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Role theory is seen as a construct in the relationship of work-family
conflict and work stress. In adult life, work and family are two things
that must be done together. Family is the main reason to work for
income, and work is a source of income to meet family needs. Stress
is seen as an adaptive response to a situation that is being perceived
as a challenge or a threat to one's health. Job stress is a feeling of
pressure or pressure experienced by employees in facing their work.
Under certain conditions, employees may feel less motivated to meet
their expectations in socialising and meeting social norms, but are
instead motivated to oppose these norms. Both work-family conflict
and stress can affect the emergence of counterproductive work
behaviour. The results showed that work-family conflict, especially
work interfering with family, has an effect on stress. Conflicts in the
work domain that interfere with family responsibilities can create
stress for employees. The results also showed that stress has an effect
on counterproductive work behaviour, thus supporting the research
hypothesis. The stress felt by respondents is a strong reason for the
occurrence of counterproductive work behaviour.
Keywords: Work Stress, Work Family Conflict, Counterproductive Work Behaviour

INTRODUCTION
The psychological aspect of hotel employees is important because they are prone to experience
role conflicts, especially dual role conflicts for those who are married. Multiple role conflicts
arise when an employee has more than one situation that must be fulfilled, resulting in more
responsibilities, such as conflict between work and family or what is called work-family
conflict. Work-family conflict arises because roles in work and family cannot be carried out
parallel or side by side. In some cases the demands that occur at work can hinder the fulfillment
of family responsibilities (work-family conflict or work interfering with family), and vice versa
demands by the family or the responsibility to take care of the family can interfere with the
implementation of duties at work (family-work conflict or family interfering with work). The
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consequences that arise when a person experiences work-family conflict are negative effects
such as symptoms of depression, stress, physical health, and tension (Kossek et al., 2011).
Apart from stress, Germeys & Gieter (2017) stated that there are other effects caused by workfamily conflict, which can trigger counterproductive work behaviour. One of the things that
can be categorised as counterproductive work behaviour that occurs is that employees make a
large number of mistakes in completing work. Employees must be very careful not to have the
potential to have counterproductive work behaviour due to the stress they experience. They
must be clever in managing tasks so as not to cause procedural errors and failure of
administrative processes.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Work-Family Conflict
Role theory was developed by Khan et al., (1964) by linking it to organisational behaviour.
Khan emphasizes the role theory on the basic nature of individuals as social beings who behave
in accordance with where they are, for example in an organisational environment. Therefore,
the family must always support its working members so that it runs smoothly, and the working
family members must be able to complete their work properly in order to fulfill their family
responsibilities maximally. However, to be able to run both of them well, individuals often
experience disturbances that cause conflict. Conflicts and their consequences can occur
because individuals have two roles, namely the role in the family and the role in work at the
same time which runs unbalanced. This conflict is known as a work-family conflict.
Stress
Stress is a psychological response to the demands of something being faced that exceeds
individual abilities. The adaptive response in question can be observed from psychological
reactions (emotions) and physical reactions (physiological) (McShane & Glinow, 2005). Beehr
and Franz (1987) define job stress as a process that causes people to feel sick, uncomfortable
or tense because of a particular job, workplace or work situation.
Counterproductive Work Behaviour
Counterproductive work behaviour is a condition that is closely related to employee work
motivation. The way that employees oppose these social norms is by violating organisational
rules or harassing the people in it. Spector et al., (2006) define counterproductive work
behaviour as behaviour that is carried out by employees on purpose to harm the organisation
and the people in it, either directly or indirectly.
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The Effect of Work-Family Conflict on Stress
The effect of work-family conflict on stress is divided into two main parts: the work-family
conflict (work interfering with family) which is a conflict due to work demands interfering
with family responsibilities, such as long working hours and lack of adequate supervision; and
family-work conflict (family interfering with work), which is a conflict that occurs as a result
of family demands to interfere with work responsibilities, such as economic problems and child
care.
Previous research on the effect of work-family conflict on stress has been carried out by
Netemeyer et al (1996), Vercruyssen & Putte (2013), Lu et al., (2017), Karakas & Tezcan
(2018) and occurs in individuals because work and family problems affect stress. The
researchers propose the following hypothesis:
H 1a: Work-family conflict affects stress
H 1b: Family-work conflict affects stress
Effect of Work-Family Conflict Against Counterproductive Work Behaviour
Research that finds the effect of work-family conflict on counterproductive work behaviour
has been carried out, including by Germeys & Gieter (2017) and Selvarajan et al., (2019).
Germeys & Gieter (2017) found that there is a significant influence between work-family
conflict on counterproductive work behaviour. This effect occurs on days when employees
experience work-family conflicts. When employees experience work-family conflicts, they are
more vulnerable to engaging in counterproductive work behaviour, both CWBi and CWBo.
In contrast to Germeys & Gieter (2017) and Selvarajan et al., (2019) tested a model that
examines the effect of work-family conflict and family-work conflict on counterproductive
work behaviour, and states that there is no striking study that found a relationship between
work-family conflict and counterproductive work behaviour. Furthermore, Selvarajan et al.,
(2019) argue that the lack of research is due to the lack of a theoretical model to understand the
mechanisms for the effect of work-family conflict on counterproductive work behaviour.
Using regulatory focus theory, especially on the focus of promotion, the effect of work-family
conflict on counterproductive work behaviour is based on the principles of growth, progress,
and achievements obtained by individuals in carrying out their roles. However, in its
implementation, the different roles that are carried out cannot run in balance. When individuals
focus more on pursuing one particular achievement due to family and work demands, the
potential for imbalance will be even higher. The effect that occurs when there is an imbalance
of achievement between family and work is an individual's outlet for their behaviour in the
family / work such as counterproductive work behaviour. Individuals with high family-work
conflicts have more difficulty fulfilling their responsibilities towards the family, so that they
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are more likely to engage in counterproductive work behaviour aimed at organisations, such as
arriving late or leaving early, so the researchers propose the following hypothesis:
H 2a: Work-family conflict affects the counterproductive work behaviour
H 2b: Family-work conflict affects counterproductive work behaviour
Effects of Stress on Counterproductive Work Behaviour
Affective event theory (AET) is a theoretical mechanism of the effect of stress on
counterproductive work behaviour. Increased individual stress can cause negative emotional
reactions such as anger, frustration, and fatigue, which can affect employee behaviour and the
potential to engage in counterproductive work behaviour (Sprung & Jex, 2012). Negative
emotions play an important role in triggering counterproductive work behaviour, such as the
findings of research conducted by Chen & Spector (1992), Fox et al., (2001), Spector (2005),
Gallagher et al., (2008), Salami (2010), and Sprung & Jex (2012). When employees feel the
injustice they are experiencing, as well as the workload that is increasing and causing stress,
employees have the potential to take their stress out on negative things, so researchers propose
the following hypothesis:
H 3: Stress affects counterproductive work behaviour
RESEARCH METHODS
This type of research used in this research is explanatory research with a quantitative approach,
namely testing the hypotheses that have been formulated to determine the influence between
the variables to be studied. The objects in this study are work-family conflict, stress,
counterproductive work behaviour. The subjects of this study were hotel employees. The
sampling method used was purposive sampling, using the criteria that the members of the
population were married.
Based on the theoretical framework, the data analysis technique used in this research is
quantitative analysis using multiple linear regression analysis and moderating variable
regression analysis with the interaction method with the help of the SPSS program.
Validity test
The validity test in this study uses the CFA (Confirmatory Factor Analysis) method. The
sample size in the CFA method should be 100 or greater, or five times more than the number
of variables used (Hair et al., 2014). In this study, the sample used was 250, so it met the
required sample size. Based on the number of samples, the research instrument is declared valid
and can be continued for the next test if the factor loading of each item is ≥ 0.40 (Hair et al.,
2014).
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After testing, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling value was 0.787 and the Bartlett's
Test of Sphericity was 4989,319, with a sig value of 0.000. These results indicate that with a
significance value < 0.005, the sample is sufficient for further analysis, or 78.7% of the variance
can be explained by these factors so that factor analysis can be continued.
The output component matrix shows the correlation value or the relationship between each
item with the 13 factors that are formed but are still randomly scattered, so a rotation is carried
out to ensure each item is correlated on which factor. The test results have dropped several
items, so we retest by removing these items. The results found that the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
Measure of Sampling value increased to 0.829 and the Bartlett's Test of Sphericity value
became 2634,524, with a sig value of 0.000. These results indicate that with a significance
value < 0.005, the sample used is sufficient for further analysis or 82.9% of the variance can
be explained by these factors, so that factor analysis can be continued. The overall value of the
Measures of Sampling Adequacy (MSA) shows a number> 0.5
Total Variance Explained shows that a factor with an eigen value > 1 forms 6 factors. The
output rotated component matrix shows the correlation value or the relationship between each
item with the 6 factors that are formed after rotation,
Reliability Test
Reliability testing in this study uses Cronbach's Alpha analysis. Hair et al., (2014) states that a
research instrument is said to be reliable if it has a Cronbach's alpha value ≥ 0.70, although a
value ≥ 0.60 can still be said to be reliable. the value of Cronbach's alpha for each variable is
≥ 0.60, so the instruments on each variable are declared unreliable.
Classic assumption test
Normality test
Graphical analysis of normality in this study is to look at the distribution of data on a normal
probability plot by comparing the cumulative distribution of the real data with the cumulative
distribution of the normal distribution. The line pattern representing the actual data distribution
does not appear to follow the diagonal so that the data is not normally distributed. Hair et al.,
(2014) stated that although data that is normally distributed both in visual and value form is
very important, the sample size needs to be considered because it can affect the results. The
sample size determined by the researcher can have an effect on increasing statistical power by
reducing errors in sampling. This effect also applies to abnormalities, where a larger sample
size reduces the detrimental effects of the abnormality.
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Furthermore, Hair said deviations from normality could have a big impact on research results
for small samples less than 50, especially for sample sizes less than 30 or more. These impacts
are negligible for large sample sizes such as 200 or more, unless the abnormality causes
violations of other assumptions. This study uses a sample of 250, so that considering the impact
of the sample size, even though the data is not normal in the model it can still be tolerated.
Heteroscedasticity Test
Heteroscedasticity test was performed to determine the variance of variables in the regression
model that was not the same (constant). To detect the presence or absence of heteroscedasticity
symptoms, a graphical analysis method was carried out by observing a scatterplot. Based on
the scatterplot display on the three models, it can be seen that the plot spreads randomly above
or below the zero value on the Studentized Residual Regression axis. The scatterplot display
does not show a certain regular pattern such as wavy or widening then narrowing. Therefore,
heteroscedasticity testing using graphical analysis methods did not occur heteroscedasticity
symptoms.
Multicollinearity Test
If the regression equation model contains multicollinearity symptoms, it means that there is a
(near perfect) correlation between the independent variables. A good regression equation
model should not have a correlation between the independent variables. To determine the
presence or absence of multicollinearity symptoms, one way that can be done is to look at the
Tolerance and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values of each independent variable on the
dependent variable. A regression equation is said to not experience symptoms of
multicollinearity if the Tolerance value is > 0.01, and the VIF value is < 10.
Based on the tests carried out for each model, the Tolerance value in the three models each
showed a value greater than 0.01, and the overall VIF value was less than 10, so it was
concluded that there was no multicollinearity symptom.
Autocorrelation Test
The autocorrelation test aims to determine whether there is a correlation between members of
a series of observational data described according to time (times-series) or space (cross
section). The autocorrelation test in this study was carried out using the Durbin Watson test by
comparing the calculated Durbin Watson value (d) with the Durbin Watson table value, namely
the upper limit (dU) and the lower limit (dL). In this study n (sample size) = 250, and k (number
of independent variables) = 3, so that the dU value is 1.80154 and 4-dU = 2.19846 so that it
can be concluded that the model has met the autocorrelation test.
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Hypothesis testing
Hypothesis 1
A constant value of 8.358 indicates that if work interfering with family (WIF) and family
interfering with work (FIW) is 0, then the stress (STR) is 8.358. The regression coefficient for
work interfering with family is 0.451, indicating that if the work interfering with family is
increased by 1 unit, the stress will increase by 45.1%. The coefficient of work interfering with
family shows a positive direction with the Sig. amounting to .000 at a significance level of
0.05, meaning that the value of Sig. is smaller than 0.05, so it can be concluded that work
interfering with family has a positive effect on stress (H1a accepted).
The regression coefficient for family interfering with work is 0.049, indicating that if family
interfering with work is increased by 1 unit, then the stress will increase by 4.9%. The
coefficient of family interfering with work shows a positive direction, but the Sig. amounting
to .613 is greater than the significance level of 0.05, so it is concluded that family interfering
with work has no effect on stress (H1b is rejected) .
Hypothesis 2
A constant value of 4.609 indicates that if work interfering with family (WIF) and family
interfering with work (FIW) is 0, then the counterproductive work behaviour (CWB) is 8.358.
The regression coefficient for work interfering with family is 0.154, indicating that if work
interfering with family is increased by 1 unit, the counterproductive work behaviour will
increase by 15.4%. The coefficient of work interfering with family shows a positive direction
with the Sig. amounting to .001 at the 0.05 significance level, meaning that the Sig. smaller
than 0.05, so it can be concluded that work interfering with family has a positive effect on
counterproductive work behaviour (H2a accepted).
The regression coefficient for family interfering with work is 0.017, indicating that if family
interfering with work is increased by 1 unit, the counterproductive work behaviour will
increase by 1.7%. The coefficient of family interfering with work shows a positive direction,
but the Sig. amounting to .747 is greater than the significance level of 0.05, so it can be
concluded that family interfering with work has no effect on counterproductive work behaviour
(H2b is rejected) .
Hypothesis 3
A constant value of 3.992 indicates that if stress (STR) is 0, then the counterproductive work
behaviour (CWB) is 3.992. The stress regression coefficient of 0.184 shows that if the stress is
increased by 1 unit, the counterproductive work behaviour will increase by 18.4%. The stress
coefficient shows a positive direction with a Sig value. amounting to .000 at a significance
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level of 0.05, meaning that the value of Sig. is smaller than 0.05, so it is concluded that stress
has a positive effect on counterproductive work behaviour (H 3 accepted).
Discussion
Work-family conflict affects stress
The results showed that work-family conflict, especially work interfering with family, has an
effect on stress. Conflicts in the work domain that interfere with family responsibilities can
create stress for employees. Panatik et al., (2012) also found that work interfering with family
is highly correlated with stress and psychological stress. The problems experienced by
respondents at work make respondents more sensitive so that it is easy to get involved in
conflicts between employees and with family members at home. The results of this study
further support previous research conducted by Vercruyssen & Putte (2013), Lu et al., (2017)
and Karakas & Tezcan (2018), which states that work-family conflict has a positive effect on
stress. In contrast to work interfering with family, family-work conflict (family interfering with
work) was found to have no effect on stress. Panatik et al., (2012) found the same result, where
stress caused by conflict in the family was lower in influencing work implementation. This is
because families provide more social support to individuals. Family support plays an important
role in protecting and maintaining an individual's mental health, and is considered the strongest
social support that can support an individual emotionally and behaviourally. Work-family
conflict affects counterproductive work behaviour. The results showed that work-family
conflict, especially work interfering with family, had an effect on counterproductive work
behaviour. These results also support previous research conducted by Germeys & Gieter
(2017), and Selvarajan et al., (2019).
Work interfering with family is positively related to counterproductive work behaviour, this is
because employees think that conflicts that occur in the work domain that cause problems in
the family are caused by the organisation, so the organisation must take responsibility for the
consequences. Dissatisfaction due to organisational responses that did not match expectations
in resolving these conflicts resulted in employees tending to be involved in counterproductive
work behaviour by retaliating against the organisation (CWB-O) or against people in the
organisation (CWB-I) (Selvarajan et al. , 2019). In contrast to work interfering with family,
family interfering with work was not found to affect counterproductive work behaviour. Based
on respondents' answers to open questions and linked to regulatory focus theory, employees
refer to the premise of hedonism. Based on this theory, even though employees experience
conflicts in the family domain that have the potential to interfere with work performance,
individual cognitive responses guide them in choosing a preventive focus.
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Stress has an effect on counterproductive work behaviour
Respondents who cannot control their own attitudes, and are supported by environmental
factors that are not in accordance with their wishes and expectations, emotions that are difficult
to control, and disharmonious daily relationships are vented to negative things. Clercq, Haq
and Azeem (2019) state that employees who get pressure in the organisation, get less attention
from the leadership, and where there is a lack of welfare, are more likely to vent their negative
emotions on things that can damage the organisation directly or indirectly. Direct counterproductive behaviour includes destroying office inventory or spending office investment for
personal gain, while indirect counter-productive behaviour includes ignoring co-workers or
talking badly about colleagues or their leaders. Apart from Clercq, Haq and Azeem (2019), the
results of other studies conducted by Chen & Spector (1992), Fox et al., (2001), Spector (2005),
Gallagher et al., (2008), Bowling & Eschleman ( 2010), Salami (2010), and Sprung & Jex
(2012) also found that stress has an effect on counterproductive work behaviour.
CONCLUSIONS
The results of this study have implications for policies to better understand and pay attention
to employees. If the psychological factors of employees are managed properly, employees will
not experience work-family conflicts that can cause stress and engage in counterproductive
work behaviour. The questionnaire was given through social networks using google docs. The
limitation experienced is that the questionnaire distribution process coincides with the global
Covid-19 pandemic, so that most respondents work at home (work from home) and influence
respondents' answers to the questions asked. Apart from this, there were respondents who were
involved in the Covid-19 handling task force so that they did not focus on answering every
question.
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