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ABSTRACT
Cross-cultural mobility, intensified by globalization, is a central phenomenon of the twenty-first century, promoting diversity, but also psychological challenges such as cultural stress, arising from language barriers and value clashes. Cross-cultural psychology analyzes how culture influences stress, using the Lazarus and Folkman model, which highlights primary (threat perception) and secondary (coping resources) evaluation. Hofstede's cultural dimensions, such as individualism vs. collectivism, show how values shape stress, with collectivist cultures offering social support and individualistic amplifying the pressure for autonomy. In multicultural contexts, discrimination and differences in norms exacerbate the problem, requiring public policies that promote adaptation. There is a need for more research on state interventions to mitigate cross-cultural stress.
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INTRODUCTION
[bookmark: _heading=h.gjdgxs]Cross-cultural mobility, driven by globalization and the formation of international networks, has consolidated itself as a central phenomenon of the twenty-first century (Abad, 2024; Leong & Liu, 2013). While it promotes diversity and innovation, it creates significant psychological challenges, especially in managing cultural stress—resulting from language barriers, value clashes, and discrimination in multicultural contexts (Arciszewska, 2023; Liu et al., 2022; Ward et al., 2001). Also called "culture shock" (Olson, 2020), this phenomenon emerges when individuals face conflicting cultural environments, requiring adaptation to unknown norms (Arciszewska, 2023).
Cross-cultural psychology, when investigating how cultural factors shape behaviors and emotions (Abad, 2024), highlights the interaction between culture and stress processes. According to Lazarus and Folkman (1984), the stress response involves two cognitive steps:
1. Primary assessment: Identification of a situation as threatening (e.g., lack of knowledge of cultural practices).
2. Secondary evaluation: Analysis of the resources available to face it (e.g., social support or linguistic mastery).

In multicultural settings, threat assessment and coping capacity depend on factors such as familiarity with the local culture and perception of social support. These stages are mediated by cultural differences, as illustrated by Hofstede and Minkov's model of cultural dimensions (2010), which compares crops based on six axes, of which we highlight three: 
· Individualism vs. Collectivism: Individualistic cultures exacerbate stress by emphasizing individual autonomy and responsibility. As Hofstede et al. (2010) point out, "in individualistic cultures, people are seen as responsible for their own well-being, which can exacerbate stress in situations of adversity" (p. 98). Collectivist societies mitigate it through support networks, where social support acts as an emotional buffer.
· Uncertainty Avoidance: Cultures with a high aversion to ambiguity react intensely to unpredictable situations. Hofstede et al. (2010) observe that "cultures with a high aversion to uncertainty feel threatened by situations that are unknown, ambiguous, or unpredictable" (p. 191), demanding policies that ensure predictability (e.g., clear routines for migrants).
· Power Distance: Rigid hierarchies increase stress in interactions with authorities, in contrast to egalitarian cultures, where collaboration reduces tensions (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 65).

These dimensions interact with contextual and individual factors, shaping experiences of stress in multicultural work environments. In these contexts, differences in communication and conflict resolution — rooted in cultural values — can lead to misunderstandings. Hofstede's theory (2010) It thus offers tools to identify sources of stress and promote intercultural management strategies, such as trainings that elucidate underlying cultural norms.
In the cross-cultural mobility of migrants, this dynamic is even more critical. Individuals from collectivist cultures in individualistic societies, for example, face challenges in reconciling community values with expectations of autonomy. Barriers such as discrimination and differences in social norms amplify stress, requiring policies that integrate local knowledge (e.g., traditional therapeutic practices) with institutional protocols (Collins, 2021).
This article, by reviewing the literature, identifies gaps for future research, especially in the field of public policies. The need to investigate how state interventions — such as intercultural training of public servants — can mitigate cross-cultural stress, articulating scientific evidence and social justice, according to models such as Bronfenbrenner's bioecological model is highlighted (1979) and the Secchi policy cycle (2014).

LITERATURE REVIEW
MULTICULTURALISM AND STRESS
Cross-cultural stress emerges when individuals confront cultural norms dissonant from their previous experiences, as evidenced in migrants and expatriates facing marginalization and social exclusion (Berry, 2003; Zhou et al., 2008). Migrants and expatriates, for example, face challenges such as marginalization and social exclusion, which exacerbate stress and compromise well-being (Zhou et al., 2008). According to the theory of Lazarus and Folkman (1984), this process involves:
· Primary assessment: Perception of threat in culturally unknown contexts (e.g., linguistic differences).
· Secondary evaluation: Mobilization of resources such as social support or cultural familiarity for coping.
Structural factors, such as institutional discrimination, exacerbate stress, compromising psychological well-being (Olson, 2020). In this scenario, understanding the influence of cultural differences on the perception of stress becomes vital for effective interventions in multicultural societies.

HOFSTEDE'S CULTURAL DIMENSIONS AND STRESS
The cultural dimensions of Hofstede et al., (2010) provide a framework for understanding how cultural values influence the way stress is perceived and managed. Next, the main dimensions and their relationship with stress are analyzed.

INDIVIDUALISM VERSUS COLLECTIVISM AND STRESS
This dimension addresses the degree to which people see themselves as independent individuals or as part of a group. In individualistic cultures, there is an emphasis on autonomy and personal responsibility, which can intensify stress due to the pressure for individual success (Triandis, 1995). According to Lazarus and Folkman (1984), in such cultures, the strategies of coping tend to be focused on individual coping with problems, which can increase the feeling of isolation in stressful situations.
In contrast, in collectivist cultures, social support is highly valued and serves as an important stress moderator. Individuals in these cultures tend to seek support in family and community networks, which can relieve tension and promote psychological well-being (Wang et al., 2012). Lazarus and Folkman (1984) highlight that effective social support can facilitate strategies of coping more adaptive.

POWER DISTANCE AND STRESS
Power distance refers to the degree of acceptance of hierarchical inequalities in a society (Hofstede et al., 2010). In cultures with a high distance from power, interactions with authority figures can be significant sources of stress due to the formality and asymmetry of these relationships (House et al., 2004). Lazarus and Folkman (1984) observe that, in situations with little perception of control, stress tends to increase, negatively influencing the cognitive evaluation of the situation.
On the other hand, in cultures with a low distance from power, relationships are more egalitarian and interactions with superiors are less stressful, favoring a more collaborative and less anxious work environment.

AVOIDANCE OF UNCERTAINTY AND STRESS
This dimension reflects a society's comfort level with ambiguity and uncertainty (Hofstede et al., 2010). Cultures with a high avoidance of uncertainty prefer clear rules and predictability, reacting with greater stress to ambiguous or unforeseen situations (Ashkanasy et al., 2002). In these cultures, organizational or social changes can be particularly challenging, requiring strategies to improve the quality of life in the world. coping focused on reducing uncertainty (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).
In contrast, cultures with low uncertainty avoidance are more tolerant of ambiguity and flexible in the face of change, which can reduce the impact of stress in transition situations.

MASCULINITY VERSUS FEMININITY AND STRESS
This dimension differentiates societies that value assertiveness, competition, and material success (masculinity) from those that emphasize relationships, quality of life, and care for others (femininity) (Hofstede et al., 2010). In more masculine cultures, the pressure to perform and succeed can raise stress levels, especially in competitive environments (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).
More feminine cultures tend to promote cooperation and mutual support, which can reduce stress and favor coping strategies  focused on emotional well-being. Valuing work-life balance in these cultures contributes to a less stressful environment.

LONG-TERM VERSUS SHORT-TERM ORIENTATION AND STRESS
This dimension refers to the time horizon of a society. Cultures with a long-term orientation value planning, perseverance, and adaptation, making it easier to cope with stress in situations that require patience and resilience (Hofstede et al., 2010). Lazarus and Folkman (1984) suggest that problem-focused coping strategies  are more common in these cultures, as individuals tend to plan long-term solutions.
On the other hand, cultures with a short-term orientation prioritize immediate results and maintenance of traditions, and may experience greater stress in the face of pressure for quick answers and immediate solutions.

INDULGENCE VERSUS RESTRICTION AND STRESS
This dimension addresses the degree to which a society allows for gratification free of desires and impulses (Hofstede et al., 2010). Indulgent cultures encourage the expression of emotions and the pursuit of pleasure, which can act as a stress-relieving mechanism (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).
In contrast, restrictive cultures strictly control the expression of emotions and desires, potentially intensifying stress due to emotional repression. Lack of opportunities for tension release can lead to stress buildup and negatively affect mental health.

DISCUSSION
Hofstede's analysis of cultural dimensions reveals that culture exerts a decisive influence on the perception and management of stress in multicultural environments. Cultures with a high distance from power, avoidance of uncertainty, and short-term orientation tend to generate more stressful contexts, while collectivist and low-hierarchical distance cultures offer social safety nets that mitigate tensions. This dichotomy has direct practical implications:

APPLICATIONS IN MULTICULTURAL CONTEXTS:
· Multicultural teams benefit from cross-cultural training that elucidates underlying cultural norms. For example, in cultures with a high distance from power, hierarchical communication practices can reduce misunderstandings and conflicts (House et al., 2004).
· Hofstede's theory provides a basis for inclusive organizational policies, such as easing hierarchies and promoting collaborative dialogues (Secchi, 2014a).

CROSS-CULTURAL MOBILITY:
· Migrants from collectivist cultures in individualistic societies face challenges in reconciling community values with expectations of autonomy. Public policies that integrate local knowledge (e.g., traditional therapeutic rituals) with institutional protocols are essential to reduce stress (Collins et al., 2021).

CROSS-CULTURAL PSYCHOLOGY AND PUBLIC POLICIES
The integration of Lazarus and Folkman's (1984) model with Hofstede's dimensions allows us to understand stress as a culturally mediated cognitive process:
· Primary assessment: In cultures with high uncertainty avoidance, ambiguous situations are perceived as threatening, requiring policies that ensure predictability (e.g., clear routines for migrants) (Hofstede et al., 2010).
· Secondary evaluation: In collectivist cultures, social support networks facilitate collaborative coping strategies, while individualistic cultures demand interventions focused on autonomy (Wang et al., 2012).

CHALLENGES AND FUTURE RESEARCH
The relationship between culture and stress is not homogeneous. Factors such as socioeconomic context, gender, and access to resources modulate this dynamic, requiring contextualized approaches. Future research should explore:
· How social support policies (e.g., universal access to mental health) influence the manifestation of cultural dimensions in stress.
· The role of intersectional variables (e.g., class, ethnicity) in the cross-cultural experience of stress.

CONCLUSION
The intersection between Hofstede's dimensions, Lazarus and Folkman's (1984) theory, and cross-cultural psychology offers a robust framework for understanding and coping with stress in multicultural contexts. Key findings include:
1. Culture as a cognitive mediator: Cultural dimensions shape not only threat perception, but also coping resources. For example, collectivist cultures turn social networks into shields against stress, while individualistic cultures require personal resilience strategies.
2. Evidence-informed public policies: The integration of intercultural training, local knowledge, and models such as the Secchi (2014) policy cycle is vital to promote inclusion. Programs such as training public servants and adapting therapies to cultural values illustrate this synergy.
3. Contextual complexity: The relationship between culture and stress is dynamic, influenced by factors such as supportive economic and political conditions.

In a world marked by intense migratory flows and globalization, cross-cultural psychology positions itself as a bridge between theory and practice, promoting interventions that harmonize cultural diversity, scientific evidence, and social justice. To move forward, it is essential to transcend universalizing approaches, prioritizing participatory and policy research that recognizes the nuances of multicultural experiences.

LIMITATIONS
While this article offers a comprehensive theoretical review, it is important to recognize limitations. The lack of direct empirical data limits the generalizability of conclusions. Moreover, Hofstede's cultural dimensions may not fully capture the complexity of contemporary cultures. Future empirical studies are needed to validate and deepen the relationships discussed here.
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