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Abstract

Despite recent developments in the field of human—animal studies and a surge of growth
in scholarship in this area, organisational theory has been accused of facilitating the “virtual
exclusion” of the non-human animal. This article attempts to address this through its investigation
of the non-human in the business and management literature within an ethic of care framework.
It accomplishes this through a bibliometric review of the articles available in the Social Sciences
Citation Index. The focus of investigation is the nature of the human—animal relationship within
the articles. It is hoped that this framework will assist scholars in attempts to increase the
visibility of animals within our organisations and enhance their moral consideration, as well as
facilitate the review of other literatures relating to the marginalised within our organisations.
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Introduction

In many respects, they comport better than humans, they kill to eat and eat to live and not live to eat
as some of us do, they do not practice deception, fraud, or falsehood and malpractices as humans do,
they care for their little ones expecting nothing in return, they do not proliferate as we do depleting
the already scarce resources of the earth, for they practice sex restraint by seasonal mating, nor do
they inhale the lethal smoke of tobacco polluting the atmosphere and inflicting harm on fellow
beings. (Extract from the judgement on Balakrishnan vs. Union of India, 2000)!

This extract is from the 2000 judgment of the High Court of Kerala in which the confinement and
exhibition of circus animals is described as being contrary to the “dignified existence” due to all
living beings, as provided for under the Constitution of India. Two years later, in 2002, Germany
became the first country in the European Union to grant constitutional rights to animals. The
passing of the Pets Evacuation and Transportation Standards Act of 20062 in the United States,
protecting the needs of individual animals in times of disaster, received bipartisan backing. In
2015, the Parliament of New Zealand unanimously passed the Animal Welfare Amendment Act
(No. 2) 20153 recognizing the sentience of animals and banning their use for cosmetic testing.
These rulings arguably stand as examples of the shift in attitudes to animals occurring in many
societies across the world today.
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This increased societal interest is reflected in Shapiro and DeMello’s (2010) reported “explo-
sive growth” (p. 308) in the multidisciplinary field of human—animal studies since 2002. However,
while much of this work has come from philosophy, geography, and anthropology (Shapiro &
DeMello, 2010), the field of organisational studies lags behind, accused of facilitating the “vir-
tual exclusion” (Labatut, Munro, & Desmond, 2016, p. 325) of the non-human animal from the
literature of this particular discipline. Such exclusion “is ironic, given that the constitutive basis
of management is founded on the relation between man and animal” (O’Doherty, 2016, p. 409).
The anthropocentric assumptions which form the basis of much of the long-standing theories
may need to be re-evaluated if new theories are to be developed which can withstand contempo-
rary concerns (Sayers, 2016). Furthermore, the issue of how we use and interact with animals
provides us with the opportunity to widen our sphere of moral concern, thereby having “the
potential for improving the discourse about what we are doing to ourselves, and our futures if we
continue to pursue mindlessly disburdenment from ethical life” (Anthony, 2012, p. 140).

An increased interest in environmental justice and the value of maintaining valuable ecosys-
tems for the flourishing of all has occurred in the management literature, particularly from the
perspective of stakeholder theory (Driscoll & Starik, 2004; Waddock, 2011). Indeed, the cause of
environmental sustainability and animals are often linked, for example, in the case of industrial
farming, which causes both ecological havoc and animal suffering on a massive scale (Jamieson,
2008). Other environmental ethicists—see, for example, Stone (1987)—devote considerable
time to explicating their views on the moral considerateness due to non-human animals. However,
the erasure of animals and their contributions to both our personal and international economies
still persists and, as reported by O’Doherty (2016), a trawl through the literature of management
and organisation studies reveals mostly their presence as “a particular type of ‘raw material’ or
economic material that introduces localised problems associated with process flow and opera-
tions management” (O’Doherty, 2016, p. 409). This may be a cause for concern and a new way
of looking at how animals are seen in the literature may be required. This article seeks to begin
this journey, by considering animal-related articles in the “business” and “management” catego-
ries of the Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI) within an ethic of care framework. The ethic of
care approach to the natural environment has been posited by Sama, Welcomer, and Gerde (2004)
in order to facilitate the development of an “internalized voice” (p. 152) for the silent stakeholder
within the organisation. Informed by these authors’ call for further research in this area, and the
need for “a more relational model of organizing” (p. 158), it is intended that this framework will
assist scholars by enhancing the visibility of animals, and those who care for them, within our
organisations.

What Constitutes an “Animal’’?

The articles under review in this paper do not have a tendency to define specifically what consti-
tutes an animal per se and the expression “non-human” also covers non-sentient actors, such as
technology, machinery, and so on. The term animal itself is widely used to describe all non-
human, non-plant life, while acknowledging that humans can also be categorised biologically
within the animal family (Morwitz, 2008). An overarching word therefore, it is generally utilised
“as a term to corral the diversity of non-human life within this designation” (Desmond, 2010, p.
248). It is perhaps assumed that a general understanding pertains as to what an animal is and that
this is accepted by the readers and authors alike. A large proportion of the articles address agri-
cultural issues, and pigs, cows, sheep, and chickens are the main focus. Articles addressing zoos
and wildlife tourism and protection open up the possibility of inclusion of more “exotic” wild
animals, such as dolphins, whales, camels, lions, and tigers. While mammals are the main focus,
birds are also included under this title, as well as reptiles. Articles addressing pet ownership fea-
ture dogs, cats, alpacas, and horses, while rodents and primates are the main subjects for
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scientific research. Articles concerning biodiversity and the natural environment provide for the
inclusion of insects also. A prescriptive definition of what constitutes an “animal” is inherently
problematic and outside the scope of this article. For the purposes of this article, a widely encom-
passing definition is used, allowing for the inclusion of both vertebrates and invertebrates, the
latter which, while rarely discussed in the literature, may do so out of a lack of human experience
rather than a lack of any particular value as such.

Ethic of Care

Brought to prominence by Carol Gilligan in her 1982 book In a Different Voice [all quotes featur-
ing here refer to the 1993 edition of this book] the “ethic of care” approach has been considered
by many scholars, particularly those in the feminist tradition, as a way to address a wide range of
moral issues. This ethic is one based in relationships, which are direct and concrete, rather than
on a conceptual set of principles designed to guide behaviour. It is considered both a value and a
practice (Held, 2006), emphasizing the “importance of ongoing, interdependent relationships as
sites of care” (Lawrence & Maitlis, 2012, p. 642) and placing value on the responsibilities arising
out of the bonds of these relationships. While it is often offered as an alternative to an ethic of
justice (Gilligan, 1993; Lawrence & Maitlis, 2012), this does not mean that the ethic of care is
complete without any reference to justice at all (Liedtka, 1996; Noddings, 2003). Rather, the
ethic of care can be seen as “the most basic moral value” (Held, 2006, p. 71) without which noth-
ing, including justice, could exist. As a result, “caring relations should form the wider moral
framework into which justice should be fitted” (Held, 2006, p. 71). The ethic has been credited
with the ability to change how we view political and social life, forcing us to confront previously
marginalised issues and improving lived outcomes for people (Held, 2006; Tronto, 1993).

While it has been somewhat ignored in much of the standard business ethics curricula
(Rabouin, 1997), feminist ethics “offers a new vocabulary, with its own distinct set of concepts
and metaphors, that enables us to envision an innovative and enriching context within which to
think about the firm” (Wicks, Gilbert, & Freeman, 1994, p. 493). For organisational scholars, the
ethic of care approach is uniquely placed to boost the moral worth of the organisations that we
work for (Liedtka, 1996) and to assist scholars in cultivating positive change. As an aid to theory
development, the care ethic allows us to interrogate the effects of our various belief systems, ask-
ing who may be disadvantaged by them, thereby making use of the ethic “as a site of resistance
to current practices” (Jacques, 1992, p. 601). Furthermore, the ethic facilitates new ways to
develop ethical problem-solving processes, connecting thought, analysis, and action with future
ethical decision-making within real-life organisational contexts (Rabouin, 1997).

The ethic of care is “not restricted to human interaction with others” (Tronto, 1993, p. 103),
and therefore, can be used to address the moral questions surrounding the use of animals in
organisational life. While reciprocity of care is not formally present in our relationships with
animals (Noddings, 2003), responsibility for care arises anytime we make animals dependent on
us, whether as pets or within, for example, an agricultural system (Engster, 2006). Noddings
(2003) also accepts our duties to companion animals, positing that by establishing “the possibil-
ity of appreciative and reciprocal relation” (p. 157), responsibility for the care of this animal
occurs. Noddings suggests that, arising out of this caring relation, a chain of caring has been
developed, with duties to an entire species inferred by this relationship with one. Furthermore, as
the care ethic is one of healing (Tronto, 1993), informed by the belief “that no one should be hurt”
(Gilligan, 1993, p. 174), abuse and neglect of animals of any kind, whether or not we are in direct
relation, is renounced.

As an environmental ethic, the ethic of care highlights our connection to the natural world and
the interdependent nature of living in holistic ecosystems (Anthony, 2012), embracing the
“underlying picture of the earth as one body, and of ourselves as part of this body” (Manning,



Connolly and Cullen 409

1992, p. 84). Widely used approaches to environmental ethics, such as holism, often focus on
evaluations of entire systems, rather than on the intrinsic worth of individual members of the
system themselves. Consideration of the environment from an ethic of care perspective offers a
counterpoint to holism’s implicit hierarchies and abstract principles regarding the unequal worth
of certain species, recognizing instead the natural world “as comprising individual beings that are
part of a dynamic web of interconnections in which feelings, emotions and inclinations (or
energy) play an integral role” (Kheel, 1985/2007, p. 44). All of non-human nature can therefore
be included as a subject of care, the whole and the individual members alike.

While recognizing that caring work is undervalued in today’s society (Tronto, 1993), animal-
based organisations may potentially model the enactment of the caring ethic for other organisa-
tions to follow. Traditionally associated with “dirty work™ (Lopina, Rogelberg, & Howell, 2012),
organisations that rely on contributions from animals, requiring direct human—animal interaction
and care-giving, may demonstrate the ethic of care through the internal culture of the organisa-
tion (Lawrence & Maitlis, 2012). Organisational members become adept at care through their
everyday practices of keeping themselves and each other safe in potentially dangerous work
environments, as well as engaging in the practical looking-after of dependent others. Furthermore,
work which involves close, daily interactions with animals facilitates the development of empa-
thetic skills which are required when seeking to ascertain the needs of a non-vocal other (Gruen,
2004/2007).

Taking an ethic of care approach to the consideration of animals has the potential to highlight
their visibility within our organisations, facilitating practical improvements in their lives and
welfare. Anthony (2012) offers the example of the “Agrarian Ideal” (p. 128), which once facili-
tated close proximity between the farmer, the animals, and the community, and “helped to ‘gather’
certain virtues of care, respect and self-mastery” (Anthony, 2012, p. 129). However, the increased
industrialisation of farming practices has distanced animals from both those who care for them
and wider society, trapping them within a mechanised production system which “conceals not
only their natures as sentient beings with welfare interests, but our responsibilities to them as
well” (Anthony, 2012, p. 131). An ethic of care approach to the consideration of such issues
could overturn such invisibility and the ensuing negative consequences for animals, non-human
nature, and indeed all those without a voice or power to change their circumstances. This is the
practical implication of the care ethic in that it challenges us to “involve ourselves as directly as
possible in the whole process of our moral decisions” (Kheel, 1985/2007, p. 49).

In order to support this enhanced visibility of animals within organisations, an investigation
of animal-related articles appearing in the SSCI is offered. It is suggested that this investigation
may be facilitated by the use of the framework (proposed in Figure 1) which delineates the main
themes of the ethic of care approach as outlined by scholars in the area. It is hoped that this
review of articles will assist in the reimagining of how animals are seen within the existing busi-
ness and management literature, and possibly provide a way for scholars to re-think our attitudes
to non-humans, the environment, and silent others on whom organisations often depend, as well
as to “make more coherent the posture of an organization in the face of current challenges”
(Wicks, 1996, p. 524).

Articles may first be considered by whether they describe a relationship with animals that is
concrete, characterised by a direct and personal interaction, or whether the relationship is abstract,
characterised by an objective distance between human and animal. Much of the emphasis in care
theory is focused on the concrete, subjective, person-to-person relationships between the carer
and cared-for (Liedtka, 1996; Noddings, 2003) although the more abstract “caring about” is
acknowledged “when it is logistically impossible to exercise caring for” (Noddings, 2003, p.
xvi). This “arms-length” approach to caring can “be thought of as the motivational foundation for
justice” (Noddings, 2003, p. xvi), although it can fall short if direct observation of the effects on
those cared for is not pursued. Tronto (1993) further divides the abstract forms of caring, into
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Abstraction
[ No Care Relationship ] [ ‘Care About’ ]
Animal as commodity
Animal as research tool Ethical consumption
Animal as marketing/advertising tool Public attitudes to animals
Animal as source of disease Sustainability/Conservation
Animal as prey Animal advocacy
Animal as debris
Animal as entertainment
Animal as organisational context
Instrumental Intrinsic
Value Value
[ Contractual Care ] [ ‘Care For’ ]
The care of animals by Animal shelter workers
Farmers/Ranchers Companion animals
Concretization

Figure |. Ethic of care framework for animal-related articles.

“caring about”—recognising that care is necessary—and “taking care of”—taking responsibility
and establishing a response. This latter form of care often means allocating money and resources
and both forms are generally undertaken by the more powerful in society. However, without any
subjective, personal interaction with those receiving care, those offering such abstract care
“almost inevitably come to impose their own solutions, without dialogue, on those in need”
(Liedtka, 1996, p. 184). Furthermore, concrete forms of care—both direct giving and receiving—
are generally undertaken by the less powerful in society, where the work is often undervalued and
demeaned (Tronto, 1993).

Concrete “caring-for” is focused on “the welfare, protection, or enhancement of the cared-for”
(Noddings, 2003, p. 23), placing intrinsic value on the life of the cared-for, rather than seeing
them as a means to an end. However, much of the care of animals in our organisations is instru-
mental which, while concrete and direct in nature, is done in order to achieve an end other than
the fulfilment of that animal’s life. Noddings (2003) refers to the “contractual reciprocity” (p.
158) of many of our relationships with animals where we offer them care contingent on the useful
services that they may provide. This “contractual” care may lead to a more natural form of caring
on a personal level, but is primarily instrumental and end-focused in nature. While this type of
care might not easily fit within traditional paradigms of the ethic of care as it has been articulated
to date, its existence is a very real by-product of the way we utilise animals in our organisations.
Those involved in offering such “contractual” care may still be seen as engaged in concrete care-
giving, developing relationships with the animals under their supervision, despite the conditions
under which the care is being offered. Articles featuring these contractual care-givers are there-
fore included, although their care may be seen as instrumental in nature.

The more abstract “caring-about” also has value if used as a force for change. Such caring at
a distance may have the potential to underpin meaningful social cohesion, improved political
structures and more peaceful global relations between people of different nations and identities
(Held, 2006). While a distant relationship to animals may result in a misrepresentation of their
needs arising from a lack of direct experience (Noddings, 2003), consumers may drive a demand
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for higher standards and improved welfare. While abstraction and invisibility has arguably led to
the lowering of standards, particularly, in relation to intensive farming systems, consumers can
demonstrate care at a distance by challenging this treatment of animals and effecting positive
transformations (Anthony, 2012). For the purposes of the framework, no relationship is deemed
to exist within articles where the connection to the animal is both abstract, at a distance, and end-
focused, motivated by instrumental means, such as profit, thereby simply manifesting the “mar-
ket mechanism at work” (Liedtka, 1996, p. 186) rather than any form of caring relationship.

Method

In order to investigate the development of peer-reviewed research which addresses animals in
the categories of business and management, a bibliometric analytical method (following
Oswick, 2009) was selected. This method has become popular in the management disciplines
(Oswick, 2009) and provides a format for the content analysis of work accumulated in a par-
ticular field. It is of particular use in the investigation of an emerging topic or subject area (J.
G. Cullen, 2014) and provides an overview of the types and themes of the articles retrieved.
The SSCI was chosen as the primary database for exploration as it remains one of the most
popular and respected source of peer-reviewed periodical literature (Wang, Gilley, & Sun,
2012).

A keyword search was performed using the terms “animal®*” or “nonhuman*” or “non-
human*” (to allow for discrepancies in spelling) in articles listed in the SSCI “business” and
“management” categories, since 1995. The “topic” field was utilised to facilitate the most
comprehensive return of articles in either the title or the abstract to minimise the risk of rel-
evant articles being omitted. As Shapiro and DeMello (2010) have noted, the growth of inter-
est in human—animal studies has increased since 2002. Because of this a 20-year time frame
(1995-2015) was deemed sufficient to encapsulate noteworthy developments in the field in
recent times. Due to the language restrictions of the authors, only returns in English were
reviewed.

An overall search for these keywords was also carried out in all SSCI categories in order to
place the results of the “business” and “management” categories in context. The abstracts of the
articles returned under the “business” and “management” categories were then reviewed for their
relevance to the issue of animals and organisations overall. Book reviews, introductions, letters,
and interviews were excluded from further review on the basis that they did not provide a signifi-
cant thematic contribution to the topic under review, as were articles which featured only throw-
away remarks referencing animals. Also articles not addressing non-humans at all, but returned
under some derivative of the word “human”—such as “humanization” or “humanistic’—were
also excluded. Articles concerning non-living “non-human” actants, such as technology, were
also omitted on the basis that they did not at all address the issue of non-human animals and,
therefore, fall outside of the scope of this article, as well as articles which utilised the image of
the animal as a metaphor.

The remaining articles were then considered according to the framework (Figure 1) informed
by the ethic of care literature. This involved a careful reading of the nature of the role of the ani-
mal within each article and of how the animal stands in relation to the human subjects in the texts.
The focus at this stage was on the nature of the human—animal relationships within each article,
discerning whether these relationships are abstract, at a distance, or concrete and direct, whether
they are based on the intrinsic value of the animal, or more instrumental in their approach.
Overall, the process was an iterative one, with the themes and the articles themselves re-checked
to ensure the continued relevance of the categories. A full list of the articles included in the
review, containing the author and publication details, as well as the categories to which each of
the articles were assigned, was created to assist further study in this area.
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Figure 2. Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI) returns 1995-2015 of articles featuring “animal*”
or “nonhuman®”’ or “non-human*” in “business” and “management” categories as percent of overall
returns.

Results

The search returned 36,370 articles in all categories, in English. When filtered according to the
Web of Science categories, the behavioural sciences topped the returns at 23.03%, with 18.196%
from the neurosciences and 12.337% from biological psychology. Considering Shapiro and
DeMello’s (2010) reporting of the interest in animal-related issues in the humanities and social
sciences, it is interesting to note that both anthropology and sociology do feature in the returns,
offering 8.452% and 4.155% respectively. However, when the 36,370 articles were filtered for
the “business” and “management” categories combined, 295 items were returned, representing
just 0.885% of all the articles within these parameters published in the SSCI over the 20-year
time period. Figure 2 shows the number of articles returned under these two categories as a per-
centage of the overall articles returned each year. There has not been a steady, or even particularly
noteworthy, increase in the number published over the time period, apart from a spike in 2008
due to the publication of a special issue of the Journal of Business Research in May of that year.

That the majority of the articles returned fall within the scope of the natural sciences is hardly
surprising, as animals feature prominently in medical and scientific research, primarily to benefit
humans. The low return for the business and management disciplines is perhaps indicative of the
invisibility of animals within many of our organisations, despite the central role they play in
much of our farming and industrial processes.

Of these 295 items, 16 book reviews, 1 letter, 1 song, and 3 interviews were removed from
further consideration as they were deemed to not contribute substantively to the topic under con-
sideration. A duplicated article was also excluded. A review of the abstracts of the remaining 273
articles revealed 53 containing “non-living actants”—namely technology, objects, machinery,
buildings, and organisations—as their substantive theme. Technological development provides a
fruitful avenue for the exploration of the non-human in contemporary organisations, but these
articles fall outside the scope of this article. Nine articles featuring simple throwaway references
to animals were also excluded as they did not feature the role of animals, or those who care for
them, in any significant way.

Twenty-four articles making use of the animal as metaphor, for example, to explain interna-
tional markets (Ambler & Styles, 2000; Parameswaran, 2015), corporate behaviour (Gowri,
2007), and to explain humans and their behavioural tropes within organisations (Bell & Clarke,
2014) were also removed from further consideration as not sufficiently addressing the theme of
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animals under review. Two articles were excluded on the basis that they featured “humanized
brands” (Kwak, Puzakova, & Rocereto, 2015) or “non-humanistic studies” (Semradova &
Kacetl, 2011) rather than addressing the issue of “living” non-humans. However, articles that
include consideration of the non-human natural environment were retained for further examina-
tion, on the basis that animals and all “non-human life” (Starik, 1995, p. 208) are included in this
description.

A total of 185 articles were therefore considered according to the ethic of care framework
outlined in Figure 1. A list of the publication details and assigned categories for each of these 185
articles can be made available to those readers who may wish to pursue further research on this
topic (please see the end of the article for details of how to do this).

Abstract: Instrumental (No Care Relationship)

A total of 85 articles, representing 46% of the overall total, come under this category. The instru-
mental nature of the role of animals revealed in the articles is perhaps not surprising, but still
worth investigation. Ten of these articles make use of the concept of animals as an advertising or
marketing tool (e.g., Connell, 2013; Okello, Manka, & D’Armour, 2008; Spears & Germain,
2007) to sell consumer products. Following Desmond’s (2010) assertion that the animal often
“enters marketing discourse generally as a sacrifice to consumer demand” (p. 242), opportunities
exist for scholars to interrogate the effects of this sacrifice, in both food marketing and other
consumer products, on our perceptions of, and relationships with, real animals.

Articles concerning the animal as commodity, mostly as a food product, amount to 34 and
cover areas such as agri-food systems (Djekic et al., 2014; Yates & Rehman, 1996), supply-
chains (Leat & Revoredo-Giha, 2013; Pullman & Dillard, 2010), meat processing (Mijic, Zekic,
Jaksic, & Vukovic, 2014), and manure production (Pendell, Williams, Boyles, Rice, & Nelson,
2007; Ribaudo, Cattaneo, & Agapoft, 2004). Strategies for disease management and prevention
among farm animals are also covered in these articles (Connolly, 2014), although the emphasis
is often on the issue of lost profits, rather than the well-being of the animals themselves (Elbakidze,
Highfield, Ward, McCarl, & Norby, 2009; Randolph, Morrison, & Poulton, 2005). The relation-
ship with the animal is entirely abstract, with the language used often enabling further distance.
Animals are described in terms of “selected livestock commodities” (Vukina, 2003, p. 66) high-
lighting this abstraction. Scholars interested in this area might consider further study of this com-
modification of animals and the use of such language to describe their role in the business and
management literature.

Twenty-seven articles feature the animal as a research tool, covering the contribution of ani-
mals to the development of current management and scientific theories, or making use of animal
behaviour models from which human behaviour can be predicted or explained (Jordan,
Sivanathan, & Galinsky, 2011; Woodside, 2008). Some of this research has led to the develop-
ment of mistaken hypotheses (Corbett, 2015; D. Cullen, 1997) and perhaps raises concerns of the
usefulness of such experimentation. This ethical dilemma is further highlighted by the same such
experiments which have revealed the advanced abilities and sensitivities of non-human animals,
as well as such traits as a sense of humour and self-awareness (Morwitz, 2014). However, the
focus of concern surrounding the issue of bioethics tends to be on the humans (Salter & Harvey,
2014), rather than on the animals themselves. Indeed, laboratory animals are often invisible in
and of themselves, but rather are seen as constructs, “real monsters, teratological creatures, in the
sense that they are in medias res, in the middle of things, in-between positions, in a permanent
state of liminality” (Styhre, 2010, p. 75). Utilising an ethic of care approach, resting “on the
premise of nonviolence” (Gilligan, 1993, p. 174), the consideration of the animal’s side of these
experimental interactions could lead to their increased visibility within research contexts and,
perhaps, improved outcomes for their own lives. Of assistance could be the study of those who
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work closely with animals as they “need to understand how animals think in order to do their jobs
well” (Morwitz, 2014, p. 573). Such a closer understanding of animals could potentially impact
consumer choices regarding the purchase of animal products and Morwitz calls for further
research addressing how concrete relationships with animals impacts human behaviour and con-
sumption choices.

Six articles deal with animal-related organisations as a context for study, such as animal
health and food science organisations (Andersen & Minbaeva, 2013; Venkataramani,
Labianca, & Grosser, 2013). The animals are not visible within these articles, and no physical
interaction between the employees of these types of organisations and the animals themselves
is addressed. Fitzgerald, Kalof, and Dietz (2009) address the social implications of working
in large, industrial slaughterhouses. While those who work in such organisations do interact
with animals on a daily basis, there exists no relationship of care. Furthermore, the physical
and emotional toll on the humans who are involved in such “uncaring” work can be signifi-
cant, with a positive relationship existing between such employment and rates of violent
crimes in the surrounding community. The authors identify a gap in the research literature,
asserting that “this is another of a growing list of social problems and phenomena that are
under-theorised unless explicit attention is paid to the social role of nonhuman animals”
(Fitzgerald et al., 2009, p. 175).

Similar to the slaughterhouse, the pursing of animals as prey—which is featured in two of the
articles returned—can also have noteworthy consequences. While providing an important contri-
bution to household incomes, those who hunt often fail to comply with appropriate conservation
regulations (Crookes, Humphreys, Masroh, Tarchie, & Milner-Gulland, 2007). However, hunters
are capable of experiencing feelings of connection and appreciation for the animals they ulti-
mately kill (Littlefield, 2010), a connectivity that appears missing from the institutional violence
of the more impersonal slaughterhouse. Further research into the complex relationship between
those who kill animals in this more highly personalised manner and their attitudes to these ani-
mals, as well as to the surrounding environment, could offer valuable insights into this controver-
sial sphere of human activity.

Two articles deal with animals as a source of disease, addressing the potential effects on tour-
ism of a perceived threat of avian influenza (Lee & Chen, 2011) and the assessment of risk to
human health from the use of antibiotics in food animals (Cox, Popken, & Carnevale, 2007). This
latter article puts us in mind of Anthony’s (2012) warning of the potential dangers that may ensue
as a result of the distance that has been created between the animal, the farmer, and members of
the community through the industrialisation of farming practices. In such cases, it is not just
humans who are in danger of illness and disease and the ethic of care encourages us to take “own-
ership for choices that we make especially in the face of relationships that involve vulnerable or
dependent others” (Anthony, 2012, p. 136). The first step is to reinstate this direct relationship
and an ethic of care approach to scholarship provides the opportunity to highlight the importance
of proximity and responsibility in any organisational choices which affect silent or powerless
groups.

Three articles address animals as tools for entertainment, with a particular focus on the
human’s side of these experiences (Galloway & Lopez, 1999; Penaloza, 2001) rather than on the
individual animals themselves. However, Bettany and Belk’s (2011) ethnography of animal
theme parks takes a more critical stance regarding these role of these parks as spaces of “human
control and enforced marginalization” (p. 174), with the role played by the animals intended
more as amusement than education or conservation. Little is being learned by such performances
of the concrete reality of what these animals’ lives should be.

One article considers when animals, among others, have become debris, a carcass for removal
following a disaster (Ekici, McEntire, & Afedzie, 2009).
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Abstract: Intrinsic (“Care About”)

Caring at a distance can have significant positive impacts on the lives of animals, despite the
absence of direct, concrete relationships with the animals in question. In the case of consumers,
such abstract “caring about,” led to “normative pressure” (Elzen, Geels, Leeuwis, & van Mierlo,
2011, p. 263) which facilitated improved standards in living conditions for pigs. Similarly, the
work of animal advocates can ultimately result in the discontinuation of certain industries
(Hughes, 2001). The focus of the 60 articles in this category is on the campaigning, ethical con-
sumption, and public attitudes to animals which can affect their lives somewhat for the better,
despite the fact that they still function as commodities in many of the articles themselves.
Conservation and sustainable development also feature in this category.

Twenty-five articles address the ethical behaviour and motivations of consumers who use
their buying power in their decisions regarding organic or non-organic food (Van Doorn &
Verhoef, 2015), plant-based eating (Beverland, 2014), and animal welfare (Burke, Eckert, &
Davis, 2014; Nocella, Boecker, Hubbard, & Scarpa, 2012; Tully & Winer, 2014). While consum-
ers are often willing to pay more for welfare-enhanced products (Norwood & Lusk, 2011), some
consumers are unable to make the connection from the abstract to the concrete reality of the
consequences of their actions, for both animals and the non-human environment (Cole et al.,
2009). As a result, they may need support to translate their abstract “caring about” into direct
action, for example, through increased awareness around information and labelling (Vecchio &
Annunziata, 2012). Interestingly, one study reveals that a concern for animals “even those half-
way across the globe, is a more powerful motivation for consumer behaviour than acting on a
concern for the environment” (Hustvedt, Peterson, & Chen, 2008, p. 434).

Eight articles feature public perceptions of animals, including changing attitudes to animal
welfare (Brummette, 2012) and animal-based research (von Roten, 2009). Despite this, consum-
ers often still choose to prioritise other humans over non-humans (Lafferty & Edmondson, 2014),
perhaps reminiscent of Engster’s (2006) “defensible form of speciesism” (p. 528) outlined in his
form of care ethics. Furthermore, the power of the direct relationship, which is central to the ethic
of care, can have significant consequences in the abstract also, as seen in Packer, Ballantyne, and
Hughes’s (2014) study of Chinese and Australian visitors’ reactions to animal tourism. They find
that direct experience with animals, such as pet ownership, is likely to increase a person’s posi-
tive reactions to animals overall.

Eight articles address different forms of animal advocacy (e.g., Merskin, 2011; Metcalfe,
2008; Scudder & Mills, 2009) and the positive changes in the lives of animals that can be brought
about, for example, the ending of the captive dolphin tourism industry in the United Kingdom
(Hughes, 2001). This closure led to the possibility of human—dolphin interactions in the wild and
it is these tangible interactions, Hughes contends, that have facilitated the development of a
“respectful relationship” (2001, p. 328) which has increased the visibility of the Moray Firth
dolphins and kept them safer than if they were hidden away from people, unable to develop such
relationships.

Animal welfare, conservation, human entertainment, and profit oftentimes come into conflict
with each other and solutions for sustainable ways forward must be found (Reynolds &
Braithwaite, 2001). Some of the 19 articles which address the issue of conservation raise such
concerns (Higham & Shelton, 2011; Orams, 2002) as well as the conflicts that arise between
humans and wildlife (Rondeau, 2001). The sustainable development of agriculture also features
in this subcategory (Bartkowiak & Bartkowiak, 2012; Gunderson, 2011). Again we see that,
while abstract caring about can impact on policy making in society, it oftentimes falls short:

phenomenal dissociation—defined as the lack of immediate, sensual engagement with the
consequences of our everyday actions and with the human and nonhuman others that we affect with



416 Organization & Environment 31(4)

our actions—increases destructive tendency and that awareness is not enough to curb destructiveness.
(Worthy, 2008, p. 148)

Three articles within this latter conservation subcategory address stakeholder theory and the
non-human environment. Phillips and Reichart (2000) posit that an approach based on fairness is
more appropriate to the non-human rather than attempts to include them as organisational stake-
holders. Such a status has traditionally included only those who can participate in the political,
economic, and social sphere where “the language describing human duties to each other” (Phillips
& Reichart, 2000, p. 190) exists. However, the inability to voice claims should not infer a lack of
legitimacy, as many minorities and vulnerable humans are without such voice (Starik, 1995).
Starik suggests stakeholder management as a potentially effective way of making the abstract
non-human more concrete and “known” within the organisation, in its ability to bring the non-
human into the realm of managerial thinking and enable visibility and direct, personal care for it
(Starik, 1995). Building on this, Hart and Sharma (2004) encourage the inclusion of “fringe”
stakeholders, to comprise “even non-human (e.g., endangered) species and nature” (p. 11), by
organisations seeking to develop “disruptive innovations that are at the same time socially and
environmentally responsible” (p. 17). Such a strategy requires “deep listening” (p. 14) with those
who have been previously disregarded and marginalised. This proposed inclusion of new voices
and the development of concrete relationships are further consistent with an ethic of care approach
to stakeholder interaction. Discussions regarding the non-human in stakeholder theory are ongo-
ing (see also Driscoll & Starik, 2004; Sama et al., 2004; Waddock, 2011) and opportunities exist
for scholars interested in this area to join this conversation, particularly, with regard to organisa-
tions which are dependent on the contributions of non-human animals for their continued
existence.

Concrete: Intrinsic (“Care For”)

Thirty-five articles fall within this category, featuring those who are in direct relationship with
animals, whether as pet owners or animal shelter workers. Five of these articles address those
who work in animal shelters. Caring for animals, particularly, the unwanted and invaluable such
as those cared for in such shelters, is considered dirty (Lopina et al., 2012) and often “disgusting,
degrading or objectionable” (Baran et al., 2012, p. 597). This reflects a societal view of caring
work more generally, which is usually little valued and undertaken by the less powerful in society
(Tronto, 1993). However, this particular area offers rich opportunity to examine further the role
of care in organisations and the effect such care has on both the cared-for animals and the caring
humans themselves. Rather than just centres of “dirty work,” these organisations could poten-
tially model sites of care which could inform future studies, raising issues of marginalisation and
motivation and critiquing the social structures that result in the casting-off of the weak and vul-
nerable, as well as the undermining or dismissing of those who care for them. Some work in the
area has been done (see Hamilton & Taylor, 2013; Taylor, 2007) but taking an ethic of care
approach to such organisations could potentially offer further fruitful insights for management
scholarship.

The remaining 30 articles address the issue of companion animals and pet ownership. Those
with animals as part of their family (Downey & Ellis, 2008) are considered in a special issue of
the Journal of Business Research, published in 2008, with a particular focus on the consumption
behaviour of those who often make significant and expensive purchases for the benefit of their
animal (Brockman, Taylor, & Brockman, 2008), even taking part in ceremonial blessings with
and for them (Holak, 2008). While generally considered a healthy and emotionally fulfilling
relationship (Cavanaugh, Leonard, & Scammon, 2008), there also exists a “dark side” (Beverland,
Farrelly, & Lim, 2008, p. 490) to the caring animal-human relationship, where issues of status
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and control manifest. Direct, concrete relationships with animals have the ability to impact on a
wider society’s policy-making processes, for example, in the case of emergency planning opera-
tions (Ha, 2012; Hesterberg, Huertas, & Appleby, 2012; Leonard & Scammon, 2007). Human—
dog relationships in one society can affect perceptions of how these animals are, and should, be
treated in other societies (Harris, 2008).

Concrete: Instrumental (“Contractual Caring”)

This is the least represented category, with only five articles so classified. Articles addressing
those who directly care for animals, but on an instrumental basis, feature farmers and their insur-
ance requirements (Ogurtsov, van Asseldonk, & Huirne, 2009; Tumer, Keskin, & Birinci, 2011),
ranchers (van Kooten, Thomsen, & Hobby, 2006), the willingness of goat producers to adopt
certain food safety procedures (Bukenya & Nettles, 2007), and the activities and impacts of
camel farmers (Shackley, 1996). Although the commodification of the animal through agricul-
ture and food production features strongly among the articles returned overall, much of the
emphasis is on the customers, supply chains, processes, and technology, rather than on the farm-
ers and managers who care directly for the animals on a daily basis. The focus appears to be on
those who sell, rather than on those who care. Issues of health and safety procedures and protec-
tions do feature in these articles, acknowledging perhaps the dangers inherent in such work.
Empirical studies on the direct care relationship between these animal caregivers and their under-
standing of care and empathy in the context of value, profit, and the “bottom line” may provide
potential avenues for research in this seemingly under-researched area.

Discussion

The ethic of care approach to the place of non-human animals within our moral schema is one
way of considering our relationship to animals. There are, of course, other approaches that could
be taken, such as the consequentialism of Peter Singer (1990) or the deontological approach of
Tom Regan (2004). However, feminist scholarship often rejects the hierarchical rule-based con-
cepts underpinning such approaches (Kheel, 1985/2007). Stone’s (1987) “moral pluralism,”
while still largely concerned with rules and the principles that govern them, allows for a more
contextualised approach, arguing that one all-encompassing system for application in each and
every circumstance “forces us to disregard some of the data, to settle for an increasingly bland
generality in our rules, to estrange our moral thought from our considered moral institutions” (pp.
130-131). While other methods may emphasise an abstract principled approach to moral dilem-
mas, the ethic of care provides the opportunity for managers to remain close to the particular
outcomes resulting from their decisions and to those who will be directly affected by them. As
such, it is more reflective of the real environment in which managers must make decisions, than
any approach based on abstract rules (Burton & Dunn, 2005).

In the case of non-humans, Starik (1995) has already called for the inclusion of the natural
environment—including “the hydrosphere, lithosphere, atmosphere, ecosystem processes, or
non-human life” (p. 208)—as a legitimate organisational stakeholder in and of itself. By arguing
that the non-human environment must be represented directly within the organisation, rather than
through third-party human proxy groups, Starik is highlighting the potentially powerful and posi-
tive outcomes that could arise from a direct, concrete relationship with the environment. Sama
et al. (2004) also utilise the stakeholder approach to enacting an ethic of care for the non-human
environment as a way of “giving voice” to the silent stakeholder. The ethic of care certainly “has
an intuitive appeal from the standpoint of ecological ethics. Whether or not non-human animals
have rights, we certainly can and do care for them” (Curtain, 1991/2007, p. 92). Animals have the
ability to form “deep, subtle and lasting relationships” (Midgley, 1996/2003, p. 169) whose
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mindedness can be considered as “arising out of social interaction” (Sanders, 2003, p. 407). The
act of “giving voice” therefore, “demonstrates the practical definition of the (animal) other that
arises out of routine relational experience” (Sanders, 2003, p. 407).

The framework provided in this article achieves three outcomes. First, it offers a way for busi-
ness and management scholars to conceptualise the human—animal relationships extant in our
organisations and to make a case for the increased visibility of both the non-human animals and
those who care for them. Second, it facilitates a shift of emphasis from the abstract to the con-
crete, thereby allowing for the experiences of those who are in direct relationship with animals to
be heard and for more consideration of their place within our organisational processes. This shift
to caring “for” rather than “about” (Sama et al., 2004, p. 154), is an important step in allowing
the voices of the silent stakeholders—the animals—to be heard. Third, it highlights a number of
potentially fruitful avenues for further research by scholars interested in looking at animals and
their role in our organisations.

Looking at the articles returned in the SSCI through the ethic of care framework reveals occa-
sions where the motivations of those who abstractly “care about” animals at a distance—such as
consumers—can have a very real positive effect on the lives and conditions of those animals
cared about. However, as warned by Noddings (2003), such caring at a distance can also fall short
and fail to curb the negative impact of our choices on those whom we never see or meet firsthand
(Worthy, 2008). The framework, in its ability to motivate a shift of emphasis to the direct and
concrete relationships with animals, may remind us of the living, breathing beings who are
impacted by our behaviour, rather than allowing them to remain merely as “selected livestock
commodities” (Vukina, 2003, p. 66). As long as animals continue to be so commodified at a dis-
tance, rather than their lives being realised as having intrinsic worth in themselves, they “are not
easily integrated as fellow subjects that belong in the moral community as beings deserving of
our direct moral respect and compassion” (Anthony, 2012, p. 131).

This framework is offered as a way to assist a different way of thinking about non-human
animals, informed by values of interrelationship and mutuality which can ultimately lead to
improved ethical behaviour (Rabouin, 1997). It is not designed to be prescriptive, but rather as a
model for allowing scholars to re-imagine the existing business and management literature in a
new way. The framework could also be used for such a re-imagining of the literature on other
silent and marginalised groups in our organisations. In assessing the value of its contribution to
the field, reflections on the implications of using this ethic of care framework on those who could
be affected by it (Jacques, 1992) are urged. It is hoped that this framework helps to shine a light
on a previously hidden aspect of our organisational life, suggesting a new way of examining the
literature and thereby creating value “not through the more detailed application of general prin-
ciples and the creation of decision rules, but through finding ways of embodying various traits,
characteristics, or virtues” (Wicks, 1996, p. 529).

Conclusion

This article investigated the place of the non-human animal in the business and management
disciplines. An ethic of care framework was developed and offered as a means of categorizing the
literature. It is hoped that this approach provides inspiration for interested scholars to re-orientate
the place of the non-human animal in our organisations, thereby stimulating the increased visibil-
ity of their contributions, and lives, within our everyday organisational processes.

This article has certain limitations. Due to the language restriction of the authors, the review
was carried out on articles written in English only. However, the evidence explored in this
research demonstrates that attitudes to animals are changing across the globe, and not just in
English-speaking countries. Therefore, reviews of similar articles written in other languages
could be of immense value. Similarly, this article only covered those articles available in the
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SSCI as representing a spectrum of high-quality, peer-reviewed articles. However, searches of
other databases might also be a worthwhile undertaking. Furthermore, the authors acknowledge
that the literature is not easily differentiated in places and that other scholars may have catego-
rised the articles in a different way. However, this framework is not offered to be prescriptive, but
rather as a way of refocusing on the relationships with animals that exist, or not, in the literature,
thereby helping to highlight those who might otherwise be forgotten. Different applications of
the framework are encouraged.

Empirical work within an ethic of care context is required. Humans profit from the work of
non-human animals every day and there is therefore “an ethical imperative for humans to exam-
ine the mechanisms and technologies by which working life with other species is managed, the
ways in which power is worked out both discursively and practically” (Hamilton & Taylor, 2013,
p- 29). This article forms part of a response to Waddock’s (2011) assertion that it is the responsi-
bility of all humans “to generate dialogues, conversations that allow the ‘voice’ of these unspo-
ken stakeholders, as well as the manifold interests of humanity to be heard” (p. 205). The
voiceless animals within our organisations deserve such attempts to be made.
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