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A B S T R A C T   

Fossil fuel proponents and governments have framed natural gas as a “bridge fuel” necessary for a smooth global 
energy transition. However, environmental and climate justice groups warn that natural gas will lock in high 
carbon pathways, in addition to creating significant environmental harms and health risks for affected com-
munities. This contestation around the framing of natural gas reflects a process of interpretive politics, namely 
the struggle of different actors to define policy problems and present potential solutions to influence policy 
outcomes. We explore the interpretive politics of natural gas in Canada by analyzing government climate plans 
and press releases produced by industry associations and other relevant, primarily non-governmental, organi-
zations in the post-Paris era. We identify three distinct variations of the bridge fuel narrative around the pur-
ported clean energy benefits of natural gas driven by industry associations and provincial governments. Though 
the language of clean energy benefits is spreading, the meaning varies significantly by regional context. The 
malleable position of natural gas as a source of interpretive contestation has important implications for future 
coalition-building and decarbonization.   

1. Introduction 

Public discourse about the climate crisis has recently shifted from 
debating the harms of anthropogenic climate change to acknowledging 
the necessity of a massive global transition to a low carbon economy. 
From the commitments made by member states under the United Na-
tions Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) to interna-
tional analyses setting out pathways to achieving net-zero emissions by 
2050, policymakers are increasingly focused on the need for decarbon-
ization. Yet although there may be greater international consensus 
among policymakers about the ultimate goal of a low-carbon future, 
new debates are emerging concerning the shape and speed of these 
“energy transitions” [1]. At the heart of many energy transition dis-
cussions is a debate regarding the role of natural gas as a “bridge fuel,” 
whether as a replacement for phasing out coal, or as a reliable “base-
load” solution to intermittency problems of wind and solar electricity 
generation [2,3]. Despite the acknowledgment that attaining a net-zero 
future likely means no new oil and gas exploration, the International 
Energy Association continues to predict a place for natural gas within 
the global energy system until 2040 at the very least [4]. This casting of 

natural gas as a “transition bridge” raises the potential for a new phase of 
contestation in climate policy debates, particularly about whether nat-
ural gas is a gateway to a low-carbon future or simply a “bridge to no-
where” [5]. 

Climate and energy scholars have long documented how the framing 
of policy problems and related solutions can influence the formation of 
coalitions in support of and in opposition to decarbonization [6–9]. 
Throughout the 1990s, US-based fossil fuel industries strategically used 
anti-science frames to shape public opinion and influence climate policy 
decision-making [10]. US conservative think tanks have emphasized 
scientific uncertainty of climate science and economic harms of climate 
policies to stall or delay climate action [11]. Energy scholars examining 
the politics of the shale gas boom in the US, UK, and Canada have also 
identified framing as a critical element of social mobilization both for 
and against hydraulic fracturing, also known as fracking [12–14]. Pro- 
fracking groups have cited economic benefits and energy security to 
support industry expansion, while anti-fracking groups have mobilized 
at the local and subnational levels around ecological harms [15–18]. We 
anticipate that the interpretive politics of natural gas – namely the struggle 
to frame policy problems and related solutions – will increasingly reflect 
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the perspectives of competing coalitions in support of and in opposition 
to deep decarbonization. Unpacking how natural gas is framed expressly 
regarding climate provides insight into how incumbent pro-fossil fuel 
coalitions and clean energy challengers conceive of natural gas as a 
“friend or foe” [19]. 

This study examines the interpretative politics of natural gas in 
Canada. The Canadian government currently holds the dubious 
distinction of being both heralded as a “climate leader” due to the suc-
cessful implementation of a national carbon price while also owning a 
heavily contested oil pipeline, making it a “most likely” site of inter-
pretive contestation and debate [20]. What is buried beneath Canada 
could significantly alter the world's carbon budget. According to one 
estimate, Canada's anticipated oil and gas production – from 2021 to 
2050 – would exhaust about 16% of the world's remaining carbon 
budget [21]. To identify dominant frames of natural gas in Canadian 
climate policy debates, we examined 13 provincial and federal policy 
documents and 162 press releases gathered from environmental non- 
governmental organizations (NGOs), industry organizations, think 
tanks, and an umbrella organization representing elected leaders of First 
Nations across Canada in the “post-Paris” era (2016–2020). 

Our analysis identifies three distinct regional variations of the bridge 
fuel narrative regarding the purported clean energy benefits of natural 
gas: the conventional understanding of bridge fuel as well as two vari-
ations, what we call the “global bridge fuel” and “transportation and 
housing bridge fuel” frames. These variations of the bridge fuel narrative 
are driven by industry associations and provincial governments. The 
traditional “bridge fuel” narrative common in the US is most evident in 
Albertan discourse, focusing on natural gas as an interim fuel to help the 
province phase out coal-fired electricity generation. In contrast, British 
Columbia (BC) has adopted a broader clean energy narrative that 
highlights the emissions savings achieved abroad through liquified 
natural gas (LNG) exports, a frame we term the “global bridge.” Mean-
while, discussion in Ontario and Quebec centers around a “trans-
portation and housing bridge fuel” frame that highlights the benefits of 
compressed natural gas as an alternative fuel for transportation and 
renewable natural gas for home heating. Also noteworthy is the absence 
of the conventional bridge frame in the Atlantic provinces. We also 
identify a fourth “methane mitigation” frame which positions methane 
emission reductions as a primary goal. We find that various think tanks 
and environmental groups sort into these different thematic clusters, 
with contestation emerging around the benefits and costs of each bridge 
frame. This variation in Canadian bridge frames demonstrates the ways 
in which the interpretive politics of natural gas can vary depending on 
where a given jurisdiction is located along a decarbonization pathway. 
This finding has implications for advocates and policymakers aiming to 
build broad-based coalitions in support of deep decarbonization. We 
conclude by discussing the implications of the new framing of natural 
gas for the (traditionally unified) “oil and gas” coalition in Canada. 

2. The interpretive politics of natural gas 

Natural gas holds the seemingly contradictory status of being lauded 
as both a facilitator of decarbonization and derided as an enabler of 
carbon lock-in [5,22]. The international community widely acknowl-
edges that committing to a 1.5-degree global warming pathway under 
the Paris Agreement will require significant ramping down of the global 
coal industry [23,24]. However, policymakers have been equivocal 
regarding the potential of natural gas to play an interim or comple-
mentary role in future energy systems; for example by providing a so-
lution to the intermittency of wind and solar energy for electricity 
production [25]. Conversely, energy scholars attentive to the politics of 
decarbonization have argued that reliance on natural gas inevitably 
risks carbon lock-in, which will delay the achievement of a global dec-
arbonized economy [26–28]. As with nuclear energy, the ambiguous 
position of natural gas as a source of both benefits and costs makes 
interpretive politics – including the role of issue framing – crucial to 

understanding the energy politics of natural gas [29,30]. 
Issue framing refers to the collective process of identifying the causes 

of policy problems, often through narratives, storylines, or images 
[31–35]. Social science research on climate politics and policy has 
identified issue framing as a key element of coalition building in support 
of and in opposition to climate policy in both North America and Europe 
[6,7,11,36].1 Policy elites use different frames to attract supporters to 
their cause by highlighting different costs and benefits, using alternative 
labels, and emphasizing different policy trade-offs [40–42]. Energy 
scholars researching the politics of fracking have also identified that 
issue framing influences stakeholder and public perceptions of gas 
extraction. In North America, where natural gas production from shale 
has fundamentally restructured both US domestic and global gas mar-
kets [13], pro-shale gas coalitions have coalesced around frames of 
economic benefits, energy security, and clean energy. In contrast, anti- 
fracking coalitions have solidified around shared concerns regarding 
environmental harms, health impacts, and greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions stemming from fracked gas wells [15,22,43,44]. In Canada, 
Indigenous scholars and activists, and their allies, have drawn public 
attention to cumulative harms to groundwater, limitations of existing 
regulatory frameworks, and the failure of federal and provincial gov-
ernments to recognize Indigenous rights and title [45–48]. 

Research suggests that the framing of hydraulic fracturing is highly 
susceptible to contextual factors, with different frames dominating 
across jurisdictions. Bomberg's [12] comparative analysis of fracking 
debates found that US discourse was dominated by economic benefit and 
energy security frames, while in the EU, narratives regarding clean en-
ergy benefits, as well as counter-frames of GHG emission harms, were 
more predominant. However, in the EU, as Szabo [49] finds, the natural 
gas industry has positioned natural gas as a bridge fuel and as a com-
plement to renewables. In a review of Canadian media coverage from 
2010 to 2014, Olive and Delshad [50] found that economic benefit and 
energy independence frames, as well as discussions of gas moratoriums, 
were more frequently mentioned than in US media coverage. Beyond 
this cross-national variation, there is also documented sub-regional 
variation in gas framing in Canada. Individual provincial studies have 
identified the dominance of a clean energy frame for LNG in British 
Columbia [51,52], economic benefits in the Prairies [53,54], and envi-
ronmental harms and Indigenous rights and title in Quebec and the 
Atlantic provinces [16,17,37,55]. 

Interpretive research on fracking to date thus suggests that natural 
gas extraction has the potential to demonstrate both a “classic tension 
between economic growth and environmental protection as well as the 
escalating tension between the urgency of a post-carbon transition and 
the pertinacity of fossil fuel consumption” ([52]: 3). This tension be-
tween climate gains and losses is particularly important in a “post-Paris” 
world in which climate policy has been increasingly salient, especially in 
Canada, where both federal and provincial governments have tried to 
‘thread the needle’ by supporting carbon pricing on the one hand and oil 
and gas expansion on the other [28,56]. This study asks to what extent is 
natural gas production and use in Canada seen as a bridge to a low carbon 
economy or a “bridge to nowhere” in Canadian policy discourse? 

Canada is a useful test case to explore the interpretive politics of 
natural gas at different localities and scales. In 2016, the federal gov-
ernment released an ambitious new climate policy document, the Pan- 
Canadian Framework on Clean Growth and Climate Change (or PCF here-
after) [57]. The national policy was significant for two reasons. First, it 
represented the first attempt in over a decade to develop a compre-
hensive framework for GHG mitigation, signaling a shift from the two- 
decades-long resignation of successive federal governments that Can-
ada would be unable to meet its international commitments under the 

1 We use coalition-building as a broad concept designed to encapsulate 
scholarship on both advocacy coalitions [37,38] and discourse coalitions 
[33,39]. 
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UNFCCC [56,58]. Second, the PCF reflected the federal government's 
direct acknowledgment of the distinct challenges of Canada's federal 
system. Canada's energy system is one of the most highly decentralized 
in the world [59]. Under the Canadian constitution, provincial govern-
ments have sovereign jurisdiction over natural resource extraction and 
provincial electricity generation, while the federal (national) govern-
ment has jurisdiction over nuclear production, electricity transmission 
across provincial borders, and pipelines [59]. The PCF acknowledges 
provincial jurisdiction by enabling provinces to take the lead in devel-
oping their own climate action plans, echoing the mechanism of national 
contributions under the Paris Agreement. 

Developing national climate plans is also challenging in Canada 
because each province has different natural resource endowments. Hy-
droelectric power dominates Canada's overall electricity supply, 
contributing over 60% of generation in the provinces of British 
Columbia, Manitoba, and Newfoundland and Labrador. In contrast, over 
60% of electricity generation in Alberta, Saskatchewan, and Nova Scotia 
is dependent upon coal-fired power and natural gas. Ontario and New 
Brunswick have a more diversified electricity mix, relying on coal, 
natural gas, renewables, and nuclear energy to meet demand. Prince 
Edward Island is a climate outlier, with wind power supplying over 90% 
of the province's electricity generation. Concerning oil and gas produc-
tion, BC, Alberta, and Saskatchewan have significant shale gas, bitumen, 
and tight oil resources, respectively, while the Atlantic provinces of 
Nova Scotia and Newfoundland and Labrador are engaged in offshore oil 
and gas production. New Brunswick also refines petroleum products, 
primarily for export [60]. These differences in resource endowments, 
especially in electricity generation, mean that provinces are likely to 
develop different pathways to decarbonization. 

To generate consistency in climate outcomes across provinces, the 
Pan-Canadian Framework developed two “backstop” carbon pricing 
mechanisms. In cases where provinces are not engaged in significant 
climate action, the federal government imposes a fee on oil and gas fuel 
(commonly known as a carbon tax) and requires industry to participate 
in a program to reduce the emissions intensity of large industry emitters 
[57]. Following the release of the PCF in 2016, the majority of the 
provinces released new climate policies or plans reflecting new com-
mitments to climate mitigation and adaptation [56]. This variation in 
both resource endowments and climate policy suggests that policy-
makers have a range of options (and incentives) regarding the use of 
natural gas. We anticipate these conditions open up the potential for 
interpretive dynamics to influence coalition building around the role of 
natural gas in provincial energy transitions [8,61]. 

In focusing on the framing of natural gas, we contribute to emerging 
scholarship on bridge fuel discourse in the US and Canada [19,29,52]. 
Delborne et al. [5] provide a historical and contemporary overview of 
the development of bridge fuel narratives in US energy discourse, noting 
its emergence in tandem with US coal production as an alternative to 
oil/nuclear energy dependence. The authors examine a corpus of 523 US 
and Canadian news media and government documents from 1988 to 
2016, confirming the ongoing use of a “transitional bridge” frame in 
which natural gas is positioned as a complement to a low carbon future 
with strong reliance on renewable energy. Delborne et al. also find 
strong support for the emergence of a counter “bridge to nowhere” 
frame post-2010, which asserts that increasing natural gas production 
will inevitably lead to carbon lock-in rather than decarbonization. They 
identify a less frequent “new energy foundation” frame, which positions 
natural gas as both a bridge and a destination fuel [5]. Chen [62] con-
ducts a similar analysis of 99 Canadian news media articles from 2016 to 
2019, finding support for the transitional bridge frame and the counter 
“burning bridge” (or “bridge to nowhere”) frame in the dataset. Chen 
also confirms a surge in “destination fuel” frames post-2019, which he 
attributes to a coordinated effort of the oil and gas industry to assert the 
irreplaceable position of natural gas in Canada's future economy [62]. 

These studies provide foundational analysis of bridge fuel frames at 
the national level in the US and Canada, but they are less attentive to 

regional variation. Considering the sub-national level is crucial not only 
because of Canada's decentralized federal system but also because en-
ergy conflicts often play out with different interpretive dynamics at sub- 
national or local scales [63,64]. And compared to media analysis that 
may reflect decisions or dynamics of news media, press releases and 
policy documents offer direct evidence of the frames that organizations 
develop, adopt, endorse, or contest. By compiling frames from policy 
documents and press releases, this study specifies how bridge fuel 
frames vary across actor types, with close attention to how bridge frames 
complement and/or contradict other energy frames. We are particularly 
interested in the frames of industry and government actors, given the 
tendency for entrenched, incumbent fossil interests to align with gov-
ernment policy [28,65]. We also begin to explore the counter-frames 
that environmental NGOs are developing. This focus also provides an 
opportunity to examine the multifaceted ways in which organizations 
are engaged with clean energy discussions within the context of the 
Canadian settler-colonial state [66]. 

3. Methods 

To examine the interpretive politics of natural gas in Canadian 
climate policy discourse, we analyzed federal and provincial climate 
government documents, as well as press releases from the fossil fuel 
industry, think tanks, environmental NGOs, and an umbrella organiza-
tion representing elected leaders of First Nations across Canada pub-
lished from January 2016 to December 2020 (see the Appendix for a 
detailed list of government documents). This period allows us to capture 
climate initiatives in the post-Paris era. Based on our previous research 
on the Canadian energy sector [17,67], we selected the most relevant 
organizations with archived online material between 2016 and 2020.2 

For comparability, we selected only organizations that were national in 
scope. We explore regional variation primarily through provincial 
climate policy plans and how non-governmental organizations with 
regional representation align with or contest these frames, recognizing 
this research only begins to uncover interpretive politics at the regional 
level. 

We selected the most relevant natural gas industry associations: the 
Canadian Gas Association (CGA), Canadian LNG Alliance, and Canadian 
Association of Oil Producers (CAPP). CAPP is the most powerful oil and 
gas industry association in Canada, and its members produce 80% of the 
country's oil and gas [68]. We assume that the positions of specific 
companies, such as Enbridge – the largest natural gas storage, trans-
mission, and distribution company in Canada – are reflected by the in-
dustry associations they are members of. We focused on “supply-side” 
industry associations rather than those most concerned with the con-
sumption of natural gas (such as the Building Owner and Managers 
Association Canada or the Industrial Gas Users Association). The supply- 
side focus is appropriate given the vested interests of companies 
involved in natural gas production. The positions of “demand-side” 
groups are underrepresented as a result. 

For think tanks, we collected press releases from the Pembina Insti-
tute and the Canadian Energy Research Institute (CERI). The Pembina 
Institute is arguably the leading source of energy policy expertise in 
Canada and works on both regional (British Columbia, Alberta, and 
Ontario) and national energy-related issues. CERI is based in Calgary, 
Alberta and analyzes economic and geopolitical developments affecting 
energy markets (oil, gas, and more recently, electricity). 

We selected press releases from three environmental and social jus-
tice NGOs: the David Suzuki Foundation (DSF), Council of Canadians, 
and Sierra Club Canada Foundation (SCCF). All three are national not- 
for-profit organizations which have regional offices or chapters. While 
DSF and SCCF are both registered charities that work primarily on 
environmental issues, the Council of Canadians is not a registered 

2 CGA and CAPP, however, only had press releases available from mid-2018. 

A. Janzwood and H. Millar                                                                                                                                                                                                                   



Energy Research & Social Science 88 (2022) 102526

4

charity and works on social, economic, and environmental justice issues 
more broadly.3 We selected these organizations by conducting a scan of 
national not-for-profit organizations and included only those that ful-
filled two criteria: (1) were publicly active on issues surrounding natural 
gas, and (2) had public archives of their press releases between 2016 and 
2020. 

We also collected press releases from the Assembly of First Nations 
(AFN), an umbrella organization representing elected leaders of First 
Nations across Canada. The AFN, however, faces structural constraints 
[69]; other organizations exist at the regional level to represent First 
Nations, Métis, and Inuit peoples, which do not necessarily share AFN's 
positions. We recognize that the exclusion of regional Indigenous or-
ganizations (such as the Union of BC Indian Chiefs) and those formed 
around energy issues like the First Nations Power Authority – a non- 
profit organization that develops power projects with Indigenous com-
munities in Alberta and Saskatchewan – or the First Nations LNG Alli-
ance in BC limits our understanding of interpretive politics at the 
regional scale. We would expect to find variation in the frames used by 
regional Indigenous organizations; we hope that future research will fill 
this gap. 

We then used key search terms on each organization's website ar-
chives to identify relevant press releases: fracking OR hydraulic frac-
turing; natural OR shale gas; LNG; oil AND gas; and fossil fuels OR fossil 
natural gas. Table 1 classifies the press releases by actor type. To com-
plement this corpus, we analyzed eleven climate policy reports released 
by provincial governments as well as the 2016 federal climate plan and 
the 2020 progress report.4 

We then searched the entire corpus for mentions of “natural gas” to 
identify issue frames. We manually coded text fragments ranging from 
one to a few sentences in length, which demonstrated how the organi-
zation or government framed a particular issue or problem related to 
natural gas production, distribution and/or use. We coded these text 
fragments, which we term “coding references,” to specific baskets or 
themes identified in the literature, including local environmental harms 
and economic benefits.5 We also coded for harms or risks to Indigenous 
rights or government obligations to consult with affected Indigenous 
groups and added an “other” category to capture issues arising induc-
tively during the coding process. Each coding reference was attributed to 
at least one thematic code and one actor type (e.g., government, NGO, 
industry association, etc.). 

To tease out “bridge fuel” frames, we coded for emissions risks or 
harms, or frames highlighting problems such as methane leakage or 
other greenhouse gas emissions, as well as the need to transition away 
from fossil fuels. Following Delborne et al., we include concerns around 
“increased reliance on natural gas, whether this is meant to be tempo-
rary or permanent” ([5]: 6). We coded clean energy benefits, including 
the conventional understanding of bridge fuel or natural gas as a 
“temporary bridge to a low or zero-carbon” energy future ([5]: 5). We 
also conducted a more refined thematic analysis [17] of each category, 
identifying important variations within the clean energy and emissions 
harms frames, which we discuss below. 

4. Findings 

Our findings demonstrate that bridge fuel discourse is evident in 
public-facing Canadian climate documents. Our primary purpose was to 
identify the presence of clean energy benefits frames rather than iden-
tifying the relative presence of these types of claims over other frames. 
That said, Fig. 1 displays our findings for gas frames by actor type, which 
we derived using the proportion of total coding references for each actor 
type in the dataset.6 Provincial and federal government climate policy 
documents reflect a mix of frames, including both clean energy argu-
ments as well as claims acknowledging the contribution of natural gas to 
GHG emissions. Broadly speaking, industry associations referenced the 
clean energy benefits of natural gas production and distribution as well 
as economic benefits. In contrast, the NGOs we studied focused on the 
local environmental risks of natural gas extraction and fracking, 
although they also devoted significant attention to GHG harms, which 
shows they have expanded their frames from local harms to global 
climate concerns. The AFN focused largely on Indigenous rights and title 
but also adopted both frames of clean energy benefits and GHG harms. 

Based on our thematic analysis, we find strong evidence of variation 
in natural gas framing in the dataset. We identify three types of pur-
ported clean energy benefits frames evident in climate policy discourse: 
the conventional understanding of bridge fuel as well as two variations, 
what we call the “global bridge fuel” and “transportation and housing 
bridge fuel” frames. We also identify a fourth “methane mitigation” 
frame which positions methane emission reductions as a primary goal. 
The following discussion examines these frames in greater detail and 
examines some of the counter-framing put forward by think tanks and 
NGOs. 

4.1. Conventional bridge fuel frame 

The conventional bridge narrative positions natural gas as a low- 
carbon alternative to coal-fired electricity generation, paving the way 
for GHG reductions in the electricity sector. In this frame, natural gas 
plants are the solution to the problem of social and economic losses 
generated by coal phase-outs. In policy documents, the conventional 
bridge frame is clearly articulated by the government of Alberta. The 
province's 2015 Climate Leadership panel called for a phase-out of coal- 
fired electricity, alongside the growth of renewable energy, while using 
natural gas to maintain low electricity prices [70]. Alberta's 2020 Nat-
ural Gas Vision and Strategy reiterates this frame, positioning natural gas 
“as low-cost and low-carbon” fuel [71]. 

Having already phased out coal-fired electricity (from 2001 to 2014) 
[61], Ontario also uses a conventional bridge frame to justify natural gas 
plants contributing to electricity generation alongside hydroelectric, 
nuclear, and non-hydro renewable energy sources in its 2016 and 2018 
plans. However, it is unclear where this bridge fuel leads; despite several 
mentions of working toward a lower-carbon energy future, both the 

Table 1 
Document overview by actor type.  

Actor type Organization No. of 
documents 

Government Federal and provincial  13 
Indigenous 

organization 
Assembly of First Nations  7 

Think tank Canadian Energy Research Institute 
(CERI)  

15 

Pembina Institute  28 
Industry association Canadian Association of Petroleum 

Producers (CAPP)  
16 

Canadian Gas Association (CGA)  18 
Canadian LNG Alliance  11 

NGO Council of Canadians  27 
David Suzuki Foundation (DSF)  15 
Sierra Club Canada Foundation (SCCF)  14 

Total  164  

3 Registered charities in Canada have limitations on “political activities” they 
can engage in.  

4 We included the Alberta climate plan released in November 2015, as well as 
two climate action plans released by the Ontario government in 2016 and 2018. 
See the Appendix for the full list of policy documents.  

5 See codebook in supplementary material. 

6 For simplicity, we included the two think tanks with the respective orga-
nizations that share some similar positions (i.e., Pembina Institute with NGOs, 
and CERI with industry associations). 
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2016 and the 2018 climate plans are unclear about how long Ontario 
intends to rely on natural gas for electricity generation. 

The conventional bridge frame is much less evident in Atlantic 
discourse. The Newfoundland and Labrador plan alludes to the climate 
benefits of natural gas by highlighting the province's lack of access to 
natural gas as a barrier to a clean energy transition [72]. In contrast, 
instead of promoting natural gas as a substitute for coal-fired produc-
tion, the governments of Nova Scotia and New Brunswick have instead 
pursued equivalency agreements with the federal government to pro-
long coal phase-outs, using a leapfrogging narrative of coal-to- 
renewable-energy to justify delays [73,74]. At the federal level, na-
tional policy catalogs these provincial initiatives, reinforcing the tradi-
tional bridge frame in relation to a continued phase-out of coal-fired 
electricity [57]. 

4.2. Global bridge fuel frame 

Rather than justifying natural gas as a low-carbon replacement for 
domestic coal consumption, the “global bridge fuel frame” justifies 
ongoing natural gas production by replacing coal and oil use in other 
countries. The “global bridge fuel” frame is most evident in British Co-
lumbia's climate plans and press releases from the LNG industry. The 
2016 BC climate plan framed natural gas as the “cleanest burning fossil 
fuel”: 

We are ensuring that we develop industries like liquefied natural gas 
in ways that are cleaner than competing jurisdictions, allowing us to 
ship it to other nations where it can reduce their reliance on higher 
carbon energy sources like coal and oil ([75]: 3). 

This narrative focuses on reducing emissions in other jurisdictions by 
fuelling marine vessels, displacing coal-fired electricity abroad, and 
reducing emissions intensity during Canadian production. This is a de-
parture from the idea of natural gas as a domestic transitional fuel and 
cleaner alternative to coal. The government's use of this “global bridge 

frame” thus provides a rationale for growing the LNG industry while 
sidestepping the position of BC as a leading exporter of Canadian coal.7 

The global bridge frame is complemented in BC government documents 
with established pro-oil and gas frames emphasizing economic benefits, 
such as investment, job creation, and tax revenue. 

The BC government's use of this bridge frame is echoed in the com-
munications of the Canadian LNG Alliance. The organization's press 
releases focus on China and India as the target markets for LNG exports 
replacing coal and reducing emissions, framing LNG as a path toward 
reduced emissions: 

We look forward to continuing to work with government towards 
realizing the significant benefits an LNG industry in B.C. would bring 
to local and aboriginal communities, British Columbians and all 
Canadians while helping BC meet its climate targets as well as 
helping other countries meet their climate targets and reducing 
global greenhouse gas emissions [77]. 

In 2020, the Canadian LNG Alliance's clean energy benefits frame 
shifted slightly to position LNG as critical to Canada's COVID-19 eco-
nomic recovery while “providing a solution for global emissions re-
ductions” [78]. The alliance also draws on other frames around 
Indigenous partnerships, social responsibility, and being “environmen-
tally friendly” [79]. Federal policy documents also reiterate the benefits 
of the global bridge frame in connection to BC's LNG industry [57]. 

4.3. Transportation and housing bridge fuel frame 

The third frame identified in the dataset is the “transportation and 
housing bridge fuel frame.” This frame is primarily evident in Ontario 
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Fig. 1. Gas frames by actor type.  

7 BC primarily produces metallurgical coal (primarily for steel production) 
rather than thermal coal (for power generation), allowing it to export coal 
rather than use it for domestic electricity [76]. 
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climate documents, although it also appears in the 2020 Quebec plan 
and the 2016 BC Climate Plan. Here, natural gas is framed as a pathway 
to reducing emissions using natural gas as a transportation and home 
heating fuel. Specifically, the Ontario government committed to 
increasing the use of “lower-carbon” fuel such as liquefied gas, providing 
incentives for businesses to convert commercial fleets to natural gas,8 

and working with industry to develop fuelling stations with renewable 
natural gas [80].9 In the Quebec plan, fossil natural gas similarly plays 
an interim role as a holding place while the production of renewable 
natural gas increases. The Quebec plan includes an explicit commitment 
to ramp up renewable gas production to 10% of the energy supply by 
2030 but acknowledges that electrification of the home heating sector 
will likely require ongoing reliance on fossil natural gas to stabilize 
increasing electricity costs [81]. 

The focus of the Ontario government is paralleled in the communi-
cations of the Canadian Gas Association (CGA). The industry association 
has primarily adopted the transportation bridge fuel frame, paired more 
recently with a cleantech frame. The CGA consistently refers to natural 
gas as clean, reliable, and affordable in the dataset. Since 2018, how-
ever, the CGA has promoted the potential for renewable gases (including 
hydrogen and renewable natural gas) and other “clean fuels” such as 
biofuels. In 2020, the CGA positioned itself clearly as a partner with the 
federal government on clean technology development with renewable 
gases. In contrast to the global bridge frame, CGA's narrative is about the 
role of fuels “made and used in Canada” [82]. 

Transportation and heating bridge fuel frames are mentioned in 
passing in other jurisdictions: the 2016 New Brunswick climate plan 
includes a fleeting mention of a bridge frame for natural gas as a “low- 
carbon fuel” replacement for fuel oil for heating, along with biomass, 
wood pellets, and solar energy [83]. Similarly, the federal 2020 update 
report on the PCF mentions clean fuel standard regulations and Ontario's 
plan to increase renewable content in gasoline [84]. 

4.4. Methane mitigation 

Despite the prevalence of the above bridge frames in both provincial 
and federal policy discourse, we found fewer references to transition 
narratives in the communications of NGOs in our dataset. Instead, 
debate surrounded the problem of methane emissions from upstream oil 
and gas production in Canada, primarily from Alberta's oil sands. Both 
provincial and federal governments drew the connection between nat-
ural gas production and methane emissions: the Alberta government's 
2015 climate plan explicitly acknowledged the role of natural gas in 
generating GHG emissions, noting, for example, that “methane is over 
20 times more potent in global warming potential, over a 100-year 
period, than carbon dioxide” [70], while the Nova Scotia and Prince 
Edward Island plans referred to oil and gas production in other juris-
dictions as contributing to GHG emissions. The federal 2016 Pan- 
Canadian Framework acknowledged that the oil and gas sector is 
responsible for most of Canada's emissions and committed to reducing 
methane emissions by 40–45% by 2025 [57]; the 2020 update report 
committed to establishing a $750 million fund and signing equivalency 
agreements with provinces to meet methane emissions reduction goals 
[84]. 

Although bridge frames are susceptible to critiques regarding con-
tributions to global GHG emissions [51], the communications of Cana-
dian environmental groups in our dataset have focused public attention 
on upstream methane emissions of oil and gas production, rather than 
downstream emissions. The Pembina Institute has framed mitigating 

methane emissions from oil and gas production in both Alberta and BC 
as the prime issue, which can be solved by cost-effective technological 
solutions that are easy to implement. For example, in 2016, the orga-
nization suggested that Canada could meet its 45% below 2025 methane 
emissions target “using existing and low-cost technologies” [85]. 
Although the Pembina Institute did not proscribe fundamental changes 
or industry transformation in the dataset, we found that it repeatedly 
drew attention to inadequate methane emissions reporting and regula-
tion in its press releases. The David Suzuki Foundation (DSF) has also 
drawn attention to the underreporting of fugitive methane emissions in 
BC through their own peer-reviewed research since 2017. Both organi-
zations used the language that “fixing methane leaks is often as easy as 
tightening valves and repairing equipment” [85]. And both organiza-
tions advocated for stronger federal policy on methane emissions. The 
Pembina Institute also engaged in a wider set of frames around the 
climate impacts of natural gas, often in response to specific industry and 
government decisions. For example, in 2016, the Pembina Institute was 
critical of the Woodfibre LNG project and suggested relying on natural 
gas was not in BC's “long-term economic interests” [86]. However, the 
organization is careful not to denounce the sector as a whole; for 
example, the Pembina Institute also created an award to recognize oil 
and gas industry leaders in methane emissions reductions. 

While the Pembina Institute and DSF have focused primarily on 
methane reductions in the western provinces, both the Council of Ca-
nadians and Sierra Club Canada Foundation (SCCF) focused their 
attention predominately (though not exclusively) on developments in 
New Brunswick, Newfoundland and Labrador, and Nova Scotia in our 
dataset. Both organizations support a transition away from fossil fuels 
though the Council of Canadians has been more active on natural gas 
(see Table 1). The Council of Canadians is firmly opposed to the 
approval of new oil and gas projects, promoting a “Keep It in the 
Ground” frame [87]. Unlike DSF or the Pembina Institute, they frame 
the solution to the problem of methane emissions as stopping extraction 
at the source. As a result, their press releases are often about resistance 
to specific projects and expressing solidarity with Indigenous groups 
resisting these developments, such as Miʼkmaq resistance to the Alton 
Gas project in Nova Scotia. The SCCF has primarily engaged around 
offshore oil and gas development and the climate and environmental 
impacts of exploration and production in Nova Scotia, Newfoundland 
and Labrador, particularly about new licenses for drilling in the Gulf of 
St. Lawrence. 

In contrast, CAPP, headquartered in Calgary, positions the role of 
natural gas largely in the context of economic recovery along with oil in 
the dataset. CAPP has also adopted the language of natural gas as a low 
emissions energy source but is silent on emissions harms (though it was 
the only association to mention the 45% methane emissions reduction 
by 2025 target). However, CAPP does not frame gas as a bridge of any 
kind; rather, it is a “destination fuel” – or an enduring part of Alberta's 
economy. CAPP's framing reinforces interlinkages between major oil 
and gas producers, emphasizing the importance of natural gas for pro-
ducing oil, rather than for electricity transmission.10 

CAPP also makes passing mention of economic benefits for Indige-
nous communities, even going so far as to call the oil and gas industry's 
activities “economic reconciliation” [88].11 In contrast, although federal 
documents include discussion of the duty to consult and Indigenous 
traditional knowledge, neither include specific frames connecting nat-
ural gas production and distribution with specific harms to Indigenous 
communities or Indigenous rights and title, as documented in the AFN 

8 Similarly, the BC plan included transportation fuel switching to compressed 
natural gas.  

9 Unlike “fossil” natural gas produced from non-renewable deposits in the 
earth, renewable natural gas refers to biomethane produced from biological 
breakdown of organic matter, primarily from landfills and green bin waste. 

10 CERI is similarly based in Calgary though its references to natural gas in 
energy transitions are too few to draw firm conclusions.  
11 Though further interrogation of these claims is necessary, we are deeply 

skeptical that the oil and gas industry is compatible with the “transformation of 
the relationships between Indigenous and settler people” and organizations that 
reconciliation requires [89]. 
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press releases. As the country continues to wrestle with settler- 
colonialism, questions around sovereignty, power, land-use, extracti-
vism, and energy transitions abound. 

5. Discussion 

Our findings suggest that bridge narratives are alive and well in 
Canadian climate policy discourse. We find that the conventional bridge 
fuel discourse evident in Alberta acknowledges the contribution of oil 
and gas production to GHG emissions but also points to the “lower- 
carbon” emissions of natural gas for electricity generation. Alterna-
tively, the global bridge narrative in BC reflects the incentive for gov-
ernments to “seize opportunities to claim credit for emissions reductions 
that occur outside their borders” [90,91]. Despite existing evidence that 
methane emissions from oil and gas production in Canada are under-
estimated [92,93], the global bridge narrative has been surprisingly 
durable in BC, leading the Canadian LNG Alliance to contend that the 
industry can even contribute to provincial and national climate targets 
[52,94]. Our research also highlights the predominance of a trans-
portation and housing bridge frame in Ontario, Quebec, and to a lesser 
degree, in the Atlantic provinces, which highlights conventional natural 
gas infrastructure as a placeholder for renewable natural gas in both 
transportation and heating sectors. We find that by and large, these 
frames are regionally distributed, intertwined with the existing energy 
systems, trade dynamics, and role of incumbent energy industries in 
each province. For example, although the BC government has main-
tained a globally centered clean-energy frame for LNG that has endured 
through a shift in the governing party, a downturn in oil prices, and the 
COVID-19 pandemic, the global bridge frame has been less successful in 
justifying gas transmission and distribution in the east of the country, 
evident in the Quebec government's recent decision to abandon a new 
LNG plant in Saguenay [95]. 

This regional variation in Canadian bridge frames demonstrates the 
ways in which the interpretive politics of natural gas can vary depending 
on where a given jurisdiction is located along a decarbonization 
pathway [26,96]. We draw on the “fractal carbon trap,” represented 
heuristically as a flattened S-curve, to help understand the potential 
decarbonization trajectories these bridge frames suggest [26]. Alberta, 
at the start of its decarbonization trajectory, is unlikely to concede to 
“Keep It in the Ground” policy goals, making fugitive methane emissions 
from upstream production a key battleground. As the government di-
vests from coal- and oil-fired electricity generation, the conventional 
bridge frame has emerged, opening a new window for natural gas. 
Similarly, BC's global bridge frame positions BC's fracking industry as 
environmentally preferable to Alberta's oil sands, justifying the ongoing 
expansion of natural gas production in the province. However, to date, 
neither Pembina Institute nor the DSF have strongly opposed expansion. 
The future of gas in both provinces depends on several economic, 
commercial, technical, and political factors. Addressing methane 
leakage could extend the life of natural gas as a bridge fuel and “business 
as usual” production for export in BC and support oil extraction and/or 
domestic electricity usage in Alberta. 

At the other end of both the spectrum (and the country), the Atlantic 
provinces seem to point to a post-oil future, with their climate policies 
focused almost exclusively on hydropower, biomass, and nuclear en-
ergy. Despite Nova Scotia and Newfoundland and Labrador's engage-
ment in offshore oil and gas production and New Brunswick's position as 
a prime exporter of refined petroleum products, the regional dialogue is 
basically silent on natural gas, focusing at the most on switching home 
heating from fuel oil and diesel fuel to alternative methods such as heat 
pumps. The comparative silence on the relationship between the oil and 
gas industry and climate action appears to have enabled environmental 
organizations to take a strong “Keep It in the Ground” stance on indi-
vidual oil and gas projects without contesting provincial climate action 
per se. And for non-Atlantic provinces less reliant on natural gas, such as 
Manitoba, they readily accept the importance of transitioning away 

from fossil fuels, including natural gas. 
In the middle of the transition “S” curve is Ontario, with a con-

strained and yet ongoing role for natural gas in transportation and 
electricity generation [96]. On the one hand, by phasing out coal-fired 
electricity generation, Ontario has moved beyond the conventional 
bridge frame, mentioning it primarily in passing to encapsulate past 
climate accomplishments. On the other hand, transportation/housing 
bridge frames provide an opportunity for natural gas interests to 
entrench in new sectors of the economy by acting as a placeholder until 
the arrival of non-emitting alternatives. Carbon lock-in is a powerful 
attractor and can generate self-reinforcing dynamics that can obstruct 
decarbonization [26]. The Ontario example demonstrates the inherent 
ambiguity in all bridge frames: although we are journeying toward a 
decarbonized future, the timing of our arrival depends both on the 
length of the bridge (when new technologies are commercially proven) 
and our pace (whether fossil fuel industries block societal uptake of 
clean alternatives) [97]. 

In short, the interpretive politics of natural gas in Canada are politics 
of pace: the timing and speed of energy transitions. In contrast to Can-
ada's southern neighbor, Canadian climate discourse has moved largely 
beyond climate denial to more complex debates about when and how 
the country will decarbonize [98]. Yet the regional variation in bridge 
frames also provides opportunities for provinces to learn from each 
other. Future research could tease out the conditions under which 
provinces might choose to “leapfrog” over potential future lock-in 
points, shortening the “flat” portion of a decarbonization “S” curve. 
Alternatively, variation in bridge frames may provide oil and gas pro-
ducing regions with alternative rationales to support ongoing reliance 
on fossil natural gas, generating system improvements, but little 
movement toward deep decarbonization. 

6. Conclusion 

Our findings demonstrate that not only do bridge narratives vary 
across countries [99] – but also within them. In keeping with scholarship 
on the energy and climate policies of carbon-intensive political econo-
mies [56,90,100–104], we find that variation in bridge frames is largely 
regionally determined in Canada, with western fossil-dependent prov-
inces producing conventional bridge frames and Atlantic hydro/nu-
clear/renewable energy provinces engaging only minimally with bridge 
frames, if at all. This fragmentation reflects long-standing divides in the 
country regarding the unequal distribution of costs and benefits of 
climate mitigation and the challenges facing federal governments 
seeking to broker a coherent national approach [56]. 

Beyond petro-state politics however, the interim “global bridge” and 
“transportation/housing” bridge frames draw attention to the role of 
discourse in facilitating new opportunities for carbon lock-in, especially 
in economies that have achieved some degree of decarbonization [27]. 
Although BC's domestic energy mix is dominated by hydropower [56], 
the global bridge frame has served to justify ongoing extraction for LNG 
production and export. Comparably, while Ontario has achieved sig-
nificant decarbonization through its phase-out of coal, the trans-
portation/housing bridge frame has secured an ongoing position for 
fossil natural gas in the province's energy mix [96,105]. As such, our 
findings contribute to emerging literature on how discourse can com-
plement other forms of institutional, technological, and behavioral 
carbon lock-in [106]. Future research could tease out the conditions 
under which bridge discourses function as lock-in mechanisms in some 
cases and “discursive turning points” in others [107]. Our findings also 
suggest that the interpretive dynamics of natural gas are moving beyond 
classic battles between economic benefits and environmental harms 
toward new tensions between climate benefits and environmental 
harms, often operating at different localities and different scales. These 
findings are in line with recent studies identifying the importance of 
local community engagement for pathways to decarbonization, 
regardless of the energy source, as well as local energy conflicts 
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surrounding the climate benefits of new transmission lines [14,63,64]. 
The malleable position of natural gas, both within the political 

economies of each region but also as a source of interpretive contesta-
tion, has implications for future coalition-building and decarbonization 
efforts in Canada and beyond. For the environmental and social justice 
organizations we analyzed, our findings show that there is a broad range 
of positions among organizations about the pace and timing of phasing 
out of natural gas in Canada's energy mix. This reinforces the point that 
there is no single environmental movement within Canada; rather, it 
encompasses diverse and complex dynamics and interests [108]. How-
ever, it remains to be seen if this diversity will help build pathways to-
ward decarbonization given the fragmented narratives around natural 
gas. Despite the salience of the “Keep It in the Ground” frame by some 
organizations, we cannot assume that all NGOs will adopt such a posi-
tion. This perhaps speaks to the power of “fossil capital” [65] and the 
complicated political landscape which constrains the range of frames 
that NGOs can strategically adopt. Notably, the Pembina Institute has 
not directly challenged the bridge frame and the causal narrative it 
embodies; rather, they are much more focused on how to mitigate 
extraction emissions. However, it is reasonable to expect environmental 
organizations to take different discursive approaches to capture 
different audiences or publics. This does not necessarily preclude 
collaboration and coalition-building with other environmental organi-
zations; however, organizations like the Pembina Institute, which have 
multiple audiences or targets (such as government and industry), face 
limitations and trade-offs in this regard. For organizations that do adopt 
a “Keep It in the Ground” approach, they also tend to signal solidarity 
with Indigenous resistance. Though it is beyond the scope of this article 
to understand how settler environmental and social justice organiza-
tions navigate racialization, colonialism, and whiteness to “do solidar-
ity,” these important dynamics require further consideration [109]. 

Interpretive politics can shift coalitions, disrupt alliances between 
incumbents, and identify the range of desirable coalition partners. Oil 
and gas industry associations are powerful actors; however, as our 
findings demonstrate, their preferences are not always homogeneous. In 
the US context, Downie has found divisions among corporate actors in 
the coal and utility industries [110] and that ad hoc energy coalitions 

form because of divergent interests not represented in existing industry 
associations [111]. Our study suggests the possibility of diverging in-
terests of the oil and gas industry in Canada, illustrated by CAPP's 
framing of natural gas as a destination fuel versus the Canadian Gas 
Associations' recent embrace of a range of transportation and heating 
fuels. Unpacking bridge fuel narratives reveals tensions between oil and 
gas that anti-fossil fuel advocates can exploit to advance alternative 
frames and energy futures. Though we should not underestimate the 
power of Canada's carbon-extractive sector, our findings suggest that 
governments can be drivers of bridge fuel narratives, moving jurisdic-
tions toward low-carbon economies while also debating the appropriate 
length of the bridge. Further research is needed to unravel whether some 
bridge narratives are more likely than others to lead us to our destina-
tion of a decarbonized future. 
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Appendix A. List of Climate Policy Documents   

Jurisdiction Date Title 

1 Alberta 2015 Climate Leadership Report to the Minister 
2 British Columbia 2016 Climate Leadership Plan 
3 Canada 2016 Pan-Canadian Framework on Clean Growth and Climate Change 
4 New Brunswick 2016 Transitioning to a Low-Carbon Economy 
5 Ontario 2016 Climate Change Action Plan 
6 Manitoba 2017 A Made-in-Manitoba Climate and Green Plan 
7 Saskatchewan 2017 A Made in Saskatchewan Climate Change Strategy 
8 Ontario 2018 A Made-in-Ontario Environment Plan 
9 Prince Edward Island 2018 A Climate Change Action Plan for PEI 
10 Newfoundland and Labrador 2019 The Way Forward on Climate Change 
11 Nova Scotia 2019 Climate Change Progress Report 
12 Canada 2020 A Healthy Environment and a Healthy Economy 
13 Quebec 2020 Plan pour une économie verte 2030  

Appendix B. Supplementary data 

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2022.102526. 
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[81] Gouvernement du Québec, Plan pour une ́economie verte 2030. https://www.que 
bec.ca/gouv/politiques-orientations/plan-economie-verte/, 2020. 

[82] Canadian Gas Association, Clean Fuel and Electric Vehicle Use in Canada Can 
Reduce GHGs by Over 50 Million Tonnes by 2030. https://www.cga.ca/news/cle 
an-fuel-and-electric-vehicle-use-in-canada-can-reduce-ghgs-by-over-50-million- 
tonnes-by-2030/, 2020. (Accessed 28 May 2021). 

[83] Government of New Brunswick, Transitioning to a Low-Carbon Economy: New 
Brunswick’s Climate Change Action Plan, 2016. 

[84] Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC), A Healthy Environment and a 
Healthy Economy, Government of Canada, Ottawa, ON, 2020. 

[85] Pembina Institute, Business and Environmental Leaders Call for Strong Canadian 
Oil and Gas Methane Regulations. https://www.pembina.org/media-release/ 
business-and-environmental-leaders-call-for-strong-canadian-oil-and-gas-methan 
e, 2017. (Accessed 28 May 2021). 

[86] Pembina Institute, Woodfibre LNG is a Step in the Wrong Direction for the 
Climate Pembina Institute. https://www.pembina.org/media-release/woodfibre- 
lng-wrong-direction, 2016. (Accessed 28 May 2021). 

[87] A.V. Carter, J. McKenzie, Amplifying “keep it in the ground” first-movers: Toward 
a comparative framework, Soc. Nat. Resour. 33 (2020) 1339–1358, https://doi. 
org/10.1080/08941920.2020.1772924. 

[88] Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers (CAPP), Canada's Oil and Natural 
Gas Industry and Indigenous Peoples Work Toward Shared Prosperity: CAPP 
Report, CAPP. https://www.capp.ca/news-releases/canadas-oil-and-natural-gas-i 
ndustry-and-indigenous-peoples-work-toward-shared-prosperity-capp-report-2/, 
2018. (Accessed 20 July 2021). 

[89] C.E. Hoicka, K. Savic, A. Campney, Reconciliation through renewable energy? A 
survey of Indigenous communities, involvement, and peoples in Canada, Energy 
Res. Soc. Sci. 74 (2021), 101897, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2020.101897. 

[90] K. Harrison, Natural resources, federalism, and the Canadian economy, in: Policy 
Transformation in Canada, University of Toronto Press, 2019: pp. 59–67. https:// 
doi.org/10.3138/9781487519865-008/html (accessed May 20, 2021). 

[91] K. Harrison, Federalism and climate policy innovation: a critical reassessment, 
Can. Public Policy 39 (2013) S95–S108, https://doi.org/10.3138/CPP.39. 
Supplement2.S95. 

[92] K. MacKay, M. Lavoie, E. Bourlon, E. Atherton, E. O’Connell, J. Baillie, 
C. Fougère, D. Risk, Methane emissions from upstream oil and gas production in 
Canada are underestimated, Sci. Rep. 11 (2021) 8041, https://doi.org/10.1038/ 
s41598-021-87610-3. 

[93] J.P. Williams, A. Regehr, M. Kang, Methane emissions from abandoned oil and 
gas wells in Canada and the United States, Environ. Sci. Technol. 55 (2021) 
563–570, https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.0c04265. 

[94] S.M. Jordaan, E. Romo-Rabago, R. McLeary, L. Reidy, J. Nazari, I.M. Herremans, 
The role of energy technology innovation in reducing greenhouse gas emissions: a 
case study of Canada, Renew. Sust. Energ. Rev. 78 (2017) 1397–1409, https:// 
doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2017.05.162. 

[95] J. Montpetit, Quebec nixes LNG plant that would have carried western Canadian 
natural gas to markets overseas, in: CBC News, 2021. https://www.cbc.ca/new 
s/canada/montreal/lng-quebec-saguenay-1.6111248. 

[96] D. Rosenbloom, B. Haley, J. Meadowcroft, Critical choices and the politics of 
decarbonization pathways: exploring branching points surrounding low-carbon 
transitions in Canadian electricity systems, Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 37 (2018) 22–36, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2017.09.022. 

[97] L.C. Stokes, H. Breetz, Politics in the U.S. energy transition: case studies of solar, 
wind, biofuels and electric vehicles policy, Energy Policy 113 (2018) 76–86, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2017.10.057. 

[98] J. Poitras, Why Climate and Carbon are no Longer a Wedge Issue in New 
Brunswick's “Energy Hub” CBC News, CBC. https://www.cbc.ca/news/can 
ada/new-brunswick/carbon-climate-change-new-brunswick-1.6159572, 2021. 
(Accessed 15 November 2021). 

[99] T. Boersma, S.M. Jordaan, Whatever happened to the Golden Age of natural gas? 
Energy Transit. 1 (2017) 5, https://doi.org/10.1007/s41825-017-0005-4. 

[100] A.V. Carter, Policy pathways to carbon entrenchment: responses to the climate 
crisis in Canada’s petro-provinces, Stud. Polit. Econ. 99 (2018) 151–174, https:// 
doi.org/10.1080/07078552.2018.1492083. 

[101] J.L. MacArthur, Trade, tarsands and treaties: the political economy context of 
community energy in Canada, Sustainability 9 (2017) 464, https://doi.org/ 
10.3390/su9030464. 

[102] R. MacNeil, M. Paterson, Trudeau’s Canada and the challenge of decarbonisation, 
Environ. Polit. 27 (2018) 379–384, https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
09644016.2018.1414747. 

[103] T. Meadows, T Crossman, A Tale of Two Provinces: Imposing Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Constraints Through Law and Policy in Alberta and British Columbia 
47, Alta. Law Rev., 2010, pp. 421–456, https://doi.org/10.29173/alr190. 

[104] C.D. O’Connor, K. Fredericks, Citizen perceptions of fracking: The risks and 
opportunities of natural gas development in Canada, Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 42 
(2018) 61–69, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2018.03.005. 

[105] D. Rosenbloom, A clash of socio-technical systems: Exploring actor interactions 
around electrification and electricity trade in unfolding low-carbon pathways for 
Ontario, Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 49 (2019) 219–232, https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
erss.2018.10.015. 

[106] K.C. Seto, S.J. Davis, R.B. Mitchell, E.C. Stokes, G. Unruh, D. Ürge-Vorsatz, 
Carbon lock-in: types, causes, and policy implications, Annu. Rev. Environ. 
Resour. 41 (2016) 425–452, https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-110615- 
085934. 

[107] P. Buschmann, A. Oels, The overlooked role of discourse in breaking carbon lock- 
in: The case of the German energy transition, in: WIREs Climate Change 10, 2019, 
e574, https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.574. 

[108] K. Shaw, Flashpoints of Possibility: What Resistance Reveals About Pathways 
Toward Energy Transition, in: Regime of Obstruction: How Corporate Power 
Blocks Energy Democracy, Athabasca University Press, Edmonton, AB, 2021, 
https://doi.org/10.15215/aupress/9781771992893.01. 

[109] J. Curnow, A. Helferty, Contradictions of Solidarity: Whiteness, Settler 
Coloniality, and the Mainstream Environmental Movement, Environment and 
Society 9, 2018, pp. 145–163, https://doi.org/10.3167/ares.2018.090110. 

[110] C. Downie, Fighting for King Coal’s crown: business actors in the US coal and 
utility industries, Glob. Environ. Polit. 17 (2017) 21–39, https://doi.org/ 
10.1162/GLEP_a_00388. 

[111] C. Downie, Ad hoc coalitions in the U.S. energy sector: case studies in the gas, oil, 
and coal industries, Bus. Polit. 20 (2018) 643–668, https://doi.org/10.1017/ 
bap.2018.18. 

A. Janzwood and H. Millar                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-6296(22)00033-0/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-6296(22)00033-0/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-6296(22)00033-0/rf0280
https://www.cer-rec.gc.ca/en/data-analysis/energy-markets/provincial-territorial-energy-profiles/
https://www.cer-rec.gc.ca/en/data-analysis/energy-markets/provincial-territorial-energy-profiles/
https://www.cer-rec.gc.ca/en/data-analysis/energy-markets/provincial-territorial-energy-profiles/
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2020.1825302
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2020.586711
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2020.586711
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41560-019-0399-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2021.1952799
https://doi.org/10.15215/aupress/9781771992893.01
https://doi.org/10.15215/aupress/9781771992893.01
https://doi.org/10.15215/aupress/9781771992893.01
https://doi.org/10.15215/aupress/9781771992893.01
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423920000190
https://www.capp.ca/about/
https://www.capp.ca/about/
https://doi.org/10.1080/07078552.2016.1249130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-6296(22)00033-0/rf0320
https://www.alberta.ca/natural-gas-vision-and-strategy.aspx
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-6296(22)00033-0/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-6296(22)00033-0/rf0330
https://climatechange.novascotia.ca/sites/default/files/Climate-Change-Progress-Report-October-2019.pdf
https://climatechange.novascotia.ca/sites/default/files/Climate-Change-Progress-Report-October-2019.pdf
https://www2.gnb.ca/content/gnb/en/departments/elg/news/news_release.2021.06.0467.html
https://www2.gnb.ca/content/gnb/en/departments/elg/news/news_release.2021.06.0467.html
https://climate.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/13/2016/10/4030_CLP_Booklet_web.pdf
https://climate.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/13/2016/10/4030_CLP_Booklet_web.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-6296(22)00033-0/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-6296(22)00033-0/rf0350
https://canadianlnga.ca/bc-lng-alliance-statement-on-bc-government-framework-for-natural-gas-development-march-22-2018/
https://canadianlnga.ca/bc-lng-alliance-statement-on-bc-government-framework-for-natural-gas-development-march-22-2018/
https://canadianlnga.ca/bc-lng-alliance-statement-on-bc-government-framework-for-natural-gas-development-march-22-2018/
https://canadianlnga.ca/canadian-lng-alliance-launches-to-highlight-lng-opportunity-for-all-canadians/
https://canadianlnga.ca/canadian-lng-alliance-launches-to-highlight-lng-opportunity-for-all-canadians/
https://canadianlnga.ca/bc-lng-alliance-congratulates-band-councils-and-coastal-gaslink-pipeline-on-community-and-project-agreements/
https://canadianlnga.ca/bc-lng-alliance-congratulates-band-councils-and-coastal-gaslink-pipeline-on-community-and-project-agreements/
https://canadianlnga.ca/bc-lng-alliance-congratulates-band-councils-and-coastal-gaslink-pipeline-on-community-and-project-agreements/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-6296(22)00033-0/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-6296(22)00033-0/rf0370
https://www.quebec.ca/gouv/politiques-orientations/plan-economie-verte/
https://www.quebec.ca/gouv/politiques-orientations/plan-economie-verte/
https://www.cga.ca/news/clean-fuel-and-electric-vehicle-use-in-canada-can-reduce-ghgs-by-over-50-million-tonnes-by-2030/
https://www.cga.ca/news/clean-fuel-and-electric-vehicle-use-in-canada-can-reduce-ghgs-by-over-50-million-tonnes-by-2030/
https://www.cga.ca/news/clean-fuel-and-electric-vehicle-use-in-canada-can-reduce-ghgs-by-over-50-million-tonnes-by-2030/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-6296(22)00033-0/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-6296(22)00033-0/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-6296(22)00033-0/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-6296(22)00033-0/rf0390
https://www.pembina.org/media-release/business-and-environmental-leaders-call-for-strong-canadian-oil-and-gas-methane
https://www.pembina.org/media-release/business-and-environmental-leaders-call-for-strong-canadian-oil-and-gas-methane
https://www.pembina.org/media-release/business-and-environmental-leaders-call-for-strong-canadian-oil-and-gas-methane
https://www.pembina.org/media-release/woodfibre-lng-wrong-direction
https://www.pembina.org/media-release/woodfibre-lng-wrong-direction
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2020.1772924
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2020.1772924
https://www.capp.ca/news-releases/canadas-oil-and-natural-gas-industry-and-indigenous-peoples-work-toward-shared-prosperity-capp-report-2/
https://www.capp.ca/news-releases/canadas-oil-and-natural-gas-industry-and-indigenous-peoples-work-toward-shared-prosperity-capp-report-2/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2020.101897
https://doi.org/10.3138/9781487519865-008/html
https://doi.org/10.3138/9781487519865-008/html
https://doi.org/10.3138/CPP.39.Supplement2.S95
https://doi.org/10.3138/CPP.39.Supplement2.S95
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-87610-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-87610-3
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.0c04265
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2017.05.162
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2017.05.162
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/montreal/lng-quebec-saguenay-1.6111248
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/montreal/lng-quebec-saguenay-1.6111248
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2017.09.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2017.10.057
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/new-brunswick/carbon-climate-change-new-brunswick-1.6159572
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/new-brunswick/carbon-climate-change-new-brunswick-1.6159572
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41825-017-0005-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/07078552.2018.1492083
https://doi.org/10.1080/07078552.2018.1492083
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9030464
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9030464
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2018.1414747
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2018.1414747
https://doi.org/10.29173/alr190
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2018.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2018.10.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2018.10.015
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-110615-085934
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-110615-085934
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.574
https://doi.org/10.15215/aupress/9781771992893.01
https://doi.org/10.3167/ares.2018.090110
https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00388
https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00388
https://doi.org/10.1017/bap.2018.18
https://doi.org/10.1017/bap.2018.18

	Bridge fuel feuds: The competing interpretive politics of natural gas in Canada
	1 Introduction
	2 The interpretive politics of natural gas
	3 Methods
	4 Findings
	4.1 Conventional bridge fuel frame
	4.2 Global bridge fuel frame
	4.3 Transportation and housing bridge fuel frame
	4.4 Methane mitigation

	5 Discussion
	6 Conclusion
	Funding
	Declaration of competing interest
	Acknowledgments
	Appendix A List of Climate Policy Documents
	Appendix B Supplementary data
	References


