S1: Meta-narrative principles

	Principle
	Operationalization

	



Pragmatism
	The review was guided by the authors’ understanding of what would promote sense-making concerning a CCUS project as well as time constraints. This pragmatic approach resulted in a gradual narrowing of the scope of the literature review from the initial focus on community acceptance and CCUS technologies in general to community acceptance in the context of specific CCUS demonstration sites. The particularities of the research design and aim of CCUS projects also mean that rather than focusing exclusively on the peer-review principle as something that happens before publication, we should aim for this literature review to be the start of an ongoing discussion and “invitation of critical comment from others” [1] (p.28).

	


Pluralism
	This principle refers to how simple universal solutions to complex problems seldom exist and that no single theoretical framework will enable a comprehensive understanding of the research findings that explore “wicked” and complicated problems. In practice, this meant that we included studies that used a plurality of methods and theoretical frameworks in their analysis, and we also kept the scope of the study wide enough to encompass research no matter what parts of the multidimensional CCUS process they focused on.  

	





Reflexivity
	Meta-narrative reviews are an iterative process that requires reflexivity throughout the process and a willingness to “continually reflect, individually and as a team, on the emerging findings” [2] (p.7). One of the consequences of this reflexivity was that we moved away from the principle of historicity that explores research traditions as they unfold over time [2] (p.7). As our analysis progressed, we found that the social aspects of CCUS are a relatively new research topic in the social sciences with site-specific literature only starting to be published in 2009. See (S2) below and Fig 2 above. We, therefore, thought it would not add much to the sense-making of the body of evidence on the topic. This also resulted in a choice of taking areas of contestation as starting point to elicit sense-making which is a slight shift from other meta-narrative approaches that uses “‘storied’ accounts of the key research traditions” [1] (p.427) to make sense of the literature.  

	


Contestation
	This principle ended up being the starting point for our sense-making of the literature. As our review uncovered a range of findings and recommendations concerning community acceptance and CCUS projects that could seem contradictory we treated these “conflicting findings as higher-order data [1] (p.420) that could be used to move from “simple description” to “higher-level interpretation” [1] (p.428).  Consequently, we found that conflicting findings and understandings of acceptance, community, and risk & benefits were central to how much of the research literature was shaped and we explored what we could learn from these differences.

	






Historicity
	In meta-narrative reviews, the research is situated in the historical context in which it emerges to illustrate how it has been formed by different research traditions. In our bibliometric analysis, it was clear that the literature on CCUS projects had only started to be published recently in 2009. Examining the literature we furthermore also found that the papers were less shaped by well-established research traditions than was perhaps seen in other meta-narrative reviews [1, 3]. Given that the research into community acceptance and impact of CCUS projects are relatively new and given that these projects are often characterized by interdisciplinarity it is perhaps not surprising that research traditions are less entrenched than in other research topics. This does however not mean that the papers are not formed by particular research paradigms that influence what types of questions are asked and what research designs and methods are used [2]. However, it did mean that we choose to focus on the areas of contestation rather than tracing out research traditions that are still only very vague in the field.

	





Peer-review
	Receiving critical feedback and reflections on the research is important in all academic work, but for meta-narrative research, it is particularly important as it seeks to cover a range of different research traditions [1]. Throughout the process, we sought out feedback from a team of interdisciplinary experts on CCUS who could supplement our disciplinary expertise. We shared initial drafts, presented our findings, and had a range of formal and informal conversations about our research with these scholars. As our review indicated the idea of experts having a monopoly on knowledge relating to complex areas characterized by many unknowns is problematic, and we therefore also recognize that there are some limitations to this reliance on experts. However, we hope that this review can form the basis for starting an ongoing engagement with communities that might be affected by CCUS projects. 
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