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Chapter 3 

 

Don’t Wait for the Storm to Pass:  

A Meta-analytic Review on Proactive Coping with Job Insecurity 

 

Abstract 
Job insecurity can have detrimental outcomes for both individuals and organizations, such as 
decreased health and poor job performance. To help minimize job insecurity, we complement prior 
meta-analytic reviews on its antecedents by synthesizing and meta-analytically investigating the 
available evidence on the relationship between proactive coping and job insecurity. Specifically, 
we propose a proactive coping framework and investigate how six types of proactive coping (i.e., 
behavioral engagement, mental engagement, adaptive behavioral disengagement, maladaptive 
behavioral disengagement, adaptive mental disengagement, and maladaptive mental 
disengagement) relate to job insecurity, and whether the found relationship strengths depend upon 
the type of job insecurity (i.e., quantitative, qualitative, cognitive, affective) and study design (i.e., 
longitudinal, cross-sectional). Based on 324 independent samples comprising data from over 
300,000 workers, the meta-analytic results indicate that – regardless of job insecurity type or study 
design – behavioral and mental engagement (e.g., performing well, cognitive restructuring) and 
adaptive behavioral and mental disengagement (e.g., recovery activities, mindfulness) are 
associated with lower amounts of job insecurity. Maladaptive behavioral and mental 
disengagement (e.g., counterproductive work behaviors, avoidance) are associated with higher 
amounts of job insecurity. We provide future research recommendations regarding unexplained 
heterogeneity, directionality, and possible theoretical mechanisms through which proactive coping 
affects the development of job insecurity. 
 
 
 
 
This chapter is based on: Langerak, J. B., Koen, J., & Van Hooft, E. A. J. (under review). Don’t 
wait for the storm to pass: A meta-analytic review on proactive coping with job insecurity.  
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Life isn't about waiting for the storm to pass. It's about learning to dance in the rain. 

- Vivian Greene 

 Insecurity about the future of one’s job is no longer a temporary setback in contemporary 

careers, but rather an enduring experience that can be present for prolonged periods of time (Wu 

et al., 2020). Such job insecurity is generally defined as “a perceived threat to the continuity and 

stability of employment as it is currently experienced” (Shoss, 2017, p. 1914). Job insecurity has 

increased over the past decades due to cost-saving practices (e.g., outsourcing, restructuring) and 

temporary and contract-based employment (Kalleberg, 2011). Even workers with permanent 

contracts cannot be guaranteed of stable job content (Koen & Parker, 2020). While flexible work 

arrangements may seem financially attractive for organizations, research has shown that the 

experience of job insecurity has detrimental outcomes for both individuals and organizations. For 

example, prior meta-analytic studies show a negative relationship between job insecurity and 

physical and psychological health, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and work 

performance (Cheng & Chan, 2008; Hur, 2022; Jiang & Lavaysse, 2018; Sverke et al., 2002; 

Sverke et al., 2019). In fact, Kim and Von dem Knesebeck’s (2015) systematic review indicates 

that the experience of job insecurity can be as harmful to individual health as having no job at all.  

 To understand the emergence of job insecurity and thereby prevent its onset among 

workers, prior systematic and meta-analytic reviews have uncovered various antecedents that 

relate to lower levels of job insecurity (Jiang & Lavaysse, 2018; Jiang et al., 2021; Keim et al., 

2014; Shoss, 2017). Such antecedents include national characteristics (e.g., employment protection 

legislation), organizational characteristics (e.g., organizational communication, less organizational 

change), job characteristics (e.g., permanent work, white-collar jobs), and individual 

characteristics (e.g., having an internal locus of control, being younger, positive affectivity). While 

these findings are essential for managers and policymakers to create a less insecure environment, 

prior reviews leave a gap regarding whether and how individual workers can manage the 

experience of job insecurity by their own means. For example, waiting for better national 

employment protection or clearer organizational communication (i.e., “waiting for the storm to 

pass”) does not help to decrease the current, ongoing, threat to the continuity and stability of 

employment. Moreover, although Jiang et al. (2021) provide a comprehensive overview of the 

relationships between demands and resources and job insecurity, including personal resources 

(e.g., psychological capital, self-efficacy), their meta-analytic review does not answer the 
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important question how individuals may influence these demands and resources, and consequently 

reduce their job insecurity. Building upon proactive coping theory (cf. Aspinwall & Taylor, 1997), 

we aim to fill this gap with systematic insight and future research directions as to how workers can 

proactively change their job insecurity experience. As such, the present work sets the stage for 

future research on how workers – despite existing individual, organizational, or national 

characteristics – can take matters more into their own hands, and, hence, “learn to dance in the 

rain”.   

  To this end, we developed a conceptual framework delineating six types of proactive 

coping based on proactive coping theory and traditional coping theories (Aspinwall & Taylor, 

1997; Tobin et al., 1989; Kraaij & Garnefski, 2019; Garnefski et al., 2001), we accumulated 

research that reports relationships between proactive coping and job insecurity, and conducted 

meta-analyses to uncover the magnitude of the associations between the six proactive coping types 

and job insecurity. Moreover, because prior research has illustrated that results can differ 

depending upon the type of job insecurity (cf. De Witte et al., 2010; Jiang & Lavaysse, 2018), we 

investigated whether the relationships between proactive coping and job insecurity vary per job 

insecurity type. Lastly, to address the question of directionality, we compared longitudinal 

evidence where proactive coping is measured prior to job insecurity with cross-sectional evidence 

where proactive coping and job insecurity are measured at the same time.  

 Our review extends the existing literature in four ways. First, by proposing a proactive 

coping framework and re-assessing the existing job insecurity literature accordingly, we provide a 

new perspective that may direct future research. While human behavior and cognition have been 

extensively investigated from the perspective of traditional reactive coping, our meta-analytic 

review aims to expand the scientific narrative by uncovering that many behaviors can also be 

investigated and interpreted from a proactive perspective. Second, by charting how workers’ 

behaviors and cognitions may have a proactive function that help predict levels of job insecurity 

(cf. Aspinwall & Taylor, 1997), we supplement the existing literature in which job insecurity is 

often considered a consequence of external factors, with a less deterministic perspective. This 

involves synthesizing a new group of variables that has not yet been meta-analytically examined 

as predictors before. Third, by investigating whether the relationship between proactive coping 

and job insecurity depends upon job insecurity type (i.e., quantitative vs. qualitative; cognitive vs. 

affective), our research provides resolution for prior inconclusive results. For example, proactive 
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coping has been found to relate more negatively to qualitative than to quantitative job insecurity 

(Stiglbauer & Batinic, 2015), but there is also evidence that these two types have relations of equal 

magnitude (Niesen et al., 2018; Urbanavičiūtė et al., 2015). At the same time, our research 

corresponds to a much-heard call to explore predictors of different forms of job insecurity (e.g., 

Jiang & Lavaysse, 2018; Shoss, 2018; Sverke et al., 2002) and fits the reality of contemporary 

careers in which job insecurity is a multi-faceted stressor (Urbanaviciute et al., 2021). Fourth, by 

comparing cross-sectional and longitudinal results, we uncover whether extant research supports 

the idea that proactive coping can affect the further development of job insecurity. In addition to 

these theoretical contributions, this meta-analytic review is of value to human resource 

management practice because it synthesizes all prior research about what workers can do to 

minimize their experience of job insecurity, which is essential input for training activities and 

career guidance in today’s uncertain world of work.  

Proactive Coping with Job Insecurity: Definition and Operationalization 
Proactive coping refers to all future-oriented coping that tries to detect and manage the 

development of stressors (Aspinwall & Taylor, 1997). Proactive coping theory is at the base of a 

recent paradigm shift in which job insecurity is no longer viewed as an uncontrollable stressor of 

which the consequences must be mitigated (e.g., Giunchi et al., 2019; Menéndez-Espina et al., 

2019; Koen & Parker, 2020), but rather as an experience that depends upon one’s position within 

work situations and one’s perception thereof. At the core of proactive coping theory lies the 

premise that individuals can anticipate stressful situations before they occur by taking steps to 

avoid or minimize these situations – even when potential threats have not yet been identified. 

Examples of proactive coping are saving money for potential financial setbacks or increasing one’s 

skill repertoire for a potential career shift. This new proactive paradigm in the job insecurity 

literature takes on an agentic, prevention-focused perspective in which workers are viewed as 

active agents who can minimize their future job insecurity. Research has shown that proactive 

coping in the form of career planning, career consultation, skill development, self-management 

behavior, and impression management can be successful in this regard (e.g., Alisic & Wiese, 2020; 

Huang et al., 2013; Koen & Parker, 2020; Koen & Van Bezouw, 2021; Probst et al., 2019).  

Most job insecurity research, however, is founded upon other theories in which job 

insecurity is, conceptually, considered to be a predictor. In fact, Shoss (2017) identified four main 

overarching theoretical perspectives that are used in job insecurity literature, of which only one − 
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proactive coping theory − is about managing job insecurity itself. Instead, stress theories (e.g., 

Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Folkman et al., 1986; Hobfoll, 1989), social exchange theories (e.g., 

De Cuyper & De Witte, 2006; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005), and job preservation theory (cf. 

Shoss, 2017; Shoss et al., 2022) have been playing the lead in job insecurity research, due to prior 

assumptions such as “employees often have little control over the source or origin of job 

insecurity” (Probst et al., 2021, p. 24) and “one of the characteristics of job insecurity is that it is 

a non-controllable stressor” (Menéndez-Espina et al., 2019, p. 7). Not surprisingly, meta-analytic 

reviews on job insecurity have been from these same perspectives: stress theories (e.g., affective 

events theory, appraisal theory, and the job-demands resources model; cf. Sverke et al., 2002; Jiang 

& Lavaysse, 2018; Jiang et al. 2021), social exchange theory (cf. Jiang et al., 2022; Keim et al., 

2014), and job preservation theory (cf. Jiang et al., 2022). However, the growing evidence that job 

insecurity is not an uncontrollable given, but instead a potentially controllable stressor, calls for 

systematic insight into how proactive coping relates to job insecurity.  

The main reason for the apparent scarcity of literature regarding proactive coping with job 

insecurity may lie in the vastness of the proactive coping construct: the content of proactive coping 

is context-dependent, can consist of all kinds of behaviors, and the target stressor is not necessarily 

already identified (cf. Aspinwall & Taylor, 1997). Scholars have included many behaviors under 

the umbrella of “proactive coping”, even some that can be considered a reaction to existing job 

insecurity and thus a form of reactive coping (e.g., impression management, reflecting; Probst et 

al., 2019; Langerak et al., 2022). In response to this ambiguity, recent research from Langerak et 

al. (2022; see Chapter 2) has further delineated the concept of proactive coping. After 

longitudinally investigating the impact of five coping behaviors in two different research models 

– the first depicting the behaviors as proactive coping, the second depicting the behaviors as 

reactive coping – the authors suggest that “the difference between proactive and reactive coping 

lies in its proposed function, not in the type of behavior or its effectiveness” (p. 13). Thus, proactive 

coping has the potential to influence potential stressors (e.g.., job insecurity) and reactive coping 

has the potential to influence an existing stressor’s consequences (e.g., psychological strain). Both 

can contain any behavioral or mental effort to realize this influence. Conceptually, proactive 

coping asserts influence by changing the potential situation or one’s position in it. Therefore, 

proactive coping with job insecurity can include any behavior or thought that may change (one’s 

position in) the work situation and consequently influence future job insecurity (see Figure 3.1). 
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Figure 3.1 

A Conceptual Model of Proactive Coping with Job Insecurity 

 

Proactive Coping Types: A Conceptual Framework 
 The notion that proactive coping can consist of any behavior or thought with the potential 

to influence the job insecurity experience implies that there is much more evidence available on 

proactive coping with job insecurity than previously presumed. Moreover, defining proactive 

coping by its purpose instead of by its effectiveness suggests that workers may use proactive 

coping strategies that are ineffective: much in the same way that traditional “reactive” coping 

consists of both effective and ineffective strategies (Kato, 2015). However, because prior research 

has generally approached proactive coping as an active coping strategy that is inherently effective 

in influencing future stressors, there are no frameworks available to categorize proactive coping. 

Yet, such a framework is essential to discern what types of proactive coping can be helpful and 

may decrease future job insecurity, and what types of proactive coping can be harmful and may 

increase future job insecurity.  

  Therefore, we apply the coping dimensions of Tobin and colleagues (i.e., engagement and 

disengagement, 1989) and coping types of Kraaij and Garnefski (i.e., behavioral and mental, 2019) 

to create a framework that helps to categorize proactive coping efforts. Specifically, we included 

scientific records in our review based on the definition of proactive coping (Aspinwall & Taylor, 
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1997) and then both we (i.e., the three members of research team) and a group of subject matter 

experts (i.e., five work and organizational psychologists who are familiar with the occupational 

health literature) evaluated whether and how the included proactive coping efforts would 

theoretically fit the categories of the framework.   

Engaged and Disengaged Proactive Coping 

  While Tobin et al.’s (1989) engaged and disengaged coping are efforts to deal with or 

escape existing stressors and their consequences, we propose the same distinction can be applied 

to proactive coping efforts. The only difference is that the efforts used in proactive coping are not 

initiated to control or avoid existing stressors and their consequences, but to control or avoid 

potential or ongoing stressors and their consequences. Applying Tobin et al.’s (1989) structure of 

coping to proactive coping, engaged proactive coping thus includes all “active efforts to manage 

both problem- and emotion- focused aspects of the [potential] stressful person/environment 

transaction (…) individuals engage in active efforts to control, manage, or change [potential] 

stressful circumstances” (p. 350), such as problem solving and cognitive restructuring. In contrast, 

disengaged proactive coping includes all efforts to avoid contact with the stressful 

person/environment transaction in which “thoughts about the [potential] situation are avoided, 

behaviors that might change the [potential] situation are not initiated” (p. 350), such as problem 

avoidance and self-criticism.  

Applied to the context of job insecurity, engaged proactive coping can be discussing with 

one’s supervisor whether a planned reorganization poses a threat to one’s current position and if 

so, what would be a fruitful course of action to increase the probability of maintaining one’s job. 

Other examples of engaged proactive coping are efforts aimed at showing (enhanced) job 

performance or discussing other career options with friends. Through engaged proactive coping, 

workers may influence the situation or their position in the situation, and consequently minimize 

the amount of experienced job insecurity. In contrast, disengaged proactive coping involves all 

efforts to avoid confrontation with potential stressful person/environment transactions and comes 

in two forms. The first is maladaptive: this type can let the situation deteriorate or create problems 

of their own (Carver & Connor-Smith, 2010). Examples of maladaptive disengagement could be 

being absent from work to avoid confrontation with one’s supervisor, the use of alcohol to suppress 

one’s thoughts about the future, and engagement in counterproductive work behaviors. The second 
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is adaptive disengagement: this more recently introduced form of disengagement does not create 

problems and does not deteriorate the situation (Waugh et al., 2020). Examples of adaptive 

disengagement are recovery activities, mindful behavior or seeking positive distraction (e.g., 

exercising), which can help sustain the well-being that is needed to perform optimally (Sianoja et 

al., 2018; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007).  

Mental and Behavioral Coping 

  Coping efforts can consist of both thoughts (e.g., planning, cognitive restructuring) and 

actions (e.g., carrying out a plan, addressing issues with colleagues). Although some traditional 

coping scales combine thought and actions in the same coping dimension (e.g., Folkman et al., 

1986), this practice may not be suited for all research purposes as “thinking and acting are different 

processes used at different points in time” (Kraaij & Garnefski, 2019, p. 56). To train or stimulate 

certain coping skills, it is important to know whether the coping skill is about cognitive or 

behavioral efforts. Moreover, cognitive efforts may require different resources (e.g., cognitive 

space) than behavioral efforts (e.g., knowing the right people). As the current meta-analytic review 

aims to chart how workers can use proactive coping to change their job insecurity experience, we 

differentiate between mental and behavioral coping. Therefore, we distinguish in both engaged 

and disengaged coping between mental and behavioral efforts. Table 3.1 presents an overview of 

our proposed proactive coping framework and the proactive coping efforts we included in this 

review. 

Types of Job Insecurity 
  Many scholars have called to explore predictors of different forms of job insecurity (e.g., 

Jiang & Lavaysse, 2018; Shoss, 2018; Sverke et al., 2002). We therefore do not only investigate 

the relationships between proactive coping and job insecurity overall, but also investigate whether 

the effectiveness of proactive coping depends upon the type of job insecurity. This will indicate 

whether all types can be influenced to same extent and whether this can be done with similar 

coping strategies. Specifically, we differentiate between quantitative and qualitative job 

insecurity(cf. De Witte et al., 2010), and cognitive and affective job insecurity (cf. Jiang & 

Lavaysse, 2018). An overview of the four job insecurity types and examples of measures we 

included can be found in Table 3.2.  
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Quantitative and Qualitative Job Insecurity 

 Job insecurity can concern a threat to a job as a whole (i.e., quantitative job insecurity) or 

a threat to favorable job features (i.e., qualitative job insecurity). Jiang et al.’s (2021) meta-analytic 

review shows that certain predictors relate differently to these two types of job insecurity. For 

example, organizational resources and demands (e.g., job autonomy, work pressure) showed 

significantly stronger relations with qualitative job insecurity than with quantitative job insecurity. 

However, personal (e.g., self-esteem) and social resources (e.g., trust in organization) showed 

similar relations with quantitative and qualitative job insecurity. Jiang et al. (2021) conclude that 

“the relative strength of the associations of antecedents with quantitative JI and qualitative JI is 

contingent upon the nature of the predictors” (p. 14). Relatively little is known about the nature of 

proactive coping as a predictor of job insecurity types. Empirical studies on proactive coping 

generally use one overall job insecurity scale or one scale for one job insecurity type. The few 

studies that include both types of job insecurity show inconclusive results: Engaged proactive 

coping has been found to relate more negatively to qualitative than to quantitative job insecurity 

(Stiglbauer & Batinic, 2015), but there is also evidence that indicates the two types have relations 

of equal magnitude (Niesen et al., 2018; Urbanavičiūtė et al., 2015). Through investigating job 

insecurity type as a meta-analytic moderator, our review enables a comparison of the correlations 

from empirical studies that measured only quantitative job insecurity with the correlations from 

studies that measured only qualitative job insecurity. 

Cognitive and Affective Job Insecurity 

  Both thoughts (the perceived probability, i.e., cognitive job insecurity) and feelings 

(worries or fears, i.e., affective job insecurity) create the experience of job insecurity. Jiang and 

Lavaysse’s (2018) meta-analytic review indicates that affective job insecurity generally has 

stronger relations with outcomes and correlates than cognitive job insecurity. Regarding correlates 

that - following our proactive framework - may be applied as proactive behavior, the meta-analytic 

review reports results for job performance and OCB. Both have negative relations of equal 

magnitude with cognitive job insecurity and affective job insecurity (cf. Jiang & Lavaysse, 2018). 

However, proactive coping includes many more variables than job performance and OCB, and 

many studies have been published on affective and cognitive job insecurity this past 

quinquennium. Therefore, our review provides a first comprehensive comparison between the 

relations of proactive coping and cognitive versus affective job insecurity. 



  Ta
bl

e 
3.

2 

O
ve

rv
ie

w 
of

 J
ob

 In
se

cu
rit

y 
Ty

pe
s, 

D
ef

in
iti

on
s, 

an
d 

Ex
am

pl
e 

M
ea

su
re

s 

Jo
b 

in
se

cu
ri

ty
 

ty
pe

 
D

ef
in

iti
on

 
Ex

am
pl

e 
m

ea
su

re
s a

nd
 it

em
s 

Q
ua

nt
ita

tiv
e 

A
n 

in
di

vi
du

al
’s

 p
er

ce
iv

ed
 

th
re

at
 to

 th
e 

co
nt

in
ui

ty
 o

f 
on

e’
s e

m
pl

oy
m

en
t a

s i
t i

s 
cu

rre
nt

ly
 e

xp
er

ie
nc

ed
 o

r 
pl

an
ne

d,
 th

e 
em

ot
io

ns
 re

la
te

d 
to

 th
is 

pe
rc

ep
tio

n,
 o

r a
 

co
m

bi
na

tio
n 

of
 th

is 
pe

rc
ep

tio
n 

an
d 

re
la

te
d 

em
ot

io
ns

. 

- 
H

el
lg

re
n 

et
 a

l. 
(1

99
9)

, o
rig

in
al

ly
 3

 it
em

s, 
e.

g.
, “

I’m
 a

fra
id

 th
at

 I’
m

 g
oi

ng
 to

 lo
se

 m
y 

jo
b 

in
 th

e 
ne

ar
 fu

tu
re

” 
an

d 
“I

 a
m

 w
or

rie
d 

th
at

 I 
w

ill
 h

av
e 

to
 le

av
e 

m
y 

jo
b 

be
fo

re
 I 

w
ou

ld
 li

ke
 to

”.
 

- 
H

ua
ng

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
0,

 2
01

2)
, 7

 a
nd

 1
0 

ite
m

s, 
e.

g.
, “

I a
m

 tr
ou

bl
ed

 b
y 

th
e 

th
ou

gh
t o

f 
lo

sin
g 

m
y 

jo
b”

 a
nd

 “
I a

m
 v

er
y 

un
su

re
 th

at
 I 

ca
n 

re
m

ai
n 

em
pl

oy
ed

 w
ith

 th
is 

co
m

pa
ny

 fo
r a

s l
on

g 
as

 I 
w

ish
”.

 
- 

K
ar

as
ek

 e
t a

l.’
s (

19
98

) J
ob

 C
on

te
nt

 Q
ue

sti
on

na
ire

, 2
 it

em
s, 

“G
en

er
al

 jo
b 

in
se

cu
rit

y”
 

an
d 

“S
ki

ll 
ob

so
le

sc
en

ce
”.

  
- 

Pr
ob

st 
(2

00
3,

 2
01

3)
, T

he
 Jo

b 
Se

cu
rit

y 
In

de
x,

 o
rig

in
al

ly
 1

8 
ite

m
s, 

e.
g.

, “
M

y 
jo

b 
is 

al
m

os
t g

ua
ra

nt
ee

d”
 a

nd
 “

U
p 

in
 th

e 
ai

r”
.  

- 
V

an
de

r E
lst

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
4)

, o
rig

in
al

ly
 4

 it
em

s, 
e.

g.
, “

Ch
an

ce
s a

re
, I

 w
ill

 so
on

 lo
se

 m
y 

jo
b”

 a
nd

 “
I t

hi
nk

 I 
m

ig
ht

 lo
se

 m
y 

jo
b 

in
 th

e 
ne

ar
 fu

tu
re

”.
 

Q
ua

lit
at

iv
e 

A
n 

in
di

vi
du

al
’s

 p
er

ce
iv

ed
 

th
re

at
 to

 th
e 

qu
al

ity
 o

f o
ne

’s
 

em
pl

oy
m

en
t a

s i
t i

s c
ur

re
nt

ly
 

ex
pe

rie
nc

ed
 o

r p
la

nn
ed

, t
he

 
em

ot
io

ns
 re

la
te

d 
to

 th
is 

pe
rc

ep
tio

n,
 o

r a
 c

om
bi

na
tio

n 
of

 th
is 

pe
rc

ep
tio

n 
an

d 
re

la
te

d 
em

ot
io

ns
. 

- 
Ca

pl
an

 e
t a

l.,
 (1

98
0)

, 4
 it

em
s, 

e.
g.

, “
H

ow
 c

er
ta

in
 a

re
 y

ou
 a

bo
ut

 w
ha

t y
ou

r f
ut

ur
e 

ca
re

er
 p

ic
tu

re
 lo

ok
s l

ik
e?

” 
an

d 
“H

ow
 c

er
ta

in
 a

re
 y

ou
 th

at
 o

pp
or

tu
ni

tie
s f

or
 

pr
om

ot
io

n 
an

d 
ad

va
nc

em
en

t w
ill

 e
xi

st 
in

 th
e 

ne
xt

 fe
w

 y
ea

rs
?”

.  
- 

H
el

lg
re

n 
et

 a
l. 

(1
99

9)
, 4

 it
em

s, 
e.

g.
, “

M
y 

fu
tu

re
 c

ar
ee

r o
pp

or
tu

ni
tie

s i
n 

th
is 

or
ga

ni
za

tio
n 

ar
e 

fa
vo

ra
bl

e”
 a

nd
 “

M
y 

pa
y 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t i

n 
th

is 
or

ga
ni

za
tio

n 
is 

pr
om

isi
ng

” 
(re

ve
rs

e 
sc

or
ed

). 
 

- 
H

ög
e 

an
d 

Sc
hn

el
l (

20
12

), 
4 

ite
m

s, 
e.

g.
, “

I a
m

 n
ot

 su
re

 w
he

th
er

 I 
sh

al
l a

ch
ie

ve
 m

y 
ca

re
er

 g
oa

ls”
 a

nd
 “

I c
on

sid
er

 m
y 

pr
of

es
sio

na
l d

ev
el

op
m

en
t t

o 
be

 se
cu

re
” 

(re
ve

rs
e 

sc
or

ed
). 

- 
N

ie
se

n 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

8)
, 4

 it
em

s, 
e.

g.
, “

I f
ee

l i
ns

ec
ur

e 
ab

ou
t t

he
 c

ha
ra

ct
er

ist
ic

s a
nd

 
co

nd
iti

on
s o

f m
y 

jo
b 

in
 th

e 
fu

tu
re

” 
an

d 
“C

ha
nc

es
 a

re
, m

y 
jo

b 
w

ill
 c

ha
ng

e 
in

 a
 

ne
ga

tiv
e 

w
ay

” 
- 

V
an

 d
en

 B
ro

ec
k 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
4)

, 3
 it

em
s, 

e.
g.

, “
I t

hi
nk

 m
y 

jo
b 

w
ill

 c
ha

ng
e 

fo
r t

he
 

w
or

se
” 

an
d 

“I
 fe

el
 in

se
cu

re
 a

bo
ut

 th
e 

ch
ar

ac
te

ris
tic

s a
nd

 c
on

di
tio

ns
 o

f m
y 

jo
b 

in
 th

e 
fu

tu
re

” 



3

  
 

  
 C

og
ni

tiv
e 

A
n 

in
di

vi
du

al
’s

 p
er

ce
iv

ed
 

th
re

at
 to

 th
e 

co
nt

in
ui

ty
 o

r 
qu

al
ity

 o
f o

ne
’s

 e
m

pl
oy

m
en

t 
as

 it
 is

 c
ur

re
nt

ly
 e

xp
er

ie
nc

ed
 

or
 p

la
nn

ed
.  

- 
A

rm
str

on
g-

St
as

se
n 

(1
99

3)
, 2

 it
em

s: 
“T

o 
w

hi
ch

 e
xt

en
t d

o 
yo

u 
fe

el
 y

ou
r j

ob
 is

 
se

cu
re

?”
 a

nd
 “

To
 w

ha
t e

xt
en

t d
o 

yo
u 

fe
el

 y
ou

r f
ut

ur
e 

in
 th

e 
co

m
pa

ny
 is

 se
cu

re
?”

. 
- 

Ca
pl

an
 e

t a
l.,

 (1
98

0)
, 4

 it
em

s, 
e.

g.
, “

H
ow

 c
er

ta
in

 a
re

 y
ou

 a
bo

ut
 w

ha
t y

ou
r f

ut
ur

e 
ca

re
er

 p
ic

tu
re

 lo
ok

s l
ik

e?
” 

an
d 

“H
ow

 c
er

ta
in

 a
re

 y
ou

 th
at

 o
pp

or
tu

ni
tie

s f
or

 
pr

om
ot

io
n 

an
d 

ad
va

nc
em

en
t w

ill
 e

xi
st 

in
 th

e 
ne

xt
 fe

w
 y

ea
rs

?”
.  

- 
O

ld
ha

m
 e

t a
l. 

(1
98

6)
, o

rig
in

al
ly

 1
0 

ite
m

s, 
e.

g.
, “

I’l
l b

e 
ab

le
 to

 k
ee

p 
m

y 
pr

es
en

t j
ob

 
as

 lo
ng

 a
s I

 w
ish

” 
an

d 
“I

 a
m

 se
cu

re
 in

 m
y 

jo
b”

 (r
ev

er
se

 sc
or

ed
). 

- 
Pr

ob
st 

(2
00

3,
 2

01
3)

, T
he

 Jo
b 

Se
cu

rit
y 

In
de

x,
 o

rig
in

al
ly

 1
8 

ite
m

s, 
e.

g.
, “

M
y 

jo
b 

is 
al

m
os

t g
ua

ra
nt

ee
d”

 a
nd

 “
U

p 
in

 th
e 

ai
r”

.  
- 

V
an

de
r E

lst
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

4)
, o

rig
in

al
ly

 4
 it

em
s, 

e.
g.

, “
Ch

an
ce

s a
re

, I
 w

ill
 so

on
 lo

se
 m

y 
jo

b”
 a

nd
 “

I t
hi

nk
 I 

m
ig

ht
 lo

se
 m

y 
jo

b 
in

 th
e 

ne
ar

 fu
tu

re
”.

 

A
ffe

ct
iv

e 
A

n 
in

di
vi

du
al

’s
 w

or
ri

es
 o

r 
fe

ar
 st

em
m

in
g 

fro
m

 a
 

pe
rc

ei
ve

d 
th

re
at

 to
 th

e 
co

nt
in

ui
ty

 o
r q

ua
lit

y 
of

 o
ne

’s
 

em
pl

oy
m

en
t a

s i
t i

s c
ur

re
nt

ly
 

ex
pe

rie
nc

ed
 o

r p
la

nn
ed

 

- 
Co

ok
 &

 W
al

l (
19

80
), 

3 
ite

m
s, 

e.
g.

, “
H

ow
 sa

tis
fie

d 
ar

e 
yo

u 
w

ith
 y

ou
r j

ob
 se

cu
rit

y?
” 

- 
H

el
lg

re
n 

et
 a

l. 
(1

99
9)

, o
rig

in
al

ly
 3

 it
em

s, 
e.

g.
, “

I’m
 a

fra
id

 th
at

 I’
m

 g
oi

ng
 to

 lo
se

 m
y 

jo
b 

in
 th

e 
ne

ar
 fu

tu
re

” 
an

d 
“I

 a
m

 w
or

rie
d 

th
at

 I 
w

ill
 h

av
e 

to
 le

av
e 

m
y 

jo
b 

be
fo

re
 I 

w
ou

ld
 li

ke
 to

”.
 

- 
H

ua
ng

 e
t a

l.,
 (2

01
0,

 2
01

2)
, 7

 o
r 1

0 
ite

m
s, 

e.
g.

, “
I l

os
e 

sle
ep

 w
or

ry
in

g 
ab

ou
t m

y 
fu

tu
re

 w
ith

 th
is 

co
m

pa
ny

” 
an

d 
“I

 a
m

 sc
ar

ed
 b

y 
th

e 
th

ou
gh

t o
f l

os
in

g 
m

y 
jo

b”
.  

- 
Jim

én
ez

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
7)

, 1
 it

em
: “

I a
m

 a
fra

id
 to

 lo
se

 m
y 

cu
rre

nt
 jo

b”
.  

- 
Pr

ob
st 

(2
00

3)
, T

he
 Jo

b 
Se

cu
rit

y 
Sa

tis
fa

ct
io

n 
Sc

al
e,

 o
rig

in
al

ly
 2

0 
ite

m
s, 

e.
g.

, 
“N

er
ve

-w
ra

ck
in

g”
 a

nd
 “

U
ps

et
tin

g 
ho

w
 li

ttl
e 

jo
b 

se
cu

rit
y 

I h
av

e”
.  

No
te

. A
 re

fe
re

nc
e 

lis
t o

f t
he

 sa
m

pl
e 

m
ea

su
re

s c
an

 b
e 

fo
un

d 
in

 S
up

pl
em

en
ta

l M
at

er
ia

l C
. 



58   |   Chapter 3 
 

The Issue of Directionality 
The current meta-analytic review synthesizes all existing findings about the relationship 

between proactive coping and job insecurity from the perspective of proactive coping theory 

(Aspinwall & Taylor, 1997). The underlying assumption is that proactive coping can affect the 

experience of job insecurity by exerting influence on work situations and workers’ positions 

therein. However, since most prior research reports cross-sectional data, this may raise questions 

of directionality: Could the relationship be the other way around, such that the experience of job 

insecurity influences the behaviors workers display? Considering this possibility, we conduct 

separate meta-analyses for the available longitudinal findings. If the meta-analytic results indicate 

similar relationships for studies based on cross-sectional data as studies based on longitudinal data, 

this can be interpreted as preliminary support for the idea that proactive coping relates to future 

job insecurity. However, we do not rule out reverse directionality, since coping is a self-regulatory 

behavior and thus implies self-regulatory loops (i.e., the process of using behaviors to improve the 

fit between desired and current state, and consequently modifying behaviors based on the 

evaluation of that fit; cf. Lord et al. 2010). 

Method 

Literature Search, Screening, and Inclusion Criteria 
The PRISMA Diagram (cf. Page et al., 2021) depicted in Figure 3.2 provides an overview 

of the literature search and screening process. In consultation with a librarian specialized in 

systematic reviews, we constructed a comprehensive, yet specific, search query to find all 

published articles and dissertations that include job insecurity. We used this search query in April 

2019, June 2022, and January 2023 to conduct literature searches in Web of Science, PsycInfo, 

and Business source premier (see Supplemental Material A). The search query included keywords 

such as job (in)security, employment (in)security, job (un)certainty, but also less evident keywords 

such as layoff threat, worry over job continuity, job future ambiguity, and career uncertainty. After 

removing duplicates, this search resulted in 6,430 articles. We screened the abstracts and content 

of these articles to decide whether they met our inclusion criteria. Specifically, to be included  
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studies had to 1) measure job insecurity3 later or at the same timepoint as proactive coping4 was 

measured, 2) report zero-order correlations between proactive coping and job insecurity on a 

between-individuals level, 3) concern the working population, and 4) be written in English. We 

have excluded studies using coping measures that asked explicitly about responses to past stressors 

or events, because this implies the measures concerned reactive coping. Moreover, we contacted 

twenty authors whose name appeared at least three times in our database to verify completeness 

and request unpublished work. Our search resulted in 294 eligible articles, conference papers, and 

dissertations, with 324 independent samples (N = 313,118). Included studies were published 

between 1988 and 2023, with 33% conducted since 2020 and 82% since 2010. Designs were either 

cross-sectional (87%) or longitudinal (13%). A reference list of all included records can be found 

in Supplemental Material B.  

Coding Procedure 
From the included studies we coded the strength and direction of correlations, the type of 

job insecurity, the type of proactive coping, study and sample characteristics, and the reliability of 

the measures. All ambiguities we encountered were discussed and solved in meetings with all 

authors. As an additional quality check, 10 articles were coded independently by both the first 

author and a research assistant who had no further involvement in the project. Apart from that the 

assistant coded two extra relationships that did not concern a coping variable (i.e., perceived 

organizational judgement, trait psychological flexibility), the resulting codes were identical. After 

the coding process, we (i.e., the three members of research team) evaluated whether and how the 

coded proactive coping efforts fit the categories of the proactive coping framework. To further 

increase the validity of the framework, we asked five subject matter experts (i.e., work and 

organizational psychologists who are familiar with the occupational health literature) to 

independently categorize the efforts along the same framework. The evaluations of the subject 

matter experts resulted in 79% overall agreement, and 88% agreement when not taking the 

differentiation between behavior and cognition into account. The proactive coping framework and 

corresponding behavioral and cognitive efforts are presented in Table 3.1.  

 
3 For job insecurity we used the following definition: “an individual’s self-reported perceived threat to the continuity 
or quality of one’s own employment as it is currently experienced or planned, the emotions related to this 
perception, or a combination of this perception and related emotions”. 
4 For proactive coping we used the definition “behaviors or thoughts with the potential to influence the job insecurity 
experience”. 
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Outliers and Publication Bias 
  After categorizing the coded data into the proactive coping categories, we visually 

inspected all correlations for outliers. For all outliers we checked whether a) it was a coding error, 

b) it may have been a reporting error, and c) it could be explained on theoretical or methodological 

grounds. We added our conclusion as a comment in the corresponding coding files (available upon 

request) and corrected the correlation value when it was a coding or reporting error. Notably, all 

correlations in the behavioral engagement category were negative or non-significant, except for 

those depicting job search. A moderation analysis (0 = no job search, 1= job search) confirmed 

that job search (𝑟𝑟� = 0.22, 95% CI: [0.17, 0.27]) displays a significantly different mean-sample-

weighted correlation with job insecurity than other behavioral engaged coping efforts (𝑟𝑟� = -0.11, 

95% CI: [-0.14, -0.09]). Looking back at our definition of proactive coping with job insecurity, we 

concluded job search is generally not initiated to minimize “the threat to one’s employment as it 

is currently experienced or planned” (see Table 3.2), and we consequently excluded job search 

from the proactive coping framework.  

 To estimate the presence of publication bias, we conducted analyses with Egger’s (1997) 

test, Rosenthal’s (1979) Fail-Safe N and Duval, and Tweedie’s (2000) trim and fill method for 

each proactive coping category. For the trim and fill method, we treated the few unpublished 

records we found as published studies and searched for missing records right of the mean for 

engagement and adaptive disengagement, and left of the mean for maladaptive disengagement (see 

Figure 3.3). Where applicable, we have reported the for publication bias corrected findings in the 

results section.  

Meta-Analytic Calculations 
Prior to conducting meta-analyses, we averaged multiple effect sizes for the same 

relationship within a single sample to ensure statistical independence (cf. Nye et al., 2012; Schmidt 

& Hunter, 2014). For example, if multiple correlations for “behavioral engagement” measures 

were reported in one study, these correlations were averaged to create one “behavioral 

engagement” correlation for that sample. We then conducted meta-analyses in Comprehensive 

Meta-Analysis software version 3 (CMA; Borenstein et al., 2013), which is founded upon the 

Hedges and Olkin approach (Hedges & Olkin, 1985). We chose this approach because this makes 

it possible to correct for publication bias, while publication bias correction methods are absent in  
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Figure 3.3  

Funnel Plots of the Found (white dots) and Imputed (black dots) Correlations between 
Behavioral Engagement (top), Mental Engagement (bottom), and Job Insecurity
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psychometric approaches (Siegel et al., 2022). We considered a thorough publication bias analysis 

including the possibility to correct vital, since proactive coping has priorly been described by its 

effectiveness instead of its purpose – which may have increased the likelihood of publication bias 

(Langerak et al., 2022).  

We assumed a random-effects meta-analytic model, because the included studies vary 

greatly in characteristics (e.g., country, type of workers) and hence the true variance between 

studies is greater than zero (Hunter & Schmidt, 2000), and because we wish to make inferences 

that generalize beyond the studies included in our meta-analytic review (Hedges & Vevea, 1998). 

Monte Carlo simulations by Field (2005) have indicated that the random-effects methods as used 

in CMA generally5 provide accurate estimations of population effect sizes, similar to the random-

effects methods used by Hunter and Schmidt (2004). In contrast to methods used by Hunter and 

Schmidt, CMA does not consider artifact correction an integral part of the computations, but 

approaches artifacts as any other continuous moderator that can be added to the model (Brannick 

et al., 2019). We checked for the potential effect of measurement reliability by conducting meta-

regressions with predictor and outcome measure reliabilities moderators. We found reliability had 

no influence on the found effects, except for the effects of maladaptive behavioral disengagement, 

which led us to correct for unreliability for that category (cf. Wiernik et al., 2020). We calculated 

meta-analytic results for all relationships of interest (i.e., for all proactive coping categories and 

job insecurity types) but note that results represented by < 15 studies present an image of prior 

findings and do not give reliable estimates of significance for population effects due to the high 

probability of Type 1 errors (Field, 2001). To conduct moderator analyses we followed the same 

steps as Howard et al. (2020). Specifically, we first calculated separate meta-analytic results for 

relationships at each category of the moderator, allowing for the comparison of confidence 

intervals. Then, to test whether moderators resulted in significant different effect sizes, we 

conducted meta-regressions with dummy-coded moderator values as predictor.  

 

 
5 In extreme situations, i.e., when the population correlation was large and the standard error of correlations was also 
large, and when the population correlation was small and the standard deviation of correlations were at their 
maximum value, Hedges’ method showed small (less than .052 above the population correlation) overestimations of 
the population correlation (p. 674, Field & Gillet, 2010).  
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Results 
The data presented in bold in Table 3.3 show the meta-analytic results regarding the relationship 

between the six proactive coping categories and job insecurity. These categories are behavioral 

engagement, mental engagement, adaptive behavioral disengagement, adaptive mental 

disengagement, maladaptive behavioral disengagement, and maladaptive mental disengagement. 

Relationships are interpreted as significant when the 95% confidence interval (CI) does not include 

zero. Below, we first address the general findings for each category, after which we discuss the 

moderator analyses we conducted for job insecurity type (see Table 3.4) and study design (see 

Table 3.5). Lastly, we address the supplemental analyses we conducted for the individual efforts 

that are included within the proactive coping categories (see Table 3.3). 

Proactive Coping Types 
 Without considering potential publication bias, the meta-analytic results indicate that the 

total efforts of engagement are negatively related to job insecurity, both in its behavioral (𝑟𝑟� = -

0.10, 95% CI: [-0.12, -0.08]) and mental (𝑟𝑟� = -0.08, 95% CI: [-0.10, -0.06]) forms. However, 

Duval and Tweedie’s (2000) trim and fill method pointed towards the possibility that studies with 

non-significant or positive correlations may be missing from the analyses (see Figure 3.3). After 

imputing these studies, the relationship between the total efforts of behavioral engagement and job 

insecurity becomes non-significant (𝑟𝑟� p = -0.02, 95% CI: [-0.04, 0.003]) and the relationship 

between the total efforts of mental engagement and job insecurity increases in magnitude (𝑟𝑟� p = -

0.14, 95% CI: [-0.20, -0.07]).  

 We found relatively few studies that reported correlations between adaptive disengagement 

and job insecurity, which prevents us from drawing conclusions about population effects. 

However, the available data shows that the total efforts of adaptive behavioral disengagement (𝑟𝑟� 

= -0.15, 95% CI: [-0.23, -0.07]) and adaptive mental disengagement (𝑟𝑟� = -0.26, 95% CI: [-0.36, -

0.14]) are both negatively related to job insecurity. For adaptive mental disengagement, Egger’s 

test indicated that small studies were disproportionately associated with larger effect sizes, which 

can be an indication of publication bias. However, in our case it seemed the result of including two 

relatively large samples from Wood et al. (2020; N’s = 1,038). There were no other indications of 

publication bias.  
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Without correcting for measurement unreliability, the meta-analytic results show a positive 

relationship between the total efforts of maladaptive disengagement with job insecurity, both in 

their behavioral (𝑟𝑟� = 0.20, 95% CI: [0.16, 0.24]) and mental (𝑟𝑟� = 0.16, 95% CI: [0.09, 0.22]) forms. 

Because moderation analyses revealed that measurement unreliability had a significant influence 

on effect size in the maladaptive behavioral disengagement category, we corrected for unreliability 

in that category (cf. Wiernik et al., 2020) and found a stronger positive relationship than initially 

calculated (𝑟𝑟� u = 0.25, 95% CI: [0.20, 0.31]). For maladaptive behavioral disengagement, Egger’s 

test indicated that small studies were disproportionately associated with larger effect sizes, which 

again could be attributed to a large sample size (N = 16,697) from Wood et al. (2020). There were 

no other indications of publication bias.  

Job Insecurity Types 
  We further examined the relationship between the total efforts of the six proactive coping 

categories and job insecurity, by investigating whether the found relationships strengths depend 

upon the type of job insecurity that studies measured (see Table 3.4). Our results show that 

researchers have predominately measured quantitative job insecurity (k’s range between 5 and 192 

across the 6 categories) rather than qualitative job insecurity (k’s range between 0 and 27 across 

the 6 categories) in combination with proactive coping. We found similar relationship strengths 

for studies that measured quantitative job insecurity as for studies that measured qualitative job 

insecurity, for all proactive coping categories (see Table 3.4; overlapping confidence intervals 

indicate no significant difference). This was confirmed by meta-regressions with job insecurity 

type as dummy (0 = quantitative, 1= qualitative) used as predictor. Second, our results show that 

researchers have predominantly measured cognitive job insecurity (k’s range between 1 and 110 

across the 6 categories) rather than affective job insecurity (k’s range between 3 and 23 across the 

6 categories). Without accounting for potential publication bias, we found similar relationship 

strengths for studies that measured cognitive job insecurity as for studies that measured affective 

job insecurity, for all proactive coping categories. This was confirmed by meta-regressions with 

job insecurity type as dummy (0 = cognitive, 1= affective) used as predictor. However, Duval and 

Tweedie’s (2000) trim and fill method pointed towards the possibility that approximately 4 studies 

with non-significant or positive correlations between behavioral engagement and affective job 

insecurity may be missing from the analyses. After imputing these studies, the results indicate a 
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negative relationship between the total efforts of behavioral engagement and cognitive job 

insecurity (𝑟𝑟� = -0.12, 95% CI: [-0.16, -0.08]), but no significant relationship between these same 

efforts and affective job insecurity (𝑟̅𝑟 p = -0.01, 95% CI: [-0.06, 0.04]).    

Cross-Sectional versus Longitudinal Designs 
 Additionally, we investigated whether the found relationship strengths between the total 

efforts of the six proactive coping categories and job insecurity, depend upon the study design of 

the included studies (i.e., longitudinal or cross-sectional design, see Table 3.5). Our results showed 

that studies with longitudinal designs in which proactive coping is measured at a timepoint before 

job insecurity are relatively scarce (k’s range between 0 and 25 across the 6 categories), compared 

to studies with cross-sectional designs (k’s range between 5 and 244 across the 6 categories). Most 

included longitudinal studies investigated the relationship between behavioral engagement and job 

insecurity. Without correcting for publication bias, the total efforts of behavioral engagement show 

a negative relationship with job insecurity of similar magnitude for the longitudinal studies (𝑟𝑟� = -

0.11, 95% CI: [-0.15, -0.06]) as for the cross-sectional studies (k = 235, 𝑟𝑟� = -0.10, 95% CI: [-0.12, 

-0.08]). However, Duval and Tweedie’s (2000) trim and fill method pointed towards the possibility 

that approximately 52 cross-sectional studies with non-significant or positive correlations between 

behavioral engagement and job insecurity may be missing from the analyses. After imputing these 

studies, the results showed a negative relationship of greater magnitude for longitudinal studies (𝑟𝑟� 

= -0.11, 95% CI: [-0.15, -0.06]) than for cross-sectional studies (𝑟𝑟� p = -0.03, 95% CI: [-0.05,  

-0.01]). For the other proactive coping categories we found similar associations for longitudinal 

and cross-sectional relationships, but these results are less reliable estimates for the entire working 

population due to the low amount of longitudinal samples.  

Supplemental Analyses 
  In addition to investigating the relationships of the total efforts of each of the six proactive 

coping categories with job insecurity, we conducted supplemental analyses to investigate how 

individual efforts within the proactive coping categories relate to job insecurity. For all proactive 

coping categories, we found that the corresponding individual efforts showed similar relationships 

with job insecurity (see Table 3.3, overlapping confidence intervals indicate no significant 

difference), with two exceptions: proactive career behaviors and increased effort did not show the 

significant negative relationships with job insecurity that the other behavioral engagement efforts 
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showed. Since especially proactive career behavior is generally considered positive for career 

success (e.g., Alisic & Wiese, 2020; Huang et al., 2013; Koen & Parker, 2020; Koen & Van 

Bezouw, 2021; Kriz et al., 2021; Probst et al., 2019), and the significant Q-values signal that the 

true effect size differs between studies, we explored whether external influences may be able to 

explain these unexpected results by conducting additional moderation analyses. Specifically, 

building upon Parker et al.’s (2019) notion that proactive career behavior may not be the wise 

course of action when the context is not ready for change, we investigated whether the relationships 

between proactive career behavior and job insecurity and increased effort and job insecurity, 

depend upon the year of data collection (0 = before the COVID-19 pandemic, 1 = during the 

COVID-19 pandemic) and reorganization presence (0 = no reorganization or no reorganization 

reported, 

Figure 3.4 

Scatterplot Depicting Found Effect Sizes of the Relationship Between Proactive Career Behavior 
and Job Insecurity for Studies that Did and Did Not Report Undergoing a Reorganization  

 
Note. The outer black lines depict confidence intervals and the middle black line depicts the regression line. 
The grey lines depict prediction intervals. 
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1 = reorganization reported). We only conducted the moderator analysis for year of data collection 

for proactive career behavior, because all included studies regarding increased effort were 

published before the COVID-19 pandemic. This showed that the 7 studies that had collected data 

during the COVID-19 pandemic, did not report significantly different relationships as the 37 

studies that had collected data before the COVID-19 pandemic (Q = 2.63, df = 1, p = 0.10). The 

moderator analysis for reorganization presence did reveal a significant difference (Q = 16.10, df = 

1, p < 0.01): As shown in Figure 3.4, the 8 studies that reported a reorganization (𝑟𝑟� = 0.19, 95% 

CI: [0.10, 0.28]), showed a positive relationship between proactive career behavior and job 

insecurity, while the 37 studies that did not report a reorganization showed the expected negative 

relationship (𝑟𝑟� = -0.07, 95% CI: [-0.11, -0.03]). Lastly, the relationship between increased effort 

and job insecurity was not significantly affected by reorganizations (Q = 0.84, df = 1, p = 0.36).  

Discussion 
Integrating proactive coping theory (Aspinwall & Taylor, 1997) and more traditional 

coping frameworks (Tobin et al., 1989; Kraaij & Garnefski, 2001), we developed a framework for 

proactive coping types to achieve systematic insight into what we know regarding proactive coping 

with job insecurity and what areas are in need of further investigation. The corresponding meta-

analytic results based on 324 independent samples comprising data from over 300,000 workers 

indicated support for the conceptual model of proactive coping with job insecurity (see Figure 3.1): 

behavioral and mental engagement (e.g., performing well, cognitive restructuring) and adaptive 

behavioral and mental disengagement (e.g., recovery activities, mindfulness) were associated with 

lower amounts of job insecurity – regardless of job insecurity type or study design. Maladaptive 

behavioral and mental disengagement (e.g., counterproductive work behaviors, avoidance) were 

associated with higher amounts of job insecurity. All results show high heterogeneity, pointing 

towards true differences between studies that have yet to be identified to make more reliable 

estimates for specific groups or situations. Taken together, these results show the first meta-

analytic indication that workers can proactively change their experience of job insecurity, while 

pointing towards important directions for future research to answer questions regarding 

unexplained heterogeneity, directionality, and the integration and compatibility of theoretical 

mechanisms through which proactive coping may affect change. 
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Theoretical Contributions 
Our meta-analytic review provides four contributions to existing theory and research. As a 

first contribution, our review provides a more complete and in-depth understanding of proactive 

coping by documenting the (in)effectiveness of concrete proactive behaviors and cognitions within 

the context of job insecurity. Building upon the perspective that the difference between proactive 

and reactive coping lies in its proposed function (here: influencing future job insecurity) rather 

than in the type of behavior (Langerak et al., 2022), our review identifies substantially more forms 

of proactive coping that can influence job insecurity than previously assumed. For example, we 

found clear negative relationships with job insecurity for voice behavior (𝑟𝑟� = -0.26), mindfulness 

(𝑟𝑟� = -0.31), and recovery activities (𝑟𝑟� = -0.21). While it is evident that engagement such as voice 

behavior can affect the future work situation, the influence of adaptive disengagement such as 

mindfulness and recovery may be less intuitive because it does not directly influence the future 

work situation but rather one’s position in it. As such, our findings support and further specify 

Aspinwall and Taylor’s (1997) notion that proactive coping involves the accumulation of resources 

such as attention and energy by suggesting that also adaptive disengagement efforts (i.e., 

relaxation, recovery activities, mindfulness, and detachment from work) are potential means to 

achieve this. At the same time, our results contradict the prior assumption that “effective proactive 

coping is virtually always active” (Aspinwall & Taylor, 1997, p. 417) by illustrating that not only 

engaged (active), but also disengaged (passive) forms of proactive coping can be negatively 

associated with job insecurity. 

 In contrast, our meta-analytic results indicate that workers who use maladaptive behavioral 

disengagement (e.g., counterproductive work behaviors) and maladaptive mental disengagement 

(e.g., avoiding thoughts about the work situation) experience more job insecurity (𝑟𝑟� ubehavioral = 0.25, 

𝑟𝑟� mental = 0.16). To interpret maladaptive disengagement as a proactive effort, we assume that 

workers can display counterproductive work behaviors (CWB) for temporary relief of their own 

deteriorating work situation (e.g., bullying an intern may temporarily keep one’s thoughts away 

from one’s own negative performance reviews). However, these behaviors may diminish resources 

that are essential to alleviate job insecurity (e.g., supervisor support; cf. Jiang et al., 2021). In 

addition, the strength of this relationship may depend upon its direction: In prior meta-analytical 

reviews (Jiang et al., 2022), CWB has been investigated as an outcome and showed relations of 

smaller magnitude (𝑟𝑟� = 0.16 and corrected 𝑟𝑟� = 0.19) than in our analyses, in which CWB was 
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investigated as a predictor (𝑟𝑟� = 0.26 and corrected 𝑟𝑟� = 0.31). We further address the possibility of 

reversed directionality in the limitations and future research section.  

The meta-analytic results also pointed towards proactive efforts that did not seem to relate 

to job insecurity, namely behavioral engagement in the form of proactive career behavior (𝑟𝑟�p = 

0.03) and increased effort (𝑟𝑟� = 0.03). Yet, the supplemental analyses revealed that the non-

significant finding of proactive career behavior can be explained by reorganization presence (see 

Figure 3.4). Studies that reported a reorganization showed a positive relationship between 

proactive career behavior and job insecurity (𝑟𝑟� = 0.19), whereas studies that reported no 

reorganization showed a negative relationship (𝑟𝑟� = -0.07). Consistent with Parker and colleagues’ 

(2019) notion that proactive career behavior may not be the wise course of action when the context 

is not ready for change, our results show the importance of using proactive career behaviors under 

the right circumstances in order to prevent that well-intended proactive career efforts backfire. 

Increased efforts showed non-significant relationships with job insecurity regardless of 

reorganization presence. Considering that job performance (𝑟𝑟� = -0.16) and organizational citizen 

behaviors (𝑟𝑟� p = -0.06) do show negative relations, this may be because increased effort can only 

be shown temporary, while prolonged efforts may be needed for proactive coping to be effective 

(El Khawli et al., 2022).  

As a second contribution, our results provide resolution for prior inconclusive results 

regarding the relationship between proactive coping and different types of job insecurity. That is, 

quantitative and qualitative job insecurity show similar relationship strengths for all proactive 

coping categories. This is in line with Jiang and colleagues’ (2021) findings that personal, 

constructive, and social resources display similar relations with quantitative and qualitative job 

insecurity, considering that one plausible means through which proactive coping affects job 

insecurity is through influencing these resources. However, since they also found that structural 

resources and structural demands (organizational practices and conditions) show stronger relations 

with qualitative job insecurity than with quantitative job insecurity, it is conceivable that specific 

efforts that target organizational practices (e.g., voice behavior) can have stronger relations with 

qualitative job insecurity.  

For cognitive and affective job insecurity, results revealed similar relationship strengths 

for all proactive coping categories when not taking publication bias into account. However, when 

correcting for potential publication bias, behavioral engagement correlated negatively with 
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cognitive job insecurity (𝑟𝑟� = -0.12) and was unrelated to affective job insecurity (𝑟𝑟� p = -0.01). This 

would imply that workers who show more behavioral engagement efforts experience less cognitive 

job insecurity than workers who use less behavioral engagement efforts, but that their worries 

about the possibility of losing their job remain the same. Since affective job insecurity is the 

strongest and most proximal predictor of negative outcomes (e.g., mental and physical health, work 

motivation; cf. Jiang & Lavayesse, 2018), it is important to discover how workers may lower their 

worries about possible job loss at times that their job is not perceived to be at (great) risk. Notably, 

our review mostly includes studies regarding cognitive and quantitative job insecurity. To gain 

more insight into the specific differential influence on job insecurity types, however, more primary 

research is needed that also includes measures of qualitative and affective job insecurity.  

As a third contribution, our review underlines the similarities between proactive coping 

and the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017), while also providing 

valuable additions that may help to integrate these two lines. That is, proactive coping in the form 

of adaptive disengagement and engagement has similarities with the concept of job crafting. Job 

crafting is defined as the proactive changes employees make in their job demands and resources 

(Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). In Proactive Coping Theory, the accumulation of resources is an 

important process through which proactive coping takes effect (Aspinwall & Taylor, 1997). We 

found that adaptive disengagement efforts (i.e., relaxation, recovery activities, mindfulness, and 

detachment from work) may represent forms of proactive coping that help the accumulation of 

resources such as attention and energy. In a similar vein, engagement efforts (e.g., job 

performance, organizational citizen behaviors) may help accumulate resources such as supervisor 

and coworker support. As such, our review illustrates that proactive coping offers more 

possibilities as to how proactive change can be realized than the efforts that job crafting generally 

entails (cf. the job crafting scale, Tims et al., 2012).  

Moreover, maladaptive disengagement efforts may represent an extra route through which 

job demands and resources are influenced by workers beyond the current JD-R model. While it 

has similarities with the concept of self-undermining, which is defined as behavior that creates 

obstacles in the work situation and consequently increases demands (Bakker & Wang, 2020), 

maladaptive disengagement is a more intentional response to ongoing or potential strain that has 

the side effect of increasing demands (e.g., rumination about the future creates the personal 

demand negative affectivity) and decreasing resources (e.g., making harmful remarks lowers the 
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social resource co-worker support). Thus, our results indicate that integrating Proactive Coping 

Theory and insights from the JD-R model may be valuable to arrive at a more complete picture of 

how workers shape their careers. For example, through stimulating research that explores how 

individuals can shape demands and resources through a wider variety of efforts than job crafting 

and self-undermining alone.  

As a fourth and last contribution, the heterogeneity measures of the meta-analytic results 

indicate that the effectiveness of proactive coping is likely influenced by the context in which it 

takes place, uncovering potential boundary conditions. Specifically, even for proactive coping 

efforts that related significantly to job insecurity and had confidence intervals excluding zero, the 

predictability intervals generally included both negative and positive values (see Tables 3.3 - 3.5). 

This means that the true effect sizes of comparable populations can be in a much broader range, 

even though comparable studies are expected to show relations in the same direction. The 

significant Q-values and large I2 values are further evidence of true between-study variance that 

may be explained by study and sample characteristics. In more applied terms, proactive coping 

efforts possibly have requirements that must be met to be effective. An illustrative example of this 

is the supplemental finding that proactive career behaviors are only effective when there is no 

ongoing reorganization. Next to such organizational characteristics, however, individual 

differences between workers (e.g., employability) and their social environment (e.g., supervisor 

characteristics) may also play a role (Forrier et al., 2018). 

As a final note, we would like to stress that it is vital that not only significant but also non-

significant findings on the relationship between engagement and job insecurity are published to 

further examine the influence of moderators that can explain between-study variance. As of yet, 

Duval and Tweedie’s (2000) trim and fill method indicates that approximately 57 studies with non-

significant or positive findings about engagement are missing (see Figure 3.2). This is troubling, 

because the absence of study and sample characteristics of these missing studies makes it 

impossible to conduct moderation analyses to establish reasons behind the diverging findings 

(Cafri et al., 2010). By bringing this publication bias issue to light and presenting a proactive 

coping framework in which proactive coping is defined by its purpose (influencing a potential 

stressor) instead of by its effectiveness, we hope that future researchers can and will report 

nonsignificant and positive outcomes without the results being rejected by peers, so we can further 

explore the right conditions to make proactive coping more effective in minimizing job insecurity. 
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Practical Implications 
  Our meta-analytic review indicates that workers who aim to minimize their (future) 

experience of job insecurity benefit most from using engaged efforts (e.g., performing well, 

speaking up) and adaptive disengaged efforts (e.g., mindfulness and recovery activities) and from 

avoiding maladaptive disengaged efforts (e.g., counterproductive work behaviors and rumination). 

However, the effects of these proactive coping efforts on job insecurity may be context dependent. 

Our findings indicate, for example, that proactive career behaviors such as networking and career 

planning only minimize the experience of job insecurity when there is no reorganization taking 

place; however, in times of reorganization, the same proactive career behaviors tend to increase 

feelings of job insecurity. Possibly, the high level of stress that results from reorganizations 

obstructs the cognitive resources and future focus needed to successfully engage in proactive 

behaviors (Koen & Sijbom, 2019; Koen & Van Bezouw, 2021). Since prior research shows that 

engaged proactive coping is mostly used by workers who experience either very low or very high 

amounts of job insecurity (Jiang et al., 2022), we highlight the importance of timely action to avoid 

futile or even deteriorating efforts. Or, in Aspinwall and Taylor’s (1997) words, workers would 

benefit from taking steps to avoid or minimize stressful job insecure situations – even when 

potential threats to their job have not yet been identified. Organizations can help workers with such 

proactive coping efforts by creating an environment where proactive coping in the form of 

engagement and adaptive disengagement is possible, easy, and stimulated throughout careers − 

also when there is no imminent threat of job loss (Shin et al., 2019). 

Limitations and Future Research Recommendations 
  Although our meta-analytic review creates valuable insights, it is not without limitations. 

A first limitation is that, while we meta-analytically examined the relationship between proactive 

coping and experienced job insecurity, we did not include the theoretical mechanism through 

which proactive coping affects job insecurity in our examination. That is, this review built upon 

Aspinwall and Taylor’s (1997) theoretical proposition that proactive coping asserts its influence 

by changing the potential situation or one’s position in it (see Figure 3.1), but we did not 

empirically test this premise. To enable such meta-analytic mediation analyses, more primary 

research testing this mediation is required. This is because meta-analytic mediation results are 

more reliable when based on primary studies examining the full mediation in question (Vo & 

Vansteelandt, 2022) – rather than when based on a combination of primary studies investigating  
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parts of the mediation model (i.e., separate studies depicting predictor-mediator, mediator-

outcome, and predictor-outcome relationships).  

 A second limitation is that the meta-analytic results presented in italics (see Tables 3.3 - 

3.5) are based on a small number of samples. The moderator analyses based on these samples are 

therefore underpowered, which can result in false negatives: the data may not show a significant 

difference between groups, while there actually is one (Cafri et al., 2010). For example, while the 

current findings may suggest that proactive coping has similar relationships with job insecurity 

regardless of the job insecurity type, the lack of differences may also be because qualitative and 

affective job insecurity are still relatively understudied within the proactive coping literature. By 

retaining the results in italics in our review, we not only provide an image of prior research, but 

also point out which topics require more research. Given their relatively strong yet understudied 

relations, such topics include mental engagement (i.e., cognitive restructuring and thoughts 

relating to adaptive performance) and adaptive mental disengagement (i.e., mindfulness and 

detachment from work outside work hours). We note, however, that differentiation between 

behavior and cognition helps to identify future research areas but may not always be a conceptually 

valid dichotomy for all variables: The subject matter experts who validated the proactive coping 

framework indicated that some variables can imply both behavior and cognition. In these cases, 

we categorized the variable according to the content of the measurement items. More research is 

required to fully understand the interplay of behaviors and cognitions and possible 

interdependencies. 

 Third, the meta-analytic results are based on correlational data. While inferences about 

directionality can be based on the meta-analytic results from longitudinal samples, our review 

provides no empirical evidence for causation. Building upon proactive coping theory, we propose 

that proactive coping can influence the (further) development of job insecurity. However, one can 

also build reviews upon other theoretical frameworks such as social exchange theory (Cropanzano 

& Mitchell, 2005) and job preservation motivation (Shoss, 2017), and argue that some of the 

behaviors that we deemed as proactive coping are in fact a reaction to job insecurity (cf. Table 3.1; 

Jiang & Lavaysse, 2018; Jiang et al., 2022; Sverke et al., 2019). While it may seem paradoxical, 

the results from these different theoretical viewpoints can complement one another. For example, 

Jiang et al. (2022) conclude that employees with more job insecurity display higher task 

performance and more organizational citizen behaviors (OCB) as a job preservation strategy, and 
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that these behaviors are likely noticed and valued by employees’ supervisors. So, while task 

performance and OCB can be predicted by the amount of experienced job insecurity, they are still 

efforts meant to minimize the future experience of job insecurity – and can thus function as 

proactive coping. Considering that job insecurity is becoming more chronic and is virtually always 

experienced to at least some extent (Wu et al., 2020), it may not be surprising if the relationship 

between coping and job insecurity goes both ways (e.g., by using “proactive responses” to job 

insecurity; Lyu et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2022). To further explore this potential reverse 

directionality, we advise future researchers to conduct more longitudinal studies with several 

measurement points, such as experience sampling methods, autoregressive models or diary studies. 

Additional insight from qualitative research can also help to unpack the complex interaction 

between workers’ behaviors and job insecurity experiences. 

Fourth, the measures of the proactive coping variables included in our review generally do 

not provide insight into worker’s intentions behind the coping efforts. Since the purpose of coping 

efforts determines whether coping is proactive or reactive (Langerak et al., 2022), we excluded 

measures regarding responses to past stressors or events. To further extend our knowledge on 

proactive coping, however, it is necessary to construct and validate a scale that includes the future 

focus inherent to proactive coping. This scale may form part of the solution to the problem that 

“activities in advance of a stressful event may go unstudied because the event itself defines the 

point of departure” (p. 418, Aspinwall & Taylor). We recommend that this scale consists of sub-

scales that depict the categories of the constructed proactive coping framework (see Table 3.1), so 

that not only effective but also ineffective proactive coping strategies and their impact can be 

further investigated. Ideally, this proactive coping scale is focused on undefined future stressors 

(e.g., ‘a potential setback’ or ‘future threats’) and can be adjusted to target specific (career) threats.  

Conclusion 
By constructing a proactive coping framework and conducting meta-analyses on data from 

over 324 published articles comprising over 300,000 workers, this review synthesizes the existing 

research on the relationship between proactive coping and job insecurity. The results support the 

recent notion that the experience of job insecurity is not completely beyond the control of 

individual workers. Instead, our findings suggest that job insecurity can be influenced through 

different types of proactive coping efforts. Our results further highlight opportunities for 

prevention-focused research and interventions, by showing that proactive coping in the form of 
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engagement (e.g., voice behavior, showing good performance) and adaptive disengagement (e.g., 

mindfulness, recovery activities) can alleviate the experience of job insecurity, while proactive 

coping in the form of maladaptive disengagement (e.g., counterproductive work behaviors) can 

aggravate the experience of job insecurity. Our perspective and results regarding proactive coping 

open up the narrative on what proactive coping entails and forms an impulse for future research to 

further uncover when, under which conditions, and in what form proactive coping is effective to 

decrease feelings of job insecurity. We encourage future research to report non-significant and 

unexpected findings to further identify the right conditions to affect change and to adopt 

longitudinal and qualitative research methods to reveal the theoretical mechanisms through which 

proactive coping and job insecurity may influence each other. 


