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Abstract 

This study examines the key factors influencing job satisfaction among municipal utility employees—a rarely studied yet 

essential group of workers providing vital services such as electricity, gas, and water. Amid a serious workforce shortage in the 

public utilities sector, understanding the main drivers of employee satisfaction is crucial for improving recruitment and 

retention efforts, with significant implications for public health and societal stability. Drawing on survey data from nearly 400 

employees at one of the largest municipally owned utility companies in the United States, the study employs the Person-

Environment (P-E) Fit model as its theoretical framework. Regression analysis assessed the impact of nine variables across 

four dimensions of the work environment on job satisfaction. Results indicated that municipal utility workers' job satisfaction 

is primarily influenced by achieving a strong person-environment fit. The most significant factor is fostering a culture of 

organizational pride and an emotional connection to the organization. Other important factors associated with job satisfaction 

include ensuring equitable workloads, offering competitive pay, effectively utilizing employee skills, and providing 

opportunities for advancement. Contrary to expectations, the quality of coworker interactions was not a significant determinant 

of job satisfaction. This model explains two-thirds of the variation in job satisfaction among municipal utility employees. The 

study also discusses research and organizational implications. 
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1. Introduction 

Understanding why some employees report varying levels 

of job satisfaction has long been a central focus of organiza-

tional scholars [31, 38] and a topic of great interest to practi-

tioners [8, 56]. Improving job satisfaction is essential for 

practical reasons, such as increased productivity, reduced 

absenteeism, and improved employee retention [61]. It also 

has humanitarian considerations as individuals spend a large 

portion of their lives at work. Moreover, satisfied workers 

are more likely to engage in altruist behaviors that exceed 

formal job requirements [25], whereas dissatisfied workers 
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are prone to counterproductive actions like sabotage, theft, 

and workplace aggression [59]. 

The concern over job satisfaction is particularly pressing 

in the power utilities sector. With a growing scarcity of utili-

ty workers due to baby boomer retirements, attracting and 

retaining high-performing employees has become a critical 

workforce challenge for utilities, with serious implications 

for public health and societal stability [13, 42]. This chal-

lenge is especially acute for publicly owned utility compa-

nies, which make up two-thirds of the nearly 3,000 utilities 

in the U.S. [65] and are responsible for delivering essential 

services such as electricity, water, and gas. 

Identifying the key determinants of job satisfaction among 

municipal utility workers is crucial due to the unique nature 

of their roles compared to other employees, such as: 

1) Essential Services: Municipal utility workers deliver 

critical services like electricity, water, and natural gas, 

requiring round-the-clock availability to address any 

problems that might arise. 

2) Emergency Response: Municipal utility workers are 

frontline responders during emergencies such as power 

outages and natural disasters, frequently under hazard-

ous conditions. 

3) Technical Expertise: Many municipal utility workers 

require specialized technical skills and training to oper-

ate and maintain complex systems and critical infra-

structure. 

4) Community Impact: The performance of municipal 

utility workers directly impacts the health, safety, and 

economic well-being of all residents and businesses in 

the community. 

5) Regulatory Environment: Municipal utility workers op-

erate in a highly regulated environment, closely moni-

tored by governmental agencies to ensure compliance 

with safety, environmental, and consumer protection 

standards. 

6) Community Interaction: Municipal utility workers 

regularly have direct interactions with the public, 

whether responding to service calls, resolving utility-

related complaints, conducting maintenance, or assist-

ing during emergencies and natural disasters. 

In sum, municipal utility workers operate in a distinct 

work environment shaped by a unique blend of technical 

expertise, critical infrastructure maintenance, regulatory 

oversight, hazardous conditions, and direct interaction with 

the community. These factors set their work experience and 

job satisfaction dynamics apart from those of most other em-

ployees. 

This paper addresses a notable gap in the job satisfaction 

literature by identifying the primary drivers of job satisfac-

tion among a distinct group of workers. The findings offer 

valuable insights for human resource managers aiming to 

attract and retain high-performing municipal utility employ-

ees. Specifically, the study develops and tests a model that 

evaluates nine potential determinants of job satisfaction, us-

ing survey data from nearly 400 employees at one of the 

largest municipally owned utility companies in the U.S. This 

model explains two-thirds of the variance in job satisfaction. 

2. Theoretical Framework 

Job satisfaction is often defined as the extent to which em-

ployees like or dislike their jobs, based on their perceptions 

of the work environment [60]. One commonly used model to 

study factors influencing job satisfaction is the Person-

Environment Fit (P-E) model [16, 53]. This model suggests 

that job satisfaction depends on how well the job, organiza-

tion, and individual align in terms of skills, values, and goals 

[34, 66]. P-E fit studies typically focus on four dimensions of 

the work environment: person-job (P-J) fit, person-

organization (P-O) fit, person–supervisor (P-S) fit, and per-

son-group (P-G) fit. Regardless of the type of fit being eval-

uated, the greater the perceived fit from the employee’s per-

spective, the higher their job satisfaction [35]. 

1) Person-Job Fit: This refers to the alignment between an 

individual's skills, abilities, and needs, and the require-

ments, tasks, and responsibilities of the job. When there 

is a good fit between the person and the job, employees 

feel competent, challenged, and engaged [49, 60]. 

There are two distinct types of person-job fit: abilities-

demand fit and needs-supplies fit. Abilities-demand fit 

refers to the match between the employee's skills and 

abilities and the job's requirements, while needs-

supplies fit pertains to how well the job fulfills the em-

ployee's needs through the tasks and responsibilities as-

signed to their role [7]. 

2) Person-Organization Fit: This describes the degree to 

which an individual’s values and goals align with those 

of the organization. When there is a strong fit, employ-

ees experience a sense of belonging, pride, and identifi-

cation with the organization, all of which contribute to 

higher job satisfaction [9, 67]. 

3) Person-Supervisor Fit: This aspect of fit refers to the re-

lationship between employees and their supervisors. 

When there is compatibility in communication styles, 

leadership approaches, and support, employees are 

more likely to experience job satisfaction and positive 

work outcomes [35, 66]. 

4) Person-Group Fit: This aspect of fit considers how well 

an individual fits within their work group. Employees 

who feel accepted and valued by their coworkers are 

more likely to experience higher levels of job satisfac-

tion [35, 53]. 

In summary, the Person-Environment Fit model empha-

sizes the importance of aligning individuals’ characteristics 

with their jobs and organizations to enhance job satisfaction. 

When there is a good fit, employees are more likely to be 

motivated, committed, and satisfied in their roles. This mod-

el serves as the theoretical framework guiding this study. 
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3. Literature Review and Research 

Hypotheses 

Person-Job Fit: People generally seek jobs that utilize their 

skills, knowledge, and capabilities [29]. When organizations 

fail to effectively use employee abilities, it can lead to dissat-

isfaction due to boredom, frustration, and stress [15, 16, 41]. 

Viewed through the lens of the P-E fit model, specifically the 

abilities-demand fit component, skill underutilization is a 

form of P-J misfit that ultimately results in dissatisfied em-

ployees who underperform [28]. Previous research [16, 44] 

confirms that job satisfaction improves when employees’ 

skills and abilities align with job demands. Considering the 

high-demand skill sets required in today's technologically 

advanced utilities industry [13, 42], the efficient utilization 

of skills and abilities is likely to be a significant predictor of 

job satisfaction among municipal utility workers. 

Hypothesis 1: Overall job satisfaction is positively influ-

enced by the effective utilization of employee skills and abil-

ities. 

Employee concerns over workload distribution are also 

closely tied to abilities-demand fit. Workload refers to the 

mental or physical demands placed on an employee within a 

specific time frame. While excessive workload (work over-

load) has been linked to higher stress levels [5] and reduced 

job satisfaction [27], insufficient workload (work underload) 

can result in boredom and dissatisfaction, particularly among 

achievement-oriented employees [52]. Job satisfaction is 

optimal when the job demands align with an employee’s 

mental and physical capabilities. 

Hypothesis 2: Satisfaction with one’s workload is posi-

tively related to overall job satisfaction. 

Employee need for workplace safety, on the other hand, 

aligns more closely with Cable and DeRue's needs-supplies 

fit rather than abilities-demand fit [7]. Workplace safety ad-

dresses employees' fundamental need for physical well-being. 

Workers who feel safe in their workplaces are generally 

more satisfied with their jobs than those who do not [26, 45]. 

Employees who hold positive perceptions of workplace safe-

ty tend to attribute this to management’s concern for em-

ployee well-being, fostering higher levels of job commitment 

and satisfaction [43]. Given that utility workers perform 

some of the most dangerous jobs in America [64], a strong 

link between workplace safety perceptions and job satisfac-

tion is expected. 

Hypothesis 3: Overall job satisfaction is positively influ-

enced by employee perceptions of a safe work environment. 

Promotional opportunities, salary, and fringe benefits, 

when viewed through the needs-supplies fit perspective, play 

pivotal roles in influencing job satisfaction. Each of these 

factors addresses an individual's need for career advance-

ment and financial security. When aligned with employees' 

expectations, they are likely to bolster job satisfaction. Con-

versely, discrepancies in any of these aspects can lead to 

dissatisfaction. 

The relationship between promotions and job satisfaction 

stems from the organization’s recognition of employee con-

tributions, which creates opportunities for career advance-

ment, increased status, financial growth, and professional 

mobility [12, 33]. 

The link between pay and job satisfaction is well-

established. Pay helps employees meet lower-level needs like 

housing, food, and medical care, while also addressing high-

er-level needs such as achievement and recognition. Howev-

er, this relationship is nuanced. Research shows that wages 

strongly influence job satisfaction at lower and mid-level pay 

scales, but the effect diminishes at higher income levels [48]. 

Additionally, perceptions of pay equity play a crucial role in 

shaping job satisfaction [30]. Employees are more likely to 

experience higher job satisfaction when they perceive their 

pay as fair in relation to their contributions and in compari-

son to others. 

Less frequently examined has been the impact of fringe 

benefits on job satisfaction. Fringe benefits can represent a 

significant portion of an employee’s total compensation 

package [64]. However, employees may undervalue their 

benefits package if they already receive similar benefits 

through a spouse or partner [3]. Nevertheless, research has 

shown that fringe benefits contribute to a favorable needs-

supplies fit, and a positive relationship between fringe bene-

fits and job satisfaction has been documented [3, 4, 56]. 

Based on the preceding discussion, the following hypothe-

ses are proposed: 

Hypothesis 4: Satisfaction with opportunities for promo-

tions is positively related to overall job satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 5: Satisfaction with pay is positively related to 

overall job satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 6: Satisfaction with fringe benefits is positive-

ly related to overall job satisfaction. 

Person-Organization Fit: Alignment between an individu-

al's values and those of the organization can foster a sense of 

pride and allegiance, thereby enhancing overall job satisfac-

tion among employees [9, 53]. While organizational pride 

has long been considered a vital component of organizational 

success [18], it is a relatively new variable in the search for 

key drivers of job satisfaction and has received limited atten-

tion in scientific studies [39, 47], particularly within the con-

text of the power utility industry. 

Organizational pride refers to a collective feeling of loyal-

ty that binds employees together, fostering camaraderie, pur-

pose, and belongingness within the organization [6]. Accord-

ing to social identity theory, individuals derive part of their 

self-identity from the groups and organizations they belong 

to [17]. When employees hold positive feelings toward their 

work organization, derived from its values, achievements, 

and reputation, it enhances their self-esteem and pride in 

being part of the organization. This, in turn, contributes to 

overall job satisfaction [24]. 

Organizational pride has been linked to higher levels of 

employee engagement [11] and motivation [32], as well as 
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improved retention rates [23]. Employees who are proud of 

their organization are also more likely to support its strategic 

objectives, speak positively about the organization, and ac-

tively contribute to its success [50]). Although limited, exist-

ing research suggests a potentially significant and positive 

relationship between organizational pride and job satisfaction 

[39]. 

Drawing on social identity theory and the Person-

Organization Fit model, organizational pride is expected to 

have a significantly positive effect on job satisfaction among 

utility workers. 

Hypothesis 7: Overall job satisfaction is positively related 

to employee feelings of organizational pride. 

Person-Supervisor Fit: This aspect of fit suggests that the 

quality of the relationship with one's supervisor significantly 

influences job satisfaction. Numerous studies have shown 

that employees with supportive supervisors tend to experi-

ence higher job satisfaction [20-22, 62]. Rhodes and Eisen-

berger reviewed over 70 studies, concluding that that posi-

tive supervisory interactions strengthen perceptions of organ-

izational support, which in turn boosts job satisfaction [54]. 

Hence, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

Hypothesis 8: Satisfaction with one’s immediate supervi-

sor is positively related to overall job satisfaction. 

Person-Group Fit: This component of fit focuses on the 

quality of relationships with coworkers. Positive interactions 

among colleagues can enhance employee job satisfaction by 

reducing stress, providing social support, and creating a more 

enjoyable work environment [14, 36, 58]. Chiaburu and Har-

rison’s meta-analysis of 161 studies involving 78,000 em-

ployees revealed a strong link between coworker support and 

job satisfaction [10]. Similarly, a study of state employees in 

the Southeastern U.S. found that work environments promot-

ing favorable coworker relationships led to higher job satis-

faction [57]. Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

Hypothesis 9: Satisfaction with one’s coworkers is posi-

tively related to overall job satisfaction. 

4. Data and Measures 

To evaluate the nine hypotheses, data were collected 

through a survey administered to 930 employees of one of 

the largest municipally owned utility companies in the Unit-

ed States, serving over 200,000 residential, commercial, and 

industrial customers. An independent research firm designed 

and conducted the utility-approved survey. Employees were 

assured anonymity, and utility officials were not allowed 

access to the questionnaires at any stage of the process. Con-

ducted in November 2020, the survey yielded 398 completed 

responses, resulting in a 43% response rate. A comparison of 

the sample demographic profile with the utility’s overall 

employee profile revealed close alignment, with the sole 

exception of job level: non-supervisory employees (70%) 

were somewhat underrepresented in the sample (78%). 

Employees responded to survey questions using a five-

point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) 

to 5 (“strongly agree“) or 1 (“very dissatisfied”) to 5 (“very 

satisfied”), depending on the question. One variable in the 

study was derived from responses to five specific questions 

assessing the immediate supervisor’s performance. These 

questions focused on whether the supervisor provided clear 

work expectations, listened to employee concerns, kept em-

ployees informed, offered motivation, and demonstrated 

competence. The internal reliability of this scale was meas-

ured using Cronbach’s alpha, yielding a coefficient of.94, 

indicating strong reliability. 

To assess overall job satisfaction, employees were asked: 

"Thinking about all aspects of your job, how would you rate 

your overall level of job satisfaction?" Responses were rec-

orded on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 ("very dissat-

isfied") to 5 ("very satisfied"). While some job satisfaction 

measures use multiple items, single-item measures have been 

shown to offer comparable validity and reliability [19] and 

achieve similar accuracy [40] with no significant loss of reli-

ability [69]. This is especially true for single-item measures 

focused on overall job satisfaction [46, 68]. 

Table 1. Definitions of Variables Used to Measure Job Satisfaction. 

Variables Survey Question/Statement Used to Define Variable 

Dependent Variable 

Job satisfaction Thinking about all aspects of your job, how would you describe your overall level of job satisfaction? 

Independent Variables 

Promotional opportunities Overall, how satisfied are you with your promotional opportunities? 

Pay Overall, how satisfied are you with your pay? 

Benefits package Overall, how satisfied are you with your benefits package 

(medical, dental, vision, vacation, sick leave, pension, etc.)? 

Skill utilization My job-related skills and abilities are used effectively. 
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Variables Survey Question/Statement Used to Define Variable 

Workload distribution Overall, how satisfied are your workload? 

Safe workplace The organization is committed to ensuring a safe workplace. 

Immediate supervisora Index formed from responses to 5 Likert-scaled statements: 

Keeps me informed on issues that affect me. 

Provides clear expectations regarding my job. 

Takes the time to listen to me and consider my opinions. 

Motivates me to look for better ways to perform my job. 

Is competent and effective. 

Coworkers Overall, how satisfied are you with your co-workers? 

Organizational pride I am proud to tell people that I work for this organization. 

aCronbach’s Alpha =.941 

Note: Variables were measured using a five-point Likert-type scale that ranged from 1 (“very dissatisfied”) to 5 (“very satisfied”) or 1 

(“strongly disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”), depending on the question. 

5. Results 

The means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations 

among study variables are presented in Table 2, and collineari-

ty statistics are displayed in Table 3. Tests for multicollinearity 

showed that no pair of independent variables was correlated 

above.58, and the regression of each independent variable on 

all remaining independent variables revealed no coefficient of 

determination (R2) above.51. Variance inflation factor (VIF) 

values ranged from 1.433 to 2.056, and tolerance values varied 

between.486 to.698. The Durbin-Watson statistic was 2.088. 

According to Lewis-Beck and Lewis-Beck [37], these findings 

suggest that multicollinearity and autocorrelation are not sig-

nificant concerns in this study. 

Table 2. Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of Study Variables. 

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Skill utilization 4.07 .98 —          

2. Workload distribution 4.00 .97 .38 —         

3. Safe workplace 4.25 .86 .43 .34 —        

4. Promotional opportunities 3.32 1.26 .38 .32 .31 —       

5. Pay 3.95 1.02 .42 .31 .43 .45 —      

6. Benefits package 3.79 1.03 .26 .28 .46 .38 .58 —     

7. Organizational pride 4.12 .99 .49 .43 .54 .46 .49 .53 —    

8. Immediate supervisor 4.09 .94 .47 .41 .38 .37 .31 .25 .45 —   

9. Coworkers 4.31 .79 .26 .38 .26 .27 .22 .26 .35 .51 —  

10. Job satisfaction 4.26 .93 .56 .56 .53 .53 .58 .52 .68 .51 .39 — 

N = 398 

Note: The absolute value of correlations >.22 are significant at <.05 level (two-tailed tests). 
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Table 3. Collinearity Statistics. 

Variables Tolerance VIF 

Skill utilization .613 1.632 

Workload distribution .698 1.433 

Safe workplace .607 1.648 

Promotional opportunities .681 1.468 

Pay .554 1.804 

Benefits package .535 1.870 

Organizational pride .486 2.056 

Immediate supervisor .560 1.785 

Variables Tolerance VIF 

Coworkers .683 1.465 

Durbin–Watson = 2.088 

Ordinary least squares regression was used to analyze the 

relationship between the dependent variable (overall job sat-

isfaction) and the nine independent variables. Both standard-

ized (B) and unstandardized (b) coefficients were reported, 

highlighting the relative influence and predictive power of 

each factor. The model explained a substantial portion of the 

variance in job satisfaction, with an R² value of.673 and an 

adjusted R² value of.665. 

Table 4. Regression Results. 

Variables Standardized Coefficients (B) Unstandardized Coefficients (b) Probability* 

Skill utilization .141 .136 .001 

Workload distribution .203 .199 .001 

Safe workplace .080 .087 .019 

Promotional opportunities .122 .092 .001 

Pay .172 .159 .001 

Benefits package .089 .081 .015 

Organizational pride .250 .236 .001 

Immediate supervisor .081 .080 .022 

Coworkers .031 .036 .199 

Intercept  -.168 .395 

N = 398 R2 =.673 Adjusted R2 =.665 F = 83.660 Probability =.001 

*One-tail probability 

Dependent variable: Job Satisfaction 

The analysis revealed that eight of the nine independent 

variables tested were statistically significant factors influenc-

ing job satisfaction among municipal utility employees. 

Moreover, all eight variables affected the dependent variable 

in the hypothesized direction. 

As predicted, variables examining the congruence between 

employees’ skills, abilities, needs and the job's requirements, 

tasks, and responsibilities (i.e., person-job fit) were signifi-

cant drivers of job satisfaction. Specifically, the effective 

utilization of employee skills and abilities (B =.141, p <.001), 

equitably distributed workloads (B =.203, p <.001), and a 

safe workplace (B =.080, p <.019) all had significant positive 

effects on job satisfaction. Additionally, as anticipated, the 

availability of promotional opportunities (B =.122, p <.001), 

satisfaction with pay (B =.172, p <.001), and satisfaction 

with fringe benefits (B =.089, p <.015) were instrumental in 

shaping employee perceptions of job satisfaction. 

The confirmation of Hypothesis 7 highlights the im-

portance of aligning employee and organizational values 

(person-organization fit) in fostering organizational pride and 

job satisfaction. The standardized coefficient for organiza-

tional pride (B =.250, p <.001) underscores its substantial 

influence, making it the strongest predictor of job satisfac-

tion among the independent variables. 

The validation of Hypothesis 8 confirms the significance 

of employee-supervisor relations (person-supervisor fit) in 

influencing job satisfaction (B =.081, p <.022). Supervisors 

play a crucial role in shaping employee perceptions of job 

satisfaction through actions such as stating clear work expec-

tations, keeping subordinates informed, listening to their 

input, providing motivation, and demonstrating competence. 
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In contrast, the expected link between coworker satisfaction 

and job satisfaction (Hypothesis 9), based on the person-

group fit perspective, was not supported (B =.031, p <.199). 

6. Discussion 

This paper seeks to explain the key factors influencing job 

satisfaction among municipal utility employees. Despite their 

vital role in delivering essential services such as electricity, 

gas, and water, this unique group of workers has been largely 

overlooked in job satisfaction research. With the ongoing 

workforce shortage in the public utilities sector, understand-

ing the primary drivers of employee satisfaction is critical for 

improving recruitment and retention efforts. 

Among the nine independent variables analyzed in this 

model, organizational pride emerged as the most influential 

factor affecting job satisfaction, underscoring its critical role 

in fostering employees’ emotional connection to the organi-

zation. Pride occurs when employees perceive their organiza-

tion as meaningful, effective, and beneficial to the communi-

ty [2]) and when they believe the organization’s actions ex-

ceed community expectations [63]. However, negative en-

counters with residents, such as during power outages or bill 

disputes, can distort employees’ perceptions of public senti-

ment and diminish organizational pride. To counter this, mu-

nicipal utilities should consider conducting regular, probabil-

ity-based customer surveys to monitor community percep-

tions and share the results with employees. This approach 

would provide a more accurate understanding of public sen-

timent, rather than relying solely on isolated negative en-

counters. Additional strategies municipal utilities can im-

plement to increase organizational pride include: 

1) Highlighting Community Contributions: Regularly 

communicate the impact of the utility’s services on the 

community, helping employees understand that their 

work is meaningful and contributes to the greater good. 

2) Employee Involvement: Involve employees in decision-

making where feasible and encourage their input on or-

ganizational initiatives to instill a sense of shared pur-

pose and pride in the utility’s achievements. 

3) Employee Recognition: Acknowledge individual and 

team achievements, tying them to the organization’s 

overall mission. This can be done through employee-

of-the-month awards, team recognition events, or com-

pany-wide announcements. 

4) Community Involvement: Promote and encourage em-

ployee involvement in community service events or 

projects that align with the utility’s mission. 

The regression analysis revealed that perceptions of work-

load distribution and pay are the second and third most sig-

nificant drivers of job satisfaction among municipal utility 

workers. Consistent with equity theory [1], when workloads 

and pay are perceived as fair, employees feel valued and 

motivated; however, perceived unfairness can lead to frustra-

tion, resentment, and dissatisfaction [27]. This is particularly 

relevant for Millennial and Generation Z workers, who tend 

to be more attuned to fairness, transparency, and work-life 

balance, making them especially sensitive to perceived ineq-

uities in the workplace [55]. 

While fringe benefits (such as medical, dental, vision, va-

cation, sick leave, and pension) were a significant predictor 

of job satisfaction (B =.089, p <.015), they were among the 

least influential of the eight variables in the final model. This 

finding aligns with previous research [3], that employee per-

ceptions of benefits are influenced by their availability 

through other sources, such as a spouse or partner. To max-

imize the impact of benefits on job satisfaction, municipal 

utilities should offer a diverse range of benefits that cater to 

the varying needs and preferences of their employees. Regu-

larly collecting employee feedback on satisfaction with cur-

rent benefits, maintaining transparency about the cost and 

value of benefits, and periodically updating offerings to stay 

competitive with industry standards can enhance employees’ 

perceptions of their value and contribute to overall job satis-

faction. 

The research also found that job satisfaction among utility 

workers is significantly influenced by the effective applica-

tion of their skills. As noted earlier, municipal utility roles 

require technical expertise and specialized training to man-

age complex systems and equipment. Therefore, when work-

ers can fully utilize their skills, they experience a stronger 

sense of self-worth, increased engagement, and, ultimately, 

higher job satisfaction. 

A safe work environment was also identified as a signifi-

cant contributor to employee satisfaction. Municipal utility 

workers often perform physically demanding tasks involving 

heavy equipment, hazardous materials, and potentially dan-

gerous environments. Ensuring that safety protocols are in 

place minimizes the risk of accidents and injuries, reduces 

stress, and directly enhances workers' sense of well-being 

and satisfaction. Conversely, neglecting safety measures can 

create a perception that management is indifferent to em-

ployee welfare, leading to increased stress, anxiety, and de-

creased job satisfaction [51]. 

The finding that positive relationships with supervisors 

significantly impact overall job satisfaction among utility 

workers reinforces the importance of building trust through 

clear communication, empowerment, and opportunities for 

professional development. Interestingly, no significant link 

was found between favorable coworker relationships and 

higher job satisfaction. This may be due to the utility indus-

try’s task-oriented work environment, where technical skills 

are prioritized over interpersonal interactions. Moreover, 

utility workers often spend a considerable amount of time 

outdoors performing repairs and inspections, limiting oppor-

tunities for coworker interaction. 

7. Conclusion 

This study concludes that job satisfaction among munici-
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pal utility workers largely depends on achieving a strong 

person-environment fit. Key factors include, first and fore-

most, fostering a culture of organizational pride, followed by 

ensuring equitable workloads, offering competitive pay, ef-

fectively utilizing employee skills, and providing opportuni-

ties for advancement. While elements such as workplace 

safety, positive supervisor-employee relationships, and 

fringe benefits contribute to overall job satisfaction, their 

impact is comparatively less significant. Contrary to expecta-

tions, the quality of coworker interactions did not emerge as 

a key determinant of job satisfaction. 

Despite ongoing challenges like baby boomer retirements, 

a shrinking pool of skilled workers, strict environmental reg-

ulations, and public pressure to provide reliable and afforda-

ble energy, the utilities sector can benefit greatly from rec-

ognizing the critical link between organizational pride and 

job satisfaction. By leveraging this insight, managers will be 

better positioned to cultivate a more engaged, productive, 

loyal, and satisfied workforce. 

To gain a more comprehensive understanding of job satis-

faction in the utility sector, future research should include 

investor-owned utilities and cooperatives, as well as munici-

pally owned utilities. Expanding the pool of explanatory var-

iables and conducting studies across diverse regions would 

further enhance the external validity of the findings. 
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