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Abstract: Background: There is a growing attention toward the construct of courage from a psycho-
logical point of view; recently, courage has been related with numerous positive individual behav-
iors and outcomes, such as coping strategies and subjective wellbeing, and an increasing number of
studies explore the role of courage in the working and organizational environments. The present
study is aimed to analyze the effect that individual courage —together with risk intelligence—and
workplace social courage have on working performance; Methods: The participants are 961 Italian
workers, balanced by gender; the measures used are: Courage, Subjective Risk Intelligence Scale,
Workplace Social Courage Scale, and Performance Scale. Data were analyzed using Structural Equa-
tion Models; Results: The results show the effect of subjective risk intelligence and courage on work-
ing performance, both directly and through the mediation of workplace social courage; Conclu-
sions: Suggestions for further research and practical implications are discussed.

Keywords: courage; workplace social courage; risk; uncertainty; workers; risk intelligence

1. Introduction

In times of risk and uncertainty, the unpredictability in the social and economic envi-
ronment, including the workplace, requires the activation of positive resources that enable
the individuals to cope with difficulties and unexpected circumstances. At the beginning of
the third millennium, Positive Organizational Behavior (POB) [1] applied the principles of
the emerging positive psychology movement [2] to the organizational behavior field. Alt-
hough positive psychology was, principally, focused on clinical applications, Luthans and
Avolio [3] felt that it was important to deepen how such a positive focus could provide a
new perspective in studying the work settings. POB is defined as “the study and application
of positively oriented human resource strengths and psychological capacities that can be
measured, developed, and effectively managed for performance improvement in today’s
workplace” [1] (p. 59) and considers the positive state-like psychological resource capacities
open to development; it also includes positive behaviors (e.g., organizational citizenship
and courageous principled action) and positive organizations [3]. POB focuses on the exam-
ination of the workers’ strengths and psychological capacities for development and perfor-
mance improvement. The strengths considered in this theoretical and methodological
framework (encompassed in the construct of psychological capital) are self-efficacy, hope,
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resilience, and optimism; they have been found to be related to various employees’ atti-
tudes, behaviors, and performance, such as job satisfaction, and, with negative relationships,
turnover, or quitting a job [4,5]; moreover, positive workers’ resources have positive effects
on organizational citizenship behaviors —such as helping a coworker and/or supporting the
organization—and negative effects on counterproductive work behaviors [6]. Finally, re-
garding performance at the workplace, higher levels of psychological capital are positively
associated with better working performance [6].

Besides these aforementioned constructs, Luthans and Avolio [5] suggested other
positive concepts to be included in POB, comprising, among others, courage. Following
these suggestions, we have hypothesized that individual and workplace courage could
positively affect working performance. However, psychological research has only re-
cently given attention to courage; in the past, courage was regarded as a virtue; in the last
decades, some researchers have contributed to construct a socially relevant view of cour-
age in the experience of daily life and the mind of every person [7]. Moreover, Howard et
al. [8] underlined that, regarding the role of courage in working environments, it was con-
sidered an important resource limited to highly stressful and difficult occupations, and,
only recently, its role in positively influencing the usual working interactions has been
explored: recent studies highlighted its positive effect on coping strategies [9] and quality
of life [10], its relationship with psychological capital [11] and organizational citizenship
behaviors [12], and the related ethical decision-making [13].

Courage has been found to support individuals to deal with external problems by
overcoming the fear of doing the things [14].

In a world characterized by transitions and insecurity, in which prominent features
are risk, uncertainty, frequent changes and transitions in the working experience, and the
instability of future perspectives, intelligent risk management and courage can be positive
resources to deal with feelings of fear and to respond effectively to demanding work (and
life) contexts.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Relationship between Subjective Risk Intelligence and Workplace Social Courage

Subjective risk intelligence can be defined “as the capacity of a person to effectively
assess the pros and cons of a decision in situations in which not all outcomes are totally
expected” [15] (p. 968); individuals with high level of subjective risk intelligence are able
to estimate the risks effectively, evaluating their advantages and disadvantages as well as
approaching them as an opportunity rather than like a threat, thus feeling able to manage
the lack of information, or uncertainty, as an opportunity. In this construct, the term risk
is considered as an adaptive dimension, which allows one to focus not only on the nega-
tive aspects of a risky opportunity, but also to assess its potential benefits [16,17]. The
conceptualization of subjective risk intelligence [15,17] provides a four-dimensional con-
struct, composed of the following dimensions: (1) imaginative capability, defined as the
generation of novel and potentially useful ideas, such as initiative taking and originality;
(2) problem solving self-efficacy, which encompasses self-confidence and belief in one’s
capacity to handle situations, including the ability to make decisions; (3) emotional stress
management, which is the capacity to modulate emotional responses in stressful situa-
tions; and (4) positive attitude toward uncertainty, the ability to attribute positive signifi-
cance to uncertainty, perceiving it as an opportunity rather than a threat.

Risk intelligence seems closely related to courage, and the riskiness of action is in-
cluded in several definitions of courage [18]. Shelp [19] (p. 343) defined courage as “the
disposition to voluntarily act, perhaps fearfully, in a dangerous circumstance, where the
relevant risks are reasonably appraised, in an effort to obtain or preserve some perceived
good for oneself or others, recognizing that the desired perceived good may not be real-
ized”; Klein and Napier [20] identified five factors in courage: candor, purpose, rigor, risk,
and will; Goud [21] defined courage as actions in front of the risk; finally, Norton and
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Weiss [22] define courage as persistence despite fear. Much of the literature on this topic
[21,23-27] is convinced that a courageous act is made up of these three components: (1) a
morally worthy goal, (2) intentional action, and (3) the perception of risk, threat, or obsta-
cle. The component of risk in the definition of courage seems intrinsically linked [28]. Ac-
cording to some authors [19,23,26,29,30], fear and courage are connected. However, fear
drives people to avoid risks, and fear in the workplace has become so widespread that
avoiding risks seems normal [31].

Linked to the construct of courage, it is possible to find the constructs of social cour-
age and workplace courage. Social courage implies that the actors of a courageous behav-
ior could risk damaging their social image [8]. Workplace courage includes three im-
portant elements: (1) the fact that it is something pertinent to the workplace, (2) the riski-
ness, and (3) the worthiness of an act [18].

Organizations are risky places for their workers, due to their formal or informal hi-
erarchies and the quality of the relationships or the behaviors required; they are a source
of physical risks (such as bodily injuries), social risks (such as the loss of friends), psycho-
logical risks (anxiety), and economic risks (such as the loss of career) [30,32,33]. For these
reasons, courage is important in organizations, as it can represent a psychological and
behavioral resource to overcome risks and the subsequent fear [34]. Several researchers
[35] identified courage as a core characteristic of organizations and a necessary component
to be a leader [36-39]. Courage in organizations allows long-term goals to be set, without
being paralyzed by fear [40]. Courageous leaders gain benefits for themselves, their fol-
lowers, and the whole organization [41].

2.2. Relationships between Subjective Risk Intelligence and Working Performance

As highlighted by Craparo and colleagues [15], the concept of risk intelligence has its
origin in the managerial sector and in Apgar’s [42] definition of risk intelligence as the
ability, at the individual or organizational level, to estimate risks effectively. More re-
cently, Evans [16] provided a broader definition, which includes the ability to accurately
estimate the probability of an event; they propose that some individuals are more able
than others to evaluate the risks involved in making a decision and to handle situations
of uncertainty, overcoming feelings of anxiety and uneasiness, which are paralyzing for
others. Accordingly, in the subsequent theorizations [15], it is characterized by a positive
attitude toward uncertainty, self-efficacy, imaginative capability, and stress management.
As underlined by the authors, subjective risk intelligence helps individuals in evaluating
uncertainty as an opportunity rather than a threat, in acting creatively, in managing emo-
tional stress, and by having high levels of perceived self-efficacy in making decisions.

Subjective risk intelligence has been found to play a role in career transition processes
[43]; in self-employment and entrepreneurship propensity; and in career adaptability [44],
job satisfaction, and career success [15]. There are not studies that directly explored the
relationship between subjective risk intelligence and working performance, but based on
the relationships with other positive working and career-related outcomes, we can hy-
pothesize that high levels of subjective risk intelligence, characterized by the ability to
effectively manage an uncertain situation without being overcome by feelings of anxiety,
by using creativity to deal with difficulties, could be a positive predictor of a good perfor-
mance in working contexts.

2.3. Courage, Workplace Social Courage and Working Performance

As previously defined, courage is conceptualized as persistence despite fear [22]; so,
courage can be described as “a behavior characterized by the perpetuation of effort de-
spite the subjective feeling of fear” [45] (p. 3). Some recent studies have related courage to
several positive adaptive outcomes and career-related variables [46], including positive
work behavior outcomes [45] and entrepreneurial success [47]. There is little evidence on
the relationships between courage and other working and organizational variables, such
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as employability and meaningful work [10] as well as psychological capital [11]. In our
literature review, we found only a few studies that have investigated the relationship be-
tween courage and working performance [48].

From a psychological perspective, courage has been conceptualized differently ac-
cording to the domains it is applied to or the behaviors it requires: most authors consider
types of courage to be differentiated by the risks (i.e., physical courage, social courage) or
goals (i.e., moral courage) involved in a behavior [49]. Categorization according to the
risks allows for the identification of three types of courageous behaviors that may be im-
portant to workplace interactions: physical, moral, and social courage [8,50]. According to
the definition provided by Howard and Cogswell [49] (p. 3), “social courage is an inten-
tional, deliberate, and prosocial behavior in which the risks involved are to the actor’s
esteem in the eyes of others [8]”; social courage has been suggested to be the most im-
portant dimension of courage to the modern workplace [8,27,34,51], significantly related
to workplace outcomes [27,51,52]; and Howard et al. [8] highlighted that workers with
social courage tend to show the necessary behaviors to achieve these working outcomes.
Specifically, socially courageous behaviors could enhance performance. Tkachenko et al.
[53] have shown how relevant behavioral courage could be to performance within the
workplace; in fact, the study presented behavioral courage as expressing its role as a pre-
dictor of job performance. Additional evidence from Palanski et al. [54] has found similar
results, finding that the behavioral courage of managers is positively correlated with per-
formance.

To date, little is known about the relationships between the dimensions presented,
especially the role of courage and workplace social courage on working performance. The
present study aims to fill this gap.

3. Aims of the Research

The analysis of the existing literature presented above provides useful insights to the
rationale underlying our research purposes. Subjective risk intelligence helps individuals
to deal effectively with the risks; this construct seems closely related to courage, as both
include facing risky situations or perform risky actions [18]; workplace social courage,
that is a type of courage that involves prosocial behaviors in which one of the risks in-
volved is ‘losing face’ in the eyes of others [8], can support the management of risks in the
workplace, enhancing working performance [8,53,54]. So, the aim of the present study is
exploring the relationships that risk intelligence, courage, and workplace social courage
have with working performance. In detail, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 1 (H1): subjective risk intelligence affects directly working performance.

Hypothesis 2 (H2): subjective risk intelligence affects working performance through the media-

tion of workplace social courage.
Hypothesis 3 (H3): courage affects working performance.
Hypothesis 4 (H4): courage affects working performance through the mediation of workplace

social courage.
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The conceptual model is reported in Figure 1.

H1
Subjective
Risk
Intelligence
H2
Workplace H2 Working
\500‘;1 Performance
Courage H4

H4

Courage
H3

Figure 1. The conceptual model.

4. Procedure
4.1. Participants

The participants were 961 Italian workers (male =455, 47.3%; female =501, 52.1%; n.r.
=5, 0.5%) aged between 18 and 70 years (M = 40.72; SD = 12.89).

The participants were recruited from the population of workers in different types of
organizations, coming from different Italian regions, through a convenience sample. Most
of them had a high school degree (471, 49%) or a university degree (381, 39.6%); the re-
maining part had a middle school degree (98, 10.2%); and a very small part did not re-
spond (11; 1.1%).

They work in public (404, 42%), private (495, 51.5%) and nonprofit (51, 5.3%) organi-
zations (n.r. = 11; 1.1%).

The respondents participated voluntarily, and they were free to abandon their par-
ticipation at any time during the administration. Data were collected through an online
survey, carried out by previously trained researcher assistants. The survey was accompa-
nied by the following indications: “Dear participant, The Workplace Courage research
project involves the participation of workers and aims to analyze and understand the fac-
tors that can influence work performance (such as courage and risk intelligence). You will
be asked to answer questions that identify typical working situations or personal situa-
tions, marking an answer among the alternatives proposed. There are no right or wrong
answers but we are interested in your point of view. The data will be processed in aggre-
gate form and will not be possible to trace the characteristics of the individual participant,
the absolute anonymity of the persons involved is guaranteed, in full compliance with the
laws on the protection of privacy. Therefore, please answer all questions as sincerely as
possible. Thank you for your cooperation. Good job!” The first page contained the contacts
of the research proponents. There were no monetary incentives for administration and
participation.

The following inclusion criteria were considered: minimum age of 16 (this is the age
from which in Italy compulsory education has ended, and people can access work); being
workers; being a resident and working in Italy. In addition to requesting age, to prevent
unemployed people from being mistakenly included in the sample, the survey asked to
indicate the employment status. In addition, it was required to indicate the region of res-
idence, and in which region one carries out one’s professional activity. No exclusion cri-
teria were considered besides the lack of inclusion requirements.
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The respondents provided an individual code composed of the first three letters of
the first name and the first three letters of the last name, which, when matched with other
demographic information, was permitted to check eventual double compilation; the sur-
vey was approved by the ethical commission of the universities involved, and the research
followed the ethical rules of the Italian Psychological Association.

The sample size was determined using G*Power software version 3.1.9.7 [55,56]. The
parameters used were the following: Effect size f2 = 0.15; a err prob = 0.05; power = 0.95;
number of predictors = 3, as indicated in the literature [57]. The minimum sample size for
performing Pearson’s correlation coefficient was found to be 115; the minimum sample
size for performing multiple linear regression was 119, which is lower than this study’s
actual sample size. Based on the priori analyses, our sample is appropriate for testing the
proposed model [58].

4.2. Measures

All the measures used are previously validated instruments. Thus, the CFA of the
measures, reported below, confirms their psychometric properties on the sample of the
study.

4.2.1. Subjective Risk Intelligence Scale

The Subjective Risk Intelligence Scale (SRIS) [15] is composed of 21 items with a 5-
point Likert scale, from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree); sample item: Totally new
situations scare me. The Cronbach’s alpha calculated on the study sample was 0.88.

4.2.2. Courage Measure

The Italian adaptation of the Courage Measure (CM) [22,45] is a six-item scale
adapted from the short version of CM proposed by Howard and Alipour [59]; responses
are provided on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (never) to 7 (always); sample item: I will do
things even though they seem to be dangerous. The Cronbach’s alpha of the study sample
was 0.85.

4.2.3. Workplace Social Courage Scale

The Workplace Social Courage Scale (WSCS) [8] is composed of 11 items with a 7-
point Likert scale, from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree); sample item: Although it
may damage our friendship, I would tell my superior when a co-worker is doing some-
thing incorrectly. The Cronbach’s alpha of the study sample was 0.76.

4.2.4. Working Performance

Working Performance was measured with a four-item scale [60] answered on a 5-
point Likert scale, from 1 (very bad) to 5 (very good). The Cronbach’s alpha calculated on
the sample of the study is 0.76.

5. Data Analyses

To conduct data analysis, we used Linear structural equation models (Lisrel 8.80).
Firstly, we tested the measurement model, performing a confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA). Then, we estimated the structural equation model. In evaluating the adequacy of
the data to the model, we used the following goodness-of-fit indices: chi-square (x?), the
x?/df ratio, the comparative fit index (CFI), and the root mean square error of approxima-
tion (RMSEA). For the CFI, values over 0.90 suggest an acceptable fit, while values over
0.95 suggest a good fit. According to Browne and Cudeck [61], a RMSEA < 0.09 is still an
acceptable threshold in smaller samples. To estimate convergent validity, we used com-
posite reliability (CR; the degree to which the scale indicators reflect an underlying factor
[62]; acceptable threshold > 0.70) and the average variance extracted (AVE; the average
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percentage of variation explained among the items of a construct [63]; acceptable thresh-
old > 0.50).

Secondly, we verified the mediation hypothesis using Jamovi v.2.2.1, which provides
the significance of the indirect effects using the bootstrapping method, with 5000 repeti-
tions and establishing a confidence interval (CI) of 95%.

Finally, mean, standard deviations and correlations were obtained using SPSS 25.0.
Missing values for the relevant items were estimated using the expectation maximization
method. None of the items had more than 5% missing values, indicating the appropriate-
ness of this option.

6. Results
6.1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Table 1 shows the mean and standard deviation of the measures (SRIS, Courage,
WSCS, and Performance), and the correlations between the variables were calculated
through the Pearson’s 1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations between the variables.

M SD 1 2 3 4
SRI 3.65 0.57 -
Courage 524 1.17 0.52 *** -
WSC 5.05 0.85 0.42 %% (.39 **+* -
Working 415 0.53 0.49 *% (043 (031 -
performance

Note. SRI = subjective risk intelligence; WSC = workplace social courage; *** p < 0.001.

6.2. CFA of the Measures

Before testing the structural model, an assessment of the properties of the measure-
ment model is required. We conducted a Confirmatory Factorial Analysis (CFA), using
Lisrel 8.80, according to Harman's single-factor test, to diagnose if common-method var-
iance was a problem. A comparison between the hypothesized model and a model with
one factor, in which all the items loaded on a unique factor, revealed that the four-factors\
model provided a better fit for the data in all the CFA indexes of fit (four-factor model:
X2(813) = 4632.847; CFI = 0.92; GFI = 0.75; RMSEA = 0.08; SRMR = 0.07; AIC = 6808.161;1-
factor model: x3(819) = 7197.309; CFI = 0.86; GFI = 0.66; RMSEA = 0.11; SRMR = 0.09, AIC
=10724.221). The differences were significant, according to a comparison of the models’
X2 values and degrees of freedom: Ax2(6) =2564.462 (p < 0.001). According to these results,
the common-method bias could be considered overcome.

All the items loaded significantly on the hypothesized latent variables (factor load-
ings range 0.30-0.80; t > 2.58), indicating convergent validity. The values of composite
reliability (CR > 0.75) are good for all the constructs, indicating that all the items constantly
measure the same construct; the values of average variance extracted (AVE > 0.40) indicate
an acceptable items’ discriminant capacity.

6.3. Structural Model and Mediational Analysis

We tested our hypotheses using structural equation modeling analysis. The main fit
indices suggest acceptably fit indexes (x?(813) =4632.847; CF1=0.92; RMSEA = 0.08; SRMR
= 0.07). The final model is presented in Figure 1, reporting the standardized { to indicate
the relationships between the variables. As represented in Figure 2, subjective risk intelli-
gence: (1) shows a direct relationship with the workplace social courage; (2) has a direct
relationship with performance; courage, similarly, is directly related with the workplace
social courage and with performance; workplace social courage has a direct relationship
with performance.
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Figure 2. The final model.

We tested the mediational hypothesis through the estimation of the significance of the
indirect effects, using the bootstrapping method. The results of the mediations are reported
presenting the standardized 3 and the confidence intervals (C.1.) as 95%, which indicate the
significance of the effect with a 5% of probability of error (C.I. that do not comprise 0 are
significant). The results, reported in Table 2, show that the path from subjective risk intelli-
gence to workplace social courage is significant (3 =0.29, p <0.001), as well as the path from
workplace social courage to performance (3 =0.09, p = 0.012), supporting Hypotheses 1 and
2; moreover, the path from courage to workplace social courage is significant (3 = 0.24, p <
0.001), as well as the path from workplace social courage to performance (3 =0.09, p=0.012),
showing a direct and indirect effect of courage on performance, mediated by workplace so-
cial courage. These results support Hypotheses 3 and 4.

Table 2. Effects of subjective risk intelligence and courage on working performance through work-
place courage (standardized {3).

Paths Indirect Effect Direct Effect Total Effect
B C.1. 95% B C.I. 95% B C.1. 95%

Subjective risk intelligence ~Workplace courage=" ) (004 004 033 024038 036  028-0.39
Working performance

Courage —Workplace courage—Working 002 0.004-0.02 022 007-013 024  0.08-0.14
performance

7. Discussion

The aim of the present study was to verify the relationships that subjective risk intel-
ligence and courage have with working performance, analyzing the role played by work-
place social courage. Data analyses support all the hypotheses. So, subjective risk intelli-
gence and courage have a direct effect on working performance, and these relationships
are partially mediated by workplace social courage.

Although there are no other studies that directly explore the relationship between
subjective risk intelligence and working performance, our results can be read starting
from the definition of subjective risk intelligence and its dimensions. In fact, following the
conceptualization of subjective risk intelligence [15], individuals with a high level of risk
intelligence are more ready to interpret the changing situations, the lack of information,
or the uncertainty, as a chance rather than a threat, especially when a decision is necessary;
on the contrary, low levels of subjective risk intelligence are related to the difficulty in
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making decisions when the results are not predictable, which can lead to serious distress
or impairment in interpersonal, occupational, or other areas of social functioning. This
individual psychological resource has recently been related to career expectations [43] and
can play a role in achieving positive outcomes in social functioning, both in personal and
professional situations. Therefore, according to the four dimensions that compose the con-
struct of subjective risk intelligence (attitude toward uncertainty, imaginative capability,
problem solving self-efficacy, and stress management), workers high in risk intelligence
are creative, have good levels of self-efficacy in problem solving, have a positive attitude
toward uncertainty, and manage stressing situations without being overcome by them.
Each of these characteristics has been found to be related to working performance. With
regard to the first dimension, numerous studies have associated creativity with perfor-
mance, both in academic contexts [64,65] and in working contexts [66-68], demonstrating
that performance could be enhanced (and intentions to quit lowered) if the employees
were enabled to use their creativity in managing their job. More recently, the American
Psychological Association [69] underlined that creativity, along with cognitive ability,
leadership, integrity, attendance, and cooperation, are the factors which predict job per-
formance; finally, Yee et al. [70] demonstrated the importance of the psychological climate
for creativity as a predictor of the work performance.

The second dimension, self-efficacy, is considered the strongest predictor of perfor-
mance in many domains [71-73]; as underlined by Sitzmann and Yeo [74], a massive
amount of research has found positive relationships between self-efficacy and perfor-
mance, both in academic [75] and working contexts. Self-efficacy has been shown to in-
crease performance stronger than goal setting, feedback interventions, or behavior modi-
fications [76,77]. Moreover, a great number of studies have found positive correlations
between self-efficacy and performance at the within-person level of analysis [78,79].

The third dimension, positive attitude toward uncertainty, has been related to a bet-
ter performance in previous studies: i.e., Kornilov et al. [80] found that tolerance for un-
certainty is a predictor of a better performance in decision-making; in their review,
Furnham and Marks [81] highlighted that tolerance for uncertainty has been related to
several behavioral outcomes, including managerial performance [82]. Finally, Chatterjee
and Das [83] proposed a theoretical framework to predict entrepreneurial success, which
included tolerance for ambiguity as a key psychological factor.

The fourth dimension of subjective risk intelligence is referred to as the ability to man-
age stressful situations without being overcome by feelings of anxiety; the inverted-u rela-
tionship between anxiety and performance is well known and largely documented in psy-
chology. Recent studies have proven the association with effective stress management and
performance, in academic contexts [84,85], and in different working contexts [86-89].

Analyzing the role of courage, it is related, both directly and indirectly, to working
performance, through the partial mediation of workplace courage. Courage has been in-
cluded in positive psychological strength, meeting the Positive Organizational Behavior
criteria [4], and has an impact on performance [5]. Moreover, courage is already com-
prised of the positive emotions [90] that are found to be related to job performance [91].

Workplace social courage, in our study, has the role of mediator between subjective
risk intelligence and individual courage with working performance. Many recent studies
have demonstrated the mediational role of courage between individual psychological re-
sources and various outcomes [9,10,17,46]; the workplace social courage, in this study,
plays a similar role, mediating between individual psychological resources (subjective
risk intelligence and individual courage) and outcome (working performance). The rela-
tionship between workplace social courage and performance has been hypothesized in
previous studies but not clearly explained by empirical results, yet. Using the words of
Howard and colleagues [8] (p. 676) “[...] qualitative research supports that social courage
is linked to negative feedback giving, leading others effectively, organizational citizenship
behaviors, and many other workplace outcomes [27,51,52] [...]. Those with social courage
[...] may be more likely to perform the required behaviors to achieve these outcomes. In
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turn, these behaviors improve performance [...]”. Therefore, our study provides the first
empirical demonstration of the relationships among workplace social courage and work-
ing performance. Risk-intelligent and courageous workers tend to activate, more likely,
socially courageous behaviors in the workplace, such as confronting coworkers’ problem-
atic behaviors or situations that could damage the actor’s social image, which, in turn,
have a positive effect on working performance.

Reading the findings of the study in the framework of POB, our study provides new
empirical evidences that courage, specifically social courage, can play a role in POB, in
line with the results of a recent study conducted by Dhir and Sharma [92]: they proposed
expanded psychological capital, introducing courage among the other positive strengths;
in fact, their research, using a qualitative method, showed that courage was identified as
a prerequisite to work-related actions, and as a reliable psychological resource for positive
energy for the individuals that helped to improve their performance.

8. Conclusions and Limitations

The results of this study provide a small but significant contribution to the research
on risk intelligence and workplace social courage. Regarding the first construct, there is
growing attention toward the construct of subjective risk intelligence, and this is the first
study that explores the relationship between subjective risk intelligence and working out-
comes, specifically working performance; regarding workplace social courage, following
Howard and colleagues’ [8] suggestion to demonstrate the influence of social courage on
performance outcomes, we found the mediational role of this construct between psycho-
logical resources and working performance. So, the present study provides a new piece
of knowledge about the construct of courage applied to the working domain, which could
contribute to extending the conceptualization of these constructs and to identifying the
role they play in the working and organizational behaviors.

Moreover, the results of our study have both theoretical and practical implications.

From a theoretical point of view, among the positive concepts that can be counted in
POB, in addition to courage, as already suggested by Luthans and Avolio [3], our study
also suggests to count risk intelligence as a useful resource in working behaviors.

From a practical point of view, in considering the changing and uncertain nature of
the current labour market, this research shows the importance of taking into account and
activating, for the benefit of companies and workers, actions aimed at the acquisition or
enhancement of positive personal resources, such as courage and risk intelligence, even
in the workplace.

However, the study has some limitations: first of all, it is a cross-sectional study, so
we cannot definitely conclude about the causal relationships between the variables ana-
lyzed; secondly, the convenience sampling cannot allow to generalize the results to the
workers’ population; and thirdly, performance is detected through a self-report measure
and not with an objective one.

In conclusion, further research, firstly, could explore the role of courage and work-
place social courage on other organizational dimensions that require the workers to cou-
rageously act, putting at risk their image, role, or their reputation on the workplace; for
example, prosocial rule breaking behaviors, exploring how the psychosocial climate [93]
and diversity climate [94] could favor or interfere in such types of behaviors.
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