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 The purposes of this research were: 1) to develop and test the multilevel structural modeling 

equation of workplace spirituality that has an effect on spiritual well-being, work attitudes and behavior; 

2) to study the cross-level direct effect of servant leadership and organizational trust with regard to 

workplace spirituality, spiritual well-being, work attitudes and behavior; 3) to study the direct effect of 

environmental factors and the factor of psychological characteristic factors on workplace spirituality; 4) 

to study the direct impact of workplace spirituality on spiritual well-being, work attitudes and behavior. 

The sample was composed of four hundred and ninety eight teachers from one hundred and two 

work-groups, with a cluster size of 5 persons, who were working in Catholic schools in the Bangkok 

archdiocese. The sample was randomly selected using multi-stage sampling. The questionnaires of 

ten measures were used for data collection. The Cronbach,s Alpha coefficient ranged from 0.8207 to 

0.9725 and descriptive statistics were used to describe the basic features of the data. Second, 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis was applied to assess the construct validity of the measurement model. 

Third, Multilevel Structural Equation Modeling (MSEM) was applied to test multilevel structural 

relationship models of workplace spirituality. 

 The research findingswere as follows: 

 The causal model of workplace spirituality that has an effect on spiritual well-being, work 

attitudes and behavior was valid and fit well with the empirical data(��= 1190.145,df = 310, CFI = 

0.929, TLI = 0.902, RMSEA = 0.076). On an individual level, the results revealed that: 1)organizational 

justice, perceived organizational support and psychological capital had a direct effect on workplace 

spirituality; 2) workplace spirituality had a direct effect on spiritual well-being and 3) spiritual well-being 

had a direct effect on job satisfaction, organizational commitment and organizational citizenship 

behavior;On the group level, the servant leadership that functions as group level variable had a direct 

effect on organizational trust that also functioned as a group-level variable. In addition, servant 

leadership that functioned as group-level variables had a cross-level direct effect on workplace 

spirituality, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship behavior that 

functioned as group-level variables. Furthermore, organizational trust that functions at a group-level 

variable had a cross-level direct effect on organizational citizenship behavior that functions as a group-

level variable.Thus, servant leadership is a type of leadership for embracing workplace spirituality, 

organizational trust, positive work attitudes and behavior in the organization. 

 


