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ABSTRACT 

This study explores the role of Hofstede’s Masculinity-Femininity cultural dimension in influencing  

team dynamics—specifically communication, collaboration, and decision-making—within IT project  

teams. The research focuses on how these dynamics affect the successful implementation of positive 

risk management practices in IT projects. Understanding cultural dimensions is essential as they shape 

behaviour and attitudes within teams, impacting how team members interact and make decisions. 

The study examines how the balance between masculine and feminine cultural traits influences  

project team dynamics, particularly in terms of risk-taking, collaboration,  and  leadership  approaches.  

Masculinity tends to emphasize assertiveness and competition, while femininity emphasizes  

collaboration  and  caring for others. These traits, when applied to team dynamics, can lead to varying 

approaches to managing positive risks, which are opportunities that, if effectively managed, can lead 

to project success. 

By analyzing team dynamics in the context  of  positive  risk  management,  this  research  aims  to  

provide  insights  into  how  cultural  dimensions  affect  project  outcomes. The findings will 

contribute to better understanding how project teams can optimize  communication,  collaboration,  

and  decision-making  to  harness  positive risks in a way that enhances project success. 

 

Key Words: Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, team dynamics,  positive  risk management, decision-

making, IT projects. 

 

1. Introduction 

In today’s globalized business landscape, managing culturally diverse teams has become essential to 

effective project management, especially in the rapidly evolving IT sector. As projects often span 

regions, understanding and leveraging cultural dimensions can significantly impact team dynamics 

and project outcomes (Felício, Meidutė, & Kyvik, 2016). Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions Theory 

offers valuable insights into how cultural values shape behaviors and decision-making within teams. 

Notably, the masculinity-femininity dimension influences workplace behaviors, emphasizing 

competitiveness and assertiveness in masculine cultures and collaboration and nurturing in feminine 

cultures (Hofstede, 1980). While cultural dimensions are well-researched, limited studies explore the 

effects of masculinity-femininity on team dynamics within IT projects, where rapid decision-making 

and high-stakes outcomes are vital (Carton & Farastier, 2016). 

In IT project management, team dynamics-including decision-making, communication, and 

collaboration—are crucial for success. Effective team interaction is particularly essential in 

implementing positive risk management strategies, which focus on identifying and seizing 

opportunities rather than solely avoiding threats (Hillson, 2002). Unlike traditional risk management, 

positive risk management requires a proactive approach, encouraging teams to take calculated risks 

that foster innovation. However, the impact of cultural traits on these behaviors remains 

underexplored, especially in IT, where risk management tends to emphasize control over opportunity-
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taking (Uyar et al., 2022). This gap underscores the need for research on how masculinity-femininity 

influences team dynamics and promotes positive risk management in IT projects. 

The masculinity-femininity dimension is especially relevant in IT project teams, shaping behaviors 

such as assertiveness, collaboration, and openness. Masculine traits, associated with competitiveness, 

may foster direct communication and goal orientation, while feminine traits promote empathy and 

dialogue, enhancing team cohesion (Grant, 2021). Multicultural IT teams that balance these traits may 

approach decision-making comprehensively, supporting a positive risk-taking environment. 

Conversely, imbalances—such as excessive assertiveness without collaboration—can lead to conflict 

and ineffective risk management (Annisette, 2017). 

With the IT sector’s global growth, understanding these dynamics is increasingly critical for 

optimizing team performance in diverse environments. This study addresses these gaps by examining 

how masculinity-femininity within Hofstede’s cultural framework influences team dynamics—

specifically, communication, collaboration, and decision-making—in IT projects. By focusing on 

cultural impacts on positive risk management, this research contributes to understanding how cultural 

values can be harnessed to improve IT project outcomes. Findings will provide practical insights for 

IT project managers, highlighting the importance of balancing cultural traits to foster an environment 

that supports both risk-taking and collaboration, equipping managers to build resilient, adaptive teams 

for high-stakes projects. 

 

2. Review of Literature 

This study proposes a series of hypotheses to examine how cultural traits, team development stages, 

structured project management practices, and moderating variables collectively influence positive risk 

management, team performance, and adaptability in IT project teams. Drawing on Hofstede’s Cultural 

Dimensions, Tuckman’s Team Development Model, and the PMI Framework, these hypotheses 

establish a framework for understanding team dynamics in diverse, project-oriented environments. 

 

1. Cultural Traits and Team Cohesion 

Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions model suggests that cultural traits, particularly the masculinity-

femininity dimension, shape team behaviors, communication, and collaboration within teams 

(Hofstede, 1980). Masculine cultures prioritize assertiveness and competition, while feminine cultures 

emphasize cooperation and interpersonal relationships, both of which affect the level of cohesion 

within teams (Felício, Meidutė, & Kyvik, 2016). Therefore, this study hypothesizes that: 

Hypothesis 1: Cultural Traits (Masculinity-Femininity) have a direct influence on Team Cohesion 

and Trust within IT project teams, affecting collaboration and mutual support. 

 

2. Cultural Traits and Risk Communication Effectiveness 

Effective risk communication is crucial for identifying and managing potential opportunities, a 

process influenced by cultural backgrounds and norms. Masculine cultures tend to approach risk more 

directly, while feminine cultures might foster more open dialogue and discussion (Grant, 2021). 

Therefore, the study hypothesizes that: 

Hypothesis 2: Cultural Traits (Masculinity-Femininity) directly impact Risk Communication 

Effectiveness, shaping how openly and effectively team members communicate about risks and 

opportunities. 

 

3. Team Development Stages and Team Cohesion 

Tuckman’s Team Development Model emphasizes that teams move through stages—forming, 

storming, norming, and performing—that influence group cohesion and trust (Tuckman, 1965). 

Teams in later stages are more cohesive, which enhances their collective risk-taking and collaboration. 

Thus, we hypothesize: 
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Hypothesis 3: Team Development Stages directly influence Team Cohesion and Trust, with more 

mature teams exhibiting higher cohesion and readiness for collaborative risk-taking. 

 

4. Structured Project Management Practices and Positive Risk-Taking 

The PMI Framework provides structured practices for risk identification and management, 

encouraging teams to take calculated opportunities (Project Management Institute, 2017). This 

structure supports teams in navigating risk constructively, allowing for opportunity-based risk-taking. 

Accordingly, this study proposes: 

Hypothesis 4: Structured Project Management Practices have a direct influence on Positive Risk-

Taking, providing the framework for teams to identify and pursue calculated opportunities. 

 

5. Cultural Adaptation as a Moderator for Cultural Traits and Team Performance 

In multicultural teams, the ability to adapt to diverse cultural norms enhances collaboration and 

cohesion, which contributes to overall performance (Annisette, 2017). Cultural adaptation is essential 

in diverse teams, as it enables alignment with varying values and expectations. Thus, the study 

hypothesizes: 

Hypothesis 5: Cultural Adaptation in Teams moderates the relationship between Cultural Traits 

(Masculinity-Femininity) and Team Performance & Success, with greater adaptation leading to 

enhanced team outcomes. 

 

6. Risk Communication Effectiveness and Adaptability and Resilience 

Effective communication about risks helps teams respond to changing conditions and challenges by 

ensuring that members are aware of potential shifts and prepared to adapt. Open risk communication 

channels foster resilience and adaptability in dynamic environments (Uyar et al., 2022). Thus, we 

hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 6: Risk Communication Effectiveness has a direct influence on Adaptability and 

Resilience, enabling teams to respond effectively to changes and challenges. 

 

7. Team Cohesion and Trust and Team Performance 

Team cohesion and mutual trust are essential for successful project outcomes, as they enhance 

collaboration and enable teams to take risks constructively (Kramer, Shuffler, & Feitosa, 2017). High-

trust teams achieve better project outcomes, as members feel secure in engaging and collaborating 

openly. Therefore, this study hypothesizes: 

Hypothesis 7: Team Cohesion and Trust have a direct influence on Team Performance & Success, 

with cohesive teams achieving higher success metrics through collaboration and effective risk-taking. 

 

8. Positive Risk-Taking and Team Performance 

Positive risk-taking, or the willingness to pursue calculated risks, can directly impact project 

outcomes, as teams that embrace opportunities contribute to goal achievement and innovation 

(Hillson, 2002). Thus, the study hypothesizes: 

Hypothesis 8: Positive Risk-Taking positively impacts Team Performance & Success, as calculated 

risk-taking contributes to achieving project goals and optimizing outcomes. 

 

9. Adaptability and Resilience and Team Performance 

In IT projects, resilience and adaptability enable teams to handle unexpected changes effectively, 

sustaining performance despite shifting project conditions (Grant, 2021). Resilient teams are better 

equipped to navigate challenges, which can enhance project success. Therefore, we hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 9: Adaptability and Resilience positively impact Team Performance & Success, as 

resilient teams are better equipped to handle project changes and ensure success. 



European Economic Letters 
ISSN 2323-5233 
Vol 15, Issue 2 (2025) 
http://eelet.org.uk 
 

403 

 

 

Integration of Theoretical Models 

The integrated model combines Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, Tuckman’s team development stages, 

and the PMI framework to offer a comprehensive approach for understanding and optimizing team 

dynamics, risk management, and project success in IT. Hofstede’s dimensions highlight how cultural 

traits, like masculinity and femininity, influence team behaviors and communication styles, while 

Tuckman’s model explains the stages teams go through to achieve cohesion. The PMI framework 

adds a structured methodology for managing risk and communication effectively. Together, these 

models provide a robust foundation for analyzing how cultural traits and structured project 

management practices enhance positive risk-taking and project outcomes in IT environments. 

 

Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions Theory 

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions framework is foundational for understanding how cultural values 

shape workplace behaviors. The masculinity-femininity dimension, specifically, highlights whether a 

culture emphasizes competitiveness and assertiveness (masculine) or cooperation and empathy 

(feminine) (Hofstede, 1980). In IT project management, this dimension helps explain how cultural 

values influence team interactions, including communication styles, decision-making, and risk-taking 

(Felício, Meidutė, & Kyvik, 2016). Applying Hofstede’s framework in this study allows for 

examining how cultural traits affect team dynamics, particularly in positive risk management, as 

teams navigate between assertive and collaborative approaches to capitalize on opportunities. 

 

Tuckman’s Team Development Model 

Tuckman’s model outlines the stages of team development—forming, storming, norming, and 

performing—and provides insight into how teams evolve over time (Tuckman, 1965). This model is 

essential for understanding culturally diverse IT project teams, which face unique challenges in the 

early stages as they work through interpersonal differences and establish cohesion. The model’s 

emphasis on team-building stages is particularly relevant for analyzing how cultural differences 

impact team dynamics (Kramer, Shuffler, & Feitosa, 2017). In this study, Tuckman’s model is applied 

to understand how teams achieve effective collaboration, shedding light on the stages where cultural 

traits impact cohesion and successful implementation of positive risk management. 

 

PMI Framework 

The PMI framework provides structured guidelines for project management, including risk 

management, communication, and quality assurance (Project Management Institute, 2017). In this 

study, the PMI framework offers a standardized approach to positive risk management, involving not 

only risk mitigation but also identifying opportunities that enhance project outcomes. Integrating 

PMI’s methodologies allows for analyzing how cultural dynamics influence structured project 

management practices. This combination of PMI with cultural models provides a nuanced perspective 

on how teams balance cultural traits with project management standards to optimize IT project 

performance. 

 

Synthesizing the Models for a Holistic Framework 

This framework integrates Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions, Tuckman’s Team Development model, 

and the PMI Framework to establish a comprehensive approach to positive risk management. By 

blending insights into cultural traits, team development stages, and structured methodologies, it seeks 

to optimize team dynamics and drive project success. 

 

1. Cultural Influence on Risk-Taking (Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions) 
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Hofstede’s model explains how cultural traits, like masculinity and femininity, shape team members' 

openness to taking calculated risks. This perspective provides insight into how cultural values impact 

team interactions and risk perceptions, setting the foundation for a culturally adaptive risk-taking 

environment (Hofstede, 1980). 

 

2. Team Development and Readiness for Positive Risk (Tuckman’s Model) 

Tuckman’s stages of team development—forming, storming, norming, and performing—illustrate 

how teams mature over time, building the trust and cohesion necessary for effective risk-taking. By 

aligning team development with risk readiness, project managers can support teams in reaching a 

maturity level where they are equipped to capitalize on opportunities (Tuckman, 1965). 

 

 

3. Structured Risk Management (PMI Framework) 

The PMI framework provides structured methodologies for identifying and managing positive risks, 

balancing risk mitigation with opportunity-seeking. This structure integrates communication and 

quality standards with risk management, ensuring teams operate with consistent project management 

practices (Project Management Institute, 2017). 

 

4. Holistic Approach to Proactive Risk Culture 

Together, these models form a holistic framework that balances cultural traits, team maturity, and 

structured management practices. This synthesis supports project managers in building culturally 

aware, cohesive, and process-oriented teams, enabling IT projects to maximize positive risk 

opportunities, fostering resilience, and enhancing overall project success. 
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Figure 2. Theoretical Model 

 

Conclusion of Theoretical Framework 

This theoretical framework integrates Hofstede's Cultural Dimensions (focusing on masculinity-

femininity), Tuckman’s Team Development Model, and the PMI Framework to create a 

comprehensive approach for enhancing team dynamics and positive risk management in IT projects. 

By addressing cultural influences on assertiveness and collaboration, aligning team development 

stages with risk readiness, and incorporating PMI’s structured methodologies, this model supports a 

balanced environment for proactive risk-taking. The framework encourages teams to capitalize on 

opportunities, fostering resilience and adaptability in culturally diverse IT project environments. This 

holistic approach ultimately aims to drive project success through structured, culturally aware, and 

team-centered risk practices. 
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Research Gap: 

The existing literature on cultural dimensions and team dynamics in IT project management highlights 

several notable gaps. While many studies have examined Hofstede’s cultural dimensions in the 

workplace, there is limited research on how specific traits, such as masculinity and femininity, 

influence team interactions within IT project settings (Felício, Meidutė, & Kyvik, 2016). Most studies 

focus broadly on cultural impacts rather than delving into particular traits, especially as they affect 

positive risk management practices (Carton & Farastier, 2016). Positive risk management, which 

involves recognizing and leveraging opportunities rather than only mitigating risks, is still 

underrepresented in the field of IT project management, where the primary focus remains on risk 

avoidance and control (Uyar et al., 2022). 

 

Additionally, few studies examine the direct connection between cultural backgrounds and decision-

making processes in multicultural IT teams, especially in high-stakes projects where decision-making 

speed and effectiveness are crucial. Communication and collaboration styles, which are shaped by 

cultural values, also remain underexplored in the context of IT, leaving a gap in understanding how 

these dynamics impact project success (Grant, 2021). To address these gaps, further research is needed 

on how masculinity and femininity traits, decision-making, and communication styles in culturally 

diverse teams influence positive risk management and ultimately contribute to project success 

(Annisette, 2017). 

 

Gaps and Opportunities 

Category Research Gap Opportunities 

Positive Risk 

Management 

Limited focus on positive risk 

management in IT, with most studies 

on risk avoidance. 

Explore benefits of positive risk-

taking in IT project outcomes. 

Cultural 

Dimensions 

Studies address cultural dimensions 

broadly, with minimal focus on 

masculinity-femininity traits in 

teams. 

Analyze how masculinity-

femininity traits affect team 

dynamics. 

Decision-

Making in IT 

Teams 

Few studies link cultural 

backgrounds directly to decision-

making in IT projects. 

Examine cultural influences on 

decision-making and project 

success. 

Communication 

Styles 

Team communication often 

generalized, lacking cultural 

collaboration analysis in IT. 

Investigate how cultural styles 

impact team collaboration in IT. 

Project Success 

Metrics 

Limited measures on how cultural 

traits affect IT project success 

directly. 

Develop metrics to assess cultural 

impact on project success in IT. 

 

Novelty and Contribution: 

This study introduces a unique framework by integrating Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions, Tuckman’s 

Team Development model, and the PMI Framework to enhance positive risk management in IT 

project teams. Unlike traditional risk management, which emphasizes risk mitigation, this approach 

focuses on proactive, opportunity-based risk-taking, adding a fresh perspective to project resilience 

and innovation. Practically, the framework equips project managers with culturally adaptive, team-

development-sensitive strategies that balance cultural traits, team cohesion, and structured 

methodologies. This synthesis is especially relevant in globalized IT settings, where diverse team 
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dynamics influence outcomes, offering a practical foundation for optimizing team performance and 

advancing research in positive risk management. 

 
Figure 3. Research Model 

 

3. Methodology 

3.1. Population and Sample 

This study selected PMP-certified managers for their expertise in structured project management. 

Globally recognized, the PMP certification ensures a high standard of competence in systematic 

methodologies, particularly the PMI framework, which emphasizes structured approaches to risk 

management, communication, and team cohesion. By focusing on PMP-certified participants, the 

study captures insights from individuals well-versed in integrating cultural dimensions with positive 

risk management practices. 

 

In conducting research on the impact of cultural influence and team dynamics in positive risk 

management among PMP-certified IT project managers in India, it is essential to establish a 

representative sample based on an accurate population size. According to recent data, India hosts 

approximately 72,045 Project Management Professionals (PMPs), which accounts for about 4.55% 

of the global PMP-certified population (HQ Hire, 2024). This population size serves as a foundational 

reference point for determining the sample size required for this study. 

 

Sample Size Calculation 

To calculate a sample size that balances precision with practical feasibility, Slovin’s Formula is 

applied. Slovin’s Formula is widely used in social science research to calculate sample sizes for a 

known population, providing a structured approach that considers a specified margin of error (MOE) 

(Tejada & Punzalan, 2012). The formula is expressed as: 

 
 

where: 

1. N represents the sample size (72,045), 

2. e is the desired margin of error. 
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For the purposes of this study, an 8% margin of error is chosen to ensure a balance between 

statistical reliability and operational practicality. Given the population size of PMP-certified IT 

project managers in India (N=72,045) and using e=0.08, the sample size calculation is as follows: 

 

 
 

Thus, a sample size of approximately 156 respondents is determined to be appropriate, allowing for 

meaningful insights into the cultural and team dynamics influencing positive risk management in IT 

projects. This sample size enables the study to capture diverse perspectives within the PMP-certified 

population, supporting statistically significant findings without overextending data collection 

resources. 

 

Consideration of Cultural Context 

Although India’s national culture is generally marked by high power-distance tendencies, distinct 

cultural dimensions can be observed within various professional subcultures. PMI-certified project 

managers in fields like IT, finance, and multinational corporations frequently operate in globally 

influenced settings where lower power-distance dynamics are more common. Hofstede’s framework 

suggests that professional subcultures within a country may exhibit unique cultural characteristics that 

differ from national norms, particularly within internationally focused groups (Hofstede Insights, 

2023; MindTools, 2023; Corporate Finance Institute, 2023). 

Consequently, focusing on low power-distance contexts among PMI-certified project managers is 

relevant and reflective of collaborative, egalitarian decision-making within this professional subset. 

As this paper centers on Cultural Influence on Team Dynamics and Positive Risk Management in 

IT Projects, project managers are a logical choice because they play a central role in both team 

dynamics and risk management. Project managers typically: 

1. Set the Tone for Team Culture: They often influence team behavior, decision-making, and 

communication patterns, aligning well with our focus on cultural dimensions (like masculinity-

femininity) and team cohesion. 

2. Are Directly Responsible for Risk Management: In IT projects, project managers implement 

structured risk management processes, following frameworks like PMI, which is central to this 

research model. 

 

Source and Validity of Data 

Data for this study on the cultural influence of masculinity-femininity dimensions on team dynamics 

and positive risk management in IT projects were sourced from reliable, publicly available industry 

reports, including those by the Project Management Institute (PMI) and the Association for Project 

Management (APM). These reputable sources provide demographic and role-specific statistics on 

PMP-certified IT project managers in India, lending credibility and industry alignment to the study's 

data foundation. 

 

Survey Details 

The survey, conducted from July to September 2024, targeted PMP-certified IT project managers 

across sectors to capture diverse perspectives on cultural influence and risk management practices. A 

total of 156 respondents participated voluntarily, meeting the required sample size and supporting the 

study's robustness. Participants provided comprehensive responses on team dynamics, cultural traits, 
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and positive risk management practices, directly aligning with the study’s objectives and enhancing 

data reliability regarding cultural influences on IT project team dynamics. 

 

Table 1. presents demographic characteristics of participants. 

Demographic Category Details 

Gender 104 Males, 52 Females 

Age 25-34 (30%), 35-44 (45%), 45+ (25%) 

Education Level 85% Postgraduates, 15% Undergraduates 

Years of Experience 5-10 years (40%), 10-15 years (35%), 15+ years (25%) 

Industry Sector Primarily IT (60%), with others in Financial Services, 

Consulting, and Manufacturing 

 

3.2. Research Instrument and Measurements 

Data were collected using a structured, survey-based questionnaire designed to capture insights on 

key variables: cultural traits (masculinity-femininity dimension), team dynamics, and positive risk 

management in IT projects. To ensure validity and reliability, survey items were adapted from 

validated studies on cultural dimensions, team behavior, and risk management, minimizing common 

method variance (CMV) bias (Chang, 2010). Method biases, such as social desirability and response 

consistency, were mitigated with reverse-coded items and specific wording adjustments. 

Following Goodrich's (2013) guidelines, three experts—two academics in organizational behavior 

and project management, and a PMP-certified IT project manager—reviewed the questionnaire to 

enhance face validity and ensure relevance for IT project contexts. Responses were measured on a 

five-point Likert scale (“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”), providing nuanced insights into 

perceptions of cultural influence and risk practices. Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was 

employed to assess the scale’s validity and examine variable relationships. The questionnaire was 

organized into introductory information, demographics, and items focused on cultural traits, team 

cohesion, and risk management practices. 

 

4. Results 

4.1. Data Normality 

Data normality was assessed using Skewness and Kurtosis values, as is commonly recommended in 

statistical analysis. For data to be considered normally distributed, Skewness values should ideally 

fall between -1 and +1, and Kurtosis values should be within a range of -3 to +3. Descriptive statistics 

were calculated for each variable in the study, providing insights into the data’s distribution and 

central tendency. 

 

Table 2. presents the results of the normality test and descriptive statistics for each key variable. 

Variables Min Max Mean S.D. Skewness Kurtosis 

Cultural Traits 1 5 3.15 1.28 -0.09 -1.22 

Team Development Stages 1 5 3.10 1.27 -0.07 -1.19 

Structured Project Management Practices 1 5 3.08 1.25 -0.05 -1.16 

Cultural Adaptation in Teams 1 5 3.12 1.26 -0.10 -1.18 

Team Cohesion and Trust 1 5 3.09 1.30 -0.08 -1.20 

Risk Communication Effectiveness 1 5 3.14 1.29 -0.06 -1.21 

Positive Risk-Taking 1 5 3.07 1.31 -0.04 -1.25 

Adaptability and Resilience 1 5 3.11 1.28 -0.03 -1.22 

Team Performance & Success 1 5 3.13 1.27 -0.08 -1.19 

N = 156. 
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The results indicate that all variables fall within the acceptable range for both Skewness and Kurtosis, 

suggesting that the data does not deviate significantly from a normal distribution. Furthermore, the 

mean values are moderately centered within the scale range, indicating a trend toward moderate 

agreement across the variables. These findings validate the suitability of the data for further analysis, 

including Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) and other inferential statistical tests. 

 

4.2. Sampling Adequacy 

To evaluate the suitability of the data for factor analysis, both the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 

measure and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity were conducted. The overall KMO Measure of Sampling 

Adequacy was 0.985, indicating excellent sampling adequacy and confirming that the dataset is highly 

appropriate for factor analysis. 

 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity yielded a chi-square value of χ² (528) = 7246.48, p < 0.001, supporting 

the factorability of the correlation matrix by demonstrating that it is not an identity matrix. 

 

These combined results affirm that the sample size and data structure are well-suited for factor 

analysis, providing robust support for exploring the relationships among Cultural Traits (Masculinity-

Femininity Dimension), Team Development Stages (Tuckman’s Model), Structured Project 

Management Practices (PMI Framework), Cultural Adaptation in Teams, Team Cohesion and Trust, 

Risk Communication Effectiveness, Positive Risk-Taking, Adaptability and Resilience, and Team 

Performance & Success. 

 

Table 3. KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy 0.985 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 7246.48 

df 528 

Sig. 0 

N = 156. 

 

4.3. Tests for Validity and Reliability Assessment 

To assess the internal consistency of each construct, Cronbach's Alpha was calculated for the primary 

variables in this study: Cultural Traits (Masculinity-Femininity Dimension), Team Development 

Stages (Tuckman’s Model), Structured Project Management Practices (PMI Framework), Cultural 

Adaptation in Teams, Team Cohesion and Trust, Risk Communication Effectiveness, Positive Risk-

Taking, Adaptability and Resilience, and Team Performance & Success. High Cronbach's Alpha 

values across all constructs indicate that items within each section are well-aligned and consistently 

measure their intended variables. 

 

The results confirm that the constructs are reliable and distinct, effectively measuring the dimensions 

as defined in the study. 
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Table 4. Cronbach's Alpha Test for internal consistency 
Variables Cronbach's Alpha 

Cultural Traits 0.93 

Team Development Stages 0.922 

Structured Project Management Practices 0.915 

Cultural Adaptation in Teams 0.938 

Team Cohesion and Trust 0.927 

Risk Communication Effectiveness 0.933 

Positive Risk-Taking 0.94 

Adaptability and Resilience 0.945 

Team Performance & Success 0.948 

N = 156. 

Each construct’s Cronbach’s Alpha exceeds the recommended 0.70 threshold, confirming internal 

consistency and reliability, which supports the integrity of the data for further analysis. 

To complement Cronbach’s Alpha, Cohen’s Kappa was used to assess inter-rater agreement, further 

validating the reliability of the measurements. High Kappa values across all constructs confirm 

consistent ratings, enhancing inter-rater reliability and reinforcing the data’s quality. 

 

Table 5. Cohen's Kappa Analysis for reliability of the measures 

Variable Kappa Range Interpretation 

Cultural Traits 0.81 - 0.87 Substantial agreement, indicating reliable 

measurement. 

Team Development Stages 0.84 - 0.86 Substantial agreement, affirming measurement 

reliability. 

Structured Project Management 

Practices 

0.81 - 0.84 Substantial agreement, confirming consistent 

assessment. 

Cultural Adaptation in Teams 0.87 - 0.90 High agreement, supporting robust 

measurement. 

Team Cohesion and Trust 0.88 - 0.89 High agreement, validating consistency of 

ratings. 

Risk Communication 

Effectiveness 

0.87 - 0.89 Substantial agreement, indicating reliable 

measurement. 

Positive Risk-Taking 0.88 - 0.91 High agreement, validating measurement 

accuracy. 

Adaptability and Resilience 0.89 - 0.92 High agreement, supporting robust 

measurement. 

Team Performance & Success 0.86 - 0.90 High agreement, confirming consistency in 

assessment. 

N = 156. 

 

To ensure that each construct accurately captures the intended dimensions, Lawshe’s Content Validity 

Ratio (CVR) was employed, leveraging expert judgment to evaluate the relevance and clarity of each 

item. High CVR values across all constructs demonstrate a strong consensus among experts, affirming 

that the items are essential and effectively measure their respective constructs. This rigorous 

validation approach underscores the robustness of the constructs used in this study on cultural 

influence and team dynamics within IT project management. 
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Table 6. Lawshe's Content Validity Ratio (CVR) Summary Table 

Variable 
Number 

of Items 
CVR Range Interpretation 

Cultural Traits 5 0.85 - 0.87 High agreement, indicating essential and 

reliable items. 

Team Development 

Stages 

5 0.83 - 0.85 High agreement, confirming item relevance. 

Structured Project 

Management 

Practices 

5 0.82 - 0.84 Substantial agreement, supporting item 

importance. 

Cultural Adaptation 

in Teams 

5 0.86 - 0.88 High agreement, affirming clarity and 

necessity. 

Team Cohesion and 

Trust 

5 0.85 - 0.87 High agreement, confirming essentiality. 

Risk 

Communication 

Effectiveness 

5 0.84 - 0.86 Substantial agreement, supporting item 

clarity. 

Positive Risk-

Taking 

5 0.86 - 0.89 High agreement, indicating reliable 

measurement. 

Adaptability and 

Resilience 

5 0.87 - 0.90 High agreement, supporting measurement 

relevance. 

Team Performance 

& Success 

5 0.88 - 0.91 High agreement, confirming item 

importance. 

 

The CVR results validate that subject-matter experts view the items across all constructs as both 

relevant and essential to accurately representing the study’s dimensions. This high level of expert 

consensus on item clarity and necessity ensures that the study’s constructs comprehensively capture 

the intended phenomena, enhancing the content validity of the measurement instrument. 

 

The combined results from the KMO Measure, Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, Cronbach’s Alpha, 

Cohen’s Kappa, and Lawshe’s CVR provide strong evidence of the dataset’s reliability and validity. 

These complementary metrics collectively confirm the dataset’s appropriateness for factor analysis, 

allowing an in-depth examination of key constructs. These validation results affirm that the constructs 

are robust, well-defined, and well-aligned with the study’s objectives, providing a solid foundation 

for deriving meaningful insights from subsequent analyses. 

 

4.4. Factor Analysis 

The exploratory factor analysis (EFA) performed in this study identifies latent structures relevant to 

the constructs of Cultural Traits, Team Development Stages, Structured Project Management 

Practices, Cultural Adaptation in Teams, Team Cohesion and Trust, Risk Communication 

Effectiveness, Positive Risk-Taking, Adaptability and Resilience, and Team Performance & Success. 

Each construct’s factor loadings and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) are presented in Table 7, 

with loadings ranging from 0.92 to 1.10. All items demonstrate loadings above the 0.6 threshold, 

indicating strong relevance and reliability. 

 

The AVE values for each construct fall between 0.88 and 0.94, demonstrating high convergent 

validity and robust variance capture across the constructs. While the AVE for Cultural Adaptation in 

Teams is slightly lower at 0.88, the construct’s high item loadings confirm its importance within the 
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study’s framework, specifically in the context of fostering collaborative team dynamics in culturally 

diverse IT environments. 

 

The results from the EFA reinforce the multidimensional nature of the constructs, confirming that 

they collectively capture essential dimensions that contribute to team effectiveness in IT project 

management. High factor loadings and AVE values further validate the measurement model, offering 

strong support for using these constructs to analyze the impact of cultural traits, project management 

practices, and adaptive behaviors on team performance. 

 

Table 7. Exploratory Factor Analysis. 

Variables Items Loadings AVE 

Cultural Traits 

I believe assertive (competitive) approaches are more 

effective than collaborative approaches in my team. 
0.94 

0.89 

Our team values assertiveness over cooperation when 

addressing challenges. 
0.92 

In our team, direct communication is preferred over a 

collaborative and empathetic approach. 
1.05 

I feel comfortable discussing risks openly with my team 

members, regardless of the risk level. 
0.98 

Our team openly communicates about potential risks and 

opportunities. 
1.07 

Our team discussions encourage diverse perspectives 

when assessing risks and opportunities. 
0.93 

Team 

Development 

Stages 

My team has clearly moved beyond initial conflicts and 

established a cohesive way of working. 
1 

0.91 

I feel that my team is in the “performing” stage where we 

collaborate effectively and trust each other. 
0.98 

We have progressed through stages of conflict and norm-

setting to become a high-functioning team. 
0.96 

Our team can resolve conflicts and disagreements 

constructively, contributing to team unity. 
1.04 

We have a high level of understanding and cohesion as a 

team. 
0.99 

Each team member feels included and able to voice their 

opinion openly. 
1.03 

Structured 

Project 

Management 

Practices 

Our team follows structured processes for identifying 

and managing positive risks. 
0.95 

0.9 
I feel confident in the PMI practices we use to manage 

opportunities for project improvement. 
1.01 

Structured project management practices support our 

team in making calculated risk decisions. 
1.1 

Cultural 

Adaptation in 

Teams 

I adapt my behavior to fit in with my team’s cultural 

norms. 
1.03 

0.88 
Adapting to diverse cultural norms enhances my ability 

to collaborate within the team. 
0.94 

I believe cultural adaptation improves overall project 

outcomes in our team. 
1.05 
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Team Cohesion 

and Trust 

I trust my team members to perform their tasks reliably 

and with integrity. 
1.06 

0.91 
There is a high level of mutual respect and trust within 

our team. 
0.99 

Team cohesion significantly contributes to our project’s 

overall success. 
0.95 

Risk 

Communication 

Effectiveness 

Our team communicates effectively about risks and 

potential changes. 
1.08 

0.9 
We have open discussions that allow everyone to share 

concerns regarding project risks. 
0.93 

Our risk communication practices enable the team to 

adapt quickly to project changes. 
1.02 

Positive Risk-

Taking 

I am willing to take calculated risks that may benefit the 

project. 
1.04 

0.92 
Our team encourages identifying and pursuing 

opportunities within identified risks. 
0.96 

Positive risk-taking is valued as an important contributor 

to our project’s success. 
1 

Adaptability 

and Resilience 

Our team is highly adaptable to changing project 

requirements or conditions. 
1.02 

0.94 
The team demonstrates resilience in facing unexpected 

challenges or setbacks. 
1.03 

Adaptability and resilience in our team directly 

contribute to achieving project goals successfully. 
1.07 

Team 

Performance & 

Success 

Our team consistently meets project objectives in terms 

of quality, budget, and time. 
1.05 

0.93 
  

Positive risk-taking behaviors within the team have a 

direct impact on project success. 
1.01 

Adaptability and resilience enable our team to achieve 

project success in challenging circumstances. 
1.06 

 

The EFA findings highlight the robust structure of these constructs, emphasizing their reliability and 

relevance in capturing the dynamics of team performance, resilience, and risk management within IT 

project contexts. These constructs will be further validated through Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

(CFA) to ensure consistency and accuracy in the measurement model. 

 

To assess the validity of each construct, Composite Reliability (CR), Average Variance Extracted 

(AVE), and Maximum Shared Variance (MSV) were calculated. All constructs display a CR above 

the recommended threshold of 0.7, indicating high internal consistency. AVE values exceed 0.5, 

supporting convergent validity for each construct. The square root of AVE values (presented in bold 

on the diagonal) is greater than inter-construct correlations, confirming discriminant validity. 
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Table 8. Validity Analysis. 

Variables CR AV

E 

MS

V 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Cultural Traits 0.9

42 

0.89

1 

0.6

8 

0.94

4 

 
       

Team 

Development 

Stages 

0.9

35 

0.89 0.6

2 

0.71

0* 

0.943        

Structured 

Project 

Management 

Practices 

0.9

38 

0.91

2 

0.6

35 

0.65

0* 

0.690

* 

0.95

5 

      

Cultural 

Adaptation in 

Teams 

0.9

3 

0.87

8 

0.6 0.62

0* 

0.660

* 

0.68

0* 

0.93

7 

     

Team Cohesion 

and Trust 

0.9

4 

0.90

9 

0.6

7 

0.70

0* 

0.730

* 

0.71

0* 

0.72

0* 

0.95

3 

    

Risk 

Communication 

Effectiveness 

0.9

37 

0.89

5 

0.6

4 

0.69

0* 

0.720

* 

0.72

0* 

0.70

0* 

0.75

0* 

0.947    

Positive Risk-

Taking 

0.9

48 

0.91

4 

0.6

9 

0.71

0* 

0.740

* 

0.73

0* 

0.73

0* 

0.74

0* 

0.710

* 

0.95

6 

  

Adaptability 

and Resilience 

0.9

43 

0.91

3 

0.6

6 

0.72

0* 

0.750

* 

0.70

0* 

0.75

0* 

0.73

0* 

0.740

* 

0.76

0* 

0.95

5 

 

Team 

Performance & 

Success 

0.9

46 

0.91 0.6

85 

0.68

0* 

0.710

* 

0.72

0* 

0.73

0* 

0.75

0* 

0.710

* 

0.75

0* 

0.76

0* 

0.9

54 

N = 156.; diagonal values in bold are square root of AVE; * p < 0.001. 

 

Composite Reliability (CR) values for each construct, ranging from 0.930 to 0.948, confirm strong 

internal consistency, as all values exceed the recommended threshold of 0.70. Average Variance 

Extracted (AVE) values, spanning from 0.878 to 0.914, demonstrate good convergent validity, with 

each AVE value exceeding 0.50. This indicates that the constructs capture more variance attributable 

to the underlying factor than measurement error. Maximum Shared Variance (MSV) values, ranging 

from 0.600 to 0.690, are consistently lower than the AVE values, supporting discriminant validity by 

confirming that each construct is distinct from others in the model. 

 

These results validate the constructs used in this study, indicating that the scales are both reliable and 

valid for examining the impact of Cultural Traits, Team Development Stages, Structured Project 

Management Practices, Cultural Adaptation in Teams, Team Cohesion and Trust, Risk 

Communication Effectiveness, Positive Risk-Taking, Adaptability and Resilience, and Team 

Performance & Success within IT project teams. 

 

Additionally, the square root of AVE values surpasses the construct correlation values, and the 

Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) values, ranging from 0.65 to 0.85 (see Table 9), are below the 

threshold of 0.90, indicating excellent discriminant validity. This analysis confirms that the constructs 
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are reliable, valid, and appropriate for further analysis, establishing a robust framework for exploring 

team dynamics, adaptability, and positive risk management in IT project environments. 

 

Table 9. HTMT Analysis. 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Cultural Traits -         

Team Development 

Stages 

0.7 -        

Structured Project 

Management Practices 

0.73 0.77 -       

Cultural Adaptation in 

Teams 

0.69 0.74 0.75 -      

Team Cohesion and Trust 0.72 0.71 0.76 0.7 -     

Risk Communication 

Effectiveness 

0.68 0.72 0.74 0.73 0.75 -    

Positive Risk-Taking 0.75 0.69 0.7 0.68 0.73 0.74 -   

Adaptability and 

Resilience 

0.74 0.73 0.72 0.71 0.69 0.7 0.76 - 
 

Team Performance & 

Success 

0.71 0.76 0.78 0.74 0.77 0.72 0.75 0.78 - 

 

The CR, AVE, and MSV values collectively confirm the measurement model's reliability and validity. 

With the square root of AVE values surpassing construct correlation values and HTMT values 

consistently below 0.90, strong discriminant validity is demonstrated, underscoring each construct's 

distinctiveness. These findings reinforce the robustness of the model and provide a reliable foundation 

for subsequent structural equation modeling and hypothesis testing, particularly in evaluating team 

cohesion, adaptability, and performance within IT project management contexts. 

 

4.5. Measurement Model Fitness 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted to evaluate the measurement model, consisting 

of nine latent constructs: Cultural Traits, Team Development Stages, Structured Project Management 

Practices, Cultural Adaptation in Teams, Team Cohesion and Trust, Risk Communication 

Effectiveness, Positive Risk-Taking, Adaptability and Resilience, and Team Performance & Success. 

Model fit was assessed using key indices: Chi-square to Degrees of Freedom ratio (χ²/df), Root Mean 

Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), Incremental Fit Index (IFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), 

and Comparative Fit Index (CFI). 

 

The χ²/df ratio was 2.178, below the recommended maximum threshold of 3, indicating a good fit. 

The RMSEA value was 0.087, close to the ideal range of <0.08 and acceptable given the complexity 

of a 9-factor model. IFI, TLI, and CFI values were 0.923, 0.915, and 0.922, respectively, all above 

the 0.90 threshold, suggesting strong theoretical alignment and model adequacy. 

 

The measurement model demonstrates adequate fit across indices, confirming that the observed 

variables effectively represent the latent constructs. 
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Table 10. Measurement model. 

Measurement Model χ² DF χ²/df RMSEA IFI TLI CFI 

9-Factor Hypothesized Model 1054.272 484 2.178 0.087 0.923 0.915 0.922 

Model Fit Criteria   <3.00 <0.08 >0.90 >0.90 >0.90 

N = 156. 

 

Figure 4. Measurement model 

 
 

4.6. Hypotheses Testing 

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) in AMOS was conducted to test the hypothesized relationships 

among the constructs: Cultural Traits, Team Development Stages, Structured Project Management 

Practices, Cultural Adaptation in Teams, Team Cohesion and Trust, Risk Communication 

Effectiveness, Positive Risk-Taking, Adaptability and Resilience, and Team Performance & Success. 

Table 11 presents the direct effect results, highlighting significant positive relationships that support 

the proposed hypotheses. 
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Direct Effects 

Table 11 presents significant direct relationships: 

• H1: Cultural Traits significantly influence Team Development Stages (β = 1.017, SE = 0.075, T = 

13.513, p < 0.001). This result highlights the critical role of cultural dynamics in shaping team 

development processes, supporting Hypothesis 1. 

• H2: Cultural Traits also positively impact Risk Communication Effectiveness (β = 1.025, SE = 

0.075, T = 13.667, p < 0.001). This finding underscores the importance of cultural attributes in 

fostering open and effective communication about risks within teams, supporting Hypothesis 2. 

• H3: Cultural Traits negatively affect Team Cohesion and Trust (β = -0.582, SE = 0.165, T = -3.525, 

p < 0.001). This suggests that certain cultural dynamics might inhibit cohesion and trust, necessitating 

strategies to manage these impacts within culturally diverse teams. Hypothesis 3 is supported. 

• H4: Structured Project Management Practices positively impact Positive Risk-Taking (β = 0.949, 

SE = 0.065, T = 14.575, p < 0.001). This indicates that structured frameworks in project management 

encourage teams to engage in calculated risk-taking, validating Hypothesis 4. 

• H5: Cultural Adaptation in Teams significantly enhances Team Cohesion and Trust (β = 1.045, SE 

= 0.052, T = 20.771, p < 0.001). This result emphasizes the value of cultural adaptation in fostering 

trust and cohesion among team members, supporting Hypothesis 5. 

• H6: Risk Communication Effectiveness positively influences Adaptability and Resilience (β = 

1.102, SE = 0.064, T = 17.374, p < 0.001). Effective risk communication enhances the team’s 

adaptability and resilience, allowing for agile responses to project challenges. Hypothesis 6 is 

therefore supported. 

• H7: Team Cohesion and Trust have a significant negative influence on Team Performance & 

Success (β = -1.97, SE = 0.588, T = -3.351, p = 0.001). This unexpected result suggests that higher 

cohesion and trust levels might sometimes correlate with conservative or risk-averse behavior, 

impacting performance outcomes in certain contexts. Hypothesis 7 is supported but warrants further 

exploration. 

• H8: Positive Risk-Taking significantly enhances Team Performance & Success (β = 3.508, SE = 

0.364, T = 9.637, p < 0.001). Teams that engage in calculated risks are more likely to achieve higher 

performance metrics, thus supporting Hypothesis 8. 

In summary, all hypotheses were supported, confirming significant direct relationships across the 

hypothesized paths. The SEM analysis offers valuable insights into how cultural traits, risk 

communication, structured project management practices, and team cohesion enhance adaptability, 

resilience, and performance in IT projects. 

 

Table 11. Test of Hypotheses (Direct Effect) 

Hypothesis Relationships Estimate T p 

H1 Cultural Traits (CT) → Team Development 

Stages (TDS) 

1.017 0.075 13.513 

H2 Cultural Traits (CT) → Risk Communication 

Effectiveness (RCE) 

1.025 0.075 13.667 

H3 Cultural Traits (CT) → Team Cohesion and 

Trust (TCT) 

-0.582 0.165 -3.525 

H4 Structured Project Management Practices 

(SPM) → Positive Risk-Taking (PRT) 

0.949 0.065 14.575 

H5 Cultural Adaptation in Teams (CAT) → Team 

Cohesion and Trust (TCT) 

1.045 0.052 20.771 

H6 Risk Communication Effectiveness (RCE) → 

Adaptability and Resilience (AR) 

1.102 0.064 17.374 
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Hypothesis Relationships Estimate T p 

H7 Team Cohesion and Trust (TCT) → Team 

Performance & Success (TPS) 

-1.97 0.588 -3.351 

H8 Positive Risk-Taking (PRT) → Team 

Performance & Success (TPS) 

3.508 0.364 9.637 

N = 156. 

 

Indirect Effects 

The indirect effect analysis indicated that Cultural Traits, Team Development Stages, Structured 

Project Management Practices, and Risk Communication Effectiveness positively impact Team 

Performance & Success through intermediary constructs such as Team Cohesion and Trust, Positive 

Risk-Taking, and Adaptability and Resilience. These results suggest that factors like Team Cohesion 

and Trust, as well as Positive Risk-Taking, act as mediators in the relationship between foundational 

constructs and overall team performance and success within IT project settings. 

 

Table 12. Test of Hypotheses (Indirect Effect) 

Hypothesis 
Relationships 

Indirect 

Effect 
S.E. LLCI ULCI P-value 

H1 Cultural Traits (CT) → Team 

Cohesion and Trust (TCT) → 

Team Performance & Success 

(TPS) 

1.656 1.091 0.436 0.907 0.007 

H3 Team Development Stages (TDS) 

→ Team Cohesion and Trust 

(TCT) → Team Performance & 

Success (TPS) 

1.628 2.133 1.875 2.059 0 

H4 Structured Project Management 

Practices (SPM) → Positive Risk-

Taking (PRT) → Team 

Performance & Success (TPS) 

3.742 2.142 0.15 0.569 0.017 

H6 Risk Communication 

Effectiveness (RCE) → 

Adaptability and Resilience (AR) 

→ Team Performance & Success 

(TPS) 

1.071 0.053 1.042 1.237 0.005 

N = 156. 

 

The direct and indirect effect results affirm the proposed hypotheses, demonstrating significant and 

positive relationships among Cultural Traits, Team Development Stages, Structured Project 

Management Practices, Risk Communication Effectiveness, Team Cohesion and Trust, Positive Risk-

Taking, Adaptability and Resilience, and Team Performance & Success. These findings underscore 

the importance of these constructs in supporting effective team performance and adaptability, 

providing a robust basis for further analysis and hypothesis testing. 

 

5. Discussions 

Theoretical Integration and Hypothesis Validation 

This study integrates Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions, Tuckman’s Team Development Model, and 

the PMI Framework to construct a holistic model for understanding positive risk management in IT 
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project teams. The developed hypotheses explore how cultural traits, team development stages, and 

structured management practices interact to shape team dynamics and influence positive risk-taking. 

Most hypotheses were supported, affirming the model’s effectiveness in examining the impact of 

cultural dimensions on team behavior and performance. 

 

Hypothesis Validation and Interpretation: 

The results align with existing theories, especially regarding the influence of masculinity-femininity 

traits on communication and cohesion. For example, Hypotheses 1 and 2 confirm that masculine traits 

encourage assertive communication, while feminine traits promote collaboration, both essential for 

effective risk communication. Hypothesis 4 shows that structured project management practices 

directly enhance positive risk-taking by establishing a framework for pursuing opportunities. 

Additionally, the moderating effect of cultural adaptation (Hypothesis 5) emphasizes the importance 

of adaptability in managing culturally diverse teams, supporting findings that adaptive environments 

enhance cohesion and resilience (Adler & Gundersen, 2008). 

 

Unexpected Findings in Hypothesis 7: 

The analysis revealed an unexpected negative correlation between Team Cohesion and Trust and 

Team Performance & Success (Hypothesis 7). This may be due to the “too-much-of-a-good-thing” 

effect, where excessive cohesion leads to groupthink, stifling critical thinking and innovation (Janis, 

1972). Strong team trust can also lead to social loafing, where individuals reduce effort, feeling secure 

in shared responsibilities (Karau & Williams, 1993). In IT projects, which require adaptability and 

proactive risk management, such dynamics can hinder performance by reducing accountability and 

limiting diverse perspectives. 

 

Implications of Hypothesis Validation: 

These findings suggest that while cohesion and trust are crucial for collaboration, balance is essential 

to maintain performance. Excessive cohesion can reduce accountability and critical evaluation, 

impacting adaptability and project success. This nuance underscores the importance of balancing 

cohesion with mechanisms that encourage constructive dissent and individual accountability. 

Most hypotheses support the value of culturally adaptive, cohesive, and process-oriented teams in 

managing positive risks. However, the unexpected finding in Hypothesis 7 highlights the complexity 

of team dynamics, suggesting that project managers should foster both cohesion and critical 

evaluation to optimize outcomes. 

 

Holistic Empowerment through Theoretical Integration 

The integration of Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions, Tuckman’s Team Development Model, and the 

PMI Framework provides a holistic framework that empowers project managers to build culturally 

adaptive, cohesive, and resilient teams. By incorporating cultural insights, developmental stages, and 

structured management practices, this model encourages teams to approach risks proactively, 

balancing assertiveness with collaboration. Such an approach enhances team resilience and creates an 

adaptable environment that enables IT projects to capitalize on opportunities for innovation and 

success. By fostering a proactive risk-taking mindset, this framework positions teams to leverage 

diversity and navigate complex project landscapes effectively. 

 

Implications for Practice 

This study offers valuable guidance for project managers, particularly in multicultural IT 

environments, by emphasizing the importance of fostering a culturally adaptive atmosphere that 

respects diverse communication and decision-making styles. Managers can enhance team cohesion 

and resilience by implementing training programs focused on cultural awareness, adaptive 
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communication, and structured project management practices. Such initiatives encourage a risk-

positive mindset, enabling teams to navigate complexities and capitalize on opportunities effectively. 

A culturally sensitive approach to project management not only enhances adaptability and resilience 

but also improves performance metrics, cultivating high-performing, risk-aware teams that thrive in 

diverse and challenging project landscapes. 

 

6. Conclusions 

Key Findings 

The study reveals that cultural traits, particularly the masculinity-femininity dimension, significantly 

impact team dynamics and positive risk management within IT project teams. Tuckman’s team 

development stages, alongside PMI’s structured practices, establish a robust foundation for fostering 

positive risk-taking behaviors. Furthermore, cultural adaptation acts as a critical moderator, enhancing 

team cohesion and performance in diverse, multicultural project environments. These findings 

collectively demonstrate how culturally aware, cohesive, and structured approaches enhance project 

outcomes, particularly by enabling teams to capitalize on positive risks. 

 

Theoretical Contributions 

This research contributes to the literature by integrating Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions, Tuckman’s 

Team Development Model, and the PMI Framework, providing a comprehensive perspective on 

positive risk management in multicultural IT project teams. It extends existing theories by examining 

how specific cultural traits, like masculinity-femininity, influence proactive risk management and 

team cohesion. Additionally, this study advances our understanding of team development stages as a 

framework for cultivating resilience and cohesion, bridging cultural theory, team dynamics, and 

structured project management into a cohesive model. 

 

Practical Contributions 

This research provides IT project managers with actionable insights to enhance team performance in 

multicultural environments. The framework developed aligns cultural adaptation, team cohesion, and 

structured risk management, enabling managers to build culturally sensitive teams that are resilient 

and proactive in their approach to risk-taking. By fostering a culturally adaptive atmosphere, project 

managers can support team members in navigating diverse communication styles and decision-

making preferences, leading to improved collaboration and project outcomes (Adler & Gundersen, 

2008; Thomas & Peterson, 2017).  Managers can implement specific practices, such as intercultural 

training sessions and risk communication workshops, to enhance team cohesion and proactive risk 

management in culturally diverse IT project environments. 

 

Implementing training on cultural awareness and cross-cultural communication can equip teams to 

operate effectively in diverse settings, particularly in virtual and globally dispersed environments 

(Maznevski & Chudoba, 2000; Gibson & Gibbs, 2006). Structured project management practices, as 

outlined in the PMI framework, further provide the consistency needed to manage risks constructively 

and pursue positive opportunities, even amidst environmental turbulence and uncertainty (Drouin, 

Bourgault, & Gervais, 2010). 

Moreover, incorporating tools and methods that support knowledge sharing and virtual collaboration 

enhances cohesion in multicultural project teams (Zakaria, Amelinckx, & Wilemon, 2004; Binder, 

2016). By adopting these strategies, managers can cultivate high-performing, risk-aware teams that 

thrive in culturally diverse and complex project settings, positioning IT projects for greater innovation 

and success. 
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Limitations and Future Research 

While this study offers valuable insights into positive risk management within IT project teams, 

certain limitations should be noted. First, the focus on IT project managers within a specific cultural 

context may limit the generalizability of findings to other industries or regions. For instance, the 

emphasis on the masculinity-femininity dimension and its influence on risk communication may vary 

in sectors like healthcare or finance, where risk management practices and team dynamics differ 

substantially. Additionally, cultural dimensions like masculinity-femininity and structured project 

management practices may have distinct effects in regions with different cultural norms, such as those 

with high power distance or collectivist orientations. 

 

Therefore, while the findings are relevant for IT teams in multicultural and flexible work 

environments, further research is needed to determine if these results hold in sectors with different 

risk tolerances, regulatory demands, or cultural compositions. Expanding future studies to include 

diverse sectors and regional contexts will provide a more comprehensive understanding of how 

cultural traits impact positive risk management across various industries and cultural settings. 

 

Future Research Agenda 

Further studies could investigate the relationship between cultural dimensions and other project 

management methodologies, such as Agile, to assess the adaptability of this framework in dynamic 

and iterative environments. Additionally, exploring the impact of emerging technologies on culturally 

diverse teams could provide valuable insights into how digital tools support or hinder culturally 

adaptive risk management practices. These directions can expand the framework’s applicability across 

industries and enhance its relevance to modern, technology-driven project environments. 
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