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CHAPTER 3 

THE HUMAN SIDE OF SPIRITUALITY 

RIANE EISLER AND ALFONSO MONTUORI 

Many of us want to infuse our lives with deeper meaning. We want to be of service, to feel 
connected to one another and to our Mother Earth. We want deeper relationships and a sense of 
greater purpose. These are some of the motivations behind the talk today about imbuing our life, 
and our work, with spirituality. 

But what does spirituality mean? Does it mean going to synagogue on Friday or church on' 
Sunday, or alternately, going to "New Age" workshops to learn meditation, chanting, or other 
spiritual practices? Is the talk about spirituality in the workplace just anther fad? Or does it signal 
a potentially important development for business and, beyond this, for society? 

The answers to these questions largely depend on how spirituality is defined and applied. In 
this chapter, we propose that spirituality is defined and applied very differently depending on its 
larger cultural and social context. 

Specifically, we place spirituality in the larger context of what one of us (Eisler 1987, 1995, 
2000) has identified as a partnership or dominator model of beliefs, structures, and relationships. 
We propose that-although most of us are still used to thinking of the choices for our future in 
terms of right versus left, capitalist versus communist, or secular versus religious-underneath 
the currents and countercurrents of human history lies the dynamic tension between these two 
basic possibilities for structuring relations. However, the distinction between the dominator and 
partnership models is not only a matter of politics and economics. It is a matter of how relations 
are structured in all spheres of life-from our intimate parent-child and gender relations to our 
workplace relations to our relations with our Mother Earth. And it is a distinction that plays out in 
two very different ways of conceptualizing and applying spirituality. ' 

In the dominator view, spirituality is abstracted from daily life. It enables people to withdraw 
from what is happening around them. This kind of spirituality may help individuals cope withthe 
chronic injustices and miseries that are inherent in a dominator model of relations-in the fear
and-force-backed ranking of man over woman, man over man, race over race, and nation over 
nation, which can only be maintained by inflicting or threatening pain. But it does not change 
much, if anything, in real life. 

By contrast, the kind of spirituality that is appropriate for a partnership model of relations is 
not only transcendent, but also immanent. It is a spirituality that informs our day-to-day lives with 
caring and empathy. It does not place man and spirituality over woman and nature-or vice versa. 
And it provides basic teachings about empathy, respect, and nonviolence as alternatives to both a 
lack of standards and the use of spirituality to incite hate, scapegoating, and violence. 

This is very important today. On the one side-as in earlier times when the dominator model, 
with its "holy wars," witch burnings, and other barbarities, was more firmly in place-we still 

46 



THE HUMAN SIDE OF SPIRITUALITY 47 

have those who incite hate, scapegoating, and violence under the guise of spirituality. On the 
other, we have those who contend that there are no real standards of conduct, that we should not 
be "judgmental," and that all standards are merely cultural constructs that vary from time to time 
and place to place. 

This second view is justified by some proponents of postmodernism, deconstructionism, or 
cultural relativism, as well as by some New Age teachings that we should not judge what is 
good or evil. It reflects a rebellion against "moral" rules that frequently have been unfair and 
all too often have been inhuman-rules developed in earlier times that were more oriented to 
the dominator model of society. It also reflects the fact that there are indeed cultural variations 
in what is considered moral and right, and that much blood has been shed in the name of moral 
righteousness. 

But we humans need standards. Even arguing that all standards are relative is articulating a 
kind of standard, negative though it may be. 

Distinguishing between the kind of standards appropriate for partnership or dominator rela
tions can help us navigate through much of the moral confusion of our time. It can also help us 
integrate spirituality into our day-to-day lives-into the world where we relate and live-including 
our workplaces. 

Indeed, to even talk about bringing spirituality into the workplace is an important part of the 
movement toward a partnership way of working and living. 

But how can we prevent this talk about spirituality in the workplace from being diluted into no 
more than another diversion, an entertainment? How can we imbue the workplace and the way 
business is done with partnership spirituality7 And if we do, will this really have positive effects 
not only on how we feel and how we relate to one another and to nature, but also on economic 
productivity and business effectiveness? 

Montuori and Purser (2001) have r~viewed the applications of humanistic psychology (HP) in 
the workplace. They found that despite the great importance placed on concepts originating in 
HP, and particularly the work of Abraham Maslow (in organizational development, for instance), 
the concepts have been used in such a way that their deeper underlying implications have been 
ignored. They argue that in some ways HP has been co-opted to fit into a larger corporate philo
sophical framework to which HP itself was quite opposed. Some aspects of HP have been applied 
very extensively, but very often almost as a feel-good smokescreen, given that the deeper impli
cations of HP, such as the importance of a democratic workplace, have by and large been com
pletely ignored. In other words, the surface elements of HP, and of human relations approaches in 
general, have been used, but the HP philosophy has not impacted the overarching level of strate
gic decision-making, where, as Montuori (2000) argues, the fundamental paradigm is still ratio
nal economic with strong-man implementation (cf. Pfeffer and Vega 1999). Furthermore, the 
excessive focus on the psychological aspects of HP, understood as a series of "tools" or "pro
cesses" for personal development, occurred at the expense of the structural changes required to 
make deeper changes. For instance, a technique such as active listening could be applied as a tool 
to give the impression that one was listening, rather than a profound attempt to democratize 
communication in the workplace (Montuori and Purser 2001). 

Spirituality in the workplace runs the same risk as HP. While it is impossible to prevent ideas 
from being misused or trivialized, we propose that the dominator/partnership continuum repre
sents a framework that can help us avoid this. We believe that unless there is more of a change 
from a dominator to a partnership model, there is a much greater likelihood that spirituality in the 
workplace will suffer the same fate HP-and all the other movements that addressed the so-called 
"soft" side of management and business operations. 
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THE PARTNERSHIPIDOMINATOR CONTINUUM 

Let us begin by outlining what forms the core of our argument, namely the implications for the 
workplace and all other aspects of our lives of two modes of social relations-the partnership 
model and the dominator model. 

An age-old distinction in thinking about organizations is between tasks and relationships. Ev
ery organization has certain tasks to perform and certain relationships to foster and maintain. 

In recent years, increasing importance has been placed on the development and maintenance of 
relationships. One ofthe most important trends today---drawing from systems and complexity theo
ries, creativity research, psychology, and organizational and management theories-is a shift from 
focusing on isolated objects to looking at their context, from examining separate parts to focusing 
on relationships. There is a growing recognition that life and culture exist in and as a web of inter
relationships. In business too there is a growing focus on relationships, both relationships inside 
organizations and relationships between businesses and their social and natural environment. 

On the old assembly line, relationships between workers were considered irrelevant-in fact, 
in Frederick Taylor's mechanistic model, they were to be avoided. The assumption was that 
"gangs of men" could only cause trouble. Divide and rule was the order of the day. In today's 
economy, with the key economic role of service organizations where relationships are key, the 
role of relationships can no longer be overlooked. 

The very differentiation between tasks and relationships is beginning to break down. With 
flatter, less hierarchical organizations, for instance, it is increasingly the case that task and rela
tionship are one and the same. Tasks are networked, interrelated, and complex, rather than linear 
in an assembly-line model. There is almost no such thing as a task that does not involve relation
ship and communication, that does not involve motivating, influencing, listening, explaining, 
contextualizing, and so on. 

The fundamental questions then become: What is the nature and experience of relationships? 
Are they essentially hostile, win-lose, domination-submission? Or are they geared toward mu
tual benefit, coevolution, and partnership? And which kinds of relationships are more appropriate 
and beneficial for business? 

Eisler (1987, 1995, 2000; Eisler and Loye 1998) addresses these issues by identifying two 
contrasting models of social systems: the dominator model and the partnership model. Dominator 
systems are fear-based, characterized by rigid hierarchies of domination (where power is equated 
with giving orders that must be obeyed) an ethos of conquest (including the "conquest of na
ture"), a high degree of institutionalized or built-in violence and abuse, male domination, and 
contempt for "soft" or stereotypically feminine values such as empathy and caring. Partnership 
systems are trust-based, characterized by equalitarianism and "flatter," less top-down, more flex
ible hierarchies of actualization (where power is guided by "soft" values), a low degree of vio
lence and abuse built into the system, and gender equality and equity. 

No organization orients completely to the partnership or dominator model, hence, the term 
partnership/dominator continuum. But the degree to which it orients to either model profoundly 
affects everything-including how the workplace, management, and spirituality are constructed. 

If we look at the modern workplace from this perspective, we see that it was in critical ways 
patterned to conform to the requirements of a dominator rather than a partnership type of social 
organization. The organizational model of the "well-oiled machine" represented the mechanical, 
clockwork universe that we associate with the Industrial Age. But this mechanical universe was 
about more than just machines. It was a universe patterned after the core elements of the domina
tor model: a top-down, authoritarian structure where rankings of "superiors" over "inferiors" are 
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held together primarily by fear, with the men at the top of the organizational hierarchy dominat
ing those below them, men dominating women, fear as the major motivator for workers, and 
industrial machines essentially war machines designed to do "battle" with the competition. 

Like the slaves, serfs, and foot soldiers of the pre-Industrial Age, the rank and file of workers 
in these dominator structures were still expected to use their bodies to do whatever they were 
ordered to do. They were not supposed to think, much less change the orders they received in any 
way, and there was no place for such stereotypically feminine values as caring and nurturance. 

That is not to say that there were no women in these dominator structures. In fact, in the early 
days of the Industrial Revolution, women and children were among the first to work in unbeliev
ably unhealthy, unsanitary, and unsafe workplaces-as grimly illustrated by the infamous Tri
angle Shirt Waist Company fire, in which 146 women lost their lives because the doors were 
locked so that they could not take breaks. But while women and children were hired because they 
could be paid lower wages and were considered more docile and pliable than men, they had little 
if any voice in their workplace's design or decor-and neither did soft values. 

The physical structures of this workplace were designed to conform to the dominator ideal of 
"real masculinity" in their inattention to matters stereo typically relegated to women, such as 
decor or comfort. From the dingy nineteenth-century mills and sweatshops to the angular twenti
eth-century office complexes, workplaces were properly devoid of bright colors, soft textures, 
green plants, flowers, and other "feminine frills." The organizational structure and management 
styles were likewise supposed to be masculine, that is, they too expressed what in dominator 
model thinking is considered appropriate for "real men"-control, detachment, aggression, "tough
ness" (Eisler 1991). 

The human costs to both men and women of this imbalanced, fear-based, institutionally insen
sitive, and all too often abusive and dehumanizing way of organizing and managing business, and 
the social and economic structure that it reflected, were enormous. But it was said, and generally 
believed, to be necessary for economic productivity. In short, it was believed that top-down struc
tures and a culture guided by "hard" rather than "soft" values were required if workers were to be 
productive. 

Now a growing business, organization development, and management literature-as well as 
real life case histories-document that these once hallowed beliefs, and the structures that go 
along with them, are not spurs but rather impediments to productivity and creativity. 

In the age of the so-called "knowledge-worker," but more importantly, in an age of democratic 
values, the old dominator "command-and-control" model is not only inappropriate; it is becom
ing increasingly dysfunctional. Bureaucratic rigidity is deadly for organizations that wish to navi
gate successfully in a rapidly changing environment where teamwork, innovation, and flexibility 
are key factors. Furthermore, workers in a democratic society should not be treated in ways that 
reduce them to being cogs in a machine. 

The growing awareness that we urgently need new mindsets, structures, and behaviors has 
helped to move the workplace toward the partnership model as the template for a more humane 
and effective way of working and doing business. But, as we will see in the next sections, there is 
great resistance to this movement-resistance that also threatens to subvert the movement to 
imbue the workplace with spirituality into no more than just another temporary fad. 

TOWARD A PARTNERSHIP WORKPLACE 

We read a great deal today about teamwork, about leaders as facilitators rather than cops or 
controllers, about valuing diversity, about a more humane and socially and environmentally 
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conscious way of doing business, about a move from rigid top-down structures to more flexible 
hierarchies-hierarchies of actualization rather than domination (Eisler 1987, 1995, 2000). In 
bits and pieces some of these ideas have gradually been put into practice. 

For example, as early as the 1960s at a Volvo plant in Sweden, workers' teams were organized 
that met together and decided how they wanted to divide their jobs, when to stop and start the 
assembly lines, and even what hours to work. The result of leaving the traditional top-down 
structure behind was both far higher productivity and a much lower number of defects. Similarly, 
as Brian Dumaine (1990) reports in an article called "Creating a New Company Culture," in 
DuPont's plant in Towanda, Pennsylvania, where managers called themselves "facilitators, not 
bosses," productivity increased by a huge 35 percent. What made this plant so exceptionally 
productive was once again that it was organized in self-directed work teams where employees 
found their own solutions to problems, set their own schedules, and even had a say in hiring, and 
where managers were not cops or controllers but, rather, facilitators and nurturers of employees' 
capabilities-a partnership rather than dominator management style. 

This movement toward a partnership style of management, emphasizing motivation and par
ticipation rather than coercion and rote obedience, is also beginning to bring about a redefinition 
of leadership. Max DePree, former CEO of Herman Miller and author of the book Leadership 
fazz, argues that the signs of leadership are among the followers. "Are they reaching their poten
tial?" he asks; "Are they learning?" "Are they achieving the desired results?" "Are they serving?" 
"Do they manage change gracefully?" "Do they manage conflict?" 

These are very different kinds of questions from the ones leaders might have asked even twenty 
years ago. They reflect important changes in consciousness, focusing attention on human beings, 
human relations, and human development. And there is a growing literature showing that organi
zations that put these "soft" values into practice are extremely successful. 

For example, Pfeffer and Vega (1999) write that organizations that put people first have a 
higher degree of financial success. They cite a 1996 study of 702 firms that found that a one 
standard deviation improvement in the human resources system was associated with an increase 
in shareholder wealth of $4~,000 per employee. 

Pfeffer and Vega (1999) identified some of the key human resource practices involved in 
making these companies successful. These included employment security, self-managed teams, 
and decentralization as basic elements of organizational design, comparatively high compensa
tion contingent on organizational performance, extensive training, reduction of status differences, 
and sharing information-in other words, some of the key elements of a more partnership
oriented organizational structure and culture. 

It all seems so simple, Pfeffer and Vega (1999) write. And in some ways it is. 
But then why aren't more organizations doing this? What are the obstacles? According to 

Pfeffer and Vega, the primary obstacles are what they term "perverse norms," such as the idea 
that good managers are mean and tough and that management consists mainly of detached analy
sis (formulation) backed up by muscle (implementation/enforcement). 

This mentality of fear and force is of course a heritage from earlier more dominator-oriented 
times. Indeed, it is inherent in organizations that still orient primarily to the dominator model. 

Unless we address these "perverse norms," progress toward partnership organizations will be 
very slow. There will continue to be talk about a more humane workplace, about a shift from rigid 
hierarchies to more flexible heterarchies, and about social and environmental responsibility. 

But management styles will continue to be dominating and disempowering rather than nurtur
ing and empowering. Even flatter organizations will still be racked by dominator power games 
and nonempathic and insensitive relationships that sap people of vitality and creativity. And-as 
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was starkly evident in recent tobacco, petrochemical, and gas and electricity industry exposes
business policies will often ignore environmental and social damage, and sometimes deliberately 
cause it. 

THE SPIRITUAL AND EMOTIONAL CHALLENGE OF PARTNERSHIP 

This is all very _well, you may say, but what does it have to do with bringing spirituality into the 
workplace? Actually, it has a great deal to do with it. Think of the values and behaviors that the 
great spiritual leaders of world traditions have preached. Haven't they almost uniformly preached 
empathy, nurturance, and caring? And aren't these precisely the kinds of values that make it im
possible to maintain rigid rankings of domination and submission ultimately backed up by fear or 
force? In short, aren't these spiritual values systematically impeded by the beliefs, rules, and struc
tures characteristic of the dominator-oriented workplace that were the norm in earlier times? 

So just as we were told that a top-down authoritarian workplace was required to get things 
done, we were told that such values as empathy, nurturance, and caring are not "practical," that 
getting things done requires that managers be "tough," emotionally detached, and "rational" rather 
than "soft" or emotionally engaged. 

The talk today of a more spiritually enlightened workplace and way of doing business-one 
where respect for human dignity and human rights and more socially and environmentally re
sponsible policies take central stage-'--is an important partnership trend. But, as Pfeffer's and 
Vega's observations about perverse norms highlight, shifting to the partnership rather than the 
dominator model as the norm is a huge emotional and spiritual challenge. 

There is today a general, though at times grudging, recognition that "soft" values are vital for 
an organization to succeed. At the same time, the perverse norms regarding what constitutes good 
management are precisely the kind of norms that, by focusing on quantification and "strong man" 
tactics, block any dealings with this "soft" side. And these norms are embedded in deeply en
trenched notions of what is appropriate not only in business but in life-unconscious mental and 
emotional maps that are extremely resistant to change. So it is much easier to focus on some of the 
more exotic phenomena associated with spirituality than getting to the core of the kinds of issues 
we need to address to create a more enlightened workplace and business culture. 

An understanding of the underlying dynamics that keep dominator rather than partnership 
relations in place points to the need to address issues that usually are not considered in the busi
ness and organizational development literature. For example, consider that the so-called "human 
element" of work has typically been referred to as the "soft" side of management-and that in the 
dominator model anything considered soft or stereotypically feminine is not deemed appropriate 
for "real men" and for the organizations they head. Consider also that a core component of the 
dominator model wehave inherited from earlier, more authoritarian and rigidly male-dominated 
times is the ranking of the male half of humanity over the female half-and with this, the ranking 
of anything stereotypically associated with masculinity over anything stereotypically associated 
with femininity. 

Before going further into the minefield of gender roles and relations that this association of 
"soft" with women and "tough" with men leads to, we want to emphasize that when we say 
stereotypically, we mean just that. Some men are more empathic and caring than some women, 
just as some women are more assertive and logical than some men. What we are dealing with is 
not anything inherent in women and men (Fausto-Sterling 1985). It is rather what is considered 
normal in a dominator mindset, which considers it normal for men to rule over women (and 
"inferior" men)-with the result that qualities such as empathy, caring, and nonviolence are only 
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considered appropriate for "weak" men (sissies, wimps) and an occasional saintly or spiritual 
male such as Jesus or Buddha. 

The point is that in a world where the vast majority of those who own and manage business and 
other organizations are male, the failure to address these kinds of issues in any serious discussion 
of a more humane and therefore more efficient workplace-much less a workplace imbued by 
spirituality-ignores some of the most resistant of the "perverse norms" that stand in the way of 
getting where we want to go. 

The problem is that in the socialization we have inherited from more rigid dominator times, 
male identity is defined as not being like a woman. Indeed, men are defined in opposition to 
women, and women in opposition to men. The commonly used term "the opposite sex" reveals 
how pervasive this is. 

Because of this oppositional identity, discussions of gender, and particularly ones that suggest 
a change from rigidly stereotyped male and female behaviors to the development of a broader 
range of behaviors on a continuum between stereotypically male and female ones can appear very 
threatening. It has been our experience that there is no subject more sensitive in the workplace, or 
elsewhere, than gender-that when this subject comes up, so do very deep-seated and strongly 
felt emotions because, particularly for men but for women too, issues of gender strike at the core 
of most people's identity or sense of self. 

Whether we like it or not, the very values that we consider the highest spiritual goals of hu
manity-empathy, caring, nonviolence-are in dominator thinking inextricably intertwined with 
what those who still today hold most leadership and management positions-men-should avoid 
as be.ing feminine, and hence "weak." They are precisely what men have been told not to be like 
through an extensive process of socialization, through gender-specific role models, toys, and
for those who deviate-ridicule, and even worse. 

Moreover, the norm in dominator structures has been that leadership is the exclusive province 
of men. So even when an "exceptional" woman reaches the top, the model for her has been a 
"tough" leadership style. For example, Margaret Thatcher was sometimes called "the best man in 
England." 

"SOFT" AND "HARD" BEHAVIORS AND POLICIES 

Does this mean that partnership organizations are all soft and cuddly, with never any strife or 
conflict? Of course not. There is conflict in both partnership- and dominator-oriented organiza
tions. But in the dominator-model conflict is both suppressed from the top and fomented among 
those on the bottom to maintain top-down hegemony. And because any questioning of orders, 
and hence conflicting views, needs, and aspirations, are suppressed in dominator structures, there 
is not only a choking of important information flow, but also the periodic eruption of conflict in 
extreme ways, such as coups to take over leadership positions. By contrast, in the partnership 
model conflicting views, needs, and aspirations can be more freely expressed. As a result, infor
mation flows far more easily and effectively, and conflict can lead to creative solutions to prob
lems rather than to a clamping down of control from the top. 

Similarly, competition exists in both the dominator and partnership models. But they too take 
different forms. In the dominator model, we find what is termed "dog-eat-dog" competition even 
though of course dogs don't eat dogs. The goal is to beat opponents, to put them out of business, 
to win at all costs. Why? Because in the dominator model there is no option other than being on 
top or bottom-there is no partnership alternative. By contrast, competition in the partnership 
model is more achievement or growth oriented-as is characteristic of what Maslow called the 
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self-actualizing personality. But again the question is: "What kinds of behaviors are supported or 
inhibited by an organization's rules and policies-behaviors conducive to dominator or partner
ship relations?" 

Does partnership suggest that there will be no differences between women and men? Of course 
not. But dominator gender stereotypes will no longer encase women and men in the straightjac
kets of rigid roles that force both genders to deny and distort part of their humanity. Extensive 
research shows that creative individuals are not locked into stereotypical gender roles and move 
far more flexibly along the spectrum of behaviors defined as stereotypically masculine or femi
nine (Barron 1990). And creative organizations need creative individuals, individuals who can 
express their "soft," empathic, human side whether they are male or female. 

To pay attention to the human side does not mean not paying attention to such everyday orga
nizational realities as production schedules and budgeting. It does, however, mean that in paying 
attention to these issues, human considerations are not ignored, and partnership ethical standards 
are not violated. 

Bringing partnership spirituality into the workplace can help us move in this direction. Indeed, 
by bringing partnership spirituality into the world of business, we will be changing the "perverse 
norms" Pfeffer and Vega point to as obstacles to business success. We will be helping to change 
not only attitudes and behaviors, but also rules and structures. We will, to borrow Clement L. 
Russo's words (1984, 1985), help transform the "daily humiliations of work into an activity that 
gives meaning, direction, and self-fulfillment" and that provides "the opportunity to cooperate 
with others in a common enterprise that stimulates respect, creativity, and commitment that will 
ultimately benefit everyone." 

But to bring spirituality into the workplace, we need to examine our deepest assumptions
including even our deeply held assumptions about gender and identity. If we do not address these 
kinds of issues, even though they may at first glance seem irrelevant, and even though they may 
stir up fierce emotional resistance, bringing spirituality into the workplace-or into other aspects 
of our day-to-day lives-will not be successful except in superficial ways. 

KEYS TO PARTNERSHIP SPIRITUALITY 

As we have briefly outlined, partnership spirituality suggests something that is quite different 
from the more traditional view of spirituality. It suggests that a privileged place to engage in a 
transformative practice is precisely the domain of everyday human relationships and everyday 
practices-that rather than becoming more detached, we become more involved in the work
place, with its stresses and strains, its creative challenges, its issues of authority, strategy, perfor
mance, and responsibility. 

Spirituality does not have to be something that just provides an escape from life-including a 
dehumanizing workplace. Nor does it have to be a phenomenon that is confined to the individual. 

Partnership spirituality is not just an "intrapsychic" phenomenon, where one has to "change 
oneself' before one can "change the world." Such a position is obviously problematic, particu
larly because a central point of many spiritual New Age philosophies is that everything is inter
connected. Yet many of these teachings do not address our relationships with others. 

Certainly there is a legitimate criticism to be made of those who would change the world 
without at the same time seeking to change and grow themselves. Many of the problems with 
charismatic leaders and social movements have involved a fervent desire to fight some injustice 
only to find that the methods involved in this fight have become almost or even as despicable as 
the injustice itself, or that organizations with lofty goals fall victim to the same kind of political 
infighting and power-grabbing that other organizations experience. 
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So we also have to ask ourselves: "What would it really mean to just change oneself, and not 
in any way change or affect the "outside" world?" Whether we meditate or engage in some 
transformative practice or not, we are always already in the world, and therefore we are always 
already acting in the world. For many meditators, the pleasant experiences during the meditative 
practice are quickly gone once they return to the world and to not always pleasant interactions 
with other people. That translates, all too often, into being spiritual while one is meditating or 
performing rituals, or whatever practice one engages in, and then being very different "in the real 
world"-meaning a dominator world. 

There's no escaping the world, and to put action "on hold" while we await enlightenment is 
not possible even if we decide to become hermits. We affect the world, to some extent, with our 
every action. Of course, we even affect the world through nonaction. 

Partnership spirituality is therefore not the kind of "spectator" spirituality that stands outside 
the world. It is both immanent and transcendent, informing our day-to-day relations with partner
ship values. In the language used by Charlene Spretnak (1999), it is "embodied and embedded." 

Partnership spirituality does not, by any means, propose we forego such transformative prac
tices as meditation or prayer. But rather than view the meditative space as the privileged one, and 
the world around us as that which pulls us out of the desired state, from a partnership perspective 
the world of human interactions is the very place where we learn and grow. 

Nor is partnership devoid of standards, like some New Age teachings that define themselves in 
opposition to what was perceived to be the moralizing and moralistic aspects of organized reli
gion, with all its "thou shalt nots." Quite the contrary, at the heart of partnership spirituality is the 
standard that empathy, caring, and responsibility are not only more humane, but in the long term, 
more effective. 

Creating partnership organizations and developing partnership spirituality, be it in the work
place or in our lives outside of work, is a process that requires ongoing learning. It is a process 
that involves cognition (thinking), emotion (feeling), and conation (will). It is both inner and 
outer directed. And it requires action. 

Drawing from Eisler's (2002) new book, The Power of Partnership, we outline four keys to 
partnership spiritual education that everyone of us can use. 

1. Developing our human capacity to listen to our own inner wisdom is the first basic 
component of partnership spiritual education. 
Meditation and prayer, which can combine intense concentration and "letting go," can 
take us past the noise of the old dominator tapes we all carry to connect with what is 
most evolved in us-our capacity for empathy and caring rather than indifference or 
hate. Many spiritual traditions and disciplines have practices that can help us overcome 
dominator programming. However, looking inward is not enough. Looking outward is 
equally important. 

2. Learning to become fully conscious of others and what is happening around us is the 
second basic component of partnership spiritual education. 
Being sensitive to others enables us to live our spirituality outside of ourselves. Without 
this mindfulness, spirituality becomes little more than self-indulgence. Without active 
engagement with others, all our efforts at self-cultivation will come to naught. An emerg
ing interest in emotional intelligence and other ways of defining intelligence in a more 
relational manner are but the tip of the iceberg here. 

3. Learning partnership moral standards of empathy, caring, and responsibility-bothfor 
ourselves and others-is the third basic component of partnership spiritual education. 
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Using the analytical lenses of the partnership/domination continuum makes it pos
sible to sort and evaluate the often contradictory rules and commands we have in
herited from earlier, more domination-oriented times. This is an essential component 
of spiritual education, as it helps us successfully navigate through the moral 
"rudderless ness" of our time. It helps us see the difference between what social 
psychologist David Loye calls partnership moral sensitivity and dominator moral 
insensitivity (Loye 1999). 

4. Learning to put partnership moral standards into practice is the fourth basic compo
nent of partnership spiritual education. 
Today's workplace provides us with an opportunity for spiritual growth-to see our
selves in action and address problems, both technical and psychological, organizational 
and social. We can all learn the skills and habits that make for relations based on empa
thy and respect rather than control and submission. 

The spiritual teachings from many religious traditions focus on love. But in the dominator 
model, these teachings of love become abstract, detached from real life, distorted, fragmented, 
and all too often stunted to meet the requirements of a way of structuring relations into rankings 
of "superiors" over "inferiors" ultimately backed up by fear and force. 

This does not mean that there are no differences in position in partnership structures. There are 
still parents and children, teachers and students, bosses and employees. But the relationships 
between them are mutually respectful, informed by empathy and caring. And these partnership 
standards-of respect, empathy, and caring-are also expressed in the rules and policies of orga
nizations, in how business practices affect both our social and natural environment. 

CONCLUSION 

The workplace spirituality movement offers the opportunity for foundational change at a time 
when-be it economically, socially, or environmentally-the dominator model is increasingly 
dysfunctional. There is mounting evidence that a more humane workplace and organizational 
structure is more productive, flexible, and creative. There is also mounting evidence that "busi
ness as usual" is environmentally unsustainable. A way of doing business that ignores the harm it 
does)o humans and to nature is increasingly being rejected by thinking people all over the world. 

As business rules and workplace practices change, as the workplace shifts more toward the 
partnership model, we will see both more personal growth and the creation of a more humane 
workplace and society. Imbuing the world of business with partnership spirituality will not solve 
all our problems. But it will gradually change what is considered normal and right. 

There are an almost overwhelming number of spiritual approaches, techniques, and practices 
in the world today. Partnership spirituality in the workplace provides us with a framework to 
orient ourselves. It points to the necessity for both inner and outer transformation and allows us to 
contextualize specific practices within a larger framework that provides us with touchstones about 
key aspects of human existence. 

Many of the well-intentioned efforts to address the human elements in organizations have 
been coopted or used in a superficial, feel-good manner. Understanding the core differences 
between the partnership and dominator models can help us make the changes needed for a more 
humane and at the same time more productive and creative workplace. The challenge of trans
forming the workplace is in key respects a spiritual challenge. If we put partnership spirituality 
into action, business success and the highest human aspirations can meet. 
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