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Facilitation, Coordination, and Trust in
Landscape-Level Forest Restoration

Kimberly Coleman, Marc J. Stern, and Jocelyn Widmer

Collaborative forest management efforts often encounter challenges related 1o process and stakeholder
relationships. To address these challenges, groups may employ the services of coordinators and falitators who
perform a range of tasks in support of the colloborative. We sought fo understand differences befween
faciitation and coordination in ferms of trust creation and maintenance. We conducted case siudies in four
wllaboraive groups, one with o facilitator and three with coordinators. We highlight the trust-building practices
unique to the fadlitator and discuss the potential implications for future collaborative groups.
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Background

Collaborative approaches to forest man-
agement have become ubiquitous. For ex-
ample, the Collaborative Forest Landscape
Restoration Program (CFLRP), the subject
of this article, mandates collaboration be-
tween the U.S. Forest Service (hereafter,
Forest Service) and stakeholder groups as
part of its funding requirements (Budler
2013). Although collaboration offers bene-
fits related to more effective forest manage-
ment, challenges exist. Large-scale projects
have many moving pieces that need to be
organized and tracked. In addition, projects
that involve diverse forest user groups can be
complex and contentious (Sturtevant et al.
2005). Collaboration berween individuals
who differ on core belicfs may be particu-
larly difficult because these differences may
become major sources of distrust (Leach and
Sabatier 2005).

To address these challenges, many
groups employ the services of facilitators
or coordinators. Facilitator refers to an indi-
vidual who is responsible for cultivating

productive dialogue and decision-making
(Leach and Sabatier 2003). Facilitators are
often described as being part of a group of
professionals whose work focuses on consen-
sus-building (Elliott 1999). As consensus-
buildings professionals, facilitators engage in
activities to help stakeholders reach agree-
mentabout issues that are mutually relevant.
Several scholars have suggested that effective
facilitators engage in activities that fall into
three categories: substance, relationships,
and process (Bostrom, Anson, and Clawson
1993; Elliote 1999). Substance refers to core
issues that concern stakeholders. Facilitators
undertake tasks to help a group define and
narrow the substance of their work. These
tasks include setting agendas, leading the
groups through identifying and creating a
common understanding of the issues, help-
ing the group to jointly establish criteria for
evaluating possible future actions or solu-
tions, and promoting implementable agree-
ments (Elliott 1999). Facilitators support re-
lationships by ensuring that communication
between stakeholders is both effective and

courteous, by building the capacity of stake-
holders to participate in effective and cour-
teous dialogues, and by ensuring that all
stakeholders have adequate representation.
(Elliott 1999). Finally, facilitators design
consensus-building processes depending on
the needs of the group (Elliotr 1999). Pro-
cess-related activities include recording and
distributing meeting minutes, designing de-
liberative and decision-making processes,
and establishing and enforcing ground rules.

Facilitators use tools such as interest-
based negotiation (IBN) to help groups
reach consensus (Susskind, McKearnen, and
Thomas-Lamar 1999). IBN is a strategy for
achieving consensus with four key princi- -
ples: separate people from the problem, fo-
cus on interests instead of positions, invent
options for mutual gain, and insist on using
shared objective criteria for evaluating deci-
sions and outcomes (Fisher, Ury, and Patton
1991). Separating people from the problem
involves keeping people focused on the task
at hand rather than on each other as adver-
saries. Here the term positions refers to out-
comes for which a given party is arguing
whereas the term interests refers to the reason
they hold those positions (Fisher, Ury, and
Patton 1991). By using IBN, facilitators
may help stakeholders deal with divisive
topics while maintaining relationships
(Susskind, McKearnen, and Thomas-Lamar
1999).

The term coordinator refers to an indi-
vidual who assumes primarily administra-
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+*tive duties such as scheduling meetings, set-
ting agendas, recording and disseminating
" meeting minutes, and serving as a contact
person for the general public (Leach and Sa-
batier 2003). Coordinators offer logistical
support to collaborative groups and conduce
project management. Some coordinators
may take on facilitator roles, bur they typi-
cally do not engage in governance practices
or in negotiating conflicts. For example, in
their study of a watershed collaboration,
Bonnell and Koontz (2007, p. 160) reported
that the coordinator played an “important
but largely administrative role for the board,
including writing grant applications, editing
the quarterly newsletter, and organizing
meetings.” Because of differences in roles,
facilitators and coordinators may have dif-
ferent influences on both processes and out-
comes of collaborative groups. For example,
in a study of 50 watershed partnerships,
Leach and Sabatier (2003) found that hav-
ing an effective coordinator was important
for developing relationships and capacity
whereas having an effective facilitator was
important for reaching agreement.
Facilitators and coordinators may in-
fluence trust, which is critical to effective
deliberation and collective problem-solving.
Stern and Coleman (2015) define trust as a
psychological state in which one actor ac-
cepts vulnerability based on positive expec-
tations of another entity. They outline four
types of trust relevant to collaborative natu-
ral resource management. Three of those
forms' are actionable (Stern and Baird
2015); that is, they can be influenced by a
facilitator or coordinator. These forms in-
clude rational, affinitive, and procedural
trust {Stern and Coleman 2015). Rational
trust is based on someone’s evaluations of
the likely outcomes of how they predict
someone else will act. As such, it arises from
dassessments Of past Pefformance or percep-
tions of competence. Affinitive trust is based
on an affinity for another entity and can
come about from shared social experiences,
assumptions of similar values, meaningful
relationships, charisma, membership in
common groups and communities, or posi-
tive relationship-building behaviors such as
active listening. Finally, procedural trust re-
fers to trust in processes, procedures, and/or
rules. In a collaborative setting, procedural
trust may be created by establishing and
enforcing agreed-upon rules for decision-

making, behavior at meetings, membership
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guidelines, and other procedures (Coleman
2016).

On the basis of their typical roles, facil-
itators and coordinators may lmpact trust
development in different ways. They may
engender affinitive trust between individuals
by highlighting similarities and creating op-
portunities for building positive social rela-
tionships. They may promote rational trust
by vouching for individuals’ competence or
providing opportunities for demonstrations
of reliability. They may promote procedural
trust by ensuring that collaborative process
occurs in a fair and transparent way. Because
trust is critical for successful collaborative
natural resource management, understand-
ing how facilitators and coordinators impact
trust is relevant to the future design of suc-
cessful collaboratives. Through qualitative
analyses of observations and interviews
within four CFLRP collaborative groups, we
explore and develop theory on the relation-
ships between trust development and facili-
tation and coordination in collaborative nat-
ural resource management. '

Cases

We studied four collaborative groups
from the CFLRP, a federal program that
supports the implementation of collabora-
tive landscape restoration work on National
Forests and adjacent lands. These groups
work together to draft restoration recom-
mendations to the Forest Service, which
then makes final decisions regarding Na-
tional Forestlands (Butler 2013; Schulrz,
Jedd, and Beam 2012). To protect the ano-
nymity of our interviewees, we refer to the
projects as Collaborative A, Collaborarive B,
Collaborative C, and Collaborative D.

Collaborative A included individuals
from diverse public interests, nonprofit or-

. i Aok  groups may al
 mainained. We posit that o coordinator mo
- engagements between stakeholders with high |

ganizations, and Native American tribes
who were working with the Forest Service
on planning and implementing forest resto-
ration across National Forest and private
land. Collaborative A employed a third-
party facilitator to monitor and direct the
work of the group. Collaborative A began
from a place of high conflict between environ-
mental groups and the Forest Service, the
forest products industry and Forest Service,
environmental groups and forest products in-
dustry, and Native American Tribes and the
Forest Service, including past instances of liti-
gation against the agency and reported distrust
among collaborative members.

Collaborative B included nonprofits
and private industry to collaborate with the
Forest Service on planning and implement-
ing forest restoration activities in National
Forestlands. Collaborative B employed a
part-time coordinator of monitoring activi-
ties. Collaborative B experienced very low
conflict at the start of the collaborative.

Collaborative C involved a landscape
that spans National Forestlands, fand owned
by a Native American tribe, state-owned
land managed by two state agencies, and pri-
vate land owned and managed by a non-
profit organization. The nonprofit land-
owner hired a part-time staff member to
coordinate the efforts of the group. Collab-
orative C began from a place of high conflict
between the Forest Service and state agen-
cies, the Forest Service and Native American
Tribes, and the Forest Service and environ-
mental groups, including past instances of
litigation.

Collaborative D included nonprofit or-
ganizations and state agencies to collaborate
with the Forest Service on planning and im-
plementing forest restoration activities on




Natighal Forestlands. Collaborative D had a
full-time coordinator who was employed by
the Forest Service. Collaborative D began
from a place of low conflict among most
members, with the exception of some dis-
agreements, berween wilderness advocacy
groups and members of the Forest Service
who worked on active management projects.

Methods

This research was part of a larger inves-
tigation exploring the role of collaborative
structure on natural resource management;
therefore, we selected cases that varied in
terms of governance structure (Coleman
2016, Coleman and Stern 2017). The im-
portance of the roles of the facilitator and
coordinators emerged in early interviews
and observations, and their differential im-
pacts on trust development became a focus
of the study. Because only one of the cases
employed a facilitator, the generalizability of
our results is limited. However, comparing a
single case to others different from it pro-
vides an opportunity for theory building
(Eisenhardt and Graebner 2007, Sigglekow
2007, Yin 1994). We examined our cases in
depth in comparison with the literature on
facilitation and coordination to build theory
about the differential impacts of facilitation
versus coordination on trust develo pment so
that future researchers can test the generaliz-
ability of our claims and that furure collab-
orative efforts can make wise decisions about
employing either a facilitator or coordinator.

We used multiple data collection meth-
ods: 29 interviews with project participants,
1 in-depth interview with each facilitator
and coordinator (4 total interviews), obser-
vations during eight (two per site) site visits,
and the review of archival documents, in-
cluding meeting notes, websites, e-mails,
and publications. The interviews were con-
ducted in person whenever possible (» = 12)
or over the phone (» = 21). We used pur-
posive sampling to ensure that we inter-
viewed individuals who represented diverse
interests (e.g., environmental groups, indus-
try, and governments) as well as those who
played important roles in the collaborative.

We asked interviewees to describe how
facilitation and coordination happened
within each collaborative and the impacts of
cach on the group’s processes and outcomes.
We also explored the ways in which the ac-
tions of the facilitator and coordinators in-
fluenced the interviewees’ trusc in other
members or in the process. All but two in-
terviews were recorded and transcribed.

These two were not recorded at the request
of the interviewees. During site visits, we re-
corded observations of both formal and in-
formal interactions between stakeholders
not only to observe trust in action but also to
identify the roles that individuals (and/or
their groups) played in the collaboratives.

We coded all interview transcripts, ob-
servation notes, and archival documents us-
ing HyperRESEARCH 3.5.2. (2013). Hy-
perRESEARCH  allowed us to identify
emerging themes and partcerns in the data as
well as linkages berween themes and pat-
terns. When interview transcripts or obser-
vations suggested that the actions of the co-
ordinators or the facilitator engendered trust
in the process of collaborating (c.g., inter-
viewee’s statement that the creation of fair
and transparent rules by the facilitator led
them to trust their views would be equally
represented), these were coded as creators of
procedural trust. Actions that engendered
trust based in affinities between members
were coded as creators of affinitive trust (e.g.
interviewee’s statement that facilitator’s use
of IBN led to them realize shared values with
other stakeholders and subsequently come
to trust them). Finally, actions of the coor-
dinators or the facilitator that led to trust
based in the likelihood of positive outcomes
were coded as creators of rational trust (e.g.»
interviewee’s statement that they trusted
that things would get done well and on time
because the coordinator was keeping work
on track). This allowed us to identify the
specific ways in which the coordinators and
the facilitator engendered each type of trust.
We then consulted the literature to fully de-
velop and sharpen our theory.

Roles and Responsibilities

The coordinators and the facilitator as-
sumed different roles and responsibilities
within our cases, which translated into dif:
ferences in the types of trust engendéred.
Collaborative B, Collaborative C, and Col-
laborative D all relied on coordinators to
oversee at least part of their collaboratives.
The majority of their dutics were adminis-
trative. Collaborative B relied on a nonprofic
organization to provide a monitoring coor-
dinator for the partnership. This individual
was fully employed by that organization,
and funding for his role as the monitoring
coordinator was provided through a grant.
He was responsible for planning, schedul-
ing, and organizing the monitoring activities
for the collaborative. He also recruited and
managed the volunteers that would carry out

the monitoring and organized field days to
educate collaborative members about mon-
itoring efforts. In addition, he acted as an
informal coordinator for the broader collab-
orative by scheduling meetings, sending out
notes and updates, and keeping members
updated.

Collaborative C relied on a part-time
(20 hours per week) coordinator who was
employed by a member nonprofit organiza-
tion. The coordinator’s time was largely de-
voted to managing the collaborative’s exec-
utive committee, a small governing body
within Collaborative C that was responsible
for setting the direction and guiding the ac-
tivities of the larger collaborative. The coor-
dinator scheduled meetings and set agendas
for the executive committee, recorded and
disseminated minutes for those meetings, re-
minded executive committee members of
tasks and due dates, and organized an annual
meeting of the larger collaborative. The co-
ordinator also facilitated some communica-
tion between the executive committee and
the larger collaborative on an as-needed basis
via e-mail communicadion.

The Collaborative D coordinator held a
full-time position with the Forest Service.
This individual was responsible for schedul-
ing mectings, setting agendas, and recording
and disseminating meeting minutes. The
coordinator was also responsible for tracking
and managing federal budget reporting re-
quirements and was additionally charged
with acting as the main point of contact for
the general public.

Collaborative A employed a profes-
sional facilitator. Given the history of adver-
sarial relationships, the founding members
of the collaborative recognized a need for
third-party support. The members reached
out to an independent organization and
hired a facilitator using grant funds. When
this original facilitator moved on to a new
position, the role was filled by the facilicator
discussed in this article (employed by the
same organization). The facilitator had been
in place for more than a year at the time of
the research. The responsibilities assigned to
these facilitators included coordination du-
ties such as setting meeting agendas, sending
out meeting minutes, and reminding mem-
bers of upcoming due dates. However, they
also included monitoring the process of the
collaborative and encouraging individuals to
interact in productive and respectful ways.
This involved establishing and enforcing
ground rules and guiding democratic deci-
sion-making (i.e., holding votes). The facil-
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% Table 1. Observed roles and trust outcomes for the facilitator and coordinators.

Observed roles and

Cansensus—buﬂding

category (Elliott Observed type of trust Facilicator or

responsibilities Example activities 1999) engendered coordinator
Discrete rasks Scheduling and organizing meetings and events Process Procedural and Facilitator and
Sending out agendas rational coordinators

Taking meeting minutes

Reminding people of assigned tasks and due dates

Managing governance and
interest-based negotiation

Establishing ground rules

Promoting democratic dccision—making (i.e. overseeing vores)

Creating a process for members to updare rules

Enforcing ground rules and using graduating sanctions
Separating people from the problem

Moving people from position- to interest-based negotiation
Inventing options for mutual gain

Insisting on shared criteria for evaluation

Process, relationships,
and substance

Procedural, rational,
and affinitive

Facilitator only

itator also actively worked to manage rela-
tionships and resolve conflicts between
stakeholders, responsibilities not assumed
by the coordinators in the other three collab-

oratives.

Trust Engendered through
Discrete Tasks

Both the facilitator and the coordi-
nators engaged in numerous discrete rasks
that encouraged stakeholder behavior that
brought about rational and procedural trust
(see Table 1). These tasks were in line with
Elliott’s (1999) concept of consensus-build-
ing acrivities related to process, but less so
substance and relationships. For example,
the Collaborative D coordinator kept work
on track, thus encouraging the likelihood
of positive outcomes. Participants reported
that rational trust waned when a prior coor-
dinator left the collaborative. When no one
was actively driving the process, stakeholders
began to question the likelihood of achiev-
ing desired outcomes. When the new coot-
dinator was hired, rational trust was restored
as the new individual began to get work back
on track. One interviewee described how he
doubted if certain tasks would actually get
achieved in the absence of a coordinator:
Having someone take the lead on stuff like
field trips and activities and that type of
thing, it makes them actually happen. If
no one’s pushing for a field trip or for
monitoring, and monitoring is actually a
good example, because that’s something
that tends to fall behind when people have
too much to do. Monitoring is kind of the
first thing that falls off and so withour a
coordinator, there wasn’t really much
monitoring taking place.

Coordination activities in the other
three collaboratives had similar effects. For
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example, the Collaborative A facilitator reg-
ularly sent out follow-up e-mails and meet-
ing minutes to keep work on track, ensuring
the timely accomplishment of outputs. Over
time, performance expectations rose, creat-
ing rational trust between actors. In Collab-
orative B, interviewees attributed expecta-
tions of positive outcomes to the actions
taken by the monitoring coordinator to en-
sure that beneficial work occurred in a
timely manner. Similarly, members of the
executive committee in Collaborative C ex-
pressed their beliefs that the executive com-
mittee would continue to engage and move
toward productive outcomes because the co-
ordinator kept them on track and encour-
aged them to do so.

Both the facilitator and coordinators
scheduled meetings, sent out agendas and
meeting minutes, and updated the larger
collaborative about the progress of work.
This kept collaborative members informed,
increasing transparency and subscquently
procedural trust. One stakeholder in Collab-
orative D described the impacts of hiring a
coordinator, “So I really feel that commu-
nication increased, which increases trust
between the partners and us, because they
feel like we’re being more transparent as
well.” In Collaborative B, the monitoring
coordinator also promoted the develop-
ment of procedural trust by actively pub-
licizing the monitoring plans and hosting
field days to educate members abour the
process.

Trust Engendered by Facilitation

In addition to the discrete tasks de-
scribed above, we observed the facilitaror en-
gender trust through additional consensus-
building activities related to process as well
as through actividies that directly addressed

substance and relationships. Specifically, the
facilitator managed the governance of the
collaborative and used IBN, which led to
the development of all three types of action-
able trust. We did not observe any of the
coordinators engage in similar activities.

Managing Governance

The facilitator engaged in more consen-
sus-building activities related to process than
the coordinators did (see Table 1). These
activities focused on managing the gover-
nance of the collaborative. Such responsibil-
ities included establishing and enforcing
ground rules and oversight of democraric
decision-making, These actions appeared to
result in deeper levels of procedural trust in
Collaborative A than in the other groups.
For example, in Collaborative A, the ground
rules were established through the creation
of a charter, which was crafted wich the
guidance of the facilitator. It outlined the col-
laborative’s charge and deliverables, the or-
ganizational structure, the planning and de-
cision-making processes, and procedural
guidelines for stakeholders, including mem-
bership requirements and responsibilities.
The charter also outlined rules for behavior
during meetings. For example, it included
requirements that members behave respect-
fully toward each other and refrain from un-
productive behaviors such as grandstanding
and name-calling. The three coordinators
did not lead their respective groups through
formally outlining appropriate and inappro-
priate behavior,

The facilitator directly contributed to
legitimizing the charter by leading the draft-
ing process and by facilitating a process
through which collaborative members voted
to adopt the charter as their governance doc-
ument. To be an active voting member in



the collaborative, members had to commit
to following the rules and procedures out-
liied in the charter by signing on to the doc-
ument. Individuals who elected not to sign
the document were allowed to continue to
attend collaborative meetings, but they were
not permitted to vote on collaborative deci-
sions.” This was critical for establishing the
legitimacy of the document. Interviewees re-
ported that they believed others would fol-
low the charter because everyone participat-
ing in full had agreed to do so in good faith.
As the collaborative evolved, the facilitator
assisted the group in updating and modify-
ing the charter so that it would continue to
serve the needs of the group.

The Collaborative A facilitator also en-
forced the charter. Interviewee testimonies
revealed that the existence of the charter and
the knowledge that it would be fairly en-
forced by the facilitator gave stakeholders
enough confidence in the process (.., pro-
cedural trust) to allow them to participate,
even in cases in which they did not actually
have interpersonal (rational or affinitive)
trust in the other members. They believed
they were protected by the procedures. One
‘interviewee said that knowing the facilicator
would enforce the charter made him feel
that “people can trust that they’re safe-
guarded, that there are venues to be heard.”

The facilitator monitored and refereed
the ways in which individuals engaged with
each other in addition to keeping members
informed of the collaborative’s work. For
example, when one member of the collabor-
ative made disparaging remarks about an-
other member in a public e-mail, the facili-
tator responded and reminded the group
that such a remark violated the charter. The
offending individual was not asked to leave
the group; they were only reprimanded for
their behavior. Interviews and observations
revealed that the coordinators in the other
collaboratives were not involved in any sim-
ilar form of conflict resolution or in sanc-
tioning rule violators.

Use of IBN

The Collaborative A facilitator also dif-
fered from the three coordinators by using
IBN to address issues related ro Elliott’s
(1999) concepts of substance and relation-
ships (see Table 1). The facilitator engaged
the group in activities specifically designed
to get members to see cach other as people
with similarities to themselves, allowing
them to separate individual conflicts from
the larger debate, as suggested by IBN

(Fisher, Ury, and Patton 1991). Such activ-
ities often also helped stakeholders to focus
on interests rather than positions, another
tenet of IBN (Fisher, Ury, and Patton
1991).

In one demonstraton of moving the
debate from positions toward discussion of
interests, the facilitator implemented a trust-
building activity in which individuals dis-
cussed why they valued a particular treat-
ment area. The discussion led to the
realization of shared interests. In an inter-
view, the facilitator described how one per-
son who had identified herself as 2 member
of an off-road vehicle group shared a story as
part of the activity about boating and bird-
watching with her children. That story led
other collaborarive members to realize that
she valued the restoration area for more than
just opportunities for off-road vehicles; they
had a shared interest in forest health. The
facilitator commented that, through these
trust-building activities, “people would come
to better understand their interests and real-
ize they’re actually not that much apart.”
The facilitator went on to describe how ac-
tivities such as this often led stakeholders to
develop affinities and subsequently affinitive
trust. They also contributed to rational trust
as stakeholders realized that they might be
able to accomplish goals relevant to every-
one’s interests through continued discussion
and negotiation.

The facilitator also encouraged the
members of Collaborative A to establish ob-
jective criteria to arrive at options for mutual
gain, further reflecting important compo-
nents of IBN (Fisher, Ury, and Patton
1991). By helping the ground establish
jointly agreed-upon criteria, the facilitator
led the group through clarifying a rubric for
solutions they might consider (i.e., identify-
ing the substance of the work; Elljott 1999).
For example, we observed a working group
within Collaborative A develop shared
criteria to prioritize future project areas that
would be acceptable to all stakeholder
groups. The criteria involved jointly identi-
fying and ranking a list of factors to help
determine which areas made the most sense
for restoration work. Factors included acces-
sibility, risk for catastrophic fire, presence of
wildlife habitats, and use by different recre-
ation groups, among others. Following this
process allowed the working group to come
up with a list of prioritized areas for restora-
tion in a way that was perceived as fair, even
to those who would have otherwise advo-
cated for a different ranking. Interviews re-

vealed thar this contributed meaningfully to
the development of procedural trust. When
asked if the coordinators ever used IBN or
similar techniques, participants from Col-
laboratives B, C, and D all responded in the
negative. One interviewee stated of the co-
ordinator, “That’s not her role.”

Discussion

Before discussing implications, we wish
to remind the reader that our sample, four
cases, only one of which employed a facilita-
tor, limits the generalizability of our find-
ings. Although the roles and responsibilities
we observed matched the literature on coor-
dination and facilitation, a wider sample
would be necessary to investigate the broader
application of our observations, Moreover, a
broader sample would help to shed light on
any idiosyncratic (or systematic) influences
of individual personalities on the outcomes
we observed. We hope that the external va-
lidity of the study will be vetted through ob-
servation and future research of additional
cases. We contend that the strength of our
cffores lies in the internal validity of our in-
depth case study research, our direct obser-
vations, and the reporting and explanations
of our interviewees. As a result, what we are
able to provide is theoretical guidance based
on our observations and the broader litera-
ture on facilitation, coordination, and trust
regarding.

The CFLRP faces several challenges,
particularly regarding the effective manage-
ment of interactions between stakeholders
throughout the collaboration (c.g., Butler
2013; Schultz, Jedd, and Beam 2012). En-
hanced trust between participants can ecase
some of those challenges (Coleman 2016,
Coleman and Stern 2017), burt theoretical
questions remain about how to build trust in
collaborative natural resource management.
Our findings suggest that although coordi-
nators can be vital to keeping collaboratives
moving forward and building a degree of ra-
tional and procedural trust, facilitators, in
our case an external professional,® are more
likely to engender all three forms of trust by
engaging in activides related to substance,
relationships, and process (see Table 1). In
particular, IBN (Fisher, Ury, and Patton
1991) emerged as particularly useful in
terms of addressing issues related to relation-
ships and building affinitive trust.

When stakeholders perceive social en-
mity or incompatible values and experi-
ences, building trust between stakeholders
in the process is vital to enabling collabora-
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" tion. In these instances, we suggest hiring a
. facilitator. As outlined in the case study de-
' scriptions, our cases experienced varied lev-
els of historical distrust among stakeholders.
In Collaborative A, which experienced high
levels of historical distrust, the facilitator’s
careful planning and implementation of
strategies such as IBN helped to create affini-
tive trust between previously adversarial
stakeholders. Moreover, the creation of pro-
cedural trust provided a safe space for inter-
action, thus providing a platform from
which affinitive and rational trust could
more easily develop (see Coleman 2016).
Collaborative C, which also experienced
high levels of historical distrust, lacked strat-
egies such as IBN and continued to suffer
from issues related to distrust among mem-
bers (Coleman 2016).

Sdill, a facilitator may not be neces-
sary in all circumstances. Collaborarives
that are made up of like-minded constitu-
ents with adequate stores of affinitive
and/or rational trustc (such as Collabora-
tives C and D) may consider spending
their resources elsewhere. However, when
contentious issues arise, interpersonal
forms of trust may be highly susceptible to
disagreements abour alternative courses of
action ot to performance failures in che
absence of procedural trust. Stern and
Baird (2015) posit that adequate stores
of all three forms of actionable trust (ra-
tional, affinitive, and procedural) are nec-
essary for longer-term engagements in
which disturbances of multiple forms are
highly likely. As such, short-term or peri-
odic collaborative engagements between
stakeholders with high levels of affinitive
and rational trust may forego the costs of
hiring a facilitator with lictle risk. Longer-
term collaborative efforts may risk much
without an effective facilitator to help
build meaningful stores of all three forms
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of actionable trust (rational, affinitive, and
procedural).

Endnotes
1. The fourth type of trust is dispositional. It is

based on an individual’s propensity to trust
and sets the baseline from which other forms
of trust (or distrust) can develop through in-
teractions.

2. To date, only one individual has decided to
participate in this way.

3. Some coordinators, if they are highly trusted
by the rest of the members of the collabora-
tive, mightalso be able to function similarly to
the facilitator observed in this study and thus
act like an informal facilitator.
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