7%
	88
	26.0%

	
	City from 100,000 to 500,000 residents
	20
	20.2%
	34
	24.1%
	21
	21.4%
	75
	22.2%

	
	City of 500,000 or more residents
	21
	21.2%
	24
	17.0%
	16
	16.3%
	61
	18.0%

	Income
	None
	0
	0.0%
	12
	8.5%
	2
	2.0%
	14
	4.1%

	
	Up to 1000 PLN
	1
	1.0%
	5
	3.5%
	7
	7.1%
	13
	3.8%

	
	1001 - 1500 PLN
	3
	3.0%
	7
	5.0%
	0
	0.0%
	10
	3.0%

	
	1501 - 2000 PLN
	2
	2.0%
	8
	5.7%
	6
	6.1%
	16
	4.7%

	
	2001 - 2500 PLN
	9
	9.1%
	12
	8.5%
	5
	5.1%
	26
	7.7%

	
	2501 - 3000 PLN
	12
	12.1%
	6
	4.3%
	16
	16.3%
	34
	10.1%

	
	3001 - 3501 PLN
	10
	10.1%
	12
	8.5%
	12
	12.2%
	34
	10.1%

	
	3501 - 4000 PLN
	10
	10.1%
	13
	9.2%
	12
	12.2%
	35
	10.4%

	
	4001 - 5000 PLN
	18
	18.2%
	18
	12.8%
	9
	9.2%
	45
	13.3%

	
	5001 - 6000 PLN
	9
	9.1%
	8
	5.7%
	6
	6.1%
	23
	6.8%

	
	6001 - 7000 PLN
	3
	3.0%
	3
	2.1%
	2
	2.0%
	8
	2.4%

	
	7001 - 10000 PLN
	5
	5.1%
	4
	2.8%
	6
	6.1%
	15
	4.4%

	
	10001 PLN or more
	4
	4.0%
	4
	2.8%
	5
	5.1%
	13
	3.8%

	
	odmawiam odpowiedzi
	13
	13.1%
	29
	20.6%
	10
	10.2%
	52
	15.4%

	Financial situation
	I can afford to have everything, or almost everything, that I want.
	8
	8.1%
	9
	6.4%
	11
	11.2%
	28
	8.3%

	
	Quite comfortable, but I don’t have everything I want
	47
	47.5%
	50
	35.5%
	27
	27.6%
	124
	36.7%

	
	I usually have enough money, although sometimes I have to tighten my belt.
	39
	39.4%
	54
	38.3%
	46
	46.9%
	139
	41.1%

	
	I have slight financial difficulties.
	5
	5.1%
	19
	13.5%
	12
	12.2%
	36
	10.7%

	
	I have serious financial difficulties.
	0
	0.0%
	9
	6.4%
	2
	2.0%
	11
	3.3%

	Having children
	Yes
	46
	46.5%
	58
	41.1%
	59
	60.2%
	163
	48.2%

	
	No
	53
	53.5%
	83
	58.9%
	39
	39.8%
	175
	51.8%

	Total
	 
	99
	100.0%
	141
	100.0%
	98
	100.0%
	338
	100.0%


Note. HS–LF – High Satisfaction–Low Frustration; AS–AF – Average Satisfaction– Average Frustration; HS–HF – High Satisfaction–High Frustration.



[bookmark: _Hlk204619266]A mixed-model analysis of variance (ANOVA) with a 3x2x(2) design was performed, with the Bonferroni correction applied for multiple comparisons. An interaction effect was identified solely in relation to leisure time satisfaction, based on the profiles (clusters) and planning groups [F(2, 332) = 3.89, p = .021, η² = 0.02]. In particular, Leisure Planners (M = 3.80) exhibited significantly higher levels of leisure time satisfaction compared to Non-Planners (M = 3.39), within the context of the HS–LF profile only. The results answers the research question 1 (RQ1). In contrast, among individuals who planned their leisure time, those with the HS–LF profile reported higher levels of leisure time satisfaction than individuals in the other clusters. No significant differences (p = .090) were observed between individuals with an AS–AF profile (M = 3.29) and those with a HS–HF profile (M = 2.99). Despite a significant contrast between profiles in the group of Non-Planners, pairwise comparisons with Bonferroni correction did not reveal statistically significant differences. It is also noteworthy that the difference between individuals with a HS–LF profile (M = 3.39) and those with an AS–AF profile (M = 3.40) was nearly nullified (p = 1.00).
	The statistical analysis demonstrated that there was no statistically significant interaction between clusters, planning groups and time for the variables under examination.


Table A3	
Mixed-Model ANOVAs: interaction effects between distinguished profiles and leisure planning over time
	Variable
	Time
	Cluster
	Leisure Planners
	Leisure Non-Planners
	Total
	Interactions effects

	
	
	
	M (SD)
	M (SD)
	M (SD)
	Time x Clusters
	Time x Planning
	Planning x Clusters
	Time x Planning x Clusters

	Leisure time satisfaction
	1
	HS–LF
	3.71 (0.83)
	3.39 (0.93)
	3.56 (0.89)
	F(2, 332) = 1.09; p = .337
	F(1, 332) = 1.85; p = .175
	F(2, 332) = 3.89; p = .021; ηp2 = .02
	F(2, 332) = 2.07; p = .128

	
	
	HS–HF
	3.03 (0.67)
	3.07 (0.73)
	3.05 (0.70)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	AS–AF
	3.25 (0.90)
	3.51 (0.93)
	3.36 (0.91)
	
	
	
	

	
	2
	HS–LF
	3.89 (0.85)
	3.4 (0.92)
	3.66 (0.91)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	HS–HF
	2.95 (0.94)
	3.1 (0.84)
	3.03 (0.89)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	AS–AF
	3.33 (0.92)
	3.29 (0.92)
	3.31 (0.92)
	
	
	
	

	
	Group
	
	3.35 (0.98)
	3.24 (0.89)
	
	
	
	
	

	Leisure time duration
	1
	HS–LF
	7.02 (4.20)
	8.12 (5.41)
	7.54 (4.82)
	F(2, 332) = 0.92; p = .401
	F(1, 332) = 0.13; p = .714
	F(2, 332) = 1.54; p = .215
	F(2, 332) = 0.83; p = .439

	
	
	HS–HF
	5.48 (4.66)
	5.7 (5.72)
	5.59 (5.21)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	AS–AF
	7.75 (6.54)
	6.11 (4.98)
	7.03 (5.93)
	
	
	
	

	
	2
	HS–LF
	6.79 (4.99)
	6.64 (5.49)
	6.72 (5.20)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	HS–HF
	5.08 (6.08)
	5.81 (5.80)
	5.45 (5.93)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	AS–AF
	6.69 (7.17)
	5.15 (3.90)
	6.01 (5.98)
	
	
	
	

	
	Group
	
	6.09 (6.17)
	5.87 (5.27)
	
	
	
	
	

	Positive emotions
	1
	HS–LF
	3.93 (0.71)
	3.63 (0.75)
	3.79 (0.74)
	F(2, 332) = 1.33; p = .265
	F(1, 332) = 0.16; p = .685
	F(2, 332) = 2.32; p = .100
	F(2, 332) = 1.25; p = .289

	
	
	HS–HF
	3.16 (0.68)
	3.38 (0.58)
	3.27 (0.64)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	AS–AF
	3.42 (0.74)
	3.38 (1.09)
	3.40 (0.91)
	
	
	
	

	
	2
	HS–LF
	3.93 (0.86)
	3.77 (0.81)
	3.85 (0.84)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	HS–HF
	3.14 (0.77)
	3.25 (0.71)
	3.20 (0.74)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	AS–AF
	3.38 (0.78)
	3.42 (1.01)
	3.40 (0.88)
	
	
	
	

	
	Group
	
	3.45 (0.86)
	3.44 (0.85)
	
	
	
	
	

	Negative emotions
 
	1
	HS–LF
	1.87 (0.65)
	2.06 (0.84)
	1.96 (0.75)
	F(2, 332) = 0.91; p = .404
	F(1, 332) = 0.20; p = .654
	F(2, 332) = 0.52; p = .597
	F(2, 332) = 0.72; p = .485

	
	
	HS–HF
	2.56 (0.71)
	2.64 (0.69)
	2.60 (0.70)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	AS–AF
	2.81 (0.81)
	2.99 (0.86)
	2.89 (0.83)
	
	
	
	

	
	2
	HS–LF
	1.74 (0.78)
	2.03 (0.75)
	1.88 (0.78)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	HS–HF
	2.61 (0.76)
	2.64 (0.74)
	2.62 (0.74)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	AS–AF
	2.79 (0.93)
	2.82 (0.97)
	2.80 (0.94)
	
	
	
	

	
	Group
	 
	2.41 (0.93)
	2.51 (0.87)
	 
	
	
	
	


Note. HS–LF – High Satisfaction–Low Frustration; AS–AF – Average Satisfaction– Average Frustration; HS–HF – High Satisfaction–High Frustration. Significant effects are bolded.


