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ABSTRACT 

The relationship focused and person-centred approach to community work practice is extended by 

suggesting an ecological ethical sensibility. This re-orientation recognises animals, eco-systems and 

planet Earth as beings of equal intrinsic worth and in equal relationship with people. The idea of 

ecological justice and the closely related principles of love and nonviolence are described and provide 

the basis for practising community with people, animals and the environment as an inter-connected 

and dynamic whole.  

This brings forth the relevance of community work in situations of ecological conflict where there is a 

need to engage with and influence the large power differentials between communities, governments 

and industry. The small group strategies of study circles and communities of practice can enable the 

practising of community in workplaces as well as in communities. In turn, when linked with the 

strategy of dialogical communities of practice, the strategies can build capacity to undertake justice 

work between low power and high power groups in situations of ecological conflict. Several examples 

are presented which demonstrate how linking study circles and communities of practice to build 

community capacity and improve worker’s effectiveness with dialogical communities of practice may 

contribute not only to social justice but environmental sustainability and more considered care of all 

species. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The article argues that the purpose of community work needs to be re-oriented along the lines of an 

ecological approach (Ife 2016) and guided by love and nonviolence (Ross 2020). Further, social justice 

is refined to include species justice and environmental justice to give due recognition to the equal 

intrinsic value of animals and the environment. There is potential for community workers to contribute 

in a range of situations including ecological conflict where there are significant power inequalities 

between communities and entities such as mining corporations and governments. 

As part of this exploration, the ethical and practice challenges for community workers are outlined to 

establish the impetus for the re-orientation. This is followed by the introduction of a model of the ethics 

and responsibilities for practising community. The model is described by outlining a set of 

interconnected study circles and communities of practice. Several examples are presented which 

involve practising community in a range of relevant small group settings. Further, the development of 

dialogical communities of practice is recommended to engage powerful entities with communities as 

an integral part of the dialogue that is needed to achieve social, species and environmental justice. 

 

ETHICAL AND PRACTICE CHALLENGES FOR COMMUNITY WORKERS 

The over-arching goal of community work is the commitment to uphold the public interest. Typically, 

this refers to the best possible response to the combined interests of parties involved in an issue (Wheeler 

2006). The article suggests that the interests and rights of people need to be balanced with the interests 

and rights of animals and the sustainability of local environments and planet Earth. Community work 

practice, in its many forms and locales, has the central goals of building connection and empowerment; 

fostering wellbeing and seeking social justice (Kelly & Westoby 2018). Ife (2016) describes 

empowerment as enabling disadvantaged groups to gain an increase of power over life choices, 

resources and income through policy and planning, social and political action and education. The human 

relationship focused and person-centred approach to community work practice (Kelly & Westoby 2018) 

could be extended by establishing an ecological ethical sensibility. An ethical re-orientation might 

address the anthropocentric bias of community work and the helping professions more broadly 

(Hanrahan 2011). Anthropocentrism refers to the human-centric bias which privileges human rights 

over the interests and rights of animals and the natural environment (Boetto 2019). This bias is an issue 

because it can create harmful dualisms such as human beings versus non-humans justifying cruelty and 

the killing of animals (Francione & Charlton 2013). Similarly, a harmful dualism can occur when human 

beings versus the environment can justify the degradation of eco-systems (White 2017). Community 

workers are dedicated to the upholding of human rights (Ife 2012) and by including the rights of animals 

and the sustainability of the environment as explicit goals, the potential scope of community work can 

be extended.  

A holistic, or ecological understanding of the intersecting issues would help community workers build 

on their capacity to practice with a sociological imagination (Mills 1959). This can be extended to an 

ecological imagination that is inclusive of animals and the environment (Thomashow 1996). For 

example, the social justice issues of poverty and social exclusion (Kostenko, Scutella & Wilkins 2009) 

in communities are central concerns in community work practice. These concerns can be compounded 

by a range of factors such as the impact of rural and remote disadvantage (Australian Council of Social 

Services 2018; Harvey 2014), the higher proportion of First Nation communities in these areas (Altman 

2009), the lack of sustainable employment, and the exploitation of natural landscapes by large scale 

mining companies which undermine First Nation land rights (Woodley 2020) and deplete natural water 

resources and wild life habitats (Cleary 2012; Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on 
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Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (ISPPBES) 2019). Community work can contribute to ecological 

justice if practitioners grasp the intersectionalities of justice issues (Besthorn & McMillen 2002) and 

think in a more holistic manner about the problems being experienced on the planet.  

In Australia, the pursuit of unsustainable development projects such as large-scale mining (Cleary 2012) 

is indicative of state governments’ support of developmentalism as the main logic and mechanism of 

capitalism (Thurbon 2012). Developmentalism is based on the pursuit of profits and the vested interests 

of the power elites of industry and governments (Mills 1953). This creates a two-tiered economy, one 

for the rich and one for the poor (Brueckner, Durey, Mayes & Pforr 2014) where profits are pursued at 

the expense of local communities, animals and landscapes (Brueckner & Ross 2020). 

Developmentalism is about insufficient limits to capitalist growth and the word should not be confused 

with [community] development which is about enabling growth that is sustainable (Ife 2016).  

Given the global reach of the environmental crisis, loss of species and bio-diversity there appears to be 

a need for a powerful shift in how we think about such problems. A further ethical complexity is due to 

the way developmentalism has occurred in a white settler system of government and politics. As 

Lindbolm (1977) argues, economics and politics are intertwined to such an extent that both need to be 

considered in order to understand the social practices of a society. When a society is founded on ‘settler-

colonialism’ (Wolfe 2006, p. 381) the social practices tend to disproportionately disadvantage First 

Nation People. Settler colonialism involves the perpetuation of white privilege (Mullaly 2017) which 

refers to unearned or unfair social (and economic) benefits. hooks (2000; 2001) explains colonialism in 

terms of the dominating culture’s values, practices and systems of government and economics which 

reinforce white supremacy. White supremacist logic is that in order to gain access to the land and the 

resources any First Nation People must first be removed (Hine Moana 2017; Wolfe 2006). Thus, white 

supremacy is constructed on the exploitation of non-dominant racial groups through racism. This can 

intersect with the exploitation of animals and landscapes (hooks 2008; Shiva 2014). For example, First 

Nation eco-activists are fighting to protect their homelands in northwest Western Australia (Poelina 

2020; Woodley 2020). Their experiences suggest that anthropocentrism, developmentalism and racism 

can create complex ethical situations for community workers. The complexity is due to the intersecting 

issues of injustice in the communities they seek to support where there may be no immediate, achievable 

solutions. 

The ethical issues can create moral pressure on practitioners to respond to the justice issues they 

confront in their practice (Lynch & Forde 2016). Lynch and Ford call this moral pressure the ‘moral 

distress chasm’ (2016, p. 94) which tends to arise when workers recognise systemic injustices but feel 

powerless to act. For instance, community workers may not have the culturally appropriate education 

(Green & Baldry 2013), resources or agency mandate to address racism, discrimination, stigma and the 

effects these have on individuals, communities, animals and eco-systems. 

This ethical challenge can be compounded by the impact of working in unsupportive agencies where 

practitioners may not be able to act according to their values due to managerial constraints (Pease, 

Vreugdenhil & Stanford 2018). Further, there may be a potential of threats to personal wellbeing and 

safety if they take up social activism (Shier, Nicholas, Graham & Young 2018). Fronek and Chester 

describe social activism as ‘attitudes that support and behaviours that attempt to influence the social 

distribution of status, power and resources’ (2015, p. 165). For example, threats to personal safety can 

take the form of workplace gossip which has been banned in a number of workplaces in Australia due 

to occupational health and safety concerns for targeted employees (Bita 2018, p. 5). Practitioners’ 

experiences of moral distress or outrage over injustice (Rees 2016) can co-exist with a lack of safety 

and the uncertainty of gaining managerial support if they attempt to challenge the status quo. 

Practitioners undertaking justice work can reasonably expect to incur challenges to their ethical stance 
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as a result of their social activism. This is due to justice work sooner or later challenging the status quo, 

including the status quo at a practitioner’s workplace. 

 

AN ECOLOGICAL JUSTICE AND LOVE ETHIC FOR PRACTISING COMMUNITY 

The proposed ethical re-orientation to community work recognises that human rights can be extended 

to include the rights of animals, eco-systems and planet Earth. The re-orientation suggests that social 

justice can in turn be extended to include the principle of ecological justice (or eco-justice) which 

includes animals and ecosystems in justice concerns. This broader notion of justice is closely related to 

an ethic of love which is premised on nonviolence (Ross 2020). These three key principles of eco-

justice, love and nonviolence are now described and provide the basis for practising community with 

people, animals and the environment as an inter-connected and dynamic whole. Figure 1 shows some 

of the central ideas of a love ethic model (Ross 2020) which is adapted here to support ecologically just 

and loving community work.  

 

Figure 1: Dimensions of ethics and responsibilities for practising community (Ross 2020) 

The over-arching goal of community work is to uphold justice and wellbeing in communities or, in 

broader terms, to contribute to upholding the public interest (Wheeler 2006). This can be achieved by 

seeking justice and wellbeing for parties involved in an issue by balancing their competing rights and 

interests and by addressing sustainability issues. This point is depicted in the second circle in Figure 1 

and when the balance is achieved this constitutes eco-justice. Social injustice can be understood as 

oppression and for people it is caused by exploitation, violence, marginalisation, powerlessness and 
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imperialism (Young 1990). Oppression for animals involves any use of animals by people that causes 

violence (for example, being killed for human consumption) and other forms of cruelty and control 

(Francione & Charlton 2013). Oppression for eco-systems and planet Earth involves any human activity 

that, separately or combined, causes unsustainability as shown by severe loss of bio-diversity, escalating 

species extinction, unsustainable de-afforestation, mining, pollution, and displacement of First Nation 

People and minority groups (ISPPBES 2019). 

The principles of eco-justice, love and nonviolence comprise the third circle in Figure 1 and will guide 

the considerations of interests, rights and sustainability. Eco-justice enfolds human, animal and 

environmental interests as beings and entities of equal intrinsic value (White 2017). Love is an ethic 

which ties a deep compassion and care for beings and entities with a critical understanding of, and 

capacity to respond to, injustice and unsustainability (Ross 2017). In this way a love ethic is about love 

as a political activity and as hooks (2000; 2001) explains where there is love there will be no oppression. 

Nonviolence is closely related to love and refers to peaceful actions, strategies and social campaigns 

that purposefully adopt methods of challenging dominant groups without resorting to violence (Gandhi 

2013). Public protests, non-co-operation, petitions, lobbying and media reports highlighting injustices 

are some examples of nonviolence (Sharp 2005). The aim is to bring moral and public pressure to bear 

on high power (Hyde 2018) individuals and entities to take responsibility for the harm they cause or 

have failed to address. 

The outer circle of Figure 1 identifies the types of social responsibilities that need to be enacted by 

relevant parties to address injustice. Minority or low power groups (Hyde 2018) have the responsibility 

to actively participate in justice concerns to make sure their voices are heard. High power groups such 

as governments and multi-national, large scale businesses based on unsustainable use of the 

environment have a different order of responsibility to provide leadership and governance structures 

that are responsive to minority groups’ voices and concerns. Further, the high power groups need to be 

accountable for their respective parts in the justice issue and substantially contribute to the redress of 

these issues. Integral to this accountability and governance is the responsibility to partner with First 

Nation People who have traditionally provided stewardship (Woodley 2020) of planet Earth to ensure 

its sustainability. 

 

PRACTISING COMMUNITY THROUGH LOVING AND JUST RELATIONSHIPS: TOWARDS 
DIALOGUE 

The focus now turns to a consideration of how the principles of ecological justice, love and nonviolence 

can be enacted through community development practices for social activism. One approach to 

community work practice involves a commitment to building just and loving cultures and places, 

including within practitioners’ own agencies. Fook’s (2016) explains that being aware of contexts of 

practice can enable practitioners to discern the impact of workplace culture on relationships which can 

lead to opportunities for micro changes. Bloom and Farragher (2013) write that an organisation which 

upholds a commitment to nonviolence, democratic processes and respectful, caring relationships will 

be one that is free of violence and the harm violence causes. In organisational contexts just and loving 

places are referred to as trauma-informed organisations (Bloom & Farragher 2013). In such workplaces 

when harm is experienced by people it is acknowledged, not hidden, and becomes the starting point for 

fostering safe, supportive and loving relationships (Bloom & Farragher 2013). In turn, just and loving 

relationships are needed to sustain the collaborative work and dialogue required for change efforts 

within agencies and communities. Nevertheless, often community work occurs in less than ideal 
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circumstances for practitioners which makes it doubly challenging to achieve substantial justice 

outcomes. 

Baltra-Ulloa (2018) emphasises the need to tie community work values and ethics to action for justice. 

One way to frame how the proposed ethical approach can be practised is dialogical community 

development, as articulated by Westoby and Dowling (2013) and Ingamells (2010). Community 

workers’ social activism is congruent with the dialogical community development ideas of love or 

hospitality, nonviolence, dialogue and acting in solidarity (Westoby & Dowling 2013). Community 

development has historically been practised in localities, not usually in practitioners’ agencies, and has 

been promoted as a bottom up ‘by the people for the people’ philosophy for enabling communities to 

seek social justice (Ife 2016). Lathouras (2010) writes that community development is about working 

in small groups to build their capacity to challenge and change oppressive systems. 

The community development literature is replete with processes and strategies on how to progress 

loving and justice informed relationships and practice (Kelly & Westoby 2018; Ife 2016; Lathouras 

2010). Westoby and Dowling’s (2013) and Lathouras’ (2010) power sensitive, relational approaches 

are similar to the Buberian idea of dialogue where ‘love is the responsibility of an I for a You’ (Buber 

1970, p. 66).This contrasts with ‘I – It’ relationships where one person, the dominant party is the ‘I’, 

the subject, while the ‘other’ person (Seidman 2016, p. 309) is the object or lesser valued party. Buber 

writes that in the ‘I –Thou’ relationship every ‘thing … being … earth and heaven … is included … 

[such that] to comprehend all – all the world … is the perfect relationship’ (Buber 1970, p. 127). Thus, 

where an ‘I –Thou’ relationship is occurring there will be no oppression or injustice, rather, love and 

dialogue will be the capacities being engaged to effect beneficial outcomes for the disadvantaged 

individuals, groups, animals and ecosystems.  

 

PRACTISING COMMUNITY AND DIALOGICAL COMMUNITIES OF PRACTICE  

The power elites who gain from the inequalities and discrimination in the status quo will not give up 

their privileges, power and wealth unilaterally or without some pressure being brought to bear on them. 

Freire (1970) recognised this when he explained that the ‘oppressors’ will not want to dialogue with the 

‘oppressed’ (p. 70). Thus, this article recommends practising community at every opportunity. This 

would create a safe and loving cultural milieu of readiness for dialogue in workplaces, communities, 

public institutions, businesses and governments and foster equal partnerships between parties to address 

the justice concern. It would also build the moral capacity and support base of practitioners to challenge 

powerful parties. In particular, it is recommended that the practising of community needs to include 

high power parties in dialogues with low power groups impacted by their policies, actions and business 

operations. This type of dialogical work seeks the substantive uptake of relevant responsibilities through 

engaging in high power and low power individuals and groups involved in a justice concern. The litmus 

test of the moral and practical strength of dialogical community development strategies located in an 

ecological and love ethic sensibility is how well it can hold the powerful accountable in direct dialogue 

with the impacted parties. 

The small group strategy of study circles (Brophy 2001), linked with the idea of communities of practice 

(Wenger & Snyder 2000), are explored and provide the basis for dialogical communities of practice. 

Figure 2 shows how they can be conceptualised as an adaptable three phase way to practice community 

across differences of species, power and social structures.  
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Figure 2: Group-based strategies for practising community 

The three types of group-based strategies are: study circles to prepare for social action, communities of 

practice to sustain community workers, and, dialogical communities of practice to undertake dialogue 

between unequal groups. 

  

STUDY CIRCLES 

First of all, an ongoing dedication could be beneficial to adopt strategies focused on building a 

workplace culture of democratic, loving and just interactions in community workers’ agencies. This is 

important to provide the supportive work base and to build practitioners’ capacity to sustain change 

efforts within and beyond the workplace. The idea of study circles (Brophy 2001; National Coalition 

for Dialogue and Deliberation 2008) suggest a way to think about the preparation and learning required 

to undertake culture building work in workplaces and social action in communities. Small gatherings 

of individuals who share a justice concern can form a study circle to hold discussions and share stories 

and, in this way, build a critical understanding of the power dynamics and other factors involved.  

For example, Shiel (2007) describes how study circles were used as part of a ‘building rural futures 

through co-operation’ (p. 6) project in Victoria in the 1990s. Resource kits on how to run study circles 

were developed for rural people to gather and discuss their towns’ futures. The grassroots, democratic 

and relationship building study circles ‘provided an opportunity for the unique heart of every 

community to become visible and feature in policy and planning in a negotiated manner’ (Shiel 2007, 

p. 6). The initiators of the project found that the provision of information-based resources to 

communities, in and of itself, was not sufficient to negotiate the complexity of relationships, different 

ideas and needs within a community. Further, without education, financial assistance, and in particular, 

on-the-ground support to facilitate study groups too much may be expected of this strategy (O’Connor 

1998. 

Study circles in the workplace can include initiatives such as informal gatherings to discuss new 

research and publications in the area of community work and may build to become a peer writing group 

1. Study circles: 

To build trust & capacity; to learn about a justice 
concern; to prepare for social action

2. Communities of practice: 

To practice community work within an equal group; 
a support group for the duration of the justice work

3. Dialogical communities of practice: 

To practice community between unequal groups; to 
act in partnership to address justice concerns



Australian Journal of Community Work, 2019/20, vol. 1, pp. 1-13.  8 
 

on matters of shared interest. For example, Edith Cowan University (Centre for Research in 

Entertainment, Arts, Technology, Education and Communications 2017) has embedded a writing retreat 

initiative in its staff development program. The initiative began as residential-based gatherings in bush 

cabins over weekends to support the research of higher degrees students employed at the university. 

The participants were academics from Edith Cowan University and other universities who needed time 

away from other work demands to concentrate on their doctorates, masters or honours degrees. A crucial 

component of the exercise was to work in a collaborative way with other colleagues for both moral 

support and to enrich the quality of scholarship through collegial conversations. The writing retreats 

were also a space for peer support and work debriefing with trusted colleagues which fortified and 

sustained staff on return to their usual work commitments. The initiative was so successful in enabling 

completions of participants’ higher degrees that the University now provides similar opportunities for 

other academic staff.  

 

COMMUNITIES OF PRACTICE (COP) 

One possible form of decentralised organisation in agencies and communities which is congruent with 

community development being based on small groups (Lathouras 2010) is the idea of communities of 

practice (CoP). Communities of practice are not new and yet have untapped potential for community 

workers to practice dialogical community development in the most constrained of workplaces and with 

adversely impacted social and species groups and communities. Wenger and Snyder (2000) suggest the 

potential of CoP represents a ‘managerial paradox’ as they are typically constituted outside the control 

of management. They suggest CoP are not as prevalent as might be expected, at least from a top-down 

perspective, because ‘the organic, spontaneous and informal nature of CoP makes them resistant to 

supervision and interference’ (Wenger & Snyder 2000, para. 4). This makes CoP particularly appealing 

for addressing moral outrage through informal group-based processes under the noses of the managers 

and nay-sayers who may react negatively if the changes threaten their status, comfort or need for 

control. At the same time research shows that internal dynamics of CoP may reflect the organisation’s 

hierarchy of expertise, status and role differences. This means that equalisation of members’ 

contributions in the CoP cannot be assumed (Lev-On 2015, p. 152) and will need to be actively enabled 

to support the members’ empowerment.  

In human service agencies, CoP include peer supervision groups where workers meet on a regular basis 

and share the role of facilitating reflections and debriefings related to the workplace. For example, 

Nickson (2015) argues that virtual online peer supervision can address the lack of professional 

supervision and issues of staff retention in rural and regional Australia. In unsupportive organisational 

contexts, CoP can offer purposeful meetings of like-minded practitioners who nurture and sustain each 

other in challenging contexts. The CoP can take the form of a project group, a peer supervision group, 

or even a lunch time walk group.  Within this space the participants can be actively critiquing and 

resisting workplace violence and unfair policies. The group activity becomes a CoP when there is a 

purposeful use of group facilitation skills to support democratic processes and empowerment of 

members. The level of trust needs to be high due to the potential of backlash against members if their 

views are reported to management. Wenger identifies such CoP as either ‘unrecognised’ by the 

organisation or ‘bootlegged’ where CoP are ‘only visible informally by a group of people in the know’ 

(Wenger 2018, para. 17) and usually only to the participants. Such CoP deliberately do not declare 

themselves and consciously seek to support each other in unsafe workplaces.  

CoP can also provide spaces for the empowerment of workers undertaking justice work within agencies 

and in local communities. A three-way university partnership involving academics from Murdoch 
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University, Edith Cowan University and the University of the Sunshine Coast provides a CoP example 

that responded to ecological injustice and conflict. Several academics formed an inter-linked alliance 

to support a community activist group, Community Alliance for Positive Solutions Incorporated 

(CAPS). For many years CAPS has been challenging the Government of Western Australia for failing 

its social responsibility to the small rural town of Yarloop, its ecosystems and animals. All of which 

have been adversely impacted by the multi-national mining company, Alcoa World Alumina, Wagerup 

(Alcoa) (see Brueckner & Ross 2010). The CoP between the academics and the activist group provided 

moral and practical support to the community which in turn used the knowledge and resources of the 

university partnership. The substantive contributions generated by holding a group-based approach took 

a number of forms: a debriefing space as needed, assistance with writing submissions against Alcoa’s 

licence conditions and to parliamentary inquiries, support in attending meetings with government, and 

assisting with CAPS’ strategy planning and research. The eco-activism of CAPS has been sustained for 

more than twenty years and the CAPS community group in itself is an example of a CoP (see Ross & 

Puccio 2020; CAPS 2019). 

 

DIALOGICAL COMMUNITIES OF PRACTICE (DCOP) 

In the main, communities of practice (CoP) tend to include members with similar interests working on 

a project that does not challenge the power dynamics of the workplace or community. Justice work 

additionally requires CoP that are focused on fostering dialogue to address issues of undemocratic and 

unjust policies and practices where parties meet across differences in role, status and agenda. This 

deliberate inclusion of parties who occupy different access to power is a defining feature of a refinement 

of the CoP method, called dialogical communities of practice (DCoP). This article focuses on a specific 

type of DCoP which is informed by an ecological justice and love ethic and is guided by seeking social 

responsibility from the power elites in agencies, communities and governments. These types of DCoP 

are primarily about holding key parties responsible for their actions or failure to act where there is 

injustice. 

For example, in the early 2000s, the author and her research team from Edith Cowan University engaged 

members of the Yarloop community, Alcoa and Government of Western Australia in a dialogical 

process to address the adverse impacts of Alcoa’s nearby refinery. The impacts related to pollution from 

the refinery and its overall operations which adversely affected many residents’ health and had flow on 

effects such collapsing the social fabric of the town, threatening the viability of local business, causing 

concerns for animals’ health and the organic status of farm products and destroying old growth jarrah 

forests to access bauxite which is the raw material for producing alumina at the refinery (Brueckner & 

Ross 2010). The justice work was based on linked small interest group preparatory and debriefing 

meetings (CoP) for respective parties with regular public meetings between all parties (DCoP).  

In a context of substantial losses, some small gains for the community were achieved even though the 

government subsequently required Alcoa to continue with the fairer property buy-up processes 

established by the DCoP work. This government directive included properties purchased outside 

Alcoa’s preferred purchase areas when residents wanted to sell due to health, animal and property value 

concerns (Brueckner & Ross 2010). The community focused approach which actively included a regard 

for people, animals (domestic, farm and wild) and the local ecosystems, gives credence to the 

effectiveness of this holistic approach. A focus on peoples’ health alone would not have afforded 

sufficient traction in the dialogues, as it was then and continues to be very hard to prove a direct and 

causal relationship between health issues and the refinery emissions and operations. The holistic 

approach was successful in getting the inter-related issues on the dialogue table and it continues to have 
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traction for the community being heard in its current attempts to have the State Government place tighter 

controls over Alcoa’s licencing conditions (CAPS Chairperson, personal communication 17/10/19). 

This universities community activist group CoP developed into a DCoP with a collaboratively 

researched and written book on eco-activism. The book details a number of ecological justice concerns 

and shows how activists have challenged high power groups (Ross, Brueckner, Palmer & Eaglehawk 

2020). The book’s contributors continue to work in communities where eco-systems, animals, social 

groups, small towns and suburban areas are variously impacted by government infrastructure 

development, large scale mining, animal farming and real estate development. The eco-activists, as 

writers, sustain themselves in small mutual support groups (CoP) and their justice work seeks 

opportunities to engage, dialogue with, and influence, high power groups while standing with the 

impacted low power groups (DCoP). Writing about eco-activism is a value-adding way to affirm non-

anthropocentric outcomes in community work practice, both relating to the specific justice issues 

addressed and for how it can inspire and guide other practitioners into the future. 

 

CONCLUSION 

The relationship focused and person-centred approach to community work practice can be extended by 

establishing an ecological ethical sensibility. The principles of ecological justice, love and nonviolence 

were described and provide the basis for practising community with people, animals and the 

environment as an inter-connected and dynamic whole. The article presented the small group strategies 

of study circles to understand issues and prepare for social action and communities of practice for 

community workers to support each other in justice work. Both of these types of groups can enable the 

practising of community in practitioners’ workplaces and intersecting with members of the community 

as relevant. In turn the study circles and communities of practice can link with the strategy of dialogical 

communities of practice to undertake justice work between low and high power groups. Several 

examples were presented of the group-based strategies to encourage ideas for how to build worker and 

community capacity for social action and to bring unequal parties together in dialogical communities 

of practice to undertake dialogue to contribute to social justice, species justice and environmental 

sustainability. 
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