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ABSTRACT  
Success within today’s corporate environment is increasingly dependent upon the 
corporation’s successful interaction with its community. Communities are increasingly 
aware of their rights and demand responsible treatment from Corporations. This paper 
looks specifically at the Community Engagement dynamics involved in Landfill Siting 
situations.  

 In the same manner that the flocking of birds or the structure of termite mounds emerge 
from what are relatively “simple” noncomplex activities, interactions and 
interdependencies; can we identify these noncomplex activities in situations of successful 
and unsuccessful landfill sitings? This paper begins the process of exploration and 
identification of noncomplex activities which occur in these situations. The purpose of 
this exploration is to add to the body of Community Engagement Theory in a meaningful 
and practical way through the use of Systems Concepts involving Complex Human 
Systems.  

These concepts are those low level interactions which produce higher level processes - 
community resistance / acceptance - in multi-layered complex systems. Also, the 
exploration will take note of the higher level system processes - quality of engagement 
i.e. Transformational, Transactional, Transitional - that constrain or induce the lower 
level system processes. Note will be taken of the coevolution of these system levels 
toward either a successful or unsuccessful siting situation.   

The paper explores extant literature concerning Community and Community Engagement 
research in an effort to identify predominant and not so predominant thinking in the 
domain. Exploration in this domain of literature reveals many similar themes of 
interaction, interdependency and actions. The paper begins with a look at what is 
commonly or not so commonly defined as “Community”. Several definitions of varying 
perspective prevail including; Community as stakeholder, Community as groups, 
Communities of practice, Communities geographically defined, and Communities of 
individuals. A practical whilst perhaps not definitive definition of Community is 
proposed for the purposes of the exploration. Not surprisingly this definition is a 
synthesis of the theory to date interpreted through the lens of Systems theories.  

Given a practical definition of Community, then, the paper turns to the literature to 
explore the differing actions, interactions and interdependencies peculiar to Community 
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Engagement. Using the same method the author identifies a definition of Engagement 
from the literature and then turns the exploration toward the actions, interactions and 
interdependencies produced during Community Engagement. An emergent theme in the 
literature regarding Community Engagement is that of the “quality” of engagement. 
Although, this is found stated in several different manners, the author identifies key 
similarities and defines three qualities of engagement: Transactional, Transitional and 
Transformational. These types disaggregate into differing categories or qualities of 
engagement including; one way communication, two way communication, 
empowerment, inclusion, consensus building, multiparty dialogues, collaboration and 
“Guerrilla” public relations, etc.  

Exploration beyond the quality of Engagement encompasses additional themes in the 
literature including; NIMBY, NIABY, Community acceptance, Community Resistance, 
Stakeholder Theory, Bonding and Bridging Social Capital, Reflexive Modernization 
(Equity, trust, Participation), Risk to the Community and the corporation, etc. While the 
literature in the domain is vast there are several low systems level noncomplex 
interactivities and interdependencies that can be identified. 

A Systems perspective of the low level system interdependencies and interactions leads 
one to the conclusion that pre-knowledge of the quality of engagement and its potential 
consequences in producing high level system processes can provide valuable strategic 
information to those involved in situations of landfill siting. 

The paper concludes with a summation of this synthesis and a suggestion of field study to 
be carried out to further test the Community Engagement theory derived through this 
secondary research. The end result of field study will contribute greatly to the 
justification and use of engagement quality as an important corporate strategic tool. 

Keywords: Systems Thinking, Community Engagement, Quality of Engagement, Landfill 
Siting 

INTRODUCTION 
This literature review is inspired by the contemporary need for corporations to engage 
and interact successfully with communities. Community engagement has been forced to 
the fore by communities demanding influence on corporate behaviour and improved 
corporate responsibility. The review targets the community engagement literature that 
centres on the siting of landfills and other potentially controversial siting efforts such as; 
prisons, toxic waste sites, mines, nuclear facilities and alternative energy installations.  

The initial foray into the literature demands a definition for community be sought. This 
exploration reveals that there are myriad definitions for community. Some of the more 
popular ones that are implied by the literature such as: Community as stakeholder, as 
group, as Geography, as Individual, as Community of practice and Community as system 
are described here. The author finds that while all definitions have merit most suffer a 
weakness of exclusion that render them less than useful in all circumstances. It is 
concluded that a systems approach that allows the definition of the elements that compose 
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a system, the boundary and the structurally coupled environment - while not to be 
confused with reality - be the most useful definition of community.  

The review continues with pursuit of a definition of engagement and concludes that 
engagement is a behaviour inciting participation. Further investigation of the literature 
reveals that there are in general three points upon a continuum of participation that can be 
typified; transactional, transitional and transformational. The interactions of the 
corporation and community along this continuum vary from one-way limited 
participation of the community to a rich two-way communication including 
characteristics such as empowerment, dialogue, influence and deliberation, among others.  

The paper concludes with a partial agreement that a transformational engagement strategy 
might best serve the corporation seeking successful siting situations. However, the 
literature also reveals sufficient discrepancy regarding the number of community 
members that should be engaged. This discrepancy grouped with an understanding of the 
emergence of community from the interactions of individuals inspires further research 
into this phenomenon as a conclusion.  

 

COMMUNITY 

In order to identify the relations among the elements of the system that we are to observe 
- in this case a “community” - we must first search for a common ground definition or a 
useful definition for the purposes of observation within this research. Definitions abound 
within the literature of what the thing called “community” actually is. The exhaustive 
history of exploration of the term “community” is one that as Dunham, Freeman, & 
Liedtka (2006) state has been pursued by “philosophers, psychologists, sociologists, 
anthropologists, political scientists, even urban planners… Somewhere we suspect, are 
yet to be interpreted cave drawings defining the term” (p. 27). One study of literature, 
that is quite old, maintained over ninety differing definitions for community with only 
one common factor amongst them - they all dealt with people (Hillery, 1955). This poses 
an area of particular concern for this research as for the author to take a systems approach 
to identifying the elements of the system and the type of relations between them one must 
certainly identify the “boundary” of the system at hand. This is not an issue that is 
monopolized by this particular research as this is prevalent in the stakeholder theory 
literature as well (Dunham et al., 2006). Throughout the literature there are several 
implied definitions of community. The five that appear to come to the fore are: 
Community as Stakeholder, Community as Groups, Community of Practice, Community 
as Geographic Delineation, and Community as Individual Citizens.  

Each of these types will be reviewed in the following sections of this research however, it 
stands to reason that each of the categories may represent many different variations 
within them - all certainly valid within the context of what is being described. We know 
from systems science that our biology alone affords us all little access to the objective 
world (Dell, 1987; Maturana, 1978, 1988; J. Mingers, 2006; John Mingers, 1990; 
Whitaker, 1991) and thus we must be satisfied that many views will make up an 
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approximation of what it is we are describing but that a perfectly comprehensive 
definition may well elude us infinitely.  

We also must conclude from systems science and other sciences that while there are 
likely to be discernable patterns emerging at the boundary of chaos that dynamic systems 
such as those we might like to bound as communities are in constant flux and as such are 
impossible to define entirely (Coveney & Highfield, 1996). For as we define them they 
change before our eyes into something that reaches outside of these bounds. 

To further exacerbate the authors’ pursuit of a community definition it is interesting to 
discover that many authors do not clearly define what is meant by community (Frances 
Bowen, Newenham-Kahindi, & Herremans, 2010). Generally, within the literature, the 
definition of community is implied and as such the author has captured at best the implied 
definitions of community. This phenomenon is somewhat complicated by the disregard 
for one definition by other definitions. For example; Community as a geographical 
delineation may disregard the quality of the interactions between the members of this 
geographical delineation (Frances Bowen et al., 2010). Each of the possible definitions 
carries with it some weakness dependant on the perspective of those who might use the 
definition generally.  

Community as Stakeholder 

A common theme in the engagement literature is to classify the community as a 
stakeholder or a group of stakeholders in the discernment of how this “thing” might be 
approached and / or managed (Abzug & Webb, 1999; Brammer & Millington, 2005; 
Caputo, 2013; Coronado & Fallon, 2010; Dunham et al., 2006; Heiman, 1990). Within 
the stakeholder literature “community” tends toward being used as a “catch all” term in 
which other easily identified groups such as consumers, customers, suppliers, 
shareholders or Non-Government Organizations do not fall (Abzug & Webb, 1999). 
However, this is a dangerously broad definition which is likely to marginalize certain 
members or dilute the view of community from which special interest groups emerge 
rather quickly and with profound effect (Dunham et al., 2006). Certainly, with the case of 
the stakeholder definition the definition of the “other” stakeholders allows one to view 
community as that which has not been defined in any other way, however, this type of 
definition is of limited use and awkward at best. In fact, it is theorized that stakeholder 
theory when used by organizations vague in their definition of stakeholders may define a 
set of stakeholders that are easily identified and more easily appeased while disregarding 
a large group of those who might be most in opposition and marginalized by the 
objectives of the organization. In this sense stakeholder theory can tend toward 
complicity with inequity - a giving with one hand whilst taking with the other (Coronado 
& Fallon, 2010). 

Generally, the definition of stakeholder is that of a group on whom an organization relies 
and without whom they may fail or whose influence may be either positive or negative 
toward the goals of the organization. In the case of this research then it is important to see 
this relation, for without some sort of community dynamic whether that be protagonist or 
antagonist toward an organization there is no need for answering the question of how 
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these groups form. In this sense then community as a stakeholder has validity for the 
author’s pursuits in this research.  

From a systems perspective the characteristic definition of community as a stakeholder 
implies a relation of dependence between the organization and the thing called 
community. The interaction then of the community stakeholder and the organization can 
certainly be seen to be complementary and positive toward the objectives of the 
organization or resistant and negative toward these objectives. A third characterization of 
these relations would be that of a neutral relation in which the stakeholder was neither a 
proponent nor an opponent.  

One observes the implied definition of stakeholder as community when one explores the 
literature dealing with the syndrome defined as “Not In My Back Yard” (NIMBY) and 
the more recently defined “Not In Anyone’s Back Yard” (NIABY) phenomenon 
(Heiman, 1990). The author will explore these phenomenon further at a later point in this 
review.  

As mentioned previously, viewing or defining the community as stakeholder is somewhat 
flawed to the extent that it may even marginalize some groups. Next, the author reviews 
the literature regarding community defined as groups. 

 

Community as Groups 

Communities are certainly characterised or defined as groups within the Community 
Engagement literature. What is unique in the groups defining of community is that it need 
not be bound geographically and may represent groups who share a sense of belonging - 
tied together by common values, interests, beliefs, values or experiences - and possibly 
spread across a vast geography - possibly global (Dunham et al., 2006). Community 
groups can be defined as either proponents or opponents to certain activities in certain 
contexts and their views and perspectives will provide the observer with an idea of how 
they might react to a certain proposition - positive, negative or neutral. The range of 
community groups can be vast and include hobbyists, religious groups, charitable groups, 
and political groups (Dunham et al., 2006).  

Viewing or defining Community as Groups does not preclude defining the community as 
stakeholder but rather disaggregates the whole into parts that are perhaps better defined in 
their activities and perspectives. In this sense then, stakeholder theory pervades the 
community as groups literature - especially when one considers Community / Industry 
interaction and relations (Dunham et al., 2006).  

Contemporary technology has played a role in the velocity and diversity with which 
community groups are forming. Recent community opposition movements in Toronto, 
Washington D.C. and Seattle have demonstrated that through internet and advanced 
communication technology new groups are aggregating in the community who may 
previously been seen as distinct groups with distinct perspectives on somewhat 
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specialized community movements; the UAW, tree huggers and turtle lovers presenting a 
united perspective toward the forming of the “future” in Seattle for example (Dunham et 
al., 2006). The speed and unpredictability of the formation of new groups adds to a 
difficulty in managing and defining community as groups as this is tantamount to 
predicting the future accurately and consistently.  

Certainly the literature provides many references and implied definitions of community 
as groups in terms of a group of people living in the same locale or having common 
interests, with a similarity of identity (Fiol & O’Connor, 2002). Community groups that 
form in opposition to actions or movements quite often ending in violence are most 
commonly referred to as groups in the literature (Anguelovski, 2011). 

Technology is not the only factor that causes difficulty in defining community as groups. 
There is a definite interplay of geography in situations as well. Groups may differ greatly 
in terms of human and social capital. Geographical separations such as rivers or even 
highways may cause social differences such as a difference in general levels of skills, 
capabilities, intelligence and education (Human Capital) or social networks and norms of 
reciprocity and trustworthiness (Social Capital) (Anderson, Schirmer, & Abjorensen, 
2011). The author will explore the geographical definition of community further later in 
the review. First the author will review the possibility of Community defined as 
Communities of Practice - a somewhat different view of Community as Groups.  

 

Communities of Practice 

As mentioned previously a special type of community group is that of the community of 
practice. These specialized groups share an understanding of the group perspective and 
underpinning understanding of what is being done by the group. The implication is that 
they are united in action and in philosophy in their interactions and interdependencies 
within their environment. Most often these specialized groups are seen as tightly knit 
creative collaborative collective from whom creative work emerges collaboratively.  

Certainly the roots of this concept are founded in the concept of Gemeinschaft - 
community with common beliefs (Dunham et al., 2006; Walton & Rivers, 2011). The 
concept is, however, somewhat limited as it is dependent on a communal and geographic 
definition that falls short of more contemporary definitions of community. Still, place-
based definitions are prevalent in the literature and will be explored next.  

 

Community as Geography 

As mentioned previously quite often within the literature community takes on a 
geographical definition. Often, government or Industry will define initiatives and 
subsequently define community as that which is happening in a geographical area - an 
area of gentrification or a geographical market (Adamson, 2010). The concept of 



A Systems View of Community Engagement: Exploration for Simple Rules 

7 

Gemeinschaft is influenced by a place based perspective and as such has influenced a 
great deal of theorizing to date. The examples of place based interaction between industry 
and community have certainly helped in the widely implied definition of community as 
geography.  

A group or community defined by geography may not necessarily define itself as a 
community in the sense of a town or city but may see itself as separated by deep seated 
emotional differences (Fiol & O’Connor, 2002). In this sense the geographical definitions 
of community may well be imposed upon the group by on lookers or by other groups 
outside of the geography. In the way that it is difficult for the fish to discover water it is 
possible that geographical definitions of community are imposed on those who might be 
included. While this is certainly a limitation it is also an important component of the 
NIMBY and NIABY phenomena. Without the community as geography definition it may 
be difficult to define community in a comprehensive and meaningful manner. However, 
as is the case in several contemporary assessments of community it may well be a 
nonfactor in other definitions (Bowen et al., 2008).   

As the community as groups was a refinement of the view of community as stakeholder it 
is possible that the definition of the community as individuals has much merit as well. 
The following section of this review explores this theory.  

 

Community as Individual 

Certainly one cannot deny that the interaction of people - individuals - constitutes at the 
lowest common denominator the essence of community. A single individual does not a 
community make, however, it is the interdependencies, interactions and relations of these 
individuals that form the catalyst for that which might be bounded as community. 
Certainly there is some credence to be handed to the place in which these individuals 
reside - whether that is virtually or geographically - and that the individuals in 
interrelating might appear as groups identified as stakeholders. However, essentially one 
observes the countless relations of people in a context. As systems thinkers we observe 
the interactions, interdependencies and relations of the elements that define the system - 
community. We decide what community is and what is not - a boundary to the system 
knowing fully that everything is interconnected and all are elements of the total or 
comprehensive “real” system. At the base of the definition of the community as 
individuals is the concept that the individual holds a “Sense of Community” (McMillan 
& Chavis, 1986). 

The vast Community Psychology literature provides much observation and theorizing 
about the individual and group “Sense of Community”. McMillan & Chavis (1986) 
define the Sense of Community as being comprised of four elements: membership; 
influence; integration and fulfilment of needs; and shared emotional connection. The 
definition that these authors propose is as follows: “Sense of community is a feeling that 
members have of belonging, a feeling that members matter to one another and to the 
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group, and a shared faith that members needs will be met through the commitment to be 
together” (McMillan & Chavis, 1986).  

Some debate remains as to whether this sense of community manifests at the group level 
or only at the individual level or whether it manifests at both (Chavis & Pretty, 1999). Of 
interest is the concept that community may well be an emergent phenomenon of 
individuals and that there may be a reciprocal or self-reinforcing feedback set up which is 
community - individual sense of community feeding group sense of community and then 
group sense of community feeding individual sense of community (See Figure 1). 
Regardless, of the validity of this claim it is easily managed intellectually, that the 
concept of community as individual must begin with some sense of community at the 
individual level i.e. community defined as individuals.  

 

 

Figure 1 

 Community as System(s) 

Figure one implies an emergent sense of community which is a sort of psychic system 
emergent from the individual psychic systems of its elements and their interactions. On 
its own this is a systemic perspective of the thing describing Community in this case. The 
interaction and interdependencies of the elements producing an emergent collective sense 
of control, behaviour and characteristics - including the ability to deal with external 
threats (McMillan & Chavis, 1986). This is not to say that the systems perspective should 
preclude the other definitions or perspectives of community as this would not comply 
with the understanding that has evolved of systems in general. The geographical context 
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of the system in general may - as in the NIMBY phenomenon - or may not - as in the 
virtual community - have bearing on the community system in question. Certainly 
community as stakeholder is a means of drawing boundaries around different groups 
within a system and observing the interdependencies and interactions of these groups or 
individuals with the community system of interest.  

One can easily perceive community at its most basic of levels - the interaction of two 
elements or individuals. From this point one may extend the boundary of definition of 
community - in the same manner that one might zoom out the focus of a microscope or 
camera lens - to include a more wide spread and less granular observation of interactions 
and interdependencies. Several individuals may represent a group or stakeholder for the 
purposes of the observation while others may look at individuals as stakeholders in the 
examination of the system in question. None of these definitions is incorrect and all may 
serve purposes of triangulation and comparison in the analysis of one or many systems. 
Modelling systems for the purpose of observation and understanding after all is not the 
attempt at a comprehensive description of reality but rather as a means through which 
understanding is more effectively reached and applied to the situation.   

When one selects a boundary one draws a line around elements within a system and 
defines the system. Three things have occurred in drawing the boundary. One has defined 
what is inside the boundary (the system its organization and structure), what is outside the 
boundary (its environment to which it is structurally coupled) and the boundary itself 
(that invisible psychic line which identifies the previous two characteristics). This line is 
moveable psychically by any observer and or by the same observer for reasons of 
illustrative observation and understanding. In this sense Community is an observation of 
patterns and emergent patterns of interaction and interdependencies of elements of the 
described and bounded systems at hand.  

For the purposes of this paper the author will use the perspective of Community as a 
System paying full respect to the extant literature regarding Community Engagement and 
defining the boundaries of the current System being discussed - previous to the 
discussion. The import of the Definition of Community cannot be denied and is an 
important first step in the exploration of community engagement. The next obvious step 
before combining the two terms is to explore how the literature typifies and defines the 
term Engagement. 

ENGAGEMENT 

Of interest specifically in this review is that interaction of two systems bounded as 
Industry and Community. For current purposes the author will explain the boundary that 
is “industry” as one that encompasses the employees of the organization that are directly 
involved with the engagement of the community in question. This area will be explained 
at length later in the review. The understanding of the interrelations and 
interdependencies between Industry and Community has become a contemporary 
strategic concern  (Bowen et al., 2010). In order to explain the term Engagement one 
must look to that which exists within the literature. Among many other uses the term 
engagement is coined as “to induce to participate”(“Engage - Definition,” n.d.). This 
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definition describes behaviour and, while not definitive, is deemed useful to this research. 
The literature is rife with differing definitions quite often implied as opposed to explicit. 
The act of engaging a community is quite often implied as some quality or strategy of 
communication or information sharing or dissemination process.  

In the sense that engagement is a verb - an action - the literature suggests that 
engagement is behaviour and behaviour of differing qualities. Often is the case in the 
literature that engagement is seen as lying on a continuum (Abzug & Webb, 1999; 
Anderson et al., 2011; Baxter, Eyles, & Elliott, 1999; Bowen et al., 2008; Bowen et al., 
2010; Caputo, 2013; Dear, 1992; Dunham et al., 2006; Esteves & Barclay, 2011; Hardy 
& Phillips, 1998). To generalize the continuum, while not being identical in the literature, 
its portrayal is a range between a level and quality of engagement that is from least to 
most participative. As has Bowen et al. (2008) the author will look to the Leadership and 
Governance literature referring to Community Engagement and use the continuum of 
quality of induction to participate as that which ranges from “transactional” through 
“transitional” to ”transformational”.  

 

Transactional Behaviours of Engagement 

Engagement typified by the term transactional is that which contains tactics of 
participation including; a corporate stance of “giving back”, one-way communication 
(from Industry to Community), a large number of community partners, occasional 
community interaction, limited trust development, a learning transfer from the 
corporation to the community only, business only control of the process of engagement, 
and distinct benefits and outcomes (Bowen et al., 2008). The literature suggests that 
information dissemination is key to community engagement and successful projects 
(Adamson, 2010; Baxter et al., 1999; Connor, 1988; Esteves & Barclay, 2011). However, 
the literature suggests that transactional information provision alone does not necessarily 
create empowerment (Adamson, 2010) and that this type of engagement behaviour is 
tantamount to a public relations manoeuvre confusing education with what turns out to be 
insincere support of community understanding (Heiman, 1990).  

Evidence of this behaviour is cited when corporations seek positive publicity through 
sponsorship or, in more extreme cases, when organizations act in authoritarian ways 
based on some legislated and official interest of the community, placing the community 
in a position of reacting to a seemingly government sanctioned proposal as opposed to 
participating in conversation with planners (Farkas, 1999). It is often the case that 
legislation does not make mandatory any public participation in the initial phases of an 
organization planning a project that may affect communities profoundly - Community 
Engagement is not obligatory (Dütschke, 2011).  

Community Engagement has a history of organizations secretly establishing plans for 
projects such as landfills, prisons, mines, etc. and carrying on with their construction 
without any information being supplied to the community. In light of the opposition that 
such behaviours created a higher profile behaviour including education and persuasion 
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was developed. Unfortunately, this one-way coercive posture proved merely to alert the 
community and produced opposition - an equally risky strategy to that of the secretive 
one (Dear, 1992). A key downfall of the transactional approach is that, even in the event 
of a face to face meeting of community and industry, where the project is presented and 
community members are allowed to comment, lack of constructive dialogue hallmarks 
these events (Hoxie, Berkebile, & Todd, 2012). 

Views and information provided to a community are often seen as outsider views and as 
such as irrelevant regardless of the sincerity of the presentation. Transactional 
Engagement Behaviours do not account for insiders (i.e. community members or those 
with sense of community mentioned previously) to be involved in a meaningful way (Fiol 
& O’Connor, 2002). This type of behaviour is what the literature presents as the most 
basic type of engagement on the continuum and includes employee volunteering, 
philanthropic donations, pushing communication through education and lobbying (Bowen 
et al., 2010). At its most extreme this type of communication and behaviour may be 
likened to a kind of “guerrilla” public relations tactic (Dunham et al., 2006). 

Transitional Behaviours of Engagement 

Transitional Behaviours of Engagement are those that move beyond the one-way 
engagement behaviours of transactional behaviours but do not fully achieve the 
meaningful dialogue and sense making that occurs in transformational behaviours of 
engagement (Bowen et al., 2008). Transformational Engagement is typified by learning, 
leadership and empowerment and as such requires a deep exploration on behalf of the 
researcher in order to determine whether or not transactional or transformational 
behaviour is that which is being observed (Hardy & Phillips, 1998). Bowen et al. (2008) 
detail the Transitional Engagement Behaviour as that which displays; the Corporate 
stance of Building Bridges. Two-way communication, many community partners, 
repeated community interaction, an evolutionary nature of trust, learning transfer to the 
firm, corporate control over the process and distinct benefits and outcomes from the 
process (pg. 14).  

Transitional Behaviours are indicative of the shift toward an understanding by the firm 
that early communication, transparency of activity and involvement of the community 
will produce improved results in community relations and acceptance of projects built in 
or near the community (Chia, 2011; Eltham, Harrison, & Allen, 2008). However, some 
cite that traditional methods of public involvement concerning decision making do not 
work (Baxter et al., 1999; Hoxie et al., 2012). Pursuit of two way dialogue doesn’t insure 
appropriate information exchange to allow either the industry organization to receive 
enough information to make changes in their strategy or the community to feel they have 
been heard.  

Of interest to this review is the question of who should develop and implement the 
structure of the two way communication. Anguelovski (2011) suggests that the process of 
community engagement start with industry and community co-creating the structure of 
the communication. This is of interest because the literature typifies transitional 
engagement behaviours as those which demonstrate two-way communication grouped 
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with corporate control over the process of engagement. Clearly defining the number and 
set of participants in two-way communication and not the participation of a broader and 
co-created group of community participants may jeopardize the dialogue from the outset. 
This suggestion is in direct contrast to what  Bowen et al. (2008) and Bowen et al.(2010) 
suggest as a necessity for the successful engagement of community - a small group of 
partners.  

The information that is available in the transitional engagement cases is scrutinized in the 
literature as well. Dütschke (2011) suggests many shortcomings of transitional 
engagement information dissemination including ignorance of local language differences, 
use of highly technical language, irregular updates, and lacklustre promotion of site tours.  

Structure of engagement and quality of information flow both suggest the fragility of trust 
within the domain of the transitional engagement. Where trust within a transformational 
engagement is relational at the personal level trust within the transitional engagement is 
cognitive and evolves based on repeated interactions (Bowen et al., 2008; Bowen et al., 
2010). 

The combination of these important aspects of transitional engagement behaviour set it 
apart and - according to the literature - places it in a second position in relation to 
transformational engagement behaviours - superior in effectivity to transactional 
behaviours yet inferior to transformational behaviours. 

Transformational Behaviours of Engagement 

The third type of engagement behaviour on the continuum derived from the literature is 
that of transformational engagement behaviour. This type of engagement behaviour is 
characterized by; a corporate stance focused on changing society, two-way 
communication, few community partners, frequent interactions, a trust based on personal 
relationships, jointly generated learning, shared control over the process and joint benefits 
from outcomes (Bowen et al., 2008). In much of the literature transformational 
engagement behaviours are touted as those with the highest probability of successful 
collaboration (Adamson, 2010; Chia, 2011; Cornelius & Wallace, 2011; Dunham et al., 
2006; Eltham et al., 2008; Hart & Sharma, 2004) and yet they are the least well 
researched types of engagement behaviours - due in part perhaps to the ease with which 
identification and measurement of transactional and transitional forms of behaviour can 
be pursued (Bowen et al., 2010).  

Transformational engagement behaviours are those which are hallmarked by 
communication, dialogue and the stature of community created and promoted by the 
behaviours of the industry involved (Chia, 2011). The literature opens at this point to 
concepts of dialogue and deliberative democracy. Dialogue theories centre on forms of 
communication that encourage multiple viewpoints and facilitate the shift in one’s own 
viewpoint based on the understanding of the viewpoints of others. Use of the term 
Deliberative democracy suggests that the power based in the more widely accepted form 
of democracy be stripped away and replaced with deliberation. Consensus through voting 
on perspectives is replaced with consensus sought through dialogue (Gray & Stites, 
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2013). Involvement of the community to the extent of dialogue and deliberation suggests 
an environment that goes beyond community engagement toward community 
empowerment or that, at least, this form of community engagement produces community 
empowerment (Anderson et al., 2011). Empowerment, regardless, suggests that through 
dialogue, the community involvement produces influence in the process and thus the 
process provides empowerment (Adamson, 2010). Empowerment of course depends on 
the creation of a social space which encourages empathy between Industry and 
Community that encompasses culture, thought processes, value systems, and language 
differences (Hart & Sharma, 2004). It is interesting to note that transformational 
behaviours of engagement are those which most closely match the definition of 
engagement reviewed previously - to induce to participate. 

The literature reveals at this point an embellishment of stakeholder theory. The 
embellishment expands the definition of a stakeholder from - a person or group on which 
the firm relies - to that of - a person or group on which the firm relies and which is 
affected by the firm (Dunham et al., 2006). This produces an end result of interaction 
with influence from the community in question which, it is posited by the author, is an 
improved method of engagement compared to the transactional and transitional 
behaviours.  

Transformational engagement behaviour does, however, presuppose that the community 
is in a state where they will accept an environment of dialogue with Industry. Grassroots 
activists, quite often associated with NIMBY theory, are cited in the literature as being 
unwilling to negotiate deeming this as a sign of weakness for their cause toward an 
overarching objective that they are not interested in supporting. Heiman (1990) suggests 
that social consensus through informed and rational participation is a doubtful outcome 
given the facts, figures and tactics in the hands of grass roots community activists and 
that the most effective path to community engagement is through a systemic 
understanding of how the unregulated competitive market produces waste and yet is not 
particularly responsible or suited to manage it.  

The NIMBY literature also suggests timing and sustained interaction as key to the 
success of consensus in siting situations. Farkas (1999) suggests that it is critical to 
acquire knowledge of the community power structures and key stakeholders and then 
build support with these key players as well as ensuring all members of the community 
are supportive - not just the community leaders.  

It should be noted that relationship building implied by transformational engagement 
behaviour requires a great deal of investment by the corporation (Hillman & Keim, 
2001). Transcending the simple supply of information as is the case in transactional 
engagement requires both economic and temporal investment in trade for what is hoped 
to be an increase in the social capital gained through this interaction (Anderson et al., 
2011). This engagement behaviour is designed to make the NIMBY phenomenon 
unnecessary through empowering the community with a feeling of control and a 
belonging to the process (Dorshimer, 1996).  
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The primary goal of transformational behaviour then is to provide a forum of trust and 
uninhibited communication through which learning, thinking, questioning and decision 
making can occur inevitably empowering the community. Participants of this type of 
engagement have reported a never before experienced strong sense of community (Hoxie 
et al., 2012).  

On a final note regarding transformational engagement behaviours, Fiol & O’Connor 
(2002) comment that the transformational engagement strategy is most effectively 
approached as a co-evolutionary process where no particular member of the process is 
likely to be able to supply an ultimate solution. This approach precludes others’ thoughts 
of disparate parties coming together and immediately producing ultimate solutions or 
ultimate problem definitions; but, rather that the parties work together on ever larger 
scope issues that will provide ever increasingly successful efforts and thus build trust and 
attract allies.  

CONCLUSION 

This paper is a review of the literature regarding Community Engagement done in an 
effort to begin the exploration of the phenomenon in order to identify low level 
interactions that lead to higher level processes such as those that might contribute to 
community acceptance or opposition to landfill siting. In doing so the author sets out to 
first establish a definition of the term community. The term as it appears in the literature 
can be defined in many ways; geographically, as a stakeholder, as groups, as 
communities of practice, as individuals, and as a system. Each of these definitions has 
weaknesses of omission and strengths of inclusion and it is surmised by the author that 
each be used as a tool of observation most suited to the phenomenon at hand. The 
systems approach is one that lends itself most effectively to this area. For the purposes of 
this review, then, it is posited that community be defined as a boundary set with a 
particular set of elements interacting internally and defining the system and a structurally 
coupled external environment. Acceptance that this is merely a description of a system 
used for clarity of observation and not a model of reality is mandatory for this type of 
community definition.   

When approached in this manner it is of particular interest to view community as a 
system of interactions of elements - in this case individuals - whose interdependencies, 
interactions and relations produce community. In this manner the group sense of 
community emerges from the interaction at the elemental level. Community in this sense 
then is explained as an emergent phenomenon that is both fed and feeds the sense of 
community present at the individual level.  

The review continues from the definition of community and explores the literature for a 
definition of engagement. The author posits that, at its essence, engagement is a 
behaviour that encourages or incites participation. The literature reveals that the level or 
quality of participation may be typified on a continuum ranging from transactional 
through transitional and arriving at transformational. The continuum ranges from little 
participation incitement to behaviours inciting dialogue, sense making, influence, 
empowerment and deliberation.  
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Within the literature there is great support for the success and desire for organizations to 
engage at the transformational level in order to ensure successful and sustained 
acceptance of projects such as landfills. However, there is discrepancy within the 
literature regarding how community should be bounded (i.e. who should be included and 
who should be excluded in the engagement behaviour). While the majority of the 
literature supports small numbers of community participants involved in transformational 
engagement there is sufficient literature to suggest that this may not be the only structure 
or perhaps even the best structure for these types of engagement.  

The author concludes that while there is sufficient literature support for transformational 
engagement to be the strategic pursuit of siting organizations that there is also sufficient 
literature to substantiate the pursuit of how the individual sense of community may play a 
vital role in the understanding of the dynamics at work in siting situations. This is to say 
that, there is a question regarding how large the number of community members 
(individuals or groups) should be when considering transformational engagement. The 
view of the community as an emergence of the interactions, interdependencies and 
relations of that community’s (re: system’s) elements combined with the uncertainty 
within the literature regarding the number of community members to engage lead to a 
need for further research into the role that individuals play in the formation of Industry - 
Community transformational engagement strategies.  

The author also concludes and suggests that further research including case study of 
siting instances be carried out in the field through interview to further determine the role 
that individual and the group sense of community play in siting situations. The end result 
of this research will be to further refine transformational Engagement strategies for siting 
organizations. 
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