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Abstract 

Most Australian local government (LGOV) organisations employ at least one person who specialises in 

communication, although they go by different position titles. Beyond position descriptions and the plans 

of individual LGOV organisations, there are few professional principles to guide LGOV communication 

practice. Research has found that local government communication tends to be dominated by media 

relations in Australia and in the US. This paper examines ways that LGOV communication is 

conceptualised and reflects on the imperative to communicate well in a democracy. It reports governance, 

culture and communication technology trends that are driving a need for ever more sophisticated 

communication in the execution of government. The paper argues that listening and engaging are central 

to the mission of local governments, and that the participatory, inclusive, collaborative engagement 

increasingly required is beyond the present capacity of most councils. The paper argues that LGOV 

communication has mostly been conceptualised as one-way communication, and proposes that it would 

be more usefully conceptualised as two-way communication, and as more participatory than controlling. 

The paper challenges LGOV communicators, as individuals and as a professional group, to reorient in 

several ways that enhance LGOV capacity for engagement and participation.  

Keywords: Political and Government Communication; Organisational Communication; Public Relations.  
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Community engagement as “core business” for communicators working in 

Australian local government 

Peter Simmons 
 

Introduction 

All governments need to communicate with their people and most Australian local governments employ 

at least one person to specialise in communication (Simmons and Small, 2012). Communicators in the 

sector are increasingly well networked through state and national bodies but to date there is little evidence 

to support the development or selection of effective and appropriate approaches to local government 

communication. Approach to communication is generally driven from the local level by the preferences, 

worldview and aspirations of senior managers and leaders. This in part reflects a healthy autonomy to 

address the needs of the local context, and in part that there are few sector-wide guidelines or principles to 

support effective practice. 

The 2014 Government Communications Australia conference heard calls for integration of the 

communication function in local government core business (Whitlam, 2014) and for communicators to 

focus on listening and engaging with communities (Glenny, 2014). This paper aims to support planning 

and development of the communication function in LGOV by exploring issues, trends and strategic 

opportunities. It examines the growth of LGOV communication and ways that LGOV and public sector 

communication have been conceptualised to date. The future of Australian LGOV communicators is 

bound to the evolution of Australian local government, so it is important to understand and align with the 

directions of the sector. The paper reflects on the centrality of communication to LGOV democratic 

obligations, and examines governance, culture and communication technology trends that are driving a 

need for ever more sophisticated communication and community engagement in the execution of 

government. 

Government demands skilled communication 

All governments need to communicate with their people. The 560 local governments across Australia 

(ALGA, 2013) are established by State and Territory Acts.  Neither “communication” nor the need for 

communication specialists are mentioned in the local government Acts, but the requirement to 

communicate well with communities is integral to the principles, preambles and charters intended to 

guide the execution of government. Each Act refers to one or more principles such as encouraging 

participation in civic life, representing and responding to the needs and aspirations of individuals and 
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different groups, social inclusion, and meaningful community engagement. Most also call for processes to 

be effective, efficient, transparent, and “accountable to the community” (LGOV Act Tasmania, 1993, 

Section 20).  

Each LGOV aims to attain a safe and cooperative society for a diverse citizenry with different needs, 

expectations and preferences. So the simultaneous requirements for transparency, participation, inclusion 

and responsiveness present a considerable and obligatory challenge to even the most experienced 

communicators. They demand mechanisms and skills for listening to communities, interpreting 

viewpoints and needs, and justifying decisions and consequences. It has been argued recently that 

organisations generally should learn to listen actively and systematically (Macnamara, 2013), and that 

LGOV specifically has a “need for closer integration of engagement and communications strategies” 

(Coleman and Firmstone, 2014, p1).  

… given the dependence of public engagement exercises upon the effectiveness of dialogical 

(technical, polylogical) communication, there has been a remarkable lack of attention in both 

theory and practice to … the communicative skills needed to make this new form of governance 

work well. (Coleman and Firmstone, 2014, p3) 

An English study reported that occasions of community engagement “ending badly” were more likely to 

be the result of citizens participating but left feeling “insufficiently acknowledge[d] and efficacious” 

rather than the “rare occasions” where citizens could not be engaged (2014, p14).  An Australian study of 

LGOV communicator activities and attitudes to the purpose of communication (Simmons and Small, 

2012) reported a strong focus on Lee’s (2012) mandatory communication, making organisations more 

accountable and participatory, and optional communication, making communities more aware of facilities 

and services. When asked the purpose of their communication, the responses with the highest average 

scores were: “Increase community awareness of organisation facilities and services available for their 

use”, “Increase community support for the organisation”, “Report to the community on the spending of 

ratepayer funds” and “Gauge community opinion through listening” (p10). The authors concluded that 

Australian LGOV communicators make a range of important direct contributions to government 

(Simmons and Small, 2012). 

Councils need to manage processes that facilitate voice and listening as well as promote service use, and 

ultimately lead to sound decisions that are acceptably balanced in the community’s interest. Often this 

requires communicating on behalf of a “greater good”, explaining links between various costs, 

inconveniences and benefits to the community in the long term.  
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LGOV communication – a growing specialisation 

In democratic societies it is essential that governments provide citizens with useful information about 

services and programs and that they collect and respond to information about citizens’ needs and 

aspirations (Head, 2007). Cultural, political and technological factors have driven a rise in the use and 

importance of government communication. Governments have built capacity to adapt to feedback about 

services and delivery through various information and consultation mechanisms. To meet demand for 

responsiveness, governments have increasingly committed to marketing style communication and 

multiple information channels including the internet, paid advertising counter-service, call centres and 

multilingual services (Head, 2007). Communicators are now a feature of most public sector environments. 

 the growth of employment opportunities in communication and marketing functions in the public 

sector reflects the rise of the “information society”, the extensive mechanisms and forums for 

lobbying and consultation, and the desires of governments to publicise their activities. (Head, 

2007, p45) 

Around 90% of Australian local governments have at least one full time communication employee and 

media relations tends to dominate their work (Simmons and Small, 2012) as it does in the US (Liu et al., 

2010). Fifty-two per cent of Australian local government communicators monitor traditional media 

coverage of their organisation daily, 40% respond to media inquiries daily, and 39% write for the media 

daily (Simmons and Small, 2012). LGOV communication leaders feel that communication should be 

broader than media relations, but in Australia there are few guides available – beyond individual LGOV 

communication plans – to frame the role and responsibilities of communicators. Glenny (2007) said that 

public sector communication generally lacks guidance on role and tasks, and that this is reflected in the 

large number of job titles that indicate differences in focus on media, publications, and relations, and 

different levels of seniority (Glenny, 2007). According to the national president of Government 

Communications Australia:  

Local government communication goes by many names including community relations, media 

relations and community engagement. It is no longer enough to just be the voice of the council. A 

communicator who reports to a director can get good news out about the council, but to really 

influence decision-making and increase community participation communicators need to bring 

the voice of the community to the table … Some more advanced council organisations have 

recognized this and are benefiting, but there is a long way to go. (Deb Ganderton, 2013, personal 

communication) 
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In the UK as well, the Local Government Association (LGA UK) argues that “councils no longer look to 

communications to simply react to press coverage”, emphasising the need to be more proactive in a 

broader role as “[s]trategic planner of council reputation” (p19), driving media coverage, and influencing 

change, culture, strategy and policy (LGA UK, 2013). According to Head (2007) the key tasks for 

communication specialists in the Australian public sector are increasingly concerned with managing the 

“reputation” of their agencies, rather than a public interest. “The problem is that reputation management 

usually relies more on assertion than substance” (2007, p46). “Reputation management” has also been 

advanced as a focus for local government communication management in Australia (Ryan, 2007).  

Approaches to local government communication are mostly determined at local organisation level 

(Simmons and Small, 2012). This reflects a scarcity of guidance on principles for managing and 

executing LGOV communication, as well as a healthy autonomy for LGOV to address perceived local 

needs. Individual practitioners will lean towards their own preferences and capacities but the approach an 

organisation takes to managing communication is largely determined by the senior decision-makers or 

management (Grunig et al, 1995). 

Information and beyond – concepts of government communication 

Government “communication” spans a multitude of attitudes, activities and behaviours across policy, 

campaigns, media, publications, speeches, issues management, branding, events and countless intended 

and unintended displays. Howlett (2009) says we need a taxonomy to aid analysis of government 

communication activities and generalisation about their impact. To date there is very limited empirical 

evidence to aid comparison of the consequences of different approaches to managing and enacting LG 

communication.  

There have been several conceptualisations of government communication proffered in recent years. Most 

(Liu and Horsley, 2007; Glenny, 2007; Lee, 2012; Simmons and Small, 2012) draw explicitly from public 

relations literature and conceptualisations of communication in their analyses. Glenny (2007) 

distinguishes the functions of “informing”, “persuading” and “engaging”, and says it is important to 

distinguish political and apolitical government communication. Sanders et al. (2011) and Lee (2012) also 

distinguish political from government communication. Lee (2012) describes political communication 

intended to help politicians get reelected, and labels it dangerous. He says some is communication 

necessary to inform, attend to and be accountable to community members as citizens – this he labels as 

mandatory; he refers to communication with community as consumers, concerning services, regulations 

and lifestyle, as optional (Lee, 2012), although many might regard information about services and 
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facilities as mandatory for public sector organisations. Simmons (2013) distinguishes an emphasis on 

listening, involving and representing from emphasis on managing message and promotion through media. 

Another model, the “Government Communication Wheel”, focuses on the contextual factors that lead to 

differences between public and private sector public relations. Public sector communicators report more 

dissatisfaction with the adequacy of communication budgets, higher pressure from publics and politics, 

more interaction with a range of external publics and partners, more media coverage and more legal 

constraints on communication (Liu and Horsley, 2007). Other studies including Gregory (2006) and 

Brunton and Jeffrey (2010) have focused on the need to articulate competencies required by 

communicators working in government, the latter emphasising the importance of competencies in 

stakeholder relationships and external interface management.  

Conceptualisations of government and LGOV communication tend to focus on outward messaging or 

persuasion. Glenny (2007) reported that Australian federal government communication had largely been 

conceptualised in documents as one-way communication, from government outwards about tangible 

products (p158), and that there was considerable confusion about role and the purpose of communication. 

Among public service communicators she found a reluctance to use the term “persuasion” to describe 

their communication, and a preference to associate their role with information dissemination. However 

there was some acceptance that their role was to help the government of the day to govern, and that the 

role involved advocacy (p161). She said that government communication varies from task to task and 

context to context, and is sometimes a hybrid of informing, advocating and persuading. Importantly, she 

found that barriers to participatory communication were beyond the influence of most practitioners: 

Much of the reluctance for engagement with the Australian public was attributed to the politicians 

rather than the public servants, with perceptions that the political leadership lacks interest in 

feedback when it does not suit its purposes and is intolerant of different views, denigrating those 

who express them. (Glenny, 2007, p162) 

The dual expectations of “controlling” communication and enabling community “participation” in 

organisation decisions create a dilemma for many communicators. In government organisations a 

perception of difference between public interest and organisational interest is likely to compel 

uncomfortable communication decisions and create additional tension. LGOV communication researchers 

have identified the tendencies towards control and participation as distinguishing characteristics of 

approach (Simmons, 2013; Scott, 2013). Simmons (2013) examined underlying differences in Australian 

LGOV communication approaches. Consistent with previous research in the US (Horsley et al., 2010) he 
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found that media relations tended to dominate LGOV communicator focus and activities. Using factor 

analysis, he identified two main approaches in LGOV communication; one focused on managing media 

and promoting the organisation, the other was more oriented to listening to communities and facilitating 

participation. Significantly, he found that the approach favouring listening and participation predicted 

community approval, low staff turnover and favourable media coverage, while a focus on media and 

promotion had no significant relationship. He thus suggested that LGOV consider reorienting their 

communication focus away from media and towards listening and participation.  

Scott (2013) compared use of social media by 100 urban local governments in the US in 2010 and 2013. 

He created two dimensions to plot use of social media, the extent to which social media were managed 

centrally by LGOV organisations, and the extent to which they encouraged comments or participation 

from constituents. On these two dimensions – central management and public participation – the trend 

2010–2013 was towards more central control and less participation. 

Control and participation approximate two “superordinate” goals for communication – strategically 

managing the communication process and managing relationships – reported by practitioners and 

academics. 

The first superordinate goal ... involves evaluating, controlling and using the communication 

process to achieve pre-determined objectives ... the second superordinate goal, focuses on the 

participation perspective of the parties involved in the communication process. It is concerned 

with representing, understanding and advising members of both internal and external audiences. 

(Jeffrey and Brunton, 2011, p65) 

There are very different values associated with one (“control, influence, management”) (p70) and two 

(promoting public interest, nurturing relationships and advising on corporate responsibility). The 

emphasis on managing communication implies a reliance on asymmetrical communication. The authors 

say management’s goals can be seen to be transcendent, and that a heightened concern for serving the 

public interest and need for even-handedness in interactions may be in conflict with this asymmetry. They 

urged further research across different sectors and domains (Jeffrey and Brunton, 2011).   

 

Communicators may experience discomfort where pressures for organisational goals conflict with public 

interest, and/or organisational pressures for asymmetry conflict with professional or personal preferences 

for symmetry. Glenny (2007) reported that we might expect communicators to be involved in effective 

engagement with the public, however government often finds it difficult to engage the public effectively 
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and involve communicators appropriately. Sometimes communicators are excluded from policy 

development until it is time to sell a completed policy product, and sometimes communicators are 

engaged early but only to ensure that the policy developed looks good and is saleable (Glenny, 2007, 

p163); both experiences are perceived to undermine communication management practitioners (Brunton 

and Jeffrey, 2013). 

 

In summary, government communication models have often been focused on distinguishing political and 

apolitical communication. They have tended to conceptualise communication as one-way, and there is an 

enduring tension between organisations’ desire to control communication and the need to facilitate 

participation by those affected by decisions. Organisational culture and political factors tend to prevent 

more participation. 

 

Local government trends and communication for new governance 

The Tasmanian government is reviewing and exploring the role of local government. To guide the process 

it has conceptualised dimensions of the role of local government as community engagement, strategic 

leadership, land-use planning, economic development, service delivery and asset management, legislation 

and by-laws, and representation and cooperation and requested submissions from planners, policy 

analysts, researchers and council executive staff. Many of the submissions received for the review’s 2013 

discussion paper call for or imply a need for increasingly sophisticated approaches to engagement and 

communication with a range of stakeholders. Some of the changes will require significant shifts in 

practice and mindset from leaders, management and staff. Local government is typically under resourced 

compared to other levels of government (Kamnuansilpa, 2013) and change must frequently be managed 

with diminishing resources.  

Expectations of LGOV have grown along several dimensions, and changes continue apace. LGOV 

responsibilities have grown beyond roads, public buildings and infrastructure to include strategic 

development planning, environmental management, regional development and approximately 150 human 

and other services (ALGA, 2012). The shift to embrace a more social and economic focus has coincided 

with cultural expectations of greater transparency from organisations, diminishing trust in political and 

corporate leaders, and increased access to communication technologies. As councils take more 

responsibility for the human and the social, the challenges to engage with communities increase. 
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When councils were seen as primarily about roads, rates and rubbish there were few incentives to 

participate but increasingly as councils are more directly involved in community economic 

development, sustainability, resilience and social cohesion more people are engaging. (Adams, 

2013, p17) 

The General Manager of Central Coast Council says that councils must now expect the public to want to 

engage, and councils need to develop new, holistic ways of engaging with communities to improve 

economic, social and environmental outcomes (Ayton, 2013). She distinguishes traditional inform and 

consult engagement approaches on infrastructure and property matters from deliberative and collaborative 

forms of engagement increasingly required for “place making”, “where the sense of place and belonging 

comes in” (Ayton, 2013, p10).  

Place making is an area that is more challenging to councils as … [it needs] more inclusive, 

collaborative and empowering forms of governance – ie involve the community in the co-design 

and co-delivery of ways of dealing with issues and opportunities. This may require additional or 

complementary forms of governance and capabilities – not so easy to bolt onto traditional forms 

of governance. (Ayton, 2013, p10) 

Place shaping is an important responsibility for local government according to Adams (2013). He says 

that without it “local communities could be thrown to the wolves of big governments and big 

corporations”, and that “no other institutional entity seems capable of place shaping” (p13).  Emerging 

approaches to governance in local government increasingly refer to notions of co-creation and dialogue. 

Effective democracy requires community voice in “decisions which shape their destiny”, and “intractable 

problems require co-produced solutions with citizens” (Evans and Reid, 2013, p9). “Soft governance” 

assumes that all communities have the capacity to adapt and make behavioural change, “the key is to find 

and nurture those capacities” (Evans and Reid, 2013, p9): 

we live in an era of “soft governance” that requires the collection of qualitative data because the 

achievement of co-production and adaptive behaviours with citizens and stakeholders requires us 

to understand what citizens think and how they will behave in response to various social 

interventions. (Evans and Reid, 2013, p7) 

Web 2.0 and social media have attracted the interest of communicators and governments in part because 

the dialogic affordances (Dalgarno and Lee, 2010) they offer are suggestive of enhanced capacity for co-

creation and dialogue with important stakeholders. The interactional affordances of Web 2.0 enable us to 

move beyond thinking of community interaction as intermittent, protected and selective, and 
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conceptualise LGOV interaction with communities as continuous conversations, “unexpected 

interpretations and re-uses, and dynamic emergence” (Majchrzak, Faraj, Kane, and Azad, 2013, p38). We 

have the technology to support the normalisation of online interaction between communities and 

organisations including governments; important barriers are likely to be cultural, political willingness to 

cede control of communication (Glenny, 2007) and skills to facilitate and effect co-creation and 

collaboration appropriately.  

Ideally councils will be able to manage transparent processes that facilitate voice and enable community 

ownership (Evans and Reid, 2013) but the requirements to effect a deeper, inclusive participation and 

engagement should not be underestimated. At the organisational level, community engagement needs to 

be reframed as “core business” and “promoted and supported from the top down through the entire 

organisation at both the elected and officer levels” (Ayton, 2013, p22). Engagement needs to be 

conducted on issues judged appropriately by officials and citizens to matter, and which are open to 

effective participation. Ideologies can drive people to act passionately and forcefully together (Pratt, 

2013), and it can be difficult to avoid processes being captured by self-serving elites or other minorities 

(Evans and Reid, 2013; Massina, 2013). Appropriate engagement demands skills to know when and how, 

and Ayton (2013) says that organisations need to focus on training in engagement principles and practices 

for senior staff and elected members. 

Conclusions – strategic opportunities 

Presenters at the 2014 Government Communications Australia conference urged integration of the 

communication function with the core business of councils (Whitlam, 2014), and that communicators 

refocus their communication on listening and engaging (Glenny, 2014). This paper has argued that 

listening and engaging are central to the mission of LGOV, and that the participatory, inclusive, 

collaborative engagement increasingly required by councils is beyond the present capacity of most. The 

analysis presented here supports the closer integration of communication and engagement strategies in 

LGOV, as called for in the UK by Coleman and Firmstone (2014). Engagement for future LGOV is likely 

to involve resources and processes akin to an organisational “architecture of listening” (Macnamara, 

2013, p1). 

Communicators in many sectors often struggle to position communication as core to their organisation’s 

mission. LGOV communicators already contribute substantially to the mission of governments through 

information provision and listening that promote accountability, service awareness and responsiveness 

(Simmons and Small, 2012). The analysis in this paper challenges LGOV communicators, as individuals 



12 

 

and as a professional group, to reorient in several ways that enhance LGOV capacity for engagement and 

participation.  

At the professional group level, state and national LGOV communicator bodies can identify cases studies, 

facilitate access to training in engagement strategies and principles for practice, and help to normalise 

LGOV engagement in their communications and presentations to the LGOV sector. 

At the organisational level, individual LGOV communicators have different skills and capacities to build 

on. Some are already leading engagement initiatives. Others can become familiar with practices, 

principles and online and offline tools through training and other professional development. Inside 

organisations communicators can help to normalise and promote engagement as strategists, trainers or 

facilitators, according to their capacity and context. 

Despite the ubiquity and importance of LGOV communication there is little scholarly research available 

to guide practice and strategy, in Australia or elsewhere. This paper finds that LGOV communication will 

be more usefully conceptualised as two-way than one-way communication, listening as much as talking, 

and more participatory than controlling. A first challenge for researchers is to model LGOV 

communication practice in ways that help practitioners and others to understand and communicate their 

roles. A second challenge is to link different approaches to outcomes determined important by a diverse 

range of stakeholders. 

The close relationship between LGOV and communities demands that councils respond quickly, listen 

when communities want to be heard, and be accountable for taxes and charges paid to them. Increasingly 

LGOV will need to learn ways to co-create solutions to challenges, and help communities to envisage and 

become the communities they want to become. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



13 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

References 

Adams, D., 2013, Community engagement. Exploring the Roles of Local Government, Discussion Paper, 

May 2013. Website of the Tasmanian Government Department of Premier and Cabinet Local Government 

Division. Retrieved 8 May 2014 from 

http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/195728/FINAL_discussion_paper_role_of_local_

government_phase_2.pdf 

ALGA, 2013, Local Government Fact Sheet, Australian Local Government Association, Retrieved on 1 

August 2013 from < http://www.alga.asn.au/?ID=42&Menu=41,81> 

Ayton, S., 2013, Sense of Place. Exploring the Roles of Local Government. Discussion Paper – May 

2013. (pp 9-11). Website of the Tasmanian Government Department of Premier and Cabinet Local 

Government Division. Retrieved 8 May 2014 from 

http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/195728/FINAL_discussion_paper_role_of_local_

government_phase_2.pdf 

Ayton, S., 2013, Community engagement. Exploring the Roles of Local Government. Discussion Paper – 

May 2013. (pp 21-22). Website of the Tasmanian Government Department of Premier and Cabinet Local 

http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/195728/FINAL_discussion_paper_role_of_local_government_phase_2.pdf
http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/195728/FINAL_discussion_paper_role_of_local_government_phase_2.pdf
http://www.alga.asn.au/?ID=42&Menu=41,81
http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/195728/FINAL_discussion_paper_role_of_local_government_phase_2.pdf
http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/195728/FINAL_discussion_paper_role_of_local_government_phase_2.pdf


14 

 

Government Division. Retrieved 8 May 2014 from 

http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/195728/FINAL_discussion_paper_role_of_local_

government_phase_2.pdf 

Brunton, M. and Jeffrey, L., 2013, ‘Perceptions of professional identity among Communication 

Management practitioners’ Australia Journal of Communication, 40(3), 41–63. 

Brunton, M. and Jeffrey, L., 2010, ‘Using the critical incident technique for triangulation and elaboration 

of communication management competencies’, Journal of Vocational Education & Training, 62:3, 239-

255, DOI: 10.1080/13636820.2010.499475 

Coleman, S. & Firmstone, J., 2014, Contested meanings of public engagement: exploring discourse and 

practice within a British city council. Media, Culture & Society. Retrieved 18 July, 2014 from 

http://mcs.sagepub.com/content/early/2014/07/08/0163443714536074.full.pdf+html 

Dalgarno, B & Lee, M., 2010, ‘What are the learning affordances of 3-D virtual environments?’ Oxford: 

Blackwell.Review, 35, 376-381. 

Evans, M. and Reid, R., 2013, ‘Public Participation in an Era of Governance: Lessons from Europe for 

Australian Local Government’, Australian Centre of Excellence for Local Government, University of 

Technology, Sydney. Retrieved on 27 March, 2014 from 

http://www.acelg.org.au/publications?combine=&field_date_value%5Bvalue%5D%5Byear%5D=2013&f

ield_program_nid=All&field_publication_type_tid=All&=Apply 

Glenny, L., 2014, ‘The Melbourne Mandate Explained’. Presentation to the Government Communications 

Australia National Conference, Melbourne. 

Glenny, L., 2007, ‘Perspectives of communication in the Australian public sector’, Journal of 

Communication Management, 12(2), 152-168. 

Gregory, A., 2012, ‘UK Government communications: Full circle in the 21st century?’, Public Relations 

Review, 38(3), 367-375. 

Gregory, A.,2006, A Development Framework for Government Communicators, Journal of 

Communication Management, 10(2), 197-210. 

http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/195728/FINAL_discussion_paper_role_of_local_government_phase_2.pdf
http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/195728/FINAL_discussion_paper_role_of_local_government_phase_2.pdf
http://bilby.unilinc.edu.au:1801/webclient/DeliveryManager?application=DIGITOOL-3&owner=resourcediscovery&custom_att_2=simple_viewer&pid=12346
http://www.acelg.org.au/publications?combine=&field_date_value%5Bvalue%5D%5Byear%5D=2013&field_program_nid=All&field_publication_type_tid=All&=Apply
http://www.acelg.org.au/publications?combine=&field_date_value%5Bvalue%5D%5Byear%5D=2013&field_program_nid=All&field_publication_type_tid=All&=Apply
javascript:__doLinkPostBack('','mdb~~ehh%7C%7Cjdb~~ehhjnh%7C%7Css~~JN%20%22Public%20Relations%20Review%22%7C%7Csl~~jh','');
javascript:__doLinkPostBack('','mdb~~ehh%7C%7Cjdb~~ehhjnh%7C%7Css~~JN%20%22Public%20Relations%20Review%22%7C%7Csl~~jh','');


15 

 

Grunig, J, Grunig, L, Sriramesh, K, Huang, Y. & Lyra, A., 1995, ‘Models of Public Relations in an 

International Setting’, Journal of Public Relations Research, 7(30), 163-186. 

Head, B, 2007, ‘The Public Service and government communication: Pressures and dilemmas’, in S. 

Young (ed.) Government Communication in Australia, (pp36-50), Melbourne, Cambridge. 

Howlett, M., 2009, ‘Government Communication as a Policy Tool: A Framework for Analysis’, The 

Canadian Political Science Review, 3(2), 23-37. 

Howlett, M., Craft, J. & Zibrik, L., 2009, ‘Government communication and democratic governance: 

Electoral and policy related information campaigns in Canada, Policy and Society, 29, 13-22. 

Jeffrey, L. &  Brunton, M., 2013, ‘Professional identity: How communication management practitioners 

identify with their industry’, Public Relations Review, 38, 156–158. 

Kamnuansilpa, P., 2012, ‘Contextual Overview’. In P. Kamnuansilpa & B.P. Brereton (Eds.) Local 

Governments in Global Context (pp199-220). Khon Kaen, Thailand: College of Local Administration, 

Khon Kaen University. 

Kent, M. & Taylor, M., 2002, ‘Toward a dialogic theory of public relations’, Public Relations Review,  

28(1), 21-37. 

Lee, M., 2012,‘Government public relations: What is it good for?’ In M. Lee, G. Neeley, & K. Stewart 

(Eds.) The practice of government public relations (pp 9-25). Boca Raton: Taylor and Francis. 

LGOV Act Tasmania, Tasmanian Local Government Act 1993, Australasian Legal Information Institute. 

Retrieved on 15 March 2013 from, 

<http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/tas/consol_act/lga1993182/s20.html> 

Liu, B. F, & Horsley, J. S., 2007, ‘The government communication wheel: Toward a public relations 

model for the public sector’, Journal of Public Relations Research, 19(4), 377-393. 

Liu, B. F., Horsley, J. S, & Levenshus, A. B., 2010, ‘Government and corporate communication practices: 

Do the differences matter?’, Journal of Applied Communication Research, 38(2), 189-213. 

http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/tas/consol_act/lga1993182/s20.html


16 

 

Jeffrey, L & Brunton, M., 2011, ‘Developing a framework for communication management 

competencies’, Journal of Vocational Education & Training, 63:1, 57-75.  

Macnamara, J., 2013, Beyond voice: audience-making and the work and architecture of listening as new 

media literacies. Continuuum: Journal of Media & Cultural Studies, 27(1), 160-175. 

Majchrzak, A., Faraj, S., Kane, G, Azad, B., 2013, ‘The Contradictory Influence of Social Media 

Affordances on Online Communal Knowledge Sharing’, Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 

19, 38–55. 

Marsh, C., 2010, ‘Precepts of Reflective Public Relations: An Isocratean Model’, Journal of Public 

Relations Research, 22(4), 359-377. 

Massina, M., 2013, Strategic leadership. Exploring the Roles of Local Government. Discussion Paper – 

May 2013. (p 31). Website of the Tasmanian Government Department of Premier and Cabinet Local 

Government Division. Retrieved 8 May 2014 from 

http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/195728/FINAL_discussion_paper_role_of_local_

government_phase_2.pdf 

Patient, D. L. and Skarlicki, D. P., 2010, ‘Increasing interpersonal and informational justice when 

communicating negative news: The role of the manager’s empathic concern and moral development’, 

Journal of Management, Vol. 3, No .2, 555-578. 

Pratt, R., 2013, ‘Balancing Accountability and Responsiveness: Building Responsible Flexibility in Local 

Government’. In P. Kamnuansilpa & C. Sampson (Eds.) Public Management in the Blue Economy (pp 

89-102). Khon Kaen, Thailand; Khon Kaen University.  

Russell, W., 2013, Community engagement. Exploring the Roles of Local Government. Discussion Paper 

– May 2013. (pp 18-19). Website of the Tasmanian Government Department of Premier and Cabinet 

Local Government Division. Retrieved 8 May 2014 from 

http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/195728/FINAL_discussion_paper_role_of_local_

government_phase_2.pdf 

http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/195728/FINAL_discussion_paper_role_of_local_government_phase_2.pdf
http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/195728/FINAL_discussion_paper_role_of_local_government_phase_2.pdf
http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/195728/FINAL_discussion_paper_role_of_local_government_phase_2.pdf
http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/195728/FINAL_discussion_paper_role_of_local_government_phase_2.pdf


17 

 

Ryan, B., 2007, ‘How can the corporate sector concepts of ‘reputation’ and ‘trust’ be used by local 

government? A study to establish a model of reputation management for local government’, Asia Pacific 

Public Relations Journal, 8, 37-75. 

Sanders, K., Canel, MJ, Holtz-Bacha, C., 2011, ‘Communicating Governments: A Three-Country 

Comparison of How Governments Communicate with Citizens’, The International Journal of 

Press/Politics,16(4),523-547. 

Scott, J., 2013, ‘Facing the Future: Local Governments Adapt to Social Media Trends’. In P. 

Kamnuansilpa & C.L. Sampson (Eds.), Public Management and the Blue Economy  (pp 35–54). Khon 

Kaen: Khon Kaen University.  

Simmons, P. and Small, F., 2012, ‘Promotion, monitoring and strategic advice: Professional 

communication in Australian local government’, PRism,  9(1). Retrieved on 8 May 2014 from, 

<http://www.prismjournal.org/fileadmin/9_1/Simmons_Small.pdf> 

Simmons, P., 2013, ‘The influence of Australian local government approaches to communication on 

community approval, staff turnover and media coverage’. Presentation to 1
st
 International Corporate and 

Marketing Communication in Asia Conference, Chulalongkorn University, Bangkok. 

Worthington, A. and Dollery, B., 2000, ‘Can Australian Local Government play a meaningful role in the 

development of social capital in disadvantaged rural communities?’ Australian Journal of Social Issues 

(Australian Council of Social Service), Nov.2000, Vol. 35 Issue 4, p349-361. 

Whitlam, A., 2014, ‘Structure, design and resourcing of your communications function’. Presentation to 

the Government Communications Australia National Conference, Melbourne. 

 

file:///D:/Users/psimmons/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Documents%20and%20Settings/psimmons/Application%20Data/Microsoft/Word/Simmons,%20P%20&%20Small,%20F%20(2012).%20Promotion,%20monitoring%20and%20strategic%20advice:%20Professional%20communication%20in%20Australian%20local%20government.%20PRism%209(1):
file:///D:/Users/psimmons/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Documents%20and%20Settings/psimmons/Application%20Data/Microsoft/Word/Simmons,%20P%20&%20Small,%20F%20(2012).%20Promotion,%20monitoring%20and%20strategic%20advice:%20Professional%20communication%20in%20Australian%20local%20government.%20PRism%209(1):
http://www.prismjournal.org/fileadmin/9_1/Simmons_Small.pdf
javascript:__doLinkPostBack('','mdb~~a9h%7C%7Cjdb~~a9hjnh%7C%7Css~~JN%20%22Australian%20Journal%20of%20Social%20Issues%20(Australian%20Council%20of%20Social%20Service)%22%7C%7Csl~~jh','');
javascript:__doLinkPostBack('','mdb~~a9h%7C%7Cjdb~~a9hjnh%7C%7Css~~JN%20%22Australian%20Journal%20of%20Social%20Issues%20(Australian%20Council%20of%20Social%20Service)%22%7C%7Csl~~jh','');

