
Appendix
Table A1: Units of measurement for demography variables.
	Demography variables
	Measurement 

	Gender
	1=Male
2=Female
3=Non-binary
4=Prefer not to answer
5=Self-describe

	Age group
	1=18-25
2=26-35
3=36-45
4=46-55
5=56-65
6=Over 65
7=Prefer not to answer

	Ethnicity
	Self-described

	Income group
	1=Less than $25,000
2=$25,000 to $49,999
3=$50,000 to $74,999
4= $75,000 to $99,999
5=$100,000 to $149,999
6=$150,000 to $199,999
7=$200,000 or greater
8=Prefer not to answer

	Education level
	1=Some high school
2=High school complete
3=Some university/college education
4=Bachelor’s degree
5=Some graduate education
6=Graduate degree completed
7=Prefer not to answer

	Political affiliation
	1=Democratic
2=Republican
3=Independent
4= Don’t know, or not political
5=Prefer not to say







Table A2: Descriptive statistics
	Variables
	Obs.
	Mean
	Std. dev.
	Min.
	Max.

	Level of support for more CCS
	1,835
	3.46
	0.92
	1
	5

	Address climate change
	1,835
	3.63
	0.99
	1
	5

	Good for economy
	1,835
	3.21
	0.90
	1
	5

	Leakage risk
	1,835
	3.75
	0.85
	1
	5

	Danger to community
	1,835
	3.47
	0.94
	1
	5

	Higher cost of living
	1,835
	3.20
	0.98
	1
	5

	Familiarity
	1,835
	1.87
	0.91
	1
	5

	Industry influence of govt.
	1,835
	3.20
	1.06
	1
	5

	Adequate govt. regulation
	1,835
	2.94
	0.98
	1
	5

	National CCS leadership
	1,835
	3.62
	1.03
	1
	5

	More CCS in my state
	1,835
	3.22
	1.16
	1
	5

	PN: renewable future
	1,835
	3.61
	1.10
	1
	5

	PN: reduce carbon footprint
	1,835
	3.77
	1.10
	1
	5

	PN: combat climate change
	1,835
	3.72
	1.11
	1
	5

	Climate change a serious problem
	1,835
	4.17
	1.13
	1
	5


PN stands for personal norm.

Table A3: Results from OLS regressions
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	Variables
	Support more CCS
	Support more 
CCS
	Support more 
CCS

	
	
	
	

	Address climate change
	0.174***
	0.190***
	0.188***

	
	(0.0234)
	(0.0243)
	(0.0242)

	Good for economy
	0.113***
	0.115***
	0.119***

	
	(0.0254)
	(0.0253)
	(0.0258)

	Leakage risk
	-0.0573**
	-0.0518**
	-0.0565**

	
	(0.0232)
	(0.0236)
	(0.0237)

	Danger to community
	-0.136***
	-0.131***
	-0.130***

	
	(0.0225)
	(0.0224)
	(0.0225)

	Higher cost of living
	-0.0184
	-0.0295
	-0.0241

	
	(0.0183)
	(0.0186)
	(0.0195)

	Familiarity
	0.0490***
	0.0524***
	0.0411**

	
	(0.0172)
	(0.0172)
	(0.0179)

	Industry influence of govt.
	0.0205
	0.0266*
	0.0217

	
	(0.0161)
	(0.0159)
	(0.0160)

	Adequate govt. regulation
	0.0657***
	0.0682***
	0.0696***

	
	(0.0207)
	(0.0209)
	(0.0213)

	National CCS leadership
	0.151***
	0.157***
	0.156***

	
	(0.0204)
	(0.0203)
	(0.0211)

	More CCS in my state
	0.229***
	0.230***
	0.221***

	
	(0.0200)
	(0.0200)
	(0.0204)

	PN-Renewable future
	
	-0.0295
	-0.0266

	
	
	(0.0294)
	(0.0301)

	PN-Reduce carbon footprint
	
	0.00673
	0.0185

	
	
	(0.0299)
	(0.0304)

	PN- Reduce climate change
	
	0.0172
	0.0137

	
	
	(0.0324)
	(0.0330)

	Climate change a serious problem
	
	-0.0432**
	-0.0475**

	
	
	(0.0215)
	(0.0232)

	Demography controls

	No
	No
	Yes

	Constant
	1.584***
	1.654***
	1.708***

	
	(0.176)
	(0.178)
	(0.239)

	
	
	
	

	Observations
	1,835
	1,835
	1,791

	R-squared
	0.565
	0.568
	0.573


Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05

Power Analysis: The sample size of 1850 is consistent with what is required as completed responses for the sample to accurately reflect the population’s attitude with a 99% confidence level ( is the critical value for 99% confidence interval level) and 3% marginal of error () for the size of the population in each US state (). We apply a conservative sample proportion of 0.5 () and use the sample size determination approach consistent with existing literature as follows (Taherdoost, 2017; Kupper and Hafner, 1989; White et al., 2020):


Applying the above formula generates a sample size of . 

Cronbach’s Alpha Test: We calculate the average interitem correlation for the variables used to test the seven hypotheses (including the individual trait variables) and find a value of 0.29. The scale reliability coefficient is 0.8556.
Attention Check Questions: There were two attention check questions in the survey. Close to 96% of the participants passed the first attention check question correctly answering that the captured carbon will end up in underground reservoirs for storage. Approximately 99% of participants passed the second attention check question after viewing the US map with the number of CCS projects per state.
Additional Analysis on NIMBY/YIMBY Effects: A total of 936 individuals support more CCS (either support or strongly support) so we differentiate these ‘yes’ responses from the rest of the responses (N=899, indifferent or oppose). We calculate the average level of agreement/disagreement for the statement, “There should be more CCS in my state”, for the group that answers yes (support), versus others (indifferent or oppose). Results from a t-test of mean comparison across the two groups suggest that respondents who said yes to more CCS in the nation have a higher degree of support for having more CCS within their states.  Likewise, this group of individuals (those who support CCS nationally) have a higher degree of agreement with living closer to a CCS project.
Table A4: T-test results
	
	Overall mean
	Mean for those who support more CCS nationally (N=899)
	Mean for those indifferent or those who oppose more CCS nationally  (N=936)
	Mean difference

	There should be more CCS in my state.
	3.21

	3.85

	2.59

	1.26***

	I would be okay living within 25 miles of a CCS.
	2.95
	3.51
	2.43
	1.08***


*** p<0.01
Individuals who support CCS nationally are likely to slightly agree with more CCS in their state than others (3.85 versus 2.59). Individuals who support CCS nationally are also likely to slightly agree with living in closer proximity to CCS than others (3.51 versus 2.43). This could suggest that perceived benefits in the form of environmental and economic benefits could outweigh perceived risks leading to the yes responses wanting more CCS in their states or closer proximity.

[image: ]
Figure A1: Level of agreement with more CCS in respondent’s state (1=strongly agree, 5=strongly agree)
There is less opposition to having more CCS in a respondent’s state for those who show support for CCS nationwide. Compared to others (who are indifferent or are opposed), individuals who support CCS nationwide, have less degree of indifference and less degree of opposition towards having CCS in their state. They also have a much higher degree of support for having more CCS in their states (see Figure A1).
This means if individuals support CCS in general, they are also more likely to accept it for their state and there is no evidence for a NIMBY effect. If individuals do not support CCS at the national level, they are also more likely to oppose it for their state. This also means there is less evidence for a NIMBY effect. This suggests that individuals support CCS in general because their perceived benefits outweigh the risk and so they are supportive of it being in their state as well. Overall, compared to others, individuals that support CCS development nationally are less indifferent and more supportive of having more CCS in their states. 





[image: ]
Figure A2: Level of agreement with living within a 25-mile radius of a CCS (1=strongly agree, 5=strongly agree).

Figure A2 also shows that, compared to others (who are indifferent or who oppose), those who supported CCS nationally are less likely to oppose, less likely to be indifferent, and more likely to agree with living within 25 miles of a CCS project. This suggests that those who support CCS nationally do so because their perceived risk is low and perceived benefit is high.


[image: ]
Figure A3: Percent of respondents who support the development of more CCS in the US categorized by responses to the question, “There should be more CCS in my state”.

Figure A3 shows that among individuals who strongly agree with more CCS in their state, 88% also support CCS nationally; and among those who agree with more CCS in their state, 75.9% support CCS nationally. Among those who strongly disagree with more CCS in their state, only 6% support CCS nationally.  Thus, a majority of individuals who support more CCS in their state, are also likely to support it nationally.
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