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Radar chart scoring system
In determining each source or messenger’s performance in the themes of relevance, expertise, pace, and sincerity, we consider participants’ comments regarding each theme and source/messenger and organize these comments as either positive (+), neutral (~), or negative (-), as well as by participants’ residential region and the corresponding theme(s), with some comments fitting multiple themes. For most radar plots, we use the following rubric:
· Score of “1”: at least 75% of comments are negative (i.e., “consistently negative”)
· Score of “2”: 60% comments <= negative comments < 75% comments (i.e., “mostly negative”)
· Score of “3”: all other cases not satisfying the criteria for scores of 1, 2, 4, or 5 (i.e., “mixed”)
· Score of “4”: 60% comments <= positive comments < 75% comments (i.e., “mostly positive”)
· Score of “5”: at least 75% of comments are positive (i.e., “consistently positive”)

An exception to this rubric is made for determining each source/messenger’s overall scores in expertise and pace. In these cases, the radar chart score for expertise is the median value, rounded down if not a whole number, between the score determined from the qualitative rubric (above) and a quantitative counterpart to that rubric for participants’ responses to Q22 and Q24 in our questionnaire survey (Supplementary Material #1), where Likert-type scores of 1-2 are assigned as “negative,” scores of 3 are assigned “neutral,” and scores of 4-5 are assigned “positive”:
· Score of “1”: at least 75% of Q22 and Q24 responses have Likert-type scores of 1 or 2
· Score of “2”: 60% of Q22 and Q24 responses <= (Likert-type scores of 1 or 2) < 75%
· Score of “3”: all other cases not satisfying the criteria for radar chart scores of 1-2 or 4-5
· Score of “4”: 60% of Q22 and Q24 responses <= (Likert-type scores of 4 or 5) < 75%
· Score of “5”: at least 75% of Q22 and Q24 responses have Likert-type scores of 4 or 5

Similarly, the radar chart score for pace is the median value, rounded down if not a whole number, between the score determined from the qualitative rubric and the quantitative counterpart to that rubric, with participants’ Q25 responses replacing their Q22 and Q24 responses in the quantitative rubric. 

We combine quantitative Likert-type scores and qualitative commentary in these situations to provide a more accurate picture of participants’ perceptions of each source/messenger, since participants often did not provide qualitative commentary on every single attribute that they were asked to provide quantitative Likert-type scores for. We do not apply a combined qualitative and quantitative scoring system for participants’ overall evaluations of each source/messenger’s relevance or sincerity since none of our survey questions directly address either of these themes. We provide several example “calculations” below, noting that the resulting scores are informative, but not indicative of residents’ perceptions of each source/messenger:

Calculating the pace of HVO overall, as perceived among all participants (i.e., bottom vertex of the filled blue plot in Figures 8A and 11A):
Qualitative component
· Total negative comments: 6, total neutral comments: 1, total positive comments: 6
· % negative = % positive = 6/13 = 46%; qualitative radar chart score = 3, “mixed”
Quantitative component
· Total Q25 scores of 1-2: 2, total scores of 3: 1, total scores of 4-5: 13
· % positive = 13/16 = 81%; qualitative radar chart score = 5, “consistently positive”
Final radar chart score: 4, “mostly positive”

Calculating the pace of HVO overall, as perceived among LERZ participants (i.e., bottom vertex of the red-lined plot in Figure 8A and blue region in Figure 11B):
Qualitative component
· Total negative comments: 5, total neutral comments: 1, total positive comments: 1
· % negative = 5/7 = 71%; qualitative radar chart score = 2, “mostly negative”
Quantitative component
· Total Q25 scores of 1-2: 2, total scores of 3: 1, total scores of 4-5: 5
· % negative = % positive = 5/8 = 63%; qualitative radar chart score = 4, “mostly positive”
Final radar chart score: 3, “mixed”


Calculating the expertise of Community Messengers overall (even those outside the LERZ), as perceived among all participants (i.e., rightmost vertex of the red-lined plot in Figure 11A):
Qualitative component
· Total negative comments: 6, total neutral comments: 0, total positive comments: 4
· % negative = 6/10 = 60%, score = 2, “mostly negative”
Quantitative component
· Total Q22 + Q24 scores of 1-2: 4, total scores of 3: 1, total scores of 4-5: 21
· % positive = 21/26 = 81%; qualitative radar chart score = 5, “consistently positive”
Final radar chart score: 3, “mixed”

Tables S1-S3, below, display the final radar chart scores for each filled or outlined plot in Figures 8-10. The full dataset for calculated radar chart scores is provided in the spreadsheet “Radar_chart_scores.xlsx.”

Table S1: Radar chart scores for Figure 8
	8(A): HVO, All Channels
	Relevance
	Expertise
	Pace
	Sincerity

	All Regions
	3
	5
	4
	5

	LERZ
	2
	4
	3
	2

	Summit
	5
	5
	5
	5

	Ka‘ū
	4
	5
	5
	5

	8(B): Community Meetings
	Relevance
	Expertise
	Pace
	Sincerity

	All Regions
	5
	5
	1
	4

	LERZ
	4
	4
	1
	1

	Summit
	5
	5
	0
	5

	Ka‘ū
	5
	5
	0
	0

	8(C): HVO’s Website
	Relevance
	Expertise
	Pace
	Sincerity

	All Regions
	3
	5
	5
	0

	LERZ
	2
	5
	3
	0

	Summit
	0
	0
	5
	0

	Ka‘ū
	3
	5
	5
	0

	8(D): USGS Volcanoes social media
	Relevance
	Expertise
	Pace
	Sincerity

	All Regions
	3
	5
	1
	1

	LERZ
	3
	0
	1
	1

	Ka‘ū
	3
	5
	0
	0













Table S2: Radar chart scores for Figures 9
	9(A): All Regions
	Relevance
	Expertise
	Pace
	Sincerity

	All News Media
	3
	2
	4
	1

	General/Non-Local
	1
	1
	4
	1

	Newspaper/Radio
	3
	3
	4
	1

	Local
	4
	3
	5
	3

	9(B): LERZ
	Relevance
	Expertise
	Pace
	Sincerity

	All News Media
	1
	2
	3
	1

	General/Non-Local
	1
	1
	5
	1

	Newspaper/Radio
	2
	1
	1
	1

	Local
	1
	0
	0
	1

	9(C): Summit
	Relevance
	Expertise
	Pace
	Sincerity

	All News Media
	3
	2
	1
	1

	General/Non-Local
	0
	1
	1
	1

	Newspaper/Radio
	3
	0
	0
	0

	Local
	0
	1
	0
	0

	9(D): Ka‘ū
	Relevance
	Expertise
	Pace
	Sincerity

	All News Media
	5
	4
	5
	5

	General/Non-Local
	0
	0
	5
	0

	Newspaper/Radio
	5
	5
	5
	0

	Local
	5
	5
	5
	5


















Table S3: Radar chart scores for Figure 10
	10(A): All Regions
	Relevance
	Expertise
	Pace
	Sincerity

	HVO
	3
	5
	4
	5

	All Community Messengers
	5
	3
	5
	5

	All News Media
	3
	2
	4
	1

	10(B): LERZ
	Relevance
	Expertise
	Pace
	Sincerity

	HVO
	2
	4
	3
	2

	All Community Messengers
	5
	4
	5
	5

	Leading Community Messenger
	5
	5
	5
	5

	Other Community Messengers
	5
	2
	5
	5

	All News Media
	1
	2
	3
	1

	10(C): Summit
	Relevance
	Expertise
	Pace
	Sincerity

	HVO
	5
	5
	5
	5

	News Media
	3
	2
	1
	1

	10(D): Ka‘ū
	Relevance
	Expertise
	Pace
	Sincerity

	HVO
	4
	5
	5
	5

	All News Media
	5
	4
	5
	5

	Local News Media
	5
	5
	5
	5
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