https://dinastipub.org/DIJEFA Vol. 6, No. 4, 2025

i DIJEFA:
@A Dinasti International Journal of
—— 1 H H
binAsT)  Economics, Finance & Accounting .
PUBLISHER @ https://dinastipub.org/DIEFA PR dinastiinfo@gmail.com () +62 811 7404 455

DOI: https://doi.org/10.38035/dijefa.v6i4
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Proactive Personality and Support: Buffering Job Insecurity’s
Effect on Satisfaction

Naufal Wahyu Ramadhan?, Siti Zulaikha Wulandari?, Devani Laksmi Indyastuti®
tUniversitas Jenderal Soedirman, Central Java, Indonesia, naufalwahyu23@gmail.com
2Universitas Jenderal Soedirman, Central Java, Indonesia, siti.wulandarii@unsoed.ac.id
3Universitas Jenderal Soedirman, Central Java, Indonesia, devani20092010@gmail.com

“Corresponding Author: naufalwahyu23@gmail.com?*

Abstract: The purpose of this research is to analyse the relationship between private sector
non-permanent workers' levels of job satisfaction and their levels of job insecurity in Banyumas
Regency. It focusses on the ways in which proactive personality traits and the perception of
organisational support mediate this connection. Data were obtained from 100 respondents
using a quantitative survey approach and analysed using Partial Least Squares via SmartPLS
4. Work instability is associated with lower levels of work satisfaction, according to the
research. Although it shown a favourable tendency, proactive personality did not considerably
attenuate this negative association. On the other hand, work satisfaction was less affected by
job insecurity when perceived organisational support acted as a moderator. In light of these
results, it is clear that employees' well-being in conditions of job uncertainty is best maintained
via the use of external support systems. Internal psychological qualities and perceived
organisational elements as modifiers are also included in the research, which adds to the
literature. This is especially true in the context of contract-based employment in Indonesia.
This research underlines the need for companies to foster supportive environments and pay
attention to psychological conditions that may impact satisfaction and productivity, especially
among non-permanent employees.

Keywords: Job Insecurity, Job Satisfaction, Proactive Personality, Perceived Organizational
Support.

INTRODUCTION

Job satisfaction has long been a central concern in management studies, highlighting the
importance of further exploration on this topic. Organizational changes such as downsizing,
outsourcing, and restructuring often create instability between employees and their
organizations, leading to negative feelings related to job security and sustainability (Yaslioglu
etal., 2013; Zheng et al., 2014). Among the key antecedents of job satisfaction is job insecurity,
which refers to general anxiety about job continuity and the perceived threat of job loss (De
Witte et al., 2015; Jiang & Lavaysse, 2018).
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Previous studies have consistently shown that job insecurity negatively affects job
satisfaction (Cheung et al., 2019; Darvishmotevali & Ali, 2020; De Witte, 2005; Di Stefano et
al., 2020; Pacheco et al., 2010; Richter et al., 2014; Zheng et al., 2014). This is because
individuals tend to be overwhelmed by the emotional distress caused by uncertainty regarding
their employment status (Zheng et al., 2014). Darvishmotevali and Ali (2020) found that high
job insecurity can lead to increased stress and anxiety, particularly due to the potential loss of
valuable resources related to work. Di Stefano et al. (2020) also emphasized that a damaged
relationship between employees and their organization—due to mistrust or lack of support—
can intensify job dissatisfaction and the desire to resign. Consequently, it is critical to determine
what internal and external variables may mitigate the detrimental effects of job insecurity on
contentment in one's work environment.

Zheng et al. (2014) highlighted the need to explore psychological variables, such as
optimism, as potential moderators in the relationship between job insecurity and job
satisfaction. Building on this suggestion, the current study proposes proactive personality as a
moderating variable. This proposition is supported by the Personality Systems Interaction (PSI)
theory, which explains how cognitive processes and affective motivations interact to influence
behavior and experience (Kuhl et al., 2021). According to Kuhl et al. (2021), individuals with
strong cognitive regulation systems—such as self-control and self-regulation—are better
equipped to manage stress. Koole et al. (2019) further noted that action-oriented individuals
under stress are more effective in regulating emotions, which leads to positive behavioral
outcomes. Additionally, individuals with a proactive personality are inclined to take initiative
and seize opportunities in order to achieve their goals (Bateman & Crant, 1993).

Numerous studies have found that proactive personality positively correlates with job
satisfaction (Erdogan & Bauer, 2005; M. Li et al., 2017; N. Li et al., 2010; Seibert et al., 1999;
H. Wang & Lei, 2023). Erdogan and Bauer (2005) found that employees with proactive
personalities are more satisfied when their personal values align with the organization and
when job demands are met. Similarly, N. Li et al. (2010) showed that positive relationships
with supervisors—an aspect of proactive behavior—contribute to higher job satisfaction. M.
Li et al. (2017) found that proactive employees are better at problem-solving and leveraging
career opportunities, which leads to increased satisfaction. Wang and Lei (2023) confirmed
that proactive personality positively influences job satisfaction.

In addition, studies have demonstrated that proactive personality negatively influences
job insecurity (Koen & Parker, 2020; Koen & van Bezouw, 2021; Lin et al., 2018; D. Wang et
al., 2022). For instance, D. Wang et al. (2022) noted that proactive employees ensure they feel
valued and respected, which enhances motivation and reduces perceived insecurity. Lin et al.
(2018) observed that proactive employees respond actively to organizational signals, often
exercising greater self-control. Koen and Parker (2020) stated that proactive employees can
regulate how they perceive workplace threats, while Koen and van Bezouw (2021) found that
proactive actions—such as upskilling or expanding networks—can reduce the perceived risk
of job loss. Consequently, the premise of this research is that a proactive personality mitigates
the detrimental effect of job uncertainty on contentment in one's work environment. It is
believed that employees who are proactive in nature would feel less insecure and more fulfilled
in their work.

Aside from individual traits, organizational factors—especially perceived organizational
support (POS)—may also moderate the job insecurity—job satisfaction relationship. This aligns
with the interactionist perspective, which posits that individuals influence organizations and
vice versa in shaping behaviors (Turban & Keon, 1993). POS is defined as the extent to which
employees believe their organization values their contributions and cares about their well-being
(BOHLE et al., 2018; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). POS enhances job satisfaction by
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fulfilling socio-emotional needs, improving performance-reward expectations, and providing
instrumental support during uncertainty (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002).

Several studies confirm the strong positive effect of POS on job satisfaction (Bernarto et
al., 2020; Bogler & Nir, 2012; Donald et al., 2016; Islam & Ahmed, 2018; Kurtessis et al.,
2017; Putu et al., 2021). Bogler and Nir (2012) noted that employees are more satisfied with
extrinsic factors such as salary, work hours, and leave benefits when they feel supported. Islam
and Ahmed (2018) also found that employees’ satisfaction increases when organizations
provide appropriate rewards and facilities. Kurtessis et al. (2017) added that POS boosts self-
efficacy and reduces emotional exhaustion—key components of job insecurity. Other studies
show that POS negatively affects job insecurity (BOHLE et al., 2018; Hngoi et al., 2023;
Salvador et al., 2022). Bohle et al. (2018) found that organizational support that aligns with
employee expectations helps reduce fear of job loss. Salvador et al. (2022) emphasized that
support helps employees develop relevant skills, reducing perceived insecurity. Islam and
Ahmed (2018) added that supportive environments promote fairness, open communication, and
necessary training. Accordingly, this study also posits POS as a moderating variable that can
reduce the negative impact of job insecurity on job satisfaction.

Job satisfaction plays a vital role in organizational success, as satisfied employees
contribute positively to performance outcomes. While prior literature has examined the role of
organizational support in this context, studies exploring proactive personality as a moderator
remain scarce—particularly in Asian contexts (Zheng et al., 2014). This gap highlights the need
of doing more research.

This study focuses on non-permanent employees in private companies in Indonesia,
specifically those under fixed-term employment contracts (Perjanjian Kerja Waktu Tertentu,
PKWT). According to Dwiyanti and Abdilla (2018), non-permanent workers generally earn
lower wages and do not receive severance pay or tenure-based benefits. These employees often
experience anxiety due to unclear employment status and the risk of non-renewal (Syachradjat,
2015). The Indonesian labor law limits PKWT duration to five years, contributing to persistent
career uncertainty. In Banyumas Regency, the prevalence of contract-based employment
remains high, as confirmed through job listing platforms and preliminary interviews conducted
by the authors. Therefore, this study investigates the effect of job insecurity on job satisfaction,
with proactive personality and perceived organizational support as moderating variables, in the
context of non-permanent employees in private companies in Banyumas Regency.

METHOD
Study Design

This research employs a quantitative survey design using a cross-sectional approach. The
survey method was selected because the study does not involve any experimental treatment or
manipulation of variables, but rather aims to examine naturally occurring relationships between
variables. The objective of this study is to investigate the relationship between job insecurity
and job satisfaction, with the moderating roles of proactive personality and perceived
organizational support.

Research Subjects and Data Collection

The population for this research is made up of employees with non-permanent status in
private companies across Banyumas Regency, Indonesia. Due to the unknown total number of
non-permanent employees in the area, the convenience sampling technique was used. A total
of 100 individuals participated in the study, as determined by the application of the Lemeshow
formula.

The primary data were collected using a structured questionnaire, which was distributed
directly to the respondents. The questionnaire contained validated instruments that measure job
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insecurity, job satisfaction, proactive personality, and perceived organizational support. All
items used a Likert scale format.

Data Analysis Techniques
PLS-SEM was selected as the analytical method in this study, and SmartPLS version 4
served as the analysis tool. The analytical process includes two stages:

1. Measurement Model (Outer Model): This phase involves evaluating the research
instruments' validity and reliability through measures such as indicator loading, composite
reliability, and AVE.

2. Structural Model (Inner Model): This stage tests the proposed hypotheses and examines the
path coefficients and the moderating effects of proactive personality and perceived
organizational support.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Outer Loading Test

According to Hair et al. (2019), indicators are considered valid if the outer loading value
exceeds 0.5. Based on the initial results, several indicators were found to have loading values
below 0.5 and were therefore removed: JI.2, J1.4,JS.2, JS.4,JS.6, JS.7,JS.8, PP.1, PP.8, PP.10,
and POS.7. However, JI.3 was retained as an exception due to its theoretical relevance in
reflective construct testing. After the removal of these invalid indicators, the remaining
indicators showed loading factors above the threshold, indicating adequate indicator reliability.

Table 1. Loading Factor Test Result
POS PP JS JI
JI.1 0.987
JL.3 0.366
JS.1 0.688
JS.3 0.737
JS.5 0.861
JS.9 0.648
PP.2 0.764
PP.3 0.695
PP.4 0.814
PP.5 0.743
PP.6 0.663
PP.7 0.620
PP.9 0.753
POS.1 0.809
POS.2 0.648
POS.3 0.650
POS.4 0.828
POS.5 0.706
POS.6 0.769
POS.8 0.766
Source: SmartPLS 4, Author’s Calculation

Average Variance Extracted (AVE) Test

Through AVE, researchers can determine whether the indicators contribute more to the
construct than is lost to measurement error. According to Kock and Lynn (2012), AVE values
must exceed 0.5 to demonstrate adequate convergent validity. As shown in Table 2, all
constructs exceeded this threshold, with values ranging from 0.525 to 0.554.
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Table 2. Average Variance Extracted (AVE) Test Result

AVE

POS 0.551
PP 0.525
JS 0.544
JI 0.554

Source: SmartPLS 4, Author’s Calculation

Cronbach’s Alpha Test

Cronbach’s alpha provides an estimate of the internal coherence of measurement items.
Based on Taber (2018), a value below 0.5 is considered low. As seen in Table 3, all constructs
except job insecurity met the reliability threshold (>0.7). The job insecurity construct scored
0.352, indicating low reliability, which may be attributed to the limited number or poor quality
of retained indicators.

Table 3. Cronbach Alpha Test Result

Cronbach Alpha
POS 0.866
PP 0.857
JS 0.714
JI 0.352

Source: SmartPLS 4, Author’s Calculation

Composite Reliability

The composite reliability test aims to assess the internal consistency of constructs. All
variables in this study achieved composite reliability values above 0.6. However, job insecurity
showed an unusually high value (1.199), suggesting potential redundancy or multicollinearity
among indicators. This should be interpreted with caution and may indicate a need for model

re-specification.

Table 4. Composite Reliability Test Result

Composite Reliability
POS 0.885
PP 0.887
JS 0.727
JI 1.199

Source: SmartPLS 4, Author’s Calculation

Discriminant Validity: HTMT

The Heterotrait-Monotrait (HTMT) ratio test evaluates discriminant validity between
constructs. Values below 0.90 indicate good discriminant validity. As seen in Table 5, all
construct pairs met this criterion (Kock & Lynn, 2012), confirming that each construct is
distinct from the others.

Table 5. Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) Test Result

POS PP JS JI PPxJI POSxJI
POS
PP 0.285
JS 0.834 0.305
JI 0.646 0.216 0.690
PPx JI 0.305 0.265 0.237 0.135
POS x JI 0.114 0.245 0.226 0.537 0.087

Source: SmartPLS 4, Author’s Calculation
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Discriminant Validity: Fornell-Larcker

When a construct's square root of its AVE is greater than the correlations between that

construct and others, discriminant validity is proven using the Fornell-Larcker criteria. In order
for an AVE to be considered discriminantly valid, its square root must be larger than the
correlation with other constructs. Table 6 shows that most values fulfil this condition, with the
exception of the correlation between work satisfaction and perceived organisational support,
which is greater than POS's AVE square root (V0.551 = 0.742) at 0.677. However, since the
HTMT results confirm discriminant validity, this deviation is acceptable.

Table 6. Fornell-Larcker Test Result

POS PP JS JI
POS 0.742
PP 0.257 0.724
JS 0.677 0.275 0.738
JI -0.394 -0.078 -0.403 0.745

Source: SmartPLS 4, Author’s Calculation

Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis testing was conducted using the bootstrapping procedure in SmartPLS 4. The

decision criteria are based on p-values (< 0.05) and the direction of path coefficients.

PP

0,359

0,000 !
Ji 'y IS

Y

0,045

POS

Figure 1. Structural Model

Table 7. Hypothesis Test Result

Path

Hypothesis Coefficients P-values
H;: Job insecurity has a negative effect on job satisfaction. -0,413 0,000
H,: The negative influence of job insecurity on job satisfaction is 0,030 0,359

moderated by proactive personalities so that it will weaken the
negative influence.

Hs: The negative influence of job insecurity on job satisfaction is 0,116 0,045
moderated by perceived organizational support so that it will weaken
the negative influence.

Source: SmartPLS 4, Author’s Calculation

The results show that:

1.

2.

H1 is accepted (p = 0.000), indicating that job insecurity has a significant negative effect
on job satisfaction.

H2 is not accepted (p = 0.359), suggesting that proactive personality does not significantly
moderate the relationship.
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3. H3 is accepted (p = 0.045), showing that perceived organizational support significantly
moderates the effect of job insecurity on job satisfaction.

Discussion

Job insecurity is defined as the perceived threat of job loss and the associated worries
about future employment (De Witte et al., 2015). The significant negative effect of job
insecurity on job satisfaction (H1) supports prior findings by Zheng et al. (2014) and De Cuyper
et al. (2009), which state that employees who feel uncertain about job continuity experience
lower satisfaction. The data from open-ended responses in this study suggest that some non-
permanent employees feel burdened by high demands and lack influence in decision-making,
reinforcing the argument.

This study also affirms that non-permanent employees are more vulnerable to job
dissatisfaction due to perceived uncontrollability and instability (Tayfur Ekmekci et al., 2021;

performance by influencing the degree of commitment and engagement.

Regarding proactive personality (H2), the moderating effect was not statistically
significant. This may be due to external constraints such as limited autonomy or restrictive
organizational policies. Some participants reported not taking any proactive steps to improve
their satisfaction. This finding aligns with De Cuyper et al. (2009), who emphasized that
powerless employees often resign to the status quo. Still, the positive coefficient suggests that
proactive behavior may buffer dissatisfaction under certain circumstances, consistent with PSI
theory (Kuhl et al., 2021).

In contrast, perceived organizational support (H3) showed a significant moderating
effect. According to Eisenberger et al. (1986) and Kurtessis et al. (2017), when employees
perceive that the organization values their contributions and well-being, it enhances their job
satisfaction despite adverse conditions. The interactionist perspective Turban and Keon (1993)
supports this finding by acknowledging the role of contextual factors in shaping employee
attitudes. In this study, organizational support helped reduce uncertainty and improve
psychological safety, especially through trust, supervision, and development opportunities.

CONCLUSION

Job insecurity is found to exert a statistically significant and adverse influence on the job
satisfaction of non-permanent employees. The data indicate an inverse relationship between
job insecurity and job satisfaction. While proactive personality does not significantly moderate
this negative relationship, the presence of a proactive disposition may shift the relationship
directionally positive, suggesting that proactive individuals might maintain job satisfaction
despite high insecurity.

Contrarily, job instability has a negative effect on work satisfaction unless there is
perceived organisational support. The protective function of perceived support in
organisational contexts is shown by employees who report less drop in work satisfaction even
when job insecurity is high, if they feel strong organisational support.

This study contributes to the field of industrial and organisational psychology by
providing a more complex picture of work insecurity, and how proactive personality traits and
perceived organisational support mediate this phenomenon. These results show that proactive
personality has limited buffering power in situations like job uncertainty and that organisational
support is crucial for reducing its negative impacts. Consequently, one practical strategy to
preserve employee happiness, particularly under uncertain job situations, may be to enhance
perceived organisational support.
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