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In January of 2019, the Systems Analysis of Natural Resources and Environmental Management (NREM 601) graduate course, under Dr. Kirsten Oleson, was approached by Mālama Maunalua (MM) to perform various projects in order to build capacity for the non-profit stewardship organization. Our group pursued research on the dynamics of trust surrounding marine resource management in Maunalua Bay, Oʻahu. Research has consistently shown trust to be an essential component for effective natural resource management and conflict resolution. Understanding the nature of trust within and between different entities in the Bay and considering mechanisms for improving that trust can help improve the long-term sustainability and effectiveness of marine resource management regimes in the region. This project aimed to understand the trust gaps, trust types, and leverage points for trust construction in the bay through the employment of interviews and a document review. We utilized the trust framework set forth by Dr.’s Marc J. Stern and Kimberley J. Coleman’s paper titled, “The Multidimensionality of Trust: Applications in Collaborative Natural resource Management”1. Our research was framed through the following questions, 1) What is the state of trust between stakeholder groups of Maunalua Bay, is there a trust gap present? 2) What is the state of trust based on the trust framework? Our third question brought together literature and our interviews in order to answer 3) what are possible leverage points to enhance trust between stakeholders? After compiling our interview transcriptions, we uncovered 25 accounts of trust and 150 accounts of distrust occurring between various groups in the bay, suggesting that the levels of trust in the marine management system is low. Procedural trust was our most common form of both trust and distrust observed from our interviews. Procedural trust is the trust in procedures or other systems that decrease the vulnerability of the potential trustor, enabling action in the absence of other forms of trust1. Our findings suggest that trust in the area can be improved by designing marine resource management processes that are inclusive and transparent by stakeholders, managers, and environmental groups working to improve communication with one another and working to build a series of positive interactions. 

[bookmark: _Toc8579736]Introduction 

When we began setting the stage for our group project, we originally wanted to do fisherfolk interviews. We were advised that fishers wouldn’t speak with us because of a “lack of trust”. Trust is a key factor to successful, long-lasting, multi-stakeholder initiatives in natural resource management. Maunalua Bay is managed, supported, and utilized by a multitude of stakeholders ranging from surfers to researchers. Trust helps to create transparent goals that are understood by all users leading to better communication and enhanced group performance. We aim to study trust in the bay because of the plethora of individuals active in the bay. We wanted to know more about the interactions of these groups and how well they trust one another in their individual and group goals and activities. 

Our research set forth to understand the dynamics of trust in Maunalua Bay in relation to four types of trust identified by Stern and Coleman1. These four types of trust are dispositional, rational, affinitive, and procedural (Table 1). Dispositional trust is defined as, “the general tendency or predisposition of an individual to trust or distrust another entity in a particular context.” In summary, it is trust based on a person's innate tendencies, personal history, cultural norms, or social cues1. Rational trust is defined as, “trust in an entity based primarily on a calculation of the perceived utility of the expected outcome of placing one’s trust in another entity”1. Rational trust thus related to an evaluation of the performance of an entity previously, and how likely the outcomes are to be positive or negative. Affinitive trust is defined as, “trust in an entity based primarily on the emotions and associated judgments resulting from either cognitive or subconscious assessments of the qualities of the potential trustee”1. For example, affinitive trust can be based on feelings or assumptions one user may have towards another. Procedural trust is defined as, “Trust in procedures or other systems that decrease the vulnerability of the potential trustor, enabling action in the absence of other forms of trust”1. In summary, procedural trust relates to positive or negative perceptions of the procedures of an entity and the confidence of the behaviors of individuals involved in these procedures. 

[bookmark: _Toc8579737]Table 1: Trust types as defined by Stern and Coleman 
	 Type
	Definition/Basis
	Antecedents

	Dispositional
	The general tendency or predisposition of an individual to trust or distrust another entity in a context.
	Can be based on innate tendencies, personal history, received cultural norms, and/or contextual cues from one’s current environment.

	Rational
	Trust in an entity based primarily on a calculation of the perceived utility of the expected outcome of placing one’s trust in another entity.
	Evaluations of information about the prior performance of entity b and the subsequent predictability and assessment of likely outcomes

	Affinitive
	Trust in an entity based primarily on the emotions and associated judgments resulting from either cognitive or subconscious assessments of the qualities of the potential trustee.
	Assumptions of shared values or concerns.
Feelings of social connectedness.
Shared positive experiences.
Subconscious or emotional response to charisma or perceived shared identity.

	Procedural
	Trust in procedures or other systems that decrease the vulnerability of the potential trustor, enabling action in the absence of other forms of trust.
	Perceptions of legitimate, transparent, and/or binding procedures that enable confident predictions of the behaviors of others.



[bookmark: _Toc8579738]The Importance of Trust 

Trust is a key component in natural resource management as it helps to construct long-lasting, successful marine conservation initiatives2. In addition, it aids in the success of collaboration, conflict resolution, and enhanced group performance in natural resource management3. Further, trust held by community members for natural resource agencies has proven to increase public approval of management decisions and minimize resistance to planning efforts4–6.

Conversations with various individuals connected to Maunalua Bay suggest that trust both within and between entities is low, however, this issue has not been formally studied. Discussion with stakeholders indicated a key event contributing to increasing distrust within the community was the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) proposed Humpback Whale Sanctuary Designation. Although the designation was ultimately not successful, several individuals indicated that the process was a watershed moment in terms of relationships and trust between various entities connected to Maunalua Bay. We utilized interviews with individuals from active groups in the bay to better understand the dynamics of trust, each being asked the same set of questions based on concepts of trust in natural resource management regimes. We then used the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) Humpback Whale Sanctuary Designation event to serve as our framing for our document review. This was a very controversial event in which NOAA proposed a federally management humpback whale sanctuary to exist within the territorial waters of Hawaiʻi, including Maunalua Bay, Oʻahu. This event was brought up as a key contributor to the formation of distrust in the bay by all interview participants (6). The bay previously had been a Humpback Whale Sanctuary for 20 years, and the new proposal was to make the bay a Special Sanctuary Management Area (SSMA)7. 

[bookmark: _Toc8579739]Research Objectives and Questions

With an abundance of individuals active in Maunalua Bay we set out to better understand the trust between these groups in order to assess how they interact and how they feel about one another. In order to do so we set forth to accomplish the following objectives: 1) understand trust gaps and who they exist between; 2) understand what trust types exist based on the Stern and Coleman framework; and 3) uncover opportunities to bolster trust between groups and individuals of the bay. 

We designed specific research questions in order to address these objectives. We set forth to answer the following questions: 1) what is the state of trust between stakeholders of Maunalua Bay; 2) what is the state of trust based on the trust framework; and 3) what are opportunities to enhance trust between stakeholders. 

In order to assess the trust in the bay, we designed a questionnaire aimed at getting to the bottom of the trust dynamics in the bay. We also knew we wanted to perform some sort of literature discourse analysis. Our analysis became a document review based on the continuous insight we received from interview participants about the proposed NOAA Humpback Whale Sanctuary designation of 20157. 

[bookmark: _Toc8579740]Methods

[bookmark: _Toc8579741]Stern and Coleman Framework

In order to begin understanding the interactions between these different individuals and groups in Maunalua Bay we first set out to familiarize ourselves with the Stern and Coleman trust framework from their paper: “The Multidimensionality of Trust: Applications in Collaborative Natural Resource Management” (Table 1)1. 

[bookmark: _Toc8579742]Diagram 1: Methodology Overview
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We then performed interviews with six individuals that represented various groups and organizations in the bay utilizing a semi-structured interviewing format. We were only able to secure interviews with six individuals due to difficulties in contacting and setting up interview times with other participants. Our open-ended questionnaire (Appendix B) aimed to understand both interactions between user groups in and around the bay providing a social landscape of current trust for Mālama Maunalua, our partnering NGO. We asked questions such as: 

· What is your connection to Maunalua Bay?
· Are there any tensions between yourself/your group and another group in Maunalua Bay?
· If you believe there appears to be a trust gap in Maunalua Bay, how would you approach it?
· Who is it between? 

These questions allowed us to uncover accounts of trust and distrust between the varying groups operating in the bay. During the interview, our team of three broke up to perform specific tasks. One individual would be charged with asking the questions and moving through our questionnaire, always following up where more information was needed. All interviewees were given time to elaborate on their responses, allowing the interviews to proceed in an organic manner giving the opportunity for detailed responses, which is needed to later categorize trust by type. A second team member would record notes on key statements and quotes of interest while the third typed, as close to verbatim, the responses of our participant. 
After we had compiled all our interview notes we then went through each transcription and coded for specific accounts of trust and distrust, framing them under the Stern and Coleman definitions of affinitive, dispositional, rational, and procedural. We then created a spreadsheet of the instances of trust and distrust and who the occurrences were between. For example, we may have three accounts distrust and one account of trust between ORG 1 and NGO 1. We then quantified the amount of trust and distrust each group received as a sum of the total amount of trust they were receiving. Accounts from one group to another were assumed to be additive, for each account of trust a positive one was entered the matrix and for each account of distrust and negative one was entered into the matrix. We then summed the total amount of trust (+) or distrust (-) that each group received overall to uncover which groups were the most trust or distrusted in the bay.  
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We framed our document review around the designation of Maunalua Bay as a Special Sanctuary Management Area which was proposed by NOAA in 2010 in the Federal Register7. A document review is a process in which a document or series of documents are evaluated for content. In 2015, NOAA released a draft Environmental Impact Statement and published proposed rulemaking in the Federal Register the same month. This designation aimed to change the area from a single-species management area for humpback whales to a broader ecosystem-based management area. Additionally, the proposed area would expand the existing area by 17%7. Public comment was open in June of 2015. At this time NOAA held eleven public meetings that were attended by 739 people. The designation received 15,337 submissions of public comment before closing on June 19th, 20157.

We analyzed 31 public comments from various user groups within the bay based on why the issue would personally affect their involvement in the bay. This data was coded by user group with trust/distrust, the type of trust/distrust, and to/from whom it was between using the Stern and Coleman framework. Notes and quotes were also collected. The totals of trust and distrust were added up, along with the totals for each type of trust. Distrust was a negative value and trust was represented as a positive value. We then created a spreadsheet of the instances of trust and distrust and quantified the amount of trust and distrust each group received.
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[bookmark: _Toc8579746]Limitations and Understandings 

This study was limited in sample size (n=6) for such a large area with many user groups. In total, 10 user groups within Maunalua Bay were represented in our 6 interviews (Diagram 1). These interviews were pursued from diverse, carefully chosen, unbiased sources. At large, we recognize that there are many more user groups and relationships that were not captured; i.e. cultural connections to the bay, tourism and commercial operator groups, tourist groups, religious groups, schools and educational institutions in the watershed, urban and regional planners of the area, etc. To add depth and other values that may not be represented by the chosen individual interviewed, it is important for future efforts involving trust to spend time getting more variety within each user group and multiple representations for each user group. This added diversity may contribute additional views that express the view of groups as a whole and add dimensions that may have been either overlooked or were not brought to our attention within our interviews. 

Frameworks of trust and understanding resource management in terms of social sciences is a rich field of science, incorporating other models or frameworks in addition to Stern and Coleman (2014) and metrics to assess trust, is another way that may have added depth to the recommendations provided. This would add an increased understanding of trust types and associated correlations. An in-depth literature review of case studies that have used and applied the Stern and Coleman framework may be of help to understand next steps and additional robust opportunities for trust reconstruction. 

Limitations of this study also included time; just four months were designated to this project. The detail we were able to gain from our 6 interviews guided us with a lot of occurrence of trust and distrust as well as a significant event to spend the remaining portion of our project understanding. A project of this magnitude is something that can be a long-term research project. Due to the distrust in this landscape, there may be historical events that can help to provide insight into the social complexity of the Bay. More time to both interview stakeholders as well as look into public comments would provide a more detailed snapshot of trust in Maunalua Bay.

It is important for Mālama Maunalua, and all other active stakeholders within the bay, to recognize that trust is an ongoing responsibility of all who wish to foster positive relationships with others within, around, and beyond Maunalua Bay. With, ongoing efforts should be made to better construct and maintain trust, whenever and wherever possible. This study was done, at one point in time so it is important to concentrate future efforts in retaining a developing record of trust for adaptive management.

While our findings may be limited, and preliminary, it is important for Mālama Maunalua and other groups in the bay to pay attention to these findings because they do ultimately indicate a negative trend in trust. In order to expand the trust in the bay, we have brought together opportunities for trust reconstruction to continue pathways towards community engagement, transparency, effective meetings, and outreach and education.  

[bookmark: _Toc8579747]Interviews

When we broke down our interviews into different types of trust and distrust, we found that we had enumerated 150 accounts of distrust and 25 accounts of trust. Thus, distrust accounted for 86% of the total trust garnered from interviews (Figure 1). 

[bookmark: _Toc8579748] Figure 1: Total Occurrence of Trust and Distrust (N=175)   Figure 2: Totals of Trust and Distrust by Type (N=175)
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Upon further analysis and breakdown, we saw that procedural trust was the most common type of both trust and distrust. Procedural trust overall (trust and distrust) occurred 41% of the time, while rational, dispositional, and affinitive occurred 25%, 18%, and 15% respectively (Figure 2).

Of the total amount of trust quantified in the bay, we observed procedural, affinitive, dispositional, and rational at 36%, 32%, 20%, and 12% respectively (Figure 3). Additionally, of all accounts of distrust in the bay we observed procedural, rational, dispositional, and affinitive distrust at 41%, 27%, 19%, and 13% respectively (Figure 4). 

[bookmark: _Toc8579749] Figure 3: Total Amount of Trust by Type (N=25)    	    Figure 4: Total Amount of Distrust (N=150)
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We observed that procedural trust and distrust were the most common types observed in these six interviews relating to Maunalua Bay. Stern and Coleman define procedural trust as “trust in procedures or other systems that decrease vulnerability of the potential trustor, enabling action in the absence of other forms of trust”1. We understand this definition as trust in the way things are done or have been done, and how they will be done in the future. High levels of procedural distrust indicate that there may have been a breakdown in “individual and group perceptions of legitimate, transparent, and/or binding procedures that enable confident predictions of the behaviors of others”1. An excellent example of this is the jet ski operation within the bay where the two contracts for the operation have been awarded to the same business owner who has multiple LCCs, "how can you have a monopoly on permits? It should be fair for everyone? Why do the jet skis come in the first place? Then they made a compromise?" Followed by “the various agencies that are there for the communities; they aren't enforcing, or they aren’t changing the laws. It's exhausting to ask the city and state who created the laws to follow the laws!" There has been a significant breakdown with the city and state from this interview where the procedural process has been muddled. From this next interviewee, we were fortunate enough for him to open up and speak from his heart to the problem. “I look at everybody fishing - they are not killing the environment. They are pushing to stop this [fishing in Maunalua Bay]. The trust factor is gone. Now it's a fear factor. What are we going to lose next?” The interviewee stated that this was a result of a potential fishing ban being put into place on the bay, where many fishermen have given in to join the working group so that they won’t lose everything that they have. When management decisions are made, they must incorporate cultural, ecological, economic, and social dimensions to properly address all sides of the issue. The result of failing to do so would result in a distrust quote like so “this environmental movement - preserve everything to what it was without taking all the other factors in,” which followed the interviewee’s fear factor quote. This interviewee views the ecological restoration as unnecessary based on the impacts it would have on the lifestyles of those who are defined by the Maunalua Bay.

Direct quotes from our interviews were analyzed as trust or distrust and associated with multiple or individual trust types. Quotes from our interviews varied in which type of trust we attributed them to. We did, however, have accounts of trust and distrust for all trust types through our interviews (Table 2).  
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	Trust Type
	Trust or Distrust
	Quote 

	Dispositional 
	Trust
	“When [NGO] was starting up, [NGO employee] invited me to be present at meetings and discussions. It was very cool for a high school student to be invited to the table.”

	
	Distrust 
	“I have a DAR and DOFAW permit - people have called the cops on me twice for being there - which in my mind is good - people are looking out (inside Paiko is a reserve NO TAKE).

	Rational 
	Trust 
	“To the generation above us, it’s even more important than me. Data has been used wrong, now moving forward, it seems like there's a trend for more positive trust when historically not so much.”

	
	Distrust 
	“Frustration with [this organization] is felt island-wide… The same violations are occurring.”

	Affinitive 
	Trust 
	“I have nothing against them - I would be happy to collaborate more, not too many people have said negative things to me - the [work they do] is pretty minor.”

	
	Distrust 
	“We said look, your either in or out, and then they testified that [opposite of what they said they would] ... it would have been better for them to not come at all.”

	Procedural 
	Trust 
	“That's one clear change is the new [people] is very open and very proactive with engaging different groups, they are open to change.”

	
	Distrust 
	“I look at everybody fishing - they are not killing the environment. They are pushing to stop this [killing of the environment]. The trust factor is gone. Now it’s a fear factor. What are we going to lose next?”



Many of the examples of procedural distrust uncovered in interviews were connected to the NOAA Humpback Whale Sanctuary Designation. Many individuals felt that the process had left them out of the decision-making process. A commenter went so far as to make a myth busters sheet of what was said by NOAA representatives and what they experienced or observed. Here is an excerpt of how they’ve felt the process was very exclusive. “Myth: “The proposed expansion is on the result of input from a public process that began in 2010 and has included extensive public input….” [Source]- NOAA “Background and Key Messages” document. Facts: During the scoping process, only 54 people attended public meetings on Oʻahu. Only 26 public submissions were received on Oʻahu. The required public notice provided in the Federal Register failed to list the meeting times for seven (7) out of ten (10) of the public meetings during the scoping process.” This person has been left with procedural distrust from this experience. Another person went so far as to say, “if there has been a nomination of a Hawaiʻi sanctuary, the process in this community has been the opposite of collaborative. Instead, the frustrations of a relative few who have been unwilling and unable to engage the larger community in their vision for Maunalua Bay and other areas are abusing the process and manipulating NOAA to fit their own ends.” 

[bookmark: _Toc8579751]Document Review

When analyzing the NOAA Humpback Whale Sanctuary Designation, we reviewed 31 public comments. Upon coding and quantifying the accounts of trust in the public comments after breaking them down by the four types of trust and distrust, there were 25 accounts of trust and 26 accounts of distrust (Table 3). Procedural and rational distrust accounted for 22 occurrences out of the 26 with an even split. Trust was more diversified with rational trust accounting for 10 occurrences and affinitive trust accounting for 7. When totaled, procedural distrust was the largest source for distrust. Dispositional and affinitive trust were the highest sources of trust in the system.  
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	Dispositional
	Rational
	Affinitive
	Procedural
	Totals

	Trust Totals
	2
	10
	7
	6
	25

	Distrust Totals
	0
	-11
	-4
	-11
	-26

	Trust Type Totals
	2
	-1
	3
	-5
	-1



Below (Table 4) is a table of important quotes that we gathered from our document review. The quotes are organized by either trust or distrust and trust type. These quotes came directly from the testimonies on the expansion of the NOAA Whale Sanctuary. 
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	Trust Type
	Trust or Distrust
	Quote 

	Dispositional 
	Trust
	“When [NGO] was starting up, [NGO employee] invited me to be present at meetings and discussions. It was very cool for a high school student to be invited to the table.”

	
	Distrust 
	“I have a DAR and DOFAW permit - people have called the cops on me twice for being there - which in my mind is good - people are looking out (inside Paiko is a reserve NO TAKE).

	Rational 
	Trust 
	“To the generation above us, it’s even more important than me. Data has been used wrong, now moving forward, it seems like there's a trend for more positive trust when historically not so much.”

	
	Distrust 
	“Frustration with [this organization] is felt island-wide… The same violations are occurring.”

	Affinitive 
	Trust 
	“The state must have equal authority or greater-than-equal authority to manage the sanctuary as it is mostly State waters. The State is fully qualified to do so.”

	
	Distrust 
	“We said look, your either in or out, and then they testified that [opposite of what they said they would] ... it would have been better for them to not come at all.”

	Procedural 
	Trust 
	“That's one clear change is the new [people] is very open and very proactive with engaging different groups, they are open to change.”

	
	Distrust 
	“Myth: "Recreational use of Maunalua Bay is not in danger. This includes fishing, anchoring, scattering of ashes and other current uses.” [source] - Frazer McGilvray, ED for Mālama Maunalua, KITV4, 6/15/15. Facts: Recreational fishers will only be able to anchor in 10% of the bay, will not be able to lay traps or any other device on the sea floor, and could be subject to fines of up to $100,000.00 per violation if fishing gear becomes entangled in the reef. Anchoring is clearly limited to sand under § 922.184(a)(6)(i), which according to NOAA’s own maps constitutes only about 10% of the bay. As to the scattering of ashes, there is no clear exemption. Further, the “disposal of cremated human remains” requires a Special Use Permit under 15 CFR Part 922(II)(11c)(4).”





[bookmark: _wcd43gi3w83v][bookmark: _Toc8579754]Mapping the User Groups of Maunalua Bay

Maunalua Bay is an intricate system of groups and individuals interacting, or not interacting, with one another in order to accomplish set goals by that group or individual. Overall, we observed the following main non-governmental organizations (NGO’s) operating in the bay: Mālama Maunalua (MM), Huli, Livable Hawaiʻi Kai, Imua Maunalua, and Conservation International (CI). Management groups are also present in the bay at multiple governmental levels. Within the State of Hawaiʻi’s Department of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR), the Division of Aquatic Resources (DAR), the Division of Conservation and Resource Enforcement (DOCARE) and their Makai Watch Program, and the Division of Boating and Ocean Recreation (DOBOR) have jurisdiction over certain activities in the bay. At the federal level, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) manages The Hawaiian Islands Humpback Whale National Marine Sanctuary in the waters of Maunalua Bay. The state-wide sanctuary was created by Congress in 1992 to protect humpback whales and their habitat in Hawaiʻi. Organizations and groups that are present in the bay include the Hawaiʻi Fishermen’s Alliance for Conservation and Tradition (HFACT), the Fisher Working Group as part of a partnership between Mālama Maunalua and Conservation International, the Hawaiʻi Kai Boat Club, the Hawaiʻi Kai Marina Community Association, the Hunting, Farming and Fishing Association, and Kamehameha Schools. Researchers in the bay are typically limited to the University of Hawaiʻi at Mānoa, the Kewalo Marine Laboratory, and the Pacific Islands Ocean Observing Program (PacIOOS). Commercial operators are made up of different companies that offer parasailing, jet skiing, diving, surfing, and other ocean recreation activities. There are also homeowners, community members, and tourists that utilize the bay.  
[bookmark: _1y810tw]
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In order to bolster trust in the bay, we have assessed several sources in order to provide opportunities for trust improvement. These sources included literature on trust and collaborative management, our interviews and key themes, and other programs currently in effect in Hawaiʻi. 
[bookmark: _2xcytpi]
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Diffusion of Innovation Theory

Innovation is defined as the act of processing or transformation involving a new method, idea, or product. Within a social system, there are many complex dimensions and due to this, it is important to consider attributes that are key in influencing the adoption of innovation (Table 4). Specific action is also defined in Table 4 relating to each attribute theme. These steps can be used as a general framework for stakeholders of the bay when proposing ideas, project, or actions and plan for the correct avenues of success. 

[bookmark: _Toc8579757]Table 5: Attributes and Key Steps for Successful Innovation 
	5 Attributes Influencing the Adoption of a New Idea, Action, or Product in a Social System
	5 Steps for Creating a Successful Innovation

	1. Relative advantage 
2. Compatibility 
3. Complexity 
4. Trialability 
5. Observability 
	1. Awareness 
2. Interest 
3. Evaluation 
4. Trial 
5. Adoption 




[bookmark: _Toc8579758]Figure 5: Rogers Innovation Adoption Curve
The diffusion of innovations theory investigates how change initiates in systems through the adaptation and innovation of social actors and frameworks8. This theory works to explain how a new idea or action gains momentum and spreads throughout a social system (i.e. Maunalua Bay). Rogers (2010) notes that the key to adoption and social change within a complex social system is based upon individual perception that this new idea, action, or product is innovative (Figure 5)9. This belief, then perpetuates diffusion and individuals act as the mechanism for increasing social change, ultimately building trust in the process. Figure 5 shows that to get new ideas and beliefs to become adopted in a social system it is most important to focus efforts on collaboration with the “innovators” and “early adopters” of a population, then through diffusion, more trust and social change can be observed over time.[image: https://lh4.googleusercontent.com/EWy-XzzPTqvOxwqS5KUSz0uONy2tLUZ36EHvYEQP_5avKzHbIQwhYrfAx9iC0aDzaCbI7p3iUkUMJOc7LbqvjyNCaujI__rVUdS7c0w0QqkTKlA7iPfPHK1OwOpJvOrYTMQ5yUB6]

[bookmark: _Toc8579759]Social Learning
Social learning is defined by Keen et al. (2005) as the collective action and reflection that occurs among different individuals and groups as they work to improve the management of human and environmental interrelations10. Everyone must be included in order to have successful human interrelations with the environment. Further, the authors state that social learning is a process of iterative reflection that occurs when we share our experience, ideas, and environments with others10. The concept of reflexivity or reflecting on learning helps to lead to diagnosing what matters, designing what could be, doing what we can and then developing a deeper understanding from reflecting on and evaluating that practical experience10. Four levels of critical awareness and reflective processes are offered by Keen et al., including personal, interpersonal, community, and the social level (Table 5)10. 

Collaborating is critical to successful management and demands community engagement and partnerships. 

[bookmark: _Toc8579760]Table 6: Levels of Social Learning
	Level 
	Definition 

	Personal 
	Through setting goals and critically monitoring processes and outcomes 

	Interpersonal 
	Through briefing and debriefing within groups

	Community
	Through creating a common vision, identifying priorities and setting performance indicators to be assessed

	Social
	Through evaluating and auditing the impacts of laws, regulations, and markets



[bookmark: _Toc8579761]Community-Based Social Marketing

Community-based social marketing (CBSM) is an emerging technique in natural resource management12. It is composed of four main steps: uncovering barriers to behaviors selecting which behavior to promote, designing a program to overcome barriers of the selected behavior, piloting the program, and then evaluating the program once it has been implemented11. Focusing on one behavior fosters public participation and streamlines effort towards that behavior11. The main method is to remove the barriers to the behavior you want to encourage and increase the benefits, such that you're "helping" people make the choice you want them to. Social marketing can be thought of as a type of advertising, internally in a system. For example, one family in the MB watershed might begin an initiative to restore a ridge in their valley, other families on the street see them doing this and want to also do this, then the next street down hears what they are doing and through social marketing eventually the majority of the neighborhood is now participating11.  Applications of CBSM in resource management and MM specifically could be to foster the community’s kuleana (responsibility) in taking care of their place. This could be done through increased sustainable social norms through education and outreach, efforts within the bay specifically as well as working to build compliance and understanding of rules and regulations within the bay by building social accountability. This type of engagement has shown implications with the public perception of policy over other marine environments12 and has the ability to produce successful projects affecting the bay, and overall influence how, when, and where individuals care for Maunalua Bay12,13. McKenzie-Mohr states that “Community-based social marketing has revolutionized the development, implementation, and promotion of environmental programs” and helps to construct trust through transparency in the development process, whether that be goals, programs, or initiatives12. This type of trust development can also help people to find common ground and will help to show who is doing what and who may overlap, ultimately increasing trust between organizations or groups that are seeking to accomplish similar goals. 

	https://www.cbsm.com/



The above link is a powerful, free resource for Mālama Maunalua to use. An account can be created, and this website can help identify specific tools, applications, and areas for increased CBSM in MB. This site is user-friendly, offering a variety of resources and publications, tools, and even workshops that can be specific to Maunalua Bay.

[bookmark: _Toc8579762]Facilitated Meetings 

When dealing with contentious meetings we believe it may be beneficial to utilize professional facilitation in order to have someone present who can deal with conflict and help these meetings to get back on track. Two types of facilitated meetings that we believe may be productive for these types of meetings are Puanani Burgess’ “Guts on the Table” exercise and the NOAA SAFE meeting platform. These two facilitated meeting types help to move participants away from their titles and provide everyone in the room an equal opportunity to talk, share and listen. 

Puanani Burgess is a process designer and facilitator for Building the Beloved Community. This process brings people face to face as a community-building and conflict transformation process. Aunty Pua has been doing these kinds of activities over the past thirty years. 

Guts on the Table Exercise14: 

1. Story of Your Name: Tell the story of how you were named or who named you; the meaning of your names or how you feel about your names.  
2. Story of Your Community: Tell the story of how you live as a group, how do you define community, what is your community, where do you place yourself in your community? 
3. Story of Your Gifts: Share what your gift is rather than your skills, degrees, or titles. This is meant to enable the wonderment of what family, organizations, or community would be like if it was gift-based rather than skill-based. 

The goal of these exercises is to create a safe place and space to help people realize that we are all not that different and we are all people, not inherently linked to the group we are associated with15. The exercise helps people get deeper, faster. As Aunty Pua writes, “be willing to see the world from another person’s perspective and be willing to show them your perspective”14. 

Scientist and Fishermen Exchange, or SAFE meetings, were designed to provide a safe space for fishermen, scientists, and managers to come together and discuss particular topics15. The meetings are made of representatives from NOAA, DAR, CI, The Nature Conservancy, Pacific Islands Fisheries Group, HFACT, and other representatives from the fishing community. These meetings encourage collaboration, communication, and help build trust between the various stakeholder groups. All individuals are brought together under one roof to discuss a certain topic of some kind. The conversations are made safe and equitable and provide information for everyone to bring back to their networks. 
[bookmark: _2p2csry]
[bookmark: _Toc8579763]Recommendations from Interview Participants

1. Ensure that group goals are made transparent. When a group is not transparent, even if it is not meant to be malicious, it can come off as harboring a hidden agenda to other groups, which will lead to a breakdown and trust. 
2. Groups should continue to do what works and what has been proven to be effective. When new projects are being designed, inform interested stakeholders of these new goals. This will help to enhance transparency and group goal performance. 
3. Enforcement is a big problem in Maunalua Bay. Instead of just responding to calls in the bay DOCARE, who is charged with resource enforcement, should perform rotating observations throughout the island in order to assert their presence rather than staying in one location. 
4. Consider everyone in the design of projects and initiation of meetings. 
5. Utilize different forms of science and sources when looking at closures or management decisions rather than a single study that may not address all issues (i.e. a fish habitat study and creating a closed area off this single study).  

[bookmark: _Toc8579764]Recommendations from Interview Analysis

1. Groups should consider the hiring and employment of local individuals that know and love the place where they work. Oftentimes, outside individuals that come to work in the bay are viewed with a negative connotation because they “aren’t familiar” or “don’t know” the inner workings and history of the bay. 
2. Include all relevant groups in discussions moving forward. If someone is left out of the decision-making process or early discussions, they may feel that the decision was deliberate and that their opinion is not valued. 
3. Collaboration should be at the forefront of effective management in Maunalua Bay. With so many active groups, it is critical to ensure that everyone is onboard and made known of current and future projects. 
4. Ways to improve communication and information sharing on multiple platforms: 
a. Facebook
b. Email list-serve 
c. Create a community board for posting relevant events and updates (possibly at the Hui Nalu Canoe Hale)
d. Spread awareness through schools
e. Create a Maunalua Bay Commission where individuals from various groups meet to keep one another up to date on current and future activities. 

[bookmark: _Toc8579765]Recommendations from NOAA Whale Sanctuary Document Review

Based on the results from the document review of the public comments, the most interesting finding was that rational trust was the lowest occurring trust type while accounting for a quarter of both trust and distrust from our interview results. This result indicates that rational distrust may not be the major driving force, which means that people do not distrust one another based on their prior performances. However, procedural trust, in the form of distrust was the most frequent type based on our document review. This may be mostly explained by peoples concern with how the sanctuary designation process was rolled out - without much public input. Fortunately, this will be the easiest type of distrust to amend. As for the positive end, affinitive and dispositional trust are positive across the user groups indicating that people’s beliefs and values in the bay are aligned along with trust based on first impressions. 

[bookmark: _Toc8579766]Table 7: Types of trust and recommendations for each type for future engagement.
	Trust Type 
	Definition
	Opportunity for Future Engagement 

	Dispositional 
	Tendency or predisposition to trust or distrust another. This can be based on history, cultural norms and contextual cues. 
	Holding “safe meetings” where an outsider facilitates people by removing their professional contexts when beginning the conversion concerning resource management. In this meeting, people are free to express concerns without representing an organization 

	Rational 
	Trust based on the utility of the perceived outcome; assessment based on prior performance
	In the context of past interactions, one cannot expect to bridge this type trust in a professional capacity, but as an individual who will prove themselves over time then serve to vouch for and bridge the distrusted organization. 
Furthermore, some degree of affinitive trust may be a prerequisite for initial risk-taking in the absence of information that would allow for predictable outcomes. Without this initial risk-taking stemming from affinitive trust, no basis may exist for rational trust. As relationships grow, rational trust assessments may become easier as more information becomes available to the trustee.

	Affinitive 
	Trust from emotions and judgments based on assessments of the qualities of the trustee perceived shared values & experiences
	Using Aunty Pua’s Guts on The Table Exercise, the story of your gifts (skills): Share what your gift is rather than your skills, degrees, or titles. This is meant to enable the wonderment of what family, organizations, or community would be like if it was gift-based rather than skill-based. 

	Procedural
	Trust from perceptions of legitimate, transparent, and/or binding procedures the procedures that potential trustor has 
	Promote transparency while being accountable for procedures and decision-making processes undergone concerning Maunalua Bay. Do your best to engage all stakeholders.



Overall, the public comments produced common themes that arose were in support for increasing funding for DLNR for enforcement and restoration purposes, the continued protection of the humpback whales, and ecosystem-based management in the place of single species management. Some of the concerns that were voiced in the comments were about the additional federal regulations and co-management with the state of Hawai‘i, the potential negative impacts on the economy, recreation, fishing, as well as potential access restrictions, and also the need for an expansion considering the increasing humpback whale population.

[bookmark: _Toc8579767]Conclusions

Since we were conducting this research for and related to Mālama Maunalua that entity came up a lot in the trust-related conversations. A more expanded study could look at trust interactions between a wider range of groups in MB. While the study did uncover some bright spots, it also indicated there may be room for MM to work to repair or build trust with a range of stakeholders connected to MB, particularly after the Sanctuary designation process. However, it is important to emphasize that our scope for this project was inherently narrow, and there are limitations of this data set forth by our small interview participant group. 

[bookmark: _1hmsyys]Trust is critical in the construction of long-lasting, successful marine conservation initiatives2. It is a key driver of collaboration, conflict resolution, and enhanced group performance3,4. Trust held by community members for natural resource agencies has proven to increase public approval of management decisions and minimize resistance to planning efforts5,6,16. Trust was critical to evaluate for Maunalua Bay because of the breadth of projects that were proposed by the NREM 601 class. Many of these projects will not be possible without a positive trust dynamic in the bay. Trust towards NGOs, State, and City government is critical in the success of these projects from planning to preparation. Without trust, there may be a lack of community buy-in or support. We have compiled several recommendations that can be used moving forward, in daily operations, and during meetings and collaborative efforts. We suggest that some, if not all, of these opportunities, be considered and employed moving forward in the bay. Trust is not built overnight, Kevin Plank states that “Trust is built in drops and lost in buckets.” Trust building will take time and will be built in both personal and professional interactions. The literature suggestion that putting time, effort, and funding towards building trust can have big payoffs in terms of developing long-term sustainable management of the marine resources in MB.
[bookmark: _41mghml]
[bookmark: _Toc8579768]Future Directions

Due to our sample size being n=6, a future class for NREM 601 should expand on the interviews, the public comments from the NOAA sanctuary expansion, and conduct a document review on the testimony for S.B. NO. 3028 relating to the environmental protection of Maunalua Bay, which was another major event that created distrust that was brought up by several interviewees. This would serve to further understand all perspectives within Maunalua Bay so that all user groups can come to the table, believing a process that will lead them to an agreeable future for Maunalua Bay. Future students and interested individuals working with MM could review blog posts, social media posts, news articles, fishing news articles, fishing journal articles, and common online social community forums to get a more holistic look at the discourse. 

In a recent publication of Stern and Coleman (2017), the found that “As rational, affinitive, and procedural trust developed, boundary spanners began to advocate, within their home organizations, for the collaborative's goals”17. This shows that investing time and resources into building trust of these types can work to empower organizations and stakeholders in efforts for collective collaborative resource management within their own organizations, perpetuating positive trust within the system as a whole.
[bookmark: _vx1227]
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[bookmark: _Toc8579770]Appendices 

A) [bookmark: _1hdwfyao0ljq][bookmark: _Toc8579771]Important Quotes

	Theme
	Trust/Distrust
	Type of Trust
	Quote

	Lack of Enforcement
	Distrust
	Rational & procedural
	"You call DOCARE or DLNR... use our new app! There's no enforcement in a hotline"

	Lack of Enforcement
	Distrust
	Rational
	"Frustration with DLNR is felt island-wide", "the same violations are occurring"

	Lack of Enforcement
	Distrust
	Procedural
	* “The person that's running DOBOR ... Mr.____, he's a former jet ski operator, and he knows the jet ski operators currently… how can you have a monopoly on permits? It should be fair for everyone? why do the jet skis come in the first place? Then they made a compromise?"

	Lack of Enforcement
	Distrust
	Dispositional, Rational, & Procedural
	“[The boats], they are supposed to be in at night, they bring in jet skis at 10, 11 pm. People who have invested money wisely have a different take or pull vs the people going there for fun”

	Lack of Enforcement
	Distrust
	Rational & procedural
	“The very agencies that are there for the communities aren't enforcing or they are changing the laws ... it's exhausting to ask the city and state who created the laws to follow the laws!"

	Lack of Enforcement
	Distrust
	Rational, affinitive & procedural
	“It happened so fast and we said ‘look your either in or out’ and then they testified [against what we all had planned]... it would have been better for them to not come at all"

	Lack of Enforcement
	Distrust
	Rational, affinitive & procedural
	"People made fake DLNR signs [and blocked people’s access], and it took a year for the public right of way… where was [NGO]? They should have been the group; they were accessing it [using the fake signs]? How could you do this?"

	Lack of Enforcement
	Distrust
	Dispositional & rational
	“I have a DAR and DOFAW permit - people have called the cops on me twice for being there - which in my mind is good - people are looking out (inside Paiko is a reserve NO TAKE)”

	Stakeholder Engagement
	Distrust
	Procedural
	"When you have a community not knowing what's going on and you ask them to do something and they can't answer [the call to action]"

	Stakeholder Engagement
	Distrust
	Rational & procedural
	“The group flooded the community with miss-information that when the meeting happened there was no going back, then realtors got involved and it was just all fire.” (in relation to the spreading of fake news about the NOAA Sanctuary. 

	Stakeholder Engagement
	Distrust
	Rational & procedural
	“Sometimes when an area is closed – {like] no fishing no diving - but everyone else can use it surfers, etc. but [the fishers] lose out “at meetings people (fishers) come with their shield up, then they get mad quickly… They become isolated in that way.”

	Stakeholder Engagement
	Distrust
	Dispositional
	“Individuals are open, but when you start to broaden the discussion it becomes individual representation to one voice speaking for all, this is when conflict happens, most groups like that don't want to discuss change, give up some rights or freedoms, and the same thing goes for commercial users.”

	Stakeholder Engagement
	Trust
	Dispositional, affinitive, & procedural
	"I hold these SAFE meetings [with] multiple stakeholders in one room and you ideally discuss a topic of some kind - that framework the idea is that they take the info and tell within their networks"

	Stakeholder Engagement
	Distrust
	Procedural
	“I look at everybody fishing - they are not killing the environment. They are pushing to stop this [killing of the environment]. The trust factor is gone. Now it's a fear factor. What are we (fishers) going to lose next?”

	Stakeholder Engagement
	Distrust
	Procedural
	“This environmental movement - preserve everything to what it was without taking all the other factors in, it’s no good.” 

	Stakeholder Engagement
	Distrust
	Rational & affinitive
	* "There are people like me, totally ocean people, and they don't want to get involved, many do their thing but they don't want to be involved" "I think the trust issue (especially with the [working group] is with [NGO]"

	Stakeholder Engagement
	Distrust
	Dispositional & procedural
	“NOAA just played it so wrong, people got set so fast, "you know when scientists talk..." the "how" in a community is super important” 

	Stakeholder Engagement
	Distrust
	Procedural 
	"Any group in our community who works towards the protection and preservation of our bay I will always have aloha for, it is the way things are shared with community is not their strong suit"

	Stakeholder Engagement
	Distrust 
	Dispositional
	“Often the fishing community feels like they get the finger pointed at them a lot - they get a lot of the blame” 




B) [bookmark: _Toc8579772]Questionnaire

Interviewee:______________________________ Organization:_________________________

Interviewers:__________________________________________________________________

Date:____________________________________Time:_______________________________

Project Explanation: (Read Consent Form) The purpose of this project is to understand the level of trust and distrust in Maunalua Bay of different stakeholder groups interacting with and acting around one another. The interview portion of this study is to direct our analysis. We will primarily construct our understanding of trust based off literature pulled from sources such as blog posts, newspaper articles, meeting minutes, and complaints. You have been chosen for this interview because of your connection to the bay and your professional capacity. 

Individual Data: 

1. What is your name? 
2. What is your age? 
3. Where do you work? 

General Background (after each response, ask to elaborate if simple response): 

1. What is your connection to Maunalua Bay?
2. What kind of work/interaction do you do/have here? 
3. How long have you been active in Maunalua Bay? 
4. What groups have you noticed participating in the bay? 
5. Do you actively interact with other groups operating in the bay? (i.e. fishers, makai watch, Mālama Maunalua…)
6. Do you participate in any working groups that include individuals from other groups operating in the bay? 
7. Do you feel that the health and management of the bay are moving in the right direction?
8. Envision Maunalua Bay in the future… what do you see? What do you hope to see?

Trust Questions (after each response ask to elaborate if simple response): 

1. Do you feel that there is strong collaboration between yourself/your group and these groups?
2. Do you feel there is strong collaboration between ALL groups of the bay? 
3. Are there any tensions between yourself/your group and another group in Maunalua Bay? 
4. Do you notice any tensions between other groups?
5. Are stakeholders involved in Mālama Maunalua decisions? Who? At what level? Are they: 
a) [bookmark: _GoBack]Not Informed: No knowledge of a particular subject or situation
b) Informed: having or showing knowledge of a particular subject or situation. 
c) Engaged: participate or become involved in.
d) Empowered: give (someone) the authority or power to do something
1. Are there any groups excluded by Mālama Maunalua? 
2. Is Mālama Maunalua open for suggestions/help/criticism from outside groups?
3. Are other groups (e.g. scientists, Makai Watch) open for suggestions/help/criticism from outside groups? Who is? Who Isn't? 
4. Do groups such as scientists and Mālama Maunalua share and explain their work with local people? 
5. How well do groups understand what you are doing (scale of 1-5, 5 being the highest)? 
a. Fishers (1,2,3,4,5) 
a) Mālama Maunalua (1,2,3,4,5) 
b) DLNR (1,2,3,4,5) 
c) NOAA (1,2,3,4,5) 
d) Businesses (1,2,3,4,5) 
e) Residents/locals (1,2,3,4,5) 
f) Other: 
2. How do you feel/what is your opinion about/of Mālama Maunalua?

Final Thoughts: 

1. Do you think that trust is important in natural resource management? 
2. If you believe there appears to be a trust gap in Maunalua Bay, how would you approach it? Who is it between? 
3. Which groups do you feel struggle most with trust? 
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