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Abstract

Objective—Increasingly, workers in the service, welfare, and health care sectors suffer adverse 

effects (ie, depression, burnout, etc) of “low-energy syndromes.” Less is known about energy-

based outcomes among knowledge workers. This study aimed to identify determinants of self-

rated energy in knowledge workers and examine how these determinants change over time.

Methods—In collaboration with a large union and employer federation, 317 knowledge workers 

in Sweden responded to the health and productivity survey three times.

Results—At each assessment, worry, satisfaction with eating habits, and work-effectiveness 

were predictive of energy levels; however, only work-effectiveness covaried with energy over 

time.

Conclusions—This study suggests that perceived work-effectiveness is an important factor in 

preventing knowledge workers from experiencing “low-energy syndromes.” Lifestyle factors also 

play a role. Therefore, multifaceted interventions for increasing energy are needed.

Working life is rapidly being transformed from an industrial and postindustrial economy to a 

service- and knowledge-based economy, where innovation and creativity are critical for the 

well-being of employees, organizations, and society at large.1,2 To function effectively and 

remain in such an environment, employees’ cognitive functions, skills, flexibility, 

motivation, and drive become increasingly critical resources.3 Specifically, drive or energy 

is important in transforming cognitive skills and ideas into actions. At the same time, 

numerous reports suggest that knowledge and service workers are at an apparently increased 

risk to suffer from mood disorders and “low-energy syndrome,” severely hampering their 
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capacity to function effectively in a knowledge-based economy.3–9 Indeed, low energy 

levels can severely hamper conscious decision-making processes,10 reduce productivity,11 

and exhausts motivation.12 Such effects lead also to a severe financial burden for 

employers.11 Given the negative effects of low energy levels, it is important to examine the 

causal determinants of energy levels so that interventions aimed at increasing energy can be 

developed.

A review of the fatigue literature has shown that between 7% and 46% of the general 

population suffers from fatigue or low energy levels, with most of the variation because of 

the case definitions of fatigue.13 Our own assessments indicate that anywhere between 25% 

and 40% of the population, dependent on type of profession and organization, suffers from 

“low-energy syndromes.”14 Nevertheless, an overwhelming proportion of studies in the field 

of stress, energy, “low-energy syndromes,” and employee health and performance has 

focused on low- to mid-level skilled service workers, without representing the social welfare 

and health care sectors, which limits the applicability to the employees residing in the global 

and highly competitive knowledge-based society.15–19 Moreover, most studies are cross-

sectional, further limiting the reliability of proposed models as compared with studies 

observing participants over time.

In this study, we modeled the relationships of individual and work-related factors with 

employee energy over time in a group of knowledge workers. We tested the reproducibility 

of the proposed model by applying it to data collected from the group at three different 

periods of time over a 1-year period. Moreover, we verified the predictive validity of the 

model by studying the dynamic relationship between independent factors and energy over 

the 1-year follow-up period. Our main objective was to examine the determinants of change 

in energy over time.

METHODS

Setting

The target population for the study was knowledge workers, defined as those workers whose 

jobs consist mostly of generating and/or transforming knowledge into new products, for 

example, software or media products. We focused specifically on workers within the 

information and technology sectors, including media. These sectors are in the middle of an 

intense technological, structural, financial, and end-user behavior transformation. Moreover, 

they are increasingly feeling the pressure from globalization.

Participants

This study was conducted in collaboration with a large Swedish white-collar union 

(Unionen, formerly known as Sif) and the Swedish Employers’ Association (Almega), who 

identified companies that were willing to offer the research team access to their employees. 

Potential participants in the study were identified by approaching member companies of 

Alecta, a Swedish occupational pension plan company, in their member subcategories of 

information technology and media. Alecta has a total of 33,000 member companies; 

however, far from all of these companies represent the information technologies and media 
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sectors. As can be seen in Fig. 1, the management teams of 10 information technology and 

media companies were asked whether they were interested in participating in the study. If 

affirmative, within each company, two to four departments were chosen for the study, and 

all employees in those departments were offered the opportunity to learn more about the 

study and, if interested, invited to participate in the study. These interested individuals were 

told about the purpose of the study, design issues, protection of the confidentiality of 

personal information, and what kind of aggregate would be reported to outside groups. They 

were also told that they could withdraw from further participation without any further 

explanation or any consequences for their job prospects. The study was approved by the 

institutional review board of Uppsala University, Uppsala, Sweden.

A total of 317 employees representing either information technology or media volunteered 

to participate in this study. Of them, 14 dropped out before the start of the study. The final 

sample thus consisted of 303 persons. During the 1-year study, a total of 26 participants 

were lost to follow-up. Respondents were asked to respond to a comprehensive, Web-based 

health and productivity survey at baseline and after 6 and 12 months. Results are based on 

the three sampling periods, as well as dynamic changes over the 1-year follow-up period. 

Descriptive statistics for the sample at each time point can be seen in Tables 1 and 2.

Survey

Participants responded to the health and productivity survey at three separate time points 

(baseline, 6 months, and 12 months), using a personalized and highly secured Web-based 

system. Survey questions included socioeconomics, professional experiences, stress and 

resilience factors at work, leadership and team/coworker interaction characteristics, lifestyle 

(eg, smoking, alcohol, exercise, and nutrition), as well as sleep and recovery strategies. Most 

survey questions used a 100-mm visual analog scale response system with anchors that 

indicated very low and very high agreement with the statement or question. Visual analog 

scale has been shown to be comparable to Likert scale when the Likert scale is composed of 

a single item or is measuring a unidimensional construct.20

Outcome Variable

Our main outcome variable, employee overall energy, consisted of the average of three 

visual analog scale items—self-rated energy, ability to concentrate, and overall quality of 

sleep. These three items have been shown to represent a single component with adequate 

internal consistency.21 The measure has also been validated against “gold standards,” that is, 

through use of objective biological data as well as through prospective and controlled 

studies assessing the effects of antifatigue intervention on energy.21

Statistical Analysis

We conducted a series of hierarchical linear regression analyses predicting energy for each 

of the measurement time points, separately. For each time point, demographic variables 

were entered into the regression, followed by blocks of variables that represented eating 

habits, stimulant use, activity level, rest and reflection, work-related variables, and stress 

(see Tables 3 to 5). The regressions for each time point were then examined to determine 

which of these predictors of energy were consistently significant over the three time points. 
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This resulted in four consistent predictors of energy as follows: satisfaction with eating 

habits, work-effectiveness, overall stress, and tendency to worry.

On the basis of the regression analyses, two linear latent growth models22 of the final subset 

of variables were examined using structural equation modeling with maximum likelihood 

estimation in LISREL 8.80.23 The first model was a baseline model estimating growth in 

each of the predictors as well as the outcome (energy). This model was examined to evaluate 

overall growth in each of the constructs as well as to provide a baseline model for 

comparative purposes. When examining latent growth models, there are two latent 

constructs for each variable of interest. The first is the intercept, which indicates the average 

for that construct at a given point in time,24 thus providing us with a baseline for comparison 

when examining change. The second is the slope, which indicates the rate of change over 

time for that construct.24 For each latent construct, we must set the loading values. In this 

study, the intercept loadings were set to a value of 1 to show equivalence of measurement at 

each time point, and the slope loadings were set to indicate linear change (ie, 0, 1, and 2). 

The second model (Fig. 2) assessed the relationship between growth over time in the 

predictors and growth over time in the outcome. As in the previous model, intercept 

loadings were set to a value of 1, and slope loadings were set to model linear growth. 

Therefore, the only difference between the two models was that predictive relationships 

were estimated in the second model.

RESULTS

The results of the hierarchical regression analyses predicting energy can be seen in Tables 3 

to 5. The final model for each of these regressions accounted for a substantial portion of the 

variance in energy (R2
Time 1 = 0.44; R2

Adjusted = 0.39; F23,236 = 8.19; P < 0.001; and 

R2
Time 2 = 0.51, R2

Adjusted = 0.46; F23,234 = 10.68; P < 0.001; and R2
Time 3 = 0.53; R2

Adjusted 

= 0.48; F23,229 = 10.99; P < 0.001). As can seen in these tables, only satisfaction with eating 

habits, work-effectiveness, overall stress, and tendency to worry remained significant 

predictors across all three time points, suggesting that these variables are the most stable 

predictors of energy. Furthermore, these predictors uniquely accounted for more variance in 

energy than did the demographic variables at each time point, as can be seen by the squared 

semipartial correlations (r2) in the Tables.

On the basis of the results of the regression analyses, we examined two latent growth models 

of energy and the four significant predictors of energy across time. The first model, a 

saturated baseline model, examined linear change in each of the variables across the three 

time points. This model provided a good fit to the data as can be seen by the fit indices in 

Table 6. Energy (Mchange = 1.94; z = 4.23), satisfaction with eating habits (Mchange = 2.65; z 

= 3.75), and worry (Mchange = –0.05; z = –3.19) each showed significant change over time, 

whereas work-effectiveness (Mchange = 1.04; z = 1.79) and overall stress (Mchange = –1.26; z 

= –1.82) did not, Thus, energy and satisfaction with eating habits increased over time, worry 

decreased over time, and work-effectiveness and stress did not change significantly over 

time.
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The predictive latent growth model also represented a good fit to the data (Table 6). The two 

models were compared using the chi-squared difference test. The predictive model fit the 

data significantly worse than the baseline model (Δχ2 = 87.58 greater than χ2 critical = 

43.77); however, the chi-squared difference test has been shown to be biased toward 

rejecting the null hypothesis.25 Therefore, we also examined changes in practical fit, which 

are conceptualized as Root Mean Square Error of Approximation and CFI changes greater 

than 0.01.26 The degree of practical change was very little (see Table 6), thus the predictive 

model was retained. As can be seen in Fig. 2, baseline levels of stress were not predictive of 

energy, whereas baseline levels of worry, satisfaction with eating habits, and work-

effectiveness significantly predicted baseline energy levels. These relationships indicate that 

at each time point, there is a relationship between these variables and energy. In addition, 

the slope of work-effectiveness was predictive of the slope of energy. This indicates that 

change in work-effectiveness over time was predictive of change in energy over time, such 

that increases in work-effectiveness yielded increases in energy levels.

DISCUSSION

This study identifies consistent and reproducible predictors of employee energy—an 

important indicator of total employee health and productivity in knowledge-based 

professions. Knowledge workers make up a rapidly growing proportion of the workforce.2,27 

Nevertheless, apart from studies of physicians and nurses, there has been a relative void of 

studies of advanced knowledge workers, especially using prospective methods where the 

relationship of individual and workplace factors with health and productivity are modeled 

dynamically.3,14 Considering the growing importance of this group of workers for society at 

large, as well as the group's relevance for enhancing our understanding of determinants of 

and effects from cognitive stress in advanced workers, there is a need for more research 

targeting this group of workers.

Both baseline and subsequent longitudinal data reveal that individual lifestyle and 

personality factors, such as tendency to worry, and work factors are associated with 

employee energy. Because the baseline model was reproduced at two separate time points, 6 

months apart, the validity of the model is strengthened. The model suggests the importance 

of addressing lifestyle habits, tendency to worry, work stress, and work-effectiveness when 

addressing employees suffering from “low-energy syndromes.” It is increasingly recognized 

that both proper nutritional habits and exercise are effective anti-stress measures, results that 

the current study supports as well.28–32 Tendency to worry is a marker of anxiety, which is a 

well-recognized risk factor for the susceptibility of a person to suffer adverse effects from 

acute and chronic stress.33

The study also revealed that employees’ ratings of worry, eating habits, and energy changed 

significantly over time, while ratings of work-effectiveness and overall stress did not. This 

indicates a need to more carefully look at stress as a causal factor in terms of predicting 

changes in energy over time.

The last step of the study concerned prospectively validating the model, using longitudinal 

methods that examine change over time in the model variables. This is a more robust means 
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of testing the model. We found that only changes in work-effectiveness predicted changes in 

energy. That is, knowledge workers who rate their work processes as becoming more 

effective over time also rated their energy as increasing over time. We believe that this is 

reflective of the fact that given a set amount of energy that one has to put into the process, 

those with effective work processes gets more out of energy dispersed. This finding is 

supported by our prior work, indicating that organizational efficiency is an important 

moderator of workplace stress.2,34 Thus, knowledge workers suffering from “low-energy 

syndrome” might want to review, in collaboration with their managers and work team, 

means to enhance organizational efficiency and work-effectiveness. This might be viewed as 

the equivalent of energy mileage. The more effective the process, the higher the return from 

each unit of energy put in by the knowledge worker. Alternatively, employers may seek to 

improve the work-effectiveness of their employees by implementing one of a number of 

available interventions (see Ref.35 for a review). Such interventions may indirectly increase 

energy levels in those employees.

CONCLUSION

With the rapid spread of the knowledge and information society, mental energy and 

employee fatigue are becoming critically important determinants of employee health and 

productivity, particularly in the knowledge-based sectors. On the basis of the current, 

prospective study, employee energy can be enhanced not only by focusing on lifestyle 

interventions but also by targeting work-related factors, such as work-effectiveness—that is, 

ensuring that the employee's investment of energy is maximally translated into value-added 

work. Such improvements should also enhance total employee health and satisfaction.14

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors thank Mrs Camilla Sundström, Dr Dan Hasson, and Mr Jens Pettersson for their invaluable assistance 
in designing, implementing, and evaluating this study. They are also grateful to the Unionen, Swedish Union of 
Clerical and Technical Employees, and the Swedish Employers’ Association (Almega) for their strong support in 
terms of identifying potential companies and employees to participate in the study. Additional thanks are due to the 
many knowledge workers who voluntarily dedicated their time and energy to be part of this research study.

The study was financed by Alecta, an occupational pension and insurance specialist based in Sweden. Dr Arnetz 
was also supported in part by a grant from the National Institute of Mental Health (award numbers R01MH085793 
and R34MH086943).

REFERENCES

1. Florida R. America's looming creativity crisis. Harv Bus Rev. 2004; 82:122–124. 126. 128 passim. 
[PubMed: 15559581] 

2. Florida R, Goodnight J. Managing for creativity. Harv Bus Rev. 2005; 83:124–131. 193. [PubMed: 
16028823] 

3. Arnetz BB, Lucas T, Arnetz JE. Organizational climate, occupational stress, and employee mental 
health: mediating effects of organizational efficiency. J Occup Environ Med. 2011; 53:34–42. 
[PubMed: 21187797] 

4. Adams JD. Optimal performance health. Making sure employees run on all cylinders without 
rustout or burnout. Adm Radiol. 1989; 8:24–28. [PubMed: 10294842] 

5. Ahola K, Honkonen T, Kivimaki M, et al. Contribution of burnout to the association between job 
strain and depression: the health 2000 study. J Occup Environ Med. 2006; 48:1023–1030.. 
[PubMed: 17033502] 

Arnetz et al. Page 6

J Occup Environ Med. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2015 June 02.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



6. Al-Assaf AF, Taylor TL. Managerial burnout. Health Care Superv. 1992; 11:32–38. [PubMed: 
10122677] 

7. Anderson P, Pulich M. Managing workplace stress in a dynamic environment. Health Care Manag 
(Frederick). 2001; 19:1–10. [PubMed: 15973865] 

8. Balevre P. Professional nursing burnout and irrational thinking. J Nurses Staff Dev. 2001; 17:264–
271. [PubMed: 12759997] 

9. Careau V, Garland T Jr. Performance, personality, and energetics: correlation, causation, and 
mechanism. Physiol Biochem Zool. 2012; 85:543–571. [PubMed: 23099454] 

10. Bos MW, Dijksterhuis A, van Baaren R. Food for thought? Trust your unconscious when energy is 
low. J Neurosci Psychol Econ. 2012; 5:124–130.

11. Ricci JA, Chee E, Lorandeau AL, Berger J. Fatigue in the U.S. workforce: prevalence and 
implications for lost productive work time. J Occup Environ Med. 2007; 49:1–10. [PubMed: 
17215708] 

12. Van Yperen NW, Hagedoorn M. Do high job demands increase intrinsic motivation or fatigue or 
both? The role of job control and job social support. Acad Manage J. 2003; 46:339–348.

13. Lewis G, Weesely S. The epidemiology of fatigue: more questions than answers. J Epidemiol 
Commun H. 1992; 46:92–97.

14. Arnetz BB. Techno-stress: a prospective psychophysiological study of the impact of a controlled 
stress-reduction program in advanced telecommunication systems design work. J Occup Environ 
Med. 1996; 38:53–65. [PubMed: 8871332] 

15. Arnetz B, Sverke M, Forsberg E. New economic control system can affect physicians' working 
environment. Lakartidningen. 2002; 99:2529–2530. [PubMed: 12092054] 

16. Arnetz BB. White collar stress: what studies of physicians can teach us. Psychother Psychosom. 
1991; 55:197–200. [PubMed: 1891567] 

17. Arnetz BB. Physicians' view of their work environment and organisation. Psychother Psychosom. 
1997; 66:155–162. [PubMed: 9176910] 

18. Arnetz BB. Psychosocial challenges facing physicians of today. Soc Sci Med. 2001; 52:203–213. 
[PubMed: 11144776] 

19. Arnetz JE, Hoglund AT, Arnetz BB, Winblad U. Staff views and behaviour regarding patient 
involvement in myocardial infarction care: development and evaluation of a questionnaire. Eur J 
Cardiovasc Nurs. 2008; 7:27–35. [PubMed: 17594915] 

20. Hasson D, Arnetz BB. Validation and findings comparing VAS vs. Likert scales for psychosocial 
measurements. Int Electron J Health Educ. 2005; 8:178–192.

21. Arnetz, B.; Frenzel, L.; Åkerstedt, T.; Lisspers, J. The Brief Fatigue Syndrome Scale: validation 
and utilization in fatigue recovery studies.. In: Watanabe, Y.; Evengård, B.; Natelson, BH.; Jason, 
LA.; Kuratsune, H., editors. Fatigue Science for Human Health. Springer; Tokyo, Japan: 2008. p. 
55-66.

22. Duncan TE, Duncan SC. An introduction to latent growth curve modeling. Behav Ther. 2004; 
35:333–363.

23. Jöreskog, KG.; Sörbom, D. LISREL 8 User's Reference Guide. Scientific Software; Chicago, IL: 
1993. 

24. Fuemmeler BF, Yang C, Costanzo P, et al. Parenting styles and body mass index trajectories from 
adolescence to adulthood. Health Psychol. 2012; 31:441–449. [PubMed: 22545979] 

25. Bentler PM, Bonett D. Significance tests and goodness of fit in the analysis of covariance 
structures. Psychol Bull. 1980; 88:388–606.

26. Widaman KF. Hierarchically nested covariance structure models for multitrait multimethod data. 
Appl Psychol Meas. 1985; 9:1–26.

27. Florida R. High-tech dynamics. Science. 1994; 264:1614–1615. [PubMed: 17769605] 

28. Arikawa AY, Thomas W, Gross M, et al. Aerobic training reduces systemic oxidative stress in 
young women with elevated levels of F(2)-isoprostanes. Contemp Clin Trials. 2013; 34:212–217. 
[PubMed: 23178737] 

Arnetz et al. Page 7

J Occup Environ Med. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2015 June 02.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



29. Bornhoeft J, Castaneda D, Nemoseck T, Wang P, Henning SM, Hong MY. The protective effects 
of green tea polyphenols: lipid profile, inflammation, and antioxidant capacity in rats fed an 
atherogenic diet and dextran sodium sulfate. J Med Food. 2012; 15:726–732. [PubMed: 22846079] 

30. Brown JD, Siegel JM. Exercise as a buffer of life stress: a prospective study of adolescent health. 
Health Psychol. 1988; 7:341–353. [PubMed: 3168979] 

31. O'Dougherty M, Hearst MO, Syed M, Kurzer MS, Schmitz KH. Life events, perceived stress and 
depressive symptoms in a physical activity intervention with young adult women. Ment Health 
Phys Act. 2012; 5:148–154. [PubMed: 23189088] 

32. Robson-Ansley PJ, Gleeson M, Ansley L. Fatigue management in the preparation of Olympic 
athletes. J Sports Sci. 2009; 27:1409–1420. [PubMed: 19221925] 

33. Kiecolt-Glaser JK, McGuire L, Robles TF, Glaser R. Emotions, morbidity, and mortality: new 
perspectives from psychoneuroimmunology. Annu Rev Psychol. 2002; 53:83–107. [PubMed: 
11752480] 

34. Arnetz BB. Subjective indicators as a gauge for improving organizational well-being: an attempt to 
apply the cognitive activation theory to organizations. Psychoneuroendocrinology. 2005; 30:1022–
1026. [PubMed: 15955637] 

35. Koslowski SWJ, Ilgen DR. Enhancing the effectiveness of work groups and teams. Psychol Sci 
Public Interest. 2006; 7:77–124.

Arnetz et al. Page 8

J Occup Environ Med. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2015 June 02.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



FIGURE 1. 
Participant attrition over time. This flowchart explains the recruitment and retention of 

participants over the course of the study. IT, information technology.
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FIGURE 2. 
Latent growth model depicting the prediction of change in energy over time. Baseline levels 

of stress, worry, satisfaction with eating habits, and work-effectiveness predict baseline 

energy levels, but linear change in energy is predicted only by linear change in perceptions 

of work-effectiveness over time. Directional pathways that are significant at P < 0.05 are 

denoted with a. *Baseline stress correlated significantly with baseline worry (r = 0.43; z = 

5.25) and baseline satisfaction with eating habits (r = –0.27; z = –3.42). These correlations 

are not shown in the figure for reasons of clarity.
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TABLE 1

Descriptive Statistics for Continuous Demographic Variables and Variables of Interest
*

Baseline 6 mo 12 mo

M SD n M SD n M SD n

Satisfaction with eating habits 51.32 24.00 279 55.93 22.49 258 57.08 22.24 263

Regular exercise 47.62 30.07 260 52.19 28.40 258 52.22 27.60 253

Exercise satisfaction 36.68 30.19 260 41.24 29.88 258 41.82 29.43 253

Personal reflection 48.90 26.51 260 51.68 26.74 258 52.53 26.09 253

Number of breaks 48.47 27.10 260 48.48 26.80 258 49.89 24.84 253

Work reflection 46.00 23.86 260 45.84 23.65 258 47.08 25.33 253

Work intensity 69.87 16.83 260 68.72 18.69 258 68.80 17.65 253

Satisfaction with hours –1.18 1.06 260 –1.20 1.09 258 –1.17 1.09 253

Work effort 74.90 16.52 260 73.94 16.95 258 74.31 18.20 253

*
All given scales variables were measured using visual analog scale response systems, with the exception of satisfaction with hours. All visual 

analog scale variables had a range of 0 to 100, whereas satisfaction with hours had a range of –8 to 8. For satisfaction with hours, negative numbers 
indicate that the participants are working more hours than desired.
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TABLE 2

Descriptive Statistics for Discrete Demographic Variables and Variables of Interest

n % n % n %

Gender

    Male 184 61.5 175 61.8 170 61.6

    Female 115 38.5 108 38.2 106 38.4

Education

    High school or less 136 48.7 117 45.3 125 47.5

    More than high school 143 51.3 141 54.7 138 52.5

Marital status

    Single 59 21.1 57 22.1 64 24.3

    In a relationship 12 4.3 10 3.9 6 2.3

    Married/cohabiting 208 74.6 191 74.0 193 73.4

Age, yr

    <20 10 3.6 9 3.5 9 3.4

    21–30 66 23.7 50 19.4 47 17.9

    31–45 103 36.9 98 38.0 106 40.3

    46–60 97 34.8 94 36.4 94 35.7

    60 3 1.1 7 2.7 7 2.7

Children at home

    Yes 143 51.3 129 50.0 141 53.6

    No 136 48.7 129 50.0 122 46.4

Yearly income, Crown

    0-100,000 16 5.7 1 0.4 6 2.3

    100,000-250,000 45 16.1 37 14.3 42 16.0

    250,000-400,000 170 60.9 162 62.8 154 58.6

    400,000 48 17.2 58 22.5 61 23.2

Daily coffee, cups

    0 45 16.1 29 11.2 34 12.9

    1–3 135 48.4 138 53.5 145 55.1

    4–6 84 30.1 76 29.5 76 27.0

    6 15 5.4 15 5.8 15 4.9

Daily caffeine, cups

    0 231 82.8 209 81.0 220 83.7

    1–3 46 16.5 46 17.8 42 16.0

    4–6 1 0.4 3 1.2 1 0.4

    6 1 0.4 0 0.0 0 0.0

Tobacco

    Yes 58 20.8 57 22.1 58 22.1

    No 221 79.2 201 77.9 205 77.9

Mobility

    Walk without problems 255 98.1 251 97.3 247 97.6
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n % n % n %

    Walk with some problems 5 1.9 7 2.7 6 2.4

    Bedridden 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

Worry tendency

    Don't worry 155 59.6 177 68.6 177 70.0

    Worry to some degree 95 36.5 75 29.1 69 27.3

    Worry a great deal 10 3.8 6 2.3 7 2.8
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TABLE 3

Final Model of the Hierarchical Regression Predicting Energy in Knowledge Workers at Baseline
*

Block Predictor β t P r 2

Demographics Age –0.07 –1.14 0.26 0.003

Gender (female) –0.07 –1.35 0.18 0.004

Education (high school or less) –0.04 –0.74 0.46 0.001

Marital status (single) 0.11 2.05 0.04 0.01

Annual income –0.02 –0.26 0.80 <0.001

Eating Satisfaction with eating habits 0.16 2.75 0.01 0.02

Stimulants Coffee 0.06 0.95 0.35 0.002

Caffeinated beverages –0.04 –0.82 0.42 0.002

Tobacco 0.06 1.11 0.27 0.003

Activity Number of children 0.04 0.74 0.46 0.001

Regular exercise 0.18 1.88 0.06 0.008

Exercise satisfaction 0.09 0.99 0.32 0.002

Mobility –0.09 –1.68 0.10 0.007

Rest Personal reflection 0.05 0.84 0.40 0.002

Number of breaks –0.006 –0.11 0.91 <0.001

Work reflection 0.06 1.12 0.26 0.003

Work Work intensity –0.12 –1.76 0.08 0.007

Satisfaction with hours –0.08 –1.51 0.13 0.005

Work effort 0.17 2.53 0.01 0.02

Work-effectiveness 0.15 2.43 0.02 0.01

Stress Overall stress –0.15 –2.42 0.02 0.01

Work stress –0.001 –0.02 0.98 <0.001

Tendency to worry –0.35 –6.36 <0.001 0.09

*
Reference categories for nominal variables are indicated in parentheses and were coded as zero in the regression analyses. r2 represents the 

squared semipartial correlation, which indicates the unique percentage of variance accounted for in the outcome by each predictor.
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TABLE 4

Final Model of the Hierarchical Regression Predicting Energy in Knowledge Workers at 6 Months
*

Block Predictor β t P r 2

Demographics Age –0.04 –0.69 0.49 0.001

Gender (female) –0.10 –1.87 0.06 0.006

Education (high school or less) 0.02 0.33 0.74 <0.001

Marital status (single) 0.12 2.23 0.03 0.01

Annual income 0.03 0.64 0.52 0.001

Eating Satisfaction with eating habits 0.14 2.57 0.01 0.01

Stimulants Coffee –0.11 –2.09 0.04 0.008

Caffeinated beverages –0.05 –0.92 0.36 0.002

Tobacco 0.09 1.73 0.09 0.006

Activity Number of children 0.10 2.01 0.046 0.008

Regular exercise 0.05 0.54 0.59 0.001

Exercise satisfaction 0.08 0.89 0.37 0.002

Mobility –0.11 –2.23 0.03 0.01

Rest Personal reflection 0.004 0.07 0.95 <0.001

Number of breaks 0.10 1.98 0.049 0.008

Work reflection 0.07 1.27 0.20 0.003

Work Work intensity –0.03 –0.42 0.68 <0.001

Satisfaction with hours 0.06 1.20 0.23 0.003

Work effort 0.16 2.36 0.02 0.01

Work-effectiveness 0.16 2.76 0.006 0.02

Stress Overall stress –0.31 –5.21 <0.001 0.06

Work stress –0.07 –1.02 0.31 0.002

Tendency to worry –0.24 –4.70 <0.001 0.05

*
Reference categories for nominal variables are indicated in parentheses and were coded as zero in the regression analyses. r2 represents the 

squared semipartial correlation, which indicates the unique percentage of variance accounted for in the outcome by each predictor.
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TABLE 5

Final Model of the Hierarchical Regression Predicting Energy in Knowledge Workers at 12 Months
*

Block Predictor β t P r 2

Demographics Age –0.08 –1.48 0.14 0.004

Gender (female) 0.004 0.07 0.94 <0.001

Education (high school or less) 0.06 1.24 0.22 0.003

Marital status (single) 0.02 0.32 0.75 <0.001

Annual income 0.03 0.61 0.54 0.001

Eating Satisfaction with eating habits 0.31 5.80 <0.001 0.07

Stimulants Coffee 0.07 1.34 0.18 0.004

Caffeinated beverages 0.03 0.68 0.50 0.001

Tobacco 0.03 0.62 0.54 0.001

Activity Number of children 0.06 1.07 0.29 0.002

Regular exercise 0.06 0.63 0.53 0.001

Exercise satisfaction –0.02 –0.17 0.87 <0.001

Mobility –0.04 –0.89 0.37 0.002

Rest Personal reflection 0.02 0.29 0.77 <0.001

Number of breaks 0.08 1.54 0.13 0.005

Work reflection 0.01 0.25 0.81 <0.001

Work Work intensity 0.04 0.48 0.64 <0.001

Satisfaction with hours 0.009 0.18 0.86 <0.001

Work effort 0.13 1.97 0.051 0.008

Work-effectiveness 0.32 4.92 <0.001 0.05

Stress Overall stress –0.16 –2.65 0.01 0.01

Work stress –0.09 –1.23 0.22 0.003

Tendency to worry –0.15 –2.75 0.007 0.02

*
Reference categories for nominal variables are indicated in parentheses and were coded as zero in the regression analyses. r2 represents the 

squared semipartial correlation, which indicates the unique percentage of variance accounted for in the outcome by each predictor.
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TABLE 6

Fit Indices for the Latent Growth Models of Energy
*

df χ 2 RMSEA CFI NNFI

Baseline model 55 153.32† 0.08 0.96 0.93

Predictive model 85 240.90† 0.08 0.94 0.93

*
In comparing the two models, the predictive model was a significantly worse fit (Δχ2 = 87.58 greater than χ2critical = 43.77), but there was little 

change in practical fit. RMSEA, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation.
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