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ABSTRACT
There is growing impetus for social work to move beyond a human-
centric social justice orientation to include the consideration of
animals. Social work programs in Australia are currently not
required to include content related to animals within the curricula
and little is known about the extent to which this content is
currently being taught in Australia. The aim of this study was to
explore how consideration of human–animal relations has been
incorporated into Australian social work programs. Fifteen social
work educators were surveyed with three of these participants also
undertaking semistructured interviews. The findings revealed that
where animal-related content was included it predominantly took
an “instrumental” or “anthropocentric” focus related solely to
human wellbeing. Exceptions to this focus were found to exist
within some ethics and theory units under topics such as “green
social work”. Participants report barriers to including such content
citing factors related to challenges within the university context
and the perceived relative importance of other topics within a
crowded social work curriculum. Despite an upsurge in interest in
animal-related content reflected in the literature and a broader shift
in societal attitudes towards animals, the findings of this small
study indicate that Australian social work curriculum currently does
not reflect this increasing interest.

IMPLICATIONS
. As a social justice–oriented profession social work has an ethical

responsibility to expand its focus to include consideration of
human–animal relations within the Australian social work
curriculum.

. There is evidence that inclusion of content related to animals is
limited and is often a reflection of the educator’s commitment
and passion for the topic rather than curriculum priorities or
requirements.

. Further research is needed to gain a better understanding of the
extent to which human–animal relations content is included
within Australian social work curriculum and what barriers may
exist to its inclusion.
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Social work is a social justice–oriented profession which aims to improve the wellbeing of
vulnerable populations by challenging systemic marginalisation and oppression (Cheno-
weth & McAuliffe, 2017). The animal rights movement is concerned with liberating non-
human animals from practices of oppression and promoting equal ethical consideration
for the rights of all living beings (Zalta, 2017). Contemporary literature from a range of
disciplines, including social work, argue that the liberation of nonhuman animals is a
social justice issue that intersects with other social justice movements (Boisseau, 2019;
Nibert, 2014; Nocella II et al., 2014). Notwithstanding, the Australian social work pro-
fession has, until very recently, made little acknowledgement of nonhuman animals
within the profession’s values or Code of Ethics (AASW, 2020c; 2010) and remains
largely a “human rights”-based profession (Hanrahan, 2014). The recently revised
AASW Code of Ethics has included, for the first time, reference to animals in section
4.2 under “commitment to social justice and human rights” where it states that social
workers are required to “ensure that any animal engaged as part of social work is pro-
tected” (AASW, 2020c, p. 13). The Aotearoa New Zealand Association of Social
Workers [ANZASW] (2019) Code of Ethics was updated to include reference to
animals for the first time, extending manaakitanga (respect, generosity and care)
towards animals with the following statement: “We recognise the sentience of animals
and ensure that any animal engaged as part of our social work practice is protected”
(ANZASW, 2019, p. 11). Sentience describes the ability to feel pain and other sensations
such as pleasure (Ryder, 2011). New Zealand’s inclusion of sentience in the Code of
Ethics may suggest greater accountability towards some animals for social workers prac-
tising within the ANZASW. Despite such moves and a growing call from scholar-activists
interested in green and critical social work for the profession to expand its understanding
of social justice to incorporate the nonhuman world including animals, progress remains
slow (Gray & Coates, 2012; Hanrahan, 2014; Matsuoka & Sorenson, 2014; Morley et al.,
2019; Wolf, 2000).

It has been argued that sociocultural attitudes towards animals remain a barrier to
integrating the consideration of animals into social work (Hanrahan, 2014; Matsuoka
& Sorenson, 2014). Dominant western culture adopts an anthropocentric view towards
animals, with societal attitudes, beliefs, norms, and expectations aligning primarily
with speciesism (Crist & Kopnina, 2014), defined as “discrimination on the basis of
species” (Ryder, 2011, p. 157). Speciesism results in the oppression, exploitation, and
exclusion of nonhuman animals from compassion and empathy, particularly in moral
and ethical debates (Sorenson, 2020). Various western cultural practices and theories
support this view of animals, including dominant Judaeo-Christian beliefs (Simkins,
2014; White, 1967), social dominance theory (Dhont et al., 2016; Jackson, 2019; Sidanius
& Pratto, 1999), and utilitarianism (Hsiao, 2015; Matheny, 2006). Despite this view, we
have witnessed a rise in veganism, animal rights, and environmental concerns related to
animal agriculture (Budgar, 2017; Janssen et al., 2016). This increased awareness coupled
with social work’s alignment with social justice has seen a growing interest in human–
animal relations within social work (Hanrahan, 2014; Matsuoka & Sorenson, 2013;
Ryan, 2014; Walker et al., 2015). Social work theoretical approaches such as antioppres-
sive theory, feminist theory, and ecological theory provide a strong justification and
rationale for including the consideration of animals. Many feminist theorists, for
instance, have highlighted the links between the oppression of women and that of
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animals (Adams, 1990/2010; Adams & Donovan, 1995; Curtin, 1991; Twine, 2010;
Wyckoff, 2014). Elsewhere the evolution of ecological theory has seen practitioners
and scholars alike argue for expanding ecological assessments to include the consider-
ation of human–animal relationships (Bretzlaff-Holstein, 2018; Hanrahan, 2014;
Walker et al., 2015). Research also has identified links between animal abuse and
human abuse, such as domestic and family violence, showing increasing promise and
insight into both prevention and intervention strategies in this space (Ascione &
Shapiro, 2009; Macias-Mayo, 2018; Taylor & Fraser, 2019). Antioppressive practice has
been highlighted as an approach that implores social workers to consider interwoven
oppressions, including the abuse of animals and humans in various settings such as
those employed in meat processing (Hanrahan, 2014; Matsuoka & Sorenson, 2013). At
the same time, the vital relational, support and health-enhancing role that animals
often play in the lives of human beings is being recognised and is reflected in the rise
in interest in animal-assisted therapy and related interventions (Cheung & Kwong
Kam, 2018; Sable, 2013; Walsh, 2009).

Accreditation for social work training in Australia occurs through the AASW (2020b).
All accredited training is offered at the tertiary education level, delivered through Bache-
lor of Social Work and Master of Social Work courses in Australia (AASW, 2020a).
According to the Australian Social Work Education and Accreditation Standards
[ASWEAS], Australian social work courses are required to cover five core curriculum
areas: construction of social work purpose, place, and practice; power, oppression, and
exploitation; the history and contribution of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
peoples; culture, identity, and discrimination; and psychosocial and wellbeing across
the life cycle (AASW, 2020b, p. 8). While it is possible that content taught within
these five core curriculum areas covers human–animal relations, this is largely
unknown and thus far no studies were found that examined this issue. It is therefore
difficult to ascertain the degree to which social work curriculum in Australia reflects
the shifts evident in this space.

The aim of this study was to explore how the consideration of human–animal
relations has been incorporated into social work teaching and curriculum from the per-
spective of educators within accredited social work programes in Australia.

Method

Research Framework and Design

The theoretical framework for this study comprised insights from constructionist epis-
temology and the field of critical animal studies (CAS). The two approaches were
chosen as most appropriate given the influence of sociocultural discourses in the
framing and perception of nonhuman animals within society and the influence this
has had upon social work’s engagement with animals.

Constructionist epistemology proposes that individuals and societies make meaning
through their social interactions (Braun & Clarke, 2006). These exchanges generate
knowledge, which both individuals and collectives embrace as their truth (Braun &
Clarke, 2006). Constructionist theorists argue knowledge is dynamic and ever-changing
rather than fixed and determined (Karnilowicz et al., 2014). The focus for
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constructionists is to understand the socio-cultural contexts and structures that impact
individual experiences in contrast to individual motivations or psychologies (Braun &
Clarke, 2006; Mallon, 2016). Critical animal studies (CAS) is an interdisciplinary field
that explores animal oppression and exploitation through an academic and political
lens. CAS advocates for the liberation of animals from oppression and the abolition of
ecological exploitation (Socha & Mitchell, 2014). CAS embodies the overlap of core
values and beliefs of critical social work but extends consideration to nonhuman
animals and the environment. Academics drawing on CAS believe the history of
human and animal oppression is intersectional and deeply entwined and therefore
requires collaboration by social justice movements to dismantle power structures that
maintain this oppression (Nibert, 2014; Nocella & J, 2019). CAS provides a critical frame-
work to understand the sociopolitical and academic contexts that produce and reinforce
the exploitation and oppression of nonhuman animals, making it an appropriate theor-
etical lens for the present study.

The study took a mixed-methods exploratory approach to answering the research
question “How has the consideration of human–animal relations been incorporated
into social work teaching and curriculum?” It consisted of a self-administered survey
and semistructured interviews.

Participants

The study employed a purposive sampling approach and called for participants who met
the inclusion criteria of being a current educator within an accredited social work
program in Australia. Tertiary providers and programs appropriate for the survey
were identified through the AASW (2020a) website of accredited social work programs,
and recruitment to the study was via email contact with the heads of the discipline (or
equivalent) within each program. The survey was sent to a total of 33 universities in Sep-
tember 2020 and was open for 6 weeks. A total of 15 social work educators within Aus-
tralian tertiary programs completed the survey. Survey respondents were given the
opportunity to express their interest in completing a semistructured interview, with 3
participants completing interviews.

Procedure

Data for the study were gathered in two phases. The first phase collected data through a
self-administered survey, while the second phase gathered data through semistructured
interviews. The self-administered survey was offered online via the LimeSurvey software
tool. The survey utilised a combination of Likert scale responses and free text comments
in response to 11 questions aimed at gathering data on various aspects of the respon-
dents’ knowledge and views on the teaching of material related to animals within
social work programs in Australia. It should be noted here that, despite its limitations,
the authors chose to use the term “animals” within the survey rather than “nonhuman
animals” or other critically informed terminology, as this term was more likely to be
readily understood by the respondents.

The second phase of the study involved semistructured interviews with 3 of the survey
respondents. An interview schedule consisting of 7 loosely structured questions was
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devised drawing upon preliminary findings of the survey and the literature review. The
interviews also provided an opportunity to garner participants’ responses to the recent
updating of the AASW Code of Ethics (2020c) to include a reference to animals in
social work, something that had occurred during the administering of the survey. The
interviews, lasting approximately 30 min each were conducted online via Microsoft
Teams from December 2021—January 2022. Each interview was transcribed, de-ident-
ified, and collated. All 3 interview participants came from the same university: one
being a field education co-ordinator, another a lecturer, and the final interviewee
being a senior lecturer and program director.

Data Analysis

Data were analysed using a thematic analysis approach as outlined by Braun and Clarke
(2006). The method of initial coding for the raw data employed a value coding process
whereby values, attitudes or beliefs which represent underlying perspectives or world
views are identified (Miles et al., 2014). Codes then were examined for overarching
themes utilising a theoretical analysis approach informed by the insights of construction-
ist epistemology and critical animal studies. After the first round of preliminary coding
and theme generation, the questions and corresponding data were placed into a table for
a second round of coding. The codes were crosschecked with preliminary findings to
determine the robustness of fit or to identify new emerging patterns. Finally, the
themes were discussed and reviewed within the research term for coherence and consist-
ency. An interpretivist approach was employed in this study whereby the researchers
foregrounded and acknowledged their world views and pre-existing value and theoretical
orientations. Regular meetings between all members of the research team allowed for
a robust examination of unexpected or contradictory findings and early theorising of
possible explanations. The study was undertaken as part of the second author’s social
work master’s dissertation with ethics clearance gained through the Griffith University
Human Research Ethics Committee (GU Ref No: 2020/612).

Findings

Survey Findings

Six of the 15 respondents indicated that the social work program they currently teach
within included content that considered animals. None of the respondents indicated
that they offered a course focused solely on animals in social work. The following
topic areas or fields of practice were identified as featuring this content: mental health,
disasters, domestic and family violence, social work ethics, animal-assisted interventions,
companion animal relationships, and extending beyond a “human rights” focus to
include animals and nature. Domestic violence and mental health were the most-
referred-to areas within which animal content would be incorporated.

Respondents were asked to consider the five core curriculum areas outlined by the
ASWEAS and respond to the question “Should content relating to animals be included
within social work programs?” They also were asked to comment on the reasons for their
response. The survey results revealed that most respondents (12 out of the 15) voiced
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support for social work education to include animal-related content. However, the com-
ments indicated divergent perspectives on where would be the most appropriate place for
this content within the social work curriculum. As commented by one respondent:

Not as a core course or a core focus; however, it should be part of critical discussions in
terms of how it relates to ethics, critical social work, the wellbeing of the planet, and, of
course, the wellbeing of people, e.g., companion animals, pets in nursing homes, Indigenous
ways of knowing, etc… (respondent 3)

A small number of respondents questioned whether inclusion of such content was
justified citing an already “crowded” or “overburdened” curriculum: “My uncertainty
relates to the competition for content to be included in the social work curriculum
and the relative importance of this topic to other possible topics that are currently also
absent…” (respondent 8). Of those who supported the inclusion of such content
most tended to provide an anthropocentric rationale, that is, one based upon the
needs of humans. As described here by one respondent:

Animals play an important part in humans’ lives, so there are many areas in the curriculum
where it would be relevant to teach about animals…However, it does not seem useful to
teach about animals in a more general sense or to get into debates about the rights of
animals as this is not relevant to social work, which relates to human wellbeing and
society. (respondent 13)

Animal-assisted interventions (AAI) were referred to in the literature as an increasingly
popular social work intervention and this was reflected in the responses to the survey
with the majority (12 respondents) indicating that AAI should be incorporated into
social work curriculum either as core content or as an elective. Similarly, when exploring
the topic of including animals within ecological assessment, most participants agreed or
strongly agreed with the following statement “I believe it is important to discuss animal
relationships with my clients while completing ecological assessments”.

The survey questions prompted respondents to identify if they had included content-
related to animals in their courses. Seven of the 15 respondents indicated that they had
made a conscious effort to include such content. Respondents were provided with the
option of describing how the inclusion of this content was achieved. Examples included
exploring companion animals and human wellbeing, trauma recovery, ethics and theory,
and examining the treatment of animals within social justice discussions:

I use the example of how “normal” attitudes to women, slavery, disability, homosexuality,
etc. 50 years ago are now abhorrent… I discuss how the “normal” attitude we have today
to the treatment of animals (in particular the factory farming industry) will be considered
similarly abhorrent in 50 years’ time. (respondent 8)

I teach ethics subjects and have written course content for both the undergraduate and post-
graduate ethics courses that include a focus on nonhuman animal ethics. I focus on the mor-
ality of eating animals, veganism and explore a future where social work might extend its
concept of “human rights” to explore rights for the environment and nonhuman animals.
(respondent 2)

The researchers sought to explore the views of respondents on animal welfare and animal
rights. The distinction between the two concepts was deemed important as an animal
welfare approach aligns with anthropocentric approaches whereas an animal rights
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perspective specifically challenges the “human first” anthropocentrism that is common-
place within social work (Ryan, 2014). An equal number of participants (7 in total) indi-
cated support for animal rights and animal welfare approaches and sought to incorporate
related content into their teaching. In responding to the question about animal rights,
however, a number of the respondents indicated a desire to explore the application
and validity of the concept of “animal rights”:

An entity can only be considered to have a “right” if it is capable of asserting that right… I
am concerned about the welfare of animals. However, I would not teach students to frame
concern for animals within a “rights” framework. (respondent 13)

Another respondent made the following comment noting personal and professional ten-
sions relating to an animal-rights perspective:

The current curriculum does not provide the scope, and so I have a private identity in which
animal rights and relationships is important and a professional identity in which it is under-
valued. It is not discussed in the curriculum, but also it is not discussed in the staff space
either—is there pet bereavement leave? I wouldn’t know. (respondent 9)

Finally, one respondent argued strongly against the inclusion of such content suggesting
that to do so would be damaging for social work:

Socialwork should aimto consolidate andpromote its position as a keyhuman service, asworthy
of respect and funding as psychology, nursing, speech pathology, etc., rather than further under-
mining this position with forays into niche issues like animal rights. (respondent 13)

Respondents were asked their views on the possible inclusion of animals within the
AASW Code of Ethics. As noted earlier, the survey was open during the period directly
before the launch of the revised AASW Code of Ethics in November 2020 which includes
the first-ever reference to animals. Survey respondents were provided with the statement
regarding animals contained in the Aotearoa New Zealand Association of Social Workers
Code of Ethics (2019, p. 11) which reads “we recognise the sentience of animals and
ensure that any animal engaged as part of our social work practice is protected”. They
were then asked to indicate if they supported a similar change to the AASW Code of
Ethics. The overwhelming majority (14 of the 15 respondents) supported such a move.
When asked to expand on the reasons for this answer, comments reflected a diversity
of viewpoints ranging from predominantly anthropocentric approaches to those
informed by a broader focus on social justice, and environmental and animal rights
imperatives. As one participant argued:

It should for a range of reasons: Interconnectedness to life and all species. Indigenous ways
of doing and being needs to be the way of the future for the profession. No longer can social
work maintain such [a] human-centric and egotistical position to changes across all the
systems. As professionals, we need to be able to understand and work within green
spaces as a result of climate injustice and to understand and broaden out our way of under-
standing the human—all other species interconnectedness. (respondent 11)

The one respondent who was not in support asserted the following:

The AASWhas a legitimate role in creating and regulating professional ethics. However, it has
no legitimate claim to be the arbiter of morality more generally. It is possible to be a good
human services practitioner while holding a diversity of views about animals. (respondent 13)
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Interviews

Three survey respondents opted to participate in an interview. Three key themes were
elicited from the interview data and are discussed below.

Social Justice and Animals
Interviewees were asked for their views on social justice and how this relates to
animals. Interviewees expressed different viewpoints in relation to this question with
one emphasising an “all inclusive” notion of social justice as it relates to social work
stating “I see social justice and equality and all those foundational values of social
work to apply to all species. So, I wouldn’t delineate between human or nonhuman
or the environment” (interviewee 2, lecturer). Another observed the following: “The
way we treat animals is not that much different to the way we treat humans. We
treat humans dreadfully. We seem capable of treating other human beings appallingly.
The way we treat animals is part of that continuum…” (interviewee 3, senior lecturer/
program director). Two interviewees argued for an animal welfare and anthropocentric
understanding of social justice with both asserting that while animals do not deserve
“equal” consideration, their welfare should be protected with sufficient resources and
legislation. There was concern expressed that we do not currently have sufficient pro-
tections in place.

Culture and Context of Social Work Education
A significant theme elicited from the interviews focused on animals within the university
social work context. One interviewee described experiencing defensiveness from col-
leagues while discussing their personal and professional views on the topic of animal
rights:

And with colleagues, I have had discussions. People are quite defensive, and I am not an
argumentative type [of] person. I don’t think conflict leads to change really, particularly
in this area. So, I have always been happy to talk about my views, but not really interested
in challenging others, trying more to lead by example. (interviewee 2, lecturer)

The other two interviewees indicated that the topic of animal rights was not often
explored in the work setting but that conversations focusing on animal welfare did
occur: “… so, what you’re talking about is the care of the animal, but still, we as
humans have some kind of dominion over the animals. So, it’s definitely around [an]
animal welfare perspective rather than animal rights” (interviewee 1, field educator).
One of the interviewees commented on the seemingly binary approach invoked by the
concept of animal “rights” and argued for a more nuanced approach to be taken
within social work stating:

I don’t think social work calls us to have an equal concern for the rights of animals and the
welfare of animals as it does for humans… To me, it’s not a simple binary… I think that
social work should be concerned about protecting the environment, should be concerned
about creating a sustainable world…A sustainable world includes the natural environment,
and living in harmony with animals, and living beings, and other aspects of the natural
environment… (interviewee 3, senior lecturer/program director)
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In the survey, some noted that social work programs are overburdened by competing
curriculum priorities. The interviewees were asked to consider this notion and asked
to reflect on how this may impact the inclusion of new content. Two of the interviewees
expressed the belief that the curriculum needs to prioritise what is essential for students
to learn and were of the view that the consideration of animals was not one of these areas
and therefore should not be included over other competing demands such as an
increased focus on trauma and mental health. The other interviewee, while acknowled-
ging this constraint, took a different view making the following observation:

So, this is a big one really, because we’re quite full in terms of what we have to teach already
to meet accreditation demands. So, the question then is “how do we incorporate this?” But I
think, I think that’s a bit short-sighted really because we’ve always kept up with the latest
topics. Like we brought in discussions of environmentalism, probably ten years ago, into
our course curriculum, and it fits quite nicely in, and now it’s embedded in a whole
bunch of our courses. (interviewee 2, lecturer)

The interviews further explored how the current university environment or context
impacts the ability to teach new content about animals within social work. Interview par-
ticipants identified various factors including the influence of key decision makers within
the university hierarchy, the current university environment due to the impact of
COVID-19 and the subjective nature of what might come to be prioritised within the cur-
riculum. On this last point interviewees felt this to be both a strength and a barrier allow-
ing for flexibility in the content and delivery of courses but also sometimes relying too
much on individual preference or interest. The perceived economic impact of
COVID-19 upon the increasingly “budget minded” approach to university education
also was noted by one of the interviewees who stated that “my understanding of the way
things are going at the moment, no university is going to open up to up to a bunch of
new subjects at the moment because of COVID-19 and budgets…” (interviewee 2,
lecturer).

Translating Values and Ethics to Practice
Participants were asked their thoughts on the change to include a reference to animals
within the AASW Code of Ethics. All interviewees expressed support for the inclusion
of animals in the newly revised Code of Ethics with one expressing the view that the
move does not go far enough, arguing for a more critical view of human rights to encom-
pass the natural environment. Two of the interviewees felt that while this move was laud-
able the practical application of this content remained unclear and posed a challenge for
the profession. It was noted that the AASW has provided “no guidance about how you
might practically apply this” (interviewee 1, field educator).

Discussion

The findings of this study show that while many of the participants demonstrated an
interest or desire to include the consideration of animals into social work curriculum,
there are areas of debate as to its relative importance to the profession and barriers to
the inclusion of such content.
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Respondents differed on their views as to whether the concept of “social justice”
should extend to include animals and similarly expressed differing opinions on the possi-
bility of “decentring” human rights within the social work profession. For some this was
seen as a necessary and positive step reflective of the value base of social work and the
need to respond to urgent and contemporary issues such as environmental issues.
Others expressed a reluctance to move further in this direction, concerned that this
shift may somehow diminish the professional standing of social work or detract from
other more “necessary” and important areas of focus.

We found that support for the inclusion of animals within social work was mainly
informed by an anthropocentric lens reflecting dominant sociocultural norms as ident-
ified in the literature (Hanrahan, 2014; Matsuoka & Sorenson, 2014). Interventions or
modalities such as animal-assisted therapies (AAI) enjoyed strong support as did increas-
ing the awareness of animals in the domestic and family violence context. Once again,
this aligns with what we found in recent literature (Taylor & Fraser, 2019). On the
topic of expanding the social justice lens of social work to include animals, the majority
of participants preferred an anthropocentric “animal welfare” approach be taken when
considering animals in social work. The findings suggest that the reasons for this prefer-
ence lay in the belief that animals remain “lesser” moral beings and as such do not
“deserve” equal consideration to humans. Despite this, societal shifts in attitudes
towards animals were found to be reflected in this study as evidenced by comments
made by interviewee 3 on the “continuum” of harm impacting humans and animals.

Future research is needed into how social work educators’ beliefs and attitudes in this
area inform social work curriculum and practice changes.

Limitations

It must be noted that this study was limited to a small number of participants and the
sample was purposive and self-selected and therefore its findings cannot be generalised.
The interview participants were all from the same university, so the interview findings
may be a reflection of factors related to the individual institution. The survey was distrib-
uted during the early stages of the COVID-19 global pandemic. This was a time of sig-
nificant disruption for the university sector and it is speculated this may have reduced the
number of participants.

Conclusion

The aim of this exploratory study was to investigate how the consideration of animals is
being incorporated into social work curriculum in Australia from the perspective of
social work educators. Findings from this small study suggest that while content
related to human-animal relations is viewed as important and relevant to social work,
challenges exist around its inclusion into university curriculum. The reasons for these
challenges are multiple and range from factors related to the university context, uncer-
tainty about the relevance of the topic, lack of knowledge regarding how to incorporate
such content, and hesitation on the part of those wishing to take on such topics, fearing
criticism. Findings in this study may indicate that some social work education programs
may reflect rather than challenge dominant beliefs about human-animal relations. This is
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notable as the social work profession has often been a leader in advancing social justice
causes. As this was a small study it may be beneficial to undertake further studies to
explore in more detail social work educators’ attitudes and experiences to better under-
stand the unique barriers to including such content in social work education in Australia.

Acknowledgments

The authors would like to acknowledge the contribution of Dr Stephen Larmar who pro-
vided guidance and input at various stages of the research project.

Disclosure Statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

ORCID

Angella Duvnjak http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1409-8216

References

Adams, C. J. (2010). The sexual politics of meat: A feminist-vegetarian critical theory. The
Continuum International Publishing Group Inc. (Original work published 1990).

Adams, C. J., & Donovan, J. (1995). Animals and women: Feminist theoretical explorations. Duke
University Press.

Aotearoa New Zealand Association of Social Workers. (2019). Code of ethics 2019. https://anzasw.
nz/wp-content/uploads/ANZASW-Code-of-Ethics-Final-1-Aug-2019.pdf

Ascione, F. R., & Shapiro, K. (2009). People and animals, kindness and cruelty: Research directions
and policy implications. Journal of Social Issues, 65(3), 569–587. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
4560.2009.01614.x

Australian Association of Social Workers. (2010). Code of ethics. https://www.aasw.asn.au/
practitioner-resources/code-of-ethics

Australian Association of Social Workers. (2020a). AASW accredited programs. https://www.aasw.
asn.au/careers-study/accredited-courses

Australian Association of Social Workers. (2020b). Australian social work education and accredi-
tation standards. https://www.aasw.asn.au/document/item/6073

Australian Association of Social Workers. (2020c). Code of ethics. https://www.aasw.asn.au/
document/item/1201

Boisseau, W. (2019). Animal liberation. In R. Kinna, & U. Gordon (Eds.), Routledge handbook of
radical politics (pp. 42–52). Taylor and Francis Group.

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in
Psychology, 3(2), 77–101. https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa

Bretzlaff-Holstein, C. (2018). The case for humane education in social work education. Social
Work Education, 37(7), 924–935. https://doi.org/10.1080/02615479.2018.1468428

Budgar, L. (2017). Veganism on the rise. Gale Academic Onefile, 22(1), 38–39. https://link.gale.
com/apps/doc/A512288950/AONE?u = griffith&sid = AONE&xid = 69cfdf7a

Chenoweth, L., & McAuliffe, D. (2017). The road to social work and human services practice (5th
ed.). Cengage Learning Australia.

Cheung, C., & Kwong Kam, P. (2018). Conditions for pets to prevent depression in older adults.
Aging & Mental Health, 22(2), 1627–1633. https://doi.org/10.1080/13607863.2017.1385723

Crist, E., & Kopnina, H. (2014). Unsettling anthropocentrism. Dialectical Anthropology, 38(1),
387–396. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10624-014-9362-1

AUSTRALIAN SOCIAL WORK 407

http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1409-8216
https://anzasw.nz/wp-content/uploads/ANZASW-Code-of-Ethics-Final-1-Aug-2019.pdf
https://anzasw.nz/wp-content/uploads/ANZASW-Code-of-Ethics-Final-1-Aug-2019.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2009.01614.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2009.01614.x
https://www.aasw.asn.au/practitioner-resources/code-of-ethics
https://www.aasw.asn.au/practitioner-resources/code-of-ethics
https://www.aasw.asn.au/careers-study/accredited-courses
https://www.aasw.asn.au/careers-study/accredited-courses
https://www.aasw.asn.au/document/item/6073
https://www.aasw.asn.au/document/item/1201
https://www.aasw.asn.au/document/item/1201
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
https://doi.org/10.1080/02615479.2018.1468428
https://link.gale.com/apps/doc/A512288950/AONE?u=griffith%26sid=AONE%26xid=69cfdf7a
https://link.gale.com/apps/doc/A512288950/AONE?u=griffith%26sid=AONE%26xid=69cfdf7a
https://doi.org/10.1080/13607863.2017.1385723
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10624-014-9362-1


Curtin, D. (1991). Toward an ecological ethic of care. Hypatia, 6(1), 60–74. https://www.jstor.org/
stable/3810033?seq = 1

Dhont, K., Gordon, H., & Leite, A. C. (2016). Common ideological roots of speciesism and gen-
eralized ethnic prejudice: The social dominance human–animal relations model (SD–HARM).
European Journal of Personality, 30(6), 507–522. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2069

Gray, M., & Coates, J. (2012). Environmental ethics for social work: Social work’s responsibility to
the non-human world. International Journal of Social Welfare, 21(3), 239–247. https://doi-org.
libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/10.1111j.1468-2397.2011.00852.x

Hanrahan, C. (2014). Integrated health thinking and the one health concept: Is social work all for
‘one’ or ‘one’ for all? In T. Ryan (Ed.), Animals in social work: Why and how they matter (pp. 64–
80). Palgrave Macmillan.

Hsiao, T. (2015). In defense of eating meat. Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics, 28
(2), 277–291. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10806-015-9534-2

Jackson, L. M. (2019). Speciesism predicts prejudice against low-status and hierarchy-attenuating
human groups. Anthrozoös, 32(4), 445–458. https://doi.org/10.1080/08927936.2019.1621514

Janssen, M., Busch, C., Rodiger, M., & Hamm, U. (2016). Motives of consumers following a vegan
diet and their attitudes towards animal agriculture. Appetite, 105, 643–651. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.appet.2016.06.039

Karnilowicz, W., Ali, L., & Phillimore, J. (2014). Community research within a social construction-
ist epistemology: Implications for “scientific rigor”. Community Development, 45(4), 353–367.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15575330.2014.936479

Macias-Mayo, A. R. (2018). The link between animal abuse and child abuse. American Journal of
Family Law, 32(2), 130–136. https://go-gale-com.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/ps/i.do?p =
ITOF&u = griffith&id = GALE|A555588863&v = 2.1&it = r&sid = summon

Mallon, R. (2016). The construction of human kinds. Oxford Scholarship Online. https://doi.org/
10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198755678.001.0001

Matheny, G. (2006). Utilitarianism and animals. In P. Singer (Ed.), In defence of animals: The
second wave (pp. 13–25). Blackwell.

Matsuoka, A., & Sorenson, J. (2013). Human consequences of animal exploitation: Needs for
redefining social welfare. The Journal of Sociology & Social Welfare, 40(4), 7–32. https://
heinonline-org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/HOL/SelectPage?handle = hein.journals/
jrlsasw40&collection = journals&page = 7&lname =

Matsuoka, A., & Sorenson, J. (2014). Social justice beyond human beings: Trans-species social
justice. In T. Ryan (Ed.), Animals in social work: Why and how they matter (pp. 64–80).
Palgrave Macmillan.

Miles, M. B., Huberman, A. M., & Saldana, J. (2014). Qualitative data analysis: A methods source-
book (3rd ed.). Sage.

Morley, C., Ablett, P., & Macfarlane, S. (2019). Engaging with social work: A critical introduction
(2nd ed). Cambridge University Press.

Nibert, D. (2014). Foreword. In A. J. Nocella, J. Sorenson, K. Socha, & A. Matsuoka (Eds.),
Defining critical social work studies: An intersectional social justice approach for liberation
(pp. ix–xii). Peter Lang.

Nocella, I. I., & J, A. (2019). Unmasking the animal liberation front using critical pedagogy: Seeing
the ALF for who they really are. In A. J. Nocella II, C. Drew, A. E. George, S. Ketenci, J. Lupinacci,
I. Purdy, & J. Leeson-Schatz (Eds.), Education for total liberation (pp. 15–26). Peter Lang.

Nocella II, A. J., Sorenson, J., Socha, K., & Matsuoka, A. (2014). The emergence of critical animal
studies: The rise of intersectional animal liberation. In A. J. Nocella, J. Sorenson, K. Socha, & A.
Matsuoka (Eds.),Defining critical social work studies: An intersectional social justice approach for
liberation (pp. ix–xii). Peter Lang.

Ryan, T. (2014). The moral priority of vulnerability and dependency: Why social work should
respect both animals and humans. In T. Ryan (Ed.), Animals in social work: Why and how
they matter (pp. 80–101). Palgrave Macmillan.

Ryder, R. D. (2011). Speciesism, pianism and happiness: A morality for the twenty-first century.
Imprint Academic.

408 A. DUVNJAK AND A. DENT

https://www.jstor.org/stable/3810033?seq=1
https://www.jstor.org/stable/3810033?seq=1
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2069
https://doi-org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/10.1111/j.1468-2397.2011.00852.x
https://doi-org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/10.1111/j.1468-2397.2011.00852.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10806-015-9534-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/08927936.2019.1621514
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2016.06.039
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2016.06.039
https://doi.org/10.1080/15575330.2014.936479
https://go-gale-com.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/ps/i.do?p=ITOF&u=griffith&id=GALE&verbar;A555588863&v=2.1&it=r&sid=summon
https://go-gale-com.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/ps/i.do?p=ITOF&u=griffith&id=GALE&verbar;A555588863&v=2.1&it=r&sid=summon
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198755678.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198755678.001.0001
https://heinonline-org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/HOL/SelectPage?handle=hein.journals/jrlsasw40%26collection=journals%26page=7%26lname=
https://heinonline-org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/HOL/SelectPage?handle=hein.journals/jrlsasw40%26collection=journals%26page=7%26lname=
https://heinonline-org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/HOL/SelectPage?handle=hein.journals/jrlsasw40%26collection=journals%26page=7%26lname=


Sable, P. (2013). The pet connection: An attachment perspective. Clinical Social Work Journal, 41
(1), 93–99. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10615-012-0405-2

Sidanius, J., & Pratto, F. (1999). Social dominance: An intergroup theory of social hierarchy and
oppression. Cambridge University Press.

Simkins, R. A. (2014). The Bible and anthropocentrism: Putting humans in their place. Dialectical
Anthropology, 38(1), 397–413. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10624-014-9348-z

Socha, K., & Mitchell, L. (2014). Critical animal studies as an interdisciplinary field: A holistic
approach to confronting oppression. In A. J. Nocella, J. Sorenson, K. Socha, & A. Matsuoka
(Eds.),Defining critical social work studies: An intersectional social justice approach for liberation
(pp. 110–132). Peter Lang.

Sorenson, J. (2020). Humane hypocrisies: Making killing acceptable. In K. Dhont, & G. Hodson
(Eds.), Why we love and exploit animals: Bridging insights from academia and advocacy (pp.
209–228). Routledge.

Taylor, N., & Fraser, H. (2019). Companion animals and domestic violence: Rescuing me, rescuing
you. Palgrave MacMillan.

Twine, R. (2010). Intersectional disgust? Animals and (eco)feminism. Feminism & Psychology, 20
(3), 397–406. https://doi.org/10.1177/0959353510368284

Walker, P., Aimers, J., & Perry, C. (2015). Animals and social work: An emerging field of practice
for Aotearoa New Zealand. Aotearoa New Zealand Social Work, 27(1/2), 24–35. https://search-
informit-org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/doi/10.3316INFORMIT.186948731049252

Walsh, F. (2009). Human-animal bonds I: The relational significance of companion animals.
Family Process, 48(4), 462–480. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1545-5300.2009.01296.x

White, L. (1967). The historical roots of our ecologic crisis. Science, 155(3767), 1203–1207. https://
doi.org/10.1126/science.155.3767.1203

Wolf, D. B. (2000). Social work and speciesism. Social Work, 45(1), 88–93. https://www.jstor.org/
stable/23718726.

Wyckoff, J. (2014). Linking sexism and speciesism.Hypatia, 29(4), 721–737. https://www.jstor.org/
stable/24542099

Zalta, E. N. (Ed.) (2017). The Stanford encyclopedia of philosophy. (Fall 2017 ed.) https://plato.
stanford.edu/entries/moral-animal/

AUSTRALIAN SOCIAL WORK 409

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10615-012-0405-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10624-014-9348-z
https://doi.org/10.1177/0959353510368284
https://search-informit-org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/doi/10.3316/INFORMIT.186948731049252
https://search-informit-org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/doi/10.3316/INFORMIT.186948731049252
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1545-5300.2009.01296.x
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.155.3767.1203
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.155.3767.1203
https://www.jstor.org/stable/23718726
https://www.jstor.org/stable/23718726
https://www.jstor.org/stable/24542099
https://www.jstor.org/stable/24542099
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/moral-animal/
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/moral-animal/

	Abstract
	Method
	Research Framework and Design
	Participants
	Procedure
	Data Analysis

	Findings
	Survey Findings
	Interviews
	Social Justice and Animals
	Culture and Context of Social Work Education
	Translating Values and Ethics to Practice


	Discussion
	Limitations

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Disclosure Statement
	ORCID
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.5
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.245 841.846]
>> setpagedevice


